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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

The growth of such academ.c areas as social psycnology, social
relations, commanication, and humen relations has paralleled a growing
concern 1n our society with the processes involving the interaction of
two or morz individuals. In the past such study hes in general takeu
a semi~sociological viewpoint emphasizing groups, cultural facicrs,
and social attitudes (see Alloort, 1954). As late as 1935, Allporc
(1933) could claim that the study of social psychology was essentially
the study of attatudes. While to some degree this containass tucay,
the last two decades have witnessed a shifting of emphasis to apprvaches
which emphasize the individual person's role ia interpersonal behavior.
As a natural consequence of fthis shift, interest hes beern shown for
the role in interpersounal relations of individusl persnuality Jiz-
ferences, cognitive structures, and social perception,

The present study falls clearly within thas lattfer approach.
Specifically. this study emerges from a concern for the role of per-
ception 1in 1nterpersonal behavicr. Such writers as Heider (1958) have
argued convincingly that sccial perception--in particular the perception
of another person--is a basic determinant of social behavior. The
conceptual activity in person perception is of special significance
for i1nterpersonal relations for caveral reasons. In the first place,

the object of perception 1 this case 15 the other w.th whom the
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perceiver 1is interactirg. Hence, the effect of perceptiron in inter-
personal behavior 1s likely to be maximal when 1its result (s an
impression of the other person-—especially an impression so clesrly
defined as to constitute a basis for action toward he other. Sccond,
in perception of another person, perhaps as in no other cognicive act,
the perceiver's feelings toward the perceptual object, the other's
feelings toward the perceiver, and the perceiveir's feeiings towazd
himself ave all intertwined with the cognitive act, Finally, person
perception 1s a uniquely important conceptural asctivity in thet only
here does the perceptual object-—another perscn—--pnssess the same
capacity for representation and action as the perceiver. This fact,
coupled with the close nexus of feeling and cognition in sncial
perception, prodices a truly interactive and reciprocaliy adjustive
process.

A comprehensive study of social perception must znevitably inclide
all the factors that are of significance in determining how one forms
an understanding of another. Such factors as the qualities of the
other person, the context of the interaction, the cognitive makeup of
the perceiver, aad many more must all be included.

One such 3mp;rtant factor is the social framework within wlich
interpersonal behavior takes place. An important dwmension of thas
framework i1s, of course, the system of relationships existing amcug
a person and nis acquaintances, Thus, when a person moves intc a new
group, 1t 1s mnecessary for him to learn the relationships existing

anong the members of that group 1f he 1s to have a clearly deiiped



framework withia which he 1s to function zanterpersonaliy. The focus
of this studywas onsome of the cognitive processes inveived 1in
learning the system of relatzonships holding wathiu a grovr. Specaf-
ically, the study dealt with the effect of subjecte’ expectatiors
sbout the organization of social structures on the rates at which they
were able to learn those structures. Further, the study investigated
the difference in expectations held by subjects differing in cognitiive
complexity.

Toward the ewnd of provading a ratiomale for the specific hypotheses
that were tested, this chapter freats two major substantive topics:
first, the concept of cognitive complexity and 1ts 1mportance for
social perception; and second, the nature of social schemas and their
role in interpersonal perception and behavior. In a final s=action,
the problem focused on in the present study 1s presented along with

the specific expectancires that were testod.

Constructs, Cognitive Complexity, and Social Perception

In considering social perception, a construcktivist position is
taken. The constructivist approach has its roots in the Kantian
assumption that the world i1s known or organized according to certain
structural givens. The approach receives perhaps 1ts most complete
statement 1n the philosophy of symbolic forms espoused by Cassirer
{(1953). The world, the constructivist holds, i1s not apprehended
directly without any mediation on the part of the organism, nor ls it

simply distorted by the individual in accordance with some preesisting



pattern., Rather, in perceptiion the individual reconsctruccs the per-

ceptuval object within a system of cognitive structures.

One conception of the cognitive struciures via which the object is

£

perceptually organized is presented in George Kelly's Psycholcgy of

Personal Constructs (1955). Kelly takes as his model man as scientist.

He contends that man, like the scientist, attempts to so vnderstend
and order his waéld that he can anticipate events and thus ezert some
control over them. Man accomplishes his goal of predicrion by employ-
ing a system of constructs which functions as a perceptual frame. Con-
structs, then, are dimensions in terms of which events are construed oy
interpreted. More specifically Kelly defines a construct as anything
that a person uses to distinguish two similar thangs from a thaivd. The
notzon of construct, therefore, always includes the concenis of simi-~
larity and coatrast. He defiues construing, which he calls the process

' the perceptual object as follows: "By coastruing we

of "erecting'
mean 'placing an interpretation': & person places zn interpreration
on what is construed. He erects a structure, withia the framework of
which the substance takes shape or assumes meaning. The substance
which he construes does not produce the structure, thes person does"
(Kelly, 1955, p. 50). Any event can assume form and meaning only in
so far as 1t 1s ordered within the construct system. As Kelly (1955)
says (p. 61): '"Man's thinking 1s not completely fluid; 1t 1s chan-
nelized. If he wants to think about something he must follow the

network of channels he has laid down for himself, and only by recombing

old channels can he create new ones. These channels structure his



thinking and limit nis access to i1deas of others. We see these
channels existing in the form of constructs."

One of the assumptions underlying the construztivist approach to
social perception in general, and this study in particular, 1s that
individuals whose conceptual systems differ along some dimension will
differ in thear comstiuction of events. Crockett (1963) has used
Werner's developmental psychology to infuse Kelly'c 1dea of conctruct
system with criteria for assessing cognitive complexity in terme of
developmental status. The touchstone of Werner's developmental approach

"Wherever development occurs it proceeds

is the orthogenetic prainciple:
from a state of relative globality and lack of differeatiatiomn to a

state of incressing differentiation and hierarchic integration' (1957,

p. 127). Crockett (1965) has defired cognitive compiexity = Weiner_an
terms as follows (p. 49): "A cognitive system will be considerad
relacively corplex in structute when (a) 1t contains a relatively large
number of elements [constructs] and (b) the elements are integrated
hierarchically by relatively extensive bonds of relationship." Crocketl's
conception of the complexity of the construct or cognitive system thus
includes two aspects: cognitive differentiation, or the vumber of

interpersonal constructs o1 elements 1n the system; and cognitive

integration, or the interrelatedness of the elements comprising the

The principsl measure used as an index of cognitive complesity in
the studies thal are most closely related to the present one has been

the KoJe Category Questiomna.ve (Cvrockett, 1965). This questionnaire



requires the subject to describe in writing a number uf people well
known to him. The role categories into which these individuals must
fall are spriified so that the individuals differ systematicslly wich
respect to sex, age, and whether thcy ave liked or disliked by che

subject. The cperational measure of complexity 1s the total number of
interpersonal constructs (traits) spontaneously generated in describing
these individuals. One point should be noted, namely, that since the
subject peed not integrate the constructs in has desceiptaon, the
measure of complexity is really only a measure of cognitive differ-
entiation.l

A considerable amount of research has shown that subjects differing
in cognitive complexity, as measured by the Role Category Quest.canaice,
respond differently in social perception and impress.on forwation tasks
One group of these studies (Nidorf and Crockett, 19453; Rosenkrantz and
Crockett, 1965; Mayo and Crockett, 1964; Meltzer, Ceonckett, and Resen-
krantz, 1966, Kenny, 1968, Crocketi, Gonyea, and Delia, 1970) has
demonstrated that when complex and noncomplex subjects ave presepted a
series of evaluatively bivalent qualities supposedly describing an
unknown other, complex subjects typically produce impressions which are
more highly differentiated and in which the 1afermation of both valences
1s raepresented and integrated., Another study (Press, Crockett, and

lroseakrantz (1962) reports that this measure dees not correlate
with tests of intelligence and shows only a low positive corralation
with verbal fluency. While other approaches to cognitive complexity
have appeared {(Bieri, 1955, Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder, 1961, Witkin, e: =21,
19623 Scott, 1962) with varying degrees of success, none have had as
direct am application to processes of sscial perceptron aud impression
formation as Crockett's., TFurther, it 1s i1ntecesting to note that Ba2ri's
measuie does unot correlate with Crocketi'’s (Irwin, Tripodi, and Bier.,
1967). For a discussion of some of the different amproeches to cog-
nitive couplexiiy see Vanov (1965).



Rosenkrantz, 1969),‘descr1bed 1n detari leter, fourd that comples sub-
jects were less likely to rely con simple niganizing principles 1a
learning the relations that held withia a group. All chese stud.es
point to the conclusion, which 1e further tested in this stuly, that
subjects differing in cognitive complexity function somewhat differ-

ently in perceptually constructing socral objects.

Schemas, Socral Schemas, and Social Perception

The Concept of Schema

A concept similar to Kelly's notion of the construct is that of
schema. As it 1s usually used, a schema 1s envisicned as a cognitive
structure vo which svents or objects are ordered and via which the
total object 1s recomnstructed. More loosely, 1t 1s & dispositicon to
organi1ze aspects of the environment in a perticular way, While the
term schemz, like construct, may refer to cognitive structures whicn
function i1n the construction of discrete aspects of the enviionmini,
it refers more directly to superordinate organizing corstructs which
provide the conceptual pattern for an entire array of discrete events.

Ore of the most important statements concerning cthe concept of
schema is that supplied by Piaget 1n his development of a "genetic
epistemology" {(see Piaget, 1970). Feffer (1970) provides a summary of
Piraget's basic position concerning schemas:

Basic to the cognitive nature of Piaget's viewpcint 1s a

Kantian assvuption which he chares with the classical Gestalt

theorists, namely, that the world is knuwnm or organized in

accordance with certain structural givens, However, 1n
fundamentel opposition to the traditional Gestalt viewpoant



is Piaget's central concept ci development; that in so organ-
1zing the object, these structures themselves are changed in
ways which permit a more penetrating coustruction of the
"thing 1n 1tself.” More specifically, these stiuctures oxn
the cognitively primitive seasory-motcs levael refec to the
constitutionally given basis of suchk diffusc forms of be-
havior as sucking and grasping patterns (schemas), Piaget
(1963a) assumes that such schsmas have a built-in disposztion
to repeatedly construct the olject uatil sufficiently con-
solidated or strengthened. Gaven the nature of an average
environment, this intrinsic need for cognitive structures to
exercise themselves sets into motion the basic developmontal
trend. Thus, a variety of different objects are crdinar.ly
available for the consolidstion of the sucking ceflex
(assimilation). However, in sucking each newly encountered
object, the organism changes its behavior in accordance with
the specific aspect of the object (accommodation}, hence a
number of slightly different schemas more specifically attuned
to reality. A suckang schema, which oviginally had & unitary
global character becomes differentiated snto sucking patterns
geared to nipple, thumb, pillow, etec. Since each 1s now a
newly formed schema, the whole cycle of repetition and con-
solidation is again tiiggered, resulting in the 1ncorpocacioun
of a new range of objects. Thus, thece 1s an iuncreasing
differentiation of the original global behavior pattern into
an increasingly complex network of relared schemas (pp. 197-%8).

Here, of course, Feffer 1s discussing Piaget's conception of a schema
as the comstruction of a simple motor act (sucking). In Pisget’s
genetic epistemology, then, a schema 1s "a cognitive structure which
has reference to a class of similar action sequences; these sequences
are strong, bounded totalities in which the constituent behavior
elements are tightly interrelated" (Flavell, 1963, pp. 52-53).

The schema, while referr.ng to a behavioral act in Piaget's dis-
cussion, 1s not limited to the behavior. Instead, as Flavell (1963)
notes, the schema refers to a cognitive structure, a dlSpOSltlon to
carry out the behavior sequence on repeated occasions. The constituent

behavior sequence 1s an organized tetality; the behavioral components



form a strong whole, a recurrent and clearly identiriable patreru.
A schema, hence, 1s a kind of concept or underslying strategy which
subsumes a whole collection of distinct buat similar actiom sequences.
Once constituted, schemas are applied again and again to assim—
1lable aspects of the environment. When aspects of the envirconment
are confronted that cannot bhe assimilated, accommodation occurs with
a concommitantly increasing differentiation of the schewma and recog-
nition of the range of phenomena to which each applies.
The role of schemas in more complex conceptual activities 1s
pointed to by Bartlett (1932) in his summary of a nuuwber of early
learning and problem solving studies. u his discussion of memory he

notes, for example, that "tne practiced 0 usually has =z regular schewa

1
i

with a place for every item, and his memorizing consis.s in placing
the items 1n the schema. Rememberiung the lists ccnsists largely in
finding the items in their places" ( p. 32).

Likewise, Woodworth (1938) describes an experinent by Perriin who
found that subjects trying to trace a stylus maze blindfolded attempted
to discriminate, memorize, and combine the parts. The latter was done
by mental backtracking and anticipation. When the subjects had mastered
the maze, their learning transferred readily to a much smaller, but
1dentical maze, to the same maze rotated 90 or 180 degrees, or to trac-—
ing the maze backwards. The subjects,Woodworth reasoned, had a "visual"
image of the maze and could even "turn i1t around" when the maze was
reversed. While the cues were changed, he says, the objective situation

and the subject's knowledge of that situation were unchanged. The new
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cues from the altered maze gave the old meanings. The schema, hence,
supplied a pattern of expectations which aliowed the maze to be re-
constructed,

The concept of cognitive schemas 1s similarly applied by Woodworth
(1938) an discussing an experiment by Vandervelt concerning the learn-
ing of visual and motor patterns, problem solving and word comrletion
experiments by Claparéde, Duncher, and Selz, and an experimert by
Galli and Zama on recognition of figures. TIu all of these casés the
results suggested toWoodworth that the subject first developed an
overall conception of the task object. This overall conception, or
schema, then guided his completion of the task.

Social Schemas

As stated earlier, the present study is an investigatica of some
of the processec operative in learning social relations existing among
a group of individuals. DeSoto (1960) comments on this learning
process as follows:

Learning a social structure means learning the relations among

a group of people. It 1s a task that usuelly faces a person

when he enters a social group, and it can be quite difficult

as 1ndexed by the information he must assimilate. It 1s a -

reasonable prediction that his assignment of properties of the

relations which form the structure, operating as expectancies

or hypotheses, will facilitate or hinder his learning of the

structure according to their validity (p. 417).

The prediction that a person's expectancies of the relations which form
the structure will affect his learning of those relations was tested

in DeSotc's investigations. DeSoto and Kuethe (1958) had previously

found that subjects systematically attributed mathematical properties
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to interpersonal relatzonships. Given a variety of hypothefical sit-
uations of the form: "If A likes P, how does B feel towards A?," sub-
jects generally attributed the property of symmetry ito relationships

)

such as '"likes" and "confides in" and the properties of asymmetiy and
transitivity to the relationship "nfluences."?

In DeSoto's subsequent study (1960), subjects were called upon %o
learn a social structure in a paired~associates learning task. The
stimuli were pairs of people; for each pair the correci response was
the relationship of the first to the second. The results showed that
the expectancies of subjects were teflected in their rates of learning.

"econfides 1n" were easier to

The symmetric relations of "liking" and
learn in a social structure which was also symmetric; the asymmetric
relationship, "influences," was easier to learn im a trzusivive snd
antisymmetric sociral structure.

The results were interpreted by DeSoto as strongly saprorting the
original hypothesis. DeSoto (1960) concluded:

« « « 1t 18 as 1f the Ss had a theory about the social

structures, a mathematical model for 1t which was very
helpful when the properties corresponded with those of

the social structure. . . such a theory seems most aptly
called a schems, roughly following Bartlett (1932). . . .
(p. 420)

Here the concept "schema' 1s used, just as was discussed previously, fo

represent an indivadual's predisposition to organize information in a

2Symmetry is reciprocity; that is. 1f A likes B, then B likes A.
Transitivity refers to the condition in which 1f A heolds a relation to
B and B holds that relation to C, A also holds that relation to C;
that is, 1£ A influences B and B influences C, then A influences C.



particalay fa<hion. In DeSotc’s ctudies, hence, the degrce of diffa-
calty subjects had i1n learning & given social structure van alfected
by the congruence between the pattrern of relationships expected by
the subhject—his social schrma -~zud the patieir actvally veprecented
in the structure, These resulis suggest rather coavircingly that in
first coming to understand the sel of relatioaships awnisting ameong a
group of pecpie, perceptions are strongly infleencad Ly the social
schemas possessed by the particular perceiver,

Previous resecarch on social schemata that s directly relevant co
the present investigation has been conducted primarily on the schenmas
applied to such transitive antisyametric relatiomns. as
and "dominates” and those applied to such symmeiric relations as "lirves"
and "confides in.” Thas research is summarized in the next few pagas
s0 as to egtabliich the bsgis for considering the specific prosiem whiih

1s the subject of this thesis.

The Lizesr-Urder Schema. The research of DeSoto and bi1s assce-

tes has centered princivally on refining the conception of a coum~
plete, siunple linear-order schema that accomparnies swvch relations as
"donanates." That 1s, dominance-related relat.ons are expected to be
complete Jiuear-orders and are, hence, learned much more readily when
they appear within 2 structurse that i1s cransitive overall and in which
the pair-velziions are antisvmmetric. A number of studies (DeSoto and
Kuethe, 1959; DeSoto, 1960; DeSoto, 1961; Msndler and Cowan, 1962;
Lewit, 1963; London, 1966; Vsn Kreveld and Zajouc, 19663 Henley,

Horsfail, and DeSoto, 1969) have consistently reproduced the finding
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that the linear-order schema has a powerful influence on the rate at
which subjects learn dominance structures. Expecting dominance re-
lations to form a complete, single order with no reciprocal cycles,
subjects have relatively little diffaiculty in learning structures
which correspound to this pattern. Conversely, they demoastratle great
difficulty in learning structures that are not congruent wiith this
expected pattern of relationships.

In their latest writings on the linear-order phenomena, DeSotec
and his coworkers have treated the phenomenon as representing the
functioning of a conceptual "good figure'" in the Gestaltist tradition
(DeSoto and Albrecht, 1968a; DeSoto and Albrecht, 1968b; Henley,
Horsfall, and DeSoto, 1969). Following the lav of piragacnz which holds

that a figuxe will be as complete as conditiong allow, they contend

that an end-anchored, complere linear—-order constitutes the preeminent

fs
N
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good figurs for relations such as dominates. Since one <ogn
total pattern in accordance with the structural propgerties of the good
figure, there 1s a stress towatd the construction of the structure
congruent with the good figure.

While the discussion of the expectation of linear-orders in these
terms doesg clarify some of the specific properties of the ordering
figure, 1t seems to add little to our theoretical understanding of them.
In fact, I would suggest that the concept of schema as discussed earlier
actually provides a preferable theoretical basis for understanding this
phenomenon. Tn particular, as we noted with Feffer (1970) earlrer,

the Gestalt concept, while providing a comparable conceptualization cf



14

the effects of structural factors iu cognition, farls to supply a
means for explaining the development and change of such cognitive
structures. The concept of schema, on the olther hand, provides hoth
the basis for understarding the process by whach perceptual marifolds
are construed and the basis for generating some coaception cof how the
.disposition to organize structures in & certain way develops and
changes. While at this point the disagreement over Jabels may appear
academic and even pedantic, it 1s a peoint to which we return later 1in
consadering the relationship of cognitive complexity tc schemess. For
the present suffice it to say that the extensive investigations of
DeSoto and his colleagues have supplied impressive support for the oper-
ation of a linear-order schema i1n the cognitive organization and
learning of dominance relations.

Coing beyond their own experimental evidence, DeSoto and his
colleagues have argued further that the linear—order schema hos extens-
ive generality in the conduct of ordinary human affzirsz. Wnea faced
with events that deviate from the expected linear partern, Henley,
Horsfall, and DeSoto (1969, p. 198) contend that people will: "1. avosd
seeing cycles [nonlinear-ordered subparts of a structure], distcrt
their perception of them, and minimize the number of cycles perceived;
2, tend te do things to charnge the actual structure so that there are
fewer cycles (preferably none); and 3, suffer cognitive strain, 1f they
are forced to perceive cycles which they are unable to chsnge." Evi-
dence from seveval sources supply evidence in support of these expect-

ations. DeSoto (1961), for example, points out that scientisis have
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expressed puzzlement over the nonlincar nature of the 'pecking order"
of flock birds, not realizing apparently that the pecking is based on
pair-wise dominance rather than on a total dominance hierarchy for
the flock.

Further "real world" manifestations of the presence of the linear-
order schema are observable according to Henley, Horsfall, and DeSoto
(1969) 1in the research on power differentials and status congruency.
Concerning power differentials, they comment (p. 199): "Power daf-
ferentials between persons or groups can derive, . . from different
bases (French and Raven, 1959), and in a large structure can well
create cycles. We would expect people who think about power, including
soci1al scientists, to find undue appeal in conceiving of powei differ-
entials as yielding a ranking." They then proceed to demoastrate that
Just such a conception of power differentials i1s evaident both in the
layman's conception and i1n the stratification thecry of social power
which sees a single hierarchy of power within the community.,

Similar effects of cognizing social stimuli in terms of a linear-
order 1s evident in the research on status congruence. As Jackson
(1962, p. 469) comments, status congruence research focuses on the
degree to which an "indaividusl's rank positions on important societal
status hierarchies are at a comparable level.” Jackson's research has
shown that when an individuval's rank positions on several status hier-
archies are not at a comparable level, status Incongruency results and
is accompanied by psychophysiological stress. Consistent with thas

finding, Whyte (1943) reported iu hie classic study of the Norton
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Street Gang that the group attempted tc make an ordering of bowling
scores consistent with the status ordering. Adams (1353) even round a
direct relationship between status congruency and social performance:
"the subject crews seem to bchave in an i1ncreasing harmonious, trusting,
and cecoperative manner as crew status copgruency increases,"

In summary, then, individuals seem to prefer complete linear-
orders for a wide range of social relations, but especially for domi-
nance-related relationships. Previous research, most notably that of
DeSoto and his co-workers, strongly suggests that the cognitive expect-
ation of a single and complete linear—order for such social relation-
ships guides our perception, learning, and uanderstaading of structures

based on these relationships.

The Balance Schema. While the bulk of social scbema research hac

focused on the linear-order schema, several studies have investigated
other socizl schemata. While much of this work 1s tangential to the
present study (e.g., Kuethe, 1962a; Kuethe, 1962b; Xuethe and Wein-
gartner, 1964; Wunderlich, Youniss, and DeSoto, 1962), some wovk
similar to that of DeSoto and his co-workers has been conducted. Zajonc
and Burnstein (1965a), for example, suggested that the notion of cog-
nitive balance as developed by Header (1946; 1958) presents a schema
for the likes~dislikes relation that is analogous to the linear-order
schema for dominsnce relationships. In 2 series of studies (Zajonc

and Burnstein, 1965a; 1965b) using the paired-associates technigue they
had subjects learn social structures consisting either of twc people

and one issue or twc people and two 1ssues. Six different structures

’
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were learned in the first study and three in the second study. The
subjects were required to learn whether each person liked or disliked
the other and whether each person supported or disapproved the 1ssue(s).
According to Heider's conceptualization some of the structures weire
balanced and some unbalanced.

While the results of both studies showed some eviden.e in support
of the balance principle as an organizing schema, in reporkting the
second study Zajonc ané Burnstein (1965b) concluded that their results
did not give substantial support to the balance hypothesis. Instead
of retaining the notion of schema in explaining their results, Zajonc
and his associates shifted their interpretation to the identification
of the various sources of "cogritive bias'" that affected the rate at
which the structures were learned. In Zajcnc and Burnstein’s {196312)
initial study the results suggested that balanced structures were
easier to learn than unbalanced structures and that pesgitive bords
were easier to learn than negative bonds. The balsace erfect, howsier,
was not great as i1t was evident only when there was an important issue.
When the issue that constituted the object of orientaticn was unim-
portant there was a slight reversal of the balance effect. In their
second study Zajonc and Burnstein (1965b) reconfirmed the effect of
balance and positivity and further suggested that recipiocity (1.e.,
symmetry), sign of the semicycle, length of the semicycle, the subject's
own attitude toward the issue, and the preference for Interpersonal
relations over attitudinal relations also constituted sources of cog-

nitive bias affecting learning rates. In subsequent studies (Zajonc



18

and Sherman, 1967; Burnstein, 1267; Rubin and Zajonec, 1969) the con-
cept of cognitive bias was maintained with several additional sources
identified: minimal change, "friendliness" ("A lakes B" implies "A
likes C"), and "popularity" ("B likes A" implies "C likes A"). OF
greatest interest 1s the fact that in these lasil expcrimenis the
effects of balance were not evident; no effect’ of structural balance
on rate of learning was found by either Zajonc and Sherman (1967) cx
Rubin and Zajonc (1969).

In discussing the absence of any sagnificant effect for structural
balance in their paired-associates learning study, Zajonc and Sherman
(1967) noted that the result was not in tocal disagreement with previcus
results because "incontrovertible evidence which favors the balsuce
principle has yet to be produced" (p. 648).

For this assessment to be accepted, stress must be placed on the

term incontrovertible. Although there have aiwvreys been some impnrieant

discrepancies, 2 number of studies have shown that interpevsonal
relationships tend toward balance, both phencmenologically and in
fact (for extensive discussions of this research see Newcomb, 1968;
Zajonc, 1968; Insko, 1967; and Keisler, Collins, arnd Miller, 1969),
We have already noted the finding of DeSoto and Kuethe (1959) that
liking pair-relations were expected to be symmetrric., This pair-wise
manifestation of the prefecence for balanced states has also been
demonstrated to exist in three-entity social structures analogous to
those originally suggested by Heider. Jordan (1953}, for exanmple,

had subjects rate hypothetical social situaticas on & pleasant~
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uinpleasant dimension. While deviatlné from Heider's predictions in
some instances, the results in general supported the balance hypothesis.
Other studies in which hypothetical social stiuctures were rated for
their pleasantness have also provided general support for balance
theory (Morsissette, 1958; Price, Harburg, and McLeod, 1965; Price,
Harburg, and Newcomb, 1966, Rodrigues, 1965, 1966, 1967; Crockett, 1969).
Similarly, studies 1n wh.ch the subject wes asked to predict = missing
bond (Morrissette, 1958; Shrader and Lewit, 1962), or to indicate which
of the relations given he would most like to see changed (Rodrigues,
1966, 1967) give general, but not unequivocal support to Header's
hypothesis.,

In addition to these studies that have zhown a preference for
balanced states in hypothetical situations, a number of studies have
tested balance theoiy in actual interpersonal relationships. Horowitz,
Lyons, and Perlmutter (1951), for instance, had individisls zn & dic-~
cussion group evaluate the action of one of the members. They found,
consistent with balance theory, that the actions were evaluated favor-
ably or unfavorably depending upon whether the other person was liked
by the evaluator. Festinger and Hutte (1954) similatly found that sub-
jects reported feeling unstable about their relationships in a group
when they were led to believe that people they liked disliked each
other. Using sociometric techniques, Kogan and Tagiuri (1958) found
a strong tendency towards balanced interpersonal relationships among
five groups of Navy men; they also found that the subject's perceived

an even higher degree of balance than actually existed. Consistent
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results in support of the operation of pressures toward balance in
actual social situations are reported by Davol (1%5%), Sampson and
Insko (1964), and Burdick and Burnes (1958).

These studies, taken together, have shown that people tend to
represent interpersonal relstionships In balaaced configurations and
that social structures do zn point of fact tend toward balanced organ-
izations. They suggest further that in learning social structutes
based on the likes-dislikes relation, subjects ought tec rely on a
balance schema somewhat analogous to the linear-order schema. If this
1s so, however, the question arises as to why Zajonec and his associates
found such small evidence of a balance schema in affecting the rates
at which their social structures were learrned. The answer probably
lies, as Newcomb (1%68) has suggested, in the fact that the experimental
procedure i1n the Zajonc ease~of-learning studies led subjects to intro-
duce hypotheses and cue-searching related to single reclations or
relation-pairs rather than to entire structures. Without being told
the nature of his task, each subject was called on to learn several
social structures at once. "It seems quite unlikely that the subjects
would apply a superordinate organizing schema when they did not know
they were learning the relations comprising social structures.

This conclusion regarcding the Zajonc studies 1is bormne out by che
results of two recent studies which employed the paired-associated
paradigm but avoided some of Zajonc's methodological problems. DeSoto,
Henley, and London's (1968) investigation of the grouping schema--the

expectation that there will be positive relations within groups and
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negative relations or no relations between groups——produced very sig-
nificant evidence in support of the proposition that an expectation
of balance operates in such a way as to direct the Jesrning of social
structures., The same conclusion was reached by Pfess, Crockeit, and
Rosenkrantz (1969),

Since this study of Press, Crockett, and Rosenkisniz is the direct
precursor to the present investigation, it merits extended consideration.
In their study, Press, Crockett, and Rosenkrantz cleorly told their
subjects that they were to learn the twelve relations comprising a
four-person social group; each subject learned only one structure. Ag
expected, a balanced structure incurred significantly fewer errors than
two unbalanced structures. Of even greater interest, however, was the
discovery that subjects Jow 1n cognitive complexity, as defincd eariie:
in this chapter, made significantly fewer errors in learning the bal-
anced structure than those subjects high in complex1ty.3, Afrer che
initial trzals the low complexity subjects also showed relatively
little daifficulty 1n learning an unbalanced structure which was organ-
1zed according to a simple principle--one person liked and was liked
by everyone, while all the other relations were negative. High com-
plexity subjects, on the other hand, demonstrated significantly less
difficultly in learning the relations comprising a highly unbalanced

structure that could not be understood by any simple rule. These

3Although using a different measure of cognitive complexity, Scott
(1963) also found that low complexity subjects showed a greater pref-
erence for balanced states. When asked to make groupings of twenty
natzons, his low complexity subjects were much more likely than high
complexity subjects Lo produce groupings that correlated with their
evaluation of the nations.



results led Press, Crockett, and Rosenkrantz to conclude (1) that the
balance principle operates as a simple social schema for the liles-
dislikes relation end (2) that subjects low in cognitive complexity
rely more heavily on this schema than do high complexity subjects.

The further finding that low complexity subjects were able to make ase
of an alternative simple orgauilzing principle further suggests chat
low complexity individuals in general rely on simple social cchenas

in organizing ana undarstanding their interpersonal world. As the
earlier discussion of construct systems and cognitive complezity sug-
gested, individuals possessing more highly differentiated and articu=-
lated systems of 1vterpersonal constructs are able to deal wiih social
stimuly via more complicated, more highly developec, precesses. Appar-
ently, such cognitively complex individuals also possess mere compliex
and/or more differentiated sccial schemes for organizing groupings

of interpeiconal relationships. A more extensaive investigatzon vl

thxs possibaility 1s the focus of the present study.

The Pxoblem and Hypoiheses

As the previovs discussion has suggested, the present study was
an investigation of the role of social schemas in affecting the rate
at which individuals learn sociral structures., Most previous investi-
gations of social schemas have been limited in two major respects:
(1) they have examined schemas singly and (2) except for Press,
Crockett, and Rosenkrantz, they have failed to consicer the differ-

ential reliance on schemas by subjects differ:ng along some importent
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dimension which hes been shown to affect social perception. The present
study attempted to overcome these limitetions by secking a design which

would allow extensive comparisons boch between schemos and betweea

PR

diffqrent subjects' reliance on the schema. Accordingly, a facterial
design was emplo&ed. The design, described im detail ip Chepter 11,
factorialized four social structures, the likes and dominance rvelatiens,
complex and noncomplex subjects, and multiple palred-associates
learning trials,

The four social structures employed in the study are depxcted in
Figure 1. Each of the structures consisted of four people and the
relationships between them. Each structure was presented with both
the likes—dislikes and dominates-is dominated by relatzons. The
structures differed systematically both in their degree of balance as
defined by Heider (19463 1958) and mathematized by Cartwright and llarary
(1956) and an their degree of linearity as defined by DeSote (1960;
1961) and mathematized by Henley, Horsfsll and DeSoto (1969). An
inspectlan of the diagrams in Figure 1 will reveal that in Structure
1, the balanced structure, all relations weire symmetrical and trans-
1tive} in Structure 2, the complete linear-order, all relations were
antisymmetrical and transitive; in Structure 3, the partsally-balanced
structure, relations were symmetrical but not transitive; and in
Structure 4, the sem1-ordered structure, relations were antisymmetrical
but not transitive. Thus, 1{ the assessment of social schemas that was

presented earlier is accurate, Structures 1 and 2 '"matched" the likes
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and dominance relation, respectively, Structures 3 and 4 matched
neither relation exactly, though they more nearly approximated the
like and dominance relation, respectively. The order of the structures
according to their degree of balance 1s 1, 3, 4, 2 and according to
their degree of linearaty 2, &4, 3, 1.

In the experiment conducted, 1t was hypothesized that the dif-
ficulty of learning the social structure would be & function of its
degree of balance under the likes relation and a function of ats
degree of linearity under the dominance relation. In particular 1t
was hypothesized that Structures 1 and 3 would he easier to learn
under the likes relation and that Structures 2 and 4 would be easier
to learn under the dominance relatiomn.

The second major focus of the present investigation, 1t witll be
recalled, was 1n finding individual differences in the schemata that
subjects used in learning these structures. This question was 1in-
vestigated by assigning subjects who differed with respect to degree
of cognitive complexity as operationalized by Crockett (1965). As was
noted earlier, subjects differing 1n degree of cognitive differentiation
were found by Press, Crockett, and Rosenkrantz (1969) to differ in
their reliance on the balance hypothesis in learning social structures.
To replicate and further generalize this finding. it was hypothesized
that cognitively noncomplex subjects would make saignificantly fewer
errors than complex subjects in learning the balanced structure (Structure

1) under likes and the linear-ordered structure (Structure 2) under
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dominance. Further, it was hypcthesized that complex subjects would
experience significantly less difficulty in learning the remaining
configurations, all of which weie unbalanced under likes and nonlinear-
ordered under dominance.

Since the design used some siructures with antisymmetric re-
latzons among members and other structures with symmetric relations,
a direct examination of the relative strength of the balance as againct
the linear-order schema was possibla. Although ne dlrectloﬁal pre-
diction was made 1in advance, it was recognized that this cowparison

could potentially allow some definitive statements concerning the

relative strengths of the two schemsas. l

Summary

Withain the general framework provided by a coputructivist approach
to social perception, this study used a paired-associates learning
paradigm in investigating the ease with which subjects leara the sct
of relationships comprising social structures based on either the
likes~dislikes or the dominances-is dominated by relations. Previous
research had 1indicated that individuals expect structures based on the
dominance relation to be a complete linear—order and structures based
on the likes relation to be organized according to the balance princ-
1ple. On the proposition that these\expectatlons on the part of sub-
jects would function as a schema that predisposes them to organize
the relationships in a certawin way, 1t was hypothesized that the dif-
ficulty the subjects had in learning a given social structure would be

a function of 1ts degree of linearity under the dominance relatzon and



27

its degree of balance under the likes reiation. It was furthetc
hypothesized that subjects differing in cognitive complexity would
display different sbilities in dealing with structures that ditfered
in degree of linearity or degree of balance. Thus, it was expected
that noncomplex subjects would excel over complex subjects 1n learning
the linear-ordered dominance sznd balanced likes confaigurations and ihe
complex subjects would excel over the noncomplex subjects in learning

the nonlinear and unbalanced configurations.



CHAPTER Il: PROCEDURES

This chapter prasents the basic procedures and methods followed
in executing the experiment. The study was conducted as a 2 x 2 x 4
x 4 factorial design, The first three factors were bhetween—subject
factors: Complexity (complex vs. noncomplex subjects), Relation
(likes-dislikes vs. dominates—is dominated by), and Structure (s=e
Figure 1 for a description of the four social structures used). The
fourth factor, trials, was a within~subject factor; each subject was
given four trials to learn the relationships comprising one of the
soclal structures.

The specific methods used in implementing Lhis basic design are
discussed below under three headings: (1) seiection of subjects., (2)

experimental task and procedure, and (3) suumarvy of data analysis.

Selection of the Subjects

The subjects 1u this study were 21l students enrclled 1n one of
fourteen Fundsmentals of Speech Communication classes at the University
of Kansas. This class 1s required of most students enrolled at the
University and 1g generally taken during the Freshman year. Except
in special cases studencs are assigaed to the class on a random basis.
All of the subjects participated voluntarily in two class sessions

spaced about six weeks apart during October and November, 1969. All
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tasks were completed during these twe sessions.
During the 1initial sesszon, 295 subjects completed a modifaed
version of the Role Category Questionnaire (Crockett, 1965). In

this questionmaire the subjects described four peers, two males and

“

two females, one liked and one disliked within each sex. Subject
were 1nstructed to pay particular attention to each individual’s
habits, beliefs, ways of treating others, mannerisms, and similar
attributes (see Appendix A for a copy of the Role Ca.egory Question-
naire). Five minutes weie allowed for each such description.
Responses to the Role Category Questionnaire were later scored
for the number of constructs the subject generated on these four
descrlptlons,& This score, the total number of interpersonal coa-
structs used in the four descriptioms, comnstituted the measure of
cognitive complexity (differentiation). Separate rankings of these
scores were ebtained for male and female subjects. These arrays were
then divided at the median into those relatively high and those rel-
atively low in complexity (mdn = 27 for males; mdn = 35 for females).

Eighteen subjects above and eighteen below these medians were assigned

4Flfty 2f the Role Category Questionnaires were scored by both the
experiventer and another researcher trained 1in scoring the guestion-—
naire. The correlation between these two scorings was r = .93,
Twenty-five of the questionnaires were scored twice, several months
apart, by the experimenters for test-retest reliability, yielding a
coefficient of r = ,96."'
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randomly to each of the eight trearmemts,s Care was taken to place

approximaiely an equal number of males and females 1n each cell.

Experimental Task and Prccedure

During the second session the subjects performed a paired assoc-
iates learning task i1a which the stimuli were pairs of peuple end
the relation between them. The correct response was then the recall
of the relationship of the fiist to the second. The basic procedure
was similar to that employed by DeSoto, Henley, 2nd London (1968).
Nine page booklets were prepared for each condition, consisting of
a cover sheet and four identical presentations of an information
and response sheet (see Appendix B). The cover sheet, which was
read aloud by the experimenter, stated that subjects were to
learn the relationships that held within a group of four people.

The information sheet contained the twelve pairs of nawmes and the
correct relationship between each pair (e.g., '"B1l1 likes John" or

"Dave is dominated by Stan'). The names were presented in random

5To give some assurance that the differences attributed to
complexity were not the result of some more general intellectual
difference in the complex and noncomplex subjects, a comparison was
made on the cumulative grade point average of the members of the two
groups. Due to the confidential nature of siudent files at tne Uni-
versity of Kaasas these were the best index of intelligence available,
While not a direct assessment of intelligence, these scores do provide
a rather clear index of the subjects' intellectual performance. Since
complexity has not been found to correlate with inteclligence in the
past (Rosenkrantz, 1962; Press, 1967), not surprisingly the mean cum~
ulative grade point averages were essentially the same for the two
groups: complex = 1.61 and noncomplex = 1.52,
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order except that care was taken 10 see that the two pairs based on
the same names (e.g., John and Dave and Dave and John) did not follow
each other. The response sheet contained the twelve name peirs in a
different order and the subject circled the appropriate relat.om
(e.g., B111 . . . likes, dislikes . . . John).

This learning experiment was administered as a paper-and-pencil
timed learning task. On each of four trials, subjects siudied the
relations on the information sheet for one minute and then turned the
page and spent 1 1/2 minutes circling the appropiiate relation between
each pair of names. The dependent variable was the number of errors

per traial; scores could vary between zero and twelve on each trial.

Summary of the Data Analysas

0f thce original 295 subjects, thirty-six vere lost due 10 abseni-
eeism during the second session. This left 259 subjects who comploted
the learning experiment., While maintaining the approsimate balance
between males and females in each cell (eight males and seven females
or eight females and seven males), nineteen subjects were randomly
discarded from the appropriate cells to leave an equal number in each
cell (n = 15). Thus 240 subjects were included in the data analysis.
The basic analysis employed was an analysis of variance with three
between group factors (Complexity, Relation, and Structure) and one
within-subject factor (Trials), with a trend analysis on this factor. -

In addition to this basic analysis, several subanalyses were
undertaken to clarify issues relating to specific questions. Farst,
to examine the differences between complex and non-complex subjects,

comparisons using the Newman-Kuels method were executed for each traial.



Second, comparisons werc carried out between the number of errorz made
under the balance and dominance schemas in their matched and mis-
matched configurations ain Structures I and I1l, Third, a repeated-
measures analysis cof variance was made on the numbetr of exrors
occurring in relationship pairs involved in balanced and umbalanced

or transitive and non-transitive triplets in Structures TIL and IV.

This analysis 1s explained 1n detail vhen it 1is presented.



CHAPTER 1TI: RESULIS

This chapter presents the resulrs of the expecriment, The mean
number of errois made by subjects 1n each experimental condition 18
presented in Table 1, and the summary of the trend analysis upon the
scores on which chese means are based i1s presented in Table 2. The
results produced in this analysis, along with the subanalyses, will
te discussed relative to the two major questions being invastigated:®
(1) the effect of schemas op the ratz2 of learning and (Z) the effect

of cogn.tive complexity on the rate of learning.

Effect of Schemas on Pate of Learnirg

The Major Effect of Schemas

Aa Table 2 chows, the Structure x Relation interartion, which
indicates the elfect of schemss upon ease of learnirg, was signif-—
icant beyend the .00l level, An examination of the means summarized
in Table 1 shows very clearly the magnitude of the match or mismatch
between struntuce and rvelation regardless of the level of complexaty
of subjects. For Structures 1 and 2, especially, learning entailed
many fewer errcrs with thc appropriate relation than with the inap-
propriafe one (Figure 2). TFewest errcrs were made under the likes
relation on Structure 1, the balanced structure, while the fewest

errovs under the dom:uance relation were made on Structure 2, the



Table 1. Mean Number of Errors per Trial for Complex and Noncomplex Subjeccs Learning
Structures under the Liking or Dominance Relation,

Structure 1 (Balanced) Structure 2 (Cemplete Order)

Relation Likes Dominates Likes Dominates

Trial

Complex Ss 3.9/2.3;1.11.1} 7.8/ 5.8:4.1{3,2°5,1/3,2{2.0{1.7/ 3.2/ 1.2]0.31iC.1

Noncomplex Ss | 2.2{1.3|1.2}1.0{7.4/5,2}5.915,3{4.413,112.9/2.0{2.9/2.041.1i0.5

J

Structure 3 (Partly Balanced) Structure 4 (Semi-Ordered)

Relation Likes Dominatos Likes Dominates
i ' i i T
Trial 1234123§L}_;2§3 41112134
{
1 b : - e
i |
Complex Ss 5.6{3.2{1.7/0.9] 5.9/ 6.2 zméa.l 6.213.9]2.6/1.3/5.8|3.7 12.7| 2.4
‘ ]
- e L '
don 1 AR ]
Noncomplex Ss 6.1:3.912.7 1'/i6'7 0.336g0i5°3 4.714.313.8t2.7 6.315,014.212.3
i
|
{ H A A { i

143
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Table 2. Summary Analysis of Variance with Trend on Number of Errors
by Subjects an all Experimentsl Conditions

Source SS df MS F P
Total 8085.98 959 8.43
Between 4684 .98 239 19.60
Complexity (C) 49,50 1 49,50 4,36 .05
Relation (R) 352.84 1 352.84 31.11 .001
Structure (8) 643.63 3 214.54 18.91 001
C xR 11.27 1 11.27 .99
Cx 8 23.97 3 7.99 70
Rx S 1044 ,77 3 328.25 30.70 001
CxRzxsSs 18.14 3 6.04 .53
Pooled I 2540,87 224 11.34
Within 3401.00 720 4,72
Trials (T) 1294.00 3 431.33 155.41 .001
Linear 1248.48 1 1248.48 449,82 .001
Quadratic 41,67 1 41.66  15.01 .00l
Residual 3.85 1 3.85 1.39
CxT 59.05 3 19.68 7.09 .001
Linear 41.44 1 41,44 14.93 .001
Quadratic 7.70 ] 7.70 2.78
Residual 9.90 1 9.90 3.57
RxT 14,38 3 4.79 1.73
Linear 9.54 1 9.54 3.44
Quadratic 4.54 1 4.54 1.63
Residual .30 1 .30 A1
SxT 38.49 9 4,28 1.54
Linear 28.21 3 9.40 3.39 .025
Quadrattic 6.61 3 2.20 .79
Residual 3.67 3 1.22 A
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Table 2 (Continued)

Source SS df MS 13 P
CxRxT 1.15 3 .38 .14
Linear .48 1 48 A7
Quadratic .02 1 .02 QL
Residual .65 1 .65 -
CxSxT 26,55 9 2.95 1.06
Linear 17.72 3 5.91 2,13
Quadratac 6.14 3 2.05 T4
Resadual 2.68 3 .89 32
RxS8SxT 82.21 g 2.13 3.29 .001
Linear 67.00 3 22.33 8.05 001
Quadratic 10.50 3 3.50 1.26
Residual 4.70 3 1.57 .56
CxRxSxT 20.04 9 2,23 .80
Linear 10.46 3 3.49 1.26
Quadratic 5.69 3 1.90 .68
Residual 3.89 3 1.30 A7

Pocled I £ T 1865.13 672 2.78
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linear ordered structure. Figure 3 makes this interaction of structure
and relation abundantly clear for Structures 1 aud 2.

Figures 2 and 3 also show the effect of the balance schema in ihe
learning of Structure 3, where all relations were symmetric but the
structure was unbalanced. In this structure, as expected, fewer errors
were made under the liking relation than under the dominence relatiom,
especially on trials 2 through 4. Note, however, that in Structure 4--
where all relations between members were anti~symmetrical but & com-
plete order was not present--there were no fewer errors made under the
dominance relation than under likang.

The trend analysis also showed significant interactions of structure
and relation with the within-subject factor, trials. As can be seen in
Figure 2, the significant Relation x Structure x Trials interaction
reflects the fact that the rate of improvement across trials under the
likes relation was much greater in 1ts mismatched configurations
(Structures 2 and 4) than was the rate of improvement under the domi-
nance relacion in 1ts mismatched configurations (Structures Ll and 3).

Compariscn of the Balance and Linear-Order Schemas

The design employed in this study allowed a direct comparison of
the number of errors made under the linear-order and balance schemas
as they operated in affecting the learning of Structures 1 and 2. When
the structure and relation matched (Structure 1 under likes; Structure
2 under dominates), fewer errors were made under the dominance ihan

under the balamnce schema--an average of 2.83 wversus 3.52 errors per
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FIGURE 3  INTERACTION OF STRUCTURE
AND RELATION
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trial. A comparison between these two means approached significance
at the .10 level (t = 1.83, 28 ¢f, two-tail).

The greater effect of the ordering schema 1s further indicated
in the fact that when the relation did not match these two structures
(Structure 1 under domlnates; Structure 2 under likes) many more errors
were made under the dominance relation. Across the four trials an av-
erage of 5.59 errors per trial were made on Structure 1 under the dom-
inance relation, while an average of only 3.05 errors were produced in
learning Structure 2 under the likes relation. This differcnce was
significant by comparison at the .00l level (t = 6.72, 28 df, two-tail).
Thus the dominance relation incurs non-significantly fewer errors in
a matched configuration and significantly more in a mismatched cne.

In addition to these comparisons of Structures 1 and 2, the nature
of Structures 3 and 4 allowed a subanalysis bearing directly on the
question of whether or not subjects actually apply an organizing schema
in attempting to learn the set of relations comprising the total
structure. Structure 3, 1t will be recalled, was a partially balanced
structure composed of symmetrical, but not completely tramsitive,
relations. A referral to Figure 1 will reveal that both triplets in
which the pair CD 1s involved (i.e., ACD and BCD) are balanced. On
the other hand, both triplets in which the pair AB is involved, (ABC
and ABD) are unbalanced. The other four pairs, AC, AD, BC, and BD,
are each involved in one balanced and one unbalanced triplet. Sumilarly

for Structure 4, i1n which the relations were anti-symmetrical but not
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completely transitive, the pair AB is included 1n two linear-ordered
triplets, (ABC and ABD) the paiir CD in two non-linear ordered tciplets
(ACD and BCD), and the othei four pairs (AG, AD, BC, BD) in one linear-
ordered and one non-linear-ordered triplet. If subjects are bringing
a schema to bear that 1s appropriate to the given relation, fewer
errors should be made on the pair invelved in two traiplets whach fit
the schema, while more eriors should be made on the pair involved 1in
two traplets which violate the schema. The numbetr of errors made on
the mixed pairs should fall somewhere in between.

To test this effect separate comparisons were made on each of the
four relation and structure combinations for Structures 3 and &. A 2
x 3 analysis of variance with repeated measures on the second factor

was utilized., The first factor was cognitive complexity, and the secend

n

was the relationship between pairs on which errors were made. These
relation~pairs were divided, as described above, into those involved in
two balanced or linear-ordered triplets, those 1involved in two unbalanced
or noo-linear-ordered triplets, and those involved i1m mixed triplets.
The dependent variable was the number of errors made on the relation~
pairr, summed across the four learning trials. The sum of the four
relation~paics involved in mixed triplets was divided by four to make
,

it comparable to the other two types of relation-pairs.

Table 3 shows clearly that for Structure 3 under the like relation
the feweet errors were made on the CD pair which was included in two

balanced triplets, especially for noncomplex subjects, and the most made

on the AB pair which was in two unbalanced triplets. The difference
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among relations in balanced, partially balanced and unbalanced triplets
was significant at p <:.05 (Tabie 5). As would be expected, comparison
of the same sets of pairs in Structure 3 when learned under the domi-
nance relations revealed no systematic difference among means, except
for the effect of cognitive complexity.

Similarly, Table 4 shows that under the dominance relation for
Structure 4 fewer errors were made on the AB relations, the paLr in-
volved in two linear-ordered triplets. More importantly, by far the
most errors were made on the CD relation which were involved in non-
linear-ordered triplets. There were no comparable differences evident

for Structure 4 under the likes relation.

Effect of Complexity on the Rate of Learming

The trend analysis revealed a significant main effect of <omplex-
ity (.05) and a significant Complexity x Trials intevaction (.001).
The linear trend of this interaction was significant beyond the .00L
level.

Examination of Table 1 will help in understanding these results.
Farst, the overall significant effect for complexity 1s indicative of
the fact that complex subjects consistently made fewer errors across
the four trials than did low complexity subjects. Even in those cases
where noncomplex subjects performed better on 1initial trials, complex
subjects were doing as well or better on the later trials.

It is this same performance by complex and noncomplex subjects

that produced the very significant Complexity x Trials interaction.
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Table 3. Mean Number c¢f Hrrors Made over Four Trials on Relation
Pairs in Balanced, Unbalanced, and Mixed Triplets for

Structure 3 ander the Likes Relation.

Types of Triplets Balanced Maxed Unbalanced
Complex Ss 1.7 1.9 2.7
Noncomplex Ss 1.7 2.4 2.9
Overall Mean 1.7 2.1 2.8

Table 4. Mean Number of Errors Made over Four Tiials on Relation
Pajrs i1n Transitive, Intransitive, and Mixed Traplets
for Structure 4 under the Dominance Relatzon.

Types of Triplets Transitive Mixed Int_rans::ltlveI
Complex Ss 2.2 2.3 3.6
Noncomplex Ss 2.3 2.9 4.0
Overall Mean 2,2 2.5 3.8
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Table 5. Summary Analysis of Variance for Errors Made on Relation
Pairs 1in Balanced, Mixed, or Unbalanced Truplets for
Structure 3 under the Likes Relation
Source SS daf MS F P
Total 235.82 89
Between 69.92 29
Complexity (C) 1.41 1 1.41 Z1
Error 68.51 28 2.45
Within 165.90 60
Balagce (B) 18.39 2 9.20 3.51 .05
BxC 1.02 2 .51 <1
Error 146,42 56 2.62
Table 6. Summary Analysis of Variance for Errors Made on Relation
Pairs 1n Transitive, Mixed, or Intramsitive Triplets fox
Structure 4 under the Dominance Rzlatzon
Source SS df MS F P
Total 224,40 89
Between 62.73 29
Complexity (C) 8.96 1 8.96 4,66 .05
Error 53.78 28 1.92
Within 161.67 60
Transitivity (T) 48.50 2 24,25 12.24 .001
TxC 2,04 2 1.01 <:1
Exror 110.96 56 1.98
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Figure 4 shows that when structure and relation matcaned, espec-
ially for the 1liking relation in Structure 1, noncomplex subjects
made fewer errors initrally than did complex subjects. On the other
hand, when structure and relation were mismatched, though complex and
noncomplex subjects made approximately equal numbers of errcrs init-
1ally, the rate of improvement on later trials was much greateir for
complex subjects.

The difrerence between complex and noncomplex subjects on Structure
1 under the likes relation was significant at the .01 level by the
Newman-Kuels test on the first trial, but had d.sappeared by the third
and fourth trials. Noncomplex subjects also performed slightly better
on the initial trial of Structure 2 under the dominance relatiou, bat
the complex subjects outperformed the noncomplex subjects on the second
and succeeding trials. The differences between complex and noncomplex
subjects, however, did not reach significance fnr any of the trials.

When relation and structure were mismatchcd, esvecially for the
dominance relation in Structure 1 and for both relatiocns in Structure
3 and 4, complex and noncomplex subjects made approximately the same
number of errors on the initial trial, but the rate of improvement
was consistently faster for the complex subjects. These differences
between complex and non-complex subjects were significant by the
Newman--Kuels test at the .0l level on Structure 1 under the dominance
relation on trials three and four, and at the .05 level for Structure

3 under the dominance relation on trials three and four and for
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FIGURE 4 MEAN NUMBER OF ERRCPRS OF COMPLEX
AND NONCOMPLEX SUBJECTS
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Structure 4 under the likes relation on trials thiee and four and

under the dominance relatiown on trials two and three.



CHAPTER IV: DISCUSSION

The results summarized in the last chapter are discussed below
relative to the two major objects of investigation: (1) the effect
of schemas cn the rate of Jearning and {(2) the effect of complexity
on the rate of learning. In a finsl section some implications for

further research are suggested,

The Effect of Schemas on the Rate of Learning

The results producad by the investagotion provide impressive evi-
dence in suppotrt of the expected role of cognitive schemas zn social
perception. Indeed, the utilization of organizing schemas 1a cozn-
structing the pattern of a social structure seems unequivecally indi-
cated in the fact that errors were patterned across pair relations
according to their congruence with the schema appropiiate to a partic—
ular relatioun. While this and other results are discussed in detail
later, the minimum conclusion suggested i1s that when a subject is
called upon to learn the relationships holding within a group, he is
guided, at least in part, by his schema or expectation of the overell
organization of the set of relations. Apparently for the liking and
dominance relactions, a notion of the total patterning of such relation-
ships 1s learned early and carried over as a cognitive map or schema

which then directs and guides the learning of social structures based



on that relation.

The Balance Schemna -

The results in this study strongly suggest that the schema for
the liking relation 1s based, at least in part, on the notion of
balance as developed by Heider (1946; 1958). That 1s, when farst
learning the likes relations among the members of a group, an indi-
vidual expects those relations to follow the balance principle. Fence,
until he clearly learns otherwise, 1in constructing the total structure
of the group relations he relies on the balance hypothesis as an
organizing construct.

This conclusion is indicated by several results. TFirsi, and most
persuasively, the fact that many more errors were made on the relztion
pair involved in two unbalanced triplets of Structure 3 indicales cleaily
that the subjects were attempting to construct the completed structure
congruent with the balance schema. It 1s extremely difficult to
explain this result in any other way. First, since both the relaticns
in the unbalanced triplets are positive (while the relations for the
pair in the balanced triplets are negative), the result cannot be
explained by appealing to the biasing source of positivity evident in
several previous studies (Zajonc and Burnstein, 1965a; Zajonc and
Burnstein, 1965b, Zajonc and Sherman, 1967; Rodrigues, 1968; Crockett,
1969; Rubin and Zajonc, 1969, Press, Crockett, and Rosenkrantz, 1969).
Indeed the result indicates that in this study the balance schema was
so strong as to overcome the cognitive bias resulting from the fact

that positive relations are more easily learned than negative relations.



Further, the structural properties of transitiviiy and symmetry exist
concretely in the structure and are identical for Structure 3 under
both the likes and dominance relations. The errors, however, are
patterned according to the balamce principle only for the likes re-
lation. There was no similar pattern to the errors when Structure 3
was learned under the dominance relation; an approximately equal number
of errcrs were made on all the relation pairs. Balance 1s an abstract
quality and, as Press, Crockett, and Rosenkrantz (196%) note, "a
subject's adoption of the balance hypothesis must grow cut of his own
social experience, not out of the concrete relations i1n a particular
structure" (p. 550). The balance principle thus functions as an organ-
1zing construct or perceptual pattern which provides one with an upnder-
standing of his social world. It is, in short, a schema.

The role of the balance schema, specifically shown in the pattern
of errors produced in learning Structure 3, 1s evidenced 1imn a wotre
general fashion 1n the overall Structure x Relation inceraction. This
result shows just as conclusively the effect of the match or mismacch
of relation and structure for the likes relation. Structure 1, the
balanced structure, incurred by far the fewest errors. However, the
next fewest number of errors were made under the liking relation on
Structure_2, the compleiely unbalanced structure, rather than on
Structure 3, the partially balanced structure. This seeming paradox
supplies evidence concerning when the balance schema 1s applied and

when 1t is abandoned. Apparently the partial confirmation of the
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balance hypothesis in Structure 3--in the fact that all relat.ions
between palrs were symmetrical--caused the subjects, especially non-
complex ones, to cling to the balance schema even when 1t did not fit
the overall structure. When the hypothesis was disconfirmed at the
level of pair relations, as 1n Structures 2 and 4, the balance principle
was rather quickly abandoned and some other organizing principle was
sought. Support for this interpretation i1s supplied both by the
analysis of the error-pattern for Structure 3 as discussed zbove and
in the nonlinear learning curve for Structure 2 under the likes
relation.

Taken together, then, these results supply strong support for
the expectation, as stated in Chapter I, that the balance principle
functions as a schema affecting the learning of structures based on
the likes relation. This strong evidence for the effect of structural
balance extends the similar results reported by Press, Crockett, and
Rosenkrantz (1969). Their results and those of this study are in
basic conflict with the results reported by Zajonc and his associates
(Zajonc and Burnstein, 1965b; Zajonc and Sherman, 1967; Rubain and
Zajonc, 1969) indicating very little evidence of the effect of balance
in learning social structures. Press, Crockett, and Rosenkrantz (1969)
have already discussed some of the possible reasons for the differences
in results; however, they deserve repetition and extension here.

First, and probably most important, the subjects' tasks weie quite

different 1n the two sets of experiments. Subjects in the studies of
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Zajonc and his associates received several structures—-—as many as
eight--during a single learning trial. Furthermore, the subjects

were told only that they were to learn pair relations; they were not
told that they were learning social structures. By contrast, subjects
in the present experiment were presented with cnly one social structure
and were clearly instructed to learn the relations holding among the
members of a group. If, as has been suggested, the balance principle

constitutes a schema of social structures, it seems likely thar the

schema would be much more readily applied in this study than in those
of Zajonc and his associates.

Second, the structures used by Zajonc and his associates included,
along with likes-dislikes relation, attitudes toward sccisl issues
and/or the don't know relation. Germane to the first of these dif-
ferences is the finding of Crockett (1969) that when subjects rate
social situations on an uneasy-pleasant dimension the balance princ-
iple accounts for much greater variance in structures involving only
people than in structures involving both people and 1issues. If this
difference carries over from the pleasantness to the expectation
dimension, 1t suggests at least the possibility that the balance
schema would be applied more readily in the present study where all
elements 1n the configuration were people. A similar difference could
also have been produced via the inclusion of the don't know relation
since, as T have argued earlier, the balance schema seems uniquely

utilized in learuing structures based on the likes relation.
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Finally, as Press, (rockett, and Rosenkrantz (1969) argue, the
difference i1n the two sets of experiments could be attributable to
differences in subject selection since (as 1e discussed below) cog-
nitively noncomplex subjects are more pronme to apply the balance
schema. Subjects in the present study were not self-selected, while
those of Zajonc and his associates were self-selected paid voluuteers.
It is possible that the self-selected subjects were cognitively complex
and, hence, less likely to rely on the balance schena.

In summary, then, the results in the present study provide sub-
stantial support for the proposition that a conception of structural
balance functions as an organizing schema which effects the rate at
which the relations comprising a social structure are learned. The
difference in the results of this study and others which have failed
to find a similar effect seem adequately attributable to methodological
differences.,

The Linear-Order Schema

Just as the results suggest the appropriateness of talking about

a 'balance schema,"

so they reflect the operation of a single linear-
order schema for the dominance relation. The discovery that the learn-
ing of social structures based on such relations as dominance and
influence 1s much easier when the structure follows a linear-order 1is,
of course, not original with this investigation. DeSoto and his

associates have given extensive consideration to this phenomena (see,

for example, DeSoto, 1960; DeSoto, 1961; DeSoto and Albrecht, 1968a;
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DeSoto and Albrecht, 1968b). The present investigation, however, does
add to the previous results, especially regarding the interpretation
of this result as reflecting the functioning of a cognitive schema.

That subjects perceptually construct the total structure of dom-—
inance relations congruent with a single linear-order schema is made
abundantly evident in the patterning of errors made in learning Structure
4., TFor the dominance relation, the analysis of variance showed a highly
significant result reflecting many more errors on the relation pair
involved in two nonlinear-ordered triplets. Fewest errors were made
on the pair involved in two linear-ordered triplets. This pattern did
not appear in the learning of Structure 4 under the likes relation.

This result parallels 1in even stronger fashion the result an the
learning of Structure 3. Just as the application of the balauce
principle seems to have guided subjects in constructing a complete
liking structure, so the single linear-order principle seems to be
the organizing construct for dominance structures. When a set of
dominance relations are confronted, the subject has at his disposal a
readily available schema which aids him 1n organizing and learning
such relations. When the appropriateness of this schema zs indicated
via the presence of anti-symmetrical pair relations, the subject
utilizes 1t 1in attempting to construct the overall structure; hence
the greater number of errors on the specific relation pairr deviating
most from the schema.

The operation of a linear-order schema is further shown in the

learning rates for the Structure x Relation combinations. The dif-

’
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ference in the learning rates for the linear-ordered and balanced
structures (Structures 2 and Structure 1, respectively) under the
dominance relation is little short of remarkable—-an average of 2.85
vs. 5.59 errors across the four trials. This difference, reflected

in the very significant Structure x Relation interaction, clearly
gives evidence that a conception that dominance structures are complete
linear-orders facilitated the learning of Structure 2 and greatly
inhibited the learning of Structure 1.

One final poant concerning the linear-order schema indicated by
the analyses 1s 1ts extraordinary power. The greater strength of the
linear—order schema, as over against that of the balance schema, is
clearly evidenced in the very significant difference in the rates at
which Structures 1 and 2 were learned under the likes and dominance
relations. The comparisons of these learning rates showed that fewer
errors were made under the dominance than under the likes relation when
structure and relation were matched. Subjects thus seem to be more
prone to adopt the linear-order schema with a consequent greater
facilitation of learning. On the other hand, when structure and re-
lation were mismatched, significantly more errors were made under the
dominance relation (especially for Trial 1), reflecting the fact that
subjects were more likely to apply and cling to the linear-order schema
even when it was completely inappropriate. This is not to say that the
balance schema was not adopted and did not have an effect on the learn-
ing of likes relationships, because i1t clearly did. Rather it is an

indication of the comparatively greater likelihood that subjects will



56

rely on the linear-order schema in learning dominance velation-—
ships.

This conclusion concerning the strength of the linear—~order
schema is further indicated in the significant Relaticn x Trials anud
Structure x Relation x Trlals interactions. These interactions pri-
marily reflect the fact that the rate of improvement across trials
under the likes relation was much greater in 1ts mismatched config-
urations (Structures 2 and 4) than was tha rate of improvement under
the dominance relation in its mismatched configurations (Structures 1
and 3). Even further the partial confirmation of the linear-order
schema in Structure 4 dad not facilitate the learning of that structure
uvnder dominance nearly as much as symmetry apparently facilitated the
learning of Structure 3 under liking. The expectaticn of a complete
order interfered with learning the intransitive dominance relations
of Structure 4 much more than the expectation of balarce ixnterfared
with learning the intransitive liking relations of Structure 3. In
the same way the expectation of the complete order in Structures 1 and
3 under dominance seems to have greatly interfered with learning so as
to produce the sagnificant interactions involving Trials. The linear-
order schema apparently 1s of such force that i1t 1s not easily dis-
confirmed.

It appears, then, that the expectation of complete linear-ordered
dominance structures is nearly ubiquitous in our culture. Confronted
with a group of deminance relations, an individual is extremely likely

both to expect to find a complete order and to continue, even after
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multiple learning attempts, to construct the struvcture of relations

in terms of a complete linear—~order.

The Effect of Complexity on the Rate of Learning

The second focus of this study was on the differential expect-
ations which subjects differing in cognitive complex1%y bring to the
learning situation. The analysis, 1t will be recalled, showed two
major significant results involving complexity deserving extecnded
discussion: a main effect showing that overall cowplex subjects made
fewer errors than noncomplex subjects and a saignificant Complexity x
Triale interaction reflecting that noncomplex subjects do as well or
better on early trials with complex subjects performing better on later
trials. In discussing these results complex and ncncomplex subjects’
differential reliance on the balance and linear-order schemas ave firsi
discussed separately. This 1s followed by a general discussioa of
cognitive complexity and the functioning of social schemes,

Complexity and the Balance Schema

The differences between complex and noncomplex subjects in learn—~
ing Structures 1 and 3 under the liking relationship are strikingly
parallel to those obtained by Press, Crockett, and Rosenkrantz (1969).
It seems clear, as the Newman-Kuels test comparlné complex and non-
couplex subjects shows, that nonccmplex subjects were more prone to
adopt the balance schema. Wnen the schema was appropriate as in Structure

1, they made fewer errors on initial trials than did complex subjects.

When the balance schema was partially confirmed in Structure 3--by the
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presence of symmetric relations between pairs, within a structure that
was unbalanced overall--noncomplex subjects were more inclined than
complex ones to cling to the bzlance schema as an crganizing device.
They showed a slower rate of learning, in consequence. By contrast,
when the balance schema was disconfirmed at the level of pair relations
--as in Structures 2 and 4, where all relations between patirs were
anti-symmetrical--both complex and noncomplex subjects appearced to
abandon the balance schema rather quickly; for both types of subjects
the number of errors dropped rather sharply over trials, though com-
plex subjects performed consistently more effectively than noncomplex
ones.

Complexity and the Linear-Order Schema

In Chapter I the expectation that noncomplex subjects would also
be more prone to adopt the linear—-order schema was expressed, This
expectation was not supported by the data. Though no.aconplex subjects
made somewhat fewer errors on the initial trial in learaing Structure
2 under the dominance relation, the difference did not approach sig-
nificance. In the other configurations involving the dominance re-
lation, complex and noncomplex subjects performed similarly on the
early trials.

That a differential reliance on the linear-order schema did not
result i1n faster initial learning of Structure 2 under the dominance
relation by noncomplex subjects may reflect the fact, discussed above,

that a linear-order schema for dominance 1s a meore powerful schema
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than i1g the balance hypothesis, vhatever the subjecte’ level of com~
plexaity. Both complex and noncomplex subjects made an extrazordinarily
large number of errors on the first trial when the balanced structure
was learned under the dominance relation. Beyoud this, as noted
above, for both complex and noncomplex subjects more errors were made
when dominance did not match the intramsitive relations of Structure

4 than when liking did not match the unbalanced relatiomns of Structure
3. It appears, then, that complex subjects were as likely as noncom-
plex subjects to adopt the powerful linear-ordering schema for domi-
nance, so that the expected differences in the initial number of errors
oa Structure 2 were not obtained.

There were, however, differences between complex and anoncomplex
subjects in thear reliance on the linear—order schema. No matter how
quickly the schema was adopted, when 1t did not work 1t was abandoned
more rapidly by complex subjects than by noncomplex oues, as witness
their faster rates of learning Structures 1, 3, and 4 under the domzi-
nance relation. The Newman-Kuels comparison shows that for each of
these structures complex subjects made significantly fewer errors by
the third trial. As the main effect for complexity in the analysis of
Structure 4 under dominance reflects, complex subjects consequently
made fewer errors across the four trials in learning these structures.
Thus, while noncomplex subjects are no more prone than complex sub-
jects to adopt the linear-order schema, they are more reluctant to

abandon the schema as inappropriate.
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Complexity, Schemas, and Social Perception

The difference in the comstruction {perception) and subsequent
learning of social structures by subjects differing in cognitive -com-
plexity has scme important theoretical implicetions for social per-
ception. The data implies, at the least, that the process of social
perception can be conceptualized as fitting a constructivist epistem-
ology. Social stimuli take on meaning as they are ordered within cog-
nitive dimensions such as constructs or schemata; hence in the present
study those configurations which matched a sccial schema were more
easily learned.

It will be recalled from Chapter I that Piaget suggests the two
basic operations via which this construction process occurs are assim~
ilation and accommodation. In assimilation the object of perception
is construed in terms of the cognitive schema. In accommodation the
schema 1s modified, permitting a more penetrating construction of the
object 1n itself., These two processes, particularly assimilation,
appear to have been operative in the present study. As the previous
discussion of results suggests, the social schema functioned so as to
guide the construction of the structure; that 1s, the relations were
assimilated to the schema. When the schema, once applied, was abandoned,
there was accommodation to the nature of the object 1tself. Social
perception, then, 1i1s a funcélon of both structures within the pexr-
ceiving organism and the particular qualities of the perceptual object.

Out of the interplay of these two forces, a construction of the object

emerges.
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A crucial question in considering the role of schemas in perception,
as it operated in this study, sesems to be, how does accommodation come
about? That 1s, how 1s it tha. a schema becomes mrdified so that a
fuller, more complete, construction of the object in 1tseif 1is made?

It is at this poant that our discussion meets the concept of cognitive
complexity.

Cognitive complexity, as operationalized in this study, it wzill
be recalled, 1s a measure of the differentiation of an individual's
system of interpersomnal constructs. Crockett (1965), following Werner's
(1957) orthogenetic conception of development, argues that an individ-
ual's level of complexity 1s a function of his experience with social
objects. As an individual comes to have wider and more varied exper-
ience with social objects he makes finer distinctions between them and
increases his ability to represent these objects (be they people or
social structures) in more diffuse and complex ways. There is a move-
ment with experience from relative globality to greater differenciation.

If constructs and schemas are similar cognitive structures via
which external objects are construed, as was suggested in Chapter I,
the fact that subjects differing in complexity, as measured in this
study, differentially utilized particular social schemas should not
be surprising. What the results suggest, perhaps, is thar complex
subjects possess more differentiated schemas. Tn the case of the
balance schema the results seem to indicate that for complex subjects
the "original" schema neo longer was the central one in 1ts cluster,

and hence was not applied first. Thus in learning the balanced liking
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structure, nmoncomplex subjecis, who apply a relatively undifferentiated
balance schema, outperformed the complex subjects. The powerful order-
ing schema, on the other hand, was applied initially by both complex
and noncomplex subjects. The complex subjects, however, possessing a
more differentiated ordering schema, were able to accommodate to the
nonlinear-ordered structures much more readily than the noncomplex
subjects.

This understanding of the difference in performance of complex
and nonconplex subjects becomes especially persuasive when the manner
in which these types of subjects have performed in impression itormation
tasks is examined. As was noted in Chapter I, a significant number of
studies (Mayo and Crockett, 1964; Nidorf and Crockett, 1965; Rosen-
krantz and Grockett, 1966; Meltzer, Crockett, and Rosenkrantz, 1965;
Kenny, 1968; Crockett, Gonyea, and Delia, 1970) have shown that when
subjects are presented with potentially conflicting znformation aboat
another perscn, the noncomplex subjects are more li<ely than complex
subjects to reject one side of the information and/or to form a énl—
valent impression or an impression in which the conflicting information
is not overtly reconciled., Complex subjects thus come to the inter-
personal sitwarion with a more highly differentiated set of constructs
than do vomeomplex subjects. This more highly differentiated system
allows them to construct social objects in more complex ways. It 1is
this same kand of difference, apparently, that 1is operating when these
subjects hawe less diffaculty in learning socral structures that do not

fit any simple social pattern,

\
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This discussion might suggest that complexaty 1s functional and
noncomplexity dysfunctional. As Press, Crockett, and Rosenkrantz (1969)
have noted, however, such is not necessarily the case. Noncomplex
subjects learned the social structures fitting their simple schemas as
fast or faster than complex subjects. The real differxence in the sub-
jects are in the processes via which they approach the task (Werner,
1937). Complex subjects possess greater flexibility due te the more
fully articulated system of dimensions they possess for understanding
social objects. But this does not guarantee them greater success.
Many social structures either fit simple social schemas or can be
treated as 1f they did; hence, noncomplexity is often more functional
than complexity.

In summary, then, the results showing differential learning races
for complex and noncomplex subjects help in clarifying the basic
process of social perception. These results suggest strongly tlat
that process is one of construction. Confronted with a social object
an individual "makes sense" of it by construing or assimilating it to
existing cognitive structures (constructs or schemas). The results
further demonstrate that individuals differing in cognitive compliexity

operate differently 1n this construction process.

Some Implications for Research

This study points to several lines of research which preseunt
avenues for the further investigation of the role of schemas in social
perception. Three such lines of research are discussed in the fol-

lowing paragraphs.
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First, the operarion of cognitive complexity as it 1nteracts
with the reliance on social schemas seems to merit further consider-
ation. For example, i1s the analysis presented above of the differ-
entiated nature of complex subjects' schemas an accurate interpretation?
Do subjects who differ drastically in complexity use the linear-order
schema differentially in anitially comstruing a socral structure?
There is some andicatzon to this effect in the present stuvdy n the
fact that noncomplex subjects made fewer, though not significantly
less, errors on the initial trial for the linear-ordered structure.
Further, the present investigation has identafied distinguishable
patterns in the way complex and noncomplex subjects differ in their
relzance on the balance and ordering schemas. Do compiex and non-
complex subjects use other schemas, e.g., the grouping schema (DeSoto,
Henley, and London, 1968), in still different patterns? All these
points and questions indicate a fertile area for further research.

Second, further research comparing the strengih of various schemas
seems warranted. For example, 1s the single-order schema for influences
as strong as for the dominance relation? 1Is the symmerric confides in
schema ctronger than the expectation of symmetry in liking relations?
The comparison of the strengch of such schemas should go a long wvay in
indicating how important each s,

Firally, the discussion in the last section concerning the develop-

ment, differentiation, and change of schemas appears an area justifying

serious 1nvestigation. First, the utilization of schemas by children
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of differing ages could be examined. When do social schemas develop?
What kind of experiences contribute to their development? How closely
are they tied to language? Second, how do schemas change? The previous
discussion indicated that perhaps they move from globality to differ-
entiation. Is this accurate? Do twelve year olds have a clearer

less differentiated balance schema than our college-age subjects?

Does conflict play any part in the change of schemas? Piaget's (1963)
conflict cr equilibration model, though heretofore applied mainly to
the development of logical operations (see Feffer, 1970), would seem
to suggest that a schema repeatedly confronted with a highly incoa-
gruent sociral structure would change., Would 1t? 1f so, would the
change be permanent or transitory? There clearly are important quect-

1ons remaining concerning the development and cheuge of sccial schemas.
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ROLE CATEGORY QUESTIONNAIRE

Name Date Sex

Instructor Class Time

Our interest in this questionnaire 1s to learn how people
describe others whom they know. We are interested in knowing,
in your own terms, the characteristics which a set of individuals
have-~~those which set one person off from another as an indivadual,
and those characteristics which they share in common.

Our coucern here is with the habits, i1deas, mannerisms-—1in
general, with the personal characteristics, rather than the
physical traits—--which characterize a number of different people.

In order to make sure that you are describing real people,
we have set down a list of four different categories of people.
In the blank space beside each caiegory below, please weite the
initials, nicknames, or some other identifying symbcl for a
person of your acquaintance who fiis into that category. Be sure
to use a different person for each category.

1. A man your own age whom you like

2., A man your own age whom you dislike

3. A woman your own age whom you like

4. A woman your own age whom you dislike

Spend a few moments looking over this list, mentally com~
paring and contrasting the people you have in mind for each
category. Think of their habits, their beliefs, their manner-
isms, their relations to others, any characteristics they have
which you might use to describe them to other people.

If you have any questions ebout the kinds of characteristics
we are 1nterested in, please ask them.

Do not turn the page until instructed to do so.
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Please look back to the fivst sheet and place the symbol you
have used to designate the person 1n category 1 here .

Now describe this person as fully as you can. Write down as
many defining characteristics as you can. Do not simply put down
those characteristics that distinguish him from others on your
list, but include any characteristics that he shares with others
as well as characteristics that are unique to him. Pay particular
attention to his habits, beliefs, ways of treating others, mannesr-
1sms, and similar attributes. Remember, describe him as completely
as you can, so that a stranger might be able to determine the kind of
person he 1s from your description. Use the back of this page if
necessary.

This person 1s




"ty

t and place the symbol you

leas r et
sed to de81gnate the person in category 2 here .

e
have use

Now describe this person as fully as you can. Write down as
many defining characteristics as yoeu can. Do not simply put down
those gharacteristics that distinguish him from others on your list
pbut include any characteristics that he shares with others as well
as characterastics that are unique to him. Pay particular attention
te his habits, beliefs, ways of treating others, mannerisms, and
similar attributes. Remember, describe him as completely as you
gan, so that a stranger might be able to determine the kind of
person he is from your deseriptien. Use the back of this page if
necessary.
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Please look back to the firet sheet and place the symbol you
nave used to designaie the person ar category 3 here e

Now describe this person as fully as you can. Wrate down as
many defining characteristics as you can. Do not simply put down
those characteristics that distinguish her from others on your
list, but include ony characteristics thai she shares with others as
well as characteristics that are unique to her, Pay particulss
attention to her habirs, beliefs, ways of treating others, manner-
zsme, and similar attributes. Rememper, describe her as completely
as you can, so that a stranger might be able to determinc the kund
of person she 1s from your descripzion. Use the back of tnis page
if necessary.




Please look back tec the first sheet and place the symbol you
have used to desigaate the person in category 4 here s

Now describe this person as fully as you can. Write down as
many defining characteristics as you can. Do not 3imply put down
those characteristics that distinguish her from others on your
list, but include any characteristaics that she shares with others
as well as characteristics that are unique to her. Pay parricular
attention to her habits, beliefs, ways of treating others, manner-
isms, and similar attributes. Remember, describe her as complefely
as you can, so that a stranger might be able to determine the kand
of pecscon she 1s from vour description. Use the back of this page
if necessary.
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Sample Experimental Task Booklet



Name:

Instructor:

Age: Sex:

LEARNING SOCIAL RELATIONS

Your task in this experiment is to learn about the relations
among a set of people. You will be given one minute to read about
these relationships for a set of people and then one and one-half
minutes tc recall this information.

You will be gaven four trials; each trial will consist of
reading the information sheet and then, on my signal, recording
your answers on the following sheet. On each of the four trials
the same information and answer sheets will be presented.

As you proceed from trial to trial you should recall more
and more of the information.



Dave

Stan

John

John

Dave

Bill

Stan

Dave

John

Bili

Bill

Stan
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Study the Following Relations for One Minute

dislikes Stan
likes Bill
likes Dawve
dislikes Stan
dislikes Bill
likes Stam
dislaikes Dave
likes John
likes Bill
dislikes Dave
likes Jchn

dislikes John
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Circle the Appropriate Response

Bill . . . . - likesy-daslikes . . . . . Stan
Stan « + « « . likes, dislikes . . . . . John

John « « « » . likes, dislikes . . . . . Dave

John . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Stan
Dave « . « . . likes, dislikes . . . . . B1ll
Bxll , . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . John
Stan « . « « o likes, dislikes . . . . . Dave
Dave . . + + « likes, dislikes . . . . . John

John « « « . . likes, dislikes . « . . . BR1ll
Bill . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Dave
Dave . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Stan

Stan « . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Bill
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Study the Following Relalrans for One Minute

Dave dislikes Stan
Stan likes Bill
John likes Dave
John dislikes Stan
Dave dislikes Ball
B11l likes Stan
Stan dislikes Dave
Dave likes John
John likes Bill
Bill dislikes Dave

B111 likes John

Stan dislikes John
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Circle the Appropriate Response

Ball . . « + o likes, dislikes . . . . . Stan
Stan . « . » o likes, dislikes . . . . . John
John . « . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Dave
John . « . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Stan

Dave . « + « . likes, dislikes . . . . . Ball

Bill . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . John
Stan . . « « o likes, dislikes . . . . . Dave
Dave « + « « . likes, dislikes . . . . . John
John . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Ball
Ball . . + + .« likes, disliikes . . . . . Dave
Dave + « + . .« lakes, dislikes . . . . . Stan

Stan + o o+ +» o likes, dislikes . . . . . BJL
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Study the Follcwing Relations for One Minute

Dave dislikes Stan
Stan likes Bill
John likes Dave
John dislikes Stan
Dave dislikes Ball
B11l likes Stan
Stan dislikes Dave
Dave likes John
John likes Bi1ll
B1ll dislikes Dave
Bill likes John

Stan dislikes John
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Circle the Appropriate Response

Bil1l1 . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Stan
Stan « . « . . likes, dislikes . . . . . John
John . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Dave
John . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Stan
Dave . + « . . Iikes, dislikes . . . . . Bill

Bi1l . . . . . lkes, dislikes . . . . . John

Stan « « . « o likes, daslikes . . . . . Dave
Dave « « + . » likes, dislikes . . . . . John
John . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . B1ll

Bill . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Dave
Dave . . « « . likes, dislikes . . . . . Stan

Stan . + . « . likes, dislikes . . . . . Bill
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Study the Following Relations for One Minute

Dave dislikes Stan
Stan likes Ball
John likes Dave
John dislikes Stan
Dave dislikes Bill
Ba1l1ll likes Stan
Stan dislikes Dave
Dave likes John
John likes Bill
B11ll dislikes Dave
Bill likes John

Stan dislikes John
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Circle the Apprupriate Responce

Biil . . . . . likes, daslikes . . . . . Stan
Stan . . . . . likes, disiikes . . . . . John
John . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Dave
John « + « « . laikes, dislikes . . . . . Stan
Dave . . . . . likes, dislakes . . . . . Bill
Bill . . . . . likes, daslikes . ., . . . John
Stan . . . . . lakes, dislikes . . . . . Dave
Dave « « . « . likes, dislikes . . . . . John
John « « « . . Mkes, dislikes . . . . . Bill
Bill . . + . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Dave
Dave + + » + .« laikes, dislikes . . . . « Stan

Stan . . . . . likes, dislikes . . . . . Bill





