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Close relationships have long captured the interest of both the social
psychologist and layperson, Among social psychologists, this interest has
fourished in the last few decades, with considerable emphasis being given
to processes and phenomena in present-day close relationships (for reviews,
see Berscheid, 1994; Ciark & Reis, 1988). Also common to much recent
empirical work on close relationships is a focus on social-cognitive structures
and processes, as reflected in recent volumes devoted entirely to the growing
cross-fertilization between social cognition and close relationships research
(Fietcher & Fincham, 1991; Fletcher & Fitness, 1996),

In this chapter, we present our approach to the study of close relation-
~_ships. an approach grounded in social-cognitive theory and research, but
depa:ting somewhat from the domain of present-day close relationships hy
focusing specifically on past relationships with significant others and their
roie in shaping current social reiations. We aim not osnly to demonstrate
the powerful and multifaceted effects that prior experiences with significant
others exert on present-day interpersonal life, but also to precisely articulate
the social-cognitive principles that govern the manner in which this influence
of the past on the present occurs,

L The Transference Phenomenon

In the course of everyday social life, it is not uncommon for a newly
encountered person to remind & perceiver of someone highly significant
whom he or she knows or has known in the past. Intuition suggests that
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such remindings influence perceptions”of the new person. Indeed, as a
result of such remindings, feelifgs, expectations, and behavioral responses
experienced in relation to the new person may come to reflect, at least in
part, past experiences with the particular significant other, Consider, for
example, a man whose new neighbor reminds him of his estranged father
and who thus bristles with anger upon passing this neighbor on the street,
Or consider the chiid who anticipates harsh discipline from a new authority
figure because she has been disciplined harshly by a parent.

The general notion that patterns of interpersonal relating, learned in
prior relationships, may resurface in later social relations is shared by a
wide range of psychological theories {e.g., Baldwin, 1992; Bartholomew &
Horowitz, 1991; Bowlby, 1969, 1973, 1980; Bugental, 1992; Feeney & Noller,
1990; Freud, 1912/1958; Greenberg & Mitcheli, 1983; Guidano & Liotti,
1983; Hazan & Shaver, 19%7 Horney, 1939; Horowitz, 1991; Kelly, 1955,
ruborsky & Crits-Christoph, 1990; Rogers, 1951; Safran & Segal, 1990,
Shaver & Rubenstein, 1980; Sullivan, 1953; Wachtel, 1981). In cur work,
we focus on the clinical concept of transference (e.g., Freud, 1912/1958),
conceptualized in social-cognitive terms. Transference refers to the very
phenomenon whereby aspects of past relationships with significant individu.
als reemerge in present interpersenal life (see also Suilivan, 1940, 1953},
Indeed, basic to any definition of transference is the experience of assump-
tions and feelings abous a significant other in relation to some other person,
generaily toward an analyst in psychoanalysis (Luborsky & Crits-Christoph,
1990; see also Ehrenreich, 1989), bui aiso potentially to any individual
encountered in daily social interactions.

Although the transference concept has existed for nearly a century, little
experimental work has been done to examine whether or not transference
actually occurs, leaving scant knowledge concerning its underlying mecha-
nisms. Our central argument is that the activation and application of a
stored, mental representation of a significant other to a new person consti-
tute the fundamental processes by which transference oceurs. Thus, when
something about a new person reminds a perceiver of a significant other,
the stored representation of the significant individual is likely to come o
mind, consciously or nonconscicusly, and in turn, to be applied to the new
person, coloring the perceiver's interpretations of, and responses toward,
. the rerson.

We now turn to cur social-cogaitive model of transference, and the
program of research emerging from it (Andersen & Baum, 1994; Ander-
sen & Cole, 1990 Andersen, Glassman, Chen, & Cole, 1995; Andersen,
Reznik, & Manzella, 1996; Baum & Andersen, in press; Chen, 1957; Hink-
ley & Andersen, 1996). We begin by articulating the basic assumptions of
the modei. We then describe the experimental paradigm used in our re-
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search and initial evidence supporting the model. Next, we present a series
of empirical efforts designed not only to demonstrate the many forms in
which past experiences with significant others may reappear in present
social relations, but also to provide evidence for the social-cognitive mecha-
nisms that guide the transference process. Finally, we locate our work
in the broader literature on close relationships by highlighting common
theoretical and empirical ground.

IX. The Social-Cognitive Model of Transference

Fundamental to the social-cognitive model of transference is the assump-
tion that mental representations of significant others, developed in nu-
merous encounters with these individuals, are stored in memory, are
highly affectively laden, and are connected with the self in memory via
seH/significant-other or relational linkages. As indicated, the model pro-
poses that transference can be understood in terms of the activation and
application of these stored representations {0 new others in social percep-
tion. in this section, we elaborate on these basic contentions of the model,
describing both its soclal-cognitive and clinical underpinnings. '

A. SOCIAL-COGNITIVE ORIGINS

To understand how transference cccurs by means of the activation and
application of a stored, mental representation of a significant other to a
new person, one needs to begin by considering the different types of social
knowledge that are thought to be represented in memory. Social constructs
have most often been studied as types of persons, such as a “nerd” or
“adventurous’ type (e.g., Higgins & King, 1981). As with roles and stereo-
types, these constructs represent classes of people, typically designated by
trait-adjective terms, which can then operate as points of comparison in
assessing new others (e.g., Andersen & Klatzky, 1987, Schneider & Blank-
meyer, 1983).

A “proper” construct, as in a “proper” name for a specific person {e.g..
Higgins & King, 1981), can aisc operate as do other sccial constructs (e.g.,
Andersen & Glassman, 1996, 8.T. Fiske, 1982; Smith & Zarate, 1990, 1992},
Such constructs, representing individual persons, have been referred to as
exemplars, and considerable research has shown that they are often also
used as points of comparison for judging new individuals {(e.g., Judd &
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Park, 1988; Smith & Zarate, 1990, 1992; see also Linville & Fischer, 1993;
Mullen, 1991; Park & Hastie, 1987),

Building on this basic notion, we define transference in terms of the
activation of a perceiver’s representation of a significant other—or exem-
plar of this important other—and its subsequent application 1o a new
person. As a result, encounters with this new person may be experienced
nearly as if he or she were the significant other—that is, in ways that are
analogous to past experiences with the significant other. Responding by
analogy has been shown to occur in a variety of domains, including ones
not involving significant-other representations {e.g., Gentner & Markman,
1997, Gilovich, 1981; Holyoak & Thagard, 1995; Read & Cesa, 1991; Seifert,
McKoon, Abelson, & Ratcliff, 1986: see also Lewicki, 1985, 1986; Logan,

iggS) Ross & Bradshaw, 1994; Ross, Perkins, & Tenpenny, 1990; Schank,
2},

B. SOURCES OF TRIGGERING TRANSFERENCE

Beyond simply identifying the activation and application of significant-
other representations to new others as the fundamental processes underly-
ing transference, our model maintains that the same basic principies thought
to govern other social constructs (e.g., traits, roles, and stereotypes) similarly
guide tl}ﬂ activation and use of significant-other representations in social
perception. In particular, in accord with prevailing social-cognitive models
of ronstruct activation and w.. . 1gins, 19892, 1996: see also Bargh, 1997;
Sedikides & Skowronski, 1990, 1991; Wyer & Srull, 1986), the model delin-
eates bo(:h chronic and transient sources of triggering significant-other rep-
resentations,

Chronic sources of construct activation, or the chronic accessibility of a
construct, are thought to arise from a construct’s sheer frequency of use
(e.g., Higgins, 1989a, 1990, 1996; Higgins & Brendl, 1995; Higgins & King,
_1982; Higgins, King, & Mavin, 1982). The chronic accessibility of a construct
is of -:Eonsiderabie significance in social perception in that it refers to the
f:bromc rfeadiness for the construct to be brought to bear on perceiving and
Interpreting others—even with minimal or no other sources of activation
present.

Bv f:lefm}tian. the degree to which any given construct is chronically
accessible depends on factors contributing to the frequency with which
the construct comes to mind. Significant-other representations are highly
familiar, frequently thought about, and of relevance to the self {Andersen &
Glassman, 1996; Andersen, Glassman, & Gold, 1998; see also Prentice,
1990)—factors that imply that they are likely to be chronicaliy accessible.
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Indeed, the chronic accessibility of significant-other representations has
been documented in research to be described below (Andersen et al,
1995), suggesting the ubiquity of the transference phenomenon in everyday
social relations.

Of course, beyond chronic sources of accessibility, transient cues in the
environment can also contribute to the activation and application of stored
constructs (e.g., Higgins, 1989a, 1996}. In particular, & large literature on
priming has examined the impact of a construct's recent activation on the
extent to which it is subsequently used in social perception {e.g., Bargh,
Bond, Lombardi, & Tota, 1986; Higgins, Rholes, & Jones, 1877, Srull &
Wyer, 1979). This research has typically shown that the activation of a
construct just before a stimulus person is encountered, or the priming of
the construct, is likely to result in the assimiiation of the person into the
construct-—that is, the person is likely o be interpreted in construct-derived
ways in a subsequent impression-formation task {¢.g., Higgins et al., 1977},
Although contrast effects, whereby the impression of the targetis contrasted
away from the activated construct, are observed under certain conditions
{e.g., Higgins & Stangor, 1988; Lombardi, Higgins, & Bargh, 1987, Manis,
Paskewisz, & Cotler, 1986; Martin, 1986; Martin, Seta, Crelia, 199; Petty &
Wegener, 1993; Schwarz & Bless, 1991), assimilation effects are quite
COmmon.

in accord with social-cognitive work on priming, our model assurmes
that such transient sources of construct activation may contribute to the
triggering of transference. That is, the recent activation, or priming, of a
significant-other representation ought to increase the subsequent likelihood
that the representation will be activated and applied to a newly encountered
person. Indeed, research on transference supports this, as will be detailed
later (Andersen et al, 1995, Study 1)

Most work on transient priming sources of construct activation has tended
to ignore the potential for a to-be-interpreted stirnulus itself to contribute to
the likelihood of construct activation {for exceptions, see Banaji, Hardin, &
Rothman, 1993; Bruner, 1957; Hardin & Rothman, 1997, Higgins & Brendl,

1995; Higgins et al., 1977, Sruil & Wyer, 1979, 1980). Central to our model
of transference is the notion that a target person’s resemblance to a signifi-
cant other increases the likelithood that the ™ presentation of this individual
will be activated and applied to the new person. That is, the “match”
between cues in the target person and stored knowledge about a significant
other-~termed applicability (Higgins, 198%a, 1996)—1is another potential
fransient source of triggering transference. Considerable research converges
on the notion that the activation and applicaiion of a stored construct to
a stimulus are particularly lLikely to occur when there is some perceived
“match” between the stimulus and the construct {e.g., Tversky, 1977
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Tversky & Gati, 1978; see also Cantor & Mischel, 1979; Hardin & Rothman,
1997; Higgins, 198%9a, 1996; Nosofsky, 1986; Rosch, 1978; Schneider &
Blankmeyer, 1983; Sedikides & Skowronski, 1990, 1991; Smith & Zarate,
1990).

In our view, applicability-based triggering in the form of a newly encoun.
tered person’s “match’ or resemblance to a significant other is especially
relevant to transference in that the phenomenon may be particularly likely
10 oceur n the context of actual face-to-face encounters with new others.
Thus, we suggest that both chronic and applicability sources of activation
are typical contributors to the activation and use of significant-other rep-
resentations, and much research on transference supports this claim, as
will be seen below (Andersen et al., 1995, Study 2; see also Andersen &
Glassman, 1996; Andersen, Rezaik, & Chen, 1997, Chen, Andersen, &
Hinkley, in press).! ‘

Overali, our model of transference maintains that chronic sources, either
glone or in combination with transient priming and applicability sources
of activation contribute to the triggering of transference (se¢ also Bargh
&t al,, 1986; Higgins, 1996). That 1s, although significant-other representa-
tions should have a chronic readiness to be used in social perception, they
should also be particularly likely to be activated and applied to new others
when transient sources of construct activation are also present. We discuss
issues pertaining to the triggering of transference in greater depth in
iater sections,

C. MANIFESTATIONS OF TRANSFERENCE

In our model, transference is seen as a multifaceted phenomenon, bring-
ing a wide range of past experiences in relationships with significant others
into the present, Namely, we contend that its occurrence manifests itssif

! In defining transference as reflecting the activation and application of a significant-other
representation to & new person, one question that might arise is whether of not perceivers
are consclously aware of these processes. In particular, are perceivers aware that the new
per. . reminds them of a significass sl 7 We would argue that transference may occur
whether pereeivers are or are not consciously aware of the resemblance of 2 new person o
a significant other. Indeed, recent research examining the subliminal activation of significant-
other representations is consistent with this (Glassman & Andersen, in ptessy. On the other
hand, social-cognitive work on assimilation and contrast effects wouid suggest that awareness
is a factor that might lead a perceiver to try to avoid interpreting a new person in terms of
a significant-other representation {for review, see Higgins, 1996}, Such inkibition of transfer-
ence is likely to occur ta the extent that the perceiver's awareness of its possible occurrence
is coupled with the assesstent that using the significant-other representation to interpret the
new person would be inappropriate or irrelevant (for a discussion of related issues, see
Andersen et al, 1995; Chen, Andersen, & Hinkley, in pressh.
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not only in terms of perceptions and interpretations of, and responses
toward, a new person to whom an activated significant-other representa-
tion has been applied, but alsc in terms of the experience of the self in re-
lations with the new other. In more specific terms, we assume that the
activation and application of a significant-other representation {0 & new
person lead perceivers to “go beyond the information given™ (Bruner,
1957) about the person by inferentially filling in the blanks about the
person on the basis of the representation. That is, upon such activation
and application, percejvers’ stored inferences about the significant other
are used to make inferences about the new person at encoding {i.e., while
learning about the person). Subsequently, perceivers should be more Likely
to remember the new person in terms of the significant other, believing
that they learned things about a new person that they had actually inferred
at encoding (for related work, see Johnson, Hastroudi, & Lindsay, 1993;
Johnson & Raye, 19813,

Stated somewhat differently, we argue that significant-other representa-
tions hzve the inferential power .o simplify whar is known abour & new
person by enabling inferences sbout him or her, just as a schema or proto-
type does {(see also Andersen & Klatzky, 1987, Andersen, Klauzky, & Mur.
ray, 1990, Bargh et al., 1986; Cantor & Mischel, 1877, 1979; Hamilton, 1979,
Higgins, Rholes, & Jones, 1977, Taylor, 1981). In short, the emergence of
representation-derived inferences based on an activated significant-other
representation serves as a basic index of transference in our research on
the phenomenon (see also Andersen & Glassman, 1996).

Qur mode! of transference also argues that the activation and application
of a significant-other representation to a new person should lead to evalua-
tions of the person that are derived from the representation, More specifi-
cally, drawing on 8.7, Fiske's model of schema-triggered affect (e.g., S. T.
Fiske, 1982), we contend that “affective” or “evaluative” information
linked to the representation in memory is activated upon the activation of
the representation, leading the new person to be evaluated in these terms
{e.g., Andersen & Baum, 1994)—analogous to what has been shown 1o
occur upon activation of a social category or stereotype (8. T. Fiske &
Pavelchak, 1986; Pavelchak, 1989). Thus, we interpret the emergence of
representation-derived evaluation of a2 aew person based on an activated
significant-other representation as another basic index of transference,
along with representation-derived inference and memory-(Andersen et al,,
1997; Andersen & (lassman, 1996}

Finally, our modei assumes that representations of the self and significant
others are linked in memory (see also Baldwin, 1992; Bugental, 1992; Ogil-
vie & Ashmore, 1991). We maintain that these self/significant-other linkages
represent the relationship between self and other, anc thus embody motiva-
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tions, affect, and roles experienced in relation to the other, as well as
interpersonal expectancies involving the other (Andersen et al, 1996:
Baum & Andersen, in press; see also Andersen et al., 1997). As such, the
activation and application of significant-other representations to new others
in transference should lead mot only to interpretive and evaluative effects,
but alse to motivational and affective consequences that reflect aspects of
past relationships with significant others. Beyond this, stored self/significant-
other linkages imply that when a significant-other represeniation is acti-
vated and applied to a new person, aspects of the self that are or have
been experienced in the relationship with the relevant significant other
are also activated, leading to changes in the experience of the self in re-
lations with the new other {e.g., Andersen et al., 1997; Hinkley & Ander-

;egr;,{}}l?%; see also Baldwin & Hoimes, 1987; Baldwin, Carrell, & Lopez,

2. CLINICAL ORIGINS

The clinical origins of our model lie in the work of both Freud (1812/
958) and Sullivan (1940, 1953). Freud developed the transference concept
nd assumed it to have unconscious psychosexual content and motivation
ratemerge in therapy as a defense mechanism. The notion that a “patient”
uperimposes childhood fantasies, conflicts, and wishes about a parent oato
n “analyst,” weaving “the figure of the physician intc one of the ‘series’
Iready constructed in his mind” (Freud, 1912/1963, p. 107; cited in An-
ersen & Glassman, 1996) is the essence of the coneept, Ajthough we
3 not endorse Freud's psychosexual-confiict model (which has implica-
ons for the content of transference), his assumption about its defen-
ve roots, nor his nearly exclusive focus on parental figures, we clearly
mczlzr that responses to a significant other may be experienced with new
:ople,

Particularly relevant to our model is the interpersonal view of transfer-
ice proposed by Sullivan (1940, 1953) in which he termed the process
irataxic distortion. His view assumes that children form “personifications”

therpse%ves and of significant others, as well as “dynamisms,” or the
namics that characterize the typical interplay between oneseif and the
!*zezt {see alsc Greenberg & Mitchell, 1983; Muilahy, 1970). He saw both
being learned in the context of “real” interpersonal relations experienced
one’s family of origin in relation to particular significant individuals, and
~would agree, However, Sullivan did not, as we do, postulate the existence

s . - e
mente” “epresentations, instead ... . g personifications and dynamisms
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in terms of energy and energy transformations.” Nonetheless, we see person-
ifications and dynamisms as readily interpretable in terms of mental repre-
sentations designating the self and others, and the relational patterns linking
the seif with these others (see also Andersen & Glassman, 1996).

Sullivan also made assumptions about motivation, arguing that certain
basic human needs guide the development of the self’s relations with others
{see also Andersen et al., 1997). In his medel, he discusses the need for
satisfaction, defining it in terms of the need for warm or “integrative”
encounters with others in which mutual tenderness is expressed, His “ten-
derness theorem™ posits that encounters with significant others that are
tender and caring are essential for satisfaction—even when one is pursuing
seemingly unrelated tasks, such as developing one’s own skills and talents.
In doing the Iatter, one is fulfilling another aspect of the need for satisfaction
involving the need to express one's own emotions and talents, and to
develop one’s own competencies. In his model, the aim is to do the latter
without disrupting or damaging the emotional connection with the other,

Beyond the need for satisfaction, a need for security is also assumed-—that
is, the need to feel and be safe {Greenberg & Mitchell, 1983}, In Sullivan's
view, the experience of tenderness with significant others or its allerna-
tives-—experiencing the other as cold, distant, or distressed-~impacts on
one's sense of security and safety, Hence, the individual is motivated to
keep insecure feelings about significant others at bay in the context of
needing to feel tender, connected responses from them. In short, these
motivations for satisfaction and security define a person's individualized
pattern of pursuing satisfaction and security with particular significant oth-
ers, and are thus represented in personifications and dynamisms. In Sulli-
van’s version of transference, then, the process invokes not only personifi-
cations and dynamisms, but also these motivations.

Cur mode! of transference also has motivational underpinnings, alongside
its social-cognitive bases. Thus, we concur with Sullivan that basic motiva-
tions pertaining to satisfaction and security--among others such as a basic
need for human connection-—are fundamental to the development of, from
our perspective, representations of the self, significant others, and the self

2 1n terms of distinetions, Sultivan proposed that actual interpersonal relations experienced
with a significant other in a family is what Ieads to patterns of responding learned with
significant others, whereas Freud assumed *'reality™ was less relevant than unconscious fantasy
about interactions with others (Greenberg & Mitchell, 1983), driven by psychosexual urges
and ror by affiliative or mastery needs. The latter needs are of coursefundamental to Sullivan's
ideas about the need for satisfaction, as described in this section. For Sullivan, then, the
content of self and other knowledge is not necessarily psychosexual, as it is in Freud’s theory,
and the id, ego, superego structures of Freud have no place. {nstead, Freud’s tripartite structure
of the mind is replaced with self-representations and object representations.
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in relation to these others (for a more detailed discussion, see Andersen
et al., 1997). '

As a final note, despite the clinical relevance of our modei, we contend
that transference can occur not only in therapy, but also in daily life {sec
also Singer, 1988; Wachtel, 1981; Westen, 1988)—a claim also made by
Freud and Sullivan, although they both focused on the therapy situation (see
Luborsky & Crits-Christoph, 1990). Indeed, although some psychodynamic
theorists focus on transference exclusively in the client-therapist relation.
ship, and aiso emphasize the particular importance of parental representa-
tions (see Ebrenreichy, 1989, Luborsky & Crits-Christoply, 1990}, we consider
transference ubiquitous in daily life, and regard its therapeutic implications
in broad-based terms as well {see Andersen & Berk, 1998). Thus, we assume
that it may occur on the basis of representations of various significant
others—such as a sibling, best friend, spouse, or other romantic partaer—as
well as on the basis of parental representations. In sum, we assume that
transference can be understood in basic social-cognitive terms, that it can
be measured empirically, and that it has multifaceted effects that result in
the reemergence of relationships from the past in the present,

We turn now to the program of research that has examined the basic
assumptions of the social-cognitive mode} of transference, We begin by
describing the experimental paradigm used in this work and initial evidence
for the model, and continue on through several bodies of empirical evidence
on the transference phenomenon pertaining te its affective and motivational
consequences, as well as to the underiying social-cognitive principles that
govern the process. We then consider what is known from research on
transference in terms of the broader literature on close relationships, high-
lighting ways in which our work and this broader body of research can be
mutuaily informed.

IH. The Basic Transference Paradigm

Given the complexity of our research methods, we discuss them in some
depth before presenting the evidence for the social-cognitive mode! of
transference. The experimental paradigm that we describe in this section
serves as the backbone of ail the research presented in later sections.

A, COMBINING IDIOGRAPHIC AND NOMOTHETIC
RESEARCH METHODS

Essential to our view of the role of significant-other representations in
transference is that these representations are personally meaningful, thus
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requiring idiographic research methods {Allport, 1937, Kelly, 1955) to assess
the idiosyncratic content of people’s representations of their significant
others. To understand the basic processes underlying transference, however,
it is also necessary to use a nomothetic experimental design in which idio-
graphic content is used. Thus, we use a combined idiographic-nomothetic
methodology that allows us to track normative processes generalizing across
people, while nonetheless making use of idiographic information. (For
pertinent reviews of idiographic methods, see Higgins, 1987, 1990, Pelham,
1993 Pervin, 1976.) '

An outline of cur basic experimental paradigm appears in Table L In
the pretest session, participants are asked to idiographically generate de-
scriptive sentences about a significant other, and in some cases, about
various control representations as well. In a subsequent, experimental ses-
sion, usually held at least 2 weeks later, the learning and test phases of the

TABLE
THE BASIC TRANSFERENCE PARADIGM

A, Pretest Session

1. Participants name a significant other and possibly other people or social categories 1o
serve as control represeniations,

2. Participants generate a series of sentences {usually 14} to characterize each person/
category named, and then rank order these sentences in terms of how descriptive they
are of gach personfcategory.

3. For each person/eategory, participants select from a list of adjectives those they view ag
neither descriptive nor counter-descriptive of the personf/category—that is, those that
are essentially irrelevant to the person/category.

B. Experimental Session

1. Typically, at least 2 weeks after the pretest session, participants engage in the fearsing
phase in which they are presented with descriptive sentences aboul one or more new
target persons,

2. Inthe learning phase, one target person is always characterized by some of the descriptive
sentences participants themselves had generated carlier to describe their significant
other {as weil as by some irrefevant filler sentences). The other tarpets, when present,
correspond to the control represeniations. :

3. For each target, participants complete a recognition-memory test in which they rate their
confidence that they saw each of a series of descriptive sentences In the fearning phase.
Some of these sentences were actuaily presented about thie target, and some were net
presented but were derived from the corresponding representation. For the target corres-
ponding to participants’ significant other, the confidence ratings given for the representa-
tion-derived sentences that were nor actuaily presented in the learning phase serve as
a basic index of transference in the form of representation-derived inference and memory
about the target based on an activated significant-other representation, Representation-
derived evaluation of the target also serves as a basic index of transference,

¢ adapted from Andersen and Glassman (1996}
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paradigm occur. In the learning phase, participants encounter descriptive
sentences about one or more new larget persons. Some of these target
descriptors were derived from ones they had idiographically generated in
the earlier session, and others are isrelevant filler descriptors. We construe
descriptors in a target person as an analog for cues perceivers would encoun-
ter on-line in an actuzal social encounter, :

One target always resembies the significant other participants bad de-
scribed earlier. That is, descriptive cues in this target “match” or overiap
with some of the knowledge participants have stored about a significant
other, Thus, appiicability-based triggering of significant-other representa.
tions is operationalized in the form of significant-other resemblance in the
new target person, Said differently, significant-other resembiance in the
target constitutes applicability sources of activation for the relevant signifi
¢ant-other representation in the learning phase of our paradigm.

The standard significant-other-resemblance condition is compared 1o one
or several control conditions in which no-significant-other resemblance exists
in the target person{s). For example, in a standard control condition, the
target is characterized in the learning phase by descriptors generated by a
“yoked” participant to describe his or her significant other. Typically, each
participant in the significant-other-resembiance condition is yoked with one
participant in the no-resembiance condition on a one-to-one basis. This
ensures that the participant in the latier condition, the yoked-participant
control condition, sees exactly the same descripiors as the participant in the
significant-other-resembiance condition, thereby controlling for the exact
conient of the descriptors about the new target. The extent to which partici-
pants’ own significant-other representations are activated and applied
should be greater in the standard significant-other-resembiance condition
relative to the no-significant-other-resemblance condition(s),

After learning about the target person(s}), participants take part in the
test phase of the experimental session. Specifically, they complete 3 variety
of dependent measures, including a standard recognition-memory test com-
posed of representation-derived descriptive seatences (as well as some filler
sentences) that either were or were not presented about each target in the
learning phase. Table II depicts the stimuli used in a typical learning phase
to describe the target(s), along with stimuli used as test items in the recogni-
tion-memory test to assess representation-derived inference and memory
for both the standard significant-other-resemblance condition and the
yoked-participant control condition in which no significant-other resem-
blance exists in the target person.

For each target, participants’ recognition-memory confidence ratings
for representation-derived descriptors that were nor actually presented
in the learning phase serve as a measure of the nomothetic process of
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TABLE il
TarGer STMULL AND RECOGNITION-MEMORY Tist ITEMS UsEb IN THE ExpERIMENTAL SESSION

Target condition

Resembles the participant’s own  Resembles a yoked-participant’s

significant other significant other
Targe: descriptors  Some of the particizant’s own Some of a yoked pariicipant’s
used in the idiographically generated diographically generated
learning phase significant-other descriptors, significant-pther deseriptors,
along with some irrefevant along with some irrelevant
filler descriptors fller descriptors
Items used in the  Some of the participant's own Some of a yoked participant's
recognition- idiographically generated idiographically generated

memory test significant-other descriptors
that were and were not
presented in the learning presented in the learping
phase, and some irrelevant phase, and some irrelevant
filler descriptors that were and filter descriptors that were and
wete aot presented in the were not presented in the
iearning phase learning phase

significant-other descriptors
that were and were not

“ooing beyond the information given” inferentially about the target in
representation-derived ways at encoding {see Cantor & Mischel, 1977}, That
is, higher confidence ratings in the significant-other-resemblance condition
relative 1o the control condition{s) serve as a basic index of transference
in the form of representation-derived inference and memory.

The emergence of evaluative responses toward the target in the signifi-
caat-other-resemblance condition that reflect the overall evaluation or af-
fect linked with the relevant representation is also taken as basic evidence
for the transference phenomenon. Such representation-derived evaluation
should not occur in the no-significant-other-resemblance condition{s).
Hence, as indicated earlier, evaluation ratings serve as another basic index
of transference.

B. INITIAL EVIDENCE: REPRESENTATION-DERIVED
INFERENCEMEMORY AND EVALUATION

The first demonstration of transference examined representation-derived
inference and memory based on an activated significant-other representa-
tion (Andersen & Cole, 1990, Study 3). In the pretest session of the study,
participants identified a significant other, a nonsignificant other, a stereo-
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type label (e.g., “redneck™), and a trait label (e.g., “liberal”). They then
generated 14 sentences to describe each person or social category, and
rank-ordered these sentences in terms of their descriptive importance. Next,
they selected from a list of adjectives those they considered “irrelevant”
to each representation. These adjectives were used as filier target descriptors
in the learning phase, and as filler test items in the test phase of the
sxperimental session,

In the learning phase, each participant was presented with descriptive
sentences about four target persons via microcomputer—one of whom
resembled histher own significant other. The other targets served as no-
significant-other-resemblance control conditions and resembled, respec-
tively, the participant's previously identified nonsignificant other, stereo-
type, and trait. The sentences describing each target were derived from
ones participants had generated in the pretest session. More specifically,
each of four fictional-character names (e.g.,, “Terry”} was paired with a
fixed proportion of participants’ identically ranked sentence-predicates for
each representation {e.g., . . .hasstrong views” or*. . . makes others feel
inadequate”), along with some irrelevant filler adjectives (each preceded by
the verb “is") in an individual random order. Each target resembied one
of the participant’s own representations with an identical degree of applica-
bility—that is, overlap between the descriptors previously generated to
characterize each representation and those learned about the correspond-
ing target,

After the learning phase, participants completed a standard recognition-
memory test about each target used to assess representation-derived infer-
ence and memory. Resembiance in each target to the corresponding repre-
sentation should increase the extent to which the representation is activated
and appiied to the target, as would be evidenced in higher recognition-
memory confidence ratings for representation-derived descriptors that were
not actually presented about the target. As predicted, participants gave
higher confidence ratings when the target resembled their own significant
other reiative to the no-significant-other-resemblance controi targets.

This evidence for transference in the form of representation-derived
inference and memory based on an activated significant-other represenia-
tion has been found in numerous studies, using designs varying in the
number of target persons about whom participants learn, the control condi-
tions used, und the manner in which participants “encounter” the descrip-
tors about the targe! persons {e.g., Andersen & Baum, 1994; Andersen et
al., 1995, 1996; Baum & Andersen, in press; Chen et al,, in press; Hinkley &
Andersen, 1996). Indeed, recent studies have also demonstrated how robust
this basic inference and memory effect is in that it persisis and may even
be exacerbated over time {Glassman & Andersen, in press).

SIGNIFICANT-QTHER REPRESENTATIONS AND TRANSFERENCE 137

As indicated, beyond such representation-derived inference and memory,
evaluative responses of a new person based on an activated significant-
other representation also serve as a basic index of transference. In research
examining such representation-derived evaluation in transference, the over-
all evaluative tone of participants’ significant-other representations is deter-
mined at pretest-—specifically, participants are asked {o name and describe
positively and negatively evaluated significant others {e.g., Andersen &
Baum, 1994; Andersen et al., 1996). Representation-derived evaluation in
transference is then examined by manipulating significant-other resem-
biance and the overall evaluative tone of the significant-other representa-
tion in the experimental session.

The initial research examining representation-derived evaluation in
transference used a between-subjects design in which participants learned
about a new farget person in a “real” social context in which the person
was allegedly seated next door and a future interaction was imminent
(Andersen & Baum, 1994}, The new person resembled either participants’
own positively or negatively toned significant other or a yoked participant’s
positively or negatively toned significant other, Perfect one-to-one yoking
across conditions ensured that the stimull encountered by participants learn-
ing about a target resembling their own significant other were identical to
those encountered by participants learning about & yoked participant's
significant other. The use of identical descriptors across conditions rules
out differences based on the content of the stimuli, as well as the notion
that something distinctive about the descriptors of any significant other,
even a yoked participant’s, could somehow account for the results.

Because the target resembled either the participant’s own or a yoked
participant’s positively or negatively toned significant other, the extent to
which evaluation of this target was derived from the overall evaluative tone
of the relevant significant-other representation could be assessed. As stated
in an earlier section, in line with the theory of schema-triggered affect (e.g.,
S. T. Fiske, 1982}, we argue that when a significant-other representation
is activated and applied to a new person, the evaluation linked to this
representation should be attached to the new other, We refer to this evalua-
tion prediction as “representation-derived” instead of “schema-triggered”
simply because it takes no stand on the internal architecture or schematicity
of significant-other representations, and thus is a language we prefer——even
though predictions based on the theory of schema-triggered affect are the
predictions we make, B

As in the prior study {Andersen & Cole, 1990, Study 3), the results
showed greater representation-derived inference and memory for the target
resembling the participant’s own rather than a yoked participant’s signifi-
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cant other, as portrayed in Figure 1. These data verify evidence for transfer-
ence using this index. Importantly, this effect occurred whether the target
resembled a positively or negatively toned significant other, thereby indicat-
ing that transference occurs on the basis of both positively and negatively
toned significant-other representations.

Of still greater importance was evidence indicating that representation-
derived evaluation does in fact occur as part of the transference process,
That is, participants evaluated the target person more favorably when he/
she resembied their own positively versus negatively toned significant other
vhis effect did not occur when the target resembied a yoked participant’s
positively versus negatively toned significant other, These findings are de-
picted in Figure 2.

In presenting these results, it is worth noting that participants had been
asked to generate both positive and negative descriptors about their posi-
tively and negatively toned significant others in the pretest session so that
the targets in both significant-other-resemblance conditions could be de-
scribed with an equal number of positive and negative descriptors, As such,
participants’ evaluative responses toward the target resembling their own
significant other were apparently derived from the overall evaluative tone
of the relevant significant-other representation, rather than from the evalua-
tive tone of the individual target descriptors.

In sum, initial research demonstrating transference has suggested that
representation-derived inference and memory, as well as representation.
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Fig. 1. Average representation-derived inference and memory rating as 2 function of
significant-other resemblance and overall evaluative tone, {Adapted from Andersen &
Baum, 1954.}
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Fig.2. Average vepresentation-derived evaluation rating as & function of significant-other
resemblance and overall evaluative tone. {(Adapted from Andersen & Baum, 1994.)

derived evaluation, constitute basic indices of transference. That is, infer-
ences and evaluations stored in memory about past or present significant
others can be transferred to newly encountered others,

IV, Motivation, Expectancies, and Affect in Transference

Beyond stored inferences and evaluations about a significant other, we
argue that significant-other representations inciude knowledge reflecting
motivations, expectancies, and affect experienced previously in relation-
ships with significant others. This implies that such forms of knowledge are
also likely to be activated and applied to newly encountered others in
transference. In this section, we describe a study designed to test these
assumptions {Andersen et al., 1996).

Participants in this study learned about a new target person who resem-
bied either their own or a yoked participant’s positively or negatively toned
significant other—with perfect yoking in a design nearly identical to the
study described just above {Andersen & Baum, 1994). Asin all prior studies,
in the significant-other-resemblance conditions, the target descriptors were
derived from those the participant had previously generated to describe
either a positively or negatively toned significant other. The new target
person about whom participants learned was described with an equal num-
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ber of positive and negative descriptors, whether derived from a positively
or negatively toned significant other. After learning about the target, partici-
pants completed several dependent measures including ones assessing the
basic inference/memory and basic evaluation effects, as well as a variety
of other representation-derived effects involving motivation, exp rctancies,
and affect. : '

A. REPRESENTATION-DERIVED INFERENCE/MEMORY
AND EVALUATION

As predicted, our basic inference and memory effect emerged in this
study in the form of higher memory confidence ratings about represen-
tation-derived descriptors that were not presented about the new target
person in the significant-other-resembiance condition refative fo the no-
resemblance control condition. As in earlier work (Andersen & Baum,
1594}, the effect held both for positively and negatively toned significart
others, '

The basic evaluation effect was also found in this study, Specifically,
participants evajuated the target more favorably when the target resembled
their own positively toned significant other rather than own negatively
toned significant other. This effect was not found when the target resembled
& yoked participant’s significant other-that is, in the no-significant-other-
resemblance conditions,

B. REPRESENTATION-DERIVED MOTIVATION

Although the theory of schema-triggered affect does not specify the
triggering of motivation reflecting the evaluative tone of a category (S. T.
Fiske & Pavelchak, 1986), in our view, the basic notion that evaluative and
affective aspects associated with a significant-other representation can be
activated and applied to new others is readily extended into the motivational
domain. Specifically, we contend that motivation concerning a significant
other is likely to be stored in the linkages between the self and other—
reflecting what the self seeks to accomplish with the other, Thus, upon
the activation of a significant-other representation, representation-derived
motivation should occur. That is, motivational material stored in selffsig-
nificant-other linkages should be activated and applied to a new person
when a significant-other representation is activated, leading motivations
pursued in the relationship with the significant other to become operative
in relations with the new other. These motivational assumptions are
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grounded in part in a growing body of work indicating that motivational
constructs, like any other construct, are represented in memory, and thus
can be similarly activated and used {e.g., Bargh, 1990, 1997, Bargh & Goli-
witzer, 1594). ’

To examine representation-derived motivation in transference, in the
pretest session of this same study {(Andersc. et al,, 1996}, participants had
been asked to name a positively toned significant other whom they felt
close to and wanted io be siiif closer 10, and a negatively toned significant
other whom they did not feel close to and from whom they wanted (o be
even more distant. In the experimental session, participants’ self-reported
motivation for interpersonal closeness with the new target person was
assessed after they learned about the target, Thus, representation-derived
motivation in transference was measured in terms of the desire for interper.
sonal closeness in this study.

As predicted, the results showed that motivations pursued in relationships
with significant others are activated and applied along with significant-other
represeniations. As seen in Figure 3, participants were more motivated to
emotionally approach {and not distance themseives from) the target who
resembied their own positively toned significant other relative (o the target
resembling their negatively toned significant other. This pattern did not
hold when the target resembled a yoked participant’s significant other-—that
is, in the no-significant-other-resemblance conditions.
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Fig. 3. Average represeniation-derived motivation rating as a function of significant-other
resemblance and overall evaluative tone. (From Andersen, Reznik, & Manzella, 1956, Copy-
right 1996 by the American Psychological Association. Adapted by permission of the pub-
lisher}
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These data document representation-derived motivation in transference,
and thus extend research on the theory of schema-triggered affect (S. T.
Fiske, 1982) into the motivational domain. Further, the particular motiva-
woll examined-~o0f emotionaly approaching or avoiding another per-
son—is arguably one of the most fundamental in that the need to bond or
attach to others appears to be basic to survival (Andersen et al,, 1997, see
also Adler, 1927/1957; Bakan, 1966; Baumeister & Leary, 1995; Blatt, 1950;
Bowlby, 1969; Deci & Ryan, 1983; Fairbairn, 1954, Gilligan, 1982; Green-
berg & Mitchell, 1983; Guisinger & Blatt, 1994; Helgeson, 1994; Horney,
1939, 1945; McAdams, 1985, 1989; Muliahy, 1970; Rogers, 1951; Safran,
1990a, 1990b; Sullivan, 1540, 1953). In this sense, demonstrating the emer-
gence of this motivation in transference may be of considerable significance.

C. REPRESENTATION-DERIVED EXPECTANCIES

Representation-derived expectancies based on an activated significant-
other representation were also examined in the study just described {Ander-
sen et al,, 1996). In our view, expectancies about a significant other's re-
sponses toward the self should be stored in memory in the linkages between
seif and the significant other, and thus are likely to be activated and appiied
1o @ new person in transference. To examine this prediction, participants’
expectancies about how positively or negatively the new target person
would evaluate them were assessed in the experimental session of this
“udy. i a significant other is or has been harsh and rejecting, this shoul¢
be manifested as an expectancy held by perceivers for how a new person
onto whom the corresponding significant-other representation has been
activated and applied will respond to them—-namely, with rejection. Con-
versely, if people perceive themselves as being loved or having been loved
by a significant other, experiencing transference based on the representation
of this individual should lead them to expect more love (or liking) from
the new person,

As predicted, when the target person resembled participants’ own posi-
tively toned significant other, participants expected the target to like and
accept them more than when the target resembled their own negatively
toned significant other. No such pattern of positive expectancies was found
in the no-significant-other-resemblance conditions. These data appear in
Figure 4.

Thus, stored expectancies about acceptance and rejection are activated
when a significant-other representation is activated and applied to a
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Fig. 4. Average representation-derived expectancy rating as a function of significant-other
resemblance and overall evaluative tone. {From Andersen, Reznik, & Manzella, 1996. Copyright
1996 by the Amencan Psychological Association, Adapied by permission of the publisher.}

new person.’ Such representation-derived expectancies implicate sell/
significant-other linkages stored in memory in that they reflect perceivers’
perceptions of a relevant significant other’s feelings toward them. On a broader
level, these data are of significance in light of a growing body of work on the
consequences of chronic expectancies about acceptance versus rejection in
interpersonal relations (see also Downey & Feldman, 1996; Feldman & Dow-
ney, 1994), as well as theory and research on the role of cutcome contingencies
in interpersonal relations {e.g., Bandura, 1986; Higgins, 1989}

D. REPRESENTATION-DERIVED FACIAL AFFECT

Finally, affective responses were also examined in the above study {An-
dersen et al., 1996). Given that emotional responses may last only a few
seconds {Ekman, 19923, the focus was on affect shown in momentary facial
expressions. Specifically, participants’ facial expressions were covertly vid-

* A reader might wonder about the distinctiveness of the measures of representation-
derived evajuation, motivation, and expectancies used in this study. A factor analysis was
conducted on the entire pool of self-report ems meant to comprise these three measures.
The results of this analysis generally verified the distinet psychological meaning of these
measures {for a further discussion, see Andersen et al., 1996, pp. $112-1113),
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eotaped as they learned each descriptor about the new target person. Moni-
toring the face in this way provided a nonverbal measure of the affect
experienced immediately upon encoding each target descriptor. Partici-
pants’ facial affect was expected to refiect the overall evaluative tone of
the significant-other representation,

Two trained judges, blind to condition, rated participants’ facial expres-
sions for pleasantness (i.e., positive versus negative feeling) as they read
the descriptors, one at a time. As anticipated, participants responded with
more positive facial affect when learning about the target resembling their

“ywn positively toned raact Jhan their own negatively toned significant
other—a pattern not seen when the target resembled a yoked participant’s
significant other. These findings are shown in Figure 5.

Beyond examining participants’ facial affect as a function of the overall
evaluative tone of the relevant significant-other representation, analyses
were also conducted to assess whether participants' facial affect was respon-
sive to the valence of the individual target descriptors, which was manipu-
iated independently of the overall evaluative tone of the representation,
as noted earlier. The resuits suggested differences in the extent to which
the predicted effect of the overall evaluative tone of the representation
emerged as a function of descriptor valence. Specifically, a though the
predicted effect was found across target-descriptor valence, it emerged
more unambiguousiy for negative target descriptors than for positive ones,
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Fig. 5. Judges’ average rating of positivity in facial affect a1 encoding as s Function of
significant-other resemblance and overal evaluative tone. {From Andersen, Reznik, & Man-
zeila, 1996, Copyright 1996 by the American Psychological Association. Adapted by permission
of the publisher.}
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As shown in Figure 6, for negative descriptors, participants showed the
most positive affect when the farget resembled their own positively toned
significant other relative to negatively toned significant other,

Stated differently, participants responded to negative target descriptors
associated with a positively evaluated significant other with especially posi-
tive facial affect. One interpretation of this finding is that the inconsistency
of the negative target descriptors in relation to the overall positive tone of
the significant-other representation led perceivers to transform the negative
information into a positive response. This possibility is intriguing and fits
recenl evidence in the close relationships literature suggesting that when
faced with a romantic partner’s fault, perceivers tend to formulate *theo-
ries” that dampen or dispel the negativity implied by the fault {Murray &
Holmes, 1993, 1994, 1996). In both cases, perceivers appear to be motivated
to maintain positive conceptions of their significant others, Interestingly,
because self-reievance is thought to be essential to the experience of emo-
tion {Lazerus & Averill, 1972, Greenwalid, 1982, Greenwald & Pratkanis,
1984}, this type of finding may suggest the special self-relevance of positively
toned significant others. We discuss these provocative notions in more
detail in a later section,

Overall, using a virtually instantanegus measure of affect, the results
constitute evidence for representation-u.ived facial affect in transference.
Learning about 2 new person who resembles a significant other influences
facial expressions so as to reflect the overall tone of the relevant significant.

4.4

& Prallive decripior valence W Negrive deicriptor velbeoer

4.3

4.2

4.1

Panitive Hegative Positive Negative

Partictpant's owa dgnileent other A yoked pursid pant's shpntBeent other

Fig. 6. Judges' average rating of positivity in facial affect at encoding as a function of
significant-other resemblance, overall evaluative fone, and target-descriptor valence. (From
Andersen, Reznik, & Manzells, 1996, Copyright 1996 by the American Psychological Associa.
Hon, Adapted by permission of the publisher.)
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other representation. At the same time, these data also suggest the special
role of negative descriptors in the affect experienced in transference invoiv-
ing positively toned significant others. On the other hand, we note that
analogous evidence in the form of self-reported transient moed, also as-
sessed in this study, was nor found, suggesting that the observed facial
expressions reflected fleeting affective experiences and not phenomenal
mood states {see section V for a further discussion). Nonetheless, as indi-
cated, the data clearly show that representation-derived facial affect
emerges in transference, extending prior work on transference into the
domain of emotion.

Taken as a whole, this study extended initial evidence for the social-
cognitive model of transference by replicating the basic inference/memory
and evaluation effects in transference, and by demonstrating that motiva-
tion, expectancies, and facial affect derived from an activated significant-
other representation emerge as part of transference (Andersen et al.,, 1996).
These data clearly suggest the breadth of the phenomenon, revealing the
multifaceted ways in which past experiences in relationships with significant
others come to play a role in present interpersonal relations.

V. Transient Mood States and Interpersonal Roles in Transference

Given that significant-other representations are likely to be highly affec-
tively laden, their activation and application to a new person might, at least
under some circumstances, influence self-reported transient mood states.
Specifically, if perceivers feel unhappy around a significant other, they
might be more likely to experience depressive mood states when the repre-
sentation of this significant other is activated as compared to when a repre-
sentation of a significant other around whom they feel happy is activated.
Essentially, transference may involve representation-derived transient
mood states. In one study, self-reported transient mood states did in fact
tend to support this possibility (Andersen & Baum, 1994), However, the
effect size in this study was small, and the effect failed to replicate, as noted
in the study above {Andersen et al., 1996).

In this section, we take another look at representation-derived transient
mood by considering the impact of a contextual factor on the emergence
of this mood effect in transference. Specifically, we describe a study focused
on the interpersonal role that perceivers typically experience in relation to
their significant others (Baum & Andersen, in press). From our view, the
role one experiences in a relationship with a significant other should be
embodied in the linkages between the self and this other in memory. Thus,
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when a new person resembles a perceiver’s significant other, role informa-
tion linking the significant other with the self should be activated, leading
the perceiver to respond to the new person in part as a function of this
role (cf. A. P. Fiske, 1992; A. P. Fiske & Haslam, 1996).

One implication of this prediction is that the role congruence or “fit” of
the new person’s role with that typically experienced in the relationship
with the significant other may have consequences for transient mood states.-
More specifically, considerable research suggests that role relationships
entaif goals and expectancies periaining to how the self and others typically
refate, as well as to typical successes and disappointments experienced in
these relationships (Andersen et al., 1996; Baum & Andersen, in press; see
also Baidwin & Sinclair, 1996; Bugental, Lyon, Krantz, & Cortez, 1997,
Downey & Feldman, 1996; Downey, Khouri, & Feldman, 1997, Luborsky &
Crits-Christoph, 1990, Oatley & Bolton, 1985). Moreover, the ways in which
goals are or are not achieved have shown to predict affect (e.g., Martin,
Tesser, & McIntosh, 1993), and role violations in relationships are often
experienced negatively (e.g., Williamson & Clark, 1992; Williamson, Clark,
Pegalis, & Behan, 1996). Together, these lines of research suggest that the
mood states experienced with a significant other are likely to be associated
with one’s role relationship with the other—namely, with the satisfaction
of goals in this relationship.

Thus, when a new person resembles a significant other, the goals one
pursues in relation to the significant other should become operative in
relations with the new other. If these goals are then contradicted or frus-
trated with the new person, negative affect is likely to resuit. Stated some-
what differently, a congruent role in transference is likely to signal that
typical interaction patterns can be played out, whereas an incongruent
role is likely to signal their disruption. Hence, when a significant-other
relationship is positive, experiencing a congruent role in ‘ransference should
be associated with relatively positive mood, whereas experiencing an incon-
gruent role should frustrate goals and violate Cipectations, leading (o nega-
tive mood.

In the study designed to examine these assumptions, participants learned
sbout a new target person resembling their own or a yoked participant’s
positively toned significant other (Baum & Andersen, in press). Although
this study only examined positively toned significant others, the target
was described, as usual, with an equal number of positive and negative
descriptors generated earlier by the participant or yoked participant. All
participants anticipated an interaction with the target in which the target
was in the roie of either an “expert” or & “beginner’-and they were in
the complementary role, In the pretest session, participants had been asked
to identify a significant other who was an authority figure 10 them-—that
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is, whose relational role was that of a more knowledgeabie, powerful other.
As such, the target’s interpersonal role was manipuiated in the expeniment
to be either similar to or opposite from that of participants’ significant other.

A. REPRESENTATION- DERIVED INFEREN(,E?MEMORY
AND EVALUATION

As usual, translerence was assessed in terms of representation-derived
inference and memory, as well as representation-derived evaluation, as &
function of significant-other resemblance in the new target person. Both
the basic inference and memory and basic evaluation effects emerged in
the form of greater representation-derived memory confidence ratings and
more positive evaluation in the signilicant-other-resemblunce condition
than in the yoked-participant control condition, Given that all significant-
other representations were positively toned, these simple findings verify the
occurrence of transference in the significant-other-resemblance condition.

B. REPRESENTATION-DERIVED TRANSIENT MOOGD STATES

As predicted, participants' reports of their current mood states after
fearning about the target reflected the overall tone of the refevant represen-
tation (Le.. they felt better) when the larget resembled their own positively
toned significant other and was in a congruent rather than incongruent role
relative 1o the significant other's role. Indeed, when this target was in an
tncongruent role, participants felt particularly badly, reporting increased
depressive mood, Such aflective differences did not emerge in the no-
significant-other-resemblance conditions, suggesting that the effect s
unique 1o the transference context, These data appear in Figure 7. Overall,
rote fit appears to facilitate represeatation-derived transient mood states
in transference, and lack of role fit appears to interfere with it

This study suggests that role incongruence in transference involving posi-
tively toned significant others may signal that outcomes usually achieved
with a significant other will not be obtained. Thus, when a significant other
is viewed positively, role incongruence in transference may lead to dysphoric
mood (see also Higgins, 1989b; Kruglanski & Jaffe, 1988). Whether or not
goal disruption is the precise mechanism underlying this effect, the data
clearly extend work on transference info the realm of role relationships,
both chronic and situational, as well as into the immediate social context
of the transference encounter,
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Fig. 7. Average transionl depressive mood rating, corrected for protest mood. as o Hinchion
of significant-other resembilance and role congruence, {Adapied from Baum & Amiusm
in press. © 199% Guilford Press. Reprinted with permission.}

Although research examining negatively toned significant-other repre-
sentations and role congruence or incongruence is also needed. the rosulis
of this study clearly indicate that information about normative role relation-
ships with sigaificant others i stored in memory as pm"i of sel/significant.
other linkages, and thus can be activated in the context of transforence.
Hence, in addition to idiographic content in such linkages, there is norma-
tive role content as well (cf. A. P. Fiske, 1992, A. P. Fiske & Haslam.
1996). Overali, this evidence deepens the complexity of the transference
phenomenon by suggesting that interpersonal roles experienced previoushy
in relationships with significant others provide structure for and constrain
affect in relations with new others in transference.

V1. The Self in the Transference Context

Central to our view of transference is the notion that self and significant-
other representations are linked in memory. Much of the evidence described
above supports the existence of stored, selffsignificant-other inkages in
that these linkages are thoughl to be implicated in representation-derived
motivation, expectancies, and affect in transference (Andersen ot al.. 1996),
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as well as in the impact of role znformazwn in transference {Baum &
Andersen, in press),

Beyond these transference effects, the existence of self/significant-other
linkages suggests that the activation of a significant-other representation
should activate aspects of the self that are linked to the relevant significant
other. That is, these linkages should allow the activation of knowiledge
stored aboul a significant other to spread to the particular subset of self-
knowledge that is strongly linked 10 this important other. As a resuit, the
“working self-concept” (e.g., Markus & Wurf, 1987; Linville & Carlston,
1694}, or the subset of self-knowledge that is active at any given moment,
shouid come to reflect the self experienced when thinking about or being
around the significant other——in other words, the self-with-significant-other
{(see also Ogilvie & Ashmore, 1991},

In terms of our basic research paradigm, then, significant-other resem-
blance in a new target person should lead io shifts in the working self-
concept toward the self when with the relevant significant other. Further-
more, given evidence for representation-derived affective responses in
transference {e.g., Andersen et al., 1996), described in earlier sections, self-
cvaluative responses reflecting the overall tone of the representation of the
relevant significant other and the associated relationship with this other
may also occur (see also Baldwin, 1992; Baldwin & Holmes, 1987, Baldwin
ct alh, 1990).

in this section, we describe a study designed to test these assumptions
(Hinkley & Andersen, 1996). As implied above, this study tested the hy-
pothesis that when a significant.other representation is activated and ap-
plicd to a new person, stored self/significant-other linkages are also acti-
vated, bringing to mind aspects of the self experienced in the relationship
with the relevant significant other, and thus resulting in predictable shifts
in the content and evaluation of the working self-concept in the conlext
of transference.

in the pretest session of this study, each participant provided a general
self-description as a measure of his or her general working seif-concept by
completing a list of sentences beginning with the prompt “Generally,
f.. 7 with self-descape.. ¢ predicates (e.g., “worry about my weight” or
“am very direct’). Participants then named and listed both positive and
negative descriptors for one positively and one negatively toned significant
other, Next, participants were asked to generate self-descriptors reflecting
the way they are when with each significant other by completing a list of
sentences beginning with the prompt “When 'm with NAME, 1. . ")
with descriptive predicates (e.g., “feel extremely feminine” or “am fotally
relaxed”}. Finally, participants classified each of their working-self-concept
descriptors as positive or negative——as a measure of self-evaluation at
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the level of self-reported descriptor valence. All of this was prior to the
‘experimental session, and aliowed the overlap between each participant’s
general working self-concept and self-with-significant-other to be calculated
at pretest for later use as a covariate (see below),

I the experimental session, participants learned descriptors about a new
target person allegedly seated next door {as in Andersen & Raum. 1994).
The target resembled either their own or a yoked participant's positively
or negatively toned significant other (with perfect yoking). and was de-
scribed with an equal number of positive and negative descriptors. After-
ward, participants’ general working self-concepts were once again mea-
sured. That is, participants were asked to describe themselves as they “are
now” by generating self-descriptors. As with the self-descriptors generated
in the pretest session, partiupams classified each of these self-descriptors
as positive or negative. Once again, the overlap between the general work-
ing self-concept and the self-with-significant-other was assessed. Finallv,
participants completed a standard recognition-memory test which mea-
sured, as usval, representation-derived inference and memory based on an
activated significant-other representation,

A. REPRESENTATION-DERIVED INFERENCE/MEMORY

As predicted, the basic inference and memory effect emerged such that
participants showed greater representation-derived inference and memaory
about the target resembling one of their own significant others versus a
yoked participant’s significant other. This effect held regardless of the
overall evaluative tone of the significant-other representation from which
the target descriptors were derived. Thus. the data indicate that significant-
other resemblance in the new targel person invoked the activation and
application of the significant-other representation to the targetin this study.

and thus implies that any effects emerging in this condition did so in
context of transference.

13

B. SHIFTS IN THE CONTENT OF THE WORKING
SELF-CONCEPT IN TRANSFERENCE

To examine the hypothesis that the activation of significant-other ropre
seatation leads to a shift in the working sclf- -concept toward the seil exper-
enced in the relationship with the relevant significant other, a measure of
overlap was used (see Prentice, 1990). That is. as indicated. the degree of
overlap between participants’ general wor king sell-concept and their seli-
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with-significant-other was calculated on an item-by-item basis both at the
pretest session and after exposure to the experimental manipulation, More
specifically, at each measurement time, independent judges calculated the
number of idiographic descriptors in participants’ working self-concept lists
that overlapped with their self-descriptors reflecting what they are like
when with the significant other. When a new target person activates a
significant-other representation by virtue of his or her resembiance o a
significant other, the degree of this overlap should increase, controliing for
pretest overlap. Such a shift in the working self-concept should not occur
in Lhe absence of significant-other resemblance.

As predicted, participants” working self-concept did in fact come o over-
lap more with the self-with-significant-other when the target resembled
the participant’s own significant other rather than a yoked participant’s
significant other. These results, depicted in Figure 8§, suggest that in the
context of transference, perceivers appear to become the self they are when
with the relevant significant other. Despite appearances in this figure, no
interaction emerged, indicating that this overlap effect held whether the
target resembled a positively or a negatively toned significant other. Impor-
tantly, no such pattern of findings was found when overlap was calculated
in relation Lo an irrefevant sell-with-significant-other (i.e., for the self-with-
significant-other with an overall tone opposite to that of the relevant signifi-
cant other). Thus, the observed shifts in the content of the working self-

[ERY

2 Posttive significant sther M Negative significant gther

9.8

6.7

0.5

0.3

0.4

63

2

G}

Fartleipant's own A yoked participant’s

Fig. 8. Overlap between the working seif-concept and the relevant self-with-significant-
other, corrected for pretest overlap, as & function of significant-other resembiance and overall
evaluative tone. (From Hinkle . (. Jersen, 1996. Copyright 199 by the American Psycholog-
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.
concept were specific to the relevant self-with-the-significan! other and not
just any significant other.

C. SHIFTS IN SELF-EVALUATION OF THE WORKING
SELF-CONCEPT IN TRANSFERENCE

To measure shifts in the evaluative tone of the working self-concept in
transference, we examined participants’ positive and negative classiications
of their self-descriptors in Lhe experimental session, controlling for the
valence of these seif-desceriptors as assessed in the pretest session. Our main
analyses of seif-evaluative changes were conducted using the overfapping
ftems—the working-seif-concept descriptors that came (o refleet the rele-
vani self-with-gignificant-other. When the target person resembled the parti-
cipant’s own significant other——that is, in the transference contexi—we
expected these newly overlapping self-descriptors to reflect the cvaluative
tone of the relevant significant-other representation and associated scll-
with-significant-other. '

Support was in fact found for this prediction, as depicted in Figure 9.
Pa::ticipants perccived Lheir newly overlapping working sel-concept de-
scriptors as more positive when the target resembled thelr own positively
toned significant other rather than their own negatively toned signiﬁcan}
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Fig. 9. Valence of working self-descriptors overlopping with the relevant seif-with-signifi-
cant-other, corrected for pretest valence, as a function of significant-other resemblance and
averall evaluative tone. {From Hinkley & Andersen, 1996 Copyright 1996 by the Amgrican
Psychologlcal Association. Adapled by permission of the publisher.) )
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other, 3 difference not found when the target resembled a yoked partici-
pant’s significant other. Thus, shifts in the working seif-concept that cceur
in transference involve changes in self-evaluation that are derived from the
overall tone of the significant-other representation and associated self-with-
significant-other, Importantly, the effect occurred for both positively and
negatively toned significant others,

An analysis was also conducted on the nonoveriapping items (i.e., the
working self-concept jtems that did not overlap with the self-with-signifi-
cant-other in the experiment), and this analysis revealed a very different
patiern. As seen in Figure 10, the valence of the items nor overlapping
with the self-with-significant-other in the experiment became most positive
when the target resembled the participant’s own regatively toned significant
other rather than positively toned significant other. A similar effect was
not found in the no-significant-other-resembiance condition when the target
resembled a yoked participant’s significant other. These findings suggest
that when a new person resembles a negatively toned significant other,
pasitively toned aspects of a perceiver's overall pool of seif-knowiedge that
do not overlap with the self-with-significant-other come to predominate in
his or her working self-concept in transference involving negatively evalu-
ated significant others. Presumably, this occurs in response to the smail
influx of negative working-self-concept descriptors {i.e., the overlapping de-
seriptors),

Poyitive sipnifh wrher W Nega ignifi
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Fig. 10. Valence of working self-deseriptors nonoverlapping with the relevant self-with-
significant-other, corrected for pretest valence, as a function of significant-other resemblance
and overall evaluative tone, {From Hinkley & Andersen, 1996, Copyright 1996 by the Ameriean
Psychological Association, Adapted by permission of the publisher.)
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Interestingly, the nonoverlapping items comprised the majority of the
working-self-concept descriptors listed, which implies that the compensa-
tory self-evaluative response seen in the context of negative transference
was the dominant self-evaluative response. Indeed, overall analyses of the
working-self-concept descriptors verify this interpretation in the prosent
data. Such compensatory responses are common in various domatis of self
research, particularly those focused on perceivers’ responses to threats o
the self {e.g., Greenberg & Pyszezynski, 1985 Steele, TORR: Taylor & Brown,
1988; Taylor & Lobel, 1989; Tesser, 1988},

I sum, in the context of transference, shifts in the working self-concept
occurred in the direction of the relevant self-with-significant-other. or the
self experienced in the relationship with the relevant significant other.
Coupled with these content shifts were changes in self-evaluation in the
newly overlapping aspects of the working self-concept reflecting the tone of
the significant-other representation and the associated self-with-significant-
other. Intriguingly, the negative (or relatively less positive) sell-evaluative
changes in the working seif-concept that occurred inshe context of transfer-
ence based on the negatively toned significant-other representation appar-
ently led to seif-evaluative bolstering in the overall working self-concept,
rendering overall seif-evaluation especially posttive based on a negative
significant other. Whether this bolstering occurs primarily on-line in trans-
ference, or also occurs in the relationship with the significant other. is
unknowsn, but the result is clearly provocative in terms of the nature of
transference responses based on significant others toward whom perceivers
do not feel positively.

Having presented an array of findings concerning the inferential, evalua-
tive, motivational, affective, role-related, and self-relevant outcomes that
emerge in transference, we now turn our attention to the basic social-
cognitive principles governing the transference phenomenon. Specificatly,
in the next several sections, we discuss issues pertaining (o how and when
significant-other representations are likely to be activated and applicd to
new others and describe the growing body of research addressing these
issues.

VH. Basic Social-Cognitive Principles Underlying Transference

A central assumption of our model of transference is that the activation
and application of significant-other representations can be understood n
terms of the same basic sociai-cognitive principles thought to guide the
activation and use of any other social construct—an assumption we stated
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earlier in laying the groundwork of the model. In particular, we delineated
both chronic and transient sources of activation for significant-other repre-
sentations. Chronic sources, or the chronic accessibility of a construct, arises
from its frequent past activation and implies a high likelihood of activation
even in the absence of transiemt sources {e.g., Higgins & King, 1981).
Transient sources may alsc play a role in construct activation in the form
of priming, which refers to recent activation, or applicability, which refers
to activation arising from the “match” or overlap between cues in a new
person and knowledge stored about a construct (e.g., Higgins, 1996). Over-
ali, then, construct activation and application can occur based on chronic
sources, transient sources, or some combination {e.g., Bargh et al., 1986).
Increases in the contribution from any of these sources are thought to
produce corresponding increases in construct activation (e.g., Chen et al,
in press; Higgins & Brendl, 1995).

Applied 1o the activation and application of significant-other representa-
tions, these basic principles suggest that chronic sources of triggering
significant-other representations should combine with transient sources of
activation to trigger transference. We conducted two studies to examine
the chronic and transient activation of significant-other representations
(Andersen et al., 1995}, In the first, we examined whether or not chrognic
and iransient priming sources combine to trigger transference, and in the
second, whether or not chronic and transient applicability sources combine
to do so.

A, CHRONIC AND PRIMING SOURCES OF
TRIGGERING TRANSFERENCE

To examine whether or not chronaic and priming sources combine fo elicit
transference, the presence versus absence of priming was manipuiated in
the first study {Andersen et al., 1995, Study 1), Specifically, participants
took part in a pretest session in which they named and described a signifi-
cant-other representation and as a controi condition, a nonsignificant-other
representation. They did this either immediately before learning about a
series of new targel persons in the experimental session of our research
paradigm {priming condition), or did it severel weeks beforchand {no-
priming condition).

In the experimental session, participants in both priming conditions
fearned descriploss about four new largel persons in an individualized
random order. These targets resembled, respectively, their own significant
other, their own nonsignificant other, a yoked participant’s significant other,
and a yoked participant’s nonsigaificant other. Afterward, participants com-
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pleted a standard recogaition-memory test about each target, which was
used, as usual, to assess transference in the form of representation-derived
inference and memory.

As depicted in Figure 11, participants showed. greater representation-
derived inference and memory about the target resembling their own sig-
nificant other than about the target resembling their own nonsignifican!
other. Greater representation-derived inference and memory were also
found for the target resembling participants’ own significant other relative
1o each of the yoked-participant targets. No difference was found between
the yoked-participant’s significant-other and nonsignificant-other targets.
indicating that the reliable difference between participants’ own significant-
other and nonsignificant-other targets cannot be attributed to objective
differences in the descriptors listed for significant others versus nonsignili-
cant others in general Importantly, these findings held across priming
conditions, suggesting the chronic accessibility of participants’ own signifi-
cani-other representation relative to their own nonsignificant-other repre-
seatation—that is, their chronic readiness to be activated and applied to
new others, even in the absence of any activation arising from priming

Beyond this, the results also showed that in the priming condition, think-
ing about and listing descriptors to characterize a significant other and
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Fig, 11, Average representation-derived infurence and memory rating as 8 function of
resemblance to participants’ own or a yoked participant’s representation. the significance
or nonsignificance of the representation, and priming condition, (From Andersen, Glassman,
Chen, & Cele, 1995. Copyright 1995 by the American Psychological Associntion, Adapled
with permission of the publisher.)
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nonsignificant other in the pretest session just prior 10 the experimental
session primed the representations of these individuals. That is, representa-
tion-derived inference and memory were greater in the priming condition
than in the no-priming condition for the targets resembling the participant’s
own sigaificant other and nonsignificant other. This priming effect can be
seen in Figure 11 in the increase from the no-priming to priming conditions
for both of these representations. Also apparent is the fact that this effect
occurred independently of the chronic-accessibility inding—he Iaster evi-
denced in the form of greater represeatation-derived inference and memory
for the target resembiing participant’s own significant other relative to
nonsignificant other across priming conditions. Overall, then, the data indi-
cate that both chronic sources and transient priming sources of activation
contribute Lo the triggering of transference.

B. CHRONIC AND APPLICABILITY SOURCES OF
TRIGGERING TRANSFERENCE

If significant-other representations are chronically accessible, they should
have a high likelihood of activation in the absence of not only priming, but
aiso applicability. And yet applicability, embodied in cues in a new person
that “match™ or overlap with knowledge stored about a significant other,
should increase the likelihood that the relevant significant-other representa-
tion will be activated and applied to the person {e.g., Higgins, 1996; see
also Tversky, 1977}, That is, as with priming sources, applicability sources
should combine with chronic sources to trigger transference {e.g., Bargh
et al., 1986).

Ve examined this pred.. .. in a second study by manipulating the
presence versus absence of applicability {Andersen et al., 1995, Study 2).
As 1n all of the research described thus far, applicability-based triggering
was operationalized in the form of “match” between descriptors associated
with a percelver’s significant-other representation and the cues presented
about a new target person—that is, significant-other resembiance in the
target. What distinguishes this study from all other research described
above—in which significant-other resemblance has always been manipu-
lated—is the manner in which the inference and memory measure was
constructed, as is described below.

In the pretest session of this study, particpants were asked to aame and
generate descriptors for two different significant others, To provide stimuli
for a new “no-representation” control condition in which the descriptors
were self-generated, we asked participants to generate one senience for
each of a diverse list of weill-known individuals. As a set, these descriptive
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sentences would nor constitute a single representation, thereby allowing
an assessment of self-generation effects (Greenwald & Banaji, 1989) in the
experimental session in the absence of representational coherence.

Participants learned about four target persons in the learning phase of
the experimental session, held two weeks after the pretest session for all
participants. In the applicability condition-which is our standard signifi-
cant-other-resemblance condition-—participants learned about a target who
resembled one of their own sigaificant others, and later completed a stan-
dard recognition-memory test using representation-derived descriptors for
this same significant other as test items, In the no-applicability (i.c.. no-
significant-other-resemblance) condition, the target resembled one of
yoked participant’s significant others, but the test items for this target were
descriptors derived from another of the participant’s own significant others
{(the one not used in the applicability condition). Thus, the extent of repre-
senfation-derived inference and memory about a new target person based
on one of participants’ own significant-other representations could be as-
sessed in the presence of applicability-based triggering (i.c., significant-
other resemblance) versus the absence of such triggering {1.¢.. no-significant-
other resemblance).

Two control conditions were also included in this study. I one. another
no-significant-other-resembiance condition, descriptors about another sig-
nificant other of a yoked participant were used as target descriptors. and
in this condition, the recognition-memory test used descriptors that were
also provided by this yoked participant. In other words, this condition was
our standard yoked-participant control condition. In the other condition.
the descriptors participants listed as their no-representation sentences were
used as both target descriptors and as items in the récognition-memory test,

As predicted, greater represeatation-derived inference and memory
based on a significant-other representation emerged in the applicability
condition relative to no-applicability condition. These data are depicted in
Figure 12. Hence, applicability-based triggering appears to play a role
the activation and application of significant-other representations to new
others. Importantly, however, evidence for the chronic accessibility of sig-
nificant-other representations was once again found. That is, in the no-
applicability condition, greater representation-derived inforence and mem-
ory based on asignificant-other representation were observed refative to the
representation-derived inference and memory s2en in each of the control
conditions. This finding speaks to the chronic accessibility of significant-
other representations in that, even ir™" e absence of applicability, signiti-
cant-other representations appear to be activated and apphed to some
degree to new others. At the same time, the greater representation-derived
inference and memory seen in the applicability versus no-applicabilitv con-
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I-'E:g, 12, Average representation-derived inference/memory rating as function of target
condition, (From Andersen, Glassman, Chen, & Cole, 1995, Copyright 1993 by the American
Psychological Association. Adapted by permission of the publisher.}

dition speaks lo the importance of applicability-based triggering in trans-
ference.

Taken together, these two studies suggest that significant-other represen-
tations are chronically accessible. They have a chronic readiness to be
activated and applied to new others even in the absence of activation arising
from either transient priming or applicability sources. And vet both of
these transient sources of activation may contribuie to the activation and
application of significant-other representations to new others. This is evi-
denced in the fact that, when present, they combined with the chronic
accessibility of significant-other representations to enhance the triggering of
transference. Overall, this research demonstrates that basic social-cognitive
principles of construct activation and use can be readily applied to the
d_omain of significant-other representations, providing considerable preci-
sion regarding the processes underlying transference. Beyond this, the evi-
dence found in this research for the chronic accessibility of significant-other
representations suggests the ubiquity of the transference phenomenon,

VIIL Applicability-uased Triggering of Transference

The research described just above clearly indicates that applicability,
defined in terms of a new target person’s “match” or resemblance to a
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significant other, increases the likelihood that the relevant significant-other
representation will be activated and brought to bear on interpreting him
or her (Andersen et al, 1995, Study 2). Evidence for applicability-bascd
triggering of transference also lies in the broader body of research demon-
strating the emergence of inferential, affective, motivational, role-related.
and self-refevant effects in the presence but not absence of significant-
other resemblance in a new target person, Our theorizing and research on
applicability is part of a growing sockal-cognitive literature on this source
of construct activation and use (for reviews, see Chen et al, in pross

. Hardin & Rothman, 1997; Higgins, 1996}

In the next few sections, we consider applicability-based triggering in
transference more closely. T the st section, wu scrulinize existing ussump-
tions about the underiying basis of applicability—that is, the units of knowl-
edge that constitute “match” between a stored construct and a to-be-
interpreted stimulus. Specifically, we begin by discussing longstanding
feature-based approaches, which tend to view mental representations as
composed of lists of features or attributes, and thus generally assume that
applicability is feature-based—that is, that the activation and use of a
representation to interpret a stimulus occur in part as a function of the
degree of “match” between feature-based cues in the stimulus and [eature-
based knowledge stored about the representation.

We conciude this section by discussing recent freory-based approaches
that offer an alternative to feature-based views by suggesting that the
conient, structure, and use of mental representations may involve theory-
pased forms of knowledge. We exanune such approaches in considerable
depth so as to lay the groundwork for the following section in which we
present a theory-based approach to significant-other representations and
transference, and describe a line of research designed to examine ¥, Uil
mately, this work raises the possibility that applicability-based triggering
in transference may be in part theory-based (Chen, 1997)°

A. FEATURE-BASED APPROACHES TO APPLICABILITY

In all of the research described thus far, applicability has been conceptual-
ized as a source of activation for significant-other representations arising
from the overlap between fearure-based cues in a new target person and

* Although the present focus is on feature-based and theory-based appiicability, i 38 worlh
noting that there are undoubtedly various other possible bases of the role of applicabilily in
triggering transference, For example, physical characteristics in a new person thal resemble
those associated with a significant other may often add to the contribution of apphcabitisy-
based tripgering to transference. This possibility warrants future atiention.
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feature-based knowledge stored aboul a sigaificant other (e.g., “Terry is
sincere” or “‘Pat likes to go dancing™). As stated in an earlier section, we
CoASLIue cucs in a new targel person as an analog [or cues perceivers would
encounter on-line in an actual social encounter. .

In more concrete terms, participants’ conceptions of their significant
others have been assessed simply in terms of lists of descriptive features
they have generated about these individuals. In turn, transference has been
shown to occur in part as a resuit of the feature-based resemblance of
a new target person to one of participants’ significant others. Indeed, as
indicated, rescarch has shown a varicty of representation-derived effects
reflecting the activation and application of a significant-other representation
to a new person when such feature-based applicability is present versus
when it is absent {e.g., Andersen et al,, 1995, Study 2). Overali, then, feature-
based applicability appears to play some role in triggering transference.

Qur feature-based approach to applicability is rather common. Feature-
based assumptions are made, either implicitly or explicitly, by various social-
cognitive models on construct activation and use {e.g., Higgins, 1996; Sedi-
kides & Skowronski, 1990, 1991; Wyer & Srull, 1986}, as well as by various
cognitive models of categorization {e.g., Rosch, 1978}, The latter are of
relevance because categorization processes are thought to be similar to
construct activation and use in terms of basic predictions. Though their
emphases vary considerably. these featare-based models converge in the
basic aotion that a new person (or object) is likely to be compared with
stored knowledge in part as a function of matching and mismatching fea-
tures between the person and the stored knowledge {e.g., Tversky, 1977;
Tversky & Gati, 1978; see also Cantor & Mischel, 1479; Nosofsky, 1986;
Rosch, 1978; Smith & Medin, 1981}

An alternative basis for applicability, however, lies in theory-based ap-
proaches to categories and categorization. Such approaches have appeared
across a wide range of research (for reviews, see Komatsu, 1992; Murphy &
Medin, 1983). We turn now to a discussion of such approaches {see also
Chen, 1997}, emphasizing relevant theory and research in the social-
cognitive domain so as to set the stage for a consideration of the potential
implications that these approaches carry for significant-other representa-
tions and transference,

B. THEORY-BASED APPROACHES TO APPLICABILITY

Theory-based approaches argue that “theories” are basic to the nature
and role of stored knowledge in perception and cognition {e.g., Murphy &
Medin, 1985). Theories generally refer to knowledge that serves expressly
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as explanation. Unlike unrelated, feature-based units of knowledge. theo-
ries are thought to be embodied in explanatory relations linking together -
bils of kuowledge about a given entity. Indeed, some have argucd that
viewing categories simply in terms of Hsts of unrelated features falls shovl
of providing a full account of what makes & category coherent (Medin.
1989; Murphy & Medin, 1985; see also Armstrong, Gleitman, & Gleitman,
1983; Ortony, 1979; Rips, 1991; Rips & Collins, 1993; ¢f. Goldstone. 1994
Medin, Goldstone, & Gentner, 1993).

One implication of theory-based approaches is that cafegorization, the
process whereby a stimulus is interpreted in terms of a stored category,
may occuy on the basis of more than feature-based matches and mismatches
between a stimulus and category, In appiicability terms, appHeability's role
in construct activagion and use may not only be based on {eature-based
“maiches” between a stimulus and a stored construct, but also on theorv-
based “matches.” :

Theorizing and research consistent with & theory-bascd approach are
increasingly seen in various psychological subdisciplines. Outside of the
soctat domain, they can be seen in cognitive work on not only categoriza-
tion {e.g. Wisniewski & Medin, 1994) butl also analogicat thinking {c.g.
Gentner & Markman, 1997; Holyoak & Thagard, 1995}, as well as in work
on conceptual development in children (e.g., Carey, 1983; Gelman & Mark-
man, 1986; Keil, 1989}, In the social-cognitive realm, theorv-based views
have emerged in, for example, research on stercotype represuntations and
stereotyping (¢.g., Kunda & Thagard, 1996; Wittenbrink, Gist. & Hilton.
1997) as well as social perception more broadly {e.g., Park. DeKay, &
Kraus, 1994; Read, Vanman, & Miller, 1997).

Interestingly, one of the earliest contributions to spcial cognition docu-
mented the inadequacy of additive models of person perception treating
features as unrelated entities (Asch, 1946). Refiecting its Gestalt roots, this
work showed that features conceived within the context of persons are part
of unified wholes rather than sets of unrelated features (see also Heider.
1858). Theoretical relations among features play a more explicit role in
recent work in the same tradition. Specifically, this research has demon-
strated that one way people make sense of incongruent information about
others is to impose a theory—that is, to call upon knowledge to explain
the incongruence {Asch & Zukier, 1984; see also Hastie, Schiroeder, &
Weber, 1990; Kunda, Miller, & Claire, 1990; Read et al.. 1997). In a similar
vein, research has shown that people tend to integrate inconsistencies in
their experiences into internally coherent stories or narratives {e.g., Bau-
meister & Newman, 1994; see also Murray & Holmes, 1993, 1994, 1996
Pennington & Hastie, 1992, 1993; Read & Miller. 1993; Thagard. 1989:
Zukier, 1986}. Finally, the notion that relations among features exist is in
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fact fundamental to “implicit personality theories” (e.g., Schneider, 1973, see
also Leyens & S. T. Fiske, 1994), which are thought to link traits together,
allowing perceivers fo infer some traits from the presence of others.

Stereotyping research provides more suggestive evidence for a theory-
based approach to the activation and use of stored knowledge. For example,
research on the impact of “fit” on social categorization suggests that theory-
based knowledge influences the likelihood that a target person will be
calegorized as o member of a social group. More specificatly, this work
showed thal lo the exient that the fealures {e.g., attitudes) of a target
person "7 a perceiver’s Ttheorctical™ expectlations about a social group
(e.g.. females), the target was more ikely to be categorized as a member
of the group (Qukes, Turner, & Haslam, 1991}, Work on implicit stereotyp-
ing has yielded anajogous data, showing that the effects of priming gender-
stereotypic traits {e.g., dependence} on ratings of male and female targets
on these trait dimensions were greater when there was stereotype-consistent
fit between the primed trait and gender of the target (Banaji et al., 1993).
Both cases suggest that categorization may not simply be based on the
degree of feature-based “match” between cues in a target person and
stored knowledge.

Still more direct evidence for the notion that applicability may operate
on the basis of theory-based “match” can be found in cognitive research
on analogical reasoning, which suggests that structural “parallels” between
stored knowledge and a stimulus may help trigger the retrieval and use of
the knowledge in interpreting the stdmulus (e.g., Gentner & Markman,
1997, Gick & Holyoak, 1980, 1983; Helyoak & Thagard, 1995; see also
Markman & Gentner, 1993). Similar findings have been obtained in social-
cognitive rescarch on analogy, in which retrieval of a stored explanation
was facilitated when participants were asked to explain an unexpected
event similar in causal structure 10 the one for which the explanation was
originally generated (Read & Cesa, 1991), Thus, stimulus cues reflecting
causal relations help to trigger and render applicable the stored explana-
tory knowledge.

Building on this analogy work, recent rescarch on stereotypes has explic-
ity adopted 4 theory-based approach. This research argues that stereotype
representations contain knowledge about “cause~effect” relations that in-
fluences the processing of stereotype-relevant information (Wittenbrink et
al., 1997, Wittenbrink, Hilton, & Gist, 1998; see also Hirschfeld, 169946},
One series of studies found that “matches” between cause-effect relations
stored about a stereotype and those embodied in stimulus cues in the
social environment contributed to the activation and use of the stereotype
(Wittenbrink et al., 1997). Such evidence clearly fits the notion that applica-
bility may at times be theory-based.
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The critical question for the present purposes, of course, is whether or
not perceivers are likely to possess “theories” about thelir significant others.
A wide range of evidence suggests that this is likely (for a review, see Chen.
1997). For instance, research on close relationships, described in an earlier
section, has shown that when faced with negative information about a
significant other, perceivers tend to formulate explanations or “theories”
to dampen the negativity of the information (Murray & Holmes, 1993,
1994, 1996; see also Andersen ef al., 1996: Colling, 1996).

By and large, however, theories about significant others have not boen
precisely defined, nor has thelr potential role in transference been exam-
ined. One line of research has begun to address these issues. adopting a
theory-based approach to signilicant-other representations and transfer-
ence {Chen, 1997). The basic argument of this work is that pereeivers are
especially likely to make sense of the significant others in their hives in
terms of “theories” about them, and that this should be manmifested in
content and structural characteristics of significant-other representations.
In turn, this should have implications for the nature of applicability-based
tripgering in transference. We turn now to describing this research, and
present initial findings emerging from three studies.

IX. A Theory-Based Approach fo Significant-Other Representations
and Transfercnce

The theory-based approach taken in this research was based in part on the
“cognitive-social” model of personality and social perception (Mischel &
Shoda, 1995; see also Mischel, 1968, 1973, 1990). Countering wideiy held
assumptions about the stable and trait-like nature of personalhity. this ap-
proach posits IF-THEN relations as the basic units of personality—with
iFs referring to situations and THENSs referring (o the responses clicited
by them. Such an IF-THEN view of personality has implications for social
perception inscfar as it suggests that perceivers may at times conceive of
others in terms of IF-THEN relations, recognizing that what others think.
feel, and do may be contingent on the situation (Shoda & Mischel, 1993).
In this regard, like other theory-based approaches, an IF-THEN approach
to social perception suggests that perceivers’ conceptions of others may at
times include knowledge about causal or explanatory relations—namely.
ones between the [Fs and THENs of others.

In the research described below, theories were conceptualized in such
[F-THEN terms {Chen, 1997), Specifically, they were defined as [F-THENs
ir: which the IFs refiect perceivers’ inferences about the psychological situa-
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" tion: or states {e.g., thoughts, feclings, goals) of another person that elicit
the person’s responses or THENSs (e.g., “IF feeling insecure about himself,
THEN Steve is hostile toward others”). In other words, such inferences
reflect a perceiver’s consideration of the psychological experiences that
come into play for the person in particular situations. Indeed, inferences
about another person’s psyvchological IFs reflect perceivers’ beliefs about,
arguably, the most proximal causes of the THENSs to which they are linked,
and as such. hold distinct explanatory power, Overall, then, this work
nroposes that perceivers’ canceptions of others may include not only unre-
fated hits of featural knowledge, but also explanatory knowledge about
relations between psychological iFs and THENSs. B short, they may inciude
“ngychological-state theories”—defined as IF-THEN mini-narratives com-
posed of the psychological states (IFs) thought to elicit others’ responses
{THENGs}.

The overriding argument of this theory-based approach to sigaificant-
other representations and transference is that percelvers are especially
ikely to possess psychological-stale theories about their significamt others.
This argument was based in part on evidence suggesting that perceivers
tend to have more psychological-state knowiedge about their significant
others relative to nonsigaificant others {e.g., Preatice, 1990}, providing a
larger pool of knowledge from which to draw to construct psychological-
state theories about significant others, Moreover, it reflects evidence sug-
gesting that perceivers are especially motivated to make sense of significant
others in terms of the private experiences of these individuals (Andersen
et al., 1998},

Significant others are bound up with the self. Hence, understanding the
responses of these important individuals directly in terms of the inner
workings of their hearts and minds is critical in terms of enabling perceivers
o know what to expect and hope [or in their relationships with these
others, how best {0 negotiate these relationships, and so forth. Indeed, the
coastruction of psychological-state theories may at times reflect motivated
attempts to bolster a perceiver’s sense that a significant other foves him or
her (see Murray & Holmes, 1993, 1994, 1996}, In short, perceivers are likely
to be especially motivated to make efforts fo know and understand certain
persons or groups {or believe that they do}. Although it might be sufficient
to know that “nerds” are smart and skinny, it is unlikely that such simple
conceptions would suffice in knowing a significant other.

Three studies were conducted to test several hypotheses derived from
the present theory-based approach (Chen, 1997}, The first two examined
the implications of this approach for the content and structure of significant-
other representations, and the third examined its implications for applicabii-
ity-based triggering in transference. In all three studies, participants were
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asked to idenlily a significant other, a stercotype, and a nonsignificant
other—the latter two serving as control representations.

A. THEORY-BASED CONTENT IN
SIGNIFICANT-OTHER REPRESENTATIONS

"The first hypothesis was that psychological-state theories about significant
others are especially available in memory, stored as part of sigaificant-
other representations. Evideace was found for this hypothesis in u first
study (Chen, 1997). In this study, participants were first asked {o describe
each of the three representations by generating [F-THEN statements in
which the IFs simply referred 1o observable situations, and the THENs
referred o responses in these situations {e.g., “IF Amy is at work, THEN
she is very serious”). Thus, these statements essentially reflected empirical
observations previously made about each person or stercotype. Subsce-
quently, participants were asked 1o explain those IF-THEN observations
they had just listed for which they felt they had an explanation. They
provided each explanation by completing a “because . . .7 prompt. Two
trained fudges coded each of these explanations in terms of whether it
reflected a psychological-state explanation (e.g., “because she wants to be
the best™” or “because she feels anxious™) or one that did not refer to a
psychological state of the person or stereotype (e.g., “because her boss is
strict™ or “because if's a tough job™).

The major finding of this stady was that participants spontaneously gener-
ated a greater number and proportion of psychological-state explanations
for the IF-THEN observations they had listed about their significant other
relative to the control representations. These explanations essentially reflect
psychological-state theories. Thus, these data provide support for the argo-
ment that significant-other representations are particularly likely to include
such theory-based content.

B. THEORY-BASED STRUCTURE IN _
SIGNIFICANT-OTHER REPRESENTATIONS

I perceivers tend to conceive of significant others in terms of psychologi-
cal-state theories, the stored linkages between the psychological 1Fs and
THENs about these individuals should be especially strong, implying that
activation shouid spread gquickly across them. In other words, the compe-
nent parts of psychological-state theories {i.e., the [Fs and THENS) about
significant others should be retrieved in tandem very readily. Said differ-
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ently, such theories ought to be especially accessibie. To test this hypothesis,
participanis in a second study generated psychological-state theories on 4
computer which recorded their generation-latencies {Chen, 1997). They
did so by first typing in a response (le., THEN) true of the person or
stereolype being described, followed by the psychological state (i.c., psycho-
logical IF) believed to ¢licit the response, _

The results showed that participants not only generated more psychologi-
cal-uiate theories about their significant other relative to the control repre-
sentations, conceptually replicating the major finding of the first stud in
this line of research, but also exhibited significantly greater ease in coming
up with psychological IFs to explain THENs {i.¢., shorter mean latency
within 1F-THEN units) about their significant other, The latter finding
sapports the accessibility hypothesis, and suggests that there is structure 10
the psychological-state theories that perceivers have stored about significant
others in the form of tightly-linked IF-THEN units composed of psychologi-
cal states and the THENS they explain. Indeed, this effect held even when
controiling for the mean latency berween IF-THEN units—verifying the
distinctiveness of the latency within IF-THEN units, and bolstering the
mterpretation that this latency reflects IF-THEN units stored in memory
that, for significant-other representations, involve especially styong IF-
THEN linkages.

This evidence suggesting theory-based structure in significant-other rep-
resentations speaks to prior research examining the structural complexity
of significant-other representations (Andersen & Cole, 1990, Studies 1 &
2). In this carler work, significant-other represeniations were shown to be
more featuraily distinct and rich than various control representations—
characteristics associated with structural complexity. What the current evi-
dence suggests is that the structural complexity of significant-other repre-
sentations may be attributable in part to the existence of IF-THEN units of
knowiedge rellecting psychological-state theories about significant others,

Overall, these content and structure findings support the notion that
perceivers are especially likely to make sense of their significant other in
terms of psychological-state theories about them. That is, theory-based
knowledge is especially likely to be stored in memory as part of representa-
tions of significant others. Theory-based content and structure in significant-
other representations should have implications for the nature of applicabil-
ity-based triggering in transference.

C. ATHEORY-BASED APPROACH TO APPLICABILITY-BASED
TRIGGERING IN TRANSFERENCE

if perceivers tend to represent their significant others in terms of psycho-
logical-state theories, then cues in a new person that “match’ or overlap
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with a perceiver’s theories about a significant other should be especially
likely to trigger the activation and application of the relevant significant.
other representation to the new person. In other words, psychological-
state theories about significant others should constitute a primary bagis of
applicability’s rode in triggering transference, In broader tenms, the coes i
a stimulus person that are most likely to render a representation apphicable
should be those that correspond to the level at which percelvers tend to
conceive of the person or group designated by the representation (Hardin &
Rothman, 1597},

The final study in this line of research examined the hypothesis that
applicability-based triggering cues reflecting psychological-state theorios
about significant others play a distinctly powerful vole in cliciting transfer
ence (Chen, 1997). To do so, this study used a variant of the basic transfor-
ence paradigm, and compared the role of theory-based applicability to that
of feature-based applicability in triggering transference. More specifically.
participants learned about several target persons during the learning phase
of this study, one of whom was described by either feature-based or theory-
based descriptors that participants had generated in a pretest session 1o
describe a significant other. The other targets resembled various cantrol
representations,

Thus, as in all of the research described thus far, applicalility-bascd
triggering of participants’ representation of a significant other took the
form of a target person’s resemblance to this important other. The one
exception in this stdy was that applicability was based on cither features
or theories associated with the significan! other. Thus. in the feature-based
applicability condition, participants encountered fealure-based stimuli in
the learning phase (e.g., “Terry is an intelligent person™ or ~“Pat plavs
basketball™). In contrast, participants in the theory-based applicability con-
dition were presented with theory-based stimuli reflecting psvehological-
staie theories. These theories took the form of responses {i.e.. THENS
linked to the psychological states (i.c., psychological IFs) theught fo elicht
them {e.g., “Pat is shy if she feels insecure” or “Terry is nice 1o others
when he wants to get ahead”).

inboth the feature-based and theory-based applicability conditions, parti-
cipants were later asked to complete a standard recognition-memory test
that was used, as usual, to assess the emergence of transference in the form
of representation-derived inference and memory based on a significant.
other representation. The feature-based or theory-based nature of the rep-
resentation-consistent descriptors used in this memory test corresponded to
the nature of the representation-consistent descriptors used as applicabiiity-
based triggering cues in the learning phase.

Regardless of applicability condition--that is, regardless of whether the
target descriptors were theory-based or feature-based—-greater representa-
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tioa-derived inference and memory were found for the target resembling
participants’ own significant other compared to the control targets, provid-
ing evidence for transference in both applicability conditions. In tlie feature-
based condition, this effect replicates prior research using feature-based
friggering cues in a target person to elicit transference {e.g., Andersen &
Cole, 1990, Study 3; Andersen et al., 1995; Glassman & Andersen, in press).

The main hypothesis of this study, however, was that appiicability-based
triggering involving theory-based significant-other resemblance in the new
target person would resuit in a stronger transference effect than applicabil-
ity-based triggering involving feature-based signiticant-other-resemblance.
Although some deviations from this strict prediction emerged, the finding
of greater representation-derived inference and memory for the target
resembling the participant’s own significant other relative to control targets
- was in fact reliably stronger in the theory-based applicability condition
relative to the feature-based condition. Thus, the data suggest that whn
cues in & new person “malch” a perceiver’s psychological-state theories
about a significant other, the transference effect is more pronounced, as
indexed by representation-derived inference and memory.

Taken as a whole, this set of findings extends the social-cognitive model
ol transference by suggesting that theory-based forms of knowledge play
a role in the content, structure, and triggering of significant-other represen-
tations. On a broader level, this research parallels the increasing attention
being given to applicability in the social-cognitive literature on construct
activation and use {for a review, see Higgins, 1996; see alsc Chen, 1997,
Chen et al,, in press; Hardin & Rothman, 1997). In our view, applicability-
based triggering may be especially critical to examine in transference be-
cause cues (hat we pick up in face-to-face encounters with new others
are, arguably, those that are most likely to trigger stored, significant-other
knowledge. In turn, a growing body of research on transference suggests
that the activation and application of this knowledge to new others is
then likely to color interpretations of and relations with them, laying the
groundwork for the reemergence of relationships from the past in the
preseat. Stated somewhat dilferently, transference may emerge in its fullest
form, and with its greatest consequences, in the context of actual face-to-
face encounters with another person, who embodies cues that provide grist
for the activation and use of particular significant-other representations to
interpret and respond 1o him or her.

X. Finding Common Ground: Transference and Close Relationships

We began by locating our theorizing and research on significant-other
representations and transference in the close relationships literature, yet
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at the same time distinguishing our work as focusit'g on how past relation-
ships with significant others influence current interpersonal life rather than
on the dynamics of present-day close rela. onships. Nonetheless, a substan-
tial degree of commeon ground can be found between our work and the
broader literature on close relationships. In this section, we highlight some
ways in which our research parallels this literature, can contribute to it
and be enriched by it

A, ATTACHMENT THEORY IN CL.OSE RELATIONSHIPS

A central contention of our work on significant-other representations
and transference is that present interpersonal experience can be informed
by looking to relationships from the past. In this basic regard, our work is
closely allied with the burgeoning body of research on attachment theory,
particularly in the realm of social psychology (for reviews, see Feenev &
Nolier, 1996; Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Simpson & Rholes, 1998},

Fundamental to attachment theory is the notion that aduit relationshys
can be understood in terms of early experiences with major attachment
figures (Bowlby, 1969, 1973, 1980}, an idea that s obviously consistent with
our model of transference. Also central to attachment theorizing. and in
accord with our thinking, is the assumption that working models of the
self and important others are stored in memory, shaped in part by prior
attachment experiences (Bowlby, 1969, 1973, 1980, see also Bartholomew &
Horowitz, 1951; Collins & Read, 1994; Griffin & Bartholomoew, [1994; Mikul-
incer, 1995). Although research grounded in attachment theory has often
conceptualized adult attachment orientations oy styles essentiallv as individ-
uai differences that can be captured in participants’ responses to self-report
items (e.g., Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Hazan & Shaver, 1987}, in-
creasing theoretical and empirical precision regarding the content, struc-
ture, and processes underlying working models of attachment can be found
in the attachment literature {e.g., Baldwin, Fehr, Keedian, Seidel. & Thom-
som, 1993; Shaver, Collins, & Clark, 1896).

For example, in terms of content, greater specification has emerged re-
garding attachment-relevant goals and needs {e.g., Coilins & Read. 1994).
emotions #nd styles of emotion regulation (e, Brennan & Shaver, 1995,
Kobak & Sceery, 1988; Mikulincer & Orbach, 1993), as well as interpersonal
expectancies {e.g., Baldwin et al,, 1993; Downey & Feldman, 1996}. Behav-
ioral aspects of working models of attachment have dlso been more clearly
specified in the form of, for example, responses in daily social interactions
(e.g., Pietromonaco & Barrett, 1997, see also Downey, Freitas, Michaelis, &
Khouri, 1998}, as well as support seeking and giving among relationship
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partners in anxiety-provoking situations (e.g., Simpson, Rholes, & Nelligan,
1992). Research examining structural components of working models of
attachment, as well as the processes that govern when these models are
likely 10 exert an influence on interpretation and responding, is also rapidiy
expanding, drawing heavily on social-cognitive theory and research {(e.g.,
Baldwin et al, 1993: Baidwin, Keelan, Fehr, Enns, & Koh-Rangarajoo,
1996).

Qur work on significant-other representations and transference dovetails
nicely with much of this growing body of research on attachment (for a
further discussion, see Andersen et al., 1997). As described in this ¢iapter,
vesearch on transference has in fact demonstrated that motivations, expec-
tancies, and affect experienced previously in relationships wilh particular
significant others {e.g., Andersen et al., 1996}, as weil as normative role
information (Baum & Andersen, in press), are stored in memory as part
of “working models” or representations of these important others, as well
as the Hnkages that bind self and significant-other knowiedge. When a
significant-other representation is activated, these various forms of stored
information have been shown to become operative, coloring current social
relations with aspects of past relationships with significant others.

Inferences and evaluative responses derived from significant-other repre-
sentatiors have simiarly been shown to be activated and applied to new
others v transierence {e.g.. Andersen & Baum, 1994, Aandersen & Cole,
1990, Study 3; Andersen et al., 19938). Moreover, research has demonstrated
the chronic readiness with which significant-other representations are acti-
vated and used in soclal perception {Andersen et al., 1995). In the process,
this work has provided considerable precision regarding the basic principles
that determine how and when transference is triggered {Andersen et al,,
19935, see also Chen, 1997, Chen et al,, in press). Finaily, the activation and
application of a significant-other representation to a new person have been
shown to accordingly activate relevant selffsignificant-other linkages stored
in memory. This is strongly suggested by research on motivation, expectan-
cies, affect, and interpersonal roles (Andersen et al., 1996; Baum & Andes-
sen, in press), and is demonstrated directly in evidence indicating that the
activation of a significant-other representation leads to predictable changes
in how the self is experienced (Hinkley & Andersen, 1996).

At the same time, unlike attachment research in which participants’
general relationship orientations are typically assessed, our research exam-
ines the particular constellation of inferences, motivation, affect, and ex-
pectations, as well as roles and selves, associated with specific significant
others in people’s lives, and does so using idiographic research methods.
As such, our work captures the idiosyncrasies in specific significant relation-
ships in a person’s life rather than locusing on generic relational styles.
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This significant-other-specific approach assumes that individuals may have
relatively unique definitions of their various significant others, as well as
unique patterns of relating with them. And yet, on another level. there is
no reason that such idiosyncrasy cannot coexist with more generic differ-
ences in relational learning and patterning (Baldwin et al, 1996 ¢f. AL P
Fiske, 1992; A. P. Fiske & Haslam, 1996). Indeed, recent research on
interpersonal roles and transient mood states i transference, described
earlier, has demonstrated that idiosyncrasy in selffsignificant-other relations
and relationat patterns reflecting normative roles may coexist {Baum &
Andersen, inpress). e -

Attachment research focused on the self (e.g., Baldwin, 1992: Brennan &
Morris, 1995; Griffin & Bartholomew, 1994; Mikulincer, 1993} is also com-
patible with our theorizing and research (Hinkley & Andersen, 1996 see
also Andersen et al., 1997). Common to this attachment work and our view
of the self in transference is the fundamental notion that the self is defined
and evaluated in part in relation (o other persons. However, once more,
we diverge from much work in this broader literature on attachment by
conceptualizing the self in relation to specific significant others, and by
examining the self idiographically,

in this regard, our approach fits especially well with the increasingly
widely accepted notion of the “working self-concept” {for a review, sce
Linviile & Cariston, 1994), or the idea that the self is essentially constructed
anew as a function of contextual cues, even though nomothetic propensities
may also exist. That is, from our perspective, the self is-determined in part
by contextual cues that tripger transference—for example, the “context”
of a new person who bears some resemblance to a significant other. This
is exemplified in the research demonstrating that the activation and applica-
tion of a significant-other representation to a new person in such a “context”
make operative those aspects of the self most relevant to this “context”™—
that is, the relevant self-with-significant-other {Hinkley & Andersen. 1996:
see also Andersen et al,, 1997).

In this same vein, we have recently proposed that the notion that the
seif is related to or “entangled” with significant others, which results
in affective, motivational, and self-definitional consequences when a
significant-other representation is activated, provides a model for defining
personality in interpersonal terms while highlighting basic processes {(Ander-
sen & Chen, 1999). That is, we suggest that personality is defined in part
in relationships with significant others (see also Andersen ot al., 1997).
Thus, the social-cognitive process of transference can be viewed as tracking
variability in the self and personality across different interpersonal situa-
tions,



174 SERENA CHEN AND SUSAN M. ANDERSEN

This notion that the self is in part transference-based meshes well with
the recently proposed IF-THEN model of personality, also defined in social-
cognitive terms {Mischel & Shoda, 1995). In an earlier section, we discussed
the implications of this made! for social pereeption—namely, we described
research based on the assumption that perceivers may at times conceptuai-
_ize others in IF-THEN terme< The current focus is on this model’s conceptu-
atization of personality. According to this IF-THEN model, an individual’s
personality can be defined in terms of a set of idiosyncratic IF-THEN
patterns, or the individual's personality “signature” across siuations.
Qur model is compatible with this framework. The IFs in our model re-
fer 10 the situations-—especially the particular persons encountered-——that
trigger particular significant-other representations and associated seif-
with-significant-other knowiedge, The THENS in our model refer to the
perceptual, affective, and behavioral responses elicited in transference (An-
dersen & Chen, 1999). Thus, as with the more global IF-THEN model of
personality {(Mischel & Shoda, 1995), our IF-THEN view suggests that
transference embodies basic personality processes that capture both varl-
abitity and coutinuity. Variability in personality arises as a function of
contextual cues (Le., new people who are encountered), and conlinuily ia
personality lies in the chronic accessibility of significant-other representa-
tions and the aspects of the self that are strongly associated with these
representations that are thus Hikely to be chronically operative,

B. SELF AND OTHER REPRESENTATIONS IN
CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS

Common ground can also be found in our work on the self in transferance
and the broader literature on close relationships extending beyond the
attachment domain. Indeed, several theoretical frameworks contend, as we
do, that self-with-significant-other information is represented in memory
{Andersen ¢t al, 1997: Baldwin, 1992: Bugental, 1992, Opilvic & Ash-
more, 19913,

Theorizing on “relational schemas” is of particular relevance {(for & re-
view, sce Baldwin, [992). Relational schemas are thought to be composed
of three elements—the self schema, associated significant-other schemas,
and interpersonal scripts reflecting knowledge abous expected patterns of
interaction between the seif and others that have been learned through
past interactions with these others. These three elements are thought to
be structurally associated in memory such that schematicity in each element
and in the entire structure (“‘conjoint schematicity™) therefore exists. If
conjoint schematicity accurately characterizes relational schemas, conjoint
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priming should occur such that activation in one element spreads to the
others {e.g., Baldwin et al., 1990, 1993; Baldwin & Helmes. 1987). Notions
of conjoint schematicity and conjoint priming depend on the existence of,
and spread of activation across, stored sclfsignificant-other linkages, In
this regard, a relational-schema approach is obvicusly consistent with our
view that self/significant-other linkages are stored in memory. and are
activated in transference when relevant significant-other representations
are activated. Indeed, as indicated, research on transference has demon-
strated this both directly {(Hinkley & Andersen, 1996) and indirectly
(Andersen et al.,, 1996; Baum & Andersen, in press).

Empirically speaking, parallels between relational-schema work and re-
search on iransference are perhaps most readily seen in investigations
copcerned with the impact of selfisignificant-other linkages on self-
evaluation. As described earlier, research on transference has demounstrated
not only content shifts in the working self-concept in the direction of the
relevant self-with-significant-other in transference, but also self-evaluative
changes in line with the relevant self—ith-significant-other (Hinkley &
Andersen, 1996). Research conducted within a relational-schema approach
has shown similar scif-cvaluative efiects (for a review, see Baldwin, 1997),
For iastance, participants for whom a representation of a parcatal figure
was primed reported less enjoyment of sexually charged written passages
than did participants for whom a friend representation was primed. a finding
suggesting that the activation of the representalion of the familial significant
other versus of a friend differentially influenced participants’ personal seif-
evaluative standards (Baldwin & Holmes, 1987). In another study, psychal-
ogy graduate students who were subliminally exposed to the approving
face of their program director rated their research ideas more favorably
than did those who were exposed to the disapproving face of their director
{Baldwin et al., 1990). In this same line of work, it was also found that
religious, Roman Catholic female participants who were subliminally ex-
posed to the disapproving face of the Pope evaluated themselves less posi-
tively than did their counterparts who were exposed to the disapproving
face of a nonsignificant other.

Also relevant to conceptualizations of the self in transference is recent
theory and research in which closencss in relationships is defined in terms
of the overlap between representations of self and others (Aron, Aron.
Tudor, & Nelson, 1991; Aron, Aron, Smollan, 1992; for a review. see Aton &
Aron, 1996). That is, the degree of closeness one experiences with another
person is thought to be reflected in the extent to which the other is “included
in the sel,” as assessed by self-other overlap (e.g., Aron et al.. 1991), This
“inclusion-of-other-in-the-self ” approach suggests that the self representa-
tion can be conceived of as overlapping with multiple representations of
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others to varying degrees as a function of closeness, a conceptualization with
whif:h we would concur (Andersen et al,, 1997, Hinkley & Andersen, 1996).
Fzrfaiiy, any consideration of the self in relation to others is likely to call
1o mind the rapidly expanding body of research concerned with cross-
cu}mral variations in construais of the self {e.g., Cousins, 1989; A. P. Fiske,
Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 1998; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Rhee,
Uleman, Lee, & Roman, 1995; see aiso Brewer, 1991; Smith & Henry
1996). Much of this work has distinghished cultures in which the self i;
construed largely in refation to others from those in which the self is often
:;ggia)med as independent from these others {e.g., Markus & Kitayama,
From our perspective, variations across cultures in the extent to which
the self is defined in relation to others may well have implications for the
t).rt?&d‘{f} pf the transference experience. That is, although we would argue
i : significant others, by duw.u.. on, are closely linked to the self, and thus
?hat changes in self-definition and seif-evaluation are very likely (0 occur
in the context of transference irrespective of cuiture, we speculate that
thesff changes may hold to a greater degree among particular individuals
or within particular cultures. Thus, for exampie, {0 the extent that the self
is tightly bound 1o others, transference effects implicating the self may
be especially pronounced. In broad terms, cross-cuitural rescarch clearly
suggests the need (o recognize that the content, structure, and use of repre-
sentations of both the self and significant others may vary importantly across
cultures, reflecting systematic dilferences in the ways people of di{fcre;n
cukuresi construe and experience the self in relation to the sociy world
Acgordmg}y, such variations may correspond to differences in the ways ir;
which relationships from the past are experienced in present reiations:

C. THEORIES ABOUT SIGNIFICANT OTHERS

As deseribed carlier, the “theories” or explanations perceivers have
sin'md f'zhnuz their signilicant others have been the focus of a recent fine
of inquiry ‘(Chcn‘ [997}. This work paraliels the increasing recognition that
pereeivers conceptions of objects, people, and events are likely to extend
beyond simple lists of features or attributes so as to include explanatory
uf Ehemy-bascd forms of knowiedge {e.g., Medin, 1989; Murphy & Medin
1985}, Research adopling a theory-based approach to significant-other rep-
resentations and transference has in fact yielded some evidence suggesting
zi_aai percelvers are especially likely to formulate psychological-state theo-
ries to make sense of significant others, and that these theories play a role
m the applicability-based triggering of transference (Chen, 1997). More
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specifically, this work suggests that the content and structure of sigmificant-
other representations may be in part theory-based, which in lurn carries
implications for how and when significant-other representations are likely
to be activated and applied to newly encountered others.

Although this research on theories about significant others initlally grew
out of a body of work outside the domain of close relationships. its focus
on the explanations perceivers construct about their significant others is
shared by an expanding body of evidence on attributions and altributional
processes in close relationships {e.g., Bradbury & Fincham. 1990: Collins.
1996; Fletcher & Fincham, 1991; Murray & Holmes, 1993, 1994, 1996). For
instance, a highly provocative line of research proposes that theories abowt
significant others may serve to construct o maintain perceivers’ positive
{llusions” about their significant others, helping to bolster confidence in
their relationships with these important others (e.g., Murray & Holmes,
1993, 1994, 1996; Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996: see also Holmes &
Rempel, 1989). As described in earlier sections, this research has shown
that when faced with negative information about a romantic pariner abowt
whom one feels positively, perceivers tend to construct parralives or theo-
ries (hat diminish, i not climinate, the threat carried by the Aopaive infor-
malion. For cxample, perceivers may transform a romantic purtner’s fault
into a virtue.

Analogous data have emerged in vesearch on transference (Andersen ¢
al., 1996), also described previously. Specificaily, sesearch has shown thal
upon encouniering a new target person, characterized by some negative
descriptors associated with a positively evaluated significant other. partio-
pants responded to these descriptors with especially positive facial affect
at encoding. The inconsistency of the negative features in relation o the
overall positive tone of the significant-other representation apparently led
perceivers to transform the negative into a positive response-—-arguably a
reflection of the infiuence of their positively valenced “theories™ about
their significant others, N

Research examining attributions in the context of marital relationships
is also relevant to the idea that perceivers are likely to possess theories
about the significant others in their lives. A major finding in this work s
that attributional patterns play a predictive role in marital satis{action (for
a review, see Bradbury & Fincham, 1990). In gencral terms, the tendeney
to attribute positive behaviors of a spouse 1o dispositional factors and
negative behaviors to situational ones tends t0 be associated with greater
marital satisfaction, whereas the opposite pattern of attributions for the
positive and negative behaviors of a spouse tends to be associated with
lower marital satisfaction.
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Dovetailing with this work is research suggesting that one possible origin
of differences in attributional patterns lies in attachment orientation {Col-
lins, 1996), More specifically, this work argues that individuals with different
attachment styles are inclined 1o perceive, interpret, and explain relation.
ship events in ways consistent with the distinct nature of their working
models of self and other. Stated somewhat differently, it proposes that
working models of the self and others contain particular explanatory tend-
encies, among olher forms of knowledge pertaining to emotionat and behayv-
ioral responding, thal have been developed in part on the basis of past
experiences with significant others (sec also Downey & Feldman, 1996).
Thus, for exampie, this research has shown that individuals with a preoccu-
pied attachment orientation tend to formulate explanations for hypothetical
relationship events reflecting a more negative interpretation of these events,
as well as more negative views of the relevant relationship partner, than
do individuals with a secure attachment orientation. In turn, such variations
in explanatory tendencies have been shown to exert an impact on emotional
responding {1.e., distress), as well as self-reported behavioral intentions—
for instance, likelihood to engage in conflict-eliciting behavior (Collins,
19963,

The notion that working models of self and others inclade patterns of
explanation implies that transference, which occurs upon the activation
and application of a significant-other representation to a new other, may
involve the reemergence of explanatory tendencies exhibited in prior rela-
tionships with significant others in relations with new others. This is certainly
consistent with a theory-based anproach to significant-other representations
and transference. In turn, the wansfer of patterns of explanation may in
part predict emotional and behavioral responding in relations with these
new others (Collins, 1996; see also Downey & Feldman, 1996). This implies
that the emergence of representation-derived affect and behavior in trans-
ference may result in part from stored patterns of explanation that have
been brought to bear on making sense of events in current relations with
a new other. Indeed, the occurrence of representation-derived patterns of
explanation may be common to the ranslerence phenomenon—influencing
perceptions and interpretations of events in encounters with new others,
and representing a fundamental way in which significant relationships from
the past are re-created in current socly] life.

X1. Ciosing Remarks

In this chapter, we described our approach to the study of close relation-
ships by presenting a social-cognitive model of transference and the research
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emerging from it (Andersen et al., 1995, 1996; Andersen & Baum, 1994
Andersen & Cole, 1990; Baum & Andersen, in press; Chen. 1997, Glass-
man & Andersen, in press; Hinkley & Andersen, 1996). At the core of this
model is the notion that transference, the phenomenon whereby significant
relationships from the past resurface in the present, can be unders‘tood in
social-cognitive terms. Namely, the model contends that the aclivation and
application of stored, mental representations of significant others to newly
encountered others He al the root of transference. Throughout, we discussed
the basic and multifaceted effects that define the transference phenomenon
and emerge in it, as well as the social-cognitive principles that govern it

In more specific terms, we reviewed well-controlled experimental re-
search demonstrating that representation-derived inference and memory
about a new person occur on the basis of an activated sigmficant-other
representation, as well as representation-derived evaluation. metivation,
expectancies, facial affect, working-self-concept changes, and, under somc
circumstances, transient mood changes. As well, research has begun to
address complexities in the content and structure of significant-other repre-
sentations that carry implications for the triggering of transference. We
conclude that transference occurs in everyday social cognition. and may
do so rather ubuquitously, rendering examination of significant relation-
ships from the past fundamental to understanding present interpersonal ex-
perience.
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