
M moMmmi'MmM. SHOP I S 

• 



510-

F&rt ^ 

Interpersonal modelling 

Chapter The aggregate grid, 

Chapter ^.2. The r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t grid-

Chapter 4.3. Sumrr.ary 



.511-

Chapter ^.1 

The aggregate g r i d 

' f . l . l . Stages i n the development of the aggregate g r i d 

procedure 

4,1.2. Stage 1: The rati o n a l e of the aggregate grid 

'f;1.3. Stage 2: Defining transformations and outcones 

4.1.4. Stage 5: Developing r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s 

4.1.5. Summary 



-512-

4.1.1. stages i n the development of the aggregate g r i d procedure. 

4.1.1.1- The preceding chapters, i n focusing on developing i n t e r 

a c t i v e procedures, have examined the nature of a s i n g l e u s e r ' s 

i n t e r a c t i o n vdth a procedure. The task of t h i s and the follovd.ng 

chapter i s to extend the r a t i o n a l e of these procedures to an 

inte r p e r s o n a l context, and to adapt procedures for use by two or 

more p a r t i c i p a n t u s e r s . Such an adaptation v/ould c l e a r l y lend 

i t s e l f t o couples counselling, and i t v/£is u l t h t h i s context i n mind 

that the aggregate g r i d procedure \IQJS devised. E s s e n t i a l l y , the 

aggregate g r i d represents the c o l l e c t i v e modelling of a common 

domain. By aggregating constructs from tv/o (or more) p a r t i c i p a n t s , 

changes i n t h e i r f u n c t i o n a l properties for i n d i v i d u a l and aggregate 

domains may be observed. Development of the aggregate g r i d method 

i n t h i s chapter may be traced through three stages, each of v/hich 

i s summarised belov/, 

4.1.1.2. Stage 1: The r a t i o n a l e of the aggregiate g r i d . 

Step ( i ) An o u t l i n e of the nature of modelling transactions 

i n r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 

Step ( i i ) The development and p i l o t application of the aggregate 

g r i d method. 

4.1.1.3. Stage 2: Defining transformations and outcomes. 

Step ( i i i ) An outline of aggregate grid outcomes. 
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Step ( i v ) A - c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of the status of i n d i v i d u a l ^ 

and aggregate g r i d domains. 

Step (v) Development of Level 3 transformations. 

4.1.1.4. Stage 3: Developing r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . 

Step ( v i ) A p p l i c a t i o n of aggregate g r i d procedure to explore the 

nature of Level 3 r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . 



^ • ' ^ • 2 . . Stage 1: The r a t i o n a l e of the .aggregate g r i d . 

^ . 1 . 2 . 1 . Research i n t o the development of r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n 
dating couples has l e d to the viev; that the process of research and 
counselling frequently merge ( l ^ b i n Sc M i t c h e l l , 1 9 7 ^ ) , and that 
methodological i s s u e s are r a i s e d when questionnaire surveys 
give r i s e to unintended outcomes i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p s studied 
(e.g» increase i n d i s c l o s u r e between respondents, s h i f t s away from 
t r a d i t i o n a l views on se x - r o l e s , e t c ) . These considerations lead 
Rubin cind Mitchell to view couples research as a counselling 
process focusing respondents' attention to i s s u e s i n the r e l a t i o n 
ship, encouraging the exchange of feelings betv;een r a r t n e r s , and 
developing problen-solving s k i l l s to resolve c o n f l i c t s . Such an 
a c t i v i t y i s vievfed by the authors as r a i s i n g e t h i c a l issues:' 

"Do we, as researchers, have the right to intervene in 
our respondents* r e l a t i o n s h i p s ? Are the d e f i n i t i o n s 
that v;e help our p a r t i c i p a n t s to a r r i v e at i n fact 
accurate d e f i n i t i o n s ? These questions have 
not generally been r a i s e d i n connection with research 
on close relationshiTss." 

Rubin 2. I-litchell ( 1 9 7 6 , p.2 2 ) . 

v/hich may only be c l a r i f i e d by defining t h e i r r o l e as mediating 

between respondents. As the developnent of procedures i s 

intended to r ^ . r a l l e l t h i s r o l e , a consideration of the objectives 

of mediation i s necessary. 
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4 . 1 . 2 . 2 . The p r o c e d u r e s that are developed i n the following 

chapters seek to enhance the n a t u r e of the p a r t i c i p E u i t s * 

shared model of t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p by mediating i n a s p e c i a l i s e d 

and r e s t r i c t e d way ( F i g . 7 5 ) - This e n t a i l s that the procedures do 

not intervene into j o i n t modelling a c t i v i t y , but engage the 

p a r t i c i p a n t users i n separate modelling a c t i v i t y v/hich i s then 

superimposed i n a way that r e v e a l s only the fur.ctional consequences 

of each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s responses to the other. This methodology 

may be contrasted with the 'double dyad grid' method (Ryle £: Breen, 

1972) which requires the j o i n t construction of a dyad g r i d , and 

the prediction of the paj:tnors' responses i n t h i s g r i d . Instead, 

• A B • A B • A 
^ 

B 

Procedure 

Figure 75 

separate i n t e r a c t i o n s with the procedure are expected to f a c i l i t a t e 

the transaction 01 a shared model of s e l f and partner (AB , ) . 
a,o 

To d i s c u s s the parai:ieters of t h i s procecure, the nature of t h i s 

model and the conditions i n which i t i s transacted require c l a r i f i c 

at ion. 

4 . 1 . 2 . 3 . K e l l y ( 1 9 5 5 ) argues that a s i m i l a r i t y 01 a t t i t u d e 

between two persons i s neither a s u f f i c i e n t nor necessar;- condition 
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for e i t h e r of them to play a constructive role towards the other 

i n a s o c i a l encounter. Thus, K e l l y ' s s o c i a l i t y c o r o l l a r y : 

"to the e:rtent that one person construes the construction 
processes of another, he may play a role i n a s o c i a l 
process i n v o l v i n g the other person." 

K e l l y ( 1 9 5 5 , p.9 5 ) . 

suggests that persons may enter i n t o e f f e c t i v e j o i n t a c t i v i t y 

even though they disagree i n t h e i r outlook, provided each i s able 

to construe that a disagreement e x i s t s between them. Even the 

absence of t h i s understanding does not prevent j o i n t a c t i v i t y of 

some s o r t from occurring. Tor example, c o n f l i c t may be viewed as 

a j o i n t s o c i a l a c t i v i t y i n v/hich absence of understanding i s a 

precondition. SimilaLrly, the understanding by one person . 

of the construction processes of another need not be reciprocated, 

yet s t i l l j o i n t s o c i a l a c t i v i t y may ensue. Extending t h i s exajnple 

s t i l l further, suppose each person assumes an understanding of the 

other v m i l s t grossly i n error; each person applies an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

on behaviour v/ithin the s o c i a l encounter v/hich i s at odds with the 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the other, yet the r e l a t i o n s h i p muddles along 

more or l e s s harmoniously. 

V/hat then are the d i s t i n c t i v e features of the modelling transaction? 

The most far-reaching co!itribution to an a n a l y s i s of t h i s process 

i s to be found i n Kead*s interactionism,•a/id Blumer's eloquent 

summai'i sa u i on: 
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"Synbolic i n t e r a c t i o n involves i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , or 
a s c e r t a i n i n g the meaning of the actions or remarks of 
the other person, and d e f i n i t i o n , or conveying i n d i c a t i o n s 
to another person as to how he i s to act The f i t t i n g 
together of l i n e s of conduct i s done through the dual 
process of d e f i n i t i o n and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n (v;hich) 

operates both to s u s t a i n established patterns 
of j o i n t conduct and to open them to transformation. 

the e s t a b l i s h e d patterns of group l i f e j u s t do not 
c a r r y on by themselves but are dependent for t h e i r 
c o n t i n u i t y on recurrent a f f i r m a t i v e d e f i n i t i o n . Let 
the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s that s u s t a i n then be undermined or 
disrupted by change d e f i n i t i o n s from others and the 
patterns can quickly collapse I n the flow of group 
l i f e there are innumerable points at v/hich the p a r t i c i 
pants are- redefining each other's a c t s . Redefinition 
imparts a formative character to human i n t e r a c t i o n , 
g i v i n g r i s e at t h i s or that point to new objects, new 
conceptions, nev/ r e l a t i o n s , and nev/ types of behaviour". 

Blumer ( 1 9 7 1 , p . l 3 ) . 

The p o s s i b i l i t i e s for e f f e c t i v e i n t e r a c t i o n would then seem straight-

for;-/ard; providing I knov/ whether or not I agree v/ith another 

person, I can s a f e l y and c o n s t r u c t i v e l y p a r t i c i p a t e with hir.i i n a 

s o c i a l encounter. But how may I be sure , that I understand h i s 

views? How can I be sure he understands r.ine? I n instances of 

disagreement, dilemmas of t h i s s o r t are i n e v i t a b l e , and c e r t a i n t y 

i n s o c i a l encounters f a l t e r s . Persons facing t h i s dilemma begin 

to engage i n a s p i r a l l i n g process: 

" I f com-iunication i s optimum, they understand that they 
d i f f e r on the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the act, and a l s o reali::e 
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that they both understand that they d i f f e r i n i t s 
interpretation,.... .However, often i n hunan a f f a i r s 
where there i s a disagreement there i s also a 
misunderstanding and f a i l u r e of r e a l i z a t i o n of 
misunderstandin^^" • 

Laing, P h i l l i p s o n & Lec (1966, p.12-13). 

Misunderstanding and f a i l u r e of r e a l i s a t i o n lead to behaviour based 

on c o n f l i c t i n g or contradictory assumptions, behaviour that j a r s , 

seems out of place, inconsistent or bi z a r r e -

^•1.2.^. T h i s i s not the only area i n vmich s o c i a l enccimters 

may be problematic. Laing et a l point out that acting on one's own 

experience of the other introduces a second, and more profound, 

area of confusion: 

" ( P r o j e c t i o n i s ) one of a c l a s s of actions whose primary 
object i s not the other's experience of me, but my. 
experience of the other I f I cannot induce you to 
see me as I wish, I may act on my experience of you 
r a t h e r than your experience of me. I can invent your 
experience of me Another v/ay of putting that i s that 

-one experiences the perceptual v;orld i n terms of one's 
phantasy system, without r e a l i s i n g that one i s doing t h i s " . 

(p.15-17). 

I n summary, Laing and h i s colleagues i d e n t i f y two sources of 

confusion i n s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s , namely d i s j u n c t i v e i n t e r p r e t i v e 

systems ( f a i l u r e s of understanding and/or of r e a l i s a t i o n ) , and 
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the p r o j e c t i o n of phantasised constructions, confounding experience 

of s e l f and other. 

V/hen e i t h e r or both types cf mismatch occur i n established r e l a t i o n 

s h i p s , the reference frame through v;hich the p a r t i c i p a n t s a r t i c u l a t e 

t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p i s jeopardised. The former represents a f a i l u r e 

to a r t i c u l a t e the modelling t r a n s a c t i o n at appropriate l e v e l s , 

w h i l s t the l a t t e r r e f l e c t s the occlusion of a p a r t i c i p a n t ' s model 

of h i s partner by h i s self-model. Thus, to enhance conversational 

s k i l l i n a tv/o-pcrson r e l a t i o n s h i p requires the development cf a 

procedure capable of :-

1) separately e x t e r i o r i s i n g each t;articipant's model of 

s e l f and partner; 

2 ) i d e n t i f y i n g and d i s p l a y i n g predicates c e n t r a l to each 

model; 

5 ) i d e n t i f y i n g and d i s p l a y i n g disjunctions botv/een 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ' modelling of s e l f and partner; 

4 ) i d e n t i f y i n g and d i s p l a y i n g change in modelling 

contingent upon modelling transactions between p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

4 . 1 . 2 . 5 . Devising a procedure to achieve these objectives requires 

that modelling i n t e r a c t i o n s with the procedure occur outside the 

reforcnce frame of the r e l a t i o n s h i p . I f j o i n t modelling a c t i v i t y 

v/ere c a l l e d for, the n^odels each participant e x t e r i o r i s e s v/ould bo 
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confounded by the i n t e r p e r s o n a l reference frame the a c t i v i t y seeks 

to r e v e a l . Consequently, a dominant partner may s t e e r the model

l i n g t r a n s a c t i o n towards h i s ovm o b j e c t i v e s . 

Consider t h i s point w i t h i n the framev/ork of construct e l i c i t a t i o n . 

I t has been suggested that a more d i r e c t method of d i s p l a y i n g 

i n t e r p e r s o n a l d i s j u n c t i o n s might be to adopt one of the follov/ing 

g r i d procedures:-

( i ) A and 3 i n d i v i d u a l l y produce a s e t of c o n s t r u c t s , 

pool them and negotiate v/hich of those i n the combined 

s e t are r e l e v a n t to i n t e r p e r s o n a l concerns. 

( i i ) A and 3 produce a s e t of constructs d i r e c t l y i n 

negotiation. 

( i i i ) A and B i n d i v i d u a l l y produce a s e t of constructs, and 

proceed to explain t h e i r constructs to the other in: order that 

the other may come to apply them i n - a s i m i l a r way. 

( i v ) A and B i n d i v i d u a l l y produce a set of constructs, 

exchange them without explanation, and proceed to apply them 

as each a n t i c i p a t e s the other v;ould apply them. 

Each of these procedures i n v o l v e s , at some stage, A and B being 

cognisant that t h e i r constructs w i l l be subsequently or immediately 

made knov/n to the other. The e f f e c t of t h i s !-mov;ledge i s quite 

c l e a r , nanely, that during the process of e l i c i t a t i o n A and B are 
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aware that the f e l t meanings they attempt to e x t e r i o r i s e w i l l be 

evaluated and appraised by the other. Such an awareness may 

c l e a r l y b i a s and d i s t o r t the nature of the modelling conversation 

towcirds those f e l t meanings that are anticipated as being 

c o n s i s t e n t with the e x i s t i n g reference frame of the r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

I t becomes e s s e n t i a l , then, to develop procedures that e x t e r i o r i s e 

and d i s p l a y modelling i n such a way as to circumvent these r e s t r a i n t s , 

4.1.2.6. The methodology developed to enable.participants to engage 

i n separate modelling a c t i v i t y , and to superimpose t h i s modelling 

a c t i v i t y v/ithout jeopardising i t s personal q u a l i t y , may be termed 

the aggregate g r i d method. 

Both p a r t i c i p a n t s produce a s e r i e s of grids based on a common set 

of personal acquaintances with whom each meets f a i r l y frequently, 

and with v/hom each maintains r e l a t i o n s h i p s held to be personally 

relevant and s i g n i f i c a n t . I n addition, each p a r t i c i p a n t includes 

i n t h i s s e t the elements SELF and PARPNEH. ^rom these g r i d s , 

three separate analyses are performed and displays derived 

I n d i v i d u a l 

g r i d (A) 

Aggregate 

g r i d (A+B) 

In d i v i d u a l 

g r i d (B) 
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Hov/ever,. the..<Usplays-nade. a v a i l a b l e to each p a r t i c i p : ^ comprise 

only h i s or her predicates, c l a s s i f i e d according to t h e i r functional 

properties i n the aggregate g r i d . Consequently, p a r t i c i p a n t s may 

observe the extent and form of t h e i r contribution to t h e i r shared 

fraiae of reference v/ithout n e c e s s a r i l y revealing the content of 

t h e i r modelling a c t i v i t y to each'other. Of course, they may 

choose t o d i s c l o s e t h i s to each other, but the nethodology does not 

i n s i s t that they do so. 

A preliminary a p p l i c a t i o n to the aggregate g r i d method to a s e r i e s 

of s i x g r i d s completed by tvjo friends over a period of tv;o months 

revealed that the method offered two forms of r e f l e c t i v e feedback. 

F i r s t l y , i t enabled each p a r t i c i i i a n t to i d e n t i f y the coupling cetv/een 

t h e i r modelling a c t i v i t y and events i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p . Secondly, 

i t enabled the pcirticipants to explore the interdependence betv/een 

t h e i r responses to these events. 

Tlie p i l o t a p p l i c a t i o n comprised a s e r i e s of s i x gr i d s 

based on a fixed s e t of common elements including the elements SELF 

and PAI<Ti-iEI?. On each of the s i x occasions, the tv/o p a r t i c i p a n t s 

separately and simultaneously completed t h e i r g r i d s . At the end of 

the s e r i e s a l l c o n s t r u c t s from both p a r t i c i p a n t s v/ere pooled to 

form the aggregate g r i d and a s i n g l e FCA solution was obtained. 

After i d e n t i f y i n g s i g n i f i c a n t components by the method of represent

ation, tlie variance of each component v/as simultajieously p£Lrtitioned 

by computing root mean squELre loadings for each, component, each 

particir^ant, and each occasion, l/heh these data were presented 

to the- p a r t i c i p a n t s i n graph form for t h e i r ccmments, a number of . 
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i n t e r e s t i n g points emerged. VHienonly those components which were, 

at some stage i n the s e r i e s , s a l i e n t components for both p a r t i c i p a n t s 

v;ere plotted ( F i g . 76), i t became evident that during the s e r i e s 

both p a r t i c i p a n t s s h i f t e d t h e i r a t t e n t i o n to and' from one c l a s s 

of predicates (component l ) to another c l a s s of predicates (component 

I I I ) , and that these s h i f t s alv/ays occurred f o r one p a r t i c i p a n t (A) 

p r i o r to the other ( B ) . These tv/o components were found to. r e f e r 

to a dimension along v/hich A and 3 distinguished themselves from 

each other (component I ) , and a dimension by v/hich they c o l l e c t i v e l y 

distinguished tv;o mutual friends (X and Y ) . V/hen the p ^ t i p i p a i i t s 

v/ere i n v i t e d to comment on the s h i f t s on occasions 4, 5 and 6, 

episodes v/ith which they might have been associated were r e a d i l y 

i d e n t i f i e d . I n addition, i t v;as found that A and 3 had discussed 

t h i s episode v/ith X at some length, and that t h i s might account 

for. B 'shadcv/ing' A. 

4.1.2.3. I t became evident from t h i s p i l o t a pplication that the 

aggregate g r i d provided a method for summ.arising modelling a c t i v i t y , 

and that i t might be developed to provide systematic prompts of 

the kind discussed i n previous chapters. The. aggregate may then 

y i e l d information concerning:-

( i ) the c l a s s or c l a s s e s of predicates that p a r t i c i p a n t s c o l l e c t 

i v e l y employ to define themselves and each other; 

( i i ) predicate c l a s s e s that define the r e l a t i o n s h i p e x c l u s i v e 

to one or other p a r t i c i p a n t ; 
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( i i i ) . changes i n the salience of these predicate classes over 
a period of time; 

(iv) the interdependence of changes i n the salience of predicate 
classes betv/een the participants. 
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^.1«3- stage 2: Defining transformations and outcomes. 

The information yielded by the aggregate grid method 
Mas considered to be compatible with the transformations developed 
i n the core and reconstruction g r i d procedures- Deriving displays 
from aggregate grid ajialyses thus provided an additional dimension 
to the procedures discussed i n previous chapters by mediating 
betv;een the modelling a c t i v i t y of participant users (Fig. 77) i n a 
way v/hich reflected the frame of reference of t h e i r relationship. 
Thus, v/hilet sepeirate interactions with the procedures produces 
personatl records of modelling a c t i v i t y i n the individual grids (IG) 
and personal displays (3D^g) based on appropriate transformations 

D. 
. I S 

A • D • B D. 

16 

Figure 77 
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(T^g), the combination of these records i n the aggregate g r i d (AG) 
give rise to transformations (T ) and displays (D ) based on 

ag X- -»/ ag 
the functional properties of construing by both participants i n 
the relationship. 

In. fact, the transformations developed for each level of display 
i n the core grid procedure may be applied to the aggregate grid, 

• 
but vri.th additional, p o s s i b i l i t i e s , namely that the functional 
properties ,of the same predicate nay be composed i n the context of 
the individual conversational domain (lG),or the aggregate 
conversational domain (AG). For example, the functional attribute* 
of predicate centrality nay be tested for a single construct i n 
both IG and AG, giving rise to the four outcomes 

AG (A+3) 
CORE EERIFHE3AL 

IG(A) CORE (ĵ  

0 0 PERIPHERAL 

each v/ith the follov;ing rationale:-

Outcome 1: tv/o po s s i b i l i t i e s cirise for a matching of the individual 
£md aggregate outcomes, naniely ( i ) that B does not contribute to 
the class of predicates vathin AG that features A as a central 
element, indicating an instance of disjunction betv/een A's and 3's 
interpretive systems, or ( i i ) that B does contribute to •;;he class 
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of predicates that features A as a central element, indicating an 
instance of conjunction between A»s and B's interpretive systems. 

Outcocie 2: the sole possibility of thi s mismatch arises fron B 
contributing to a class of predicates comprising constructs of 
A*s v/hich feature A as a central element, v/ith the exception that 
B'B constructs do not feature A as a central element. This out
come arises because PCA seeks patterns of variation amongst a l l 
elements rated on a set of constructs, irrespective of the origin 
of those constructs. Thus, i f B produces constructs-v/hose patterns 
of ratings are similar to A"s constructs i n every respect \rith the > 
exception of element A, both sets of constructs w i l l lead strongly • 
on a single component. Hov/ever, constructs contributed by B w i l l -' 

. effectively reduce the centrality of element*A on that component. 
This' outcome would then indicate a specific disjiinction betv/een 
A*s and B's interpretive systems. 

Outcome 3: follov/ing the rationale of outcome 2 , this mismatch 
arises from B contributing to a CISLSS of predicates comprising 
constructs of A»s v/hich do not feature A-as a central'element, 
v/ith the exception that B's constructs feature A as a central element. 
This outcome also indicates a specific disjunction. 

Outcome follov/ing the rationale of outcone 1, tv/o p o s s i b i l i t i e s 
arise for outcome 4, namely ( i ) that B does not contribute to the 
class o f predicates v/ithin AG that features A as an incidental 
element, indicating disjunction, or ( i i ) .that E does contribute to 
that component featuring A as incidental, indicating conjunction. 
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These comparisons betv/een IG and AG'outcomes may be carried out 
at the three levels of display incorporated into the core g r i d 
procedure. In addition, reflective strategies may be based on 
disjunctive outcomes to encourage modelling of the shared reference 
frame of the participants. In the follov/ing sections an exploratory 
application of the aggregate grid v/ith an unr.arried couple i s 
reported. In this study transformations and reflective strategies 
are developed to exliibit to the couple the feature of cent r a l i t y 
of predication i n t h e i r modelling a c t i v i t y . Hov/ever, a number of 
procedural issues require c l a r i f i c a t i o n prior to this exercise. 

4.1 .3 .2 . Identifying si/^aificant components. 

The method employed for isolating significant components fropj 
components attributable to error v£iriance i n individual grids r.ay 
be readily applied i n the analysis of aggregate grids. That is» * 
constructs are assigned to those components on v/hich they obtain 
the highest loading, and unrepresented components are discarded. 
Component loadings v;ere chosen (rather than . eigenvectors) for a 
single reason: eigenvectors on each component-are*normalised 
coefficients, reflecting the contribution of each construct to the 
t o t a l variance accounted for by each component, irrespective of 
the contribution of that component to the t o t a l variance of the 
grid . By contrast, loadings are derived fros the product of 
construct eigenvectors and the magnitude of the component latent 
root (eigenvalue). Thus, loadings do not solely reflect the 
salience.of a construct for a single component, they also ref l e c t 
that construct*s contribution to the t o t a l v a r i a b i l i t y v/ithin the. 
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grid. I n short, assigning a construct to a single most representa
tive component i s equivailent to indicating v;hich of n-1 variates 
maximally accounts for that construct*s v a r i a b i l i t y , and may be 
j u s t i f i e d by the assertion that knov/ledge of thi s construct's 
loading on the most representative variate leads to greater accuracy 
i n reproducing o r i g i n a l ratings than knov/ledge of loadings on any 
other single component; 

"Knov/ledge of our S's scores on the m principcQ. components, 
together v/ith knov/ledge of the coefficients defining each 
PC, v/ould be suf f i c i e n t to reproduce the S's scores on the 
original variables perfectly. Just as the PCs are defined 
as linear combinations of the original variables, so the 
original vfiriables can be defined as linear combinations 
of the PCs. In fact, the coefficients v/hich must be used 
to generate X . i n the equation 3 

X. = C. P̂C. + c. -PC-j + +c . PC 
3 3,1 1 3,2 2 3,m m 

are simply the v/eighta j receives i n the veirious linear 
coETDOunds v/hich define the PCs, that i s c . . =b. , for 
a l l K,3. Since v/e can reproduce the score made by each 
S on each or i g i n a l variable, v/e can, a fortioiTL, 
reproduce any measure or set of. measures defined on the 
original variables". 

Harris (1975, p .153). 

Thus, analysis of the aggregate grid obtains construct definitions 
relating to the highest eigenvector on the highest eigenvalue v/hich,' 
ccnbined v/ith element eigenvectors on that component, enable 
naicinal rating reproducibility v/hilst satisfying the prccedural 
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requirement of construct assignment without replacement. 
^.1.3*5« I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of core components. 

Chapter 3*^« discussed two forms of centrality measure v/ith distinct 
functions, namely, a discontinuous measure establishing a cr i t e r i o n 
for directing the user's attention to significant events (Level 3) 

and a continuous measure providing feedback for refining user 
discrimination of construing processes (Level 1 ) . Hov/ever, 
examination of the sample grid series reveals that , i n some cases 
the discontinuous 50/o varicuice c r i t e r i o n for identifying core 
components ( i n v/hich the element SELF must be located i n the f i r s t • 
50̂ 0 of a component's variance) may not be satisfied by any 
component i n the solution. A solution to this problem i s .ready to 
hand, neunely, to successively relax the variance threshold (to an 
upper l i m i t ) u n t i l at least one core component i s i d e n t i f i e d . 
This procedure i s acceptable, provided i t i s borne i n mind that the 
likelihoods established for core constructs i n Chapter 3*2. were 
derived frcm sample grids emalysed according to the 505̂  variance 
c r i t e r i o n , llie implications of a relaxed.criterion for the ' , 
computation of posterior probabilities may be summarised as follov/s:-

(a) the prior probability distributions for core constructs 
remain unchanged, since prior belief i s beised on the proportion 
of sample constructs satisfying the aggregate operational definition 
described i n 3-2 .3 . . 

(b) relaxing the c r i t e r i o n to maintain the number of core constructs 
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i d e n t i f i e d distorts the likelihood ratios associated v/ith the trans
formation. In fact, as the threshold i s relaxed, the likelihood 
associated v/ith the classification 'core' should properly f a l l , 
and that associated v;ith the classification 'peripheral' should 
ri s e . Maintaining a fixed likelihood r a t i o then leads to under-
j u s t i f i e d certainty for the classifica.tion 'core', and over-justified 
certainty for the classification 'peripheral'. 

(c)' under the 305̂ 0 variance c r i t e r i o n 72-55'a core constructs and 
60.25o peripheral'constructs v/ere successfully i d e n t i f i e d i n the 
test sample. Provided the r a t i o of these proportions i s not 
modified under the relai^ed c r i t e r i o n , the r a t i o of rates of change < 
of posterior probabilities over successive observations v / i l l be 
a linear transformation of those-obtained by the marginal 
procedures. The result v / i l l be that under the rela:-:ed c r i t e r i o n 
core and peripheral classifications would be. made v/ith greater 
certainty after fewer observations. 

4.1 .3 .4 . The status of principal comrjonents i n individual 

and af^p:regate grids. 

V/ithin any single g r i d , principal components analysis ensures that 
principal • components satisfy tv/o simultaneous conditions:-

(a) tliat each successive component represents a pattern 

of maximal v a r i a b i l i t y contained i n the residual variation; 

(b) that each successive component i s ma^:imally orthogonal 
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to preceding components. 

In satisfying these conditions, any PCA solution i s unique since 
i t i s t i e d to the observed variation i n the sample g r i d . Consea^uently, 
components derived from separate grids are logically incommensurable. 
Hov/ever, i t i s possible to derive estimates of component s i m i l a r i t y 
betv/een separately analysed grids when the same element sample i s 
used, simply by comparing the ordering of element eigenvectors on 
a l l components i n one grid vri.th a l l components i n the. other. This 
procedure reveals components that are functionally equivalent, as 
rray be seen i n the correlations obtained for the Husband's grid 
(H) and the V/ife's (\7) grid i n a second p i l o t study (Table 44) . 

.930** .017 -.225 - .053 

.317 -.417 -.185 - .285 

:> .033 .530 -.'f35 - .017 

-.033 .530 .150 - .150 

^ 5 -.017 -.350 - . 7 3 5 " - .517 

(N.B. ,01 >p (one-tailed)). 

TABLE 44 Spearman rho correlations betv/een element eii^envectors 
for Husband's and V/ife's si.-^nificant comronents. 



-53^-

On the basis of these data v/e might tentatively assert a functional 
V/ H \'J H equivalence PĈ  = PC*, and PĈ  = PĈ , irrespective of sign. 

V/hen both grids are combined to form the aggregate grid, the PCA 
solution once again i s logically unique and incommensurable with 
the individual solutions. Mew and unique patterns of veiriation 
may be located i n the aggregate g r i d , but i t i s clear that i f both 
persons contribute similar patterns of ratings to the aggregate 
grid, these tjatterns v / i l l appear as dominant and v / i l l account for 
the greatest proportion of sample variation. Should one person 
contribute an exclusive pattern, t h i s pattern i s most l i k e l y to be 
absorbed into dominant patterns or discarded-, as error va-riance 
unless i t i s particularly dominant i n the individual g r i d . I n short, 
the aggregate PCA solution v / i l l tend to isolate areas of agreement 
and emphasis i n higher-order components, v/hilst lcv;er-order -
components v / i l l tend to be unshared or" de-emphasised. This aspect 
of the aggregate PCA may be seen i n Table ^5» from v/hich the 
follov/ing functional equivalences may be asserted:-



•535-

ŴH - ̂ WH ŴH 

Husband's -̂ Ŝ ** -^^^ -^^^ - ^ 3 3 -.067 

PCA 

K:;2 .367 -.850** .133 . -.367 -.030 

pc^ .133 .335 -617* - . ^ 0 .100 

PĈ -. _ . i67 .250 .267 . 200 ".333 

Pc| , - .050 - . - .133 - . 567 ' -.367** -.167 

V/ife's Pc!![ .967** -.133 -.017 -.050 -.100 PCA 
1 

PC2 -.067 .383 .567 .217 -.333 

PĈ  -.100 -.017 .267 .900** .017 

pc]|| -.017 .050 -.117 .150 .317 

(N.B. : .01 P>p (one-tailed); * : .05:>p (one-tailed)). 

TABLE ^3 Spearman rho correlations between element eigenvectors 
for individual and aggregate grids. 

i c f = Pc!; = 

^ = ^ 
both of which confirm the equivalences located i n the individual 

V/H WH 
grids comparison. Thus, PC^ and PC^ are those.components v/hich 

are shared and emphasised and which represent dominant patterns of 

v a r i a b i l i t y i n the aggregate grid. 
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However, i t i s evident that individual and unshared components 
emerge i n the aggregate grid, namely. 

rc^ . „ Pc^ 

W V/" 
and that and PĜ^ are lost entirely, and not represented by the . 
eiggregate analysis. I t i s quite clear that any patterns-of 
variation that are under-emphasised i n individual grids and 
unshared must compete v/ith variation from shared and emphasised 
sources. The aggregate grid, as a result, does not display a l l 
possible constructions of the two individual grids combined, but only 
those patterns v/hich are more l i k e l y to be shared betv/een the tv/o 
grids• 

This may be summarised by the observation that 12 functionally 
equivalent constructs equally divided betv/een two person's grids 
have as great sji effect on the aggregate grid as 12 functionaJ.ly 
equivalent constructs specific to one person's grid. 

4.1.3.5- The i l l u s t r a t i v e case study i n the follov/ing section 
seelcs to develop reflective strategies compatible v/ith Level 3 
information arising from the aggregate g r i d . Level 3 transform
ations developed i n preceding chapters are v/holly appropriate 
fot the aggregate, but additional comparisons are made available 
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by,the aggregate v/hich require classification. 

F i r s t l y , the existing transformations for contrasting successive 
observations may be applied to both IG and AG analyses, obtaining 
tv/o comparisons for each psirticipant (Fig. 78a). Thus, posterior 
probabilities deriving from the application of Level 3 transfora
tions to the f i r s t of a series of individual grids (IG^ and IG^) 
may be compared (via the comparator symbol) v;ith outcomes i n a 
subsequent grid (IG2 and 1^2)- In addition, hov/ever, the same 
transformations applied to the aggregate grid give rise to posterior 
probabilities i n the aggrej^ate context for A's constructs (AG (A) ̂ ) 
and B's constructs (AG (B) ^ ) , which may then be compared v/ith the. 
subsequent aggregate grid (AG (A) ̂  and AG (B) A's constructs 

obtain disjunctive outcomes in the AG comparison v/hilst not obtaining 
disjunctive outcomes i n the iG comparison, i t may be observed t'nat 
B's modelling a c t i v i t y has so changed the nature of the aggregate 
grid that the function of A's constructs i n the aggregate domain 
has changed. 

Secondly, having applied the transformations, comparisons.may be 
made directly betv/een outcomes for each construct i n l G and AG 
an?J.yses (Fig. 78b). Each participant may thus drav/ conclusions 
concerning the nature of their partner's contribution to .the 
aggregate domain. The classes of IG-AG disjunction that may be 
observed have already been discussed (4.1.2.1.). 

Tlie case study that f ollov/s i s a p i l o t .application of these procedures 

focusing on the feature of construct centrality. v/ith the objective 
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of developing reflective strategies and displays f o r Level 3 
information. 

ACT(B) IG B 

LEVEL 3 THAiiSFOSI-lHTIOrfS 

1=^ 
outcomes 

AG(A)^ 

outcome: 
AG(B)^ 
outcomes 

AG(A) A G ( 3 ) 

Figure73a Successive comrarisons. 

IG 
outcome; 

IG: 

AG(A) 

L E V E L 3 TRAiiSFORjiATIOI.'S 

IG-
outcomes 

AG(A) AG(B) 

outcomes outcomes outcomes 

Figure 78b IG-AG outcome comrarisons 
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^.1.^. Staf^e 3: Developing reflective strategies. 

4.1.^.1. A young unmarried couple Jack and J i l l , volunteered to 
use the procedures for a period of tv/o months. Over t h i s period, 
they each completed f i v e individual grids. Both of them had 
expressed at the outset that problems e:d.sted i n their relationship, 
and hoped that the study might enable them to come to terms with 

« . . . 

each other. As i t happened, the study coincided with a number of 
episodes i n the relationship, culminating i n a series of crises. 
Happily, Jack and J i l l were reconciled and married Bome time l a t e r . 

At the time of the study Jack and J i l l had been l i v i n g together 
for a year. J i l l had been v/orking as an office secretary for some 
time, but Jack had recently taken a job as a teacher. Because of 
Jack's nev; Job they had moved into a new neighbourhood, and i n a 
preliminary interviev; Jack expressed resentment for being separated 
from his friends and ti e d do\m to a domestic l i f e vri.th J i l l . 

Jack: I feel cut o f f , really. Cut off and lonely. 1 
don't seem to see.any of my friends any more, (pause) 
V/hat I get frcm our relationship isn't enough. I'm 
not bored v/ith you,, i t ' s j u s t , v/ell, I'm bored, v/ith 
myself, at not being able to do anything except get up, 
go to v;ork, come home, and go to sleep. 

J i l l had explained that i n the last six months their relationship 
had often been at the point of breaking up, and suggested the cause 
to be Jack's i n f i d e l i t y ; 



J i l l : You ran out on me, I know i t was only f o r a day, 
but you ran out on me and dragged me through a l l t h a t , 
f o r nothing. I mean, what d i d you get out of i t ? 
Nothing. You f e l l f o r some other chick hook, l i n e and 
sinker, and a l l the time you didn't see she was using 
you. That's where the trouble i s . I don*t know whether 
I can ever t r u s t you again. 

Whilst J i l l f e l t c e r t a i n that t h i s was p u t t i n g a s t r a i n on the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p , Jack asserted that t h e i r greatest problem was h i s 

i s o l a t i o n , both at work and at home. 

Jack: I t ' s t h i s job r e a l l y . I t ' s a l r i g h t f o r you. You 
meet tons of people, men especially and that makes me 
jealous. How do I know what you get up to a l l day long? 
I don't know ainybody a t t h i s college. The students avoid 
me. Nobody on the s t a f f t a l k s to me. How else am I 
supposed to feel? 

J i l l seemed re l u c t a n t or unable t o express her feelings t o Jack, 

and as a r e s u l t Jack blamed her f o r holding things back. 

Jack: I f i n d i t d i f f i c u l t t o get things out of you. 
You hide i t a l l from me, and then say that you're doing 
i t so as not to make me f e e l g u i l t y . 

J i l l : I do t e l l you things, but you stop me. You don't 
l i s t e n . Remember that time I was t r y i n g to t e l l you what 
I saw happening a t R's house the other night? You s a i d 
you had gut-ache and r o l l e d over and went t o sleep.-

Jack: Well I d i a l I t wasn't an exctzse. I f e l t t e r r i b l e . 

J i l l : Yes, okay, I suppose so. But i t ' s happened so many 
times before. 
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km^•k^2.^ AftcF produclxig a set of practice cozistructB on t r i a l 

elements, J i l l and Jack decided on a sample of names of c l o s e 

acquaintances w i t h whom they both f e l t t o have s i g n i f i c a n t 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s . These names were recorded on numbered cards, and to 

the set were added the elements JACK and JILL. On each o f the f i v e 

occasions Jack and J i l l each e l i c i t e d four constructs by the F u l l 

Context method, and on the second and subsequent occasions proceeded 

to reapply a l l constructs from preceding occasions. Elements were 

raiiked on constructs, and these rankings were recorded by E on 

g r i d forms. 

Thus, on the f i f t h occasion, t h e i r g rids each comprised 2 0 constinicte, 

^ e l i c i t e d and 16 reapplied. However, over a l l 3 occasions Jack 

and J i l l each produced 60 sets o f element rankings ( i . e . ^ + 8 + 

12 + 16 + 2 0 ) . The e n t i r e duration of the cycle, between the 

f i r s t and the f i f t h occasion was 60 days. . However, the i n t e r v a l s • 

between each occasion was i r r e g u l a r . The i n t e r v a l between the 

f i r s t and the second occasion, ( 1 day) was reduced t o a minimum to 

give both Jack and J i l l the opportumity t o formulate i n a short time 

8 constructs to describe t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p s . Thereafter^ the 

periods varied according to the frequency with which Jack and J i l l 

met the people they had chosen as elements. 

The sequence was then as follows:-

Day 1 E l i c i t k constructs 

Day 2 E l i c i t k and reapply ̂  constructs 
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Day 3 E l i c i t 4 and reapply 8 constructs 

Day 28 E l i c i t ^ and reapply 12 constructs 

Day 60 E l i c i t A- and reapply l 6 constructs 

Although r e f l e c t i v e strategies had not been s u f f i c i e n t l y developed 

to provide the couple with feedback during the sessions, a f t e r the 

series was complete Level 3 transformations were applied to t h e i r 

i n d i v i d u a l and eiggregate g r i d s , and a set of s i m p l i f i e d tabular 

displays assembled t o ex h i b i t the d i s j u n c t i o n classes discussed i n 

4 . 1 . 2 . Jack and J i l l r e a d i l y responded t o the prompts t h a t were 

derived from these displays and f r e e l y discussed events th a t had 

occxirred over the intervening period. Posterior p r o b a b i l i t i e s 

obtaining f o r both participants* constructs f o r IG and AG outcomes 

are l i s t e d i n Appendix H. 

4 . 1 . 4 . 3 * Successive comparisons. 

S i g n i f i c a n t changes i n the f u n c t i o n a l properties of e i t h e r 

p a r t i c i p a n t ' s constructs may r e f l e c t a l t e r a t i o n s i n - t h e nature of 

t h e i r modelling of s e l f and partner. Moreover, such changes may 

reveeil the attempts by one or e i t h e r p a r t i c i p a n t ' t o influence the 

c o l l e c t i v e d e f i n i t i o n of themselves that the p a r t i c i p a n t s come to 

formulate. To display these changes i n fu n c t i o n , s i g n i f i c a n t 

disjunctions i n construct outcomes over the 60 day period have been 

l i s t e d i n Table hSm I n addition t o recording the degree of c e r t a i n t y 

attached t o the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of each construct ( e i t h e r core, C, 

or peripheral, P), the table records the source of the d i s j u n c t i o n 
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(IG, AG, or both) and the i-ank positions of s e l f and partner on 

each d i s j u n c t i v e construct* For example, on Day 28 J i l l * s 

construct TOLERANT reversed i t s function from peripheral t o core 

to her s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n . To what might t h i s reversal of fu n c t i o n be 

att r i b u t e d ? Putting questions of t h i s kind t o the p a r t i c i p a n t s w i l l 

c l E i r i f y the form t h a t r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s might take i n the f u l l y . 

developed procedure. 

Both p a r t i c i p a n t s r e a d i l y respond t o these queries. For example, 

i t was suggested t o J i l l that her constructs TOLERANT v. 

COMIETITIVE and HIT YOU IN PUCE v. FREER had become c e n t r a l t o her'" 

s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , and tha t s h i f t was mirrored i n both her own and 

Jack's g r i d s : -

J i l l : What I know about Jack i s tha t he can be warm and 
l o v i n g , but he always follows other people what other 
people say he should be I need him t o give and take l i k e 
me I've got t o f e e l comfortable i n a r e l a t i o n s h i p , and I 
want t o know what t o expect. I mean, i t ' s no good f o r me 
i f I don't know from one day t o the next what he's going 
t o do. 

I t i s evident that J i l l i s beginning to take issue w i t h Jack i n a 

way that she might not have previously, and to a r t i c u l a t e the 

extent t o which she can a f f o r d to be TOLERANT ( " I need him t o give 

and take l i k e me") w h i l s t r e t a i n i n g her sense of proportion by 

being able to HIT YOU IN PLACE when necessary ("I've got to f e e l 

comfortable i n a r e l a t i o n s h i p , and I want to know what t o expect").. 

This a b i l i t y t o assert herself i n a more e f f e c t i v e way was 

frequently stressed i n J i l l ' s discussions with Jack:-



Day Constructs Source Prior Ob. Self P E i r t . 

JILL 

28 Ck TOLERANT IG/AG P 95 C 1 6 

07 HJT YOU IN PLACE IG/AG P68 C 2 6 

C8 PATIENT IG/AG C65 P k 2 

• 

JACK 

2 SERIOUS IG l 8 0 C 2 5 

5 CI REE-IOTE AG P90 C 1 6 

C7 INHIBITED AG l 8 0 C 3 8 

28 C5 DEffiNDABLE. IG P68 C 2 8 

C7 INHIBITED IG P90 C 2 8 

C12 CAUTIOUS IG/AG FtJO C 1 9 

TABLE ^6 S i g n i f i c a n t disjunctions f o r Jack's and J i l l ' s constructs, 

J i l l : I f e l t much better a f t e r that t a l k we had. 
I f e l t you understood me more, and I got a l o t o f f 
my chest I probably upset you, i n f a c t I know I 
di d , but i t had t o be said you had to be t o l d about 
t h i s sex t h i n g , and what I saw happening t o you s i x 
months ago, because I got so depressed. You knew what 
I was going through f o r months and months but you didn't 
know why. 

Jack: Yes, but now I f e e l g u i l t y f o r doing i t . 



J i l l : Well, I'm sorry that you do I can't help 
t h a t . You're supposed to f e e l g u i l t y , but I don't 
w£int you t o I t j u s t can't be helped. When I was 
doing the g r i d I real i s e d you had to be t o l d what I 
f e l t that I ' d been holding i t back f o r so long, 
and i t wasn't doing e i t h e r of us any good. 

Jack: O.K., but what coiad I do? I didn't know what 
t o do about i t . 

J i l l : Well, that's too bad. 

S i m i l a r l y Jack was able to pursue the observed d i s j u n c t i o n s on h i s 

constructs. For example, on the t h i r d occasion the constructs N 

REMOTE V. PRESEHT and INHIBITED v. OPEN both acquire an unexpected V 

importance to Jack's s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n : -

Jack: E'/erybody was t e l l i n g me that I wasn't being 
myself, and what I was capable of but not doing. 
They a l l said I was pretending t o be you know, l i k e 
I am, and tha t inside me things were d i f f e r e n t . I 
suppose i t got t o the point where I saw t h a t t h i s could 
be r i g h t , and I thought i t was everybody, i n c l u d i n g you 
t h a t were holding me back. What .Iv.wanted was t o l e t * 
my inside out and see what differences i t made. What I 
found was t h a t people laughed a t me or played w i t h me, 
used me, you know. But then I was using other people too, 
but i n a d i f f e r e n t way F l i r t i n g w i t h other women made 
me f e e l good, you know, boosted my ego and made me f e e l 
important. But they weren't r e a l l y important t o me, you 
know what I mean? They were j u s t j u s t conquests, 
r e a l l y . 

Jack's f l i r t a t i o n s may be seen as attempts to combat h i s sense of 



remoteness ("What I wanted was t o l e t my inside out and see what 

differences i t made") which were not successful i n the terms th a t 

he a n t i c i p a t e d ("What I found was tha t people laughed ajtme"). 

S i m i l a r l y , viewing himself as CAUTIOUS ( C 1 2 ) had come t o acquire 

greater importance i n h i s and J i l l ' s d e f i n i t i o n of Jack:-

Jack: This r e l a t e s t o something I see mainly i n myself, 
although I'm not sure where I stand. Some people are 
scared of teiking r i s k s with themselves because t h e i r ideais 
about themselves are so f r a g i l e . They're very good a t 
concealing t h e m s e l v e s . t h e y ' r e people who could be 
but never are sometimes they blame people around 
them f o r not l e t t i n g them be themselves. They can t a l k 
themselves out of anything, you know do a disappearing 
t r i c k . The others seem reckless reckless t o the point 
of carelessness. But a t l e a s t they're honest. 

Here i t i s p l a i n t h a t Jack discovers c o n f l i c t i n g views of himself; 

he sees himself as INHIBITED, but desires t o a t t a i n the goal of 

being CARELESS as being "reckless t o the point of carelessness" 

also implies being "honest". Whilst recriminating J i l l f o r her 

actions (CARELESS) he also acknowledges th a t J i l l i s the k i n d of 

person he wishes t o be l i k e . However, Jack also ccanes t o employ 

the dimension DEPENDABLE v. UNRELIABLE t o delineate himself 

(DEIENDABLE) from J i l l (UNRELIABLE) :-

Jack: I didn't know you would do t h a t . I knew you had 
made up your mind about S a l l y , and I knew you f e l t s orry 
f o r Bob.....but a t the same time I thought Sally was too 
i n t e l l e c t u a l t o get i n t o cooking and housekeeping. I 
didn't think you could get on with her..*• .and get i n t o 
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cooking that meal. I was out with Bob, wasn't 17 
Cutting wood a l l day, and walking i n the f i e l d s . I 
was surprised t o come back and f i n d you g e t t i n g on l i k e 

t h a t I didn't t h i n k you would go o f f t o Jim l i k e 
t h a t . I t was a complete surprise you didn't have 
anything i n common wi t h him. 

J i l l : I had no a l t e r n a t i v e . You'd disappeared w i t h Joan. 
I didn't want t o but I had t o . 

Jack: You didn't have t o . You were only g e t t i n g your 
own back on Joan. 

J i l l : No, I w£U3n't. Anyway, look what you're doing. 
You're saying I should have stayed at home a l l wifey, 
w a i t i n g f o r you t o come home a f t e r you'd been out screwing 
Joan a l l day, aren't you? That's j u s t i t . You expect me 
t o put up w i t h your indecision V/hy should I ? 

The use of successive comparisons. €is a means t o prompt f u r t h e r 

modelling a c t i v i t y by the couple appeared t o enable the i d e n t i f i c 

a t i o n of c o n f l i c t s and differences i n t h e i r d e f i n i t i o n s of themselves 

and each other. I t should be noted that t h i s information was made 

available to both Jack and J i l l a t the same time, and fre q u e n t l y 

provoked discussion. However, i t was considered e s s e n t i a l t o 

display successive comparison independently to each p a r t i c i p a n t , 

enabling them to choose to discuss whatever concerned them. This 

consideration suggested that r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s developed i n 

the core g r i d procedure be employed i n f u t u r e , comprising displays 

which were assembled separately by each p a r t i c i p a n t . 



IG - AG comparisons. 

A comparison of outcomes f o r each construct i n the i n d i v i d u a l and 

aggregate domains may r e f l e c t the nature of each p a r t i c i p c i n t ' s 

c o n t r i b u t i o n t o c o l l e c t i v e d e f i n i t i o n s i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p . Thus, 

Jack may observe th a t constructs c e n t r a l t o h i s s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n 

i n h i s own g r i d are p e r i j ^ e r a l t o an aggregate d e f i n i t i o n of himself. 

On the basis of t h i s observation he may speculate about the way i n 

which J i l l defines him that d i f f e r s from h i s own views, and engage 

i n a modelling transaction w i t h J i l l to ascertain and negotiate 

t h e i r differences. 

I t was thus of great i n t e r e s t t o both Jack and J i l l to note that no 

disj u n c t i o n s obtained on J i l l ' s constructs between any IG-AG analysis, 

(see Appendix H), w h i l s t several large and consistent d i s j u n c t i o n s ' 

obtained f o r Jack. This strongly suggested that over t h i s period 

of 60 days the aggregate d e f i n i t i o n of J i l l was not undergoing 

reformulation of any kind. To investigate whether t h i s s t a b i l i t y 

arose from Jack's reluctance to contribute t o J i l l ' s s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n 

over t h i s period, F i g . 79 p l o t s the mean loadings of J i l l ' s and Jack's 

constructs e l i c i t e d on each occasion on the f i r s t AG component, 

nainely that component that most p o s i t i v e l y i d e n t i f i e s J i l l . At 

the outset, i t i s clear that Jack contributed t o J i l l ' s s e l f -

d e f i n i t i o n , but that as time progresses his contributions declined. 

This decline, however, was not s u f f i c i e n t t o suggest t h a t Jack 

did not concur w i t h J i l l ' s d e f i n i t i o n of h e r s e l f , but simply that 

hie a t t e n t i o n during construing was redirected t o other a t t r i b u t e s . 
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What a t t r i b u t e s was Jack focussing upon? The numerous d i e j i i n c t i o n s 

between constructs which he employed to define himself i n h i s IG 

and which appear net t o be s e l f - d e f i n i n g i n AG do suggest t h a t 

Jack was attempting t o operate upon h i s s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n i n the 

relat i o n s h i p . ^ A d d i t i o n a l l y , patterns of predications which were 

core t o Jack's s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n i n the AG analysis were fr e q u e n t l y 

not core i n h i s IG analysis. That disjunctions between Jack and 

J i l l i n t h e i r d e f i n i t i o n of Jack d i d arise was a feature of the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p t h a t Jack recognised:-

Jack: The e n t i r e thing from s t a r t t o f i n i s h was about 
me, I suppose about my adjustment t o a permanent 
sexual scene w i t h you. I t was a reaction I was going 
through, and I suppose sex was a t the centre of i t a l l . • 
You were j u s t keeping up biding you? time, wsiiting 
f o r i t ell to blow over. 

J i l l : But I couldn't know i t was going t o blow over. 
V/e could have broken up f o r good. 

Jack: Yes, i t was a t e s t . I didn't intend i t t o be a 
t e s t but that's the way i t seems now I was t r y i n g t o 
see what what difference other people could-make t o 
me, not j u s t to screw l o t s of other women. Maybe i t ' s 
q u i t e n a t u r a l . 

The s h i f t of Jack's a t t e n t i o n towards s e l f - d e f i n i n g a t t r i b u t e s 

i s s t r i k i n g l y evident i n the couple's c o n t r i b u t i o n t o tne t h i r d 

AG component, which most p o s i t i v e l y defined Jack ( F i g . 80). 

By Day 5» Jack's constructs were c o n t r i b u t i n g t o h i s s e l f -

d e f i n i t i o n at almost the same l e v e l as hi s contributions t o J i l l ' s 

s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , a feature t h a t v/as not reciprocated i n J i l l ' s 
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construing. This development of concern f o r Jack's s e i f - d e f i n i t i o n 

was also evident i n the o v e r a l l c o n t r i b u t i o n of the couple's 

constructs t o the f i r s t and t h i r d AG components ( F i g . 8 l ) . 
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Figure 81 Relative contributions t o AG components I and I I I . 

Here i t may be seen th a t a c o l l e c t i v e increase i n a t t e n t i o n t o 

p a r t i c u l a r a t t r i b u t e s provided an increasingly p o s i t i v e identifica« 

t i o n of Jack w i t h i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

A more d e t a i l e d examination of the areas of d i s j u n c t i o n w i t h regard 

to Jack's s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n i s obtained by l i s t i n g s i g n i f i c a n t 

within-occasion discrepancies (Table k?). Although there were a 
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nximber of transient disjunctions (e.g. C5t C13f C15) the three most 

s t r i k i n g f o r t h e i r consistency were the constructs GARBLED v. 

ARTICULATE and GUSHING v. ABSORBANT which Jack consibtently employed 

as core constructs which were peripheral i n the eiggregate domain, 

and IMPRESSIONABLE v. DEVIOUS wnich Jack cons i s t e n t l y employed as 

a peripheral construct but which was core t o h i s s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n 

i n the aggregate domain. This l a s t construct i s evidently the 

keystone t o the dispute between the couple, and J i l l viewed events 

w i t h i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p as i n d i c a t i n g Jack's g u l l i b i l i t y ; 

Jack: Well, something must have upset you, because 
you got a l l moody and bitch y . 

J i l l : Yes of course i t wouldl I t was what you and Itory 
were up t o . You talked to her a l l night without a word 
to me; A f t e r a l l , we had got through to each other the 
day before, hadn't we? You even said you knew what you 
did w i t h other women And then you did i t a l l over 
again. She had you woimd round her l i t t l e f i n g e r 
j u s t t o make me jealous. And you couldn't even see i t . 

Clearly, the predicate IMPRESSIONABLE was s a l i e n t t o J i l l ' s view 

of Jack ("she had you wound round her l i t t l e f i n g e r " ) , but Jack v;as 

slow t o acknowledge how important t h i s feature of his behaviour 

was t o h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h J i l l : 

Jack: Yes, w e l l i t showed me how I f e l t swallowed up 
by you. I mean you've got such a strong p e r s o n a l i t y . 
You don't leave any room f o r me especially w i t h 
your f r i e n d s . I f e e l obliged t o make f r i e n d s w i t h your 
f r i e n d s I have to be the person you've made me out 
t o be. 
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J i l l : But aren't you forced t o f e e l that? 
Jack: Why? 

J i l l : Well, because your f r i e n d s keep t e l l i n g you 
what t o t h i n k of he. 

S i m i l a r l y , Jack i n s i s t e d that a c e n t r a l component of h i s problem 

i s t h a t h i s f e e l i n g s were GARBLED and t h a t he was unable t o defend 

himself, w h i l s t J i l l r e a d i l y contends t h i s : -

Jack: Well, i t didn't work out l i k e e i t h e r of us 
thought, d i d i t ? . I mean I knew what was happening, 
what l e d up t o i t , what i t was a l l about or I 
thought I d i d ; t h a t ghastly scene, I t h i n k i t blew 
both of us out. You know what went wroiig I ' d 

• blovm i t i n t o something completely f a l s e , out of a l l 
proportion and I couldn't stop, i t j u s t ran away 
w i t h me, and got bigger and bigger. 

J i l l : I know, but i t was j u s t as bad f o r me i t 
was an accident. I l i t e r a l l y can't stand Jim because 
he's so spineless and weak. What I . l i k e about you i s 
that you can be strong when you want to be.....It's . 
j u s t t h a t you l e t yourself get i n t o the same st a t e 
as F h i l l i p and Mary always at odds w i t h each 
other and never be l i e v i n g themselves. But I'm not 
pleased w i t h myself f o r what I did . 

Again, the couple were able to observe the ways i n which t h e i r 

views of each other d i f f e r e d , and t h i s immediately l e d them t o 

engage i n a modelling transaction with" Jack's s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n 

as i t s focus. 



Day 1 Day 2 Day 5 Day 28 Day 60 
Day Constructs IG AG IG AG IG AG IG AG IG AG 

1 C5 GARRLKO C P C P C P c p. C P 
2 03 DEPENDABLE C P 

3 09 GUSHING C P C P C P 
CIO IMPRESSIONABLE P C P C P c 

28 C13 RIGHTEOUS C P 

C15 SCAPEGOAT P C 
C16 BITCHY C P 

60 C19 IMPATIENT C P 

TABLE k? S i g n i f i c a n t IG-AG disjunctions on Jack's constructs. 

^•1.^.3« This b r i e f exploratory a p p l i c a t i o n o f information, deriving 

from the aggregate g r i d method has served t o i d e n t i f y a number of 

features of a r e f l e c t i v e strategy appropriate t o Level 3 displays:-

( i ) although aggregate g r i d outcomes r e f l e c t areas of conjunction 

and disjunctions between the couples' views of each other, t h i s 

information should properly be displayed to each p a r t i c i p a n t 

independently. As was pointed out i n ^.1.1.5. the objec t i v e of the 

aggregate' g r i d i s t o e x h i b i t the nature of the sheired reference 

frame i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p by encouraging personal modelling of 

s e l f and peirtner, and t h i s may be confounded by processes w i t h i n 

the r e l a t i o n s h i p t h a t i t seeks to display. 



( i i ) one class of comparisons a r i s i n g from the aggregate g r i d , 

namely successive comparisons, provide feedback concerning changes 

i n f unction of predicates i n the aggregate domain. R e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s 

appropriate t o these comparisons have been developed f o r i n d i v i d u a l 

grids i n the core g r i d procedure, and cozisist o f the assembly of 

displays mapping together predicted and observed outcomes. Discrepan

cies may be r e a d i l y i d e n t i f i e d and provide directed prompts f o r 

f u r t h e r modelling a c t i v i t y . 

( i i i ) a second class of comparisons, unique to the aggregate g r i d 

method, i s also a v a i l a b l e , and consists of construct-by-construct 

comparisons of predicate function w i t h i n the i n d i v i d u a l and aggregate 

conversational domains. Each pcirticipant observes these comparisons 

f o r h i s or her constructs alone, and differences of f u n c t i o n between 

domains are a t t r i b u t a b l e to the e f f e c t of constructs contributed by 

the partner to the aggregate domain. An appropriate r e f l e c t i v e 

strategy would consist of assembling a display i n which AG and IG 

outcomes are simultemeously c l a s s i f i e d , and disjunctions i d e n t i f i e d . -

These disjimctions may then provide directed prompts, namely 

speculations concerning the partner's c o n t r i b u t i o n t o the aggregate 

domain. 
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SuEimary, 

^•1.5«1. This chapter has adapted procedures developed i n preceding 

chapters for use i n the context of couples c o u n s e l l i n g . The 

objective of t h i s adaptation, namely the aggregate g r i d , i s to 

enhance the nature of modelling transactions i n r e l a t i o n s h i p through 

separate, but mediated, i n t e r a c t i o n s with each p s i r t i c i p a n t . The 
* 

developnent of t h i s procedure may be b r i e f l y summarised a s s i x 

steps* 

^.1.5.2. Step ( i } outlined the r o l e of procedures i n couples 

counselling as mediating between p a r t i c i p a n t s by r e f l e c t i n g the 

functional consequences of t h e i r models of s e l f and partner for each 

other* T h i s r o l e v;as operationally defined as e n t a i l i n g independent 

i n t e r a c t i o n s with p a r t i c i p a n t s to enable each to e x t e r i o r i s e t h e i r • 

modelling of s e l f and partner, the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of the functional? 

properties of modelling predicates within t h e i r separate conversa

t i o n a l domains, the superimposition of p a r t i c i p a n t s ' models to 

re v e a l a l t e r a t i o n s i n function of predicates i n the c o l l e c t i v e 

conversational domain, and the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of changes.in 

predicate fiinction contingent on events i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

•̂1*5»3» Step ( i i ) developed the aggregate g r i d method f o r 

mediating between p a r t i c i p a n t s ' modelling a c t i v i t y , and a p i l o t 

a p p l i c a t i o n of the method revealed four c l a s s e s of information 

yielded by the method; (a) overlap and sharing of models of s e l f 

and partner; (b) e x c l u s i v e and d i s j u n c t i v e models of s e l f and 

partner; ( c ) a l t e r a t i o n s over time i n the s a l i e n c e of models of 
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s e l f and partner; (d) the interdependence of the a l t e r a t i o n s i n 

(c) above i n subsequent modelling a c t i v i t y by the p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

' f . l . J . ^ . Steps ( i i i ) and (v) outlined c l a s s e s of outcomes 

obtained by contrasting predicate function i n i n d i v i d u a l and 

aggregate conversational domains, and s t e p ( i v ) discussed the 

s t a t u s of transformation outcomes deriving from the aggregate g r i d . 

I t was concluded that s i g n i f i c a n t components i n the aggregate PCA 

s o l u t i o n moy be i d e n t i f i e d by applying the representation method, 

that core components msiy be i d e n t i f i e d by the procedures developed 

i n the core g r i d , that i f necessary the core component c r i t e r i a may 

be relaxed, and the consequences of doing so were enumerated. 

F i n a l l y , the incommensurability of aggregate and i n d i v i d u a l PCA solu

tions WcLs discussed, but i n the a n a l y s i s of an example data s e t i t • 

was found that dominant patterns of v a r i a t i o n were c o n s i s t e n t l y 

located by the aggregate g r i d method. 

4.1.5.5. Step ( v i ) applied the transformations and procedures 

so f a r developed to a case-study of an unmarried couple, to explore 

the form that L e v e l 3 r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s might take. I t was 

concluded from t h i s study that (a) displays d e r i v i n g from the 

aggregate g r i d transformations should be s e p a r a t e l y presented to 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ; (b) t h a t successive aggregate g r i d outcome d i s p l a y s 

may be assembled by each pajrticipant i n the manner developed i n 

the core grid; ( c ) that a display combining i n d i v i d u a l and aggregate 

g r i d outcomes may be assembled by each p a r t i c i p a n t to simultaneously 

c l a s s i f y the function of each of t h e i r predicates, and to i d e n t i f y 

d i s j u n c t i o n s for f u r t h e r modelling a c t i v i t y . 
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Chapter 4.2 

The r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d 

4.2,1, Modelling s e l f and partner. 

•̂2.2« Primary nodelling a c t i v i t i e s . 

4.2.3. Secondary modelling a c t i v i t i e s . 

4.2.4. Transformation procedures. 

4.2.5. Ruth and I s a a c ; an i l l u s t r a t i v e case-study 

4.2.6. Evaluating the procedures. 

4.2.7« Summary. 
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^•2.1.. Modelling s e l f and partner, 

^.2.1.1. The aggregate g r i d procedxire developed i n the preceding 

chapter may now be incorporated i n t o the algorithm of a c t i v i t i e s 

developed i n Chapter and formally tested i n the context of 

the modelling transactions of a married couple. The complete 

algorithm w i l l , however, be s i m p l i f i e d to focus on a s i n g l e feature 

of grid-based modelling conversations, namely predicate c e n t r a l i t y , 

and the c l a s s of a c t i v i t i e s incorporated by the algorithm w i l l be 

r e f e r r e d to as the r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t grid* 

Predicate c e n t r a l i t y i n the r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d assumes an 

added dimension when c e n t r a l i t y i s defined as relevant to the 

modelling of s e l f and partner. I n an enduring r e l a t i o n s h i p , a 

marriage for example, there i s every reason to expect p a r t i c i p a n t s 

to have evolved a system of description defining t h e i r peirtner as 

w e l l as, or separately from, themselves. These d e s c r i p t i o n s i n 

such a r e l a t i o n s h i p w i l l not be merely casual c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n s of 

the partner, but " w i l l serve to regulate expectations of and 

behaviour directed towards the partner. I t may be argued t h a t con

s t r u c t s core to a r e l a t i o n s h i p are not simply those that o f f e r 

functional and durable referents f o r the d e f i n i t i o n of s e l f , but 

are those that do so by a r t i c u l a t i n g s e l f against partner. The 

subject i s not defining himself i n i s o l a t i o n , nor i n r e l a t i o n to a 

generalised other, but i s defining himself i n a c e n t r a l r e l a t i o n s h i p 

with the p a r t i c u l a r other. 

4.2.1.2. The reference fraue of the r e l a t i o n s h i p i s formed by the 
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i n t e r l o c k i n g i n t e r p r e t i v e systems of the p a r t i c i p a n t s . Construc

ti o n s that are core to the maintenance of each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s s e l f -

d e f i n i t i o n within the r e l a t i o n s h i p w i l l be those that a r t i c i i l a t e 

s e l f i n the context of the partner• Thus, constructs may be 

generally c l a s s i f i e d i n four ways, according to the l o c a t i o n of 

elements SELF ( S ) , PARTNER (P) and p a r t i c u l a r others (A,B) on 

construct dimensions:-

( i ) S - A - P; here SELF and PARTNER are delineated by t h e i r 

l o c a t i o n a t opposite poles. 

( i i ) SP - A - B; here SELF and PARTflER are i d e n t i f i e d with each' 

other by t h e i r l o c a t i o n a t the same pole. 

( i i i ) S - P - A; here SELF i s delineated against an element 

other than PARTI'IER. Although a core construct for s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , 

i t i s not functional within the S-P r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 

( i v ) P - S - A; here PARTNER i s delineated against an element 

other than SELF. Although a core construct for p a r t n e r - d e f i n i t i o n , 

i t i s not functional within the S-P r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

These four c l a s s e s define the range of functional d e f i n i t i o n s of 

s e l f and partner, although only c l a s s e s ( i ) and ( i i ) a r c fun c t i o n a l 

i n the context of the s e l f - p a r t n e r r e l a t i o n s h i p . I t i s important 

to bear i n mind that the c r i t e r i o n of functional equivailence between 

constructs i s defined by the extent to which two or more constructs 

display s i m i l a r element d i s t r i b u t i o n s along t h e i r dimensions. Thus, 
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p a r t i c i p a j i t s may each produce constructs which a re f u n c t i o n a l l y 

equivalent i n a l l respects with the exception of the l o c a t i o n of 

s e l f and/or partner. Section ^.1.3» discussed t h i s feature i n 

more detcxil, and i t was concluded there that one c l a s s of d i s j u n c 

t i o n s may a r i s e between p a r t i c i p a n t s as a r e s u l t of both employing 

a s i m i l a r construction which f or one par t i c i p a n t provides a core 

d e f i n i t i o n of SELF, w h i l s t f or the other does not provide a core 

d e f i n i t i o n of PARTNER, as i n the following diagram:-

A's construct (A)CDE FGH I J K LMNO PJRSCB) 

H 1 H 1 H-
B's construct CDE FGH IJK(A) LMNO FQRS(B) 

H 1 1 1 — h-
I n t h i s diagram, the two constructs would be taken to bo function

a l l y equivalent, as of the 19 elements. l8 are located a t i d e n t i c a l 

points on the two s c a l e s . However, A's construct i s c l e a r l y SELF-

PAOTNER delineating ( c l a s s i ) . B's construct i s i d e n t i c a l i n every 

respect except that element A i s located at the n e u t r a l raid-point 

of the s c a l e . B's construct i s , however, s e l f - d e f i n i n g , but not 

i n the context of B's r e l a t i o n s h i p with A ( c l a s s i i i ) . Both A and 

B contribute a f u n c t i o n a l l y equivalent construction to the aggregate 

domadn, but d i f f e r i n the importance each assigns to t h i s construc

t i o n f o r defining A. These constructs i l l u s t r a t e one of s e v e r a l 

c l a s s e s of di s j u n c t i o n that may a r i s e i n the contribution of 

pa r t i c i p a n t s to the reference frame of t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

^.2.1.3. As i t i s a varifint of the insi g h t g r i d , the r e c i p r o c a l 

i n s i g h t g r i d procedure c l o s e l y follows the design outlined i n 



-562. 

Chapter 3i4. There are a number of procedural d i f f e r e n c e s , however, 

and these differences a r i s e from the introduction of the aggregate 

g r i d (AG) described i n Chapter 4.1. When two p a r t i c i p a n t s engage 

i n simultaneoxis modelling a c t i v i t y , three analyses are thus obtained: 

( i ) s o l u t i o n s a r i s i n g from A»s IG; ( i i ) s olutions a r i s i n g from B«s 

IG and ( i i i ) s o l u t i o n s a r i s i n g from AG, or the combination of k'a 

and B»6 IG. • 

The introduction of these a d d i t i o n a l analyses and t h e i r a s s o c i a t e d 

d i s p l a y s and r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s e n t i r e l y p a r a l l e l s the a c t i v i t i e s 

devised i n the core g r i d procedure with one exception, namely that 

comparisons may be made between AG and IG "solutions. The design of *i>" 

the procedure thus comprises two isomorphic c l a s s e s of a c t i v i t y , the 

one r e f l e c t i n g a peirticipant's p r i v a t e conversation, the other 

r e f l e c t i n g h i s conversation i n the context of h i s p a r t n e r ' s . 

I'he design of the r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d procedure i s summairised 

i n F i g . 82 , and comprises three transformation c l a s s e s (T) giving 

r i s e to displays (D) a t each of the three l e v e l s of modelling. 

As transformations are applied to both individual^^grids ( I G ) and 

aggregate grids (AG), displays are duplicated for each of these 

domains. The di s p l a y s and r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s are intended to 

encourage secondary modelling a c t i v i t y (M) at each l e v e l . Taking 

each l e v e l i n turn, the transformations and dis p l a y s may be summa

r i s e d . 



Participant 
A 

Participant 
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Figure 82 The r e c i p r o c a l insight grid procedure 
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4.2.1.4. Level 1. 

( i ) I n d i v i d u a l g r i d . 

Transformation; derivation of PCA solution f o r IG, 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of s i g n i f i c a n t components and computation 

of core construct score i n 3-4.1. 

Display; assembly of an array comprising two ordinal co

ordinates; p a r t i c i p a n t ' s emticipated ordering of c o n s t r u c t s , 

and constructs ordered by magnitude of core construct score 

i n IG. 

R e f l e c t i v e strategy; participant requested to a n t i c i p a t e 

ordering of constructs on basis of c e n t r a l i t y ; s i g n i f i c e m t 

discrepancies i n display are located and p a r t i c i p a n t requested 

to f u r n i s h explanation for discrepancies. 

( i i ) Aggregate g r i d . 

Transformation; derivation of PCA s o l u t i o n f o r AG, i d e n t i 

f i c a t i o n of s i g n i f i c a n t components, computation of core 

construct.scores for p a r t i c i p a n t ' s subset of c o n s t r u c t s . 

Display; assembly of, an array comprising two ordinal coordinates; 

p a r t i c i p a n t ' s a n t i c i p a t e d ordering of 'constructs i n the context of 
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partner's modelling, and constructs ordered by magnitude of core 

construct score i n AG. 

R e f l e c t i v e strategy; p a r t i c i p a n t requested to a n t i c i p a t e ordering 

of constructs on b a s i s of c e n t r a l i t y i n context of partner's 

modelling; s i g n i f i c a n t discrepancies i n display are l o c a t e d and 

p a r t i c i p a n t requested to speculate as to nature of partner's 

modelling i n AG. 

'f.2.1.5. L e v e l 2. 

( i ) I n d i v i d u a l g r i d . 

Transformation; d e r i v a t i o n of PCA s o l u t i o n s f o r IG, i d e n t i f i c a t i o n -

of s i g n i f i c a n t components by a p p l i c a t i o n of the method of represent* 

ation and elements c e n t r a l to s i g n i f i c a n t components. 

Display; assembly of component display comprising representative 

constructs for each s i g n i f i c a n t conponen.t. 

R e f l e c t i v e strategy; participant requested to f u r n i s h d e s c r i p t i o n 

of each component. 

( i i ) Aggregate g r i d . 

Transformation; ( a ) derivation of PCA s o l u t i o n f o r AG, i d e n t i f i c a 

tion of s i g n i f i c a n t components by method of representation and 

elements c e n t r a l to each component; (b) derivation of p o s t e r i o r 
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p r o b a b i l i t i e s for H^^ and for each construct i n both IG and 

AG contexts. 

Display; (a) assembly of AG component display comprising p a r t i c i 

pant's subset of constructs; (b) assembly of an array comprising 

two nominal coordinates, namely c e n t r a l i t y outcomes and a s s o c i a t e d 

p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s i n IG and AG analyses. 

R e f l e c t i v e strategy; ( a ) p a r t i c i p a n t requested to f u r n i s h descrip

tion of each AG component; (b) p a r t i c i p a n t requested to i d e n t i f y 

discrepancies i n AG-IG outcomes dis p l a y , and to f u r n i s h explanations 

for discrepancies. 

4.2.1.6. Level 3. 

( i ) I n d i v i d u a l g r i d . 

Transformation; derivation of IG PCA s o l u t i o n and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

of construct c e n t r a l i t y outcomes i n IG and d e r i v a t i o n of p o s t e r i o r 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s . 

Display; assembly of ai'ray comprising two nominal coordinates, 

namely c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of constructs by density of b e l i e f d e r i v i n g 

from previous observations, and c l s i s s i f i c a t i o n of constructs by 

observed outcome. 

R e f l e c t i v e strategy; participant requested to locate constructs 

e x h i b i t i n g s i g n i f i c a n t functional change, and to f u r n i s h explanation 
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for t h i s change. 

( i i ) AggreKate g r i d . 

Transformation; d e r i v a t i o n of AG PCA solution, c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of 

c e n t r a l i t y outcomes i n context of partner's modelling and derivation 

of p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s . 

Display; cisserably of array comprising two nominal coordinates, 

namely c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of p a r t i c i p a n t ' s subset of constructs by 

t h e i r function i n AG according to density of b e l i e f d e r i v i n g from 

previous observations, and c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of constructs by 

observed function i n AG. 

R e f l e c t i v e strategy; p a r t i c i p a n t requested to l o c a t e constructs 

e x h i b i t i n g s i g n i f i c a n t functional change, and to f u r n i s h explana

tion for t h i s change. 

^.2.1.7, These three l e v e l s of a c t i v i t y were incorporated i n t o 

the r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d procedure and applied i n the context 

of a married couple over four sessions, each s e s s i o n l a s t i n g 3-^ 

hours as follows:-

SESSICN 1 Production of g r i d 
Formulation of s u b j e c t i v e 
predictions 

SESSION 2 Feedback displays 
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SESSION 3 I d e n t i f i c a t i o n of s i g n i f i c a n t 
events 
Production of grid 
Formulation of su b j e c t i v e 
p r e d i c t i o n s 

SESSION 4 Feedback displays 

The algorithm of a c t i v i t i e s comprises three pareQlel s e t s of 

procedures, namely primary modelling a c t i v i t i e s , secondsiry modelling 

a c t i v i t i e s , and transformation procedures. Within each s e t of 

procedures, a c t i v i t i e s are orgajiised as modules; seven modules 

(a to G) i n the primary modelling a c t i v i t i e s , four modules ( Cc to 

^ ) i n the secondary modelling a c t i v i t i e s , and f i v e nodules ( I to 

V) i n the transformation procedures. The sequencing and i n t e r 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s between modules i s represented i n F i g . 82. Eefore 

examining the performance of the procedures, d e t a i l s of each c l a s s 

of a c t i v i t i e s are reported i n the following three s e c t i o n s . 
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SBCOMDARY 
MODELLING 
ACTIVITIES 

PRIMARY 
MODELLING 
ACTIVITIES TRANSFORMATION PROCEDURES 

A 
ELICIT 
ELEf-lEr^TS 
E l - El6 

E L I C I T 
AW 
APPLY 
CONSTRUCTS 
CI - C12 

DERIVE PCA SOLUTION FOR IG AND AG 

I I 
I D E N T I F Y REPREGEiNTATIVE CCMPU.N'Er^TS 

B 
ANTICIPATE 
CORE 
CONSTRUCTS 
IN IG 

ANTICIPATE 
CORE 
CONSTRUCTS 
IN AG 

I I I 
DERIVE 
CORE 
CONSTRUCT 
SCORES 

6 00 

IV 
IDENTIFY 
CORE 
COMPONENTS 

6 
Cent/ 
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FURI^ISH 
IG 
COMPOI-iEF'rr 
DESCRIP^ 
TIONS 

AG 
FURTIISH 
COMPOr?EIJT 
DESCRIP
TIONS 

IDENTIFY 
DISCREP
ANCIES 
AND 
FURNISH 
EXPLANA
TIONS 

7 
IDENTIFY 
DISJUNC
TIONS 
AND 
HJiyrESH 
EXPLANA
TIONS 

ASSe-IBLE 
LEVEL 2 
IG 
COMPONETsT 
DISPLAY 

ASSEI-IBLE 
LEVEL 2 
AG 
COM PONTIC 
DISPLAY 

ASSEMBLE 
IG 
LE'\AEL 1 
DISPLAY 

ASSEMBLE 
AG 
LEVEL 1 
DISPLAY 

E 
ASSEMBLE 
IG - AG 
LEl'EL 2 
DISPLAY 

0 

00 O 0 
V 
DERIVE 
CORE 
CONSTRUCT 
POSTERIOR 
PROBABILITIES 
FOR IG AND AG 
ANT) EXPRESS 
AS REVISED 
PRIORS FOR 
NEXT GRID 

Cont/ 
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F 
IDENTIFY 
SIGNIFICANT? 
EVENTS 

A 
ELICIT & 
APPLY 
CONSTRUCTS 
CI3 - CI8 

ELICIT 8f 
APPLY 
CONSTRUCTS 
CI - C12 

B 

I 

I I I 

I I 

IV 

0 

IDENTIFY 
DISJUNC
TIONS 
AND 
R^RillSH 
EXPLANA
TIONS 

i 
ASSEMBLE 
IG 
LEVEL 5 
DISPUY 

A S S E I - J B L E 

A G 

L E V E L 3 

D I S P L A Y 

Fip;ure 8 3 Reciprocal i n s i g h t grid a c t i v i t i e s . 
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^ . 2 . 2 . Primary modelling a c t i v i t i e s * 

The following s e c t i o n s d e t a i l the i n s t r u c t i o n s and a c t i v i t i e s of 

the r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d procedure as i t was applied i n the 

context of the married couple, I s a a c and Ruth. D e t a i l s of t h e i r 

responses are l i s t e d i n Appendix !• 

^ . 2 . 2 . 1 . Module A; i n two of the foiir s e s s i o n s , the major model

l i n g a c t i v i t y was the production of the repertory g r i d s . Seated 

around a table, E introduced Ruth and I s a a c to the g r i d a c t i v i t i e s 

i n the following way: 

"The f i r s t e x e r c i s e i s an opportunity for you to express 
i n yoiir own words, and for your own use, your views of 
the important people i n your l i f e , i n c l u d i a g of course, 

•yourself and your partnar. To do t h i s , you w i l l f i r s t 
of a l l need to nominate the people v/hom you both consider 
to be important to yourselves and your partner and your 
r e l a t i o n s h i p , and with v/hora you both meet f 5 i i r l y frequently. 
Please work together to produce a l i s t of betv/een 15 ana 
20 such persons, including on the l i s t your own name and 
your partner's name. To maintain c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y , can you 
decide on'pseudonyms for the people you choose. V/hen you 
have done t h i s w i l l you niimber the names on your l i s t . 
Now each take a s e t of blank cards, and wri t e each name 
with i t s number on a separate card. Make sure you agree 
on the numbers assigned. You should each now have a 
complete set of 'person cards'". 

Isaa c and Ruth had no d i f f i c u l t y i n nominating 16 persons, including 

themselves, and drew on t h e i r f a m i l i e s , who l i v e d nearby, and 

fri e n d s and neighbours to complete t h e i r l i s t which was t r a n s f e r r e d 
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to a pack of 6" x cards. E then introduced them to the method 

for e l i c i t i n g constructs with a number of p r a c t i c e element icards:-

"The next stage i s to formulate your views about these 
persons. To i l l u s t r a t e how t h i s i s done, I have prepared 
two pra c t i c e s e t s of person cards on which a r e w r i t t e n the 
names of s i x well-known premiers; I n d i r a Ghandi, Richard 
Nixon, Edward Heath, Charles de Gaulle, I d i Amin and 

Lyndon Johnson. Take the cards and arrange then face 
up on the t a b l e . Looking over the cards, can you f i n d 
two premiers who a r c i n some respect complete opposites? 
I f you can, remove those cards from the others and place 
them i n front of you, one on your r i ^ t hand side and one 
on your l e f t . Now take a blank construct c a r d . You w i l l 
notice that i t i s divided i n t o two halves. F i r s t w r i t e 
number one a t the top l e f t hand corner. Now can you decide 
i n what way the two premiers are d i f f e r e n t , what i s i t 
about each of them that you see as opposite? For example, 
you may think that one premier i s right-v/ing, w h i l s t the 
other i s left-v/ing, or maybe that one i s a hawk and the 
other a p a c i f i s t . V/hen you have decided, note down i n a 
word. I n c i s e or sentence on the l e f t h a l f of the card 
the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the premier on your l e f t , and on 
the r i g h t h a l f the opposite c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the premier 
on your r i g h t . Make sure you note down these c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 
i n your own terms since t h i s i s not a t e s t and no-one 
but you i s going to read what you have w r i t t e n . However, 
i t i s important that you describe these c h a r a c t e x d s t i c s 
f u l l y and c l e a r l y for y o u r s e l f , so that when you r e f e r 
to t h i s caxd again you w i l l remember what you meant". 

Is a a c and Ruth, working on t h e i r own, simultaneously produced t h e i r 

f i r s t p r a c t i c e construct. After they had coapleted noting down 

t h e i r descriptions, they were introduced to the r a t i n g method:-
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"The next step i s to apply the idea you have formed to 
the other cards* You w i l l see that I have arranged 
fo r each of you on the table a s e r i e s of cards numbered 
from 1 on the l e f t to 7 on the r i g h t * Imagine these 
seven cards represent a s c a l e consisting of seven boxes* 
Now take your construct card and put i t a t the top over 
the numbered cards* The seven boxes now represent degrees 
of the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c you have named, running from box 1 

which represents the most extreme example of your l e f t -
hand d e f i n i t i o n , to box 7 which represents the most extreme 
example of your right-hand d e f i n i t i o n * Taking the f i r s t 
of ycur premier cards, can you decide i n which of the seven 
boxes that person best f i t s your construct s c a l e * 
Remember that box number k represents a neutral or a non-
applicable category, that you may have as many cards a s 
you wish i n any of the boxes and, i f necessary, empty boxes" 

Having £irranged the elements on the construct dimension, I s a a c and 

Ruth were then advised to check that t h e i r construct d e s c r i p t i o n s 

were s t i l l appropriate:-

" F i r s t make sure you are happy with your arrangement of 
the cards, moving any that you f e e l are wrongly placed* 
You may sometimes find that i n arranging the cards on the 
s c a l e s , you s l i g h t l y redefine the meaning of your c o n s t r u c t s . 
Please check that your construct descriptions are appropriate, 
i f necessary changing what you have written dov/n to s u i t 
the meaning as you now see i t * F i n a l l y take a blank g r i d 
form, write your name and date at the top, and note down 
i n the f i r s t row, which corresponds to your f i r s t c o n s t r u c t , 
the box numbers f o r each of the premiers cards". 

I s a a c and Ruth then went on to produce, rate and record two more 

p r a c t i c e constructs using the p r a c t i c e s e t cf element cards* 



•575-

After oaking sure that they understood the procedures, E 

introduced them to the main e x e r c i s e :-

"Now that you are f a m i l i a r with the grid procedures, 
you are more or l e s s on your own. Your task i s to take 
the 16 person cards you have produced, a blank g r i d 
form, and each of you, on your own, fornulate, r a t e 
and record ten constructs by following exactly the same 
steps that you used to produce your pra c t i c e c o n s t r u c t s . 
Always focus on the f i r s t idea that occurs to you when 
you produce constructs, but do t r y to look a t the people 
you have named i n as many d i f f e r e n t ways as possible* 
Remember that your construct descriptions are for your 
eyes only, and so try to be as honest with y o u r s e l f a s 
you can. I f you get stuck, don't h e s i t a t e to ask questions. 
There i s no hurry, so take as long as you wish on t h i s 
e x e r c i s e " . 

Completing ten constructs i n t h i s way took Isaac cmd Ruth about 

two hours. F i n a l l y , a f t e r completing ten constructs of t h e i r own 

devising, two a d d i t i o n a l whole-figure constructs were supplied: 

LIKE RUTH IN CHARACTER and LIKE ISAAC IN CHARACTER. I s a a c and 

Ruth noted these on cards and r a t e d them as for the previous 

ten constructs. The purpose of introducing these c o n s t r u c t s was 

to provide a means for Isaac and Ruth to project t h e i r s a l i e n t 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of themselves and each other onto a s i n g l e 

dimension which might then provide a referent for a s s e s s i n g the 

contribution of other constructs to t h e i r s e l f and partner 

d e f i n i t i o n s . 

S i m i l a r procedures were involved i n session three, with the 
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exception that only 6 additioncil constructs were produced, followed 

by the re - a p p l i c a t i o n of the 12 constructs produced on the f i r s t 

s e s s i o n . The aim i n both sessions was to sample construct 

dimensions that were s a l i e n t to I s a a c and Ruth i n t h e i r modelling 

of themselves and t h e i r close acquaintances, rather than t o induce 

them to elaborate l e s s f a m i l i a r or l e s s habitusil c o n s t m c t dimensions 

The predicates produced i n the g r i d may then be viewed as a base-line 
* 

on which basis f u r t h e r modelling might proceed. I n a l l , I s a a c and 

Ruth each produced 30 element s o r t s , 12 of which were r e p l i c a t i o n s . 

I n reapplying the 12 constructs, i t was emphasised that I s a a c and 

Ruth should respond i n terms of t h e i r current i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 

elements, rather than seek to reconstruct t h e i r o r i g i n a l r a t i n g s . 

^ . 2 . 2 . 2 . Module B; following both g r i d production modules, 

Isaac and Ruth proceeded to formulate subjective a n t i c i p a t i o n s 

concerning the outcomes of transformation procedures a p p l i e d 

to t h e i r g r i d predicates. I n contrast to the i n s i g h t g r i d design 

outlined i n 3 * ^ « t a s i n g l e grid outcome was featured i n the 

r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d , namely, peripheral vs. core c o n s t r u c t s . 

However, t h i s outcome was predicted for each construct i n both 

the i n d i v i d u a l (IG) and the aggregate (AG) gr i d analyses. I t i s 

important to bear i n mind that I s a a c formulated p r e d i c t i o n s for 

h i s constructs alone, and Ruth for hers alone. Thus, each predicts 

the outcome for h a l f of the constructs i n the AG a n a l y s i s , and 

for a l l of the constructs i n each of t h e i r IG a n a l y s i s . 

These two exe r c i s e s were introduced v i t h the folloiving i n s t r u c t i o n s : 
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1* IG Outcomes. 

"Take up your construct cards and l a y them a l l on the 
t a b l e face up. From the cards pick out that construct which 
you think i s most important to your d e f i n i t i o n of y o u r s e l f 
as you have described i n your grid* Place that card on 
the table to your l e f t * Now from the remaining cards 
pick out the construct which you view as next most important 
to your d e f i n i t i o n of y o u r s e l f , and place that to the r i g h t 
of the f i r s t * Continue u n t i l you have eirranged a l l the 
cards i n a row from the most important on the r i g h t to the 
l e a s t important on the l e f t " * 

AG Outcomes 

"Take up a l l your construct cards and l a y them face up 
on the t a b l e . Nov; imagine that your partner used each 
of your constructs to produce an arrangement of person 
cards s i m i l a r to your own. Which construct would he/she 
f i n d most important i n his/her d e f i n i t i o n of you? Take 
out the card which you think would be most importemt to 
h i s / h e r d e f i n i t i o n of yo u r s e l f , and place i t on the t a b l e 
to yoxir l e f t * Now from the remedning cards pick out the 
construct which you think he/she would f i n d next most 
important and place i t to the r i g h t of the f i r s t * Continue 
u n t i l you have arranged a l l the cards i n a row from the 
most important to the r i g h t to the l e a s t importemt on the 
l e f t " * 

Each of the rankings produced by I s a a c and Ruth were recorded by 

E on Prediction-Outcome forms* 

^•2 .2 .3* Module C; each of the two feedback sessions began v/ith 

the assembly of IG and AG Level 2 component d i s p l a y s , the former 
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being completed by I s a a c and Ruth working alone, the l a t t e r 

completed by t h e i r working i n conjunction. The three d i s p l a y s 

were based on the p r i n c i p a l components a n a l y s i s of each IG and 

the AG (modules I and 11) t and comprised only those components 

that were i d e n t i f i e d as s i g n i i i c a n t by the representation method, 

The three displays were assembled i n response to the following 

i n s t r u c t i o n s 

"The next a c t i v i t y i s to construct a display which groups 
your constructs together according to t h e i r c ontribution 
to underlying ideais expressed i n your g r i d s . As each of 
you have produced several underlying ideas, we w i l l 
Consider each group i n turn, from the most important 
to the l e a s t important. You w i l l notice that I have 
arranged i n front of you a s e r i e s of cards numbered from 
1 onwards, each of which represents a column to be f i l l e d 
by your construct cards. Take up your construct ceirds 
ajid I w i l l read out the constructs to be located i n the 
f i r s t column. The order i n which I read out construct 
numbers i s important, as the f i r s t construct i s most 
representatative of the underlying idea and the l a s t 
construct l e a s t representative. Make sure that the cards 
are arrsinged i n the column with the most representative 
construct at the top". 

Thus, representative constructs for I s a a c ' s and Ruth's f i r s t 

component were arranged i n a column from the highest to the lowest 

loading. Constructs which obtained loadings of i n c o n s i s t e n t sign 

were reversed, and where t h i s occurred I s a a c and Ruth were 

instinicted to s u b s t i t u t e a card with the construct d e s c r i p t i o n 

reversed. Having completed the f i r s t component column, s a l i e n t 

element cards were arrajigcd to e i t h e r s i d e : -
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"Now take up your person cards and arrange the following 
cards numbered to the l e f t of the column. These ceirds 
are those persons who are best represented by the l e f t -
hand descriptions of the constructs i n the f i r s t column. 
The following cards numbered.....should be placed on the 
r i g h t , as they are best represented by the right-hand 
descriptions of the constructs i n the f i r s t column". 

The display was complete when a l l construct cards had been located 

i n the appropriate columns. 

Element cards were then removed, and representative c o n s t r u c t s 

and element di s p l a y s f o r the remaining s i g n i i i c s m t components 

assembled. Assembling the AG display e n t a i l e d the same procedure, 

vdth the exception that both I s a a c ' s and Ruth's constructs were 

incorporated i n t o the component columns. 

^ . 2 . 2 . ^ . Module D; following the component dis p l a y s I s a a c and 

Ruth proceeded to assemble displays which incorporated t h e i r 

a n t i c i p a t e d IG and AG outcomes formulated i n module B i n the preceding 

se s s i o n , and observed outcomes derived from transformation procedures 

applied to t h e i r g r i d s . The l a t t e r procedures e n t a i l e d the 

derivation from each construct of a core construct score (module 

I I I ) r e f l e c t i n g the extent to which each construct contributed 

o v e r a l l to the s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n s of Isaac and Ruth. These s c o r e s 

were ranked from the highest (core) to the lowest ( p e r i p h e r a l ) core 

construct score. The display took the form of a two dimensional 

array, one a x i s representing I s a a c ' s or Ruth's a n t i c i p a t e d rank 

ordering, the other a x i s the observed rank ordering:-
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Most 
important 
to d e f i n i t i o n 
of myself 

ANTICIPATED 
RANK 

/ \ 
\ / 

V , 

\ 

/ 

/ \ 

Least 
important 
to d e f i n i t i o n 
of myself 

10 

11 

12 I 

12 11 

Lowest 
core 
construct 
score 

10 8 7 6 5 
OUTCOME RANK Highest 

core 
construct 
score 

Isa a c and Ruth each began to assemble t h e i r d i s p l a y s by l o c a t i n g 

t h e i r construct cards i n the appropriate positions, i n response to 

the follov/ing i n s t r u c t i o n s : -

"The next display maps your estimates of the importance 
of your constructs to your d e f i n i t i o n of yo u r s e l f a g a i n s t 
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the observed importance of constructs i n your g r i d s . 
You w i l l see that the numbered cards form a kind of 
t a b l e , i n which your constructs may be placed. The 
column of numbers on the l e f t represent the l e v e l of 
importance for your s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n that you assigned 
to constructs. The l i n e of numbers at the bottom 
represents the l e v e l of importcmce of constructs f o r 
your s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n as defined by the table of 
numbers on your g r i d form. Your task i s to locate 
each construct card on the appropriate row and column, 
as i f you were playing bingo, as I c a l l out your predicted 
l e v e l and the observed l e v e l of importance"* 

This procedure was repeated for the AG display, and care was taken 

to explain the difference between the two d i s p l a y s , namely that 

the AG display r e f l e c t e d the p a r t i c i p a n t s ' predictions of the 

importance of t h e i r constructs to t h e i r s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n s i n the 

context of t h e i r partner's constructs* 

4 * 2 . 2 . 5 » Module E; incorporates a d i r e c t comparison of observed 

outcomes i n the IG and AG emalyses, and r e f l e c t s areas of agreemeni 

and disagreement between p a r t i c i p a n t s . Each observed outcome i s 

q u a l i f i e d by a value which r e f l e c t s the degree of c e r t a i n t y 

associated with the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of each construct as core or as 

peripheral (module IV) to p a r t i c i p a n t s ' s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n s , namely 

the posterior p r o b a b i l i t y derived i n transformation module V. 

When t h i s probability i s expressed as a percentage, i t provides 

a r e a d i l y meaningful q u a l i f i c a t i o n for IG-AG comparisons* I s a a c 

and Ruth each assembled t h e i r own displays, i n response to the 

following i n s t r u c t i o n s : -
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"The next display r e f l e c t s the extent of agreement 
or disagreement between your own s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n and your 
partner's d e f i n i t i o n of you. The a n a l y s i s I have described 
permits the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of your constructs according 
to t h e i r function i n your own g r i d and i n the combination 
of yours and your partner's g r i d . This c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
i s , however, t e n t a t i v e and so we have devised a way of 
representing the c e r t a i n t y with which each of your c o n s t r u c t s 
are c l a s s i f i e d . I have arranged on the table a number of 
cards, which provide a tabular display". 

Important / \ / 
to define ) V / > x \ J ^^ 

Your own 
g r i d 

Dnimportant\ \ / \ '^^ 
to define ) ^ ^ ^ ^ ^^^^ ) 

rt/ / \ y you. 

UnimportantN / I m p o r t a n t 
to define ) to define 
jrou % J \ v o u ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

r Combined V grids 

"You w i l l see that the cards on the l e f t c l a s s i f y your 
constructs by t h e i r importcuice i n your own g r i d , w h i l s t 
the cards on the bottom c l a s s i f y your constructs by 
t h e i r importance i n the combined g r i d . Your task i s to 
place each construct i n one of the four boxes as I read 
out t h e i r numbers and t h e i r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s " . 
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^ . 2 . 2 . 6 . Module F; appearing i n the .third s e s s i o n only, t h i s 

module was concerned with providing a record of I s a a c ' s and 

Ruth's perception of recent events as s i g n i f i c a n t to t h e i r 

modelling of the persons i n that element sample. To guide t h e i r 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of events, ' s i g n i f i c a n t * was defined l o o s e l y a s any 

event that might confirm or disconfirm t h e i r opinions of that person, 

and a construct-element was assembled to sy s t e m a t i c a l l y d i r e c t 

t h e i r attention to each person i n tum:-

" W i l l you now t r y to remember i f over the period s i n c e 
you produced your f i r s t g r i d you have' experienced any 
s i g n i f i c a n t event or interchange with the persons you 
have named; by s i g n i f i c a n t i s meant events that have 
l e d you e i t h e r to change your opinion of the person 
concerned, or to become more c e r t a i n of the opinion 
you o r i g i n i i l l y held. To help you i n t h i s task f i r s t 
sirrange a l l your constructs i n numerical order as a 
column on the table on your l e f t . Now take a blank 
G r i d Form, and the f i r s t of your person cards. HLace 
that person against each construct i n turn and tr y to 
think i f any event has confirmed or disconfirmed your 
view of that person i n terms of that construct. I f 
you can i d e n t i f y such an event, i n s e r t a •+' i n the 
appropriate square on the Grid Form i f that was 
confirmatory, a '-' i f i t was disconfinnatory, then 
leave i t blanlt i f no such event has occurred. A f t e r 
working down the column of constructs, take up the 
second person card and repeat the process u n t i l you 
haye considered everybody i n t e r e s of every construct. 
When you have completed t h i s task, take a sheet of blsmk 
paper and note down d e t a i l s of the events you have 
i d e n t i f i e d i n your ovm words f o r future reference". 
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^ • 2 . 2 . 7 . Module G; t h i s f i n a l display incorporated the p o s t e r i o r 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s a s s o c i a t e d with c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s derived for the 12 

constructs i n the f i r s t g r i d (module V) expressed as p r i o r 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s , and construct c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s d e r i v i n g from the 

same 12 constructs i n the second g r i d . The purpose of t h i s display 

was to d i r e c t the p a r t i c i p a n t s * a t t e n t i o n to constructs whose 

s e l f - d e f i n i n g function had changed from being instrumental to 

to s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n (core) or redundant ( p e r i p h e r a l ) , and to employ 

these changing functions e i t h e r to v a l i d a t e events i d e n t i f i e d as 

s i g n i f i c a n t i n module F, or to i d e n t i f y previoxisly misperceived 

or omitted events which might accoxmt for changes i n observed 

construct outcomes. D i s p l a y s were assembled f o r both IG and. AG ' 

outcomes f o r each p a r t i c i p a n t i n response to the following 

i n s t r u c t i o n s : -

"The purpose of the f i n a l d i s p l a y i s to l o c a t e c o n s t r u c t s 
which have changed t h e i r importance to your s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n 
i n your g r i d s . Each construct was c l a s s i f i e d as important 
or not important on the b a s i s of your f i r s t g r i d , and these 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s were expressed as expectations of 
c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of the same constructs when r e - a p p l i c d , i n 
your second g r i d . I have arranged on the table a number 
of cards which provide a tabtilar display of these 
expectations and observed outcomes". ^ 
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Important ^ v 
to define J 
you*...% j < J \ 

Expected 

Unimportant 
to define 
you* *..% 

/ I / 

rUnimportant\ 
to define 1 
ou 

Important 
to define 
you 

Observed 

"You w i l l see that the cards on the l e f t c l a s s i f y 
your constructs by t h e i r expected importance, 
v;hilst those at the bottom c l e i s s i f y your constructs 
by t h e i r observed importance. Your task i s to l o c a t e 
each of ycur constructs i n one of the four boxes as 
I read out t h e i r numbers and t h e i r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s " . 

The procedure was repeated for AG posterior or p r o b a b i l i t i e s and 

outcomes* 
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4 .2 .3* Secondary modelling a c t i v i t i e s . 

4 . 2 . 5 . 1 . Module oc ; deriving from the disp l a y s of module C, the 

a c t i v i t i e s of t h i s module may be termed 'meta-construction* , as 

t h i s task involves i d e n t i f y i n g s i m i l a r i t i e s and d i f f e r e n c e s 

between i n d i v i d u a l and groups of constructs. E s s e n t i a l l y , t h i s 

a c t i v i t y i s intended to focus the p a r t i c i p a n t s ' attention t o the 

groupings of constructs and elements obtained by the a n a l y s e s of 

modules I and I I : -

"Now that the display comprises a l l your constructs, can 
you t r y to describe i n your own terms what fundamental 
idea each column of cards conveys to you. To do t h i s i t 
i s often i^seful to scan down a l l the construct d e s c r i p t i o n s 
on the left-hand side of each column, and then the r i g h t -
h£md d e s c r i p t i o n s . Also consider the differences between 
the. constructs i n separate columns, as t h i s may ca s t l i g h t 
on the meaning of each column. Now take a blank card f o r 
each column and b r i e f l y describe i n a sentence or phrase 
the meaning each group of constructs expresses". 

The same procedure was repeated f o r the AG component d i s p l a y with 

the exception that, since I s a a c ' s and Ruth's constructs were 

involved, they conferred and negotiated a s a t i s f a c t o r y d e s c r i p t i o n 

of component meanings. 

4 . 2 . 3 . 2 . Module & ; the purpose of t h i s module was to o r i e n t the 

pa r t i c i p a n t s to cues a r i s i n g during construct e l i c i t a t i o n by 

i d e n t i f y i n g discrepancies between a n t i c i p a t e d and observed outcomes 

i n module D, and to encourfige a d d i t i o n a l modelling a c t i v i t y to 
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account f o r these discrepancies 

" I f your predictions concerning the importance of c o n s t r u c t s 
to your s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n had coincided completely with the 
observed importance of constructs, a l l of your cards would 
l i e on a diagonal running from top-right to bottom-left 
of the d i s p l a y . Rather than concern ourselves with p e r f e c t 
accuracy, however, i t i s more u s e f u l to pick out 
p a r t i c u l a r constructs which display the greatest d i s c r e p 
ancy, or greatest distance from the diagonal. A u s e f u l 
guideline here i s to s e l e c t those constructs that are 
discrepant by h a l f the number of constructs from the 
diagonal, and remove a l l other construct cards. Now take 
a blank Query Form and note down the numbers of the 
discrepant constructs i n the boxes provided on the l e f t -
hand margin. Consider each construct i n turn. Can you 
think of any reason why you considered each construct a t 
the time to be more/less important than i t appears a c t u a l l y 

• to be? I f you can, j o t down your explanations i n the 
space provided adjacent to the construct*s number on the 
Query Form. Now do the same for a l l other discrepant 
c o n s t r u c t s " . 

The same procedure was repeated f o r the assembled AG d i s p l a y of 

module D, where i t was emphasised that to increase accuracy of 

prediction i t v;as e s s e n t i a l for participsmts to a n t i c i p a t e the 

e f f e c t of t h e i r partner's constructs on the importance of t h e i r own 

c o n s t r u c t s . 

^ . 2 . 3 » 3 « Module y ; the purpose of t h i s module was to o r i e n t the 

p a r t i c i p a n t s to d i s j u n c t i o n s e x i s t i n g between t h e i r d e f i n i t i o n s 

of each other and t h e i r d e f i n i t i o n s of themselves. I n p a r t i c u l a r , 

emphasis \/as placed on constructs which obtained core (important 
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to s e l f ) or peripheral (unimportant to s e l f ) c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s i n 

IG a n a l y s i s , and opposite c l e s s i f i c a t i o n s i n the AG a n a l y s i s . 

These c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s were derived from modules IV and V and 

assembled i n the module E d i s p l a y s . I ^ t i c i p a n t ' s a t t e n t i o n was 

focussed on these disjunctions i n module E disp l a y : -

" I f both you and your partner were i n complete 
agreement over a d e f i n i t i o n of you, a l l of your construct 
cards would f a l l into e i t h e r top-right or bottom-left 
boxes of the display. That i s , those constructs which 
you considered important i n your own grids would be 
corroborated i n your partner's constructs i n the 
combined g r i d , and constructs you considered l e s s important 
would a l s o emerge as l e s s important i n the combined g r i d . 
But i f your partner were to disagree on the importance 
of some of your constructs, these would not be corroborated 
and would be assigned to e i t h e r the t o p - l e f t or bottom-
r i g h t boxes i n the display. Now take a blank Query Form 
and note dov.T* a l l the nunbers of the discrepant constructs 
i n the boxes provided on the left-hand margin. Consider 
each construct i n turn. What are the consequences of 
your partner ordering each of those constructs as more/ 

l e s s important to you than you do yourself? Jot down 
your views of the consequences i n the space provided 
adjacent to each construct's number on the Query Form. 
How do the same for a l l other discrepant constructs". 

^.2.3.'f. Module ^ ; the purpose of t h i s module was to o r i e n t 

the p a r t i c i p a n t s to unexpected changes i n the s e l f - d e f i n i n g 

function of constructs r e p l i c a t e d i n the second g r i d . " Expected ' 

functions are based on posterior p r o b a b i l i t i e s derived i n modules 

IV and V applied to the f i r s t g r i d , and outcomes on module IV 

applied t c the second g r i d . These data were assembled and d i s -
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played i n modiole G. The participante* task was to i d e n t i f y 

changes of construct function and to enploy these as d i r e c t e d 

prompts i n l o c a t i n g s i g n i f i c a n t inter-personal events to add to 

Module F:-

" I f your usage of the f i r s t 12 constructs had not 
changed i n any way i n your second g r i d , then a l l those 
constructs which were important to you then would be 
so now, and a i l l those which were unimportant to you 
would be unimportant to you now. A l l your constructs 
would then f a l l i n the top-right and bottom-left boxes 
of the d i s p l a y . I f , however, events had occurred to 
change your usage of some constructs, these constructs 
would be assigned to the t o p - l e f t box i f they have 
become l e s s important to you, and the bottom-right box 
i f they have become more important. Now take a blank 
Query Form and note down the numbers of the constructs 
i n these boxes i n the space provided. Consider each 
construct i n turn. Can you think of any recent event 
which might have res^olted i n the changes of function 
you have i d e n t i f i e d ? I f you can, make a b r i e f note 
of i t i n the space provided adjacent to each construct*s 
number on the Query Form. Now do the same for a l l other 
discrepant constructs". 

This procedure was repeated for the AG display, i n which i t was 

emphasised that changes i n construct.function might be a t t r i b u t a b l e 

to changes i n the partner's g r i d as w e l l as i n the own, and thus 

explanations must incorporate possible events perceived by partner 

but not by s e l f . 
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^.2«4. Transformation procedures. 

A l l transformation and a n a l y s i s procedures involved i n the 

r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d have been reported i n e a r l i e r chapters, 

but with the introduction of the aggregate g r i d , i t i s u s e f u l here 

to summarise the procedures. 

4,2,4.1, Module I ; the numerical content of the g r i d forms 

obtained i n module A i n the f i r s t and t h i r d s e s s i o n s were processed 

by the program PREFAH ( S l a t e r , solutions are l i s t e d i n 

Appendix H. Th i s program loc a t e s an ordered s e r i e s of components 

or sources of v a r i a t i o n i n the g r i d s from the l a r g e s t to the smal l e s t , 

u n t i l a l l variance i s exhausted. A l l constructs are represented 

on each l a t e n t vaxiate by t h e i r loadings and s i m i l a r l y f o r elements. 

This ccmpcnent a n a l y s i s i s performed three times a f t e r the two 

grid production s e s s i o n s on I s a a c ' s , Ruth's and t h e i r combined g r i d s . 

Moreover, subsequent a n a l y s i s of grid s produced on the t h i r d 

occasion i s cumulative, incorporating a l l construct s o r t s up to 

and including those produced on that occasion. The scheme of g r i d 

a n a l y s i s i s then as follows:-

ISAAC RUTH 
SESSION constructs constructs 

1 - 1 2 [ 
1 1 - 1 2 

\ / • • 

SESSION constructs . constructs 
THREE 15 - 18 

and I G l AG2 I G ^ 
13 - 18 

and 
1 - 1 2 1 - 1 2 
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The number of components l i s t e d to exhaust the t o t a l variance 

of the g r i d s was as follows:-

I G ^ ' ^ = 12 (where n^ = 12), 

AG^, IG2'^ , AG^ = 15 (where - 1 = 15). 

^.2,^,2. Module I I ; from-ftie component l i s t i n g s of each g r i d , 

s i g n i f i c a n t components were i d e n t i f i e d by l o c a t i n g f or each constinict 

the highest loading, i r r e s p e c t i v e of sign, over a l l components-

That i s , components are se l e c t e d that best represent the variance 

contributed by each construct. An equivalent procedure would be 

to tr a c e the amount of v a r i a t i o n accounted for by e x t r a c t i n g each 

component from each construct, and to note the greatest reduction 

i n residuELl v a r i a t i o n . These methods are l o g i c a l l y compatible, 

and enable constructs to be assigned to the mini:;;,*! number of 

components without replacement. Non-represented components may 

then be discarded as error vaxiajice, and the procedure r a r e l y d i s -

cards more than ZOfo of t o t a l v a r i a t i o n as e r r o r . The l i s t i n g s 

obtained by t h i s procedure may be d i r e c t l y employed i n the comp

onent display of module C, and were derived i n both IG a n a l y s i s 

and AG a n a l y s i s . 

^.2.^.3* . Module. I l l ; i n order to produce continuous data concern

ing the relevance of constructs t c s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , the core 

construct score was obtained for a l l constructs as described i n 3.^. 

Having i d e n t i f i e d s i g n i f i c a n t components i n module I I , the eigen

vectors of the element SELF, were l i s t e d f o r each component. T h i s , 
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of course, r e f l e c t s the meaningfulness of each component as a 

de s c r i p t i o n of S E L F ; i f the eigenvector i s la r g e , SELF accounts 

for a l a r g e proportion of the component v a r i a t i o n , and i s thus 

sytera a t i c a l l y located towards the extremes of constructs represent

a t i v e of that component. A l l construct eigenvectors onj that 

component axe then m u l t i p l i e d by the SELF eigenvector, obtaining 

higher products for highly representative constructs and low 

products for unrepresentative c o n s t r u c t s . The products then r e f l e c t 

the extent to which constructs contribute to the s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n 

offered by that component. T h i s process i s repeated for each of 

the s i g n i f i c a n t components i n turn, cind the products summed f o r each 

construct i n the g r i d . The f i u c i l sum r e f l e c t s the o v e r a l l relevamce 

of each construct to the p a r t i c i p a n t ' s s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , and these 

sums may be ranked from the highest (core) to the lowest ( p e r i p h e r a l ) 

These sums, termed the core construct score, were obtained f o r each 

construct i n both the.IG and the AG euialyses f o r each p a r t i c i p a n t , 

as i n the follo'^rLng diagram 

I s a a c Ruth 

I s a a c • s 
constructs 

Ruth's 
constructs 

IG core 
construct 
scores 

AG core 
construct 
scores 

IG core 
construct 
scores 

AG core 
construct 
scores 

AG core 
construct 
scores 

IG core 
construct 
scores 

AG core 
construct 
scores 

IG core 
construct 
scores 

Once rani^ed-ordered, these scores were employed i n the d i s p l a y s 

of module D. 



•593-

^.2.^.^. Module IV; for the purpose of c l a s s i f y i n g outcomes 

into discontinuous c l a s s e s for the ap p l i c a t i o n of the p r o b a b i l i s t i c 

model of Bayes' theorem, core constructs £ind c e n t r a l elements 

were i d e n t i f i e d i n the IG and AG analyses following the operational 

steps described i n 3.2. Having i d e n t i f i e d s i g n i f i c a n t components,. 

element eigenvectors were squared to achieve normalisation, ordered 

from the l a r g e s t vector to the sm a l l e s t , and cumulatively summed 

i r r e s p e c t i v e of s i g n . Those elements which contributed to the 

f i r s t 5096 of the v a r i a t i o n on each s i g n i f i c a n t component were 

denoted as ' c e n t r a l * . That i s , they were elements which were most 

defined by each component. Those components, then, i n which the 

element SELF i s c e n t r a l by t h i s d e f i n i t i o n may be considered 'core 

components', s i n c e SELF i s one of those elements maximally defined. 

A l l constructs representative of t h a t component may, ipso f a c t o , 

be termed core constructs- These operations do not y i e l d trar^sform-

ations for d i r e c t use, but are instead q u a l i f i e d by the procedures 

of module V. However, these operations are applied both to the 

IG ajid AG analyses. I t i s important to note that i n the AG a n a l y s i s 

the c e n t r a l i t y of two elements, namely I s a a c and Ruth i s important. 

Thus, AG components are examined f o r the c e n t r a l i t y of e i t h e r 

elements ISAAC or RUTH. Components may hence be termed 'core to 

I s a a c ' , 'core to Ruth', 'core for I s a a c and Ruth', or 'peripheral 

for both I s a a c and Ruth'. I n addition, eigenvectors for these two 

elements may be i d e n t i c a l l y signed, i n d i c a t i n g whether a s a core 

component i t serves to id e n t i f y I s a a c with Ruth or to del i n e a t e 

Isaac from Ruth. 
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'f.2.^.5» Module V; f i n a l l y , the constructs c l a s s i f i e d by module 
IV as core or periphersil are q u a l i f i e d i n terms of the c e r t a i n t y 
with which these c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s may be made. This i s achieved 
by applying Bayes' theorem employing the terms i d e n t i f i e d i n 
Chapter 3.2. for core constructs, namely:-

(a) p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s of outcomes, 

p(H^^) = 0.359 

p ( H ^ ) = o.Sk^ 

Cb) l i k e l i h o o d s associated with procedures for i d e n t i f y i n g core 

and periphereO. constructs, 

p(D /H ) = 0.398 cc pc 

Posterior p r o b a b i l i t i e s (p(H./D ) ) associated with observed out-

comes are obtained for each construct by i n s e r t i n g those terms 

which are applicable into Eayes' theorem. The p r o b a b i l i t i e s 

obtained may then be expressed as prior p r o b a b i l i t i e s of 

construct outcomes for the subsequent g r i d s , and these p r i o r s are 

employed i n modules E and G. I t i s important to note that the 
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p r o b a b i l i t i e s l i s t e d above are i d e n t i c a l f or both IG and AG out

comes. Each construct, however, may obtain d i f f e r e n t p o s t e r i o r 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s i n the IG and AG euialyses i f t h e i r s e l f - d e f i n i t i v e 

function d i f f e r s between the two domaiins. 
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4.2.5. Ruth and I s a a c ; An i l l u s t r a t i v e case-study. 

4.2.5«1. To examine the modelling a c t i v i t y i n which the couple, 

Isaac and Ruth, engaged, the coupling between primary and 

secondary modelling i n the following modules w i l l be reported:-

( i ) Module C Lev e l 2 component displays and Module 

component descriptions; 

( i i ) Module D Lev e l 1 displays and Module /3 prompts and 

explanations; 

( i i i ) Module E IG-AG Level 2 and Module y prompts and 

explanations; 

( i v ) Module F i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of s i g n i f i c a n t events. Module G 

Level 3 d i s p l a y s and Module ^ prompts and explanations. 

As a preamble to the CEise-study, I s a a c eind Ruth had been married 

nine years and had two young c h i l d r e n . I s a a c and Ruth f i r s t met 

as students at u n i v e r s i t y , and at the time of the study I s a a c 

was a teacher w h i l s t Ruth devoted a l l her time at home with the 

ch i l d r e n . Both expressed c u r i o s i t y i n the procedures, but on 

the other hand had some misgivings as to i t s e f f e c t on t h e i r 

r e l a t i o n s h i p . Some time, therefore, was spent i n di s c u s s i o n of 

the l i k e l y r e s u l t s of the methods p r i o r to the e x e r c i s e s , and i t 

was s t r e s s e d that complete c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y was to be observed 

throughout, and that each of them should r e t a i n a l l c o n f i d e n t i a l 

m a t e r i a l s , and not be required to re v e a l or di s c u s s them w i t h t h e i r 
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partner. 

The focus of I s a a c ' s and Ruth's concern appears to be t h e i r 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s with t h e i r r e l a t i v e s , many of whom l i v e d i n the same 

neighbourhood. The sessions spanned a three-month period, over 

which period I s a a c and Ruth met a l l the persons nominated i n t h e i r 

element sample. I n addition they noted b r i e f character sketches 

of the elements, e x t r a c t s of which are summarised i n Appendix I . 

A point of i n t e r e s t emerging from these c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n s was 

Ruth's emphasis on the dominant-submissive and i n t e l l e c t u a l aspects 

of her r e l a t i o n s h i p s and I s a a c ' s emphasis on depth of c h a r a c t e r , 

and s o c i a l a t t i t u d e s . 

4.2.5.2. Module C; Level 2 component d i s p l a y s . 

To i l l u s t r a t e the assembled Level 2 component d i s p l a y s , the IG 

and AG d i s p l a y s f or I s a a c ' s and Ruth's f i r s t 12 constructs" a r e 

shov/n i n F i g s . 84a, 84b and 84c. 

( i ) I n d i v i d u a l g r i d displays. 

Examining the i n d i v i d u a l grid analyses f i r s t , i t was evident 

that Isaiac obtfiined 4 s i g n i f i c a n t components w h i l s t Ruth obtained 

3i and t h e i r a t t e n t i o n was directed to the f i g u r e s that denoted 

component 'sal i e n c e ' (namely, the percent variance accounted for 

by each component). Isaac was then able to observe that h i s f i r s t 

component alone accounted for half of h i s predications, w h i l s t h i s 

second, t h i r d and fourth components were markedly l e s s s a l i e n t . 
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I n c ontrast, Ruth's f i r s t two components were both f a i r l y s a l i e n t 

(^1% and 35%)• Thus, although Isaa c r e f e r s to four themes i n h i s 

g r i d , only one was emphasised, w h i l s t Ruth gave almost equeil 

emphasis to two themes. 

I s a a c ' s and Ruth's attention was a l s o directed to d i s t i n c t i o n s 

that were made between persons by each theme, and i n p a r t i c x i l a r 

whether they or t h e i r partner figured as c e n t r a l to these d i s 

t i n c t i o n s . For example, Isaa c observed that h i s f i r s t component 

was anchored on the d i s t i n c t i o n he had constructed between Ruth on 

the one hand, and h i s brother, h i s father, and Joan's husband on 

the other. Although he was approx imately located at the same pole 

as Ruth, he was not c e n t r a l to that d i s t i n c t i o n . I n c o n t r a s t , 

Ruth's f i r s t two themes succeeded i n f i r s t p o l a r i s i n g I s a a c and 

I ^ u l from I s a a c ' s s i s t e r - i n - l a w and secondly Jack's wife and her

s e l f from I s a a c ' s brother. Ruth, i t appears, had constructed 

separate dimensions for describing h e r s e l f and I s a a c . 

A t h i r d noteworthy feature i n I s a a c ' s a n a l y s i s was that h i s second 

and t h i r d components obtained anchoring elements that accounted for 

h a l f the component variance at one pole only. T h i s was taken to 

i n d i c a t e that these d i s t i n c t i o n s were e s s e n t i a l l y one-sided; 

w h i l s t he was c e r t a i n that h i s mother and Jack were both DEEP DOW 

6TR0NG AS A EEiiSON, he could not a s s e r t with c e r t a i n t y any^ 

other person i n p a r t i c t i l a r was DEEP DC.'/N WEAK AS A lERSON. 

S i m i l a r l y , w h i l s t he might commit himself to the statement that 

Ruth's father, her mother aiid h i s father were NOT IHYSICALLY 

ATTRACTIVE, no-one was p a r t i c u l a r l y HiYSICALLjf ATTRACTIVE. 



•599-

F i r s t Component 

ISAAC* TENSE RELAXED ISAAC'S 
SISTER-
IN-LAW PAUL* LIKE ISAAC NOT LIKE ISAAC 

ISAAC'S 
SISTER-
IN-LAW 

PAUL'S 
WIFE 

OUTGOING, SPARKLING WIIHDRAV/rJ ISAAC'S 
MOTHER 

TNnrTJ.Fr.TTTAT. M H M TWMiL'l T T?r»aTrT A T 

RUTH'S 
FATHER IX)MINANT suB^assIVE 
RUTH'S 
FATHER 

DISCONTEIJTED V/ITH 
JUST DOIffiSTICITY 

HAPPY WIl'H 
DOMESTICITY ALONE 

Second Component .(35^) 

JACK'S* 
WIFE 

I THiriK I CAN TELL 
V/HAT THEY'RE 
FEELING 

DON'T KNOW WHAT 
THEY'RE FEELING 

ISAAC'S* 
BROTHER 

RUTH* LIKE RUTH NOT U K E ROTH JOAi>."S 
HUSBAND 

JACK HAPFY /J'.T) COPiTENTED 
IN GEMEKAL 

DISCOr-iTEi\TED 
ISAAC'S 
BROTHER-

PLACID EXCITABLE IN-LAW 

CONCERNED ABOUT PEOPLE 
FOR THEIR OWN SAKE 

CONCERNED ABOUT 
PEOPLE TKIfK OF 

WHAT 
HIM/HER 

B^irdCooponent (8%) 

RUTH'S* 
FATHER 

APPRECIATES NATURE WESIVT APPRECIATE 
NATURE 

ISAAC'S* 
SISTER-
IN-LAW JOAN'S* 

HUSBAI.D 

ISAAC'S* 
SISTER-
IN-LAW JOAN'S* 

HUSBAI.D 
ISAAC'S 
SISTER RUTH'S 

MOTHER 

ISAAC'S 
SISTER RUTH'S 

MOTHER PAUL'S 
WIFE 
PAUL'S 
WIFE 

(N.B. * in d i c a t e s c e n t r a l element) 
.Figure 8^a Ruth's f i i - s t modulo C IG component dlsnlav (8k%) 
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F i r s t Component (50%) 

RUTH* WARM 8c LOVING COLD & DISTANT ISAAC'S* 
BROTHER 
ISAAC'S* 
BROTHER 

PAUL'S 
WIFE 

PERSON I LOVE BECAUSE 
OF THE PERSON HE/SHE 
I S 

PERSON I DON'T LOVE 
BECAUSE OF THE PERSON 
HE/SHE I S 

ISAAC'S* 
FATHER 

PERSON I LOVE BECAUSE 
OF THE PERSON HE/SHE 
I S 

PERSON I DON'T LOVE 
BECAUSE OF THE PERSON 
HE/SHE I S 

ISAAC PROGRESSIVE IN SOCIAL 
AITITUDES 

REACTIONARY IN SOCIAL 
ATTITUDES 

JOAN'S* 
EUSEAl® 

PROGRESSIVE IN SOCIAL 
AITITUDES 

REACTIONARY IN SOCIAL 
ATTITUDES 

JOAN'S* 
EUSEAl® 

• 
CULTURALLY SOPHIS
TICATED 

CUTURALLY NAIVE 

INTELLIGENT UNINTELLIGENT 

LIKE RUTH NOT U K E RUTH 

LIKE ISAAC NOT LIKE ISAAC 

LIVELY & STIMULATING PASSIVE AND NOT 
STIMULATING 

Second Component (^G%) 

ISAACS' 
MOTHER 

DEEP DOWN STRONG AS 
A PERSON 

DEEP DOWN WEAK AS A 
lERSON 

ISAAC'S 
BROTHER 

JACK-

RUTH 

PAUL 

PAUL'S 
WIFE 

Third Component (1356) 

JOAÎ '̂S 
HUSBAND 

FHYSICALLY NOT HTYSICALLY 
ATTRACTIVE ATTRACTIVE 

RUTH'S* 
FATHi:.R 

ISAAC'S 
SISTER-
IN-LAW 

ISAAC'S* 
FATHER 

ISAAC'S 
SISTER-
IN-LAW 

RUTH'S* 
MOTHER ISAAC'S 

BROTHER 
RUTH'S* 
MOTHER ISAAC'S 

BROTHER 

com/ 
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Fourth Component 

JACK* GENUINELY FEELS FOR REALLY RATHER A 
NATURE TOWNY 

ISAAC'S* 
MOTHER 

JOAN'S* 
HUSBAMD 

GENUINELY FEELS FOR REALLY RATHER A 
NATURE TOWNY 

ISAAC'S* 
MOTHER 

JOAN'S* 
HUSBAMD PERSON I DON'T LOVE PERSON I LOVE BECAUSE 

AT ALL BECAUSE OF OF THE RELATIONSHIP 
THE RELATIONSHIP HE/ HE/SHE HAS TO ME 
SHE DOES NOT HAVE TO ME 

ISAAC'S 
BROTHER 

RUTH'S 
FATHER 

PERSON I DON'T LOVE PERSON I LOVE BECAUSE 
AT ALL BECAUSE OF OF THE RELATIONSHIP 
THE RELATIONSHIP HE/ HE/SHE HAS TO ME 
SHE DOES NOT HAVE TO ME 

ISAAC'S 
BROTHER 

RUTH'S 
FATHER 

PERSON I DON'T LOVE PERSON I LOVE BECAUSE 
AT ALL BECAUSE OF OF THE RELATIONSHIP 
THE RELATIONSHIP HE/ HE/SHE HAS TO ME 
SHE DOES NOT HAVE TO ME ISAAC'S 

SISTER 

PERSON I DON'T LOVE PERSON I LOVE BECAUSE 
AT ALL BECAUSE OF OF THE RELATIONSHIP 
THE RELATIONSHIP HE/ HE/SHE HAS TO ME 
SHE DOES NOT HAVE TO ME ISAAC'S 

SISTER 

(N.B. * in d i c a t e s c e n t r a l element) 

Figure 84b I s a a c ' s f i r s t module C IG component display (87%) 
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F i r s t Component (̂ tO%) 

ISAAC* ( I ) WARM 8c LOVING COLD & DISTAIfT ISAAC'S* 
BROTHER RUTH* ( I ) PERSON I LOVE PERSON I DON'T LOVE 

ISAAC'S* 
BROTHER 

( I ) PERSON I LOVE PERSON I DON'T LOVE 
JACK'S 
WIFE • 

BECAUSE OF T H E H:RS0N 
F E / S H E IS 

BECAUSE OF T H E PERSON 
HE /SHE IS 

ISAAC'S* 
FATHER 

( I ) LIKE ISAAC 

( I ) PROGRESSIVE I N 
SOCIAL ATTITUDES 

NOT LIKE ISAAC 

REACTIOrW.RY IN 
SOCIAL ATTITUDES 

JOAN'S* 
HUSBAI>a> 

( I ) LIKE ISAAC 

( I ) PROGRESSIVE I N 
SOCIAL ATTITUDES 

NOT LIKE ISAAC 

REACTIOrW.RY IN 
SOCIAL ATTITUDES 

( R ) IINTELTJX;TUAL NON-INTET.LKCTUAL 

( R ) CONCERIED ABOUT 
lEOPLE FOR THEIR OWN 
SAKE 

CONCERNED ABOUT 
WHAT HDOPLE THIIiK 
O F HIM/HER 

( R ) HAPPY & COrJTENTED 
IN GENERAL 

DISCOrJTENTED 

( I ) IflTELLIGENT . UNINTELLIGENT 

( I ) LIKE RUTH NOT LIKE RUTH 

( I ) CULTU.RALLY 
SOHilSTICATED 

CULTURALLY 
NAIVE 

( R ) OUTGOING, SPARKLING Wira)RAV/N 

( R ) I THINK 1 CAN T E L L 
WHAT THEY'RE FKET.TMS 

DON'T KNOW WHAT THEY'P-E 
FEEUNG 

( R ) LIKE ISAAC NOT LIKE ISAAC 

( I ) LIVELY & 
STir-rULATING 

PASSIVE km NOT 
STIMULATING 

( I ) GENUII^LY FEELS 
FOR NATURE 

REALLY RATHER 
A TOV/NY 

corrr/ 
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Second Component • ( 2 ^ ) 

JACK* (R) HAPPY WITH 
DOMESTICITY ALONE 

(R) RELAXED 

DISCOriTENTED WITH 
JUST DOMESTICITY 

TENSE 

PAUL* 

ISAAC'S* 
MOTHER 

(R) HAPPY WITH 
DOMESTICITY ALONE 

(R) RELAXED 

DISCOriTENTED WITH 
JUST DOMESTICITY 

TENSE 
ISAAC'S* 
BROTHER 

RUTH* (R) SUBMISSIVE DOMINANT J?AnT,»S 
V/IFE 

(R) LIKE RUTH NOT LIKE RUTH 

(R) PLACID EXCITABLE 

Third ComTjonent (9/0 

ISAAC'S* 
SISTER 

ISAAC'S 
SISTER-
IN-LAV; 

•s 
BROTHER 

(I) I^RSON I LOVE PERSON I DON'T LOVE 
BECAUSE OF THE PJEOJV- BECAUSE OF THE !?ELA-
TIONSKIP HE/SHE TIONSHIP HE/SHE 
HAS TO ffi HAS TO ME 

(I) PHYSICALLY NOT PHYSICALLY 
ATTRACTIVE ATTRACTIVE 

(R) DOESN'T APPRE APPRECIATES 
CIATE NATUPE NATURE 

RUTH'S' 
FATHER 

RUTH'S' 
MOTHER 

ISAAC'S 
FATHER 

(N.B, * in d i c a t e s c e n t r a l element). 

Figure 34c F i r s t module C AG display (7^%) 
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Having pointed, out these features of the d i s t i n c t i o n s conveyed 

i n the d i s p l a y s , the p a r t i c i p a n t s were dire c t e d to note the 

constructs v/hich constituted these d i s t i n c t i o n s , i n p a r t i c u l a r 

the f i r s t two or three major components^ I s a a c , for example, 

observed that h i s most s a l i e n t d i s t i n c t i o n grouped together PEOPLE 

I LOVE with PROGRESSIVE IN SOCIAL ATTITUDES, CULTURALLY SOPHISTICASED, 

LIVELY & STimLATING, and INTELLIGENT, conveying a marked i n t e l l e c t -
* 

ual tone i n h i s construction of himself and Ruth. His second 

component, comprising the construct DEEP DOWN STRONG AS A PERSON 

cont r a s t s with t h i s , , however, but i s only weakly represented. 

Ruth's f i r s t component p a r a l l e l s I s a a c ' s i n i t s emphasis on 

i n t e l l e c t , and c h a r a c t e r i s e s persons l i k e I s a a c , TENSE, OUTGOING, 

SPARKLING, HfTELLECTUAL, DOMINANT, and DISCOIiTErVi'KD with 

DOMESTICITY. However, Ruth does not seem to employ t h i s dimension 

to describe h e r s e l f . Instead, her s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n i s formed by 

a dimension of persons similsir to h e r s e l f i n that she THINTCS I 

CAN TELL V/HAT THEY'RE FEELIIXi, who are HAPPY & CONTENTED IN 

GENERAL, PLACID and CONCERNED ABOUT PEOPLE FOR THEIR OV/N SAKE. 

I n summary, there i s some evidence for a di s j u n c t i o n of views 

between Isaa c and Ruth, i n that w h i l s t Isaac construes himself 

and Ruth i n i n t e l l e c t u a l terms, Ruth chooses not to do so h e r s e l f , 

emphasising instead her p l a c i d , easy going nature. T h i s r i f t , 

between I s a a c ' s view of Ruth as i n t e l l e c t u a l and her own reluct£xnce 

to view h e r s e l f i n those terms, assumes some importance a s l a t e r 

a c t i v i t i e s wi.ll demonstrate. 
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I s a a c and Ruth did not find elaborating descriptions for these . 

coaponents an easy task, but s e t t l e d f o r the following:-

I s a a c : I "warm and progressive" 

I I "calm, cool, strength of character" 

I I I "body b e a u t i f u l " 

IV "boring, reactionary r e l a t i o n s " 

Ruth: I "extraverted with career i n t e r e s t s " 

I I "easy going, concerned for others" 

I I I " c l o s e to the earth" 

Here we nay note Ruth's equation of "career i n t e r e s t s " v±th 

DISCOrJTENTEa) WITH JUST DOMESTICITY and II'ITELLECTUAL, and I s a a c ' s 

c o n f l i c t i n g comment "warm and progressive" r e f l e c t i n g the f u n c t i o n a l 

equivalence of V/ARI-l & LOVING and PROGRESSIVE IN SOCIAL ATTITUDES. 

( i i ) Aggregate g r i d display. 

Examining the AG display provoked a number of i n t e r e s t i n g observa

t i o n s . F i r s t l y , i t was noted that the f i r s t component served to 

i d e n t i f y Is£iac with Ruth and to delineate both from I s a a c ' s 

brother, father, and Joan's husband. The second component, how

ever, featured Ruth as one of f i v e c e n t r a l elements. I t then 

appeared that Ruth was defined by both components, and I s a a c by 

the f i r s t alone. 

Moreover, i t was observed that the f i r s t ccmponent comprised nearly 
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equal numbers of constructs from both p a r t i c i p a n t s (Ruth, 6; 

I s a a c , 9) i n contrast to the second component (Ruth, 5; I s a a c , 1), 

and that t h i s suggested the l a t t e r to be a more s a l i e n t concern 

for Ruth than for I s a a c . This second component r e f l e c t s a 

d e f i n i t i o n of Ruth as HAPPy V/ITH DOMESTICITY ALONE, RELAXED, 

SUBMISSIVE, PLACID, DEEP W\m STROflG AS A PERSON, a d e f i n i t i o n 

which incorporates constructs that were not p a r t i c u l a r l y d e f i n i t i v e 

of Ruth i n her own g r i d a n a l y s i s . 

S i m i l a r l y , the f i r s t component includes a number of Ruth's 

constructs i n the j o i n t d e f i n i t i o n of Ruth and Iseiac which are not 

d e f i n i t i v e of Ruth i n her own g r i d a n a l y s i s ; for example, II^ITELLBCTUAL 

and OUTGOING, SPARKLING. These outcomes again suggest a d i s j u n c t i o n 

between Ruth's s e l f d e f i n i t i o n and her c o l l e c t i v e d e f i n i t i o n 

within the r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

^.2.5.3. Module D; Level 1 d i s p l a y s . 

Sessions two and four began with the assembly of a display that 

plotted the p a r t i c i p a n t s ' ranking of constructs i n terms of t h e i r 

•importance to s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n * (module B ; against the observed 

importance of constructs as defined by t h e i r core c o n s t r u c t s score 

(module I I I ) . Each participant assembled two displays on t h e i r 

own, namely a n t i c i p a t e d and observed outcomes i n t h e i r IG and AG 

a n a l y s i s . E ^ t i c i p a n t s then i s o l a t e d c r i t e r i a l l y discrepant 

constructs ( i . e . those obtaining a rank error ^ n/2) and proceeded 

to formulate explanations for these discrepancies. Tables 

49, 50 and 51 depict the prompt c h a r t s that were obtained for 
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both p a r t i c i p a n t s for IG and AG cuialysie on the two occasions, 

Isaa c and Ruth reported that they d i d not f i n d t h i s task easy, 

and w h i l s t they noted a nxuaber of i n s i g h t s , they experienced some 

d i f f i c u l t y i n recording the nature of these i n s i g h t s . As a 

r e s u l t , I s a a c ' s and Ruth*s recorded observations do not f u l l y 

convey the nature of the secondary modelling a c t i v i t y . However, 

a number of features are noteworthy i n both the IG and AG d i s p l a y s . 

( i ) I n d i v i d u a l g r i d displays. 

F i r s t l y , both I s a a c and Ruth c o n s i s t e n t l y underestinate or over

estimate the importance of p a r t i c u l a r constructs to t h e i r s e l f -

d e f i n i t i o n . I n I s a a c ' s IG display' (Table ^ ) t h i s i s re v e a l e d 

by h i s over estimation of the importance of PROGRESSIVE SOCIAL 

ATTITUDES i n h i s f i r s t g r i d and h i s underestimation of i t i n 

the second. V/hilst t h i s construct decreases i n importance to h i s 

s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , I s a a c views i t as in c r e a s i n g l y important, a 

discrepancy which he believes to be associated with members of h i s 

family:-

" I thought my i n t e r e s t i n p o l i t i c s and ideology had 
waned, but perhaps i t has not i t ' s to do with a 
feimily c r i s i s , I am drawn towcirds d i s l i k e d , r eactionary 
members of the family. This probably r e s u l t e d i n s o c i a l 
a t t i t u d e s not being so importcint a t that time, but having 
been important f or so long, maybe I veisn* t aware they 
were not so imnortant at that time". 
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SESSION TWO SESSION FOUR 

• •• MODULES MODULES 

Constructs B D B-D B D B-D 

1 WARM 8e LOVING 2 7 - 3 1 9 - 8 
2 INTELLIGENT 5 3 + 2 9 14 - 5 
3 PHYSICALLY ATTRACTIVE 7 9 - 2 17 13 + f 
4 PROGRESSIVE ATTITUDES 9 1 + 8 ? 2 16 -14 7 
5 KKKI.S FOR MiXTURE 8 6 + 2 12 6 -(- 6 
6 PERSON I LOVE AS A PERSON 11 2 + 9 3 - 1 
7 lERSON I LOVE FOR THE 

RELATIONSHIP 12 12 0 15 18 " - 3 
8 DEEP DOTO STRONG AS A PERSON 3 10 - 7 8 2 + 6 
9 LIVELY & STII-roLATING 8 - ^ 6 1 + 5 
10 CULTURA.LLY SOmiSTlCATED 10 3 + 5 14 17 - 3 
11 LIKE RUTH 6 + 2 11 5 + 6 
12 LIKE ISAAC 1 11 -10 o 10 7 + 3 
13 STRAIGHTFORWARD 18 12 + 6 
1̂  PATHETIC & DULL 16 11 + 5 
15 RELAXED 13 15- - 2 
16 SENSE OF HUMOUR 5 8 - 1 
17 BACHA!IALLIAI\' 7 8 - 1 
13 SERIOUS 4 3 + 1 

TABLE 48 Module D IG prompt chart for I s a a c . 
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Constructs 

SESSION TWO 

MODULES 

B D B-D y3 

SESSION FOUR 

MODULES 

B D B-D y9 

1 CONCERNED ABOUT PEOPLE 
2 INTELLECTUAL 
3 RAPPy WITH DOffiSTICITY 
4 APPRECIATES NATURE 
3 RELAXED 
6 PLACID 
7 CAN TELL WHAT THEY< KE 

FEELING 
8 OUTGOING, SPARKLING 
9 DOMINANT 
10 HAPPY & COrJTENTED 
11 U K E RU1H 
12 LIKE ISAAC 

9 - 5 5 11 - 6 
11 1 +10 ? 7 17 -10 7 
3 5 - 2 ^ 6 - 2 
6 7 - 1 8 7 + 1 

10 11 - 1 10 1 + 9 ? 
5 6 - 1 11 2 + 9 • 

12 
7 
9 
2 
1 
8 

3 
10 
12 
k 

2 
8 

+ 9 ? 
- 3 
- 3 
- 2 
- 1 

O 

3 ^ 
13 13 
12 
2 
1 
6 

8 
5 
3 

1̂  

- 1 
0 

+ k 

- 3 
- 2 
- 8 

13 Kir® & LOVING 
1̂  ENJOYS CRUDE HUMOUR 
15 LEFTISH 
16 CREATIVE 
17 RJTS ON A FR0?JT 
18 MAKES r̂ E FEEL AT EASE 

9 12 
18 10 
17 l8 
16 15 
15 9 
^k 16 

- 3 
+ 3 
- 1 
+ 1 
+ 6 
- 2 

TABLE 9̂ Module D IG rrorant chart f or Ruth 
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S i m i l a r l y , i n Ruth's I G display (Table ^9) construct irJTELLECTUAL 

decreases i n importance to her s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n w h i l s t f i r s t she 

underestimates and then overestimates i t s importance:-

" I didn't think t h i s was important when considering 
myself on my own, but i t i s important to me when I 
compare myself with others i t i s important to 
me when I compare myself with I s a a c , but not with 
other people I have thought more about the 
s i m i l a r i t y between us not j u s t the d i f f e r e n c e s . " 

I n both of these ca^es, the p a r t i c i p a n t s f a l l to detect important 

changes i n t h e i r self-modelling. I n p a r t i c u l a r , Ruth reported 

that at the outset the construct INTELLECTUAL v. NON-INTELLECTUAL 

was a means of del i n e a t i n g h e r s e l f from I s a a c , i n that she viewed 

h e r s e l f as i n t e l l e c t u a l l y i n f e r i o r to him. The modelling a c t i v i t i e s 

had, however, changed her views concerning t h i s dimension, not i n 

the sense that she now viewed h e r s e l f as an i n t e l l e c t u a l equal to 

I s a a c , but that the contrcist ceased to be s a l i e n t to her s e l f -

d e f i n i t i o n ; she was beginning to think "more about the s i m i l a r i t i e s 

between us and not j u s t the d i f f e r e n c e s " . This i s c l e a r l y r e l a t e d 

to her view of I s a a c as i n t e l l e c t u a l l y dominant and h e r s e l f as 

submissive, e s p e c i a l l y i n the company of I s a a c ' s i n t e l l e c t u a l 

f r i e n d s . A l l i e d to t h i s , her expressed wish to become involved 

i n a c t i v i t i e s outside the home, perhaps to take a part-time job, 

reflected'the d i f f i c u l t y she experienced i n viewing h e r s e l f as 

competent i n other than domestic a c t i v i t i e s . 
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( i i ) Aggregate g r i d d i s p l a y s . 

To what extent was t h i s d e f i n i t i o n of Ruth constructed by h e r s e l f 

or was i t a function of her r e l a t i o n s h i p with I s a a c ? I t i s u s e f u l 

here to note I s a a c ' s consistent overestimation of the importance 

to h i s c o l l e c t i v e s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n of h i s construct INTELLIGEI-IT v. 

UNINTELLIGEI^T i n h i s AG display, (Table 50). 

S i m i l a r l y Ruth c o n s i s t e n t l y overestimates the importance of her 

construct CONCERNED ABOUT PEOPLE FOR OHEIR OWN SAKE v. CONCERTED 

ABOUT WHAT lEOPLE THTfJK OF HIM/HER, and ui^derestic.ates the ̂  

importance of OUTGOING, SPARKLING v. WITHDRAlvtJ, (Table 51). These 

discrepancies suggest that w h i l s t Ruth seeks to reduce the 

importance of dimensions r e f l e c t i n g i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t y (OUTGOING, 

SPARKLING, and II^TELLIGEr^"T) to her aggregate s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , 

Isaac continues to emphetsise them i n describing himself and Ruth. 

The following s e c t i o n describes these d i s j u n c t i o n s i n more d e t a i l . 

^.2.5.^. Module E; Level 2 IG-AG display's. 

I n assembling the IG-AG outcomes d i s p l a y s , the p a r t i c i p a n t s were 

d i r e c t l y confronted with d i s j u n c t i o n s i n t h e i r c o n t r i b u t i o n s to 

d e f i n i t i o n s of themselves and t h e i r partner. Thus, i n fur n i s h i n g , 

or attempting to f u r n i s h , accounts of these d i s j u n c t i o n s , each 

was, by necessity, construing the construction processes of the 

other. They were then able to loc a t e areas of se l f - e x p e r i e n c e 

to which each a t t r i b u t e d d i f f e r i n g degrees of importance. Tables 

52 and 55 l i s t d i s j u n c t i v e and conjunctive outcomes f o r Ruth's 
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SESSION TWO SESSION FOUR 

MODULES MODULES 

Constructs B D B-D B D B-D 3 

1 WARM & LÔ /ING 4 6 2 3 1 + 2 
2 INTT̂ T.T.IGENT 3 9 6 4 14 -10 9 

3 PHYSICALLY ATTRACTIVE 7 11 4 16 17 - 1 
4 PROG'RESSIVE ATTITUDES 6 4 + 2 6 13 - 7 
5 FEELS FOR TiATURE 9 10 - 1 12 12 0 
6 lERSON I LOVE AS A PERSON 11 3 + 8 ? 10 3 + 7 
7 PERSON I LOVE FOR THE 

RELATIONSHIP 12 12 0 17 18 - 1 
8 DEEP DOWN STRO^^ AS A PERSON 8 5 + 3 9 7 + 2 
9 LIVELY & STIi^IULATING 2 1 + 1 5 2 + 3 
10 CULTURALLY SOPHISTICATED 5 8 - 3 2 11 - 9 O 

11 LIKE RUIH 10 2 + 8 ? 15 8 + 9 
12 LIKE IS.IAC 1 7 - 6 1 10 - 9 
13 STRAIGHTFOHWAHD 18 15 + 3 
14 PATHETIC & DULL 7 9 - 2 
15 RELAXED 13 16 - 3 
l6 SENSE OF EUI-IOUR 11 6 + 5 
17 BACHANALLIA^I 14 4 +10 ? 
18 SERIOUS 8 5 + 3 

TABLE 50 Module D AG pronct chart for I s a a c . 
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SESSION TWO SESSION POUR 
MODULES MODULES 

Constructs B D B-D B D B-D /9 

1 CONCERNED ABOUT PEOPLE 2 12 -10 ? 3 14 -11 ? 
2 INTETJ.KCTUAL 8 k + k 9 11 - 2 
3 HAPPy WITH DOMESTICITY 12 9 + 3 11 3 + 3 
^ APPRECIATES TiATURE 10 8 + 2 10 1 + 9 ? 
5 P£LAXED 5 10 - 5 12 5 + 7 
6 PLACID k 11 - 7 ? 15 13 + 2 
7 CAN TELL WHAT THEY'RE 

FEELING 6 6 0 if 10 - 6 
8 OUTGOING, SPARKLING 7 1 + 6 ? 13 2 +11 
9 DOMINANT 11 9 + 2 16 +12 ? 
10 HAPPY & CONTENTED 3 7 - ̂  7 3 + k 
11 LIKE RUl-H 1 3 - 2 1 6 - 5 
12 LIKE ISAAC 9 2 + 7 ? 6 7 - 1 
13 KIND & LOVING 2 17 -15 ? 
14- ENJOYS CRUDE HUMOUR 18 15 + 3 
13 LETTISH 17 12 + 5 
16 CREATIVE 1̂  16 - 2 
1? PUTS ON A FRON-T 8 18 -10 ? 
18 MAKES ME FEEL AT EASE 5 9 - 4 

TABLE 51 Module D AG prompt chart for Ruth 
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and I s a a c ' s constructs, and i t was evident that on p a r t i c u l a r 

constructs d i i i e r e n t functions obtained bet-een the i n d i v i d u a l 

and aggregate g r i d analyses. These constructs were, for.Ruth i n 

p a r t i c u l a r , a ssociated with areas of construing previously observed, 

namely her reluctance to base her s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n on dimensions 

such as INTELLECTUAL v. NON-IINTELLECTUAL, HAPPY WITH DOMESTICITY 

ALONE V. DISCONTENTED WITH JUST DOMESTICITY, RELAXED v. TENSE, 

OUTGOING, SPARKLING v. WIOOTRAWN and DOMINAINT v. SUBMISSIVE (see 

Table 52. Ruth observes:-

" I don't think i n t e l l e c t u a l i t y i s very important to 
me. I f e e l other things are more important. This i s 
a construct which shov/s up a difference between I s a a c 
and me. He obviously doesn't agree with me. Perhaps 
I am more aware of the c o n f l i c t I f e e l between 
domesticity and other i n t e r e s t s outside the home. V/hen 
I rate myself on these s c a l e s I tend to compare myself 
with I s a a c , so I only rate myself as average, whereas 
I s a a c tends to compare me with other people and so I 
come out higher on these things. Re often says I 
underestimate myself. I tend not to think of myself 
a s l i k e I s a a c i n chSLracter. I concentrate on the 
diff e r e n c e s , whereas Isaa c concentrates on the 
s i m i l a r i t i e s " . 

I t was evident that Ruth experienced c o n f l i c t i n g standards f o r 

h e r s e l f i n that whenever she employed Isaa c as a re f e r e n t she 

f e l t overshadowed smd t h i s undermined her confidence. I n other 

company, however, she found greater confidence, and t h i s encouraged 

her to pursue outside i n t e r e s t s . This sense of Ruth's s e l f -

d e f i n i t i o n being overdeterrr.ined by I s a a c ' s contributions i s a l s o 

r e f l e c t e d i n the session four displety, where the constructs ENJOY 



.615-

Constructs 

SESSION TWO 

i G , AG^ y 
SESSION FOUR 

I G | AG^ y 

1 CONCERNED ABOUT PEOPLE 

2 INTELLECTUAI. 

3 HAPPY V/ITH DOMESTICITY 

h APPRECIATES NATURE 

5 RELAXED 

6 PLACID 

7 CAN TELL V/HAT THEY' RE 

FEELING 

8 OUTGOING, SPARKLING . 

9 DOMINANT 

10 HAPPY & COI^NTED 

11 LIKE RUTH 

12 LIKE ISAAC 

C 

P 

P 

P 

P 

C 

C 

p 

p 

C 

c 

p 

c 

c 

c 

p 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

p 

p 

p 

c 

c 

c 

p 

p 

p 

p 

c 

p 

p 

p 

c 

c 

c 

c 

p 

p 

p 

p 

c 

p 

13 KIND & LOVING 

1̂  ENJOYS CRUDE HUMOUR 

15 LEFTISH 

16 CREATIVE 

17 HJTS ON A FRONT 

18 MAKES ME FEEL AT EASE 

P 

P 

P 

P 

C 

P 

P 

C 

P 

P 

C 

P 

(N.B. C = core outcome; P = peripheral outcome). 

TABLE 52 Module E prompt chart f or Ruth. 
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SESSION TWO SESSION FOUR 

Constructs AG^ y AG^ y 

1 WARM & LOVING C c c c 

2 INTELLIGENT C c c c 

3 HfYSICALLY ATTRACTIVE p p c p ? 

4 PROGRESSIVE ATTITUDES . c c c c 

5 i-'KELS FOR NATURE p c ? c c 

6 PERSON I LOVE AS A PERSON c c c c 

7 PERSON I LOVE FOR THE 

RELATIONSHIP p p p p 

8 DEEP DOWN STRONG AS A PERSON p p c p ? 

9 LI^/ELY & STIMULATING c c c c 

10 CULTURALLY SOPHISTICATED c c c c 

11 LIKE RUTH c c c c 

12 LIKE ISMC c c c c 

13 STRAIGHTFORWARD c p ? 

14 PATHETIC & DULL c c 

15 RELAXED c p ? 

16 SEi^SE OF HUMOUR c p ? 

17 BACHANALLIAN c c 

18 SFJIICUS c c 

(N.B. C = core outcome; P = peripheral outcome) 

TART.K 53 Module E prompt chart f or I s a a c . 
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CRUDE HUMOUR and again HAPPY WITH DOMESTICITY ALONE emerge as core 

c o l l e c t i v e constructs but are de-emphasised i n Ruth's own g r i d : -

"Humour plays a more important part i n I s a a c ' s l i f e 
than i n mine, vrith the consequence that I occasion
a l l y get fed up with i t - Also, I see the c o n f l i c t 
between my domesticity and outside i n t e r e s t s . I 
f e e l I am d i f f e r e n t from other people i n my grid, 
whom Is a a c would rate highly on t h i s " . 

I n contrast to Ruth, disjunctions concerning I s a a c ' s s e l f - d L ^ i i n i t i o n 

centres primarily on h i s perception of h i s work-role and Ruth's 

perception of him at home (Table 53)• I n commenting on the 

importance he attaches to the constructs STRAIGHTFOR'//ARD, DEEP 

DOWN STROrJG AS A PERSON, RELAXED and SENSE OF HUMOUR, I s a a c notes:-

"(DEEP DOV/N STROrra AS A PERSON) Most important. Perhaps 
I have worried about what I perceive as a l a c k i n myself, 
whereas Ruth does not do so. (STRAIGHTFORWARD, RELAXED) 
Influence of work. Some people I perceive a t work to 
be obsessed by the need to manipulate others for t h e i r 
own p o l i t i c a l ends, hence I perceive myself i n that 
kind of context. Ruth does not need to take that kind 
of s h i t a t home. Bringing home the work s h i t I f i n d 
tense-making, and worry about that. Maybe Ruth 
doesn't see i t quite that badly. (SENSE OF HUMOUR) 
Mr. S i l l y . Humour makes r e l a t i o n s h i p s fun cmd covers 
up or relea s e s tension. Maybe t i e d i n with STRAIGHTFOR
WARD and RELAXED?" 
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^.2.5.5. Module G; Level 3 d i s p l a y s . 

Session three began with the l i s t i n g of interpersonal events 

perceived as s i g n i f i c a n t by the p a r t i c i p a n t s i n module F. These 

events, together with the predicted and observed outcomes a r e 

l i s t e d i n Tables 5^ and 55̂  Each event has been i d e n t i f i e d by the 

person i n whose company i t occurred, and q u a l i f i e d as to whether 

i t confirmed (+) or disconfirmed (-) opinions concerning that 

person. Outcomes and prompts for Ruth's constructs are l i s t e d for 

both IG and AG analyses (Table 5^); I s a a c , however, obtained no 

prompts from the AG a n a l y s i s s i n c e outcomes were consistent with 

predictions (Table 55)• 

I t was notable f i r s t that many d i s j u n c t i o n s between predicted and 

observed outcomes coincided with events that had been previously 

i d e n t i f i e d i n module F. Ruth and Is a a c note two major family events 

i n t h e i r d e s c r i p t i o ns, namely a v i s i t from I s a a c ' s s i s t e r and 

brother-in-law who l i v e overseas, and Ruth's father and mother who 

were moving house to t h e i r neighbourhood. These events brought 

both p a r t i c i p a n t s i n t o i n t e r a c t i o n with members of t h e i r family 

whom e i t h e r they avoided or from whom they were p h y s i c a l l y separated. 

I n p a r t i c u l a r , Ruth's constructs C O N C E R i ^ ABOUT PEOPLE, I T H I i ^ I 

CAN TELL WHAT THEY'RE FEELING and KAPPy & CONTENTED IN GENERAL 

emerged as peripheral i n her IG a n a l y s i s (Table 5^) which she 

associated with her r e l a t i o n s h i p with I s a a c ' s brother:-

"These three constructs were o r i g i n a l l y thought of with 
I s a a c ' s brother i n mind, as being very d i f f e r e n t from 
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me but now my feelings have softened and I don't 
f e e l the difference i s so great. I think my r e l a t i o n 
s h i p has improved with I s a a c ' s brother, and I'm not so 
a n t a g o n i s t i c " . 

The same constructs a l s o changed t h e i r function to p e r i p h e r a l 

to her s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n i n the AG a n a l y s i s : -

"Since events have changed both I s a a c ' s and my r e l a t i o n 
s h i p to h i s brother, t h i s has meant that my position 
on these constructs has become l e s s extreme". 

Constructs which have become core for Ruth's s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , 

APPRECIATES NATURE and RELAXED, seem to be associated with 

e s t a b l i s h i n g a r e l a t i o n s h i p with Jack and h i s wife, " i n a c l o s e 

discussion evening, where we got.to know them better", who are 

seen as having "opted out of the r a t - r a c e i n favour of a peace

f u l l i f e i n the countryside enjoying t h e i r garden". 

S i m i l a r l y , I s a a c observed that the construct DEEP DOWN STRONG AS A 

HIRSON was i n c r e a s i n g l y important to him, (Table 55) t e s p e c i a l l y 

following h i s s i s t e r ' s v i s i t : -

" I have c l a r i f i e d my own p o s i t i o n on t h i s construct, 
due to my s i s t e r ' s v i s i t . I think i t w i l l l e a d to 
more confidence i n my r e l a t i o n s h i p s generally, and a 
more- relaxed r e l a t i o n s h i p with Ruth i n p a r t i c u l a r . . . 
my s i s t e r perhaps she has a hard-rock core of 
confidence but there's j u s t a chance i t ' s an 
a c t " . • • 
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Modxiles 
(IG) 

Modules 
.(AG) 

MoQiae F G ^ G 

1 CONCERiiED ABOUT 
PEOPLE 

ISAAC'S MOTHER (+) 
PAUL (+): ISAAC'S 
BROTHER-IN-LAW 

C P ? C P ? 

2 INTELLECTUAL ISAAC (+) P P C P 
3 HAPPY WITH 

IX)I'IESTICITY 
P P c c 

k APPRECIATES 
riATURE 

RUTH'S FATHER (+) 
JACK (+J 

P C ? P C ? 

RELAXED P C ? c c 
6 PLACID C c c c 
7 I THII-JK I CAN TELL 

WHAT THEY'RE FEELING 
RUTH'S MOTHER (+) 
ISAAC'S BROTHER-
Ii^-LAW (.) 
ISAAC'S SISTER (-) 

C P ? C P ? 

8 OUTGOING, SPARKLING RUTH'S FATHER (-) p p C P ? 
9 DOMINANT RUTH'S MOTHER (+) p p C P ? 
10 HAPPY & cormr-JTED JACK'S WIFE (-) C P C P ? 
11 LIKE RUTH c c c c 
12 LIKE ISAAC p.? C P ? 

(N.B. + = confirming event; 
- = disconfirming event; 
? = query prompt ) . 

P = peripheral outcone; 
C = core outcome; 

TABLE 3^ Module G proapt chart f o r Ruth, 
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Modules 
(IG) 

Module F G ^ 

1 WARM 8e LOVING ISAAC'S BROTHER-
IN-LAW (-); ISAAC'S 
SISTER (+) 

c c -

2 INTELLIGENT C C 

3 mySICALLY 
ATTRACTIVE 

P C ? 

PROGRESSIVE 
SOCIAL ATTITUDES 

- C C 

3 FEELS FOR NATURE RUTH'S FATHER (+); 
RUTH'S MOTHER (+) 

P C ? 

6 PERSON I LOVE AS 
A PERSON 

ISAAC'S BROTHER-
IN-LAW (-); 
ISAAC'S BROTHER (+} 
ISAAC'S SISTER (+) 

c c 

7 HIRSON I LOVE FOR 
THE RELATIONSHIP 

P p 

8 DEEP DOWN STRONG AS 
A PERSON 

ISAAC'S SISTER (-) P C ? 

9 LIVELY & STIMULATING ISAAC'S BROTHER-
IN-LAW 

c c 

1 0 CULTURALLY 
SOIHISTICATED 

c c 

11 LIKE RUTH c c 
1 2 LIKE ISAAC 

• 
c c 

(N.B. + = confirming event; 

.- p disconfinning event; 

? = query prompt)• 

P = peripheral outcome; 

C = core outcome; 

TABLE 3 3 Module G prompt chart f o r Isaac, 
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I n eummary, the dir e c t e d prompts a r i s i n g from the. module G display 

appeared t o correspond t o events previoxisly i d e n t i f i e d as 

producing changes i n s e l f and partner modelling* Other prompts, 

not ostensibly associated v i t h these events, seemed to in v o l v e 

less secondary modelling a c t i v i t y . For example, when Isaac's 

a t t e n t i o n was d i r e c t e d to the core function of the construct 

PHYSICALLY ATTRACTIVE, he cast around and answered:-

"Recent hot weather and consequent public deshabille 
has dravm ray a t t e n t i o n to t h i s construct". 

Clearly, much more may be associated w i t h t h i s change o f relevance 

to Isaac's s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n but would have required a d d i t i o n a l 

prompting beyond the immediate scope of t h i s procedure* 
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^ . 2 » 6 . Evaluating the procedures 

A^ » 2 « 6 . 1 * I t i s evident that the procedures described i n t h i s 

chapter have a number of drawbacks, f o r example a need i n some 

cases f o r prompts o f greater potency, a need f o r s i m p l i f i e d , poss

i b l y self-administered transformation procedures, and a need f o r 

cooperative modelling a c t i v i t i e s . However, the procedures may be 

examined i n terms of c r i t e r i a derived from the rationsQe of the 

rec i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d . This examination focuses on three areas; 

( i ) outcomes of primary modelling a c t i v i t i e s i n the repertory g r i d , 

( i i ) outcomes of secondary modelling a c t i v i t i e s , and ( i i i ) p a r t i c i p a n t s ' 

subjective reports*on the a c t i v i t i e s * 

^ . 2 . 6 . 2 . Outcomes of primary modelling a c t i v i t i e s * 

Although the g r i d exercises revealed a v a r i e t y of underlying themes 

to Isaac's and Ruth*s modelling of t h e i r eelationships, the f i n a l 

AG s o l u t i o n (a PCA of a l l element sorts produced throughout the 

study) revealed only two components as ex c l u s i v e l y d e f i n i n g the 

couple. These two components d i f f e r e d i n t h e i r f u n c t i o n , however, 

the f i r s t being descriptive of Isaac and the second of Ruth; 

ISAAC DEFINING ATTRIBUTES (AG Component I ) 

KIND & LOVING ^ ISAAC'S BROTHER 

ISAAC'S FATHER CONCERNED FOR ITOELE 

PROGRESSIVE SOCIAL ATTITUDES <J3 ISAAC vs. - ISAAC'S SISTER-

CULTURALLY SOFHISTICATED IN-LAW 

ESTEEMED & INTERESTING 
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RUTH DEFINING ATTRIBUTES (AG Component I I ) 

HAPPY V/ITH DOMESTICITY RUTH 

RELAXED JACK 

STRAIGHTFORV/ARD ^ 3 ISAAC' S 

PLACID MOTHER 

SUBMISSIVE 

vs. 

ISAAC'S 

BROTHER 

These dimensions r e f l e c t the c o l l e c t i v e d e f i n i t i o n s of Isaac and 

Ruth w i t h i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p . I n assessing the outcomes of 

primary modelling the fo l l o w i n g predictions derive from the ration

ale of reciprocal i n s i g h t g r i d procedures:-

(a) That f o r both p a r t i c i p a n t s the modelling of s e l f and partner 

becomes increasingly d i s t i n c t i v e as they become aware of the 

fu n c t i o n a l properties of s e l f - and partner-relevant predicates; 

(b) That both p a r t i c i p a n t s display an increase i n the frequency 

of interpersonal modelling conversations, which w i l l be r e f l e c t e d 

i n the increasing salience of partner-relevant predicates; 

(c) That both participants display an increase i n the s p e c i f i c i t y 

of s e l f - and partner-relevaht predicates. 

These procedures had the f o l l o w i n g rationales and t e s t s : -

(a) I n discussing the r o l e of i n t r o j e c t i o n and p r o j e c t i o n i n 

conversational competence ( 1 . 1 * 5 . 3 . ) i t was pointed out t h a t the 

constructions of s e l f and s i g n i f i c a n t others may be based on 
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d i s t o r t i o n s of s o c i a l feedback. I n p a r t i c u l a r , one consequence of 

i n t r o j e c t i o n emd pro j e c t i o n i s the loss of d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s o f . s e l f -

and other-constructions. As Laing et a l note " i f I cannot induce 

you t o see me as I wish, I may act on my experience of you rather 

than your experience of me" ( 1 9 6 6 , p « 1 5 ) « I f the r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t 

g r i d achieves i t s objective of increasing p a r t i c i p a n t s ' a b i l i t y 

to i d e n t i f y f u n c t i o n a l features of s e l f - and partner-relevant 

predicates, one consequence would be an incresise i n the d i s t i n c t i v e 

ness of these predicates. To t e s t t h i s the whole-figure constructs 

LIKE SELF IN CHARACTER and LIKE PARTNER IN CHARACTER, assumed to 

provide a context,for the p r o j e c t i o n of s a l i e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , were 

examined t o discover whether they display an increase i n independence 

between the f i r s t and second t e s t occasions* 

(b) I f the reciprocal i n s i g h t g r i d promotes interpersonal, modelling 

between the p a r t i c i p a n t s a s h i f t should be observed away from s e l f -

relevant predicates towards partner-relevant predicates. This 

follows from the p r e d i c t i o n above, namely thay a loss of d i s t i n c t i v e 

ness of personal models i s a r e s u l t of d i s t o r t i o n s of s o c i a l feedback 

and f a i l u r e s of r e a l i s a t i o n . As information conceniing partner's 

constructions becomes available i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p p a r t i c i p a n t s 

a t t e n t i o n should focus on modifying partner constructions. This was 

tested by examining the salience of the f i r s t 6 constructs e l i c i t e d 

on the f i r s t occasion and the 6 e l i c i t e d on the second occasion f o r 

the f i r s t two AG components. An increase i n partner-relevant 

predication would be displayed by an increase i n the magnitude of 

loadings of constructs from the second occasion on the partner-

d e f i n i n g component. 
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(c) F i n a l l y , another consequence of the f i r s t p r e d i c t i o n i s that 

as s e l f and partner models become more d i s t i n c t the two c e n t r a l 

components should.display greater s p e c i f i c i t y . That i s , these 

components should acquire greater precision and i m p l i c a t i v e 

p o t e n t i a l , and polarise s e l f and partner models. This was tested by 

examining the loadings of the two whole-figure constructs on ce n t r a l 

components on the two occasions. An increase i n s p e c i f i c i t y would 

be ex h i b i t e d by increases i n the magnitude of the loadings of the 

LIKE SELF constructs on self-relevaint components, and LIKE PARTNER 

on partner-relevant components, since t h e i r s a l i e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 

should approximate more closely t o these underlying v a r i a t e s . 

F i r s t l y , as Figure 85a shows the constructs LIKE SELF and LIKE 

PARTNER display a s i g n i f i c a n t increase i n independence f o r Isaac 

(r^= .687, r2= - .139; z= -2.51,p= .006, one-tailed) but a s i g n i f i c a n t 

decrease i n independence f o r Ruth (r^= - .172, r2= .761; 2= 2.99, 

p= .001, one-tailed). Moreover, i t i s clear t h a t f o r Isaac LIKE SELF 

and LIKE PARTNER are s i g n i f i c a n t l y r e l a t e d a t the outset ( r ^ = .687f 

13, p<.005) w h i l s t f o r Ruth the two constructs are s i g n i f i c a n t l y 

r e l a t e d a f t e r the procedures (r2= .761, df= 15, p<'.005). Thus the 

fin d i n g s f o r Ruth contraindicate the predictions concerning d i s t i n c t -

iveness of s e l f and partner models. 

Secondly, Figure 85b depicts the salience of e l i c i t e d constructs f o r 

the f i r s t two components f o r each occasion. Here i t i s evident that 

both p a r t i c i p a n t s increase the a t t e n t i o n given during modelling t o 

partner-relevant predicates. Both Ruth and Isaac r e l a x t h e i r 

emphasis on s e l f - d e f i n i n g a t t r i b u t e s , although i n neither case i s 

t h i s e f f e c t s i g n i f i c a n t (Ruth, Mann-V/hitney U(6/6)= 9; Isaac, U(6/6)= 
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10), Both p a r t i c i p a n t s increase t h e i r emphasis instead on partner-

defining predicates, although t h i s e f f e c t i s s i g n i f i c a n t f o r Isaac only 

(Ruth, U(6/6)=13; Isaac, U(6/6)=6, p=.032, o h e - t a i l e d ) . This d i f f e r e n t i a l 

emphasis i s , hov;ever, more marked on the f i r s t occasion (Component I , 

U(6/6)=6, p=.032, o n l - t a i l e d ; Component I I , U(6/6)=7, p=.047, one-tailed) 

than-on the second (Component I , U(6/6)=:l3; Component I I , U(6/6)=15. 

The most marked observation i s t h a t Isaac appears to formulate s e l f -

relevant predicates on the f i r s t occasion almost to the exclusion of 

partner-relevant predicates (U(6/6)=0, p=.001, o n e - t a i l e d ) . 

T h i r d l y , Figures 86 and 3? depict the loadings obtained by the two 

v;hole-figure constructs on each component on the tv/o occasions. I t 

v;as predicted that increasing s p e c i f i c i t y of s e l f - d e f i n i n g and partner 

defining a t t r i b u t e s would be evident from increases i n the loadings 

of the constructs LIKE SELF and LIKE PARTNER on t h e i r respective 

components. Neither p a r t i c i p a n t displayed the former outcome. I n 

f a c t , the construct LIKE SELF, obtained a s i g n i f i c a n t decrement on 

sel f - r e l e v a n t predicates f o r Isaac (2=-2.73^, p=-003), and a near 

s i g n i f i c a n t decrement f o r Ruth (2=-1.^59, p=.072). S i m i l a r l y , Isaac, 

shows a decrement, though not s i g n i f i c a n t , i n the loading of the 

LIKE RUTH construct on partner-relevant predicates (z = - . 9 7 5 » P = 

.165). Although Ruth displays a small increment i n the loading 

of the construct LIKE ISAAC on partner-relevant predicates, t h i s 

e f f e c t i s not s i g n i f i c a n t (z = . I 3 I . P = * ^ S ) . Contrary to 

predictions, the LIKE SELF construct displays a s i g n i f i c a n t 

increment on partner-relevant predicates f o r Isaac (2 = 2 .54?, 

p = .005), and a non-significaint increment f o r Ruth (z = 1-23^, 

p = .109)* One comparison i s consistent v/ith the p r e d i c t i o n , however, 

i n t h a t the construct LIIOS ISAAC does display a s i g n i f i c a n t decrement 
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on s e l f - d e f i n i n g predicates f o r Ruth (z= -11772p=.033 ) . Even . 

here, t h i s e f f e c t i s not corroborated by Isaac, since he shows a 

s l i g h t , but nonsignificant increase i n the loading of the construct 

LIKE RUTH on self-relevemt a t t r i b u t e s (z = •362, p=.339). 

These findings required f u r t h e r explanation. F i r s t l y , i t was evident 

that Isaac began by i d e n t i f y i n g Ruth with himself but f o l l o w i n g the 

procedures was able to markedly d i f f e r e n t i a t e himself from Ruth. The 

reverse was the case f o r Ruth. Secondly, the findings suggest that 

Ruth attempts to i d e n t i f y herself i n terms she previously employed 

to define Isaac. T h i r d l y , Isaac appears to reciprocate t h i s s h i f t 

i n Ruth's s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n . Fourthly, Isaac appears himself t o be 

s h i f t i n g h i s s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n towards those terms that he previously 

employed to define Ruth. F i n a l l y , both p a r t i c i p a n t s appear to have 

focussed t h e i r a t t e n t i o n to partner-relevant a t t r i b u t e s . 

Some i n d i c a t i o n of the processes occurring here was avai l a b l e from 

other sources. Ruth, f o r example, observed th a t Isaac tended to look 

f o r s i m i l a r i t i e s between himself and her s e l f , and often stated that 

she undervalued her i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t i e s and " c u l t u r a l s o p h i s t i c a t i o n " 

The e f f e c t of the exchanges prompted by the procedures might then have 

been t o d i r e c t Ruth t o perceive p o s i t i v e i n t e l l e c t u a l q u a l i t i e s i n 

h e r s e l f : 

" I didn't think t h i s was important when considering myself 
on my own, but i t i s important to me when comparing myself 
w i t h others...since having the feedback I have thought more 
about the s i m i l a r i t i e s betv/een us and not j u s t the differences". 

and f o r Isaac to appreciate her need to view h e r s e l f i n terms other 

than HAPPy V/ITH DOMESTICITY ALONE. That t h i s s h i f t was reciprocated 
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by Isaac indicates t h a t those a t t r i b u t e s normally associated w i t h 

Isaac have become centraJ. t o the couple's d e f i n i t i o n of Ruth. I t i s 

noteworthy that Ruth succeeded i n securing a professional p a r t -

time job soon a f t e r the study, suggesting t h a t t h i s s h i f t i n Ruth's 

s e l f d e f i n i t i o n was not t r a n s i e n t . Secondly, Isaac appeared to be attemp

t i n g t o conceptualise himself i n terms of those capacities t h a t he 

normally associated with' Ruth. Thus he sees himself as capable of 

assuming Ruth's supportive r o l e i n the family (HAPPJf V/ITH DOffiSTICITY, 

RELAXED, STRAIGHT-FORIVARD, e t c . ) . 

F i n a l l y , the extent to which each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s constructs altfer i n 

t h e i r f u n c t i o n a l properties through the series of i n t e r a c t i o n s with 

the procedures also suggests t h a t both Isaac and Ruth attempted t o r e 

model t h e i r d e f i n i t i o n of Ruth, but that Isaac's attempts t o re-model 

h i s own d e f i n i t i o n were not supported by Ruth. Table 56 depicts the 

rank c o r r e l a t i o n s between core construct scores obtained f o r both 

p a r t i c i p a n t ' s constructs i n the f i n a l cumulative AG analysis. Core 

construct scores f o r SELF de f i n i n g constructs had already been computdd 

f o r both p a r t i c i p a n t s . This procedure was repeated, u t i l i s i n g eigen

vectors f o r the element PARTNER f o r each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s constructs. 

As a r e s u l t , each construct v/as scored f o r c e n t r a l i t y i n two ways: a 

score representing c e h t r a l i t y to a SELF-definition, and a score repres

enting c e n t r a l i t y to a PARTI^R-definition. These scores were obtained 

f o r constructs applied i n both g r i d s then rank and Spearman • 

rho c o r r e l a t i o n s obtained. The c o r r e l a t i o n s indicated ' • ' 

that both p a r t i c i p a n t s a l t e r e d the f i i n c t i o n a l properties of constructs 

to define themselves on the second occasion (Ruth, rho=.07; Isaac, 

rho=- .03 ) , although Isaac and Ruth d i f f e r e d i n the extent t o which 

they redefined t h e i r partner. V/hilst Ruth employs an almost unchanged 
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set of constructs to define Isaac (rho=:.49), Isaac's d e f i n i t i o n of 

Ruth on the t h i r d occasion had a l t e r e d considerably (rho = -.SSS). 

• 

Central to , Central t o 
d e f i n i t i o n d e f i n i t i o n 
of. RUTH of ISAAC 

Ruth's constructs 

Isaac's constructs 

. .070 A90 

-.622* - . 0 2 8 ' 

(Note * indicates .05 > p, one-tailed) 

TABLE 56 Rank cor r e l a t i o n s between core construct scores i n the 

f i r s t and second g r i d s . 

These data enable inferences t o be made about the nature of the 

couple's modelling a c t i v i t y over the series of i n t e r a c t i o n s w i t h 

procedures. The conclusion t o be drawn i s that Isaac and Ruth 

sought t o reverse t h e i r roles i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p , Isaac t o become 

less i n t e l l e c t u a l l y dominant and more domestically supportive, 

and Ruth t o become more independent and confident i n her i n t e l l e c t u a l 

a b i l i t i e s . Only one set of evaluative c r i t e r i a , namely the increase 

i n salience of partner-relevant constructs were met. However, i t i s 

clear t h a t constructive change d i d occur, and that the evaluative 

c r i t e r i a may be inappropriate. I n a previous study (Chapter 3 .^.) 

i t was pointed out t h a t evaluative c r i t e r i a established independent

l y d i d not. make allowances f o r v a r i a t i o n s i n the goals and st r a t e g i e s 

employed by the p a r t i c i p a n t s . 



•633-

4.2*6.3. Outcomes of secondary modelling a c t i v i t i e s * 

The case-study reported i n the preceding section indicated the . 

nature of secondary modelling that the displays and r e f l e c t i v e 

s t r a t e g i e s provoked* IVhilst the couple's responses to the displays 

provided q u a l i t a t i v e data concerning t h e i r e f f e c t , w i t h the 

exception of the Level 1 displays, q u a n t i f i c a t i o n of t h i s data was 

not possible* However, i t was cle a r that the Level 2 component 

display, i n c l a r i f y i n g the couple's modelling of thenselves, enabled 

Isaac and Ruth to experiment w i t h t h e i r s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n i n a way 

that might otherv/ise not have been possible* Ruth's increasing 

self-confidence i n her i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t i e s , and Isaac's under

standing of her t r a n d i t i o n a l domestic r o l e may both be a t t r i b u t e d 

to the c l a r i f i c a t i o n offered by these displays. Moreover, the 

rol e played by the family events and Isaac's career i n the r e l a t i o n 

ship appeared to be c l a r i f i e d as a consequence of the Level 3 displays 

Modelling a t Level 1 was, however, q u a n t i f i a b l e i n that the couple 

attempted t o c l a s s i f y the f u n c t i o n a l properties of t h e i r constructs 

i n the i n d i v i d u a l and aggregate domains. The success of the 

procedures to encourage the development of disc r i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l 

over modelling might then be i n f e r r e d from the gains i n p r e d i c t i v e 

accuracy of Level 1 outcomes. However, the inferences that may be 

drawn i n t h i s case are l i m i t e d by the form of learning that takes 

place i n t h i s a c t i v i t y . Chapter 3 .4 . pointed out that gains i n 

p r e d i c t i v e accuracy may be associated w i t h the d i s t i n c t i v e 

features of constructs as they are recorded i n the g r i d 



matrix rather than w i t h d i s t i n c t i v e features of the thoughts and; 

feel i n g s conveyed by the constructs. Although i t cannot be asserted 

that leaxning of the l a t t e r kind necessarily follows from the former, 

we may enquire as t o the extent t o which the couple achieved 

p r e d i c t i v e accuracy of Level 1 c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s * 

The couple independently formulated predictions concerning the cent-

r a l i t y of t h e i r constructs to the s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n i n both i n d i v i d u a l 

smd aggregate conversational domains. Figure 8 8 depicts the c o r r e l a 

t i o n s between t h e i r anticipated rank orderings of constructs i n terms 

of t h e i r core construct scores i n the IG and AG analyses* 

• 

Applying Fisher's z transformation t o the rank c o r r e l a t i o n s and 

estimating the standard error of rho, i t i s evident that only Isaac 

shows a s i g n i f i c a n t improvement i n i d e n t i f y i n g f u n c t i o n a l features i n 

the IG context (Isaac, z r 1 . 8 6 ; p=.031 Ruth, z = . 7 9 6 ) . However, both 

paj?ticipants achieve s i g n i f i c a n t .levels of c o r r e l a t i o n by. the t h i r d 

session (Ruth, r = . ^ 7 2 , p < . 0 3 ; Isaac, r = . ^ 2 8 , p < . 0 5 ) . Neither 
B S 

p a r t i c i p a n t shows a substantial gain i n i d e n t i f y i n g functional, 

features i n the AG context (Ruth, z=. l 6 ^ Isaac, z=. 3 3 2 ) ; nor 

do they a t t a i n any substantial c o r r e l a t i o n (Ruth, r = - . 0 2 2 ; 

Isaac, r = . 3 6 ^ ) . I t i s important to note t h a t learning the 

ordering of construct outcomes i n the f i r s t analysis does 

not f a c i l i t a t e , p r e d i c t i v e accuracy of outcomes i n the second 

g r i d ; both Ruth's and Isaac's constructs undergo changes i n 

relevance t o t h e i r s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n s , (Ruth, rho = . 0 7 ; Isaac, 

rho = - . 6 2 2 ) . Thus, any improvement i n p r e d i c t i v e accuracy must 

r e f l e c t the development of the a b i l i t y to evaluate construct 

dimensions i n t h e i r relevance to s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n s at the time of t h e i r 
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g r i d s . 



-636-

production. 

I t i s apparent that Isaac and Ruth are less able to evaluate the way 

i n which t h e i r constructs contribute to a shaj-ed d e f i n i t i o n of 

themselves on the t h i r d session^ Unless each p a r t i c i p a n t i s f u l l y 

able to a n t i c i p a t e t h e i r partner^s modelling a c t i v i t i e s , accuracy i n 

p r e d i c t i n g AG outcomes i s u n l i k e l y t o be achieved. I t i s therefore 

noteworthy that Isaac a t t a i n s a higher l e v e l of acctiracy than Ruth; 

t h i s may r e f l e c t Isaac's a b i l i t y t o sympathetically respond t o Ruth's 

attempts t o re-model her s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n . As he realises Ruth i s 

attempting to define herself i n s i m i l a r terms t o h i s own s e l f - d e f i n i 

t i o n , he i s more able to a n t i c i p a t e Ruth's view of him. 

I n summary, q u a l i t a t i v e evidence of the r e s u l t s of the procedures f o r -

secondary modelling i s available i n the case-study re p o r t . I n a d d i t i o n , 

w i t h i n the l i m i t a t i o n s discussed i n Chapter 3-^»» q u a n t i t a t i v e data 

on gains i n p r e d i c t i v e accuracy of Level 1 outcomes do i n d i c a t e the 

development by the couple of the a b i l i t y to d i s t i n g u i s h the functionsuL 

properties of predicates i n the i n d i v i d u a l g r i d s . Similar gains d i d 

not obtain f o r outcomes i n the aggregate g r i d s , although Isaac d i d 

display greater accuracy than Ruth. These fi n d i n g s are consistent w i t h 

the previous observations that Isaac was able to reciprocate Ruth's .--

attempts t o re-model her s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n . 

^.2.6.4. r ^ r t i c i p a n t s ' reports on the a c t i v i t i e s . 

I t became clear i n the discussions of Chapter 3»5» that the 

evaluation of conversationsil procedures cannot be achieved unless 

the assumption of i d e n t i t y between participsoit and procedural 
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pbjectives i s s a t i s f i e d . That i s ^ c r i t e r i a f o r evaluating 

procedures are appropriate only i f they approximate to the purposes 

of the user i n i n t e r a c t i n g w i t h them. I f the c r i t e r i a do n o t 

approximate t o user objectives the procedures may erroneously be 

considered inadequate.' To estimate the couple's purposes, they were 

interviewed by E a f t e r the four sessions were completed, regarding 

the outcomes of the study as they perceived them. 

Ruth f e l t that the exercises helped her "sort out what I f e l t about 

people", and gave her "courage t o face up to the bad things I thought 

about them". She remarked that she had found greater understanding 

i n her r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h Isaac, £ind f e l t f l a t t e r e d by h i s confidence 

i n her stamina and r e s i l i e n c e She found t h a t " t a l k i n g about my 

feelings came easier", and w h i l s t i n the past was fr i g h t e n e d by 

Isaac's moods, now found she could withstand them and f i n d , the 

confidence to express her f e e l i n g s about him. Isaac f e l t he had 

r e f l e c t e d a great deal on himself, and thought t h a t h i s views were 

nov: more r e a l i s t i c . He reported increased confidence i n h i s own 

work which had some time previoiisly been at a low ebb and t h a t he 

now knew where he stood with Ruth. Both Ruth and Isaac reported 

greater thoughtfulness about each other, and a greater extent of 

self-disclosure to each other. Ruth said that she "d i d not know 

what t o expect from the study, so what had happened WCLS a bonus". 

I t had, she saic^ "given me a marvellous f e e l i n g of the depth of * 

people being able t o see people i n depth and f i n d i n g them 

i n t e r e s t i n g " . I n remarking on the procedures, Isaac c r i t i c i s e d the 

use of computer programs and wondered whether simpler operations 

might not have s u f f i c e d . However, both Isaac and Ruth appreciated 
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the unobtrusive nature of the procedures and suggested t h a t more 

potent prompts might be less appreciated by people who were "slow 

to open up". Whilst neither member was able t o e x p l i c i t l y specify 

t h e i r objectives i n the i n t e r a c t i o n s , they both f e l t t h a t the out

comes were e n t i r e l y s a t i s f a c t o r y . 
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^.2,7« Smnmary, 

^.2.7-1. The teisk of t h i s chapter has been to incorporate the 

aggregate g r i d method, developed f o r two or more p a r t i c i p a j i t users 

i n the preceding chapter, i n t o the algorithm of a c t i v i t i e s developed 

i n Fart 3* To do so, some s i m p l i f i c a t i o n of the procedures was 

necessary, and only transformations smd displays relevant t o the 

feature of predicate c e n t r a l i t y v/ere employed. The procedure, the 

r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d , was devised f o r use i n a couple's 

counselling context, and i t s a p p l i c a t i o n i n a single case-study i s 

reported. 

^.2.7«2. Comprehensive transformations, displays and r e f l e c t i v e 

s t r a t e g i e s were developed compatible w i t h t h i s context, and d e t a i l s 

of the i n s t r u c t i o n s and a c t i v i t i e s reported. I n a d d i t i o n , methods 

f o r evaluating modelling a c t i v i t y promoted by the procedures were 

formulated, and i t was evident t h a t the couple studied engaged i n 

modelling w i t h a clear purpose, namely, to attempt to reverse the 

roles they had come to assume f o r themselves w i t h i n the r e l a t i o n 

ship, and focus on applying to themselves a t t r i b u t e s previously 

associated v/ith t h e i r partner. 



Chapter 4.3. 

Summary 

4.3-1* Implications f o r i n t e r n a l modelling conversations. 

4.3.2. Implications f o r interpersonal modelling conversations, 
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4.3«1« Implications f o r i n t e r n a l modelling conversations^ 

4.3.1.1. The procedures developed i n Part 4 may be summarised i n 

terms of the model of conversations as a device enabling two or 

more p a r t i c i p a n t s t o e x t e r i o r i s e t h e i r models of themselves and . 

each other i n a way tha t permits them t o operate on the reference 

frame o f t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p . This i s achieved by i n t e r p o s i n g between 

the p a r t i c i p a n t s a class of procedures that act c o l l e c t i v e l y as a 

cognitive r e f l e c t o r , and mediator of each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s modelling 

of t h e i r partner ( F i g . 89) • Mediation, however, takes a s p e c i a l 

and r e s t r i c t e d form. Rather them convey the content of r e c i p r o c a l 

modelling between participants,, the procedures display the function of 

each model f o r a common domain of reference, namely, the aggregate 

g r i d . Each p a r t i c i p a n t i n t e r a c t s separately w i t h the d i s p l a y s , 

providing a context i n which i n t e r n a l modelling of s e l f and 

partner may occur. Within t h i s d e f i n i t i o n the procedures developed' 

and applied i n Chapter 4.1. and 4.2. are only p a r t l y successful. 

Their l i m i t a t i o n s may be divided i n t o two classes: ( i ) l i m i t a t i o n s 

i n t h e i r c a p a b i l i t y t o promote i n t e r n a l modelling; ( i i ) l i m i t a -

t i o n s i n t h e i r c a p a b i l i t y to promote interpersonal modelling. 

4.3.1.2. I n summarising the i n d i v i d u a l case-studies of R i r t 3, 

Chapter 3.5. noted a number of features of user i n t e r a c t i o n s w i t h 

procedures that v;ere observed i n the re c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d study. 

For example, prompts at a s p e c i f i c l e v e l of display f r e q u e n t l y l e d 

t o a modelling a c t i v i t y at several l e v e l s , outcomes a t each l e v e l 

occasionally appeared incompatible and* the complexity of the 

transformations often l e d users t o view them as £irbitrary. However, 
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PROCEDURE 

I . 
(B 

PARTICIPANT B PARTICIPANT A 

Figure 89« . . . 

a number of ad d i t i o n a l l i m i t a t i o n s t o i n t e r n a l modelling were 

observed i n t h i s study which require discussion. 

F i r s t l y , both p a r t i c i p a n t s found secondary modelling i n response to 

the Level 2 component displays d i f f i c u l t to achieve. Whilst they • 

were requested to comment on the func t i o n a l properties of classes 

of predicates i d e n t i f i e d i n these displays, t h e i r responses were 

i n v a r i a b l y to denote the classes by formulating superordinate 

constructs which subsumed the i n d i v i d u a l members of each clas s . 

For example, Isaac denoted the class of constructs comprising V/AJyi 

& LOVING, PROGRESSIVE IN SOCIAL ATTITUDES, CULTURALLY SOIBISTICATED, 

INTELLIGENT, etc., as "warm and progressive". That i s , the p a r t 

i c i p a n t s d i d not compare and contrcist classes of predicates by 

denoting them w i t h i n a second-level metalanguage, and instead 

replaced them v/ith constructs of greater ge n e r a l i t y at the" same 

l e v e l of discourse. A systematic procedure f o r jguiding comparisons 

between classes i n these displays thus appears desirable, and may 

be modelled on repertory' g r i d procedure. That i s , classes, o f 
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predicates may form elements i n a higher-order g r i d , and constructs 

produced t o d i s t i n g u i s h between them, 

^.3»1»3- Secondly, i d e n t i f y i n g s i g n i f i c a n t recent events 

fequently 'set' participEuits t o engage i n p a r t i c u l a r forms of 

secondary modelling i n r e j i l y t o Level 3 prompts. For example, 

having noted events concerning t h e i r r e l a t i v e s , Isaac and Ruth were 

predisposed to respond t o prompts by accounting f o r observed changes 

i n t h e i r modelling of s e l f and partner by exclusive reference t o 

these events. Discrepancies which could not be a t t r i b u t e d t o t h i s 

source.frequently obtained reduced secondary modelling ( f o r example-, 

Isaac's response t o the construct PHYSICALLY ATTRACTIVE). Two 

considerations fol l o w from these observations: ( i ) the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

of s i g n i f i c a n t events i n advance of Level 3 displays may be 

eliminated. The problem may reappeeir, however, i n t h a t I ^ t i c i p s u i t s * 

responses t o Level 3 displays on one occasion may influence t h e i r -

responses to subsequent displays; ( i i ) prompts of greater potency 

or persistence may be devised. This would require t h a t the 

procedure recognise the need f o r a d d i t i o n a l prompting, perhaps 

by c l a s s i f y i n g user responses. The paraphrasing of feedback 

information, r e p e t i t i o n of observations, extent of ex p l o r a t i o n 

and implications of responses f o r self-modelling are possible 

parameters of such a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . These considerations caay be 

viewed as aspects of the supportive function of procedures, 

discussed i n Chapter 3.5. 
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4.3.1.4. Th i r d l y , p a r t i c i p a n t s remarked that the means devised 

f o r recording t h e i r responses to prompts at a l l l e v e l s were 

frequently inadequate to convey the thoughts and feelings provoked 

by the prompts. Methods f o r representing primary modelling 

a c t i v i t y have already been discussed (Chapter 1.2.) and i t i-zas 

concluded that the repertory g r i d technique v;as appropriate as i t 

enabled systematic predication w i t h i n a conversational domain. 

Owing t o the indeterminate nature of the conversational domain of 

secondary modelling, systematic predication i n response to prompts 

\ias not considered feasible a t t h a t time. A possible adaptation 

t o the procedure to enable systematic secondary modelling i s to 

u t i l i s e the prompts to demarcate a secondary domain, and t o formulate 

constructs w i t h i n that domain. For example, i n the previous case-

study Ruth noted that a number of her constructs had a l t e r e d t h e i r 

f u nction i n her g r i d s , constructs which: 

"were o r i g i n a l l y thought of v/ith Isaac's brother i n 
mind but now my feelings have softened I 
th i n k my r e l a t i o n s h i p has improved w i t h Isaac's brother, 
and I'm not so antagonistic". 

Ruth has c l e a r l y i d e n t i f i e d the domain of secondary modelling (her 

r e l a t i o n s h i p v/ith Isaac's brother) and might have proceeded to 

elaborate a d d i t i o n a l constructs w i t h i n that domain. She may, f o r 

example, produce constructs from selected t r i a d s of elements (e.g. 

ISAAC, RUTH, IS.̂ IAC'S BROTHER) u n t i l the thoughts and f e e l i n g s 

embodied i n the statements "ray f e e l i n g s have softened", and "my 

re l a t i o n s h i p has improved" had been systematically elaborated. 

Further developTient of the procedures may then seek to devise 
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methods t o r e f l e c t the implications of primary modelling a c t i v i t y 

back onto the record of that a c t i v i t y , and thus modify cind elaborate 

i t . 

The e f f e c t s on the conversational domain of predicates d e r i v i n g from 

secondary modelling may then be asserted, and may become the source 

of a d d i t i o n a l prompts. Channelling secondary modelling to operate 

on the primary domain p a r a l l e l s the elaborative options included 

i n the DEMON computer program f o r e l i c i t i n g repertory grids (Thomas, 

1975) » and enables the user to develop h i s modelling vri.thin a 

single frame of reference. 
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4.3-2. Implications f o r interpersonail modelling. 

4.3.2.1. Applying the procedures i n sin interpersonal context 

raises a number of considerations concerning t h e i r r o l e i n couples 

counselling. I n paLrticulcir, one of the design s p e c i f i c a t i o n s of 

procedures, namely t h e i r supportive function, was d i f f i c u l t t o 

achieve. I n a counselling i n t e r v i e w , the counsellor employs diverse 

cues t o i n f e r the state of readiness of the c l i e n t to receive 

p a r t i c u l a r classes of prompt. To simiilate t h i s process a procedure 

must f i r s t have available a r e p e r t o i r e of categories denoting "oser 

states", secondly the means t o i d e n t i f y those states, and t h i r d l y , -

transformations ajid displays compatible v/ith each state i d e n t i f i e d . 

I n the case-study reported i n the previous chapter a number of 

observations may be made i n r e l a t i o n to the supportive f i i n c t i o n of • 

procedures. 

4.3*2.2. F i r s t l y , although the procedures were intended to mediate 

between pa r t i c i p a n t s ' modelling conversations, the couple v/ere 

simultaneously involved i n the a c t i v i t i e s and consequently 

frequently engaged i n interpersonal modelling conversations. For 

example, Isaac and Ruth might discuss together t h e i r f e e l i n g s towards 

p a r t i c u l a r persons. V/hilst the procedures did not require conversa

tions of t h i s kind,, i t v/as a n t i c i p a t e d that they would provoke 

modelling transactions between the couple. One p o l i c y of the 

procedure w£is thus t o provide each p a r t i c i p a n t w i t h the choice of 

what to disclose and what to hold back from discussion by maintaining 

independent i n t e r a c t i o n s with the procedures. However, i t became" 

evident that the effectiveness of the procedures was l i m i t e d by t h i s 
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p o l i c y , and that modelling a c t i v i t y might be considerably extended 

by providing unobtrusive guidance f o r interpersonal modelling 

conversations. One sLspect of the procedures that the couple agreed 

should be preserved was that primary modelling be conducted p r i v a t e l y , 

w i t h no commitment t o exchange or reveal predications thus formulated. 

Memy secondary modelling a c t i v i t i e s i n v o l v i n g the eiggregate g r i d , 

however, appeared t o demand tha t p a r t i c i p a n t s reveal t h e i r modelling 

of themselves and t h e i r partner. For example, i n demonstrating t o 

each p a r t i c i p a n t the manner i n which t h e i r constructs functioned 

d i f f e r e n t l y i n the i n d i v i d u a l and aggregate domains, the couple f e l t 

that they could formulate explanations, only by enquiring as t o the r 

nature of t h e i r partner's construing. 

^.3.2.3. Secondly, i t was often the case th a t p a r t i c i p a n t s sought 

assistance from t h e i r partner when engaged i n secondary modelling 

a c t i v i t y . As E perceived h i s r o l e t o be a source of information 

rather than to provide a d d i t i o n a l prompts, each p a r t i c i p a n t 

occasionally assumed a supportive r o l e f o r t h e i r partner, ^y 

commenting on t h e i r partner's displays, making suggestions, summar

i s i n g t h e i r partner's r e f l e c t i o n s , and generally a s s i s t i n g t h e i r 

partner's introspective a c t i v i t i e s , the couple began t o develop the 

capacity t o counsel each other. This was viewed as a c o n s t r i c t i v e 

outcome of the inadequacies of the procedures, and could not be achieved 

i n the i n d i v i d u a l i n t e r a c t i o n s discussed i n fert 3« As p a r t i c i j > - -

ants may r e a d i l y be able t o i d e n t i f y and a n t i c i p a t e states o f 

readiness of t h e i r partners, the supportive f u n c t i o n might be 

bette r achieved by p a r t i c i p a n t s than by the procedures. Thtxs, w h i l s t 

the objective of procedures i n the i n d i v i d u a l context vjas t o develop 



i n the user the r o l e of self-counsellor, i n the in t e r p e r s o n a l context 

the objective properly becomes the development of co-counselling 

capacities of the couple. 

4.3.2.4. T h i r d l y , the measures developed t o assess the outcomes 

of modelling a c t i v i t y by the couple revealed that each responded 

to the s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n of t h e i r partner by attempting t o apply those 

a t t r i b u t e s to themselves• For example, Ruth evidently attempted t o 

construe herself as i n t e l l e c t u a l l y competent, w h i l s t Isaac sought 

to view himself as able t o become domestically supportive. V/hilst 

Isaac responded t o Ruth's attempts t o a l t e r her s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , by 

simultaneously r e d e f i n i n g Ruth, Ruth did not reciprocate Isaac's 

attempts t o redefine himself. This f i n d i n g o l o a r l y has implic a t i o n s 

f o r the nature of the couple's r e l a t i o n s h i p , but v/as not made 

available t o them a t the time. This reciprocal aspect of model

l i n g may be displayed only by demonstrating the fimctions o f predic

ates f o r defining partner i n the aggregate g r i d . For exaapie, t o 

draw Ruth's a t t e n t i o n to the discrepancy between her ov/n and Isaac's 

modelling of Isaac requires information contrasting her own and 

Isaac's constructs t o define Isaac, i n a d d i t i o n t o c o n t r a s t i n g her 

ovm and Isaac's constructs to define h e r s e l f . This dual process i s 

represented i n F i g . 90» where scheme Ca) displays to each p a r t i c i 

pant the extent of agreement or disagreement i n the c o l l e c t i v e 

d e f i n i t i o n of s e l f , and scheme (b) agreement or disagreement i n the 

c o l l e c t i v e d e f i n i t i o n of partner. 
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(a) 

(b) 

Figure 90 

4,3.2.5. I n summary, these comments on procedures r e f l e c t the 

d i f f i c u l t i e s of simulating the a c t i v i t i e s of the counsellor w i t h 

an i n t e r a c t i v e algorithm. At many points during the i n t e r a c t i o n s 

E was required to f u l f i l functions which were not r e a d i l y t r a n s l a t a b l e 

i n t o a set of operations. The extent to which E was required to 

intervene indicated the shortcomings of the procedures. The incomp

leteness of the procedures as autonomous algorithms suggests t h a t 

at t h e i r current stage of development computerisation v / i l l achieve 

very l i t t l e , save to enable on-line response-sensitive feedback. 

As a program of a c t i v i t i e s , t o be administered by a p a r t i c i p a n t 

experimenter or courtsellor, however, the procedures do achieve 
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s a t i s f a c t o r y outcomes. The f o l l o w i n g discussions seek t o c l a r i f y 

the p o s s i b i l i t i e s and implications of these and s i m i l a r procedures 

f o r modelling conversations. 
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Part 5 

Conclusion 

Chapter 5«1. The ra t i o n a l e and outcomes of conversational 

procedures. 

Chapter 5*2. Implications f o r conversational practice. 
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Chapter 5»1« 

The r a t i o n a l e and outcomes of conversational procedures, 

5.1 .1 . Conversational mechanisms. 

5.1 .2 . The design of procedures. 

5.1 .3 . Strategy A procedures. 

5.1 .^ . Strategy C procedures. 

5-1•5* Combining Strategy B and C procedures, 
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3*1*1* Conversational mechanisms, 

5*1.1.1 • A science of persons. The two themes developed i n 

p a r a l l e l i n t h i s t h e s i s may now be summarised. The f i r s t theme, 

a model of conversational process, focused on e s s e n t i a l i n t e r -

and intra-personal mechanisms associated with conversation as a 

s o c i a l a c t i v i t y . The second theme attempted to t r a n s l a t e the f i r s t 

into a modus agendi for enhancing s p e c i f i c forms of conversation 

by constructing a number of conversational procedures. The 

following chapters t r a c e the development and a p p l i c a t i o n of these 

procedures and assess t h e i r implications for conversational p r a c t i c e 

i n applied s e t t i n g s , with s p e c i a l reference to psychological 

counselling. Figure ^^ summarises t h i s scheme, and depicts the • 

structure of the research undertaken. 

The epistomological s t a t u s of the two themes i s grounded i n the assump

tion that conversational methods are derived from a science of 

persons. Such a sci e n c e , according to Harre'and Secord (1972), has 

the following c e n t r a l features:-

( i ) that any explanationvof s o c i a l phenomena depends to a greater 

extent on the view that a person a c t s as an agent d i r e c t i n g 

h i s own behaviour than on the view that a person i s an object 

responding to the push and p u l l of environmental f o r c e s ; 

( i i ) lhat such explanations depend to a greater extent on the 

pre c i s i o n of meaning obtained by examining the actor's 

accounts of h i s own behaviour than i n the standard of 



accuracy of measurement farailieo* to p h y s i c a l s c i e n c e s ; 

( i i i ) that the actor's j u s t i f i c a t i o n for h i s accounts of conversa

t i o n a l episodes leads to the discovery of the manner i n 

which the a c t o r monitors h i s own behaviour* 

The conversational methods developed i n t h i s t h e s i s c l o s e l y conform 

to the ethogenic a n a l y s i s of episodes favoured by Harre' and Secord 

with the exception that the locus of the u t i l i t y of explanation 

obtained by such an a n a l y s i s i s with the a c t o r rather than with 

the observer. That i s , the objective of the t h e s i s was to develop 

procedures whereby ac t o r s may modify t h e i r accounts towards greater 

v e r i d i c a l i t y rather than to examine, from an objective standpoint, 

the explanatory properties of such accounts. Within t h i s framework, 

however, the l o g i c of the negotiation of accounts has been c l o s e l y 

followed. Indeed, the methodological problems encountered by 

ethogenists i n managing such a negotiation become c e n t r a l concerns to 

conversational methods. For Harre' and Secord 

"A negotiation c o n s i s t s i n the jjooling of viewpoints, 

and the subsequent correction of accounts...(either 

because) in the course of r e f l e c t i o n upon h i s own 

ac t i o n s a person may come to form the opinion that some 

ac t i o n which a t f i r s t consideration seemed not to be 

done for a reason could be explained and a reason for i t 

given...(or because) a person may a l s o be persuaded that 

h i s account should be changed even i f derived from a 

monitoring commontary...The standard s i t u a t i o n of nego

t i a t i o n i s t y p i f i e d by a "family therapy s e s s i o n " , such 
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as a man and wife discussing t h e i r r e l a t i o n 

s h i p with the help of a marriage guidance counsel

l o r . . The counsellor's job i s not j u s t to act as a 

referee but to enter into the r e l a t i o n s h i p as 

negotiator of accounts." 

H a r r e & S e c o r d (1972, p .235-7) . 

The conversational processes and procedures developed i n t h i s t h e s i s 

thus focus on the r o l e of negotiation i n modifying the a c t o r * s 

capacity to account f o r h i s behaviour. The following s e c t i o n s 

summarise extrapolations from the epistemological base provided by 

Uarre and Secord to describe the s p e c i f i c conversational 

mechanisms involved i n the negotiation of accounts. 

5.1 .1 .2 . Modelling i n conversations. 

The opening chapters developed the notion of conversational competence 

by analysing conversational processes. This a n a l y s i s drew on the 

contributions from diverse sources - the s o c i a l behaviourism of 

Argyle and Kendon, the r a t i o n a l i s t i c interactionism of Mead, and 

the perspectives on therapeutic encounters provided by Lacan, Laing 

and Rogers c o l l e c t i v e l y established the foundation of a model of 

conversational process. These perspectives drew attention to a 

fundamental feature of human r e l a t i o n s h i p s that shaped and directed 

the subsequent s t u d i e s , namely that process and outcome i n 

conversations are mediated by the conversomt*s capacity to form 

£in i n t e r n a l representation, or cognitive model, of the i n t e r a c t i o n s 

i n which he engages. Em p i r i c a l support for the notion that 
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behavioural outcomes are mediated by self-awareness and s e l f -

modelling are to be found i n s t u d i e s of co g n i t i v e dissonance and 

self-perception (Bern, 196?; 1972), causal a s c r i p t i o n f o r success 

6md f a i l u r e and achievement motivation (Weiner, 1974), and cognitive 

misattribution and emotional arousal (Schachter and Singer, 1962; . 

V a l i n s , 1966). 

5 .1 .1 .3 . The d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s of models. 

The construction and maintenance of cognitive models of i n t e r a c t i o n s 

enables the conversant to p a r t i c i p a t e i n s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s by 

providing an i n t e r p r e t i v e frame of reference w i t h i n which h i s own 

experience and behaviour, as w e l l as the behaviour of others, i s 

made i n t e l l i g i b l e * Reference frames were considered as a c o l l e c t i o n 

of i n t e r - r e l a t e d models which, for s i m p l i c i t y , were partitioned into 

the minimal d u a l i t y of s e l f and other. 

The u t i l i t y of t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s supported on other than 

epistemological grounds, i n that a f a i l u r e to construct d i s t i n c t i v e 

models of s e l f emd s i g n i f i c a n t others leads to the disruption of 

interpersonal conversations. E m p i r i c a l support for the u t i l i t y 

of s e l f - o t h e r d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s i s provided i n st u d i e s of ma r i t a l 

breakdovm (Laing, P h i l l i p s o n & Lee, 1966), and studies of mis-

a t t r i b u t i o n s to s e l f and the negative placebo e f f e c t ( V a l i n s fie 

Nisbett, 1972). 
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5.1.1«^. Interpersonal modelling. 

The element of interpersonal v e r i d i c a l i t y i n modelling a s s o c i a t e d 

with the "Negotiation of accounts" emphasised by Keirre'and 

Secord was introduced by di s t i n g u i s h i n g p a r t i c i p a t i v e conversations 

from modelling conversations. I n the former, the conversant was 

s a i d to act on the b a s i s of an es t a b l i s h e d i n t e r p r e t i v e model. 

In the l a t t e r , models were s a i d to be constructed or r e v i s e d to 

minimise i n t e r p r e t i v e d i s j u n c t i o n s between conversants e i t h e r by 

e x p l i c i t reference to modelling a c t i v i t y , or by i m p l i c i t v e r b a l 

or nonverbal communication. E m p i r i c a l support f or t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n 

i s provided i n studies of "report/command" communications i n 

therapeutic r e l a t i o n s h i p s (Bateson 8f Ruesch, 1951)» and the 

rela t i o n s h i p - d e f i n i n g manoeuvres and paradoxes described by Haley 

(1963). 

5«1«1»5» Personal modelling. 

An a d d i t i o n a l d i s t i n c t i o n was drawn between interpersonal modelling 

conversations engaged i n by two or more persons, and modelling 

conversations i n t e r n a l to a person. V/hilst the former were s a i d 

to give r i s e to "consensual d e f i n i t i o n s " (Mead, 196^*), i n t e r n a l 

conversations were viewed as the medium through which a conversant 

effected changes i n h i s construction of s e l f and s i g n i f i c a n t others. 

This d i s t i n c t i o n gave gave r i s e to the following fundamental 

considerations:-
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( i ) The nature of conversations and i n d i v i d u a l s ; to c l a r i f y 

the status of i n t e r n a l conversations i t was necessary to 

spec i f y three d i s t i n c t i v e features of conversational 

events, namely, the p a r t i t i o n of a t l e a s t t\^p i n i t i a l l y 

asynchronous i n d i v i d u a l s , r e c i p r o c a l l y contingent 

coupling between i n d i v i d u a l s , and s e l f - r e f e r e n c e (Pask, 

1975). I n separating individuation from b i o l o g i c a l i d e n t i t y 

i t becomes equally as possible to p a r t i t i o n processes i n t e r n a l to 

a s i n g l e person into two asynchronous "psychological" 

i n d i v i d u a l s as to describe the process of the "de-

individuation" of the i n d i v i d u a l v/ithin a group (V/icklund, 

1975; Festinger, Pepitone & Newcomb, 1952). 

( i i ) The primacy of the i n t e r n a l conversation; the consensual 

d e f i n i t i o n s of conversants a r r i v e d a t through e x p l i c i t 

or i m p l i c i t modelling conversations are l o g i c a l l y d i s t i n c t 

from those i n t e r n a l modelling processes which give r i s e to 

the conversant's conceptions of s e l f and other. Consensual 

d e f i n i t i o n s achieve t h e i r e f f e c t only through self-monitoring 

by the i n d i v i d u a l (Harr/gr Secord, 1972). 

C i i i ) The nature of self-awareness; i n t e r n a l conversations conform 

to'recent formulations of objective self-awareness (Duval & 

V/icklund, 1972; Wicklund, 1975) i n which attention i s directed 

towards s e l f as a s o c i a l object for the purposes of s o c i a l 

comparison (Festinger, 195^*). Onpiriceil support-for t h i s 

information-processing view of Mead's o r i g i n a l notion of 

" s e l f - i n t e r a c t i o n s " i s provided i n .studies of self-av/areness 
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and self-esteem ( I c k e s , V/icklund 8e F e r r i s , 1973)» s e l f -

a t t r i b u t i o n (VHcklund & Duval-, 1973) » and dissonance 

reduction (V/icklund & Duval, 1971)» 

5.1.I.6. Conversational competence. 

These t h e o r e t i c a l l y and Sra p i r i c a l l y j u s t i f i a b l e d i s t i n c t i o n s between 

various conversational mechanisms enabled a t e n t a t i v e account of 

conversational competence to be outlined, featuring three perfor

mance c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , namely, the a l t e r n a t i o n of modes of s e l f -

awareness, the d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s of models of s e l f and other, and the 

capacity for perceptual d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n within models. These 

performance c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s were highlighted by examining them i n 

r e l a t i o n to the breakdown of competence i n the s t a t e s of anxiety 
t 

( K e l l y , 1933; T i l l i c h . 1932), g u i l t ( K e l l y , 1933)» threat ( L a n d f i e l d , 

1931)1 denial (Keen, 1972), p r o j e c t i o n and i n t r o j e c t i o n (Laing, 

F h i l l i p s o n 8t Lee, 1966), misinvolvement (Goffman, 1971) and 

h o s t i l i t y ( K e l l y , 1933; Mischel, 196'f). 
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5.1 .2 . The design of conversational procedures. 

5 .1 .2 .1 . Strategies for intervening into modelling processes. 

The a n a l y s i s of conversational competence suggested that procedures 

designed to enhance competence converge on three major aspects 

of modelling conversations. Each aspect, however, e n t a i l e d a 

d i s t i n c t methodological stra t e g y . 

( i ) Strategy A; The a l t e r n a t i o n of conversational modes. 

An e f f e c t i v e strategy A procedure would be required " to (a) monitor 

the development of frames of reference i n ongoing conversations; 

(b) intervene at c r i t i c a l moments to display conversational s t a t e s 

to the p a r t i c i p a n t s , (c) provide conditions whereby p a r t i c i p a n t s 

may r e d i r e c t the development of the conversation, and (d) develop 

the capacity to regulate t r a n s i t i o n s between modelling and p a r t i c i p 

a t i v e conversational modes. Such a procedure would e n t a i l an 

a n a l y s i s resembling that for enigmatic episodes ( H a r r ^ & Secord, 

1972), revealing the generative r u l e s that govern conversational 

processes. 

( i i ) Strategy B; The d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s of models of s e l f and others. 

An e f f e c t i v e strategy B procedure would be required to (a) sample 

the conjoint personal and s o c i a l environment.of two or more p a r t i c i 

pants, (b) reveal the functional properties of t h e i r s e l f - i d e n t i t y 

systems (Norris & Mahklouf-Norris, 1976, Mahklouf-Norris 8c Jones, 
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1971), (c) display d i s j u n c t i o n s and consensus i n p a r t i c i p a n t s " 

modelling of themselves i n order to (d) develop v e r i d i c a l perceptions 

Of s e l f and others. 

( i i i ) Strategy C; The perceptual d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n of models. 

An e f f e c t i v e strategy C procedure would be required to (a) sample 

the personal and s o c i a l environment of a s i n g l e p a r t i c i p a n t , to (b) 

reveal the functional properties of modelling within t h i s domain, 

(c) d i s p l a y cues associated with s p e c i f i c modelling processes, and 

(d) develop perceptual s p e c i f i c i t y (Gibson, 1969) i n the 

u t i l i s a t i o n of s o c i a l feedback i n constructing models. T h i s procedure 

would resemble K e l l e y ' s (1967) covariance model of causal a s c r i p t i o n . 

Stated i n these terms, the procedures implied by €L11 three s t r a t e g i e s 

were viewed as "enabling i n t e r v e n t i o n s " (Benjamin, 1974), p a r a l l e l i n g 

psychological counselling i n which a therapist engages a c l i e n t or 

c l i e n t s i n an interpersonal r e l a t i o n s h i p for the intended purpose 

of changing the c l i e n t i n c e r t a i n ways through " s o c i a l i n f l u e n c e " 

(Carson, 1973)• The locus of e f f e c t of the the r a p i s t ' s s o c i a l 

i nfluence i s not simply the c l i e n t ' s behaviour (which may be 

modified by the impersonal props of the behaviour t h e r a p i s t ) but 

"the templates by means of which-he orders and construes' h i s , -. - • 

experiences; h i s cognitive map or image of the universe, including 

of course h i s s e l f and h i s notions of h i s proper r e l a t i o n to the 

r e s t of i t " (Carson, 1973, P*161). As maladaptive conversational 

processes are, for Carson, behaviours designed to increase the match 

between a non-veridical self-system and the s o c i a l feedback the 
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c l i e n t r e c e i v e s , the th e r a p i s t ' s task i s "to conduct himself i n 

h i s i n t e r a c t i o n s with h i s c l i e n t i n such a way as to f a i l t o 

provide confirmatory and complementary feedback i n response to 

the disorder-maintaining behaviours of the c l i e n t , while a t the same 

time providing the c l i e n t with an experience that i s s u f f i c i e n t l y 

p o s i t i v e to maintain him i n treatment" (Carson, 1973t P- 162.) 

Haley's (1'963) a n a l y s i s of therapeutic intervention resembles 

Carson's, and both suggest that the outcomes described above are 

secured through the j u d i c i a l use of " s o c i a l power", t h e r a p i s t -

c l i e n t matching (Carson), and "c o n t r o l over the d e f i n i t i o n of the 

therapeutic relationship^' (Haley). Indeed, Haley's argument takes 

the form that the control over the r e l a t i o n s h i p exerted by the c l i e n t 

i n the form of symptoms may be countered only by control exerted 

through the t h e r a p i s t ' s paradoxical communication. 

Both analyses emphasise the personal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and s k i l l s of 

the t h e r a p i s t as an agent of s o c i a l influence i n achieving 

conversational competence. Hov/ever, t h i s dependence on the personal 

q u a l i t i e s of the the r a p i s t was challenged on the grounds that much 

of the th e r a p i s t ' s s o c i a l a c t i v i t y i s routine and procedursilly 

defined, that the objective of therapy i s not to i n i t i a t e s p e c i f i c 

changes i n the c l i e n t but to develop the capacity for adaptive 

change (Rogers, 1938), and that s u c e s s f u l counselling i s mcU'ked 

by the grov/th of s e l f - c o u n s e l l i n g competence. The conversational 

procedures developed and reported i n Efeu?ts 3 and k represented 

attempts to devise intervention s t r a t e g i e s which functioned indepen

dently of the personal q u a l i t i e s of s o c i a l agents by i d e n t i f y i n g 
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the requirements of an i n t e r a c t i v e system capable of provoking c l i e n t 

modelling. 

The three s t r a t e g i e s suggested by the a n a l y s i s of conversational 

competence make use of s o c i a l feedback to modify conversational 

processes. However, t h i s feedback may be framed i n three d i s t i n c t 

v/ays:-

( i ) i t may be u t i l i s e d as a component i n persuasive i n s t r u c t i o n , 

as an appeal to the c l i e n t to re-model h i s construction of 

p a r t i c u l a r aspects of h i s personal and s o c i a l environment. T h i s use 

of s o c i a l feedback e s p e c i a l l y c h a r a c t e r i s e s rational-emotive therapy 

( E l l i s , 1962) a t t r i b u t i o n therapy. (Ross, Rodin and Zimbardo, 1969; 

V a l i n s & Nisbett, 1972) assessment therapy (Bavison & V a l i n s , 1969),-

ajid the negative placebo e f f e c t (Storms & Nisbett, 1970). 

( i i ) i t may be u t i l i s e d as a guideline f or a behavioural regime 

i n which the c l i e n t ' s remodelling of h i s personal emd s o c i a l 

environment i s expected to be consequent upon the enactment of 

co u n t e r - a t t i t u d i n a l behaviours (Carson, 1973; Bern, 19^7). Counter-

a t t i t u d i n a l advocacy e s p e c i a l l y c h a r a c t e r i s e s techniques such as 

fi x e d - r o l e therapy ( K e l l y , 1955) ,psychodrama (Moreno,19^), and 

the se l f - p e r c e p t i o n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of forced-compliance s t u d i e s 

(Bern, 1972). 

These methods of u t i l i s i n g feedback may both be c r i t i c i s e d i n that 

an assumption i s made concerning the v e r i d i c a l i t y of the t h e r a p i s t ' s 

account. Consequently, these s t r a t e g i e s are not consistent with the 
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r a t i o n a l e of the negotiation of accounts (Harre^and Secord, 1972). 

( i i i ) S o c i a l feedback may be u t i l i s e d v/ithin the t h e r a p i s t - c l i e n t 

r e l a t i o n s h i p to i d e n t i f y and explore discrepancies between the 

c l i e n t ' s accounts of h i s personal and s o c i a l environment and h i s 

behaviour, and between the c l i e n t ' s accounts and the t h e r a p i s t ' s 

accounts. This use of s o c i a l feedback i s grounded i n the notion 

of "constructive a l t e r n a t i v i s m " ( K e l l y , 1955), and i s e s p e c i a l l y 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the conversational use of repertory g r i d technique 

(Rowe, 1976) personal construct t h e r a r ^ (Bannister, 1975), and 

laddering procedure(V/right, 1970). 

The t h i r d method of u t i l i s i n g s o c i a l feedback was favoured as i t 

most c l o s e l y approached the ethogenic method advocated by Harre^ 

and Secord. I t s acceptance, however, required that the r o l e of the 

counsellor as a '^cognitive r e f l e c t o r " (F&sk, 1975) i n the process 

of negotiating accounts be considered i n greater d e t a i l . 

5.1 .2 .2 . The cognitive r e f l e c t o r . 

An a n a l y s i s of the counsellor's r o l e as a "cognitive r e f l e c t o r " 

i s e s s e n t i a l l y an extended a n a l y s i s of the process of negotiating 

accounts ommitted i n Harre'^^ flecord's (1972) formulation. The 

term "cognitive r e f l e c t o r " derives from Pask's (1975) d e s c r i p t i o n 

of a device that e x t e r n a l i s e s the cognitive operations of the c l i e n t 

so that they are executed i n a modelling f a c i l i t y (e.g. the 

counselling interview or defined procedures such as p r o j e c t i v e 

t e s t s and repertory g r i d technique), as a r e s u l t of which they 
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become observable. I n short, a cognitive r e f l e c t o r "mirrors (the 

c l i e n t ) i n the context of R (the demarcated conversational domain), 

and does v/hatever i s needed i n order that (the c l i e n t ) s h a l l 

understand R" (p .20'f). 

F&sk's formulation c l e a r l y required further elaboration. I n 

pci r t i c u l a r , three aspects of cognitive r e f l e c t i o n , namely r e f l e c t i v e • 

s t r a t e g i e s , phases i n r e f l e c t i o n and consensus i n negotiating accounts, 

v/ere considered i n greater d e t a i l . . 

( i ) R e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . 

F i r s t l y , a r e f l e c t i v e strategy requires that the counsellor 

respond by commenting v/ithin the conversational domain defined by 

the c l i e n t . Such comments range from r e f l e c t i n g the content of 

the c l i e n t ' s statements unchanged, summarising, c l a r i f y i n g and 

i n t e r p r e t i n g the c l i e n t ' s statements, to questionning and prompting 

the c l i e n t to extend h i s statements (F&tterson, 197^). 

Secondly, a r e f l e c t i v e strategy i s e f f e c t i v e only when i t enables the 

c l i e n t to bring an a l t e r n a t i v e frame of reference to bear on the 

conversational domain. Such a strategy responds to cognitive fixedness 

by t r a n s l a t i n g the c l i e n t ' s statements i n t o an a l t e r n a t i v e 

language system (Levy, 1963)» 

T h i r d l y , t h i s t r a n s l a t i o n has the function of making the c l i e n t ' s 

observations more amenable to manipulation (Levy, 1963). E s s e n t i a l l y , 

t h i s t r a n s l a t i o n c o n s t i t u t e s a s t a r t i n g point f or further elaboration 

of the conversational domain by the c l i e n t . 
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F i n a l l y , the c l i e n t ' s i n i t i a l statements w i t h i n the conversational 

domain may be distinguished from h i s responses to the r e f l e c t i v e 

s trategy. The l a t t e r , secondary modelling, requires that the c l i e n t 

develop a higher-order i n t e r p r e t i v e system by which to manipulate 

and denote h i s i n i t i a l statements. 

( i i ) Phases i n r e f l e c t i o n . 

In h i s discussion of the i n t e r p r e t i v e process. Levy, (1963) 

d i s t i n g u i s h e s two phases i n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ; (a) the semantic phase, 

i n v/hich a d i f f e r e n t language system i s brought to bear on the 

description of events, and (b) the propositional phase, i n which 

propositional statements are formulated i n the terms of t h i s language 

system. These tv/o phases represent components of r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . 

F i r s t l y , the semantic phase i s concerned with the r e l a t i o n of d e s c r i p t i v e 

terms to designated events i n the c l i e n t ' s elaboration of the 

conversational domain. To achieve t h i s events are assigned to 

equivalence cleisses according to the extent to \i;hich they display 

c r i t e r i a l a t t r i b u t e s of those c l a s s e s . The development of r e f l e c t i v e 

s t r a t e g i e s thus required the d e r i v a t i o n of c l a s s e s from a theory of 

conversational modelling and operational d e f i n i t i o n s of a t t r i b u t e s 

defining those c l a s s e s . These c l a s s e s must be consistent v;ith the 

p r i n c i p l e s outlined above, namely that they provide an a l t e r n a t i v e 

d e s c r i p t i v e system and make the c l i e n t ' s statements amenable to 

manipulation. 

Secondly, the propositional phase i s concerned v/ith the formulation 
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of p r o p o s i t i o n s e m p i r i c a l l y r o o t e d i n the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n o f the 

semantic phase. Such p r o p o s i t i o n s a s s e r t r e l a t i o n s betv/een events, 

and i n the course o f orthodox psychotherapy a r e d e r i v e d from a 

theory or t h e o r i e s o f psychodynamics. However, t o remain c o n s i s t e n t 

w i t h t h e r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g y o u t l i n e d above, p r o p o s i t i o n s f o r m u l a t e d 

by the c l i e n t and the c o u n s e l l o r are viewed as e q u a l l y v a l i d . 

F i n a l l y , an a p p r o p r i a t e r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g y was viewed.as i n c o r p o r a t i n g 

the semantic and propositioned, components i n the f o l l o w i n g way. 

The c o u n s e l l o r ' s r o l e , c o n s i s t e d o f ' e n a b l i n g t he c l i e n t t o e x t e r n a l i s e 

m o d e l l i n g statements v/ithin' a c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain, t r a j i s f o r m i n g 

them by semantic c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , and d i s p l a y i n g them as cues f o r the 

c l i e n t ' s secondaxy m o d e l l i n g , t he c l i e n t ' s r o l e being t o f o r m u l a t e 

p r e p o s i t i o n a l statements a c c o u n t i n g f o r these cues. 

( i i i ) Consensus i n ne/^otiatinr; accounts. 

A t h i r d c o n s i d e r a t i o n i n the a n a l y s i s o f c o g n i t i v e r e f l e c t i o n i s 

the c r i t e r i a by which the progress o f n e g o t i a t i o n i s assessed. How 

might consensus be i d e n t i f i e d and a t what p o i n t might n e g o t i a t i o n 

be terminated? 

Two l e v e l s o f consensus r e q u i r e d c l a r i f i c a t i o n . F i r s t l y , methods 

f o r comparing the c l i e n t ' s statements v / i t h i n a c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain 

over a p e r i o d o f t i m e were r e q u i r e d . I n the course o f r e f l e c t i o n 

upon h i s ovm a c t i o n s t h e c l i e n t may r e s t a t e a p a r t i c u l a r a s s e r t i o n 

i n d i f f e r e n t terms, modify a p r e v i o u s l y s t a t e d a s s e r t i o n , o r f o r m u l a t e 

novel a s s e r t i o n s . I t was thus necessary t o e x t e r n a l i s e m o d e l l i n g 

statements i n a form t h a t enabled them t o be compared. 
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Secondly, v;here two o r more c l i e n t s are i n v o l v e d (as i n m a r i t a l 

or f a m i l y t h e r a p y ) , or v/here c l i e n t or c o u n s e l l o r compare view

p o i n t s , methods f o r e s t a b l i s h i n g consensus \^ere r e q u i r e d ^ To 

achieve t h i s , i t was necessary t o ensure t h a t p a r t i c i p a n t s u n i f o r m l y 

p r e d i c a t e v / i t h i n t h e Scune c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain. 

Repertory g r i d technique provided a method capable o f meeting these 

requirements. I n t h i s technique t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain i s 

s p e c i f i e d by a sample o f elements or f i g u r e s (nodes i n Pask's (1973) 

e n t a i l m e n t s t r u c t u r e ) which are s y s t e m a t i c a l l y p r e d i c a t e d ( f o r m i n g 

t o p i c r e l a t i o n s i n t h e e n t a i l m e n t s t r u c t u r e ) . Each element i s 

d e f i n e d by the p a t t e r n o f p r e d i c a t i o n s which i t o b t a i n s , u s u a l l y 

r e p r e s e n t e d n u m e r i c a l l y a t an o r d i n a l , ordered m e t r i c ^ o r nominal 

l e v e l o f measurement. Estimates o f consensus i n t h i s technique 

thus reduce t o the measurement o f f u n c t i o n a l equivailence, d e f i n e d as ' 

s i m i l a r i t y i n p r e d i c a t i o n p a t t e r n i n g w i t h r e s p e c t t o a f i x e d domain. 

F u n c t i o n a l equivalence between p a r t i c i p a n t s hinges on the assumption 

of the i d e n t i t y o f the element sample f o r the p a r t i c i p a n t s , i^hich 

may o n l y be ensured by n e g o t i a t i n g elements r e p r e s e n t a t i v e o f the 

domain p r i o r t o p r e d i c a t i o n . 

I n c o r p o r a t i n g t h i s technique i n t o t h e r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s o u t l i n e d 

above enabled the progress o f the c l i e n t ' s m o d e l l i n g t o be 

monitored, and i n a d d i t i o n , t o h i g h l i g h t consensus i n t h e 

f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s o f models o f tv;o or more c l i e n t s s i m u l t a n e o u s l y . 
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5.1«2.3« C o n v e r s a t i o n a l procedures^ 

The f u n c t i o n of c o g n i t i v e r e f l e c t i o n i s t o promote c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 

s k i l l . The a n a l y s i s o f c o g n i t i v e r e f l e c t i o n enabled the c o n s t r u c t i o n 

o f a model f o r c o n v e r s a t i o n a l procedures i n c o r p o r a t i n g t h r e e phases 

o f a c t i v i t y , namely, primary m o d e l l i n g v / i t h i n a c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain, 

the r e f l e c t i o n and subsequent secondary m o d e l l i n g of t h a t domain. 

( i ) Primary m o d e l l i n g comprised those a c t i v i t i e s i n which t h e 

c l i e n t engages when f o r m u l a t i n g i n i t i a i l s t a t e m e n t s . F i r s t l y , 

procedures would enable the c l i e n t t o s p e c i f y t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 

domain w i t h i n which t o f o r m u l a t e statements. U s u a l l y , t h i s takes 

the form o f demarcating the c l i e n t ' s personal and s o c i a l environment 

which encompasses t h e domain o f h i s c o m p l a i n t . I n i t i a l l y , t h i s 

demarcation i s a r b i t r a r y , b ut may be c o n t r a c t e d o r d i l a t e d as 

m o d e l l i n g proceeds. Secondly, procedures s h o u l d enable t he c l i e n t 

t o s y s t e m a t i c a l l y p r e d i c a t e w i t h i n t h i s domain i n a form t h a t i s 

isomorphic t o the c l i e n t ' s m o d e l l i n g o f t h a t domain. U'his e n t a i l s 

t h a t t h e c l i e n t employ personal symbolism as f a r as p o s s i b l e . 

F i n a l l y , the procedure should comprise a f a c i l i t y f o r r e c o r d i n g t h e 

c l i e n t ' s p r e d i c a t i o n s i n a form t h a t enables t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s t o be 

subsequently a p p l i e d . 

( i i ) R e f l e c t i n g p r i m a r y m o d e l l i n g comprised those minimal a c t i v i t i e s 

t h a t a c o u n s e l l o r engages i n t o promote c o n v e r s a t i o n a l competence 

i n h i s c l i e n t . F i r s t l y , the procedure should comprise a system 

o f d e s c r i p t i v e c a t e g o r i e s capable o f d i s t i n g u i s h i n g f u n c t i o n a l 

aspects o f the c l i e n t ' s p r e d i c a t i o n s . Relevant f u n c t i o n a l aspects 

are determined by r e f e r e n c e t o the model o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l mechanisms 
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o u t l i n e d i n previous s e c t i o n s . Secondly, t h e procedure s h o u l d 

i n c o r p o r a t e a s e t o f d e c i s i o n r u l e s f o r a s s i g n i n g p r e d i c a t i o n s t o 

c a t e g o r i e s . These two o p e r a t i o n s t o g e t h e r form the semantic phase 

o f r e f l e c t i o n discussed above. F i n a l l y , t h e procedure s h o u l d 

embody methods f o r assembling d i s p l a y s t o e x h i b i t t o the c l i e n t 

f u n c t i o n a l aspects o f h i s pr.edications. The feedback o f t r a n s f o r m a 

t i o n outcomes i n v o l v e s s e v e r a l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s , i n c l u d i n g the t i m i n g 

and form o f d i s p l a y s a p p r o p r i a t e t o the user's readiness f o r 

secondary m o d e l l i n g . 

( i i i ) Secondeiry m o d e l l i n g comprised c l i e n t a c t i v i t i e s a s s o c i a t e d 

v/ i t h e l a b o r a t i n g and a s s i m i l a t i n g t he semantic phase o f c o g n i t i v e 

r e f l e c t i o n . F i r s t l y , the procedure should p r e s e n t augmented 

e x t r i n s i c cues i n t h e feedback d i s p l a y s as a b a s i s f o r the f o r m u l a 

t i o n o f p r o p o s i t i o n s by the c l i e n t . These, cues take the form o f 

prompts, r e q u e s t i n g t he c l i e n t t o account f o r s p e c i f i c outcomes. 

Secondly, t o f o r m u l a t e accounts the c l i e n t must develop an i n t e r n a l 

r e p r e s e n t a t i o n o f t h e system o f c a t e g o r i e s and d e c i s i o n r u l e s 

employed by the c o g n i t i v e r e f l e c t o r . T h i r d l y , t h i s e n t a i l s t h a t he 

d i s t i n g u i s h i n t r i n s i c cues a s s o c i a t e d vn.th f u n c t i o n a l aspects o f 

h i s p r i m a r y m o d e l l i n g independently o f feedback d i s p l a y s . F o u r t h l y , 

as the c l i e n t ' s dependence on e x t r i n s i c feedback decreases and 

i n t r i n s i c feedback i n c r e a s e s , h i s c a p a c i t y t o t r a n s f e r p e r c e p t u a l 

s k i l l s t o o t h e r c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domains i s i n c r e a s e d . 

These t h r e e pheises o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l procedures are dicigrammed 

i n F i g . 92. 
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FifTure 92 Phases i n c o n v e r s a t i o n a l procedures. 

Procedures conforming t o t h i s model v/ere conceived v / i t h i n t h e guide

l i n e s o f t h e i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s o u t l i n e d i n 5-1•2.1. Three 

classes o f procedure v;ere envisaged, converging on the t i m e -

s t r u c t u r e o f modelling, processes ( S t r a t e g y A ) , consensus i n t h e 

outcomes o f m o d e l l i n g ( S t r a t e g y B ) , and the f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s 

of models ( S t r a t e g y C ) . Although s t u d i e s o f a l l t h r e e s t r a t e g i e s 
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were attempted, d i f f i c u l t i e s were experienced w i t h S t r a t e g y A i n 

p a r t i c u l a r , and t h e f i n a i l research scheme was somewhat a b b r e v i a t e d 

( f i g . 93). 

STRATEGY A STRATEGif B STRATEGY C 

Chapter 2.1^ 

Chapter 2.2. 

Chapter 2.3. 

Chapter ^.1 

Chapter 3.2. 

Chapter 3.3, 

Chapter 3*̂ ^ 

Chapter 4.2. 

F i g u r e 93 The research-scheme. 

The o b j e c t i v e s o f t h e thr e e i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s may be b r i e f l y 

summarised. 

( i ) S t r a t e g y A: The a n a l y s i s o f the t i m e - s t r u c t u r e o f m o d e l l i n g 

processes. 

V;ith t h e o b j e c t i v e o f f a c i l i t a t i n g competence i n r e g u l a t i n g 

t r a n s i t i o n s betv/een m o d e l l i n g and p a r t i c i p a t i v e modes o f s e l f -
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experience, S t r a t e g y A procedures were i n t e n d e d t o focus on two 

p r i n c i p a l i s s u e s , namely the m o n i t o r i n g o f r e f e r e n c e frames i n 

ongoing co n v e r s a t i o n s and e s t a b l i s h i n g c r i t e r i a f o r i n t e r v e n i n g 

i n t o and r e d i r e c t i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n a l processes. The f i r s t tv;o 

p i l o t s t u d i e s (Chapters 2.1. and 2.2.) r e p o r t e d a t t e m p t s . t o implement 

t h i s s t r a t e g y . C o n s i s t e n t w i t h F i g . 92, t h i s s t r a t e g y v/ould e n t a i l 

a s e r i e s o f p r o c e d u r a l s t e p s . 

F i r s t l y , t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain Would need t o be demarcated. 

T l i i s e n t a i l s f o r m u l a t i n g c r i t e r i a f o r i s o l a t i n g and s e l e c t i n g a 

sample o f r e p r e s e n t a t i v e events from an ongoing c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

Secondly, p r e d i c a t i o n s o f the event sample v;ould need t o be 

s y s t e m a t i c a l l y f o r m u l a t e d . A v a r i e t y o f techniques v/ere i d e n t i f i e d 

capable o f g u i d i n g p r e d i c a t i o n t o a g r e a t e r o r l e s s e r e x t e n t . 

T h i r d l y , a s e t o f t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s and d e c i s i o n - r u l e s v/ould need t o 

be c o n s t r u c t e d . Such t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s v;ould comprise coding schemes 

f o r c l a s s i f y i n g p r e d i c a t i o n s and f o r c h a r a c t e r i s i n g the event 

sample i n terms o f those p r e d i c a t i o n s . F o u r t h l y , a system f o r t h e 

d i s p l a y o f t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s v;ould need t o be c o n s t r u c t e d . As a 

component o f t h i s system, c r i t e r i a f o r the t i m i n g and frequency -

o f t h e d i s p l a y s would need t o be f o r m u l a t e d , s i n c e t h e d i s p l a y o f 

t r c i n s f o r m a t i o n s r e p r e s e n t s a cue f o r the s h i f t t o a m o d e l l i n g mode 

o f s e l f - e x p e r i e n c e . F i f t h l y , c r i t e r i a f o r s e l e c t i n g s a l i e n t cues 

i n t he d i s p l a y s v;ould need t o be f o r m u l a t e d t o provide prompts 

f o r secondary m o d e l l i n g . F i n a l l y , methods f o r g u i d i n g the secondary 

m o d e l l i n g o f d i s p l a y i n f o r m a t i o n v/ould need t o be e s t a b l i s h e d * 
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( i i ) S t r a t e p y B; The a n a l y s i s o f the d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s o f models. 

S t r a t e g y B procedures had t\-/o p r i n c i p a l o b j e c t i v e s , namely t h e 

m o n i t o r i n g o f the f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s o f tv;o or more p a r t i c i p a n t s ' 

s e l f - and o t h e r - i d e n t i t y systems, and the d i s p l a y o f d i s j u n c t i o n s 

and consensus betv/een t h e i r systems. P i l o t s t u d y 2.3. e x p l o r e d 

t h e e f f e c t s o f i n t e r v i e v / e r b i a s i n m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s , and 

study ^.1. developed s p e c i f i c procedures f o r i d e n t i f y i n g d i s j u n c t i o n 

and consensus i n p a r t i c i p a n t s ' m o d e l l i n g . 

S t r a t e g y B again r e q u i r e s t h a t t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain f i r s t be 

demarcated. Hov;ever, the domain must comprise f i g u r e s common t o 

the p e r s o n a l and s o c i a l environment o f a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s , which must, 

o f course, i n c l u d e themselves. Secondly, t h e need f o r p a r t i c i p a n t s 

t o independently p r e d i c a t e w i t h i n t h i s domain was h i g h l i g h t e d i n 

the s t u d y o f i n t e r v i e v / e r b i a s i n m o d e l l i n g c o n v e r s a t i o n s . However, 

v / h e r e v e r - p o s s i b l e , p a r t i c i p a n t s ' p r e d i c a t i o n s s h o u l d be yoked, and the 

t i m i n g and c o n d i t i o n s under which p r e d i c a t i o n talces place be 

e q u i v a l e n t . T h i r d l y , a s e t o f t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s and d e c i s i o n - r u l e s 

v;ould be r e q u i r e d t o c l a s s i f y p a r t i c i p a n t s ' p r e d i c a t i o n s , r e v e a l i n g 

b e t w e e n - p a r t i c i p a n t f u n c t i o n a l consensus and d i s j u n c t i o n , and 

temporal changes i n bet\7een-participant f e a t u r e s . F o u r t h l y , a 

system f o r the separate d i s p l a y o f t r a n s f o r m a t i o n outcomes t o each 

p a r t i c i p a n t . v/ould be r e q u i r e d . F i f t h l y , s e l e c t i o n c r i t e r i a f o r 

i d e n t i f y i n g s a l i e n t outcomes i n each p a r t i c i p a n t ' s d i s p l a y would 

need t o be developed. F i n a l l y , r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s f o r g u i d i n g 

the independent secondary' m o d e l l i n g o f p a r t i c i p a n t s v/ould be r e q t i i r e d . 
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( i i i ) S t r a t e g y C; The a n a l y s i s o f d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n o f models. 

The o b j e c t i v e s o f S t r a t e g y C procedures v;ere t o f a c i l i t a t e t h e 

emergence o f p e r c e p t u a l s p e c i f i c i t y i n the u t i l i s a t i o n o f s o c i a l 

feedback. Consequently, S t r a t e g y C was i n t e n d e d t o focus on t h r e e 

p r i n c i p a l i s s u e s , namely an a n a l y s i s o f i n t r a p e r s o n a l c o n v e r s a t i o n s 

t o r e v e a l m o d e l l i n g a t d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of c o m p l e x i t y , an a n a l y s i s o f 

s p e c i f i c f e a t u r e s o f s e l f - m o d e l l i n g p r e d i c a t e s and t h e i r 

r e l a t i o n s h i p t o the c o u p l i n g o f l e v e l s o f m o d e l l i n g , and an attempt 

t o develop a t r a i n i n g paradigm t o heighten s e n s i t i v i t y t o cues 

a s s o c i a t e d v r l t h m o d e l l i n g a t d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s . Studies 5»2 . , 3»3» 

and 5«^» r e p o r t e d a t t e m p t s t o implement t h i s s t r a t e g y . 

F i r s t l y , a r e l e v a n t c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain f o r a s i n g l e p a r t i c i p a n t 

must be demcircated. Such a domain v/ould i n c l u d e the p a r t i c i p s m t 

and a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e sample .of h i s personal environment. Secondly, 

p r e d i c a t i o n s vri.thin t h i s domain must be f o r m u l a t e d over a p e r i o d o f 

time i n order t o d i s p l a y r e l a t i o n s h i p s betv/een events v / i t h i n t h e 

per s o n a l environment and f u n c t i o n a l aspects o f m o d e l l i n g . T h i r d l y , 

s e t s o f t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s and d e c i s i o n - r u l e s a p p r o p r i a t e t o d i f f e r e n t 

l e v e l s o f mo d e l l i n g v;ould be r e q u i r e d t o c l a s s i f y p r e d i c a t e s and 

i d e n t i f y f u n c t i o n a l aspects o f m o d e l l i n g . F o u r t h l y , a f a c i l i t y t o 

enable comparisons betv/een t he p a r t i c i p a n t ' s e x p e c t a t i o n s concerning 

h i s p r e d i c a t i o n s and t h e i r observed f u n c t i o n s v/ould be r e q u i r e d . 

F i f t h l y , d i s c r e p a n c i e s betv/een expected and observed f u n c t i o n s 

must be u t i l i s e d v / i t h i n a t r a i n i n g paradigm, namely t o p r o v i d e t h e 

p a r t i c i p a n t with knov/ledge o f r e s u l t s o f h i s e x p e c t a t i o n s . 

F i n a l l y , r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s f o r g u i d i n g secondary m o d e l l i n g 

o f d i s c r e p a n c i e s would be r e q u i r e d . 
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The preceding s e c t i o n s have summarised both t h e c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 

mechsinisms u n d e r l y i n g m o d e l l i n g processes and t h e d e r i v a t i o n o f 

procedures t o enhance these processes. I n the f o l l o ; ^ n g s e c t i o n s 

we c r i t i c a l l y review s t u d i e s i n which attempts v/ere made t o implement 

each o f the i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s described i n t h i s s e c t i o n . 

T h i s review v / i l l f ocus on each s t r a t e g y , o r combination o f s t r a t e g i e s , 

t o examine the methods developed f o r primary and secondary m o d e l l i n g , 

r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s and e v a l u a t i o n , and w i l l h i g h l i g h t d i f f i c u l t i e s 

encountered i n implementing these s t r a t e g i e s . 

"7 
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5.1.3. Strate/ry A procedures. 

3*1•3»1- S t r a t e g y A v/as implemented i n the p i l o t s t u d i e s 

r e p o r t e d i n Chapters 2.1. and 2.2. Both s t u d i e s examined t h e l o g i c o f 

i n t e r v e n t i o n i n t o ongoing i n t e r a c t i o n s , the former a s e r i e s o f 

c o n v e r s a t i o n s between t\'/o persons i n a f r i e n d s h i p r e l a t i o n s h i p , t he 

l a t t e r a planned s e r i e s o f meetings o f a group o f a r t and d e s i g n 

s t u d e n t s . The n a t u r e o f the ongoing i n t e r a c t i o n i n these s t u d i e s 

v/as s i m i l a r : i n many r e s p e c t s . I n the f r i e n d s h i p s t u d y , t h e focus o f 

the c o n v e r s a t i o n s v/as the n a t u r e and the f u t u r e o f an e x i s t i n g 

r e l a t i o n s h i p , v / h i l s t i n the group study, the meetings e v o l v e d around the 

o b j e c t i v e o f e x p l o r i n g group processes. I n s h o r t , both s e r i e s o f 

i n t e r a c t i o n s v/ere i n t e n t i o n a l l y r e f l e x i v e , and i t v/a^ i n t h i s c o n t e x t 

t h a t a h i g h i n c i d e n c e o f m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y v/as expected t o occur. 

I n t he f l ^ i e n d s h i p s t u d y , hov;ever, r e g u l a r o p p o r t u n i t y f o r m o d e l l i n g 

c o n v e r s a t i o n s was e s t a b l i s h e d by f o l l o v / i n g a planned " c o n v e r s a t i o n 

c y c l e " , comprising s i x tape-recorded c o n v e r s a t i o n s , each c o n v e r s a t i o n 

immediately follov/ed by independent tape-recorded commentaries 

along the l i n e s o f McFall's " m y s t i c monitor" (1971)- ThJLs v/as not 

the case f o r the group s t u d y , s i n c e only one o f t h e l6 meetings 

p r o v i d e d an e x p l i c i t o p p o r t u n i t y t o model events i n the g r o u p . 

I n a l l o t h e r r e s p e c t s , hov/ever, t h e tv/o s t u d i e s v/ere comparable, 

and may be e::amined by d i s c u s s i n g each stage o f the procedure 

i n t u r n . 
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5«1«3»2. Recording the exchange and demarcating the c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 

domain. 

I n t h e f r i e n d s h i p s t u d y two audio-tape r e c o r d i n g s o f each • two—-

person c o n v e r s a t i o n were o b t a i n e d , one r e c o r d i n g f o r each p a r t i c i p a n t . 

T h i s was not the case f o r the group study, and al t h o u g h E made 

d e t a i l e d notes a f t e r each meeting, group members had no rec o r d e d 

commentary concerning the s e r i e s o f meetings. T h i s d i f f e r e n c e i s 

s i g n i f i c a n t f o r t h r e e reasons. 

F i r s t l y , t h e group members had t o r e l y on t h e i r own r e c o l l e c t i o n s 

o f group meetings when they came t o form u l a t e p r e d i c a t i o n s concerning 

those meetings. I n c o n t r e i s t , p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the f r i e n d s h i p study 

were a b l e t o immediately appraise t h e t a p e - r e c o r d i n g o f even t s i n 

the two-person c o n v e r s a t i o n s . 

Secondly, the a v a i l a b i l i t y o f the audio-tape r e c o r d i n g i n t h e f r i e n d 

s h i p s t u d y suggests t h a t s t a t e s o f o b j e c t i v e self-awareness (Duval 

and Wicklund, 1972) were induced more r e a d i l y than f o r t h e members 

i n t h e group stu d y . The use o f audio- or videotape s e l f - c o n f r o n t a t i o n 

i n psychotherapy has been argued t o induce awareness o f s e l f as a 

s o c i a l o b j e c t ( B a i l e y and Sowder, 1970), t o reduce s e l f - i m a g e 

dissonance (Boyd and Sisney, 1967)i increase congruence i n e e l f -

p e r c e p t i o n ( B a i l e y , 1968), and increase personal r a t h e r t h a n 

consensusil v a l i d a t i o n o f behaviour (Wilmer, 1968). I n s h o r t , s e l f -

m o d e l l i n g would be expected t o occur more r e a d i l y f o r t h e p a r t i c i p a n t s 

i n t h e f r i e n d s h i p s t u d y . 
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T h i r d l y , t he absence o f r e c o r d i n g s o f group meetings might reduce 

the s y s t e m a t i c i t y w i t h which events i n these meetings were sampled 

by group members, thus r e s t r i c t i n g the c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain. 

I n f a c t , t e n events which the group considered t o r e p r e s e n t " d e f i n i t e 

stages i n the group's development" were s e l e c t e d by the group as a 

whole, i n c l u d i n g E, h o p e f u l l y r e d u c i n g t h i s e f f e c t . I n c o n t r a s t , 

p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the f r i e n d s h i p study v/ere a t l i b e r t y t o i s o l a t e 

any events from the audio-tape r e c o r d i n g s on which t o base t h e i r 

p r e d i c a t i o n s . I n t h i s case i t i s e v i d e n t t h a t l e s s c o n t r o l e x i s t e d 

over t h e sampling o f events than i n the group s t u d y . However, 

independent m o d e l l i n g i n t h i s s tudy was always preceded by t h e p l a y 

back o f t h e preceding two-person c o n v e r s a t i o n which was assumed t o 

achieve a " p r i m i n g e f f e c t on subsequent p r e d i c a t i o n s . I t was not 

p o s s i b l e t o explore t h e n a t u r e o f t h i s p r i m i n g e f f e c t i n d e t a i l , 

a l t h o u g h a t l e a s t t h r e e components were suggested t o i n f l u e n c e 

subsequent p r e d i c a t i o n . F i r s t l y , t h e i n d u c t i o n o f o b j e c t i v e s e l f -

awareness noted above was assumed t o increase the s a l i e n c e and 

c e n t r a l i t y o f s e l f - r e l e v a n t p r e d i c a t i o n s (Lemon and Warren, ^97^)• 

Secondly, i t was fissumed t h a t dissonance between expressed and 

unexpressed f e e l i n g s i n t h e two-person c o n v e r s a t i o n would be h i g h 

l i g h t e d , i n c r e a s i n g t he i n c i d e n c e o f s e l f - r o l e p r e d i c a t i o n s . T h i s 

component i s s y s t e m a t i c a l l y u t i l i s e d i n Mair's " c o n v e r s a t i o n c y c l e " 

(1970b). T h i r d l y , as an a l t e r n a t i v e t o o b j e c t i v e self-axvareness, 

i t was thought t h a t playback i n some circumstances loay l e a d t o 

" e m o t i o n a l a b s o r p t i o i l ' i n recorded events, p r i m i n g o t h e r - r e l e v a n t 

p r e d i c a t i o n s which may n o t have been expressed i n the two-person 

c o n v e r s a t i o n . 

The comparison o f the methods o f demarcation o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 



-681-

domain i n the two s t u d i e s suggests a dimension along which c o n t r o l 

o f demarcation may v a r y , extending from experimenter-based event 

sampling, through a form o f n e g o t i a t e d sampling e x e m p l i f i e d i n the 

group s t u d y , t o the subject-based Scunpling o f the f r i e n d s h i p s t u d y . 

V/hilst t h e consequences o f r e s t r i c t i o n o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n e i l domain 

were made c l e a r i n the i n t e r v i e w e r - b i a s study o f Chapter 2.3*« 

f u r t h e r research i s r e q u i r e d t o e s t a b l i s h the c o n d i t i o n s under 

which d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s o f c o n t r o l are a p p r o p r i a t e . 

5«1-5»3- E x t e r i o r i s i n g and r e c o r d i n g primary m o d e l l i n g . 

The two s t u d i e s employed r a d i c a l l y d i f f e r e n t methods f o r e x t e r i o r i s i n g 

and r e c o r d i n g primary m o d e l l i n g . I n the f r i e n d s h i p study p r i m a r y 

m o d e l l i n g was conducted independently and i n complete i s o l a t i o n . 

As a r e s u l t , the form t h a t m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y took i n these sessions 

i s i n d e t e r m i n a t e . I n a d d i t i o n , a l l records o f primary m o d e l l i n g 

remained c o n f i d e n t i a l and were not open t o s c r u t i n y . Consequently, 

comments concerning m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y i n t h i s study can o n l y be 

a n e c d o t a l . I n c o n t r a s t , m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y i n t h e group s t u d y 

comprised an event i n which a l l members p a r t i c i p a t e d , r e c o r d s o f 

which were a v a i l a b l e f o r f u r t h e r a n a l y s i s . These d i f f e r e n c e s 

between the methods i n . t h e two s t u d i e s were s i g n i f i c a n t i n s e v e r a l 

r e s p e c t s . 

F i r s t l y , the locus and q u a l i t y o f c o n t r o l over t he p r i m a r y m o d e l l i n g 

s i t u a t i o n c l e a r l y d i f f e r e d , and these d i f f e r e n c e s r e f l e c t v a r i a t i o n s 

i n t h e demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s present i n the two methods (Orne, 

1962). Demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s here r e f e r t o the sum t o t a l o f cues 

present i n the m o d e l l i n g s i t u a t i o n which i n f l u e n c e d p a r t i c i p a n t ' s 
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e x p e c t a t i o n s concerning t h e i r performance i n t h a t s i t u a t i o n . Thus, 

i n t h e group study, where members were requested t o i n d e p e n d e n t l y 

f o r m u l a t e personal c o n s t r u c t s t o describe s i m i l a r i t i e s and c o n t r a s t s 

i n t h e i r p e r c e p t i o n o f the group event sample, i t may be supposed 

t h a t subsequent s h a r i n g or exchange o f c o n s t r u c t s was expected. 

Consequently, p a r t i c i p a n t ' s m o d e l l i n g was shaped by the e x p e c t a t i o n 

t h a t o t h e r group members would s c r u t i n i s e t h e i r c o n s t r u c t s suid draw 

i n f e r e n c e s about them. S i m i l a r l y , some members c o l l a b o r a t e d i n 

f o r m u l a t i n g c o n s t r u c t s , suggesting t h e presence o f cues capable 

o f e v o k i n g eveiluation apprehension. Some of the i m p l i c a t i o n s o f 

demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s o p e r a t i n g . i n " r e p e r t o r y g r i d i n t e r v i e i - / s - a r e 

e x p l o r e d i n Chapter 2.3. 

E x p e c t a t i o n s concerning m o d e l l i n g i n the f r i e n d s h i p s t u d y appeared 

t o t a k e t h r e e f o r m ^ namely an expected norm o f e x t e n s i v e s e l f -

d i s c l o s u r e , a n x i e t i e s concerning c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y , and e x p e c t a t i o n s 

c o n c e r n i n g the outcome o f m o d e l l i n g . E x p l i c i t i n s t r u c t i o n s f o r the 

f i r s t s t a g e o f the "mystic m o n i t o r " were mi n i m a l , but i t was apparent 

t h a t b o t h p a r t i c i p s m t s viewed the a c t i v i t y as a t e s t o f the e x t e n t 

t o which they c o u l d be "honest" w i t h themselves. B e s p i t e assurances 

t h a t t h e sessions would not be monitored, t h a t t h e audiotapes would 

be r e t a i n e d by. each p a r t i c i p a n t , and t h a t they were t o be erased follo;d.ng 

t he f i n a l two-person c o n v e r s a t i o n , both p a r t i c i p a n t s r e p o r t e d a f e a r 

o f eavesdropping, i n d i c a t i n g t h e s t r e n g t h o f the norm a g a i n s t 

" t a l k i n g t o o n e s e l f " . F i n a l l y , b o t h p a r t i c i p a n t s i n i t i a l l y expected 

a s i g n i f i c a n t outcome from the e x e r c i s e , and r e p o r t e d some d i s a p p o i n t 

ment when t h i s outcome was o t h e r than a n t i c i p a t e d . 
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Secondly, t h e two s t u d i e s d i f f e r e d i n the e x t e n t t o which t h e 

method employed guided m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y . I n the f r i e n d s h i p 

s t u d y , no guidance was o f f e r e d d u r i n g m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y . By 

c o n t r a s t , m o d e l l i n g i n the group s t u d y was guided f i r s t l y by t h e 

random s e l e c t i o n o f event t r i a d s which e f f e c t i v e l y yoked t h e 

othe r w i s e independent c o n s t r u c t f o r m u l a t i o n s o f group members, and 

secondly i n the systematic numerical p r e d i c a t i o n o f events by 

c o n s t r u c t s i n r e p e r t o r y g r i d t e c h n i q u e . V / h i l s t r e p e r t o r y g r i d 

methods do not determine the co n t e n t o f p r e d i c a t i o n s , they do have 

the advantage o f e n s u r i n g the p r e d i c a t i o n o f the e n t i r e c o n v e r s a t i o n a l 

domain. One c o n s i d e r a t i o n t h a t was observed, however, was t h e need 

t o ensure by a p p r o p r i a t e t r i a d s e l e c t i o n t h a t t h e range o f 

convenience o f c o n s t r u c t s encompassed t h e e n t i r e event seunple 

( B a n n i s t e r and Mair, 1968). 

> 

T h i r d l y , p r e d i c a t i o n i n the f r i e n d s h i p study was expected t o be 

c h a r a c t e r i s e d by a g r e a t e r v a r i e t y o f form t h a n i n the group s t u d y . 

I n t h e l a t t e r study p r e d i c a t i o n took the form o f vn:itten statements 

w i t h i n a r e l a t i v e l y f i x e d "sense o f audience" (Rosen, 1973)t namely 

s e l f and o t h e r members o f the group. I n the f r i e n d s h i p s t u d y , 

however, p r e d i c a t i o n s were not w r i t t e n b u t spoken, and t h e accompamying 

sense o f audience f r e e t o v a r y . Thus, w h i l s t w i t h i n the r e p e r t o r y g r i d 

format t h e group members woixld be expected t o be a t some p a i n s t o 

v;ord and phrase t h e i r f o r m u l a t i o n s f o r t h e understanding o f o t h e r 

group members, i n t h e "mystic m o n i t o r " sessions t h e m o d e l l i n g 

monologue took a v a r i e t y o f forms a s s o c i a t e d w i t h a range o f r o l e -

r e l a t i o n s h i p s . F i r s t l y , the f a c t t h a t p r e d i c a t i o n occurred w i t h i n 

the c o n t e x t o f an. audience v/as e v i d e n t from the prevalence o f 
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e o c i o c e n t r i c speech sequences (Duncan, 1972), ranging from back-

channel communication (e.g. " I mean", "You know?" utterances) to 

e x p l i c i t other-directed sequences (e.g. apologies, c o r r e c t i o n s , 

confiding i n whispers, e t c . ) . Secondly, i t became apparent that the 

nature of the audience varied according to the a f f e c t i v e content 

of the predications, ranging from the "sympathetic listener"* to the 

absent conversational partner. T h i r d l y , one d i s t i n c t i v e form of 

audience was observed, namely, self-audience, represented e i t h e r a s 

a future l i s t e n e r to the audio-tape, i n which case predicates took 

the form of "notes f o r future reference", or a s a l i s t e n e r i n the 

present, speech being meirked i n t h i s instance by egocentric speech 

patterns i n which only the subject was denoted and the predicate 

omitted. Fourthly, the enactment of e n t i r e episodes was observed, 

the s u b j e c t a l t e r n a t e l y assuming the r o l e s of two protagonists 

engaged i n dialogue, frequently of a question-answer form. F i n a l l y , ^ 

the sense of audience may become so acute as to i n h i b i t any form 

of speech whatever, a l l overt predication coming to a heilt* 

I n summary, what may be gained i n the exhaustive predication of 

a conversational domain by the repertory g r i d methodology may be 

l o s t i n the r e l a t i v e l y fixed sense of audience associated w i t h a 

s t r i c t construct e l i c i t a t i o n procedure. To obtain an i n c r e a s e i n the 

a f f e c t i v e content of construct formulations i t may be a d v i s a b l e to 

root construct formulation i n a more f l u i d dyadic i n t e r a c t i o n of 

the kind suggested by Rowe (1976) i n which "the t h e r a p i s t , staurting 

with the g r i d , t r i e s to l e a r n and to work i n the c l i e n t ' s own 

language" ( p . 1 ^ ) . I n view of the discussion of demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

of such an i n t e r a c t i o n , i t i s apparent that great s k i l l i s required to 

encourage the unbiased e x t e r n a l i s a t i o n of personal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . 



-685-

5.1«3*^» The transformation of primary modelling. 

The transformation of primary modelling i s an aspect of Strategy A 

that was not developed i n the fr i e n d s h i p study. Instead, the 

audiotape recording obtained i n the f i r s t stage of the "mystic 

monitor" sessions was immediately played back a s a b a s i s f o r further 

independent modelling a c t i v i t y . Insofeu* as an audiotape provides 

an unbiased and nonselective record of modelling utterances no 

external transformations were present* 

I n the group study, however, tramsformations were varied and complex. 

The c o n s t r u c t s formulated by each group member from the common s e t 

of 10 group events were pooled (providing ^6 constructs i n a l l from 

7 group members) to form a "group g r i d " . The group g r i d thus 

comprised a matrix of numerical r a t i n g s (taking values of 1, 2 and 3) 

i n ^6 rows and 10 columns. This g r i d represented the record of the 

group's primary modelling, and i t was to t h i s data that a s e r i e s of 

nximerical transformations were applied. 

The f i r s t transformation was to a s s e s s the extent of fxinctional 

equivalence between predicates i n the g r i d . The concept of 

fu n c t i o n a l equivalence r e f e r s to s i m i l a r i t i e s i n the pattern of 

event predications obtained by any p a i r of constructs, and i s 

rooted i n the conversational domain s p e c i f i e d by the event seunple. I f 

two constructs obtain i d e n t i c a l r a t i n g s for a l l 10 events, they were 

s a i d to be f u n c t i o n a l l y i d e n t i c a l . No a s s e r t i o n s could be, or 

were, made as to whether t h i s equivalence extended to other events 

beyond the demarcated event sample. 
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Functioned equivalence was assessed by computer analysing the 

group g r i d to obtain a niatrix of the s i m i l a r i t i e s between each 

construct and a l l others. Because of the l i m i t e d range of r a t i n g 

values, the matric employed by the program was the normalised 

matching score (Thomas and Garnons-Williams, 1970) , a c i t y - b l o c k 

metric of the form (nd n j a x " ^ "^^^^^max • v a l u e s 

vcirying between - 1 0 0 . (maximal negative a s s o c i a t i o n ) and +100. 

(maximal positive a s s o c i a t i o n ) . T h i s metric was, however, very 

s e n s i t i v e to biased r a t i n g d i s t r i b u t i o n s , and a more appropriate 

metric i n t h i s sample case would have been a v a i l a b l e i f dichotomous 

so r t i n g had been employed, namely Pearson's index of mean square 

contingency, or p h i - c o e f f i c i e n t . 

The second transformation was applied to the s i m i l a r i t y matrix to 

obtain a t y p a l a n a l y s i s solution, and comprised elementary linkage 

a n a l y s i s (McQuitty, 1957). E s s e n t i a l l y , elementary linkage a n a l y s i s 

i s an agglomerative single-linkage technique, where c l u s t e r i n g by 

types (defined as categories comprising items most as s o c i a t e d with 

other items within the same category) proceeds from the d i s j o i n t to c 

one or more conjoint p a r t i t i o n s . The procedure has d i s t i n c t advant

ages over both complete c l u s t e r i n g schemes (e.g. C a t t e l l , 19^*^) and 

h i e r a r c h i c a l c l u s t e r i n g schemes (e.g. Johnson, 19^7)• F i r s t l y , 

elementary linkage a n a l y s i s does not require the a r b i t r a r y 

s p e c i f i c a t i o n of a lower l i m i t of inter-item a s s o c i a t i o n necessary 

to determine c l u s t e r membership i n complete linkage schemes. 

Secondly, elementary linkage a n a l y s i s i s labour saving i n comparison 

to h i e r a r c h i c a l c l u s t e r i n g schemes. Thirdly, h i e r a r c h i c a l 

c l u s t e r i n g schemes require a t h e o r e t i c a l decision to be made 

concerning the representation of conjoint items i n the r e s i d u a l 
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matrix (e.g. averaging, centroid and centre of gravity methods) 

which elementary linkage a n a l y s i s does not. 

This transformation was applied i n order to simultaneously l o c a t e 

consensual and d i s j u n c t i v e predications of group events f o r two 

reasons; f i r s t , to provide the group with a summary of t h e i r 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of events i n the group's development, and second, to 

exhibi t the pattern of assumptions i n the group at the time of 

primary modelling. I n f a c t , from the ̂  constructs elementary 

linkage a n a l y s i s l o c ated two l a r g e types to which all seven members 

contributed at l e a s t one construct, four small types and s i x 

i s o l a t e constructs. The presence of i s o l a t e s i s not to be expected 

from elementary linkage procedure, and i n d i c a t e s one of the d i f f i c u l 

t i e s experienced i n applying t h i s transformation. 

F i r s t l y , as the s i m i l a r i t y matrix increases i n s i z e the l i k e l i h o o d 

of " s t r a g g l y " c l u s t e r s emerging from elementary linkage a n a l y s i s 

i n c r e a s e s . Straggly c l u s t e r s comprise long chains of items with 

l i n k s of varying i n t e n s i t y . McQuitty (1957) foresaw t h i s problem 

and suggested i d e n t i f y i n g such c l u s t e r s as "mixed types", w i t h one 

or more items a c t i n g as l i n k s between what might otherwise appear 

( i n the absence of these items) as di s c r e t e types. I n the group 

study the expedient of s e t t i n g a lower bound on matching s c o r e s was 

employed, with the attendant danger of reducing the v a l i d i t y of 

the types produced by severing the weak l i n k s . As a r e s u l t , s i x 

constructs with very weak typal membership emerged as i s o l a t e s . 

Secondly, McQuitty acknowledges that the number of types l o c a t e d 

by the a n a l y s i s i s determined e x c l u s i v e l y by the number of r e c i p r o c a l 
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item p a i r s (where item i ^ has i t s highest matching score with item 

and has i t s highest matching score with i ^ ) . ^y employing 

the above expedient, t h i s r e s t r i c t i o n i s l i f t e d , as types may be 

located which do not converge on a r e c i p r o c a l item p a i r . 

These transformations gave r i s e to two outcomes i n the group study. 

The f i r s t outcome was the c h a r a c t e r i s a t i o n of the group's development 

by i t s members. Focussing on the two l a r g e s t linkage types, i t was 

evident that they were consistent with social-emotional s a t i s f a c t i o n 

(Type I ) and task s a t i s f a c t i o n (Type I I ) , described by Bales and 

S l a t e r (1955)• T h i s sharp d i s t i n c t i o n between task and group 

maintenance goals may well have been potentiated by the removal of 

legit i m a t e group leadership c r e a t i n g some resentment i n the group 

and r e q u i r i n g the d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n of a maintenance leader to reform 

the group's shared assumptions (Verba, 196I; Burke, 19^7) . Ordering e 

the group attempts i n a temporal sequence and scoring each event 

for p o s i t i v e and negative evaluation i n terms of the two major types 

obtained a s t r i k i n g pattern of s h i f t i n g task and social-emotional 

gofil s a t i s f a c t i o n over the s e r i e s of group meetings. This s h i f t 

appeared to coincide with E's observations concerning the movement 

of the group through the "grumble" and "party games" assumptions of 

Riases I and I I towards the s e l f - i n i t i a t e d "task-oriented" assumptions 

of Hiase I I I . 

A major problem i n t h i s a n a l y s i s i s the indeterminate extent of the 

contribution of i n d i v i d u a l members and E to the observed pattern 

of event evaluations. Since members vary i n the number of constructs 

they contribute to each of the two major types the observations on 

which the evaluation pattern i s based are not independent, and some 
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degree of bias may be present. A more appropriate b a s i s f o r the 

evaluation data would be to compute an evaluation index for each 

type for each group member, eind base the pattern on the mean values 

of the index obtained for each of the ten group events. 

However, the method does have d i s t i n c t advantages. Previous s t u d i e s 

of phases i n problem-solving groups have r e l i e d upon behavioural 

data and objective c r i t e r i a to e s t a b l i s h s h i f t s i n the group climate 

throughout i t s development. For example, i n a well-known s e r i e s of 

s t u d i e s . Bales and Strodtbeck (1968) employed the 12 category event 

schedule of the Interpersonal Process A n a l y s i s method to l o c a t e three 

generalised phases ( o r i e n t a t i o n , evaluation and control) i n problem-

solvin g groups, r e q u i r i n g the presence of a t r a i n e d observer. The 

present group study o f f e r s a more exact method for exploring members' 

int e r p r e t a t i o n s of group a c t i v i t i e s , thus d i r e c t l y a c c essing shared ' 

assumptions concerning group climate, instead of r e l y i n g on inferences 

from behavioural data. Nevertheless, the u t i l i t y of such aji a j i a l y s i s 

did not escape Bales and Strodtbeck, as they remark that " i t may 

be used with some advantage as a baseline for the detection of 

discrepancies or accentuations due to known or experimentally 

introduced external conditions, or...as diagnostic i n d i c a t i o n s of 

the presence of other \ i?ise unknown conditions" (1968, p.598). These 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s i n connection with the present group study method are 

discussed i n the following s e c t i o n . 

The second outcome of the transformations applied i n the group study 

was the display of shared assumptions within the group a t the time 

of primary modelling a c t i v i t y . This was achieved by applying a t h i r d 

transformation, namely relaxed rank order t y p a l aneaysis (McQuitty, 
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1971) to a s i m i l a r i t y , or consensus, matrix, obtained by computing 

an overlap score between members according to the extent to which 

they contributed constructs to the types derived from the i n i t i a l 

linkage a n a l y s i s of the group's kS constructs. Again an aggloraerative 

c l u s t e r i n g procedure, relaxed rank order t y p a l a n a l y s i s has the 

advantage o£ (a) assuming only an ordinal l e v e l of measurement i n 

the overlap s c o r ^ (b) being exhaustive, achieving the c o n j o i n t 

p a r t i t i o n i n every case, ( c ) making no assumptions concerning lower 

l i m i t s of typal membership, and (d) avoiding the typal determination 

by r e c i p r o c a l item p a i r s associated with elementary linkage a n a l y s i s . 

I n many respects, t h i s a n a l y s i s achieves a summary of intragroup 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s resembling those obtained by sociometric methods (MorenOt 

1955)t i n which c r i t e r i a l aspects of r e l a t i o n s h i p s may be depicted 

as a proximity network. However, the method employed by the group 

study i s e s s e n t i a l l y i n d i r e c t , i n contrast to members' d e l i b e r a t e 

estimation of proximity i n the sociometric technique. 

E s s e n t i a l l y , t h i s a n a l y s i s exhibited three member types distinguished 

by t h e i r r e l a t i v e emphasis on the f i r s t three linkage types. Whilst 

these member types corroborated E's observations concerning task 

€Lnd social-emotional group leaders, the u t i l i t y of the a n a l y s i s 

for the members themselves w i l l be discussed i n the following 

s e c t i o n . The v a l i d i t y of the member types observed, however, may 

be questioned for two other reasons. 

F i r s t l y , the numerical basis for the overlap score from which the 

consensus matrix was obtained i s extremely weak. The score i t s e l f 

r e f l e c t s the r a t i o between the observed and expected frequencies of 
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r e c i p r o c a l typal membership of the constructs contributed by any 

member p a i r , or ^ n^^ n^^ / N̂ F̂ 2» where ra = number of linkage 
m 

types, n= number of constructs contributed by each member to the 

j t h type, and N = t o t a l number of constructs contributed by each 

member. V/ith the exception of E, a l l members produced e i t h e r 5 or 

6 constructs d i s t r i b u t e d over 6 linkage types. Consequently, the 

overlap score i s biased i n favour of member p a i r s that contribute 

constructs to a l i m i t e d number of types, and against p a i r s that 

d i s t r i b u t e constructs evenly over the types. An a l t e r n a t i v e metric 

for the overlap score might be based on the p a r t i t i o n of the expected 

frequency of r e c i p r o c a l membership over the m types. 

Secondly, inferences from the overlap score r e s t on the assumption 

that the conditions for construct sampling v/ere equivalent f o r a l l 

group members, and that the overlap score r e f l e c t s the r e l a t i v e 

s a l i e n c e of t y p a l l y defined predicates for each member. That i s , 

s a l i e n t predicates, i d e n t i f i a b l e by t h e i r p r i o r i t y i n e l i c i t a t i o n 

( T a j f e l and Wilkes, 1963) t h e i r e l i c i t a t i o n frequency (Shubsacha, 

1973), and t h e i r judgemental p o l a r i s a t i o n (Bonarius, 1965; Isaacson 

and L a n d f i e l d , 1965) , .are viewed as important to the i n d i v i d u a l 

because they (a) allow more e f f e c t i v e inferences to other predicates 

( c e n t r a l i t y ) and (b) provide a means of c h a r a c t e r i s i n g s e l f i n r e l a t i o n 

to the group ( s e l f - r e l e v a n c e ; Lemon and V/arren, 197^)• S i m i l a r l y , 

E i s e r and Stroebe (1972) point out that s a l i e n c e coincides with the 

e f f e c t s of "ego-involvement" ( S h e r i f , S h e r i f and Nebergall, I965) 

and "valuing" ( T a j f e l , 1959) i n s o c i a l judgement. These assumptions 

underly the inference that member types r e f l e c t the intragroup 

s t r u c t u r e of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of group events. However, E i s e r and 
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Stroebe point out the e r r o r of assuming that " j u s t because ag 

individueil prefers to use c e r t a i n dimenisions r a t h e r than others when 

judging a p a r t i c u l a r s e t of s t i m u l i , these dimensions or personsO. 

constructs, w i l l remain equally s a l i e n t for him whatever the nature 

of the s t i m u l i he i s judging. Dimensions which are found to be 

s a l i e n t f o r a given i n d i v i d u a l i n one s i t u a t i o n w i l l not n e c e s s a r i l y 

be s a l i e n t for him i n another" (1972, p.21^). C l e a r l y , i nferences 

concerning the s t r u c t u r e of the group must take account of the nature 

of the primary modelling s i t u a t i o n , and here we may note that 

predication i n the group i s l i k e l y to have been influenced by 

members' expectations and the demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s introduced i n t o 

the a c t i v i t y by E discussed i n 5 . 1 . 3 . 2 . 

I n summary, the transformations applied to primary modelling i n the 

group study highlighted a number of numericaJ., procedural and 

i n f e r e n t i a l d i f f i c u l t i e s which have considerable consequences for the 

l o g i c of Strategy A cognitive r e f l e c t i o n , emd as the follov/ing 

s e c t i o n displays, f o r subsequent secondary modelling by p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

5»1»3*5« Intervention and the display of transformation outcomes. 

A fourth consideration i n a s s e s s i n g the two Strategy A s t u d i e s i s 

the manner i n which transformation outcomes are u t i l i s e d to promote 

secondary modelling. This aspect of Strategy A was not f u l l y 

developed i n the group study. However the f r i e n d s h i p study included 

an attempt to devise c r i t e r i a for regulating i n t e r v e n t i o n i n t o the 

ongoing conversation, cuid i n the l i g h t of the d i s c u s s i o n of t r a n s 

formations i n the group study, some i n d i c a t i o n s for the developnent 
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of an appropriate r e f l e c t i v e s t r ategy may be o u t l i n e d . ^ 

Developing appropriate r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s i n these s t u d i e s 

required that three major i s s u e s be resolved, namely, the timing of 

intervention, the content of intervention, and the nature of secondary 

modelling. 

I n h i s discussion of psychological i n t e r p r e t a t i o n as a c o g n i t i v e 

a c t i v i t y . Levy (19^3) points out that J:here i s an optimal frequency 

and timing f o r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , and that t h i s timing i s associated 

with the c l i e n t ' s c a p a c i t y to i d e n t i f y i n t r i n s i c cues i n accordance 

with the development of conversational competence; "too high a dosage 

of interpretation...may i n some instsmces encourage dependency upon 

the t h e r a p i s t . . . ( o r ) so g r a t i f y the patient as to reduce the 

f r u s t r a t i o n necessary for him to move forward i n therapy" (p.25^). 

Here we see a restatement of Holding's (1965) a s s e r t i o n t h a t augmented 

feedback i s valuable i n s o f a r as i t r e d i r e c t s the t r a i n e e ' s a t t e n t i o n 

to i n t r i n s i c cues a r i s i n g during task performance. As to the optimal 

moment of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . Levy suggests that t h i s depends on the 

c l i e n t ' s readiness to receive the propositions i n t e r p r e t a t i o n a s s e r t s , 

as r e f l e c t e d i n the l e v e l of dissonance experienced by the c l i e n t 

vn.thin the domain of those propositions. 

As an attempt to a s s e s s mements of readiness f o r i n t e r v e n t i o n 

i n the f r i e n d s h i p study, an a n a l y s i s was made of the s e r i e s of two-

person conversations to e s t a b l i s h c r i t e r i a f o r i n t e r v e n t i o n . To achieve 

t h i s a n a l y s i s an independent judge f i r s t l y s e l e c t e d from the audiotape 

recordings of the conversations a number of " s i g n i f i c a n t events" 

which were viewed as having an e f f e c t on the course of the encounter. 
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From four hours of conversation W7 events were s e l e c t e d , and coded 

i n such a way as to achieve three o b j e c t i v e s : ( a ) to i d e n t i f y the 

i n t e r a c t i o n modality of each event by c l a s s i f y i n g i t along two 

dimensions, a c t i v e v s . passive and personal v s . impersonal, (b) 

to i d e n t i f y models of s e l f and other constructed by the p a r t i c i p a n t s 

i n each event by c l a s s i f y i n g - e v e n t s into a l i m i t e d c l a s s of .reference 

frames, and (c) to i d e n t i f y the sequencing and t r a n s i t i o n s between 

reference frames over the s e r i e s of conversations. The reference 

frames i n (b) above were constructed by the judge, who was ins t r u c t e d 

to analyse the event sample for i t s dramatic content and to group 

the events into a minimum number of dis c r e t e c l a s s e s according to 

the r o l e s enacted by the the p a r t i c i p a n t s - Four frames of reference 

were i d e n t i f i e d from the event, namely "debate" ( i n t e l l e c t u a l d i s c u s s i o n ) , 

"performance" (monologue by one p a r t i c i p a n t ) , " s t r o k i n g " ( r e c i p r o c a l 

exchange of concessions), and " f i g h t - f l i g h t " ( c o n f l i c t and d i s p u t e ) . 

The four reference frames were then char a c t e r i s e d by t h e i r predominant 

modality, as follows: debate, passive-impersonal; performance, 

passive-personed; stroking, passive-personal; f i g h t - f l i g h t , a c t i v e -

personal • 

C l e a r l y , the procedure for sampling and coding events i n the conversa

t i o n s i s f a r from i d e a l . F i r s t l y , the c r i t e r i a the judge employed 

fo r s e l e c t i n g events were not made s u f f i c i e n t l y e x p l i c i t , and no 

attempt was made to t e s t sampling s t a b i l i t y or inter-judge r e l i a b i l i t y . 

Secondly, s i m i l a r c r i t i c i s m s may be l e v e l l e d a t the encoding of the 

event sample by i n t e r a c t i o n modality and reference frame. F i n a l l y , 

the reference frames themselves have not been tested f o r t h e i r 

general v e i l i d i t y . 
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However, t h i s procedure represented a f i r s t attempt at e s t a b l i s h i n g ^ 

a means of i d e n t i f y i n g phases i n ongoing conversations from which to 

develop intervention c r i t e r i a . I n applying the r e s u l t s of t h i s 

coding scheme to the sequence of two-person conversations i t 

became evident that two c y c l e s of a c t i v i t y , each opening and c l o s i n g 

with r i t u a l i s e d behaviours, were present. The f i r s t c y c l e , marked 

by the prevalence of the performance frame, appeeired to s e t the 

stage for the a c t i v i t y of the second c y c l e , distinguished by the 

prevalence of the f i g h t - f l i g h t frame. Within the second c y c l e , i t 

became apparent that unsuccessful attempts to e s t a b l i s h a new 

d e f i n i t i o n of the r e l a t i o n s h i p were being made, and that these attempts 

were marked by the avoidance of complementary self-models, e i t h e r 

through overt contradiction of self-models by one or other p a r t 

i c i p a n t , or through inadvertant paradox i n the demands p a r t i c i p a n t s 

placed on each other. Instances of paradox and c o n t r a d i c t i o n 

seemed to represent moments of impasse, and thus monents of maximal 

readiness for i n t e r v e n t i o n . On the basis of c r i t e r i a f or i d e n t i f y i n g 

contradiction and paradox, a r e f l e c t i v e strategy might be constructed 

to intervene at those points, display the sequence of immediately 

preceding reference frames, and provide a b a s i s f o r p a r t i c i p a n t s to 

engage i n secondary modelling. 

The assumption that paradox and contradiction represent i d e a l moments 

for intervention i s grounded i n Levy's t h e o r e t i c a l account of 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n (1963)- F i r s t l y , Levy points out that the purpose 

of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s to introduce an a l t e r n a t i v e language system 

fo r describing events when those events are i n t e r p r e t e d by tie c l i e n t 

i n an inconsistent and unproductive way. Secondly, i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

introduces dissonance i n t o the c l i e n t ' s i n t e r p r e t i v e system (Axiom 6) 
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which the c l i e n t seeks to reduce by cognitive r e s t r u c t u r i n g . 

T h i r d l y , cognitive r e s t r u c t u r i n g w i l l occur only i f p o s t - i n t e r p r e t a t i o n 

dissonance i s l e s s than pre-interpretation dissonance (corollauTr 

I I I A ) . I f the reverse i s the case, Levy argues, i n t e r p r e t i v e 

propositions are r e j e c t e d or d i s t o r t e d . Thus, i n t e r v e n t i o n c r i t e r i a 

may be sta t e d i n behavioural terms, as behaviours that i n d i c a t e the 

occurrence of maximal dissonance i n s e l f - c o g n i t i o n s . Moreover, the 

development of competence i n regulating t r a n s i t i o n s between p a r t i c i p -

a t i v e and modelling modes of self-experience e n t a i l s i d e n t i f y i n g 

i n t r i n s i c cues associated with dissonance of t h i s kind. 

The second major consideration i n the development of a r e f l e c t i v e 

s t r a tegy concerns the content of the intervention response. I t 

was suggested that i n the fr i e n d s h i p study a r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g y 

would d i s p l a y the sequence of behaviours that l e d to the occurrence 

of paradox and contradiction of self-models. As t h i s was not 

attempted i n the study the consequences of t h i s i n t e r v e n t i o n are not 

knovm. However, transformation outcomes were displayed to p a r t i c i p a n t s 

i n the group study, and some remarks concerning t h e i r consequences 

may be made. 

Three d i s p l a y s derived from the "group g r i d " were presented and 

discussed i n the group; (a) a "focused g r i d " (Thomas and Shaw, 1976) 

obtained from the linkage a n a l y s i s to display the pattern of 

construct types produced by the group, (b) a ch a r t d e p i c t i n g the 

evaluation of events by the group i n terms of the f i r s t two construct 

types, and (c) a "consensus" diagram derived from the r e l a x e d rank 

order t y p a l a n a l y s i s depicting the three "member types" w i t h i n the 
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group. These three displays were introduced as di s c u s s i o n items 

and, although they provoked considerable di s c u s s i o n , group members 

i d e n t i f i e d a number of d i f f i c u l t i e s i n formulating propositions 

concerning them. F i r s t l y , i n the group study the timing of present

ati o n of the displays was not coincident with dissonance i n the 

group. Instead, the timing of presentation was determined by the 

time taken to process the data, and i n many cases members observed 

that t h e i r i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of group events were now so d i f f e r e n t 

a s to render t h e i r e a r l i e r formulations i r r e l e v a n t . Secondly, some 

members were re l u c t a n t to formulate propositions concerning the 

dis p l a y s because the transformations that had been applied were 

not e x p l i c i t . Consequently, members r e j e c t e d the a l t e r n a t i v e 

language system provided by the d i s p l a y s . F i n a l l y , members f e l t 

that t h e i r o r i g i n a l predications were not e n t i r e l y v a l i d , influenced 

as they were by the context i n which they were formulated. 

I n summary, although some secondary modelling did occur, d i f f i c u l t i e s 

were experienced by group members i n accepting the semantic phase 

of cognitive r e f l e c t i o n . I t i s important to note that t h i s i s not 

an instance of " r e j e c t i o n of an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n " (which Levy views as 

i n d i c a t i n g the magnitude of dissonance produced by i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ) 

because no i n t e r p r e t a t i o n was offered. Secondary modelling by 

group members was intended to be the only pr e p o s i t i o n a l a c t i v i t y i n 

the s t r a t e g y . Instead, members found the process of primary model

l i n g , i t s various transformations and the timing of the d i s p l a y s 

unacceptable. 
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5 .1»3«6 . The d i s c u s s i o n of Strategy A procedures has focussed on 

four i s s u e s relevant to the model of cognitive r e f l e c t i o n o u t l i n e d 

i n 5 . 1 , 2 . 3 . , namely the demarcation of the domain of primary model

l i n g , the conditions under which primary modelling occurs, i t s 

transformation, and the intervention and display of transformations 

to r e d i r e c t the course of ongoing conversations. The d i f f i c u l t i e s 

emerging from the implementation of Strategy A are f a r from resolved, 

but the studies have shovm the need to consider a number of f a c t o r s 

i n the design of Strategy A procedures. F i r s t l y , care i s required 

to ensure that both the s e l e c t i o n of the conversational domain 

and subsequent predication within that domain i s not c o n t r o l l e d e i t h e r 

e n t i r e l y by the s u b j e c t or by the experimenter. Problems associated, 

with the formerwere exhibited i n the f r i e n d s h i p study, w h i l s t the 

group study r e f l e c t e d the e f f e c t of the demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

imposed on modelling by E. Secondly, a s t a b l e and appropriate s e t 

of transformations and d e c i s i o n - r u l e s for c l a s s i f y i n g primsiry 

predicates i s required, capable of i d e n t i f y i n g functional f e a t u r e s 

of modelling. These transformations should be s e l f - e v i d e n t to the 

extent that they may be seen to be based on e a s i l y observable 

features of predications. F i n a l l y , to f u l l y implement Strategy A 

behavioural c r i t e r i a are required to detennine the timing and 

frequency of i n t e r v e n t i o n . Since Strategy A seeks to f a c i l i t a t e 

p a r t i c i p a n t s ' a b i l i t i e s to s e l f - r e g u l a t e t r a n s i t i o n s between modes 

of self-e x p e r i e n c e , these c r i t e r i a must a l s o be s t a b l e and uneimbiguous. 

Further research concerning Strategy A procedures would be expected 

to r e l y on the construction of a machine-mediated system capable 

of sampling ongoing conversations, i d e n t i f y i n g the occurrence of 

r e c u r r i n g sequences of reference frames and paradoxical and contra

d i c t o r y self-monitoring, and intervening i n t o the conversation-to 
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display these c r i t e r i a l f eatures. 

The development of Strategy A procedures was suspended for three 

reasons; (a) computing f a c i l i t i e s do not yet e x i s t f or sampling 

and intervening i n t o ongoing conversatioxis, (b) the development 

of adaptive coding frames i s a task which presents many d i f f i c u l t i e s , 

and (o) Strategy A depends e n t i r e l y on c a r e f u l l y defined i n t e r v e n t i o n 

c r i t e r i a , and those developed i n the p i l o t s t u d i e s may not have 

s u f f i c i e n t g e n e r a l i t y . 
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5»1«^. Strategy C procedures^ 

5«1»'*-«1- Strategy C was developed and implemented i n the studies 

reported i n Chapters 3»2., 3»3» and E s s e n t i a l l y , t h i s strategy 

seeks t o develop p a r t i c i p a n t s ' capacity t o i d e n t i f y and u t i l i s e 

i n t r i n s i c cues a r i s i n g during modelling to achieve increasing specif

i c i t y and v e r i d i c a l i t y i n the models they construct. I n these studies, 

modelling was confined to the formulation of personal constructs i n 

the repertory g r i d technique, since t h i s methodology ( i n contrast 

t o the audiotape method u t i l i s e d i n Chapter 2.I.) enabled the 

exhaustive predication of a given. domedn and the use of numerical 

methods f o r recording and transforming predications. Consequently, 

the three studies of Part 3 focus on f i v e area, namely the develop

ment of classes of transformations f o r i d e n t i f y i n g f u n c t i o n a l features 

of predication, the development of a s t r a t i f i e d model t o systematise 

r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s , the development of transformations appropriate 

t o these r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s , the development of displays to 

e x h i b i t trcinsformation outcomes and i d e n t i f y s a l i e n t cues f o r 

secondary modelling, and f i n a l l y the a p p l i c a t i o n and evaluation of 

these procedures i n two case-studies. I n a l l the studies the p r i n c i p a l 

focus has been on the diachronic nature of modelling and the 

development of conversational competence. To sample modelling 

processes over a period of time, a l o n g i t u d i n a l repertory g r i d 

methodology was f i r s t developed. 

5.1.^.2. The repertory g r i d cycle. 

A discussion of one procedure f o r sampling modelling over a period 

of time (Ryle and L i p s h i t z , 1975) i n Chapter 3.3. gave r i s e t o a 
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number of considerations f o r the design of a s e r i a l r epertory g r i d 

method. F i r s t l y , i t was evident that g r i d procedures are as 

l i k e l y to p r e c i p i t a t e change i n construction eis they are t o measure 

i t . Secondly, since change i n construction i s \inder t e s t , a d d i t i o n a l 

constructs should be e l i c i t e d on each modelling occasion t o detect 

s h i f t s i n predicate sampling ( S l a t e r , 1972, 1969), salience (Eiser 

and Stroebe, 1972) or s h i f t change (Hinkle, 1965). T h i r d l y , since 

r e v i s i o n of construction i s under t e s t , predicates from previous 

modelling occasions should be reapplied on each subsequent occasion 

to detect r a t i n g consistency ( S l a t e r , 1972) or s l o t change (Hinkle, 

1965)- Fourthly, t h a t the element sample should be representative 

of the conversational domain under consideration, namely the user's 

s o c i a l and personal environment (Norris & Makhlouf-Norris, 1976)• 

These considerations led to the use of a repertory g r i d c y c l e , i n 

which the user was f i r s t l y required to e l i c i t a f i x e d number of 

constructs on each modelling occasion from an element sample f i x e d 

over a l l occasions, and secondly to reapply a l l constructs e l i c i t e d 

on preceding occasions. This methodology had several advantages; 

the user might (a) reproduce the o r i g i n a l meanings of constructs on 

subsequent reapplications of them, (b) view reapplied constructs as 

vauriations of other, perhaps more relevant, meanings, (c) view r e -

applied constructs as implying e n t i r e l y novel i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , (d) 

revise p a r t i c u l a r element predications on reapplied constructs, 

(e) e l i c i t constructs to duplicate or amend e a r l i e r constructs, 

and f i n a l l y ( f ) to e l i c i t constructs expressing e n t i r e l y novel and 

independent i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . 
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Construct e l i c i t a t i o n i n the cycle followed a modified versi o n of the 

F u l l Context Form (Bannister and Mair, 1968) i n which the user 

considered a l l the elements (noted on separate cards) a t once and 

was requested t o locate two elements which d i f f e r e d i n a s i n g l e , 

important way. This d i s t i n c t i o n was ve r b a l l y recorded by the user 

himself on a card provided, and the element cards sorted by him 

i n t o f i v e or seven o r d i n a l p i l e s between the extremes formed by the 

tv/o selected elements. To ensure an adequate range of convenience 

f o r the e l i c i t e d constructs, the user was asked t o sor t and resort 

the elements u n t i l he was s a t i s f i e d t h a t thay conveyed h i s subjective 

d i s t i n c t i o n , and i f necessary to reword the construct d e f i n i t i o n 

t o s u i t . The user also recorded on a provided g r i d form, the l o c a t i o n 

of cards himself. This e n t i r e procedure was f i r s t p r a c t i s e d w i t h 

the objective of enabling the s e l f - a d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the g r i d , thus 

reducing as f a r as was possible any bias a t t r i b u t a b l e t o experimental 

demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . 

A number of considerations are relevant t o t h i s discussion, w i t h 

a view t o improving the methodology. F i r s t l y , i n the three studies 

the element sample was f i x e d across aJJ. modelling occasions t o 

enable uniform comparisons to be made between the pattern o f element 

placements on constructs. However, j u s t as construct sampling may 

vary w i t h time, so might the s a l i e n t aspects of the user's personal 

and s o c i a l environment vary ( S l a t e r , 1972). An improved repertory 

g r i d cycle might make provision f o r the user t o introduce i n t o the 

element sample a d d i t i o n a l figures viewed as having current relevance 

t o the user's model of s e l f . Providing elements were not deleted • 

over successive occasions, i n t e r - c o n s t r u c t comparisons might then be 



-703-

made on ratings obtaining f o r the appropriate subsets of the element 
sample. 

Secondly, as constructs are introduced on each occasion, the number 

to be reapplied increases over successive occasions. Experience w i t h 

t h i s method suggests that many reapplied constructs come t o be 

seen as currently i r r e l e v a n t , poorly expressed, or duplicated to aji 

undesirable degree. An improved method might provide the user 

w i t h the f a c i l i t y of e i t h e r d e l e t i n g some constructs from previous 

occasions, or f o r combining those that obtain a c r i t e r i a l l e v e l 

of s i m i l a r i t y i n element placement. 

F i n a l l y , the appropriate number of constructs to be e l i c i t e d on 

each modelling occasion v/as f i x e d a t ei t h e r k or 6 i n the three studies 

reported here. Since i t i s ajrgued that constructs represent success

iv e approximations t o " f e l t meanings" (Gendlin, 1972), t h i s may be 

viewed as too small a number t o adequately sample those meanings. 

On the other hand, p r i o r i t y i n e l i c i t a t i o n i s argued to be an 

i n d i c a t i o n of predicate salience ( T a j f e l and Wilkes, 19^3; Lemon and 

V/arren, 197^) r and the use of the modified F u l l Context Form f o r 

construct e l i c i t a t i o n , consistent w i t h t h i s sissumption, v;as intended 

t o sample only those predicates r e f l e c t i n g a high degree of category 

a c c e s s i b i l i t y (Bruner, 1957). An improved method might be t o permit 

the user t o e l i c i t as many constructs, over and above a lower l i m i t , 

as are f e l t necessary to convey current i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of the per

sonal and socieil environment. 
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5»1.^-3- The development of transformation classes. 

The purpose of Strategy C was to encourage the user t o l e a r n to 

i d e n t i f y and u t i l i s e cues associated w i t h s p e c i f i c f u n c t i o n a l aspects 

of self-modelling conversations. Although the aspects cire p a r t l y 

determined by the method chosen to e x t e r i o r i s e i n t e r n a l processes, 

repertory g r i d techniques permit a great v a r i e t y of inferences 

concerning the functioning of constructs, ranging from s p e c i f i c 

features i n the predication of p a r t i c u l a r elements (e.g. the i d e a l , 

s o c i a l and actual s e l f comparisons of Norris and Makhlouf-Norris, 

1976) t o general features of construct subsystems (e.g. complexity-

s i m p l i c i t y , B i e r i et a l , 1966). The two features selected f o r 

a t t e n t i o n i n Strategy C were c e n t r a l i t y of predication, g i v i n g r i s e • 

to the core g r i d procedure (Chapter 3.2.) and s t a b i l i t y of predication, 

g i v i n g r i s e to the reconstruction g r i d procedure (Chapter 3»3»)» 

F i r s t l y , the feature of c e n t r a l i t y of predication was grounded i n 

the notion that " f e l t meanings" were only p a r t l y r e f l e c t e d by, or 

mapped onto, e x t e r i o r i s e d predications. Gendlin's (1972) account 

of e x p e r i e n t i a l e x p l i c a t i o n and FteiskVs (1975) model of i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y 

and interference were both employed t o i d e n t i f y sources of mapping 

f a i l u r e i n construct formulation. V/hen the i n t e n t i o n of construct 

formulation i s the description of the user"-s s e l f - i d e n t i t y system, 

f a i l u r e s of mapping may be i d e n t i f i e d i n a v a r i e t y of ways; (a) a 

f a i l u r e t o polarise the element SELF on construct scales (Cromwell 

and Caldwell, 1962; Mitsos, 196I; Landfield,1968; Isaacson, 1966), 

(b) a f a i l u r e t o give p r i o r i t y t o s e l f - r e l e v a n t constructs during 

e l i c i t a t i o n ( T a j f e l and Wilkes, 1963; Lemon and Warren, 197̂ )̂, (c) 
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a f a i l u r e t o repeat se l f - r e l e v a n t constructs during e l i c i t a t i o n 

( T a j f e l and Wilkes, 1963; Shubsachs, 1975), and (d) a f a i l u r e of 

se l f - r e l e v a n t constructs to r e s i s t changes i n element allotment 

(Hinkle, 1965) or display t e s t - r e t e s t consistency ( K e l l y , 1955). 

However, i t was evident that features (b) and (c) above were less 

appropriate f o r d e f i n i n g c e n t r a l predicates than they were f o r 

q u a l i f y i n g c e n t r a l predicates. I t was observed, f o r example, that 

f o r a user reluctant to d i r e c t h i s a t t e n t i o n towards himself, c e n t r a l 

predicates are less l i k e l y to obtain p r i o r i t y and r e p e t i t i o n i n 

e l i c i t a t i o n . Instead, i t might be said that a t that time c e n t r a l 

predicates were less salient' (Eiser and Stroebe, 1972) f o r t h a t user. 

Consequently, c e n t r a l i t y of predication was operationally defined 

i n terms of the three components of Kelly's (1955) d e f i n i t i o n , namely 

predicates that polarise the element SELF, predicates t h a t display 

r e l a t i v e p o l a r i s a t i o n of the element sample, and predicates that 

display s t a b i l i t y of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n on re t e s t a p p l i c a t i o n s . 

This formulation i s not x/ithout d i f f i c u l t i e s . F i r s t l y , t o obtain 

operational d e f i n i t i o n s of c e n t r a l i t y some aspects of Kelly*s 

o r i g i n a l formulations have been d i s t o r t e d . For example, i t may 

be argued that "comprehensive" constructs are not coincident w i t h 

constructs that display element p o l a r i s a t i o n . Although p o l a r i s a t i o n 

has been shown to be consistent w i t h "subjective meaningfulness" 

(O'Donovan, 1965; Landfield, 1971), Lemon and V/arren f i n d t h i s term 

t o be "a near-tautological designation which c r i e s out f o r coherent 

unpacking" (197^, p.123). Lemon and Warren point out the v a r i e t y 

of d e f i n i t i o n s of "meaningfulness", of which being "comprehensive 

but not too permeable...a person can use i t to see a wide v a r i e t y 
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of known events as consistent w i t h h i s p e r s o n a l i t y " ( K e l l y , 1955)» 

appears t o siraultameously subsume two, namely i m p l i c a t i v e p o t e n t i a l 

and self-relevance. S i m i l a r l y , i t i s merely an assumption t h a t . 

constructs "by which (the person) maintains h i s i d e n t i t y and 

existence" ( K e l l y , 1955) are constructs which display s e l f - p o l a r i s a 

t i o n , i n which "the self-construct w i l l act as an anchoring point 

to produce the e f f e c t s of assimulation and contrast" (Lemon and 

V/arren, 197^, p.125). However, t o add r i g o u r and t o reduce these 

t r a n s l a t i o n problems, central predicates were taken as only those 

constructs which s a t i s f i e d a l l three operational d e f i n i t i o n s . 

Analogously to d e f i n i n g central predicates. Chapter 3 .2 . also focused 

on the extent to v/hich i n d i v i d u a l elements were cen t r a l or i n c i d e n t a l 

to each construct. Central elements were viewed as those f i g u r e s 

v/hich were more rigourouslydefined, or polarised, by constructs, 

i n c i d e n t a l elements those that were more frequently located a t or 

near the scalar midpoint. E s s e n t i a l l y , c e n t r a l elements w i l l be 

those t h a t act as anchor s t i m u l i ( B i e r i et a l , 1966) f o r comparative 

judgements w i t h i n the element sample. I n a d d i t i o n , the use of the 

modified F u l l Context Form of construct e l i c i t a t i o n was expected 

t o immediately provide the user w i t h anchor s t i m u l i as end-points 

of the stimulus range. Since the provision of anchor s t i m u l i 

( S h e r i f , Taub and Hovlajxd, 1958) or c a t e g o r i a l cues ( T a j f e l and Wilkes, 

1965) have been shown to bias the use of judgement scales e i t h e r towards 

a s s i m i l a t i o n (judged stimulus displaced towards anchor or category 

when i n proximity t o anchor) or towards contrast (judged stimulus 

displaced away from anchor or category when d i s t a l to ajichor), the 

F u l l Context Form was favoured over the Minimum Context Form of 
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construct e l i c i t a t i o n as the user was free t o choose appropriate 

anchor s t i m u l i from the entire element sample. This procedure 

ensured that 6CE0.ar end-points were both s u b j e c t i v e l y defined and 

r e f l e c t e d category a c c e s s i b i l i t y . 

A second feature of anchor s t i m u l i was t h e i r s t a b i l i t y of l o c a t i o n 

on judgement scales ( B i e r i , 1966). Combining the p o l a r i s a t i o n 

and s t a b i l i t y c r i t e r i a provided a rigorous operational d e f i n i t i o n 

f o r element c e n t r a l i t y . Element s t a b i l i t y was estimated by computing 

a difference score between successive occasions over a set of r e - . — : 

tested constructs. One d i f f i c u l t y i n estimating element s t a b i l i t y -

was the e f f e c t of construct r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n a t the time of r e t e s t . 

Should construct meanings change (as r e f l e c t e d i n low element r a t i n g 

s i m i l a r i t y and low inter-construct pattern s i m i l a r i t y betv/een occasions) 

then i t i s clear that d i f f e r e n t anchor elements might be employed.' 

I f , hov/ever, elements systematically s h i f t e d on construct scales 

(low element r a t i n g s i m i l a r i t y but high i n t e r - c o n s t r u c t pattern 

s i m i l a r i t y ) then o r i g i n a l end-point elements may be regarded cis 

unstable. Consequently, element s t a b i l i t y was estimated only from 

constructs that display s t a b i l i t y of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n between occasions. 

The second class of transformations focused on the feature of 

s t a b i l i t y of predication. A discussion of the conditions under 

which change i n construction occurs revealed that i t was l o g i c a l l y 

necessary t o postulate two levels of construction, namely an 

outwardly directed interpersonal construct system, and an inwardly 

directed system taking the former as i t s object. This s t r a t i f i c a t i o n 

i s consistent w i t h the notion of objective self-awareness (Duvsil 
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and V/icklund, 1972; V/icklund, 1975) i n which s e l f and se l f - c o g n i t i o n s 

become the objects of at t e n t i o n and social-comparison. By u t i l i s i n g 

Kisk's (1975) exposition of subjective uncertainty, i t was possible 

to analyse the stra t e g i e s f o r coping with i n v a l i d a t i n g data described 

by Fransella (1970) as examples of d i f f e r e n t degress and q u a l i t i e s 

of coupling between the two systems. 

The repertory g r i d cycle described above permits comparisons between 

constructs over successive occasions. Operational d e f i n i t i o n s of 

construct reconstruction were t h r e e f o l d , d i s t i n g u i s h i n g between 

stable constructs (constructs maintaining element placement patterns, 

throughout a series of replicated g r i d s ) , t r a n s i t i o n a l constructs 

(constructs displaying change i n element placement patterns on 

some r e p l i c a t i o n s and s t a b i l i t y on others i n the g r i d series) , and 

unstable constructs (constructs f a i l i n g to maintain element placement 

patterns on any of i t s r e p l i c a t i o n s ) . Analogously to constructs, 

elements were operationally defined as stab l e , t r a n s i t i o n a l or 

unstable. 

The r a t i o n a l e of t h i s threefold operational d e f i n i t i o n was t o 

di s t i n g u i s h constructs and elements which represented r e v i s i o n of 

opinion ( t r a n s i t i o n a l ) from those about which opinion was i n d i f f e r e n t 

or remdom (unstable). Clearly, t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n i s rather a r b i t r a r y , 

since repeated r e v i s i o n of opinion may r e f l e c t a s i g n i f i c a n t eirea 

of uncertainty rather than random predication. Indeed, over a series 

of r e p l i c a t i o n s a user may eilternate between two discrete interpreta*-

t i o n s of a given construct or element which, when only sequential 

comparisons between construct or elements are made, would suggest ; , . 

opinion concerning t h a t item t o be linstable. A more appropriate 
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set of operational d e f i n i t i o n s might be obtained i f the standard f o r 

compEurison over r e p l i c a t i o n s wets taken as the element or construct 

scores obtaining on the occasion on which i t was f i r s t e l i c i t e d . 

Thus, some constructs otherwise defined as unstable may be c l a s s i f i e d 

as transitionaJl. This would, of course, not be appropriate t o the 

d e f i n i t i o n of t r M s i t i o n a l items, since what i s examined here i s 

the sequentieil properties of r e p l i c a t e d constructs and elements, 

and comparisons with the standard suggested above v/ould conceal 

revisions of opinion which subsequently s t a b i l i s e d . 

Secondly, i t was observed that a very small proportion (9»3%) of . 

elements were c l a s s i f i e d as stable. This outcome was a t t r i b u t e d t o 

the procedure of the repertory g r i d cycle, i n which a d d i t i o n a l 

constructs were introduced on each successive occasion. Unlike 

construct comparisons, t h i s required that only sequential element 

comparisons could be made, since the number of constructs on which 

each element was scored incremented over occasions. I t was suggested 

that because of t h i s e f f e c t element s t a b i l i t y wets adversely affected, 

f i r s t l y because of the successive increase i n the size of the 

sample on which the index of element association was based, and 

secondly because of the hypothetical i n s t a b i l i t y of newly e l i c i t e d 

constructs. 

A l l estimates of consistency between r e p l i c a t e d constructs and elements 

v;ere based on exact p r o b a b i l i t i e s of association computed by a 

custom-built program EXACT (Appendix D). This program computes 

the e n t i r e population of score differences t h a t may be obtained 

between any p a i r of score s t r i n g s (element r a t i n g s on constructs, 

or construct r a t i n g s dn elements) w i t h known d i s t r i b u t i o n s , calculates 
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the cumulative p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n associated with the v a r i a t e 

^ d / n , and derives the exact p r o b a b i l i t y associated w i t h the value 

of that v a r i a t e observed f o r the given p a i r of score s t r i n g s . V/hilst 

t h i s procedure i s powerful, assumption-free and superior to a l t e r n a t i v e 

association metrics, i t has two disadvantages. F i r s t l y , i t i s an 

extremely cumbersome method r e q u i r i n g a great deal of computer time 

which increases exponentially w i t h sample s i z e . Secondly, the 

d e r i v a t i o n of the population of score differences between construct 

pairs d i f f e r e s markedly from that f o r element p a i r s , leading to 

i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y between the exact p r o b a b i l i t i e s f o r constructs and 

elements. 

5»1.^.^» The s t r a t i f i c a t i o n of r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . 

The two classes of transformations, c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y of 

predication, discussed above were intended t o i d e n t i f y f u c t i o n a l 

features of the user's predications i n completing a repertory g r i d . 

However, i t weis argued that modelling processes wem h i e r a r c h i c a l l y 

organised, and t h a t w h i l s t g r i d predications represented lower-order 

processes, t h e i r f u n c t i o n a l properties had i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r a number 

of higher-order processes. Consequently, i t was possible t o 

enumerate a number of r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s , and t o implement these 

st r a t e g i e s to taJce e f f e c t at d i s t i n c t l e v e l s of organisation i n model

l i n g processes. E s s e n t i a l l y , t h i s analysis of modelling competence 

p a r a l l e l e d the t h e o r e t i c a l analysis of M i l l e r , Galanter and Pribram 

(1960) who suggest t h a t the basic unit, of analysis (the test-operate-

t e s t - e x i s t rniit, or TOTE) represents a simple s e l f - r e g u l a t i n g servo-

mechanism, and that s k i l l e d a c t i v i t y e x h i b i t s the organisation of 
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TOTEs i n t o successively larger u n i t s , each u n i t having the same 

fundamental feature of s e l f - r e g u l a t i o n . 

In- t h e i r analysis M i l l e r et a l emphasise the r o l e of the perceptual, 

or " t e s t " mechanism over that of the "operate" mechanism. I n the 

absence of adequate discriminatory powers, the most sophisticated 

operations w i l l be maladaptive. The r o l e of r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s i n 

Strategy C was thus expressly stated as the development of perceptual 

s p e c i f i c i t y i n i d e n t i f y i n g and recognising cues i n t r i n s i c t o model

l i n g a c t i v i t y . The transformation classes discussed i n the previous, 

section are intended to provide augmented e x t r i n s i c feedback (Holding, 

1965) as knowledge of the r e s u l t s (KR) of modelling a c t i v i t y . As 

Annett (1972) points out, KR must be regarded as providing informa

t i o n a l feedback because i t s "incentive function adds nothing t o i t s 

properties as feedback since i n a general sense motivation Ccui be 

regarded as feedback i n action", and that the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 

KR as reinforcement "has serious empirical and t h e o r e t i c a l defects 

v/hich cannot be l i g h t l y brushed aside" (1972. p . l 6 0 - l 6 l ) . Instead, 

the learner must be conceived of as generating and t e s t i n g a series 

of hypotheses concerning the nature of the outcomes he has achieved. 

This r a t i o n a l e i s f u l l y incorporated i n t o Strategy C r e f l e c t i v e 

s t r a t e g i e s . F i r s t l y , modelling a c t i v i t y was s t r a t i f i e d i n t o minimal

l y three l e v e l s , ajid KR appropriate to each l e v e l i d e n t i f i e d ; (a) 

at the lowest l e v e l the user obtains information concerning the 

a t t r i b u t e s of each predicate (construct-element i n t e r a c t i o n ) he 

formulates i n completing a repertory g r i d , (b) a t the second l e v e l 

the user obtains information concerning the models (element-concepts) 

from the f i r s t l e v e l predicates v/ere derived, and (c) at the t h i r d 
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l e v e l the user obtains information concerning the contexts or 

circumstances i n which second l e v e l models are employed. These 

r e f l e c t i v e s trategies were u t i l i s e d i n a t r a i n i n g paradigm i n which 

the user was required t o specify h i s hypotheses concerning outcomes 

a t each l e v e l before KR was made available to him. 

This s t r a t i f i c a t i o n of levels was made f o r expedience rather than on. 

empirical grounds. As i s evident i n the account of M i l l e r et a l , the 

TOTE analysis i s more frequently conducted on f u n c t i o n a l grounds, as 

i n the case of s k i l l e d task a j i a l y s i s . The l e v e l s of modelling 

a c t i v i t y described above caimot be postulated as the only l e v e l s of 

organisation i n modelling, but simply as acknov/ledging that modelling 

i s organised i n some way. However, t h i s aneilysis would permit increased 

c l a r i t y i n defining the locus of e f f e c t of features i d e n t i f i e d by 

other workers. For example, the dimension of cogni t i v e complexity-

s i m p l i c i t y ( B i e r i et a l , 1966) appears appropriate to Level 2 

descriptions ( i . e . as a dimensional feature of the models an i n d i v i d 

ual constructs concerning his interpersonal environment). However, 

i n the context of Level 3, complexity-simplicity may be designated 

as a s i t u a t i o n a l f e a t u r e , subject t o a l t e r a t i o n s of the circumstances 

under which modelling occurs. 

5.1./f.5» The s t r a t i f i c a t i o n of transformations. 

Within the t r a i n i n g paradigm o u t l i n e d above Strategy C was intended 

t o provide the user w i t h concurrent feedback (Holding, 1965) concerning 

the two fu n c t i o n a l features of his g r i d predications, namely t h e i r 

c e n t r a l i t y and t h e i r s t a b i l i t y . To provide concurrent feedback i t 
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weis necessary to develop a series of transformations to be applied 

t o the repertory g r i d f o r two reasons. F i r s t l y , the operational 

d e f i n i t i o n s of c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y drew on features of predica-. 

t i o n samples from completed repertory g r i d cycles. The d e f i n i t i o n 

of c e n t r a l i t y , for example, could not be derived from a s i n g l e 

observation of a given construct or element, as one component of 

the d e f i n i t i o n of c e n t r a l i t y r e f e r r e d to the s t a b i l i t y of predicates 

over a series of r e p l i c a t i o n s . A concurrent feedback system thus 

required the development of a means to predict these f u n c t i o n a l 

features frpm a single observation. Secondly, the analysis of 

l e v e l s of modelling a c t i v i t y required the development of r e f l e c t i v e 

s t r a t e g i e s appropriate t o each l e v e l . As r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s were 

viewed as t a c t i c s f o r i n i t i a t i n g secondary modelling, appropriate 

s t r a t e g i e s f o r each l e v e l were conceived i n the f o l l o w i n g way; (a) 

at the f i r s t l e v e l the user states h i s hypotheses concerning the 

f u n c t i o n a l features of each g r i d predicate, matches h i s hypotheses 

against observed outcomes, and furnishes accounts f o r any discrepan

cies t h a t obtain, (b) a t the second l e v e l , the user i d e n t i f i e s 

the s t r u c t u r a l properties of h i s predications, and furnishes accounts 

f o r the observed s t r u c t u r e , and (c) a t the t h i r d l e v e l the user 

i d e n t i f i e s s i g n i f i c a n t changes i n the f u n c t i o n a l properties of r e p l i c -

ated predications and furnishes accounts f o r any observed changes that 

obtain. 

These two requirements were met by the use of three l e v e l s of 

transformations; (a) a t the f i r s t l e v e l a set of decision r u l e s 

f o r c l a s s i f y i n g predicates according to t h e i r properties of. c e n t r a l i t y 

a n d . s t a b i l i t y , (b) a t the second l e v e l a method f o r e x h i b i t i n g the 
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underlying parameters of g r i d predications, and (c) a t the t h i r d 

l e v e l a set of decision rules f o r p r e d i c t i n g f i r s t l e v e l c l a s s i f i c a 

t i o n predicates on subsequent r e p l i c a t i o n s . The procedures developed 

f o r each of these transformations w i l l be examined i n t u r n . 

( i ) Level 1 transformations• 

Chapters 3*2. and 3 .4 . outlined the development of two methods f o r 

c l a s s i f y i n g g r i d predicates i n terms of c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y , 

namely as discrete q u a l i t a t i v e variables and as continuous r 

q u a n t i t a t i v e variables. 

F i r s t l y , the predication c e n t r a l i t y vso-iable was derived from a 

m u l t i v a r i a t e analysis of the matrix of g r i d scores. Chapter 3«2 . 

compared two models f o r s t r u c t u r i n g the m u l t i v a r i a t e population 

of g r i d scores, neimely the t y p a l model f o r l o c a t i n g configurations 

of items i n an undefined space, represented by elementary linkage 

analysis (ELA; McQuitty, 1957), and the multidimensional model 

f o r d e f i n i n g the reference coordinates of items, represented by 

princ i p e i l components analysis (FCA; Slater, 1972). 

I n the former model homogeneous types.are obtained by f i r s t 

grouping together those items that are r e c i p r o c a l l y most s i m i l a r , 

and successively including those items more r e l a t e d to items i n 

t h i s p r i m i t i v e type than t o any other item i n the sample. Typal 

s t r u c t u r e i s thus determined by the number of r e c i p r o c a l p a i r s , 

and t y p a l relevancies may be computed analagous t o f a c t o r loadings. 

I n the l a t t e r model, a sequence of orthogonal l a t e n t v a r i a t e s are 

located which successively account f o r the l a r g e s t proportion of 
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i n i t i a l or residual, v a r i a t i o n , u n t i l a l l v a r i a b i l i t y i n the g r i d 

scores i s exhausted. This v a r i a b i l i t y i s simultaneously p a r t i t i o n e d 

between elements emd between constructs, and the loadings of each 

construct and element on each l a t e n t v a r i a t e , or component, obtained. 

To achieve comparability with ELA and t o eliminate e r r o r variance, 

a method of component representation was developed f o r PCA i n order 

to assign constructs t o t h e i r most representative component according . 

to the magnitude of each c o n s t r u c t s loading across a l l components. 

I n a d d i t i o n , an analogous method of representation v/as devised to 

assign elements to components i n PCA and to types i n ELA, namely 

to locate those elements that accounted f o r at leas t the f i r s t 509̂  

of variance to each component or type. I n both methods, these 

elements were designated as c e n t r a l elements and those not accounting 

f o r h a l f the variance on any significemt component or type, i n c i d e n t a l 

elements. To locate c e n t r a l , or core, constructs c e n t r a l elements were 

f i r s t examined f o r the inclusion of the element SELF. Those types 

or s i g n i f i c a n t components which included the element SELF as a 

c e n t r a l element v/ere designated core components or types ( a l l others 

being designated as peripheral) , and s i m i l a r l y a l l constructs 

located w i t h i n that type or representative of t h a t component designated 

as core constructs. 

On a t e s t case, both methods obtained i d e n t i c a l solutions f o r 

constinicts. However, d i f f e r e n t solutions were obtained f o r c e n t r a l 

elements, and consequently the designation of core constructs 

d i f f e r e d . These differences were a t t r i b u t e d t o the f a c t t h a t PCA 

represents a l l g r i d scores as deviates from the meeui f o r each 
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construct, w h i l s t ELA represents g r i d scores as deviates from the 

scalar midpoint. Consequently, ELA i s i n s e n s i t i v e t o biased element 

d i s t r i b u t i o n s w h i l s t FCA compensates f o r t h i s b i a s . 

PCA was selected on the basis of t h i s t e s t case as a more appropriate 

transformation model f o r three reasons; (a) because the PCA s o l u t i o n 

accounted f o r less of the t o t a l v a r i a t i o n i n the g r i d scores, 

r e f l e c t i n g the greater s p e c i f i c i t y e n t a i l e d i n l o c a t i n g l a t e n t 

v a r i a t e s when contrasted w i t h the ELA procedure of l o c a t i n g item-

s p e c i f i c types p r i o r to estimating the variance they subsume, (b) 

the t o t a l v a r i a t i o n i n the g r i d scores was simultaneously p a r t i t i o n e d 

between constructs and elements i n FCA i n contrast to the a l t e r n a t i v e 

of obtaining two t y p a l solutions ( w i t h incompatible assumptions) 

f o r constructs and elements separately, and (c) most importantly, 

. PCA assumes c o n t i n u i t y i n the mapping of " f e l t meanings" onto g r i d 

predications ( a l l constructs load to a greater or lesser extent on 

a l l components), whereas ELA embodies a discrete item assumption, 

i n which each construct i s viewed as a unique psychological event. 

Secondly, the predication s t a b i l i t y variable was also obtained from 

PCA s o l u t i o n s . However, two classes of reconstruction were envisaged, 

r e q u i r i n g some modifications t o be made t o PCA procedure; (a).the user 

may e x h i b i t contraction i n h i s predication of a conversational domain 

by abandoning or coalescing constructs which v/ere d i s t i n c t on previous 

occasions, or (b) the user may e x h i b i t elaboration i n h i s predications 

e i t h e r by introducing new predicates i n t o h i s g r i d or by r e i n t e r p r e t i n g 

predicates over successive occasions. I n order t o monitor these 

classes of reconstruction s e r i a l g r i d s were processed cumulatively, 

PCA solutions being obtained f o r the e n t i r e sample of constructs 
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produced by the user ( g r i d ^ + g r i d ^ ^ ^ + grid^ ^ 2 *'^'^^^^t+n^ * 

method had the f o l l o w i n g advantages;.! (a) a l l predications form

ulated by the user have equal weight i n the PCA s o l u t i o n , (b) novel 

predications introduced on l a t e r occasions are traced back to t h e i r 

o r i g i n s i n previous g r i d s , and (c) these features r e f l e c t the 

d i r e c t i o n a l i t y of ongoing predications over an extended period of time. 

Five discrete classes of reconstruction outcome were defined i n 

terms of cumulative PCA s o l u t i o n s , namely emergence (predicates i n 

g r i d not represented i n g r i d ^ ) , r e p l i c a t i o n (retested predicates i n 

g r i d r e p l i c a t i n g predicates i n g r i d ^ ) , d u p l i c a t i o n (introduced 

predicates i n g r i d r e p l i c a t i n g predicates i n g r i d ^ ) , displace

ment (retested predicates i n g r i d . - r e p l i c a t i n g nonidentical 

predicates i n g r i d ^ ) , and f i n a l l y , abandonment (disappearance i n 

g r i d of predicates predent i n g r i d ^ ) . S i m i l a r l y , two discrete 

element reconstruction outcomes were defined as follows: (a) elements 

were said to be consistent i f t h e i r scores obtained on retested 

constructs were associated w i t h t h e i r o r i g i n a l score t o an exact 

p r o b a b i l i t y (Appendix D) of 5 percent or l e s s , and (b) inconsistent 

i f the exact p r o b a b i l i t y of association exceeded 5 percent. 

Three major problems were experienced when these q u a l i t a t i v e variables 

were u t i l i s e d i n case studies. The f i r s t two problems r e f l e c t e d 

inadequacies i n the transformation procedures, w h i l s t the t h i r d 

concerned the d i f f i c u l t y of u t i l i s i n g the variables w i t h i n a 

concurrent feedback paradigm. F i r s t l y , , i t was clear that the 50̂ 6 

c r i t e r i o n of element c e n t r a l i t y v/as £in a r b i t r a r y standard, and l e d 

t o numerous ambiguities i n i t s a p p l i c a t i o n . I f , f o r example, a 

single element accounted f o r 3096 or more of a si n g l e component's 
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variance, that • component was viewed as "one-sided" since only 

one anchor could be located. Not only did t h i s make i t d i f f i c u l t 

f o r the user to i d e n t i f y such a component, i t also led to the 

inference that the component f a i l e d t o e s t a b l i s h a consistent 

dimension of contrast w i t h i n the element sample. Secondly, the 

ap p l i c a t i o n of t h i s 50% c r i t e r i o n occasionally l e d to the exclusion 

of the element SELF' from the subset of c e n t r a l elements, and the 

conclusion that none of the user's constructs were s e l f - r e l e v a n t . 

The expedient of relaxing the c r i t e r i o n u n t i l the element SELF 

wsis included v;as used i n these cases, w i t h a consequent reduction 

i n the v a l i d i t y of the term core construct. T h i r d l y , users experien

ced some d i f f i c u l t y i n i d e n t i f y i n g the d i s t i n c t i v e features of the 

core-peripheral a t t r i b u t e , and features associated w i t h the a t t r i b u t e s 

of r e p l i c a t i o n , d u p l i c a t i o n and displacement. These d i f f i c u l t i e s 

were a t t r i b u t e d t o the exceptionally coarse scale grain employed 

to define these variables (Bilodeau, 1966) . 

To correct these d i f f i c u l t i e s , . i n f o r m a t i o n feedback at the f i r s t l e v e l 

was redefined i n terms of continuous variables i n Chapter 3 . ^ . by 

constructing four measures; (a) an element c e n t r a l i t y score, as 

the sum f o r each element of i t s loadings on s i g n i f i c a n t constructs, 

(b) a core construct score, as the sum f o r each construct of the 

product of i t s loading and the element SELF vector on s i g n i f i c a n t 

components, (c) an element reconstruction score, as the exact 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s of association between element r a t i n g s on successive 

occasions, and (d) a construct reconstruction score, as the exact 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s of association between constructs on successive 

occasions. These continuous variables were a l l s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
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r e l a t e d to the e a r l i e r discrete v a r i a b l e s . 

I n conclusioTit the development of continuous measures of s t a b i l i t y 

and c e n t r a l i t y afforded the user w i t h f i n e - g r a i n information feed

back i n order to t e s t hie hypotheses i n a more detciiled way by 

making o r d i n a l , rather than c a t e g o r i a l , judgements concerning the 

f u n c t i o n a l features of h i s g r i d predications. Moreover, the use 

of an o r d i n a l l e v e l of measurement enabled a more precise t e s t of 

matching betv/een hi s hypotheses and observed outcomes to be made* 

( i i ) Level 2 transformations. 

Raving selected PCA transformations as an appropriate model f o r 

l o c a t i n g the underlying parameters of modelling i n the g r i d , second 

l e v e l transformations were straightforward. F i r s t l y , the cumulative 

p r i n c i p l e components analysis provided an exhaustive l i s t i n g of 

components underlying g r i d predications of a l l grids completed by 

the user. Secondly, the method of representation discussed above 

located s i g n i f i c a n t components and anchor elements f o r each component, 

The data available to the user was thus an account of the s t r u c t u r e 

of h i s predications, each underlying parameter represented by a 

component, and described i n terms of the representative constructs 

and the d i s t r i b u t i o n of elements on that component. 

One d i f f i c u l t y of note i n employing the method of representation 

to assign constructs t o components was a problem f a m i l i a r t o m u l t i 

v a r i a t e analyses, namely the "naming of factors!' problem. V/hilst 

the advantage of PCA was that constructs contributed variance t o 



- 7 2 0 -

a lesser or greater extent to €L11 components, making i t possible t o 

view constructs as approximations t o a s u b j e c t i v e l y " f e l t meaning"^ 

t h i s advantage was l o s t when constructs were unequivocailly assigned 

t o components. Indeed, the procedure reintroduced the disadvantages 

of ELA by suggesting that components were discrete item-specific 

v a r i a t e s . For the user, t h i s problem memifests i t s e l f only i n those 

instances where a single construct was located t o represent a 

s i g n i f i c a n t component. Clearly, such a construct could not display 

the f u l l implications of the component, ajid users were occasionally 

struck by the apparent contradiction of an element d i s t r i b u t i o n on 

the component v/hich was inconsistent w i t h the ratings they had 

assigned t o elements on the representative construct. 

An improved procedure i s , however, available i n order to display 

t o the user the implications of s i g n i f i c a n t components located by 

the method of representation. Rather than i n s i s t that a component's 

meaning i s encapsulated i n representative constructs, information 

concerning the loading of a l l constructs, ordered from the highest 

t o the lowest loading may be presented, and the element d i s t r i b u t i o n 

ordered i n the same display. The r e s u l t a n t matrix may then be f i l l e d 

w i t h the o r i g i n a l ratings rearranged to e x h i b i t the gradient of 

meaning, and repeated f o r each s i g n i f i c a n t component. Figure 9^. 

depicts t h i s scheme f o r a sample g r i d w i t h two s i g n i f i c a n t comp

onents, the v e r t i c a l and h o r i z o n t a l d i v i s i o n s p a r t i t i o n i n g c e n t r a l 

elements and representative constructs respectively, and constructs 

r e f l e c t e d according to t h e i r signed loadings. 
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CaiPONENT I COMPONENT I I 

^2 ^3 1̂ ^2 

1 1 2 k 5 1 1 1 1 i f 

^3 
1 2 3 3 k 5 1 1 1 k 2 5 

1 it- 1 1 1 if 1 3 2 5 if 1 ! 

^^ 2 h •.5 5. 5 3 ^2 2 1 k 1 1 : 5, J 

Figure 9^ An a l t e r n a t i v e representation of p r i n c i p a l components 

i n a sample g r i d . 

( i i i ) Level 3 transformations. 

The r a t i o n a l e of t h i r d l e v e l r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s was to present 

the user w i t h observed changes i n the f u n c t i o n a l properties 

( c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y ) of g r i d predications, and request them 

to f u r n i s h an^ account of these changes. To achieve t h i s i t was 

necessary t o develop a procedure f o r l a b e l l i n g constructs and 

elements according to t h e i r expected c e n t r a l i t y or s t a b i l i t y on 

the basis of sequential observations of t h e i r f u n c t i o n a l features. 

The problem was posed i n the f o l l o w i n g way: given the transformation 

outcomes observed f o r constructs or elements on the basis o f one 

or a few repeated g r i d s , to what extent do these outcomes i n d i c a t e 

that p a r t i c u l a r constructs and elements are cases that meet the 

established operational d e f i n i t i o n s of c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y , 

bearing i n mind that these d e f i n t i o n s are derived from completed 

g r i d cycles? 
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This problem was analysed i n the fo l l o w i n g way. F i r s t , i t i s clear 

that the more frequently a given outcome obtains f o r a p a r t i c u l a r 

construct or element over a series of r e p l i c a t e d g r i d s , the greater 

the c e r t a i n t y that the same outcome w i l l obtain on subsequent 

r e p l i c a t i o n s . Secondly, the greater the c e r t a i n t y that p a r t i c u l a r 

transformation outcomes are associated w i t h established operationsil 

d e f i n i t i o n s of c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y , the greater the c e r t a i n t y 

t h a t p a r t i c u l a r constructs and elements may be l a b e l l e d as such. 

T h i r d l y , to the extent that Qutcomes f l u c t u a t e f o r a p a r t i c u l a r 

construct or element over a series of r e p l i c a t e d g r i d s , c e r t a i n t y 

concerning subsequent outcomes w i l l not be influenced by the sequence 

of preceding outcomes but by t h e i r frequency of occurrence. The 

appropriate sequential process model f o r t h i s problem i s thus 

that of a non-stochastic s t a t i o n a r y path-independent process (Coombs, 

Dawes and Tversky, 1970), where c e r t a i n t y concerning outcomes on 

t r i a l n i s determined by outcomes on a l l preceding t r i a l s i r r e s p e c t i v e 

of t h e i r t r i a l number. 

This model was consistent with the Bayesian formulation i n which the 

unconditional p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s of the operational • • . • 

d e f i n i t i o n s of s t a b i l i t y and c e n t r a l i t y are modified by the 

co n d i t i o n a l p r o b a b i l i t y of observed outcomes on these d e f i n i t i o n s 

t o produce posterior p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s of the d e f i n i t i o n s f o r 

each construct and element. Put simply, t h i s means that we begin 

by forming an estimate of the l i k e l i h o o d of any construct or 

element being stable or cent r a l before observing i t s f u n c t i o n i n 

the user's g r i d , then estimate the l i k e l i h o o d that p a r t i c u l a r 

f u n c t i o n a l features predict s t a b i l i t y or c e n t r a l i t y over the completed 



-723-

g r i d s e r i e s , and f i n a l l y modify p r i o r opinion concerning p a r t i c u l a r 

constructs and elements on the baisis of t h e i r outcomes i n t h a t g r i d . 

Posterior opinions then provide (a) labels w i t h degrees of certednty 

attached f o r each of the user's constructs and elements, and (b) 

predictions concerning t h e i r f u n c t i o n i n the user's subsequent g r i d . 

To implement t h i s procedure i t was necessary to obtain (a) estimates 

of the unconditional d i s t r i b u t i o n of operationally defined c e n t r a l 

and peripheral constructs, c e n t r a l and i n c i d e n t a l elements, and 

s t a b l e , t r a n s i t i o n a l and unstable constructs and elements, and 

(b) estimates of the conditional d i s t r i b u t i o n s of the transformation 

outcomes derived from PCA, given these operational d e f i n i t i o n s ; The 

former was obtained from a sample of s e r i a l g r i d s from seven subjects 

who had completed repertory g r i d cycles of d i f f e r e n t lengths, 

providing samples of 80 constructs and 5^ elements. 

F i r s t l y , p r i o r d i s t r i b u t i o n s were obtained f o r the c e n t r a l i t y variables. 

To achieve t h i s , the sample was reduced t o f i v e subjects, aa two 

subjects had completed grids using the ranking form and the component 

d e f i n i t i o n of element r a t i n g extremity were not applicable t o these 

g r i d s . From the remaining subjects 192 separate construct sorts 

were obtained, and k7 element r a t i n g p r o f i l e s . Each construct s o r t 

and element p r o f i l e was coded according t o the aggregate d e f i n i t i o n s 

of core/peripheral constructs and c e n t r a l / i n c i d e n t a l elements. 

Converting these frequencies i n t o proportions provided the required 

d i s t r i b u t i o n s f o r the c e n t r a l i t y variables. I n f a c t , the r a t i o of 

core t o peripherea constructs and c e n t r a l t o i n c i d e n t a l elements was 

approximately 2 : 1 . 
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Secondly, the complete sample of seven subjects was again examined 

t o estimate the p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s of the s t a b i l i t y v a r i a b l e s . The 

80 sample constructs and 3^ sample elements were coded according t o 

the s t a b l e , t r a n s i t i o n a l and unstable operational d e f i n i t i o n s and 

t h e i r frequencies converted t o proportions t o obtain unconditional 

p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s . I n f a c t , the r a t i o of stable t o 

t r a n s i t i o n a l to unstable constructs was 52^:11 w h i l s t that f o r 

elements was 1 :7 :2 . The r e l a t i v e s c a r c i t y of stable elements was 

discussed i n section 5.1«^«3* 

T h i r d l y , conditional p r o b a b i l i t i e s were obtained by applying the 

c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y transformations described i n t h i s s e c t i o n . 

To achieve t h i s , each g r i d r e p l i c a t i o n (32 i n a l l ) was separately 

analysed w i t h i n the cumulative PCA paradigm, obtaining 192 constructs 

c e n t r a l i t y outcomes and ^7 element c e n t r a l i t y outcomes i n the 5 -

subject sample, and 238 construct reconstruction outcomes and 5^ 

element reconstruction outcomes i n the 7 -sub3ect sample. These class

i f i c a t i o n s were then cross-tabulated'with the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s obtaining 

f o r the operational d e f i n i t i o n of c e n t r a l i t y arid s t a b i l i t y , t o derive 

c o n d i t i o n a l p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s , expressed-in the form of l i k e l i 

hood tables. Testing each l i k e l i h o o d table by computing the Goodman-

Kruskal index of pre d i c t i v e association (X ) obtained moderate l e v e l s 

of p r e d i c t i v e power; (a) f o r core constructs X = .327» (b) f o r 

c e n t r a l elements X = .3511 (c) f o r construct s t a b i l i t y X = . 282 , 

and (d) f o r element s t a b i l i t y V = . 5 . 

The procedures described above may be c r i t i c i s e d on a number of 

grounds. F i r s t l y , the observations on which the estimates o f 
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unconditional d i s t r i b u t i o n s are based c l e a r l y not independent. 

That i s , the d i s t r i b u t i o n s may be biased owing t o several sources 

of nonrandom v a r i a b i l i t y . For example, subjects may systematically 

vary i n the extent t o which they formulate s e l f - r e l e v a n t predications, 

or predications may systematically vary i n c e n t r a l i t y as they are 

successively r e p l i c a t e d . Moreover, these tv/o e f f e c t s may i n t e r a c t 

i n some indeterminate way. To construct p r i o r p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u 

tions on firmed ground i t may w e l l be advisable to tabulate the 

frequencies obtained from the samples according t o several contingent 

factors (subject,, occasion, r e p l i c a t i o n , and so on) and compute the 

extent of independence by p a r t i t i o n i n g according t o the method 

advocated by Lancaster (1951)• Those factors t h a t emerge as 

s i g n i f i c a n t from t h i s treatment would i n d i c a t e the s t r u c t u r e of 

futu r e samples. There i s reason t o assume, however, that the 

con d i t i o n a l d i s t r i b u t i o n s would be unaffected by such a bias, since 

these d i s t r i b u t i o n s merely r e f l e c t whether p a r t i c u l a r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

c r i t e r i a may be predicted from g r i d transformations. 

Secondly, i n some cases i t v;as evident that the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 

trajisformation outcomes and operational d e f i n i t i o n s was near-

t a u t o l o g i c a l . For example, since the operational d e f i n i t i o n of 

element i n s t a b i l i t y was an element that f a i l e d to display c r i t e r i a l 

consistency on any r e p l i c a t i o n , the observation of a si n g l e case 

of inconsistency automatically eliminated the hypothesis of element 

s t a b i l i t y . S i m i l a r l y , a single case of consistency eliminated the 

hypothesis of element i n s t a b i l i t y . Thus, i f a f t e r two observations 

one case of consistency and one of inconsistency had been observed, 

po s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s associated w i t h a t r a n s i t i o n a l hypothesis 
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a t t a i n e d the terminal l e v e l of p = 1.0 (see Figure 9 5 ) . 

Priors Datum 1 Posteriors 1 Datum 2 Posteriors 2 

i 

H^^=.667 

H =.'»07 ue 

H^^=./.33 

H =0.0 
se 
H. =1.0 te 
H =0.0 
ue 

H. = .6l8 t e 
H =0.0 ue 

Figure 93 Sequential posteriors f o r element s t a b i l i t y . 

This outcome i s the consequence of the use of disc r e t e operationeil 

d e f i n i t i o n s of s t a b i l i t y i n conjunction w i t h discrete outcome or 

data classes. A more appropriate procedure, and one that would 

be consistent w i t h modifications t o f i r s t - l e v e l v a r iables, would be 

t o u t i l i s e continuous variables f o r d e f i n i t i o n s of s t a b i l i t y and 

c e n t r a l i t y . To achieve t h i s i t would be necessary to (a) specify 

p r i o r d i s t r i b u t i o n s by approximation to a Beta d i s t r i b u t i o n f o r 

both s t a b i l i t y and c e n t r a l i t y variables ( P h i l l i p s , 1 9 7 3 )i (b) 

determine the parameters p and q of the d i s t r i b u t i o n , (c) f i n d the 

cre d i b l e i n t e r v a l s f o r the p r i o r s , (d) t e s t observed c e n t r a l i t y or 
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s t a b i l i t y scores i n r e l a t i o n t o t h i s i n t e r v a l , (e) revise the 

p r i o r d i s t r i b u t i o n i n the l i g h t of the observed score, ( f ) f i n d 

the credible i n t e r v a l s f o r the posterior Beta d i s t r i b u t i o n s , and 

so on. 

T h i r d l y , because neither the unconditional nor the c o n d i t i o n a l 

d i s t r i b u t i o n s markedly distinguished between hypotheses concerning 

c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y , p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s displayed only 

gradual increments fol l o w i n g r e p l i c a t i o n s . For example, t o a t t a i n a 

955̂  l e v e l of confidence concerning the c e n t r a l i t y of a construct, i t 

would be necessary f o r i t to f u n c t i o n as a core-c'onstruct i n 6 g r i d 

r e p l i c a t i o n s (see Ĥ ^ i n Figure 9 6 ) . S i m i l a r l y , the 3% l e v e l i s 

attained a f t e r 6 r e p l i c a t i o n s f o r a c e n t r a l element (H^^) t ^ 

r e p l i c a t i o n s f o r a stable construct (H ) , and 7 r e p l i c a t i o n s f o r a 
sc 

stable element (H ) . Figure SS also reveals the increment i n the se 
l i k e l i h o o d of the t r a n s i t i o n a l element hypothesis (H^^) p r i o r to the 

e l i m i n a t i o n of the unstable element hypothesis (H^^) hy r e p l i c a t i o n 2 

To increase the slope of these functions requires the construction 

of transformations which obtain higher lev e l s of p r e d i c t i v e 

association with c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y v a r i a b l e s . This would be 

one objective of f u r t h e r research and development of Strategy C -

procedures. 

F i n a l l y , f u r t h e r research, i n a d d i t i o n to ensuring that sample 

observations are independent, would increase saimple size i n order t o 

e s t a b l i s h more stable conditional and unconditional d i s t r i b u t i o n s . 
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Figure 96 Posterior p r o b a b i l i t y functions f o r s t a b i l i t y and 

c e n t r a l i t y hypotheses. 
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5«1«^»6. Assembling displays. 

By assembling information displays concerning f u n c t i o n a l features 

of g r i d predication. Strategy C attempted t o i n i t i a t e secondary 

modelling of t h i s information. Chapters 3 « 2 . , 3«3« and 3»^» 

developed information displays appropriate t o each l e v e l of modelling, 

and i n addition established r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s to d i r e c t 

secondary modelling a t each l e v e l . 

( i ) Level 1 displays. 

F i r s t l y , L^ displays were developed f o r both variables of c e n t r a l i t y 

and s t a b i l i t y f o r constructs and elements. Secondly, the r e f l e c t i v e 

s t rategy component ent a i l e d that the user state h i s hypotheses 

concerning the c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y variables by ranking constructs 

and elements from those expected t o be most stable or c e n t r a l to 

those expected t o be l e a s t . T h i r d l y , expected and observed rankings 

were assembled i n t o a two way display by l o c a t i n g construct or 

element cards i n the eirray according to t h e i r coordinates on the 

two rankings. Perfect match between these reinkings v/ould thus locate 

the cards on the array diagoned. Fourthly, cards which represented 

errors.of a n t i c i p a t i o n were i d e n t i f i e d as those which were o f f -

diagonal by a factor greater than or equal t o n / 2 , v/here n= number 

of cards i n the sample. F i n a l l y , errors of a n t i c i p a t i o n were 

presented t o the user, who was requested t o f u r n i s h an explanation 

f o r the observed discrepancy. 
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Whilst t h i s procedure has the advantage that the user i s able to 

appreciate the implications of the s t a b i l i t y and c e n t r a l i t y 

variables and i s thus assisted i n i d e n t i f y i n g t h e i r d i s t i n c t i v e 

features, i t does have a number of disadvsmtages. F i r s t l y , the 

array becomes increasingly d i f f i c u l t to assemble and i n t e r p r e t as 

the sample size increases. V/ith large samples i t may be advisable 

t o employ computer-drawn arrays. Secondly^.the method employed f o r 

l o c a t i n g s i g n i f i c a n t discrepeincies i s somewhat a r b i t r a r y . A more 

appropriate procedure would be to compute the standard e r r o r of 

differences i n rank placement (assuming, of course, that the ranks 

represent underlying normally d i s t r i b u t e d continuous variables) and 

express observed discrepancies i n terms of normal deviates w i t h t h e i r 

associated p r o b a b i l i t i e s . F i n a l l y , users experienced some d i f f i c u l t y 

i n formulating accounts of observed discrepancies. However, i t was 

the process of furni s h i n g accounts rather than the accounts themselves 

that v/as important, since i d e n t i f y i n g the d i s t i n c t i v e features of 

stable and central predicates does not require that those features be 

verbalised. 

( i i ) Level 2 displays. 

Second l e v e l displays entailed the assembly of f i r s t l y , a p r i n c i p a l 

components array i n which representative constructs were assigned 

t o components, and secondly outcome displays-which e x h i b i t e d the 

i n t e r a c t i o n between c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y v ariables. 

F i r s t l y , the PCA display employed gave r i s e to some problems o\rins 

t o assigning constructs to components v;ithout replacement. This 
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problem ha^ already been discussed (5«1 .^-5» ( i i ) ) and an a l t e r 

native procedure proposed. For t h i s reason, users occasionally 

experienced d i f f i c u l t y i n naming t h e i r components. I n u t i l i s i n g 

the a l t e r n a t i v e procedure described above, component naming may be 

systematically guided by requesting the user t o develop superordinate 

constructs of the type described by Hinkle (1965) to d i s t i n g u i s h 

between components. Further development of t h i s procedure may show 

t h i s t o be a f r u i t f u l area of research. 

V/ithin the PCA paradigm, however, a l t e r n a t i v e displays have been 

u t i l i s e d by other workers, notably Ryle (1975) and Slater ( 1972 ) . 

Ryle's method u t i l i s e s the f i r s t two p r i n c i p a l components t o construct 

a t\/o-component graph, w h i l s t Slater's program INGRID provides e i t h e r 

the polar coordinates of items p l o t t e d as projections on the surface 

of a hypersphere u t i l i s i n g three components, or as a series of two-

component plots of elements i n construct-space f o r each p a i r of 

s i g n i f i c a n t components. Both these methods may be c r i t i c i s e d on the 

grounds th a t (a) two-, or even three-, component plots lead to 

u n j u s t i f i e d assumptions concerning the magnitude of err o r variance, 

(b) p l o t t i n g items as points i n hyperspace removes the user from 

the raw data of h i s g r i d predications, and (c) msdces i t more 

d i f f i c u l t f o r the user to formulate h i s ovm i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of the 

underlying structure of his predications. 

( i i i ) Level 3 displays. 

The purpose f o r t h i r d l e v e l displays was t o e x h i b i t any observed 

change i n the fu n c t i o n a l properties of constructs and elements over 



a s e r i e s o f occasions. To achieve t h i s t h e p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s 

a s s o c i a t e d vrLth c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y v a i r i a b l e s were c a r r i e d 

fon^rard from each occasion as p r e d i c t i o n s f o r subsequent occasions^ 

q u a l i f i e d i n terras o f t h e degree o f c e r t a i n t y a s s o c i a t e d w i t h t h e 

p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s . Thus, p o s t e r i o r s from one o b s e r v a t i o n o f 

a p r e d i c a t e ' s f u n c t i o n become p r i o r s f o r t h e subsequent occasion on 

v/hich i t i s used. 

An a p p r o p r i a t e d i s p l a y t o e x h i b i t changes i n f u n c t i o n was t o c l a s s i f y 

i t e m s v ; i t h i n a two-way a r r a y a c c o r d i n g t o most l i k e l y p r i o r 

hypotheses and observed data c l a s s ( F i g u r e 97 ) • 

DATA CLASS 

PRIOR 

HYPOTHESES 

p(H^) ^ . 5 

pCH^) ^ .5 

p(H.) ^ .5 

p(Hj.) :^ .5 

F i g u r e 97 General scheme f o r t h i r d - l e v e l d i s p l a y s . 

I n t h i s scheme i t was po s s i b l e t o d i r e c t l y determine c o n j u n c t i o n s 

( c e l l s marked c) and d i s j u n c t i o n s ( c e l l s marked d) between d a t a 

c l a s s e s and p r i o r hypotheses, and t o request t h e user t o f o r m u l a t e 
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e x p l a n a t i o n s f o r observed d i s j u n c t i o n s . However, t h i s was a p p r o p r i a t e 

only i n those cases where data c l a s s e s and hy p o t h e s i s c l a s s e s were 

n o m i n a l l y e q u i v a l e n t . For example, the data c l a s s " c e n t r a l element" 

was e q u i v a l e n t t o t h e hypothesis "element c e n t r a l i t y " . I n those 

cases where nominal et^uivalence d i d not o b t a i n ( i . e . f o r t h e 

s t a b i l i t y v a r i a b l e s ) i t was necessary t o c o n v e r t data c l a s s e s i n t o 

h y p othesis.classes by a p p l y i n g Bayes theorem f o r a s i n g l e obsejTvation, 

and a s s i g n i n g items t o the most l i k e l y h y p o t h e s i s c l a s s . F o r example, 

the o b s e r v a t i o n t h a t c o n s t r u c t ^ r e p l i c a t e s a component i n a previ o u s 

g r i d would l e a d t o the d e s i g n a t i o n o f t h a t c o n s t r u c t as " s t a b l e " 

w i t h p(H ) = . 6 6 1 . I n c o n t r a s t t o the scheme describ e d above, t h i s sc 
procedure i m p l i e s a compsirison between p r i o r hypotheses based on a 

4 
s e r i e s o f two or more o b s e r v a t i o n s , S ( p ( H . / ^ S ) ) , auid a 

n 1 71 n 

p o s t e r i o r h y p o t h e s i s based on a s i n g l e o b s e r v a t i o n ( p ( H ^ / S ^ ) ) . As 

t h i s scheme (see F i g u r e 98) has g r e a t e r g e n e r a l i t y , i t would be 

d e s i r a b l e t o s t a n d a r d i s e on t h i s procedure i n f u t u r e a p p l i c a t i o n s 

o f S t r a t e g y C. 

POSTERIOR PROBABILITY OF DATA 

CLASS AFTER ONE OBSERVATION 
p(H/S^) p(H2/S^) p(H./S^) p(Hj/S^) 

PRIOR 
HYPOTHESES 

c 

F i g u r e 98 M o d i f i e d scheme f o r t h i r d l e v e l d i s p l a y s 
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These schemes assume d i s c r e t e hypotheses concerning c e n t r a l i t y and 

s t a b i l i t y . However, as discussed i n t h e p r e v i o u s s e c t i o n , d e f i n i 

t i o n s o f c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y a r e more a p p r o p r i a t e l y couched i n 

terms o f continuous v a r i a b l e s . The a p p l i c a t i o n o f Bayesian t r a n s 

f o r m a t i o n s t o continuous v a r i a b l e s would r e q u i r e the r e c o n c e p t u a l -

i s a t i o n o f t h i r d - l e v e l d i s p l a y s , s i n c e observed c e n t r a l i t y and 

s t a b i l i t y scores would be t e s t e d i n r e l a t i o n t o a gi v e n c r e d i b l e 

i n t e r v a l o f the p r i o r d i s t r i b u t i o n s o f hypotheses. F u r t h e r research 

would i n d i c a t e the form these d i s p l a y s should teike. 

3 . 1 * ^ . 7 . E v a l u a t i n g the procedures. 

The S t r a t e g y C procedures discussed above v/ere implemented i n two 

case - s t u d i e s i n the form o f the i n s i g h t - g r i d (Chapter 3 *^ ) * Both 

c a s e - s t u d i e s concerned the work r e l a t i o n s h i p s o f two i n d i v i d u a l s , 

Tom and Brenda, v/hich enabled an almost e x h a u s t i v e sampling o f the 

r e l e v a n t c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domains, namely those persons w i t h whom t h e 

i n d i v i d u a l s were i n d a i l y c o n t a c t i n a v/ork c a p a c i t y . The i n s i g h t 

g r i d comprised an e l a b o r a t e d r e p e r t o r y g r i d c y c l e d i v i d e d i n t o a 

sequence o f 6 modules, each module r e p r e s e n t i n g a separate p r i m a r y 

m o d e l l i n g , d i s p l a y o r secondary m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y . Both i n d i v i d u a l s 

completed the r e p e r t o r y g r i d c y c l e t h r e e t i m e s , over p e r i o d s o f two 

and t h r e e months. Both i n d i v i d u a l s were concerned w i t h t h e i r 

c u r r e n t employment, and sought some c l e u r i f i c a t i o n of t h e i r p o s i t i o n s 

i n t h e i r work environment. 
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To assess the e f f e c t s o f S t r a t e g y C procedures t h r e e e v a l u a t i v e 

c r i t e r i a v;ere d e r i v e d from the model of c o n v e r s a t i o n a l s k i l l . F i r s t l y , 

i t v/as p o s t u l a t e d t h a t an i n c r e a s e i n the c a p a c i t y t o i d e n t i f y 

i n t r i n s i c cues a s s o c i a t e d v/ith m o d e l l i n g p r e d i c a t e s would enable the 

user t o increase the e x t e n t o f mapping between s u b j e c t i v e l y " f e l t 

meanings" and e x t e r n a l l y expressed p r e d i c a t i o n s , y i e l d i n g an o v e r a l l 

improvement i n the q u a l i t y of m o d e l l i n g . I n g r e a t e r d e t a i l , increased 

mapping v/as expected t o be m a n i f e s t e d i n two ways; (a) an i n c r e a s e 

i n t h e d i v e r s i t y o f p r e d i c a t i o n a s s o c i a t e d w i t h the f o r m u l a t i o n o f 

more s u b t l e d i s t i n c t i o n s , and ( b ) an increase i n the c e n t r a l i t y o r 

s e l f - r e l e v a j i c e o f p r e d i c a t i o n s , a s s o c i a t e d w i t h an increase i n the 

personal s i g n i f i c a n c e o f m o d e l l i n g . 

Secondly, i t wcis p o s t u l a t e d t h a t i n c r e a s i n g s e n s i t i v i t y t o i n t r i n s i c 

cues would l e a d t o the e l a b o r a t i o n o f the c o n v e r s a t i o n a l domain, 

ma n i f e s t e d i n two ways; (a) i n the r e d i r e c t i o n o f the user's a t t e n t i o n 

t o emergent a t t r i b u t e s over successive occasions, a s s o c i a t e d w i t h 

t r a n s i t i o n s i n the user's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f h i s personal environment, 

aind (b) i n the r e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f past events i n novel terms, 

a s s o c i a t e d v/ith i d e n t i f y i n g a l t e r n a t i v e i m p l i c a t i o n s o f f a m i l i a r 

events* 

T h i r d l y , S t r a t e g y C was expected t o d i r e c t l y i n f l u e n c e the user's 

c a p a c i t y t o i d e n t i f y i n t r i n s i c cues a s s o c i a t e d w i t h m o d e l l i n g e n a b l i n g 

t h e development o f d i s c r i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l o f m o d e l l i n g and i n c r e a s i n g 

independence of the e x t r i n s i c augmented feedback provided by t h e 

d i s p l a y s . T h i s emergent c o n t r o l was expected t o be m a n i f e s t e d 

f i r s t l y i n the user's c a p a c i t y t o r e t r o s p e c t i v e l y i d e n t i f y f u n c t i o n a l 
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p r o p e r t i e s o f p r e d i c a t e s , and secondly, t o enable the user t o 

c o n t r o l the f u n c t i o n o f p r e d i c a t e s he subsequently f o r m u l a t e s . 

The emergence of d i s c r i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l , t h e n , should be e x h i b i t e d 

i n t h e i n c r e a s i n g accuracy v / i t h which users r e t r o s p e c t i v e l y i d e n t i f y 

f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s o f p r e d i c a t e s . 

The two case-studies r e p o r t e d i n Chapter 3 .4 . met some, but n o t 

a l l , o f these c r i t e r i a . F i r s t l y , by t e s t i n g the s t r e n g t h o f 

c o n s t r u c t i n t e r - r e l a t i o n s h i p s over the t h r e e occasions i t was found 

t h a t d i v e r s i t y o f p r e d i c a t i o n d i d n o t i n c r e a s e as p r e d i c t e d , and t h a t 

i n one case-study d i v e r s i t y s i g n i f i c a n t l y decreased. However, i t was 

found t h a t c e n t r a l i t y o f p r e d i c a t i o n s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n c r e a s e d f o r 

both i n d i v i d u a l s over the t h r e e occasions. I t was concluded t h a t 

a decrease i n d i v e r s i t y d i d not n e c e s s a r i l y i n d i c a t e d i m i n i s h i n g 

q u a l i t y o f m o d e l l i n g , since such c r i t e r i a were based on t h e 

assumption t h a t p a r t i c i p a n t s ' o b j e c t i v e s c o i n c i d e d v/ith t h e 

experimenter's o b j e c t i v e s . I t was p o s t i a a t e d t h a t both p a r t i c i p a n t s 

may have v o l u n t a r i l y focussed t h e i r a t t e n t i o n on s e l f - r e l e v a n t 

a t t r i b u t e s r a t h e r than seek more v a r i e d i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of themselves 

and t h e i r personcuL environment. 

Secondly, the case-studies d i f f e r e d i n the e x t e n t t o which t h e y 

d i s p l a y e d s a l i e n t emergent a t t r i b u t e s over the course o f t h e 

r e p e r t o r y g r i d c y c l e . This o b s e r v a t i o n r e i n f o r c e d the n o t i o n t h a t 

p a r t i c i p a n t s d i f f e r e d i n t h e i r o b j e c t i v e s , one i n d i v i d u a l d i s p l a y i n g 

a s h i f t o f a t t e n t i o n t o an emergent area of c o n s t r u c t i o n w h i l s t 

the o t h e r g i v i n g more d e t a i l e d a t t e n t i o n t o one area t h r o u g h o u t . 
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I n a d d i t i o n , some i n d i c a t i o n s were found i n one case-study t h a t the 

procedures l e d t o the e l a b o r a t i o n o f a l t e r n a t i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f 

f a m i l i a r events. 

T h i r d l y , s i g n i f i c a n t improvements i n i d e n t i f y i n g f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s 

o f p r e d i c a t i o n s v/ere found i n b o t h c a s e - s t u d i e s f o r element 

c e n t r a l i t y , and i n one case-study f o r c o n s t r u c t c e n t r a l i t y and 

r e c o n s t r u c t i o n . However, n e i t h e r ceise-study showed s i g n i f i c a n t 

improvements i n i d e n t i f y i n g t he l o c u s o f element r e c o n s t r u c t i o n . 

These f i n d i n g s were thought t o i n d i c a t e t h a t gains i n accuracy o b t a i n 

only f o r those f e a t u r e s o f p r e d i c a t i o n which a r e based on i n f o r m a t i o n 

a v a i l a b l e t o the user d u r i n g g r i d p r o d u c t i o n . For example, as t h e 

e n t i r e element sample i s p r e d i c a t e d by each c o n s t r u c t i n t u r n , the 

user g a i n s a c l e a r p i c t u r e of changes along c o n s t r u c t dimensions, 

but v e r y l i t t l e i n f o r m a t i o n c oncerning chajiges i n element p r e d i c a t i o n 

across c o n s t r u c t dimensions. I n s h o r t , the c e n t r a l i t y and s t a b i l i t y 

f e a t u r e s o f p r e d i c a t i o n d i f f e r e d i n the e x t e n t t o which i n t r i n s i c 

cues were evid e n t d u r i n g g r i d p r o d u c t i o n , t h e more concealed t h e 

cues d u r i n g the t a s k the more haphazard the developnent of d i s c r i m i n a 

t i v e c o n t r o l . Moreover, v/here cues are d i f f i c u l t t o l o c a t e the user 

may a t t e m p t t o i d e n t i f y p r e d i c a t i o n f e a t u r e s i n terms o f p r e v i o u s 

outcomes. Thus, i n one case-study accuracy i n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n o f 

c o n s t r u c t c e n t r a l i t y obtained f o r c o n s i s t e n t r e t e s t e d c o n s t r u c t s , but n o t 

f o r c o n s t r u c t s i n t r o d u c e d i n t o t he g r i d on t h e second o c c a s i o n . 

These t e s t s o f S t r a t e g y C may be c r i t i c i s e d on two grounds, namely 

i n the t r a n s l a t i o n o f c r i t e r i a i n t o o p e r a t i o n a l t e s t s , and i n the 

d e r i v a t i o n o f c r i t e r i a from the model o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l s k i l l . F i r s t l y , 
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the measure o f d i v e r s i t y employed t o t e s t improvements i n the q u a l i t y 

o f m o d e l l i n g may not be e n t i r e l y v a l i d . The d i v e r s i t y measure 

r e f l e c t e d the d i s t r i b u t i o n o f s i m i l a r i t y c o e f f i c i e n t s ( exact 

p r o b a b i l i t i e s of a s s o c i a t i o n ) between a l l c o n s t r u c t s on each occasion^ 

and was o p e r a t i o n a l l y s i m i l a r t o the measure o f i n t e n s i t y o f c o n s t r u c t 

r e l a t i o n s h i p s ( B a n n i s t e r and F r a n s e l l a , 1966; B a n n i s t e r , F r a n s e l l a 

and Agnew, 1971)f and c o g n i t i v e c o m p l e x i t y measures (Adams-V/ebber, 

1970; B i e r i e t a l , 1966). Radley p o i n t s out t h a t these measures 

"stand i n a p a r a d o x i c a l r e l a t i o n s h i p . . . i n a s m u c h as the same ( o r 

s i m i l a r ) o p e r a t i o n a l measures a p p a r e n t l y r e f l e c t q u i t e d i s p a r a t e 

conceptual systems, i . e . loose s c h i z o p h r e n i c t h i n k i n g and complex 

normal t h i n k i n g " (197^» p . 317) . I n the present study the d i v e r s i t y 

measure v/as used t o monitor i n c r e a s e s i n the s u b t l e t y which the user 

f o r m u l a t e d d i s t i n c t i o n s , i . e . an incr e a s e i n t h e comp l e x i t y o f h i s 

conceptual system. However, an in c r e a s e i n d i v e r s i t y may e v i d e n t l y 

a r i s e from two sources; (a) an in c r e a s e i n t h e number o f f u n c t i o n a l l y 

independent c o n s t r u c t s (an incr e a s e i n the c o m p l e x i t y o f c o n s t r u c t i o n ) 

o r ( b ) an incr e a s e i n t h e v a r i a b i l i t y o f element placements on 

f u n c t i o n a l l y s i m i l a r c o n s t r u c t s (an incr e a s e i n "looseness" o f 

c o n s t r u c t i o n ) . Thus, i d e n t i c a l d i s t r i b u t i o n s o f s i m i l a r i t y c o e f f i 

c i e n t s may o b t a i n from a g r i d c o n t a i n i n g a l a r g e number o f f u n c t i o n a l 

l y independent c o n s t r u c t s and from a g r i d c o n t a i n i n g * a s i n g l e f u n c t i o n a l 

c o n s t r u c t dimension and a moderate t o h i g h degree of v a r i a b i l i t y 

o f element placement betv/een these dimensions. Moreover, as Radley 

(197^) p o i n t s o u t , t h e measure o f co n s i s t e n c y i n the p a t t e r n o f 

c o n s t r u c t r e l a t i o n s h i p s (employed by B a n n i s t e r and F r a n s e l l a , 1966) 

does not d i s t i n g u i s h these two d i s p a r a t e sources o f d i v e r s i t y o f 

c o n s t r u c t i o n . V/hilst t h i s d i s c u s s i o n docs n o t a l t e r the i m p l i c a t i o n s 
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o f the present case-studies (as no i n c r e a s e i n d i v e r s i t y was 

observed) i t does suggest the need f o r l e s s ambiguous measures i n 

f u r t h e r attempts t o evaluate S t r a t e g y C. I n p a r t i c u l a r , . a measure 

i s r e q u i r e d t h a t v / i l l unambiguously r e f l e c t t h e s t r u c t u r e o f 

c o n s t r u c t i o n s i n the g r i d . T h i s , however, i s no simple demand, as 

most measures o f s t r u c t u r e ( e . g . a r t i c u l a t i o n , M a k h l o u f - N o r r i s , Jones 

and N o r r i s , 1970; f u n c t i o n a l l y independent c o n s t r u c t s , L a n d f i e l d , 

1971) a r e based on the magnitude o f s i m i l a r i t y c o e f f i c i e n t s . 

Secondly, the component r e p r e s e n t a t i o n measure of s h i f t s i n a t t e n t i o n 

between occasions r e q u i r e s an a p p r o p r i a t e s t a t i s t i c a l t e s t b e f o r e 

c o n c l u s i o n s concerning the e l a b o r a t i o n o f p r e d i c a t i o n may be drawn. 

Since r e p r e s e n t a t i o n i s determined from p a r t i t i o n i n g between occasions 

the v a r i a n c e a t t r i b u t a b l e t o a component drawn from a l l occsisions, 

an a p p r o p r i a t e t e s t would be o f the n u l l h y p o t h e s i s of homogeneity 

o f v a r i a n c e over the s e r i e s o f occasions ( d r ^ = CT^ =••• (X^ = O^) • 
1 2 k 

T h i s t e s t , the B a r t l e t t t e s t , v/ould o f course be c a r r i e d o u t f o r 

each s i g n i f i c e m t component. Moreover, t o t e s t whether any s p e c i f i c 

occasion e x h i b i t s a departure from t h e v a r i a n c e expected on t h e 

basis o f o t h e r occasions, the t e s t may be made r e c u r s i v e l y by 

s u c c e s s i v e l y combining the sums o f squares f o r each occasion. 

F i n a l l y , i n t e s t i n g the accuracy w i t h v/hich u s ers i d e n t i f y f u n c t i o n a l 

f e a t u r e s o f p r e d i c a t i o n s more t r i a l s aire r e q u i r e d t o assess t h e 

s t a b i l i t y o f c o r r e l a t i o n s betv/een p r e d i c t e d and observed outcomes. 

Moreover, t e s t i n g f o r s i g n i f i c a n t changes i n these c o r r e l a t i o n s 

i s l e s s s a t i s f a c t o r y t h a n demonstrating t h e a t t a i n m e n t o f s i g n i f i c a n t l y 

h i g h l e v e l s o f c o r r e l a t i o n . L a s t l y , these t e s t s d i d not d i s t i n g u i s h 



between the p r o d u c t i o n o f p r e d i c a t e s under t h e d i s c r i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l 

o f t h e i r f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s , and the c a p a c i t y t o d i s c r i m i n a t e 

iTetween p r e d i c a t e s a f t e r t h e i r p r o d u c t i o n . V r t i i l s t b o t h processes 

suggest t he development o f a c a p a c i t y t o i d e n t i f y d i s t i n c t i v e 

f u n c t i o n a l f e a t u r e s , o n l y the former r e p r e s e n t s an increment i n 

c o n v e r s a t i o n a l s k i l l . A more a p p r o p r i a t e t e s t o f the former m i g j i t 

be t o request the user t o s p e c i f y t h e f u n c t i o n o f p r e d i c a t e s i n 

advance o f t h e i r f o r m u l a t i o n , and t o match t h e i r performance a g a i n s t 

the userVs p r e d i c t i o n s . 

A second source o f c r i t i c i s m o f these t e s t s c e n t r e s on whether t h e 

c r i t e r i a e s t a b l i s h e d t o evaluate increments i n c o n v e r s a t i o n a l s k i l l 

a dequately r e f l e c t t h e model o f c o n v e r s a t i o n s from which they d e r i v e . 

I n p a r t i c u l a r , the i n f e r e n c e t h a t g a i n s i n d i s c r i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l 

bf p r e d i c a t i o n r e f l e c t s the a c q u i s i t i o n o f c o n v e r s a t i o n a l s k i l l was 

cha l l e n g e d on t h r e e grounds: (a) because apparent c o n t r o l may be 

achieved by i d e n t i f y i n g e x t e r n a l f e a t u r e s o f p r e d i c a t e s as they 

are represented i n t h e r e p e r t o r y g r i d r a t h e r t h a n i n t e r n a l f e a t u r e s 

a s s o c i a t e d w i t h the f e e l i n g s they r e p r e s e n t , ( b ) because r e a d i l y 

i d e n t i f i a b l e f e a t u r e s o f p r e d i c a t e s w i t h i n t h e r e p e r t o r y g r i d 

o b t a i n e d d i s c r i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l more r a p i d l y t h a n concealed 

f e a t u r e s , and ( c ) because users may develop response s t r a t e g i e s t o 

t e s t s u b j e c t i v e hypotheses concerning f u n c t i o n a l f e a t u r e s which 

conceal increments i n d i s c r i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l . 

>k • * 

These c o n c l u s i o n s , combined w i t h t h e s u g g e s t i o n t h a t p a r t i c i p a n t s 

i n the tv;o case-studies d i f f e r e d i n t h e i r o b j e c t i v e s i n engaging i n 

t h e i r modelling.: a c t i v i t y , l e d t o an attempt t o r e f o r m u l a t e e v a l u a t i v e 
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s t r a t e g i e s w i t h r e s p e c t t o S t r a t e g y C procedures. The development 

of a p p r o p r i a t e e v a i l u a t i v e methods was c l e a r l y an urgent need, and 

the d i s c u s s i o n o f t h i s issue i s resumed i n t h e f o l l o v / i n g c h a p t e r . 

5 . 1 . ^ . 8 . T h i s review o f S t r a t e g y C procedures has attempted t o 

h i g h l i g h t d i f f i c u l t i e s experienced i n implementing the model o f 

conversationsJ. procedures. I n p a r t i c u l a r , i t has h i g h l i g h t e d t h e 

need f o r f u t u r e a p p l i c a t i o n s o f the s t r a t e g y t o consider ( a ) 

ex t e n d i n g the f l e x i b i l i t y o f element sampling i n the r e p e r t o r y g r i d 

c y c l e , ( b ) the need t o r e d e f i n e f u n c t i o n a l f e a t u r e s as continuous 

v a r i a b l e s and t o o b t a i n a more s t a b l e sampling o f t h e i r occurrence, 

(c) t h e need t o systematise g r i d t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s across a l l l e v e l s 

o f i n f o r m a t i o n feedback, and t o develop a p p r o p r i a t e d i s p l a y s , and 

(d) t o develop an e v a l u a t i v e s t r a t e g y t h a t i s c o n s i s t e n t w i t h t he 

model o f conversations i t seeks t o t e s t . 
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5.1.5* Combining S t r a t e g y B and C procedures. 

5 . 1 . 5 - 1• Str a t e g y B was developed i n Chapter 4 . 1 . and implemented 

i n combination w i t h S t r a t e g y C i n Chapter 4 . 2 . E s s e n t i a l l y , S t r a t e g y 

B seeks t o enhance i n t e r p e r s o n a l consensus by i n t e r v e n i n g i n t o 

i n t e r p e r s o n a l m o d e l l i n g a c t i v i t y i n a r e s t r i c t e d way i n order t o 

e x h i b i t the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s o f 

p r e d i c a t e s of two o r more p a r t i c i p a n t s . To achieve t h i s supplementaary 

methods were developed, namely aggregate g r i d methods, and i n c o r p o r a t e d 

i n t o t h e general scheme o f S t r a t e g y C procedures. 

5 . 1 . 5 . 2 . The aggregate g r i d method. 

A number o f c o n s i d e r a t i o n s l e d t o the development o f a s p e c i a l i s e d 

procedure f o r m o n i t o r i n g i n t e r p e r s o n a l m o d e l l i n g . F i r s t l y , i t was 

considered d e s i r a b l e t h a t m o d e l l i n g by two or more p a r t i c i p a n t s 

should proceed independently. The p i l o t s t u d y o f r e p e r t o r y g r i d 

i n t e r v i e w s i n Chapter 2.3* i n d i c a t e d t h a t d i v e r s i t y o f c o n s t r u c t i o n 

w i t h i n t h e i n t e r v i e w c o n t e x t v a r i e d between i n t e r v i e w e r s and appeared 

t o be l a r g e l y c o n t r o l l e d by the v a r i e t y o f elements e l i c i t e d by 

the i n t e r v i e w e r . These ob s e r v a t i o n s suggest t h a t i t i s i n s u f f i c i e n t 

f o r i n t e r v i e w e r s t o c l a i m t h a t " a c t i v e " i n t e i r v i e w i n g s t y l e s l e a d 

t o i n c r e a s e s i n i n t e r v i e w e e v e r b a l i s a t i o n ( H e l l e r , Davis and Myers, 

1966) w i t h o u t r e f e r e n c e t o the c o n t e n t o f v e r b a l i s a t i o n . S i m i l s i r l y , 

as i t was the c o n t e n t o f p r e d i c a t i o n t h a t was be i n g examined i n 

i n t e r p e r s o n a l m o d e l l i n g , i t was considered d e s i r a b l e t o e n t i r e l y 

remove E and ot h e r p a r t i c i p a n t s by ensu r i n g t h a t a l l p r e d i c a t i o n r e 

mained c o n f i d e n t i a l . T h i s was achieved by t r a i n i n g p a r t i c i p a n t s 

t o s e l f - a d m i n i s t e r the r e p e r t o r y g r i d , and by ensu r i n g t h a t a l l 
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c o n s t r u c t cords were r e t a i n e d by each p e i r t i c i p a n t . 

Secondly, i t was necessary t h a t b o t h p a r t i c i p a n t s p r e d i c a t e w i t h i n 

the same domain. To ensure t h i s , and t o l i f t r e s t r i c t i o n s on 

element sampling, p a r t i c i p a n t s were requested t o independently 

c o n s t r u c t a l i s t o f persons known t o be f a m i l i a r t o them b o t h . 

The f i n a l element sample was drawn e q u a l l y from b o t h l i s t s and 

i n c l u d e d the names o f t h e p a x t i c i p a n t s themselves. 

T h i r d l y , i n order t o r e f l e c t s a l i e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s o f the element 

sample the p r e c a u t i o n o f ensuring independence o f c o n s t r u c t f o r m u l 

a t i o n was taken by n o t y o k i n g c o n s t r u c t s between p a r t i c i p a n t s t o 

element t r i a d s . I n s t e a d , a m o d i f i e d F u l l Context Form o f c o n s t r u c t 

e l i c i t a t i o n was employed. Moreover, since t h e s a l i e n c e o f s e l f - and 

o t h e r - r e l e v a n t p r e d i c a t e s v/as under t e s t , i t was thought a d v i s a b l e 

t o i n c l u d e e i t h e r o f these elements as a n c h o r - s t i m u l i i n c o n s t r u c t 

e l i c i t a t i o n . As Bender (197^*) has shown, t he S e q u e n t i a l Form, 

and by i n f e r e n c e t h e S e l f - I d e n t i f i c a t i o n Form ( B a n n i s t e r and H a i r , 

1968), s u c c e s s i v e l y o b t a i n a t t r i b u t e s o f decreasing "importance" 

t o t h e s u b j e c t . 

F i n a l l y , as both p a r t i c i p a n t s f o r m u l a t e c o n s t r u c t s w i t h i n t h e 

same domain, two c l a s s e s o f emalysis are made a v a i l a b l e ; (a) an 

a n a l y s i s o f each i n d i v i d u a l ' s g r i d (IG) c o n s i s t e n t w i t h procedures 

developed i n S t r a t e g y C, and (b) an euialysis o f c o n s t r u c t s pooled 

from a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s t o " f o r m an aggregate g r i d (AG). The p r i n c i p l e 

o f f u n c t i o n a l equivalence may be used i n AG a n a l y s i s p r o v i d e d the 

element sample i s unambiguous* 



From a p i l o t a p p l i c a t i o n o f t h i s procedure u t i l i s i n g the r e p e r t o r y 

g r i d c y c l e of a c t i v i t i e s d e s c r i b e d i n the p r e v i o u s s e c t i o n , i t 

was e v i d e n t t h a t t he AG method y i e l d e d f o u r c l a s s e s o f i n f o r m a t i o n ; 

(a) t he classes o f p r e d i c a t e s on which p a r t i c i p a n t s have achieved 

consensual s e l f - and p a r t n e r - d e f i n i t i o n s , (b) t h e classes o f 

p r e d i c a t e s on which p a r t i c i p a n t s d i s p l a y e x c l u s i v e o r d i s j u n c t i v e 

s e l f - and p a r t n e r - d e f i n i t i o n s , ( c ) changes i n t h e s a l i e n c e o f these 

p r e d i c a t e classes over a p e r i o d o f tim e , and (d) the interdependence 

o f these changes between p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

5.1-5»3. Transformations and r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s i n t h e 

ag^ref^ate g r i d . 

To i n c o r p o r a t e t h i s methodology i n t o S t r a t e g y C procedures a d d i t i o n a l 

t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s were r e q u i r e d . These t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s c e n t r e d on 

i n f o r m a t i o n concerning the f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s o f each p a r t i c i p a n t s ' 

p r e d i c a t e s i n the c o n t e x t of t h e i r p a r t n e r ' s p r e d i c a t e s . For 

example, w h i l s t a p a r t i c u l a r p r e d i c a t e i s c e n t r a l t o the Husband's 

s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n , t h e p r o p o s i t i o n t h a t a f u n c t i o n a l l y e q u i v a l e n t 

p r e d i c a t e i n the V/ife's g r i d i s c e n t r a l t o her d e f i n i t i o n o f 

Husband may be t e s t e d . Thus, p r e d i c a t e f u n c t i o n i n IG may be 

matched or mismatched t o the f u n c t i o n o f the same p r e d i c a t e i n AG. 

For any two p a r t i c i p a n t s , f u n c t i o n a l match o r mismatch may a r i s e 

from t h e f o l l o w i n g causes; ( a ) match may a r i s e e i t h e r because the 

im - t n e r does not c o n t r i b u t e t o AG any f u n c t i o n a l l y e q u i v a l e n t 

c o n s t r u c t s t o those produced by s e l f , thus p r e s e r v i n g the f u n c t i o n 

o f s e l f ' s c o n s t r u c t s , or (b) because p a r t n e r does ; c o n t r i b u t e 

c o n s t r u c t s t o AG e q u i v a l e n t i n a l l respects i n c l u d i n g t h e i r 

f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s f o r s e l f , i n d i c a t i n g consensus i n s e l f -
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d e f i n i t i o n , and ( c ) mismatch may a r i s e because t h e p a r t n e r 

c o n t r i b u t e s c o n s t r u c t s t o AG e q u i v a l e n t i n a l l r e s p e c t s except 

t h e i r f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s f o r s e l f , i n d i c a t i n g d i s j u n c t i v e 

d e f i n i t i o n s o f s e l f . 

The use o f the p r i n c i p l e o f f u n c t i o n a l equivalence i n t h i s c o n t e x t 

was c l a r i f i e d by examining the s t a t u s o f p r i n c i p a l components 

e x t r a c t e d from IG and AG analyses. The i s s u e under i n v e s t i g a t i o n 

was t h e ex t e n t t o which IG and AG PCA's were commensurable, and 

whether AG s o l u t i o n s d i f f e r e d i n any s i g n i f i c a n t way from s t r a i g h t 

for^rfard comparisons o f two p a r t i c i p a n t s ' IG s o l u t i o n s f o r i d e n t i c a l 

element samples. T h i s l a t t e r comparison was achieved by t e s t i n g 

the c o r r e l a t i o n o f element eige n v e c t o r s on a l l components f o r 

two IG s o l u t i o n s and c o n t r a s t i n g t h e p a t t e r n o f component r e l a t i o n 

s h ips w i t h element e i g e n v e c t o r s e x t r a c t e d by the AG s o l u t i o n . I t 

v;as found t h a t equivalences between components i n the IG s o l u t i o n s 

were recovered i n the AG s o l u t i o n . I n a d d i t i o n , t h e AG s o l u t i o n 

r e v e a l e d dominant p a t t e r n s of v a r i a t i o n from a s i n g l e IG source 

and the l o s s of l e s s dominant p a t t e r n s from t h e second IG source. 

I t was concluded t h a t p a t t e r n s o f v a r i a t i o n which are under-

emphasised i n IG s o l u t i o n s and unshared i n AG s o l u t i o n s must 

compete w i t h the v a r i a t i o n s shared by both sources. Thus, t he 

s t r e n g t h o f the AG a n a l y s i s i s i r i i t s c a p a c i t y t o l o c a t e sources 

o f v a r i a t i o n common t o two or more IG s o l u t i o n s , e n a b l i n g t e s t s 

o f p r e d i c a t e f u n c t i o n i n the two c o n t e x t s . 

•N. 

T h i s a n a l y s i s enabled the c o n s t r u c t i o n o f a s p e c i a l c l a s s o f 

comparisons, namely IG-AG f u n c t i o n comparisons which i n f l u e n c e d 

the development o f r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s and d i s p l a y s i n a procedure 
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which came t o be termed the r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d . Chapter ^ . 1 . 

r e p o r t e d a case-study i n which these comparisons were developed, 

f o c u s i n g on the f u n c t i o n a l p r o p e r t y o f p r e d i c a t i o n c e n t r a l i t y . 

T h i s procedure was f u r t h e r developed i n t o a modular s e r i e s o f 

a c t i v i t i e s i n Chapter '•.S. Again f o c u s i n g on c e n t r a l i t y o f 

p r e d i c a t i o n , these a c t i v i t i e s resembled those o f S t r a t e g y C i n s o f a r 

as t he IG trsins f o r m a t i o n s and d i s p l a y s were s t r a t i f i e d i n t o t h r e e 

d i s c r e t e l e v e l s . I n a d d i t i o n t o the IG d i s p l a y s , however, c o r r e s 

ponding AG t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s and d i s p l a y s were a l s o s t r a t i f i e d i n t o 

t h r e e l e v e l s . 

( i ) L e v e l 1 . 

The cumulative PCA and r e p r e s e n t a t i o n methods f o r d e t e r m i n i n g 

s i g n i f i c a n t components developed f o r S t r a t e g y C were a p p l i e d 

t o t h e AGs i n the r e c i p r o c s i l i n s i g h t g r i d . I n a d d i t i o n , t h o 

c o n s t r u c t c e n t r a l i t y score developed i n Chapter 3 . ^ . was a p p l i e d 

t o c o n s t r u c t s i n the AG c o n t e x t f o r both p a r t i c i p a n t s . Thus, 

c e n t r a l i t y scores i n the separate IGs were d i r e c t l y comparable 

vn.th AG c e n t r a l i t y scores f o r the same c o n s t r u c t s . I n a d d i t i o n 

t o e s t i m a t i n g the r e l a t i v e c e n t r a l i t y o f c o n s t r u c t s and elements i n 

t h e i r i n d i v i d u a l g r i d s , p a r t i c i p a n t s repeated t h i s a c t i v i t y f o r t h e 

AG a n a l y s i s . S i m i l a r l y , s i g n i f i c a n t e r r o r s were i d e n t i f i e d £ind 

p a r t i c i p a n t s .were requested t o f u r n i s h e x p l a n a t i o n s f o r these e r r o r s . 
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( i i ) L e v e l 2 . 

By a p p l y i n g the Bayesian t r a n s f o r m a t i o n developed i n S t r a t e g y C 

f o r t he p r e d i c a t i o n c e n t r a l i t y v a r i a b l e , two d i s p l a y s were 

assembled a t the s e c o n d - l e v e l ; ( a ) an AG p r i n c i p a l components 

d i s p l a y i n c o r p o r a t i n g c o n s t r u c t s from both p a r t i c i p a n t s , and (b) a 

d i r e c t comparison of c o n s t r u c t and element c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s i n IG 

and AG analyses a c c o r d i n g t o p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s o f p r e d i c a t i o n 

c e n t r a l i t y . I n the former d i s p l a y , p a r t i c i p a n t s v/ere requested t o 

f o r m u l a t e d e s c r i p t i o n s o f each s i g n i f i c a n t AG component. I n the 

l a t t e r d i s p l a y , f u n c t i o n a l d i s j u n c t i o n s (where the f u n c t i o n a l 

p r o p e r t i e s of a c o n s t r u c t or element i n the IG a n a l y s i s d i d n o t 

match those obtained i n the AG a n a l y s i s ) were i d e n t i f i e d , and 

each p a r t i c i p a n t requested t o f u r n i s h an account o f the consequences 

o f observed d i s j u n c t i o n s f o r t h e r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

( i i i ) Level 3-

The t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s developed t o i d e n t i f y c e n t r a l i t y a t t r i b u t e s f o r 

S t r a t e g y C were a p p l i e d and, u t i l i s i n g the same u n c o n d i t i o n a l 

and c o n d i t i o n a l p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s d e r i v e d i n Chapter 3 . 2 . , 

p o s t e r i o r p r o b a b i l i t i e s were o b t a i n e d f o r the f u n c t i o n i n g o f 

p a r t i c i p a n t s * p r e d i c a t e s i n the AG c o n t e x t . 

D i s p l a y s i d e n t i c a l t o those developed f o r S t r a t e g y C v/ere employed 

f o r AG p o s t e r i o r s . That i s , each p a r t i c i p a n t was presented w i t h a 

d i s p l a y which i d e n t i f i e d d i s j u n c t i o n s between data classes and 

p r i o r hypotheses f o r c e n t r a l i t y i n the aggregate domain. Analagously 

t o IG d i s p l a y s , each p a r t i c i p a n t v/as requested t o f u r n i s h an account 



for observed changes i n predicate function by I d e n t i f y i n g s i g n 

i f i c a n t events i n the r e l a t i o n s h i p wherever p o s s i b l e . 

Throughout the construction of AG transformations i t has been 

assumed that AG information does' not s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i f f e r from 

IG information. These procedures may be challenged on the grounds 

that they are not comparable with IG procedures f or a number of 

reasons. F i r s t l y , the sample of observations from which uncondition

a l p r o b a b i l i t i e s f or predicate c e n t r a l i t y were derived, namely a s e r i e s 

of i n d i v i d u a l g r i d s , may not provide an appropriate estimate of the 

unconditional p r o b a b i l i t y of predicate c e n t r a l i t y i n the aggregate 

domain. V/hilst the AG a n a l y s i s i d e n t i f i e s the major sources of 

v a r i a t i o n i n separate IG analyses, emd i s thus comparable to the 

extent that IG and AG sol u t i o n s are s i m i l a r , i t i s conceivable that 

components might be extracted from the AG s o l u t i o n which bear no 

resemblance to components i n the sepaxate IG s o l u t i o n s . T h i s v/ould 

i n d i c a t e that predicates i n the AG domain might more appropriately 

be treated as .a d i s c r e t e sample, requiring separate estimates of the 

unconditional frequency of c e n t r a l p r e d i c a t i o n s . 

Secondly, s i m i l a r c r i t i c i s m s may be l e v e l l e d against the use of 

conditional p r o b a b i l i t y d i s t r i b u t i o n s deriving from IG s o l u t i o n s . 

C l e a r l y , i f separate AG observations v;ere c o l l e c t e d , estimates of 

conditional d i s t r i b u t i o n s would a l s o be required. 

T h i r d l y , AG r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s required p a r t i c i p a n t s to estimate 

the functional properties of t h e i r partner's modelling without 

providing any means by which these estimates might be t e s t e d . T h i s 

was a serious shortcoming of the procedures. I n the case-study 
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reported i n Chapter 4.2., for example, p a r t i c i p a n t s sought inform

atio n from each other to a s s i s t them during secondary modelling 

a c t i v i t i e s . The procedures, however, were constructed to exclude 

such exchanges, however- f r u i t f u l they might be. Further develoi>-

ment of the r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d would need to consider methods 

by which such exchanges could be incorporated i n t o the a c t i v i t i e s a t 

appropriate points. 
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5«1»5»^» Evaluating the procedures. 

The operational form of Strategy B and C combined, the r e c i p r o c a l 

i n s i g h t g r i d , was t e s t e d i n a s i n g l e case-study involving a married 

couple. I n four s e s s i o n s over three months, the couple completed 

the repertory grid c y c l e twice, formulating constructs from a 

j o i n t l y produced sample of 16 elements, including close f r i e n d s , 

r e l a t i v e s and themselves. On the f i r s t s e s s i o n , the couple indepen

dently formulated 10 constructs, and i n addition to two whole figure 

constructs (Bannister and Mair, I968) of the form LIKE SELF/PARTNER 

IN CHARACTER, predicated the e n t i r e element ssunple i n terms of these 

constructs. On the t h i r d occasion 6 a d d i t i o n a l constructs were 

independently formulated and applied, and the 12 from the f i r s t 

s e s s i o n reapplied. 

The evaluation of the r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d p a r a l l e l e d the 

methodology employed i n Chapter 3-^»f i n that c r i t e r i a were f i r s t 

derived from the r a t i o n a l e of Strategy B/C and then op e r a t i o n a l l y 

tested. I f the procedures e f f e c t i v e l y enhanced inte r p e r s o n a l model

l i n g by the couple, the following e f f e c t s were expected to obtain i n 

primary and secondary modelling performances; (a) that both p a r t i c i 

pants display i n c r e a s i n g l y d i s t i n c t models of s e l f and partner as 

t h e i r awareness of the functional properties of s e l f - and partner-

relevant predicates improves; (b) that both p a r t i c i p a n t s engage i n 

interpersonal modelling conversations more frequently leading to 

the i n c r e asing s a l i e n c e of partner-relevant predicates, ( c ) that 

both p a r t i c i p a n t s d i s p l a y i n c r e a s i n g s p e c i f i c i t y of s e l f - and 

partner-relevant predicates; and (d) that both p a r t i c i p a n t s display 
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i n c r e a s i n g descriminative control over self-modelling both i n the 

IG domain, and i n the j o i n t AG domain. 

These propositions were tested by (a) examining the c o r r e l a t i o n 

between element placements on the two whole-figure constructs LIKE 

SELF and LIKE PARTNER for each p a r t i c i p a n t before and a f t e r secondary 

modelling, (b) comparing the s a l i e n c e of constructs e l i c i t e d by the 

p a r t i c i p a n t s i n the two grids to s e l f - and partner-relevant AG 

components, ( c ) examining the loadings of the two whole-figure 

constructs on s e l f - and jartner-relevcint AG components, and f i n a l l y 

(d) comparing the c o r r e l a t i o n s obtained between p a r t i c i p a n t s ' rank-

ordering of constructs i n terms of s e l f - c e n t r a l i t y and observed 

c e n t r a l i t y outcomes before and a f t e r secondary modelling. 

The case-study reported i n Chapter ^.1. met only a f r a c t i o n of these 

c r i t e r i a . F i r s t l y , only one of the p a r t i c i p a n t s showed a tendency 

towards s i g n i f i c a n t l y d i s t i n g u i s h i n g s e l f from partner, w h i l s t the 

other displayed a s i g n i f i c a n t tendency i n the reverse d i r e c t i o n . 

Secondly, both participsmts displayed a non-significant tendency 

towards decreasing s a l i e n c e of s e l f - r e l e v a n t predicates, but only 

one p a r t i c i p a n t displayed a s i g n i f i c a n t tendency towards emphasising 

partner-relevant predicates i n the second g r i d . T h i r d l y , both 

p a r t i c i p a n t s displayed a s i g n i f i c a n t decrement i n the loadings of 

the LIKE SELF construct on s e l f - r e l e v a n t predicates, and one part 

i c i p a n t displayed a s i g n i f i c a n t decrement for the loading of the 

LIKE PARTNER construct on partner-relevant predicates. Contrary 

to p r e d i c t i o n s , both p a r t i c i p a n t s displayed s i g n i f i c a n t or near-

s i g n i f i c a n t increments i n the loadings of the construct LIKE SELF 
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on partner-relevant predicates. One p a r t i c i p a n t did, however, 

display a s i g n i f i c a n t decrement i n the loading of LliCE PARTNER on 

s e l f - r e l e v a n t predicates. F i n a l l y , both p a r t i c i p a n t s a t t a i n e d 

s i g n i f i c a n t l e v e l s of competence i n i d e n t i f y i n g s e l f - r e l e v a n t 

predicates i n the IG domain, but neither p a r t i c i p a n t displayed any 

improvement i n i d e n t i f y i n g the same functional property of t h e i r 

predicates i n the AG domain. 

These findings were interpreted as i n d i c a t i n g f i r s t l y , that evaluative 

c r i t e r i a were not coincident with subjective s t r a t e g i e s underlying 

modelling a c t i v i t y , and secondly that a n t i c i p a t i n g the fu n c t i o n a l 

outcomes of predicates i n the AG context was a q u a l i t a t i v e l y 

d i f f e r e n t task to a n t i c i p a t i n g IG outcomes. I t v/as suggested that 

the subjective s t r a t e g i e s of the p a r t i c i p a n t s were directed towards 

a r e v e r s a l of ro l e s within the r e l a t i o n s h i p because of d i f f e r e n t i a l 

assumptions i n i t i a l l y held by the pa r t i c i p a n t s concerning s e l f - -

partner s i m i l a r i t y . The Husband, for example, had not previously 

demarcated his ov/n r o l e from the V/ife's, w h i l s t the Wife had 

r e l u c t a n t l y come to view h e r s e l f as HAPPy WITH D0f4ESTICITY ALONE 

rather than compete on i n t e l l e c t u a l terms with the Husband. As a 

r e s u l t of the procedures the Husbsind had not only learned to 

appreciate the V/ife's d i s t i n c t i o n s between t h e i r r o l e s but had 

a l s o attempted to reverse these r o l e s . I n contrast, the Wife had 

attempted to view h e r s e l f as i n t e l l e c t u a l l y on a par with the 

Husband. These r e l a t i o n s h i p - d e f i n i n g s t r a t e g i e s were not a n t i c i p a t e d 

i n the design of the procedures. Moreover, the procedures had 

excluded any systematic i n t e r p e r s o n a l exchanges concerning the 

content of pa r t i c i p a n t s s e l f - p a r t n e r modelling. I n the absence of 

t h i s information p a r t i c i p a n t s were not able to a n t i c i p a t e the 
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e f f e c t s of t h e i r partner's modelling on the functioning of t h e i r 

own s e l f - r e l e v a n t predicates. Further development of t h i s procedure 

should thus incorporate means by which such information may be 

exchanged . r 

As i n the previous study (Chapter 3»^-) the evaluation s t r a t e g y i n 

t h i s case-study may be c r i t i c i s e d on two grounds, namely i n the 

tremsiation of c r i t e r i a derived from the r a t i o n a l e of Strategy 

B/C in t o operational t e s t s , and the derivation of the c r i t e r i a them

s e l v e s . F i r s t l y , the te s t of independence of s e l f - p a r t n e r modelling 

might be improved by examining the p r o f i l e s of ra t i n g s f or the 

SELF and PARTNER elements rather than, or i n addition to, comparing 

the LIKE SELF and LIKE PARTNER whole-figure constructs. V/hen t h i s 

comparison i s made (see Table 57) s t r i k i n g l y d i f f e r e n t r e s u l t s are 

obtained. 

G r i d 1 Grid 2 

Ruth -.679 .182 

(N=12) (N=l8) 

Isaac .767* 

(N=12) (N=l8) 

(• denotes p < t w o - t a i l e d ) . 

TABLE 37 Correlations c o e f f i c i e n t s between the elements SELF and 

PARTNER on tv;o occasions for tv;o p a r t i c i p a n t s . 
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Here i t i s evident that both p a r t i c i p a n t s d i s t i n g u i s h s e l f from 

partner p r i o r to the procedures but both show a s i g n i f i c a n t 

tendency towards i d e n t i f y i n g s e l f with partner a f t e r the procedures 

(Ruth, z = 2.396, p = .016, two-tailed; I s a a c , z = 3.̂ 7̂6, p = .0006, 

t w o - t a i l e d ) . The r e s u l t s of t h i s t e s t are contrary to those obtained 

for I s a a c when whole-figure constructs were c o r r e l a t e d . V/hat might 

account for t h i s discrepancy? A methodological point of note i s 

that both these comparisons employed the product-moment c o r r e l a t i o n 

c o e f f i c i e n t , which i s not e n t i r e l y appropriate because (a) the< 

range of values of the g r i d scores i s r e s t r i c t e d to a seven-point 

r a t i n g s c a l e , and (b) an i n t e r v a l l e v e l of measurement and normal 

d i s t r i b u t i o n scores cannot be s a f e l y assumed. However, the discrepancy 

i s so marked that these s t r i c t u r e s sQone cannot s u f f i c e to explain 

i t . A more pl a u s i b l e explanation l i e s i n the i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s of 

the v;hole-figure constructs themselves. V/hilst i t was argued that 

the ambiguity of constructs of the LIKE SELF IN CHARACTER type 

made them p a r t i c u l a r l y susceptible to multiple i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s , 

and that t h i s s u s c e p t i b i l i t y was advantageous i n determining the 

s a l i e n c e of such i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s a t any point i n time, i t was 

evident that p a r t i c i p a n t s experienced d i f f i c u l t y i n employing the 

predicate c o n s i s t e n t l y across the element sample. As Mair (I967) 

cogently points out, whole-figure constructs are extremely d i f f i c u l t 

to use v / h o l i s t i c a l l y , and subjects may tend to focus on one 

a t t r i b u t e i n predicating one element, another a t t r i b u t e for a second 

element, yet cinother.for a t h i r d , and so on. Thus, we cannot a s s e r t 

that the dimensions LIKE SELF euxd LIKE PARTNER represent a s i n g l e 

S E i l i e n t a t t r i b u t e . The implications of t h i s are that whole-figure 

constructs represented a l e s s appropriate t e s t of the evaluative 

c r i t e r i a than element r a t i n g p r o f i l e s . 
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S i r a i l a r c r i t i c i s m s may be l e v e l l e d against the use of whole-figure 

constructs to examine the s p e c i f i c i t y of s e l f - p a r t n e r models. Because 

of t h e i r probable inconsistency, the loadings of whole-figure constructs 

on s e l f - and partner-relevant predicates i s s u r e l y ambiguous. Even i f 

xvhole-figure constructs could be shown to be consistent, the t e s t of 

s p e c i f i c i t y reported i n the case-study has a second weakness, namely 

that incresising s p e c i f i c i t y of, f o r instance, the s e l f model, was 

assumed to be exhibited by an orthogonal r e l a t i o n s h i p between s e l f -

relevant predicates and the whole-figure construct LIKE PASTK'ER. 

However, examining loadings only f o r orthogonal r e l a t i o n s h i p s conceals 

the presence of r e v e r s a l s of r e l a t i o n s h i p (because the sign of the 

construct loading i s ignored) which would be expected to occur i f - t h e 

opposite poles of c e n t r a l predicates came to be applied to s e l f . I n 

such a case, i t would appear that no change, of s p e c i f i c i t y had occurred 

(because the magnitude of the loadings of the constructs LIKE SELF euid 

LIKE PARTNER had remained the same) even though s e l f - r e l e v a n t predicates 

had reversed t h e i r implications for the s e l f model. To t e s t f o r the 

presence of such r e v e r s a l s i n the case-study, the loadings of whole-

figure constructs were plotted taking the sign of the loadings i n t o 

account (Figures-99a..and 99b ) . Comparing these p l o t s v/ith F i g u r e s 86 

and 87 r e v e a l s s l i g h t d ifferences f o r I s a a c ' s constructs on partner-

relevant predicates {LIKE SELF from orthogonal tends tov/ards a po s i t i v e 

loading z=2.01^,p=.022; LIKE RUTH from p o s i t i v e to negative loading' 

a=-2 .4 l ,p=.008)-, and for Ruth on s e l f - r e l e v a n t predicates (LIKE ISAAC 

from negative loadings to orthogonal z=1.765,p=-039; LIKE SELF from 

p o s i t i v e to negative loading z=-2.629,p=.00'f). These r e v e r s a l s . o n the 

second, Ruth-defining component are s i g n i f i c a n t s i n c e both Ruth 

and I s a a c display r e c i p r o c a l s h i f t s . I n conclusion, the t e s t . f o r 
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s p e c i f i c i t y did not consider r e v e r s a l s i n the implica t i o n s of 

s e l f - and partner-relevant predicates. 

T h i r d l y , the t e s t s of improvements i n di s c r i m i n a t i n g features of model

l i n g predicates i n t h i s case-study s u f f e r i d e n t i c a l f a u l t s to the case-

studies reported i n Chapter 3 -^ - i namely (a) that the t e s t f a i l s to 

d i s t i n g u i s h between, improvements i n i d e n t i f y i n g external features of 

predicates as they are represented i n the g r i d form and improvements 

a t t r i b u t a b l e to i d e n t i f y i n g d i s t i n c t i v e features of " f e l t meanings", 

(b) more re a d i l y i d e n t i f i a b l e features (e.g. IG functions) obtain d i s 

criminative accuracy more ra p i d l y than l e s s i d e n t i f i a b l e features (e.g. 

AG funct i o n s ) , ( c ) response s t r a t e g i e s may conceal increments i n d i s 

c r i minative accuracy, (d) an i n s u f f i c i e n t number of t r i a l s were 

employed to t e s t the s t a b i l i t y of d i s c r i m i n a t i v e accuracy and (e) the 

t e s t f a i l e d to d i s t i n g u i s h betv/een d i s c r i m i n a t i v e control (the capacity 

to formulate predicates of jjredetermined function) and retrograde 

d i s c r i m i n a t i v e accuracy ( i d e n t i f y i n g predicate features a f t e r t h e i r 

production). 

F i n a l l y , the t e s t s remain inconclusive i n the absence of appropriate 

c o n t r o l s . For example, a no-feedback comparison i s required to estab

l i s h that improvements i n d i s c r i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l are dependent on 

f i r s t - l e v e l information feedback and r e f l e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s . S i m i l a r l y , 

a no-contact control i s required to determine whether i n c r e a s i n g 

s a l i e n c e of partner-relevant predicates i s a function of inte r p e r s o n a l 

modelling over the period intervening between the g r i d administrations. 

Further research would seek to c l a r i f y the c a u s a l processes under

l y i n g the e f f e c t s of intervention strategy. 
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The evaluative methodology may a l s o be challenged on the 

derivation of c r i t e r i a from the r a t i o n a l e of Strategy B/C. I n 

p a r t i c u l a r , the predictions concerning i n c r e a s i n g s e l f - p a r t n e r 

d i s t i c t i v e n e s s and s a l i e n c e of partner-relevant predicates hinge 

on p a r t i c i p a n t s ' r e a c t i o n s to the outcomes of secondary modelling 

processes. To take an example, consider a man v/ho construes him

s e l f as WARM AND LOVING and views t h i s as a fundamental aspect 

of h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p with h i s w i f e . On t h i s b a s i s he einticipates 

that t h i s construct w i l l be corroborated by h i s v;ife and w i l l 

appear as c e n t r a l i n the AG a n a l y s i s . Suppose, however, that i t 

i s not c e n t r a l i n the AG domain, how might he react? The theory of 

objective self-awareness (Wicklund, 1975) would suggest that t h i s 

finding would lead him to exeunine himself and to turn h i s a t t e n t i o n 

p a r t i c u l a r l y to those a t t r i b u t e s and behaviours relevant to being 

WARI-i AND LOVING. However, two options are a v a i l a b l e to him. 

He may e i t h e r attempt to reduce the discrepancy by coming to view 

the construct WARt-1 AND LOVING as nonessential to him, or he can 

escape from objective self-awareness by avoiding s e l f - f o c u s s i n g 

s t i m u l i . V/hen requested to formulate constructs follov/ing t h i s 

experience, these two reactions would lead to d i f f e r e n t i a l outcomes; 

i n the former he would tend to produce s e l f - r e l e v a n t constructs 

that e f f e c t i v e l y d i s t i n g u i s h himself from h i s wife, i n the l a t t e r 

constructs that were not s e l f - r e l a t e d , but which focussed on h i s 

wife or other persons i n the element sample. I f i t was observed 

that the s a l i e n c e of s e l f - r e l e v a n t constructs declined \-/hilst 

i n c r e a s i n g for partner-relevant constructs we would conclude that 

he was avoiding s e l f - f o c u s s i n g s t i m u l i . I f , however, the s a l i e n c e 

of s e l f - and partner-relevant constructs increased, v/e v;ould conclude 
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that he was attempting to reduce the dissonance. 

The evaluative c r i t e r i a e stablished to t e s t the procedures did 

not take account of these s t r a t e g i e s . To achieve an adequate assess

ment of the procedures i t would be necessary to c l o s e l y monitor 

subjects* responses to both v a l i d a t i n g and i n v a l i d a t i n g information, 

and to estimate s u b j e c t i v e purposes, expectations, and s t r a t e g i e s 

for u t i l i s i n g the procedures. Methods for achieving appropriate 

evaluative s t r a t e g i e s are discussed i n the f i n a l chapter. 

5 « 1 * 5 . 5 . This s e c t i o n has reviewed the construction and a p p l i c a 

tion of Strategies B and C combined. I t has been pointed out that 

(a) the aggregate g r i d method required procedures of a d i f f e r e n t 

order to achieve optimal secondary modelling, (b) that procedures 

developed to display features of i n d i v i d u a l g r i d s may hot be 

e n t i r e l y appropriate to the aggregate domain, and that ( c ) a method

ology for evaluating the success of the procedures remains to be 

developed. 
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Chapter 5.2, 

Implications for conversational practice. 

5.2.1. Conducting conversations. 

5.2.2. Methodologies of evaluations 
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5.2 . 1 . Conducting conversations. 

5.2 . 1 . 1 . . The objective of t h i s f i n a l chapter i s to place the 

research i n a wider context by b r i e f l y d i s c u s s i n g the general 

implications of the models of conversation and conversational pro

cedures. I n t h i s s e c t i o n we w i l l focus on problems inherent to a 

procedural approach to conversations, namely f a c t o r s i n the e x t e r i o r -

i s a t i o n of accounts and cognitive r e f l e c t i o n , and the a p p l i c a b i l i t y 

of the s k i l l s paradigm and models of change to conversational 

competence. 

5.2 .1.2. F a c t o r s . i n the e x t e r i o r i s a t i o n of accounts. 

The procedures developed to enable persons to e x t e r i o r i s e t h e i r 

i n t e r p r e t i v e systems i n t h i s research are e s s e n t i a l l y double-edged. 

On the one hand i t i s recognised that the forces of s o c i a l influence 

exerted by, for example, the counsellor or the- teacher are s u f f i c i e n t l y 

powerful to treuisform the modelling processes of the c l i e n t or 

learner, both e x t e r n a l l y ( i n what the c l i e n t or learner says he 

thinks) and i n t e r n a l l y ( i n what the c l i e n t or learner says to him

s e l f ) . V/hen these forces are ostensibly removed by removing the 

teacher or counsellor from the scene, modelling processes were 

assumed to take on a l e s s biased form. To v/hat extent was t h i s 

assumption j u s t i f i e d ? I n i t s most basic form t h i s question seeks 

to r e v e a l the conditions under which optimal s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n may 

occur. 

A f i r s t consideration i s that the p h y s i c a l removal of a p a r t i c i p a n t 

other (teacher, counsellor) need not be coincident with the removal 
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of s o c i a l influence. I n h i s d i s c u s s i o n of s o c i a l influence Moscovici 

(197^) distinguishes two convergent forces of s o c i a l pressure on the 

i n d i v i d u a l , i n s t i t u t i o n a l (pressure d i r e c t l y exerted by one person . 

on another through the s o c i a l agency of sanctions and c o n t r o l over 

res o u r c e s ) , and i n f e r e n t i a l pressures (pressure i n d i r e c t l y exerted 

on the i n d i v i d u a l through the e x t e r n a l agency of values, opinions 

and a t t i t u d e s ) . Removal of the i n s t i t u t i o n e i l forces does not 

n e c e s s a r i l y lead to a reduction of i n f e r e n t i a l forces. S h e r i f f s 

(1935) s t u d i e s of group influence on autokinetic movement judgements 

c l e a r l y indicate (a) that s u b j e c t s seek to e s t a b l i s h an i n d i v i d u a l 

norm i n the absence of s o c i a l standards, and (b) that following 

s o c i a l influence judgements are made i n terms of the group norm. 

Even i f i t could be asserted, and t h i s i s highly u n l i k e l y , that no 

norms exist e d p r i o r to the modelling experiences of our s u b j e c t s 

t h i s study suggests that the i n d i v i d u a l would e s t a b l i s h h i s own 

frame of reference for guiding, s e l e c t i n g and expressing h i s i n t e r 

p r e t a t i o n s . V/hilst many v/riters suggest that e s t a b l i s h i n g a norm 

r e f l e c t s a need to reduce uncertainty, i t i s evident from the studies 

of Alexander, Zucker and Brody (1970) that i t i s not uncertainty 

about the physical environment that concerns the i n d i v i d u a l , but 

uncertainty concerning appropriate s o c i a l behaviour. Using a 

confederate who tended tov/ards e i t h e r convergent or divergent 
• 

judgements these authors demonstrated that s u b j e c t s attempted to 

remain consistent with the confederate i r r e s p e c t i v e of the physicfil 

judgements he made. The function of norms, then, are to s t a b i l i s e 

the s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s between the subject and other persons on 

the b a s i s of expectancies that he holds concerning such r e l a t i o n s h i p s , 

Thus, despite the repeated i n j u n c t i o n that modelling was to remciin 
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c o n f i d e n t i a l to the person, i t i s highly l i k e l y that s u b j e c t s 

e s t a b l i s h e d a standard on inf e r e n c e s concerning experimenter 

expectations, the nature of the task and perceived s o c i a l r o l e s . 

Such standards need not n e c e s s a r i l y have the e f f e c t of l i m i t i n g 

modelling only to those predicates which are perceived as s o c i a l l y 

acceptable and d e s i r a b l e . As Ehrenzweig points out "by one of the 

many i r o n i c a l turn-abouts i n modern a r t , today s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n has 

become a s o c i a l duty f o r c i b l y imposed on the student by teacher, 

parents and the public a l i k e . . . I n d i v i d u a l s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n has turned 

into another s o c i a l convention" (1970i p .156) . S i m i l a r statements 

may be made by observers of the encounter group movement or any of 

the modern therapies. Even here, i n amongst the d i s p l a y s of primal 

emotions, group togetherness, aggression and h o s t i l i t y may be found 

standards of appropriate conduct. Non-evaluative therapies e a s i l y 

become transformed i n t o s o c i a l standairds because "the s o c i a l r e -

i n f o r c e r s l i k e l y to be involved - i n the a p p l i c a t i o n of genuine

ness, accurate empathy and unconditional p o s i t i v e regard are f a i r l y 

obvious" (Jones, 1971» p.282). Not only do the procedures f a i l to • 

ensure that optimal conditions for s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n are achieved, they 

a l s o f a i l to determine v;hat standards are operating i n the i n d i v i d u a l ' s 

s e l e c t i o n of aspects of h i s s o c i a l environment to be predicated, and 

i n the determination of the content of p r e d i c a t e s . 

A second consideration derives from the notion that the presence 

of d i r e c t s o c i a l influence i s e s s e n t i a l to s e l f - e x p r e s s i o n . Both 

Haley (1963) and Carson (1973)» f o r example, a s s e r t that the r o l e 

of the t h e r a p i s t i s to engage the c l i e n t i n a s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s h i p 

with the intended purpose of changing him i n c e r t a i n ways. I n 
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order to do t h i s the thera p i s t must discover "the templates by 

which (the c l i e n t ) orders and construes his experiences" so that 

the s o c i a l feedback the therapist supplies f a i l s to "provide 

confirmatory and complementary feedback i n response to the disorder-

maintaining behaviours of the c l i e n t " (Carson, 1 9 7 3 t P « 1 6 2 ) , The 

view expressed here i s that neither e x t e r i o r i s a t i o n nor change of 

the c l i e n t ' s i n t e r p r e t i v e system can occur outside of such a relation

ship. S i m i l a r l y , Jourard asserts that " s e l f disclosure i s a factor 

i n the process of e f f e c t i v e counselling or psychotherapy. V/ould i t 

be too a r b i t r a r y an assumption to propose th a t people become c l i e n t s 

because they have not disclosed themselves i n some optimum degree to 

the people i n t h e i r l i f e ? " ( 1 9 7 1 t p . 2 2 5 ) . The extension of av/are-

ness i n t o Quadrant 3 (hidden experiences, not known t o others but 

known t o s e l f ) and Quadrant 2 ( b l i n d experiences, known t o others but 

not known to s e l f ) i n the Johari V/indow model of av/areness ( L u f t , 

1 9 7 1 ) s i m i l a r l y cannot be achieved without s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e i n a 

t r u s t i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p . Even w i t h i n the neo-Freudian t r a d i t i o n , 

the essential role of therapist as cryptographer and i n t e r p r e t e r 

has been f i r m l y established (Lacan, 1 9 6 8 ) . I n a l l these accounts 

the therapist i s seen as a c a t a l y s t , enabling rather than determining 

self-modelling by the c l i e n t . 

These considerations suggest that procedures designed t o be e n t i r e l y 

self-administered must necessarily be l i m i t e d by the user's 

predispositions and expectations. However, the same procedures 

u t i l i s e d i n an interpersonal context transfer the enabling process 

of the therapist to a p a r t i c i p a n t c l i e n t who himself may become 

the helpee of other p a r t i c i p a n t s . Machine-mediated conversations 

of t h i s kind seem qu i t e feasible provided the means are embodied 
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i n the procedure to i d e n t i f y r e s t r i c t i o n on modelling (where pa r t 

i c i p a n t s l i m i t t h e i r conversational domain), d i s t o r t i o n (where 

pairticipants f a i l t o achieve adequate mapping between " f e l t meanings" 

and e x t e r i o r i s e d predicates) and appropriate and unobtrusive guidance 

( t o avoid s e l e c t i v e omissions i n p r e d i c a t i o n ) . 

( i ) R e s t r i c t i o n ; Although users nominated s p e c i f i c persons 

w i t h i n t h e i r s o c i a l environment to provide an element sample the 

guidelines employed t o delineate the class of elements t o be 

included i n the sample were somewhat a r b i t r a r y and occasionally 

appeared t o r e s t r i c t modelling a c t i v i t y . These r e s t r i c t i o n s were 

manifested by (a) a l i m i t e d d e f i n i t i o n of the user's self-concept 

under consideration, (b) the use of a f i x e d element sample throughout 

the repertory g r i d cycle, and (c) the practice of allowing the user 

t o select anchor-stimuli f o r construct formulations i n order to 

test predicate salience. Each of these sources of r e s t r i c t i o n may 

be c o n t r o l l e d by an automated procedure i n the f o l l o w i n g ways: (a) 

by free sampling v/ithin a series of self-concept classes (e.g. 

family, male f r i e n d s , female f r i e n d s , work colleagues, e t c . ) , (b) 

by extending the domains w i t h i n each class as they vary between 

occasions, and (c) by monitoring the s e l e c t i o n of anchor-stimuli 

and occasionally removing items on the basis of s e l e c t i o n frequency 

from the element sample. 

( i i ) D i s t o r t i o n ; D i s t o r t i o n may arise from tv/o sources of 

f a i l u r e to map f e l t meanings onto construct representations; (a) 

i n c o m p a t i b i l i t y , where verbal descriptions of a construct dimensions 

and the a l l o c a t i o n of elements on dimensions f a i l to represent f e l t 

meanings, and (b) i n t e r f e r e n c e , where verbal descriptions and element 
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a l l o c a t i o n s do represent f e l t meanings but not those o r i g i n a l l y 

intended. Both sources may be monitored t o some extent by examining 

constructs f o r element p o l a r i s a t i o n i n general, and c r i t e r i a l 

element p o l a r i s a t i o n i n p a r t i c u l a r . These c r i t e r i a l elements w i l l 

be determined by the purpose of the modelling a c t i v i t y . I f , f o r 

example, self"modelling i s under consideration, the extent of 

p o l a r i s a t i o n of the element SELF may be monitored. This process, 

can, of coiirse, apply to any element i n the sample. 

( i i i ) Guidance: Unobtrusive guidance i n modelling e n t a i l s ensuring 

that a l l predicates are applied to a l l elements i n the sample. One 

consideration relevant here, however, i s the range of convenience 

of the predicates, especially when using an element sample segmented 

i n t o a number of domains. Ranges of convenience may be monitored 

by the use of a non-applicable category (L a n d f i e l d , 1 9 7 1 ) and the 

domains monitored to ensure predication equally w i t h i n a l l domains. 

5 . 2 , 1 . 3 , Factors i n cognitive r e f l e c t i o n . 

The development of r e f l e c t i v e strategies has e n t a i l e d a discussion . 

of the r o l e of confrontation i n f a c i l i t a t i n g conversational 

competence. The use of prompt cues t o provoke secondary modelling 

consists of e x h i b i t i n g 

"discrepancies between the c l i e n t s ' verbal expressions 
about h i m s e l f (awareness or i n s i g h t ) and h i s behaviour 
e i t h e r as i t i s observed by the therapist or reported . 
by the client,..,Confrontation may be viewed as the 
attempt t o b r i n g to av;areness the presence of cognitive 
dissonance or incongruence i n the c l i e n t ' s f e e l i n g S f 
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a t t i t u d e s , b e l i e f s or behaviours. I t may also 
lead t o the discovery of arabivalance i n feelings 
and a t t i t u d e s tov/ards tiersons i n the c l i e n t ' s l i f e * ' 

m t t e r s o n ( 1 9 7 ^ , p . 7 6 ) . 

I n h i s discussion of confrontation i n therapy, Patterson points 

out t h a t i n i t i 6 i l confrontations ape t e n t a t i v e and general, becoming 

increasingly s p e c i f i c as therapy progresses, and that confrontation 

i n the absence of s e n s i t i v i t y t o the c l i e n t ' s receptive s t a t e 

may have a "demoralising and demobilising .effect upon the inade

quately prepared helpae" (Carkhuff, 1 9 6 9 , p . 9 3 ) . S i m i l a r l y , 

confrontation concerning c e n t r a l b e l i e f s held by the c l i e n t i n the 

absence of aji adequately supportive context i n which such b e l i e f s 

may be examined i s l i k e l y to lead to the c l i e n t ' s r e j e c t i o n of 

the exploratory strategy i n use. A systematic exploratory strategy 

of the kind described by Wright ( 1 9 7 0 ) appears e f f e c t i v e as i t 

employs the "laddering" technique t o i n i t i a t e an examination of 

centr a l b e l i e f s by progressive elaboration from more peripheral 

i m p l i c a t i o n s . This strategy frequently reveals contradictory 

and c o n f l i c t i n g "laddered" i m p l i c a t i o n s , but by e x h i b i t i n g t h e i r 

o r i g i n i n primsiry constructs, provides an explematory context 

v/ithin which secondary modelling may take place. Such an exploratory 

context v;as not a v a i l a b l e i n the procedures, i n which discrepancies 

between expected and observed construct functions (Level 3 outcomes) 

and between s u b j e c t i v e l y a n t i c i p a t e d and observed construct functions 

(Level 1 outcomes) were presented to the user without consideration 

.to the c e n t r a l i t y of the b e l i e f s about s e l f that each represented. 

Thus, w h i l s t users found some discrepancies self-evident and eas i l y 

explained, others appeared unnaccountable, a r b i t r a r y or d i s t u r b i n g . 
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Secondly, the process of cognitive m i r r o r i n g entailed i n r e f l e c t i v e 

s trategies i s necessarily s e l e c t i v e . The notion that d i r e c t , 

objective information feedback through the use of videotape play

back methods alone represents a method of confrontation (Kaswan 

and Love, 1 9 6 9 ) cannot be accepted fo l l o w i n g the discussion of 

Chapter 2 . 1 . I n such a methodology the element of confrontation 

i s absent unless the subject i s i n a state of readiness t o observe 

and respond to p a r t i c u l a r , cues. Thus, our analysis of confronta

t i o n hinges on three elements, (a) the s e l e c t i o n of appropriate 

cues, (b) the state of readiness of the subject, eind {c) the 

i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of selected cues, 

( i ) Selection of appropriate cues: For Kaswan and Love 

"confrontations can be subjective or objective i n form. A r e f l e c t i v e 

'you sound angry' from a therapist or group member i s more subjective 

than h i s playing back an audio- or videotape of the angry outburst 

...The videotape appears to be the most comprehensive form of 

objective confrontation because i t presents information about the 

s e l f more completely, d i r e c t l y and concretely than other media" 

( 1 9 6 9 ? p . 2 2 5 ) - Here they convey the sentiment that the biased 

s u b j e c t i v i t y of the therapist i s removed from acts of confrontation 

through the use of videatape playback. However, the inconsistency 

of t h i s assertion i s revealed when they describe t h e i r methodology; 

"Content chosen f o r feedback ranges from small samples of r e i t e r a t e d 

verbal behaviour to presentation, or videotapes showing complex 

soc i a l interactions..,When the faj n i l y returned to the c l i n i c . . . 

each of them was i n d i v i d u a l l y shown b r i e f sections of the videotape 

that the consultant had judged to be representative of t h e i r i n t e r 

actions" ( p . 2 2 9 ) . Moreover, c l i e n t s evaluated t h e i r videotapes 
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i n terms of c a r e f u l l y constructed r a t i n g scales manifestly 

designed t o draw t h e i r a t t e n t i o n to p a r t i c u l a r aspects of t h e i r 

behaviour. I t i s c l e a r from t h i s study that information feedback 

f a i l s t o achieve confrontation i n the absence of the c l i e n t ' s 

directed a t t e n t i o n t o c e r t a i n events, or patterns of events contained 

i n the feedback. The question then becomes: on what basis i s the 

c l i n e t directed t o observe selected aspects of h i s behaviour? 

The c r i t e r i a f o r s e l e c t i n g appropriate cues i n the procedures are 

based e n t i r e l y on the single assumption embodied i n Patterson's 

account, namely observed discrepancies.between d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s 

of user behaviour. For example, f i r s t l e v e l confrontation followed 

from a discrepancy between user expectations and observed predicate 

fun c t i o n . S i m i l a r l y , l e v e l three confrontation followed from a 

discrepancy of observed predicate function between occasions. The 

behaviours compared by these methods are predication responses 

(element a l l o c a t i o n on construct dimensions) and r e f l e c t i v e responses 

( c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of predicates by expected f u n c t i o n ) . Both forms 

of behaviour are as f a i t h f u l l y recorded i n the procedures as are 

the videotaped interpersonal behaviours i n the Kaswan-Love method. . 

I n contrast, the procedures have recognised the need t o d i r e c t 

the user's a t t e n t i o n t o s p e c i f i c features of recorded behaviour, 

and objective c r i t e r i a (e.g. magnitude of ranking discrepancy a t 

Level 1, and magnitude of discrepancy between the p r o b a b i l i t y of 

p r i o r hypotheses and data classes a t Level 3 ) were developed to 

meet t h i s need. 
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( i i ) States of readiness; Kaswan and Love do not discuss the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between confrontation and c l i e n t readiness. However, 

timing of i n t e r v e n t i o n has been e x p l i c i t l y discussed both i n terras 

of the feedback of discrepancies ( J ^ t t e r s o n , 1 9 7 ^ ; Carkhuff, I 9 6 9 ) 

and psychological i n t e r p r e t a t i o n (Levy, 1 9 ^ 3 ) • I n the development 

of Strategy A i n which feedback v;as intended t o r e d i r e c t ongoing 

modelling a c t i v i t y , confrontation was viewed as e s s e n t i a l l y t i e d 

to the status of the conversation. Although t h i s was equally true 

f o r Strategies B and C, confrontation i n those case-studies was 

procedure-based rather than user-based. For Levy the timing of 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s grounded i n the model of cognitive dissonance 

developed by Festinger ( 1 9 5 7 , 1 9 ^ ^ ) 1 timing being determined by 

the magnitude of dissonance between c r i t e r i a l elements i n the 

domain under consideration. I t i s important t o note that i n t e r p r e 

t a t i o n f o r Levy d i f f e r s from the process of confrontation i n both 

the Kaswan-Love method and the procedural approach i n the preceding 

chapters, i n that the c l i e n t i s aware of the dissonant r e l a t i o n s 

between elements and i n a state of readiness t o receive or 
_ 

construct an a l t e r n a t i v e description of these r e l a t i o n s . The 

therap i s t i n t h i s s i t u a t i o n merely o f f e r s one of several a l t e r 

native descriptions. I n the process of confrontation, however, 

the user i s . i n i t i a l l y unaware of the r e l a t i o n s between elements and 

thus does not experience dissonance d i r e c t l y . Instead, confronta

t i o n through information feedback introduces dissonance by e x h i b i t i n g 

behavioural discrepancies. Subsequently, a l l prepositional i n t e r 

pretations are formulated by the user v i a secondary modelling 

a c t i v i t i e s . 
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Yoking confrontation t o the state of readiness of the c l i e n t i s 

thus a problematic issue which cannot be solved by simply 

basing i n t e r v e n t i o n on estimates of experienced dissonsmce. Instead, 

confrontation must be a r t i c u l a t e d against measures which r e f l e c t 

" f a i l u r e s to elaborate one's personeOL construct system" (Bannister, 

1975, p«132). E s s e n t i a l l y , these measures should assess the extent 

of coupling between l e v e l s of c o n t r o l of modelling as indices of the 

timing of confrontation. Bannister points out tha t Kelly's 

formulation of change as three stages of circumspection, preeration 

and c o n t r o l indicates three points a t which change may s t a b i l i s e , 

r e q u i r i n g d i f f e r e n t types of i n t e r v e n t i o n at each stage. F i r s t l y , 

" i t may be that the person's construing system has become too t i g h t , 

too s p e c i f i c , . . . t o r e s t r i c t e d t o p a r t i c u l a r s t r a t e g i e s f o r handling 

experiment and evidence" (I975i p.132). Hence, i n the obsessional 

"we apparently see the execution of low-level t a c t i c plans without 

higher-level s t r a t e g i c c o n t r o l . . . ( t h e ) plans become detached i n t o 

closed loops to produce the rec y c l i n g r e p e t i t i v e behaviour so 

sh a r a c t e r i s t i c of the disorder" (Jones, 1971, p.283). Secondly, 

the personal construct system qiay become "too loose, too chaotic. 

so vague and inconsistent that they generate no testable expecta

t i o n " (Bannister, 1 973f p.132). F i n a l l y , there may be " p a r t i c u l a r 

contradictory implications...which prevent elaboration" (p.132)# 

Clearly, dissonance inducing confrontation i s less appropriate 

t o the second and t h i r d forms of s t a s i s than t o the f i r s t , and 

confrontation of t h i s kind might be most e f f e c t i v e i f timed t o 

occur w i t h i n a period of t i g h t construing. 
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The progression of stages i n the C-P-C cycle may not, however, be 

as continuous and gradual as K e l l y supposed i t t o be. Methods of 

a r t i c u l a t i n g confrontation may become more e f f e c t i v e i f movement 

between stages v/ere viewed as discontinuous. The recent develop

ment of catastrophe theory may provide an appropriate model of 

the cycle of reconstruction. Zeeman (1976), f o r example, has 

provided a simple cusp catastrophe model of anorexia nervosa and 

reports a treatment strategy based on converting the behaviour •• 

surface of the cusp i n t o a b u t t e r f l y catastrophe by introducing 

reassurance as a f o u r t h c o n t r o l parameter. V/e may speculate that 

a s i m i l a r cusp catastrophe may be u t i l i s e d t o describe discontinuous, 

s h i f t s of state i n an a n x i e t y - h o s t i l i t y .catastrophe (Figure 100). For 

a competent subject, i n v a l i d a t i o n leads d i r e c t l y t o circumspection, 

the elaboration of a l t e r n a t i v e s and consequent choice. For a 

less competent subject however, i n v a l i d a t i o n leads to a " s e l f -

c r i t i c i s m " catastrophe, p r o j e c t i n g the subject i n t o an anxiety 

state of excessively loose construing. Attempts t o t i g h t e n 

construing may complete the hysteresis cycle and through a second 

"tunnel-vision" catastrophe project the subject onto the lower 

plane v;here he e x t o r t s v a l i d a t i o n from s o c i a l events by a c t i n g i n 

a h o s t i l e v;ay. E i t h e r side of the f o l d l i e the two cycles of 

h o s t i l i t y and anxiety which represent e q u i l i b r i a a t the t i g h t €Lnd 

loose stages of the C-P-C cycle. The ro l e of confrontation would be 

to induce t h i s hysteresis cycle f o r subjects s t a b i l i s e d i n a 

h o s t i l i t y e q uilibrium by inducing dissonance and consequent loosening 

v/hilst moving the e n t i r e cycle along the competence dimension by 

f a c i l i t a t i n g i n s i g h t i n t o modelling processes. This e n t i r e procedure 

would r e s u l t i n a s p i r a l course along the cusp (Figure 101). 
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Figure 100 Anxiety-hosti l i ty cusp catastrophe 

Confrontation 

Figure 101 Increasing competence following confrontat ion . 
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( i i i ) I n t e l l i g i b i l i t y of cues: Selecting cues from a record 

of behaviour and presenting them t o a subject also supposes that 

the subject w i l l be able to make them i n t e l l i g i b l e by a t t r i b u t i n g 

them w i t h meaning. I t v/as pointed out i n Chapter J . I , t h a t i f 

modelling processes are h i e r a r c h i c a l l y orgcinised, cues derived 

from one l e v e l of organisation may be made i n t e l l i g i b l e only by 

the development of a denotative metalanguage a t a superordinate l e v e l 

of complexity. Thus, the r e f l e c t i v e statement "you seem angry" 

may only become meaningful i f the i n d i v i d u a l r e f l e c t s on antecedent 

behaviour i n such a way as to i s o l a t e both behavioural elements 

and associated f e e l i n g s and predicate, them as examples of anger 

or not-anger. I n the case of the Kaswan-Love videotape method, cues 

are propositions which may be checked against the objective r e 

cording, presented without a d d i t i o n a l i m p l i c a t i o n s ( " I d i d x", "she 

did y " ) . I n the conversational procedures cues are propositions 

concerning the c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of predicates ("Construct x i s s e l f -

r e l e v a n t " ) . I n both cases, hov/ever, the subject must u t i l i s e an 

a l t e r n a t i v e language p r o j e c t i o n (Jones, 1963) t o add meaning to 

the propositions ( " I d i d x because I v/as angry", " I thought construct 

X v/as s e l f - r e l e v a n t because ray wife i s x " ) . The r o l e of the 

developing meta language i s thus the focussing of experience, or 

"the p u t t i n g i n t o unambiguous words and making conscious something 

v/hich has been vaguely 'knov/n', suspected, or ' f e l t ' , or some- • 

thing v/hich i s j u s t outside the 'focus-range' of consciousness" 

(Jones, 1968, p . 95 ) . A l l secondary modelling a c t i v i t i e s have t h i s 

f u n c t i o n , namely the development of a prepositional language 

capable of making behavioural cues i n t e l l i g i b l e . 
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5 .2 .1 .4 . A p p l i c a b i l i t y of the s k i l l s paradigm. 

Chapter 1.2. proposed that the development of conversational 

competence entailed t h a t the i n d i v i d u a l acquire the means t o i n i t i a t e 

and d i r e c t modelling a c t i v i t y t o achieve adaptive adjustments t o 

sel f - c o g n i t i o n s . Modelling was viewed as a s k i l l e d a c t i v i t y because 

(a) i t may be learned, (b) i t i s a s e l f - r e g u l a t i n g process, (c) i t 

requires the d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n of cues i n t r i n s i c t o the modelling 

process, and (d) the breakdown of competence i s manifested i n 

f a i l u r e s to regulate modelling processes (e.g. anxiety, h o s t i l i t y , 

g u i l t , e t c . ) . The analysis of self-modelling suggested three 

performance dimensions; (a) the a l t e r n a t i o n between p a r t i c i p a n t and 

modelling modes of self-experience, (b) the d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s of the 

self-model, and (c) the d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n of predicates. Each 

dimension was translated i n t o a specialised t r a i n i n g paradigm, and 

embodied i n three separate i n t e r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s . The objective 

of the inte r v e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s was to develop s e n s i t i v i t y t o cues 

associated with each dimension of competence, and was rooted i n the 

methodology of feedback c o n t r o l f o r which techniques f o r e x t e r i o r 

i s i n g , transforming and displaying modelling functions were developed. 

I n the l i g h t of these studies, a number of observations may be made 

concerning the relevance and adequacy of these techniques. 

( i ) Feedback classes; One major consideration i n the design of 

t r a i n i n g paradigms concerns the nature of the i n t r i n s i c cues the 

learner i s expected t o i d e n t i f y . I n the group study of Strategy A, 

for example, transformations v/ere geared to e x h i b i t i n g phases i n the 

development of the group with a view to establ i s h i n g behavioural 

indices t o signpost t r a n s i t i o n s between phases. I t v/as argued that 
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future use of Strategy A depended on (a) the s p e c i f i c i t y of 

behavioural cues and (b) the assumption that group members could 

learn t o recognise t h e i r occurrence. S i m i l a r l y , i n Strategy C 

operationally defined indices of predicate f u n c t i o n were established 

with the i n t e n t i o n t h a t subjects would learn t o i d e n t i f y i n t r i n s i c 

cues associated w i t h t h e i r f u n c t i o n a l properties. 

However, the Strategy C t r a i n i n g paradigm was challenged on the 

grounds that i t might equally lead to a task-specific l e a r n i n g 

outcome, namely the recognition of cues associated w i t h the represent

at i o n of cues i n the repertory g r i d format. That i s , subjects may 

have been learning t o i d e n t i f y those features recognised by trans

formation procedures as i n d i c a t i v e of predicate f u n c t i o n rather than 

i n t e r n a l cues associated w i t h t h e i r production. 

I n t h e i r discussion of r e h a b i l i t a t i v e t r a i n i n g , Smith and Smith 

(1969) propose a d i s t i n c t i o n between three classes of information 

feedback (IF) which may c l a r i f y t h i s problem. Their analysis of 

unaided motor actions i d e n t i f i e s "the d i r e c t sensory e f f e c t s of 

movement or reactive feedback; the dynamic e f f e c t s of t h i s movement 

on the environment...dynamic operational feedback; and the p e r s i s t i n g 

s t a t i c e f f e c t s of the movement on the environment, c a l l e d s t a t i c 

operational feedback"(1969t p*395)» Applying these d i s t i n c t i o n s t o 

modelling processes, cues a r i s i n g during the production of a 

construct represent reactive feedback (RF), the e f f e c t s created by 

applying that construct t o the element sample dynamic operational 

feedback (DOF), and the f u n c t i o n a l properties of the construct i n 

r e l a t i o n t o other constructs s t a t i c operational feedback (SOF). 

V/hilst RF and DOF are d i r e c t l y available to the subject, SOF i s 
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made available only on the a p p l i c a t i o n of transformation procedures. 

Smith and Smith found that performance under DOF c o n t r o l was 

markedly superior t o performance under SOF c o n t r o l , and t h a t leairning 

i n the l a t t e r did not t r a n s f e r to DOF. I n the repertory g r i d 

context, t h i s implies that subjects w i l l experience d i f f i c u l t y i n 

u t i l i s i n g information concerning predicate f u n c t i o n t o i d e n t i f y 

DOF cues i n the a l l o c a t i o n of elements on construct dimensions. 

I n f a c t , i n the r e c i p r o c a l i n s i g h t g r i d study subjects occasionally 

requested E to specify hoTc7 core constructs d i f f e r e d from peripheral 

constructs i n terms of element placement, i n d i c a t i n g t h i s problem 

of t r a n s f e r . Transfer was made more d i f f i c u l t by the use of 

accumulated terminal feedback (KR provided a f t e r a response series 

i s complete, as i n repertory g r i d feedback) r a t h e r than s e r i a l 

terminal feedback folbwing the production of each construct. 

I n view of t h i s e f f e c t , i t i s thus doubtful whether l e a r n i n g outcomes 

obtained on t h i s task w i l l t r a n s f e r to other modelling contexts. 

( i i ) Discriminative c o n t r o l : I n addition to t h i s l i m i t a t i o n , the 

Smith aind Smith scheme also h i g h l i g h t s a second issue i n r e l a t i o n 

to f i r s t - l e v e l l e a r n i n g , namely the d i s t i n c t i o n between the d i s 

c riminative c o n t r o l of predication (formulating predicates of pre

determined function) and retrograde discriminative accuracy ( id e n t 

i f y i n g predicate f u n c t i o n follov/ing t h e i r f o r m u l a t i o n ) . The objective 

of the t r a i n i n g paradigms i s c l e a r l y the former, and e n t a i l s 

learning to i d e n t i f y cues i n RF. Hov/ever, secondary modelling tasks 

were based on SOF, and i n the absence of a s e r i a l feedback system 

providing SOF follov/ing production o f each predicate, r e a c t i v e 

c o n t r o l of modelling was u n l i k e l y t o obtain. 
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I t seems clear, therefore, that d i s c r i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l i s l i k e l y 

to occur only w i t h i n a s e r i a l feedback system. Such a system 

would require the automation of transformations and a d e t a i l e d 

analysis of the c o n s t i t u t i v e elements of the modelling task, 

Bilodeau (1966) and Annett ( 1 9 7 2 ) provide the necessary framework 

fo r such an analysis by enumerating the temporal r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

between task components. Although t h e i r analysis centres on three 

s i g n i f i c a n t i n t e r v a l s , a repertory g r i d task i s more complex as i t 

comprises a construct formulation response (CR) and a series of 

element a l l o c a t i o n responses (AR). Consequently, four i n t e r v a l s are 

involved i n the production of a s i n g l e predicate ( F i g . 1 0 2 ) ; the" 

intervals betv/een (a) successive element t r i a d presentations (S), 

(b) CR and SOF, (c) AR and SOF, and (d) SOF and subsequent CRs. 

CR̂  AR̂  
— I 
KR, Ŝ  CR2 

I I i 
RF DOF SOF RF DOF 

Figure 102 Predicat ion task components-: 

(adapted from Bilodeau, I 9 6 6 ) 

To achieve discriminative c o n t r o l the subject must match the 

information content of KR̂  t o the RF a r i s i n g i n CR̂ , possibly 

vi a the DOF a r i s i n g i n AR^, and u t i l i s e t h i s information t o 

determine the IF function CR2=f(KR^) (Bilodeau, 1 9 6 6 ) . Findings 
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concerning the e f f e c t of size of each of these displays equivocal 

with respect to verbal leeu'ning tasks, although there are i n d i c a 

tions that the i n t e r p o l a t e d a c t i v i t y of AR could i n t e r f e r e w i t h 

learning (Bilodeau, 1966). 

( i i i ) Feedback transformations; The r e l a t i o n s h i p betv/een pre

di c a t i o n responses and IF i s a t h i r d consideration i n the design 

of t r a i n i n g paradigms. I n Chapters 3»4. and 4 .1 . Level 1 I F \\ias 

e s s e n t i a l l y an o r d i n a l difference score between R executed (S's 

a n t i c i p a t i o n of predicate function) and R required (observed 

predicate f u n c t i o n ) , w h i l s t Level 3 IF simply consisted of the 

categories "changed func t i o n " and "unchanged f u n c t i o n " . Bilodeau 

(1966) reports a number of studies i n v/hich coarseness of IF"scale 

grain was detrimental t o l e a r n i n g , and the use of extremely coarse 

IF scales at Level 3 may l i m i t the extent to which cues associated 

with t r a n s i t i o n s of function are i d e n t i f i e d . Figure IO3 depicts 

three degrees of scale transformation of I F , (a) representing 

Level 3 IF and (b) Level 1 I F . 

(a) (b). (c) 

Displayed 

difference 

1 1 

True difference 

Figure 103. IF sca le funct ions. 
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I t i s c l e a r that for S to obtain continuous I F at L e v e l 1 he would 

need to respond on a continuous s c a l e when a n t i c i p a t i n g predicate 

function. Moreover, i t was pointed out i n the preceding chapter 

that the use of a continuous s c a l e a t Level 3 would require a 

d i f f e r e n t procedure for estimating disjunctions between p r i o r 

hypotheses and data c l a s s e s . 

These three considerations suggest that the t r a i n i n g pciradignis 

employed i n the s t u d i e s are only marginally s u c c e s s f u l , and further 

t e s t i n g should focus on (a) enhancing d i s c r i m i n a t i v e c o n t r o l of 

predication, (b) developing a s e r i a l feedback system, and ( c ) 

t e s t i n g the e f f e c t s of v a r i a t i o n s i n IF s c a l e g r a i n . I n general, 

the a p p l i c a t i o n of a feedback c o n t r o l paradigm to modelling 

a c t i v i t y has a future providing these r e l a t i o n s h i p s are c l a r i f i e d . 
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5.2.2. Methodologies of evaluation 

5.2.2.1. Chapters 3.^. and 4.2. comprised t e s t s of the e f f e c t 

iveness of Strategies C and B/C r e s p e c t i v e l y . I n both cases,, 

evaluative s t r a t e g i e s v/ere developed i n tv/o stages; (a) the 

derivation of improvement c r i t e r i a from the r a t i o n a l e of the i n t e r 

vention strategy, and (b) the construction of operational t e s t s 

to a s s e s s change on these c r i t e r i a . Test outcomes were disappointing. 

Whilst some t e s t s did show evidence of c r i t e r i a l improvement, 

others obtained c o n t r a i n d i c a t i v e r e s u l t s . These findings suggest 

five i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s ; (a) that the procedures did not achieve the 

desired outcomes, (b) that the improvement c r i t e r i a were poorly 

matched to the strategy r a t i o n a l e , ( c ) that the operational t e s t s 

did not sample relevant eispects of modelling behaviour, (d) that 

t e s t i n g procedures biased behavioural outcomes, and (e) t h a t 

s u b j e c t i v e purposes did not coincide v/ith the objective improvement 

c r i t e r i a . 

Chapter 5.1. has examined i n t e r p r e t a t i o n (c) i n some d e t a i l and 

has concluded that some measures employed were ambiguous and i n need 

of r e d e f i n i t i o n . However, the c o n t r a i n d i c a t i v e findings cannot be 

f u l l y explained by inadequate operational t e s t s . S i m i l a r l y , 

Chapter 5.1. has r a i s e d some doubts concerning the v a l i d i t y of 

some improvement c r i t e r i a . T h i s s e c t i o n i s concerned, however, 

v;ith determining the implications of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s (d) and (e) 

by taking a general view of the necessary and s u f f i c i e n t conditions 

for the evaluation of conversational procedures. 
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5.2.2,2« • The control of nonspecific treatment e f f e c t s . 

One major feature of an appropriate evaluation strategy concerns 

the i s s u e of whether conversational procedures contain s p e c i f i c 

therapeutic ingredients or v/hether some, or a l l behavioural change 

may be accounted for by nonspecific treatment e f f e c t s . I n h i s 

discussion of r u l e s of evidence i n the evaluation of psychotherapy, 

Thome argues that "the e f f e c t s of such concomitant v a r i a b l e s 

as increased at t e n t i o n , suggestion, t o t a l push e f f e c t s , e t c , , vjhich 

seem to be present i n a l l forms of psychotherapy, must be r u l e d out. 

As-far as possible, concomitant v a r i a b l e s must be i d e n t i f i e d " 

(1952, p . ^ ) . Thus, i n evaluating conversational procedures i t i s 

necessary to i d e n t i f y and control for such v a r i a b l e s . 

Kazdin and Wilcoxon (1976) have attempted to i d e n t i f y concomitant 

v a r i a b l e s i n systematic d e s e n t i t i s a t i o n therapy i n an attempt to 

devise control procedures. T h e i r a n a l y s i s centred on three non

s p e c i f i c e f f e c t s ; (a) treatment c r e d i b i l i t y , (b) demand ch a r a c t e r 

i s t i c s , and (c) c l i e n t expectancies concerning therapeutic change. 

They point out the problems i n c o n t r o l l i n g for these f a c t o r s and 

advocate the use of three control.-strategies; (a) the a t t e n t i o n 

placebo strategy, i n which s u b j e c t s are administered a treatment 

which i s designed to be cre d i b l e but which excludes supposedly 

a c t i v e therapeutic ingredients, (b) the treatment clement strategy, 

i n which subjects are administered a treatment v/hich "resembles the 

ac t u a l treatment as c l o s e l y as possible...most or a l l of the compo

nents of treatment are included...(but) a l t e r e d or recombined i n 

the c o n t r o l group to render treatment i n e r t " (p .739), and ( c ) the 

em p i r i c a l l y derived strategy, i n v/hich "the expectancy f o r therapeutic 
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change generated by the control group i s e m p i r i c a l l y demoriBtrated 

to be equal to that of the treatment group^* (p .7^1) . 

I n t e r p r e t i n g these s t r a t e g i e s i n terms of conversational procedures, 

control s t r a t e g i e s may be constructed to u t i l i s e e x i s t i n g v a r i a b l e s 

as follows:-

( i ) Attention placebo; Subjects complete a repertory g r i d 

consistent v;ith e x i s t i n g conversational procedures. Subsequently, 

a s e r i e s of unstructured free-response s e l f - d e s c r i p t i o n schedules 

are adjninistered (e.g. the "\^o are you?" technique, Bugenthal 

and Zelen, 1950; the sentence completion technique, Rotter, 1951; e t c . ) , 

yoked to the same time-base as experimental s u b j e c t s . F i n a l l y , the 

"repertory g r i d i s readministered. 

( i i ) Treatment element; Subjects complete an i d e n t i c a l repertory 

grid c y c l e yoked to experimental s u b j e c t s , but information feed

back di s p l a y s are randomised, displaced or excluded. 

( i i i ) E r n p i r i c a l treatment: A s e r i e s of tasks are devised and 

tested to ensure that they obtain compsirable c r e d i b i l i t y ajid 

expectancy for therapeutic change. Tasks are preceded and followed 

by administrations of the repertory grid, and are yoked to experi

mental s u b j e c t s . 

Since before and a f t e r the repertory grid administrations are obtained, 

the dependent Vciriables of component s a l i e n c e , complexity, 

a n t i c i p a t i o n s of predicate function, e t c . may be derived. I t i s 

c l e a r from these proposals that evaluation s t r a t e g i e s are based on 
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between-groups designs. To v/hat extent i s such a design appropriate 

to conversational procedures? To examine t h i s i t i s necessary 

to consider the. r a t i o n a l e of conversations^ procedures i n r e l a t i o n 

to s u b j e c t i v e hypotheses and expectancies concerning t h e i r outcome, 

5.2,2.3. Subjective modelling of measurement. 

Chapter 3«5» discussed the i m p l i c a t i o n s of the observation that 

the d i f f e r e n t i a l e f f e c t s of s u b j e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s i n the reported 

case-studies may lead to outcomes a t variance with the improvement 

c r i t e r i a . I n p a r t i c u l a r , ' i t - w a s observed that two s u b j e c t s displayed 

divergent trends on the dependent measure of d i v e r s i t y of predication, 

suggesting that these subjects entertained d i f f e r e n t purposes i n 

t h e i r i n t e r a c t i o n s with these procedures. 

To place these observations i n context i t was pointed out that 

measurement i n conversational procedures d i f f e r e d from the t r a d i t i o n a l 

experimental approach i n two ways: (a) because measurement data 

v/as channelled back i n t o ongoing modelling a c t i v i t y i n the form 

of feedback d i s p l a y s , and (b) because the objective of the ^ 

procedures was to enable the su b j e c t to e x e r c i s e greater choice 

and c o n t r o l i n h i s modelling a c t i v i t y . The procedures were then 

conceptualised as providing the conditions necessary f o r the 

subject to elaborate an i n t e r n a l model of measurement and t r a n s 

formation procedures (Figure 7^, p,506). However, four p o s s i b l e 

responses to measurement information v/ere envisaged; ( a ) non-

response, i n that the subject may acknowledge measurement outcomes, 

and even paraphrase them i n secondary modelling, but f a i l to u t i l i s e 

the information to develop an interneil model of measurement t r a n s -
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formations, (b) noncontingent responses, where the subject f a i l s 

to a t t r i b u t e meaning to measurement information, secondary modelling 

consequently being a r b i t r a r y and unrelated to transformation 

procedures, (c) r e s t r i c t e d response, where the subject u t i l i s e s 

measurement information to model a l i m i t e d aspect of transformation 

procedures, and (d) s t r a t e g i c response, where the subject u t i l i s e s 

measurement information to generate and t e s t hypotheses concerning 

transformation procedures by manipulating primary modelling outcomes. 

Response (d) i s l i k e l y to give r i s e to the di f f e r e n c e s observed 

between subjects i n t h e i r approach to modelling. Without implying 

that s u b j e c t s d e l i b e r a t e l y manipulated primary modelling outcomes, 

i t may be hypothesised that the discovery of relevant p r e d i c a t e s i n 

primary modelling may lead s u b j e c t s to subsequently focus t h e i r 

a t t e n t i o n to those predicates i n order to maximise c e r t a i n functional 

outcomes. Thus, i n the case-studies of Chapter 3«4« one s u b j e c t 

focussed on predicates v;hich were manifestly s e l f - r e l e v a n t , w h i l s t 

the other focussed on emergent predicates which provided an a l t e r n a t i v e 

d e s c r i p t i o n of relevant experiences. I n short, improvement on 

objective c i d t e r i a may a r i s e only v/hen those c r i t e r i a c o i n c i d e with 

s u b j e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s for u t i l i s i n g measurement information. 

Consequently, the derivation of improvement c r i t e r i a and the use 

of c o n t r o l groups to eliminate nonspecific treatment e f f e c t s are 

both handicapped by the e f f e c t of indeterminate s u b j e c t i v e 

s t r a t e g i e s . 
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5.2.2.^. Negotiating assessment c r i t e r i a . 

Given the need to a s s e s s or co n t r o l bias introduced i n t o evaluation 

by nonspecific treatment e f f e c t s and s u b j e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s , i t i s 

possible to sketch the broad o u t l i n e s of an evaluation s t r a t e g y 

capable of meeting these needs. F i r s t l y , Thome's f i f t h r u l e of 

evidence must be observed, namely "external c r i t e r i a of therapeutic 

success must be u t i l i s e d " (1952, p . t o ) . However, the procedure 

for e s t a b l i s h i n g external c r i t e r i a i s f l e x i b l e , and a system i n 

which these c r i t e r i a are negotiated may.be envisaged. That i s , 

s u b j e c t i v e s t r a t e g i e s may be compensated for by e x t e r n a l i s i n g 

these s t r a t e g i e s and e s t a b l i s h i n g improvement c r i t e r i a p a r t l y on 

t h e i r b a s i s . As Kruraboltz has pointed out, "one set of statements 

cannot apply to a l l subjects...the gosils of one c l i e n t might be 

i n d i r e c t contradiction to the goals of another c l i e n t " (1966, p.15^)« 

Such procedures are by no means new to the behaviour t h e r a p i s t . 

Many techniques may be evaluated only by (a) i d e n t i f y i n g a problem 

i n behavioural terms with the . a i d of the c l i e n t , and (b) developing 

i n d i v i d u a l i s e d behaviour change goals, again with the a i d of the 

c l i e n t . However, there are i m p l i c i t dangers i n the construction 

of simple-minded objectives, not the l e a s t being the expression of 

therapeutic goals i n negative terms (e.g. to stop b i t i n g my n a i l s , 

stop smoking, stay out of gaol, e t c . ) . McFall (1976) has suggested 

a simple t e s t for such negatively-framed o b j e c t i v e s , nsunely the 

"dead-man t e s t " ; " i f a dead man could s a t i s f y the c r i t e r i a f o r the 

treatment objective, then the treatment's goal response i s i n 

complete i n that i t does not adequately s p e c i f y p o s i t i v e response 

c r i t e r i a " (p .233). For McFall, o b j e c t i v e s are preferably framed 
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as increments i n competence, "as the learned a b i l i t y , acquired 

through t r a i n i n g or experience, to perform with s u f f i c i e n t s k i l l 

to produce £m e f f e c t that meets the needs of a l i f e s i t u a t i o n " 

(p.23^), a d e f i n i t i o n that i s c o n s i s t e n t with the concept of 

conversational s k i l l developed i n these chapters. 

McFall»s a n a l y s i s o f f e r s four guidelines i n the construction of 

s u b j e c t - s p e c i f i c objectives; (a) d e f i n i t i o n by f i a t , where "behaviours 

are i d e n t i f i e d as desirable merely because someone i n a p o s i t i o n 

of authority a r b i t r a r i l y decides they are " (p.254), (b) d e f i n i t i o n 

by reference to known groups, where any s p e c i f i c behaviour that 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e s between the groups i s treated as an e s s e n t i a l 

component of competence, (c) d e f i n i t i o n by consensus, where opinion . 

i s pooled from s e v e r a l i n d i v i d u a l s , and (d) d e f i n i t i o n by e x p e r i 

ment, v;here proposed objectives are s e q u e n t i a l l y modified on the 

basis of empirical t e s t s . This l a s t guideline implies that a s s e s s 

ment should respond not only to s u b j e c t i v e purposes, but a l s o to 

changes i n those purposes as treatment proceeds. Consequenitly, 

conversationea procedures should e n t a i l a component concerned with 

the i n i t i a l and sequential elaboration of o b j e c t i v e s by which ^ 

external c r i t e r i a may be aligned. L a n d f i e l d (1975) conceives t h i s ^^r-

process as the elaboration of the complaint, i n which c l i e n t and 

t h e r a p i s t must overcome various r e s t r i c t i o n s on communication 

( c l i e n t expectancies, therapist expectancies, threat of s e l f -

d i s c l o s u r e , c l i e n t - t h e r a p i s t incongruency i n a t t i t u d e s and values) 

i n order to e s t a b l i s h counselling goals. 

A more d e t a i l e d account of the developnent of i n d i v i d u a l i s e d goals 

i s to be found i n the ten steps advocated by Weigel and UhlemaJin 
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(1975)I (a) general goals (what change does S f e e l to be most 

important?), (b) behavioural goals (how would S behave i f t h a t 

change was achieved?), (c) observable behavioural goals (how could 

E t e l l i f S had changed i n t h i s way?), (d) s p e c i f i c observable 

behavioural goals ( i n what context i s changed behaviour expected 

to o c c u r ? ) , (e) e s t a b l i s h base r a t e (how frequently does t h i s 

behaviour occur now?), ( f ) e s t a b l i s h c r i t e r i a of f a i l u r e (how could 

E t e l l i f S did not achieve g o a l s ? ) , (g) r e a l i t y check (how r e a l i s t i c 

are S's g o a l s ? ) , (h) importance check (do goal behaviours s t i l l 

appear as importemt as i n ( a ) ? ) , ( i ) contract (does S agree to 

pursue these g o a l s ? ) , ( j ) evaluation and recognition (subsequent 

evaluation of behaviour and renegotiation of goals as n e c e s s a r y ) . 

With some modification these steps might be incorporated i n t o the 

interv e n t i o n s t r a t e g i e s to enable evaluation procedures to become 

more formsLLly aligned v/ith a sin g l e - c a s e methodology. I t should be 

borne i n mind that a single-case methodology does not imply that 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s to other cases are not p o s s i b l e . C l i n i c a l psycholo

g i s t s have, for some time, been concerned with developing s i n g l e -

ceise methodologies which may (a) measure symptom chcuiges i n a 

s i n g l e patient, and (b) do so i n a manner which enables comparisons 

between patients (Shapiro, 196la, 196lb), Moreover, to determine 

the extent of nonspecific treatment e f f e c t s i n the in t e r v e n t i o n st r a t 

egies i t v ; i l l be e s s e n t i a l to make such comparisons. Framing 

assessment c r i t e r i a i n terms of the single-case should i n no v/ay 

prohibit betv/een-subject comparisons provided i t i s possible a t 

l e a s t to e s t a b l i s h (a) the v a r i a b l e s on v/hich change i s expected to 

occur, (b) the magnitude of change on these v a r i a b l e s , ( c) the 
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i n i t i a l values, or base-line, on these v a r i a b l e s , and (d) the 

time-base over which chajige i s expected to occur. Further implement

ation of intervention s t r a t e g i e s and t h e i r a s s o c i a t e d t r a i n i n g 

paradigms may thus be conducted as systematic s i n g l e - c a s e 

experiments v/hich would nevertheless permit comparisons between 

subjects or treatment groups, e s t a b l i s h e d to t e s t any of the features 

outlined i n t h i s chapter. 



•790-

REFERENCES 

Adams-Webber J.R. An a n a l y s i s of the discriminant v a l i d i t y of 
severed repertory grid i n d i c e s . B r i t . J . Psychol., 1970, 

61, 83-90. 

Alexander C.N., Zucker L.G. & Brody C.L. Experimental expectations 
and autokinetic experiences; Consistency theories ajid judge
mental convergence. Sociometry, 1970, 33(^) , 108-122, 

Annett J . Learning a pressure discrimination under conditions of 
immediate and delayed knowledge of r e s u l t s . Quart. J . exper, 
Psychol., 1959, 11, 3-15-

Annett J . Feedback and human behaviour: The e f f e c t s of knowledge of 
r e s u l t s , i n c e n t i v e s and reinforcement on l e a r n i n g and performance. 
Penguin Books, 1972, 

Argyle M. The psychology of interpersonal behaviour. Penguin Books, 
1967. 

Argyle M. S o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n . Methuen, I969. 

Argyle H. Bodily communication. Methuen, 1975. 

Argyle M. & Kendon A. The experimental'analysis of s o c i a l performance..in 
Advances i n experimental s o c i a l psychology, V o l . 3 . Berkowitz L. (ed), 
Academic Press, 1967-

Argyle M., L a l l j e e M., Cook H. 8f Latane J . E f f e c t s of the v i s i b i l i t y 
of the other i n s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n s . Unpub. ri/s. 1967. 

Ashby V/.R,. An introduction to cybernetics. Chapman & H a l l , I956, 

Methuen, 1968. 

Bailey K.G. Self-confrontation and self^concept change i n group 
psychotherapy. Unpub. Doctoral D i s s e r t a t i o n , V/est V i r g i n i a 
U n i v e r s i t y , 1968. ^ 

Bailey K.G. & Sowder V/.T. Audiotape and videotape s e l f - c o n f r o n t 
a t i o n i n psychotherapy. Psychol. Bull.» 1970, 7^(2), 127-137, 

Bales R.F. & S l a t e r P,E. Role d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n i n small d e c i s i o n 
making groups, i n Family, s o c i a l i s a t i o n and i n t e r a c t i o n process, 
F&rson T. & Bales R.F. ( e d s . ) . Free Press of Glencoe, 1955. 

Bales R.F, & Strodtbeck F.L, Phases i n group problem-solving, i n 
Group dynamics; Research and theory. Cartwright D. & Zander E,R, 
(e d s . ) , Tavistock, 1968, 



-791-

Bannister D. Personal construct theory psychotheraj^. i n I s s u e s 
and approaches i n the psychological t h e r a p i e s . , Bannister D. 
(ed.) , Wiley, 1975. 

Bannister D, & F r a n s e l l a F. A g r i d t e s t of schizophrenic thought 
disorder., B r i t . J . soc. c l i n . I^ychol., 1966, 5» 95» 

Bannister D, & F r a n s e l l a F. In q u i r i n g man; The theory of personal 
constructs., Penguin Books, 1971» 

Bannister D., F r a n s e l l a F. & Agnew J . C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and v a l i d i t y 
of the g r i d t e s t of thought disorder., B r i t . J . soc. c l i n . 
Psychol., 1971, 10, l¥f-151. 

Bannister D. & Mair J.M.M. The evaluation of personal c o n s t r u c t s . 
Academic Press, 1968. 

Bateson G. A theory of play and fantasy., Psychol. Res. Reports, 
1955, 2, 39-51. 

Bateson G. The l o g i c a l categories of le a r n i n g and communication. 
i n Steps to an ecology of mind., I ^ l a d i n , 1973» 

Bateson G., Jackson D., Haley J . & Weajland J . Tov/ards a theory of 
schizophrenia., Behav. S c i . , 1956, 1, 251-26^. 

Bateson G. & Ruesch J . Communication; The s o c i a l matrix of 
psychiatry., Norton, 1951» 

Bern D. Self-perception: An a l t e r n a t i v e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of cognitive 
dissonance phenomena., Ffeychol. Rev., 1967, 7^, 188-200. 

Bern D. Self-perception theory, i n Advances i n experimental s o c i a l 
psychology., Vol . 6 , Berkowxtz L. (ed . ) , Academic Press, 1972. 

Bender M.P, To smile a t or avert the eyes from? The formation of 
re l a t i o n s h i p s among students., Res, i n Educ., 1969, 2, 52-5'1-

Bender M.P. Provided versus e l i c i t e d c o n s t r u c t s : An explanation of 
I7arr & C off man's (1970) anomalous f i n d i n g . , B r i t . J . soc. c l i n . 
psychol., 197V, 13(3), 329-330. 

Benjamin A. The helping interview. Houghton M i f f l i n , 197^» 

Bennion R.C. A study of r e l a t i v e readiness f o r changing a n t i c i p a t i o n s 
follov/ing d i s c r e d i t to s i t u a t i o n a l behaviours: H o s t i l i t y and the 
c o n s t e l l a t o r i n e s s of personal constructs., Unpub. Masters T h e s i s , 
Ohio State U n i v e r s i t y , 1959. 

Bennis V/.G. I ^ t t e r n s and v i c i s s i t u d e s i n T-group development., i n 
T-group theory and laboratory method., Bradford L.P., Gibb J.R, 
& Benne K.D. ( e d s . ) , \7iley, 196^. 



•792-

Berne E, Games people play; The psychology of human r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 
Penguin Books, 1968, 

Bernstein B. C l a s s , codes and co n t r o l , . Vol. 1, Routledge & Kegan 
Paul, 1971. 

B i e r i J . Changes i n interpersonal perceptions follov/ing s o c i a l 
i n t e r a c t i o n . , J . abnorm. soc, Psychol., 1953» 61-66, 

B i e r i J . Cognitive complexity and personeaity develojment., i n 
Experience, s t r u c t u r e and a d a p t a b i l i t y . , Harvey 0,J, ( e d , ) , 
Springer, 1966. 

B i e r i J . , Atkins A.L., B r i a r S.,Leaman R.L., M i l l e r H. & Tripodi T. 
C l i n i c a l and s o c i a l judgement: The d i s c r i m i n a t i o n of behavioural 
information., V/iley, 1966. 

Bilodeau I,M. Information feedback,, i n A c q u i s i t i o n of s k i l l . , 
Bilodeau E.A, (e d . ) , Academic Press, 1966. 

Bilodeau I.H. Information feedback, i n P r i n c i p l e s of s k i l l 
a c q u i s i t i o n , Bilodeau E.A. & Bilodeau I.M. ( e d s , ) . Academic 
Press, 1969. 

Bion V/.R. Group dynatmics: A review, I n t e m a t , J . Psychoanal,, .1952, 
33, 235-2^7. 

Blumer H, S o c i o l o g i c a l implications of the thought of George Herbert 
Mead, i n School and s o c i e t y : A s o c i o l o g i c a l reader, Routledge & 
Kegan Paul, 1971. 

Bonarius J,C,J. Research i n the personal construct theory of George 
K e l l y , i n Progress i n experimental p e r s o n a l i t y research. Vol 2, 

Maher B, (ed. ) , Academic Press, 1965. 

Borger R. gf Seabourne A.E.M. The psychology of le a r n i n g . Penguin 
Books, 1966. 

Boyd H. & Sisney V. Immediate self-image confrontation and changes 
i n self-concept, J , consult. Psychol,, 1967, 31, 291-296. 

Bruner J.S, On perceptual readiness, Psychol, Rev,, 1957, 6^, 123-152. 
Brunswick E. Perception and the representative design of psychological 

experiments, Berkeley, 1956. 

Bugenthal J.F. & Zelen S.L, I n v e s t i g a t i o n s i n t o the self-concept: I . 
The W-A-Y technique, J , Personal., 1950, 18, 498. 

Burke P.J. The development of task and social-emotional r o l e 
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n , Sociometry, 1967, 30, 379-392» 



-793-

Cameron N. . The psychology of the behaviour disorders , Houghton 
M i f f l i n , 1947. 

Carkhuff R.R. Helping and human r e l a t i o n s . V o l . 2 P r a c t i c e and 
research , Holt, Rinehart and Winston, I969. 

Carson R.C. A conceptual approach to the problem of t h e r a p i s t -
. c l i e n t matching, i n Iteychological dimensions of s o c i a l • i n t e r - . 
a c t i o n ; Readings and perspectives ,Linder D.E. ( e d ) , 
Addison-V/esley, 1973-

C a t t e l l R.B. A note on c o r r e l a t i o n c l u s t e r s and c l u s t e r r e a r c h 
methods, Ffeychometrika, 19^4, 9» l69-l84. 

Champness B.C. Mutual - glance and the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the look, 
Advancement of Science, 1970, March, 309-312. 

Chomsky N. Language and mind, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1972. 

Cooley C.H. Humsm nature and the s o c i a l order, Scribners, 1902. 

Coombs C.H., Dawes R.M.,& Tversky A. Mathematical psychology: An 
elementary introduction, P r e n t i c e - H a l l , 1970. 

Cromv;ell R.L. & Caldwell D.F, A comparison of r a t i n g s based on 
personal constructs of s e l f and others, J . clin..- Psychol., 1962, 

18, 43-46. 
Davis D. gc Brock T.C. Use of f i r s t pronouns as a function of 

increased objective self-awareness and p r i o r feedback, J.exper. 
soc. I^ychol., 1975, 11. 381-388. 

Davison G.C. 8c Veilins S. Maintenance of s e l f - a t t r i b u t e d and drug-
a t t r i b u t e d behaviour change, J . personal, soc. Psychol., 1969. 

1, 25-33. 
Duncan S.D. Jnr. Towards a grammar for dyadic conversations, 

Semiotica, 1972. 

Duval S. 8c V/icklund R.A. A theory of objective self-awareness, 
Academic Press, 1972. 

Duval S. £c Wicklund R.A. E f f e c t s of objective self-av/areness on 
a t t r i b u t i o n of c a u s a l i t y , J . exper. soc. Psychol., 1973. 9. 

17-31. 

Ehrenzweig A. The hidden order of a r t , ftiladin, 1970. 

E i s e r J . R . ge Stroebe 17. Categorisation and s o c i a l judgement. 
Academic Press, 1972. 



-79̂ -̂

E l l i s A, Reason and emotion i n psychotherapy, L y l e S t u a r t , 1962, 
Esterson A, The leaves of spring. Pelican books, 1972, 

F e f f e r M. & S u c h o t l i f f L. Decentering i m p l i c a t i o n s of s o c i a l 
i n t e r a c t i o n s , J . personal, soc. Ffeychol., 1966, 'f, ^15-^22. 

F e s t i n g e r L. A theory of s o c i a l comparison process, Human Relations 
195^, 7, 117-lto. 

F e s t i n g e r L. A theory of cognitive dissonance, Stanford U n i v e r s i t y 
Press, 1957. 

F e s t i n g e r L. C o n f l i c t , decision and dissonance, Stanford U n i v e r s i t y 
Press, 196^. 

F e s t i n g e r L., Pepitone A. & Nev/combe T. Some consequences of 
deindividuation i n a group, J . abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1952,.^7, 
382-389. 

F j e l d S.P. 8f L a j i d f i e l d A.W. Personal construct consistency, Psychol. 
Reports, 1961, 8, 127-129.. 

F r a n s e l l a F. Measurement of conceptual change accompanying v/eight 
l o s s , J . psychosomat. r e s . , 1970, 1 ,̂ 3^7-351. 

F r a n s e l l a F. Personal change and reconstruction: Research on a 
treatment of s t u t t e r i n g , Academic Press, 1972. 

F r a n s e l l a F. & Joyston-Bechal M.P. An i n v e s t i g a t i o n of conceptual 
process and pattern change i n a psychotherapy group, B r i t . J , 
Psychiat,, 1971, 119. 199-206. 

Freud S. Complete psychological works of Sigmund Freud, Strachey J . 
(ed), Hogarth Press, 1953. 

G a r f i n k e l H. Studies i n ethnomethodology, Englewood C l i f f s , I967, 
Gathercole C.E., Bromley E. 8f Ashcroft J.B. The r e l i a b i l i t y of 

repertory g r i d s , J . c l i n . Fteychol., 1970, 26, 513-516. 
G e l l e r V . Ec Shaver P. Cognitive consequences of self-awareness, 

J . exper. soc. Psychol., 1976, 12, (1), 99-108, 

Gendlin E. Experiencing; A v a r i a b l e i n the process of therapeutic 
change, Amer. J . Psychother., 1961, 15, 233-2^5. 

Gendlin E. E x p e r i e n t i a l e x p l i c a t i o n i n phenomenology cihd e x i s t e n t i a l i s m , 
Solomon R.C. ( e d ) , Harper & Row, 1972, 

Gibson, E . J . P r i n c i p l e s of perceptual l e a r n i n g and development, 
Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1969. 



-795-

Glover E . The therapeutic e f f e c t of inexact i n t e r p r e t a t i o n : A 
contribution to the theory of suggestion, I h t e r n a t . J . Psychoanal., 
1931, 12, 4, 398-411. 

Goffman E . On face v/ork. Psychiatry, 1955, 18, 213-231. 
Goffman E . The presentation of s e l f i n everyday l i f e , Doubleday, 

1959. Pelican Books, 1972. 

Goffman E. I n t e r a c t i o n r i t u a l , Doubleday, 1967. 

Goffman E. V/here the action i s , A l l e n Lane, 1969. 

Goffman E. Relations i n .public, A l l e n Lane, 1971-

Gordon J , The metajourney of R.D. Laing,in Laing and a n t i psychiatry, 
Boyers R, & O r r i l l R,, ( e d s ) . Penguin Books, 1972. 

Haley J , Strategies of psychotherapy, Grune & Stratton, 1963. 

Harre R, & Secord P.F. The explanation of s o c i a l behaviour, 
Blackwell, 1972. 

H a r r i s R,J, A primer of mu l t i v a r i a t e s t a t i s t i c s , Academic Press, 
1975. 

Hcider F. The psychology of interpersonal r e l a t i o n s , Wiley, 1958, 

H e l l e r K., Davis J.D., & Myers R.A, The e f f e c t s of interviewer 
s t y l e i n a standardised interviev;, J , c o n s u l t , Psychol. ,1966, 
30 (6), 501-508. 

Hick V/.E, On the r a t e of gain of information, Quart. J , exper. 
Psychol, 1952, 4, 11-26. 

Hilgendorf L. Information input and response time, Ergonomics, 
1966, 9, 31-37. 

Hinkle D.N, The change of personal constructs from the viewpoint 
of a theory of im p l i c a t i o n s , Unpub. Doctoral D i s s e r t a t i o n , 
Ohio State U n i v e r s i t y , 1965. 

Holding D.H, P r i n c i p l e s of t r a i n i n g Pergamon Press, 1965. 

Humphreys P, User's manual for PRIMATE: Version 3 * 1 U n i v e r s i t y 
College Environmental Research Group Monograph, London, I 9 7 I , 

Hutt C, 8f Ounsted C, The b i o l o g i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e of gcize aversion 
with p a r t i c u l a r reference to the syndrome of i n f a n t i l e -autism , 
Behav, S c i . , 1966, 11, 346-356. 



-796. 

Ickes C.A., V/icklund R.A. 8c F e r r i s C.B, Objective self-awsireness 
and self-esteem, J, exper> soc, Psychol,, 1973i 9i 202-219. 

Isaacson G.I. A comparative study of the meaningfulness of personal 
constructs, Unpub. Doctoral D i s s e r t a t i o n , U niversity of 
Missouri, 1966. 

Isaacson G.I. & Landfield A.W. Meaningfulness of personal versus 
common constructs, J. i n d i v i d . Psychol., 1965i 21, l 6 0 - l 6 6 « 

Johnson S.C. Hierarchical c l u s t e r i n g schemes, Psychometrika, 1967j 

3 2 ( 5 ) , 2^1-25^. 

Jones E.E., Kanouse D.E., Kelley H.H., Nisbett R.E.,Valins S. 8e 
V/einer B. A t t r i b u t i o n : Perceiving the causes of behaviour, 
General Learning Press, 1972. 

Jones E.E. & Nisbett R.E. The actor and the observer: Divergent-
perceptions of the causes of behaviour, i n A t t r i b u t i o n ; Perceiving 
the causes of behaviour, Jones E.E., Kanouse D.E., Kelley H.H., 
Nisbett R.E., Valins S. & V/einer B. (eds.), General Learning 
Press, 1972. 

Jones G.S. Treatment or t o r t u r e : The philosophy, techniques and 
fut u r e of psychodynamics, Tavistock, 1963. 

Jones H.G. I n serach of aii ideographic psychology. B u l l . B r i t . 
Psychol. Soc, 1971, 2^, 279-290. 

Jourard S.M. Healthy personality and se l f - d i s c l o s u r e , i n Encounter 
groups; Basic readings, Egan G. (ed.), Brooks/Cole, 1971. 

Kaswan J. & Love L.R. Confrontation as a method of psychological 
i n t e r v e n t i o n , i n Studies i n s e l f - c o g n i t i o n : Techniques of video
tape self-observation i n the behavioural sciences, Geertsma R.H. 
(ed.), Williams & Wilkins, 1969. 

Kazdin A.E. 8e Wilcoxon L.A. Systematic desensitisation and nonspecific 
treatment e f f e c t s : A methodologicail evaluation, I ^ y c h o l . B u l l . , 
1976, 83 (5 ) , 729-758. 

Keen E. Three faces of being: Tov/ards an e x i s t e n t i a l c l i n i c a l 
psychology, Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1970. 

Kelley H.H. A t t r i b u t i o n theory i n s o c i a l psychology, i n Nebraska 
feymposium on motivation, Levine D. (ed.), U n i v e r s i t y of 
Nebraska, 1967. 



-797 -

Kelley H.H. A t t r i b u t i o n i n s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n , i n A t t r i b u t i o n ; 
Perceiving the causes of behaviour, Jones E.E., Kanouse 
Kelley H.H., Nisbett R.E., Valins S. & Weiner B. (eds.), 
General Learning Press, 1972. 

Kelley H.H. Causal schemata and the a t t r i b u t i o n process, i n 
A t t r i b u t i o n ; Perceiving the causes of behaviour, Jones E.E., 
Kanouse B.E., Kelley H.H., Nisbett R.E., Valins S. & V/einer B« 
(eds.). General. Learning Press, 1972. 

Kelly G.A. The psychology of personal constructs: Vol. 1 A theory of 
personality, Norton, 1955« 

Keltner J . \7. Elements of interpersonal communication, V/adsv/orth, 1973« 
Kendall M.G. Rank c o r r e l a t i o n methods, G r i f f i n , 1 9 ^ . 

Krumboltz J.B. Behavioural goals f o r counselling, J. counsell. Psychol., 
1966, 13, 153-159. 

r 

Lacan J. The language of the s e l f : The function of language i n 
psychoanalysis, V/ilden A. ( t r a n s . ) , John Hopkins, 1963. 

Laing R.D. The divided s e l f : An existentiaJ. study i n s a n i t y and 
madness. Pelican, 1965* 

Laing R.D. Self and others, Tavistock, I 9 6 9 . 
Laing R.D. Knots, Tavistock, 1970. 
Laing R.D. & Cooper D. Reason and violence: A decade of Sartre's 

philosophy 19^0-1960, t a v i s t o c k , 1964. 
Laing R.D. & Esterson A. Sanity, madness and the family: Families 

of schizophrenics. Penguin Books, 1970. 
Laing R.D., R i i l l i p s o n H. 8f Lee A.R. Interpersonal perception: A 

theory and method of research, Tavistock, 1 9 6 6 . 
Lancaster H.O. Complex contingency tables treated by the p a r t i t i o n 

of J. Royal Stat. Soc, 1951, 13(B),- 2if2-249. 
Landfield A.V/. A study of threat w i t h i n the psychology o f personal . 

constructs, Unpub. Doctoral D i s s e r t a t i o n , Ohio State U n i v e r s i t y , 
1951. 

Landfield A.V/, The extremity r a t i n g r e v i s i t e d v/ithin the context 
of personal construct theory, B r i t . J. soc. clin.. Psychol.^ 
1968, 7, 135-139. .-

Landfield A.W, Personal construct systems i n psychotherapy. Rand 
McNally, 1971. 



-798. 

Landfield A.W. The complaint: A confrontation of personal urgency 
and professional construction, i n Issues and approaches i n the 
psychological therapies, Bannister D. (ed.), V/iley, 

Lemon N. & V/arren N. Salience, c e n t r a l i t y and self-relevance of 
t r a i t s i n construing others, B r i t , J, sdc* clin« Psychoid^ 
197^, 13, 119-12^. 

Lerner A.Y. Fundamentals of cybernetics, Chapman & H a l l , 1972. 
Levy L.H. A study of the r e l a t i v e information value of constructs 

i n personal construct theory, Unpub. Doctoral D i s s e r t a t i o n , 
Ohio State University, 195'*--

Levy L.H. Psychological i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . Holt, Rinehart & V/inston, 
1963. 

L u f t J. The Johari V/indov; and s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e , i n Encounter groups: 
Basic readings, Egan G. (ed.), Biboks/Cole, 1971» 

McFall P.M. Behavioural t r a i n i n g : A s k i l l - a c q u i s i t i o n approach to 
c l i n i c a l problems, i n Behavioural approaches to therapy, Spence. 
J.T., Carson R.C. & Thibaut J.V/. (eds.), General Learning Press, 
1976. 

McKnight C. Personal communication, 197^» 
NcKnight C, Purposive preferences f o r m u l t i - a t t r i b u t e d a l t e r n a t i v e s : 

A study of choice behaviour using personal construct theory i n 
conjunction with decision theory, Unpub. Doctor£il Thesis, 
Brunei University, Uxbridge, Middlesex, 1977. 

Macraurray J. The form of the personal: Vol 1 The s e l f as agent, 
Faber & Faber, 1957. 

McQuitty L.L. Elementary linkage analysis f o r i s o l a t i n g orthogonal 
and oblique types and t y p a l relevancies, Educ. Rsychol. Measure
ment, 1957, 17, 207-229. -

McQuitty L.L. • Relaxed.rank order t y p a l analysis, Educ. Psychol, 
Measurement, 1971, 31, 607-626. 

Makhlouf-Norris F. 8e Jones H.G. Conceptual distance indices as 
measures of a l i e n a t i o n i n obsessional neurosis, R^ychol. Med», 
1971, 1, 381-387. 

Makhlouf-Norris F., Jones H.G. & Norris H. A r t i c u l a t i o n o f the-
conceptual s t r u c t u r e in.obsessional neurosis, B r i t . J> soc. 
C l i n , feychol.. 1970, 9 , 2 6 ^ 2 7 ^ . 



7 9 9 -

Mair J.M.M, Experimenting w i t h i n d i v i d u a l s , B r i t , J. med> Psychol., 
1970a, k3, 2^5-256, 

Mair J.M.M. Ifeychologists are human too, i n Perspectives i n 
personal construct theory. Bannister D. (ed,), Academic Press, 
1970b. 

Mair J.M.M. & Boyd P.P. A comparison of tv;o g r i d forms, B r i t . J. 
soc. c l i n . Psychol., 1967, 6, 220. 

Mair J.M.M & Crisp A.H. Estimating psychological organisa^;ion, 
meaning and change i n r e l a t i o n t o cliniceJ. practice, B r i t . J. 
med. Psychol., 1968, 4 l , 15-29 . 

Mann J.H. 8e Mann C.H. The e f f e c t of r o l e - p l a y i n g experience on r o l e -
playing a b i l i t y , Sociometry, 1959, 22 , 6 ^ 7 ^ . 

Maslov; A.H. Tov/ards a psychology of being, Van Nostrand, 1968. 
Mead G.H. George Herbert Mead on s o c i a l psycholofy; Selected papers, 

Strauss A. (ed.). University of Chicago Press, 1964. 
M i l l e r N.E. & Dicara L.V. Instrumental learning of heart r a t e chamges 

i n curarised r a t s : Shaping and s p e c i f i c i t y t o d i s c r i m i n a t i v e 
stimulus, J, comp, physiol. Psychol., I967 , 63, 12-19^ 

M i l l e r G.A., Galanter E. & Pribram K.H. Plans and the s t r u c t u r e of 
behaviour, Holt-Dryden, 1960, 

Mischel T. Personal constructs, rules and the l o g i c of c l i n i c a l 
a c t i v i t y , Psychol. Rev., 1964, 7 1 ( 3 ) , l 3 0 - 1 9 2 . 

Mitsos S.B. Personal constructs and the semantic d i f f e r e n t i a l , 
J. abnorm. soc. Psychol., 1961, 62, 433-434. 

Moreno J.L. Psychodrama, Beacon House, 1946. 

Moreno J.L. V/ho s h a l l survive? Foundations of sociometry, group 
psychotherapy and sociodrajna. Beacon HOuse, 1953-

Morrison D.F. M u l t i v a r i a t e s t a t i s t i c a l methods, McGraw-Hill, 1967. 

Moscovici S. Social influence I : Conformity and s o c i a l c o n t r o l , i n 
Social psychology: Classic and contemporary i n t e g r a t i o n s , Nemeth 
C. (ed.), Rand McNally, 1974. 

Newman R. A study of factors leading t o change v/ithin the personal 
construct system, Unpub. Doctoral D i s s e r t a t i o n , Ohio State 
University, 1956. 

Nisbett R.E. & Valins S. Perceiving the causes of one's own 
behaviour, i n A t t r i b u t i o n : Perceiving the causes of behaviour, 



-800 -

Jones E.E., Kanouse D.E., Kelley H.H., Nisbett R.E., Valins S. 
& V/einer B. (eds.). General Learning Press, 1972* 

Norris H. 8e Makhlouf-Norris F. The measurement of s e l f - i d e n t i t y , i n 
The measurement of intrapersonal space by g r i d technique: Vol. 1 
Explorations of intrapersonal space. S l a t e r P. (ed.), V/iley, 1976. 

Orne M.T. On the s o c i a l psychology of the psychological experiment 
w i t h particuleir reference to demand c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s and t h e i r 
i m p l i c a t i o n s , Amer. Psychol., 1962, 17, 776-783. 

Ostwald P.F. Acoustic methods i n psychiatry, S c i . Amer., 1965, 212 (3 ) , 

82-91 . 

Risk G. Conversation, cognition and lea r n i n g : A cybernetic theory 
and methodology, Elsevier, 1975. 

I ^ k G. 8c Scott B.C.E. Learning s t r a t e g i e s and i n d i v i d u a l competence, 
I n t e r n a t . J. Man-Machine Studies, 1972, 'f, 217-253-

Patterson C.H. Relationship counselling and psychotherapy. Harper & 
Row, 197^. 

H i i l l i p s L.D. Bayesian s t a t i s t i c s f o r s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s , Nelson, 1973. 

Radley A.R. Schizophrenic thought disorder and the nature of personal 
constructs, B r i t . J. soc. c l i n . FSychol., 197^, 1 3 ( 3 ) , 315-327. 

Rogers C. Client-centred therapy: I t s current p r a c t i c e , i m p l i c a t i o n s 
and theory, Houghton M i f f l i n , 1951. 

Rogers C. A process conception of psychotherapy, Amer. Psychol., 1958, 
13, 1^2-1^9. 

Rogers C. A theory of therapy, personality and interpersonal r e l a t i o n 
ships as developed i n the c l i e n t - c e n t r e d framev/ork, i n Psychology: 
A study of a science, Koch S. (ed.), McGraw-Hill, 1959. 

Rosen H. V/ritten language and the sense of audience, Educ. Res., 
1973, 15(3) , 177-187. 

Rosenthal R. & Rosnov; R.L. A r t i f a c t i n behavioural research. Academic 
Press, 1969. 

Ross L.D., Rodin J. & Zimbardo P.G. Tov;ard an a t t r i b u t i o n therapy: 
The reduction of fear through induced cognitive-emotional mis-
a t t r i b u t i o n , J. personal, soc. Psychol., I 969 , 12, 279-288. 

Rotter J.B. V/ord association and sentence completion methods, i n 



•801-

An introduction t o projective techniques, Anderson H.H,8t 
Anderson G.L. (eds.), Prentice-Hcill, 1951. 

Rov/e D. Grid technique i n the conversation betv/een patient and 
th e r a p i s t , i n The measurement of intrapersonal space by g r i d 
technique: Vol 1 Explorations of intrapersonal space. Slater 
P. (ed.), Wiley, 1976. 

Rubin Z. & M i t c h e l l C. Couples research as couples counselling: 
Some unintended e f f e c t s of studying close r e l a t i o n s h i p s , Arner, 
Psychol., 1976, 3 1 ( 1 ) , 17-25. 

Ryle A. Frames and cages: The repertory g r i d approach to human under
standing, Sussex University Press, 1975* 

Ryle A. & Breen D. The use of the double dyad g r i d i n the c l i n i c a l 
s e t t i n g , B r i t . J. med. Psychol., 1972, ^5 , 383. 

Ryle A. & Li p s h i t z S. Recording change i n m a r i t a l therapy w i t h the 
reconstruction g r i d , B r i t . J. med. feychol., 1975, 3 9 - ^ . 

Sartre J-P. Saint Genet: Comedien c t martyr, Gallimard, 1952. 
Sartre J-P. Cr i t i q u e de l a raison d i a l e c t i q u e , Gallimard, 1960. 
Saussre F. de. Course i n general l i n g u i s t i c s , Baskin V/. ( t r a n s . ) , 

Riilosophical L i b r a r y , 1959. 
Schachter S. & Singer J.E. Cognitive, s o c i a l and physiological 

determinants of emotional s t a t e , FSychol. Rev., 1962, 69, 379-399. 
Scheflen A.E. The significance of posture i n communication systems, 

Psychiatry, 196^, 27, 316-321. 
Seymour V/.D. Experiments on the a c q u i s i t i o n of i n d u s t r i a l s k i l l s . 

Occupational Psychol., 195^, 28 , 77-89 . 
Shapiro D.H. & Z i f f e r b l a t t S.M. Zen meditation and behavioural 

s e l f - c o n t r o l , Amer. Psychol., 1976, 3 1 ( 7 ) , 519-532. 
Shapiro M.B. A method of measuring psychological changes s p e c i f i c t o 

the i n d i v i d u a l psychiatric p a t i e n t , B r i t . J. med. Psychol., 
1961a, 3^, 151-155. 

Shapiro M.B. The single-case i n fundamental c l i n i c a l psychological 
• research, B r i t . J. med. Psychol., 196lb, 3^, 255-262. . 

Sherif M. A study of some s o c i a l f a c t o r s i n perception. Archives 
of feychology, 1935, 2 2 ( l 8 7 ) , ^, 6 . 

Sherif M., Taub D..& Hovland C.I. Assimilation and contrast e f f e c t s 
of anchoring s t i m u l i on judgement, J. exper. feychol., 1958, 55 , 



.802-

150-155. 
Sherif C.V/., Sherif M. & Nebergall R.E. A t t i t u d e and a t t i t u d e change 

The s o c i a l .judgement-involvement approach, Saunders, I965 . -
Shubsachs A.P.Vi, To repeat or not t o repeat? Are frequently used 

constructs more important to the subject? A study of the 
e f f e c t of allowing r e p e t i t i o n of constructs i n a modified 
K o l l y repertory t e s t , B r i t . J. med. Psychol., 1975, ^ ( D , 
31-37. 

Slater P. Theory and technique of the repertory g r i d , B r i t . J. 
Psychiat., 1969, 115, 1287-I296. 

Slater P. The measurement of consistency i n repertory g r i d s , B r i t . 
J. Psychiat.. 1972, 121, ^5-51. 

Slater P. Notes on INGRID 72: A program avai l a b l e f o r analysing 
g r i d s i n d i v i d u a l l y under a grant from the M.R.C., I n s t i t u t e 
of Psychiatry, St. Georges H o s p i t a l , London, 1972. 

Smith K.U. & Smith T.J. Systems theory of therapeutic and r e h a b i l 
i t a t i v e learning v/ith t e l e v i s i o n , i n Studies i n s e l f - c o g n i t i o n : 
Techniques of videotape self-observation i n the behavioural 
sciences, Geertsma R.H. (ed.), v;illiaras & Wilkins, 1969. 

Storms M.D. & Nisbett R.E. Insomnia and the a t t r i b u t i o n process, 
J. personal, soc. Psychol., 1970, I 6 , 319-328. 

T a j f e l H. The anchoring e f f e c t s of value i n a sccile of judgements, 
B r i t . J. Psychol., 1959, 50, 29^30^. 

T a j f e l H. & V/ilkes A.L. C l a s s i f i c a t i o n and q u a n t i t a t i v e judgement, 
B r i t . J. Psychol., 1963, 5^, 101-114. 

T a j f e l H. & V/ilkes A.L. Salience of a t t r i b u t e s and commitment to. 
extreme judgements i n the perception of people, B r i t . J. soc. 
c l i n . I^ychol., 1963, 2, 4 0 - 4 9 . 

Thomas L.F. Demon and double-demon: Computer-aided conversations 
w i t h yourself. Paper presented t o the Annucii Conference of the 
B r i t . FSychol. Soc., Nottingham, A p r i l , 1975. 

Thomas L.F. & Garnons-V/illiams C. MQUIT: A FORTRAN IV program f o r 
the analysis of repertory g r i d s , Centre f o r the Study of Human 
Learning, Brunei University, Uxbridge, Middlesex, 1970. 

Thomas L.F. & Harri-Augstein E.S. The self-organised l e a r n e r and 
the printed v/ord, Final Report, S.S.R.C. project Further 



•803-

development of techniques f o r studying and in f l u e n c i n g reading 
as a learning s k i l l , Centre f o r the Study of Human Learning, 
Brunei Uj^iversity, Uxbridge,Middlesex, 1976. 

Thomas L.F. & Shaw M.L.G. FOCUS; A c l u s t e r analysis program f o r 
the repertory g r i d . Technical Report, Centre f o r the Study of 
Human Learning, Brunei U n i v e r s i t y , Uxbridge, {Middlesex, 1976. 

Thorne F.C. Rules of evidence i n the evaluation of the e f f e c t s of 
psychotherapy, J. c l i n . Psychol., 1952, 8, 38-^1. 

T i l l i c h P. The courage to be, Nisbet, 1952. 
T r o w i l l J.A. Instrumental conditioning of heart rate i n the curarised 

r a t , J. comp. physio l . Psychol., 1967, 63, 7-11» 

Valins S. Cognitive ef f e c t s of f a l s e heart-rate feedback, J. personal. 
soc. Iteychol., I966, 4, 4 0 0 - 4 0 8 . 

Valins S. 8e Nisbett R.E. A t t r i b u t i o n processes i n the development 
and treatment of emotional disorders, i n A t t r i b u t i o n ; Perceiving" 
the causes of behaviour, Jones E.E., Kanouse D.E., Kelley H.H., 
.Nisbett R.E., Valins S. & V/einer B. (eds.). General Learning 
Press, 1972. 

Verba S. Groups and p o l i t i c a l behaviour: A study of leadership, 
Princeton University Press, 196l. 

Watzlav/ick P., Beavin J. & Jackson D. Pragmatics of human communic--
a t i o n : A study of i n t e r a c t i o n a l patterns, pathologies and 
paradoxes, Faber & Faber, 1968. 

V/eigel R.G. & Uhlemann M.R. Developing i n d i v i d u a l i s e d behaviour . 
cheuxge goals w i t h c l i e n t s , J. contemporary Iteychother., 1975, 

7(2), 91-95. 
V/einer B. Achievement motivation and a t t r i b u t i o n theory. General 

Learning I^ess, 1974. 
Weizenbaum J. Contextual understanding by computers. Communications 

of the A.CM., 1967, 10, 474-480. 
V/elford A.T. Ageing and human s k i l l , Oxford University Press, 1958. 
V/icklund R.A. Objective self-a\/areness, i n Advances i n experimental 

• s o c i a l psychology Vol. 8, Berkowitz L. (ed.), Academic Press, 
1975. 



.804-

V/icklund R.A. & Duval S. Opinion change and performajice evaluation 
as a r e s u l t of objective self-awareness, J. exper. soc. Psychol., 
1971, 7 , 319-3^2. 

Wilden A. System and s t r u c t u r e ; Essays i n communication and 
exchange, Tavistock, 1972. 

V/ilmer H.A. Innovative uses of videotape on a psychiatric v/ard, 
Hospital Z: Community Psychiatry, 1968, 1 9 ( 5 ) , 129-133. 

V/right K.J.T. Exploring the uniqueness of common complaints, B r i t . 
J. med. Psychol., 1970, ^3, 221-232. 

Zeeman E.G. Catastrophe theory, S c i . Amer., 1976, 23k(k), 65 -83 . 



.305-

AKoendices 

A Reference frames i n a f r i e n d s h i p 

B Reference frames i n a group 

C Reference frames i n interviev/s 

D A consideration of the formal properties of repertory grids 

E The core g r i d 

F The reconstruction g r i d 

G .The i n s i g h t g r i d 

H The aggregate g r i d • 

I The r e c i p r o c a l g r i d 



Appendix A' 
Reference fromes ino friendship. 
A.I. Coding olgnlficant ovcnte. 

Tho table bolow cumaarleea tho di e t r i b u t i o n of the aanplo of significant 
events by the independent Judge over the reference frora© and interaction 
nodallty categories. 

Event Onset Duration Reference Franc Interaction modality 
(•ins) (mno) Deb. Per. Str. F-F. Act. Fba. Per. Imp. 

1.1. 3.1 .5 © . 
1.2 8 .0 1.1 ® ® 
1.3 9.6 .9 

® ® © 
1.^ 11.9 1.3 © 
1-5 1̂ *.0 1.1 © © 0 
1.6 16.3 . 5 Q ® 
1.7 18.0 .8 © 
1.3 19.9 1.2 Q © 
1.9 23.7 1.0 © © 
1.10 23 .5 1.1 ® 
2.1 2.2 ,6 @ © © 
2.2 5.2 1.0 © G 
2.3 10,5 .8 0 © 
2.1* 1̂ t.O .9 © © 
2.5 16.8 1.0 © 
2.6 23 .5 .5 - © 
2 ,7 30.8 1.2 © ® 
3.1 9.6 .5 

3 .2 13.^ 2 .5 ® 
3-3 16.9 .8 © 
3 . ^ 25.5 .3 ©. 
3.5 27.2 1.2 ® 0 
3-6 31.^ .6 ® © 
3i7 36.3 2.9 ® 
3.3 50.** 2.0 

Event Onset Duration Hoforenco Frane Interaction sodality 
(raina) (mins) Dob. Per. Str. F-F. Act. Per. Inp. 

*̂.1 8.0 .8 © © © 
9.0 1.2 ® ® 

11.8 1.9 © 
l i t .? 1.2 ® © 
19.1 ^•.2 © 

^.6 27.9 .7 © ® 
^.7 29.1 © 
'*.8 37.5 1.0 © 
'f.9 39.'f 2 .2 © © 
^.10 V*.0 .6 ® 0 Q 
i f . l l ^6.6 1.3 © @ 
f*.12 .6 © 
5.1 5.9 1.2 

5.2 7.8 A © 
5.3 9.3 ^A © © © 

2.0 © © 
5.5 15.0 .8 Q 
5.6 16.9 1.5 © © © 
5.7 27.0 • .6 0 
6.1 1^.7 1.1 ® © 
6.2 22.0 .6 0 
6.3 25.6 I , * * © © 
A,2. Tranoitional frequencies between reference fraisea. 

The table below sumsarisos the relative frequencies of tranaition from ono 
frame to another i n the sanplo of ^7 significant events. 

Convcra. Transition Total Convcra. 
D/P D/S D/T P/D P/S P/F S/P S/F F/D F/P F/S 

Total 

1 1 1 1 1 k 

2 1 1 

3 2 1 3 
I* 1 1 1 1 

5 2 1 3 
r. 1 1 V. 
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Appendix B 

Refarenco frages I n a group. 

B .2. The cleaent saaple. 

Listed below ore the group events e l i c i t e d by the group, numbered 

i n order of e l i c i t a t l o n : 

B.I. - E l l c i t a t i o n Instructiona. 

"Fro3 your l i s t of group events,'will each of you choose three 

at randoa and note down th e i r nusbera on your f i r o t row of the 

conotruct ohoot. From those three ovcnto can you find a way 

in which any two are o l n i l o r whilst different froni the third? 

note the numbers of the two that are s l n i l a r under the colurn 

labelled " R i i r " and the odd one out under the column labelled 

"single". Now note down i n the space provided what i t i s that 

the pair have i n conaon. A ohort phraoe or sentence w i l l do* 

Note i n tho other apace what converse quality the single has 

that distinculsheo i t from tho pair. Now consider a l l ten 

events i n turn and d cldo I f each posaesoes the quality defined 

by the pair, by the single, or possesees qu a l i t i e s defined by 

both or neither the single or pair. I f the f i r s t , put a / i n 

the appropriate square of your g r i d fom, i f tho second an x, 

and i f tho lost leave the square blank. Now select a second 

three events, ensuring that you do not select two together that 

you have previously considered, and repeot the proceao. Continue 

u n t i l you have produced and scored six constructs". 

E1 excluding E froa discussion (week 3)* 
E2 ioprovised ouslc event (woek 7 ) , 
E3 "consequences" party gone (week k), 

f i r o t oeeting (week 1). 
E5 role-playing exercise (week 2 ) . 
E6 v i s i t i n g the university (week 12). 
E7 v i s i t i n g tho furniture workshop (week 3J 

E8 tape-aeaoure race (week 5>-
E9 g r i d exorcise (week 
E10 v i a l t i n g tho perspex factory (week 10). 

B.3» The ffroup g r i d . 

Listed below are tho grids completed on the saaple of 10 group events 

by tho seven group ceabers (Including E). Slcon's constructs are not 

l i s t e d an he reccrved the r i g h t to c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y ond retained h i s 

conotructo. I n addition, Anne produced only 5 constructs, and E 11, 

Meaber No. Rii r = y/ Single B X Elements 
1 2 3 ^ 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Anne 1 POSITIVE 
2 NO OBVIOUS 

njRrosE 

TiEGATIVE 
OBVIOUS 
rURFOSE 

X X X x x x / y ' v / i / v ^ 

/̂̂ /̂ / ^/^/• x ^ / x 



Elezicnto Elements 
Kenber No. Single a X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Henber No. K i i r os/ Singlo a X 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

3 AIM AIMLESS / / / / 22 POSITIVE riGATIVE x / / X X / / / x / 
U SUHE UNSURE X X / X X - l/ X X / 

23 WOULD DO IT 
5 AN EVENT A WHOLE EVENT \// - • / x X / - X 

A G A I N WOUU) !;0T X / / X X / / / / / 

Slcion 6 - • - / E 24 Excmiv^ BORING x/\/ v/- - x / - -
7 X / / - X V / i / 25 AIMLESS OBVIOUS 
8 X V / / v / x / / njRPOSE / / - X X X - X 
9 xy/s/ X Xy/ / x v ' / 26 FUN BEST 
10 }/ X X V X X X ^/ X X BEHAVIOUR X - / X X X x / . -
11 \^ X X V/ X X 27 COK:ON EVERYONE ON 

PHEDICAtEOT T H E I R OWN x / / X X / y / - / PHEDICAtEOT T H E I R OWN x / / X X / y / - / 
28 POSITIVE rSGATIVE /\/\/ X X - -v/ - -

Linda 12 OB'/IOUS 29 WOUIJ) DO IT 
HJRFOSE AIMLESS \/ x^/ (/- -v/ AGAIN WOULD NOT / / / / - - - / / -

13 COIJION 
30 SURE U?ISURE \/ x / / X / / / X / 

PREDICAHEWT • BORING \/ x y x/. 31 I.'OIIEVEin' * EVEOT X / / / / X X X / X 
l^f OBVIOUS EXUBERANT 32 I M K : R S O H A L reasoriAL xy/ X / / - . -

HJRP03E FUN ^/^/x v / x / \ / 33 CONTIDENT EDGY, 
15 coKiori ASSURED tERVOUS X X / X X / / / - / 

PFEDICAMErfT rffiOATivE • xv' X v/\/v/ 34 UNIFIED FRAĜ ENTED N/XV/ X - / / / x / 
16 EVERYBODY ON B E S T 

THEIR CMH BEHAVIOUR i / v / - ^/^/ X x x / - -

17 E x c i T i r n UNEXCITira x t / v / X X\/ v/v/xy Barry 35 INVOLVED NOT reRso:iAL-
l.Y TTJTFHK^i'Ph'n J J X J xJ ^/v/ / X 

36 FORCED RELAXED 
V V * 

v/x\/ 
V * V 
v/\/x 

V V y * 

X X \/ X 
Thooas 18 IMPERSONAL reRSONAL 37 GROUP RELAXED ACADS-ilC X V / / X Xy/ / / X / 

ROBOTIC mXINGS X X \/ X X / X X / / 38 TIGHT MENTAL NATURAL 
19 I M F E R S O I I A L GOOD PRCC ESSES ffiRSONIFICA-

EFn ÎRUIIMEriT FUN X X ^ V / I / X X / / X T I O N y/ X X y/y/ X X X - X 
20 R E X A X E D 

39 

y/y/ X 
20 R E X A X E D 

39 TOTAL DISSIPATION 
PARTICIPATION GOOD FUN X X / X X v/ x t / / / PARTICIPATION OF ACTION / v / / N/ x / v/s/ 

21 US AGAir.'ST YOU RELAXED ^/^/ X i / x^/ / X / / l̂O RORTNTi IINTTY X X / X v/ X X X y X 



Meobor No. Fair a V' Single 3 X 
Elements 

1 2 3 ^ 3 S 7 8 9 1 0 (1) S i n l l o r i t y cmtrlx for elenento. Meobor No. Fair a V' Single 3 X 
Elements 

1 2 3 ^ 3 S 7 8 9 1 0 

Sue EXCITITO BORlIjG X X / /v^ X - E2 E3 Dif E5 E 6 E7 E3 E9 E10 

AIKLESS OBVIOUS El 38 12 10 8 -25 Ji 0 

HJRFOSE X X X X X X X X E2 . - 1 0 2 2 25 36 27 -2 31 

FUN BEST E5 -36 - I f f -21 6 i*B 1 0 6 

BEPIAVIOUR X y X X X X E^t 1*1 0 2 -23 27 -23 

coirm EVERYBODY ON E5 -29 -19 -23 2 - I t 
PROBLEM THEIR OWN %/ X X v / x s / / E6 51 -17 59 

^5 POSITIVE IIE3AT1VE E7 '̂o 2 44 

^6 WOULD DO IT 
AGAIN 

WOULD 
i:oT / x / / v ^ / X 

E3 

E9 

-2 14 
-2 

B.4« Group grid analyses. 

Tho 460 data points cooprlsing the group g r i d were recoded into 

nuserical fora and proccsced b7 MQUIT (Thonao & Garnons-Williazs, 1970) 

a cooputor prograa for analysing repertory grids, on Bninel University's 

ICL i n s t a l l a t i o n . The progran coaputes a 'city-block* netric of 

nucericol s l o i l a r i t y ("oatching ocorcs") between tho 10 elencnte and 

between the 46 constructs, and an olcmontary linkage analysis solution 

(KcQultty, 1957) for the two a i n i l a r i t y oatrices obtained. The 

following tables sucnarise tho s i m i l a r i t y catriceo for the 10 cleraents, 

and linkage solutions for cleaents and constructs. The construct 

s i n l l a r i t y c a t r i x i s not Included no i t comprises 1035 catching score 

entries. 

(11) Eler-ontory linkage solution for oleacnts. 

TYH: I 

TYFE I I 

E9 



( I l l ) Elenentary linkage solution for conatruets. 

TYre I 

TYPE I I 

TYffi I I I 

€ t = © 

TYFE IV TYTE V ^TYTO VI ^ ©=© ©==© &=® 
ISOUTES 

@ © © ' © © 0 

B.5. Scorintt group events. 

The constructs comprising Types I and I I were exaained and aligned 

such that a l l poles describing tho oatiofactlon of Type I or I I 

goals were denoted by •«•, and poles describing the f a i l u r e to achieve 

Type I ot I I goals denoted by -. The ten group events were t h e n 

arranged I n chronological order, and scored + I f located at the 

positive pole, - i f at the scalar aidpoint of Type I and I I constructs. 

The following tables l i s t elcaent scores on constructs for l^po I 

a n d I I c o n o t r u c t B , and t h e proportion of positive ratings for each 

phofjo or group devolopraont. 



( i ) Type It soclol-eaotlonal noal achievcaent. ( i i ) Type I I ! Task goal achlevccent. 

Constructs Eleaents Construeto Elcaents 

4 5 1 3 8 2 7 10 6 4 5 1 3 8 2 7 10 6 9 

1 - - - - + - + + + 
5 + + - + 4- 4 4 4 

6 - + - + + + + + 
10 + - + - + - - - - -

7 - + - + - + + 
12 + - - + 4 4 4 

a - - - + + + 14 + + - - 4 4 4- 4 

9 - - - + - + + + 
21 + - + - - + 4 4 4- 4-

11 - + - + + • •*> - + + 
26 - - - * + - -

17 - - - + + •4' - 30 + - * + - 4 4- 4 -
22 - - + + + + * - 31 - - + - + - 4 4- * -

23 - - - + + * + + 3^ - + + - 4 4 4 -

27 - - - + 4- + * * + 
39 + - + + + + 4- 4 4> 

33 - - - + - + + . + 40 + - + - + + 4 ' 4 4 -

36 - - - • - + + + - 42 + + - - + 4 4 4- 4-

37 - - - •4- + + - 44 + + + - - - 4 4 4 4 

33 - - - + + + + + + 45 - + - - + 4 4 4- + 

41 - - + -

11 13 8 8 12 12 12 6 Total +70 11 3 13 *t 8 8 12 12 12 

Total +T0 0 4 0 13 12 13 12 14 15 6 
Total -vo 3 9 1 10 5 " • 5 2 1 2 5 

Total -ve 

Grand total 

15 

15 

11 

15 

15 

15 

2 

15 

3 

15 

2 

15 

1 

13 

0 

U 

0 

15 

5 

11 

* 

Grand t o t a l 14 12 14 14 13 13 14 13 14 11 Total -ve 

Grand total 



( i i i ) ft'oportlon of positive ratlngg. 

To aaaeso the extent to which group cicabera displayed cocaonality of 

construing of group events, a consensus matrix woo obtained by calcu

l a t i n g an index of reciprocal representation of types ( i ) between a l l 

pairs of oenbors- This entoiled obtaining two values: the product of 

the nunber of constructs contributed to each type by each cenber i n the 

pair ( p ) , and the product of the t o t a l nuiaber of conetructs contributed 

by each oeober to the group g r i d ( q ) . The value for i for oeabora A 

and B defined by 

B. The higher the value of i» the greater the comonallty of 

construing between oenber pairs. Coaputing i for each cenbor pair 

obtains the following consensus taatrix: 

Riase Type I Type I I Barry Anne Linda Sicon E Sue 

1 . 0 8 9 . 6 7 5 • Thoaas . 2 2 . 1 0 .11 . 2 3 . 1 2 .14 
2 . 5 0 0 Barry .17 . 1 9 .kz .21 . 2 8 

3 . 9 7 6 . 8 7 8 . 1 ^ . 1 3 i* . 5 ^ 6 
Anno . 2 0 .17 .1 ^ . 1 3 

Linda . l i f . 1 7 . 1 9 

Slnon . 1 5 . 1 9 

of ceaber*o conatrulnR. E .21 

A rank-order typal analysis solution (KcQuitty, 1971 ) was obtained 

froa the consensus matrix, and i s represented on page 2 2 5 , 

*AB 

j o i PAB 

where a = the nuaber of typeo nutually represented by ncmboro A and 



Appendix C Refercnco franca i n intcrvlewa. 

C.I. Tho gr i d oanplo. 

Repertory grids depicting tho construction of "personally significant learning 
experiences" by 12 A-lovel students were obtained i n intorvicvs with 6 team-
nenbers during a"learning-workshop'*, conducted at a South London College 
of Technology. Tho 12 otudonts were oged botwoen l 6 and 21 years, and wore 
studying a variety of A-level courses. Listed below ore ( i ) the learning 
experiences (elements) noininatod by each student* and t h e i r c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
within the coding framo described on page 2 3 7 , Cil) tho constructs derived by 
the a i n i n a l context nothod froa these elements for each student, and ( i i i ) 
the g r i d cntrices obtained by each student r a t i n g on a 5-point scale each 
olenont i n terins of each construct. 

( i ) The element samplca and codification 

SI JB Code 

1 cobarrased i n cashiers Job 
2 private t u i t i o n i n maths 
3 enbarrased i n naths class 
k f a i l u r e as a trarino engineer 
5 accepted by geography teacher 
6 resented sister's success 
7 oncoyraged i n practical hobbies 
8 neoting new friends 
9 resented friend's success 
10 stinulatcd by friends 
11 reading Scott Fitzgerald 
12 l i s t e n i n g to Leonard Cohen 

S2 KB 

1 fanily*6 a t t i t u d e to enploynent 
2 sister's osthca 
3 close relationships 
k getting ideas i n discussions with friends 

+F 

+ P 
•fP 

5 pop press 
6 tho "Gone" 
7 required reading 
3 reading for raycelf 
9 free clasoroon discussions 
10 tread quietly while t ^ - X i s around 
11 playing table football 
12 drop tn for advice 

+R 
•4-R 
-S 
+R 
+S 
+S 
+ P 

S3 NB 

1 l i b e r a l and understanding father 
2 mother as educator 
3 difference i n parentol discipline to brothers 
h closeness to sister 

, 5 Ŝ P between stepmother and mo 
6 neighbours' attitude 
7 reading to pick up facts ' 
8 reading for cpurse 
9 plugging by teachers 
10 fornal teacher-student relationship 
11 no outside contact with teachers 
12 getting to know teachers as people 

+r 
-F 
-F 
+F 
-F 
—= 
-S 
-S 
-s 
- s 
- s 
+s 

Sk MC 

1 break-up with boyfriend 
2 leaving needlework class 
3 f i r s t day at junior school 
k guys watching ua who crashed 
5 chased i n the park 
6 reading "The Devils" 
7 reading "Brave Kcw World" 
8 detention i n history class 
9 reading James Baldwin 
10 s p l i t t i n g up 

-P 
-S 
-S 
-P 
-p 
-H 
-R 
-S 
-R 
-P 



S5 F© 

1 revising for physics 
2 learning biology 
3 eooing "Easy Rider" 
4 friends getting engaged 
5 argunent i n f o n i l y 
6 getting i n late when 13 
7 seeing "The Klansmcn" 
8 breaking o f f with boyfriend 
9 being approached by a drunk 
10 oiotor's overweight problen 

S6 JF 

1 b u l l i e d by father 
2 l i v i n g alone with f o a i l y 
3 resented friends 

Jealous of desk-mate 
5 reading around tho house 
6 reading done I n sick-bed , 
7 reading for lectures 
8 hoECWork 

9 going to lectures 
10 . Jealous of tcachor 
11 being naughty and found out 
12 leaving school with friends 

ST &J 

1 reading "Lord of the Rings" 
2 oeeting teacher outside of school 
3 dinner party i n Paris 
h argument with headmistress 
5 row with sister's finance 
6 meeting new friends 
7 best friend moving away 
8 changing school and finding new friends 

Code 

-S 
-S 
+R 
-P 
-F 
-F 
-R 
-P 

-F 

-F 
-F 
-P 
-R 
+R 
+R 
-S 
-S 
-S 
- s 
-s 
+P 

+R 
+s 
-p 
- s 
-F 
*P 
-P 

9 moving to unfriendly d i s t r i c t 
10 breakup with boyfriend 
11 grandmother coalng to l i v e with uc 
12 caught up i n drugs bust i n pub 
13 disliked my primary school head 

S3 PP 

1 mistrusting people 
2 public school 
3 reading Poe and Blake 
k school made me cynical 
5 seeing fajnily i n new l i g h t 
6 freedoa of thought at college 
7 questioning authority 
8 insular existanco 
9 better i n small bursts 
10 working on ray own 
11 unsticulating teachers 
12 problems with g i r l s 
13 pop f e s t i v a l 
14 acceptance of drugs 
15 seeing father's narrow existanco 
16 music an cnotional outlet 

S9 CS 

1 eyes opened to chemical warfare 
2 moving to England from Canada 
3 poetry evenings' 
h seeing "Godspoll" 
3 elected head boy 
6 f a l l i n g R.A.F. nedlcal 
7 learning to drive 
3 history lectures a waste of time 
9 conducting debates on school council 
10 careers v i s i t to London Airport 
11 holiday i n Germany 

-P 
-P 
-F 
-P 
-S 

- s 
- s 
4R 

-S 
-F 
+P 
-S 
-F 
+S 
\s 

-s 
-F 
+ P 
+P 
-F 
+R 

+R 
+S 
+ P 
+R 
4 S 

-c 
+H 
-S 
-fS 
+= 
+p 



12 reading bible i n assenbly 
13 rcodlna about Kin Riilby 
14 s l i d i n g : ororconing the odda 

510 LS 

1 ccoting new people 
2 getting r e l i g i o n 
3 oeoting persuasive people 
k underotanding other people 
5 f i e l d course 
6 accepting parents could divorce 
7 mother's interest i n social work 
8 explaining own point of view 
9 help fron friends 
10 getting confidence froo a friend 
11 forced to develop a social conscience 

'12 parasites 
13 lectures 

511 BU 

1 winning f o o t b a l l oatch 
2 responsibility for brother and sister 
3 coning out of shyness 
^ f a i l u r e at poetry 
5 f i f t h year club 
6 success at P.E. 
7 h i t by woodwork teacher 
8 not understanding Shakespeare 
9 awareness of gcro warfare • 
10 learning guitar with friends 

512 SW 

1 diecusaions with friends 
2 father 
3 ' nccting VJXTC Bolan 

+S 

+R 

+ P 
+P 
+ P 
+P 
+P 
-F 
+F 
+ P 
fP 
+P 
-P 
-S 
-S 

+P 
+F 
+ P 
-S 
+P 
+s 
-s 
- s 
+R 
+ P 

+F 
+S 
- s 
- s 
+P 
+s 
- s 
- s 

k parents taking on interest 
5 helped out of shyness at nursery school 
6 reading for course 
7 bullied by teachers 
8 Beeting interesting people 
9 helpful teacher 

'10 subjected to authority 
11 conforming to syllabus 

KOTES 

The following eynbols denote the ori g i n of the experiences; S, school or 
college; F, family; P, peer relationships; R, recreational a c t i v i t i e s ; 
a, raiscellaneous. The symbols + and - denote confirming and disconfiroing 
experiences, respectively. 

( i l ) The construct samples 

SI JB 

+P 
• F 
+ P 

represent an i n a b i l i t y of my own 
character because of Judgement by 
other people. 

represent education system...ny 
i n a b i l i t y to be absorbed i n t o i t 
whilst friends were successfully 

repreoonts success and more onjoy-
ncnt, my a b i l i t y to relate to 

able to obtain certain satisfaction 
nyaolf whilst giving oomo to others, 
leas demanding 

something I've achieved myself 
without direction fron authority... 
i t might also appeal to those who 
judge me. 
represents a success of ny own 
which alienates ne fron the system 

situated where oocethinf; won 
expected of no, but where i n a b i l i t y 
to comply leas painful than i n 
education 

no set patterns or direction l a i d 
down.for me to follow...able to 
choose own situation & direction 
thnt appealed 



overwhelmingly unpleasant...could existed over longer time...aoaents 
not coao to torno with these of pressure...able to look objective-
oituationo...too traunatic...localised l y i n tlno/& partly cone to terns 

with i t 
I believed there was a greater less prccouro...atmosphere more 
pressure on no...built up i n ay aind.. personal...less demanding..ny f a i l u r e 
atnosphcre very inporoonal tnlten loss harshly 

S2 KB 

1 experience i n the cchoolrooa... 
originating there anyway 

day-by-day l i f e 

2 to do with loacdiate outlook or 
feelings 

not Into direct contact...like 
seeing films of .foreign c i t i e s , 
more remote 

3 feeling of only being appropriate 
for specific occasions 

f e e l that I could always do i t . 
any tirae 

k only acquire f l a t images l i k e pottery...shape becomes more 
di s t i n c t . . . b u i l d up solid experiences 

5 fantasy...can never acquire r e a l i t y harshness of r e a l i t y 

6 feeling of Insecurity security...safe amongst friends 

7 feeling of goodwill...social aware- social awareness but no goodwill 
ness 

8 feeling of "oh yes I'd l i k e to do or feeling of " I t ' s a waste of time' 
feel that" sometimes 

9 experience of educating oneself 
by reading 

experience of educating oneself 
by discussion 

S3 

1 apply to ay mother In that she as an deals with ray father, he being more 
educator has caused the difference 
i n parental discipline 

different froa ny mother 

2 attitude of ray mother and s i s t e r to attitude of ay neighbours has l i t t l e 
me and mine to thea ore d i f f e r e n t 
but do influence ray learning 

to do with learning or way of l i f e 
at a l l 

3 deal with ny reading and what I read plugging by teachers was unimportant 
unlike ny reading 

as I started sec. school & Tech. I 
found Just a pupil-teacher relation
ship existed 

l a t e r at school I found that I got 
to know the teachers more as people 

5 plugging by teachers at atti t u d e of 
neighbour count for very l i t t l e 

difference i n parental discipline 
has altered ny l i f e quite considerably 

6 I have ,an almost teacher-pupil rela
tionship with ny mother 

•reading-has l i t t l e to do with my 
relationship with ny mother 

7 relationship with father and the 
reading I do influences my' learning 

the pupll-toacher relationship with 
lecturers does not account for any 
change or difference i n ny learning 

8 relationship with ny mother and . 
sist e r are very different but they 
are very i n f l u e n t i a l 

getting to know teachers has influenced 
my school l i f e but not my home l i f e 
as well 

S4 ric 

1 other people's behaviour changed my 
attitudes 

i t was to do with me rather than 
other people • • 

2 made ne consciously want to change had an effect on no i n an unconscious 
way 



3 enabled ce to do something about 
changing people 

nothing I could change i n my 
behaviour,,.Juot my ideas 

V gave ce an outlet to change bad experiences 

5 put oe off authority no effect on my feelings for 
authorlty 

6 thought how callous people oro thought how callous I am 

7 re a l l y couldn't tolerate i t prepared to tolerate tho bad side 

SS TO 

1 r e a l l y had to work I t s mo t r y i n g to find an easy way out 

2 feels reasonable at tho timo 
3 seemed injustices...concern many 

people . . . d i f f i c u l t to solve 

don't feel reasonable at the time 
personal concern...could easily be 
solved 

someone else's decision own decision involved 

5 made co feel trapped 
6 made me a b i t cautious 

nothing to do with that feeling 
grinding effect 

7 made me feel Z ought to do 
something 

made mo feel I wanted to do some
thing 

S6 JF 

subtle external influence pressure to learn 

2 effect of tho environment 
3 incentive to learn caused by 

Jealousy of others who are cleverer 
than mo 

pressure (again) 
opposite 

k learning things not sp e c i f i c a l l y 
to do with 00 

learning things that wore to do 
with me 

5 did by choice 

6 for personal satisfaction 

no choice 

general Interest 

7 produced good results 

8 provoked me to think more 

9 my own conditions 

obstinacy 

following blindly 

conditions imposed by parents 8f others 

10 l i k e d i s l i k e 
11 "good thing" i n others' estimation "bad thing...." 

ST EJ 

1 affected dealings with other people didn't., 

2 changed way of seeing people didn't.-. 

3 contact with new people...ideas loss of someone 
4 opened up new ideas...new things opposite 

to discuss 

other people entering tho family 
circle...causing various upsets 

mo entering soniebody else's family 
and c i r c l e of friends 

losing contact with f a n i l l a r people 
and things 

majting contact with new person 

7 • meeting new people...different types coming up against someone whoso 
but similar to myself character crushed uy own 

8 losing someone close 

9 • changed relationships inside the 
rnmily 

didn't 



10 finding out people's true character,. finding out ay own character 
looking further than s u p e r f i c i a l i t i e s 

S8 PP 

affected view of authority didn't 

2 cade ne think of other people's views hasn't 

3 made c e question society 

k cade CB realise importance of 
academic interest 

no effect on views on society 

no effect on views of importance 

5 cade ce realise the v a l i d i t y of no effect on realisation 

6 made ce t r y to understand others no effect on ny trying to understand 

7 realising value of expressing nyself no effect on realisation 
' through the nedlun 

8 cade ne want to break away from 
society 

no effect on wanting to break away 

9 cade q o wax7 of other people's 
characters at f i r s t 

no effect on caking me wary 

S 9 CS 

1 fear that i f west and oast went to excitesent i n handling a car, 
war, serious disastoro could result adventure which i s safe 
on the people 

2 fear i n coming into something new oy confidence i n my job of being i n 
feara compared to other people's fears command 

3 receiving something 

k overcooing a worry 

giving something 

receiving a worry 

5 pleasure I n reading and seeing work that goes with the job 

6 speaking out 

7 knowing what i t was a l l about 

8 learning about people 

9 finding something now about myself 
10 moving from one country to another 

.. . t r a v e l l i n g long distances 

s i l e n t majority 
not really knowing 

learning about myself 

already knowing 

stationary 

11 f l y i n g 

S10 LS 

ground 

1 learning fron nore than one person 
2 emotional s e l f expression 

3 fron others insights (ny Insight 
i n t o their Insights into events) 

...from one person I n particular 
unenotional...Impersonal 

from ny own insights (ny insight ' p 
in t o events d i r e c t l y ) 

M • thing learned as end product 

5 (Lnfluonco by) vague Ideaa... 
dependent on ny own memory of them 

thing learned leads to further 
a c t i v i t y 
(influence by) clearly thought out 
ideas, which are set down and can , 
be dir e c t l y referred back to 

311 BU 

1 growing up...thought..awareness part of l i f e whereas pair are new, 
accepted 

2 different sort of achievement... 
learning 

3 l i k i n g 
^ l i k e 
5 liking...growing up.,authority 

achievement through learning 

dislike...discouraged...disillusioned 
d i s l i k e 
hate...growing up...cnbarasancnt 



6 inconprehensiblo.•.academic basic•••sport 

7 friendship...coning out of Q eholl not necessarily friendship...shy. 
embarossed 

8 good 

9 reading...concrete 

S12 S17 

1 same generation 

2 s e l f organised 

3 i f interested has more positive 
effect 

^. more related to l i f e i n general 

bad...hate 

a sense 

older generation 

someone else t e l l i n g you what to do 

i f not interested has negative effect 

related particularly to school . 

5 open..free..talk about what I l i k e not free to say what I like..on guard 

6 take notice of and therefore learn put off and not reaeabor 

7 affected a t t i t u d e to l i f e positively affected attitudes negatively 
•..generation BOp.^otc. 

51 J B 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 * 1 3 2 2 1 4 4 4 5 5 5 
d * 1 3 1 2 2 4 4 2 5 5 5 
3 * 4 2 3 5 4 3 2 3 2 1 1 

* 3 1 3 2 3 1 5 4 5 5 5 
5 * 1 3 1 4 5 3 3 5 3 3 3 
6 

* ^ 
1 5 2 4 5 3 4 3 

S2 K B 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 * 3 5 s 4 4 5 2 3 3 1 3 1 
* 1 1 1 1 5 4 3 3 3 2 2 2 

3 • 1 3 4 4 ' 5 5 1 5 5 z 2 2 
4 * 1 1 1 1 2 3 5 5 1 1 1 1 
5 * 4 5 5 3 3 .1 3 1 4 4 4 4 
6 * 1 2 2 5 4 4 4 4 5 1 3 3 
7 • 3 2 4 2 2 1 2 2 2 5 1 3 
B • 2 5 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 1 3 
9 • 5 5 ' 5 1 

^ -
1 5 5 

53 NB 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 « 5 2 1 5 1 3 3 4 3 2 2 4 
* 1 2 2 1. 1 5 5 5 5 4 4 4 

3 • 3 2 3 3 3 5 1 1 5 4 4 4 
4 * 5 2 4 5 2 3 3 3 1 1. 1 5 
5 • 5 4 5 5 5 1 3 3 1 4 3 4 
6 * 1 1 2 1 1 3 3 5 1 2 2 
7 • 1 2 3 2 1 5 1 1 4 2 5 1 
8 

* ^ 2 
^ • ^ 

3 ' 4 2 5 

5 4 MC 
1 2 3 4 ~ 5 6 7 8 9 10. 

1 * 2 5 1 4 2 2 2 4 '• 

2 • 3 3 4 2 1 5 5 5 2 
J • 5 3 4 4 5 3 5 1 2 
4 • 1 3 2 2 1 4 4 2 5 3 
5 • 1 4 1 4 b 2 1 1 1 5 
6 * 4 3 2 3 3 1 2 1 1 5 
7 • 4 1 4 2 4 5 5 5 5 2 



S 9 C S 

55 RD 
5 6 7 8 9 10 

S 6 J F 

V 
10 
11 

5 7 E J 

1 
2 
3 

' 4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

5 8 P P 

1 1 3 4 4 
5 5 1 1 . 5 
5 4 3 3 5 
1 1 1 2 2 
4 1 3 1 5 
5 1 5 1 4 
3 5 3 5 3 

3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1 3 2 2 3 2 2 5 1 2 4 2 
2 1 2 2 1 •1 2 5 2 2 4 1 
1 2 1 1 2 2 1 5 1 1 4 2 
5 4 5 5 4 4 1 2 2 5 1 4 
5 5 1 1 2 4 1 1 1 1 4 2 
1 5 1 1 2 5 1 4 1 4 5 
1 4 2 2 1 1 2 5 1 2 1 1 
2 2 1 5 4 4 1 1 1 2 4 1 
1 1 4 5 2 2 4 5 4 5 1 3 
2 4 1 2 4 4 2 5 1 2 5 2 

^ • 
2 4 1 1 5 

1 
2 

^ 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 i o 11 12 13 
* • * * * * • • • • * * * 
4 2 3 3 1 1 1* 2 1 1 2 3 3 
5 2 2 2 3 2 5 2 4 1 3 1 2 
1 2 2 4 5 1 5 1 1 5 4 3 5 
1 2 4 3 5 1 5 2 4 5 4 3 5 
5 4 5 5 1 4 5 4 2 5 1 2 3 
5 5 2 3 2 5 1 3 1 1 5 2 5 
2 1 5 5 5 1 5 1 4 3 4 5 5 
5 5 5 5 3 5 1 5 2 1 5 2 5 

5 4 1 2 1 3 3 3 1 2 4 
3 2 5 3 

> 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 1< 

4 1 2 3 3 5 1 2 5 5 2 5 5 1 2 3 
2 1 1 1 1 4 1 4 5 5 3 1 2 3 1 2 
4 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 5 5 4 5 1 1 1 3 
5 1 2 5 5 5 2 3 1 1 1 5 5 5 5 2 
4 1 2 3 3 3 1 1 5 5 4 5 1 1 1 1 
1 1 r 3 1 5 1 5 5 5 3 1 2 4 1 3 
5 1 1 5 5 2 2 3 5 5 4 2 1 3 2 1 
2 1 1 3 3 4 1 2 5 3 4 2 1 1 1 2 
1 1 3 1 1 5 1 4 5 5 5 1 5 1 2 5 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

1 < 1 I [ 2 4 4 2 5 3 3 4 2 4 2 5 
2 * 4 1 2 2 5 1 4 3 4 4 3 3 2 4 
3 - 2 < ' 1 2 4 3 2 1 4 1 3 5 2 3 
4 ' 4 ] [ 4 3 2 5 2 3 2 1 2 3 4 1 
5 * 2 : & 2 1 3 - 4 2 5 5 3 2 3 1 4 
6 ' • 5 i . 5 3 2 4 2 3 1 2 3 1 4 3 
7 < * 5 ' > 4 2 1 2 2 1 3 2 3 3 2 1 
8 < • 5 ' . 5 4 1 4 3 5 2 2 1 4 2 2 
9 -• 1 S 3 5 2 1 1 4 3 2 3 5 4 2 

10 t 4 5 4 2 2 5 5 3 4 1 3 3 2 
11 ^ * 5 3 2 1 2 5 5 1 2 3 5 1 

S10 L S 

1 . * ^ 1 2 1 3 4 4 4 2 : > 5 5 5 
2 • 1 ' 2 1 5; 2 3 1 2 1 4 5 5 
3 * 2 2 1 4 5 2 1 1 i » 3 3 2 
4 * 1 . 5 2 5 3 4 2 2 ! ) 4 4 5 
5 • 1 . 4 2. 1 2 1 1 2 : S 5 5 5 

0 11 12 13 

511 B U 
a 9 10 

1 <• 4 : 3 5 4 3 i 1 3 1 3 
2 • 2 ] [ 2 5 3 1 ; > 2 1 1 
3 > 3 : » 1 4 3 2 i > 4 3 2 
4 • 1 ] ! 2 4 3 2 5 > 4 2 2 
5 • 3 ; ! 1 5 3 3 : > 5 3 1 
6 * 5 \ 4 1 ' 4 5 : S 2 2 3 
7 » 2 < > 1 5 2 1 ' > 5 4 4 
8 » 2 , ! 2 4 3 2 > 4 3 2 
9 » 2 I 5- 1 3 2 5 1 1 2 

512 5 W 
1 2 3 7 8 9 10 11 

1 • 1 5 1 > 3 4 5 1 2 : > 4 
2 * 5 -4 2 1 4 1 4 3 1 1 
5 * 1 2 1 ? 2 5 5 1 1 : ) 5 
4 • 1 5 1 5 3 5 1 1 5 1 5 
5 * 1 5 1 S 2 4 4 1 3 : > 3 
6 * 1 1 1 5 2 5 1 1 2 1 5 
7 • 1 2 1 t 2 3 5 1 2 : ) 3 



C 2 Diversity of construction 

To develop a measure of diversity of construction Kendall's coefficient of 
toncordanco woo adapted for use with sots of ratings rather than rankings. 
The procedures involved are as follows:-

( I ) A s i m i l a r i t y matrix between constructs i n each g r i d was obtained by 
computing "matching scores" (Thomas St Garnons-Williams, 1972 ) for a l l pairs of 
constructs. The diversion of rat i n g on constructs was adjusted to optimise 
ootching scores whore necessary. 

( I I ) The suns of ratings for each element over a l l constructs were obtained 
( r j ) and summed ( i,^^)' 

( i l l ) A value of wao computed for each g r i d as follows:-

where N=nunber of elements i n each grid. 

. 2 - ) 

with N-1 
degrees of 
freedom 

I t i s evident that t h i s measure seeks to estimate the extent of divergence of 
the observed d i s t r i b u t i o n of r^'s from a square d i s t r i b u t i o n . I f after the 
direction of rating on constructs has been optinisod to obtain the highest 
matching scores for the n(n - 1 ) / 2 pairs of conotructo, i t l a possible to in f e r 
a high degree of diversity of construction, A significant departure from a square 
d i s t r i b u t i o n of r^'s Indicates a high degree of numerical s i m i l a r i t y between 
constructs, and low diversity of construction. However, since the probability 
of diver s i t y Increases as the number of olonionts increaoos, 
the diversity score i s adjusted as follows:-

diveroity score = '){^/n}xa\>Qr of olcments (lO 

The following table l i s t s the values otP{ 
sample of 12 grids. 

and diversity scores obtained i n the 

Subject 7^2 df 
N 

constructs Diversity score 

SI JB 19 .31 11 6 1 . 6 0 9 

S2 KB 7 . 4 9 11 9 .624 
S3 m j 
SU KC 

7 . 5 7 11 8 .631 S3 m j 
SU KC 2 1 . 6 3 c 9 7 2 . 1 6 3 

S5 RD 1 1 . 4 7 9 7 1 . 1 4 7 

S6 JF 3 7 . 6 3 a 11 11 3 . 1 3 5 

S7 EJ 1 0 . 0 9 12 10 . 7 7 6 

S3 PP 6 3 . 5 5 a 15 10 3 . 9 7 2 

S9 CS 7 . 7 7 13 11 . 5 5 5 

S 1 0 L S 2 6 . 4 3 b 12 5 2 . 0 3 3 

S11BU 1 6 . 6 3 9 9 1 . 6 6 3 

sias*.-/ • 2 6 . 3 0 b 10 7 2 . 3 9 1 

I 
CD 

Notes: The following subscripts denote l e v e l of oignificanco: a, ,001 > p; — 
b, . 0 1 > p; c, . 0 5 > p. 

C3 Classification of elements. 

The sample of l 4 5 elements was coded according to the o r i g i n and type of 
experience reported by the students. The following tables tabulate ( 1 ) 
frequency of olenent classes, and ( 1 1 ) frequency of element classes by i n t e i v 
viewer. 

( i ) Frequency of element classes. 

High School VQCTB Fam. Roc. t-^sc T 
Divorci ty Conf Disc Conf Disc Conf Disc Conf Disc Conf Disc 
Group 
S9 CS 4 1 2 - - 5 1 1 14 

S2 KB 3 1 3 - 2 - 3 - - 12 

S 3 HB 1 5 - 2 3 - - 1 12 

S7 EJ 1, 2 2 5 2 4 • - - - 13 



Sch. Peers Fan. Rec Misc. 
Cont Disc Con{ Dlsq Conf. DlsQ Conf. Disc. Conf. Disc. T 

S5 RD - 2 - 2 - 3 1 1 1 10 

SI JB 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 - 2 12 

S11 BU 1 3 k - 1 - 1 10 

Subtotal 12 15 13 8 6 • 9 13 1 1 5 8 3 

Low 
Diversi ty 
Group 
S10 LS - 2 8 1 1 1 - - - 13 

Si* MC - 3 - - - - 3 - 10 

S12 SW 2 3 - 2 - - - - 11 

S6 JF 5 1 2 - 2 2 - - 12 

S3 PP 2 5 3 *• 4 2 - - 16 

Subtotal k 19 15 7 5 7 4 3 0 0 62 

Grand 
t o t a l 16 34 23 15 9 16 17 4 1 5 145 

( i i ) Orisin of experience, innodiate e f f e c t , and Intervlower. 

Origin of experience and immediate effect 
Inter. s Sch. Fam, Peers Rec. Mice. 

Con£ Disc Conf, Disc. Conf. Disc Conf. DicQ Conf. Disc. Total 
1 12 2 4 2 - 3 - - - - 11 • 

8 2 5 - 4 3 - 2 - - 16 
11 1 3 1 - 4 - 1 - - 10 

2 4 - 3 - - - 4 - 3 - 10 
5 - 2 - 3 - 2 1 1 1 10 

3 2 3 1 2 - 3 - 5 - - 12 
6 - 5 - 2 1 2 2 - - 12 

4 3 5 2 3 - - - - 1 12 
9 4 1 - - 2 - 5 - 1 1 14 

5 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 - 2 12 
10 - 2 1 1 8 1 - - • - 13 

6 7 1 2 - 2 2 5 1 _ _ 
1/' 

i V i r o t e l 3̂ * ir, ir» 17 4 1 
1/' 

i V i 

Appendix D. A consideration of the formal properties of repertory grids. 

D 1 The formal properties of repertory grids. 

The most elementary formulation of the population of gr i d responses i s as a scrd-
ordered set of predications represented numerically on a series of judgement 
'scales. Different methods of numerical repreoontation e n t a i l different 
assumptions and associated data models. Since these data models determine 
subsequent data reduction methods, i t io important to distinguish procedures for 
representing grid rcaponaea. Three representation procedures are connonly 
employed ; (a) the dichotomised form, clenonto being exclusively assigned to 
one or other pole of each construct, (b) the ranking form, elements being 
ordered by proximity to one construct polo, usuolly the emergent pole, (c) the 
rating form, where olesients are assigned to on ordinal set of categories on an 
equal-interval scale between the extremes formed by the two polec of the construct 

The response matrices by these methods offer three data types within Coomb's 
Theory of Data^:-

(a) Dichotomised form: pair of points from different sets; proximity. 
Form of matrix: off-diagonal, dichotonous, symmetric'data on points 
(Quadrant l i b ; ) . Example Datum: Does element A belong with a t t r i b u t e 1? 

(b) Ranking form: pair of distances froa different sots, dominance. 
Form of matrix; off-diagonal, nondlchotonouo dominance data on distancoa 
(Quadrant l a ; ) . Example datum: does the distance from element A to at t r i b u t e 1 
exceed the distance of element B to a t t r i b u t e 1? 

(c) Rating form: pair of points from different sots, proximity. Form of 
matrix: off-diagonal, nondichotonous, symmetric proximity data on points 
(Quadrant l i b ) . Example Datum: to wliat extent does elenont A belong with 
o t t r i b u t e 1? 

1 Banniotor D. & Mair J.H.I!, The evaluation of pergonal conatructs. 
Academic Press, 1 9 6 8 . 

2 Coombc C.H. A thoory of data. Wiley, 1 9 6 4 . 



Having decided which data type tho grid predicates denote, i t i s possible to 
summarise those necessary assumptions i n tho data model^:-

(a) Dlchotomioed and ratlnft fome: 

( i ) Datum a r e l a t i o n : a datum i s a relation on a pair of points or a pair of 
distances. 
(11) Coamen dimension: there exists at least one dimension that i s psychologically 
corjnon to both real world counterparts of tho two points. 
( i i i ) £xcluded'Indifforcnco: either a given relation or i t s conplement connects 
the two points; no t h i r d category exists. 

(b) Ranking form i n addition to the obove: 

( i v ) Positive direction: the researcher decides i n advance which responses he 
w i l l a r b i t r a r y c a l l positive and interpret to mean that one point dominated a 
second, not that the second dominated the f i r s t . 
(v) Honotonicity: the re l a t i o n between the responso and the order of the two 
points i s eonotonic. 

In euffioary, i f the g r i d matrix i s treated numerically the conditions l i s t e d above 
must bo antisfied i n each of the thrcco modes of representation. As w i l l be 
seen, thcso data types may themselves be transformed i n t o other types, and the 
rationale of this transformation depends c r i t i c a l l y on tho assumptions made at 
thi s stage. 

D 2 Data reduction models. 

Depending on data type, grid matrices may be numerically analysed to reveal 
oultidinenalonol patterns. To achieve t h i s a second-order proximity matrix i s 
derived composed of coefficients of s l n l l o r i t y or association between Judgement 
scales and items. Each data typo represcnto a discroto level of mcaourencnt, and 
ideal coefficients of s i m i l a r i t y or association arc as follows: 

(a) Dlchotonised form: assuming point d i s t r i b u t i o n for both dichotomised variables 

Runkcl P.J. & McGrath J.E. 
& Winnton, 1972. 

Research on hurcan behaviour, Holt Rinohart 

the most appropriate s t a t i s t i c i s the phi-coefficient, *p . Suitable for both 
construct and element relationshipG. 

(b) Rankino; form: assuming monotonicity of ordinal relationships for both ranked 
variables, the most appropriate s t a t i s t i c i s Spearman rank-difference correlation 
coefficient, r^. Suitable for construct relationships only. 

(c) Ratinp; form: exact probabilities of observed differences given rating 
distributions on both variables, . Suitable for both construct and element 
relationships. 

Employing tho appropriate coefficient, two new natricoo are generated from tho 
origin a l grid data, namely an element proximity matrix, and a construct proximity 
matrix. I n both cases, these matrices conform to tho following type:-

Quodrant I l l b : Intact, non-dichotomous, symmetric proximity data on points of 
the same set. 
Example datum: Do elements/constructs A and B belong i n the same class? 

Such proximity matrices may be further reduced by application of a multi
variate analytic model. Four such models are commonly cmployed:-

( 1 ) Cluater/typal analysis: essentially aimed at identifying configurations i n 
proximity space, cluster and typal analyses have evolved from non-Cartesian 
models, such as non-dimensional graphs and sociometric analyses. Attempts to 
integrate the location of configurations into a space of known dimensionality 
have yielded multidimensional models such as simplex, circximplcx, and radex 
models , Tho disadvantages of the cluster/typal model are ( i ) that different 
models entail different membership conditions, and boundary c r i t e r i a are f a i r l y 
a rbitrary; ( i i ) that the solution i s non-dimensional and inter-relationships 
between typos are frequently d i f f i c u l t to estimate; ( i i i ) that i n many forms 
od data I n t r a n s i t i v i t i c s arc frequent and membership c r i t e r i a inadequately 
resolve ambiguities 5^ 

Runkol P.J. KcGrath J.E., op. c i t . 
5 lUaohricJd R.K, Mixture model tests of cluster analysis: Accuracy of four 

ogGlo-Tiorntivc hierarchical methods, Psychol. B u l l . , 1976 , 8 3 ( 3 ) , 3 7 7 - 3 3 3 . 



( i i ) Factor a n a l y s i s : e s s e n t i a l l y aimed a t d e f i n i n g the reference coordinnteo 
o f p r o x i m i t y spaco, i n v/hich "every stimulus i s represented by a p o i n t , and 
every p o i n t has a p r o j e c t i o n , or p o s i t i o n on ovory diaonoion or 'reference 
vector'...Factor a n a l y s i s represonto s t i m u l u s p o i n t s oa vectors ( t h a t i s , 
d i r e c t e d l i n e s ) and seeks a reduced set of ve c t o r s spanning a space i n which the 
o r i g i n a l v e ctors can bo embedded. I n f a c t o r a n a l y s i s , consequently, the search 
f o r axes or reference vectors i s e x p l i c i t , and the choice o f an e f f i c i e n t set of 
axes i s a c e n t r a l problem" . 

( i i i ) F r i n c i r a l components a n a l y s i s : This raodel "accounts f o r the variance 
w i t h i n a set of data by p r o v i d i n g those l i n e a r combinations of c o r r e l a t e d 
v a r i a b l e s t h a t maximise the variance of the weighted sum...The now v a r i a b l e (the 
weighted sun) i s c a l l e d the f i r s t p r i n c i p a l component...and other weighted sums t h a t 
are orthogonal t o the f i r s t aro a l s o considered. The weights i n the p r i n c i p a l 
components associated w i t h a v e c t o r of c o r r e l a t e d a t t r i b u t e s are exactly the 
normalised l a t e n t v e c t o r s o f the covarionco m a t r i x of the vector of a t t r i b u t e s , 
and the l a t e n t r o o t s o f the covariance c a t r i x are tho variances o f the p r i n c i p a l 
coaponents".^ 

( i v ) K u l t i d i a o n s i o n a l s c a l i n g ; i n c o n t r a c t t o f a c t o r and p r i n c i p a l components 
analyses, m u l t i d i m e n s i o n a l s c a l i n g employs only o r d i n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h i n the 
p r o x i m i t y m a t r i x . Seforonco coordinates are evaluated by the c r i t e r i o n o f 
"go o d n o a s - o f - f i t " or s t r e s s ; 

"We seek, simply, t h a t c o n f i g u r a t i o n of n p o i n t s i n the ( E u c l i d i a n ) space of 
sma l l e s t possible dimensions such t h a t , t o an acceptable degree of a p p r o x i n a t i o n , 
tho r e s u l t i n g i i i t e r p o i n t distances d^^ are n o n o t o n i c a l l y r e l a t e d t o tho given 
p r o x i o i t y data, i n the sonao t h a t d ^ j > whenever S ^ j > Ŝ ^̂ . I n order t o 
apply the g r a d i e n t method, and, hence, t o f i n d the optimum c o n f i g u r a t i o n of 
p o i n t s , tho only f u r t h e r s p e c i f i c a t i o n r e q u i r e d i s an e x p l i c i t f u n c t i o n t o 
measure the t o - b o - a i n i n i s e d departure from the desired nonotonic r e l a t i o n 
between tho given proKiaity data S^j and tho distances d ^ j . Then one o i n p l y 
employs an a l g o r i t h m according t o which tho coordinates f o r the p o i n t s are 

6 Runkol P.J. St McGrath J.E. op. c i t . p.336 

7 ' Press S.J. Ap p l i e d c i u l t i v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s . H o l t , Rinchart Zt V/inston, 
1972, p. 233-234 

adj u s t e d , d u r i n g each i n t e r a c t i o n , i n the d i r e c t i o n o f tho ( n e g a t i v e ) g r a d i e n t 
of t h a t f u n c t i o n u n t i l ' s t a t i o n a r y ' i s reached i n which tho g r a d i e n t vanlohcs 
and - b a r r i n g ontrapricnt i n a ne r e l y l o c a l mininnrn - any f u r t h e r adjustments 
could only nake tho f i t worse".^ 

no t w i t h s t a n d i n g the m e r i t s o f these techniques, a number of po i n t s should be 
r a i s e d regarding t h e i r a p p l i c a t i o n s t o g r i d o n a l y c i s : -

(a) To what ex t e n t do tho nodels omit p o t e n t i a l l y Important responses? Factor 
and p r i n c i p a l components a n a l y t i c s o l u t i o n s tend t o depreciate s m a l l sources of 
v a r i a t i o n (e.g. i n d i v i d u a l c o n s t r u c t s ) . C l u s t e r - t y p a l a n a l y t i c s o l u t i o n s f r e 
q u e n t l y r e j e c t ambiguous o r t l o d r e l a t i o n s h i p s i n demarcating t y p a l boundaries. 

(b) Are tho models of f u n c t i o n a l oquivalonce employed by tho techniques 
appropriate? That i o , aro tho d e s c r i p t i v e s t o t i c t i c s adequate f o r tho l e v e l 
of ncasurocont employed i n tho g r i d , and are tho s t a t i s t i c s s a t i s f a c t o r i l y 
u t i l i s e d i n d e r i v i n g s o l u t i o n s ? 

(c ) To vjhnt extent aro o r i g i n a l responses recoverable from s o l u t i o n s ? The 
reference coordinates of f a c t o r and p r i n c i p a l component a n a l y t i c s o l u t i o n s 
aro s y n t h e t i c , w h i l s t t y p a l s o l u t i o n s aro recombinations of o r i g i n a l responses. 

(d) Arc the s o l u t i o n s r e a d i l y i n t e r p r o t a b l o ? I n very few oodols i s t h i s the 
case. I n v e s t i g a t o r s may oxporionce equal d i f f i c u l t y i n i d e n t i f y i n g the basis on 
which c o n s t r u s t s have been grouped i n t y p a l s o l u t i o n s as i n i d e n t i f y i n g the 
un d e r l y i n g reference axes i n f a c t o r a n a l y t i c s o l u t i o n s . 

D 3 EXACT: A FOBTRAII IV program f o r c a l c u l a t i n g exact p r o b a b i l i t i e s of associa
t i o n botv/ccn c o n s t r u c t s and eloaonts i n a r e p e r t o r y g r i d by reference t o obaorved 
responses. 

As noted above, a s s o c i a t i o n c o o f f i c i e n t s i m c u r r o n t usage ore o o n s i t i v o t o i n p l i c i t 
assumptions which are r a r e l y s a t i s f i e d . To s a t i s f y them r e q u i r e s e i t h e r a 

8 Shepard R.N. i n K u l t i d i m e n s i o n n l S c a l i n g : Vol 1 Theory, Shopard R.II., 
Romney A.K., Herlove S.B. (Eds) Seminar Press, 1972, p.7-8. 
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knowledge of the nature of the d i s t r i b u t i o n of scalar responses, or tho 
constraint of scalar responses to form a known di s t r i b u t i o n with Invariant 

9 
properties i . e . the s p l i t - h a l f and ranking forms. The uso of constrained 
scales presents many problems (ambiguous scalar placement on bipolar scales; 
t i e s , and the consequent reduction of tho sum of squares; non-equality i n 
direction of ranking on bipolar scales, e t c . ) . On tho other hand, alternative 
methods (e.g. the ra t i n g fom) and alternative s t a t i s t i c s (e.g. matching 
scores, Pearson r , etc.) y i e l d biased measures of s i m i l a r i t y i f the assunption 
of i n t e r v a l equality i s not mot. A problem i n this respect i s construct 
"lopsidedncss", and the confounding of s i m i l a r i t y measures that this produces-. 
Empirically, construct rating distributions vary a great deal, and t h i s diversity 
i n i t s e l f reveals much information about tho nature of construing. Using f i v e -
point scales, syrcaetrlcal distributions are f a i r l y raro, and symmetrical squoro 
distributions rarer s t i l l . Of tho symmetrical distributions most take a 
"saddle-shaped" fom. Interestingly, as constructs of t h i s form are rotestcd, 
•any appear to approximate to a squaro d i s t r i b u t i o n , indicating that the 
construct has acquired a more ''verbal" i d e n t i t y , and comes to be usod independently 
of the oxtreme elements that i n i t i a l l y defined i t . 

By far the most common ore irre g u l a r distributions, often with soro frequencies 
at one or several points. For a s i m i l a r i t y coefficient to compensate for 
irre g u l a r . d i s t r i b u t i o n s tho d i s t r i b u t i o n must bo known, and must figure i n the 
derivation of the coefficient measure. By far the most r e l i a b l e , i f a l i t t l e 
inconvenient, method of deriving such a coefficient i s to calculate the d i s t 
r i b u t i o n of tho entire population of differences that may be obtained between a 
pair of scales with knovm rating d i s t r i b u t i o n s , and to derive the probability 
density associated with a difference as large as that observed. Thus, any 
deviation from a square d i s t r i b u t i o n of ratings on cither or both scales reduces 
the size of tho population of differences. 

Rowever, i t Is usually desirable to obtain both construct and element proximity 
matrices, and for t h i s reason careful thought has to bo given to v/hat constitutes 
tho population of differences i n the two cases. Tho examples that follow 

9 . Bannister D. & Kair J.H.i;., op. c i t . 
10 Bannister D. & Mair J.M.n., op. c i t . p.59-60. 

describe the derivation of element and construct difference populations using 
tho variatuj^d^/n, as th i s produces a d i s t r i b u t i o n that approaches normality 
as tho size of n increases. 

(1) The population of differences between construct pairs; The di s t r i b u t i o n 
o f ^ ^ d /n betv/een a pair of constructs i s a fujictlon of the r a t i n g d i s t r i b 
utions on each of those constructs. For s i m p l i c i t y , consider a gr i d of ratings 
on a five-point scale comprising f i v e elements and two constructs, one of v;hlch 
i s "lopsided", tho other "square" (Table I ) . 

KT.KiEiTS 

COHSTRUCTS 

P 0 R S T 
A 1 1 1 2 5 
B 1 2 3 4 5 

TABLE I 

The diatrlbutions of ratings on each of these constructs may then be calculated 
(Table I I ) . v 

RATIIC SCORE COIISTHUCT A CONSTRUCT B 

1 3/5 1/5 
2 1/5 V 5 
3 0/5 V 5 
4 0/5 V 5 
5 V5, V5 

TABLE I I 

As the five-point scale i s used, d .may take any integer value between 0 and 
4 for each of tho five element comparisons, and thus the value of d^ may bo 
0,1,4,9 or 1G. nut a d^ of 0 nay arise i n 5 ways (5-5t 4-4, 3-3, 2-2, 1-1), 



a d^ of 1 i n 8 ways (5-4,4-3. 3-2. 2 - 1 , 1-2, 2-3,'3-4, 4-5), a d^ of 4 i n 6 ways 
(5-3, 3 - 1 . 1-3. 2-'*. 3-5). a d^ of 9 i n 4 ways (5-2, 4 - 1 , 1-4, 2-5), and a 
d^ of 16 i n 2 ways ( 5 - 1 , 1-5). Thus, for constructs A and B the di o t r i b u t i o n 
of d for any single element comparison w i l l bo as follows:-

d^=0= ( i / 5 ) ( i / 5 ) * ( 0 / 5 ) ( i / 5 ) + ( O / 5 ) ( i / 3 ) + ( l / 5 ) ( l / 5 ) + ( 3 / 5 ) ( i / 5 ) =5/25 

dSi= ( i /5)(l /5 )+{0 /5 ) ( i /5 )+ (0 /5 ) ( l /5)+(l /5)(l /5)+(O /5 ) ( l /5)*(O /5)(l /5 )+ ( i /5 ) ( i /5 ) -
(3/5)(1/5) =6/25 

d^=4= (1/5)( i /5)*(0/5)( i /5)*(0/5)( i /5)+(i /5)(0/5)+(i /5)( i /5)*( i /5)(3/5) =5/̂ 5 

d^=9o ( i / 5 ) ( l / 5 )+ (3 /5 ) ( i / 5 )+ (0 /5 ) ( l / 5)+(l / 5)(l / 5 ) =5/25 

the elements vrere rated : 5 on construct A there would be 1 0 / 1 0 chances 
of obtaining- "a- d̂ . "at' 0 , and zero chance of obtaining d^ of 1 , 4 , 9 or l 6 . 

Given the observed rating distributions i n the example, the d i s t r i b u t i o n of 
d^ for any pair of elements on conatructs A and B may be calculated (Table I I I ) 

Construct A Construct B 

0 3 / 1 0 0 / 1 0 

1 5 / 1 0 • 4 / 1 0 

4 0 / 1 0 3 / 1 0 

9 1 / 1 0 2 / 1 0 

16 3 / 1 0 1 / 1 0 

d S i 6 ^ ( i / 5 ) ( l / 5 ) + ( 3 / 5 ) ( i / 5 ) = '» /25 TABLE I I I 

Unfortunately, t h i s i s Just the beginning, \rhat wo have here i s the d i s t r i b u t i o n 
of d for a single conporison, and to f u l l y describe the relationship between 
constructs A and B the expression requires to bo expanded four more tines u n t i l 
d^ varies between zero and l 6 n = 8 0 . But at t h i s stage i t i s possible to derive 
the probability density associated witfi d i f f e r e n t values of d i n tho single case, 

d''=:0=5/25=0.2 
d^=1=5/25+6/25=0.44 
d^=4=5/25+6/25+5/25=0.64 
d^=9=5/25+6/25+5/25+5/25=0.84 
d^=l6=5/25+6/25+5/25+5/25+4/25=1.0 

And these values are specific to tho rating distributions on constructs A and B. 

( i i ) The population of differences between element pairs: The d i s t r i b u t i o n of 
y^dVn between a pair of elenonta i s a function of the d i s t r i b u t i o n of ratings 
along each of the constructs on which that pair of elements i a rated. The key 
variation i n this case i s i n the o r i g i n of the d i s t r i b u t i o n of^^d^/n. Ucing tho 
previous example, tho number of possible differences bctv/een each and every 
clement i s defined by n ( n - 1 ) / 2 , which with 5 olcncnts i s 1 0 . Tliat i a , i f aJl 

Each of these distributions thus describes the probability of obtaining a d 
as large as that observed between any pair of elements on each construct inde
pendently. The chance of obtai.iing ^d^ = 0 for any pair of elements i s determined 
by the product of tho probabilities of obtaining d^=0 on construct A and d^=0 
on construct E. Thus 

^ d ^ : : ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 0 / l 0 ) = 0 

That i s , since there are no differences of 0 on construct B, ̂ d^=0 cannot be 
< 2 2 obtained. Similarly, a < d of 1 may be obtained i n two ways; a d of 0 on A, 

and a d^ of 1 on B, or a d^ of 1 on A and a d^ of 0 on B. Thus, 

d2=1: ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 4 / 1 0 ) + ( 5 / 1 0 ) ( 0 / 1 0 ) = 1 2 / 1 0 0 

Combining the distributions for the two constructs obtains a l l possible values 
of d^ and t}io nrobabili t i c s associated with them (Table IV). 



d2 Products 

0 ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 0 / 1 0 ) 0 / 1 0 0 

1 ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 0 / 1 0 ) + ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( V I O ) 1 2 / 1 0 0 

2 ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( V i O ) 1 2 / 1 0 0 

k. ( 0 / 1 0 ) ( 0 / l O ) + ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 3 / 1 0 ) . 9 / 1 0 0 

5 ( 0 / 1 0 ) ( V 1 0 ) + C 3 / 1 0 ) ( 3 / 1 0 ) 9 / 1 0 0 

8 ( 0 / 1 0 ) ( 3 / 1 0 ) 0 / 1 0 0 

9 ( 1 / 1 0 ) ( 0 / 1 0 ) + ( 2 / l O ) ( 3 / 1 0 ) 6 / 1 0 0 

10 ( 1 / l O ) ( V l O ) + ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 2 / 1 0 ) 1 0 / 1 0 0 

13 ( 1 / 1 0 ) ( 3 / 1 0 ) + ( 0 / 1 0 ) ( 2 / 1 0 ) 3 / 1 0 0 

16 ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 0 / l 9 ) + ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 1 / 1 0 ) 3 / 1 0 0 

17 ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( V l O ) + ( 3 / l O ) ( 1 / 1 0 ) 1 5 / 1 0 0 

18 ( 1 / 1 0 ) ( 2 / 1 0 ) 2 / 1 0 0 

2 0 ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 3 / 1 0 ) + ( 0 / l O ) ( 1 / 1 0 ) 9 / 1 0 0 

2 5 ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 2 / 1 0 ) + ( 1 / 1 0 ) ( 1 / l 0 ) 7 / 1 0 0 

32 ( 3 / 1 0 ) ( 1 / 1 0 ) 3 / 1 0 0 

TABLE TV 

I t i s now possible to derive tho exact probability associated with a voluo of 
for any pair of elements, e.g. ̂ d^g = 5,ji,A^^ / i =1.5^9,p(QS) = 

0 + . l 2 + . l 2 + . 0 9 + . 0 9 = 0 . i f 2 . 

( i i i ) The population of differences between replicated grids 

In reapplying a construct on a soparato occasion from that i n which i t was e l i c i t e d ' 
thoro i s every opportunity for tho user to t o t a l l y reinterpret i t s meaning, and 
to regard i t as a novel and Independent construct. Because of t h i s , the procedure 
for comparing a pair of constructs used on two separate occasions i s equivalent 
to comparing two different constructs dn the same occasion, and i s then a subset 
of procedure ( 1 ) . Thus, tho population of differences i s a function of 
variations i n the rating distributions of tho "some" construct, replicated once. 
However, i t i s desirable to make similar comparisons botv/cen elements i n roplicatod 

grids. Once again, tho o r i g i n of the population of differences requires careful 
thought. Suppose tho example grid was replicated at time t+ 1, using the "same" 
elements and the "Gn=e" constructs. Any change i n circumstances or subtle changes 
of mooning i n the constructs when reapplied may bo revealed i n either changes'in 
element allotment to the construct scales, or changes i n the di s t r i b u t i o n of 
ratings on these scales, or both (Table V). 

Grid, 
P Q R S T 

A 1 1 1 2 5 

B 1 2 3 k 5 

Grid t+1 
P Q R S T 

A 2 1 2 k 5 

B if 2 k 3 k 

TABLE V 

V/hilst Grid. . may be analysed i n a similar way to Grid, (using procedures (1) t+1 t 
and ( i i ) , we may v/lsh to know i f cither of the constructs, or any of the elements 
show systematic changes i n rating allotment. That i s , wo wish to p a r t i t i o n tho 
matrix of differences i n ouch a'way as to iden t i f y tho main dimonoiono of varia 
t i o n , (Table V I ) . The population of differences between replicated elements i s 
a function of tho variation i n rating allotment along each construct. That i s , .. 
i f ono or both constructs show considerable rating change, t e population of 
possible element differonceo w i l l be f a i r l y largo. To iden t i f y t h i s population 
we f i r s t require the di s t r i b u t i o n of d^ obtained between each of the origi n a l 
and replicated pairs.of constructs (Tablo V I I ) . 

d matrix 
P Q R S T 

A: 
P: 

1 0 1 ^ 0 

9 0 1 1 1 

d^ 10 0 2 5 1 

0 1 9 16 

A: 2 / 5 2 / 5 1 / 5 0 / 5 0 / 5 

E: 1 / 5 3 / 5 0 / 5 1 / 5 0 / 5 

TABLE VI TABLE VII 



Onco again, HO cuat plot tho ways i n which different values of d may arise by 
oonblning for a einslo elencnt over both constructs A and B (Table V I I I ) . 

, Products 

0 (2/5)(1/5) 2/25 1 (2/5)(i/5)+(2/5)C3/5) 3/25 2 (2/5)(3/5) 6/25 h (1/5) (1/5)* (2/5) (0/5) . 1/25 5 Cl/5)(3/5)+(2/5)CO/5) 3/25 8 . (1/5) (0/5) 0/25 9 (0/5) (1/5)+(2/5) (1/5) 2/25 10 (0/5)(5/5)+(2/5)(i/5) 3/25 13 (0/5)(0/5)+(i/5)(i/5) 1/25 16 (0/5)(i/5)+(2/5)(0/5) 0/25 17 (0/5)(3/5)+(2/5)(0/5) 0/25 13 (0/5) (1/5) 0/25 20 (0/5)(0/5)+(i/5)(0/5) 0/25 25 (0/5){V5)+(0/5)(0/5) 0/25 32 (0/5)(0/5) 0/25 
rABLE V I I I 

Kow i t i s possible to specify the exact probability associated with a ̂ d ^ as 
large as that observed between any pair of replicated elements, e.g/ 10, y4̂P̂  ^ / =2-236j f<PtPt^.i> = 2/25+8/̂5+6/25*1/25+ ^4P = t̂̂+1 
3/25+0/25+2/̂5+2/25 = 2̂/25 = O.96 
Those procedures indicate that there i s l i k e l y to be considerable variation i n 
the probabilities associated with any one value of /(d^/n between olcnonts and 
constructs i n both single end replicated grids, and that t h i s i s a direct 
function of variation i n rat i n g distributions, "lopsidedncss', and in t e r v a l 
inequality i n tho use of the r a t i n g scales. The scatter-plot i n Fig. I shows 
the range of probabilities associated with valucajt,^^/n for a five-point, 
scale rating foro 12 x 12 g r i d , and ao can be seen, variation i n the middle 
ranf;e i s considerable. 

Figure I 
pal.O -

•8 H 
•6 J 

1.0 2.0 3.0 .̂0 

I h e f o l l o w i n g pages f i r s t l y d e p i c t the flow c h a r t of procedures 
and coDputations of tho program EXACT, and secondly a l i s t i n g 
of the program i n CDC Extended FORTRAw. 
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C 
C 
c 

5 C EXACT IS A PHOGHAH FOR THfT ANALYSIS OF RFPERTORY CRIDS, 
C IT IS DESin^FO TO MAKE MULTIPLF. COMPARISONS BETWFFN 

•. C A SE^flES OF HEPLlCAlF.n GRIUS FROM A SINGLF INDIVIDUAL. 
C TWO TYPES 

10 r. OF ilHlUArnTV MhASURE ARE OBTAINED I A DISTANCE HFASUHF, 
C BASED ON IHf UnOT MFA»J SHUAHE fllFFERENCE RETWFfN RATINGS. 
C AND EXACT PROBAOILITTES*SSOCIATFD WITH THE OBIAINED DISTANCE 
C MEASURE, H4SKP ON THF OBSERVED 01STRI flUT 10»JS OF RATINGS ALONG 
G EACH CO^STRt/cT, IMF PWRPUSE OF THE Pt'OBAniLITY MEASURE IS TO 

15 C CREATE AN INDEX OF SIMILARITY THAT IS SENSITIVE TO VARIATIONS 
C IN THE SCAlAR NATURE OF CONSTRUCTS, 

C THF DATA DECK TAKES THE FOLLOWING FORM t 
20 C 

C 
C 
C 

CARD NUHflF.R IST COLUMN DESCRIPTION 

1 PETER-S PICTURE GRID TITLE CARD 
- 2 ( O i l ) FORMAT CARD 
r 3 B I I 5 PARAMETER CARD 
^ 4 n 3 4 5 4 J 2 DATA 

5 5 2 3 b n 3 l DATA 
6 13524414 DATA 
7 31334215 DATA 

30 C 
C CARD I ( ALPHANUKtRlC TITLE FDR THIS DATA DECK, UP TO 7? COLUMNS 

C CARD a I FORTRAN FORMAT CARD USED MY THE PROGRAM TO RtAO EACH 
35 C OATA CAim, INTEGER MODE IS MANDATORY. 

C CARt> 3 : PARAMtTFR fiRO CnMPRISiNG 5 PARAHJtTEMS, FIELD kIDTH 
C BEING 2 cnLUM>JS, I»JTFGFP lOHE IS MANDATORY, FIRST PAR&MFTfrR 
C SPECIFIES IHF fJUMOFR OF CONSIWIICTS, WHFRF EACH CO»JSTPIiCT I S A 

4 0 C SI'iCLfc DATA CARD, MAKIMUn VALKF IS PA CONSTRUCTR/ SFCtVJD PARAMeTER 
C SPECUIts THE NUMBER OF FlEMFNTS, THAT IS THE NUMRER OF VALUES 
C EACH DATA CARH. MAXIMUM VALUE IS 15 ELEMENTS. THIPD PARAMFTFR 
C SPECIFIES THE NUMOEP OF GRIDS IN THE SET, MAXIMUM VALUI- I S 
C 6 GRIDS. FOURTH PARAMETER SPECIFIES THF MINIMUM RATING VALUE, 

45 C iJHiCH miST OF GREATER THAN OH EQUAL TO 1, F I F T H PAHAMFTPR 
C SPECIFIES THE MAXIMUM R^TINC VALUE, WHICH MUST NOT HE GREATER 
C THAN l e , 
C CARD 4 ON I DATA CARDS, WHFRE EACH CARD REPRESENTS RAtlNGS OF 

50 C ELEMENTS ON A SI'IGLE CONSTRUCT, 

C WHERE A SERIES OF REPLICATED GRIDS FROM A SINGLE INDIVIDUAL 
C ARE To HF ANALYSED, PROVISION IS HAOE FOR INCREMENTING THC 

55 C SIZE OF THE GRID BY THE ADDITION OF CONSTRUCTS ON EACH 
C SUCCESSIVE REPLlCATItlN, 

C OUTPUT LISTIMG 
60 C 

C 1 KAH DATA MATRICES 
C 2 HATING FREOUENCIFS OH EACH CONSTRtlCT 
C 3 HATING DIFFERENCE FRFOUENCIES ON REPLICATED CONSTRUCTS 

65 C < DISTANCE MATRICES FOR CONSTRUCTS AND ELEMENTS 
C 0 PHOtJABlLlTY MATRICES FOR CONSTRUCTS AND ELE^'EMTS 

COMMOM/L?/lX(5C,2O,61,iyx(20,5B,6),OlSTRIC25,lPi,6),IOREP(4*»,lO,6), 
70 IIUISP(5P,10,6) 

C0MM0N/NS*2/ irMAlf, WIND 
COMH0N/hS2/NC,DEwCUM(5nR)»ntBCUH(5an) 
LEVEL 2MX.IXX»DISTRlr IDHEP, IDISP 

• DIMENSION n i T L E ( l 3 ) , l D l S T t 5 a , f i 0 ) , I C U M ( 5 O , 5 0 ) , C O U N T ( l B ) . L O t l 0 ) , l N F 
75 I M T ( I J ) 

1 F 0 R M A T ( I J A 6 ) 
? F0RHAT(5I2) 
4 F0RMAl(lHl,lf)X,13Af),/) 
5 F0F»«AT<1H ,inX,8HRAK DATA,/) 

80 6 F0RMAT(tH:i,8/,?5I2,/) 
7 rORMATCtH ,5)f, 12, 1X,2SI2) 
e FORHATdH , lOX, 18HWATING FREQUENCIES,/) 
9 F0HH*T(tm,7X, IBM,/) 

10 FORMATCiH , 5 X , 1 2 , i y , 5 l 3 ) 
85 U FORMATClM , l f l X , 3 U I D t r F F R t N C F FREQUENCIES ON GRID , I 2 , n H CONSTR <T 

1S»/} 
12 FOHHAfdH , |OX,lPhCONSTRUCTS,/) 
\^ FOHHATUH .inX.eHELEHENTS,/) 
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1<J FOR--<AT(lH:i,l?X,lPHDISTANr.FS G R I D ,I2,6H WITH ,12,/) 

9 0 J 5 F U P ' i A r d M ,7x,?c^^,/) 
j 6 FOPMATCIH ,b»C,TP,l)(»PdI3) 
17 F0H«AT(lH:i,1fy,a?HPpntt*DlLlT!ES GRIO ,I2,6M WITH ,12,/) 
1« FORMATdH ,7X,?4I^^»/) 
19 FURMATdH ,bx. 12, 1 X,24I5) 

9b C iNPUT/nillPilT r>AlA MATtMfFS 
HKAD^5rl)(ITITLE(I)» f = l . l J ) 
READC'i,l)(lfJFHT(I).I = l , ! : j ) 
HKAD(5,^)Nt:,^C#MG» IKHIN, IXMAX 
DU lUU K=l,NG 

100 NCG=NC*K 
DO lO'l 1 = 1,Nrc 
RfcAD(S, I N F r r ) C l X d , J , K ) , J=1,NE) 
00 J = l ,Nf 

l a o 1X(1*HCG, J,KlarXMA)C-tl-IX( I , J,K) 
1«5 ^ - R l T E t e . i D d T I T L E d ) , ! = Wi:^) 

WRlTt(6.5) 
DO l U l K=Wr;G 
^:CG=«C*K 
WWnE(6,f,)(J,.I = l , H E ) 

MB 00 101 1 = 1,Nrr, 
10 I w RlTt(6,7) I , ( I X d , J,K), J=l.WE) 

MKANGE=IXMAX-IXMirJ 
HA^I(;E = HHÂ Ĵ ,E 
XNF = *JE 
HIWD = MRA»JGF*MRANGF*1 

C COHPUTF RATING FREQUENCIES 
50 DO 2HH K = l ,Nr. ' 

MCGaNC*K«? 
DO 200 1=1,HCG 
DO 201 Lcl,IXMAX 

231 ID1SP(I,L,K)=0 
bS DO 20n J=l,NE 

L=1X(1,J,K) 
200 I 0 l S P ( l , L , K ) = I 0 1 S P ( l , L , K ) + l 

C OUTPUT RATING FREQUFNCIKS 
WR1TE(6,4) d T I T L E ( I ) . 1 = 1, 13) 

60 WR1TE(6,B) 
DO 2U2 K=1,NG 
NCG=NC»K 
WRlTt(6,9)(L,L=I#lXHAK) 
DO 202 1=1,NCG 

65 202 WRlTE(6,10)UdOISPd,L»K),L = l.IXMAX) 
C COMPUTE FIFMFMT DIFFERFNCES WITHIN GRIDS 

N t O = ( N E « ( N E - l ) ) / 2 
XNeO=HED 
00 300 K=1,NG 

70 NCG3"C*K 
DO 300 1=1,NCG 
DO 302 LA=1,1XHAX 

302 COUNT(LA)=0,p 
NEUP=NE-1 

75 DO 303 J4=l,NEUP 
JAUP=JA*1 
DO 303 JB = J*IIP,ME 
L A B l A B 5 ( I X d , J A . K ) * l X ( l , J R , K ) ) * l 

303 COUNT(LA)=CO1INT(LA)*1,0 
80 00 300 LA=1,IXMAX 

300 DISTRI(I,LA,K)=COUMT(LA)/XNEO 
I F t N C . E Q . D G O TO 5021 

C COMPUTE n i F F E R F N C F FREOUEMCIFS BETWEEN GRIDS 
00 400 L=1,]XHAX 

85 400 L O C L ) = L - l 
NGUP=NG-1 
DO 404 K=1,NGUP 
NCG='Nc*K 
KLU P = K * I 

90 00 40? KL=KLUP,NG 
DO 40;> 1 = 1,NCG 
1REP=1*((KL-K-l)•NCG> 
00 403 L=1,IXMAX 

403 IDREP(1REP,L,K)=0 
95 00 402 J=l,HE 

L o I A O S d X d , J , K ) ' I X ( I , J,Kl ) ) • ! 
402 I0REP(IREP,L,K)=IDREP(IREP,L,K)*1 

C OUTPUT n i F F F R F N C F FPEfJUFHClES BETWEEN GRIDS 
H R n t ( b , 4 ) ( i T l T L E C n , 1 = 1, 1 J) 

100 H H I T E ( 6 , 1 1 ) K 
DO 404 KL=KLUP,NG 
WRITE{6,<J)(L0(L),L = 1 , IXMAX) 
DO 404 1=1,NCG 
1 R E P = I + ( ( K L - K - 1 ) * K C G ) 

t05 .404 MRITE(6,10)1,(IOREP(lREP»L,K),L=lfIXMAX) 



832 

l i e 

l i s 

125 

13B 

135 

140 

145 

150 

155 

160 

165 

170 

175 

180 

185 

190 

CO^PUT^. SlMILAfflTY MATRTCF3 
30?| MTVHL=(1 
5000 MlvPEaMTYPEf1 

IK(HTYPE.F0.1)GO TO 5001 
00 500 K=WNC 

DO 500 1=1,NCC . 
00 5Un J=J,HE 

500 IXX(J.I*K)3IXCI»J#K> 
5001 DO 501 K=1,KG 

HAXDCs(MINn-n»ME*l 
1DIST(NCG.'JCG)=0 
IOlST(Nfc;,NE)=0 
lCUM(NCG,NCG)=fl 
1CUM(NE,NE)=0 
KL=K 
1F(MTYPE.E0,?)G0 TO 5011 
ISTOP=NCG 
GO TO 5012 

5311 ISTOP=NE 
NTYPE=I 
CALL PRNBE2(NTYPE,K,KL,NE) 

5012 DO 5J12 l=2,ISTnP 
MST0P=I-1 
00 502 M=l,MSTOP 
10=0 
NSTOPsP 
IK(MTYPE.EQ,UWSTOP=NE 
lF(MTYHe.E0.2)NST0P=MC«K 
DO 503 J = l ,*JST0P 
lOlFFsO 
ir(MTYPC,EO*, i ) I D l F F = l X ( I # J # K ) - l X ( H , J , K ) 
IF(MTYPt.tO.2)T0IFF=IXX(I, J,K)-IX)((H, J,K) 

503 I D = I D + l D I F F * i n U F 
lF(MTYPE,EQ.2)Gn TO 5fl02 
CALL PROBFK ID, l.M<K,KL.NCG,HAXDC,Mt:,7nOM) 
1CUH(I,M)=ZOOM 
D=I0 
OlST = (SnHT(D/X?JE)/RANGE)* 100,0 
GO TO 5003 

5002 KOUNTsIO*l 
I C U f i t l , H)=OEWCUM(KOUMT) 
0=1D 
XNCG=NC*K 
01ST=(SQPT(D/XNCG)/RANGE)*100,0 

5003 ICUM(M,H)=0 
1O1ST(H,M)=0 
ICUH(M,I)=1CUM(I,H) 
IDlST(I,»)=OIST 

502 101ST(H,i)=ioTST(T,H) 
WRITE ( b , i i ) ( I T I T L E ( 1 ) . I = W 13) 
IF(MTYPE,En,2)G0 TO 5007 
WRITE(6,12) 
NCG=NC*K 
ISTOP=NCG 
MSTOP=ISTOP 
00 5050 1=1,NCG 
lPLUS=i + ncr. 
00 5050 H=1,NCG 
IF(IDIST(1PLUS»M),| T , I D T S T ( I , M ) ) i n i S T ( T # M ) c I D I S T ( T P L U S , M ) * ( 
IF(ICUM(1PLUS,M),LT,1CUM(I,M))ICUH(I,M).IC1JM(IPLUS,M)*(-1) 

5050 CONTINUE 
GO TO 5008 

5007 WRITE(6,13) 
1ST0P=NE 
MSTOPsISTOP 

S00A MRITE{6,14)K,KL 
WRlTE(6,15)(H.M=i,HST0P) 
DO 506 1=1,ISTOP 

506 WRlTE(f>,l6)I,(IDIST(I,H),M=l,MST0P) 
WRlTt(6,i7)K,KL 
WRITE(6,18)(M,M=1,MSTOP) 
DO 507 1=1,ISTOP 

507 HR1TE(6,19)I,(1CUM(I,M),Hsl,MSTOP) 
IF(K,EQ,NG)CO TO 5020 
KLUP=K*1 
00 501 KL=KLUP.MG 
IF(MTYPE,E0,2)G0 TO 5013 
1ST0P=NC*K»2 
HST0P=NC*KL 
CO TO 5014 

9013 NTYPL=2 
CALL PR0RR2(NTYPE,K,KL,NE) 

5 0 U 00 5;i4 I = 1,IS10P 
DO 504 Mcl,HSTOP 
10 = 0 

1) 



200 

205 

210 

215 

220 

Z25 

230 

235 
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DO bP5 J=1,NST0P 
lOlFFsB 
lF(MTYPE,EO.t)iniFF=lX(l»J»K).IX(M,J,KL) 
lF(MTYPE,F0,2)l0lFFeiXX(I.JiK).IXX(M,J,KL) 

505 IO=I0*IDIFF*IOIFF 
IF(MTYPE,EQ.?)GO TO 5005 
CALL PROBE 1 (10.IfM,K,KL#NCG,HAXOCfNE,ZOOM) 
ICUH(I,M)=200M 
D=ID 
OISTs(SORT(D/XNE)/RANGE)*100,0 
CO TO 5Hn6 

5006 KOUNT3lO«l 
ICU«(I,M)3DEBCUM(K0UNT) 
D»l0 
0IST5CSORT(n/XNCG)/RANGE)* 100.(1 

SB06 IDlSTtl,M)=OIST 
504 CONTINUE 

W R l T E ( 6 f 4 ) < I T I T L E ( I ) , I = 1 , 1 3 ) 
IF(MTYPE,FQ,?)GO TO 5015 
WRirE(6,l2) 
NCG3NC«K 
ISTOPsNCG 
MST0P3N'C*KL 
DO 5060 1=1,NCG 
1PLUS=I*NCG 
DO 5e6e Msi,M5T0P 
1F(101ST(IPLUS,M),LT,ID1ST(T.M))TDIST(I,H)=IDIST(TPHIS,M)»{-1) 
IF(ICuh(lPLUS,H),LT, iCUMt I,M) )ICUM(I,H)eICUH(lPLUS,H)*(».l) 

5360 COHTINUE 
GO TO 50)6 

5015 WRIT£(6,13) 
JSTOP=NE 
MSTOPSISTOP 

5016 WRITE(5,14)K,KL 
HRITE(6,I5)(M,H=1,HST0P) 
00 SMfl Isl,ISTOP 

508 H R l T t ( 6 , 1 6 ) 1 , (iniST(I.M),M=WMSTOP) 
*.RITE(6,17)K,KL 
NRlTt(6,18)(M,M=i,MSTnP) 
00 50g 1=1,FSTOP 

509 WRITE(6, 19)1, (ICU»*(I,H),MBl,HSTOP) 
501 COSTINUE 

5320 1F(MTVPE,E0.1)G0 TO 5000 
STOP 
END 

10 

15 

20 

25 

30 

35 

SUBROUTINE PRPRFl(ID,I,M,KM,KL,NCG,MAXOC,NE.700M ) 
C0MH0M/L?/IX(b.1,25.6), IYX(25,S3,6) ,0ISTRI(25, !f»,6>, 

1 IDREP(40, 1(1,6), 101 SP(5;i, 10,6) 
COMMON/MS12/IXMAX,MI MO 
C0KMQN/S12/NX(5fl0), Y(5O0), YV(5^0) 
LEVEL 2,1X,IXX,0ISTRI,inMEP.101SP 
DIMENSION Z(10).NXX(50R)»NXXX(5OO),YYYCSaO) 
DO 600 K0=1,IXHAX 

600 Z(KQ)s0,0 
XNE»NE 
DO 60t KAsl,IXMAX 
DO 601 LA=l,IVMAX 
K0=IADS(LA-KA)+1 
DR1P=IDISP(I,KA,KN) 
DR0P=IDISP(H,LA,KL) 
OJSPIeDRlP/XNE 
DISPM=DR0P/X4E 

601 Z(K0)3Z(K0)*0ISPI*DISPM 
DO 602 K=1,HIND 
NX(K)=-1 

602 Y(K)=R,0 
DO 603 Ksl.HAXDC 
NXX(K)=-l 
NXXXCK)=-1 
YY(K)30,g 

603 YYY(K)=0,t1 
00 604 K=l,IXMAX 
MAsK*! 
MMsHA«MA»l . . . ^ 
NX(MH)=MM^1 
NXX(HM)=NX(MM) 
YCMM)cZ(K) 

604 VY(MM)=YCMM) 
MNsl 

6000 HNaMN^I 
KSTOPa(HIND-l)*MM*l 
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40 

45 

50 

5 5 

6 0 

DO 61)5 M0=1,HIKD 
1F(NX(MO),EO.-!)GO TO 605 
KIsO 

6301 KTaKT*l 
IF( r J x x f K T ) . F n . - i )Gn TO 6O0l 
U(RT,GT,KSTnP)GO TO 605 
KH=NXX(KT)+NX(Mn)*l 
NXXX(KM)cKM.l 
YYYtKM)=YYY(KM)*YY(KT)*Y(MQ) 
|F(NXXX(KM),GT,10)00 TO 605 
lF(KT,LT.KSTOP)Gn TO 6001 

605 CONTINUE 
DO 606 Ksi,KSTOP 
NXXCK)=NyXX(K) 
YY(K)eYYV(K) 

606 YYY(K)=H,0 
1F(MN,UT,ME>G0 TO 6000 
KOUNT=lD*l 
CUM=»R,0 
DO 607 K=1,K0UNT 

607 CUM=CUM+YY(K) 
2OOM=CUM»IO000,0 
RETURN 
END 

1 0 

1 5 

2 0 

2 5 

3 0 

3 5 

4 0 

. 4 5 

5 0 

5 5 

7 0 0 

SUBROUTINE PR0nF2(NTYPE,K,KL,NF) 
CUMH0N/L2/lX(bO,?b,6),1XX(25.b0,6),0 JSTRT(25,10,6 ) , 

|1DREP(4O,10,6).IOISP(5H,10,6) 
C0MM0N/MSI2/IVMAX,MIND 
C0HM0N/MS2/NC,nF'''CUM(Sn(l) ,DEBCUM(5R0) 
COMMON/S12/NX(5PO) , V(5fl0) , YY(5;J0) 
LEVEL 2,IX,IXX,DISTRI,lOREP,101SP 
XNE=NE 
NCG=NC*K 
LST0P3(MIND"I)*NCG+1 
DO 700 LB=l,LSTOP 
N X ( U D ) = - I 
Y(tB)=O.0 
YY(LH)=0,0 
1 = 1 
IRFP=I+((KL-K-1)*NCG) 
DO 701 LA=1,IXMAX 
M A S ( L A - 1 ) * ( L A - 1 ) * 1 
N X ( M A ) = M & . i 
1F(NTYPE,EQ,2)G0 TO 7002 
Y(HA ) = 0 1 S T R 1 ( 1 , L A , K ) 
GO TO 701 

7 0 0 2 0REP=1DREP(IRFP,LA,K) 
Y(HA)cOREP/XNK 

7 0 1 CONTINUE 
DO /H2 1=2,NCG 
lREP=I*((KL-K-n*NXG) 
KSTOPs(I-1)*(MIND-1)+l 
DO 703 LA=W1XMAX 
M A 3 ( L A - I ) * ( L A - l ) * l 
00 703 KA=1,KST0P 
1F(NX(KA),EO.-1)GO TO 703 
HM = HA«KA<«1 
NX(HM)=MM-1 
IFtNTYPE,L0',2)G0 TO 7003 
YY(HH)=YY(MM)*OISTRl(I,LA,K)«Y(KA) 
GO TO 703 

7003 DRtP=lDHEP{IREP,LA,K) 
YY(MH)=YY(MM)*(DREP/XNE)*Y(KA) 
CONTINUE 
JSTOP=ltCMIND-l)*l . . 
DO 702 JA=l,JSTOP 
V(JA)=YY(JA) 
YY(JA)=0,0 
ZOOM=Y(l)*10e0fl,0 . . . -
lF(NTYPE,En.l)GO TO 7004 
0EBCUMd)=Z0OM 
DO 704 LB=?,LSTOP 
ZOOM=Y(LQ)*inPtlPI.O 
DERCUM(LB)=ZOOHf DEBCUMCLB.*! ) 
GO TO 7005 

7 0 0 4 DEwCUMd ) = 70nM 
DO 705 Uea2.LST0P 
ZOOMcY(U6)»10:iC10,O 
OEWCUM(1,B)SZOOM*DEWCUM(LB*1) 
RETURN 
END 

7 0 3 

7 0 2 

704 

705 
7005 



EXA.H»>LE GRIDS 

RAW DATA 

EXAMPLE GRIDS 

CONSTRUCTS 

I 2 3 4 3 6 7 B 
1 ? 1 4 5 4 2 ? 3 
2 2 1 4 5 3 2 3 7 
3 I I 4 5 3 2 3 4 
4 4 5 2 1- :i 3 2 2 

1 2 3 4 5 a 7 n 
1 3 1 S 4 4 4 2 3 
2 4 2 5 1 t 1 4 3 
3 2 7 5 4 4 1 3 4 
4 4 5 2 1 3 2 2 I 
5 5 4 3 3 3 2 4 4 
6 2 3 5 5 4 3 2 
7 2 3 5 4 3 2 1 2 
a I 3 4 3 4 2 3 9 

DISTANCES GRID 1 HITH 2 

EXAMPLE GRIDS 

DIFFERENCE PrtEOUEMClES ON GRID I 

0 1 2 3 4 
4 3 1 0 0 
0 9 2 H 1 
2 6 3 0 0 
6 2 0 0 0 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
2J-46 21-31-31 27 26 33 
27 47 26-33-30 36 27 j B 
31 5t 21-23-34 27 3** ?7 

-27 49-26 12 35-29«3y-31 

P R O H A f l l l i T i r s GKID I WITH 2 

1 • 2 
1 180-3966 
2 549 »i38fi 
3 1054-'5?24 
4 -1016-4954 

4 5 6 7 8 
.6h6-2h29. 379 587 1754 

413 -73H-2950 1593 1016 3868 
lfi4 -115-2519 341 t65fl 572 

7 JUBb -961-3688-2014 

3 
112 

5 8 7 

EXAMPLE G9103 

RATING FREQUENCIES 

1 2 3 4 9 
1 3 1 2 1 
1 3 2 1 
2 1 2 2 
1 3 2 1 

1 1 1 2 3 
2 3 1 1 2 
3 1 2 1 3 
4 2 3 1 t 
5 0 I 3 3 
0 0 2 2 1 
7 1 3 7 1 
8 1 I 3 2 

EXAMPLE GRIDS 

CONSTRUCTS 

DISTANCES 

1 2 3 4 
0 15 17-23 

15 0 19-21 
17 19 0-13 
23-21-15 0 

PR O B A B I L I T I E S 

GRID 1 

GRID I 

1 2 3 4 
1 0 25 26 -180 
2 25 0 50 -98 
3 26 59 -15 
4 -180 .98 -13 0 

EXAMfLF GRIDS 

CONSTRUCTS 

DISTANCES GRID 2 

1 ? 3 4 5 6 7 8 
I W .47 31 .33- 33 29 3«» 38 
2 -47 0 43 49 38. 45 47 4H 
3 11 43 Cl -34 40 25 29 21 
4 -JH 49 •34 0 39- 29 46- 34 
5 -10 J f l 4C1 39 id- 40- 30- 36 
6 29 -45 25 -29- dbj a 31 25 
7 30 47 29 45- 3̂ ) 31 e3 36 
8 3Q 4fl 21 -34- 16 25 36 3 

P R C l A f l l L I T i r S 

I 2 3 
1 0-9386 1 4 9 6 , 
2 -S38b 0 2796 
3 1 4 0 6 2 7 9 6 
4 - 1 1 4 0 M d B - 1 4 1 9 
5 - H 3 2 1 H 7 2 - 1 3 2 J O 
6 9 f i i - f l ( i 3 l 2 9 ; i 
7 9Ufi 5 3 R 0 720-
8 4 ? H 4 5 ? 4 i 1 7 9 -

CHID 2 

4 5 6 7 8 
.114n-1432 961 990 4284 
5148 1372-4031 5386 9244 
.1439*524;^ 290 726 l 7 9 

'.1 2953 -801-4846-1817 
;!5b8 0-3166-29571-4372 
-8^1-1166 ? 759 355 
,4846 -205i) 759 0 3106 
.1817 .4 172 355 3106 0 



EXAHPLC GRIDS 

ELEMENTS 

EXAMPLE GRIDS 

ELE^'F^TS 

EXAMPLE GRIDS 

ELE^'ENT.S 

OISTAK'CES GRID 1 DISTANCES R«1D 1 W I T H 2 niSTANCKS GRID 2 

1 7 
0 21 

21 0 
57 75 
B l i n c i 25 
39 57 21 

3 4 
57 Rl 3 9 17 3 7 46 
7 5 1 0 3 •^7 J3 5 J 5 9 

0 2 5 21 4 5 3 a 2 7 

43 
l 7 33 4b 69 33 
37 53 30 b.̂  27 21 
46 59 27 4a 25 30 21 

45 69 53 4B 
0 30 27 25 

0 21 30 
a 21 

e 
P R O B A B I L I T I E S GRID 

1 
0 

523 
8087 9SB9 

523 9d87 
0 98H9 

99fi4 **999 
367fi B007 

0 
7S3 
523 

2;^3 2320 4959 
2868 7271 i 6 7 2 
5505 6747 1009 

4 
9984 
9999 
783 

0 
4939 
9708 
7271 
6307 

5 
3rt70 
808/ 
523 

4959 
0 

lh 7 2 
10P9 
783 

6 7 8 
203 2858 5505 

232e 7271 8747 
4959 167? 1009 
9708 7271 6307 
1672 IW09 783 

0 523 167? 
523 

167? 
0 

523 
523 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
30 21 77 h9 48 37 43 53 
48 17 94 72 58 53 59 71 
37 63 21 30 39 53 27 ?1 
59 88 17 5,̂  72 48 37 
25 48 39 37'27 37 30 10 
30 27 66 45 37 33 30 ^^ 
33 43 51 39 39 43 12 71 
43 51 46 21 ?1 4J 30 l 7 

P R O B A B I L I T I F S G K I O 1 W I T H 2 

1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 
B i l 5 5029int)CiOiO0O0 8750 8 6^1 8750 9873 
875EJ, 2978inp ! l O l*J000lflO0? 97531 O'i001 0 0 0 0 
869n00i1tl b 0 ? 9 8750 «7bP 975JS Gfl?^. l iM2P 

IClOOPlOi^iM^ 5 B 5 97S5l ' l ; ' ( * O l O t ^ P C l B 7 5 0 86O1 
5703 H750 8 7 * ) ^ 8 6 9 ] 6806 8 6 9 1 81 15 8115 
8115 6806100^ 0 f<7^0 8fi9l 8437 H U 5 8750 
8437 8 7 5 H <J3i5 875^ H 7 5 0 fl7So 585 5;^29 
3750 9345 8 7 5 K 5029 5029 875C 8 1 1 5 2578 

1 2 3 
0 35 61 

4 5 fl 7 8 
5H 50 45 30 55 

35 0 64 53 40 45 39 31 
6t 64 0 4^ 43 63 56 
58 53 43 0 23 39 5! 33 
50 40 43 23 0 36 44 31 
4b 45 63 39 36 0 43 30 
30 39 56 51 44 43 0 37 
5b 51 4fl 33 31 30 37 0 

P R O H A B I L I T I F S GKin ? 

• 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
0 1552 9673 9204 7274 4948 660 8766 

n52 0 9837 7999 3168 4948 2775 7509 
9673 9837 '6 316B 4?20 9761 8929 3 ) 6 8 
9784 /999 31f.« a 106 2775 7509 1048 
7274 3168 4270 106 0 185? 4627 865 
4943 4948 0761 277b 1852 0 4270 6948 
660 2775 8979 7309 4627 4?20 0 7137 

R766 7509 3168 1048 865 6948 2137 0 



Appendix E Tho Coro Grid. 
E'l The o c r l a l g r i d sanple 

Serial repertory grids were obtained froa 5 aubjects, a l l of when were nale 
pootgraduQteo attending Brunei Univeroity. The testing series varied both i n 
format and i n periods' covered, as follows:-

Subject Ago Kunbcr of Sizo of IJunber of Tino 
testings elersent constructs period 
occasions saiaplo e l i c i t e d (wks) 

each 
occasion 

SI 2't 3 12 6 10 
S2 22 3 12 • 6 6 
S3 27 k 12 6 12 
sk 26 6 9 11 
S5 23 6 9 11 

In a l l cases oleaent canplcs wore noainated by the subjects i n response to a 
request to l i s t the nones of persons considered significant to their l i v e s . Every 
subject included t h e i r own nnne i n the elenent l i s t SI and S2 also included the 
clcaent SELF, Thooo nanes were then transferred to 6" x cards and numbered 
i n randon order. Constructs wero e l i c i t e d using the riodifiod F u l l Context Fern, 
i n which subjects selected two cards fron the entire elenent sanple (displayed 
on a table) to represent anchor elenents for opposite poles of each construct. 
Subjects were instructed to survey the entire element sanple and select two 
persons who were opposite i n eono inrcdiately obGcrvahle and inportant respect. 
Subjects were encouraged to make th i s selection as quickly as possible and to 
note inaediately on o separate 6" x V' card, divided by a l i n o i n the middle, 
a word or phrase describing the opposing attributes of the two anchor elements. 
Care vas taken to ensure that attributes were antonymous. Follov/ing t h i s , a set 
of cards numbered betv/een 1 and 5 were arranged i n order on the table, and 
anchor olenenta i n i t i a l l y placed under the two extreme cards. Subjects were 
instructed to ensure that the loft-hand a t t r i b u t e on thoir construct cards 
corresponded to the anchor element located ot pooition 1, and Llint ]ocat(Ml nl 

position 5 with the right-hand a t t r i b u t e . Subjects then sorted the resaiaing 
clement cetrds into any of the, five positions I n accordance with t h e i r poi^ 
ceptlon of the extent to which each element displayed the attributes named, 
lie r e s t r i c t i o n was placed on the number of elements assigned to each position. 
The indifference category (position 3) was defined as "a neutral position", i n 
which either both attributes apply equally, or i n which neither a t t r i b u t e 
applies". Subjects were instructed to ensure that the f i n a l d i s t r i b u t i o n 
of cards was i n accord v;ith their views of the a t t r i b u t e named, and to make 
any changes they now f e l t necessary. In seme cases-this entailed the re
positioning of anchor st i m u l i oway from extreme positions. F i n a l l y , subjects 
were requested to ensure that their o t t r i b u t e descriptions conveyed the distinc
t i o n embodied i n the element sort, and to naJce any chojiges to the wording they 
f e l t necessary. This procedure vrns repeated for each construct e l i c i t e d , and 
element positions were recorded on a g r i d form. 

I n i t i a l l y , subjects were instructed i n the procedure by E. After 2 or 3 such 
o l i c i t a t i o n s , however, subjects were l e f t to e l i c i t and record constructs on 
t h e i r own. On every testing occasion following the f i r s t , subjects began by 
e l i c i t i n g and recording a fixed number of constructs. Subsequently, subjects 
wero instructed to take each construct card produced on previous occasions 
and locate elements on the five-point scale i/ithout reference to t h e i r previous 
allocotlons. Attempted reproduction of previous allocations was discouraged by 
pointing out that the exorcise was not a test of memory or consistency, but an 
attempt to record thoir perceptions of persons at the time of testing. 

The following tables record the g r i d catrices produced by the five subjects 
(elements columnv/lse, SELF and IDEAL SELF denoted by • and respectively; 
constructo rowwise). 

SI 
1 2 5 k 5* 6" 7 8 9 10 • 11 12 

1 
2 
3 

2 2 1 
3 k l* 

1 4 2 

3 1 1 
2 1 1 
3 1 1 
3 1 3 

4 2 2 
2 4 5 
3 2 1 
^ 2 3 

3 ^ 3 
3 ^ 2 
3 4 3 
3 1 5 



S2 
1 • 2 3 it 5- 6 " 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 2 3 if 5 6* 7 ' * 8 9 10 11 12 

• 

' 5 it 2 3 1 1 it 1 3 2 3 1̂ 1 5 " if 5 if if it 5 2 5 1 5 if . 

6 2 3 2 it 1 5 2 1 5 3 3 2 2 5 2 5 2 it 5 3 1 5 2 5 if 

3 Z 1 2 2 • 1 2 1 5 1 5 2 1 

if 2 it 2 3 2 2 2 if 2 1 3 1 
T . 1 5 3 1 it 1 1 5 1 2 1 3 2 

2 5 3 1 3 if 2 1 2 5 2 if 3 1 
2 3 it 1 it 1 1 3 5 5 3 it 2 1 6 if 5 3 1 2 1 1 3 2 1 5 2 
3 5 3 it 3 2 1 3 1 1 3 it if 

if 1 1 3 2 " 5 5 2 2 3 it 1 3 

5 5 5 1 it 1 1 5 1 if 2 if 3 ^2 1 if 2 if it 3 if it 2 if •• 2 if if 

6 1 2 3 it 1 5 1 5 5 1 3 3 2 5 3 3 2 2 5 5 1 5 1 5 5 

7 it if 1 2 1 1 if 2 2 5 3 2 5 2 3 3 2 3 2 2 if 2 5 2 2 

3 5 2 1 it 1 3 if 2 3 5 if 1 it 2 it 3 if 2 3 . 2 3 2 if 2 2 

9 3 1 it 2 5 1 3 2 1 3 3 1 5 2 3 3 3 3 2 1 5 1 5 2 1 

10 1 Z 2 1 5 5 5 if if 1 2 3 6 if 5 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 3 if 3 

11 5 it 3 1 1 1 if 3 2 5 it 2 7 if 3 1 3 2 1 1 3 1 3 if 1 

12 5 3 2 it 1 1 5 2 2 1 3 3 8 , 3 if 5 2 3 2 2 5 2 3 2 3 

9 3 1 3 5 5 1 2 5 1 5 3 2 

10 2 3 2 3 1 1 1 3 1 if 2 2 
T , 1 it 5 2 2 1 1 5 1 3 2 if if 

5 11 3 2 3 if 2 2 2 5 2 2 3 1 
Z 2 it 3 it 1 1 3 5 • 5 3 if 2 

12 3 2 2 5 5 3 if 2 3 1 5 if 
3 it 2 if 3 2 it 3 2 1 2 3 3 
if 2 3 it 2 it 5 2 2 3 5 1 3' 

5 5 it 1 3 1 1 5 1 2 1 3 if ^3 
1 5 2 if it 3 it 5 1 5 1 5 5 

6 5 it 3 2 3 5 if 2 1 3 2 5 2 5 2 3 3 3 if it 1 5 1 5 5 

7 5 5 2 1 1 1 5 2 3 5 it 2 3 1 3 3 1 2 2 1 5 1 5 1 1 

3 5 3 1 5 3 3 2 2 2 5 2 2 it 1 if 3 it 2 2 3 if 2 if • 2 3 

9 it 1 5 2 ^ 3 1 1 3 1 2 2 1 5 2 2 3 3 2 1 1 5 1 if . 1 1 

10 1 3 2 ' 5 5 5 ' it 5 1 - if if 6 5 5 1 2 1 1 1 if 1 3 5 2 

11 5 5 3 1 3 1 5 2 2 5 if 3 7 5 3 2 if 2 2 1 3 2 3 5 2 

12 it 5 3 3 2 1 5 2 it 1 2 2 3 if if 5 2 3 2 2 5 2 if 2 2 

13 it it 1 2 3 3 2 2 5 1 it if 9 3 2 if it 3 1 1 5 1 5 3 2 

l i * 5 5 . 2 1 3 1 5 1 if 1 2 3 
10 3 if 2 if 2 2 2 if 2 if if 2 

. 15 5 it 3 it 1 2 2 5 1 5 2 11 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 5 2 if 2 1 

16 it it 3 2 2 1 5 3 it 1 3 . if 12 3 3' 2 5 if 2 3 2 2 2 5 if 

17 5 3 2 3 2 1 if 3 if 3 2 1 1? it if 1 3 2 2 1 2 5 1 5 3 

ia it 5 1 D 1 3 'i i| V 
J 

h '.i ii 



1 a 3 k 5 ' 6- 7 " 8 9 10 11 12 
• 

10 11 12 1 2 3 4 5 0 7 0 10 11 12 
^ I* 2 3 2 1 5 2 4 5 3 5 5 1 1 2 1 5 1 2 4 2 1 2 

15 5 3 3 k 2 3 3 2 4 2 4 4 6 5 1 5 1 1 5 5 1 3 2 5 4 . 
•16 5 2 2 5 5 5 2 4 1 5 4 7 3 1 5 4 4 5 5 1 1 4 5 5 
17 5 2 3 t* 3 3 1 1 3 1 5 4 8 1 5 1 1 • 5 1 1 3 3 3 1 2 
18 3 1 3 2 2 1 3 1 5 3 2 ' 9 3 5 1 4 2 3 1 4 2 4 1 2 

10 3 3 3 5 4 5 5 4 1 4 4 5 

11 2 1 5 5 2 5 4 1 1 2 5 4 

8 
12 4 1 1 5 4 5 5 2 1 4 5 5 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9' 10 11 12 8 9' 10 12 
13 2 4 5 2 4 2 3 3 1 1 4 2 
• 14 5 2 1 3 4 2 4 5 4 4 4 2 

1 3 5 5 5 3 2 4 2 1 5 4 1 15 2 3 5 4 5 4 4 4 1 3 5 2 2 3 5 5 5 5 2 4 1 3 2 5 16 16 3 4 1 2 2 4 2 5 5 3 2 2 
3 1 1 1 2 1 2 5 1 1 4 2 17 4 1 5 2 3 4 3 3 1 2 5 5 

tt 1 1 5 5 if 4 2 2 5 2 18 18 5 3 5 5 2 4 5 1 1 4 5 3 
5 1 2 1 5 2 it 1 1 1 1 3 
6 5 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 4 

3 5 5 5 3 2 4 4 1 1 5 3 
2 3 5 5 2 2 4 1 2 4 4 1 4 

T. 1 3 3 3 2 3 5 2 3 1 2 5 2 3 1 1 1 1 1 2 4 2 1 • 1 2 5 2 3 *̂ 5 2 5 2 1 2 3 2 2 5 4 2 1 1 4 2 5 5 4 5 5 5 1 
3 2 1 1 3 1 5 5 4 3 1 4 3 

5 •5 • 1 1 3 1 4 1 2 1 1 1 2 
k 2 k 1 3 2 5 2 5 3 4 5 1 •5 • 

6 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 5 3 5 2 
5 5 2 1 3 1 5 4 5 5 1 1 4 

7 3 1 4 5 2 5 5 * 1 3 3 5 5 6 5 1 5 k 2 2 5 1 3 2 5 5 8 1 5 1 1 4 1 1 1 3 1 4 . 4 
7 1 1 3 5 1 2 2 ^ 4 2 5 

• 8 9 2 5 1 3 1 1 1 5 3 1 5 5 • 8 1 5 1 2 5 1 3 2 3 4 10 10 1 2 1 • 5 5 5 5 5 2 4 5 5 9 5 5 1 2 1 2 3 5 4 1 2 11 1 1 5 1 5 4 2 4 4 5 3 10 2 2 2 5 2 3 4 3 3 5 12 12 4 1 1 4 5 3 5 4 2 . 4 5 5 11 1 1 3 5 1 4 2 1 1 5 5 
13 5 2 4 2 5 4 2 1 1 5 1 

12 2 1 1 5 5 5 5 2 2 5 5 14 14 4 2 4 3 1 5 5 2 2 3 2 
15 5 5 1 1 1 1 5 1 4 5 s 1 
16 1 5 1 3 3 2 5 5 5 5 1 5 

3 5 5 2 2 5 2 1 1 4 3 17 1 1 5 4 2 3 5 2 1 1 5 1 . 
2 3 5 5 2 1 3 2 4 4 1 5 18 5 1 5 5 5 5 5 1 1 1 5 1 
3 2 1 1 3 2 5 4 3 3 1 3 2 19 4 1 5 4 5 5 2 2 1 2 5 2 

5 2 1 5 1 5 2 3 2 2 4 1 20 20 1 5 2 2 2 2 1 2 5 4 2 3 



1 2 3 if 5 6 7 s 9 ' 10 11 12 
1 2 3 if 5 6 7 8 •9' 

21 1 5 5 if if 5 2 1 5 5 1 3 • 11 1 3 •5 3 5 2 3 2 5 
22 1 3 if 5 1 if if 2 5 5 3 5 12 1 if 2 3 3 2 1 2 5 

23 1 2 5 5 5 3 2 1 1 1 5 1 
2'f k 3 1 5 2 5 if 5 5 1 3 1 1 2 1 2 if 1 1 5 

p •1 p c c . p 

s i 
c 
3 it 5 3 if 3 

7 

it 

7 
3 

c 
5 

1 2 3 if 5 6 7 8 9" if 2 2 5 3 2 2 1 if 2 
c ^ p 

1̂ 1 1 3 1 1 2 if 2 2 5 6 
1 

2 1 if 3 2 if 2 
1 
1 

1 
5 

2 1 5 2 if 1 1 1 if 2 7 2 3 1 if if 2 1 if 5 

3 3 5 5 if 2 1 if 5 • 1 8 2 5 1 if if 1 2 5 1 

5 2 5 5 2 5 1 2 1 9 1 if 1 1 if 1 1 2 5 " 
10 2 1 1 2 1 if 2 1 5 

1 2 1 if 2 2 if 2 1 5 
11 5 3 1 if 1 if 1 . 2 if 

2 1 5 1 2 4 1 1 if 1 12 1 5 5 2 3 • if 1 1 5 

3 if 5 5 if if 1 if if 2 13 1 if if 2 1 if 2 2 5 

1 2 5 if 1 5 if if 1 
l i f 1 1 1 1 2 5 2 1 5 

5 2 2 5 1 1 if if 2 if • 15 1 1 .5 2 2 5 5 1 if 

* 6 if 1 5 if 3 5 if 2 if 16 1 5 1 3 • if if 5 1 5 

7 2 1 t 3 c 
f t t 5 
8 2 5 1 if if 1 2 5 1 T 5 I 2 1 3 1 1 if 2 1 5 

p c 1 p 1, 

1 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 5 

c 

3 if 5 5 if 2 
1 
1 

1 

if 

H 

5 ' 
*f 

if 
2 1 5 1 if if 1 2 5 2 if if 5 5 if 5 5 if if if 

3 if 5 5 if 2 1 5 if 2 5 1 1 5 1 1 1 1 1 1 
if 2 2 5 2 1 5 2 2 ' 1 * 6 if 1 5 2 if 5 if 1 if 

5 if 5 2 1 if 1 if 1 7 if '2 1 if '2 1 1 if 5 
6 3 2 2 3 3 if 5 1 5 3 2 if 1 2 if 1 2 5 2 
7 2 . 1 1 1 if if 5 if if 9 2 1 1 2 if 2 2 1 if 

8 2 . " 5. 1 if if 1 2 5 1 10 2 1 1 1 2 3 2 1 if 

9 1 2 1 2 if 1 • 1 1 5 11 3 1 1 if 1 if 5 3 2 
10 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 5 12 1 2 1 2 2 5 3 2 5 



1 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 ' 

13 2 5 k 1 3 if if 5 
^k 1 1 1 1 if if 2 1 5 

15 1 5 2 2 5 5 1 5 
16 5 1 5 2 if 5 5 2 5 

1? 'f 1 1 2 2 4 if 5 3 
13 3 1 3 1 2 if 5 3 3 

19 if 1 1 1 5 2 1 2 2 

20 1 1 2 5 2 1 if 5 

3 1 1 if 1 if 2 1 if 

2 1 2 if 3 1 2 5 if 

3 3 i* 5 if 3 if 3 2 5 
h 2 5 3 if if 2 2 1 

5 1 1 5 3 1 2 1 3 3 
6 2 2 if 3 if • if 3 if 

7 5 1 1 3 3 2 2 3 if 

8 1 2 3 3 1 2 5 3 
9 1 1 3 2 if 1 

• 
if if 5 

. 10 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 if 

11 1 1 1 if 2 1 3 5 
12 1 3 2 3 2 if 2 1 if 

13 1 5 i* 5 1 3 3 if 5 
1̂ * 1 • 1 1 2 5 if 2 1 5 
15 1 1 5 2 1 5 if 1- 5 
16 5 1 5 2 2 if 5 1 5 
17 2 1 1 "2 • 3 if if 2 2 

13 1* * 3 3 2 2 if 5 2 ' 5 
19 1 1 1 if 2 2 if 2 
20 1 1 if 3 1 1 3 3 
21 1 3 2 if if 3 3 5 
22 2 1 i* 2 3 5 if if 5 
23 2 1 2 if 1 2 3 if 

3 1 2 1 1 1 •1 5 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 • 9 ' 

1̂ 1 1 1 2 2 5 1 4 . 5 1 

2 4 1 5 1 2 4 .1 3 5 

3 1 1 5 1 4 1 3 5 1 

if 4 2 4 1 1 4 3 1 5 

^2 1 1 1 2 4 4 1 4 5 1 

2 5 2 4 1 4 5 ,1 1 5 

3 1 1 5 1 .1 1 2 5 1 

if 4 .1 2 1 4 4 2 1 5 

5 5 4 5 3 2 4 1 5 2 

6 1 1 4 3 2 2 4 5 1 

7 5 4 5 2 1 4 2 4 1 

3 5 5 3 5 4 2 4 1 1 

1 1 1 4 5 5 1 3 5 2 

2 2 1 5 4 if 2 1 1 5 

3 1 1 5 2 4 1 3 5 2. 

if 1 1 2 1 5 5 3 2 • 5 . 

5 5 4 5 3 1 4 1 5 2 

6 1 2 3 3 2 1 2 5 1 

7 4 2 5 3 2 4 3 4 1 

3 4 5 5 5 2 2 3 5 1 

9 1 5 2 3 5 1 4 4 5 

10 5 5 5 3 1 4 2 3 2 

11 1 4 1 2 5 1 2 4 . 4 

12 T 5 2 2 2 4 3 1 5 • 

1 1 5 5 4 4 1 2 5 2 

2 4 1 4 5 2 4 1 2 5 

5 1 1 5 1 2 1 2 5 1 

if 4 1 2 1 2 5 3 1 5 

5 4 5 5 2 2 4 1 5 3 

6 1 1 ii 4 4 1 3 5 1 

7 r, 2 1 2 3 3 5 1 



1 2 3 if 5 6 7 8 9* 

8 2 5 5 5 if 2 3 2 1 

9 1 if 1 5 5 2 2 if 5 
10 5 5 5 2 2 if 1 3 2 

11 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 5 if 

12 1 5 2 1 if 2 3 1 5 

13 if 5 5 1 1 2 if if 1 

1i» . 1 5 1 2 3 3 if 1 if 

15 5 1 3 1 2 5 if 2 5 
l 6 1 5 if if 3 1 2 3 if 

T5 1 1 2 5 5 if 1 2 5 2 

2 if 1 if 5 1 2 1 if •5 
3 1 1 5 1 2 1 2 5 2 

if if 1 1 1 2 if 3 2 5 

5 if 5 5 2 1 if 1 5 • if 

6 1 2 if if 2 2 3 5 •1 

7 5 1 5 2 1 3 3 5 1 

8 2 5 5 5 if • 1 A 2 1 

9 1 if 1 2 if 2 2 5 5 
10 if 5 5 1 2 if 1 2 - 2 
11 1 1 2 1 5 2 1 if if 

12 1 if 2 . 2 5 ? 2 1 5 
13 2 if 5' 1 2 2 • if if 2 
l i f 2 2 1 1 if 5 2 1 5 
15 5 1 if 2 2 5 . if 1 if 

16 1 5 3 if if 2 . 1 2 5 

17 5 1 1 2 2 5 ' 5 1 if 

13 5 if if 1. 2 if 3 2 1 

19 1 1 2 1 2 2 if 2 1 

20 3 1 1 ' 2 if 5 5 1 2 

1 1 5 5 2 1 2 5 1 

2 5 if 2 if 2 2 1 1 5 

• 1 2 3 if 5 6 7 8 9* 

3 1 1 5 1 2 2 2 5 2 

if if 1 2 1 2 5 2 1 5 

5 5 5 5 2 1 if 2 5 2 

6 1 2 3 if if 2 if 5 1 

7 5 2 5 2 1 5 3 5 1 

8 2 5 5 5 if 2 if 5 1 

9 1 5 1 1 5 2 1 if 5 

10 if if 5 1 1 2 2 2 1 

11 1 5 3 if 4 2 1 if if 

12 1 5 1 1 if 1 1 1 5 

13 2 if 5 1 1 2 if 2 2 

lif 1 1 1 1 if if 2 1 5 

15 5 1 5 1 2 if if 2 if 

16 1 5. 3 2 2 1 1 if 2 

17 5 1 1 1 • 2 if if 1 2 

18 5 2 if 2 2 if 3 if 2 

19 1 1 1 2 if 5 if if 1 . 

20 1 1 1 2 if if 5 1 .2 . 

21 2 2 1 1 2 if if 1 5 

22 1 1 1 2 if 1 2 1 5 

23 2 2 if if- 1 2 2 5 1 

2it if 3 5 if 1 2 1 5 2 

To Gavo opaco* conatructa for. these grids w i l l not be l i s t e d . However. ,S3» Sif 
and S5 were used aa teot cases for sono aspects of the procedures and f u l l details 
v / i l l bo reported i n tho relevant appcndicea. 

Prior to further anolysio, tho 22 individual grids i n the sanplc wore proceoaed 
by tho pronram EXACT. Exact probabilitiea of aasociatior^ betv;een constructs 
i n each grid are l i s t e d i n the following natriccs. Probabilities are given 
to four places, decinal point oaitted, negative signs indicate that optirjJ. 
associaticn i c obtained when one r.crabor of tho pair i s reversed. 



SI G R l D l S I GRID 2 

' 3 o / 5 0103 2S$5 ^ooS - 5 o 2 4 - / 1^52 ©STo -0114- OooB -lb{8 O t 3 o 0-^32 M-SSo -23(>4- l5o€> ODOO 

Z - « o / -47o/ 24-9^ 3*75 2 ' - 3 ^ 7 9 - 0 W o 0 S i 5 1967 I i 4 0 /4-I4 - / 445 * -2677 0734- 2og7 

3 -46o2 oloff -25a t 3 -OS07 - 0 3 / 4 1^*0 2.^05 222^-Cto? 0%$ o3oZ. 
4- 43o/ 27o7 4 -0DS4- 4 3 / 6 -D^oo-;io5-Z 3?frfc -644o - « ) 6 3 

5 -t2(<J 5 - I15o OZZ3 O S ' S ! - 2 4 0 S - 1 5 8 7 O^iJ 00(0 

6 -035S - 2 7 0 4 - " + ? / 2560 -D37o -2 (23 

7 o l ( 3 -4*124-0542 0 0 0 5 / f03 

S -5 ( (o 'Io2<? 04^2 / / 7 t 

9 -5032 3 t 8 2 -47*7 

\0 -Ofcit -2147 

II ( 4S5 

SI GRID 3 
Z 3 + 5 t 7 3 ? (0 II 12 13 14- 15 Ifa »7 IS 1 

/ 521? 511? -0S48 0001 3174- 00^7 -41*^2-2155 5222 Oi32 oot7 o^6f 0025 ozfcg oorfe iS2o oTofe 
2 -OtflS-Ofea 5152 -00<?6 2fc/3 -3333 -4^40-5oS&-4-7gS 1762 4832 -5oi^ IO<»J Xoiq /47| I K Z 
3 -3525 i ' l io .^+'0 -'Mlfc 5-044 ItSo, -256^,-527^-4427-3113 -4.334-^7'|(,-A?37-3So(-4^2/ 
4 ^241 '2365 -24t i -^277 -5?13-53'Jo-3S76-o873-ISS7-(' iqc( -04^3 -02i7 - I 3 /0 -C620 
5 ISoo oy\o 3753 "iloo-S^n'i 065fc oioz U14 ooso oloo ooS\ o^)\ ob34 
^ Met 247*! 4'\^)4-^o79 I507 42oS ^ i ? f ^ l ? 547? ^SSM- 538^-Sl2o 
7 ^041 -4011 -Hn 000/ 0605 3850 021o 1262 076t, 02if7 C>?6f 
S 5^24-olSb 37+7-4256-42)2-4275 A-'KS -1242 (780 IS^o 
^ -4541 -/764-3S53-4S82 -4413 4o44 -Io65 
'o -21^7 42*^2.152^ 5 3 S o - ^ o o 23*^4-l6n5-2t/7 
fl mi 527/ 03ol 3t)2S 12/5 /2«'=| 2^41 

12 -2.192 OOOt 0007 000? 0/43 32U 
13 0445 c^53 fo5-2 437^ 3oo9 
14 Oioo Oojo 0424 4S35 

^5 0141 0(13 2o/8 

'6 09JS 33o8 

17 2S55 



S 2 GRID 1 S2 G R I D 2 

/ -0175 -085b '3 l68 / 00i5-004*1 - O S S * ? - O O l S - 2 1 1 6 - H S f - ' 1 2 0 - 2 5 7 / -0593-3?Z*? O-f S+ 

^ -07l<l -lOb! -0517 AS*?! • 2 -OZV'OOOO ^f(^<^ -Zl\t - O & T ? - 0 0 4 4 - 0 3 o 5 -084T / S ^ f 

3 4470 0082. -4219 3 CB56 OOOS ^660 0843 065"3 07Z7 375t -0/30 

4 2685 OGi,g 4- 0 3 S i 4 S 4 7 3/S3 Z ? 5 3 f 7 7 / 0 3 4 8 Z'?23-"«>?of 

5 -?073 5 5''Z4 i2«i1 O6o3 0ofc4 OX6o 077*1 -O^S/ 

t 0 7 0 4 3 W - 4 - 0 ^ 7 Z?2<?-5263-3602 

50W 0*?^© 0338 0^154 52?/ 

8 Ub5 2713 1 1 5 3 -037t 

T 0 7 ( f 0266 - H 7 8 
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2580' 
2719 
3143 
3753 
- 1 9 8 
• 320 
4456 
2040 
3019 
1384 

9 
2456 
4966. 

-1402. 
» 5 2 2 4 . 
• 3086. 
2334 
2778 

.5009. 
0 

443 
• 4505 
1989 

.2545-
' 141 
4006 
2516 
5382, 
5401 
1000 

485 

10 
306 

4617 . 
• 1764. 
•3150-
3331" 
1770 
3834. 
3013-

445 . 
0 

4451 
638 

5333 
178-

2033 
1809 
3^!47 
2430 
3575* 
2 2 0 9 . 

11 
3071 

•3397 
.3332. 
•3176" 
•2632-
4830 

•5384 
•2580. 
•4505 
4451 

0 
2453 
5033 
4720 
3812 
3831 

279 
H44 

3151-
2765 

12 
380 

4517 
•1304 
'3403< 
2306 
2596-
9072 
2719. 
1989-

698. 
2453 

' 0 
3505 

134. 
982 

2 5 J 7 . 
2353-
1978 
3987 
l ' ' 3 l . 

13 
2393 
2 4 9 3 -

817 
•4616 
2 5 8 9 -

•3857, 
4460 

'3143^ 
•2545 
5333 
3 0 3 3 -
3305 

0 -
3742 
1020 
4343 
3935 
4812 

-84 
3730 

14 
479 

4884. 
-397-
4610 
3294 
1195 
4951 
3733 

141 
178 

4720 
134 

3742 
0 

1243 
1578 
4161-
2928 , 
2202-

403-

13 
295 

• 1680 
.3268. 
4521-
2785 

218 
- 9 8 0 . 
- 1 9 8 
4006 
2033 
3812 

582 
1020-
1243 

0 
451 

4356 
5 / 3 

I 5 l 4 
4219 

16 
795 

- 1 1 4 . 
•2109-
•5011-
3294. 

13 
•2998 
- 3 2 0 
2516 
1809 
3831 
2517 
4345-
1578 

451i 
0 

3C140 
397 

3094 
5304 

17 
4161 
4053 
3528 . 

'3257. 
•2177 
5190 
2762 . 
4436. 
3382 
3047 

279 
2353 
3935 
4161 
4336 
3040 

0 
345 

3674-
3550.. 

18 
1342 
• 710 

• 3394 
•4821 
5001 

675 
•2331 
2040 
5401 
2430 

844' 
1978' 
4812 
2928 

573-
397 
345 

0. 
5011 
4298 

19 
•4219 
.3341 
•1615-
4886-

.3306-
3033. 
3644 
3019 
1000 
3575 

•3151. 
-3987 

- 8 4 . 
2202 

• 1514. 
3094 
367-) 

'501 1. 
0 

1477 

20 
3904 
1260 

• 2997 
•5092 
•3063 
'4671 
1081 
1384 

483 
2209 
2769 
1931 
3730 

403 
4219 
5334 
3550 
4298 
1477 

0 



S 4 P R O B A B I L I T I E S GRID 5 

1 
2 
3 

5 

; J 
. 8 
' 9 
' 13 

11 
13 
13 

• 15 
\ 16 

17 
18 
19 
?.S 
2\ 
22 
23 
2C 

1 

' ' ' 0' 
• 4834 

3264, 
« 3 4 t ) d . 

9260 
878 
947 

f . t863 
• 3 7 6 8 

1387 
• 4872 

465-
4049 
1724 
163U-
1936 
2248p 
2267-

..2411 
• 4 8 B 3 

4222 
3308 

• 4 8 3 : 
1498 

10 11 12 13 

.4834 
0< 

.4103 

.2429 
23Q2 
2333 

966< 
53-

330 . 
4498 
1283 
5051 
1391 
4140 
3079 
- 9 3 3 
3 3 8 8 . 
1433 
1606 , 

343 
2808 
4244 

6t)9p 
4339 

3 2 6 4 . 
» 4 1 0 3 -

B 
3793 
2389 
5 3 3 3 -

•3734-
.3293-
5 0 4 4 . 
3 4 3 5 -
4 6 6 2 . 
1 6 2 3 -
1 9 7 0 -
3921 

732 
1776 
2434 
2 0 1 3 -
• 6 1 1 . 
3 4 1 9 . 
3281 
<133 
.1497. 
2769 

.3404 
2429 
3793 

0 
2268 
3 7 4 f 
1872-
2418 
3336 
2674 
2381-
9443 
3092 
4388-
2972 
4982 
9111 -
1610" 
4876" 
2869-
4829 
4 J 8 3 
1868-
- 7 6 9 -

9260 
2302 
2389 
2266. 

0. 
'9297 
•4931 
4960 . 
3001 
5021 

•4537 
4733 
1468 
3984 
1349 
3841 
2426 
3 5 / 9 
3698 
9074 
3630 
2238 
3991 
4866 

878 
2933 
5333-

.3741-

.5257. 
0 

2136 
'492C5 
2112 
2161 
4117 
1437 
3412 . 

729 
1283-
4060 

809 
2759 
4631 
4889 

989 
973 

3901 
5324 

947. 
966 

•3734. 
•1872-
'4931 
2136. 

0 
4666 
1397 
1966-
1349 
9 4 0 0 . 
4408 
10A8« 
4222-
5081 
3811-
9176 
2936 
2922 
3293 
3 7 9 3 -

132 
1702 

•1863 
93 

•3293 
.2418 
4960 

.492(1 
4666 

0 
1796 

'4667 
1143 

.4442. 
1283 
4006 
1106 

• 63 
2369 
• 828 

979 
86 

4924 
3980 
1334 
4954 

•3768 
330 

-9044 
•3336-
3 0 0 1 
2 1 1 2 
1397 
1 7 9 6 ' 

0 
2 2 1 2 

918 
. 4 f l 4 1 
4443 
UC16 
2811 
4080 
42B8 
4498 
1318-
4 4 1 2 -

343 
884 
342 

4833 

1387. 
4498 
3435 

.2674. 
9021-
2161 
1966 

.4667 
2212 

0 
2028 
1190 
3964 
,1773 
1996-
2490-
3 9 4 6 -
1982 
4893 
4949 
1621 
1999 
2839 
1712 

.4872 
1289. 
4862 

•2331. 
•4537 
4117 
1349 
1143-

918 . 
2028 

0 
2223 
4086 

418 
4698 
2600 
4847 
9402 

677-
943 
450 

3314 
8 2 -

1967 

469 
• 9091 
1620 

.9443-
4733 
1437 
9400. 
4442 
4841 
1190 
2223 

1983 
6 6 9 . 
742 

4464-
3998-
3 1 9 9 . 
3 9 7 3 ' 
3190 
1273 
3199 
9281.. 
2094 

4049 
1391 
1970 

•3092 
1468' 
3412 

•4408 
1283-
4443 
3964 
4066 
1585 

0-
3639 
2464 
2995 
1781 
924 1 
3572 
1929 
4290 
9058 
4647 
2702 

14 

1724 
4140 . 
3921 
4 8 8 6 

•3984 
729 

1068 ' 
•4006. 
1406 
1773 

418-
669 

3639 
0 

2048 
3640, 
1295 
34 10 
252C!-
4 5 2 9 -

65 
1151 

9 3 9 i 
3941 

19 

1630 
• 3079 

702 
2972 
1249 
1283 

•4222 
•1106 
2 H U 
1596 
4698-

742 
2 4 6 4 . 
2048 

Q 

198 
2816 

498 
2 2 8 2 -
1214 

480 
129 

2 9 9 6 . 
4821 

16 17 

1986 
- 9 3 3 -
1776-
4982 
3841-
4060 
9081 

. 6 0 . 
4080 
2490 
2600-
4464 
2995-
3640 

198 
0 

3258 
68 

1031 
- 1 1 1 -
3667 

933 
3 0 2 9 . 
3597^ 

2248 
•3988 
•2494 
9111 

• 2426 
809 

3811 
• 2369 
4288 
3546 

'4847 
3998 
1781-
1299 
2816 
3258 

0 
2941 
3161 , 
2807 
2580 
1872 
5 4 4 7 . 
2803 

18 

2267. 
• 1433 
2613 

» 1 6 1 0 . 
. 3579 . 
2759 
5176 
- 8 2 8 
4498 
1982-
5402 
3159 . 

-9241-
3410 

498-
68-

2941 
0< 

1978 
- 8 0 2 
3279 
1433 
4614 
2 4 0 3 « 

19 20 

.2411 
1606 
• » 6 l l 

.4876 
•3698 
4631 
2936 

979 
1318 

'4893 
677 

3973 
3572 
2520 
2282-
1031 
3161-
1978 

0 
2519 
2173 
3859 . 

579 
3447 

. 4 8 8 3 
343 

9419 
-2869 
>3074 
4889 

.2922 
86 

4412 
.4949 

949 
3150 , 
1929 
4529 

•1214 
-111 

• 2807 
• 832 
2919 

0 
9532 

.1348 
904 

2279 

21 

4222 
2808 
3281 
4829 
3630 

989 
3293 
4924. 

343 
1621 

450 
1270 
4250 

65 
480 

3687 
2980 
3279 
2173 
5532-

0 
79 

1897 
4894-

22 23 

3308 
4244 
4103 
4383 
2238 

979 
3795 

.3580 
884 

1995 
3314 
3199 
5098' 
1191 

129' 
933-

1872. 
1433-
3899 
1348 

79 
0 

4840 
4339 

-4831 
609 

- 3 4 9 7 
• 1868 
-.3991 

3901 
132 

1334 
342 

2839 
82 

-9281 
-4647 

939 
-2596 
-3029 
-5447-
• 4614 

579-
904 

1897 
484fl . 

0 
2126 

24 

1498 
4339 
2769 
- 7 6 9 

. 4866 
5324 
1702 
4954 
4833 
1712 
1567 
2054 
2702 
3941 

4821 
3597 

•2803 
2403 

-3447 
2279 
4894 

•4335 
2126 

0 

S 5 P R O B A B I L I T I E S GRlO I S5 P R O B A B I L I T I E S GHID 2 

1 2 3 4 
1 " " 0 - 1 8 4 9 190 - 4 7 6 
2 • 1 8 4 5 0 4203 114 
3 150 4203 0 - 2 3 5 9 
4 • 4 7 6 1 14f*2395 0 

I 2 3 
1 0 -191 1768. 
2 -191 0-277V) 
3 1 7 6 8 - 2 7 7 0 0. 
4 - 1 1 7 0 3 9 - 1 6 4 3 
9 • 2 6 6 2 3693 l 5 l 7 . 
6 105 - 4 5 8 13J 
7 - 1 8 9 8 3942 1374. 
8 - 4 9 B 7 - 2 9 9 2 - 1 5 5 8 ' 

4 9 
1 1 7 0 - 2 6 6 2 

35 3653 
1643 1517 

0 - 2 8 6 8 
,2f}68 

6 
105-

.458 
133 

.740 . 
0 4468 

- 7 4 0 4468 0 
.2923 17 4(192 
2 4 4 8 - 4 6 6 7 - 2 5 8 2 

7 
1898. 
3942-
1374. 
2523-

17. 
4092-

0 
4532 

8 
4987 
2992 
1558 
2448 
4667 
25H2 
4532 



S 5 P R O B A B I L I T I E S GRIO '3 

1 
1 0 
2 1994 
3 79 
4 . .4824 
5 - 3 1 1 5 -
6 346< 
7 4249 . 
8 2713-
9 2325 
0 - 8 8 4 . 
1 2 2 4 0 
2 - 3 3 2 

2 
1994 

a 
2863 
2 1 3 1 

•3324 
•4102 
• 3753 
2630 
4983 

. 3 1 9 9 -
5 M 9 
3075 

- 3 
79 ' 

2863 
0 

4 7 1 9 
5 3 1 9 

349 . 
2 3 4 3 ' 
3 2 1 9 
3020 
2397 
2893 
- 8 6 6 

4 - 3 
•4624- .3113 
2 l b l ' » 3 3 2 4 . 
4719 5319 

0 
- 6 2 7 

•627. 
0 

1894 2 7 7 1 
1805 244 

- 1 2 
3238 
- 4 1 9 

425 
•571 

19. 
2 4 9 6 - 1 3 2 2 
1655-^2361. 

6 • 
346 

'4102-
349 

'1894-
2 7 7 1 

0 
2484 

985 
3704 
5127 
3352 
1273 

4 2 4 9 2713 
3 7 5 5 - 2 6 3 0 
2343 3219 
1805 - 1 2 

244 425 
2484 985 

0 966 
966 0 
- 9 1 - 3 6 3 2 
694 513 

- 1 5 3 - 3 1 1 6 
- 4 8 3 c l 3 4 7 

9 
2325 
4985 ' 
3020 ' 
3 2 3 8 
- 5 7 1 
3704 . 

- 9 1 
' 3632 

0 
• 620 

37 
1804. 

10 
- 8 8 4 

•3199 
t2397 
- 4 1 9 

19. 
. 5127 

694 
513 . 

- 6 2 0 
0 

- 5 3 0 
•5272 

11 
2 2 4 0 
3 1 1 9 
2893 
2496 
1322 . 
3 3 5 2 . 
- 1 5 3 
3 1 1 6 . 

37 
• 5 3 0 " 

0 
3124 

12 
- 9 3 2 
3073 
- 8 6 6 
1659 
2361 
1273 
- 4 8 3 
1347 
1804 
3 2 / 2 
3124 

S 5 P R O B A B I L I T I E S GRID 4 

I 
1 0 . 
2 9 2 0 3 1 
3 7 8 2 . 
4 T-lS 
5 1975 
6 3 8 9 . 
7 4 8 5 0 . 
8 2 1 9 . 
9 1 7 1 1 . 

10 4054 
n 2393 

: f 2 4 5 3 4 . 
13 2267 
14 • 4 1 8 9 -
15 - 2 8 
16 8 8 -

2 
2 0 3 1 
• 0. 
3493 
129t). 
5 0 7 2 
3533 
3873 
3 2 2 2 
3 1 9 4 . 
4<J54 
3918 
2 2 3 9 . 
- 8 6 2 
1626 
1 7 4 1 . 
4843 

3 
782 

•3493 
0. 

• 1594 
1835 . 

209 
. 308-
4 0 8 8 
3 1 2 5 . 
4 0 8 8 . 
1 4 2 3 . 
2186 
1 2 1 3 . 
- 9 0 9 
3104 
3785 

4 
- 1 3 

1290 
1994 

0' 
,4009 
• 344 ' 
.4867 
- 1 1 7 
2 0 9 1 -
9215 
4044 
3922-
22B9 
3840-

5-
- 6 1 4 

5 
1975 
5 0 7 2 . 
1835 

•4009 
0. 

•3922 
721 

5323 
•2585 

2 6 . 
3624 

•4009^ 
660 

r 2 3 2 7 . 
•4668 
3 7 8 2 

389 
'3533 

209 
- 3 4 4 
3 9 2 2 

0 
3077 
1964 
3226 
1760 
1473 
1607 
53H2 
1153 
- 5 7 6 
3162-

7 
4850 

• 3 8 7 3 . 
508 

.4867 
721 

3077 
' 0. 

• 3 9 1 0 
- 1 2 6 

754 
4 8 6 8 . 
- 4 8 8 

182 
- 2 0 5 
3003 
1402 

8 
219 

'3222 
4088 
- 1 1 7 ' 
5323 
1964 
3910 

0 
4564 
3 4 3 8 
1767 
4999 
2970 
5047 
p105 

660 

9 
1711 

• 5194 
-3125 
• 2 0 9 1 . 
•2585 
3 2 2 6 . 
- 1 2 6 
4564 

0 
- 7 8 6 
1423-
1 3 / 5 -
- 3 1 8 
1865-
- 7 5 3 

6 1 5 -

10 
4054 
4454 
4 0 8 8 
5215-

26 
1760 

754 
3438-
- 7 8 6 

0. 
2638 
3 6 3 7 . 

4 6 4 ' 
2 4 7 f l . 
4*976-
5 4 0 / 

U 
2393 
3 9 1 8 . 
1423 . 

' 4044 
3 6 2 4 . 
1473-
4868 
1767 
1423 
2 6 3 8 . 

0 ' 
4936 
3574-
3151 
4 3 3 5 -
2610 

12 
4334 
2 2 3 9 
2 1 8 6 
3922-
4009 
1607 
- 4 8 8 
4 9 9 9 
1375 
3657 
4 9 3 6 . 

0 . 
3963 

I 9 . 
5 0 2 2 -
1045 

13 
2267-
- 8 6 2 -
1213 
2289 

660-
5302-

182 
2970 
- 3 1 8 

464-
3 5 7 4 . 
3963 

0-
3916 
4 3 3 6 . 
4836 

14 
•4189 
•1626 
- 9 8 9 -
3840 
2 3 2 7 . 
1 153 
- 2 0 5 
5047 
1865 
2 4 7 8 
3 1 5 1 . 

19-
3 9 1 6 . 

0-
5047 
2554 

15 
f 2 8 

1 7 4 1 . 
'3104 

5 
4 6 6 8 
- 5 7 6 
3 0 0 3 . 
- 1 0 5 
- 7 3 3 
4 9 7 6 . 
4335 
502? 
4 336 
3047 

0 
- 2 3 6 

16 
88 

•4843 
3785 
- 6 1 4 
3 7 8 2 
3 1 6 2 
1402 

660 
613 

5407 
2610 
1045 
4836 
2554 
- 2 3 6 

0 



. S 5 P R O B A B I L I T I E S GRID . 9,_ 

1 2 3 4 9 fi 7 8 9 10 t l 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
" 1 ^ 0 1916 527 - 1 8 7 - 4 8 7 7 73 3361 805 3 8 7 7 - 2 3 2 3 2 3 1 7 - 4 3 6 4 3112 - 3 8 3 - 4 8 6 2 9 3 0 ^65 • 8 8 1 S307 - 7 3 9 

2 "1916 0 2 6 8 1 3825 1977 3 2 3 0 1 9 9 1 . 2 5 8 9 - 4 7 8 3 - 3 8 7 7 4 8 2 7 - 2 3 6 3 - 2 6 3 1 - 3 1 2 4 3877 4 3 3 9 - 4 4 4 9 . f 1 8 9 8 - 2 2 8 4 - 8 1 3 
~ 3 " 527 2 6 8 1 0 . 2 5 9 7 1952 382 793 4487 38f t8 4670 1 8 1 0 - 2 8 0 7 4 1 7 - 1 6 3 4 - 3 4 2 5 - 3 9 2 7 - 9 0 9 - 4 4 5 7 3 8 0 1 - 1 2 9 0 

4 - 1 8 7 3 8 2 3 - 2 3 9 7 0 - 5 2 6 4 - 5 1 1 - 3 1 3 0 - 2 3 4 5 7 3 - 4 0 9 2 3622 4 3 1 3 - 1 7 5 6 226 2 8 6 - 2 8 0 3 56 5 0 7 6 - 3 3 1 6 1 0 7 8 : 
3 - 4 8 7 7 1977 1 9 5 2 - 3 2 6 4 0 4661 1 5 0 7 - 2 7 0 7 4143 2 0 1 - 4 7 3 8 - 3 1 3 2 1 5 3 2 - 3 8 9 5 - 5 0 8 8 4 3 3 9 - 2 1 2 2 I 7 5 3 i 2 4 3 5 - 3 3 1 
6 75 3250 382 - 3 U * 6 6 1 0 1369 1 6 5 6 - 5 2 0 0 - 2 9 9 2 - 3 3 3 3 - 1 0 0 5 1430 - 3 0 0 - 1 1 2 6 - 3 7 0 5 - 5 0 0 - 2 9 0 6 3 4 3 6 - 1 8 9 8 : 
7 3 5 6 1 l 9 9 l 7 9 3 - 5 1 3 0 1507 1369 0 - 3 6 5 7 - 9 2 1 2 6 6 8 - 3 2 6 0 - 2 8 1508 - 7 8 6 2 1 5 2 - 9 3 4865 996 4 0 5 8 - 3 8 0 2 
B 8 0 3 - 2 5 8 9 4487 -25-^2707 1 6 5 6 - 3 6 3 7 0 - 2 6 3 2 468.1f-1968 4456 2009 - 4 1 8 - 1 0 8 7 2498 - 4 7 8 5265 4 5 9 9 - 2 4 9 3 : 
9 3 8 7 7 - 4 7 8 3 3 8 6 8 4373 4 1 4 3 - 3 2 0 0 - 9 2 1 - 2 6 3 2 0 - 2 3 2 5 304 5 9 3 - 3 3 2 6 2314 - 4 0 2 6 7 8 - 1 8 4 8 - 5 1 0 - 4 1 7 5 - 2 3 5 6 ' 

10 - 2 5 2 5 - 3 8 7 7 4 6 7 0 - 4 0 9 2 2 0 1 - 2 9 9 2 2668 4 6 8 1 - 2 3 2 3 3 - 2 6 1 4 - 4 6 3 5 1 5 7 5 - 5 0 8 8 3251 4 8 3 1 - 3 4 2 8 6 2 - 3 1 6 3 - 2 3 3 6 • 
11 2 3 l 7 4827 l 8 i 0 3 6 2 2 - 4 7 3 8 - 5 3 3 3 - 3 2 6 0 - 1 9 6 8 3 0 4 - 2 6 1 4 . 0 1 1 0 9 - 4 4 0 7 1 4 2 1 - 2 8 2 9 2 4 9 8 - 2 8 5 4 - 1 0 6 6 - 5 0 2 4 - 4 8 4 0 • 
12 - 4 3 6 4 - 2 5 5 0 - 2 8 0 7 4 5 1 3 - 3 1 5 2 - 1 0 0 3 - 2 8 4456 5 9 5 - 4 6 5 5 1109 0 - 3 3 6 7 5 6 7 - 3 0 2 2 7 5 - 3 7 4 3 - 1 6 5 2 - 3 8 7 2 - 5 3 1 4 • 
13 3 1 1 2 - 2 6 3 1 4 l 7 , l 7 b 6 1532 1430 1508 2 0 0 9 - 5 3 2 6 1 5 7 3 - 4 4 0 7 - 3 3 6 7 0 - 1 1 4 5 - 3 6 4 8 - 3 6 1 8 - 1 4 2 2 I 8 l 9 2 6 3 0 - 1 9 9 1 • 

1 14 - 5 8 5 - 3 1 2 4 - 1 6 3 4 2 2 6 - 3 8 9 5 - 3 0 0 - 7 8 6 - 4 l 8 2 3 1 4 - 5 0 8 8 1 4 2 | 3 6 7 - 1 1 4 5 0 1587 2930 8 3 4 - 4 0 9 2 - 4 8 1 5 829 
: 15 - 4 8 6 3 8 7 7 - 3 4 2 5 2 8 6 - 5 0 8 8 - 1 1 2 6 2 1 5 2 - 1 0 8 7 - 4 0 2 3 2 5 1 - 2 8 2 9 - 3 0 2 2 - 3 6 4 8 1987 0 - 9 3 7 54 1315 4175 768 

16 2 9 3 0 4 3 3 9 - 3 9 2 7 , 2 8 0 5 4 3 5 9 - 3 7 0 5 - 9 3 2498 678 4831 2498 7 9 - 3 6 1 8 2 9 3 0 - 9 3 7 0 - 7 3 9 - 9 7 2 - 1 9 2 6 - 1 0 4 7 
<''17 - 6 5 - 4 4 4 9 - 9 0 9 5 6 - 2 1 2 2 - 5 0 0 4865 - 4 7 8 - 1 9 4 8 - 3 4 2 8 - 2 8 5 4 - 3 7 4 3 - 1 4 2 2 834 54 - 7 3 9 0 2 9 2 1 3630 1 10 

18 - 8 8 1 - 1 8 9 8 - 4 4 5 7 3076 1 7 5 3 - 2 9 0 6 996 5263 - 3 1 0 6 2 - 1 0 6 6 - 1 6 5 2 1 8 1 9 - 4 0 9 2 I 3 l 5 - 9 7 2 2921 0 4941 3956 -
. 19 5 3 0 7 - 2 2 8 4 3 8 0 1 - 5 3 1 6 - 2 4 3 5 3436 4058 4 5 9 9 - 4 1 7 5 - 3 1 6 3 - 5 0 2 4 - 3 8 7 2 2 6 3 0 - 4 8 1 3 4 1 7 5 - 1 9 2 6 3 6 3 0 4941 0 1850 
• 20 - 7 3 9 - 8 1 3 - 1 2 9 0 1078 - 3 3 1 - 1 8 9 8 - 3 8 0 2 - 2 4 9 5 - 2 3 5 6 - 2 3 5 6 - 4 8 4 0 - 3 3 1 4 - 1 9 9 1 829 7 6 8 - 1 0 4 7 110 3956 1950 0 

- - w 
S5 P R O B A B I L I T I E S G H I O 6 ? 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 1 2 13 14 J 5 1 6 17 19 19 20 2J 22 23 24 

r 0 - 1 5 2 6 ' 424 - 4 1 2 41154 i 6 7 1314 3 4 4 - 2 1 6 0 4947 2674 - 8 8 6 4 7 0 7 - 1 0 9 3 - 2 9 6 7 2374 - 6 3 3 4482 5 1 0 8 - 2 2 0 2 - 3 0 8 - 2 9 1 1 43 9 1 9 ; 
' 2 - 1 5 2 6 0 - 5 3 1 1925 5 o 7 9 - r l 1 6 - 2 4 6 6 « . l 3 3 3 4f)26 4613 3649 1 4 6 4 - 2 9 2 9 4691 5 2 8 3 - 5 0 2 4 4 7 0 8 - 3 4 1 5 - 1 4 6 - 1 199 4085 2 9 9 8 * 1 9 8 7 3 2 8 9 

3 424 - 5 3 1 , 0 - 3 1 1 0 2 1 5 6 1295 814 2 2 2 9 - 5 0 9 8 3100 4 4 3 7 - 2 1 4 4 2 2 4 8 - 3 6 6 1 3006 2 5 1 8 - 1 9 2 1 2054 3 7 4 3 - 3 0 2 8 - 2 3 4 3 - 3 4 3 7 612 2 l l 5 v 
4 - 4 i 2 1 9 2 5 - 3 1 1 0 0 -»4739 - 1 8 3 - 4 3 7 8 r 4 - 4 9 3 4 - 4 2 1 2 - 1 3 8 8 4 3 6 1 - 3 3 7 5 371 301 - 7 2 4 496 2 6 2 9 5 l 9 l 3301 198 2777 - 7 7 4 - 1 2 2 2 \ 
3 4054 5 0 7 9 2 1 3 6 ^ 4 7 3 9 0 , 2 8 e 8 1 14 3 6 2 1 - 3 4 6 9 2 3 3 - 4 5 2 7 - 2 3 8 7 H H - 5 2 6 31 17 1 6 7 3 - 5 1 2 2 2 6 8 - 2 3 9 3 - 2 7 4 - 1 6 4 4 - 1 5 5 U n 73 
fl 167 - 1 1 6 1295 - 1 8 3 - 2 8 8 8 0 4 3 3 6 2 7 9 - 4 7 1 3 - 2 4 7 2 3 5 4 0 - 1 9 5 6 - 4 5 9 8 - 2 6 2 7 - 1 0 4 1 3 4 8 5 - 1 7 2 6 - 4 0 5 3 667 2 9 9 0 - 1 2 4 7 - 4 3 7 2 595 5 2 6 6 : 

; 7 1 5 1 4 - 2 4 6 6 8 1 4 . 4 3 7 8 U 4 4336 0 3404 - 5 8 6 4 8 4 - 1 1 4 7 - 2 0 2 1989 - 4 4 9 1 0 4 | 4894 3517 1 4 - 4 8 2 6 - 1 4 3 4 - 1 2 9 6 - 3 0 9 501 532 
: 8 3 4 4 - 1 3 3 3 2229 - 4 3 6 2 1 279 3404 0 - 4 5 7 3 3269 1 8 7 1 - 3 3 1 7 2 5 3 8 - 3 2 6 - 7 4 0 982 - 4 1 4 - 3 7 5 3 4 9 2 7 - 3 3 8 5 - 1 4 3 - 1 7 8 4 674 1057 
r 9 . 2 1 6 0 4 0 2 6 - 5 0 9 8 - 4 9 3 4 - 3 4 8 9 - 4 7 1 3 - 5 8 6 - 4 5 7 3 0 - 2 3 3 7 138 7 8 - 3 0 5 5 J283 - 8 9 8 8 8 2 - 1 4 6 0 - 6 0 9 5 1 6 6 - 4 2 2 9 3363 1 1 9 3 - 1 8 5 2 - 4 1 9 9 
; i 0 4947 4613 3 1 0 0 - 4 2 1 2 2 3 3 - 2 4 7 2 484 3 2 6 9 - 2 3 5 7 0 - 3 5 5 4 - 3 7 1 5 186 - 9 7 3 1746 2353 5019 1 0 6 4 - 1 2 3 2 - 1 1 8 2 - 2 1 3 4 - 9 0 9 3238 525 . 
, 1 1 2674 3649 4 4 3 7 i l 3 8 f l - 4 5 2 7 3 5 4 0 - 1 147 1871 1 3 8 - 3 5 9 4 0 4 1 3 - 3 9 6 6 4831 - 9 8 178 - 4 4 - 3 2 3 - 3 0 5 0 - 1 8 7 1 - 2 5 4 1 2700 3883 2 0 f l 3 •• 
•12 - B 8 6 1 4 6 4 - 2 1 4 4 4 5 6 1 - 2 5 8 7 - 1 9 5 6 - 2 0 2 - 3 5 1 7 7 8 - J 7 I 5 4 i 3 0 - 4 8 7 9 M 0 6 - 1 9 0 8 1 7 3 6 - 2 2 6 8 - 2 3 9 - 2 3 4 7 - 4 6 0 0 2 3 0 9 636 - 7 3 3 - 3 5 4 2 '. 

13 4 7 0 7 - 2 9 2 9 2 2 4 8 - 3 3 7 5 1 4 1 1 - 4 5 9 8 1989 2 5 3 8 - 3 0 3 3 1 8 6 - 3 9 6 6 - 4 8 7 9 0 - 2 0 7 7 19R7 2 4 2 5 - 4 4 3 1 3 7 2 9 - 2 5 4 7 - 3 9 6 5 - 5 1 8 9 - 2 0 9 1 4114 2 4 2 ^ ' 
l"4 • l o s s 4 6 9 1 - 3 6 6 1 371 - 5 2 6 - 2 6 2 7 - 4 4 9 - 3 2 6 1283 - 9 7 3 4R51 1 1 0 6 - 2 0 7 7 0 3 5 2 3 - 2 0 9 2 3 2 4 9 - 2 0 6 0 2213 766 150 731 - 5 4 8 <»lfl9 
15 - 2 9 6 7 9293 3066 301 3 1 1 7 - 1 0 4 1 1041 - 7 4 0 - 8 9 8 1746 - 9 8 - 1 9 0 8 1987 3523 0 - 8 3 4 558 3 1 2 - 4 3 8 0 4456 1 7 4 6 - 4 7 8 8 - 3 4 2 2 - 3 2 8 9 

. 16 2 5 7 4 - 5 0 2 4 2 5 1 8 - 7 2 4 1673 3485 4894 982 882 2333 I 7 f l 1736 2 4 ? 5 - 2 0 9 2 - 8 3 4 0 - 4 4 1 - 2 9 6 1 - 2 7 6 1 - 9 8 2 - 1 5 4 3 - 3 4 1 8 1922 451 
17- - 6 3 3 4 7 0 8 - 1 9 2 1 4 9 6 - 5 1 2 2 - 1 7 2 6 3 5 1 / - 4 1 4 - 1 4 6 0 5019 - 4 4 - 2 2 6 8 - 4 4 31 3249 558 - 4 4 1 0 1219 2 7 5 2 1337 9 7 6 - 4 2 7 5 - 1 4 2 9 - 1 0 5 / 
18 4 4 8 2 - 3 4 1 5 2034 2629 2 6 8 - 4 0 5 3 1 4 - 3 7 5 3 - 6 0 9 1064 - 3 ? 3 - 2 3 9 3 7 2 9 - 2 0 6 0 3 l ? - 2 9 6 | 1219 0 4 5 5 0 - 3 0 4 , 1 - 3 5 9 6 - 5 9 0 ?3BB 2346 
19 5108 - 1 4 6 3745 5 l 9 l - 2 3 9 3 6 6 7 - 4 8 2 6 4927 5 1 6 6 - 1 2 3 2 - 3 0 5 0 - 2 3 4 7 - 2 5 4 7 2 2 1 3 - 4 0 8 0 - 2 7 6 1 275? 4550 0 183 3 4 l 3 - 4 > 9 6 5 2 5 9 - 7 3 4 
23 - 2 2 0 2 - 1 1 9 9 - 3 0 2 8 3301 - 2 7 4 2 9 9 0 - 1 4 3 4 - 3 3 8 5 - 4 2 2 5 - 1 1 8 2 - 1 H 7 1 - 4 6 C 0 - 3 9 6 5 766 4456 - 9 8 2 1 3 3 7 - 3 0 4 3 183 0 738 2 4 5 5 - 1 4 2 9 - 3 3 
21 - 3 0 8 4 0 8 5 - 2 3 4 5 1 9 8 - 1 6 4 4 - 1 2 4 7 - 1 2 9 6 - 1 4 5 3 5 6 3 - 2 1 5 4 - 2 5 4 1 2 3 0 5 - 5 1 8 9 130 1 7 4 6 - 1 5 4 5 0 7 6 - 3 5 9 6 3413 758 0 1274 - 4 2 3 - 2 1 6 
22 - 2 9 1 1 2 9 9 8 - 3 4 3 7 2 7 7 7 - 1 5 5 - 4 3 7 2 - 3 0 9 - 1 7 8 4 l l 9 3 - 9 0 9 2 7 0 0 6 3 6 - 2 0 9 1 2 3 1 - 4 7 8 8 - 3 4 1 8 - 4 2 7 5 - 5 9 0 - 4 7 9 6 2453 1274 0 - 1 1 3 7 - 6 8 4 
23 " 4 3 - 1 9 8 7 612 - 7 7 4 1411 SOS b o i 6 7 4 - 1 8 5 2 3 2 3 8 3HR3 - 7 3 3 4 i t 4 - 5 4 8 - 3 4 2 2 1 9 2 2 - 1 4 2 9 2388 5 2 5 9 - 1 4 2 9 - 4 2 3 - 1 1 5 7 0 282 . 
24 919 3289 2 1 1 5 - 1 2 2 2 73 5265 532 1 0 5 7 - 4 1 9 9 525 2 0 0 3 - 3 5 4 2 2429 - 1 6 9 - 3 2 8 9 4 5 1 - 1 0 5 7 2346 - 7 3 4 - 3 3 - 2 1 6 - 6 8 4 287 0 



E2 Codln̂ T sanplo grids. 

• 

The aanplo grids coaprieed 3096 individual elesent rating decisions. Elenents and • 
constructs in each grid woro class i f ied nccordlnc to the schcno described in Chapter 
3.2. This sche=o entailed classifying constructs in terns of three operational 
definitions of centrality, and elements by two, as follows:-

(a) Constructs 

( i ) Solf-oxanininf^; a l l constructs locating the element SELF at position 1 or 5 
wore denoted +SEt a l l others - S E . 

( i i ) Average extronity; a l l constructs were scored for average extreoity by 
computing root nean square deviations C / ( ^ d ^ / n ) ) of eleoents fron the nidpoint, 
or indifference position (5) . The nodlan score was found for each subject, and 
constructs exceeding the nodian denoted +AE, a l l others -AE. 

( i i i ) Stability of interpretation: the exact probability of association between 
construct replications .̂-aa obtained for each construct using the prograia EXACT 
(Appendix D). In addition, for those constructs displaying exact probabilities 
of association greater than .05, probabilities for those constructs were ranked 
within grids and Spearman rho corrolatidn coefficients obtained between rankings 
obtained on successive occasions. Significant values of rho were interpreted as 
indicating pattern consistency. A l l constructs obtaining cither on exact probability 

^ . 0 5 or rho ^ .01 (one-tailed) were denoted as +31, a l l others - S I . 

(b) Elcnents 

( i ) Elcnent oxtrcnity; a l l olcnonto woro acorod for avorago extremity over oolf-
rolevant constructs (whore SELF i s located at position 1 or 5) produced by each 
subject (including retestcd constructs) by computing root mean square deviations 
fro::: the nidpoint. The cedian score was found for each subject, and elements 
exceeding the median denoted +EE, a l l others - E E . The elements SELF and IDEAL 
SELF were ooitted in this analysis. 

the root mean square difference score for each oZcmont over replicated constructs. 
Only those constructs displaying stabi l i ty of interpretation were uti l ised for 
these comparisons. The cedian score for each subject was foundt and elements ' - -
exceeding the median denoted -ES, a l l others as ?ES- The elements SELF and 
IDEAL SELF were omitted from this analysis. 

Of the 3)00 construct sorts in the grid sample, only those for which a stability 
score could be obtained v/cro employed in the coding scheme. That i s , a l l sorts 
with the exception of those in the f inal grid in each scries wore coded, totalling 
192 constructs. After the elements SELF and IDEAL SELF had been removed from the 
element samples for each subject, h? elements remained to be coded. 

(a) Construct classifications 

The following table codes each of the 192 sanplo constructs according to the 
extent to which each displays self extremity of rating, average extremity of 
rating, and stabilt iy of interpretation. Each variable i s dichotomised, thus 
constructs may f a l l into one of eight classes:-

Code Gloss Function 
A" +SE, +AE, +SI Central • 
B +SE, +AE, -SI Peripheral 
C +SE, -AE, +SI Peripheral 
D +SE, -AE, -SI Peripheral 
E -SE, +A£, +SI Peripheral 

-SE, +AE, -SI Peripheral 
G -SE, -AE, +31 Peripheral 
H -SE, -AE, -SI Peripheral 

( i i ) Element s tabi l i ty: a l l olenonts were scored for stabil i ty by ccnputi 

The table below provides the data and code for each construct. I t should be 
noted that the definition of stability has tv;o components; the exact probability 
of association (PA) and (PC), the latter being computed cnly for those constructs 
dispia:.*ins -PA ( n > . 0 5 ) . In fact, in no case did a -PA construct attain a 
significant level of pattern consistency. Al l values of PA ore given to three 
places, dociital point omitted. Subscripts refer to notes at .the foot of the table. 



Construct SE AE PA PC Codo Conatruct SE AE PA FC 

1 

Codo Construct SE AE PA PC Codo Construct SE AE PA PC Codo 

SI 1 1+ 1.32^- 005+ c 8 2- 1.08 - 000+ G 9 2- 1-22 - 237- . 3 W f - H 10 5+ 1.91 + 050+ A 

2 1+ 1.38 - 002+ c 9 1 + 1.47 + 000+ A 10 1+ 1.4l - 007+ C 11 5+ l . 4 l - 831- . 1 5 5 , - D 

3 1+ 1.'29 - 000+ c 10 1+ 1,32 • 027+ A 11 1+ 1.66 + 611+ A 12 5+ 1.33 - 033+ C 

4 -u 1.29 - 511- -loo^- D 11 2- 1.12 - 016+ G 12 1 + 1.73 + 003+ A 

5 1+ I . 3 2 - - 000+ C 12 3 - 1.32 + 001+ E 13 1+ 1.26 - 134- .086^- D S4 1 5+ 1.73 + 006+ A 

6 1+ 1.32 - 059- 0.0^- D 14 4- 1.29 - 008+ G 2 4- 1.53 + 351- - .100^- F 

S3 'T^ 1 1 + 104- D 15 1+ 1.35 - 463- .005^- D 3 5+ 1-15 - 436- -.004^- D 

SI T2 1 1+ 1.61 + 009+ 2 1 + 1.61 + 037 A 16 5+ 1.26 - 086- -^5f - D 4 2- 1.25 - it87- -.OS&j- H 

2 1.4l + 000+ A 3 1+ 1-75 + 037+ A 17 1+ 1.41 - 105- .279^- D 5 1 + 1.73 + 161- B ' 

3 2- 1.29 - 064- -.109^.- H 4 1 + 1.58 + 039+ A 18 1+ 1.61+ 014+ A • 6 5+ 1.37 - 035+ C 

i* 5+ ^A^ + 001+ A 5 1 + 1.71 + 373- B 7 5+ 1.37 - 012+ C 

5 1+ 1.63 + 000+ A 6 1 + '1.63 + 043+ A S4 1 5+ 1.49 -
e 

•1 .63 + 

122- h D 8 1+ 1.63 + 003+ A 

6 1+ 1.53 + 904- .?.55g- B 2 2-

1.49 -
e 

•1 .63 + 0^6+ E . 9 5+ 1.73 + 087- B 

7 1+ 1.53 - 000+ C S3 T2 1 3 - 1-15 - • 129- .273 , - H 3 1 + 1.60 + 010+ A 10 5+ 1.63 +. 013+ A 

8 3 - 1.44 + 013+ E 2 3- 1-35 - 068- .435,- H 4 1+ 1.73 + 044+ A 11 4- 1.49 - 302- H 

9 n+ 1.53 - 016+ C 3 3 - 1.50 - 000+ G 12 5+ 1.70 + 219- B 

10 5+ 1.56 + 001+ A 4 3 - 1.44 - 060- .045,-. H S4 T2 1 5+ 1.41 - 033+ C 13 5+ 1.41 - 04l + C 

11 1+ 1.44 • 000+ A 5 5+ 1.71 + 013+ A 2 1+ 1.73 + 004+ A 14 5+ 1.83 + 009+ A 

tz 1+ 1.41 + 011+ A 6 3 - 1.63 + 006+ E 3 2- 1.41 - 007+ G 15 4- 1.73 + 000+ E 

7 1+ 1.55 - 05^- .677 , - D 4 1+ 1.63 + 012+ A 16 5+ 1.70 + 499- - .057^- B 

S2 1 4- 1.58^+ 023+ E 8 1+ 1-73 + 033+ A 5 4- 1.41 - 322- .679^- H 

- .057^-

2 5+ 1.55 + 005+ A 9 1+ 1.63 + 003+ A 6 4- 1.37 - 103- .429^- H S4 1 5+ 1.60 + 071- B 

3 2- 1.29 - 022+ G 10 1+ 1,22 - 026+ C 7 5+ 1.41 - 036+ C 2 4- 1.63 + 

CO E 

2- 1.15 - 244- -.100^^- H 11 1+ 1.78 + 001 + A 8 1+ 1,63 + 000+ A 3 4- 1.53 + 537- .023^- F 

5 1+ 1.66+ 016+. A 12 1+ 1.80 + 001+ A 4 4- • 1.53 + 301- F 

6 1+ 1.55 + 006+ A S4 T , 1 5+ 1.83 + 046+ A 5 1+ 2.00 + 045+ A 

S3 T j 1 

2 

1 + 1.44 - 021+ C Z 2- 1.63 + 463- .136 , - F 6 4- 1.53+ 405- F 

S2 T2 1 l*- .96 - 001+ G 
S3 T j 1 

2 4- 1.44 - 020+ G 3 2- 1.53 - 547- .136 , - H 7 5+ 1.55 + ooa+ A 

2 5+ 1.68 + 000+ A 3 3 - 1.29 - 239- -.049^- H 4 1 + 1.53 - 172- --164^- D 8 2r 1.4l - 003+ G 

3 2- 1.00 - 001+ . G 4. 2- 1.55 - 099- - .096^- H 5 1 + 1.53 - 429- - . 1 3 6 , - D 9 4.̂  •1;41 - 132- -.027,- H 

> .87 - 004+ G 5 4- 1.66 + 016+ E 6 5+ 1.29 - 096- .645,- D 10 4 . 1.49 - 019+ G 

5 2- 1-33 + 000+ E 6 3 - 1.73 + 192- - .238^- F 7 4- 1.53 - 430- .464 -
c H 11 2- 1.45 - 854- H 

6 2- .96 - 001+ G 7 1+ 1.71 + 002+ A 8 1+ 1.63 + 000+ A • 12 5+ 1.49-- 014+ C 
7 1+ 1.38 + 001>-^ A 8 3 - 1.66 + 033+ E • 9 5+ 1.73 + 012+ A 13 5+ 1.37 - 004+ C 



Construct SE AE PA. PC Code Construct SE AE PA PC Code Construct SE AE PA PC Code Construct SE AE PA PC Code 

14 5+ 1.75 + 001 + A 6 1 + 1.49 _ 009+ C 2 5+ 1.67 + 006+ A 3 2 - 1.73 + 001+ E 

15 5+ 1.73 + 001+ A 7 1+ 1.53 - 008+ C 3 1+ I . S 3 + 001+ A 4 5+ 1.49 - 001 + C 

16 5+ 1.73 * 00'f+ A 8 1 + 1.60 + 044+ A 4 5+ 1.60 + 000+ A 5 4- 1.63 + 003+ E 

1? > 1.37 - 092- .021j^- K 5 3r 1.49 - 000+ G 6 1+ 1.37 - 004+ C 

18 3 - 1.25 - 055- .272j^- H 1 2 - 1.70 + 041 + E 6 1+ 1.60 + 002+ A 7 1.67+ 000+ A 

19 2- 1.63 + 195- .027^- F 2 5+ 1.63 + 023+ A 7 1+ 1.56 - 000+ C 8 1+ 1.63 + 009+ A 

20 5+ 1.73+ 049+ A 3 2 - i . 5 > - 006+ G 8 1+ 1.49 - 000+ C 9 5+ 1.53 - 002+ C 

4 5+ 1.70 + 047+ A 9 5+ 1.65 + 009+ A 10 2 - ' 1.53 - 007+ G 

S5 T^ 1 1+ 1.73^+ 00>+ A 5 2- . 1.60 + 002+ E 10 2 - 1.49 - 000+ G 11 4- 1.65 + 151- .272^- F 

2 5+ 1.60 + 009+ A 6 1+ 1.45 - 004+ C 11 4- 1.63 + 042+ E 12 5+ 1.53 - 004+ C 

3 1+ 1.30 + 014+ A 7 1 + 1.20 - 003+ C 12 5+ 1.60 + 001+ A 13 2 - 1.29 - 004+ G 

4 5+ 1.49 - 036+ C 8 1 + 1.60 + 046+ A 13 1- 1.63 + 005+ • A 14 5+ 1.63 + 001 + A 

9 5+ 1.60 + 011 + A 14 4- 1.45 - 105- - • 2 3 9 j - H 15 4- 1.53 - 001 + G 

S5 T- 1 1+ 1.63 + 004+ A 10 2 - 1.45 - 000+ G 15 5+ 1.60 + 001 + A 16 5+ 1.49 - 113- D 

2 1.73 + 012+ A . 11 4- 1.53 - 111- .118^- H 16 4- i '53 - 002+ G 17 4- 1.73 + 004+ . E 

3 1+ 1.91 + 016+ A 12 5+ 1.49 009+ C 18 1+ 1.37 - 031+ C 

4 5* 1.45 - 017+ C S5 T^ 1 • 2 - 1.63 + 005+ E 19 1+ 1.53 - 116- . 5 1 1 , - D 

5 2- 1.63 + 000+ £ S5 T^ 1 2- 1.63 + 006+ E 2 5+ 1.63+ 013+ A 20 2 - 1.53 002+ G 

IJotea 

a: 

b: 

c: 

d: 

Hedlan AE score o I .395 

H = 5 . « < ° .01 (one-tailed), r^ = 1.0 

N = 11, a =.01 (One-toiled), r^ = .729 

Median AE score o I . 32 . 

to +AE. 

Median AE score = 1.365 
n = 17.<X=, .01 (one-tailed), r^ = .383 

Two constructs tied at median, both assigned 

Median AE score = 1.53. Kino constructs tied at nodian, 4 randomly 

assigned to +AE, 5 to -AE. 

U = 3 , Spearman rho coefficient inapplicable. 

n = 7 , 0 ^ = .01 (one-tailed), r^ = .893 

N = 15.CX = .01 (one-tailed), r^ = .623 

N = 19, 0̂  = .01 (ono-tailcd), r„ = .549 

Median AE score ~ I . 60 , 

to +AE. 

liine constructs tied at median, a l l assigned 



Tabulating thoso data by claaa and subject, the following frequencies are obtained:-

Subject S1 S2 S3 Sk . S5 Total 

Code A 7 7 13 19 25 65 

B 1 - 1 5 - 7 

C 6 - 8 lit 51 

D 2 - 6 6 2 i 6 

E 1 5 3 3 9 19 

F - - 1 6 1 8 

a - 7 3 3 9 22 

H 1 1 • 6 10 2 20 

Total 18 18 36 60 60 192 

(b) Elcacnt claasiftcationo 

The following table codes each of the ^7 soaple olononto (IDEAL SELF and SELF 

olcacntc re:20vcd) according to the extent to which each dioplayo overall extrenity 

of rating, and overall ctabi l i ty . Each variable i s dichotonised, thiui cle7.ento 

f a l l into ono of four cla^scs:-

Codo 
A 

B 

C . 

D 

Cloas 

+EE, +ES 

+EE, -ES 

- E E , +ES 

-EE» -ES 

Function 

Central 

Incidental 

Incidental 

Incidental 

The table bolou lioto the data and the codinc for each olcnent. Since values of 

element constructs in each subjoct'o complo, and values for stabil i ty depend on the 

nucber of stable constructs for each subject, EE and ES score vary in the number 

of observations on which they aro based. Subscripts refer to tho details 

in tho notes at tho foot of tho table. 

Elencnt EE ES Code Element EE ES Code 

SI 1 1.63^> 1.96^,- B t\ 1.59 + 2.39 - B 

2 1.32 - 2.^1 - D 5 1.55 " 2.29 - D 

5 1.37 T 1.67 + A 6 1.42 - 2.46 - D 

k l.l^f - 1.95 - D 7 l.S** - 2.65 - D 

7 ^,^o + 2.05 - B 8 1.49 - 2.33 - D 

8 1.29 - 2.22 - D 10 1.55 - 2.10 + C 

9 1-35 + 1.85 + A 11 1.71 + 2.23 + A 

10 i . ' t3 + 1.91 + A 12 1.56 + 2.12 A 
11 1.03 - 1,71 + C 

12 .3 f̂ - 1.87 + C S4 1 

2 

1,62 + 
^ 6 

1.61 + 

2 .46^-

2.27 + 

B 
A 

S2 1 1.41 + c 1 . 3 V A •3 1.71 + 2.42 - B 
2 1.35 - 1.77 - D h 1129 - 2.24 + C 

5 1.2^* - 1.53 - D 5 1.35 - 2.39 - D 
if -95 - ^M + C 6 1.45 - 2.15 + C 

5 1.2'f - 1.70 - D 7 1.51 - 2.61 - D 

8 ',M + 1.33 + A 8 1.55 + 2.30 + A 

9 1.73 + ^M * A 

10 ^M * 1.83 - B S5 1 1.73^+ 1.45j+ 

1,61 -

A 
11 1.60 + 1.57 - B 2 1.77 + 

1.45j+ 

1,61 - B 
12 1.^5 + 1 .^ + A 3 1.56 -

1.68 + 

1.24 + 

1.53 -

C 

B 

S5 1 1.^9 -
e 

2.33^- D 5 1.37 - 1.92 - D 

2 1.67 + 2.1^* + A 6 1.43 - 1.45 + C 

5 1.30 + 1.96 + A 7 

8 

1.12 -

1.7^ + 

1.33 * 

1.63 -

C 

B 

IJotos 

(a) H aelf-relovont constructs a 24; Median EE score = 1.335 

(b) N stable constructs = 14; Median ES score = 1.93. 

Cc) N self-relevant constructs = 11; Median EE score = 1,4l , Two elements tied 
at nedian, both assigned to +EE. 

(d) N stable constructs o 17; Median ES score = I . 5 0 5 . 

(e) N self-relevant constructs = 39; Median EE score = 1.555. 



( f ) N stable conotnicto = 21; Median ES score = 2.285-

(g) Vi Bolf-rolovant conotructe = ^7; Median EE Gcoro = 1 .53-
(h) N stable constructs = 30; Median ES score = 2-5^5-
( i ) N sclf-rolovant constructs = 52; Median EE score = 1.62. 
( j ) II sUblo constructs = 53: Median ES score = 1-525. 

Tabulating thoso data by class and subject, the following frequencies are obtained:-

Subject SI S2 S3 St* S5 Total 

Code A 3 4 2 1 14 

B 2 2 1 2 3 10 

2 1 1 2 3 9 

D 3 3 5 2 1 14 

Total 10 10 11 8 3 47 

E3 Estiirating construct and elcnont likelihoods. 

To ostir^tc the extent to which principal components analysis (FCA) located 
central constructs and elcmonto-in the grid soDplo, a l l construct sorts in each 
of the 5 grid series were f i r s t processed by the PREFAN progran. PREFAN solutions 
comprise the principal casponents underlying a l l constructs produced by each 
subject ona fixed olcircnt sonplo saaplo over a l l testing occasions. To obtain 
approxicato conditional probabilities of the extent to which PCA identified central 
predicates, sinplifiod transforaations were caploy'od to designate central constructs 
and elenents, as follows:-

Ci) Significant conponents wore f i r s t identified by the method of construct 
representation, (3-2 .4 . ) . Unrepresented conpononto were olininated. 

( i i ) Self-relevant conponents were located by testing for the inclusion of the 
clement SELF within those elements accounting for the f i r s t 50 percent of variance 

1 Slater P. IJotes on IN^RIU 72, Institute of Ifeychiotry, St . George's Hospital, 
London, 1972. 

attributable to each significant component. In only one case (S2) was i t 
nocofisary to relax the 50 percent criterion In order to locate a oolf-
rolovant component (relaxed to 7236). 

( i i i ) To locate central elements, the elements SELF and IDEAL SELF were 
removed and percent variance accounted for by each element on the f i r s t 
component l isted (Table I below). A l l olooonta exceeding the codion 
percent value for each subject were designated central elements (+). 

(iv) To locate central constructs, construct loadings on self-relevant 
components were f i r s t l isted disregarding sign (Table I I below). Whore more 
than one self-relevant coaiponent was four^ (SI and S5) i the highest loading 
for each construct was l i s ted . Tho median loading was found for each 
subject, and constructs exceeding this median designated as control constructs 
(+). 

The conditional probabilities obtained by cross-tabulating control items 
derived by these procedures with items designated as central in terms of 
tho operational definitions of centrality must be regarded os approximate, 
since the procedures obove are at variance with thoso developed in 
Chapter 3,2, In tho coin, the above procedures wi l l tend to overeatinato . 
tho extent of centrality, since a median spl i t has been employed in tho 
designation of constructs and elements. As the analysis in E 2 indicotes, 
the unconditional ratio of central to peripheral items i s in the region of 
2:1, in contrast to the 1:1 ratio assumed by tho median s p l i t . The effect 
of enployir^ the latter procedure cny be scon in tho following contingency 
tables which represent the conditional probabilities which obtain given the 
optical f i t between hypothesis classes and data:-



( i ) Conditional probabilities and likelihoods given optimal f i t for median-

nolit procedures. 

Table I : Data classes in the element sample. 

D 
c -

D 
P 

.3 0 -3 

H 
? 

.2" .5 .7 

'5 .5 1.0 

D 
c 

D 
P 

Priors 

«c 1 0 .3 

H .29 .71 .7 
P 

.29 

( i i ) Theoretical conditional probabilities ffivon optimal f i t with the 

orocodures of Chanter 3.2. , 

D 
c 

D 
P 

-3 0 '3 

0 .7 .7 

.3 .7 1.0 

D 
c 

D 
P 

Priors 

H 1 0 .3 
c 

.3 

H 0 1 .7 
P 

I t i s evident that the former method favours p(Hp) in that a single datum D^ i s 

required to ensuro pCH )̂ = 1.0, This i s not the case for the datum D^, where one 

observation yields the posterior probabilities p(H^) - .6 , pfH^) = . 4 , I n fact, 

optimal f i t io unlikely to bo achieved, and thus conditional probabilities of zero 

would not bo obtained. In this case, the gonoral outcome w i l l bo to retard . 

increments to p(H^) given successive obsorvations of D^, and to accelerate 

increments to p(H ) given successivo obaorvations of D . Consequently, as a method 
P P 

for estimating p(D/H^), the above procedure leads to reduced certainty of prodi-
cntion centrality. 

Element V% D 
CO 

Code Element V% D so Codo 

SI 1 5.23 B • 5 .20 D 

2 0.0 D 6 7 .05 © D 

3 21.53 A 7 9.73 D 

4 .16 D 8 3.87 D 

7 .37 B 10 7.54 © C 

8 3.94 D 11 16.25 A 

9 11.64 A 12 .80 A 

10 12.62 © A 

11 0.0 C S4 1 1.56 6 

12 4.32 C 2 15 '72 © A 

3 0.0 B 

S2 1 1.46 A- 4. 4.48 © C 

2 3.13 D 5 .46 D 

3 .15 D 6 21.35 C 
4 l ;08 C 7 1.14 D 

5 .56 D 3 15.67 © A 

8 32.74 © A 

9 10.16 A S5 1 1,26 A 

10 28.37 B 2 .,64 B 

11 2-35 B 3 21,86 0 C 
12 7.49 © A 4 3.08 © B 

5 2.47 D 

S3 1 0.0 D 6 10.60 C 
2 10.38 A 7 .94 c 

5 2.19 A 8 29.86 © B 
•4 9.67 B 

Abbroviations: V95 percent variance; C^^ = central element. 



Construct Ldg ° c c Code Construct Ldg ° c c Code Construct Ldg D Code Construct Ldg D 
cc 

Code Construct Ldg D 
cc 

Code Construct Ldg D 
cc 

Code 

cc cc 
10 2.235 © A 16 1.968 © A 4 2.234 A 

31^ T^ 1 3.064 © C 8 1.999 G 9 1.802 © H 11 .847 
© 

D 17 .500 
© 

H 5 1-300 G 

2 .316 
© 

C 9 2.420 A 10 2.191 C 12 2.119 © C 18 1.506 H 6 2.014 © A 

3 2.426 0 C 10 2.821 © A 11 3.053 

© 
A 19 .716 

© 
F 7 1.595 C 

4 .446 
0 

D 11 1.310 
© 

G 12 2.395 © A S4 T^ 1 2.556 A 20 2.183 © A 8 1.427 C 

5 2.936 © C 12 1.951 E 13 .733 D 2 1.160 F 9 .460 A 

6 .170 D 14 .603 G 3 1.590 D 1̂ ^ 1.045 A 10 .831 G 

S3c 1 1.716 © D 15 1.353 D 4 .901 H 2 .408 A 11 1.603 E 

SI Tg 1 2.853 ® A 2 .726 A 16 . 2.288 © D 5 .323 B 3 1.842 A 12 2.233 © A 

2 1.661 
® 

A .3 2.3'.9 A 17 2.223 © D 6 2.398 C 4 1.400 C 13 1.662 © A 

3 1.984 H 4 2.323 A 18 2.39'+ A 7 2.609 © C 14 1.626 © H 

4 2.837 A 5 1.192 B 8 2,5^7 © A S5 2̂ ^ •1.385 A 15 1.715 A 

5 3.090 © A 6 .283 A S4, T , 1 1.947 © D 9 1.729 

0 
B 2 1.615 © A 16 .860 G 

6 1.410 B d 1 
2 1.759 E 10 2.528 0 A 3 2.236 A 

7 2.517 C S3 Tg 1 1.299 H 3 2.296 © A 11 .603 H 4 2.299 © C S5 T^ 1 2,073 © E 

8 1.741 E 2 .739 H 4 1.829 A • 12 1.090 B 5 .177 E 2 .437 A 

9 .463 C 3 1.633 G 13 1.492 C 6 .192 C 3 .076 E 

10 1.53^ A 4 .460 H S4 T- 1 2.530 © C 
14 2.604 © A 7 1.476 C 4 2.137 C 

11 2.291 © A 5 ,326 A 
c. 

2 1.943 0 A 15 2.116 '© E 8 1.636 © A 5 1.430 E 

12 2.801 0 A 6 2.215 E 3 2.300 0 G 
16 1.279 B 6 2.456 © C 

7 1.434 D 4 1.753 A S5 T 3 I 1.603 0 E 7 1.655 © A 

"̂1 .703 E 8 .^52 A 5 1.804 H S4 T^ 1 1.848 B 2 1.290 A 8 1.684 0 A 

2 2.577 © 
© 

A 9 1.511 A • 6 1.833 © H 
2 1.848 0 E 3 1.780 © G ,9 l.>f4 C 

5 2.825 
© 
© 6 • 10 1.143 C • 7 2.153 © C 3 1.506 F 4 1.87^^ 

© 
A 10 .433 G 

4 1.438 H 11 2.5̂ *6 A 8 2.3^7 
© 

A 4 1.60? F 5 1.603 

© 
• E 11 .3^5 F 

5 2.319 A 12 2.515 © A 
2.3^7 

5 .765 A 6 2.491 © C 12 1.53^ C 
6 2.563 0 A S4 T , 1 2.252 A 

6 1.626 F 7 1.751 © C 13 1.690 © G 

S3 T 1 1.339 C 
3 

2 1.903 F 
7 2,360 © A 8 2.500 © A 14 2.474 ©• A 

S2 T j 1 2,778 © G 2 1.234 0 3 1.855 H 8 1.881 
© 

G 9 .460 A 15 1.411 G 

2 2.953 A 3 1.561 H 4 . 2.223 © D 9 1.148 
© 

H 10 1.023 G 16 .471 D 

3 2.9^3 0 ° / 
,G 

4 1.219 H 5 1.533 
© 

D 
10 2.423 © G 11 .244 H 17 2.062 0 E 

4 2.35^* 
0 ° / 

,G 5 .376 £ 6 2.290 D 
11 .79^ H 12 1.641 @ C 18 .272 C 

5 3.210 G E 6 1.864 © F 7 1.352 H 12 -917 C 19 .229 D 

6 2.141 G 7 2.812 A 8 2.3^7 A 13 .65^ C •S5 \ 1 2.147 © E 20 1.703 © G 

7 2.781 © A 8 2.516 © E 9 2.130 A 
14 

15 
2.027 
2.326 

A 
A 

2 

3 

2,178 

2-237 

A 
A 



Abbroviationa : Ldg = loodl:iG on oolf-rolovont components; D̂ ^ = core construct 
datum. 

IJotes 

(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 

Median'loading = 2.133 
Median loading = 2.494 
Median loading «= 1.597 
Median loading = 1.343, Two constructs tied at median, both assigned to D̂ ^ 
Median loading = I .608 . Three constructs tied at median, a l l ossigned to D̂ ^ 

Crocs-tabulations of hypothetical classes and data classes ore given for constructs 
on page 5311 and for olcncnts on page 53^. 

E ^ TabloD of posterior probabilities for centrality hypotheses, 

Tho computotion of posterior probabilities from the data of E2 and E3 is timo-
consuning and tedious, Tho following pages provide instant reference to posterior 
probabilities of centrality for constructs end elements, based on the estimates 
of conditional and unconditional probability distributions provided by tho sample, 
reported above. To utilise the tables, tho tronafonnations described in Chapter 
3 . 2 . should bo applied and items classified into dichotomous data classos:-

pc 

'ie 

coro construct 

peripheral construct 

incldcntol element 

central element 

The tables that follow provide posterior probabilities for construct centrality 
(Table I ) and clement centrolity (Table I I ) for a caxicum of eight successive 
observations. / 

^cc 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

359 505 650 772 860 918 953 974 986 

641 495 350 228 ^U0 082 047 026 014 

204 318 459 607 737 836 903 944 

796 682 5^1 393 263 164 097 056 

105 175 279 413 562 700 810 

895 825 721 587 ^38 500 190 

051 089 151 245 372 518 

949 911' 849 755 628 432 

024 045 076 130 213 

976 957 924 870 787 

Oil 020 036 064 

989 9S0 964 936 

005 009 016 

995 991 984 

002 004 
998 996 

001 

999 

Koto: Each cell comprises two values. p(H^ /̂l)) upper values. piH^/D) lower volucs, 
given to three places, decimal point omitted. 



Table I I : Posterior probabilities for element centrality. E 5 A core f^rid teat case; Komieth. 

'io 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

0 293 454 620 761 862 925 960 979 939 

702 •5^6 330 239 133 075 Ô tO 021 Oil 

1 160 272 ^23 590 733 347 916 955 

340 728 577 410 262 153 084 045 

2 079 143 247 392 553 712 829 

921 857 753 608 41+2 288 171 

3 037 070 129 225 363 528 

963 930 871 775 637 472 

4 017 055 063 117 206 

933 967 937 383 79^ 

5 003 016 031 059 

992 984 969 941 

6 004 003 016 

996 992 934 

7 002 004 

993 996 

3 001 

999 

In order to develop appropriate displayo tho methodology described in Chapter 3.'2. 
was applied to a single tost case, nacioly S3 (Kenneth) in the grid sanplo. The 
followinc pages depict tho application of tho procedures to each of tho four grids 
produced by Kenneth to locate central olenents and constructs. F i r s t l y , cumulative 
principal conponontc analyses are obtained for the four grids (grid^; grld^ + 
grid^; grid^ + grid^ + grid^; grid^ + gridj + grid^ + grid^). For each analysis 
only those loadings obtaining for constructs in tho most recent grid arc employdd. 
Significant cornponcnts are located by the method of construct rcprecontation. 
Elcmontc central to each component are located by applying the 50 percent variance 
criterion (obtained by squaring and summing element vectors (v) in order of 
magnitude until ^v^ ^ , 5 ) . Coro components arc identified as components which 
include the element SELF (E9) in tho central olenent cubsot. The following tables 
f i r s t l i s t tho porcontagos of total variance accounted for by each of the exhaustive 
series of components, followed by element vectors for each significant component, 
central oleconts denoted by a marker; and construct loadings, representative 
constructs denoted by a marker- Final ly , cocpononts are denoted as core (C) or 
peripheral (P) . and total varionco accoimted for by significant components l i s ted . 

Note: Each c e l l comprises two values, p(H^^/D), upper values, pdl^^/lJ) lower 
values, given to three places, decimal point omitted-
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T H E C O H P 0 N E " T - S P A C E I S L I M I T E O T O 6 D l M n N s i O N S 

C 0 I 1 P 0 N E * * - T - KOOT 
6 4 , 6 1 8 2 
4 0 , 1 1 6 9 

. 1 3 . 2 0 4 6 
v , i v y 7 

A S P E H C E N T 
4 2 . 4 1 
2 6 , 2 5 
1 4 . 2 0 

rt,64 
6 . 0 2 

COMPONENTS 
1 • 2 

l E l E ^ ' t N T - " V E C T O R " V E c T n n 
1 0 .0*164 • • • 0 . 1 0 9 5 

..' ". 2 3 . 2 5 5 7 * 0 . 4 4 0 3 o 
• " i 0 . 1 6 1 5 • 0 . 4 0 5 7 

V v • • 0 . 4 9 4 5 O 0 . 1 7 0 9 
3 . 0 5 6 5 0 , 1 f l 9 7 

• • 6 ' - 0 , 1 6 24 0 , 2 9 3 3 
• f • , " 0 . 0 5 3 3 0 . 4 1 2 7 O 

.;• fl . - 0 . 4 1 2 4 • 0 . 0 5 2 9 
~ S V - 0 . 5 1 1 4 O • 0 . 1 7 l 3 

" 10 - 0 . J 4 4 5 • 0 . 1 2 0 7 
11 0 . 0 5 7 3 0 . 4 5 H 3 O 

0 . 2 6 5 7 • 0 . 2 2 3 ' ? 

V E C T O R 
0 .0 f l 34 

- 0 . 1 3 5 5 . 
- 0 . 3 0 6 4 

0 , 4 3 9 0 O 
0 . 2 1 1 9 
0 , 4 5 / 2 o 

- 0 , S 0 6 i o 
• 0 - 0 0 2 7 

0 . 0 5 1 / ' 
O - O / ^ t t 

• 0 . 4 0 9 1 
0 .056t f 

C O N S T R U C T 
- 4 . 5 4 3 4 O 

. - 4 . 4 7 3 6 O 
• - 0 , 9 8 2 8 
- 1 . B 7 3 A 
- 2 . 3 3 4 3 
" 3 . 7 7 3 2 O 

• 0 . 0 9 9 7 
1 ,3oV6 

• 5 . 2 6 7 4 O 
. 4 . 6 6 V f t o 
. 0 , t t A 4 6 
2 . 2 7 2 2 

L O A O I M G 
1 . 9 5 0 7 
0 . 0 8 0 6 
2 . 2 V 8 9 

•1 . 2 0 4 4 
3 . 3 1 7 / O 
0 , 3 9 2 7 

C P 

V A R I A N C E A C C O U N T E D FOR = 8 2 . 6 6 % 

K E N N E T H GRID 2 

T H E C O f l P O J I p I i T - S P A C E i s L I M I T E D T O H n i M E ^ S I O N S 

C O M P O N C N T 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

ROOT 
1 4 4 , 0 6 8 S 
1 0 1 , 2 5 7 1 

6 4 . 9 3 2 3 
4 9 , 0 5 4 5 
3 6 , 5 1 3 2 
2 h . 9 d 9 3 
2 2 , 6 0 3 9 
1 7 . 9 4 1 9 
1 0 . 8 V 7 2 

5 . 4 4 9 2 
1 . 5 7 5 2 

A S P E R C I N T 
2 9 . S 2 
2 0 , 9 6 
1 3 . 4 4 
1 0 . 1 5 

7 , 5 2 
6 . O 0 
4 , 6 3 
^ . 7 1 
2 , 2 6 
1 , 1 3 
0 . 3 3 

COMPONENTS 

\ 2 3 A 5 
E I E ^ E N T V E C T - 1 « V j - ^ T O R V p c r o R V E C T O R 

1 - 0 . 1 7 0 5 0 . O*? 3 0 0 . 4 4 d i j O - 0 . V * 7 o 0 - 4 0 * * 5 O 
2 - 0 . 2 « 5 4 n . 3 A 5 ^ O - 0 . 2 5 / u - , t . 2 6 H 2 0 . 3 9 5 9 0 

- 3 - o . o i : i 7 0 . 5 1 ' J 2 O 0 . 2 7 1 ti 0 . 2 5 5 9 • 0 . 3 2 7 0 
4 0 . 4 7 52 O 0 . 0 2""^ - 0 . 0 ' ' V i - 0 . 2 ' V 4 0 . 0 1 H 4 

. 5 - 0 . 5 1 2 2 O 0 . 3 6 0 2 o 0 . 0 6 1 4 
6 0 . 1 2 2 6 - n . 4 6 : j « ' o - 0 . 24 0*1 - T . 2 1 H 7 - 0 . 2 6 5 8 
7 0 .204 -3 - 0 . 2 ' ' * 4 l 0 . S " e t i O ) . 2 v J ^ ' J 0 . 3 4 3 7 
0 - 1 , 3 5 o O - 0 . 3 4^»7 - n . 1 1 0 3 - 0 . 2 0 1 S 0 . 0 ^ 2 2 
y - 3 . 3 7 : ; 9 « • 0 . 1 6 9 4 0 . ^ 1 6 1 0 . 1 ^ 6 4 * T . 4 7 0 a 0 

1 0 - 3 . 3 1 'M - 3 . .101 - 0 . 2 ? > f l 5 .1 1 5 7 • 0 , 1 5'li» 
11 1 .2 i *2 , ) - r » . 2 1 / 4 - 0 . 0'*1 4 0 . 5 3 2 0 « : ) , i 9 / q 
12 0 . 4 U 4 9 0 n . 2 5 4 1 0 . o<'**4 , - D , 3 ^ * 4 0 O flO,29 36 



8 6 1 -
C O N S T R U C T 

1 
2 
3 
4 

6 
7 
8 

. 9 
10 
11 
12 

"?. - 0 . 3 1 1 0 
n . ('(St? - 3 . * i S 0 A O 

- 1 . " 2 ' ? 2 6 . 3 ? U 4 o 
5 , 2 S 52 O 
3 . 2 1 V S 

' A 0 2 - 0 . V ( . 2 ) 
- 3 Dft 1 1 o 0 . 1 JV rf 
- 0 

2 7 6 3 / 
- 2 S l ? 2 o - 0 , ^ i ' ) ! * 
- 5 1 -. 2 O O . A A I / 
- 5 2 0 1 r t O 2.o<»a6 

C P 

- 2 . 0 ^ 5 3 

-1 . n S i j 

• 2 . ' ' 3 2 0 
• 3 . 8 6 6 2 

ft.2'*41 
• 0 . 1 / 6 S 
1 . / . f l t i 
0 . 1 0 9 1 
1 . 6 ^ 1 9 

1 . z.*? 1 u 
0 . 1 0? 2 

0 . i Z - i i 
3 . 5 1 /J9 

06:> i 
9 35/', 

6 6 O A 

5t2.T 

• 0 . U 7 « d 
1 , 2 V l t ( 

• 0 . 0 * 3 3 
• O . / Q l l 
0 . i 0 0 2 

• 0 . 0 7 6 1 
2 . 3 H J 3 

• 5 . 2 ^ 1 1 O 
0 . 5 Z 3 2 

0 . i 8 7 o 

VARIANCE A C C O U N T E D FOR = 81.89 

K E N N E T H GRID 3 

C O M P O ' - J E N T R O O T A S P P R C E N T 

1 1 1 7 , 5 S 1 7 2 9 .ftO-) 
2 7 5 . 6 A ; 9 1 9 . 1 U 7 
3 4 7 . 3 6 2 3 1 1 , 9 0 0 
u 4 0 , S 7 / 1 1 0 . 2 4 7 

2 6 . 0 7 5 0 ft , Sf tS 
2 1 . 2 a M 0 5 . H O I 

7- 2 0 . 5 / ' U 5 . 1 V 6 
1 6 . 2 1 3 5 4 , 0 V 4 

9 1 1 . 8 9 1 0 3 . 0 0 3 
10 9 . 8 S ; i 3 2 . 4 9 0 
11 6 . 9 4 2 3 1 . 7 5 3 

ELEMENT 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

-. 6 
7 
6 

S 9 
10 
11 
12 

0 . 0 7 3 3 
0 . 3 / 4 0 
• ) . 16 7,1 
3 .2<125 
a . c 7 u 
3 . 2 0 3 . T 

3 1 9 4 
3 5 6 / 
4 6 41 
? 4 4 2 

2 6 1 7 

2 . 
• 0 . 1 2 5 9 
0 . 3^t*»6 
a . 5 r t 5 3 0 

0 . 2 3 ^ 2 
• 0 . 4 < ' 9 o O 
• 0 . 1 4 0 6 

2*i>'tr 
• 1 . 1 V 2 2 
• 0 . 0 1 » 6 
• : i . l 3 2 3 
0 . 22''t9 

COMPONENTS 
3 . 

- 0 . 4 3 1 6 O 
0 . 2 0 5 4 

- 0 . 3 * ' ' 0 0 
0 . 3 3 6 5 
0 , 44-11 e 
'J . 1 011 

- ' i . 2 l 9 4 
0 . 2 1 0 0 

- 0 , 4 2 6 5 © . 
0 . 1 4 3W 

- 0 . Oij7V 
0 . 0 3 2 4 

4 
2 0 6 4 
0 7 r i l 
16 V'' 
4 7 1 3 O 
' , 6 6 6 
0 7 3 2 
2 0 4 6 
1 5 3 5 
.'>6 41 
0 2 3 4 
5 1 1 3 « 

0 , 4 8 1 3 « 

5 
2 .163 
5 7 5 5 0 
u ' ' ;o 
1 2 6 0 
4 1 H O 
1 3 9 7 

0 . 0 1 0 0 
• 0 .' U'^ 0 9 

0 . 4 T : ; 4 
0 . 1 5 9 1 

- 0 . 1 5 1 0 
0 . 4 0 . ; . ' i 

- 0 . 4 8 2 0 
0 , 2 7 ' ' 6 
0 , 1 4 6 / 

- 0 , 2 2 5 5 
- 0 , 0 9 V 9 

0 . 5 0 4 / © 
- 0 . 0 5 9 9 

0 , 0 7 * < 0 
0 , 7 2 V . ^ 

- 0 . 4 9 ^ 0 • 
- 0 , 0 3 3 6 

0 , 1 9 2 4 

CONSTRUCT 

1 • 1 . ^ 5 9 3 - 1 , 0 - . 4 9 0 , 7 6 i 1 
- 2 - 2 . 2 9 0 I 0 0 . 7 4 04 
. 3 1 . 2 2 0 7 2 . o ' l 3 A 0 - 0 , 0 1 5 / 
- 4 0 , 7 6 1 6 2 . 2 3 5 1 0 - 0 0 7 A 0 

5 - 1 , 6 1 4 5 2 . U 2 3 2 0 1 , 2 1 6 u 
6 1 8 3 . 1 4 0 . 4 7/i5 2 ^ 5/9 5 0 
7 2 . ' ' ? 6 3 8 o - 0 , 2 ' > 5 ' . O . U 0 7 f l 
8 - 2 . 3 6 4 0 - 1 . 0 ' ' 6 0 -1 . 6 1 4 0 
9 -1 . 3 0 5 9 o 0 . 3 5 ; 3 -1 , o d 1 4 

10 ? . 3 0 l O o 0 . > ' ' 2 6 - 1 . r i O O l 
11 3 . 1 1 1 9 o - 0 . 0 2 1 3 0 . 1 SO'i 
12 2 .3 '>69 o 1 . J ; 7 S - 0 . 9 5 9 6 
1 3 . 1 . 7 7 04 -1 . 9 J . J 5 - 0 . 3 0 3 0 
14 - 1 . 0 7 5 7 1 . r t 2 i a 0 . 0 4 7 4 
I S 1 . 5 7 5 5 - 0 . 5 2 ( M -1 . 3 5 5 0 
16 - 2 . ' > 1 2 4 o 1 . 0 / 1 - 0 . 0 4 7 2 
1/ • 2 . 2 7 2 3 o - 0 . 310-3 0 . / 4 7 1 
18 2 . 4 1 / 3 o - 0 . 3 1 7 5 0 . 7 6 4 0 

C P c 

0 . 7 5 3 1 
1 . ^ 5 2 4 
0 , 2 0 3 1 
0 . 7 0 1 2 
1 . 3 3 0 9 
0 . 4 3 0 9 
0 . 2 9 5 3 
0 , 5 2 0 7 

5 1 3 3 
4 2 5 2 
1 0 3 5 
3 9 0 1 
V 6 4 7 
9 1 9 / 
0 6 1 2 
3 2 4 9 
6 0 2 1 
1 5 4 5 

i t 7 9 5 ® 
1 3 1 0 

0 . 1 6 0 / 
o 9 g 2 
OOf l l 

0 , 0 ? 5 3 
, 6 9 1 5 
4549 

> ^ 0 3 
1 1 1 0 
1 3 6 7 
5 0 1 1 
11 6 . t 
3 6 15 
O 3 7 0 
3740 
2 0 6 5 
*»141 

-1 . 3 1 3 3 
0 , 0 5 4 8 

-1 , 2 1 4 - ) 
0 , S 3 5 7 

- 0 , 2 0 9 9 
- 0 , 3 9 0 / 

0 . 3 2 9 5 
. 0 , 3 3 / 7 

0 , 3 3 6 6 
0 , 1 6 ^ 3 

• 0 , 4 3 2 4 
1 , 0 2 1 5 

• 0 . 7 2 6 7 
1 , 9 / 1 A 
0 , 0 5 / 2 

• 1 , 0 3 / 3 
• 0 , l f . 5 2 
1 , 2 0 0 4 

VARIANCE A C C O U N T E D F O R = 77.58Vo 



862 

K E N N E T H GRID 4 

Ci>MP0'*6fJT ROOT AS PEH L F . i r 
1 13 3 , 2 6 46 i f 7 . / 6 / 
2 1 5 , / 3 0 
3 7 0 . 1 0 , 7 u K 
I* 6/1. 1 0^0 1 0 . 3 1 9 

6 ' . P . 0^61 7 , 4 55 
; '»1 . ^4*10 
A •.0.9 W6 
<) 

1 0 20 .62&3 3 . 1 2 S 
11 I*"} , ! ! DA 2 , 3«;o 

E L E M E N T C O M P O N E N T S 

1 •» 3 . 4 i 7 
1 - 1 . 01 art - T .'i<i''i J . 2 S I 2 0 . ;3f):> o 0 . ft 19 S o 0 . 30<13 - 0 . 2 4 5 5 
2 - 3 . 4 j ) O •J . \ - J . 2 71 4 J . .10'''7 0 . 2 4;^S - 0 . 0 7 3 9 O.'t 5*7o O 
5 0 . J . 2 7 5 9 0 . ,^47:» - 0 . 1 ^^^^ 0,00'>2 -O. I ) 'J6o 

) . 3 1 T> - 0 - J . 0 ^ 0 2 - J . •*-4 \ 3 ••>. 2 5 ' - 0 . 31 J9 0 . 1 3 1 5 
- T _ . 1 0 5 H - 0 . - iol 2 o a . .T>4^ - 0 . 1 43-*, - 0 .1 r. 1 fl - 0 . 6 / 5 5 a 

6 2 " ^ ? ; - 0 . 2 7 1 , : . 0.2*>5o - o . ,14 4 7 0 .'l " " lo - 0 . S o 56 o -O.OA.^3 
7 ) . 312ft - ̂  . 2 0 ^ 7 - i l . o l 70 - J . 1 s :i - 0 . 2 1.̂ 0 O.'i. '»52o - : > . 0 2 U 

- 1 . ? 'i *) 5 - T . 4-i''t I o - J . 5123 J . 1421 0 . u4 i : ) 0 , 0 S 71 0 .2341 
5 «? - D . 4'.'..'.0 - T . 1 1 * . ' y . 4 9 1 j o - J . ; )-o7 -O. i/"' )1 o 0 .05U1 0.00(14 

10 - T . 2 7 4̂ > - ) . 1 0 11 - 0 . 1 3 VI - 0 . 2 A / 0 - 0 . 19 24 - 0 . 1 S 6 0 
11 1. - 0 . 0 3 •I'' - 0 . 1 ^*69 0. - T . 3.-»07 - 0 . 0"52 3 0.'".2 5 l 
12 •) . 037?> 0 . 1 6 4 / - tl . ,) I 9 4 - J . O.«;AO.' 0 . 3 1 1 0 -0 ,0<»14 

C O N S T R U C T 

1 "1 . 3 6 ^ 6 -1 . i^J -J 1 . 4 f i ' . » / • - J . V7' ' i - 1 . 6 2 5 / - 0 . 4 4rt2 -1 . 6 9 2 4 e 
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F2 Eotinatinn conditional and unconditional probabilities of reconstruction. between Gucccssivo testing occasions i n the eericG. 

IVith the additional grid data, tho grid sanple was fonaed by pooling from each grid 
cerics constructs that were reapplied to respective elenont samples at least 
once. This enabled a t o t a l of SO constructs to be oxanined for reconstruction. 
S i n i l a r l y , elomonts froa tho g r i d aeries were pooled with the exception of 
olcsient canplos froa S6 and S 7 . Ao tho nensure of olenont reconstruction caployod 
woe based on exact probabilities of association between occasions, the ranking forra 
data of S6 and S7 was excluded froo this analysis. A t o t a l of 5^ olc=ento were 
thus available for oxamnation:-

Constructs Elements 

SI 6 12 
S2 6 12 
S3 12 12 

. 16 9 

S5 16 9 

56 12 -
S7 12 -
Total 80 5^ 

The construct and olesicnt sasiploo were then claesifiod i n two ways: (a) by 
applying operational definitions' of predication s t a b i l i t y over tho conplote grid 
series, and (b) by applying transformations developed i n Chapter 3.3. to locate 
reconstruction on each testing occasion. 

( l i i ) Unstable constructs and oloaontc were designated as thoso which f a i l e d to 
obtain exact probabilities of .05 or less (or T g ^ ' O i , whore applicable) between 
any successive testing occasion. 

The following tables l i s t exact probabilities for the 80 sanple constructs and 5** 
oaraplo elcsonto coded according to whether they are stable (S), t r a n s i t i o n a l (T), 
or unstable (U). 

In addition, tho sane tables record tho data classes observed for each construct 
and element on each testing occasion i n which i t was employed by tho oubjccts, 
Tho data classes for constructs were derived by ( i ) obtaining a PCA solution for 
a l l constructs i n each subject's series, ( i i ) locating significant components by 
assigning conotructo to conponcnts without roplaccacnt by tho nothod of roproaontn-
t i o n , ( i i i ) coding each construct according to observed data class on each tooting 
occasion. This provided a saoplo of 238 replications, coded according to tho 
following data classes:-

(o) Replication (D^) where a construct i n grid t+1 I s assigned to the sare 
component as tho same construct i n grid t ; 

(b) Displacement (D^). where a construct i n grid t+1 i s assigned to a component 
other than tho component to which tho sane construct i s assigned i n grid t ; 

(c) Emergence (D^)i where a construct i n grid t+1 i s osaigned to a component 
not ropresentod by any construct i n grid t . 

Operational doflnitions of s t a b i l i t y were as follows:-

( i ) Stable constructs and elements were designed as thoso which obtained exact 
probabilities of ossociateion between ratings on every successive testing 
occasion i n the series of .05 or loss (or .01, where applicable). 

( i i ) Transitional constructs and elements were designated as those which obtained 
one or more exact probabilities of .05 or loss ( or |r ̂  .01, where applicable) 

The data classes for element were based on exact probabilities of association 
botwcon ratings obtained,on successive testing occasions. Elements were dosignatod 
as consistent (D^) i f p ^ .05, and inconsistent (D^) i f p > .05, Since tho j o i n t 
observation for 'any clonent of and excluded tho operational definitions of 
s t a b i l i t y and i n s t a b i l i t y , tho tables record only the frequency of and 
observations for tra n s i t i o n a l olcnonts. 



(a) Classification of sanule constructs. 

SI 
construct ^23 H D 

r d 0 

1 005a 009 S 1 1 
2 002 000 s 2 

3 COO 06 *̂ T 1 1 
k 511 001 T 1 1 
3 000 000 S 2 
6 059 904 u 2 

S2 
conntruct ^12 ^23 H r d 0 

1 023a 001 s 1 1 
2 005 000 s 2 

3 022 001 s 2 
I* 2Vf 00** T 2 

5 Oi6 000 5 2 
6 006 001 s 2 

S3 
construct T 

^2 ^23 ^34 H D 
r °d D 

e 

1 104a 129 021 T 1 2 
2 037 • 063 020 T 3 
3 037 000 239 T 1 1 1 

. 039 060 099 T 2 1 
5 373 013 016 T 1 2 
6 043 006 192 T 2 1 

7 054 002 T 1 1 
3 033 033 S 2 

S3 
construct 712 ^23 ^3^ 

H ' D 
r "d D 

0 

9 008 237 T 1 1 

10 026 007 s 2 

11 001 . o i l s 1 1 

12 001 003 s 1 1 

S4 
construct ^12 • ^23 ^34 "̂ 45 ^56 H D 

r °d D 
e 

1 112a 033 046 006 071 T 5 
2 046 004 463 551 003 T 3 1 1 

3 ' 010 007 547 ^36 537 T 2 3 
4 044 012 172 437 301 T 3 2 
5 322 429 161 045 T 3 1 
6 103 096 035 405 T 3 1 
7 036 430 012 003 T 2 1 1 
8 000 000 003 003 s 3 1 
9 012 037 132 T 1 1 1 
10 050 013 019 S 3 
11 831 302 854 u 2 1 
12 033 219 014 1 2 
13 041 004 s 2 
14 009 001 s 2 
15 000 001 s 2 
l6 499 114 T 1 1 

S5 
construct T 

^12 
T 23 ^34 

T 
'45 . 

It D 
r 

D. a D 
0 

1 003a 004 041 006 003 s • 4 1 
2 009 012 023 066 013 T 2 3 



S5 
construct ^12 T 

^23 ^-.5 ^56 H D 
r d 0 

3 014 016 006 001 001 S 5 
I* 036 017 047 000 001 s 5 

5 000 002 000 G03 s 4 

6 009 004 002 004 s 4 
7 008 003 000- 000 s • 4 

3 054 078 092 053 u 1 2 1 

9 Oil 009 002 s 3 
10 060 030 211 u 3 
11 111 • 042 . 151 T 1 2 

12 009 001 OÔ i s 1 2 

13 003 004 s 1 1 

Iff , 105 001 T 2 

15 001 001 s 2 

16 002 118 T 2 * 

S6 
construct T 

^ 2 
T 

23 ^34 ^45 H D 
r °d D 

e 
1 .3lb .83 .36 .85 S " 4 

2 .95 1.00 .96 .93 S 4 

3 .91 .93 .90 .93 S 4 

4 .76 1.00 .86 .36 T 2 1 1 

5 .85 .38 .98 S 3 
0 .71 .85 .93 T 3 

7 .93 .80 .95 S 1 1 1 

3 . 8 3 . .83 .33 S "2 1 

9 .93 .95 S 2 

10 .86 .86 S 2 

11 .93 .96 S 2 

12 .85 .83 s 2 

37 
construct ^12 ^23 ' ^45 ^56 II D 

r d 0 

1 .76b .80 .91 .93 T 4 

2 .96 .98 .96 .90 S 4 

: 3 .95 .93 .96 .93 S 4 

4 .91 .'36 .80 .33 S 2 . 2 

5 .93 .73 .66 - S 1 2 

6 .85 .93 .85 5 3 

7 .86 .81 .23 T 1 2 

• 8 .88 .75 .95 T 3 

9 .91 .73 T 2 

10 .44 .35 T 2 

11 '.91 .86 S 2 

12 .78 .76 T 1 1 

Abbreviations: T: testing occasion, H: hypothesis class, D̂ : replication 
data class, D̂ : duplicate data class, D̂ : emergent data 
class. 

Notes: a, exact probability of association given to throo places, decimal 
point omitted; b. Spearman correlation coefficient, II = 9i 
W.= .01 (one-tailed), r .73. 

Tabu3ating the 30 constructs by hypothesis class for tho seven subjects 
obtains tho following frequencies:-

Ilypothesis class 
Subject S T u Total 

SI 3 2 1 6 

S2 5 1 - 6 

S3 4 8 - 12 

S4 5 10 1 16 

S5 10 4 2 16 

S6 10 2 - 12 

S7 6 6 - 12 

Total 43 33 4 80 



F i n a l l y , the 233 replicationo cay be tabulated by hypothcois and data claas, and 
Bubtotoie cnploycd to estiraato conditional probability distributions (p , 3 9 ^ ) : -

(b) ClaosiflcQtion of samplo clcaento. 

Data Clacs 
Subject H D 

r 
D 

0 
Total 

S 5 1 - 6 
SI T 1 2 1 k 

U 2 - - 2 

S 9 1 - 10 
S2 T 2 - - 2 

U - - - -
S 2 5 1 a 

33 T 7 3 7 23 
U - - - -
S 12 1 - 13 

Ŝ  T 21 15' k 

U - 2 1 3 

S 33 k - 37 
S5 T if 3 5 12 

U 1 5 1 7 

S 22 6 1 29 
S6 T 5 1 1 7 

U . - - - -
S 15 2 20 

S7 T 12 3 1 16 
U - - - -
S 93 21 123 

Subtotals T 52 32 19 103 
U 3 7 2 12 

Total 153 60 25 233 

SI 
Elcncnte T 

12 
T 23 H D 

c 

S2 

Elcaento ^12 T 
23 

H D 
c 

D. 1 

•i 

1 012 436 T 1 1 1 000 203 T 1 1 
2 731 622 U 2 776 064 U 
3 004 004 S 3 326 000 T 1 1 
I* 133 033 T 1 1 4 003 064 T 1 1 
5 537 201 U 5 513 064 U 
6 012 002 S 6 003 203 T 1 1 
7 182 248 U * 

7 651 873 U 
8 689 o^S T 1 1 8 000 010 S 
9 000 790 T 1 1 9 003 064 T 1 1 
10 226 • 002 • T 1 1 • 10 931 395 U 
11 000 030 T 1 1 11 015 755 T 1 1 
12 133 004 T 1 1 12 015 064 T 1 1 

S3 
Elo^onto ^12 '^23 ^3'. H D D. 

C 1 
1 126 186 120 D 
2 203 000 000 T 2 1 

3 000 002 000 S 
4 081 466 083 u 

5 • 006 259 120 T 1 2 
6 009 686 942 T 1 2 
7 865 8lO 424 U 
8 735 015 000 T 2 1 
9 770 001 167 T 1 2 
10 COO 015 222 T 2 1 
11 053 111 005 T 1 2 
12 000 008 599 T 2 1 



S4 
Elcnonts ^12 ^23 ^3^ ^45 ^56 H D 

c 
1 724 013 053 123 092 T 2 3 
2 029 001 003 603 229 T 3 2 

3 276 201 160 260 000 T 1 4 

.4 096 157 009 000 229 T 2 3 

5 490 001 136 102 016 T 2 3 
6 000 001 ' 926 361 001 T 3 2 

7 175 949 331 733 051 U 
8 096 239 OIJ 000 732 T 2 3 

" 9 009 157 000 000 229 T 3 2 

S5 
Elcnents ^12 ^23 ^3^ ''^5 ^56 H D 

c 
1 013 533 242 003 000 T 3 2 
2 043 012 693 784 783 T 2 3 
3 252 055 000 000 000 T 3 2 
4 122 132 034 ' 400 103 U 
5 993 391 974 733 174 U 
6 013 137 009 137 174 T 3 2 

7 043 036 005 009 000 S 
3 122 391 042 064 845 T 1 . 4 
0 000 000 000 003 103 T 4 1 

Codo S 
Hypothosio class 

• T U Total 

SI 2 7 3 12 

S2 1 7 4 12 

S3 1 8 3 12 

S4 - 3 1 9 
S5 1 6 2 9 

Total 5 36 13 54 

Finally, tho 122 roplicationo obtaining for Glemonts designated above as trans-
i t i o n a l r^y bo tabulated to eoticate tho conditional p r o b a b i l i t i y d i s t r i b u t i o n 
(p . 3 9 6 ) : -

Data class 
Data 
D 
c 

class 
D. 1 Total 

51 7 7 14 

S2- 7 7 14 
S5 12 12 24 
S4 13 22 40 
S5 14 . 16 30 

Total 53 64 122 

Abbreviations: D̂ , consistent data class; D̂ , inconsistent data class. 

note: Exact probabilities givon to three places, deciaal point oaittcd. 

Tabulating tho 54 olcaonts by hypothesis class for tho f i v o subjects obtoinc 
the following froquencics:-

F3 A reconstruction r r i d test cose. 
To i l l u s t r a t e the application of reconstruction g r i d transformations to succoasivo 
grids, the f llowing tables depict tho anolycis of Kenneth's sorico of four grids 
i n tho forr, of a series of reconstruction caps. Each'map depicts the component 
representation of constructs reapplied on each successive testing occasion. For 
cxanplo, constructs e l i c i t e d and applied on Day 1 (C1 to c6) are rcteetod on Day 
38, and a combined PCA obtained. Tho reconstruction ouip (Day 38) records the dis
placed representation of C3 and C4 on component 2, and tho emergent representation 
of C5 and C6 on components 4 and 3 , respectively. Constructs 1 and 2 isaintain their 
representation of components 1 and 2, respoctivoly. 



Day 33 Reconstruction nap 

Construct 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Components 
1 2 3 

© 

o 

Day 52 Rogonstruction map 

Construct 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

3 

9 
10 

11 

12 

Components 
2 3 

O 

O 
o 
o 

o-
o-
© 
© 

Replicate 
Replicate 
Displaced 
Displaced 
Eccrgcnt 
Emergent 

5 

o 
Displaced 
Replicate 
Replicate 
Roplicato 
Replicate 
Displaced 
Displaced 
Displaced 
Displaced 
Dispalcod 
Replicate 
Replicate 

Constructs 1 
6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

i 3 

2 3 

-O 

© 
•o 

Displaced 
Replicate 
Displaced 
Emergent 
Displaced 
Eir.orgcnt 
Displaced 
Displaced 
Replicate 
Emergent 
Emergent 
RoiJ-icate 
Replicate 

Dav 103 Roconotniction map 

Constructs 
1 

2 

3 
4 

5 

'Jo=ponento 
1 2 3 

G 

7 

© 

Qnergent 
.Replicate 
Emergent 
Replicate 
Emergent 



Agncndix G The i n s i r h t Rrid 
G1 The case study data 

The following tables comprise Modulo A and B data for tho two cose studies of Too 
and Brenda on each of the threo testing occasions forninc tho ropgrid cycle. 
Element and construct samples were e l i c i t e d i n tho mxmor described i n Chapter 3.4, 
In addition to recording clement ratings, the following tables depict subjects' 
rankir.gs of (a) the expected relevance of constructs to self-description (CC), 
(b) tho expected relevance of elements to self-description (EC), the expected 
extent of element rating change (ER), and (d) tho expoctod extent of construct 
rating change (CR). Elements are recorded by column, ACTUAL SHU and IDEAL SELF 
elements denoted 7A and TI respectively for Tom, BA and BI respectively for Bronda. 

Tom Day 1: Grid matrix 

03 RT 3 KP V/ BD JB F H ET TA TI CC 
3 1 1 3 4 2 2 3 4 5 1 3 2 

2 3 4 4 2 5 1 2 3 4 3 1 1 5 
3 3 4 5 1 4 4 2 3 5 3 1 1 3 
4 3 3 2 5 3 2 .1 4 2 2 1 5 1 
5 2 5 4 5 4 2 1 3 4 3 1 1 4 
6 3 4 2 5 2 1 4 2 2 2 1 1 6 

EC 7 6 4 3 12 11 10 5 9 2 1 3 

Tom Day 1; L i s t i n g of e l i c i t e d constructs. 

Rating tiooition 1 Rating position 5 

1. Situation, i d e n t i c a l i . o , harroos- Opposite s i t u a t i o n 
cents of running business 

2 . Similar interests 

5- Smart 

Dissimilar interests 

Scruffy 

4 . A b i l i t y to communicate i n a 
businesslike tsanner 

5. Socially compatible 

less abio 

socially incompatible 

6. Lack of s u i t a b i l i t y to business suitable 
l i f e . 

Tom Day 2'*: Grid matrix 

GB RF 3 KP W BD JB F M ET TI TA CC CR 
1 4 1 1 3 1 3 2 2 2 • 

3 5 5 12 4 
2 1 3 5 2 3 1 1 4 5 2 1 1 9 2 

3 3 4 5 1 3 4 1 3 3 4 2 1 11 6 
4 1 3 1 5 2 3 5 4 • 1 3 1 8 5 
5 2 4 5 4 5 1 1 4 5 3 1 1 5 1 
6 3 4 3 5 4 1 5 4 3 2 1 1 2 5 
7 1 2 1 4 2 2 4 1 5 3 5 ."3 
3 5 3 4 2 4 1 2 2 4 2 1 1 10 
9 5 4 5 3 2 1 2 4 4 1 1 3 7 
10 1 3 5 2 5 2 2 4 5 3 1 1 •4 
11 3 3 3 1 1 4 2 2 3 1 5 1 1 
12 5 4 5 2 4 3 3 1 4 2 1 1 6 

EC 6 7 12 2 3 5 4 .10 9 11 1 3 
ER 11 9 3 12 10 4 6 1 3 5 7 2 

Tom Day 24; L i s t i n ; ^ o f o l i c l t o d e o n a t r u e t a 

Ratlnf^ position 1 

7. Cockney 
3 . Futuristic 
9 . Introvert 

Ratintt position 5 

Non London 
Hon f u t u r i s t i c 
Extrovert 



10, Sincere 

11. Content 

Insinccro 

Discontented 

12. Fhilooophicol 

Tor. Day 103; Grid riatrix 

Mundane 

G3 Rr B, KP W DD •JB F H ET TI TA CC OR 
1 5 1 2 3 3 4 2 2 2 3 4 5 3 5 
2 2 4 4 3 5 2 1 2 5 4 1 1 5 3 

2 3 . 4 1 2 4 2 3 3 3 2 4 13 1 

4 3 2 5 1 4 3 2 2 4 3 3 5 14 2 

5 1 3 N5 2 4 1 1 3 5 4 1 1 4 11 

6 3 4 " 2 5 4 3 5 4 3 2 1 1 9 12 

7 1 4 1 5 4 3 4 2 5 4 5 5 7 8 
3 5 '4 5 5 5 2 2 1 5 2 1 1 11 9 ' 

9 5 2 5 2 3 1 2 5 2 2 3 3 12 7 
10 1 2 4 4 5 3 2 3 5 2 2 1 15 4 

11 2 2 4 1 1 5 3 2 1 1 3 1 l6 6 
12 5 4 5 2 5 3 2 1 5 3 3 1 1 10 

13 1 3 5 5 4 3 2 4 4 2 1 2 6 

14 1 2 5 4 5 2 1 1 5 • 3 3 1 18 

15 1 4 4 5 4 1 2 2 2 4 3 3 17 
16 1 3 4 4 4 3 3 2 5 4 2 1 2 
17 4 5 4 3 5 1 4 5 4 4 1 3 3 
IS 3 2 5 4 3 2 3 3 4 1 2 1 10 

EC 2 12 3 11 4 5 6 7 8 10 1 9 
ZR 7 6 1 2 3 9 3 11 10 4 12 5 

To:: Day 103; L i s t i n g of e l i c i t e d constructs 

Rating position 1 Rating position 5 

13- Roloxod Ct coEfortable i n rannor • S t i f f & forced 

14. Interesting to l i s t e n to 

15. Unorthodox business cannor 

16. Straightforward 

17. Unsettled 

18. Talkative 

Brenda Day 1; Grid matrix 

Boring 

Conservative 

Devious 

Settled 

Quiet 

RF JH H5 VB AB BP GO OB BA BI CC 

1 2 2 4 1 2 3 4 3 2 1 2 2 4 

2 5 5 4 1 5 5 2 4 4 4 4 5 1 

3 1 2 1 5 2 2 5 2 1 1 2 1 5 

4 2 4 5 1 2 5 3 1 2 2 1 1 6 

5 2 3 1 4 2 3 5 4 2 1 1 2 3 

6 5 5 2 2 5 5 " 1 2 4 4 5 3 2 

EC 2 5 6 10 8 9 12 7 11 3 1 4 

Drenda Day 1; Listint: of e l i c i t e d constructs 

1. More controlled 
2 . Schcninc 
3 . Kind to others for free 
4. A b i l i t y to control others 
5. Approachable 
6. Hard 

Rating position 5 

less controlled 
fo r t h r i g h t 
kind to others for u l t e r i o r notivos 
unable to control others 
distant 
s o f t . 



Brcnda Day 55; Grid matrix Brenda Day 91; Grid matrix 

_ R? JH HS VB KB AB BP GC 03 HI BA CO CR 

1 2 2 4 4 3 2 3 4 2 2 3 2 10 1 
2 4 4 2 2 4 4 2 4 3 4 4 4 5 5 
3 2 2 3 5 3 2 4 2 3 2 2 2 6 3 
4 2 4 5 . 3 2 4 3 2 2 3 2 3 .9 4 

5 1 2 3 5 3 2 5 3 3 1 2 1 12 2 
6 5 5 3 1 5 5 1 2 2 5 5 5 1 6 
7 1 2 3 4 2 2 3 3 1 2 1 1 8 
8 1 4 3 3 1 4 3 . 3 .2 1 1 1 2 
9 2 3 4 3 5 2 5 2 3 3 2 2 7 
10 3 3 2 1 2 5 2 5 5 4 3 4 4 
11 1 3 1 5 3 3 5 3 3 2 1 2 11 
12 2 3 2 2 3 3 5 4 2 1 2 2 3 

EC 7 9 5 8 11 2 4 1 12 10 5 6 
SR 12 3 2 1 4 9 10 11 3 5 6 7 

Bronda Day 53; L i s t i n g of e l i c i t e d constructo 

Rating position 5 Ratinn position 1 

7. Together 
3. Porconality impact 
9. S p i r i t u a l 
10. Good intentions hardly over carried 

out 
11. Playful 
12. Optimistic 

untogother 
no impact 
materialistic 
always goes to others i f i n noed 

uptight 
gloomy 

RT J}i H5 VB KB AB BP GO VA-/ OB BI BA CO CR 

1 2 1 •4 4 3 2 4 4 2 3 2 3 15 1 
2 5 5 2 1 4 5 1 4 3 5 4 5 16 3 

3 1 1 3 5 3 1 5 1 2 1 2 1 13 2 
4 1 5 5 3 1 5 4 2 1 2 1 1 2 7 

5 1 2 2 4 3 1 5 3 2 1 1 1 5 3 

6 5 5 2 1 3 5 1 3 5 5 4 4 3 6 

7 2 3 4 4 2 4 4 4 2 2 2 2 7 4 
3 2 5 3 3 2 5 3 4 2 2 2 1 6 5 

9 2 4 4 4 5 2 5 2 3 2 2 2 12 10 
10 2 3 3 2 2 5 2 '5 4 4 2 3 11 9 
11 1 3 2 5 4 3 5 4 3 2 1 1 18 12 
12 2 3 3 4 3 2 5 3 2 1 2 2 10 11 
13 4 5 3 2 3 ,4 2 4 2 4 3 3 14 
14 2 4 4 4 2 5 5 4 3 3 2 1 1 
15 5 4 4 1 1 5 2 3 2 3 2 1 9 
16 4 5 4 1 2 5 2 2 5 4 5 5 4 
17 1 3 4 5 1 3 3 3 2 2 2 1 17 
13 3 5 2 1 3 5 1 4 3 4 3 1 8 

EC 7 6 3 2 11 4 1 12 10 9 5 3 
ER 12 2 4 1 10 3 9 6 7 8 5 11 

Brenda Day 91; Listintt of e l i c i t e d constructs 

Ratint; position 1 

13. Shrewd 
14. Survivor 
15. Envies thooo who know more 
16. Uourotic 
17. Over i n a flash 
18. Greasy 

Ratinr: position p 

naive 
would be lost 
equivocal 
noroal 
long term moody 
straight 
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G2 The cumulative p r i n c i p a l components, analyses 

The follov/ing pages l i s t the PCA solutions f o r the three t e s t i n g 

occasions i n each case study. ' Each s o l u t i o n comprises ( a ) an 

exhaustive l i s t i n g o*f l a t e n t roots and the variance accounted for 

by each (the number of roots i s equal to the number of constructs 

or to the number of elements l e s s one, v/hichever i s s m a l l e r ) , 

(b) a l i s t i n g of element vectors on s i g n i f i c a n t components, the 

c e n t r a l element subset denoted by markers, and ( c ) a l i s t i n g of 

construct loadings on s i g n i f i c a n t components (located by the method 

of representation) f o r constructs i n each and the immediately 

preceding grids, Representatative constructs are denoted by 

markers. These l i s t i n g s enable core components to be i d e n t i f i e d . 

by the usual procedures, and the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of reconstruction 

data c l a s s e s for r e t e s t e d constructs on each t e s t i n g occasion. 



TOM D A Y l 

C O M P O N E N T 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

ROOT 
2 ' 7 . 7 a 2 5 
1 6 . 0 5 f i n 
1 1 . 9 2 5 6 

6 . 9 1 7 3 
2 . 0 9 9 2 
1 . 2 1 6 6 

674 

AS PER CENT 
4 2 . 0 9 5 
2 4 . 3 3 2 
1 8 . 0 6 " 
1 0 . t H I 

3 ,181 
1 .H43 

E L E M E N T 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

1 0 
11 
1 2 

COM P O N E N T S 

1 . 
0 , 0 1 3 1 

• 0 . 3 d 2 7 
•0 .335.1 
0 . 1 2 6 4 

• 0 . 3 d 5 
o . i s a s 
0 . 2 3 R 3 

•0 .0451 
• 0 . 2 3 3 2 
0 , 0 ' J l ' J 
0 . 4 7 - ) 9 ^ 
0 . 4 5 7 2 -

C O N S T R U C T 

- 0 . 5 2 5 4 
- 3 . 1 4 0 6 - ^ 
- 2 . 7 1 / , 1 . ^ 

0 . 1 4 i i 5 
- 3 . 1 1 3 6 - ^ 
- 0 . 7 4 9 6 

O.OttSA 
" 0 . 0 0 0 3 

, l n ^ 
, 6 4 4 9 ^ 
, 0 a i 5 
.3H04 
,1333 
14^4 
0 1 0 7 
0«>52 
4 0 9 9 ^ 
2656 

2 . 
1 . 7 7 S 1 
o.24sa 

- 1 . 4 3 7 9 
2 . 7 5 5 1 ^ 
0 . 4 1 S H 
1 . 7 3 6 8 

5 . 
0 . 0 1 7 1 
0 . 5 0 6 . 1 ^ 
0 . 1 7 3 5 

3 7 5 1 ^ 
3045 
1113 
3494 
I 2 4 n 

0 : 27.15 
0 . 4 2 9 . ' ' . 4 
0 . 0 7 5 4 
0 . 2 5 7 6 

2 . 4 4 3 5 ^ 
0 . 2 4 7 8 
0 . 2 2 2 0 
0 . 0 7 4 2 
0 . 2 7 4 4 

• ? . 4 0 0 7 ^ 

TOM DAY 2 / . 

C O M P O U E N T 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

C O N S T R U C T 
01 

024 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1 
12 

R O O T 

1 8 9 . 3 9 0 0 
7 6 . 5 2 S 9 
4 0 , 1 d d 2 
2 9 . 6 5 2 3 
2 f l . ? 6 9 2 
2 4 , 4 4 2 0 

9 . 5 3 7 4 
7 , 6 9 2 4 
4 , 6 3 5 7 
2 . 2 1 7 5 
1 , 6 6 3 0 

AS P E R CpHT 
4 5 . 7 3 
1 8 . 4 3 

. 7 0 
, 1 6 
, 8 5 
9 0 
3 0 
8 6 
1 3 

0 . 5 4 
0 . 4 0 

V E C T O R 

0.054.3 
? 7 3 3 
4 7 9 6 ^ 

1 2 0 0 
2<*21 
1 9 7 8 
2 2 2 2 

0 . 1 1 6 0 
D . 2 3 8 8 
• ) . 0 4 « 3 ^ 
0 . 4 3 4 ^ ^ ^ 
" ) . 4 7 0 3 ^ 

•) 
4 
3 

- 0 
3 
0 

. 2 5 ^ 0 

.1 5 4 3 ^ 
, 5 9 , 1 3 ^ 
. 2 7 4 0 
, 9 0 6 5 4 
8994 

4 . 5 6 4 ? ^ 
» . 0 4 7 S ^ 

- 2 . 5 6 7 ^ 
* , 9 6 7 4 4 
2 . 2 4 1 1 

?3,^7 
3 . 6 5 9 6 -
3 .0471 

- i 1 . ? 4 7 ^ . 
5 . 6 5 = I 9 ' 4 

3 

C O M P O N E N T S 
2 

V E C T O R 

• 0 . 1 ^ 6 6 
0 5 4 4 
2 5'10 
6 0 ^ ) 0 4 
1 0 9 3 
4 1 1 9 
? 1 7 7 
2 2 4 2 
0 ^ 3 9 
n i i o 

- 0 . 4 6 7 o 4 
0 , 1 8 ^ 7 

1 , 5 6 B / 
0 . 5 5 2 0 

-1 , 6 l d B 
3 , 0 2 3 5 ^ 
0 , 6 ^ 5 i 
2 , 8 5 5 5 

- 0 . 9 1 19 
0 . 3 5 7 9 

- 2 . 4 2 4 7 
4 . 0 5 2 ^ ^ 
1 . 6 1 4 1 
3 . 4 2 7 ^ ^ 

O . ^ 5 5 o 
- 0 . 2 l 7 i 

0 . 7 f l ^ i , 
O . I M . ^ 

- 3 . 5 5 1 / 4 
-1 . 2 5 1 8 

3 
V F C T O R 

- 0 . 6 0 3 5 4 
- 0 . 7633 
- 0 . 0 3 9 9 
- 0 . 1 0 2 3 

0 . 1 ^ 1 3 
- 0 . 0 ? 4 o 
- 0 3 7 2 5 

0 1039 
0 40124 
0 ^ 9 0 3 
0 0 ^ 3 1 
0 . 1 9 5 7 

. 2 , 1 2 9 8 4 
0 . 3 0 5 5 

- 0 . 2 3 6 7 
0 , 2 1 2 2 
0 , 7 6 0 6 

- 2 , 4 4 6 7 

" 0 . 0 9 5 6 
2 . 0 5 0 7 
0 . 4 3 7 9 

- 0 . 1 9 7 1 
1 . 6 3 2 1 

- 1 . 8 0 7 5 
1 . 9 6 0 4 

- 1 . 3 5 3 6 
- 1 . 6 3 2 6 

2 . n 4 4 
- 0 , 8 r t O j 
- 2 . ? 7 i 3 
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TOM HAY 108 

C O H P O n E U T ROOT AS P E R CEMT 
1 1 '>4 . ^71 1 3 8 . 9 8 3 
2 6 5 . 8 5 7 ^ 1 6 . 6 3 1 
3 4 4 . 8 0 29 1 1 , 3 1 4 
4 5 3 . 7 0 5 8 8 , 5 1 2 

. 5 2 9 , 1 2 7 4 ^ 7 , 3 S 5 
6 2 0 . 7 3 1 2 5 , 2 3 5 
7 1 2 . 8 8 1 2 3 , 2 5 3 
B 1 2 . 3 4 ^ 1 3 , 1 1 8 
9 1 0 . 2 0 7 7 ? , 5 7 8 

1 0 7 . S 4 6 3 1 . 9 0 6 
11 4 . 4 2 3 1 1 . 1 1 7 . 

EL£MENT 

1 
2 
3 
4 

i 
7 
8 

. 9 

1 0 
11 
1 2 

'0. 0**08 
0 . 2 0 7 8 
0 . 4 O 4 5 < 

• 0 . 0 0 3 5 
0 . 3 4 1 2 

• 0 . 2 2 ^ 6 
•0.l ' '^4 
0.03''.» 
0 , 3 5 5 J 

• 0 . 0 2 3 2 
• 0 . 4 2 4 1 ^ 
•0.47oi<l 

CONSTRUCT 
D24 1 - 2 . < 1 3 7 4 < i 

2 2 . 8 5 7 7 < 
3 . 1 . v a ^ / . 

. 4 - 1 . 4 . 1 9 9 . 
5 J . o a p s < 
C 1 . 6 6 1 2 
7 -1 . 3 : 1 4 2 
e ; ; .5 l6B<3 
9 1 . > ' 4 0 5 

1o 2 . 3 0 0 5 < 
Al " 0 . **o f.O 
12 2 . 2 9 o 4 < 

2 . 
D . 3 1 ' 6 
0 . 0 7 9 ^ 

41 yj 
6 5 1 i 
12(; /J 
36 06 

1 1 ^ 6 
0 0 ^ 6 
0'='1.) 
2 M 4 
03-^3 

0.4:^1.1 
U.1J101 
2 . 0 1 0 2 
2 . 3 A 9 3 
D . b ' ' 6 ? 
2 . n 4 ' ' < 
1 . 1 5 J 0 
0 . 6 ^ 0 2 
0 . 3 »0A 

2 . 2 ' 2 ? < 
1 . 2 , V 7 

C O M P O N E N T S 

o . 6 i a s < 
• 0 ; i 9 4 o 
•0 . 02 55 
0 . 0 2 0 2 
0 . 1 5 ^ 1 
0 . 1 1 5 7 
0 . 2 8 6 4 

,0 3 0 * 7 
0 ; 3 9 5 5 < 
0 33^9 
0 . 2 ' ' 0 0 
0 . l 6 3 i 

3 9 5 8 
5 2 2 9 
1 7 3 1 
49 / ,3 
3 6 8 9 
6 1 9 5 

1 . 9 4 6 1 ^ 
1 . I d o H 
1 . 7 9 4 6 < | 
0 . 6 3 7 6 
0 . 0 2 6 7 
0 . 9 8 6 0 

0 . 3 1 6 2 
0 . 1 8 5 6 
0 . 0 4 1 1 2 
0 . 1 2 2 7 
0 . 1 7 2 6 
0 . 4 2 9 9 < a 
0 . 4 1 9 4 
0 . 1 S 6 6 
0 . 0 ' . J 1 
0 . 2 0 0 4 
0 . 2 4 0 9 

. 0 . S 7 6 9 < 

- 0 , 9 4 D 3 
- 0 . 2 O 0 1 

0 . 2 4 2 6 
0 . 0 2 2 2 

- 0 . 4 9 4 5 
0.7J49 4 
0 , 1 6 04 

-0 ,cT279 
- 1 . . 1 3 3 3 
-0,-1645. 
1 , 7 6 55 
0 . 3 4 7 6 

0 . 5 l 0 2 < 
0 . 1 1 4 8 
0 . 2 -.^o 
0 . l 5 u 9 
0 . 2 3 5 5 
0 . 2 2 5 5 
0 . 0'»49 
0 . 6 ) 4 2 ^ ' 
0 . 2 1 7 ' ) 
0 . 0 7 8 5 
0 .26 f i 7 
0 2 ) 1 4 

- 0 . 9 4 r i 0 
-O.rtoy4 
- 1 . 4 5 9 5 
- 0 . 2 3 0 5 

0 . 2 1 d 5 
0 . 9 ? 0 4 
1 . 4 1 3 6 

- 0 . 0 ^ 8 ? 
T . 1 - . . - ;365 

' J . 4 ? 4 2 
1 . 2 ^ 1 3 

DIO8 1 
2 
3 
+ 
3 
<S> 
7 
G 
9 

io 

\ l 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

- 2 . I d 2 0 < a 
2 . 9 3 l 0 < g 
0 . 1 1 9 2 
0 . 5 1 ^ 1 3 
2 . 9 l 4 4 < g 
1 . 1 1 1 0 

- 1 . 0 6 6 3 
? . 6 7 7 9 < 
0 . / 2 9 8 
2 . 3 3 9 6 < 

- 0 . ^ 3 3 0 . 
2 . 2 4 6 9 ^ 
2 . 3 4 7 4 < 
2 . 2 4 2 2 < 
1 . 0 ^ 1 2 
2 . 2 9 4 9 < 
2 . I 9 . ) 6 < 
2 . 2 3 l 5<3 

0.' ' '^72 
0 . 2 0 5 7 
1 .9301 

•1 . 9 4 5 l < 
0 . 0 . 6 5 
2 . 1 1 7 1 < ^ 
1 .<*r.io 

• 0 , 5 4 8 2 
1 . 1 2 J 7 
0 . 6 .?59 
: . 0 6 4 6 

•1 .5.364 
1 . U ' ; 6 J ) 
0 . 0 
1 . 6 4 0 4 < 
0.<»'»50 
1 .03 i i2 
0 . U 2 9 

0 7 5 0 
1 4 0 2 
7 9 ^ 9 
33*>6 
2 1 1 0 
5 4 9 9 
1 3 5 6 < 

0 . 4 5 6 5 
1 . 7 f l 5 3 < 

3 0 7 5 
5 6 3 8 
15.34 
4448 
9 3 3 0 

1 . 0 9 2 2 
1 . 7 0 5 6 
1 . 1 9 0 4 
0 - 7 1 5 1 

1 . 3 9 11 
0 . 3 0 9 3 
0 , 5 3 9 5 
1 . 5 6 9 9 
0 , 5 1 5 3 
1 . 2 8 7 8 
0 . 3 1 6 2 
0 . 2 2 d l 
1 . 6 1 3 2 
0 . 6 7 0 8 
2.1553<3 
0 . 1 2 5 3 

3 3 6 5 
2 9 14 
2 9 1 1 
1 4 3 6 
2 3 4 1 
7457 

1 . 1 2 J 5 
0 3 1 8 6 

• 2 . 1 J j t ' ^ 
0 . 0 2 7 4 
0 . 4 ' J 5 
0 0 7 6 2 
0 . 7 0 2 3 
1 . 5 8 7 P 
0 . 3 2 8 5 
0 . 0 l i 9 -
0 . O 6 9 1 
1 . 8 0 6 0 
i . i s i ; ' 
0 . 8 ? 5 0 
0 . 1 M 6 
.> .2 .1d6 
0 . - ) ' *4 
0 . 4 5 5 0 
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BRENDA . DAY 1 
COMPONENT ROOT 

i a . l 5 2 5 
7.17S0 
/..R351 
1.7851 

A S PER CENT 
51 . 0 2 i 
27,504 
10,871 

7.52A 
2,705 
0,575 

V E C T O R S 

ELEMENT 

" • ••o 

10 
11 
12 

0.133^ 
0.0^10 ^ 
0 . 5 2 9 6 < 
0 . l d 7 5 

6 5 7 / < 
2032 

2 2 U 
'0.1755 
'0.1355 

-O.O^OV 
0 . l33 r t 

- 0 . 6 9 i S < [ 

0.6025 
0.2^55 
0-0033 

- 0 . 0 ^ 2 o 
- 0 . 2 6 5 0 
- 0 . 2 * 3 i 
- 0 . 1 * 1 2 

L O A D I ' ^ G S 

CONSTRUCT 
• 1 .0304 ^ 
- 2 . 9 1 4 9 ^ 

3.0O4S<3 
-0 .3360 

2.757ft<3 
-2.7U3<3 

2.9104<3 
O.V067 

-0.4540 
2.ii9i7<3 
0.2*21 

-0.4<3j2 

BRENDA DAY 53 
COMPONE»iT 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

ROOT 
162,7455 

4ft.9964 
36.4046 
I9.70tt8 
16,4310 
10.2017 

6,6738 
5,7406 
2,3603 
1.0727 
0,6679 

AS PER CENT 
52.32 
15.75 
11 .70 

6.34 
5.28 
3.31 
2.15 
1.B5 
0.76 
0.34 
0.21 

COMPONENTS 

ELEMENT 

- 8 • 
9 

. 10 " 
11 
l2 

CONSTRUCT 
DA 

D55 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
& 

1 
t 
3 
4 
G 
7 
O 
9 

1o 
11 
12 

VgCTOR 
•0.3127 
•O.l07i; 
0.0583 
0.5413<3 

•0.0107 
.O.IlOrt 
•3, 5863 <̂  
0.1853 
0.0399 
0.2644 
0.2*63 
0.2506 

1 .0579 
3.6210<3 
4 , l 9 5 i ^ 
• \1059 
3.4200<] 
3 ^ 0 0 5 ^ 

3 3 3 a 

2924 
4n7o<j 

9614 

222-1 

2 . . . . 3 . 
VpCT >R VpCTOR 

0.1 37'? • -0 .0610 
-0,36^7 0.1*80 
• 0.512<> ^ -0.597S<3 

0.3247 -0.2131 
0.1527 -0 .1757 

- 0 . 50^*7^ 0.3569 
-0.12^4 0 .o57i 

0.1271 . 0 . 5 9 o o < 
0.157T 0.1181 
0.1523 •0 .1363 
0,2799 -0 .1575 
o . i a*3 o . o 7 i r 

-2.1 431< 0.2156 
-1 ,125^. 0.^644 

0.4756 0.1375 
-4.d495<g -0 .6592 
-0 .274^ 2.3212 

0 .0115 0.309 4 

0.1860 -0 .7174 
0.*7lrf 1 .3889 
0.52G5 -1.1803 

- 2 . 7 5 d 3 < -1 .0040 
0.04*2 -0 .4070 

-0 ,9262 0, 04A2 
-0 .6207 -0.3473 
-2 . ^ ' » 0 0 < 1.3056 
- 0 . c P 5 ^ -1 .A?41 ^ 
- 0 . 2 7 6 j 3.207l<3 

0,50*0 2.5651 
-1 ,0079 1.8167 
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BRENDA UAY 91 
C O I P O N E M T R O O T A S P E R C E N T 

1 196.5311 49,629 
2 73.6229 19,804 
3 36.6903 8.760 
u 6, 350 
5 18.9354 A . / « 2 
6 1;; .7459 3,471 
7 11 .1739 2 .82? 
a 7,1136 1 , 79A 
9 5.1163 1 .292 

1 0 2,9054 0. 734 
11 2,2155 0. 559 

ELEMENT 
COMPONENTS 

1 -o !3 l33 
2. 

0.131', 
2 -0 120.1 -0.44i*, i l^ 
3 

0 .5373<S 
-0 .2U2" 

4 • 0 .5373<S 0.2010 
5 0. o3*ii 0. 316?; 
6 -0 .1534 -O.AOOO< 
7 o . 5 7 ^ ^ < O.OOA;; 
8 0.1037 - 0 . 206.5 
9 -0 .0750 0.17^1 

10 . -0 .2736 .1. 06l 1 
11 -0 .227d 0.262H 
12 -0 .26 03 0.30-5:; 

CONSTRUCT 
D53 1 

2 
3 • 
4- -
5 

7 
6 
9 

1o 
11 
12 

2.33 ;^<a 
•2.'''7/5<d 

0.5641 
J . 2 1 0 0 < 

2. J2l4<a 
1.5' i i2 

•1 . ' '5o5< 
2 - 4 2 0 i < 
1.31.)^< 

0.19^9 
• 0 . l 9 y o 
O.Vl ;7 

•0.5A/4 

0.4=t.i2 
•1 .04C.A 
0.69^»6 
1 .1 lij'' 

D91 1 
2 
3 
4-
5 
G 
7 
e 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14-
I S 
1£> 
17 
18 

2 . 3 : v i i ^ 
3 .04^5<| 
2 . ^ 9 o 6 < 
1 .29 j5 
T . I U . 4 < 
^.06.-;8^ 
2. 3644<3 
0.7361 

3 7 5 2 < 
yoo9 
7 7 4 7 ^ 
04lO<* 

99 i5 
2014 
5 3 9 2 ^ 
3 M 3 ^ 
79,J0 

0.7)4 4 

o.v.vo 
2.7-,^0<3 
0.2710 

2. Uo^l ^ 
3. 04/8 <^ 
0.1''0A 

V o 9 6 ^ 
5.)J4 
17^6 
9.-;d6 

4 7 / 2 ^ 
/6oO 
4^41 

2.12^1<3 



G3 Lovel 1 r.casuroscnt 

Transfonnatione dovolopod f o r Lovol 1 feedback corapriood four racacurco: Ca) on 
olcraont con t r a l i t y score f o r each caiaplc element on each testing occasion, 
computed aa 0 ^ = ^^^^^ " ~ nurabor of s ign i f i can t components, L^^ = 

loading of tho " i t h olcnont on the j t h s ign i f i can t component, (b) a core 
conatruct score f o r each sanplo construct on each test ing occasion, computed 
as C j ^ - ^h^^V^y where n = nunbor of s i g n i f i c a n t coapononts, I^^ = loading 
of the ^ kth construct on the j t h s ign i f i can t cenponent, and V^^ = vector of tho 
olesient ACTUAL SELF on the j t h conponont, (c) an olcnont reconstruction score, 
computed as o a c t probabi l i t ies of aaoociation between elenont ratings on 
successive test ing occasions, and (d) a construct reconstruction score, 
coaputed i n tho case rmnner as f o r olcaonts. These ccoroo were ranked f o r tho 
purpose of comparison with tho subject 's Modulo B rankinsc Scores f o r each case 
are l i s t e d i n the follovdng tables. 

fh ) Core construct scores 

(a) Slor.ent cen t ra l i ty scores. 

TOII BHE;n)A 

Grid 1 Grid 2 Grid 3 Grid 1 Tirid 2 Grid 3 

Elcr.cnt Score Rank Score Rank Score Pank Scoro Rank Score Rani: Scoro Rank 

1 12 6.1999 8 12.005 1 I .7W 7 5.647 8 5.632 6 
2 3.768 I* 5.506 9 6.226 11 1.373 10 3.474 11 5.663 5 
5 3.333 3 9.116 3 10.791 k 2.693 3 3.160 3 4.294 9 
I* 5.017 6 7.550 7.137 10 5.167 1 5.763 7 9.313 1 

5 3 . M l 5 5.669 10 8.591 7 1.̂ 63 3 4.937 10 3:340 10 
6 2 . 7 ^ 8 6. if 72 7 10.253 5 2.376 5 8.238 2 7.464 3 
7 2.997 7 7-322 5 9.221 6 ^,991 2 10.177 1 3.059 2 
3 1.261 11 ^̂ .78̂ * 11 7.630 9 1.193 11 6.927 4 3-231 11 

9 2.207 9 6.988 6 8.'t37 8 1.135 12 2.987 12 2.593 12 
10 2.176 10 3.2^2 12 '*.680 12 2Mk k 6.196 5 4.376 8 
T1 ^.335 1 10.65^ 1 11.876 2 2.05^ 6 6.122 6 5.521 7 
12 ^.36^ 2 9.325 2 11.662 3 1,388 9 5.416 . 9 6.361 4 

TOl̂  BREtlDA 

Grid 1 Grid.2 3 r l d ' 3 Grid 2 Grid 2 3r id 5 

Construct Score Ranlc Score Rank Scoro Rank Scoro Rank Score Score Rank 

1 "1.159 6 2.197 7 1.822 6 .338 1 .651 12 .713 17 

2 1.598 3 2.246 6 1.793 8 .732 2 .943 10 .351 11 

5 1.334 1 2.503 4 1.429 17 .633 4 1.033 9 .957 7 

4 1.203 5 3.027 2 1.455 16 .709 3 1.039 •8 1.014 3 

5 1.657 2 3.066 1 1.831 5 .543 6 1.194 5 .781 15 

6 1.246 4 2.744 3 1.729 11 .594 5 1.571 2 .955 3 

7 1.978 8 1.734 10 .924 11 1.031 2 

8 I.S10 12 1.872 4 1.568 3 .969 4 

9 1.845 11 1.518 14 1.093 7 .591 13 

10 1.946 9 1.700 12 1.152 6 .723 16 

11 1.849 10 I .5S5 15 1.761 • 1 .764 14 

12 2.387 5 1.879 3 1.210 4 .739 15 

13 1.762 9 .967 5 

14 1.799 7 1.101 1 

15 1.231 18 .925 9 

16 1.971 1 .790 12 

17 1.907 2 .916 10 

l3 1.471 15 .967 6 

(c) Element reconstruction scores 

TO." 

Grid 12 Grid 23 Grid 12 Grid 23 

Elenont Score Ronli Scoro Rank Scoro Ranlc Score Rank 

1 226 4 . 002 11.5 003 9 064 8 . 

2 000 11 080 6 000 11.5 203 4.5 

5 012 8.5 486 3 776 2 064 8 

4 000 12 790 1 931 1 395 3 



i2cr;ont Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank 

5 732 1 622 2 326 5 000 12 

6 00k 10 ock 9.5 015 6.5 756 2 

7 639 2 Oi8 8 000 11.5 010 11 

3 133 6.5 053 7 003 "9 064 8 

9 132 5 2W it 51^ 064 8 

10 133 6.5 OÔf 9.5 015 6.5 064 3 

11 537 3 201 5 003 9 203 4.5 

12 012 8.5 002 11.5 651 3 373 1 

( l ioto: Probabi l i t ies given to three placco»«docir,al point onittod), 

(d) Construct roeonotructien scores 

TO:: • 

Grid 12 Grid 23 Grid 12 Grid 23• 

Construct Score Ranlt Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank 

1 5106 1 0010 3 2441 1 0039 3 

2 0050 3 0086 6 0233 2 0010 5 

3 000 6 0643 2 0221 3 0010 5 

4 0339 2 90̂ (0 1 0060 5 0010 5 

5 0001 5 0003 9 0162 4 0002 10 

6 0016 4 0000 12 0053 6 0000 11.5 

7 0011 7 0274 1 

3 0002 10.5 0005 8 

9 0127 4 0001 9 

10 0103 5 0006 7 

11 0163 3 0000 11.5 

12 0002 10.5 0159 2 

Level 3 c loca i f ica t ions 

Tranoforcutlono developed f o r Level 3 feodbock cornpricod four procedures; Ca) 

the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of o ign i f i can t components by the nethod of construct roproc-

ontation, and the demarcation of the subset of central elc^soiits by applying the 

50 percent variance c r i t e r i o n to each s ign i f i can t component, (b) the designation 

of core components as those which include the clcnient SELF in the central subset, 

and the designation of ropreaontativo constructs on that component as core 

constructs, (c) the construction of construct roconotruction maps to examine 

component representation of retcsted constructs, and the designation of retcsted 

constructs as replicated, displaced or emergent, and (d) the computation of exact 

probabi l i t ies of association between element ratings on successive testing 

occasions, and the designation of consistent elements as those obtaining p .05. 

These procedures enable the c l a s s i f i ca t i on of constructs and elements into the 

fol lowing clasGoc:-

Constructa 

core (D^g) 

Elements 

central i^^^) 
incidental (D.) 
consistent (D ) 

CO 

inconsistent CD̂ ^̂ ) 

peripheral (D^) 

replicated (D^) 

displaced (D^) 

emergent (D^) 

The fol lowing tables l i s t data claosec f o r elements (a) and fo r constructs (b) 

f o r both case-studies. Data class subscripts have been employed to indicate 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . A l l constructs i n tho second case-study (Brcnda) were deGignatcd 

as peripheral as no s ign i f i can t components included SELF i n the central element 

subset. I n th i s caso-study the 50 percent c r i t e r i o n was not relaxed. 

(Koto: p robabi l i t i es given to four places, decimal point omitted) 



Ca) Data classes f o r olcnento 

TOX DREIIDA 

Day 1 Day 2^ Day 103 Day 1 Day 53 Day 91 

1 1 CO i n CO CO i i CO i i n 

2 ce i CO i i n i i CO ce i n 

3 i CO CO CO i n CO CO i n i i n 

k CO CO CO CO i n CO CO i n CO i n 

5 CO i i n i i n i ce i n i CO 

r 
O 1 i CO CO CO i CO CO CO i n 

7 i i i n i CO CO CO CO CO CO 

3 i i i n CO CO i i CO i i n 

9 i CO i n CO i n i i i n i i n 

10 CO i i n i CO i i CO i i n 

11 CO CO i n ce i n i i CO i i n 

12 CO CO CO ce CO i i i n i i n 

Construct Day 1 Day Zh Day 103 Day 1 Day 53 Day 91 

cc P 

15 P P 
16 cc P 
17 cc P 
13 cc P 

Following tho data c l aaa i f i ca t ion , posterior probabi l i t ies f o r each hypothcoii 

class wore conputed fo r constructs a.nd oloconta on each occasion. Two sots 

of hypothesis classes wore eoployod:-

(b) Data classos f o r constructs 

Constructs 
core (H^^) 
peripheral (Hp) 

stable (H^^) 
t r ans i t iona l (H. ) 
unstable (H^^ )̂ 

Elemonts 
central CR ) cc 
incidenta l (H^) 

stable (H^g) 
t r ans i t iona l (H 
unstable (H^^) to 

:orisTRUcT TCH BREKDA :orisTRUcT 

Day 1 Day 2^ Day 103 Day 1 Day 53 Day 91 

1 P cc d cc r P P a P r 

2 cc cc r cc r P P r P r 

5 cc cc r p 0 P P r P r 

k P •cc r P d P P r P r 

5 cc cc r cc r P P r P r 

6 P cc r p r P P P r 

7 cc p r P P r 

3 cc cc r P P r 
Q y cc p r P P r 

10 cc cc r P P d 

n cc p 0 P P r 

12 cc cc r P P r 

13 cc P 

Tho follov/ing tables l i s t posterior probabi l i t ieo obtaining fo r eler:;ont hypothcacB 

(c) ajtd construct hypotheses (d ) . Probabi l i t ies are given to three places 

decimal point oraitted. V/hero dichotonouo hypothosos ore e:nployed, poBtoriors 

f o r only one hypothesis are l i s t ed (H^^ or H^^,)- V/hcro three hypotheses are 

employed, two posterior probabi l i t ies are l i s t ed (H "to " " . 0 ' " t o ' 

(c) Posterior probabi l i t ieo fo r elcnent hypotheses 

El orient Tom Brenda 
Dayl 
II 

CO 

Day ?A 
H H 

CO 5 0 to n 
CO 

Ooy 108 

so to 

Day! 

«ce 

Day 53 

"co "so "tc H 
ce 

Day 91 
R 

so to 

1 160 272 0 593 ^ 3 0 1 160 079 227 773 037 0 1 
2 272 227 773 1̂ 3 0 1 160 079' 227 773 I'f3 0 1 

5 160 272 227 773 ^23 0 1 620 0 593 ^23 0 'f35 
k it 5^ 620 227 773 761 0 1 620 0 593 7fal 0 ^33 

: 5 . ^5^ 272 0 593 1̂ 3 0 ^33 160 272 0 593 1̂ 3 0 1 
6 160 079 227 773 1̂ 3 382 618 i6o' 272 227 773 ^23 0 1 
7 i60 079 0 593 037 0 1 ^5^ 

i 

620 227 773 761 332 6id 



Element «co H 
CO 

H 
0 0 to "co H 

GO to H 
CO 

H 
CO 

H 
GO to H 

CO 
H 

so to 

• 3 i6o . 079 0 593 1̂ 3 0 1 160 272 227 773 i/t3 0 1 

9 l60 272 0 593 ^23 0 '*33 i60 079 0 593 037 0 {̂ 33 
10 1̂5̂* 272 0 593 i't3 0 1 160 079 227 773 037 0 1 

11 620 0 595 761 0 'f33 160 079 227 773 057 0 1 

12 i*3^ 620 227 773 761 332 6i3 160 079 0 593 037 0 '*33 

(d) Posterior Tjrobabilit ies f o r constnict hypotheses 

Toa BrcnriQ 

Construct Day! Day 2k Day 103 Day 1 Day 53 Day 91 
H 

cc «cc ^̂ sc «tc 
K 
"cc 

H 
sc "tc «cc H H cc sc tc H 

cc 
n 
cc tc 

1' 220 553 M6 579 502 hhk 220 115 ^16 579 057 502 
2 529 673 660 320 790 759 23^ 220 115 660 320 057 759 234, 

3 529 673 660 320 251 712 220 115 660 520 057 759 254 
220 338 660 320 139 502 W f 220 115 660 320 057 759 234 

5 529 675 660 520 790 759 23 t̂ 220 115 660 320 057 759, 23̂ t 
6 220 338 660 320 139 759 23^ 220 115 660 320 057 759 254 

7 529 333 660 320 220 115 660 520 

3 529 673 660 320 220 115 660 320 

9 529 338 660 320 220 115 660 320 
10 529 673 660 320 220 115 M6 579 
11 529 333 168 752 220 115 660 320 

529 673 660 320 220 115 660 320 

13 529 220 

529 220 

15 220 220 
i6 529 220 

17 529 220 
13 529 220 

G 5 Query FromptG 

Follov/ing tho asseably of feedback rtioployc, i tocc which obtained ci ther (a) 
a s ign i f i can t diocropaiicy botv;ocn anticipated and obcorvod funct ion at Level 1 
or (b) a dis junct ion between pr ior probabi l i ty and observed funct ion at Level 3 
wore isolated do-̂ m on ijuory Fonns v;hich requested subjects to fu rn i sh an account 
f o r tho discrepancies. The fol lowing pages depict query pronipto presented i n 
one coso-study and the subject 's responses to then. 
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])AY 

L i s t e d be lov ; a r e t he nuiaber;; o£ c o n s t r u c t s w h i c h a r e more ( o r 
l e s s ) i m p o r t o j i t t o y o u r d e r i n i t i o n o i ' y o u r s e l f t h a n y o u 
a n t i c i p a t e d . Look a t eacl i c o n s t r u c t c a r d i n t u r n . Can y o u 
t h i n k o f any r e a s o n v;hy y o u t h o u g h t t h e s e c o n s t r u c t s m i g h t bo 
i m p o r t a n t ( o r u n i m p o r t a n t ) ? T h a t i s , can y o u d e s c r i b e vjhy t h o s e 
c o n s t r u c t s seemed i m p o r c a i i t o r u n i m p o r t a n t t o y o u a t t he t i m e ? 
I f y o u c a n , J o t dovm y o u r r e a s o n s i n t h e space p r o v i d e d . 

^ .-^^Kf^ try -V*L ^^MJ^KSUL W J V ^ V U J W ^ \<acC\̂  ov**^ W M ^ A I I * 

tXiN̂ A-/̂  d-/<9\^ 9^fi*v-w V^^^Vft/^ -ewsWi^iUiti^PV^ V « CtP^Z^ 

QUliHY li^RM L1CE 

SUBJECT DAY 1 

L i s t e d bc lov/ a r e t h e numbers o f p e r s o n s \ jho a r e more ( o r l e s s ) 
i m p o r c a n t t o youa- d e f i n i t i o n o f y o u r s e l f t h e n y o u a j i t i c i p a t e d . 
T h i n k a b o u t each p e r s o n i n t u r n . Can you t h i n k o f any r e a s o n 
vjhy y o u t h o u g h t t h o s e p e o p l e m i g h t be i u p o r t a n t ( o r u n i m p o r t a n t ) ? 
Thai- i s , can y o u d e s c r i b e \;hy chese p e o p l e seemed i m p o r t a n t o r 
u n i m p o r t a n t t o y o u a t t he t i m e ? I f y o u c a n , j o t do\m y o u r r e a s o n s 
i n t h e spaces p r o v i d e d . 

( 0 

4^ 

be lAxUCUiltAjft a C*?Vv©t4>e/ a4AAW€-<fl<^ . K j € ^ 2*W 

^^^jj: (rtyfl^ , 'fê Ĵ̂ r' Wu (K. ^feuA<*j| .bvat^rU 

a felt \AA>&14 -aLwL (Pw UAA U ;̂w îLo - l4c ^Cfl/lw^ -to M A ^ 

^A ^ S ^ e ^ U o j i ^ ^J*-*^ I 
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QUERY FORM ^^.1CC 

SUBJECT _ ^ ? L ^ V \ / V DAY 

L i s t e d belov/ axe the numberG o f c o n s t r u c t s v ; h i c h a r e more ( o r 
l e s s ) i m p o r t a n t t o y o u r d e f i n i t i o n o f y o u r s e l f t h a n y o u 
a n t i c i p a t e d . Look a t eaci i c o n s t r u c t c a i d i n t u r n . Can y o u 
t h i n k o f any r e a s o n v/hy y o u t h o u g h t t h e s e c o n s t r u c t s m i g h t bo 
i m p o r t a n t ( o r u n i m p o r t a n t ) ? T h a t i o , can y o u d e s c r i b e v/hy t h e s e 
c o n s t r u c t s seemed i m p o r t a n t o r u n i m p o r t a n t t o y o u a t tho t i m e ? 
I f y o u c a n , j o t dovm y o u r r e a s o n s i n t h e space p r o v i d e d . 

4 

QUEllY ifORM 

SUBJECT 

L1GE 
HAY 

L i s t e d b e l o w a re the numbers o f p e r s o n s \;ho o r e more ( o r l e s s ) 
i m p o r t a n t t o y o u r d o r i n i t i o n o f y o u r s e l f t h a n y o u a n t i c i p a t e d . 
T h i n k a b o u t each p e r s o n i n t u r n . Can y o u t h i n k o f any r e a s o n 
v/hy y o u t h o u g h t these p e o p l e m i g h t be i m p o r t a n t ( o r u n i m p o r t a n t ) ? 
T h a t i s , c an y o u d e s c r i b e i:hy t h e s e p e o p l e seemed i m p o r t a n t o r 
u n i m p o r t a n t t o y o u a t t he T;ime? I f y o u c a n , j o t dovm y o u r r e a s o n s 
i n t h e spaces p r o v i d e d . 

H ^ M L u^jju^ ^,ta^ X U2te 
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QUETfY POnH L1CR 

L i s t e d b c l o v / a r e t h e miinuerc o£ c o n : ; c r u c t s on w h i c h y o u have 
changed youx' mind s i n c e the l a u t o c c a s i o n more (o i* l o s e ) t h a n 
y o u a n t i c i p a t e d . Look o t each cohsUrucC c a r d i n t u r n . What 
made y o u t h i n k y o u r v i e w s on t h e s e c o n s t r u c t s had ( o r had n o t ) 
c h a n g e d , when v/o can see t h a t t h e y have n o t ( o r h a v e ) ? T h a t i s , 
can y o u d e s c r i b e what i t v/as theT; made y o u t h i n k y o u r v i e w s on 
t h e s e c o n s t r u c t s had o r had n o t changed? I f y o u c a n , j o t down 
y o u r r e a s o n s i n t h e spaces p r o v i d e d . 

5 

O M . KAOJJ^ir &v^3G»!£A4 K - v j V u x J t tCvfl^vvL h / B ' i ^ 

QUKRY FOR II 
SUBJECT 

L1ER 
DAY 5 m i 

L i s t e d b e l o w are t h e n u a b e r s o f p e r s o n a a b o u t \/hoG y o u have 
changed y o u r mind s i n c e t h e l a s t o c c a s i o n more ( o r l e s s ) tham 
y o u a n t i c i p a t e d . T h i n k abou t each p e r s o n i n t u r n , V/hat made 
y o u t h i n k y o u had ( o r had n o t ) changed y o u r m i n d a b o u t t h e m , 
v/hen we can see t h a t y o u have n o t ( o r have )? T h a t i s , can y o u 
d e s c r i b e what i t was t h a t made y o u t h i n k y o u r v ie^ /s a b o u t t h e s e 
p e o p l e had o r had n o t changed? I f y o u c a n , j o b dov/n y o u r r e a s o n s 
i n t h e spaces p r o v i d e d . 

' T t 'X ^y^j^ ^^^^'^'^ \ ^ t t> 

6 

12 
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QUERY POim L3CC 

SUBJi::CT * n p Q A A ^ DAY 

L i s t e d be lov ; a re t h o n u u b o r s o f c o n s t r u c t s v / b i c h have changed 
i n t h e i r i m p o r t a n c e t o y o u r c e l f - d e r i i t i t i o n s i n c e t h e l a s t 
o c c a s i o n . Look a t ouch c o n a t r u c t c & r d i n t u r n . Con y o u t h i n k ' 
o f any r e a s o n v/hy t h e s e c o n s t r u c t s a i i ^ . n o l o n g e r i m p o r t a n t ( o r 
u n i m p o r t a n t ) ? I n p a r t i c u l a r , has a n y t h i n g o f n o t e o c c u r r e d i n 
y o u r r e l a t i o n s h i p s t h a t m i g h t have l e d t o t h i s u n e x p e c t e d 
outcome? I f y o u can i d e n t i f y an e v e n t o f t h i s s o r t , J o t dovm 
a b r i e f n o t e o f v/hat o c c u r r e d i n t h e space p r o v i d e d . 

4 -

6 u j t - t t o u w 

QUERY FORM ^ _ ^ L 3 C E 

SUBJECT _ _ 3 ^ l \ f i a w . DAY 

L i s t e d b c l o v j a r e t h e n u a b c r s o f p e r s o n s \Jho have changed i n t h e i r 
i m p o r t a n c e t o y o u s i n c e t h e l a s t o c c a s i o n . T h i n k a b o u t e a c h . , 
p e r s o n i n tuacn. Can y o u t h i n k o f any r e a s o n v/hy t h e s e p e o p l e a re 
no l o n g e r i m p o r t a n t ( o r u n i ^ i p o r t o n t ) ? I n p a r t i c u l a r , has 
a n y t h i n g o f n o t e o c c u r r e d i n y o u r r e l a t i o n ; ; h i p s v . ' i t b them t h a t 
m i g h t have l e d t o t h i s u n e x p e c t e d outcome? I f y o u can i d e n t i f y 
an e v e n t o f t h i s s o r t , j o t do\ fn a b r i e f n o t e o f v fha t o c c u r r e d i n 
t h o space p r o v i d e d . 

\ 'W^flo h < U . ^ ^ . 'iyvy>-v>**^ — 
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QUERY t'ORM L1CC 
SUBJECT DAY 

L i s t e d b e l o w a re t h e numbers o f c o n s t r u c t s w h i c h a r e more ( o r 
l e s s ) i m p o r t a n t t o y o u r d e f i n i t i o n o f y o u r s e l f t h a n y o u 
a n t i c i p a t e d . Look a t each c o n s t r u c t c a r d i n t u r n . Can y o u 
t h i n k o f any r e a s o n i /hy y o u t h o u g h t t h o s e c o n s t r u c t s m i g h t bo 
i m p o r t a n t ( o r u n i m p o r t a n t ) ? T h a t i s , can y o u d e s c r i b e vjhy t h o s e 
c o n s t r u c t s seemed i m p o r t a n t o r u n i m p o r t a n t t o y o u a t the t i m e ? 

y o u c a n , j o t dov/n y o u r r e a s o n s i n t h o space p r o v i d e d . 

1̂  

QUERY r-oriM L1GE 

SUBJECT V̂ SvV̂ p DAY 

Li . ' J ted b e l o w a r e the numbers o f p e r s o n s wlio a r e more ( o r l e s s ) 
i m p o r t a n t to y o u r d e f i n i t i o n O L y o u r s e l f t h a n y o u u i i t i c i p a t e d . 
T h i n k abou t each p e r s o n i n o u r n . Can y o u t h i n k o t ' any r e a s o n 
\ jhy y o u t h o u g h t these p e o p l e m i g h t be i m p o r t a n t ( o r u n i m p o r t a n t ) ? 

••That i s , can y o u d e s c r i b e v:liy t h o s e p e o o l e sooi.icd i m p o r t a i i t o r 
u n i m p o r t a n t t o y o u a t t h e t i m e ? I f y o u c a n , j o t down y o u r r e a s o n s 
i n t h e spaces p r o v i d e d . 

%^^/C ' K EMA. 0 \ ^ I 
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Qin-.-RY FORM _L1l5n 

S U B J E C T _ _ L - [ ^ V ^ 
DAY J<)f. 

L i s t e d be lov ; a r e t h e numbers o f p e r s o n s a b o u t v/hom y o u have 
chanced y o u r m i n d s i n c e t h e l o s t o c c a s i o n more ( o r l e s s ) t h a n 
y o u a n t i c i p a t e d . T h i n k a b o u t each p e r s o n i n t u r n . V.'hat mado 
y o u t h i n k y o u had ( o r had n o t ) changed y o u r mind about* t h e m , 
v;hen \ie can see t h a t y o u have n o t ( o r h a v o ) ? T h a t i s , t a n y o u 
d e s c r i b e v/hat i t uas t h a t made y o u t h i n k y o u r v i e u s a b o u t t h o s e 
p e o p l e h a d o r had n o t chani jed? I f y o u c a n , j o t dovm y o u r r e a s o n s 
i n t h o spaces p r o v i d e d . 

G&u(eiU*Jt ; "baJL f ^ - , v * ^ S | -

QUERY ?OilH ^ ^ 5 C C 

3 U B J K ; T _ _ I 1 ^ U A » . DAY 

L i s t e d be lov ; a r e t h e numbers o f c o n s t r u c t s v / h i c h have changed 
i n t h e i r i m p o r t a n c e t o y o u r s e l f - d o f i n i t i o n s i n c e the l a s t 
o c c a s i o n . Look a t each c o n s t r u c t c a r d i n t u r n . Can y o u t h i n k 
o f any r e a s o n v;hy t h e s e c o n s t r u c t s o re no l on t s e r i m p o r t a n t ( o r 
u n i m p o r t a n t ) ? I n p a r t i c u l a r , has a n y t h i n g o f n o t e o c c u r r e d i n 
y o u r r e l a t i o n s h i p s t h a t m i g h t have l e d t o t h i s u n e x p e c t e d 
outcome? I f y o u can i d e n t i f y an e v e n t o f t h i s s o r t , j o t dovm 
a b r i e f n o t e o f v;hat o c c u r r e d i n t h e space p r o v i d e d . 

l<K>a . jStvA tivOt ^«W-3 
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QUERY POrtH L5CE 
SUliJECT * T ^ / V A / S . DAY 

L i s t e d be low are t h e numbers o f p e r s o n s \iho have changed i n t h e i r 
i m p o r t a n c e t o y o u s i n c e t h o I n s t o c c a s i o n . T h i h l : u b o u t each 
p e r s o n i n t u r n . Can y o u t h i n k o f any r eauon , why tl-.ose p e o p l e o re 
no l o n g e r i n i p o r t a n t ( o r u n i m p o r t a n t ) ? I n p a r t i c u l a r , has 
a n y t h i n g o f n o t e o c c u r r e d i n y o u r r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h them t h a t . 
n i g h t have l e d co t h i s u n e x p e c t e d outcome? I f y o u can i d e n t i f y 
an e v e n t o f t h i s s o r t , j o t do\-m a ' b r i e f n o t e o f \ /ha t o c c u r r e d i n 
t h e space p r o v i d e d . 

3 

T v J ^ S(aa*^ W ; * ^ Ok. u>K0f^ <rSv*r4o W J / CW j y m s u 

1 

QUERY FORM L3CR. . ^ 
SUBJECT ' ' ^ ^ DAY \ 0 % 

L i s t e d b e l o w a re t h e numbers o f c o n s t r u c t s on v ;h ich y o u r v i e w s 
have become more ( o r l e s s ) c h a n g e a b l e s i n c e t h e l a s t o c c a s i o n . 
Look a t each c o n s t r u c t c a r d i n t u r n . Can y o u t h i n k o f - a n y 
r e a s o n v/hy y o u have (o i* have n o t ) chonged y o u r m i n d on t h o s e 
c o n s t r u c t s betv;een days and when y o u d i d n o t 

( o r d i d ) change y o u r mind be tween days / and 7 I f 
y o u c a n , j o t dovm y o u r r e a s o n s i n t h e spaces p r o v i d e d . 

3 

4 -

"ife U;ft4A. dlooi: v̂ âiX. 4c 



QUERY f-ORM L3KR 

SUBJECT • T ' O V W DAY fog 
L i s t e d belov; are tho numbers of persons about vjhom your viev/s 
have become core (or loss) changeable since the l a s t occasion. 
Think about each person i n t u r n . Can you t h i h k of any reason 
why you have (or have not) changed your mind about them between 
days ^fer" and when you d i d not (o r d i d ) change your 
mind between days _ J and ? i r you con, Jot down your 
reasons i u the spacoo provided. 

ccv,. «)Vu wvCKU. < y « 4 ^ \ .^J^.^'^'V'^^^l^ 

d t > 0 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ to t l A A U M U ^ ^ ' 

4 

G6 Evaluation of the procedures 

Three c r i t e r i a were cor^tructcd to assess the procedures apiilied to the 
two caso-studieo; (a) tests of inprovenent i n tho qual i ty of modelling, 
(b) tests of elaboration of the conversational doraiin, (c) tests of tho 
enorgence of highor-ordor control of modelling. 

(a) Inprovcment i n the qual i ty of nodelling 

Two tests wore cnployod to assess change i n the nature of nodd l ing ovor 

tho three tes t ing occasions i n tho two caso-studiec; ( i ) a test of d ivers i ty 

i n construction based on the d is t r ibu t ion^of exact probabi l i t ies of 

association between tho s ix constructs e l i c i t e d on each testing occasion, 

and ( i i ) a test of the con t r a l i t y or solf-relovanco of constructs e l i c i t e d 

on each test ing occasion. Tho follov/ing tables l i s t ( i ) exact probabi l i ty 

proxioi ty ir.atricca between constructs f o r tho two case-studies on tho throe 

occasions, ( i i ) median tests of thcso probabi l i t i es f o r each case-study, 

( i i i ) Kruskal-V/allic one v;aa nonparanotric analysis of variance of core 

construct scores of e l i c i t e d constructs f o r tho two case-studies. 



Cn Exact Probability froxlwity rAoi\'rlc£S 

TDM PROBABILITIES GRID I TOM PROBABlLITIfiS GRID 2 

1 2 3 4 5 6 I 2 3 4 5 6 7 S 9 10 1 1 12 
i 0 2583- 4602 2709 4301-4710 1 0 -194 -807 4316 .54 -210 636 W90D- 2052 -63 3566 -440 
2 2583 3 108. .5024 3 3015 2 -194 0 570-1618 6 1932- 2304 630 432 0-4850 1306 
3 P4602 108 0.2526 108.4301 3 .807 570 0 -314 899-3379 -107 1210 2905 302 22?9 468 
4 2709-5B24- 2526 0 4219 3173 4 4 3 l 6 - 1618 -314 0- 1950 1967 2560 -358- 2704-2123 -481 -370 
5 4301 3 108 4219 0 2491 5 -54 6 899-1950 0 S25- J587 223 552 10-2408 917 
6 t .47l0 3015- 4301 3173 2491 0 6 • 210 1932-3379 1967 525 0- 2677 1240 1414 2087-1445 2134 

7 656- 2304 -107 2560- 1587, .2677 0 - 8 4 2 . 1029-2147-5082 -616 
8 -900 630 121B -358 223 1240 -842 0 n « 1103-4924 5 
9 -2052 432 2905-2704 552 1414- 1029 113 0 1176-5110 492 

10 -63 0 302-2123 10 2087- 2147 1103. 1176 0-4747 1495 
11 3566P 4850 2229 - 4 8 1 * 2408-1445- 5082.4924- 5110.4747 0 3682 
12 • 440 1506 466 -370 917 2134 -616 5 492 1499 3682 0 

TOM PROBABILITIES GRID 3 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 a 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 IR 
I 0 -548-5925 2365 -24 1 -612-5390 -2461 4277 -873- • 5393 -3876 -413 -1999 • 1897 • 267 • 620 -1310 
2 • 548 0 5118 3174 2 3295 5222 47-4268 67-2135 132 268 24 861 16 706 1520 
3 -5525 5118 0 410 2930 .695-2566-4126 5044-4427 1680 -5279 4796-4334-3113.4837-4621-3501 
4 2365 3174 410 0 1900 .96--4079 2401 2479 4208 4994 1507 3478 1925-4918. .5504-5120 5384 
S - 2 4 t 2 2930 1900 0 5152- • 3999 390 3753 102-29;?0 636 200 50 1114 51 634 911 
6 -612 3295 -695 -96 5152 0--5086 2613- •3333 1762-4340 -4783 1098-5019 4832 2099 1142 1471 
7 • 5390 5222-2566. .40 /9-3999 . .5086 0-1921 -156 4292-1191-2197. •1400 3350 1829 2894-2617-1695 
8 • 2461 47-4126 2401 390 2613-1921 0 3041 605-4021 1 1262 - 290 3880 766 864 247 
9 4277.426R 5044 2479 3753-3333 -156 3041 0. »4236 5324 3747 4888. » 4 2 7 5 . 4 2 1 2 - ! 2 4 2 1560 17R0 

10 -873 67- 4427 4208 102 1762 4292 605-4256 0- 4541 1277 7 6 2192 a 3261 143 
11 . 5393- 2135 1690 4994- 2900-4340-1191-4021 5324-4541 0 4689-4882-3853. . I 7 6 4 . 4 4 l 3 - t 0 6 5 4044 
12 • 3876 132-5279 1507 656-4785-2197 1 3747 1277 4689 0 3928 301 5271 1215 2941 1289 
13 -413 268 4796 5478 200 1098-4400 1262 4888 7- 4882 3928 0 200 953 142 2018 113 
H • 1999 24 . 4334 1923 50.5019 3350 290- 4275 6- 3853 301 200 0 445 10 4535 424 
15 .1897 8 6 1 - 3113.4918 1114 4832 1829 3880- 4212 2192- 1764 5271 953 445 0 1042 3009 4379 
16 • 267 16- 4837- 5504 51 2099 2894 766- 1242 8- 4413 1215 142 10 1042 0 3308 915 
17 • 6?0 706- 4621- 5120 634 1142- 2617 864 1560 3261- 1065 2941 2018 4535 3009 3308 0 2855 
18 • 1310 1520* 3301 S384 .911 1471* 1695 247 1780 143 4044 1289 113 424 4379 915 2855 0 



BRENDA PROBABILITIES GRID 1 BRENDA PROBABILITIES CRID 2 

1 2 3 4 3 6 
1 Q 5289 4470 6(>8 2685.1061 
2 5289 fl -175 3168 -856 194 
3 4470 -175 8-4219 82 - 7 l 9 
4 668 3168-4219 3-5073 4399 
5 2685 -856 82-3073 0 -527 
6 " l e e i 194 -719 4399 -527 0 

1 ? 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 1 12 
I -559 85b 4847 359 -221 . 348 "3158 28fl3 -901 1771 2923 
2 -559 0 -49-2126 -95 95 -593-1981-1120 454-2H71-3829 
3 856 -49 a 497fi 9 -12 727 3660 843 -130 653 3756 

•4 4847- 2126 4978 0 5124 3769 2829 704 3846-3602-4027-3263 
5 359 -95 9 5124 0 -0 260 1299 603 -581 64 779 

.6 -2?1 95 -12 3769 -0 0 -305-2211 -679 1594 -44 -849 
7 348 -593 727 2829 280 -305 0 338 2713-1272 714 2539 
8 3158- 1981 3660 704 lp99-22n 338 0 5023 5281 990 954 

. 9 2883- 1 120 843 3846 603 -679 2713 5023 0 -376 2635 21S3 
To -901 454 -133- 3602 -58] 1594-1272 5281 -376 0-4678-5060 
U 1771- 2071 6S3. 4027 64 w44 714 990 2635* 4678 0 266 
12 2923- 3829 3736- 5263 779 •849 2559 954 2153- 3060 266 0 

BRENOA PP0B4BILITIE3 GRID 3 

1 
0 

-201 
431 

4645-
438 
-47 

.521 
8 -3728 
9 2371 

10 .4773 
n 934 

673 
• 695 

12 
13 
14 2987, 
15 ^1555 
16- -76 
17 1309 
18 -333 

2 
-201 

0 
-2 

•2438 
-55 

0 
-616 
5169. 
-366 
1434 
-265 

-57 
90 

1 160 
1462 

310 
-197 

226 

3 
431 

- 2 . 
0 

3123 
32 
-4< 

1373 
4479 

209 
-426 

238 
34 

-91 
204/ 
-950 
-175 

730 
-264 

4 
4645 

.2438 
3123 

0 
2934 

.3706 
M 
24 

1601 
3147-
1687 
12B8 
2914 

26 
6bO-

3083 
108 

2934-

5 
438 
-55 

32 
2934. 

0 
-18 
804 

3757 
289 

2208 
14 
5 

-795 
1221. 
1314 
. 2 2 
957 

1368 

6 
-47 

0 
-4 

3706 
-18 

0 
-700 
4417 
••236 
1692 
-134 

-24 
36. 

1921 
577 

92, 
-487 
. 84-

7 
521. 

-616 
1373-

61 
804 

-700 
0 

111 
2087 
2800 

305 
227 

'4742 
1 1 

2790 
1084. 

21 
4619 

8 
•3728 
3169 

.4479 
24 

3757 
4417 

l i t 
0 

4026 
1 IBO 
1154 
2665 

9B4. 
19 

458, 
5086 

586 
309« 

9 
2371. 
-366 

2^9 
1601 

289. 
-256 
2087 
4026 

0 
-595 

169 
100-

• 1648 
1756 
1677 
-847 
2378 
1615 

10 
• 4775 
1434 
-426 
3147 
'2208 
1692 
2800 
1 180 
-595 

0 
5379 
1218 
1468-
1660 
1559. 
2190 
4620 

320-

11 
934 

-263 
238 

1687 
14 

-134 
305 

1154 
169 

5379. 
0 

42 
i B i f i . 
205 

1981-
-46 
550 

3873-

12 
673 
-57 

54 
1288 

5 
-24 
227-

2665 
100-

1218 
42-

0-
1301 

8 i 5 
2496 
-119 

729-
1006 

13 
-693 

bO< 
-91 

2914 
-795 

36< 
4742 

984 
1648 
1468 
1816 
1301 

0 
5337 

242 
1459. 
3555 

61 

14 
2987. 

•1160 
2047 

26 
1221-

•1921 
1 1 
19 

1756. 
1660 

203. 
815. 

5337 
0 

1591 
2503 

142 
3151 

13 
•1555 
1462 
-950 

650 
•1514 

577 
2790. 

458. 
1677 
1559 
1981 
2496 

242 
1591-

0 
1412 
4657-

191 

16 
.76 
310 

-175 
5083 

-22 
92 

1084 
5086 
-847 
2190 

-46 
-110 
1459. 
2503 
1412 

0. 
1413 
1443 

17 
1309 
-197 

730 
108 
957, 

.487 
21-

586 
2376. 
4620 

550. 
729. 

3555 
142 

4657 
-1413 

0-
-4158 

19 
-333 

226 
-264 
2934 

.1368 
84 

4619 
309 

1615 
320 

3873 
1006 

61 
3151 

191 
1443 
4158 



( i i ) Hodian toato of construct divorsity. 

The exact p r o b a b i l i t y Gubniatriccc f o r e l i c i t e d c o n c t r u c t s i n the tt-;o casc-studica 
above (C1 - C6, Grid^; C7 - C12, Grldg; CI3 - ClQ, Gridj),coapri6inE a t o t a l of 
3(n(n-l ) / 2 ) = ^5 probabilities,were examined to locate (a) median probabilities 
for each testing occasion, and (b) oedlan probabilities f or the entire g r i d 
seriea (Tom, nedian p = .215; Brenda, ccdian p = , 1^6} . Probability frequencies 
vero then t a b u l a t e d , as follows, and chi-squarcd coaputod. 

= .15 . df = 2,.n.o. 

( i i ) Kruskal-Wallis tests of con t r a l i t y . 

Tea Grid^ ^ r i d ^ Gridj 

Median .302 .118 .095 Total 

> .215 12 5 5 22 

< .215 3 9 10 22 

Total 15 15 

%^ = 3 .21. df = 2 , P < .02 

Brenda Grid^ Grid^ Grid J 

. !:odian .106 .215 • .1^*6 Total 

> .i ' * 6 7 3 7 • 22 

< .-ike 3 7 7 22 

Total 15 15 ^k 

FCA solutions were conputed for a l l construct sorts i n each case-study, and core 
construct scores computed for constructs o l i c i t o d on each testing occasion 
(C1-C6, C7-C12, CI3-CI8) by the nothod described In Appendix D. As core construct 
scores were co=parablo between occasiono, tho I8 scores woro ranked and Kruskal-
Hallio H ccaputed. 

Ton Grid^ Gridj Grid^ 
Construct 1 

2 

3 

5 
6 

13 2 11 

13 9 10 

6 8 16 

17 4 3 

12 7 . 5 

15 1 ^k 

81. 31 59 

Mean score 1.U58 1.969 1.690 

Standard 
deviation 

.297 .215 .•'̂34 

n - 7 .3^5, df = 2 , p < . 0 5 

Erenda Grid^ ^^^^2 ^^^^-^ 

Construct 1 
2 . 

3 
k 

5 

6 

12 10 7 

l^f 2 5 

16 6 9 

15 4 13 

18 1 • 11 

17 . 3 8 

92 26 53 

Mean score .684 1.2O5 .944 

Standard 
deviation 

.122 .315 .101 

H = 12.377, df = 2 , .p < . 0 1 , 

(b) Tests of tho elaboration of tho conversational da-min. 

To test for s h i f t s of attention i n construction over tho gr i d series loadings 
of o l i c i t o d constructs over tho three testing occasions woro tested on the 



f i r o t f i v e conpononts of PCA solutions i n each caso-etudy. A Kruokal-Wallia onalysic 
of variar.co v;aa cQlculatod for each conponont but as io evident frosi the follov;ing 
tablec, no coaponont attained sicnificoncc { 0C=.O5, df = 2 , c r i t i c a l value of 
H = 5 . 9 9 ) . 

Ton Conponcnto 
Construct 1 2 3 4 5 

i .^5 17 1.14 8 1.00 9 1.83 2 .50 10 

2 3.C6 1 .09 17.5 .22 17 .63 10 .55 15' 

5 2.^3 5 1.62 5 -33 15 .40 11 .79 7 

.17 i8 1.61 4 ,60 13 1.95 1 .78 8 
5 .2.99 2 .32 -14 .26 16 .04 18 .23 14 

6 .82 15 2.21 2 1.66 5 .39 7 .76 9 

1.65 53 1.17 50 .5 .69 75 .96 49 .59 63 

7 1.53 13 1.15 7 1.95 1 .16 17 .97 5 

3 2.52 ^ .65 12 1.10 7 .33 8 1.49 1 

9 1.7^ 12 •-53 15 1.80 3 1.13 6 .10 18 

10 2.30 3 .17 l 6 .69 12 .17 16 1.21 3 
11 .̂ 6 l 6 2.27 1 .03 13 1.77 3 .49 11 

12 2.29 3 1.20 6 .99 10 .35 13 1.27 2 

1.89 56 .97 55 1.09 51 .74 63 .92 40 

13 2.35 6 1.05 9 .45 14 .56 12 1.15 4 

2.24 9 .09 17.5 1.93 2 .29 14.5 .88 6 
15 ^,0k 14 1.64 3 1.09 8 .29 14.5 .11 17 

i6 2.30 7 .86 11 1.71 4 1.14 5 .21 l 6 

17 • 2.19 11 1.04 10 1.19 6 1.23 4 .41 13 

iS 2.23 10 .12 15 ,72 11 .75 9 .46 12 

Hcan/Rj 2.06 57 -80 65-5 l . l 8 45 .68 59 .54 68 

H .032 .713 2.947 .623 2.629 

Brcnda Components 
Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 

1 1.21 17 1.49 7 .75 9 .03 17 2.47 1 

2 2.79 3 .71 14 .14 15 .79 6 1.00 4 

3 2 .83 1 .10 18 .60 11 .61 10 .39 7 

4 .17 13 2.57 2 1.79 2 .62 9 .49 11.5 

5 2.32 8 .39 11 1.74 3 • .53 11 .05 18 

6 2.53 5 .16 17 .05 18 1.47 2 .96 6 

tlcan/R^ 1.93 52 .99 69 .35 53 .63 55 .93 47.5 

7 2.82 2 188 12 .03 17 .63 7 .68 9 

8 1.55 15 2.78 1 .12 16 .02 l8 .36 13 

9 2.00 9 .43 16 1.08 6 1.63 1 .32 3 

10 1.95 12 1.04 10 1.66 4 .96 5 .93 5 

11 2.42 6 .49 15 2.08 1 .24 13 .20 15 

12 1.81 13 1.10 9 1.31 5 1.29 5 1.55 2 

Mcan/R̂  2.09 57 1.13 63 1.06 49 .79 47 .77 52 

13 1.99 10.5 1.96 6 .42 13 .49 12 .49 11.5 

14 1.99 10.5 2.46 4 .17 14 .12 14.5 .17 16 

15 1.20 16 2.43 3 .62 10 .10 16 .07 17 

16 2.59 4 .76 13 • 1.02 7 .12 14.5 .27 14 
17 2.34 7 1.45 3 .48 12 1.17 4 1.24 5 

18 l.SO 14 2.12 5 .92 8 .65 3 .55 10 

Hcan/S^ 1.32 62 1.37 39 .61 64 .44 69 .47 71.5 

H .312 2.968 . .687 1.471 1.924 



(c) Tooto of tho Cuiorffoneo of higher-ordor control . APPSiDIX H 

Dsorgcr-ce of control over noddling wao equated with incrcaoins accuracy of pro-
d i c t i o n of tho fur.ctionjil ordering of conctructo nnd olccicntc. The rank ordered 
Lovcl 1 variQblcG woro correlated on each testing occacion with subject's 
anticipated rarJ:iags using Spoarnan's rank-ordor correlation coefficient. To test 
for tho oienificanco of difforonceo between correlations on oucceoaivo testing 
occacions Fisher's z tronofornation v.-as opplied to the correlations with a 
standard error of - 3) + (I /1I2 - 3 ) - Tho following taWe l i s t s tho 
coefficients for the two case-studies, z values i n brackets. 

Variables 

• 
Ton Brenda 

Variables 3rid^ Grid^ Grid^ Grid^ ^"*^2 Grid^ 

.294 .534 .957 

( .303)„ ( .669) (1.713)' £L a a 
.075 .790 .927 

C .075)^ (1.0?1)^ (1.657)^ 

co::s?3ucT CS I .TRAL-
I7Y C.iLL cc::sTnucTS) 

-.371 - .007 .711 
f - .390)^^ C-007 )b, ( . m \ . 

-.036 .237 .496 
(-.036)^^ ( . . 2 9 5 ) , , ( .5^*4)^^ 

CO.';sr;?UC'f 0Z:7TPALlTi 

(ELICI7SD C0HSTRUCT3) 
.^36 ,657 

( . 531 ) , ( .733)^ 0 d 
.145 .257 

( .144)^ ( .263)^ 

iTSCcr.'STRUcnoii 
.205 .301 

( .206) ( .311) a a 
.730 .>33 

(1.045) ( M'O a a 
cc i -sr ia 'c? FccoirsTRUC-
TIO:: (ALL CO.'JSTRUCTS) 

.200 .837 

( .205)jj (1 .211)^ 
.600 M2 

( .695)1, ^ 

CONSTRUCT RECOKSTHUC-
TIOK (ELICITED 
CONSTRUCTS) 

.314 

(1.139) 

,600 
( .693) 

The ocprcf^ato g r i d , 

H 1, A p i l o t application, 

Tho acgrcgato grid analysis v/as applied to a p i l o t caso-stuuy conprising two male 
subjects, A & B, conploting a s i x - f o l d repertory g r i d cycle yoked by elcnont 
sosple ojid by testing occasion. The oleaent cample conpriocd the noses of four 
rutual friends and cubjocts A and B. On each of tho six testing occasions four 
constructs woro e l i c i t e d and constructs froai previous occasions reapplied. 
Constructs were e l i c i t e d by the nodifiod Full Context Fom (sco Appendix E) and 
elerionts rated on five point scales forr.od by each construct. Follo;d.ng tho 
co.iplotion of tho cycles, a cuciulotivo aggregate PSA solution v/as obtained 
( l i s t e d on the following pages) and root aean square loadings of constructs for 
each subject calculated for each testing occasion on tho f i r s t three aggrecQto 
components, 3iated i n the following table. 

conponents 

Subject A Su Inject B 

conponents 1 2 3 1 2 3 

Occasions 
1 1.544 .804 .697 1.180 1,517 .947 
2 1.470 l . l 4 l .376 1.555 1.030 .733 
3 .793 1.663 .851 1.653 1.113 .655 
4 .999 -.95^ 1.436 1,609 .914 .856 
5 1.529 -952 1.134 .621 1.010 1.595 
6 2.140 .735 .722 1.414 1.135 ,662 

Standard errors: (a) .471; (b) . 6 6 ? ; (c) .422; (d) , 8 l 6 ; (o) .632, 
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H 2 Tho status of apcrorate conuonents <̂  
J) ^'4 

1 • • -Oil 4- -733 1 -239 2 -169 3 -374 2 
To examine tho relationship botwcon coaponcnts obtained i n aggregate and individual 2 432 8 184 7 4l4 9 027 5 -522 1 
g r i d solutions, the. FCA solutions for the caso-study reported i n Chapter 4.1. (Jack 3 -523 1 063 5 240 3 294 8 -067 5 
Zt J i l l ) for the entire grid series woro oxaainod. The follovang tables l i s t tho k 214 7 -275 2 191 7 649 9 476 9 
vectors f c r tho coixon elcr.cnt snnplo and t h e i r ranking fron tho highest negative 5 034 6 531 9 -137 3 053 6 -135 3 
to highest positive vector on s i g n i f i c a n t coaponents i n Jack's (H) and J i l l ' s (H) 6 437 9 -050 3 039 4 -403 2 329 7 
individual solutions, asd on s i g n i f i c a n t conponcnts (HV/) i n the nggrogato solution. 7 -293 5 102 6 156 6 -516 1 429 a 
Vectors are l i s t e d to throe places, docinal point oalttod. Vector rankings were » 021 5 215 8 -743 1 153 7 094 6 
then correlated using Spearcan's ronk-ordor correlation coofflciont, and tabulated on 9 -401 2 -022 4 156 5 -189 4 -163 4 
pages 535 and 535. 

ner;cnt ^1 - 1 ; 

1 015 5 772 1 -079 5 -466 1 

2 457 8 -324 3 -077 6 -205 3 

5 -461 1 -159 7 323 3 019 6 

4 246 7 006 4 797 9 -036 5 

065 6 -452 9 -132 4 -251 2 

6 464 9 032 5 -352 1 243 8 

7 -333 2 -031 5 -215 2 -169 4 

3 -Oil 4 222 2 -005 7 760 9 
r, -335 3 114 6 -210 3 093 7 

Slerient < 
1 -03' ' 4 325 9 -673 1 031 5 495 9 
2 551 3 156 6 213 8 756 9 -064 3 

5 -606 1 -027 3 179 6 1?3 7 -266 2 

4 143 6 253 7 -245 3 -327 2 -735 1 

5 144 7 -567 2 039 5 099 6 043 6 

6 502 9 262 3 212 7 -244 3 105 7 

7 -110 3 084 4 539 9 -440 1 556 8 

3 104 5 -622 1 -267 2 -140 4 007 4 
0 -433 2 154 5 055 4 155 8 025 5 

H 3 A p i l o t case-study; Jock and J i l l . 

Subjects S6 and S7 of the reconstruction g r i d nanplo (Appendix 71) correspond 
to Jack and J i l l , and details of tho format of their repertory grid cycles nay 
bo found i n that appendix. I t i s important to noto, hov/ovcr, that the cycles 
wore yoked by testing occasion ( f i v o over a 60 day period; days 1 ,2 ,5i 23 and 
60) and by olej.ent saniple (conprislng seven r:utual acquaintances and the=i-
Eolv e s ) , Constructs were o l i c i t o d (four on each occasion) by the nodifiod 
Full Context nethod» and previously o l i c i t o d constructs were reapplied on 
each occasion. Elements v/cre ranked from tho s i m i l a r i t y polo, and rarJcing 
form grids for the subjects are tabulated on page 863. Verbatim construct 
descriptions are l i s t e d bolow. Tho descriptions were obbroviated i n tho 
case-study report of Chapter 4.1. 

Jack Verbatim construct descriptions 

S i n i l a r i t y polo 
(Rank position 1) 

1. "emotionally remote, distant" 

2. "socially oolf-consclous and 
nervous" 

Contrast polo 
(Rank position 9) 

"emotionally present, i n touch" 

"socially confident, competent" 



3. "loao a r t i c u l a t e , (have d i f f i c u l t y ("articulate, good cotcmand of a 

with words") referential vocabulary") 

4. ("often) serious and humourless" •("nainly jokey and)funny socially" 

5. ("consior.tious) can be r e l i e d (up)on ("forgetful), c a r e l e s s , ( d i f f i c u l t to (fo r some certain things") 

6. "v;arn;-hearted, loving, can foel 
for other jiooplo" 

7. "guarded, in h i b i t e d , believe i n 
being t a c t f u l " " 

8. ("relish things going wrong, so 
that they can) punish thor.selves 
and other people" 

9. ("talk f i r s t and l i s t a n l a t e r , i f 
at a l l ) , f i n d i t easy to t a l k but 
hard to l i s t e n " 

rely on") 

"i c y , stand-offish, frightened, and 
snooty" 

"a b i t tactless, innocent, guilolesc 
out-front" 

"hopeful" 

("listen f i r s t , talk l a t e r ) , find i t 
(easy to l i s t e n but) hard to talk" 

14 ("forthright,) challenging (through 
being overt), refusing to l o t things 
pass unsaid" 

15 "a b i t v/oak, cannot resi s t on 
i n v i t a t i o n to play soso gane, help
less i n the face of strong in v i t a t i o n s 
to collude" 

16 "vituperative, alv;ayc gossiping about 
sOTie poor unfortunate, conspiring 
behind their back" 

17 "got frustrated and give up (without 
having re a l l y t r i e d " ) 

("avoid referring to things,)(avoid the 
challongc by) protending things (were 
never said or) never happened" 

"realise what's going on, but become 
self-conscious when trying to resist 
colluding with ooraeono" 

•less art i c u l a t e about other people 
taciturn" 

"stay with i t to tho point of (beconing 
obsessed") 

l 3 "give i n to their sljlghtost whin" "slow, methodical, reasoning" 

19 "got touchy with other peojao when 
they can't keep u j ^ 

"stay v;ith other people u n t i l thoy 
can catch up" 

10 ("very susceptible to ganes invented "plays gaaes with other people, (without 
by others), easily led on" knowing about i t at the ticie") 

20 "stnck-up, h y p e r - c r i t i c a l , snobbish" " t r y to accept things and other people 
in t h e i r own terms" 

11 " f i n d participating with others easy" " f i n d participating d i f f i c u l t , stand-offish' 

12 " t r y to be t a c t f u l , (but only iiwigine ("so open that thoy are) often (tactless 
possible aisconstructions of their and) got into trouble" 
actions") 

J i l l Vorbnti:n construct descriptions 

S i n i l a r i t y yole 
(Rank Twsition 1) 

Contrast pole 
(rank oocition 9) 

13 "prefer to change their circumstances "prefer to change thoir values to suit 
and other people's minds to s u i t . . t h o i r circimstances and other people" 
t h e i r values" 

1 "issues resolved v i a Krey ratter" 

2 "obul sincere' 

"issues resolved via red catter' 

'soul sham' 

3 "robust- strength" 'weak, indicisive" 



4 "tolerant and wide, goes with flow" "conpetitivo and choosy" 

5 "free" 

6 "guileless" 

7 "carjiot go too f£ur with or w i l l 

nut you i n ploce" 

3 "tolerant" 

9 "prepared to l i s t e n and under
stand others" 

10 "confident about sexuality, there
fore prepared to treat a l l as 
equal" 

11 "coherent i n words" 

12 "tho way there i s often oore 
enchanting than the end, to do 
with being relaxed i n circumstances' 

" t i e d , bound" 

" w i l f u l l y a r t f u l , guile" 

"can go quite far with" 

"b l i n d , onesided" 

'»gots bored with others unless i t has 
any relevance to s o l f ' 

"not confident about own sexuality, 
therefore always trying to flog i t " 

"less coherent" 

"there must bo an end i n order to 
precipitate the way to i t " 

1 6 "do not choose as such but s t i l l bear 
dislike for neurotics otc, therefore 
t r y to avoid, or at least dlacloao" 

17 "concept of 'romantic'" 

18 " t r u t h w i l l out" 

19 "warm wolcoralng" 

20 "carry things through" 

"chooses associates otc* carefully 
so as not to confront real s e l f " 

'concept of »induBtrial'" 

" t r u t h can be constructed" 

"cool reception" 

"lose impetus" 

13 "strong i n d i v i d u a l i s t s , no messing, " f l e x i b l e , go with the flow i n order 
stubborn" to be i n " 

H4 Principal components analyses of individual and aggregate grids. 

Following tho completion of tho repertory grid cycles, cumulative PCA solutions 
were obtained for Jack's and J i l l ' s individual grids, and for t h o i r combined 
aggregate grids. The following pages l i s t these solutions together with the 
application of core grid transformations described i n Chapter 3.2. As may be 
seen, more of J i l l ' s components are e x p l i c i t l y self-relevant. The component 
obtaining the highest vector for tho element JTLL (component 1) was designated 
a core component. Similarly, i n the aggregate grid solution, no components 
attained Jill-rolevanco at the 50f5 l e v e l . Consequently, tho component with the 
highest vector for tho element JILL (component 1) was designated core to J i l l ' s 
s e l f - d e f i n i t i o n . I n tho aggregate PCA l i s t i n g , cases 1,3i5t7 and 9 represent J i l l ' s 
grids, the remaining coses Jack's grids. 

l 4 "high ideals about se l f , not 
talking about ideals with others, 

j u s t personal one" 

'not such high ideals about self riot 
pushy about ool f " 

15 "(Jo certain things to gain attention 
exaggerate events, emotions etc.. 
as above, collude with others then 
blame others for collusion" 

'do sane things but much smaller scale, 
know when enough i s enough" 
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H5 Construct c c n t r a l i t y data classes 

From tho previous PCA l i s t i n g s , tho following tables were obtained: (a) individual 
grid data classes, (b) aggregate g r i d data classes, (c) posterior probabilities 
of c e n t r a l i t y i n individual grids, and (d) posterior probabilities of c c n t r o l i t y 
i n aggregate criia. Data classes ore roprosentod i n tables (a) and (b) as c 
(central) and p (poriphorol). Posterior probabilities are given to .three 
places, docical point oaittcd. 

(Q) Data classes i n individual nrid solutions 

Jack J i n 

construct 1 2 5 23 60 1 2 5 28 60 

1 P P P P P c c c c c 
2 P P P P P c c c •c c 
3 c c c c c c c c c c 
U P c p P P p p p c c 
5' c p c p c c c c 
6 p p P p c c c 0 

7 p p c p c p c c 
8 p p P p c c p c 
9 , c c c c c c 
10 p p p c c c 
11 p p p p p p 
12 p c p c c c 
15 c p c c 
1/f . p p c c 

15 c p c c 
16 c c c c 
17 p p 
i3 p c 
19 c c-
20 p c 

(b)" Data classes i n annjTonato ftrid solutions 

Jack J i l l 

construct 1 2 5 23 60 1 2 5 28 60 

1 P P c P • P c c c c c 
2 P P P P P c c c c c 

3 P P P P P c c c c c 
k P P P P P p p p c c 
5 P P P P c c c c 
6 P P P P c c c c 
7 P c c P c p c c 
8 P p P P c c p c 
9 p P , P c c c 
10 c c c c c c 
n p p .P p p p 
12 p c c c c c 

13 p p c c 
^k 9 p. c c 

15 c p c c 
16 c p c c 
17 p p 
13 p c 
19 • p c 
20 p c 



cor.struct 

Jack J i l l 

cor.struct 1 2 5 23 60 1 2 5 23 60 

1 20^ 105 051 024 Oil 505 650 772 860 9 i3 

2 2ô f 105 051 024 o i l 505 650 772 860 913 

3 505 650 772 860 913 505 650 772 860 91a 

20it 518 175 039 043 204 105 051 089 151 

5 505 318 459 ' 279 505 650 772 860 

6 20^* 105 051 024 505 650 772 860 

7 20'f 105 175 • 039 505 313 459 607 

3 20^ 105 051 024 505 650 459 607 

a - 505 650 772 • 505 650 772 

10 204 105 051 505 650 772 

11 204 105 051 204 105 051 

12 * 204 31a 175 505 650 772 

13 505 318 505 650 

• l V ' 204 105 505 650 

15 505 318 505 650 

16 505 650 505 650 

17 204 204 

l 3 204 505 

19 505 505 

20 204 505 

(d) Foatcrior probabilities of ce n t r a l i t y i n aggroRato n r i d solutiono 

Jack J i l l 

construct 1 • 2 5 28 60 1 2 5 28 60 

1 20-V 105 175 089 043 505 650 772 360 913 

2 204 105 051 024 011 505 650 772 860 913 

3 204 105 051 024 O i l 505 650 772 860 9i3-

4 204 105 051 024 o i l 204 105 051 039 151 

5 204 105 175 039 505 650 772 860 

6 204 105 175 039 505 650 772 860 

"7 204 313 459 279 505 318 459 607 

8 204 105 175 089 505 650 4S9 607 

construct 1 2 5 23 60 1 2 5 28 60 

9 204 105 175 505 650 772 

10 505 650 772 505 650 772 

11 204 105 175 204 105 051 

12 204 .318 459 505 650 772 

13 204 105 505 650 

14 204 105 505 650 

15 * 505 318 .505 650 

16 505 318 505 650 

17 204 204 

18 204 505 

19 204 505 

20 204 505 

H6 Salionco of s e l f and partner rolovant co-̂ Î o.n.qpts 

To aosoGs tho salience of eolf-rolevant and partnor-rolovant predicates 
to Jack and J i l l over tho f i v o tooting occooions, root neon square 
loadings of constructs on components 1 ( J i l l - r e l o v o n t ) and 3 (Jack-
relevant) of the agf^rcgato g r i d solution wero conputcd. These values ore 
l i s t o d i n tho follov;ing tabic* 

Coniionont 3 

(Jnck-rolcvant) 
Component 1 

( J i l l - r e l e v a n t ) 

1 2 5 28 60 1 2 5 23 60 

Jock 
J i l l 

.654 .801 1.263 1.255 1.001 

-237 .793 .590 .304 .626 

2.029 1.947 1.779 1.546 1,750 

2.263 2.209 2.213 2.195 2.203 

Total .505 .797 .936 1.042 I .181 2.152 2.032 2.008 1.893 i . 9 3 i 



The rociorocal frrld 

I 1 Modules A ond B 

The reciprocal grid case-study, conprisod a' married couplo who completed a repertory g r i d . 
cycle over a four week period. Tho cycle consisted of six nodules of a c t i v i t i e s 
repeated onco. [-iodulo A comprised (o) tho e l i c i t a t i o n of tho names of fourteen 
outually Important persons whloh, combined with tho'subJoeta' own namea formed tho 
eles!ont oonplo, (b) the recording of brief character sketches of ooch element i n 
the sample, and (c) the o l i c i t a t i o n . o f ten constructs and their application to 
tho element sample, using seven-point rating scales for each construct dimension. 
Two additional whole-figure constructs wero then introduced (LIKE SELF, LIKE 
PART.'.'ER nr CHARACTER), and then rated. Modulo B comprised subjects indcporxdont . 
anticipations of the importance of constructs (a) to their own grid and (b)• 
to tho aggregate g r i d . Listed below oro f i r s t l y each subjects' character 
sketches, secondly the constructs o l i c l t e d on tho two testing.occasions, and f i n a l l y , 
the matrices of ratings obtained on these occasions (constructs by row, elements 
by column). Rankings of the subjective importance of constructs are recorded at tho side 
of the gr i d matrices, for Individual (CIG) and aggregate (CAG) grid solutions. 

Ruth: Element characterisations 

1 . Ruth's Basically, o very kind, well meaning person, but rather lacking i n empathy 
father and s e n s i t i v i t y . F a i r l y quiot, not a dominant character, but knows 

whero ho stands on most issues. Does not play a vory important part I n 
tho relationship between I . and me. 

3 , Ruth's Rather sensitive - li k o s to feel loved. Can easily be hurt. Has 
mother much moro empathy with others than father. Likes adventure and 

trying new things, and has a fear of growing old. Fairly well rcod 
and appreciates a r t . Has developed much more l i b e r a l attitudes 
in recent years. 

i*, ftiul Con be rather Intense, but on the whole a warn, friendly person who 
oeooo to show a l o t of empathy with me. In some situations I feel 
there are o i m i l a r i t i e o between hltn ond mo, which d i f f e r e n t i a t e us from 
Isaac, and Paul's wife. On the other hand, I fool ho i s for more 
int e l l e c t u o l , than I am and when he talks about his work I senotlmes 
can't understand what.he's talking about. 

5 . ' Jack A very gentle, quiet, serene person who seems to have no ambitions • 
• about money and has opted out of tho rat-race i n favour of l i v i n g a 

peaceful l i f e In tho countryoido enjoying his garden. Has a boyish 
enthusiosn for things, but does havo his sensitive, sldo, and can be 
hurt i f ho feels people are attacking him. I s refreshingly different 

• from most of our acquaintances and has iirobably influenced us, making 
us feel tho Importance of 'nature'. 

6, Isaac's A very loving and wellrmcaning person, who always t r i e s to please, 
mother Her main interests i n l i f e are her home and family and she perhaps 

finds i t d i f f i c u l t to understand women who want more than that. 
She pays a great deal of attention to tho minutiae of day to day 
l i f o , always organising things to tho finest d e t a i l . This tends to . 
i r r i t o t o me. I also find I havo to resist a tendency to.soy things 
that I feel would shock her. 

Isaac Warm and loving. Dominant person who tends to.lead the conversation 
In a group of people. In OOQO ways dominotes me, but I can quietly 
stand my ground i f I fool strongly enough. Rather erratic i n mood -
has bouts of elation Gutd depression, also has sporadic bursts of 
energy. I have to adjust csy behaviour to f i t In with his mood. Loves 
l o t s of stimulation, noiso etc. butcspocially l i k e s to bo with people, 
much core generous than I am, ' 

7. Isaac's Very relaxed ond self-assured. Very direct i n his manner and doesn't 
brother-ln- worry about what he says, Sinco he i s so easy going ho i s pleasant 
law to bo with. Doesn't seen to be part i c u l a r l y intorcsted i n his work 

or, vory ambitious, 

8 . Isaac's How vory much a shadow of his former s e l f , but cones to l i f e on 
father occasion^ notably when hla wife Isn't there. He ollows himself to 



9 . Isaac's 
brother 

bo organised by hor, as day to day l i f e has bccone rather an e f f o r t 
and ho i o rather f o r g o t f u l . Horcally I f i n d i t an e f f o r t to talk 
to hin as vo have so l i t t l e i n ccnaon, and i t ' s only on these 
occasiono when ho dooo '0000 to l i f e ' that I feel I'm t r u l y seeing hira 
as a human being. 

Very smooth talking with charming runners which at f i r s t sight make hin 
very likenblo. However, when one g o t o know him better there seems 
to bo nothing more than this f r o n t . He hover oocms to open up and 
cay what he ro o l l y thlnka - thoro alwaya ooono to bo a borrler. of 
tension between us which I f i n d very i r r i t a t i n g . Ho seeoa to bo 
aolf-intercstod and lacking i n ;'eal warmth. 

• friends - preferring a few close friends. Although she has a f a i r l y 
i n t e l l e c t u a l background her world now centres round her home l i f e -

15. Ruth Different personality i n different situations. Amongst Isaac's 
friends I tend to be submisoivo and withdrawn, but i n my own 
c i r c l e of friends I tend to be rather dominant - even a leader 
whom people consult. Although I'm very content on the whole with , 
ny l i f e at home, thoro ore times when I wish I could be doing 
conothing olso. In a l o t of situations I look to looac for a lend 
and I fool he i s far more knowledgeable and i n t e l l e c t u a l than I am, 
but I do feel I have a deop down strength and I could curry on 
with l i f e whatever happened. 

10. Joan 

11. Paul's 
wife 

A j o l l y oxtravert sort of person who i s fun to be with. She seems 
very capablo and copes woll with ocvcrol jobs, 2 children and a 
d i f f i c u l t husband. Slio i s f a i r l y dominant and a good organiser. 

A lovoly» bubbling person, who has inany facets to her personality. 
She i s very warm and alv/oys shows interest i n what other people ore 
doing and thinking - she i s f a i r l y dominant ond sometimes when I'm 
talking to her I feel I ought to make core e f f o r t instead of l e t t i n g 
her 'do a l l tho work'^ She seeas rather a deop person at tines with a 
feeling for 'things mystical'. 

16, Ruth's She has more warmth and io much more straightfon:ard than hor husband, 
s i s t o r - i n - There doesn't seem to bo'much depth to hor character though, and oho 
law attaches importance to-things that I don't consider very important. 

One of these i s physical appearance - i t annoys mo sometimes that 
she always looks so immaculate. V/e have rather different outlooks 
on l i f e , but i f we j i i s t s t i c k to talking about children and home we 
got on f a i r l y well. 

Isaac: Element characterisations 

12. Joan's 
husband 

A rather moody person who can bo 0 l i t t l e frightening when he's i n 
one of his dour rsoods. In normal conversation though he's quite 
Jolly and f r i e n d l y . He's not m.idly sociable and doesn't seek but 
tho company of others, preferring to be alone i n the great outdoors. 

13- Isaac's Self-oosurod and sophisticated, always looks glamorous which, when I f i r s t 
s i s t o r knew her, used to aake ce fool very scruffy and i l l at ease. Now I 

know her better I l i k e her very much - she i s coay-going,.interested i n ' 
people and has tho oono general outlook on l i f e ac I do. Fun to be with. 

I ' * . Jack's beep and sensitive. Feel vory strongly about things. Rather quiet 
wife and shy, takes a l o t of getting to know - doesn't oeem to want a l o t of 

1. Ruth's 
father 

Isaac 

A rather bumbling, but basically lovable old bore. He's Ruth's dad 
BO I take rather more notice of him, than I would othorwiso. There's 
real l y not much more to say - that's a l l there io to the man'. 

Cn occasion can be the l l f o ond soul of the party. Ho can also 
produce flashes of genuine c r e a t i v i t y and inspiration. But this i o 
too often s p o i l t by ollly.doprcssion and self-dbubts, caused of 
course by tho absence of a real s e l f , oh rare occasiono when Ruth's 
away, (actually this i s an appalling example of false modesty). 
Have juat discovered he has a solid central core of rock-hard cynicism. 



3. i?uth'6 Oh dcarl She *s i n r o o l i t y a rather frlffhtencd old lady, but with 
r.othor tho occasional floah of aodlum'o insiGht. Mostly cho layo on 

•Into l l o c t u a l and c u l t u r a l protonoiona" of appalling tranoparoncy. Her 
humour ie cchoolgirlieh, and protentiouo. But I think I love her r e a l l y . 

9. loaac'fl I love him because he'o ny brother and would do anything for him. 
brother But ho i s a classic Goffnan man. A l l front, no real coring. 

Prejudiced, reactionary. Wouldn't go near hin i f ho weren't 
brother. 

^, Paul , Usuall^v I think ho's bright. But I'o not always sure. S t i l l ho'o always 
otinulating and nice to hove around. I'n convinced that there's o 
deep destructive urr^e i n hin, (Ho, really) This worries ne. He i s 
oonotictos intolerant of others' views. Especially i f they are 
lo g i c a l p o s i t i v i s t s . 

5. Jack How can I got over this fooling of i n t e l l e c t u a l distance while 
wanting to becor.o closer to both of then? A person who really docs care 
for people. Someone to learn from. But prone to a dangerous g u l l i b i l i t y , 
could cosily be swallowed by sonio freakish sect. He and his wife havo 
affected our relationship i n a positive way. Maybe we are, however, 
patronising i n tho woy wo adniro their worldly innocence. 

6. Isaac's Kum. Mother earth. Totally conoited to her children. Her neuroses 
•other • don't natter, she would do anything for her brood. Soce would soy her 

view of the world was a norrow one. I resent her making mo afraid of 
horses, cows and dogs, though. 

7. Isaac's Took ny sister away - the coarse Australian g i t , used to see hira as a 
brother-in- revolting Barry I-tockenzie poroonified, but the recent v i s i t made mo aoo 
law hio as a normal, outgoing, humorous drinking partner. Ho s t i l l took 

my s i s t e r away though. 

8. Isaac's Distant but honourable. I.'ever re a l l y knew hin, but admired his hard-
fathor working porsiotcnco hugely. Hated his job but stuck i t for years, 

j u s t for us. How he's a pathetic old figure, struck down by 
Kirkinson's disease. Occasional, narvollous evenings of old-timo 
reninisconces, Ruth loves hin too. W i l l I get to know him before 
he dies? 

10, Joon 

11. Fbul's. 
wife 

12. Joan's 
husband. 

1J. Isaac's 
s i s t e r 

1^. Jack's 
wifo 

15- Ruth 

Lively, bubbling; co'pos narvollously with s i l l y old husband. 
Quito a t t r a c t i v e too. But how can she possibly believe i n God? 
Somo dreadful flaw there- Pity. 

Lively, stimulating fun and nice to bo with. But she also cores 
for othoro. An unusual co;nbination. Something there though, that 
I can't put my fingor on - Vrtiat l o i t that she's af r a i d of? :iever 
mind, a lovely pair - hopo these sessions won't put then o f f I Actually 
have we rea l l y got to know Fbul's wife? I fool I know Ftipl'o 

^ fears better. But Riul'e wife has the basic loving mother earth 
touch which swanpatho mysterious side. Just can't say how she 
affects our relationship - don't know. 

Poor old Joan's husband. Thick, inpuloively aggressive. Confused, 
nice to be with when Ijappy, but when he i s down can be most un
pleasant. Avoid i n timos of trouble. 

I-ly lovely s i s t e r . Hot quite sure how nuch i s re a l . Perhaps she 
has a rock-hard core of confidence; Just a chance i t ' a a learned 
act. Would bet on the former, V/arm and loving-

Has learned to l i v e the simple, good l i f e but occasionally yearns 
for tho old. Depends t o t a l l y on Jack, In an olion country. She 
io olnoot too 'nice' for her own good. Flashes of .temper save her. 
She depends on Ruth now, too, 

I7hy so d i f f i c u l t to write about? She moans more than I can aay. 
Do I resent t h i s deei>-structuro dependency? Perhaps not, as i t has 
itis conplenent on her kind of dependency on me. Perhaps i t ' s 
l i k e trying to write about tho meaning of U f o , Wish she wouldn't 
use the hoover when I'm reading the paper. (Actually she's stopped 
that now). 



16. Isaac's "̂ '.y dcnr, arn't tlioso s o c i a l i o t o di-eadful". I d sho weren't ny 
e i c t c r - i n - G i e t c r - i n - l a w , oho would bo unbearably g h a o t l y . Kxcopt f o r her body, 
law • ' • 

Ruth Vcrbatin construct dcocriptiona 

Satini; valuo = 1 

Grid 1 

1. Concerned about people for t h o l r 
own coke 
2. I n t e l l e c t u a l 
3. nappy with donoaticity alono 
^. Appreciates nature - enjoys growin(5 
thinco, etc. 
5. Relaxed 
6. Placid 
7. I think I can t e l l what they arc 
feoline 
S. Cutsoins, sparkling 
9. Doainant 
10. Happy and contented i n general 
11. Like Ruth i n character 
12: Like Icaac i n character 

Grid 2 
1J, Kind and loving 
1^. Enjoyc crude huoour 
15. Diosntlsfiod with the social 
syotcn - l e f t i s t 
16. Creative 
17. ruts on a 'front' 
l 3 . I'okcs no feel at case 

Rating valuo =7 

Concerned about what people think of 
hin/hor (actions rather than appearance) 
Ilon-intellcctual 
Discontented with Just domesticity 
Doesn't oppreclato some 

Tense 
- Excitable 
Don't know what they are fooling 

V/lthdrawn 
Subnissive 
Discontented 
r.'ot l i k o Ruth i n character 
Not l i k o Isaac i n character 

Hot kind and loving 
Doesn't 
Content with social syaton 
r i g h t i s t i n views'-
Not creative 
Straightforward 
riakcs no feel tcnso 

Isaac: Verbotin construct descriptions 

Ratinti value = 1 Rating value = 7 

Grid 1 

1. Warn and loving Cold and distant 
2. I n t e l l i g e n t Unintelligent 
3. Fhysically attractive .Hot physically a t t r a c t i v e 
4. Progressive i n social attitudes Reactionary i n social attitudes 

3- Genuinely feels for nature and tho Really a •towny' 
countryside 
6. Person who I love because of the kind 
of person he/eho i s 
7> Person I lovo because of tho rolation-
ohip he/she has to no 

'8. Deep down strong as a person 
9. Livoly and s t i c u l a t i n g 
10. Culturally sophisticated 
11. Liko Ruth i n character 
12. * Like Isaac i n character 

Grid 2 

13. Straightforward 
1^. Rather pathetic and d u l l 
15. Relaxed 
16. Sense of hmnour 
17. Bachanalian 
18• Sorious 

Ftrson I don't re a l l y lovo at a l l 
because of the person hc/cho i s 
Person I don't love at a l l because of 
tho relationship he/chc docs not hove 
to no 
Deep down weak so a person 
Rissivo and not s t i p u l a t i n g 
Culturally nsivo 
Not l i k o Ruth i n character 
riot l i k o Isaac i n character 

Devious 
Eatooned and interesting 
Tense 
Uo sense of humour 
Puritan 
Lighthearted 



Ruth: Day 1 Gr id J-'xitrix 

1 2 5 if 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 1c' 13 lif 15 l6 CIG GAG 

1 if 1 2 2 5 3 6 if 6 if 2 5 5 2 3 5 if 2 

2 if 1 3 1 5 7 6 5 7 2 2 6 5 3 if 7 11 8 

3 k it 6 6 1 1 5 2 5 if if 5 if 2 1 1 3 12 

k 2 5 2 5 1 3 if 3 7 2 5 2 if 1 2 6 6 10 

5 1 6 5 6 2 2 if 3 5 6 6 4 3 1 1 10 5 
6 3 5 k 5 1 if 2 5 7 3 5 6 3 1 2 3 5 if 

7 6 2 5 3 if 6 6 7 3 5 6 5 2 1 3 12 6 

3 1' 

0 1 2 2 if 5 3 6 3 2 1 5 1 5 3 6 7 7 

9 ^» 1 2 2 if 6 2 5 5 2 2 3 2 3 3 7 9 11 

10 if 2 5 2 1 3 3 if 7 if 2 6 3 1 1 3 2 3 
11 3 5 6 3 if 7 6 7 3 5 7 5- 2 1 if 1 1 

12' 7 1 if 2 5 6 3 6 6 3 2 5 2 if 5 7 8 9 

Ruth: Dav 31 

1 5 1 2 2 1 2 3 6 7 3 2 5 2 1 1 6 5 3 
2 if 1 2 1 5 6 5 5 7 3 2 7 4 2 3 7 7 9 

3 5 7 5 7 if 1 4 2 4 5 6 3 5 3 5 1 4 11 

if 3 2 5 5 1 2 if 2 7 3 5 3 4 1 2 6 8 10 • 

5 1 6 6 5 2 1 3 2 4 5 6 5 4 3 2 1 10 12 

6 if 5 5 5 1 5 2 •3 7 5 4 6 4 3 2 3 11 15 

7 3 1 2 5 1 .2 2 6 7 3 4 7 4 1 1 5 3 4 

3 6 1 3 3 if c; if 7 4 2 1 7 2 3 4 5 13 13 

9 5 1 3 2 'f 5 3 5 4 2 2 4 3 .3 4 7 12 16 

10 5 5 if if 2 if if 5 5 4 3 5 3 2 2 4 2 7 
11 6 1 if 3 5 7 5 6 6 4 2 6 4 3 3 7 1 1 

12 if 1 3 2 3 3 3 6 7 4 2 5 2 2 1 5 " 6 6 

13 if 3 3 5 2 2 if 7 7 5 6 7 3 2 1 2 9 2 

lif 2 1 5 2 3 7 1 3 2 li 2 4 3 3 4 6 18 IS 

15 5 2 if 2 2 6- 5 6 7 3 2 4 4 .1 3 7 17 17 
16 6 • 2 2 3 if 3 6 6 6- •4 3 4 5 4 5 5 16 14 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 CIC GAG 

17 6 5 4 4 7 6 6 5 1 3 4 5 3 6 5 7 15 8 

13 2 1 2 5 3' 5 3 6 7 4 3 5 3 2 4 5 14 5 

Icaac: Da,v 1 Grid natrix 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 3 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 • CIG GAG 

1 4 1 2 3 3 1 5 7 6 2 1 5 2 1 1 5 2 4 
2 2 1 2 1 4 7 5 3 6 3 2 7 3 3 1 6 5 3 

3 7 2 5 3 3 6 2 7 3 .2 1 4 1 2 1 2 7 7 

4 6 2 5 1 2 7 4 7 5 5 1 5 4 2 2 6 9 6 

5 3 4 if 4 1 5 6 6 6 3 5 2 3 1 1 5 8 9 

6 5 2 3 2 2 1 5 5 7 3 2 7 1 2 1 4 11 11 
7 5 2 5 4 4 1 5 2 2 4 4 4 1 4 1 3 12 12 

3 5 5 5 4 2 3 if 3 7 2 4 6 2 3 1 5 3 8 

9 5 1 4 2 5 6 4 7 3 3 1 4 2 3 3 4 4 2 

10 2 1 1 1 6 5 6 4 6 4 1 7 3 3 2 6 10 5 
11 3 2 5 4 1 1 6 5 7 4 2 4 2 1 1 5 6 10 

12 if 1 4 2 3 2 5 6 4 3 1 5 3 3 2 6 1 1 

Day 31 

1 4 2 3 5 2 2 3 6 6 5 3 6 2 1 1 4 1 3 
2 2 1 2 1 5 6 1 3 5 3 2 6 2 1 1 6 9 4 

3 7 3 6 3 2 5 3 7 3 2 1 5 1 1 1 2 17 • 16 

4 4 1 4 1 1 6 4 7 7 5 2 6 if 1 2 6 2 6 

5 3 3 3 4 1 6 4 7 7 4 4 5 3 1 1 7 12 12 

6 3 3 3 2 1 3 3 5 6 3 2 5 2 1 1 4 3 10 

7 4 4 4 4 4 2 3 1 2 5 4 5 2 4 2 3 15 17 
3 3 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 7 3 3 6 2 3 1 4 3 • 9 
9 5 1 3 2 4 6 2 7 3 2 1 5 2 2 3 6 6 5 
10 4 2 2 2 3 6 5 6 7 5 2 7 3 2 3 7 14 2 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 GIG GAG 

11 3 1 6 2 4 5 3 7 4 5 2 6 3 2 3 7 11 15 
12 1 3 2 3 1 1 4 3 .7 2 3 4 4 3 2 3 10 1 
13 4 4 k 5 2 3 5 6 7 5 5 7 4 ' 3 1 6 18 18 
1^ 1 7 k 7 5 2 4 1 2 5 7 2 6 5 6 2 16 7 
15 1 3 1 1 4 2 2 7 2 3 2 3 2 1 2 13 13 
16 5 1 2 3 4 6 3 3 1 3 3 3 4 3 2 4 5 1 

17 7 2 5 2 4 7 3 6 5 5 2 3 4 4 3 5 7 14 
18 1 6 3 4 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 2 

> 

4 3 4 8 

I 2 Gumulative PCA soluitons 

The follov/ing pages l i s t 6 PCA s o l u t i o n s ; two i n d i v i d u a l g r i d (IG) 
s o l u t i o n s for each subject t e s t i n g occasion, and one aggregate 
grid (AG) solution for each t e s t i n g occasion. S i g n i f i c a n t comp
onents only are l i s t e d , together v;ith c e n t r a l element vectors and 
representative construct loadings (underlined), and t o t a l variance 
accounted for by s i g n i f i c a m t components. 
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0 . 2 1 4 6 

'0.41*12 
'0 .d? l25 
0 . 4 9 3 2 

•0 .5539 
0 . 6 4 9 2 

' 0 . 5 1 3 4 

C O M P O N E N T R O O T A S P E R C E N T 
1 1 9 6 . 6 8 2 5 4 3 , 7 0 7 
2 1 3 2 . 1 4 7 1 2 9 , 3 6 6 
3 2 9 . 5 9 4 7 6 , 5 / 7 
4 2 6 . 0 3 0 0 S , / f i 4 
5 1 5 , 3 4 / 5 

1 3 , 7 5 0 2 
3 ,411 

6 
1 5 , 3 4 / 5 
1 3 , 7 5 0 2 5 , 0 5 6 

7 1 2 . 1 8 5 5 2 , 708 
8 5 ,8811 1 , 3 0 7 
9 4 . 4 2 5 6 0 , V 6 5 

10 3 .7451 0 , 8 3 2 
11 3 , 5 0 1 4 0 , 7 3 4 
12 2 . 7 7 1 0 0 , 6 1 6 
13 1 . 9 3 5 2 0 , 4 3 0 
14 1 , 1 1 6 7 0 , 2 4 8 
15 1 , 0864 0 ,241 

I T E M VECTORS 

1. 2 . 3 . 
1 - 0 . 1 8 6 5 0 . 1 3 1 6 - 0 , 0 7 0 8 

0 . 4 4 2 4 - 0 . 1 2 7 5 • 0 . 1 2 5 2 
3 0 , l 6 l 6 - 0 . 1 0 3 0 0 . « 1 1 2 
4 0 . 2 2 0 4 -0 .2 t tAo 0 . 0 0 9 4 
5 O.03Jtl 0 . 3^1*4 - 0 . 1 1 8 6 
6 - 0 . 1 9 7 2 0 , 2 ' ' 6 o 0. 4 2/f l 
7 - 0 . 0 * 0 3 - 0 . 0 4 3 5 - 0 . 5 b S6 
8 - 0 . 3 4 5 0 0 . 0 0 6 0 0 . 0^'»4 
9 - 0 . 3 d l J \ - 0 . 4 6 5 4 - 0 . 1 7 6 4 
0 0 . 1 2 4 5 - 0 . 1 1 4 1 0 , 1 2 5 7 

0 . 2 5 4 5 - 0 . 2 ^ ^ 6 - 0 , 0 7 5 8 
- 0 . 2 4 7 0 - 0 . 2 4 3 2 0 , 3 4 4 9 

0 . 0 9 2 7 - 0 . 0 V 7 9 - 0 . 3 1 6 2 

5 ^ 
0 . 2 4 4 6 0 , 3 0 0 4 0 , 0 1 6 8 

5 ^ 0 , 1 5 4 2 0 . 3 6 1 0 - 0 . 1 3 8 1 
- 0 . 3 8 6 7 0 . 2 6 1 0 - 0 , 0 * 8 1 



ISAAC 
C A S E L O A D I N G S 

1. 2 . 3 . 

C A S E 1 
1 - ? . 9 2 0 7 - 0 . 6 9 5 3 - 1 . 7 8 9 1 
2 - ? . * ! 6 17 0 . 8 1 2 6 - 0 . 5 5 1 2 
3 - 3 . 2 9 4 9 - 0 . 0 2 7 1 
4 - 1 . 3 3 1 9 - 2 . 0 7 5 8 - 1 . 3 1 7 4 
5 1 .6 ' ' 57 • - 1 . 1 3 0 6 0 . ^ 5 9 4 
6 - 1 . 1 1 1 1 -3 .10 ,19 1,3121 
7 - 2 . n 9 0 - 2 . 4 1 3 4 - 0 . 6 9 3 1 
8 -3 ,10 -53 1 . 6999 • 0 .6591 
9 - ? . < i U 2 2 . 1 6 0 4 0 . 7 0 2 5 

10 - 2 > 1 ' 1 5 - 2 , 4 0 4 7 0 . 9 5 1 3 
11 - 1 . 3 1 7 6 - 2 . V 4 1 4 - 0 , 4 9 0 9 
12 - ; . 1 9 3 J 1 . 6 2 0 5 0 , 6 0 3 0 

C A S E 2 
1 - I_j i067 - 1 . 3 3 5 4 - 0 . 1 9 0 2 
2 0 .3081 - 0 , 2 4 5 4 
3 0713 - 1 . b 9 3 2 - 0 . 6 4 4 7 

- 1 . 3 J32 -1 . 2 1 8 2 
s 2 . 2 U 9 . - 2 . 8 ^ 1 5 0 , 7 7 4 3 
6 - 0 . 5 6 1 5 - 2 . b 9 ^ ^ l . d a 7 3 
7 - 2 . C 9 9 6 - 2 . 4 3 3 8 0 , 1 4 0 0 
fi - J . 0 . 9 1 1 8 0 . 6 4 5 7 
9 - 3 . ^ 1 6 8 1 . ' 7 2 4 0 , 1 6 5 8 

10 - 2 . 7 l 9 f l - 2 . 0 4 6 5 0 . 8 2 6 0 
11 - 1 . 3 4 U - 3 . 0 6 9 3 0 . 1 3 2 0 
12 - 1 . 6 2 0 5 0 . ^ 2 5 8 0 , 3 5 4 0 
13 ' ^ 3n49 - 1 . 1 1 2 0 0 .2721 
14 -1 .36 ,18 1 . 6 9 3 0 2 . 3 1 0 8 
15 -^ .^»578 - 0 , 3 0 3 9 - 0 , 1 4 5 2 
16 - 2 . 5 1 3 6 0 . 3 6 0 4 - 2 , 4 9 2 3 
17 - 0 , 2 0 0 4 3 . 0 4 9 6 0 . 1 3 6 6 
18 - 3 . 0 7 8 4 - 0 , 6 6 2 4 0 . 1 6 1 4 

c 

C O M P O N E N T R O O T AS P E R C E N T 
1 2 0 6 . 5 0 3 2 4 5 , 8 9 0 
2 8 3 . 3 2 8 6 1 8 , 5 1 7 
3 4 2 . 5 3 0 7 9 ,451 
4 35 .4061 7 , 8 6 8 
5 2 2 . 6 4 0 2 5 ,031 
6 1 6 , 2 4 5 9 3 , 6 1 0 
7 11 . 9824 2 . 6 6 3 
8 8 , 9 5 5 2 1 , 9 9 0 
9 6 . 4 6 5 6 1 , 4 3 7 

10 4 , 5 2 2 6 1 , 0 0 5 
11 4 , 2 8 5 9 0 , 9 5 2 
12 2 , 8 2 6 4 0 , 6 2 8 
13 2 .3731 0 , 5 2 7 
14 1 , 2 2 7 0 0 , 2 7 3 
15 0 ,2071 0 , 1 5 7 

I T E M V E C T O R S 

1. 2 . 3 . 
1 0 . 1 3 0 1 - 0 . 3 3 1 7 - 0 . 4216 

- 0 . 2 9 9 5 f). 2991 U.1154 
3 0 . 0 0 3 4 - 0 . 0 3 0 6 - 0 , 2 5 5 8 
4 - 0 . 2 1 2 9 0 . 2 2 3 6 - 0 . 0 6 4 0 
5 - 0 . 1 7 5 6 - 0 . 2 9 ' 1 4 - 0 . 1 8 4 1 
6 0 . 1 5 3 5 - 0 . 4 5 5 6 0 . 4 7 5 0 
/ 0 . 0 6 9 9 0 . 1 3 06 - 0 . 1 2 8 5 
8 0.387:^ 

0 . 3 9 1 5 
-cCoTO 

- 0 . 2 0 0 9 0 , 1 / 1 2 
9 

0.387:^ 
0 . 3 9 1 5 

-cCoTO 
0 . 5 4 1 0 0 , 2 4 1 0 

10 

0.387:^ 
0 . 3 9 1 5 

-cCoTO -o.o^f^o - 0 , 1 1 7 7 
11 - 0 . 2 4 9 9 0 . 2 3 1 6 - 0 , 0 2 5 7 
12 0 . 3 1 '19 0 .1351 - 0 . 3 6 5 6 
13 - 0 . 1 6 9 9 0 . 0 0 0 2 0 . 5 5 5 9 

- 0 . 2 7 2 1 - 0 . 0 S 1 9 - 0 , 1 5 8 3 
15C^TH - 0 1 3 5 2 9 - 0 . 1 5 8 4 0 , 2 5 3 4 
16 0 . 2 9 5 8 - 0 , 0 1 1 7 0 , 1 0 9 2 

vASE 

CASE 

CA 

1. 

3 . 2 1 4 3 

2.27;;p 
3 . 2 7 2 6 

3.1191 
0 . 0 2 9 6 
2 . 1 2 1 8 
2 . 4 4 6 0 
2 . 5 2 7 6 
i . 6 7 3 6 
3 . 0 7 0 5 

? . 3 t 9 0 
2.d9n;^ 

2 . 9 2 6 2 

• 1 , 0 d l 2 
2 . 1 5 3 7 
i j i 1 5 9 

2.76.13 

1 , 3 1 3 5 
• 3 . 5 1 7 6 

0 . 6 2 3 9 
2 , 3 3 7 5 

• 1 . 6 2 5 9 

COADlNGS 

0 . 6 5 6 5 
0 . 1617 
1. V162 

4521 
3048 
3424 
<r331 
2245 

2 . 6 ^99 
0 . 2234 
1. V439 

• 0 . 3 8 0 7 

1.1921 
0 . 3 5 7 0 
1 . 2 1 5 7 
0 .1571 
0 , ' ' 4 9 0 
1 , 3744 
0 . 6 1 6 8 
2 . ^ 2 3 S 

' 2 . 2 3 9 4 
0 . U567 
2 . 2 4 0 5 
1 . 5 5 9 5 
i . i l l 6 
1, ^641 
2 . 3 5 9 9 
2 . 9 2 4 5 

^ . 5 1 6 4 
T t W 7 

3 . 

• 0 , 5384 
0 . 5 4 3 9 

• 0 , 7 0 6 2 
0 . 4 9 9 8 
1 .2975 

•1 , 4 8 7 0 
3 . 5 5 1 9 

•1 , 106b 
•0 .1275 
0 , 1 3 1 2 

•0 .5811 
•0,1 '»93 

0 . 6 8 5 0 
0 . ' 6 0 7 
1 , 0446 
0 .8d61 
1 , 6 4 3 4 
0 . 2 3 9 8 
3 .0351 

7 9 V 4 
3236 
6 / 7 4 
5128 
4240 
H048 
3051 
7126 
1166 

0 . 4 0 7 3 
1 , 3 7 4 0 

c c 



(ZuTK a ISftftC AGrl+1 
COMPO.JEWT ROOT AS PFR CENT 

1 3 9 3 . 3 * / 0 4 3 , 7 0 4 
2 20J , i :>62 22.4*^2 
.5 6 ^ . 0 5 7 9 7 , 562 
4 5 3 . i 7 5 , /ft4 
5 4 1 . 6 6 0 3 4.6- ;9 
6 • 26 .9511 2 . ' > ' ' 2 \ 
7 2 5 . 3 0 5 6 2 . n 1 2 -
8 2 1 . 3 i ^ 0 2 , 4 ? ^ 
9 19.4>i20 2 , l f t 2 

1ft 1 / . 4 / 4 7 1 , 9 4 2 
11 1 0 . r 47. 1 . 1 2 4 
12 J . ^1^6 0 . 9 3 5 
13 5 , 4 6 9 0 0 . 6 0 8 
14 ; . 2 / ' 6 2 0 , 4 75 
\5 5 ,4322 0 ,381 

ITEM VcCTOWS 

1. u . 
1 - 0 I5i:> - 0 . 2 1 1 3 -1) . Ay.>9 
2 tSMC T 0.2'^ 16 - 0 , O i jf. 
3 u 0 /e - 0 . 4 0 ?9 
4 0 2165 0 . ? u " ; - 0 . rt'*.^5 
5 0 1522 - 0 . 0 2 ^ 7 
6 - 0 1 A3.1 - o . v i i 0 . 1 5 / 2 
7 - 0 0 . 0 / T , 0 . 0 4 2 5 
H - 0 - 0 . 1 U 1 6 - 0 . 1 7 
9 -:) u 1 'V n . /.o'>o 0 ^5'.4 

10 0 . n . 0 / ' i 5 - O . o v i7 
n 0 . 2443 0 . 2 / 1 0 0 . 0 / 7 6 
12 - 0 . 3010 0 . 1 / 4 5 - 0 , 2 7 2 < , 
13 0. 1 2 7 J 0 . 0 i 9 0 0 . 3 4 1 6 
14 0 . 2750 . - 0 . 1 V 7 5 - 0 . 0 2 6 3 

0 . 2 7 6 / - n . ? 9 ; ; 4 0 . 2 9 5 5 
16 - 0 , 3 2 m - 0 . 2 1 6 7 0 ,3311 

CASt 

10 
11 
12 

C4St 

10 
11 
12 
13 
1 4 
1 5 
16 
1 / 
18 

1 . 

1 ClSftflC^ 
J1 

- ' . 'W 
V t . 1' 
- J .21.12 
- : . 6 J i 

. n-'.S 
1 . M l«, 

-1 
. ' . J ? 

-/> . o ' / < 
- ? . '» 1 J 4 

. ) J * 

. M 
«-» . M 
- ,1 . 1>^1 
- •; 

, 

t . S5 55 
, •)" / 7 

- ? . • ' i l 6 
- > . 1^ 

- ; . ) ' w 
-1 . n » 
— '.> . s - . s ? 

T. 'J4 1 / 
- n 
• 0 ,•1501 
- ? . 5 5 1 0 

1 . / 4 : J ^ 

L O A D I ' J I 

2 . 

0 .6- .6 ' . 
• 0 . ' * ' J 6 i 
•1 .0^>/,S 
•O. '^lv > 
1 . <> U' 1 
1 . ' •"4 '* 
0. i i j l 
2 . 2 47> 

•2.i<^2" 
• O . / ' O / l 
2 . U ^ 5 ^ 
'0 .491 t 

CASF. 3 Cr(?i)TH^ 

3 . 

• 0 , J 2 5 S 
1 . 0 1 0 4 

•?..<'^t7 
• O . J " 2 2 

0 . O J 5 6 
•1 . ' l^ 'S l 
•?.f>^>77 

•1 . 1 1 2 6 
1 . 0 ^ 1 1 

•0 .2 ; io2 
•0.5Ofl1 

1 
0 . / 5 9 6 

24o ^ 
T ^ ; t 1.'. J*'4 2 
0 0 . V " 2 7 
1 Oio-> - 1 . V ' 7 9 
0 i2.1S - 2 . 1 4 4 1 

<; ' . ' s - 0 . 0 1 o v 
- 1 'l'»4 i 

173 J 
-1 I''...' - f , . v s ? r t 

/ I , " ) 1 , o 4 3 « 
> r , / - 0 . 2 O J 3 

1 OA;: 4 n .d iH9 
47.^ 5 1 . 4194 
5 i r . ; - 0 . j 1 2 5 

-1 - 0 . 6 9 5 0 
0 . r t 7 3 / 0 .7501 

CASt 

18 

4 ciLm^ 

-1 , S i v M 

I'. -1^ 

1 r. 

- 1 . t f l J 
- 1 , l 7 o o 

0.1 .<;i 
- 1 4 ) ? 

>. ''• ' / ; 
/ . 3 4 S ' t 

1 1 
• 1 . 5 ' 01 

: . i f ' 9 ' 
. 3 " 5 ' . 

» . ' J 7 9 ' , 
• : .o46 * 

• :.o^'t ^ 

• • » . o 4 - i 

C<2. 

1 ) . 2 7 j - . 1 . 1 2 2 6 
2 -1 .21 1 ' 1 . 46^5 
3 ft.ov .J6 ; . 21 .» ; - 1 . 5 ) 7 7 
4 -1 . ' .C43 J . 1 J 1 ? . I'»''0 
5 1 .'112 0 i . ' * -0. '>4 i4 
6 -1 . 6 ? V ^ / I - 0 . 1 '̂ 01 
7 - P . 5 ( . l i . . > -0,7r>16 
fl i i i 5 - 2 . i « > 7 - 0 . / u i « 
9 - , ? . 4 1 . ' 1 / • - . : . ' ) 19 \ 0.6'>70 

10 - r . 19 J 7 : . • J 4 . i / - 0 . i')r)9 
1 1 -1 . •> .•:.o (7? O . o i ? 5 
12 - ; ' . ' i ' : •>! - * i . 0 6 l 4 - 0 . '1^25 

' 0 . 0 ^ V 4 
1 .0 h o 
0.2.;t!6 
1 , i > 0 5 
0 .7^^9 
0 . 4 S21 
0.2 '»66 

U 4 
i ^ 2 ^ 
O'M 3 
21/. 7 
9551 
5144 
'i'.n9 

T . '»*1 / 
0 . ' ' i 4 0 
1 . 5 / 2 4 

P 



I Lcvo l 1 noDouroo 

Tranaforcat loas approprioto t o f i i . s t . - l o v o l feedback i n the reported caoc-atudy wero 

co.^^iraod to tho ncaourcnient of conotruct c c n f r a l i t y , (oc l f - ro lcvonce) i n the 

i n d i v i d u a l ojid ocgrocatc dor^inc. Tho r.othO(a of Gcoring constructo for c o n t r a l i t y 

has boon dcocribod i n Appendix G , In tho r e c i p r o c a l caoo-otudy c c n t r a l l t y Gcoreo 

wore derived for IG and AG oolutioho for both so l f - ro levanco and partnor-relevance 

for each cubject on each tes t ing occasion according to the following cchcao; -

Rolevanco 

s e l f 

partner 

IG polutiono AG colut iono 

ICS 

^'iG 

AGS 

AGP 

f- Wot 
•̂AG 

IG AG 

whoro if , H « a number of s i g n i f i c a n t conponontc in IG and AG oolutiona respect ive ly ; 
IG AG 

- loading of kth conotruct on tho j t h o i g n i f i c a n t cor.ponont; V ^ j , V^^ = 

vector of olencnt SELF and PAimER, r e s p e c t i v e l y , on the j t h c i g n i f i c a n t component. 

The ccorco obtained by th is schcoo ore l i o t o d for each conotnict i n tho following 

t a b l e s . 

Is . iac S o l f - r c l e v a n t c c n t r a l i t y scores 

I C S . AGS^ IGS^ AGS2 

1 2.66 1.50 1.611 1.922 

2 2.93 . 1.21 1.i»02 ^M^ 

3 2.53 1.02 1.̂ *65 1.0'fA 

li 3.12 1.3^ 1.265 1.469 

5 • 2.73 1.17 1.676 1.529 
a 5-10 ^M 1.736 1.898 

7 1.65 .hz 1.002 I .Ol'f 

8 1.93 1.51 1.%2 1.669 

9 .2.55 1 . W 1.922 

IGS^ • AG5^ IGS2 AGSg 

10 2-90 . 1.25 1.223 • 1.535 

11 2.91 1.'»7 1.709 1.667 

12 1.96 1.26 1.652 1.594 

13 1.513 1.404 

1.569 1.614 

15 1.332 1.501 

16 1.606 1.736 

17 1.615 1.326 

13 • 1.75't - 1.736 

I scat : : Rir tnor. . re levant c c n t r a l i t y ccoroa 

IGP^ • AGP^ IGP2 AGF^ 

1 2.33 1.33 1.623 1.941 

2 2.95 1.53 "1.712 1.590 

3 l.^tO 1.55 1.543 1.659 
3.0 *̂ 1.^3 1.519 1.240 

5 2.05 ,1.36 1.729 1.653 

6 3.05 1.53 1,566 1.726 

7 .89 .8if 1.714 1.730 

3 1.94 1.52 1.792 1.773 

9 2 . ^ 1.81 1.525 1.911 
10 3.0 *̂ 1.^5 1.520 1.435 
11 2,39 1.61 1.506 1.653 
12 2.02 . 1.31 1.535 1.657 

13 1.543 1.354 
li* 1.545 1.563 

15 1.433 1.714 

16 1.077 1.387 

17 1.422 ,1.915. 
13 .966 .1.954 



Ruth : Solf-rolovant c e n t r a l i t y scores 
AGŜ  IGS2 AGS2 

1 2,13 1.20 1.022 1.457 
2 2.99 1.73 .6^5 1.645 

5 2 .55 1 .^8' 1.2^5 1.638 

if 2.26 ^A9 1.2^^ 2.004 . 
5 2.05 ^A7 1.829 
6 2 . ^ 7 ^M '1.394 • 1.493 

7 2.60 1.59 1.283 1.646 

8 2 .07 1.31 .903 1.963 
9 1.70 1,170 . 1.843 

10 2 .56 1.59 1.271 1.909 
11 2.96 1.73 1.334 1.731 
12 2 .25 1.75 .869 1.704 

13 .9b1 1.365 
1.142 1.446 

15 .665 1.600 

16 .865 1.407 

17 1.151 1.333 
13 .739. 1.662 

I^uth 1 riirtnor-relevant c o n t r a l i t y scores 

*=k IGP^ AGP̂  IGP2 AGP2 

1 1.35 1.09 1.696 1.682 

2 3.33 1.^7 1.615 . 1.528 
2.9^ 1.04 1.6:̂ 0 1.717 

if 1.51 1.06 1.070 1.596 
5 3.05 1.1? 1.444 1.540. 
6 2.01 1.19 .853 1.238 
7 I.?'* 1.M* 1.454 1.729 
8 2 .83 1.55 i .5ai3 1.330 
9 2 . W 1.^5 1.700 1.845 

IGP^ AGP̂  IGP2 ACPg 

10 1.39 1.^3 1.563 1,731 
11 2.30 1.46 1.005 1.51'* 
12 3.17 1.54 1.739 1.902 

13 1.374 1^593 
14 .955 1.105 
15 1.355 1.611 
16 .993 1.200 
17 .819 .991 
18 1.220 1.505 

I 4 Level 3 clasoificationa ^ 

Level 3 data classes for constructs i n IG and AG solutions are l i s t e d 
for Ruth and Isaac i n Tables 52 and 55 . Tho following table provides a 
l i s t i n g of posterior probabilities of construct c e n t r a l i t y associated 
with those outcomes, (probabilities ai;o given to three places, 
decimal point omitted). 



Construct 

RDTH TSA/iC 

Construct 

10 AG IG AG 

Construct 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 

1 505 518 505 318 505 650 505 650 
2 204 105 505 318 505 650 505 650 

3 204 105 505 650 204 318 204 105 
4 204 318 £04 318 505 650 505 650 

5 204 318 505 650 204 313 505 650 
6 505 650 505 650 505 650 505 650 

7 505 518 505 204 105 204 105 
8 204 105 505 313 204 318 204 105 

9 204 105 505 313 505 650 505 650 
10 505 318 505 318 505 650 505 650 
11 505 650 505 ' 650 505 650 505 G50 . 
12 • 204 105 505 318 505 650 505 650 

13 204 204 505 204 
14 204 505 505 505 

15 204 204 505. 204 
16 204 204 505 204 
17 505 505 505 505 
l3 204 204 505 505 

I 5 Ouory Forma 

Followinc tho acccnbly of Lovol 1 and Levol 3 IG and AO dicplayo, 
conotructo obtaining oignificont diccropancioo bctv/ccn Ca) cubjoctively 
anticipated and obcorvod c o n t r a l i t y ranko (Lovol 1), and (b) 
expected ond observed data claaGe3 (Levol 3) were l i s t e d on Query 
forno and presented to the subJoeto to furnish an account of tho 
discrepancies. The following pasoo depict tho rosponaoo recorded 
to these proDpto. 
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I 6 Evaluation of tho prccedurcc • • -— ' -

Reciprocal g r i d procodurca were ovoluatod by coiid'jcting f i v o independent t o a t c ; 
(a) a t c 3 t of tho dict inct ivcncss of conotruction of c o i f and partner, (b) a tcct of 

s h i f t of calicnco i n conatruction f ron c o i f - to partncr-rolovant predicates, 

(c) Q tcc t oS tho S D C c i f i c i t y of s o l f - and partner^ rolovant predicates, (d) a 

a test of tho rola t ionchip botv/oon construct ccn t r a l i t y on tho two test ing 

occasions, and (o) tests f o r tho increase of d iscr in ina t ivo control ovor 

=:odclling. 

(a) Distipctivenoss of so l f and partner construction. 

differences between tho correlations tectod.- Tho fol lowine table l i s t s 

correlat ions, associated s values and sanplo tl i n brackets. 

Grid^ Gridg 

Isaac -.^25 .767 

(-.45^,1^12)^ (1.013,N=i3)j^ 

Ruth -.679 .132 

,(-827,K=l2)^ ( . i32 , i := i3)^ 

F i r s t l y , prcduct-aosont correlat ions uoro coniputcd between tho whole f igure . 
constructs (LIKE S E L F , LIrX PAnTIIEP) on the two testing occasions, Fisher 's : 
t r anc fo rmt ioa applied and differences between the correlat ions tested. The 
fo l lowing table l i s t s correlat ions, associated z values i n brackets* 

Standard errors fo r coraparisono:-

Grid^ Gridg 

Isaac .687 -.139 
( .QkZ)^ 

Ruth -.172 .761 

(-.17^*)^ ( .999)^, 

a.b, c.d 
a. c 
b. d 

Conparisono:-

.'122 

.471 

.365 

a.b. 

c .d . 

a. c. 

b. d. 

a b r 

>373, z. 

. ^ - . ^ = 1.011. 

.79. 
2.77. 

,0005 

.008 

.215 

.003 

(b) Salience of construction 

Standard error f o r a l l conparisons 

r; = 16. Cociparisonc:-

,592. A l l correlations based on 

a.b. 
c .d . 
a. c. 

b. d. 

a 
'c 
^ a - = c 
'b "^d 

b = - ^ 2 . .z^ 

^ - 1.173.. 

2.51. p = .006 
2.99. p = .001 

1.016, = 2.59. p = .005 
1.139, z^ = 2.91. p = .002 

To test salience of construction on c o i f and partner predicates on tho two occanions 

loadings of tho f i r s t s ix constructs (out of 10) e l i c i t e d on tho f i r s t occasion 

and the s ix e l i c i t e d on tho second occasion were l i s t e d f o r AG conponent 1 (Isoac-

relovant) and AG conponent 2 (Ruth-rolovant), and root aean square loadings computed, 

Tho fol lowing tablo l i s t s thcco values. 

Secondly, product aonent correlat ions wore computed between the oleoents SELF and 

FAR?;ER on tho two tes t ing occacions. Fisher's 2 transfonnation apjiLiod and 



Construct 

Isaac Ruth 

Construct 

Conpohent 1 Conponont 2 Ccnponont 1 Conponont 2 

Construct Grid^ G r i d j Grid^ Gridg Grid^. Gridg Grid^ Grid^ 

1 

2 

3 
i* 

5 
6 

5-23, 2.53^ 
2.33 3.54 
2.14 .97 
3.22 .85 
1.96 2.55 
3.00 1.75 

.65^ 2.52, 

.44 1.06 
1.00 2.49 
..94 2.51 

1.62 1.90 
1.40 .87 

2.34̂ ^ 1.86, 
2.99 1.17 

.10 3.46 
1 . ^ 2.21 
1.01 .18 
1.63 3.04 

.29 2.65. 
S h 

1.21 2.04 

3.21 .22 
2.14 .64 
3-24 2.92 
2.82 .20 

r .Q.o . 

looding 
2.73 2.22 1.09 2.01 1.94 2.27 2.41 1.34 

Hann-'^itr.cy D tests wero then conputod botwoon conotruct caraplos, oo fol lmvo: 

a.b. U(6/6) = 10, n .Ga 

c.d. U(6/6) a 6, p c .052 ( o n e - t a i l e d ) 
e . f . U(6/6) a 13t n .s . 
g.h. U(6/6) c 9, n.E. 
a.c. UC6/6) = 6, p a .032 ( o n o - t a i l o d ) 
a.c. U(6/6) = ' 0, p a ,001 ( o n o-toilcd) 
b.d. U(6/6) a 18, n . a . 
b . f . U ( 6 / Q ) m l 3 , n . s . 
e.g. UC6/6) a 7. p a .047 ( ono-tQiled) 
d.h. U(6/6) = I5i n .o . 
e.g. U (6/6) 13t n.a. 
f . h . U(6/6) a l4, n.e. 

Cc) Spec i f i c i t y of ool f and mr tne r predicates. 

To tost tho s p e c i f i c i t y of s e l f and partner construction, the loadings of tho two 

wholo f igure constructs on AG conponcnt 1 (Isaac-rolovant) and AG conponont 2 
(Ruth-relovtmt) wero f i r s t l i s t e d i n the follov/irc tab lo . 

Conponent 1 Conponcnt 2 

Grid^ Grid^ Grid^ "̂̂ 2̂ 

ISAAC-LIICE SELF 

ISAAC-UKE PARTilER 

iTUTII-LIKE SELF 

RUTH-LIKE PARTÎ R 

-3.05 -1.31 
-2.51 -3.04 
-1.83 -3.48 
-2.87 -3.59 

- .49 2.30 
2.09 -1.19 
2.69 -l.^fO 

-2.06 .53 

Two tests wore then conducted on tho differences in"those loading values i n re la t ion 

to tho population of difforonces i n loadineo of a l l constructs applied on tho two 

test ing occasions; ( i ) a tost booed on tho differoncc i n absolute loadings on tho 

two test ing occasions. Hero, a posi t ive difference indicates tho increasing 

rolovanco of a given conotruct to tho conponcnt, a negative difference decreasing 

rolovonce. Tablo ( i ) bolov/ l i o t o tho d i s t r i b u t i o n , ucan ard standard deviation 

of observed differoncco i n abooluto loadings of replicated constructs ; ( i i ) 

a test based on algebraic differences botv/ecn loadings on tho tv/o tooting occasions. 

This tost takes account of changes i n tho po la r i ty of rolovanco, i n that a 

posi t ive and negative loading of tho sane valuo f o r a given construct on tho two 

tooting occosions ( indica t ing a rovorsol of relevance on a coaponont) would bo 

concealed by the fomer tes t , Tablq ( i i ) below l i c t s the d i s t r i b u t i o n , mean and 

standard deviation of observed algebraic differences between loadingc of replicated 

constructs. 

As these difference d is t r ibut ions roprosent tho ent i re population of differences, 

z Gcorcs wero conputed f o r obtained differences on tho t\/o whole-figure constructs 

f o r each subject, and tested by approxiraation tho nornal d i s t r i bu t i on probabi l i ty 

doasity func t ion . 2 ocorca and associated ono-tai lod p robab i l i t i e s ore l i s t e d 

below each table . 



( i ) Differences botwoon obsolute construct loadings on the f i r a t two conponento 

over tcstinr; occasions. 

( i i ) Algebraic d i f f e r e n c e s between c o n s t r u c t loodinRS on the f i r s t two 
coaponents over t e s t i n g occosions. 

Ruth loaac Ruth Isaac 

Ccnctruct Conp. 1 Conp. 2 Cosp. 1 Co.'np. 2 Construct Comp. 1 Cocip. 2 Contp. 1 Cosp. 2 

1 .711 .5^4 .Ol^f .944 1 - .711 .544 - .014 .944 

2 • 3 ^ - .'̂ 35 .1̂ *1 - .030 2 - . 3 ^ .435 - .141 .030 

3 2.702 - .370 .009 - .753 3 2.702 - .870 - .009 .753 

.106 .2Mt .3^1 - .757 4 - .106 .244 - .341 1.143 

'5 .571 - .10> . .932 - .673 5 .571 - .104 - .952 - .673 

6 - .515 - .193 .301 .233 6 -515 - .193 - .301 .233 

7 .l6^f 1.155 .299 7 . .244 •• .164 1.135 .299 

3 .1^3 - .63'f .153 .031 3 - .litS .634 - .133 .031 

9 . if 92 - .303 .^57 - .269 9 - .'»92 .303 - .457 .269 

10 .2^3 - .'•79 .912 - .532 10 - .2^3 - .479 - .912 .532 

LIKE RUTri 1.6'tO 
a 

.1.292^ - -391, LIKE RUTH -1.640 
a 

-4.032. b - .529^ -3.231^ 

UKE ISAAC .726 
0 B 

2.307j^ LIKE ISAAC - .726 
0 

2.6Ii0^ 1.7'tO 
e 

3.239, 

K .617 - .^3 .264 - ,006 
M - .072 - .060 - .075 .293 

5 .829 .606 .733 .903 
S LO**? 1.530 .779 1.435 

.829 .733 .903 

Z scores and osoociatod o n c - t a i l o d p r o b a b i l i t i e s 
Z scores and associated o n e - t o i l e d p r o b a b i l i t i e s ; 

a. a = 1.234, .p = .109 a.. z = -1.493. p = .067 
b. a = -1.459, p = .072 b. Z a -2.629, p = ,004 
c. z = .3S2, P ° .559 c. Z = - .533. P = .230 
d. z ~ - .975, p 0 .165 d. z = -2.410, P = .003 
0. z - .131* p =. .V*3 0. • a = - .625, p = .266 
f. Z c -1.772. p = .038 f. z '= 1.765, P = .039 
S* z = -2.734, p =. .003 £• z ~ 2.330, P = .010 
h. z ~ 2.547. P a .005 h. z = 2.014, P = .022 



(d) Construct con t ro l i ty 

To toot the extent of chantjo of rolovanco of conotructo to ool f and partner de f in i t i ons , 
cen t ra l i ty ocores f o r se l f and partner in tho IG oolution {300 1.3) wore ranked and 
Spearcan rarJc-ordcr corrclationo obtoined between testing occaoiono:-

Construct 

Isaac Ruth 

Construct IGS^ IGSg I G P 2 IGS^ I G S 2 IGP^ I G P 2 

1 7 7 6 5 9 9 9 3 
2 3 9 ^» 1 12 2 5 
J 9 8 7 8 5 6 4 
t* 1 10 2 11 7 7 11. 10 

5 6 5 9 2 11 1 3 8 
6 2 3 1 7 6 2 3 12 
7 12 12 12 3 3 10 9 
3 10 2 , n 1 10 10 5 6 

9 8 1 8 9 12 8 6 2 
10 5 11 3 10 t* 5 12 7 
11 t* k 5 12 • 2 3 . 7 11 
ia 11 6 10 • 6 3 11 • 1 1 

Rho - .028 - .622 « .070 .^90 

• denotes significance at the 5 percent l eve l (ono-tailod) 

Co) Diccr ininnt ivo control 

To tost f o r increasoo i n accuracy of d incr in inat ion of cues associated with predication 

central!ty^ oolf-relovant c e n t r a l i t y scores i n 10 and AG oolutiono wore ranked and 

Spcarcan rank-order correlations calculated between obtained ranks and rankings 

obtoined fo r subjective estinatos of oelf-rolevanco i n Module B. In addi t ion, 

incrcncnts or decrcoonta i n correlat ions over tho two tes t ing occasions were tooted 

by applying Fisher's transformation.- The fo l lowing table l i s t s the rankings on eoch 

tco t in f i occasion, for IG solutions Ca) and AG solutions ( b ) , where S represents 
subject 's ranking, and 0 observed cen t ra l i ty rank. 

(a) Ccntral i ty i n individual r ;r id solutions 

Isaac Ruth 

Construct O1 2̂ °2 1̂ °1 °2 

1 2 7 1 9 • I* 9 5 11 

2 5 •3 9 li» 11 1 7 17 

3 7 9 17 13 •3 5 6 
k 9 1 2 16 6 7 3 7 

5 3 6 12 6 • 10 11 10 1 
11 2 3 k 5 6 11 2 

7 12 12 15 -13 12 3 3 
3 3 10 8 2 7 10 13 13 
9 k 3 6 1 9 12 12 8 
10 10 5 ^k 7 2 1* 2 5 
11 6 k 11 •3 1 2 1 . 3 
12 1 11 10 7 8 3 6 14 

13 13 12 9 12 
^k 16 11 13 10 

15 13 15 17 18 
16 5 10 16 15 
17 7 8 15 9 
18 I* 3 14' 16 

nho - .315 .423 .175 .472 
z - .457 ,̂ .177^ .513^ 



(b) Contra l i ty i n arrffrcwtc a r id solution's 

Isaac Ruth 

Construct Pl 2̂ °2 1̂ °1 2̂ °2 

1 k 6 3 1 2 ' 12 3 14 

2 3 9 ^k 8 4 9 n 
3 7 11 16 17 12 9 11 8 

. k 6 6 13 10 8 10 1 

5 9 10 12 12 5 10 12 5 
6 11 3 10 3 4 11 15 13 
7 12 12 17 18 6 6 4 10 

3 8 5 9 7 7 1 13 2 

9 2 1 5 2 11 9 16 4 

10 5 8 2 11 3 7 7 3 
11 10 2 15 8 1 3 1 6 

12 1 7 1 10 9 2 6 7 

13 18 15 2 17' 

7 9 18 15 
15 • 13 16 17 12 

16 11 6 14 16 

17 14 8 18 

13 8 5 5 9 

Rho .1^7 .364 - .091 - .022 

z .1^8 
0 

.38lj. - .091^ -

4 

standard error f o r o i l cooporisons = .422 

Coaparisons:-
a.b. 

c .d . 

o . f . 

g.b. 

'a""b '^r ''•̂ 5^* P ° 
^c-^d 

V=f 

336. .796, p 
.233, .552. p = 

.212 

.291 
-.069, a -164. p = .436 




