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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Researchers in the area of interpersonal and social 

perception have investigated the ways people perceive, 

label, and construct the nature of their social relation-

ships. People cognitively construct a general "picture" 

about the nature of their social relationships and others' 

social relationships in a fairly consistent and systematic 

manner through the use of constructs, or descriptive terms, 

and various types of rules which relate these constructs to 

one another and to some general organizing theme(s) which 

defines the social situations. An individual's cognitive 

representations of social relationships have been found by 

social psychologists to be rather stable and pervasive, and 

influence, or "bias, 11 an individual's interactions with 

others. Kuethe (1962) has labeled these cognitive biases 

"soci·al schemata." A "social schema" provides an individual 

with a convenient way of organizing information about social 

relationships so that the relationships make sense to him/ 

her and provides the individual with meaning for a given 

social situation. When an individual interacts with others 

in a social group, he/she forms a cognitive picture about 

the type of social group that it is, about the nature of 

the interpersonal relations which characterize the social 

l 



group. A "social schema" is the "interpretive frame" 

(Crockett, 1979) an individual uses to construct and 

interpret the nature of the interpersonal relationships 

2 

which exist within a social group and, as DeSoto (1960) points 

out, the concept of a "social schema" can be compared to an 

individual's naive theory about the nature of the inter-

personal relationships within a social group. It is as if 

an individual has a theory about the social structure, and 

"such a theory, marked by certain essential properties but 

doubtlessly skeletal and sketchy in other respects seems 

most aptly called a 1 schema'" (p. 420) . 

A "social schema" provides an individual with unde-r-

standing about the nature of the interpersonal relations 

which characterize a social group because the use of a 

"social schema" revolves around rules, or principles, which 

an individual uses to make inferences and form attributions 

about the nature of a given social structure. As Cottrell 

(1975) explains, "A classification principle or conceptual 

rule specifies how the relevant attributes are combined for 

use in determining the class membership of particular stimu-

li 11 (p. 714) . The classification rules used by an individual 

in his/her construction of a "social schema" have been 

labeled II inferential rules" by social ps_ychologists. An 

"inferential rule" is "a principle by which a perceiver can 

use information about a few relations within a set of elements 

to infer the quality of unknown, missing relations 11 (Crockett, 

19 79, p. 1). A brief review concerning the nature of three 
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inferential rules is presented below, followed by a dis-

cussion .about the specific focus of this research project. 

The Nature of Three Inferential Rules: Positivity, Source/ 
Target Generalization, and Balance 

Three general inferential rules, widely recognized by 

social psychologists, have been found to significantly 

affect an individual's construction of "social schemas": 

positivity, source/target generalization, and balance. As 

Crockett (1979) has shown, these three inferential rules 

differ, "(a) in the number of inferential principles they 

assume, (b) in the amount of information they require, and 

(c) in the complexity of the pattern of relations they 

yield" (p. 2) . 

Posi ti vi ty assumes only that people like one another. 

No prior information is required to infer unknown relations 

from this rule. As Crockett (1979) states, "One simply 

infers a homogeneous pattern of like relationships between 

all pairs of persons in any group" (p. 2, author's italics). 

DeBoto and Kuethe ( 1959) reported that even in the absence 

of any information about two people, subjects showed a 

positivity bias, the assumption of a similarity of positive 

sentiment interpersonal relationships. 

Generalization biases assume tnat there are one-way 

influences from one relation to another. In their research, 

DeSoto and Kuethe (1959) fom1d that subjects' estimates 

about sentiment relations between people were based on 
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inferences about the general traits of the source person 

(e.g., 11 A seems like a friendly person") and of the target 

person (e.g. , 11 B seems to be a popular person") • These 

generalization biases, such as the II friendliness" bias or 

the "popularity" bias (Rubin & Zajonc, 1969) refer to the 

assumptions people make about the nature of interpersonal 

relationships. Source generali_zation assumes that if a 

person feels one way toward another person, then he/she 

will probably feel the same way toward other people as well; 

that is, if person A likes (dislikes) person B, then person 

A will probably like (dislike) persons C, D, and E. 'l'arget 

generalization assumes t:~at all people feel the same way 

toward a particular person; that is, if person A is liked 

(disliked) by person B, then person A will probably be 

liked (disliked) by persons C, D, and E. As Crockett (1979) 

has shown, source/target generalization is more complex in 

nature than the positivity bias because of the amount of in-

formation that it requires. As Crockett (1979) states: 

To use either source generalization or target 
generalization for inferring unknown relations 
among a set of people, at least one relation 
between two of those persons must be known. Thus, 
if one knew how person A felt toward person B, 
it would be possible (a) to infer from source 
generalization how A felt toward other people and 
(b) to infer from target generalization how other 
people felt toward B (p. 2). 

Balance is a bias which involves the interaction of 

the liking relationship between two people and the agree-

ment between them about some obj13ct x. According to 
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Heider ( 195 8) , people prefer "balanced" to "mtbalanced" 

cognitive systems. For triadic structures, balance is 

defined by a simple rule. Balanced structures contain an 

even number of negative sentiment relations and unbalanced 

structures contain an odd number of negative relations. 

Because of its postulated effects upon people's perceptions 

of social structures, balance has be.en termed a "cognitive 

bias." Cottrell (1975) fo-qnd that individuals are capable 

of classifying perceived social situations as either balanced 

or imbal.anced. In addition, because the inferential rule 

of balance also depends upon the overall structuring of inter-

personal and attitudinal ~~lations, it may be referred to as 

a "structural bias." Zajonc and Burnstein (1965a) have 

demonst;rated the existence of a cognitive bias which derives 

from structural balance effects. These findings have tended 

to be in accordance with Heider's (1958) view that people will 

tend to change unbalanced systems into balanced ones. How-

ever, there has lately been a reorientation in the views 

about the inferential rule of balance as a structural bias. 

As Picek, Sherman, and Shiffrin (1975) state, "Rather than 

a force leading to change, it {balance} has been depicted as 

a principle which deals with the cognitive organization of 

social structures. In this context, the balance principle 

is viewed as a rule used in the processing, storing, re-

trieving, and decision-making about social information 11 (p. 

758). Thus, Heider's (1958) concept of balance can be 
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conceived of in terms of a "social schemata," and, as 

Zajonc and Burnstein (1965a) point out, "If there exists a 

pervasive tendency to think of social groupings in terms 

of balance this tendency should manifest itself when Ss 

are asked to learn a hypothetical set of relationships which 

form balanced and unbalanced structures" (p. 154). This 

same line of reasoning should apply to subjects' attempts 

to predict unknown relations among people within a given 

social structure. 

Balance as an inferential rule makes three assumptions 

about relations between people. As Crockett (1979) states: 

(a) like-dislike relation are symmetric, that 
is, if A likes (dislikes) B, B will like (dislike) 
A in retum; (b) like relations are transitive, 
that is, if A likes B and B likes C, then A will 
like C; and (c) dislike relations are what may be 
called anti-transi~ive, that is, if A dislikes B 
and B dis likes C, then A will like C (p. 2 , author's 
italics) . 

The principle of symmetry requires knowledge only about 

how one person feels toward another, as it is then assumed 

that the feelings are reciprocated. In this regard, the 

amount of information needed for inferring unknown relations 

through the use of the symmetry principle is the same as 

that required for the principle of source/target generali-

zation, how one person feels toward another. 

To use transitivity and/or anti-transitivity, one needs 

to know how two relations in a triplet of three people feel 

about each other. As Crockett (1979) points out: 

(a) knowing that A likes B a~d B likes C permits 
the inference, from transitivity, that A likes C. 



Similarly, (b) knowing that A likes B and B 
dislikes C (or that A dislikes Band B likes 
C) permits the inference, from transitivity, 
that A dislikes C. Finally, (c) knowing that 
A dislikes B and B dislikes C permits the 
inference, from anti~transitivity, that A likes 
C (p. 3) 
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Research directed toward understanding the role of the 

three inferential rules discussed above in the development 

of an individual's "social schema" has tended to focus in 

two directions: the effects of the inferential rules upon 

the predictions people make about unknown interpersonal 

relationships within social structures, and the influence 

of the inferential rules upon the ease with which inter-

personal relationships within social structures are learned. 

Both these iines of research have attempted to determine the 

existence of the three inferential rules discussed. The 

three inferential rules and the principles subsumed by these 

rules--positivity; source/target generalization; and 

symmetry, transitivity, and anti-transitivity--have been 

demonstrated to operate under experimental conditions 

(Crockett, 1979). 

While research has established the existence of the 

three inferential rules identified, little attempt has been 

made to determine under what conditions one inferential 

rule or another appears to dominate in an individual's 

attributions about interpersonal relationships. The pur-

pose of this study concerns an analysis of the ways "social 

schemas" influence an individual's predictions about unknown 

interpersonal relationships within social structures by 



8 

identifying the conditions Wlder which one inferential rule 

or another appears to. dominate in the predictions made. 

Given that people interact in social groups, and given that 

people make. judgments about the nature of the int~rpersonal 

relationships within those social groups, it is important 

to determine under what conditions, different attributions 

are formed. By identifying the conditions under which one 

inferential rule or another appears to dominate, it may be 

possible to understand how people form different attribu-

tions about the nature of social structures given the same 

initial information. 

Tnis study also invrJP.tigates the effects of an indivi-

dual's involvement in the task activity upon the differential. 

use of the inferential rules. In the prediction research, 

individuals have been asked to serve as either observers 

of the social groups or as participants within the social 

groups. The generalizability of. the results from such 

studies acro8s involvement conditions will be ·validated by 

contrasting the two involvement conditions directly and 

observing the differential effects upon the dependent 

vari ab·les. The nature of an individual I s involvement in 

the task activity may represent a condition under which one 

inferential rule or another may dominate in an individual 1 s 

use of a "social schema." 

A review of the relevant literature associated with 

the effects of the three inferential rules identified upon 

an individual's predictions about unknown interpersonal 
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relationships within social structures is presented. This 

is followed by a review of the relevant literature concerned 

with the effects due to an individual's involvement in the 

prediction task upon the use of the three inferential rules. 

The relevant research hypotheses for this experimental 

study will then be discussed. 

Review of the Literature 

There have been numerous attempts to demonstrate the 

existence of certain cognitive biases which serve as useful 

tools by which individuals form perceptions and impressions 

about interpersonal and social relationships. In particu-

lar, the theories of cognitive consistency, which includes 

Heider's (1958) notion of balance, have received widespread' 

interest in the research literature. Weist (1965) reported 

that the predictive power of cognitive consistency theories 

had been demonstrated in a wide variety of research settings 

(Brehm & Cohen, 1962; Burdick & Burnes, 1958; Cohen, 1960; 

Horowitz, Lyons, & Perlmutter, 1951; Jordan, 1953; Kogan 

& Tagiuri, 1958; Morrissette, 1958; Newcomb, 1953, 1961; 

Osgood, 1960; Rosenberg, Hoveland, McGuire, Abelson & 

Brehm, 1960; Runkel, 1956; Sampson & Insko, 1964). In 

general, however, the existence and the relative strength 

of the three major inferential rules which reflect under-

lying cogn1. ti ve biases have been investigated by the use of 

three research techniques: (a} subjects' affective responses 

to hypothetical social structures (Jordan, 1953; Sampson & 
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Insko, 1964; Price, Harburg & McLeod, 1965; Price, Harburg, 

& Newcomb, 1966; Rodrigues, 1966, 1967; Aderman, 1969; Gut-

man & Knox, 1972}; (b) the ease with which subjects learn 

different hypothetical social structures (DeSoto, 1960; 

Kuethe, 1962; Zajonc & Burnstein, 1965a, 1965b; Van Kreveld 

& Zajonc, 1966; Zajonc & Sherman, 1966; Gerard & Fleisher, 

1967; Mosher, 1967; Press, Crockett, & Rosencrantz, 1967; 

De9oto, Henley, & London, 1968; Rubin & Zajonc, 1969; 

Cottrell, Ingraham, & Monfort, 1971; Delia & Crockett, 1973; 

Picek, Sherman & Shiffrin, 1975); and (c) the nature of 

subjects' predictions about the relationship between two 

elements given information about the relation of these 

elements to a third element. Studies of the latter type 

have attempted to understand the "processes whereby subjects 

infer the relations between cognitive elements (symbolic 

representations of persons and objects) on the basis of 

information they have about other relationships involving 

these elements" (Wyer & Lyon, 1970, p. 598). The relevant 

research literature associated with the prediction paradigm 

will be discussed below. 

Predictions about unknown interpersonal relationships. 

The earliest research associated with the prediction method 

attempted to assess the probability of the occurrence of 

certain interpersonal relationships and certain social 

structures. Balanced interpersonal and social relationships 

were found to occur more frequently than imbalanced con-

figurations (Horowitz, Lyons, & Perlmutter, 1951; Kogan & 
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Tagiuri, 195 8) . In their famous study, DeSoto and Kuethe 

(1959) asked subjects to infer the probability of a rela-

tionship between two people based upon ten different types 

of ,interpersonal relations (e.g., "likes," "trusts," 

"fee.ls superior to," "is happier than," "confides in, 11 

"dominates," "lies to," 11 ¢iislikes, 11 "is afraid of," and 

"hates"). As noted by Homans (1950), a strong positivity 

bias existed as subjects assigned high probabilities to the 

occurrence of positive affective interpersonal relationships. 

Evidence for a source/target generalization bias was also 

noted as the findings indicated that rel-ations such as 

"likes II and II trusts II werr-: regarded as di vi ding people in to 

friendship groups or cliques. DeSoto and Kuethe (1959) 

also reported a strong cognitive balance bias as the 

effects emphasized reciprocal and symmetric interpersonal 

relationships. 

Deutsch and Solomon (1959) attempted to study the 

existence of a cognitive balance bias by hypothesizing 

that, "if an individual evaluates some aspect of himself 

( as positive or negative) and another evaluates it similarly, 

the individual will tend to evaluate the other person 

favorably;. if their evaluations are dissimilar, the indi-

vidual will tend to evaluate the other unfavorably" (p. 9 7) . 

Subjects were brought into the experimental sessions in 

groups of eight and proceeded to engage in two group con-

tests. After the contests were over, the subjects filled out 
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rating scales indicating their evaluation of their own 

performance and their expectation of how their performance 

and they themselves would be evaluated by their teammates. 

Subjects then exchanged written evaluative notes with another 

teammate, which the experimenter systematically varied, 

and were asked to form an impression about the other person 

based on a number of evaluative dimensions. The results 

showed a strong positivity bias as subjects responded more 

favorably to positive than negative evaluations from the other 

person. The results also supported a cognitive balance bias 

as subjects responded more favorably to eva·luations from 

another which were consi:::: ':.'..:mt, rather than inconsistent, with 

their own evaluations of their performances, when the noted 

positivity effect was held constant. 

Rosenberg and Abelson (1960) investigated the existence 

of a cognitive balance bias by hypothesizing that individuals 

will follow the principle of least effort irt resolving im-

balance by making the fewest number of changes necessary to 

restore balance. Subjects were asked to assume the role of 

a department store owner· and were presented with imbalanced 

cognitive structures involving a subordinate and his sales 

record. Subjects were then presented with a number of com-

munications regarding various aspects of the cognitive 

dilemna which were arranged so that the acceptance of one of 

them would restore balance through a single cognitive change. 

Rosenberg and Abelson (1960) reported a significant tendency 



13 

to maximize gain and minimize loss which they interpreted 

as providing support for a tendency to resolve imbalance. 

The authors also reported the lack of a posi.ti vi ty bias as 

subjects did not simply maintain their positive attitudes 

·toward sales but attempted to increase sales through the 

resolution of the imbalanced cognitive states. 

Feather (1964) designed a study to investigate the 

effects of balance upon attitudinal relations between a 

source, a receiver, and a communication about a controversial 

issue. Subjects were asked to identify with either the 

source or the receiver of a communication about a contro-

versial issue and to pre,i ... ct whether the source or the 

receiver would tend to agree or disagree with the communi-

cation. The results from this study provided strong support 

for the e.xistence of a cognitive balance bias. Subjects' 

evaluations of a communication depended upon the corres-

pondence of the communication with the subjects' attitude 

toward the issue. The existence of a posi ti vi ty bias was 

not investigated leaving it unclear whether the observed 

effects were accounted for by a positivity or a cognitive 

balance bias. 

Sampson and Insko (196 4) tested th~ effects of a cogni-

tive balance bias in the autokinetic s1. tuation, an experi-

mental procedure in which subjects make judgments about 

the amount of movement of a light in a darkened room while 

looking through an q_pparr:itus which restricts their vision. 
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The authors hypothesized that "a person (P) would respond 

to another person's (O's} judgments of light movement in 

the autokinetic situation as a function of the attraction 

relationship between them and the initial similarity in 

their judgments" (p. 184) . The experiment asked the sub-

jects to initially make judgments about the light movement 

by themselves. They were then exposed to another subject 

(actually a confederate) and together they worked on two 

cooperative tasks. The subjects were asked to make empathic 

predictions about their partner following the task activity. 

They were then both placed back in the autokinetic situation 

and took turns estimatir the amount of light movement. 

Through this procedure the experimenter was able to mani-

pulate the subjects' like or dis.like for the other person 

and the discrepancy between their judgments about the amount 

of light movement. The results produced no effects which 

could be attributed to a positivity bias as subjects did 

not change their judgments about the amount of light move-

ment as a function of the initial similarity between them-

selves and the other person. The experiment did demonstrate 

support for a cognitive balance bias as subjects accepted 

or rejected the structuring of the autokinetic situation 

provided by another person as a function both of the relation-

ship with that person and the correspondence of the other 

person's structuring with the initial judgments made by 

the subject. 
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Burnstein (1967) identified several different sources 

of a cognitive balance bias using a prediction technique 

which asked subjects to determine which relations, if any, 

in various social structures were likely to change over 

time.. Subjects were initially assessed with respect to 

their affective feelings toward Barry Goldwater as a presi-

dential candidate in the upcoming 1968 presidential campaign. 

Subjects were tben presented with different situations in 

which two students were living together as roommates in a 

dorm and had either similar or dissimilar affective feelings 

toward Barry Goldwater and asked to predict what the r~lations 

between these people we1 most likely to be in the future. 

The authors .found support for both a cogrii ti ve balance bias. 

and a positivity bias. In structures which were initially 

imbalanced a bias toward restoring balance was evident. 

The authors also reported that there existed a preference 

for positive relations. In addition, there existed a sig-

nificant interaction between the positivity bias and the 

cognitive balance bias. The results noted that in achieving 

balance in the unbalanced situations the subjects signifi-

cantly increased the number of positive relations. 

Rodrigues (1968) investigated the effects of a cognitive 

balance bias in situations in which subjects either agreed 

or disagreed with another person with respect to an object 

x. Subjects were assessed with respect to their favorability 

toward a number of issUE;s and then presented with another 
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person's f avorabili ty toward these issues and asked to pre-

dict the relationship between themselves and the other 

person. The subjects' level of ego-involvement was also 

manipulated through the significance the subjects attached 

to the different issues. The results showed clear support 

for an "agreement bias" which interacted with a cognitive 

balance bias, in that subjects were more likely to predict 

the unknown relation according to the principle of balance 

when agreement between the two people was called for by 

the principle than when disagreement between the two people 

was appropriate. However, the authors noted that the forces 

toward balance we:re stronqer than those of agreement as sub-

jects tended to Choose balance over agreement when the two 

biases were matched against one another. The authors reported 

that no effects due to a positivity bias were found, but the 

experiment did not control for its effects and the observed 

agreement effects may be partially explained by subjects' 

use of a posi ti vi ty bias. 

Aronson and Cope (1968) investigated the effects of a 

cognitive balance bias in situations in which two people dis-

cover that they share a common enemy. The experiment 

attempted "to explore the generality of the proposition that 

people like those who punish their enemies and reward their 

friends 11 (p. 8) • Subjects were placed in a situation in 

which they were treated either harshly or pleasantly by an 

experimenter and then overheard the experimenter being 
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treated either han~hly or pleasantly by the experimenter's 

supervisor. The subjects were then asked to rate the ex-

perimenter's supervisor along a number of evaluative 

dimensions and to predict the number of telephonG calls 

they would be willing to make to help the supervisor com-

plete his research. The results were riot analyzed with 

respect to the influence of a positivity bias but the results 

did provide errr._::-irical support for a cognitive balance bias 

in that subjects liked their enemy's enerny more than their 

enemy's friend and liked their friend's friend more than 

their friend's enemy. 

McNeel and Mes;:;ick ( ~- ~ 70) investigated subjects' pre-

dictions about the likelihood of several interpersonal 

relationships within hypothetical two- and three-person 

groups. Subjects were presented with hypothetical social 

structures and asked to predict the existence of certain 

relationships between individuals within those social struc-

tures. As in DeSoto and Kuethe 's (1959) study; a positivity 

bias was discovered as subjects predicted that positive 

affective interpersonal relationshif.1 S w,-:'re most likely to 

occur and negative affective interpersonal relationships 

were least likely to occur. The data was analyzed through 

the use of the Baysian likelihood ratio which measures the 

impact of information upon subjects' prediction. This pro-

cedure produced empirical support for a cognitive baiance 

bias as subiects perceived symmetric relations as transitive 
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in nature. The likelihood ratio was thus able to serve as 

a precise quantitative measure of subjects' tendencies to 

perceive interpersonal relationships in a balanced manner. 

Wyer and Lyon (1970) asked subjects to predict the 

existence of positive, neutral, and negative relationships 

between people within triads "both in the absence of prior 

information about other relations involving these elements 

and in the context of various information combinations 

differing in their affective quality" (p. 598). The authors 

argued that much of the previous research which supported the 

existence of a cognitive balance bias could be explained with 

reference to a positivity bias. As Wyer and Lyon (1970) 

state, "This tendency (positivity) would produce results 

similar to those predicted by balance theory when the con-

text consists of either two positive relations or two negative 

relations" (p. 600). In order to test for the effects of a 

balance bias, "inferences made in the context of known 

relations among elements involved must therefore be compared 

to similar inferences made without knowledge of these 

relations" (p. 600). Subjects were either given information 

about the affective relationship between two people and asked 

to predict the affective nature of a third unknown relation 

or they were given no prior information and asked to predict 

the relations among all the people involved. A strong 

positivity bias was found to L:..xist as there was a significant 

tendency for people to infer a high probability to the 

occurrence of positive affective relationships and to infer a 
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low probability to the occurre11ce of negative affective 

interpersonal relationships. The results did not tend to 

support -the existence of a cognitive balance bias. Al-

though balanced sets of relations tended to be inferred 

more frequently than expected, imbalanced sets of relations 

did not occur less frequently than expected. The authors 

concluded that the balance bias which had been found in 

previous studies may be attributed to the combined effects 

of two factors which are not taker,. iri.to account by balance 

theory: "a positivity bias, which leads to c;3. greater fre-

quency of positive relations than negative ones, and a 

similarity bias, which leads to the formation of sets of 

re.lationships of similar affective quality" (p. 606). 

Wellens and Thistlethwai te ( 19 71) reported three 

experiments in which subjects were asked to predict the 

nature of unknown relations in triadic social structures. 

Subjects were presented with an attitude questionnaire which 

examined the subjects' hypothetical stand on an issue and 

another person's stand on the same issue. The subjects were 

then asked i:o preci.i ct the nature of the Gtffecti ve relation-

ship between themselves and the other person. The results 

were interpreted as supporting the existence of both a posi-

tivity bias and a cognitive balance bias. Subjects were 

found to estimate the existence of positive affective inter-

personal relationships as most likely to occur. In addition, 

subjects rated balanced structures as most likely to occur 

and unbalanced structures as least likely to occur. Wellens 
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and Thistlethwaite's (1971) results support the existence of 

the two cognitive biases of positivity and balance as in-

dependent inferential rules which subjects use to predict 

the nature of unknown interpersonal relationships.. 

Fuller (1974) tested the empirical predictions from 

balance theory using two experimental techniques, a predic-

tion task and a ratings task. For the prediction task, sub-

jects were asked to infer the affective relationship between 

two people given knowledge about each person's stand on an 

issue. Subjects were asked to make these predictions for 

two balanced and imbalanced structures. Ful1er (19 74) re-

ported a significant posi ti vi ty bias in the data from the 

ratings task and a significant balance bias in the data 

from the prediction task. The partial structures were 

completed so as to achieve balance regardless of whether 

the response called for a positive or a negative affective 

relationship. 

Granberg and Brent ( 19 74) investigated the effects of 

balance in subjects' predictions about policy positions 

taken by candidates in the 1968 presidential election. The 

authors hypothesized that as a consequence of balance theory, 

"one would expect that individuals would tend to minimize 

differen·ces on policy issues with a preferred candidate and 

to minimize similarities on policy issues with a nonpre-

ferred candidate 11 (p. 6 8 8) . Subjects were presented with a 

scale ranging from "hawkish" to "dovish" with regard to 

the Vietnam war and asked to place themselves and three 
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presidential candidates (Hubert Humphrey, Richard Nixon, 

and George Wallace) along this continuum. The results 

from this study produced no support for a positivity bias 

but did produce substantial support for a cognitive balance 

bias. However, only one end of the balance prediction was 

supported, that differences on policy issues were minimized 

with a preferred candidate. Subjects' own position on the 

issue did not influence their placement of their non-

preferred candidate on the issue. This effect is not anti-

cipated by balance theory and thus raises questions about 

the significance of balance as a cognitive bias in the 

predictions about unknown relations. 

Sussmann and Davis (1975) attempted to investigate the 

effects of balance theory in situations in which balance 

could be restored through action on the part of the subjects. 

Subjects were first given a test of verbal ability at the 

beginning of the experiment. In the second stage, subjects 

were introduced to other subjects (actually confederates) 

and a group task was presented. Confederates controlled the 

ability of the group to solve the task or to fail in their 

attempts to solve the task. Subjects were then asked to 

give their opinions about the usefulness of the experimental 

tasks for personnel selection in business. The confederates 

gave their opinions first and the subjects could then either 

agree or disagree with the confederates. The results showed 

that subjects' responses were not contingent upon the positive 

perception of the other people which suggested a lack of a 
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positivity bias. The results did suggest that a cognitive 

balance bias accounted for most of the results. However, 

the results from this study are not conclusive as the mani-

pulation of the liking variable was ineffective. The 

results indicated that the cooperativeness of the confederates 

did not affect the subjects' evaluations of them on the 

af fe cti ve scale. The interpretation of a cognitive balance 

bias from the results of this study is thus highly ambiguous. 

The research results discussed above provide support 

for the existence of a number of different inferential rules 

which guide subjects' predictions about the nature of un-

known interpersonal relat· ,.ons within social groups. For 

the most part, the existence of a positivity bias and a cog~ 

nitive balance bias have been found to be evident in the 

research literature. 

While the results from the relevant literature have 

confirmed the existence of a positivity bias and a cogni-

tive balance bias, research investigations concerning the 

effects of a source/target generalization bias upon subjects' 

predictions about unknown interpersonal relations have been 

rather limited. Only DeSoto and Kuethe (1959) and McNeel 

and Messick {19 70}, discussed above, have reported significant 

effects based upon a source/target generalization bias. 

Additional research is needed to verify the influence of a 

source/target generalization bias upon subjects' predictions 

about unknown interpersonal relations. 
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It appears that the three inferential rules of posi-

tivity, source/target generalization, and bal.ance each play 

a significant role in subjects' predictions about the nature 

of unknown interpersonal relationships within social struc-

tures. However, no experiment to date has attempted to com-

pare the relative strength of e·ach inferential rule in 

accounting for subjects' responses usihg the prediction 

research technique. Only Crockett's (l979) research has 

investigated the differential effects of these three inferen-

tial rules and his study measured subjects' abilities to learn 

various social structures. Crockett (l979) found that social 

structures which were balLmced were learned more quickly 

than social structures which were unbalanced. When the 

balance assumptions of transitivity and anti-transitivity were 

violated, subjects were able to use the inferential rules of 

posi ti vi ty and source/target generalization. In terms of 

recall, balanced patterns were remembered better than any 

other pattern of relations, but there was no discernable 

attempt to balance unbalanced patterns in the recall process. 

The balance bias was thus seen to dominate in subjects' 

encoding of the affective relationships which existed among 

members of hypothetical social structures. When the balance 

bias was not applicable, subjects were able to use the 

inferential rules of posi ti vi ty and source/target generaliza-

tion. 

While Crockett's (1979) stuqy investigated the differen-
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tial effects of the three inferential rules upon the 

learning of simple social structures, additional research 

is needed in order to understand the conditions under which 

one inferential rule or another appears to dominate in 

subjects' judgments about interpersonal relations within 

social structures. This study investigates the differential 

effects of the three major inferential rules in accounting 

for- subjects' predictions about unknown interpersonal 

relationships within simple social structures. 

Subjects' involvement in the task activity: The 

participant versus the observer. In most of the studies to 

date, subjects have been asked to serve as observers of 

social structures and to predict the nature of unknown rela-

tionships among a group of hypothetical people. The results 

from these studies have been generalized across subject in-

volvement conditions. It has been assumed that the results 

reported from studies in which subjects served as observers 

of hypothetical social structures are equivalent in nature 

to studies in which subjects served as participants in the 

hypothetical social structures. However, some experimental 

studies have attempted to determine the general effects 

which may be accounted for by the nature of the subjects' 

involvement in the task activity. 

The majority of the research attempts which have used 

the-nature of subjects' involvement in the task activity as 

an independent variable have taken place using the learning 

research technique. Thus, Zajonc and Burnstein (1965b) 
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found that subjects' own attitudes toward the task activity 

was a significant factor in their ability to learn the 

interpersonal relationships which characterized social struc-

tures, as subjects demonstrated significantly less errors in 

the learning of social structures in which the topic was 

important to the subjects. This finding was further supported 

by the work of Rubin and Zajonc (1969) who found that sub-

jects remembered structures better if they themselves were 

hypothetical members of the social structures to be learned. 

Few studies using the prediction research technique 

have examined the differential use of the three inferential 

rules as mediated by the nature of the subjects' involvement 

in_ the task activity. The general procedure has been to 

include subjects as participants in the prediction method by 

having them role play members of hypothetical social struc-

tures and observing the predicted effects. Deutsch and 

Solomon (1959) assessed subjects I attitudes toward their own 

performance in a task activity and then observed the effects 

which occurred when subjects were presented with an evalua-

tion by another person about the subjects' performance. The 

subjects' own attitudes toward themselves was shown to be 

a significant factor in the use of a cognitive balance bias 

as subjects who evaluated their own performance favorably 

and received negative reinforcement from another person 

evaluated the other person unfavorably, but evaluated them 

favorably if they themselves had evaluated their own perfor-

mance unfavorably. Burnstein (1967) hypothesized that sub-
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jects' own attitude toward an issue acted as an additional 

source of cognitive bias in subjects' predictions about 

unknown interpersonal relationships within social structures. 

The results from Burnstein's (1967) study found that the 

cognitive balance bias interacted significantly with subjects' 

own attitude toward the issue involved. Subjects predicted 

that balanced structures and ones which matched their own 

attitudes, ones they agreed with, would occur to a signifi-

cantly greater degree than any other type of social structure. 

Rodrigues (1968) is the only researcher who has attempted 

to compare the relative effects due to subjects' involvement 

in the task activity upon the differential use of the in-

ferential rules. Rodrigues (196 8) hypothesized that the 

forces of agreement, which may reflect a posi ti vi ty bias, and 

balance would be stronger when the subjects were ego-involved 

in the attitudinal issue than when they were not ·ego-involved 

in the issue. No support for this hypothesis was obtained 

in the research findings as subjects' degree of ego-involvement 

in the attitudinal issue was not significantly related to 

subjects' differential use of the inferential rules. 

There has thus been little attempt made to determine 

if the participant-observer distinction has significant 

effects upon subjects' predictions about unknown inter-

personal relationships within social structures. Additional 

research is needed to verify if the nature of subjects' 

involvement in the task activity is a condition under which 

one inferential rule or another appears to dominate in 
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subjects' predictions about unknown interpersonal relation-

ships within social .structures. 

Research Hypotheses 

Subjects' predictions about unknown interpersonal 

relationships. Differences between the inferential rules 

will be exhibited in subjects' predictions about the un-

known interpersonal relationships characterizing the social 

structures they are presented with. This will provide 

information concerning the existence of such inferential 

rules and their relative effectiveness in accounting for 

the responses which subjects make. Subjects will be pre-

sented with social structures in which all of the relation-

ships will be specified except for one relationship which 

the subjects will be asked to predict based on the infor-

mation they have about the other relationships which exist 

within the social groups. The social structures used in 

this study were developed by Crockett ( 19 79) and are in-

cluded in Figure 1 (see Chapter Two for a detailed dis-

cussion about these social structures). 

Figure I presents the predicted differences for 

subjects' responses based on the three different inferen-

tial rules for each social structure. For Structure 1, 

subjects will be asked to predict the unknown relationship 

between person A and person B (or between themselves and 

person B). The inferential rule of positivity assui;nes 

that subjects will tend to perceive and form positive 



Figure I. Research Hypotheses: The Differential Effects of Posi.ti vi ty, Source/ 
Target Generalization, and Balance Upon Subjects' Predictions About 
Unknown Relationships Within Simple Social Structures 
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affective interpersonal relationships. Thus, the inferen·-

tial rule of positivity predicts that subjects will com-

plete the unknown relationship with a positive sentiment 

between person A and person B. The inferential rule of 

source/target generalization assumes that subjects will 

tend to introduce this property into social structures 

whenever possible. Since it is possibie to introduce this 

property into Structure 1 by either a positive prediction 

(establishing source/target generalization for person B, 

as all group members will then like person B) or by a 

negative prediction (establishing source/target generali-

zation for person A, as all group members will then dislike 

person A) , the inferential rule of source/target generaliza-

tion makes no predictions about subjects' responses. The 

inferential rule of balance assumes that subjects will 

strive to produce balanced as opposed to unbalanced struc-

tures. Thus the inferential rule of balance predicts that 

subjects will complete the unknown relationship between 

person A and person B with a negative sentiment, which will 

produce a balanced structure characterized by an equal 

number of positive and negative relations. The appropriate 

null hypothesis states that there will be no significant 

differences between subjects' use of positive, negative, 

and "don't know" responses. The predictions made by the 

inferential rules for Structure 1 contrasts positivity 

against balance, since the inferential rule of source/target 
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generalization makes no predictions about subjects 1 

responses. Each inferential rule also predicts that 

subjects will describe their predictions by using terms 

which ch~racterize each inferential rule. The appropriate 

null hypothesis states that there will be no significant 

differences between subjects' use of the inferential rules 

as reflected in their explanations about their predictions. 

It will thus be possible to observe whether subjects' 

predictions are accounted for by the inferential rules of 

positivity, source/target generalization, or balance. 

For Structure 2, subjects will be asked to predict 

the unknown relationship between person E and person F 

(or between themselves and person F). The inferential 

rule of positivity predicts that subjects will complete 

the unknown relationship with a positive sentiment. The 

inferential rule of source/target generalization makes 

no predictions about subjects' responses as it is possible 

to introduce this property into this structure by either 

a positive prediction (establishing source/target generali-

zation for person E) or by a negative prediction (estab-

lishing source/target generalization for person F) • The 

inferential rule of balance predicts a negative relation-

ship between person E and person F so as to balance all 

of the triplets in the social structure which involve 

these two members. The appropriate null bypothesis states 

that there will be no significant differences between 

subjects' use of positive, negative, and "don't know" 
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responses. The predictions made by the inferential rules 

for Structure 2 contrasts positivity against balance, 

since the inferential rule of source/target generalization 

makes no predictions about subjects' responses. Through 

an analysis of subjects' explanations about their pre-

dictions it wili be possible to observe whether subjects' 

predictions are accounted for by the inferential rules 

of positivity, source/target generalization, or balance. 

The appropriate null hypothesis states that there will 

be no significant differences between subjects' use of 

the inferential rules as reflected in their essay 

responses. 

For Structure 3, subjects will be asked to predict 

the unknCMn relationship between person I and person J 

(or between themselves and person J). The inferential 

rule of positivity predicts that subjects will complete 

the unknown relationship with a positive sentiment. 

Since it is not possible to introduce the property of 

source/target generalization into Structure 3 via the 

prediction of the unknov-1n I-J relationship, the inferen-

tial rule of source/target generalization predicts that 

subjects will respond with a significant number of "don't 

know" responses. The inferential rule of balance pre-

dicts that subjects will infer a negative relationship 

between person I and person J since this will result in 

balanced triplets for both members (i.e., IJK, IJL, JIK, 
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and JLK will all be balanced by a negative prediction). 

The appropriate null hypothesis states that there will be 

no significant differences between subjects' use of 

positive, negative, and "don't know" responses. Thus, 

predictions about the unknown relationship for Structure 

3 contrasts positivity against balance to observe the 

relative strength of the two inferential rules in accounting 

for subjects' responses. In addition, each inferential 

rule also predicts that subjects will explain their pre-

dictions by using terms which characterize each inferen~ 

tial rule. The appropriate null hypothesis states that 

there will be no significant differences between sub-

jects' use of the inferential rules as reflected in their 

explanations about their predictions. 

For Structure 4, subjects will be asked to predict 

the unknown relationship between person Mand person N 

(or between themselves and person N). The inferential 

rule of positivity predicts that subjects will complete 

the unknown relationship with a positive sentiment. The 

inferential rule of source/target generalization predicts 

a negative relationship between person Mand person N so 

as to introduce this property into the structure for 

person M, as person M will then be disliked by everyone 

in the social group. The inferential rule of balance 

makes no predictions about subjects' responses since 

predictions of either a positive or a negative relation-
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ship result in a similar number of total balanced trip-

lets involving all members of the social group (with 

the added assumption that three negative relations may 

be balanced) . The appropriate null hypothesis states 

that there will be no significant differences between 

subjects' use 0£ positive, negative, and "don't know" 

responses. The predictions made by the in£erential rules 

for Structure 4 contrasts positivity against source/ 

target generalization. In addition, each inferential 

rule also predicts that subjects will explain their 

predictions by using terms which characterize each rule. 

The appropriate null hypothesis states that there will 

be no significant differences between subjects' use of 

the inferential rules as reflected in their explanations 

about their predictions. 

In each 0£ the social structures above, different 

relations characterize each structure. Therefore, each 

inferential rule makes different assumptions about the 

nature of subjects' responses about the unknown inter-

personal relationships. It has been shown that the in-

ferential rules can be compared to one another in an 

attempt to determine the relative effectiveness of e.ach 

inferential rule in accounting for subjects' predictions 

and their explanations about their predictions. From 

this analysis, it will be possible to determine which 

inferential rule appears to dominate in subjects' pre-
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social structures. 
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Research hypotheses: Subjects' involvement--the 

observer versus the participant. Subjects will be asked 

to complete an essay after predicting the unknown rela-

tionship within each social structure (see Methodology 

chapter) which answers the question, "For what reason (s) 

did you give the response that you did?" These essay 

responses will be content analyzed to determine dif-

ferences between the Observer and the Participant condi-

tions with respect to the differential use of the three 

inferential rules. The dj fferential use of the inferen-

tial rules should be reflected in the terms subjects use 

to explain their predictions. The following hypotheses 

specify the differences which are expected between the 

involvement conditions with respect to subjects' use 

of the inferential rules. 

Figure II presents the expected effects due to the 

involvement conditions, the differences between the two 

involvement conditions with respect to the terms which 

subjects use in describing their predictions. For Struc-

ture 1, (a) there will be a significantly greater use of 

the inferential rule of positivity in the Participant 

condition than in the Observer condition. This attests 

to the hypothesized need for subjects to perceive signi-

ficantly more positive relationships between themselves 
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Figure II. Research Hypotheses: The Differential Effects 
of Subjects' Involvement in the Task Activity 
Upon the Use of the Infe,rent.ial Rules 

Posi ti vi ty 

Source/Target 
Generalization 

Balance 

Structure 
1 

p > 0 

0 = p 

0 > p 

Structure 
2 

p > 0 

0 = p 

0 > p 

Structure 
3 

Structure 
4 

P>O P>O 

No. Pred. O > P 

0 > P P = 0 

Note: O = Observer Condition; P = Participant Condition. 



and other people than between other people per se. 

Deutsch and Solomon (1950), in their explanations about 

Homan' s basic proposition, assume that an individual 

likes himself and is attracted to other people who like 

him/her. They also argue that reinforcement theories 

assume that social approval and praise, represented by 

by positive affective relationships between an indivi-

dual and other people in this case, serve as rewards 
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while social disapproval, as in negative affective inter-

personal relationships, serve as a lack of reinforcement 

for the individual. Finally, Rodrigues (1968) argued that 

the forces of agreement, which may be explained by a 

positivity bias, would be stronger when the subject was 

ego-involved in the attitudinal issue. Thus, a signi-

ficantly greater use of positive predictions should 

occur as subjects become more involved in the prediction 

task. 

Also, for Structure 1, (b) there will be no signifi-

cant differences between the two involvement conditions 

with respect to subjects' use of the inferential rule of 

source/target generalization. Since the property of 

source/target generalization can be introduced into this 

structure by either a positive or a negative prediction, 

there is no difference expected between th.e involvement 

conditions with respect to the overall use of this inferen-

tial rule. However, it would be expected that there will 
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be a significantly greater us'e of a positive-oriented 

source/target generalization rule in the Participant con-

dition than in the Observer condition while there will 

be a significantly greater us.e of a negative-oriented 

source/target generalization rule in the Observer condi-

tion than in the Participant condition; and (c) there 

will be a significantly greater use of the inferential 

rule of balance in the Observer condition than in the 

Participant condition, since the use of a negative predic-

tion introduces balance into this structure. Traditionally 

it has been assumed that subjects will use the inferential rule 

of balance to a significantly greater degree as subjects 

become more involved in the task activity. Burnstein 

(1967) argued that when the issue was trivial, structural 

balance would be of no consequence in its effects. 

Sampson and Insko (1964) suggested that the use of the 

inferential rule of balance would increase under conditions 

of high ego-involvement on the part of the subject. When 

the task is less involving, "we would suggest that P 

would feel less pressure from the imbalance and would be 

less likely to alter his judgments" (p. 192). However, 

no empirical support has been generated for this proposi..., 

tion in the research literature. It may be that the use 

of the inferential rule of balance increases for subjects 

who are ego-involved in the task activity to the extent 

that the prediction made calls for the use of a positive 
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response. It is thus hypothesized in this study that 

when the use of the inferential rule of balance calls for 

a:n appropriate negative prediction, the balance rule will 

be demonstrated to a significantly greater degree in the 

Observer condition than in the Participant condition, and 

vice versa. 

For Structure 2, (a) there will be a significantly 

greater use of the inferential rule of positivity in the 

Participant conditions than in the Observer condition; (b) 

there will be no significant differences between the involve-

ment conditions with respect to subjects' use of the 

inferential rule of source/target generalization, since 

this property can be introduced into this structure by 

either a positive or a negative prediction. However, it 

would be expected that there will be a significantly 

greater use of a positive-ori~nted source/target generali-

zation rule in the Participant condition than in the 

Observer condition while there will be a significantly 

greater use of a negative-oriented source/target generali-

zation rule in the Observer condition than in the Partici-

pant condition; and (c) there will be a significantly 

greater use of the inferentia~ rule of balance in the 

Observer condition than in the Participant condition, since 

a negative predcition introduces balance into this structure. 

For Structure 3, ( a) there will be a significantly 

great er use of the inferential rule of positivity in the 
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Participant condition than in the Observer condition; 

(b) there will be no significant use of the inferential 

rule of source/target generalization in either involve-

ment condition, since it is not possib ie to introduce this 

property into this structure through the prediction 

method; and (c) there will be a significantly greater use 

of the inferential rule of balance in the Observer condition 

than in the Participant condition, since a negative pre-

diction introduces balance into this structure. 

For Structure 4, (a) there will be a significantly 

greater use of the inferential rule of positivity in the 

Participant condition -i:h~n in the Observer condition; (b) 

there will be a significantly greater use of the inferen-

tial rule of source/target generalization in the Observer 

condition than in the Participant condition, since the 

in_troduction of this property into this structure requires 

a negative prediction; and (c) there will be no signifi-

cant differences between involvement conditions with res-

pect to subjects' use of the inferential rule of balance, 

since it is possible to introduce this property into this 

structure by either a positive or a negative prediction. 

The hypotheses outlined above allow for the inv~sti-

gation of whether these inferential rules can. be recog-

nized and used by subjects in this type of experimental 

study and whether there are significant differences between 

subjects in their explanations about their predictions as 
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mediated by their level of involvement in the prediction 

task. The research hypotheses for this experimental study 

are summarized below. 

Summary of Hypotneses 

I. Prediction Method: Differences between the infer-

ential rules will be exhibited in subjects' predictions 

and explanations about unknown interpersonal relationships 

within given social structures. 

A. Structural effects: 

1. Structure 1: Subjects will predict the unknown 
A-B or You-B relationship. 

(A) Positivity predicts a significant positive 
relationf~ip and a significant use of its 
rule in subjects' responses. 

(B) Source/target generalization makes no pre-
diction about the unknown relationship but 
predicts that there will be a significant 
use of its rule in subjects' responses. 

(C) Balance predicts a significant negative 
·reiationship and a significant use of its 
rule in subjects' responses. 

2. Structure 2: Subjects wiJ.l predict the unknown 
E-F or You-F relationship:. 

(A) Posi ti vi ty predicts a significant posi-
tive relationship and a significant use 
of its rule in subjects I responses. 

(B) Source/target generalization makes no 
prediction about the unknown relationship 
but predicts there wili be a signiti.can_t 
use of its rule in subjects' responses. 

(C) Balance predicts a significant negative 
relationship and a significant use of its 
rule in subjects' responses. 

3. Structure 3: Subjects will predict the unknown 
I-J or You-J relationship. 

(A) Posi ti vi ty predicts a significant posi-
tive relationshi,l-J and a significant use of 
its rule in subjects' responses. 
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(B) Source/target generalization predicts a 
significant "Don't Knowi• response an,d no 
significant use of its rule in subjects' 
responses. 

(C) Balance predicts a significant negative 
relationship and a significant use of its 
rule in subjects' responses. 

4. Structure 4: Subjects will predict the unknown 
M-N or You-N relationship. 

(A) Positivity predicts a significant positive 
re·lationship end a sign.ificant use of its 
rule in subjects' responses. 

(B) Source/target generalization predicts a 
significant negative relationship and a 
Significant use of its rule ·in subjects 1 

responses. 
(C) _Balance makes no prediction about the un-

known relationship but predicts there will 
be a significant use of its rule in 
subjects' responses. 

II. Subjects' Involvement in the Task Ac~ivity--The 

Observer Versus the Participc:mt: Differences between the· 

use of the inferential rules as affected by subjects' in-

volvement in the prediction task. 

A. Structural effects~ 

1 . Structure 1 : 

(A) There will be a significantly greater use 
o:f the inferential rule of posi ti vi ty in 
the Participant condition than in the 
Observer condition. 

(B) There wi 11 be an equi v'aleht use of the infer-
ential rule of source/ta.ri~j(~t generalization 
ih the two involvement conditions. 

(C) There will be a sis'Ilificantl~l (]-:,-cater use 
o:f the inferential rule of balance in the. 
Observer condition than ih the Participant' 
condition. 

2. Structure 2: 

(A) There will be a significantly greater use 
o.f the inferentii;'IJ rule of positivity in 
the Participant condition than in the 
Observer condition. 
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(B) There will be an equivalant use of the 
inferential rule of source/target generali-
zation in the two involvement conditions. 

(C) There will be a significantly greater use 
of the inferential rule of balance in the 
Observer condition than in the Participant 
condition. 

3. Structure 3: 

(A) There will be a significantly greater use 
of the inferential rule nf posi ti vi ty 
in the Participant condition than in the 
Observer condition. 

(B) There will be no significant use of the 
inferential rule of source/target genera-
lization in the two involvement conditions. 

(C) There will be a significantly greater use 
of th~ inferential rule of balance in the 
Observer condition than in the Participant 
condition. 

4 . Structure 4: 

(A) There will be a significantly greater 
use of the inferential rule of positivity 
in the Participant condition than in the 
Observer condition. 

(B) There will be a significantly greater use 
of the inferential rule of source/target 
generalization in the Observer condition 
tha.11. in the Participant condition. 

(C) There will be an equivalent use of the 
inferential rule of balance in the two 
involvement conditions. 

Review of subsequent Chapters 

Chapter One has outlined the basic assumptions for the 

research project, the previous research literature, and 

the present study's hypotheses. The research literature, 

the relevant variables, and the proposed hypotheses have 

been given a detailed consideration in_ this chapter in 

order to provide the reader with a clear understanding 

about the nature of tl~is experimental study. Chapter Two 
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will outline the experimental procedures and the metho-

dology that was used in the design of the study. Chapter 

Three will present the statistical results which corres-

pond to the hypotheses that have been advanced in this 

experirner.1.tal study, and Chapter Four will interpret and 

discuss the statistical results in terms of their impli-

cations for the hypothesized effects and for future research 

endeavors. 



CHAPTER TWO 

PROCEDURES AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

1he design of the experiment called for specific pro-

cedures which were capable of investigating the differential 

effects of the three inferential rules upon an individual~ s 

predictions about the nature of unknown interpersonal rela-

tionships within social groups. A pilot study had been 

c.onducted in the summer of 19 79 to determine the feasibility 

of the basic assumptions of this project as well as to refine 

the actual design of the experiment (see Appendix A for a 

discussion of the results from this pilot study). The pilot 

study confirmed that the experimental procedures were satis-

factory for the measurement of an individual's differential 

use of the three major inferential rules. It was found in 

the pilot study that individuals tended to use the inferential 

rule of balance to a significantly greater degree than was 

expected and tended not to use the inferential rule of posi-

tivity in their predictions about the unknown interpersonal 

relationships. Based upon the suggestions from this pilot 

study--(a) that subjects would be run throuth the experimental 

procedures in groups rather than individually; (b) tl~at two 

separate. information sheets, rather than one sheet, would 

be used to introduce subjects to the two involvement condi-

tions; and ( c) that three judges, rather than one, would be 
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used in the. content analysis procedure--the design of the 

experiment was as follows. 

Selection of Subjects 

Subjects were recruited from the basic speech program 

at the University of Kansas during the fall semester of 

1979. Subjects were able to fulfill a basic speech program 

requirement through their participation in the experimental 

study. Table 1 presents the characteristics of the subject 

pool that was used in this study. In all, one hundred and 

twenty subjects took part in the study. These subjects were 

rec.ruited from three different types of basic speech courses 

which were taught by ele'.1en different instructors. Instruc-

tors A, B, and H taught Speech 130 ;. Fundamentals of Speech--

Speak.er-Audience Communication; Instructors A, D, E, G, I, 

J, and K taught Speech 140: Fundamentals of Speech--Inter-

personal Communication; and Instructors C and F taught Speech 

150: Fundamentals of Speech--Personal Communication. Table 

1 presents an analysis of the number of basic speech classes 

that were used in the study, the number of subjects from each 

class who took part in the study, and the number of 

"casualties." A "casualty" was defined as an individual who 

was deleted from the experimental results due to one of two 

problems: either they were not involved in experimental 

groups which met the size requirement for this study (ten 

people in each group) or they were dismissed from the ex-

perimental session because the groups were full. Thus, the 
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Table 1 

Nature of Subject Pool 

Nature Number of Number of Number of 
Instructor of Class Classes Subjects Casualties 

A Speech 130 2 26 6 
Speech 140 1 12 4 

B Speech 130 1 22 6 

C Speech 150 1 13 8 

D Speech 140 1 9 0 

E Speech 140 1 9 5 

F Speech 150 1 8 4 

G Speech 140 1 6 0 

H Speech 130 1 5 0 

I Speech 140 1 4 1 

J Speech 140 2 3 0 

K Speech 140 1 3 7 

TOTALS 15 120 4;1.. 
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study eventually consisted of eleven instructors, fifteen 

classes, one hundred and twenty subjects, and fourty-one 

casualties. 

Structures Employed in the Study 

Subjects were presented with the four social struc-

tures shown in Figure 2. These four social structures were 

developed by Crockett (19 79) and were used to investigate 

the differential effects of the inferential rules upon an 

individual I s predictions about unknown interpersonal rela-

tions because they had been found to be effective in deter-

mining differences between subjects in their ability to 

learn social structures. For the purposes of this study, the 

relationsh.1.ps between the first and the second person were 

left undefined and subjects were asked to predict the nature 

of the unknown interpersonal relationships. Crockett's (1979) 

structures differ in terms of: (a) the degree of balance 

characterizing each structure; (b) the nature of source and 

target generalization for individuals within each structure; 

and (c) the ratio of like to dislike relations within each 

structure. The following discussion will outline the major 

differences between Crockett's (1979) social structures. 

Structure 1 is completely balanced, 11 in that transi-

tivity and anti-transitivity hold for all four of the trip-

lets. Persons B, C, and Dall like each other and they 

a·ll dislike A. Source/target generalization also holds for 

person A11 (Crockett, 1979, p. 6). Thus, if one knew the 



Figure III. Structures Employed (Crockett, l979) in 
Experimental Study 

Structure 1 Structure 2 

Structure 3 Structure 4 

I/You< > J M/You 4-----7N 
'1' ~ II' lj\ ~ ,1\ 

I I I "- I 
I I I I 
I I I ' i 

\} I i 
\)I J,, ~ JI 

.K )L 0 < >P 
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relationship between person A and any otl~er member of the 

social group, relations between all of the other members 

of the structure could be inferred. In addition, since 

Structure 1 is balanced, there are an equal number of like 

and dislike relations characterizing the social structure. 

Structures 2. and 3 are both unbalanced because, as 

Crockett (1979) explains: 

... the relations in all £our triplets v~olate 
either transitivity or anti-transitivity. 
Structure 2 is the obverse of Structure l, in 
that person F, G, and H all dislike each other, 
and all like E; source/target generalization 
holds for E. Structure 3 has more like 
relations than dislike. (p. 6, author'si tali cs) . 

Structure 4 is partially balanced because, as Crockett 

(l9 79) explains: 

Two triplets (MNO and MPO) are balanced, the other 
two are not; in particular MNP violates anti-
transitivity and NOP violates transitivity. To 
make Structure 4 isomorphic to Structure 1, the 
relations between N anq P need only be reversed 
from negative. to positive. Source/target genera-
lization holds for :M. Finally, this structure 
ha:s more dis like than like relations (p. 6, 
author's italics). 

Methodology of the Study 

Three different methods have been used to investigate 

the effects of the three inferential rules upon an indivi-

duat' s judgments about the nature of the interpersonal 

relationship which exist within simple social structures: 

(a) an individual's affective responses to hypothetical 

social structures; (b) the ease with which an individual 

learns different hypothetical social structures; and (c) 
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an individual 1 s predictions about unknown interpersonal 

relationships between two members of hypothetical social 

structures given information about the relationships these 

members have with other members of the social s.tructures 

(Zajonc & Sherman, 1966; Pickek, Sherman & Shiffrin, 1975). 

The prediction method was used in this study to investigate 

the differential use of the three inferential rules in the 

construction of an individual's "social schema." 

The experiment was conducted as a 4 x 2 factorial 

design. The two factors were the four social structures 

which were used in the prediction task and the two involvement 

conditions. Subjects were presented with the four social 

structures shown in Figure 2, with the interpersonal rela-

·tionships between the first and the second person left 

undefined, in one of the following four orders of presenta-

tion: (a} 1234, (b} 2341, (c} 3412, and (d) 4123. Subjects 

were then asked to predict the affective nature of the un-

known interpersonal relationships. Half of the subjects 

were presented with social structures in which they were not 

involved as members (the Observer condition) and half of 

the subjects were presented with social structures in which 

they were hypothetical members of the social groups (the 

Participant condition) . Subjects were assigned to one of 

the eight experimental conditions and to one of the four 

order of presentations on a random basis. 

Supjects were brought into the experimental sessions 
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in groups consisting of ten people.. Subjects were first 

given an information sheet (see Appendix C) which intro-

duced them to the experiment and its purpose. Subjects were 

told that the purpose of the experiment was to investigate 

the ways people determine the nature of unknown interper-

sonal relationships within social groups based on the avail-

able information about the known interpersonal relationships 

which characterized those social groups. There was an 

attempt made to encourage the subjects' cooperation with 

full knowledge about the purpose of the experiment. Two 

different information sheets were used which corresponded 

to the subjects' placement in the two involvement conditions. 

Only one information sheet had been used in the pilot study 

and it was discovered that subjects in the Participant con-

ditions did not always perceive themselves as being part 

of the social groups. The information sheets used in this 

study were identical for the two involvement conditions 

except that the information sheet for the Participant con-

dition .stressed that the subjects were to imagine themselves 

as actual members of the hypothetical social groups. Subjects 

were then presented with the four structures shown in 

Figure 2 in which all of the relationships between members 

were specified except for the relationships between the 

first two members. In the Observer condition (see Appendix 

D) the social structures consisted of four hypothetical 

people, while in the Participant condition (see Appendix E) 
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the social structures consisted of the subject him/herself 

and three other hypothetical people. The names used in the 

social structures were: Al, Bill, Charlie, Dave, Ed, Fred, 

Ga:ry, Har:ry, Irwin, Jim, Ken, Larry, .Mike, Ned, Oscar, and 

Paul, respectively. Subjects were presented with a social 

structure visually, informed about each known relationship 

which existed between pairs of the members within the social 

structure, and then asked to predict the unknown relation-

ship. Following this predict;i.on, subjects were asked to 

write a short essay about their reason(s) for the answer 

they gave. Subjects were asked to be as specific as possible 

in their explanations about their predictions and to go 

into as much depth as they could in their answer. After 

completing one social structure, subjects were asked to 

turn the page and complete the next social structure until 

all four structures had been ,completed. Subjects were then 
', 

debriefed about the design of the experiment and dismissed. 

Data Treatment 

The experimental procedures yielded nominal level 

frequency data with respect to subjects' responses to the 

experime_ntai manipulations. -The appropriate analysis of 

frequency data calls for the use of Chi-Square nonparametric 

significance tests which compare the observed effects 

against the expected, or theoretical, -effects. The Chi-

Square significance tests were used for the analysis of all 

single-group data as well as for all group comparisons on 
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the relevant dependent variables. The research. data con-

sisted of the predictions which subjects made about the 

unknown relationships and their explanations about their 

predictions. 

Subjects' predictions about unknown interpersonal 

relationships. Subjects made one of three possible pre-

dictions about the affective nature of the unknown inter-

personal relationships they were presented with: positive., 

negative, and "don't know" responses. Th~se predictions 

were analyzed by the use of Chi-Square significance tests 

to determine the deviation from the expected effects. Since 

the relevant null hypotheses state that there will be no 

significant differences between subjects' predictions, these 

predictions would be expected to be evenly distributed across 

the three possible responses. 

Subjects' .explanations about their predictions. Sub-

jects' essay answers about their predictions were content 

analyzed by three judges working independently to observe 

the subjects' use of the three inferential rules. All 

three of the judges were graduate students at the University 

of Kansas in the Department of Speech Communication and 

Human Relations, and one of the judges was the principle 

investigator for this research project. The judges were 

asked to sort the subjects' essay responses into one of 

four different categories: positivity statements, source/ 

target generalization statements, balance statements, and 
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source/target generalization/balance statements. There 

was a 79.7% agreement between the three judges with respect 

to the nature of subjects' responses. There was an 85. 5% 

agreement between judges one and two, an 86% agreement 

between judges one and three, and an 85.4% agreement between 

judges one and three. 

From the content analysis procedure, it was possible 

to place all of the subjects' responses in to one of the 

following three categories: positivity statements, source/ 

target generalization statements, and balance statements. 

One subjects' responses were deleted from the results 

because the judges could not discern the nature of his/her 

explanations with respect to the three categories. All 

responses were agreed upon by at least two judges, except 

for one response which produced different interpretations 

by the three judges.. This response was determined by the 

experimenter's decision. Subjects also provided explana-

tions about their "don't know" responses which were content 

analyzed by this experimenter. 

The fourth category of source/target generalization/ 

balance statements was used by all three judges in the 

content analysis procedure. However, there was never an 

agreement between at least two judges with respect to a 

specific response made by a subject in terms of this fourth 

category of source/target generalization/balance statements. 

Table 2 provides an analysis of the type of statements 



Table 2 

Statements Characterizing the Inferential Rules of 
Positivity, Source/Target Generalization, and Balance 

Positivity Statements 

55 

"Bill and I would probably like each other ... The liking 
relationship between me and Bill is what could hold 
together the relationship with You and Charlie and 
You and Dave." 

"You must like someone in the group to be in the group 
at all." 

"In order for me to be a member of a particular social 
group--I would assume th.at I would have some type of 
relationship (positive) with a member of the group. 
Since the structure of the group indicates I dislike 
Charlie and Dave, it must be Bill that I have a posi-
tive relationship with." 

"Since I dislike Oscar and Paul, I must like Ned or I 
wouldn't be involved in the group socially." 

"If they like each other then they will only dislike 
one person ·each in the tgroup." 

"like each other ... with a structure like this it would 
seem to me that the people could work out the demeaning 
conflicts." 

Source/Target Generalization Statements 

"Ed seems to like a variety of people wh.o don't neces-
sarily like each other . .;, 

".Mike and Ned dislike each other because. Mike dislikes 
the other two." 

"It seems that Ed is a yery enjoyable person because 
he's liked by Gary and Harry even though Gary and 
Harry dislike each other." 

"Mike doesn' t seem to like anyone and I don I t think 
anyone likes Mike. 11 

"Because Jvlike doesn ( t seem to get along with anyone in 
this group at all. 11 

(Table 2 continued) 
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Table 2 (continued) 

Source/Target Geheralization Statements (cbhtihued) 

11 I reached this decision by process of elimination. If 
I feel badly about both Oscar and Paul, then I have no 
basis to like Ned." 

"Everyone else likes Bill ... " 

Balance Statements 

"Ned likes Os car whom I dis like ... " 

"Gary doesn-1 t like Fred and Gary and Ed and friends, 
so they wouldn I t like e c;3.ch other. 11 

"I don I t like Charlie, and Bill likes him, so I won I t 
like Bill and he won't like me." 

"I think they dislike each other, because they have 
completely different attitudes towards Charley and 
Dave." 

"They dislike each other, because Irwin likes Larry 
who Jim dislikes and Jim likes Ken who Irwin dislikes. 11 

"Since Al doesn I t like Charlie and Dave and they both 
like Bill, I don't believe Bill has much of a chance 
with Al." 

"Since Ned likes Oscar, but Oscar dislikes Mike, then 
Ned would dislike Mike. Since Mike dislikes Paul, and 
Ned dislikes Paul, then Mike should dislike Ned, they 
all dislike each other. 11 
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which subjects g.ave and their relationship to one of the 

three inferential rules. Statements which ch'aracterized 

the inferential rule of posi ti vi ty stressed that people 

needed to have positive interpersonal relationships in order 

to be members of the social groups. Statements which 

characterized the inferential rule of source/target genera-

lizations stressed the general characteristics of a parti-

cular person in the social groups. Statements which char-

acterized the inferential rule of balance were ones which 

logically deduced the unknown relationships between the 

two people based on the known relationships within the social 

structures. Once these state~ents had been content analyzed 

into the respective categories which characterized each 

inferential rule, it was possible to analyze the nature of 

subjects' responses using Chi-Square significance tests to 

determine the deviation from the expected effects. Since 

the relevant null hypotheses state that there will be no 

significant differences between subjects' use of the three 

inferential rules and "don't know" responses in their ex-

planations about their predictions, these responses would 

be expected to be evenly distributed across the four possible 

categories. 



CHAPTER THREE 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the statistical results for 

this experimental study with respect to the research hypo-

theses that have been formulated. The influence of each 

inferential rule is discussed in terms of its effect 

upon subjects' predictions and upon subjects' explanations 

about their predictions. A .05 level of significance was 

used as the basis for rejecting the relevant null hypotheses. 

The research hypotheses and an analysis of their signifi-

cance as reftected in the data is presented below. 

Research Hypotheses: Subjects' Predictions About Unknown 
Interpersonal Relationships 

The research hypotheses for subjects' predictions were 

based on the assumption that subjects' differential use 

of the three inferential rules of positivity, source/ 

target generalization, and balance would be re·flected in 

the predictions that they made about the unknown relation-

ships and in their explanations about their predictions. 

Table 3 contrasts the observed frequencies of subjects' 

predictions across involvement conditions against the 

theoretical frequencies with. respect to Structure 1. The 

Chi-Square value of 12 3. 3 yields a probability figure of 

less than .001 with two degrees of freedom. The null 
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Table 3 

Subjects' Observed and Expected Predictions 
Across Involvement Conditions for Structure 1 

Observed 

Expected 

Percentage 

x2 = 123. 3 

Positive 

6 

40 

5 

p< .001 

Negative 

97 

40 

80. 8 

Cw/ 2df} 

Don't Know 

17 

40 

14.2 

59 



hypothesis can be rejected with respect to differences 

between subjects' use of the three possible predictions 

with regard to Structure 1. Inspection of the data in-

dicates that the significance of the Chi-Square value 
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can be attributed to the lack of a positivity effect, as 

subjects gave significantly fewer positive predictions than 

was theoretically expected and gave significantly more 

negative predictions than was theoretically expected. Only 

5% of the subjects gave positive predictions, 14.2% of 

the subjects gave "don't know" responses, and 80.8% of 

th.e subjects gave negative predictions. The inferential 

rule of positivity does not seem to account for the nature 

of the predictions which subjects gave regarding the 

unknown relationship for Structure 1. Since subjects appear 

not to use the inferential rule of positivity, and since 

subjects gave negative predictions to a significantly 

greater degree than was theoretically expected, either the 

inferential rule of source/target generalization or the 

inferential rule of balance must account for subjects' 

predictions. This will be verified through an analysis of 

the subjects' explanations about their predictions. 

Table 4 contrasts the observed frequencies of sub-

jects' predictions across involvement conditions against 

the theoretical frequencies with respect to Structure 2. 

The Chi-Square value of 6.425 yields a probability figure 

of less than .05 with two degrees of freedom. The null 



Table 4 

Subjects' Observed and Expected Predictions 
Across Involvement Conditions for Structure 2 

Observed 

Expected 

Percentage 

x2 = 6.425 

Positive 

35 

40 

29.l 

p< • 05 

Nega•tive 

53 

40 

44.2 

(w/ 2df) 

Don't Know 

32 

40 

26.7 

61 
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hypothesis can be rejected with respect to differences 

between subjects' use of the three possible predictions 

with regard to Structure 2. Inspection of the data 

indicates that the significance of the Chi-Square value 

can be attributed to the dominant use of negative pre-

dictions by subjects. While 26.7% of the subjects gave 

"don't know" responses and 29.1% of the subjects gave 

positive predictions, 44.2% of the subjects gave negative 

predictions. While the inferential rule of positivity 

is not used to a significantly greater degree than would 

be theoretically expected, it is also not used to a sig-

nificantly less degree than would be theoretically expected. 

Since subjects gave negative predictions to a significantly 

greater degree than was theoretically ·expected, either the 

inferential rule of source/target generalization or the 

inferential rule of balance must account for subjects' pre-

dictions. This will be verified through an analysis of 

the subjects' explanations about their predictions. 

Table 5 contrasts the observed frequencies of sub-

jects' predictions across involvement conditions against 

the theoretical frequencies with respect to Structure 3. 

The Chi-Square value of 29. 9 yields a probability f-igure 

of less than .001 with two degrees of freedom. The null 

hypothesis can be rejected with respect to differences 

between subjects' use of the three possible predictions 

with regard to Structure 3. Inspection of the data indicates 



Table 5 

Subjects' Observed and Expected Predictions 
Across Involvement Conditions for Structure 3 

Observed 

Expected 

Percentage 

x2 = 29.9 

Positive 

18 

40 

lS 

p< .001 

Negative 

66 

40 

55 

(w/ 2df} 

Don:'.t Know 

36 

40 

30 

63 
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that the significance of the Chi-Square value can be 

attributed to the lack of a positivity effect, as sub-

jects gave significantly fewer positive predictions than 

was theoretically expected and gave significantly more 

negative predictions than was theoretically expected. 

Only 15% of the subjects gave positive. predi.ctions, 30% 

of the subjects gave "don't know" responses, and 55% of 

the subjects gave negative predictions. The inferential 

rule of positivity does not seem to account for the nature 

of the predictions which subjects gave regardi~g the 

unknown relationship for Str-ucture 3. Since subjects 

appear not to use the infere~tial rule of positivity, and 

since subjects gave negative· predictions to a signifi-

cantly greater degree than was theoretically expected, 

the inferential rule of balance, which asserts a negative 

prediction, must account for subjects' responses. The 

inferential rule of balance ~s the only rule which asserts 

a negative prediction, and subjects' use of this rule will 

be verified through an analysis of the subjects' expl.ana-

tions about their predictions. 

Table 6 contrasts the observed frequencies of subjects' 

predictions across involvement conditions against the 

the_oretical frequencies with respect to Structure 4. The 

Chi-Square value of 6.95 yields a probability figure of 

less than .05 with two degrees of freedom. The null hy-

pothesis can be rejected with respect to differences 



Table 6 

Subjects' Observed and Expected Predictions 
Across Involvement Conditions for Structure 4 

Observed 

Expected 

Percentage 

x2 = 6.95 

P-ositive 

27 

40 

22.5 

p< .OS 

Negative 

50 

40 

41. 7 

(w/ 2df) 

Doh' t Know. 

43 

40 

35. 8 

65 
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between subjects' use of the three possible predictions 

with regard to Structure 4. Inspection of the data indi-

cates that the significance of the Chi-Square. value can 

be attributed to the lack of a positivity effect, as 

subjects gave significantly fewer positive predictions 

than was theoretically expected and gave significantly 

more negative predictions than was theoretically expected. 

Only 22.5% of the subjects gave positive predictions, 35 .8% 

·of the subjects gave "don't know" responses, and 41.7% of 

the subjects gave negative predictions. The inferential 

rule of positivity does not seem to account for the nature 

of the predictions which subjects gave regarding the unknown 

re_lationship for Structure 4. Since subjects appear not 

to use the inferential rule of positivity, and since sub-

jects gave negative predictions to a significantly greater 

degree than was expected, the inferential rule of balance 

or the inferential rule of source/target generalization must 

account for subjects' responses. However, the inferential 

rule of source/target generalization is the only rule which 

asserts a negative prediction, and subjects' use of this rule 

will be verified through an analysis of the subjects' explana-

tions about their p-redictions. 

The three inferential rules predicted that subjects 

would demonstrate significant use of the rules in their 

explanations about the predictions which they made.* The 

*While there is evidence to suggest that subjects' ex-
planations about their responses to experimental manipulations 
are not always related to their behavior, it is assumed for the 
purposes of this study that subjects' explanations about their 
predictions are related to their behaviors in the prediction 
task. 
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inferential rules predicted that the type of terms and 

statements which subjects used in their explanations 

would be characteristic of the inferential rules of 

positivity, source/target generalization, or balance. 

Table 7 contrasts the observed frequencies of sub-

jects I use of the three inferential rules as reflected 

in their essay responses across involvement conditions 

against the theoretical frequencies for Structure 1. The 

Chi-Square value of 111.621 yields a probability figure 

of less than .001 with three degrees of freedom. The null 

hypothesis can be rejected with respect to differences 

between subjects' use of the three inferential rules in 

their explanations about their predictions with regard to 

Structure 1. Inspection of the data indicates that the 

significance of the Chi-Square value can be attributed to 

two factors: (a) subjects I significant lack of using the 

inferential rule of positivity, and (a) subjects' signifi-

cant use of the inferential rule of balance. Only 1.7% of 

the subjects demonstrated a use of the inferential rule of 

positivity, 14.3% of the subjects gave "don't know" res-

ponses, 18.5% of the subjects demonstrated a use of the 

inferential rule of source/target generalization, and 65.5% 

of the subjects demonstrated a use of the inferential rule 

of balance. Thus, not only did subjects demonstrate a 

significant use of negative predictions about the unknown 

interpersonal relationship for Structure 1, but subjects 



Table 7 

Subjects' Observed and Expected Use of the 
Inferential Rules Across Involvement 

Conditions for Structure 1 

68 

P os i ti vi ty Generalization Bal ah ce Don ' t Yill ow 

Observed 

Expected 

Percentage 

2 

29. 75 

1.7 

x2 = 111. 621 p< .001 

22 

29. 75 

18. 5 

(w/ 3df) 

78 

29.75 

65.5 

17 

29.75 

14.3 
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used the inferential rule of balance to deduce the nega-

tive relationship to a significantly greater degree than 

was theoretically expected. It is interesting to note 

that when the "don't know" responses were content analyzed, 

a significant portion of those responses cited a tendency 

toward the use of the inferential rule of source/target 

generalization. Since the property of source/target 

generalization could be introduced into this structure via 

a positive or a negative prediction, many subjects were 

inclined to give "don't know" responses. When the "don't 

know" responses which tended toward a use of the inferen-

tial rule of source/target generalization were included, 

25.2% of the subjects demonstrated the use of this rule. In 

addition, of the subjects who did use the inferential rule 

of s.ource/target generalization in their predictions, only 

18.2% of the subjects gave positive predictions while 81.8% 

of the subjects gave negative predictions. While the un-

known relationship could be completed by the use of either 

a positive or a negative prediction, those subjects using 

the inferential rule of source/target generalization chose 

negative predictions. This finding is significant at 

less than a .005 level using the Chi-Square significance 

test. However, while the inferential rule of source/target 

generalization caused some subjects to vacilate in their 

1?redictions (i.e., "don't know" responses) , subjects demon-

strated a significantly greater use of the inferential rule 



of b3..lance than any other inferential rule in their ex-

planations about their predictions. 

Table 8 contrasts the observed frequencies of sub-

jects ' use of the three inferential rules as reflected 

70 

in their essay responses across involvement conditions 

against the theoretical frequencies for Structure 2. The 

Chi-Square value of 37. 334 yields a probability figure 

of less than .001 with three degrees of freedom. The null 

hypothesis can be rejected with respect to differences 

between subjects' use of the three inferential rules in 

their explanations about their predictions with regard to 

Structure 2. Inspection of tjle data indicates that the 

significance of the Chi-Square value can be attrib.uted to 

two factors: (a) subjects' significant lack of using the 

inferential rule of positivity, and (p.) subjects' signi-

ficant use of the inferential rule of balance. Only 4.3% 

of the subjects demonstrated a use of the inferential rule 

of posi ti vi ty, 2 6% of the subjects gave "don I t know" 

responses, 26% of the subjects demonstrated a use of the 

inferential rule of source/target generalization, and 

43.7% of the subjects demonstrated a use of the inferential 

rule of balance. Thus, not only did subjects demonstrate 

a significant use of negative predictions about the unknown 

interpersonal relationship for Structure 2, but subjects 

used the inferential rule of balance to deduce the negative 

relattonship to a significantly greater degree than was 



Table 8 

Subjects• Observed and Expected Use of the 
Inferential Rules Across Involvement 

Conditions for Structure 2 

71 

Positivity Gener·alization Balan·ce Don't Know 

Observed 

Expected 

Percentage 

x2 = 37.334 

5 

29.75 

4.3 

p< .001 

31 

29. 75 

26 

(w/ 3df) 

52 

29.75 

43.7 

3l 

29.75 

26 
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theoretically expected. It is interesting to note that 

there was a significant tendency toward a use of the 

inferential rule of source/target generalization in sub-

jects' "don't know'' responses. Since the property of 

source/target generalization could be introduced into 

this structure via a positive or a negative prediction, many 

subjects were inclined to give "don't know" responses. 

When the II don't know" responses which tended toward a use 

of the inferential rule of source/target generalization 

are included, 37.8% of the subjects demonstrated the use 

of this rule. In addition, in contrast to the results 

from Structure 1, of th~ subjects who did use the inferen-

tial rule of source/target generalization in their pre-

dictions, only 19. 4% of the subjects gave negative pre-

dictions while 80 .. 6% of the subjects gave positive pre-

dictions. This finding was significant at less than a .001 

level- using the Chi-Square significance test. This finding 

suggests that subjects who use the inferential rule of 

source/target generalization are able to shift in their 

predictions from positive to negative responses depending 

upon the social structure they are presented with. While 

there is some support for subjects' use of source/target 

.generalization in their explanations, subjects demonstrated 

a significantly greater use of the inferential rule of 

balance than any other inferential rule in their explanations 

about their predictions. 
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Table 9 contrasts the observed frequencies of sub-

jects' use of the three inferential rules as reflected 

in their essay responses across involvement conditions 

against the theoretical frequencies for Structure 2. The 

Chi-Square value of 60.481 yields a probability figure 

of less than .001 with three degrees of freedom. The 

null hypothesis can be rejected with respect to differences 

between subjects' use of the three inferential rules in 

their explanations about their predictions with regard to 

Structure 3. Inspection of the data indicates that the 

significance of the Chi-Square value can be attributed to 

two factors: {a) subjects' significant lack of using the 

inferential rule of positivity, and (b) subjects' signifi-

cant use of the inferential rule of balance. Only l.7% of 

the subjects demonstrated a use of the inferential rule of 

source/target generalization (which is greater than the 

theoretical frequency because it was thought that it was 

impossible to introduce this property into this social 

structure), 5% of the subjects demonstrated a use of the 

inferential rule of positivity, 30.3% of the subjects gave 

"don't know" responses, and 63% of the subjects demonstrated 

a use of the inferential rule of balance. Thus, not only 

did subjects demonstrate a significant use of negative pre-

dictions about the unknown interpersonal relationship for 

Structure 3, but subjects used the inferential rule of 

balance to deduce the negatiive relationship to a significantly 



Table 9 

Subjects' Observed and Expected Use of the 
Inferential Rules Across Involvement 

Conditions for Structure 3 

74 

Positivity Generalization* Balance Don't Know 

Observed 

Expected 

Percentage 

x 2 = 60.48l 

6 

39.6 

5 

p< .OOl 

2 

0 

1.7 

(w/ 3df) 

75 

39.6 

63 

36 

39.6 

30.3 

*The data with respect to the category of source/target 
generalization for Structure 3 was not included in the Chi-
Square analysis procedure as the expected frequency equalled 
zero. 
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greater degree than was theoretically expected. This is 

further supported by the fact that when the 11 don I t know" 

responses were content analyzed, a significant portion of 

the responses tended toward a use of the inferential rule 

of balance. When the "don't know" responses are included, 

71.4% of the subjects demonstrated a use of the inferential 

rule of balance. There is clear support that subjects 

predicted the nature of the unknown interpersonal relation-

ship for Structure 3 using a cognitive balance bias. 

Table 10 constrasts the observed frequencies of sub-

jects' use of the three inferential rules as reflected in 

their essay responses across involvement conditions against 

the theoretical frequencies for Structure 4. The Chi-Square 

value of 46 .663 yields a probability figure of less than 

.001 with three degrees of freedom. The. null hypothesis 

can be rejected with respect to differences between subjects• 

use of the three inferential rules in their explanations 

about their predictions with regard to Structure 4. In-

spection of the data indicates that the significance of 

the Chi-Square value can be attributed to three factors: 

(a) subjects' significant lack of using the inferential rule 

of' positivity, (b) subjects' significant use of the inferen-

tial rule of balance, and (c) subjects' significant use of 

"don't know" responses. Only 6. 7% of the subjects demon-

strated a use of the inferential rule of positivity, 20.2% 

of the subjects demonstrated a use of the inferential rule 



Table 10 

Subjects' Observed and Expected Use of the 
Inferential ·Rules Across Involvement 

Conditions for Structure 4 

76 

Positivity Generalization Balance Don't Know 

Observed 

Expected 

Percentage 

x2 = 46 .663 

8 

29. 75 

6.7 

p< .001 

24 

29. 75 

20.2 

(w/ 3df) 

44 

29.75 

37 

43 

29. 75 

36.l 
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of source/target generalization, 36 .1% of the subjects 

gave "don't know" responses, and 37% of the subjects dem-

onstrated a use of the inferential rule of balance. Thus, 

not only did subjects. demonstrate a significant use of 

negative predictions· about the unknown interpersonal 

relationship for Structure 4, but subjects used th.e in-

ferential rule of balance to deduce the negative relation~ 

ship to a significantly greater degree than was theoretically 

expected. Since it was possible to introduce the property 

of balance into this structure via a positive or a negative 

prediction, many of the subjects gave "don't know" responses. 

This is validated by the fact that when the "don't know" 

responses were content analyzed, a significant portion 

tended toward a use of the inferential rule of balance, 

but did not know whether to predict a positive or a nega-

tive relationship. When the "don't know" responses are 

included, 59.7% of the subjects demonstrated a use of the 

inferential rule of balance. Of the subjects who did use 

the inferential rule of balance in their predictions about 

the unknown relationship, there was not a significant dif-

ference at the .05 level of rejection between the use of 

positive and negative predictions. There is thus clear support 

that subjects predicted the nature of the unknown inter-

personal relationship for Structure 4 using a cognitive 

balance bias. 



Research Hypotheses: Subjects' Ih\fo1'vetneht ih the• T'ask 
Acti'vity·--The Observe·r Versus the Parti:Cip•ant 
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The research hypotheses for subjects' involvement in 

the prediction task were based on the assumption that 

subjects' differential use of the three inferential rules 

of positivity, source/target generalization, and balance 

would be significantly related to the nature of the sub-

jects' involvement in the task activity. 

Table 11 contrasts the observed frequencies of subjects' 

predictions across structures for the two involvement con-

ditions against the theoretical frequencies £or Structure 1. 

The Chi~square value of 3.702 is not significant at the .05 

level of acceptance with two degrees of freedom. The null 

hypothesis must therefore be accepted with respect to 

differences between subjects' predictions as mediated by 

their involvement in the prediction task with regard to 

Structure 1. While there is a tendency for subjects in the 

Participant condition to use more positive predictions than 

subjects in the Observer condition and for subjects in the 

Observer condition to use more negative predictions than 

subjects in the Participant condition, the differences are 

not statistically significant at the accepted .05 level. 

Table 12 contrasts the observed frequencies of subjects' 

predictions across structures for the two involvement con-

ditions against the theoretical frequencies for Structure 2. 

The Chi-Square value of 5.294 is not significant at the .05 



Table 11 

Differences Between Involvement Conditions 
in Subjects' Predictions for Structure 1 

Positive Negative Don't Know 

Observed 1 52 7 
Observer 
Condition Expected 3 48.5 8.5 

Percentage 1.7 86.7 11.7 

Observed 5 45 lO 
Participant 
Condition Expected 3 48.5 8.5 

Percentage 8.3 75 16. 7 

x2 = 3. 702 n. s. (w/ 2df) 

Table 12 

Differences Between Involvement Conditions 
in Subjects' Predictions for Structure 2 

Positive Negative Don't Know 

Observed 11 31 18 
Observer 
Condition Expected 17.5 26.5 16 

Percentage 18.3 51.7 30 

Observed 24 22 14 
P arti cipan t 
'Condition Expected 17.5 26.5 16 

Percentage 40 36. 7 23.3 

x2 = 5.294 n.s. (w/ 2df) 

79 
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level of acceptance with two degrees of freedom. The 

null hypothesis must therefore be accepted with respect 

to differences between subjects' predictions as mediated 

by their involvement in the prediction task with regard 

to Structure 2. While there is a tendency in the proposed 

direction, for subjects in the Participant condition to 

use more positive predictions than subjects in the Observer 

condition and for subjects in the Observer condition to 

use more negative predictions than subjects in the Parti-

cipant condition, the differences are not statistically 

significant at the accepted .05 level. 

Table 13 contrasts the observed frequencies of sub-

jects' predictions across structures for the two involve-

ment conditions against the theoretical frequencies for 

Structure 3. The Chi-Square value of 0.485 is not signi-

ficant at the .OS level of acceptance with two degrees 

of freedom. The null hypothesis must therefore be accepted 

with respect to differences between subjects• predictions 

as mediated by their involvement in the prediction task 

with regard to Structure 3. 

Table 14 contrasts the observed frequencies of subjects 1 

predictions across structures for the two involvement con-

ditions against the theoretical frequencies for Structure 4. 

The Chi,--Sq'uare value of 5.208 is not significant at ·the .OS 

level of acceptance with two degrees of freedom. The null 

hypothesis must therefore be accepted with respect to signi-



Table l3 

Differences Between Involvement Conditions 
in Subjects' Predictions for Structure 3 

Positive Ne·gative Don't Know 

Observed 9 31 20 
Observer 
Condition Expected .·9 33 18 

Percentage 15 51.7 33.3 

Observed 9 35 l6 
Participant 
Condition Expected 9 33 l8 

Percentage l5 58.3 26.7 

x2 = O. 485 n.s. (w/ 2df) 

Table 14 

Differences Between Involvement_ Conditions 
in Subjects 1 Predictions for Structure 4 

Positive Negative non·1 t Khow 

observed 12 30 18 
Observer 
Condition Expected 13.5 25 21.5 

Percentage 20 50 30 

Observed 15 20 25 
Participant 
Condition Expected 13.5 25 21.5 

Percentage 25 33.3 41. 7 

x2 = 5.208 n.s. (w/ 2df) 

81 
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ficant differences between subjects' predictions as mediated 

by their involvement in the prediction task with regard to 

Structure 4. While there is a tendency in the proposed 

direction, for subjects in the Participant condition to 

use more positive predictions than subjects in the Observer 

condition and for subjects in the Observer condition to use 

more negative predictions than subjects in the Participant 

condition, the differenes are not statistically significant 

at the accepted . 05 level. 

The research hypotheses with respect to subjects' 

involvement in the prediction task proposed that there 

would be significant differences between the involvement 

conditions with respect to the differential use of the 

three inferential rules in subjects' explanations about 

their predictions. Table 15 provides the Chi-Square 

values and their level of significance for each of the four 

social structures as mediated by the subjects' involvement 

condition. Inspection of the data indicates that none of 

the Chi-Square values are significant at the .05 level 

of acceptance with three degrees of freedom. The null 

hypotheses must therefore be accepted with respect to 

differences between subjects' use of tl1e inferential 

rules in their explanations about their predictions with 

regard to each of the four social structures. While the findings 



Table 15 

Summary of Differences Between Involvement Conditions 
in Subjects' Use of the Inferential 

Rules for Structures 1-4 

83 

Degrees of Significance 
Structure Chi•-square Free'dom Level 

1 3.569 3 n. s. 

2 6.410 3 n.s. 

3 3.060 3 n.s. 

4 2 .170 3 n.s. 
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are in the proposed directions for each of the social 

structures, with subjects using the inferential rule of 

positivity to a greater degree in the Participant condi-

tion than subjects in the Observer condition and subjects 

using the inferential rule of balance to a greater degree 

in the Observer condition than subjects in the Participant 

condition, these differences are not statistically signi-

ficant at the accepted .05 level. There was a significant 

difference between subjectsi' use of positive and negative 

source/target generalization for Structure 2 in the proposed 

direction, with subjects in the Participant condition using 

positive source/target generalization to a significantly 

greater degree (at the .05 level) than subjects in the 

Observer condition and subjects in the Observer condition 

using negative source/target generalization to a signifi-

cantly greater degree than subjects in the Participant 

condition. However, this finding was limited to Structure 

2 as there were no statistically significant differences 

between subjects' use of positive and negative source/ 

target generalization for Structure 1 and subjects' use of 

positive and negative balance for Structure 4. Thus, 

while the involvement conditions did have a significant 

effect upon the nature of subjects' predictions, there were 

no significant differences between their use of. the three 

inferential rules in deriving those predictions. 



85 

Summary of Results 

This ·experimental study investigated the differential 

use of the three major inferential rules upon subjects' 

attributions about unknown interpersonal relationships 

within social structures. Table 16 presents a summary 

of the experimental results with respect to the three 

major research variables: (a) the influence of the inferen-

tial rules upon subjects' predictions about unknown inter-

personal relationships within social structures; (h) subjects' 

differential use of the inferential rules in their explana-

tions about their predictions; and (c) the effects due to 

subjects' involvement in the prediction task upon the 

differential use of the inferential rules. 

The experimental results for subjects' predictions 

about unknown interpersonal relationships show that tb:ere 

was clear evidence for subjects' to give significantly 

more negative predictions and significantly fewer positive 

predictions than was theoretically expected. This finding 

is in direct opposition to the effects proposed by the 

inferential rule of positivity. Therefore, -a· positivity 

bias did not account for subjects' predictions with respect 

to any of the four social s'h:ructures. Since the inferential 

rule of positivity hypothesi'zed that subjects would assume 

positive interpersonal relationships between members of a 

given social structure, subjects\ significant use of negative 

pre~ictions must be accounted for by an inferential rule (s) 



Subjects' 
Predictions 

Subjects' Use of 
Inferential Rules 
in Explanations 

Involvement Conartiohs: 

A) Subjects' 
Pre di ct ions 

B) Subjects' Use of 
·rnferential Rules 
in Explanations 

Table 16 

Summary of Exp~rirnental Results 

Structure 1 Structure 2 Structure 3 

Neg = 80 .8% Neg= 44.2% Neg = 55% 
Dk = l4.2% Pos = 29 .l% DK = 30% 
Pos = 5% DK = 16.7% Pos = 15% 
(p< • OOl) (p< • 05) (p< • 001) 

Bal=65.5% Bal = 43. 7% Bal= 63% 
Gen = _l8.5% Gen= 26% DK = 30.3% 
DK = 14.3% DK = 26% Pos = 5% 
Pos = 1.7% Pos = 4.3% Gen = 1.7% 
(p< • 001) (p< . 001) (p< • 00 ll 

n. s. n. s. n. s. 

n ~ s·. n. s. n.s. 

Structure 4 

Neg = 4l. 7% 
DK = 35.8% 
Pos = 22. 5% 
(p< • 05) 

Bal = 37.% 
DK = 36.1% 
Gen= 20.2% 
Pos = 6.7% 
(p< .001) 

n. s. 

n. s. 

co m 
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other than -that of positivity. Since the inferential 

rule of balance hypothesized negative predictions about 

the unknown relationships for three out of four of the 

social structures, while the inferential rule of source/ 

target generalization hypothesized negative predictions 

for only one of the four social structures, it was 

assumed that the inferential rule of balance must account 

for subjects' predictions. 

The assumption that the inferential rule of balance 

accounted for subjects·' predictions about the unknown 

relationships could be verifi,ed through an analysis of 

subjects' explanations about their predictions. The 

results presented in Table 17 show that the inferential 

rule of balance was used to a significantly greater degree 

than the inferential rules of positivity and source/target 

generalization and to a significantly greater degree than 

was theoretically expected. In addition, subjects tended 

to use the inferential rule of positivity to a significantly 

less degree than was theoretically expected. Thus not only 

did subjects give significant negative predictions about 

the unknown relationships, but subjects deduced these 

negative relationships through the use of a c~gnitive balance 

bias as proposed by the inferential rule of balance. 

The results presented in Table 17 show clearly that 

subjects' use of the inferential rules of positivity, source/ 

target generalization, and balance in their predictions· 
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about the unknown relationships and their explanations about 

their predictions was not significantly affected, for the 

most part, by their involvement in the task activity. 

Subjects did not show a significant tendency to give more 

positive predictions in the Participant condition than in 

the Observer condition and did not give more negative 

predictions in the Observer condition than in the Partici-

pant condition. This was true with respect to all four 

social structures. Subjects did not form significantly 

more positive interpersonal relati.onships between themselves 

and other members of the social groups than between other 

members per se. The findings also failed to confirm the 

proposed effects due to the involvement conditions with 

respect to subjects' differential use of the three inferen-

tial rules. There were no significant differences between 

subjects' use of the inferential rules of positivity, 

source/target generalization, and balance as mediated by 

their involvement in the prediction task. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The discussion about the results from this experi-

mental study is organized in terms of the effects of the 

differential use of the three major inferential rules of 

positivity, source/target gen~ralization, and balance 

upon subjects' predictions and explanations about the 

affective nature of unknown interpersonal relationships 

within simple social structures.and as mediated by the 

nature of subjects' involvement in the prediction task. 

Subjects' Predictions and Explanations About Unknown Inter-
personal Relationships Withi~ Simple Social Structures 

As noted in Chapter Three, subjects demonstrated a 

significant differential use of the three major inferential 

rules. First, subjects used a significantly greater number 

of negative responses than was theoretically expected in 

their- predictions about the unknown interpersonal relation-

ships with respect to each ot the four social structures. 

Consequently, it was found tliat subjects also demonstrated 

a significant lack of using positive responses, as compared 

to what was theoretically expected, in their predictions 

about the unknown interpersonal relationships witn respect 

to each of the four social structures. This effect is not 

anticipated by the assumption!s embedded in the use of the 

89 
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inferential rule of- positivity. The results from this 

experiment confirm the lack of a positivity bias which has 

been found in previous studies using the prediction para-

digm (Rosenberg & Abelson, 1960; Sampson & Insko, 1964; 

Rodrigues, 1968i Fuller, 1974i Granberg & Brent, 1974; 

Sussman & Davis, 1975). As such, it was proposed that 

subjects' significant use of negative predictions for the 

social structures must be accounted for by either the 

inferential rule of source/target generalization or the 

inferential rule of balance. 

Second, it was possible to test the assumption that 

subjects' negative predictions were accounted for by either 

the inferential rule of source/target generalization or 

balance through an investiga~ion of the subjects' explana-

tions about their predictions1 • It was found that subjects 

deduced the nature of the unk.nown interpersonal relationships 

within each social structure 'through the significant use 

of a cognitive balance bias to a significantly greater degree 

than was theoretically expected. There was evidence for 

subjects' U:se of a source/target generalization bias but the 

use of this cognitive bias in subjects' explanations about 

their predictions was not significantly greater than what 

was theoretically expected. In addition, it was found that 

subjects did not use the inferential rule of. positivity to 

a significant degree. In fact, subjects used the inferential 

rule of positivity to a signi Hcantly less degree than was 
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theoretically expected. Thus, the results from this 

experiment confirm the signi·fican t influence of a cognitive 

balance bias which has been found in previous studies 

using the prediction paradigm (Rosenberg & Abelson, 1960; 

Feather, 1964; Sampson & Insko, 196 4; Burnstein, 196 7; 

Rodrigues, 1967; Aronson & Cope, 1968; McNeel & Messick, 

1970; Wellens & Thisthethwaite, 1971; Fuller, l974; Sussman 

& Davis, 19 75) . 

Subjects' Involvement in the Task Activity 

As noted in Ch.apter Three, subjects did not demonstrate 

a significant differential U:se of the three major inferen-

tial rules as mediated by th~ nature of their involvement 

in the task activity. Subjects did not demonstrate a 

significant difference in their tendencies to give positive 

or negative predictions as mediated by their involvement 

in the prediction task with respect to any of the four 

social structures. Subjects also did not demonstrate a 

significant differential use of the three major inferential 

rules.. Thus, the in;volvement conditions did not produce 

significant dif.ferences with respect to subjects' differen-

tial use of the three· major inferential rules. 

Imp li ca tii:ms 

The significance of this experimental study is reflected 

in the contributions which aY.e made to our knowledge about 
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the nature of interpersonal and social perception. This 

experimental study and the results obtained from it are 

significant with respect to the implications for theorizing, 

researching, and teaching the area of interpersonal and 

social perception. 

This study contributes significantly to our knowledge 

about theory-building in the area of interpersonal and 

social perception. This study has been able to test some 

of the propositions and hypotheses which derive from the 

axioms and postulates implicit in a "theory of social 

schemas." The concept of a "social schema" is an abstract 

term which identifies the general interpretive frame an 

individual uses in making judgments about the nature of 

interpersonal and social relationships. The concept of a 

"social schema" is validated through the derivation of 

research propositions and hypotheses which are able to be 

empirically tested. Once tested, the legitimacy of the 

propositions and hypotheses reflect the legitimacy of the 

general theory. This study was able to point investigators 

in a direction for theorizing and researching the general 

nature of "social schemas." When the propositions and 

hypotheses derived from the theory of "social schemas" 

were empirically tested, individuals were found to use the 

inferential rules of positivity, source/target generalization, 

and balance in their attributions about the nature of unknown 

interpersonal relationships. This finding reflects the 
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influence of "social sch:emas" in individual I s attributions 

about the nature of inte,rpersonal and social relati·onships. 

Thus this study provides a focus, or a frame 0£ reference, 

for understanding how an individual's "social schema" 

influences his/her attributions about the nature of inter-

personal and social relationships. 

This study also contributes significantly to our 

knowledge about the legitimacy of the research methods 

involved in investigating an individual's use of "social 

.schemas" for interp.r:eting the nature of interpersonal and 

social relationships. This study points us in the direction 

which research should take, an investigation of the 

differential use of the three major inferential rules in 

an individual's attributilons about the nature of inter-

personal and sociaL relationships. Previous research, with 

the exception of Crockett's. ,(1979) study, has been confined 

to investigating· whether these three inferential rules exist. 

The signif:Lcance of this stud¥ lies in extending the 

boundaries of our research attempts concerned with investi-

gating the nature of. "social schemas" in terms of identifying 

the conditions under whicp one inferential rule or another 

appears to dominate in an individual's attributions about 

the nature of interpersonal and social relationships. In 

addi ti,on, this study also establishes that the research 

procedure used in this experjjment, the prediction technique, 

is legitimate for investigatfhg the effects due to the 
I 
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differential use of the inferential rules ·of positivity, 

source/target generalization, and balance. Significant 

differences were found to exist with respect to indivi-

duals' use of the three major inferential rules. The 

prediction technique was thus shown to be an effective 

research pro9edure for investigating the relative strength 

of the three inferential rules in an individual's construc-

tion of "social schemas." 

This study also contribu_tes significantly to our 

knowledge about teaching the _area of interpersonal and 

social perception. The area of perception is a major 

concern of most introductory speech courses ·and advanced 

courses concerned with the nature of human relations. It 

has been widely recognized in basic speech textbooks that 

when two or more individuals interact, the individuals\ 

perceptions of the other people and the situation affect 

the nature of the interpersonal communication which takes 

place. This study sheds light on the nature of an individual's 

perceptions and attributions about other people and about 

the relationships which exist within social groups. As 

such, this study identifies hqw individuals form these 

attributions through an analysis of the conditions under 

which one inferential rule or another appears to dominate 

in people's attributions about the nature of interpersonal 

and social relationships. Th~ significance of this study 

lies in ~den ti fying the biases· which affect individuals 1 
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perceptions of interpersonal and social relationships. 

Furthermore, the results obtained from this study rein-

force our belief in the influence of cognitive balance as 

a bias in people's perceptions of interpersonal and 

social relationships. Almost all of the introductory 

interpersonal communication courses examine the theory 

of cognitive balance as a legitimate bias in people's 

interactions with others. This study demonstrates that 

the cognitive balance bias does play a significant role 

in individuals' attributions and judgments about the nature 

of interpersonal and social relationships. This increases 

our confidence in our teaching about the area of inter-

personal and social perception in our speech courses. 

Concluding Suinmary 

The results from this experimental study demonstrated 

support for the differential use of the three major inferen-

tial rules of positivity, source/target generalization, 

and balance upon subjects' predictions about unknown inter-

personal relationships within simple social structures. 

The experiment was able to id~ntify conditions under which 

one inferential rule or another appeared to dominate in 

subjects' predictions about the unknown interpersonal relation-

ships-within the various social structures. The inferentiai 

rule of balance was found to dominate in subjects' predictions 

and suggests that while the inferential rule of balance is 
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the most complex of the three inferential rules, subjects 

are able to readily use the balance rule. This finding 

confirms the results which were reported by Crockett 

(1979) in his study investigating the differential effects 

of the three major inferential -rules upon subjects 1 

learning of the four social structures. However, in con-

trast to Crockett's (19 79) r.esearch findings, sub ject:.s 

did not use the inferential rule of positivity to any 

significant degree. When the inferential rule of balance 

made no prediction about subjects I responses, such as for 

the unknown interpersonal relationship within Structure 4, 

subjects were still able to use the inferential rule of 

balance through the use of a first-order balance rule 

rather than through the use of a second-order balance rule. 

That is, rather than using a second-order balance rule 

which takes into account the nature of the relationships 

the two people involved have .with the other members of the 

social structure, subjects were able to use a first-order 

balan_ce rule which takes into account the nature of the 

two people's relationship with only one other member of the 

four-person soci.al structure. While there was evidence for 

the use of a source/target generalization bias in subjects' 

predictions, the findings from this. study confirm the signi-

ficant influence of the inferential rule of balance in an 

individual's construction of his/her "social schemas." 

The results from this study suggest that the experimental 
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situations in which subjects served as observers of social 

structures were equivalent in nature to the situations in 

which subjects served as participants in the social struc-

tures. There were no significant differences between sub-

jects' use of the three inferential rules as mediated by 

their involvement in the prediction task, and there were 

no significant differences due to the involvement conditions 

with respect to subjects' predictions about the unknown 

interpersonal relationships. Thus, the results from this 

study confirm the lack of an effect for a differential use 

of the three inferential rules as mediated by subjects' 

involvement in the task as found in previous studies using the 

prediction paradigm (Rodrigues, l968; Sampson & Insko, 1964). 

It must be concluded that the involvement of the subject 

in experiments using the prediction technique is not a 

condition under which subjects demonstrate a differential 

use of the three inferential rules. Future research will 

verify the validity of this finding . 

. Future Research Suggestions 

The results from this study suggest several different 

approaches which may be used .in future studies which in-

vestigate the differential effects of the three major 

inferential rules of positivity, source/target generaliza-

tion, and balance upon subjects' attributions about inter-

personal relations within social structures. First, the 
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next step in investigating the differential effects of the 

three inferential rules might involve the subject more 

directly in the content analysis procedure used in this 

type of study. It would be possible to conduct the ex-

periment in the same way as has been done here, to then 

debrief the subjects with respect to the nature of the 

three major inferential rules and have the subjects them-

selves place their responses in the respective categories. 

Since the cooperation of the subjects was desired in this 

experiment, it would seem logical to extend the subjects' 

involvement in the project by having them analyze the 

nature of their responses to the experimental manipulations. 

Second, while this research project investigated the 

effects due to the differential use of the three inferential 

rules upon each individual social structure, it might be 

possible to examine the relative strength of these inferential 

rules by contrasting the different social structures against 

one another. This could be done by combining two of the 

three research techniques used to investigate the nature of 

"social schemas," the prediction method and the. ratings 

method. Thus, subjects could be asked to give responses 

about their degree of confidence in their predictions about 

the unknown interpersonal relationships for each social 

structure. By contrasting the degree of confidence with 

which subjects judge each unknown relationship, evidence 

would be provided for the relative strength of the inferential 
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rules when structures are compared to one another. Such 

a method, for instance, would indicate whether positive 

or negative source/target generalization, or balance had 

stronger effects. Third, since the differential effects 

of the inferential rules have been investigated using 

the prediction technique in this study and using the 

learning approach in Crockett's (1979) study, it would be 

possible to combine these two approaches to see if this 

has a significant effect upon subjects' responses. Thus, 

subjects could be asked to predict the affective nature 

of the unknown interpersonal relationship within each 

social structure and could then be asked to learn the 

relationships which characterize each social structure. 

It would be hypothesized, based on the findings from this 

study and Crockett's (1979) study, that balanced structures 

would be predicted more often than imbalanced structures 

and balanced structures would:be learned more quickly than 

imbalanced structures. It would also be expected that 

structures which corresponded to the inferential rule 

subjects had initially used in their predictions would 

be learned more quickly than structures which had not 

matched subjects' initial predictions. An analysis of this 

kind would provide support for the relative strength of the 

three inferential rules in accounting for subjects' responses. 

In general, future research efforts should be conducted 

which increase our understandtng about the conditions under 
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which one inferential rule or anothe;::· appears to dominate 

in subjects I attributions about the nature of inter-

personal relationships within social structures. Studies 

directed toward this goal will provide information about 

the differential use of the three major inferential rules 

in individual I s construction of II social schemas." 
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Introduction 

A pilot study was conducted during the summer of 1979 

to determine the feasibility of the basic assumptions and 

hypotheses for this research project as well as to refine 

the actual design of the experimental procedures if neces-

s·ary. The design of the pilot study and a discussion of 

the results from this study are presented below. 

Selection of Subjects 

Subjects were members of the general population from 

the Lawrence, Kansas community during the summer of 1979. 

In general, members of the University of Kansas' general 

student body were recruited~ In all, twenty-four subjects 

took part in the pilot study. Of the twenty-four subjects, 

all but four were members of the University of Kansas' 

general student population. 

Methodology of the Pilot Study 

The prediction technique was used in this study to 

investigate the differential use of the three inferential 

rules of posi ti vi ty, s ource/t:arget generalization, and 

balance in the construction df an individual's "social 

schema." The prediction technique asks subjects to make 

predictions about the nature of the affective relationships 

between two members of hypothetical social structures given 

information about the relationships these members have 

with other rrembers of the social structures (Zajonc & 
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Sherman, 1966; Picek, Sherman, & Shi,ffrin). 

The experiment was conducted as a 4 x 2 factorial 

design. The two factors wer$ the four social structures 

which were used in the predi~tion task and the two involve-

ment conditions. Subjects wJre presented with the four 

social structures shown in Figure II, with the inter-

personal relationships betwe~n the first and the second 

person left undefined, in one of the following four orders 

of presentation: (a} 1234, (bi) 2341, (c) 3421, or (d) 4123. 

Subjects were then asked to predict the affective nature 

of the unknown interpersonal ~elationships. Half of the 

subjects were presented with social structures in which 

they were not involved as me~ers (the Observer condition) 

and half of the subjects were presented with social struc-

tures (the Participant condition}. Subjects were assigned 

to one of the eight experimental conditions and to one of 

the four order •Of presentatio!ils on a random basis. 

Subjects were first gi vetl an information sheet (see 

Appendix B) which introduced them to the experiment and its 

purpose. Subjects were told that the purpose of the experi~ 

ment was to investigate the ways people determine the nature 

of unknown interpersonal rela,t,ionships within social groups 

based upon the available information about the known 

interpersonal relationships which characterized those 

social groups. Subjects were then presented with the four 

social structures shown in Figure II in which all of the 
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relationships between membe~s were specified except for 

the relationships between the first two members. In the 

Observer conditions (see App~ndix D) the social structures 

consisted of four hypothetic'al people, while in the Parti-

cipant conditions (see Appendix E) the social structures 

consisted of the subject him(herself and three other 

hypothetical people. The names used in the social struc-

tures were: Al, Bill, Charlie, Dave, Ed, Fred, Gary, 

Harry, Ii:win, Jim, Ken, Larry, Mike, Ned, Os car, and Paul 

respectively. Subjects were,presented with a social struc~ 

ture visually, then informed of each known relationships 

which existed between pairs of the members of the social 

structure, and then asked to flredict the nature of the unknown 

relationship. Following this prediction, subjects were 

asked to write a short essay about their reason(s) for 

the response they gave. Subj:ects were asked to be as 

specific as possible in their explanations about their pre-

dictions and to go in to as mu!ch depth as they could in their 

answer. After completing one, social structure, subjects 

were asked to turh the page ahd complete the next social 

structure until all four soci~l structures had been com-

pleted. Subjects were given the information sheet and the 

four social structures to take home with them and asked 

to return the package when they were finished. There was 

thus a wide discrepancy between subjects in terms of the 

time allowed to complete the questionnaires. 
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.Data Treatment 

The experimental procedures yielded nominal level 

frequency data with respect to subjects I responses to the 

experimental manipulations. The appropriate analysis of 

frequency data calls for the use of Chi-Square nonparametric 

significance tests which com:EJare the observed effects against 

the expected, or theoretical~ effects. The research data 

from the pilot study consisted of the predictions which 

subjects made about the nature of the unknown relatiohships 

and their explanations about their predictions. Subjects 1 

explanations were content analyzed by this researcher into 

three categories which reflected the use of positivity,. 

source/target generalization~ and balance. 

Discussion of Results 

Th.is pilot study sought to investigate the differential 

use of the three major inferential rules of positivity, 

source/target generalization, and balance upon subjects 

attri:tiutions about unknown rellationships within social 

structures. The influence of each inferential rule was 

analyzed in terms of its sign~ficant effects upon subjects' 

predictions· and upon subjects!' explanations about their 

predictions. A .05 level of significance was used as the 

basis for either accepting or rejecting the null hypotheses. 

Table 17 presents a summary of the experimental results 

from the pilot study with respect to the three major research 

variables: (a) the influence, of the inferential rules 



TABLE 17 

Summary of Experimental Results from Pilot Study 

Subjects' 
Predictions 

Subjects' Use of 
Inferential Rules 
in Explanations 

Involvement Conditions: 

A) Subjects' 
Predictions 

B) Subjects' Use of 
Inferential Rules 
in Explanations 

Structure 1 

Neg= 66.7% 
Pos = 16. 7.% 
DK = 16. 7% 
(p< • 00 5) 

Bal= 54.2% 
Gen = 20. 8% 
DK = 16. 7% 
Pos = 8.3% 
tF<- .-0-1-) 

n. s. 

n. s. 

Structure 2 Structure 3 

Neg=62.5% 
n .. s_. DK = 25% 

Pos = 12.5% 
(p< • 01) 

Gen = 41. 7% Bal = 6 2. 5 % 
Bal = 37. 5% DK = 25% 
DK = 12.5% Pos = l2. 5% 
Pos = 8.3% Gen = 0% 
Lp< • ffS-)_ Tp< • 01) 

n.s. n. s. 

n. s. n.s. 

Structure 4 

Neg= 54.2% 
DK = 33. 3% 
Pos = 12.5% 
(p< .05) 

n.s. 

n. s. 

n. s. 

I-' 
I-' 
I-' 
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upon subjects' predictions about unknown interpersonal 

relationships within social !structures; (b) subjects 1 

differential use of the infe,rential rules in their explana-

tion about their predictionsli and ( c) the effects due 

to subjects' involvement in the prediction task upon 

subjects' differential use o~ the three inferential rules. 

The experimental results for subjects' predictions 

about unknown relationships $how that there was a clear 

tendency for subjects' to give significantly more negative 

predictions and significant fewer positive predictions than 

was theoretically expected. This finding was true 

with respect to subjects' predictions for each individual 

social structure except for Structure 3 in which no signi-

ficant differences existed between subjects' use of positive 

and negative predictions. This finding is in direct oppo-

sition to the effects proposed by the inferential rule of 

positivity. Since the infer~ntial rule of positivity 

hypothesized that subjects wduld assume positive inter-

personal relationships betwee:n members of a given social 

structure, subjects' signifi~ant use of negative predictions 

must be accounted for either !by the inferential rule of 

source/target generalization ,or the inferential rule of 

balance. This assumption can be verified through an analysis 

of subjects' explanations aboiut their predictions. 

It is clear from the resµlts presented in Table 

that the inferential rule of balance was used to a sign fi-

cantly greater degree than the inferential rules of 
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posi ti vi ty and source/target generalization and to 

a significantly greater degree than was theoretically 

expected. This ·effect was true with respect to subjects' 

responses (their explanations about their predictions) for 

Structure 1 and Structure 2. There were no significant 

differences between subjects' use of the three inferential 

rules for Structure 4. For Structure 3, the infererttial 

rule of source/target generalization was used to a signi-

ficantly greater degree than was theoretically expected. 

However, even for Structure 3 there was a significant use 

of the inferential rule of balance. In addition, the 

inferential rule of source/target generalization was not 

us.ed to a significantly greater degree than the inferential 

rule of balance for Structure 3. While subjects demonstrated 

a significant use of the inferential rules of source/target 

generalization and balance, the inferential rule of posi-

tivity was used to a significantly less degree than was 

theoretically expected. Thus not only did subjects give 

significant negative predictions about the unknown relation-

ships, but subjects deduced these negative relationships 

through the· use of a cognitive balance bias for the majority 

of the social structures and through the use of a source/ 

target generalization bias fo+ Structure 3. 

The results presented in Table 17 show clearly that 

subjects' use of the inferential rules of positivity, source/ 

target generalization, and baiance in their predictions about 

the unknown relationships and their explanations about their 
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predictions was hot significantly affected by their in-

volvement in the task activity. Th~re were no statistically 

significant differences which could be attributed to the 

influence of the involvement conditions. The findings thus 

failed to confirm the research hypotheses for this 

variable. 

Suggestions 

The pilot study demonstrated that the experimental 

procedures which were used were satisfactory for the in-

vestigation of subjects' differential use of the three 

major inferential rules of positivity, source/target 

generalization, and balance. The results from the pilot 

study demonstrated that conditions could be identified 

under which one of the three inferential rules appeared 

to dominate in subjects' predictions and explanations 

about the affective nature of unknown interpersonal rela-

tionships within social groups given information about 

the other interpersonal relationships which characterized 

those social groups. Based on the procedures used in 

the pilot study, the following alternative· procedures 

were incorporated into the experimental design of the 

research project: 

1. Rather than running the subjects individually 

through the experimental manipulation, subjects 

would be run in experimental groups consisting 

of ten people. 



115 

2. Some subjects did not completely understand 

the instructions given to them. In particular, 

subjects in the Participant conditions did not 

always realize that they were to perceive them-

selves as members of the hypothetical social 

structures. Subjects in the two involvement 

conditions would be given different information 

sheets which would stress the involvement of 

the subject as a member of the social group for 

the Participant conditions. 

3. S-ince the research project utilized the procedure 

of content analysis for describing. and categori-

zing subjects' explanations about their predictions, 

three judges would be used in order to enhance the 

reliability of the research findings. 
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APPENDIX B 

INSTRUCTIONS TO SUBJECTS IN PILOT STUDY 
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In the following pages, you will be asked to determine 

an unknown relationship which exists between two people 

based on the available information about the nature of 

their relationships with other people in a given social 

group. A social structure will be presented to you with 

_all of the relationships given except for one, which you 

will determine, Please look at each social structure 

carefully and try to determine the nature of the unknown 

relationship. Assume that the people in each group know 

each other fairly well and are not strangers to one another. 

An unbroken line between two people ( 4 ) ) represents 

a positive liking relationship, while a broken line between 

two people ( ,f---➔ ) rep res en ts a negative disliking 

relationship. After you have given your response, please 

write a short paragraph which gives your reason(s) for the 

answer that you gave. When you have finished one page, 

please proceed to the next until you- have completed all 

of the pages. Thank you. 
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OBSERVER CONDITION 

In the following pages, you will be asked to determine 

an unknown relationship which exists between two people 

based on the available information about the nature of 

their relationships with other people in a hypothetical 

social group. A social structure will be presented to 

you with all of the relationships given except for one, 

which you will determine. Please look at each social 

structure carefully and try to determine the nature of 

the unknown relationship. Assume that all relationships 

are reciprocal (e.g., if Al likes Bill, then Bill likes 

Al; if Al dislikes Bill, then Bill dislikes Al). Also 

assume that the people in each group know each other fairly 

well and are not strangers to one another. An unbroken 

line between two people ( ( ) ) represents a positive 

liking relationship, while a broken line between two 

people ( ~----) ) repre~ents a, negative dis liking relation-

·Ship. After you have given ypur response, please. write 

a short paragraph which gives your reason(s) for the 

answer that you gave. When you have finished one page, 

please proceed to the next until you have completed all 

of the pages. Thank you. 



120 

PARTICIPANT €0NDITION 

In the following pages, you will be asked to determine an 

unknown relationship which exists between yourself and 

another person based on the available information about 

the nature of both your relationships with other people 

in a hypothetical social group. A social structure will 

be presented to you with all of the relationships given 

except for one, which you will determine. Please look at 

each social structure carefully and try to determine the 

nature of the unknown relatiqnship between yourself and the 

other person. Assume that all relationships are reciprocal 

(e.g., if you like Bill, then Bill likes you; if you dislike 

Bill, then Bill dislikes you). Also assume that the people 

in each group know each other,. fairly well and are not 

strangers to one another. An unbroken line between ·two 

people ( ( ) ) represents ·a positive liking relationship, 

while a broken line between two people ( f-----➔ ) represents 

a negative disliking relationship. After you have given 

your response, please write a short paragraph which gives 

your reason(s) for the answer that you gave. When you 

·have finished one page, please proceed to the next until 

you have completed all of the pages. Thank you. 
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APPENDIX D 

SOCIAL STRUCTURES IN OBSERVER CONDITION 



Al 
/f\~, 

I ' 
I ' 
I ' 
I 

\1 

Bill 

Charlie~(-------)Dave 

In this social group, you know that: 

1) Al and Charlie dislike each other 

2) Al and Dave dis-like each other 

3) Bill and Charlie like each other 

4) Bill and Dave like each other 

5) Charlie and Dave like each other 

How do Al and Bill feel about each other? 

like each other dislike each other 
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don't know 

Please write a short paragraph which gives your reason(s) 
for the answer that you gave. Please try to be as specific 
and go into as much depth as you can in your answer. Please 
continue your answer on the back of this page if necessary. 



In this 

Ed 

,,. 
/ 

Fred 
.,,J?r Ii' 

.,,,,,,,,. I 
I 

k: / t 
Gary (- - - - - - - ➔ Harry 

social group, you know that: 

1) Ed and Gary like each other 

2) Ed and Harry lik~ each other 

3) Fred and Gary di''slike each other 

4) Fred and Harry d;i.slike each other 

5) Gary and Harry dislike each other 

How do Ed and Fred feel about. each other? 
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like each other dislike each other don't know 

Please write a short paragraph which gives your reason(s) 
for the answer that you gave. Please try to be as specific 
and go into as much depth as you can in your answer. 
Please continue your answer on the back df this page if 
necessary. 
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Irwin Jim 
11\ 4 
I I 
I I 
i I 

\Y ~ 
Ken Larry 

In this social group, you know that: 

1) Irwin and Ken di~like each other 

2) Irwin and ,11 • Larry like each other 

3) Jim and Ken like each other --
4) Jim and Larry dislike each other 

5) Ken and . Larry liKe each other 

How do Irwin and Jim feel abdut each other? 

like each other disJ_ike each other don't know 

Please write a short paragraph which gives your reason(s) 
for the answer that you gave. Please try to be as specific 
and go into as much depth as'you can in your answer. Please 
continue your answer on the nack of this page if necessary. 
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Mike 

"' ~' I '-...... 

Ned >, ,f\ 
I 

I -.... I 
I I 
I 
t 

I 
~ 

Oscar Paul 

In this social group, you know that: 

1) Mike and Osr.::ar dislike each other 

2) Mike and Paul di~like each other 

3) Ned and Oscar li~e each o-ther 

4) Ned and Paul dis+ike each other 

5) Oscar and Paul ltke each other 

How do Mike and Ned feel abo,'lllt each other? 

like each other dislike each other don't know 

Please write a short paragraph which gives your reason(s) 
for the answer that you gave., Please try to be as 
specific and go into as much depth as you can in your 
answer. Please continue you~ answer on the back of this 
page if ne ce s s ary . 
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APPENDIX,: E 

SOCIAL STRUCTURES IN PA~~ICIPANT CONDITION 
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You Bill 
/f' f- ...... 
I ·,, 
I ' 
I 

~ I::. I 
Charlie (-------➔ Dave 

In this social group, you know that: 

1} You and Charlie d:islike each other 

2) You and Dave dislike each other 

3) Bill and Charlie ilike each other 

4) Bill and Dave like each other 

5} Charlie and Dave 'like each other 

How do you and Bill feel about each other? 

like each other disl~ke each other don I t know --
Please write a short paragraph which gives you reason(s) 
for the answer that you gave., Please try to be as specific 
and go into as much depth as you can in your answer. .Please 
continue your answer on the bcl-.Ck of this page if necessary. 



k,,,,, 
Gary ~ - - - - - - ,- - - 7 

In this social group, you know that: 

Fred 
~ 
I 
I 
I 
I 
¥ 

Harry 

1) You and Gary like .each other __ , 

2) You and Harry lik~ each. other 

3) Fred and Gary dis~ike each other 

4) Fred and Harry dis ~ike each other 

5) Gary and Harry disllike each other 

How do you and Fred feel abouti' each other? 
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like each other disli~e each other don I t know 

Please write a short paragraph which gives your reason(s) 
for the answer that you gave. Please try to be as specific 
and go into as much depth as you can in your answer. 
Please continue your answer on' the back of this page i.f 
necessary. 
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You Jim 
A\ ~ 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I I I j 
~ ~ 

Ken Larry 

In this social group, you know that: 

1) You and Ken dislike each other 

2) You arid Larry like each other --
3) Jim and Ken like each other 

4) Jim and Larry disl.1.ke each other 

5) Ken and tarry like each other 

How do you and Jim feel about each other? 

like each other dislike each other don I t know 

Please write a short paragraph which gives your reason(s) 
for the answer that you gave. Please try to be as specific 
and go into as much depth as ~9u can in your answer. Please 
continue your answer on the back of this page if necessary. 



In this 

You 
4 ~ ...... 
I ' 
I ' 
I 
I 

\V 
Oscar 

social group, you 

1) You and Oscar 

2) You and Paul 

3) Ned and Oscar 

4) Ned and Paul 

Ned 

"' I 
I 
I 
I y 

Paul 

know that: 

distike each other 
I 

dis liJke each other 

like each other 

disl'i)<e each other 

5) Oscar and Paul lik!3 each other 

How do you and Ned feel about .each other? 
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like each other dislike each other don't know 

Please write a short paragraph which gives your reason(s) 
for the answer that you gave. Please try to be as specific 
and go into as much depth as you can in your answer. 
Please continue your answer on the back of this page if 
necessary. 
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