This sheet contains relevant information about most of the other sheets in this Google Spreadsheet

Sheet name Notes

Since the "domindf" (presumably "dominance difference") scores from the original data set were calculated from sums of 4 Qs (not 2 as described in the paper), | tried following the 4Q sums provided in the dataset and the Lo minus High
calculation stated in the paper

0.041 Pearson correlation, n=50

Computational . -0.063 Spearman correlation, n=50
5‘1%7;;8'7;'0 minus Hi 0.133 Pearson correlation, n=47 (excluding dyads for which there was no Hi or Lo person, since their status discrepancy was 0)

0.085 Spearman correlation, n=47 (excluding dyads for which there was no Hi or Lo person, since their status discrepancy was 0)
None of these are statistically significant, as the lowest of the p-values for these 4 correlations was p=0.37
They reported a correlation of -0.30, so none of these numbers support the idea that they subtracted Lo minus Hi using the 4Q "domindf" scores listed in the dataset (See sheet: "Data relevant to FPS/Status: Organized" for details)

Calculated correlation using the "domindf" (presumably "dominance difference") scores from the original data set, which were calculated as P1 minus P2, with individual scores being the sum of 4 Qs, not 2 as described in the paper
. -0.293 Pearson correlation, n=50
g::)n_';lg?ggnr::nus P2 -0.390 Spearman correlation, n=50
(n=50) Both of these are statistically significant at the p<0.05 level

They reported -0.30, so these numbers support the idea that they subtracted P1 minus P2, though the correlation is not exactly replicated (-0.293 vs. -0.30), and the Cohen's d is slightly off as well (-0.61 vs. their reported -0.62, which
can not be achieved through truncating or rounding)

Calculated dominance differences as they described in their paper: "For each pair, relative power was computed by subtracting the self-rating of power of the higher rated member of the pair from the member with the lower rated power"
(p-9)
But the "domindif" and "idif" columns in their data are the result of subtracting P2's values from P1's (power and FPS). To see which method might have been used, | checked what they said in the paper first. The following correlation
c | coefficients are between discrepancies that were calculated by subtracting the higher-scording person's values from the lower-scoring person's (power and FPS):
omputationa

replication: Lo minus -0.036 Pearson correlation, n=50
Hi (n=50)(417) -0.114 Spearman correlation, n=50
-0.077 Pearson correlation, n=41 (removing the dyads who self-reported the same power)
-0.139 Spearman correlation, n=41 (removing the dyads who self-reported the same power)
They reported -0.30, so none of these numbers support the idea that they calculated dominance discrepancies by subtracting the higher-rated person's rating from the lower-rated person's

Recalculating the independent variable (status/dominance difference) with the 2 questions listed in their paper and calculating discrepancies by subtracting P2's values from P1's:
CoTputt_ational | was able to replicate the reported correlation of -0.30.
replication:
P1pminus P2 (n=50) | was able to replicate the reported significance at 0.01 < p < 0.05 (p = 0.03)

| was able to replicate the reported effect size at -0.62, though only by truncating, rather than rounding, the result (and the Cohen's d from the 4Q:P1-P2 version didn't get any closer)

Understanding

. Using participant self-reports to calculate their perceived dominance differences
dominance scores

For each question used, agreement is calculated from individual responses on 7-point Likert scale, in a zero-sum measurement

Dyads in perfect agreement sum to 8

E.g., Asays they rate 7/7, meaning they believe B to be 1/7. If B agrees, their summed score is 7+1 = 8.
E.g., Aand B both believe themselves to be 4s, their summed score is 4+4 = 8.

Dyads who mostly agree sum to either 7 or 9

Agreement of 7 or 9 E.g., Areports they are a 7/7, believing B to be 1/7, but B reports they a 2/7; 7+2 = 9.

= reasonable agreement E.g., Areports they are a 4/7, believing B to also be a 4/7, but B reports they are a 5/7; 4+5=9.

E.g., Areports they are a 4/7, believing B to also be a 4/7, but B reports they are a 3/7; 4+3 = 7.

Agreement of 8
= perfect agreement

Understanding
dominance agreement
Dyads who disagree, but not in an extreme way, sum to 6 or 10
Agreement of 6 or 10 E.g., They both think themselves a bit higher than the other
= disagreement E.g., A thinks they're both equal; B thinks themself significantly higher
E.g., Agree who is higher, but to very different degrees // A thinks themself a bit lower, so B a bit higher; B thinks themself highest possible
Dyads who are in extreme disagreement sum to either less than 6 or more than 10

E.g., Disgree who is higher, and to what degree // A thinks themself a bit higher; B thinks themself even higher
E.g., Equal vs extreme dif // A thinks they're equal; B thinks themself highest possible

Agreement of <6 or >10
= extreme disagreement

Determining agreement Calculated which dyads have a reliable dominance variable to justify including them in the correlation of [dominance discrepancies] and [FPS rate discrepancies]

based on the 2 questions Four of the 50 dyads were in complete agreement on both dominance questions used by the original authors. Of these 4 dyads, 2 agreed that they were equal.

used 15 of the 50 dyads either [completely agreed] or [mostly agreed] on both dominance questions used by the original authors

| was unable to reproduce the correlation coefficient of -.46. "Consistent with Study 2, there was high agreement within each pair regarding who had higher power r(48) = -.46, p< .01." (p.9)



Checking dominance

The 2 Qs they used for status, including all individual responses:
Pearson = 0.03 (Spearman = 0.05)

The 4 Qs | thought they used, including all individual responses:

agreement Attempting to reproduce Pearson = -0.453 (Spearman = -0.406)
their reported agreement  The 4 Qs | thought they used, with scores summed per person (i.e., as calculated in their original data set)
correlations Pearson = -0.441 (Spearman = -0.451)
Actual dominance Q (one of the 4Qs it looked like they used but didn't):
Pearson = -0.270 (Spearman = -0.233)
Actual control Q (one of the 4Qs it looked like they used but didn't):
Pearson = -0.453 (Spearman = -0.425)
Refini Results including dyads that [completely agreed] or [mostly agreed], following the procedure as described in their paper (Lo minus Hi, p.9):
efining:

Lo minus Hi (n=11)

In dyads who self-reported the same dominance score, subtracting participants' FPS scores from one another produces FPS discrepancies that are neither positive or negative (i.e., FPS discrepancies were absolute values). To avoid
introducing noise, the three dyads who self-reported the same dominance score were excluded, resulting in n=11

Refining:
P1 minus P2 (n=14)

| started with only the 14 dyads who either [completely agreed] or [mostly agreed] on both dominance questions used by the original authors.
In dyads who self-reported the same dominance score, the order of P1 minus P2 is essentially randomized already, so there is no issue with including dyads who had a status discrepancy of zero.

Data Viz (n=14)

This sheet contains a line chart for each of the 14 dyads who either [completely agreed] or [mostly agreed] on both dominance questions, showing their individual FPS usage rates plotted against their individual relative status scores.
Those who self-reported the same value were included here because discrepancy calculations were not needed for these visualizations; those dyads can be seen in the charts as the three with completely vertical lines (though one of
them is more of a dot, since their FPS values were extremely similar)

This style of visualization is referred to as "small multiples," a la Edward Tufte
There is also a line chart for a hypothetical dyas who fit the prediction, for reference as to what type of shape might be expected under the hypothesis that H individuals will use fewer FPS pronouns

Did H use fewer FPS?
(n=11)

Excluded dyads who [completely agreed] or [mostly agreed] that they were equal, as there would be no H or L
The prediction was uphead about 2/3 of the time: Higher status participants used a lower rate of FPS pronouns about 63.6% of the time (7 out of 11 dyads)
The prediction was contradicted about 1/3 of the time: Higher status participants used a higher rate of FPS pronouns about 36.4% of the time (4 out of 11 dyads)
-4.86 to 4.68 = 9.54 FPS rate discrepancies range
0.24 FPS rate discrepancies mean (on average, H and L's FPS rates differed by this many percentage points; "H used 5.00% FPS, and L used 5.24%")
0.16 FPS rate discrepancies median (at the median, H and L's FPS rates differed by this many percentage points; "H used 5.00% FPS, and L used 5.16%")

Counting missing
data points in Original
Data

Copied over the entire data set to count missing data points before the reorganization sheet

The original paper says they excluded two dyads "because of a computer error," but of the 50 dyads in the dataset, the four dyads with missing data points (blank cells highlighted in red) are missing 6, 7, 13, and 28 points,
respectively. Of these, they do not appear missing any FPS pronoun data or data that appears to have been used in the status calculations (reported or otherwise), so it is unclear which two of the four might have been excluded from
these 50. The degrees of freedom for the agreement calculation they listed shows they used (n-2)=48, suggesting they may have actually collected data from 52 dyads, and used 50. But then the k statistic makes it look like they used 49
dyads, so still unsure.

LOCKED. Data
relevant to
FPS/Status:
Organized

Data was copied over from the original (see below), and then organized within this sheet.
The four dyads with missing data points (blank cells highlighted in red) in this subset of coloumns (317 out of 343 total columns) show the same missing data points in the full data set described above

At the top-left of this sheet, there are 3 row headers:

Kace column: The letter of the corresponding column in the original data, where applicable. Other columns were added by me and marked as such
Kace label: The name of the corresponding column in the original data
Kiva label: The label | assigned to this column, as either (1) an interpretation of the original data, or (2) my own label for a column | created

Dividing line between pairs 25 and 31 divide gender-matched, i.e., "same-sex pairs" (Kacewicz et al., 2013, p. 9)

Pairs 1-25 (sex 2; appears to be female, e.g., 7_4h "I'm from Plano, Dallas girl", 29_15L "I wanted to be in a sorority")

Pairs 31-55 (sex 1; appears to be male from the chats (e.g., 80_45h "she's always like yeah you are my boyfriend and | am your girlfriend," "l am a car guy you know?"))
Some identifying info is still in the chat transcripts (some is redacted), so not sharing the actual transcripts

Kace say they used participant responses to two quesitons to determine each person's self-reported status rating: " 'To what degree did you control the conversation,' and 'to what degree did you have power in the conversation?' where 1
=not at all and 7 = a great deal" (p. 7). The question wording is provided in the description of Study, 2, then Study 3 is described as follows: "They then completed the same postquestionnaire (IRQ) as in Study 2. Analyses were identical
to those used in Study 2" (p. 9)

Note 1: Number of questions - Their paper says there were 38 questions, but the document Pennebaker originally shared included one section with 15 numbered questions and two additional items that each request 2 responses; this
comes to a total of 15, 17, or 19. | asked Pennebaker if there was another IRQ, and he responded with a few more options, saying "I'm sending you all of my IRQ versions." Of these, the only other viable option is a copy of the original |
received with two more sections added. This IRQ is linked below, including one section with 15 numbered questions, two sections with 11 questions each, and two additional items that each request 2 responses. This comes to a total of
37,39, or 41.




Note 2: "Power" - There are no questions on the IRQ that ask about power in the first version that | received. The second version includes a question that says "To what degree did you have more status or power than your partner in the

conversation?"

The discrepancies in Note 1 (wording) and Note 2 (number of questions) above indicate that there is reason to believe that a slightly different version of the IRQ may have been used.

IRQ shared by Pennebaker (personal communication. Jan 20, 2024)

Looking at the "domin" scores in the data, | reconstructed how these were calculated using the IRQ responses. It appears the "domin" scores came from the combination of 4 IRQ items, not 2:

Column FH "actctrl"

Column FI "actdom"

Column FM "irg4"
Column FW "irq15"

From IRQ: "percentage of control you had in the conversation”
1-"I controlled the conversation”

4 - "We had equal control"

7 - "My partner controlled the conversation"

From IRQ: "degree to which you dominated the conversation"

1 - "I dominated conversation" [sic]

4 - "Neither of us dominated"

7 - "My partner dominated the conversation"

From IRQ: "4. To what degree did you control the conversation?"

From IRQ: "15. To what degree did you have more status than your partner in the conversation?" (note: their paper says the questions is about "power" (see above), but this is about "status")

Participant responses to these 4 questions equal the "domin" scores, with one exception out of 100 participants (the exeption is at a difference of one point, seen with the FALSE designation)

Calculating correlations with these 4 questions results in a similar correlation coefficient (-0.29) to the one that was reported (-0.30), but off by 0.01.

Maybe "NewDomin.spo" from Study 2 (IM) will shead some light once | can find a way to open it?

Following their narrative in the paper, using "irg4" and "irq15," results in an exact match for the correlation coefficient: -0.30 -- See sheet: "Running Kace's FPS Data: Their Way (n=50)"

"domindif" Simple difference in dominance scores; P1 minus P2
Simple differences split into two groups, based on direction of discrepancy:
"dom2x" Discrepancies greater than zero = 1,
Discrepancies of zero or lower = 0
Simple differences split into three groups, based on direction and degree of discrepancy:
" " Minimal differences of one to three points, positive or negative = 1;
'dom3x’ N N N o
Discrepancies lower than negative three = 0;
Discrepancies higher than postive three = 2
"sub" Presumably "subject”
bold rows There are 4 dyads where "sub" and "sub1" are different people: Dyads 19, 25, 40, 42. The dominance scores calculate such that the IRQ responses follow "sub1" and "sub 2" designations. The 4 exceptions do
not line up with any discernable pattern (e.g., directionality of status relationships).
FF - WW IRQ responses from Participant 1
HG - HV IRQ responses from Participant 2 (also coded as "b" by Kace)
JG "dwc" This matches Kace column FC "wcdif"
JN "di" This matches Kace column FB "idif"
JF "domdif" Unclear where this comes from
Kace's FX-HF These are responses from Participant A (i.e., Participant 1) from the two 11-item sections on the IRQ linked above. One asks participants to rate their partner, and the other asks them to rate themselves.
Unclear what the "final" and "fac" sections are
Kace's HW-JE Same as FX-HF but for Participant B

LOCKED. Original
Data - ChairDom
(masterws.sav)

Original data shared by Pennebaker (personal communication, Oct 25, 2021)

This has not been altered in any way, and the column letters and names are referenced in the rest of the sheets



https://drive.google.com/file/d/1g9T1xYbTF74LfxBsUR8H1f2Bkki8Uep-/view?usp=sharing
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Kace column>>  C A ) FH il M AW e E HG | HH HL WY e F 9 Kiva a cm B
Kace label > _par __subl sub2__ | actotrl _actdom _irgd _ irq15 | 8dded [ gomint added | e actdomb _ irqdb a5, 20ded | gominz added it added it 2 it added. Kiva added Kiva added Kiva added
Kiva label > - . " - . N " - o | Kaces mon | Discepancyn o [PTsFPSponoun P25 FPS | Dicepancrn | e ror ing for normall rolati
oss 12" TR P | compatcn '3 G5 ‘oo, | omiaree "Ny | v compmmco 03 | ‘oowe, | tomeae  'WZsy [tomnancosies JURT | e jgornme g SUOT (1 determine Peamaons vs Spearmans corelaton) Dominance discrepnes  FPS discrepancy Tesing for tatstca signifcance

1 2 1 @ s 4 1 1 13 TRUE 6 6 5 5 2 22 TRUE B 629 564 065 16 Pearson (if It had been normally distributed) 2125 This correlation i statistically
2 3 4 4 4 3 4 15 15 TRUE 5 6 5 4 20 20 TRUE 5 a7 951 773 178 5 Dominance discrepancy 02932932718 0039 significant at the p<0.05 level
3 6 s| 4 4 4 2 u 14 TRUE 4 6 3 20 15 15 TRUE 4 28 7.93 621 172 6 .
4 7 8 s 4 & 6 21 21 TRUE 2 5 a4 3 1 14 TRUE 7 8 664 10.18 354 48 s ‘Spearman - Since it was not normally distributed 2937 This correlation s statistcally
5 9 10 5 6 5 4] 20 20 TRUE 3 4 3 1 1 11 TRUE 9 55 5.88 6.26 038 32 -0.3903291063 0005 significant at the p<0.05 level
6 12 4 4 4 2 u 14 TRUE 5 5 4 2 16 16 TRUE 2 30 915 87 045 175 o
7 1 8l 4 4 4 16 16 TRUE 3 4 4 1 n 12 TRUE 4 115 857 8.12 045 175 Cohen's d..with full calculation from Pearson
8 15 w6l s 4 5 5 19 19 TRUE 4 4 4 1l 13 TRUE 6 9 654 501 15 9 06135697977
9 18 |l s 7 1 17 TRUE 1 2 3 3 9| o TRUE 8 7 818 832 014 255 5

10 19 200 4 4 8 2 16 16 TRUE 6 5 5 6 2 22 TRUE 6 415 973 1345 372 49 Cohen's d...with rounded calculation from Pearson

1 2 2 5 4 5 5 19 19 TRUE 4 4 6 5 19 19 TRUE o 2 74 779 039 33 o -0.6060437322

2 2 | 4 4 4 s 17 TRUE 3 4 4 a4l 15 15 TRUE 2 175 731 775 044 34 1300 850 400 050 500 950 1400

13 2 26| 4 6 5 2 17 17 TRUE 5 4 5 1 15 15 TRUE 2 175 615 63 015 275 Cohen's d..with full calculation from Spearman

1 28 27 5 77 8 2 25 TRUE 2 4 4 i om 11 TRUE o2 7.99 868 069 37 Mean 0847919054

15 30 20| s 5 4 5 19 19 TRUE 4 4 5 a1 17 TRUE 2 175 767 1253 486 50 004

16 32 3 4 7 4 1 2 22 TRUE 2 3 a4 a4 13 13 TRUE 9 55 667 75 088 38 SD:

17 33 34 5 5 6 2 18 18 TRUE 3 4 4 4 15 15 TRUE 3 14 832 661 w7 6474313453

18 35 | 3 3 5 1 12 12 TRUE 5 5 4 1 15 15 TRUE EI) 77 7.84 014 255

19 £ w7 s 4 5 1 15 15 TRUE 4 4 5 1 1 14 TRUE 1 215 63 951 321 47

2 0 3| 4 4 4 3 15 15 TRUE 5 4 5 5 19 19 TRUE 4 345 11.06 638 488 1

21 42 “ 4 4 4 4 16 16 TRUE 4 4 3 3 1 14 TRUE 2 15 964 947 017 21

2 43 7 4 5 4 17 TRUE 5 T 14 TRUE 3 14 7.19 681 03 2

2 6 | 3 3 4 1 om 10 FALSE 4 4 5 3 16 16 TRUE 6 415 691 697 006 24

2 4 a7 5 5 5 2 17 17 TRUE 5 6 4 3 18 18 TRUE 4 28 7.86 892 106 41

2 49 so| 4 4 8 1 15 15 TRUE 3 5 5 5 18 18 TRUE ] 848 9,06 058 36 FPS rate discrepancy

31 51 B 4 4 a4 1 16 TRUE @ 4 4 1 13 13 TRUE 3 14 454 686 232 44

32 53 541 3 4 3 4 14 14 TRUE 6 4 s 5 21 21 TRUE 746 7.38 7.72 034 31 e Histogram

33 56 ss| 4 5 4 1 14 14 TRUE 6 5 5 4 2 20 TRUE 6 415 683 486 197 4

3 58 s7| 4 3 4 4 15 15 TRUE 4 4 4 a1 16 TRUE 4 2 81 664 146 10

35 50 6| 6 6 5 5 2 22 TRUE 3 3 3 3 1 12 TRUE 0 4 761 7.49 012 23

36 61 62 3 4 3 4o 11 TRUE 6 6 7 5 o« 24 TRUE 43 50 809 687 122 11

37 63 64 3 A 15 TRUE 4 4 4 2 14 TRUE 1215 5 6.09 09 42

8 66 6| 4 2 4 4 14 TRUE 5 4 4 4w 17 TRUE EI) 624 639 015 275

39 68 7| 4 5 a4 a4 1 17 TRUE 6 5 6 s 2 22 TRUE 5 a7 7.68 607 161 8

w0 69 o 4 4 4 4 16 16 TRUE 6 6 6 4 2 22 TRUE 6 415 693 783 09 39 000 167

4 7 72 6 6 6 5 2 23 TRUE 1 1 I 5 5 TRUE 81 673 629 044 19

a2 74 73 s 3 4 3 13 13 TRUE 6 5 a4 a4 19 19 TRUE 6 415 842 768 om 15 Mean

43 76 s s 6 6 s 2 22 TRUE 6 5 5 5 2 21 TRUE 1 215 51 815 305 46 0.1078

4 i Bl a4 4 4 2 u 14 TRUE 4 2 4 4 1 14 TRUE 0 2 41 577 67 43 3

45 80 ol 7 75 8 2 25 TRUE 3 3 4 4 1 14 TRUE o3 593 697 04 40 1763512601

6 81 82| 3 3 3 3 12 12 TRUE 6 4 5 a4l 19 19 TRUE ET] 985 763 222 3

a7 8 8 4 4 5 2 15 15 TRUE 4 4 4 3 15 15 TRUE o 2 a1 464 054 35

4 85 s 3 3 3 1 10 10 TRUE 3 4 3 4 14 TRUE 4 345 536 436 112

49 87 8| 4 4 4 1l m 13 TRUE 5 5 6 3 19 19 TRUE 6 415 935 631 304 2

50 % 8| 5 4 6 1 16 16 TRUE 4 4 4 3 15 15 TRUE 1 215 639 67 031 30

51 92 9 3 4 4 2 0B 13 TRUE 7 5 7 6 2 25 TRUE 42 49 903 828 ors 14

52 9 9l 3 5 3 5 16 16 TRUE 6 7 6 4 2 23 TRUE 7 46 7.04 689 015 22

53 % os| 4 4 4 2 u 14 TRUE 5 5 5 4 19 19 TRUE 5 %7 572 492 08 13

54 o7 s 6 6 5 5 2 22 TRUE 5 4 5 3 7 17 TRUE 5 10 484 502 018 20

55 99 w00 4 5 5 s 19 19 TRUE 4 4 4 3 15 15 TRUE 4 15 387 647 26 45

# blank cells 0 0 o o 0o 0 o o o o o 0o 0 o 0 0 0 0 [ 0 0 [ of
mean: 20.0400 mean: 201078
Pooled SD 4744824
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Understanding IRQ Scores

With status understood as zero-sum and measured on a 7-point Likert scale

P1's self-report ...is an other-report of Implied status discrepancy
"""""""""" e
2 6 -4
3 5 -2
4 4 0
5 3 2
6 2 4
7 1 6
P2's self-report ...is an other-report of Implied status discrepancy
"""""""""" 1 e
2 6 4
3 5 2
4 4 0
5 3 -2
6 2 -4
7 1 -6




Understanding Participant Agreement
Colors are used here to visually connect the dyads between the charts; Shapes and/or labels also distinguish differences even when colors are unavailble to the viewer
As an example, look at the top chart, specifically the row for Agreement scores of 8. The two blue &s indicate Likert scores of 2 and 6.
The corresponding hypothetical dyad can be seen in the bottom chart, in the row with the blue 8 in the "Ideal" section, along with the interpretation of the reported 2 and 6 scores
Hypothetical score combinations
For each possible total (2-14), possible combinations are shown as pairs of same-color symbols (i.e., #, X, & @)

Likert Score >>
1 2 2 4 5 6 7
Agreement score
14 XX
13 X X << How to read: One person reported 6 and the other reported 7
12 XX
11 X X
10 & XX &
9 & X X & << Reasonable agreement = 9 . _ ) )
8 @ & XX Y @ << Ideal agreement = 8 These demgnaélho:ri s:ot\e:plamed in the
7 & X X & << Reasonable agreement =9
6 & XX &
5 X X << How to read (green Xs):
4 XX
3 X X
2 XX
Interpreting the Likert scores and agreement scrores
Valf?atlzz fgitaus'e? Agr::OT:m Asays Bsays Degree ‘to which Narrative: What's going on here?
11 is unacceptable, so not charting the more extreme scores (12-14)| A= B= domdif| A= B= dom diff they disagree
1" 5 3 2 2 6 -4 6 Disgree who is higher, and to what degree // A thinks themself a bit higher; B thinks themself even higher
unacceptable 4 4 0 1 7 -6 6 Equal vs extreme dif // Athinks they're equal; B thinks themself highest possible
Red 10s (both thought selves higher): > 10 5 3 2 3 5 -2 4 They both think themselves a bit higher than the other
Included in "sorta agreed"; excluded from "didn't disagree” no 4 4 0 2 6 -4 4 A thinks they're equal; B thinks themself significantly higher
10 3 5 -2 1 7 -6 4 Agree who is higher, but to diff degrees // A thinks themself a bit lower, so B a bit higher; B thinks themself highest possible
9 4 4 0 3 5 -2 2 Athinks they're equal; B thinks themself a bit higher
reasonable 3 5 -2 2 6 -4 2 They agree who is higher, but B sees it as a bit bigger diff than A does
9 2 6 -4 1 7 -6 2 They agree who is higher, but B sees it as a bit bigger diff than A does
8 4 4 0 4 4 0 0 Agree that they're equal
3 5 -2 3 5 -2 0
ideal L
8 2 6 -4 2 6 -4 0 Agree who is higher and to what degree
8 1 7 -6 1 7 -6 0
7 3 5 -2 4 4 0 -2
reasonable 2 6 -4 3 5 -2 -2 Same as 9s, but flip Aand B
7 1 7 -6 2 6 -2
Red 6s (both thought selves lower): >> 6 3 5 -2 5 3 2 -4
Included in "sorta agreed"; excluded from "didn't disagree" no 2 6 -4 4 4 0 -4 Same as 10s, but flip Aand B
6 17 - 3 5 2 -4
5 2 6 4 5 3 2 6 )
unacceptable 1 7 5 4 4 0 5 Same as 11s, but flip Aand B

5 is unacceptable, so not charting more the extreme scores (2-4)
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Kace column>>  C A B E F ) [ oM M HL W HY
- - Kiva added - Kiva added - - added [— added Kiva added
Kace label >> _pair___subl sw2 | domint___domin2 it i2 g4 irq4b irg15__irq15b
TRl pacant Pantoan | SRR L oomat mawcrer PTOTTSIOR P20 S e Cores rraam T mawcror | B g A | gl g A | e e
Notes e ¢ score for P1_score for P2 minus W Spearman | o, of words used) (% of words used)| ™ rate i minusH | Spearman | esponse response agreement) |responseresponse  agreement) | on both  (7-9) on'botn
2 3 4 7 9 9 7 2 951 773 773 951 178 4 3 5 8 4 4 8| TRUE  TRUE
12 2 2 9 8 9 8 El 15 7.31 75| 731 775 044 § 4 4 8 5 4 o| FALSE  TRUE
20 40 39 7 10 10 7 3 7 11.06 638| 638 11.06 468 1 4 5 9 3 5 8| FALSE  TRUE
21 42 # 8 6 8 6 2 4 964 047| o964 o047 047 9 4 3 7 4 3 7| FaLsE  TRUE
32 53 54 7 "o 7 “ 95 7.38 772| 772 738 034 10 3 6 9 4 5 o| FALSE  TRUE
35 59 60 10 6 10 6 4 95 761 740| 761 749) 012 8 5 3 8 5 3 8| TRUE  TRUE
a1 7 72 11 3 1 3 8 11 673 62| 673 620]  -0.44 1 6 1 7 5 2 7| FALSE  TRUE
42 74 73 7 8 8 7 El 1.5 842 768| 768 842 074 5| 4 4 8 3 4 7| FaLsE  TRUE
46 81 82 6 9 9 6 3 7 9.85 763| 763 985 222 3 3 5 8 3 4 7| FALSE  TRUE
52 [ 93 8 10 10 8 2 4 7.08 689 689 7.04 015 7 3 6 9 5 4 o| FALSE  TRUE
55 % 100 10 710 7 3 7 387 647| 387 647 26 2| 5 4 9 5 3 8| FALSE  TRUE
min 8 3 min 387 629 2 "
Removed dyads whose 2Q scores were identical: max 11 8 max 964  11.06
15,34,38
Frequency: Dominance dif (Lower-dom minus Higher-dom) Frequency: FPS dif (Lower-dom minus Higher-dom)
3 4
2 3
2
1
.
0 0
800 7.00 6.00 -500 4.00 -3.00 -200 -1.00 400 000 100 200 300 400
Mean -3.00 Mean 1.05
sD 195 sp 161
Correlation, Pearson 0.22
Correlation, Spearman 032
t 161
P 014
Effect size (Cohen's d) 0.678

Refining: 2Q + Lo minus Hi (n = 11)
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Vaca abor>> par b1 bz | domintdomio2 | dominal _ oded |y adiod_| it e o5
ia abei > Y R . e P S pe g | e o Agar | Aoy G ecing o ormat
Kby gy Poicant Pariconn | s s |samiocasioms Fonsfr [T C g ST Pl o | BT R s | die s e Quik ok at e daa o detoming SR oAy oy Constaton Notes Regression o
Notes E) 2P e iomers Bimmarh S Py oo | e ey o oo T o
z 3 7 D ERT ] 773 T - — o 4« o e TRue Foason | 038 smen e dem et
v om o o b Fl— 7t 715 F T o s s of Pwse rmue 5 1124 normaly ddad, Pearson Siope aradentof heline 0204656888 02855997905 Standard oo for ey esimat
15 30 29 9 9! o 7] 767 12.53; -4.86 14| 4 5 9] 5 4 9| ominance ] 0283 Shouldnorbe used yeintercept 01864038708 0.5831112565 F statistic
0w w 7 0 a2 1o o3 ey |« s o 3 s o | Refining: 20 + P1 minus P2 (n = 14) E R —— Standod ror vaueforthe sopevaue 00520960086 2 176677580 Number fdegres of eedom
I "] . o 2 r s X B F 7 . 1 s nomaly disbued Standad aror vaba fortheyntrcop. 1262744454 2 Regression um of squares
32 53 54 7 1, “ 4] 7.38 7.72] -0.34 11] 3 6 9] a 5 9| 6 P 0.166 5.982788928 56.85510393 Residual sum of squares.
s ® @ {0 C P 761 749 oz o 5 3 o s s . .
2 ‘The correlation is not statistically significant at n=14
I o b o a2 [ FXTIY o o [ i
“ 7 7 " 3 s 1 6m 629 o4a o & 1 | s 2 7 2 .« ' i 1 point,
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https://www.statology.org/pooled-standard-deviation-calculator/

Kace column>>  C A B E F Q oM FM_ HL FwW

HY.
Kiy Kiy i Ki Ki
Kace label >> _pair | subl sub2 domin1___domin2 iva added i i2 iva added g4 irqdb added [ rat5 | irg150 added va added va added
Kiva label > s ) PTSFPS pronoun P25 FPS | ] ) Prs  pzs  Ageement | Prs | pzs | Agieement | Complelely Compieteyor
— O Dyag 4 Partciant Paricibant | gominance  dominance | Hdom Ldom PO diiL RANK for pronoun ate (WS FPS LS FPS [FPS dift:L | RANKIor | 1roq 1RG4 (8= perfoct [ IRQ1S  IRQTS (8= periect | agreed (8) mosiy greed Some statistics Notes
Notes 1) (P2)  scoreforP1_score for P2 minus B Spearman | o, of words used) (% of words used) | minus H | Spearman | rosponse response _agreement) | response response _agreement) | onboth  (7-9)on botn
2 3 4 7 s B 7 2 4 051 773|773 051 178 4 3 5 s 4 @ 8| TRUE  TRUE Correlation, n=11
12 23 2 9 8 9 8 4 15 7.31 775|731 7750 044 6 4 4 8 5 4 FALSE  TRUE
20 40 39 7 10 10 7 3 7 11.06 638) 638 11.06] 468 1 4 5 9 3 5 8| FALSE  TRUE Statisical significance
21 42 41 8 6 8 6 -2 4 9.64 947| 964 947 017 9| 4 3 7| 4 3 7| FALSE TRUE of the correlation
32 53 54 7 "o 7 -4 95 7.38 772| 772 7380 034 10 3 6 9 4 5 o| FALSE  TRUE
35 59 60 10 6 10 6 “4 95 761 749| 761 749] 042 8 5 3 8 5 3 8| TRUE  TRUE et
41 7 72 i 3 n 3 8 11 673 620 673 620 044 11 6 1 7 5 2 7| FALSE  TRUE see
42 74 73 7 8 8 7 4 15 842 768| 768 842, 074 5 4 4 8 3 4 7| FALSE  TRUE
46 81 82 6 9 9 6 3 7 085 763| 763 essi 222 3 3 5 8 3 4 7| FALSE  TRUE
52 % 9 8 0 10 8 2 4 7.04 689 689 704] 0.5 7| 3 6 9 5 4 o| FALSE  TRUE
55 ) 100 10 7 10 7 3 7] 387 647) 387 641 26 2 5 4 ) 5 3 8| FALSE  TRUE
min & 3 min 387 629 2 [
Removed dyads whose 2Q scores were identical: max 11 8 max 964 11.06
15,34,38
Frequency: Dominance dif (Lower-dom minus Higher-dom) Frequency: FPS dif (Lower-dom minus Higher-dom) Lower-dom minus Higher-dom, n=11
3 4 '
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0 0 1 - °
-800 700 -6.00 5.00 400 -3.00 -2.00 -1.00 400 000 100 200 300 400 . 3
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Correlation, Pearson 0.22
Correlation, Spearman 0.32
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Dyad Participant role t:ti FaPSSx-
5 3 Hi 7.73 2.09
4 Lo 9.51 1.03
12 23 Hi 7.31 2
24 Lo 7.75 1
40 Hi 6.38 2

20
39 Lo 11.06 1
o1 42 Hi 9.64 2
41 Lo 947 0.97
53 Hi 7.72 2

32
54 Lo 7.38 0.97
35 59 Hi 7.61 2.04
60 Lo 7.49 1.03
41 71 Hi 6.73 1.97
72 Lo 6.29 0.97
74 Hi 7.68 1.94

42
73 Lo 8.42 1
81 Hi 7.63 1.89

46
82 Lo 9.85 1
94 Hi 6.89 2.02

52
93 Lo 7.04 1
99 Hi 3.87 2

55
100 Lo 6.47 1.03

3.87
11.06

FPS rate (% of total words)
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Kace column >> C A B E F i i Q CM i i i FM HL FwW HV
Raos b e b7 T | e, - > Ay | ava ., i Kiva added g rqap Kiva added [ 2 Kiva added | Kiva added Kiva added
Kiva label >> Dyad # Participant  Participant dolr(naiﬁz‘:ce dolr(naiz::ce Hdom Ldom Frs Fprjtsmnoun pr‘:i'gurf l::le Hs FPS |L's FPS :FPS di.ﬁ Did H use I;gi I';zclls‘t gg;e:;?firyt II'RDC1.;155 IIECZQHSS &g;e;;]feer::‘t gggzlc?tg;/ ﬁgzl‘;l?gez:é
Notes 1(P1) 2(P2) score for P1_ score for P2 (% of words used) (% of words used) rate rate Lo-Hi ; fewer FPS? response response agreement) | response response agreement) on both (7-9) on both
2 3 4 7 9 9 7 9.51 7.73 7.73 9.51 1.78 TRUE 3 5 8 4 4 8 TRUE TRUE
12 23 24 9 8 9 8 7.31 7.75 7.31 7.75 0.44 TRUE 4 4 8 5 4 9| FALSE TRUE
15 30 29 9 9 * * * * * * * * 4 5 9 5 4 9| FALSE TRUE
20 40 39 7 10 10 7 11.06 6.38 6.38 11.06 4.68 TRUE 4 5 9 3 5 8| FALSE TRUE
21 42 41 8 6 8 6 9.64 9.47 9.64 9.47: -0.17: FALSE 4 3 7 4 3 7| FALSE TRUE
32 53 54 7 11 1 7 7.38 7.72 7.72 7.38: -0.34: FALSE 3 6 9 4 5 9| FALSE TRUE
34 58 57 8 8 * * * * * * * * 4 4 8 4 4 8| TRUE TRUE
35 59 60 10 6 10 6 7.61 7.49 7.61 7.49: -0.12: FALSE 5 3 8 5 3 8 TRUE TRUE
38 66 65 8 8 * * * * * * * * 4 4 8 4 4 8| TRUE TRUE
41 71 72 11 3 1 3 6.73 6.29 6.73 6.29: -0.44: FALSE 6 1 7 5 2 7| FALSE TRUE
42 74 73 7 8 8 7 8.42 7.68 7.68 8.42 0.74 TRUE 4 4 8 3 4 7| FALSE TRUE
46 81 82 6 9 9 6 9.85 7.63 7.63 9.85 222 TRUE 3 5 8 3 4 7| FALSE TRUE
52 94 93 8 10 10 8 7.04 6.89 6.89 7.04 0.15 TRUE & 6 9 5 4 9| FALSE TRUE
55 99 100 10 7 10 7 3.87 6.47 3.87 6.47 26 TRUE 5 4 9 5 3 8| FALSE TRUE
\Y \Y \ AN 4 14
*Participants had equal aggregated relative status mean 7.20 8.25 1.05 0.636 = Percentage of dyads that follow the trend (i.e. H used fewer FPS)
(tho some Qs were distinct) median 7.61 7.75 | 044 0.364 = Percentage of dyads where the trend was reversed (i.e. L used fewer FPS)
As such, there is no H/L distinction at the 2Q level range 577 | 477 5.12
min 3.87 6.29 | -0.44 So ~2/3 of the Hs used fewer FPS,
max 964 | 11.06 | 4.68 and 1/3 of the Hs used more FPS
sd 1.38 1.54 1.61
FPS rates: Hi FPS rates: Lo
5 3

2

1

0
50 480 6.10 740 870 600 710 820 930 1040

4
3
2
1
0
3.




Dyad # Pa;ti;:gﬂa)nt Pa;ig}p;;nt H'sr;ss L'sr:‘zs Lo>/<Hi x-axis Hi>/<Lo x-axis difflsum x-axis difffmean x-axis
2 3 4] 773 951| o023 -0.19 0.10 0.21
12 23 24| 731 775 0.06 -0.06 0.03 0.06
20 40 39| 638 11.06| 073 -0.42 0.27 0.54
21 42 41| 964 947 -0.02 0.02 -0.01 -0.02
32 53 54| 772 7.38| -0.04 0.05 -0.02 -0.05
35 59 60| 761 749 -0.02 0.02 -0.01 -0.02
41 & 72| 673 629] -0.07 007 008 007 Comparing results of 4 different discrepancy formulas
42 74 73| 768 842| 0.10 -0.09 0.05 0.09
46 81 82| 763 985 029 -0.23 0.13 0.25 o
52 %4 93| 689 7.04| 002 -0.02 0.01 0.02 75% °
55 99 100| 387 647| 067 -0.40 0.25 0.50
rate x-axis
Flip Hi>/<Lo for directionality 023 000 019 1 0.10 2 0.21 3
006 000 006 1 0.03 2 0.06 3 50% :
073 000 042 1 0.27 2 0.54 3 " °
2002 -005 -0.02 1 -0.01 2 -0.02 3 K] °
0.0 000 -0.05 1 -0.02 2 -0.05 3 e L]
0.02 005 -0.02 1 -0.01 2 -0.02 3 S
20.07 000 -0.07 1 -0.03 2 -0.07 3 g .
010 000 0.9 1 0.05 2 0.09 3 k4]
029 000 023 1 0.13 2 0.25 3 © 25% ° ° s °
002 000 002 1 0.01 2 0.02 3 % ° ®
067 000 040 1 0.25 2 0.50 3 =
019  1.00 BN ° ° H °
006  1.00 g_) ° ° °
042 1.00 S 0% [ o [
002 095 ° o LY ; ®
0.05  1.00 H H H
002 105
0.07  1.00
009  1.00
023  1.00 o
002  1.00 ~25%
040  1.00
0.10 2.00 Lo>/<Hi Hi>/<Lo diff/sum difffmean
003 200
027 200
0.01 206
002 201
0.01 196
003 197
005 200
013 200
001 200
025  2.00
021  3.00
006  3.00
054  3.00
002  3.04
0.05  3.00
002 296
20.07  3.00
009  3.00
025  3.00
002  3.00

0.50 3.00




difffmean x-axis

15% 1
49% 097
46%  1.03
43% 097
42% 103
38% 1
17% 1
1% 097
9%  1.03
ASL data
5% 1
0% 097
0%  1.03
6% 1
2% 097
4%  1.03
9%  0.97
21%  1.03
27% 1
21% 15
6% 15
54% 15
2% 153
‘ 5% 149
E’;g't'zh 2% 146
7% 152
9% 15
25% 15
2% 15
50% 15

diff/mean

FPS % rate discrepancies
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Kace column > C A B M H 3 F a oM
Kace label >> _pair | subl sub2 | igd | irqdb added [ Te Trat5b added [ Somintl | _doming_| '@ added it i2 Kiva added
Kool >> g Pericpant Paricpant | G5, g GITIES B porect | domance  domance | Haom | Laom ||+ e " rounate|1SFPS LS FPS Forscaterot 1, (ST
Notes 1P) | 2F2) IR o | Rt coreooncy | S oo e kot vords used) | (L ofwords weeey| e rate is e
20 0 B 4 s o s s s 7 0 10 7 638] 638 1106 000 073
55 9 w| 5 4 of 5 3 8 10 7 10 7 387 647| 387 647 000 067
4 81 82 I | 3 4 7 6 s s s 085 763 763 985 000 029
2 3 4 5 s s 4 4 8 7 9 o 7 951 773 773 951 000 023
a2 7 Bl 4 4 | 3 4 7 7 8 8 7 842 768| 768 842 000 010
12 23 a4 4 | 5 4 9 ] 8 o 8 731 775| 731 775 000 006
52 % o 3 e of 5 a4 9 8 0 10 8 708 689 680 704 000 0.02
35 59 eof 5 3 )] s 3 8 10 6 10 6 761 74| 761 749 002 002
21 2 4 4 3 7 4 3 7 8 6 8 6 964 047| o84 947 002 002
2 53 sl 3 e of 4 s 9 7 non7 738 72| 772 738 000 004
4 7 2 1 7 s 2 7 1 3 13 673 620| 673 629 000
min 8 min 387 629
Removed dyads whose 2Q scores were identical: max 11 max 964 1106
15,34,38 mean 0.18
median 006
range 080
min 007
max 073
sd 028

Kace3 rates

Kace3 rates
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Boxplot of FPS discrepancy rates
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xaxis is not meaningful, just laying out the points

Frequency Histogram of "FPS/min Discrepancy: rate"
Bin size: 0.05
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Frequency Histogram of "FPS/min Discrepancy: rate”
Bin size: 0.1
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These 3 charts are the same data, just binned differently

Frequency Histogram of "FPS/min Discrepancy: rate"
Bin si 0.2
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