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ABSTRACT

This study examines the process of construct-e lem en t in te ra c t io n  

in  the re p e rto ry  g r id . I t  invo lves a more d e ta ile d  a n a ly s is  o f g r id  

fu n c tio n in g  than i s  usual* I t  i s  proposed th a t  w ith in  one suhsystem, 

and w ith in  i t s  range of convenience, a c o n s tru c t may no t he used in  a 

uniform  way of a l l  the elem ents in  a g r id . In s te ad , i t s  a p p lic a tio n  

may change with each element considered as a separa te  co n tex t. This 

may cause d i f f i c u l ty  in  determ ining the o rg an iza tio n  o f c o n s tru c ts  in  

the g r id .

The study aims to t

( i )  Examine the no tion  of construct-e lem en t in te ra c t io n  in  r e la t io n  

to  aspec ts  o f personal co n stru c t theo ry .

( i i )  In v e s tig a te  the process of construct-e lem en t in te ra c t io n  in  the 

g r id .

( i i i )  See i f  in te ra c t io n  produces fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s .

( iv )  Determine when such im p lica tio n s a re  most l ik e ly  to  he produced.

This i s  an exp lo ra to ry  study* R esu lts and arguments p resen ted  

in d ic a te  th a t ;

( i )  In te ra c tio n  i s  no t an iso la te d  m ethodological phenomenon hut i s  

c lo se ly  re la te d  to  asp ec ts  of personal co n stru c t theory*

( i i )  In te ra c tio n  produces a t  l e a s t  v e rb a lly  d i f f e r e n t  im p lica tio n s 

and o ften  fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  ones.

( i i i )  Various f a c to r s ,  e sp e c ia lly  the h ie ra c h ic a l p o s itio n  of a c o n s tru c t, 

c o n trib u te  to  the production  of fu n c tio n a lly  d i f f e r e n t  im p lica tio n s .
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PART I  SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

Personal C onstruct Theory and the  Repertory Grid

In  Personal C onstruct theory  i t  i s  assumed th a t  man in te r p r e ts  

h is  world through c o n s tru c ts . *A c o n s tru c t i s  a b ip o la r  concept, a 

way o f ca teg o riz in g  s im i la r i t i e s  and d iffe re n c e s  which we perceive  in  

our environm ent. Thus b lac k -v h ite ,  a c id - a lk a l i ,  f r ie n d ly -h o s t i le ,  

lig h t-h ea v y , l ik e  I  am -  l ik e  I  would l ik e  to  be and so fo r th  a re  

constructs*  ( b  ).

For K elly , co n s tru c ts  a re  e s s e n t ia l ly  p re d ic tiv e  in strum en ts.

They a re  organized in to  system s. ’Because of the network of re la tio n sh ip s  

between X, Y and Z c o n s tru c ts , we expect of an element construed as 

an X, Y and Z types of behaviour* (6 ).

In  o rder to  study the c o n stru c ts  a person uses and the ways in  

which they a re  o rganized , K elly devised the  technique of Repertory Grid 

te s t in g .  The technique o rig in a te d  as the Role C onstruct Rep T est. In 

t h i s ,  a su b je c t i s  asked to  name twenty o r t h i r t y  people he knows who 

f i t  d i f f e r e n t  ro le  t i t l e s ,  e .g . 'm other*, *my b e s t f r ien d * . These are  

c a lle d  elem ents. C onstructs are  e l i c i t e d  by se le c tin g  th ree  of these 

elements and ask ing  the su b je c t in  what way two of the people are  a lik e  

and thereby d i f f e r e n t  from the th ird ;  by the t r ia d ic  method. I t  i s  

from the c o n s tru c ts  e l i c i t e d  th a t  the experim enter hopes to gain in s ig h t  

in to  the way a person construes h is  own in te rp e rso n a l environment.

-5 -



The v a l id i ty  of analyzing  r e s u l ts  in  the Rep Test r e l i e s  on 

the assumption th a t  the examiner w ill  c o rre c tly  in te r p r e t  the meanings 

of the verba l la b e ls  used by su b je c ts . Ckpid methods, in  comparison, 

o f f e r  some means whereby s im i la r i t i e s  and d iffe re n c e s  in  co n stru c tio n s  

underly ing  s im ila r  verba l la b e ls  can be a sc e r ta in e d . They allow  fo r  

some in v e s tig a tio n  of c o n s tru c t re la tio n sh ip s  and the h ie ra c h ic a l s ta tu s  

of c o n s tru c ts .

A g r id ,  ‘expresses a man’s own f i n i t e  system of c ross re fe ren ces  

between the personal observations he has made and the  personal c o n stru c ts  

he has e rec ted * . (77) In  the  Repertory Grid, K elly i s  in te r e s te d ,  

no t in  the sep ara te  c a teg o rie s  as such, but in  the# ‘d i f f e r e n t ia t io n  

and in te g ra tio n  p rocesses th a t  u n d e rlie  these  c a teg o rie s* . (75)

A Rating 
form of 
Repertory 
Grid

Elements

10

5

C onstructs

1• Kind-unkind

2. S oft-hard

3# S ociab le-
unsociab le

In  a g r id ,  ro le  t i t l e s  (o r numbers r e fe r r in g  to  them) a re  w ritten  

along the top o f a m atrix , and e l i c i t e d  o r supplied  c o n stru c ts  down the 

s id e . Subjects a re  asked to  apply each c o n s tru c t to  each element shown. 

Various sco ring  systems have been used , e .g . b in ary , r a t in g  and rank ing . 

K elly  assumes th a t  a psycholog ical re la tio n sh ip  between two c o n stru c ts  

w ill  be re f le c te d  in  a s t a t i s t i c a l  a s so c ia tio n  between them. He exp la ins 

th is  view of fu n c tlo n a l s im ila r ity #  *If we assume th a t  the rows of 

p lu ses and minuses j^in a b inary  g rid ]  c o n s titu te  the complete opera tiona l
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d e f in i tio n  of the two co n stru c ts  involved, we may now conclude th a t 

the two constructs  are  fu n c tio n a lly  id e n tic a l ,  even though you have 

used d if fe re n t  words to describe  them* There i s  an im portant theorem 

here to  the e f fe c t  th a t  two construc ts  which produce an in f in i t e  s e r ie s  

of id e n tic a l  operations are  themselves id e n t ic a l*• (75)

B annister comments that#  ‘Kelly seemed to a l l o t  the simple form 

of the Rep Test p ride  of p lace  in  h is  armamentarium of c l in ic a l  to o ls , and 

apparen tly  viewed the g rid  extension of th is  technique as a p iece of  ̂

m ethodological flamboyance which would in tr ig u e  the research  worker, 

ra th e r  than a id  the herd-pressed c lin ic ian *  In  B rita in * •• the g rid  

method has received elmost exclusive a tte n tio n  both in s id e  and outside  

the c l in ic a l  f ie ld * ,

I t  has been suggested th a t the behaviour of in d iv id u a ls  in  each 

g rid  needs to  be examined c lo se ly , and i t  i s  with one aspect of g rid  

use th a t  th is  study i s  concerned. B annister and Mair write# ’I t  seems 

c le a r  th a t the g rid  w ill never be a very handy or easy too l of 

psychological in v e s tig a tio n . Yet the problems i t  p resen ts can i n i t i a l l y  

be in v es tig a ted  by the r e la t iv e ly  simple technique of l is te n in g  to the 

su b je c t. Given a s i tu a tio n  in  which the sub ject i s  allowed to  make a 

running commentary on the natu re  of the g rid  operations he i s  carry ing  

ou t, and to  d e liv e r  a fu r th e r  commentary on the conclusions the 

psychologist has reached, a b e t te r  understanding of the re la tio n sh ip  

between g rid  r e s u l ts  and constru ing  might be achieved*. (@

Construct-Elem ent In te ra c tio n

The above technique has been used in  th is  study to in v es tig a te
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aspects of the use of co n stru c ts  of elements in  a g r id . S p e c if ic a lly  

i t  i s  hypothesized th a t  each construct may not he used in  a uniform 

way of a l l  the elem ents, th a t  construct-elem ent in te ra c tio n  may take 

p lace .

Osgood has recognized the problem of in te ra c tio n  in  re la tio n  

to  the Semantic D if fe re n tia l:  ‘I t  i s  c le a r  th a t there  i s  a high degree

of concept-soale in te ra c t io n , the meaning of sca les  and th e ir  re la tio n s  

to  o ther sca le s  vary considerably  with the concept being judged*, (123) 

This i s  se rio u s fo r  the Semantic D if fe re n tia l, fo r  as P resly  (123) 

says, on conoept-scale in te ra c tio n  depends the whole question of the 

v a l id i ty  of fa c to r  so rtin g  procedures. Such in te ra c tio n  renders 

i l le g it im a te  any pooling of sca le  c o rre la tio n s  across concepts and any 

subsequent ca lcu la tio n s  th a t  might be performed on pooled d a ta .

B annister and Mair p a r t i a l ly  a t t r ib u te  Osgood’s troub le  with 

in te ra c tio n  -to a neg lec t of the p r in c ip le  of the range of convenience 

of ap p lica tio n  of a sc a le . However, Osgood did  not completely ignore 

th i s .  In 1957 he wrote th a t  among the c r i t e r i a  fo r  se lec tio n  of sca les  

were th e i r  relevance fo r  the concept being judged, and th e i r  semantic 

s t a b i l i ty  fo r  concepts and sub jec ts  in  a sin g le  study, ’whereas high-low 

can be expected to  be s ta b le  across a s e t  of sonar s ig n a ls , i t  would 

not across a s e t  of concepts which included both aud ito ry  and so c ia l 

concepts’ , (|lS) However, in  genera l, th is  p r in c ip le  i s  not adhered to , 

so th a t  B annister and Mair conclude: ’The ex istence of elements, w ithin

and w ithout the ranges of convenience of the sca les  used, i s  a guarantee 

of varying in te rc o r re la t io n s  dependent upon the p a r t ic u la r  concept-soale 

in te ra c tio n * . (Ê)
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This i s  not to  say th a t  in te ra c tio n  only occurs when concep ts/ 

elements are  not a l l  w ithin the range of convenience of ap p lica tio n  of 

the sc a le s . P resly  (123) used concepts from one concept c la ss  and 

s t i l l  found in te ra c tio n ;  i . e .  th a t  the average s tru c tu re  derived from 

the m atrix  of a l l  the concepts was not rep re se n ta tiv e  of the s tru c tu re s  

obtained when each concept was taken sep a ra te ly , th e re fo re  throwing in to  

doubt the worth of g lobal s t ru c tu ra l  measures. P resly  concludesi ’The 

p resen t study has shown the v a r i a t io n . . .  in  in te r  sca le  re la tio n s  between 

concepts in  one concept c la s s , and i t  i s  a reasonable assumption th a t 

across concept c la sses  th is  v a ria tio n  must be even g re a te r . The fa c to r  

scores u s e d . . .  m u s t... have l i t t l e ,  i f  any, v a lid ity * . (123)

B annister and Mair have rephrased th e i r  comment about the range 

of convenience of ap p lica tio n  of co n stru c ts  in  terms of contex t: ’the

re la tio n sh ip s  of a construc t must be seen and assessed w ithin a sp e c if ic  

con tex t, a n d .. .  i t  i s  e s se n tia l  to  m aintain the d is t in c t io n  between the 

symbol of a co n stru c t (verbal la b e ls  e tc . )  and the co n stru c t as used 

in  a given co n tex t’ . (8) They quote Hinkle: ’For example, what a

person considers to  be ’’honest” in  the context of crim inals may be v a s tly  

d i f fe re n t  from "honest” in  the context of in tim ate  f r ie n d s ’ . However, 

both ’c rim in a ls ’ and ’in tim ate  friends* could be p resen t w ithin one 

domain in  the rep e rto ry  g r id , fo r  example they could both fig u re  in  a 

ro le  t i t l e  l i s t  of ’members of my club*. Then the construc t ’honest- 

dishonest* could be applied  with varying im p lica tio n s , in  a non uniform 

way of the elements in  the g r id ,

A su b jec t may apply the emergent pole of a construc t to  several 

elements in  a g r id , but see th a t  pole as app licab le  to  each element in
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a d if f e r e n t  way. Take the co n stru c t ’ ta lk a tiv e -q u ie t* . I f  asked to  

exp lain  how the emergent pole applied to  the element, the su b jec t may 

say th a t  element A i s  ’b o a s tfu l’ , element B ’makes an e f fo r t  to be 

so c ia b le ’ , element C ’ta lk s  a lo t  about h is  i n t e r e s t s ’ . He may produce 

severa l v e rb a lly  d if fe re n t  im p lica tio n s .

But, pu rely  verbal d iffe ren ces  between im p lica tions would have 

no s ig n ifican ce  fo r  measures derived from the g r id . Several la b e ls  may 

rep resen t fo r  the su b jec t merely one c o n stru c t. I t  i s  only when 

im p lica tions (o f the use of one construct of one or several elements) 

are  fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  th a t  th is  has consequences fo r  g rid  methodology. 

Functional s im ila r i ty  and d is s im ila r i ty  are  determ ined, fo r K elly, by 

degrees of match and mismatch between rows in  the rep e rto ry  g r id .

F unctionally  d i s t in c t  im p lica tions may be d i f fe re n t ly  re la te d  to 

o ther co n stru c ts  in  the su b je c t’s personal co n stru c t system. Consider 

the re la tio n sh ip  between the co n stru c ts  ’ ta lk a t iv e -q u ie t’ and ’aggressive- 

s o f t* . Some ways of being ta lk a t iv e , e .g . ’b o a s tfu l’ may be p o s itiv e ly  

re la te d  to  some ways of being aggressive , o th e rs , e .g . ’nervous* may 

be p o s itiv e ly  re la te d  to  some ways of being s o f t ,  and negative ly  re la te d  

to  a l l  ways of being aggressive . Thus the two c o n s tru c ts , ’ ta lk a tiv e -  

quiet* and ’aggressive-so ft*  may only match a t  ’chance* leve l in  the g r id . 

Users of the g rid  u su a lly  dism iss such re la tio n sh ip s  as being unim portant, 

or a t  le a s t  do not in v e s tig a te  them fu l ly .  I t  i s  the au th o r’s contention 

th a t  a ’chance’ lev e l of matching between two constructs  could be an 

in d ic a tio n  of an im portant re la tio n sh ip  fo r  the sub jec t which needs 

reso lv ing  ra th e r  than something unimportant which requ ires no fu r th e r  

in v e s tig a tio n .

-10-



The alms of th is  study

In the p resen t in v e s tig a tio n , the author aimed to  produce a 

s i tu a t io n  whereby a su b jec t could ’make a running commentary on the 

natu re  of the g rid  operation  he i s  carry ing  out* (8 ); s p e c if ic a lly  

here , the use of each co n stru c t of the elements in  a grid#

As w ell as investiga ting#

( I )  Whether construct-elem ent in te ra c tio n  takes p lace on a verbal 

le v e l .

( I I )  Whether i t  may be productive of fu n c tio n a lly  d if fe re n t  im plications, 

the study a lso

( I I I )  examines the circum stances in  which construct-elem ent in te ra c tio n  

productive of fu n c tio n a lly  d if fe re n t  im p lica tions i s  most likdLy to  occur.

The Following Section

Only a l i t t l e  of the background to  th is  study has been s e t  out 

here . This in v e s tig a tio n  continues in  the follow ing two sec tio n s and 

seeks to  show th a t  construct-elem ent in te ra c tio n  i s  not ju s t  an iso la te d  

methodological issu e  but has im portant repercussions fo r  aspects of 

Personal Construct Theory.
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PART I  SECTION 2

BACKGROUND TO THIS STUDY

Oonatruct-Blcment In te ra c tio n  and the natu re  of conetructe

übiB sec tio n  focuses on the natu re  of personal co n stru c ts  and 

th e i r  use of elements in  the rep e rto ry  g r id . Some fea tu re s  of construc ts  

and of elements which may make construct-elem ent in te ra c tio n  and the 

production of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tions more l ik e ly , are 

d iscussed .

The Non-XdnguiStic nature  of constructs

A co n stru c t i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  a d iscrim ination  which the person can 

make* I t  may he verbalized  or n o t, i t  bears *no e s se n tia l  r e la t io n  to 

grammatical s tru c tu re , syntax , words, language or even ocxmnunication, 

nor does i t  imply consciousness* (80). Kelly d is tin g u ish es  between 

the verbal la b e l a co n stru c t may have and the way the construc t fu n c tio n s, 

between the label used to  symbolize i t  and the ac tu a l co n stru c t. ’Since 

a given co n stru c t symbol may rep resen t a v a rie ty  of sp e c if ic  bases 

(co n s tru c ts )  i t  i s  im portant th a t  a construc t and i t s  symbol not be 

equated*. (8)

In the rep e rto ry  g r id , a su b jec t i s  given, o r produces a verbalized  

d is t in c t io n .  He i s  asked to  use th is  of elements in  the g r id , elements 

in  one ’domain*, a l l  of which f a l l  w ithin the ’range of convenience’ ( i )

of the c o n s tru c t. Since ’a given construc t symbol may rep resen t a
\

i .  Range of convenience. A c o n s tru c t’s range of convenience comprises 
a l l  those th ings to which the user would find  i t s  ap p lica tio n  usefu l,

—12—



v a rie ty  of sp e c if ic  bases* (6) one does not know whether, in  f a c t i  the 

su b jec t i s  using  only one co n stru c t of the elem ents; using  the symbol 

with only one p a ir  of c r i t e r i a .

One could say th a t the functional d is t in c tio n  w ill change only 

with the context (excluding the ’context* of the weather, the room e tc . )  

and th a t  as the elements w ithin one g rid  a l l  come from one domain, there  

should be only one ’game’ opera ting  (168). However, the notion of 

•domain’ i s  r e la t iv e ,  not ab so lu te . A man may ’mean* something d if fe re n t  

i . e .  make a d if fe re n t  d is t in c t io n  with d if fe re n t  im p lica tions in  the 

contex t of ’in tim ate  f r ie n d s ’ as in  H inkle’s example (8 ), but what i f  

both contexts were p resen t in  one domain, e .g . ’p a tie n ts  in  h o s p ita l’ ? 

Which d is t in c t io n  would he u se , ju s t  one? He may use a t  le a s t  as many 

d is t in c t io n s  as there  are  elem ents.

Constructs Used as Scales

K elly ’s d iscussion  of the use of construc ts  as sca les co n trib u tes  

to  th is  argument. His dichotomy c o ro lla ry  s ta te s  th a t :  ’A person’s

construc tion  system i s  composed of a f i n i t e  number of diohotomous 

c o n s tru c ts ’ (8 ) . Kelly makes i t  c le a r , however, th a t  the notion of 

diohotomous co n stru c ts  does not preclude the use of sc a le s .

Various types of sc a le s  are  de linea ted  (74)# For example, Kelly 

considers a h ie ra c h ic a l sca le  of in te g r i ty  v s . d is in te g r i ty  b u i l t  out 

of the fou r basic  construc ts  of honesty v s. d ishonesty , candor vs. 

deviousness, courage v s. defeatism  and o b je c tiv ity  vs. su b je c tiv ity .

He supposes th a t  these  constructs  are arranged in  a h ie rach ica l
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order. I f  we l e t  the b inary  d ig i t  1 rep resen t the f i r s t  o f each p a ir ,  

and the binary d ig i t  0 rep resen t the second, a d ish o n est, devious, 

d e f e a t i s t ,  su b jec tiv e  person would be represented  by the sca le  value 

of 0000 and would be a t  the d is in te g ra l  end of the sc a le . But, l e t  

us see what would happen i f  the construc t ’in te g r a l - d is in te g ra l • was 

used by a su b jec t in  the rep e rto ry  g rid . Each ap p lica tio n  could involve 

any one of the fou r bases above, or any combination of them, y e t the 

su b jec t would be ce lled  upon to  respond on a b inary , ranking or ra t in g  

form. One would have no inform ation as to how the construc t a c tu a lly  

applied  to  each element.

In the above example, the c o n stru c t, ’in te g r i ty - d is in te g r i ty ’ 

was superordinate  to the fou r o ther co n stru c ts  mentioned. A superordinate  

construc t i s  one ’which includes another as one of the elements in  i t s  

context* , a subordinate co n stru c t i s  ’one which i s  included as an element 

in  the context of ano ther’ . (8)

Besides th is  re la tio n sh ip  of in c lu s io n , superordinate  co n stru c ts  

are  held to  be ’im portant*, ’g e n e ra l’ , and ’a b s tra c t* , (8) and subordinate 

co n stru c ts  to be ’s p e c if ic ’ and r e la t iv e ly  ’concrete*. However, there  

i s  some doubt as to  what these fea tu re s  a c tu a lly  imply in  opera tional 

term s. H ke a number of o ther ’im portant th e o re tic a l constructs* , 

superordinacy and subordinacy, ’have proved d i f f i c u l t  to  t ra n s la te  in to  

agreed and in te rc o r re la t in g  g rid  measures*. (8)

C h a ra c te r is tic s  of Superordinacy

B annister and Salmon ("?) have in v es tig a ted  various defin ing  

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of superordinacy.
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In  th e i r  f i r s t  study, they were concerned to  show th a t ,  what 

they took to  he two d e fin ing  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of superordinacy (a wide 

range of convenience, and a la rg e  number of in te r - re la t io n s h ip s  with 

o th er c o n s tru c ts )  were o p e ra tio n a lly  re la te d .

The range of convenience measure was derived from a rank ordering  

of twelve supplied c o n s tru c ts , from the one a su b jec t applied to  the 

g re a te s t  number of elem ents, to  the one he applied  to  the few est. For 

the second measure, e ig h t elements se lec ted  from an o rig in a l th i r ty  on 

the b asis  of maximal in c lu sio n  in  the su b je c t’s use of the twelve 

co n s tru c ts , were rank ordered on the same twelve construc ts  by the 

su b jec t. The re s u ltin g  s e ts  of twelve rankings of e igh t elements were 

in te rc o r re la te d , and from the m atrix of in te rc o r re la t io n , the co n stru c ts  

were rank ordered according to  the amount of variance fo r  which each 

accounted.

The r e s u l ts  were analysed in  terms of the in te rc o r re la t io n s  fo r  

each of the nine sub jec ts  between the rankings of the twelve constructs  

on the two measures.

The authors found a marked v a r ia tio n  in  the degree of c o rre la tio n  

between the two measures, ranging from 0.36 to  -0 .7 1 , with a median a t  

-0 .1 1 . There was, th e re fo re , no c le a r  in d ica tio n  as to  whether the 

range of convenience measure, or the combined number and s tren g th  of 

in te r - re la t io n s h ip s  measure could both, or indeed s in g ly , be taken as 

d e fin in g  fe a tu re s  of superordinacy.

These r e s u l ts  led  these  authors to  carry  out a second experiment
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in  which these two measures of superordinacy were repeated , along with 

e ig h t o ther measures.

In a r a t in g  task , each su b jec t categorized  twenty elements on 

fourteen  e l ic i te d  construc ts  using  a s ix  p o in t sca le  together with a 

•doesn’t  app ly’ category* From th is  ta sk , th ree  measures were obtained:

( i )  number of extreme ra tin g s  made.

( i i )  The range of convenience measure.

( i i i )  Lopsidedness in  using  constructs  measure.

In a ranking ta sk , e ig h t elements se lec ted  from those used in  

the previous task  on the b asis  of maximal inc lu sion  in  the range of 

convenience of the fourteen  c o n s tru c ts , were rank ordered by su b jec ts  on 

each c o n s tru c t, from the p o s itiv e  to  the negetive p o le . Four measures 

of in te r - re la t io n s h ip  were derived from these r e s u l ts :

( iv )  The degree of re la tio n sh ip  with the most im portant c o n stru c t.

(v) The r e la t iv e  variance accounted fo r .

(v i)  Size of loading on the f i r s t  f a c to r .

( v i i )  Size of loadings on a l l  components.

The re s is ta n c e  to  change task  was c a rried  out according to  Hinkle’s 

(60) method. For each co n s tru c t, the number of tim es on which the 

su b jec t changed on the compared co n stru c t was to ta l le d ,  and the fourteen  

co n stru c ts  ordered from most to  le a s t  r e s i s ta n t  to  change.

The laddering  measure (60) was determined by counting the number

of d i f f e re n t  co n stru c ts  e l ic i te d  by th is  technique fo r  each co n stru c t.

The f in a l  task  consisted  of p resen ting  each sub ject with a l i s t
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of h is  fourteen  co n s tru c ts , and asking him to  rank these fo r  th e i r  

importance to  him*

The r e s u l ts  were made up of the in te rc o rre la t io n s  fo r  each of 

the ten su b je c ts , between the rank orderings of the fourteen  co n stru c ts  

according to  the ten  c r i t e r i a  of superordinacy, a lso  the mean in te r -  

c o rre la tio n s  between the rank orderings fo r  the to ta l  group of subjects*

B annister and Salmon found g rea t v a r ia b i l i ty  of s ize  and d ire c tio n  

of in te rc o r re la t io n s  amongst the ten su b je c ts . This v a r ia b i l i ty  served 

to  f l a t te n  out a la rg e  number of c o rre la tio n s  when averaged. The only 

c o n s is ten t tendencies towards p o s itiv e  re la tio n sh ip s  seem to  be between:

( i )  Those measures concerned with quan tify ing  the to ta l  amount of 

re la tio n sh ip  of a construct with o ther c o n s tru c ts .

( i i )  Those measures which concern the su b je c t’s ordering  of p r i o r i t i e s .

( i i i )  Those measures r e la t in g  to  the su b je c t’s broad o r lim ited  usage 

of the c o n s tru c t, as th is  r e la te s  to  the measures in  ( i )  and ( i i ) .

!Hie range of convenience measure seemed to a c t  as a lin k  between 

two o ther s e ts  of measures which were themselves in te rn a l ly  lin k ed . One 

can say, th e re fo re , th a t co n stru c ts  r e la t iv e ly  superord inate  in  c e r ta in  

con tex ts , as in  ( i )  and ( i i )  above, may a lso  have a wide range of 

convenience.

I f  co n stru c ts  have a wide range of convenience, they can be used 

in  severa l con tex ts . They m ight, th e re fo re , be used in  d if fe re n t  ways, 

with d i f fe re n t  c r i t e r i a  of a p p lic a tio n . I t  a l l  depends upon the 

re la tio n sh ip  between the con tex ts , and the ways of applying the constructs 

which are  av a ila b le  to  the su b je c t. On the o ther hand, the range of
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convenience measure was re la te d  to  those concerned with the to ta l  amount 

o f re la tio n sh ip  with o th e r c o n s tru c ts . This suggests th a t  supero rd ina te  

c o n s tru c ts  may he ap p licab le  in  various co n tex ts , bu t th a t  th e i r  use 

in  each would be s im ila r .

I t  w ill  be in te r e s t in g  to examine the issu e  o f construct-e lem ent 

in te ra c tio n  in  r e la t io n  to  the subord ina te-supero rd ina te  d is t in c t io n .

The Use of C onstructs in  a g rid

M air’s paper on whole f ig u re  c o n stru c ts  (99) i s  re le v an t to  the 

is su e  of the use of co n stru c ts  of elements w ithin  a grid* The p ra c tic e  

has grown up of p resen tin g  a su b jec t w ith co n s tru c ts  such as ’l ik e  me 

in  ch arac te r* , o r ’l ik e  my fa th e r* , and assuming th a t  the re la tio n sh ip  

between th is  co n stru c t and o th ers  w ith in  the g r id ,  w ill index the  su b jec ts  

s e l f  percep tion  or h is  pe rcep tion  of s ig n if ic a n t  o thers in  h is  l i f e .

This assum ption, B annister and H air p o in t out ’i s  debateab le , since  the 

su b je c t can hard ly  handle such w hole-figure co n stru c ts  in  any to ta l  sense, 

but must break them down to  the idea jo f  l ik e  my f a th e r  in  re sp ec t of 

dimension X or l ik e  I  am in  c h a rac te r as f a r  as dimension Y i s  concerned’ . 

(6) This ’breaking down’ may not only be ap p licab le  in  r e la t io n  to 

whole f ig u re  c o n s tru c ts . Perhaps one could ta lk  o f i t  in  terms o f a l l  

r e la t iv e ly  supero rd inate  c o n s tru c ts . For example, one could say th a t  

the co n stru c t ’ in te g r i ty - d ie in te g r i ty ’ could be broken down in to  the 

fo u r bases K elly uses in  h is  example. (74)

Mair stud ied  s o r ts  based independently  on the co n stru c ts  ’most 

l ik e  I  am’ and ’l e a s t  l ik e  I  am* and afterw ards asked h is  su b jec ts  to  

exp la in  the b a s is  fo r  every choice they had made. No su b jec t c o n s is te n tly
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used only one dimension as a b a s is  fo r  s o r tin g  people as l ik e  o r un like  

h im self. When the various dimensions underly ing  ’l ik e  me* and ’u n lik e  

me’ were used as co n stru c ts  fo r  fu r th e r  g rid  s o r ts  by each in d iv id u a l, 

expected in te rc o r re la t io n s  f a i le d  to  appear. I t  seems th e re fo re , th a t  

whole f ig u re  c o n stru c ts  may not be app lied  in  an id e n tic a l  way to  a l l  

the elements in  the g r id . In  h is  conclusion , Mair s ta te s  th a t ,  ’many 

problems do seem to  a r is e  w ith the use o f whole f ig u re  co n stru c ts  (though 

these  problems only d i f f e r  in  degree from those a r is in g  with the  use 

o f more sp e c if ic  constructs)*. (99) I t  i s  w ith th is  l a t t e r  no tion  

th a t  the study here i s  concerned.

’Man -  the  M ia iü itis t’ and the na tu re  of c o n stru c ts

According to K elly , a l l  psyohologioal th e o rie s  involve some 

ph ilo so p h ica l conception of the na tu re  of man. In personal co n stru c t 

theory , K elly  makes such an assumption e x p l ic i t  when he says th a t  we 

might consider every man and h is  behaviour as i f  he were a s c i e n t i s t ,

’ ever seeking to  p re d ic t and c o n tro l’ . (74) Man in  h is  s c i e n t i s t - l ik e  

a sp ec ts  evolves a con stru c tio n  system which he uses to  p lace and con tro l 

ev en ts . Such a system K elly th in k s , i s  l ik e  a theory . But, a ’theory 

need no t be h igh ly  s c ie n t i f i c  in  o rder to  be u s e fu l .  All of us order 

our l iv e s  by co n s tru c ts  th a t  a re  somewhat e l a s t i c .  Under these  c o n s tru c ts , 

our a n tic ip a tio n s  of d a ily  events while not s c ie n t i f i c a l ly  p re c is e , 

n ev e rth e less  surround our l iv e s  with an aura o f meaning*. (74) However 

we can ask whether K e lly ’s g rid  i s  a f i t t i n g  v eh ic le  fo r  co n stru c ts  th a t  

a re  somewhat e la s t i c .

B ann ister and Mair (8) describe  a study in  which they con trasted  

c o n s tru c ts  which deal with people and in te rp e rso n a l re la tio n sh ip s , and
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c o n stru c ts  which deal w ith physica l objects#  Separate g rid s  were 

constructed  to  measure s t a b i l i t y  w ithin  the two c o n s tru c t subsystems*

Ten su b je c ts  were asked to  rank o rder ten  photographs of people on the 

c o n s tru c ts , s in c e re , k ind , f r ie n d ly , mean, s e l f is h  and e n e rg e tic . They 

repeated  th is  task  immediately on a d i f f e r e n t  s e t  o f ten  photographs 

and s ix  weeks l a t e r  they used the same c o n stru c ts  on the o r ig in a l s e t  

o f photographs. Bach g rid  was analysed to  provide a m atrix  of c o n stru c t 

re la tio n sh ip s  and the consistency  of th is  m atrix  was ca lcu la te d  across 

tim e; c o rre la tio n s  were averaged fo r  the group. I t  was found th a t  the 

mean r e l i a b i l i t y  o f the  m atrix  p a tte rn  across elements was 0 .72, across 

time i t  was 0,86 and across elements and time i t  was 0.73#

The same group of su b je c ts  was given a s im ila r  s e r ie s  of t e s t s ,  

in  which the elements they were asked to  s o r t  were two se ts  o f f i f te e n  

names of common physical o b jec ts  (anchor, toy ba lloon , c r ic k e t b a t,  

b u ild in g  b rick  e t c . )  They rank ordered these  in  terms of the co n stru c ts  

la rg e -sm a ll, smooth-rough, h e a v y -lig h t, f r a g i1e-tough . c u rv e d -s tra ig h t. 

lo n g -sh o rt. The mean s t a b i l i ty  of m atrix  p a tte rn  f o r  th is  task  was# 

acro ss  ,elements 0 .92, across time (s ix  weeks) 0.93 and across elements 

and time 0.93#

In terms o f th is  study , B annister and Mair argue te n ta t iv e ly  th a t  

people (as assessed  in  teim s of the s t a b i l i ty  o f t h e i r  conceptual s tru c tu re  

in  the  two subsystem s) a re  more con fiden t as p h y s ic is ts  than they are  as 

p sycho log ists  -  they have more s ta b le  systems through iidiich to view 

o b jec ts  than through which to  view people.

The c o n tra s t  B annister draws here i s  between ’physical* co n stru c ts
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and ’psychological* constructs*  B annister and Mair suggest th a t  a 

g r id  with people as elements could he completed, by a su b jec t in  terms 

of co n stru c ts  l ik e  ’lig h t-h eav y * , *la rg e -sm all *, and th a t  high 

r e l i a b i l i t i e s  might appear in  th is  type of experim ent. But, people 

as elements may be open to  more p o ss ib le  in te rp re ta t io n s  than physica l 

o b jec ts  and thus co n trib u te  to the p o s s ib i l i ty  of construct-e lem ent 

in te ra c t io n .

In a d d itio n , th is  d is t in c t io n  between ’physical* and ’p sy ch o lo g ica l* 

co n stru c ts  i s  only p a r t  of the is su e . Both when used by non p ro fess io n a l 

’s c i e n t i s t s ’ may be applied  as ’commonsense’ r a th e r  than ’ th e o r e t ic a l ’ 

c o n s tru c ts . Dewey writes# ’The su b jec t m atter of science i s  s ta te d  in  

symbol c o n s te lla tio n s  th a t  a re  r a d ic a lly  un like  those fa m ilia r  to 

commonsense, in  what, in  e f f e c t ,  i s  a d if f e r e n t  language’ . (36&) In 

the ’commonsense* world, the system i s  p ra c t ic a l  and in s t i tu t io n a l  ra th e r  

than in te l le c tu a l ;  ’commonsense knowledge of everyday l i f e  i s  s u f f ic ie n t  

fo r  coming to  terms w ith fe llow  men, c u ltu ra l  o b je c ts , so c ia l in s t i tu t io n s  - 

in  b r ie f ,  ••social r e a l i t y ” . The meanings formed on th is  b a s is  n e c e ssa rily  

con ta in  much th a t  i s  i r re le v a n t* . (36)

Context p lays a la rg e  p a r t  in  the meanings of words in  a 

’commonsense’ system. In  sc ience , the ro le  of con tex t i s  somewhat le s s .

•In s c ie n t i f i c  in q u iry , then , meanings are  re la te d  to  one another on the 

ground of th e i r  ch a rac te r as meanings, freed  from d ir e c t  refe rence  to 

the concerns o f a lim ited  g ro u p ... Consequently a new language, a new 

system of symbols re la te d  to g e th er on a new b as is  comes in to  ex is ten ce , 

and in  th is  new language semantic coherency as such, i s  the c o n tro llin g  

co n sidera tion* . (36) Within one theory , co n stru c ts  are  applied  in  a
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uniform way. ’One of the hallm arks o f sc ience  seems to  he the care 

with which the supero rd ina te-suhord ina te  s ta tu s  of co n stru c ts  i s  defined  

and the a t te n t io n  paid to  th is  problem’ . (9 ) How u se fu l would be a 

determ ination  of the subordinate and supero rd ina te  im p lica tio n s of a 

co n s tru c t w ith no in te g r ity ?

Science, developing out of a commonsense view of the world,

’should not a ttem pt to  r e f l e c t  the v a r ie ty  of terras in  which we 

custom arily  express our experience’ . (9 ) This i s  no t to say th a t  

•commonsense* language i s  inadequate, merely th a t  i t  may be le s s  than 

adequate fo r  some purposes. Thayer w rite s : ’I t  may well happen th a t

an occasion be such th a t  a more p re c ise , co n tro lled  and re fin ed  language 

i s  necessary , bu t th is  f a c t  does no t of i t s e l f  in v a lid a te  the function  

of commonsense language’ . (146)

Terms may have a v a r ie ty  of u se s . This fe a tu re  may cause 

d i f f ic u l ty  even w ith developed ’s c ie n t if ic *  c o n s tru c ts . D iscussing 

Bridgeman’s Operationism and i t s  th e s is  th a t  a concept i s  synonymous 

w ith a corresponding s e t  o f o p e ra tio n s , Mondler and Kessen w rite : 

’Developments in  the theory of r e l a t i v i ty  showed th a t  the concept of 

leng th  has a t  l e a s t  two d e fin in g  opera tions w ithin  the theory -  the 

cond itions under which the two leng ths opera te , in d ica ted  th a t  a u n ita ry  

concept no longer s u f f ic e d ’ . (IO4 ) T iz la  g ives examples of such semantic 

confusion, occurring  when concepts a c tu a lly  used in  d if f e r e n t  senses in  

various con tex ts are  s t i l l  designated  by the same term . He quotes 

Menger, speaking of th is  d i f f ic u l ty  a r is in g  in  contemporary mathematics, 

’m ath em atico -sc ien tific  methodology i s  in  need -  in  f a c t ,  in  u rgen t need -  

of a sep a ra to r o r a prism reso lv in g  conceptual m ixtures in to  a spectroiA 

of th e i r  meanings’ . (148)
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Man may be engaged in  p red ic tin g  and c o n tro llin g  h is  world, as 

the s c i e n t i s t ,  bu t he may no t be engaged in  a s im ila r  game with language. 

In the rep e rto ry  g r id , man's co n stru c ts  a re  portrayed  by the p sycho log ist 

who i s  anxious to  understand h is  's o c ia l  re a lity *  in  a form whereby 

they can be examined. Deductive re la tio n s h ip s , of a n tic ip a tio n  o r 

im p lica tio n  are  assumed to  hold between c o n stru c ts  fu n c tio n a lly  s im ila r  

in  the g r id .

In  the g r id , w ith in  one subsystem, c o n stru c ts  are  g en era lly  

assumed to be used of elements in  a uniform way, though, as th is  th e s is  

hopes to  show, in  some in s ta n c e s , th is  assumption may be q u estio n ab le . 

Science involves a tig h te n in g  of c o n stru c t l in k s .  One can see 'everyday* 

th ink ing  a t  the 'loose* end of th is  continuum, but then one must remember 

the fa c to rs  involved in  th is  when one comes to  in te rp r e t  the rep e rto ry  

g r id .  The g rid  req u ire s  standards of un ifo rm ity  and consistency  which 

may not be ap p licab le  to  loose co n stru in g . Usual ways of analysing  

g r id s  depend on aspec ts  of 't ig h t*  constru ing .

Summary of the foregoing

To summarize the p o in ts  ra is e d  so f a r t

( I )  K elly d is tin g u ish e s  between a co n stru c t la b e l and the way the 

co n s tru c t fu n c tio n s . A v e rb a lized  c o n s tru c t may rep re sen t a v a r ie ty  

of b ases . Several v e rb a lized  c o n stru c ts  may rep re se n t ju s t  one basic  

d is t in c t io n .  K e lly 's  d iscu ss io n  of the  use of c o n stru c ts  as sca le s  

illu m in a te s  th is  fu r th e r .

( I I )  W ithin one g r id , a l l  the  elements come from one domain. However,
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the no tion  of domain i s  re la tiv e *  The domain 'peop le  in  g e n e ra l ' may 

include a number of o th er p o ss ib le  domains*

( I I I )  C onstructs are  held to be organized in  h ie ra c h ic a l systems* 

R e la tiv e ly  supero rd inate  c o n stru c ts  appear to  have a wide range of 

convenience, thus they may be applied  w ith a number o f im p lica tio n s , 

according to context*

(IV) Mair*8 paper on 'whole f ig u re  constructs*  (99) suggests th a t  

these  may not be applied  in  an id e n tic a l  way to  a l l  the f ig u re s  in  a 

grid# This may be tru e  of many personal c o n s tru c ts .

(V) Kelly suggests th a t  we view every man 'a s  i f  he were a s c ie n t is t .  

W hilst th is  analogy might have u se fu l d e sc r ip tiv e  va lue , i t  may f a l l  

down a t  the level of the a n a ly s is  of rep e rto ry  g r id s .  The co n stru c ts  

man uses in  the g rid  a re  un like  those o f the p ro fess io n a l s c i e n t i s t ,

y e t they a re  examined in  a form which re q u ire s  standards of consistency  

fo r  i t s  in te rp re ta t io n  which may not be ap p lica b le .
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PART I  SECTION 3

FURTHER BACKGROUND TO THIS STUDY

Construet~Element  In te ra c tio n  and re la tio n sh ip s  Between co n stru c ts  

in  the g rid

I f  co n stru c ts  in te r a c t  with elements and th is  in te ra c tio n  involves 

the use of fu n c tio n a lly  d i f f e r e n t  d is t in c t io n s ,  th is  might cause 

d i f f ic u l ty  in  in te rp re t in g  re la tio n sh ip s  between co n stru c ts  in  the 

rep e rto ry  g r id .

In the g r id , Kelly assumes th a t  a psychological re la tio n sh ip  

between two co n stru c ts  w ill  be re f le c te d  in  a s t a t i s t i c a l  a sso c ia tio n  

between them* B annister g ives some support to th is  idea in  a sub­

experiment (4 )* Ten ’normal* su b jec ts  were given the ten terms they 

had already used in  the main p a r t  of the experim ent. ühey were asked 

to  l i s t  under each term the o th er n ine , according to  the follow ing 

in s tru c tio n s#  *Put f i r s t  the one n e a re s t in  meaning to  the heading term, 

then the second n e a re s t in  meaning, working down to p u ttin g  f in a l ly  the 

one most opposed in  meaning*.

To examine the re la tio n sh ip  between meaning and s t a t i s t i c a l  

a sso c ia tio n , B ani\ister a lso  ranked the terms according to  the order 

in d ica ted  by the mean matching scores of twenty ’normal* su b jec ts  who 

had taken p a r t  in  the main experim ent. R esulting  c o rre la t io n s , between 

both l i s t s  of term s, were such th a t  he concluded that#  ’The im p lica tion  

i s  c le a r ly  th a t  a co n stru c t re la tio n sh ip  (as o p e ra tio n a lly  defined  in  

terms of matching sco res) i s  akin to  "meaning” *.
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Mair in  h is  I966 paper (97) a lso  attempted a t e s t  o f the 

r e la tio n sh ip  between s t a t i s t i c a l  and conceptual a s so c ia t io n s . He was 

concerned with whether grid  scores from in te r -r e la t io n s  between any s e t  

of personal constructs accurately  r e f le c t  the system of the in d iv idu a l 

concerned, or merely in d ica te  some u n sa tisfa c to ry  aspect o f grid  method 

i t s e l f .

He assumes, in  th is  paper that people function  p sy ch o lo g ica lly  

both w ithin th e ir  own personal construct system and a lso  w ithin a public  

system o f co n stru cts. This public system of co n stru cts , in vo lv in g  

d iction ary  d e f in it io n s  o f con stru cts, would be more open to in sp ection  

that the p r iv a te . ‘Thus, Mair used parts of the pub lic system to a llow  

fo r  the assessm ent of the v a lid ity  of taking grid scores as measures 

o f meaningful conceptual r e la t io n sh ip s , and of change and s t a b i l i t y .

In the study, he hypothesized th a t, i f  two a d jec tiv es  with 

s im ila r  public meanings were used as con stru cts in  a grid fo r  a group 

of people, high p o s it iv e  re la tio n sh ip s  between them should emerge, 

provided that sub jects knew th e ir  meaning. I f  sub jects did not know 

the meaning o f these words, they might p lace a personal d e f in it io n  upon 

them. I f  they did th is ,  grid r e la tio n sh ip s  may be near chance le v e l .

I f  su b jects subsequently discovered the correct meanings, in a rep e titio n  

of the grid  there should be an overa ll in crease in  re la tio n sh ip . A lso, 

on r e te s t in g , re la tio n sh ip s  between con stru cts whose meanings were known 

o r ig in a lly , should remain s ta b le .

Most p red iction s were confirmed. Mair concluded that; 'the  

r e s u lts  in d ica te  that under con tro lled  circum stances, grid scores tend
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to  r e f l e c t  p red ic ted  r e la t io n s ,  changes and s t a b i l i ty * .

L im ita tions of the  Grid

T herefore, there  i s  some evidence th a t  a s ig n if ic a n t  p o s it iv e  

o r negative  re la tio n sh ip  between rows in  the g rid  i s  an in d ic a tio n  of 

a conceptual a sso c ia tio n  between the c o n s tru c ts . But sometimes the 

rows match a t  chance le v e l .  B annister and Mair d iscu ss  th is  case with 

two constructs#  *If roughly h a lf  of those described  as in te l l ig e n t  were 

a lso  described  as e n te rp r is in g , then the dimensions thus rep resen ted  

may be u n re la ted  fo r  the su b je c t* . (8) They may be u n re la te d . There 

i s  no conclusion one can draw. One cannot d is tin g u is h  between the 

cases in  which#

( i )  there  i s  a conceptual re la tio n sh ip  between the c o n s tru c ts , bu t 

of a complex n a tu re , and

( i l )  there  i s  no re la tio n s h ip , merely a chance one; the r e la t io n  i s  

not im portant in  the s u b je c t’s personal co n stru c t system.

I f  th ere  was a complex re la t io n s h ip , th is  might mean th a t  fo r  

the su b je c t, some ways of being in te l l ig e n t  were a sso c ia ted  with some 

ways of being e n te rp r is in g , and some were n o t. Thus, ’in te l l ig e n t*  

and ’e n te rp r is in g ’ might be applied  with d if fe r in g  c r i t e r i a  to  the 

elements in  the g r id . In  the p resen t form o f g r id ,  one cannot t e l l  

whether or no t th is  i s  the case . B annister and Mair write# ’i t  i s  

a lready  apparent th a t  the  o r ig in a l b inary  g rid  and i t s  more recen t 

v a r ia tio n s  cannot adequately  subsume a l l  the  ingenious and sometimes 

con to rted  forms of constru ing  which men have undertaken. Not le a s t  

among i t s  l im ita t io n s  i s  i t s  f i x i t y  in  expressing  only one type of linkage 

between co n s tru c ts  (the  re c ip ro c a l linkage rep resen ted  by a u n ita ry  index 

of a s so c ia tio n )  and i t s  f a i lu r e  to  inco rp o ra te  some im portant aspects of
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co n stru c t theory*. (8 )

Several forms of im p lica tion  between c o n stru c ts  are  p o ss ib le .

Hinkle (8 ) g ives examples of fou r patterm s which could lin k  two constructs#  

p a r a l le l ,  o rthogonal, r e c ip ro c a l, and ambiguous. The * ambiguous * form 

and what Hinkle says about i t  i s  of most in te r e s t  a t  p re se n t. He 

d iscu sses an * ambiguous re la tio n sh ip *  between ’d e s irab le -u n d e s irab le* , 

and ’rea lism -id ea lism * , where realism  and idealism  im plied d e s ira b le  

and undesirab le  a spec ts  fo r  a person. Such s i tu a t io n s ,  he w rite s , seem 

to  r e s u l t  from# ( i )  an incom plete a b s tra c tio n  of the d iffe ren c e s  between 

the con tex ts in  which the c o n stru c t was used; ( i i )  the use of one co n stru c t 

la b e l fo r  two independent dimensions e .g . rea lism -idealism  in  the sense 

of te s t in g  id ea s-n o t te s t in g  ideas and rea lism -idea lism  in  the sense of 

not having goals-having  g o a ls . ’When c la r i f ie d  the su b jec t could r e la te  

each of these usages of rea lism -idea lism  to ’desirab le-u n d esirab le*  in  

the unambiguous p a ra l le l  form. In th is  sense, psychological movement, 

c o n f l ic t  re so lu tio n  and In s ig h t depend on the lo c a tin g  of such p o in ts  

of ambiguous im p lica tio n  and the reso lv in g  of them in to  p a ra l le l  or 

orthogonal forms.* (6 )

In the g r id ,  a ’chance* lev e l of matching between two co n stru c ts  

could be an in d ic a tio n  of an im portant re la tio n sh ip  fo r  the su b jec t 

which needs reso lv in g  ra th e r  than something unim portant which req u ire s  

no fu r th e r  in v e s tig a tio n .

Measures based on the to ta l  s tru c tu re  o f the g rid

In the rep e rto ry  g r id  th e re  i s  g en e ra lly  a concen tra tion  on the 

to ta l  s tru c tu re  produced by sco res , r a th e r  than any in te r e s t  in  in d iv id u a l
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con stru cts or elements or o f any in ter a c tio n  between the two. S la ter  

w rites that o ften  researchers 'do not examine the re la tio n sh ip s  between 

the elements or o f the elements with the co n stru cts . Consequently they 

waste most o f the inform ation in  th e ir  data, large parts o f i t  e n t ir e ly ' .  

(142)

C ognitive com plexity i s  one example of a concept which has been 

t ie d  to a measure of the to ta l  structure of the g r id . In ea r ly  work 

( 13 ) i t  was defined in terms of the degree of d if fe r e n t ia t io n  w ithin an 

in d iv id u a l's  system fo r  construing behaviour. More recen tly  i t  has 

been argued (28) that the degree of d if fe r e n t ia t io n  of a co g n itiv e  system  

i s  but one aspect of the com plexity o f i t s  s tru ctu re . 'The com plexity  

of a person 's co g n itiv e  s tr u c tu r e ', w rites Warr e t  a l .  ( l 6 l )  ' i s  a 

function  o f the number o f dimensions he employs, the way he employs them 

and the way he combines them to form u n ified  judgem ents'. The authors 

d escribe these three stru ctu ra l a sp ects o f 'd if fe r e n t ia t io n * , 'a r t ic u la t io n '  

and 'in te g r a t io n ' . B ier i (13, 14, 15) and other workers have in v estig a ted  

the number of dimensions employed. Crockett (28) has drawn a tten tio n  

to the in teg ra tio n  id ea , which has been p a r tic u la r ly  stressed  by Harvey (5 4 ),  

Harvey, Hunt and Schroder (53) and Schroder, Driver and S treu fert (132).

O f  these asp ects  the present study i s  m ostly concerned with the employment 

of dimensions by su b jec ts . A r ticu la tio n , the fin en ess  o f d iscrim ination  

along in d iv id u a l dimensions i s  only one aspect of th is .

Schroder, Driver and S treu fert (132) d efin e d iscrim ination  as 'the  

capacity  of the conceptual stru ctu re to d is t in g u ish  among s t im u li ' .

They id e n tify  four aspects o f d iscrim inations

( i )  the number o f s tim u li that can be ordered by a given dimension.
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( i i )  the fin en ess  o f gradation o f in tra -ca teg o ry  d ista n ces (from a 

dichotomous sc a le  to  an in f in i t e  number o f v a lu es , l ik e  Warr's 

'a r t ic u la t io n * ) .

( i i i )  the cer ta in ty  o f  placement o f s tim u li;  the degree to which the 

in d iv idu al delays f in a l  d ec is io n s  concerning the stim ulus,

( iv )  the f l e x i b i l i t y  o f ru les  fo r  in clu d in g  certa in  s tim u li in  a dim ension, 

'The le s s  fix ed  the ru les  o f adm ission, the more s tim u li w ill  be

included and the more f in e ly  such stim u li can be d iscrim in ated .

Consequently, new inform ation about any aspect o f a stim ulus would be 

a sso cia ted  with greater p ro b a b ility  o f change in  the placement o f that 

stim ulus on d im ensions', (132)

This study i s  concerned with the number o f ru les  a sub ject has 

a v a ila b le  fo r  the ap p lica tion  of each construct la b e l to various elements 

in  a g r id , a l l  o f which f a l l  w ithin the range o f convenience o f  

a p p lica tion  o f the con stru ct, and come from the same domain. The way 

in  which each construct i s  applied to in d iv id u al elements determines the 

to ta l  organization  of the g r id . However, o v era ll structure i s  a l l  that 

i s  u su a lly  in v e stig a te d . Behaviour on the le v e l  of the ap p lica tion  of 

each construct to in d iv id u al elements i s  rarely  examined.

The Im plication  grid and the repertory grid

K e lly 's  method allow s fo r  the in d ir e c t  assessm ent of the degree 

of p ro b a b ility  o f a sso c ia tio n  between two or more con stru cts. In 

con trast to  t h is ,  H inkle's Im plication grid  (60) requires the subject 

to d ir e c t ly  in d ica te  certa in  lin k s  which the sub ject thinks e x is t  between 

co n stru cts , u su a lly  allow ing only fo r  a l l  or none d ec is io n s , not degrees 

of p ro b a b ility , H inkle's method a lso  focuses on a s p e c if ic  context 

e .g .  a su b je c t 's  past constructions of h im self, h is  view of a p articu lar
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f ig u re , o r h is  own p re fe rred  s e l f  co n stru c tio n , whereas the rep e rto ry  

g r id  d i r e c ts  a t te n tio n  to generalized  re la tio n sh ip s  between c o n s tru c ts .

I t  i s  the emphasis on a sp e c if ic  context w ithin which to  determ ine 

re la tio n s h ip s  between co n stru c ts  which makes the Im p lica tion  g rid  

e sp e c ia l ly  in te r e s t in g .

In  the Imp g rid  each construct i s  pa ired  twice with every o th er

c o n s tru c t ( l  w ith 2, 2  with 1 e t c , ) ,  H ink le 's in s tru c tio n s  to h is

su b je c ts  ask them; 'on which of these co n stru c ts  do you probably expect 

a change to  occur as a r e s u l t  of knowing th a t  you have changed from one 

s id e  to  the o th e r on th is  one construct alone? A knowledge of your 

lo c a tio n  on th i s  one co n stru c t could probably be used to determ ine your 

lo c a tio n  on which of these  remaining constructs?* . (6n)

In an im p lica tio n  g r id , the p a tte rn  of t ic k s  and blanks in  the 

column i s  considered by Hinkle to  rep resen t the superord inate  im p lica tio n s 

o f the various c o n s tru c ts ; while the p a tte rn  of checks in  the rows 

in d ic a te s  some of the subordinate im p lica tions of the c o n s tru c ts .

As I  mentioned, in  the Imp g rid , su b jec ts  consider the im p lica tio n s

of c o n stru c ts  r e la t iv e  to  a p a r t ic u la r  con tex t. ' Thus some co n stru c ts

might be re la te d  to g e th er in  the context of c e r ta in  people, as the su b jec t 

viewed them, bu t not in  th a t  of o th e rs . Such v a r ia tio n s  could be of 

considerab le  c l in ic a l  in te r e s t* .  (6 )

F o r  K elly , 'th e  context of a co n stru c t comprises those elements 

among which the u se r  o rd in a r ily  d isc rim in a tes  by means of the c o n s tru c ts . 

I t  i s  somewhat more r e s t r ic te d  than the range of convenience, s ince  i t  

r e f e r s  to  the circum stances in  which the co n stru c t emerges fo r  p ra c t ic a l
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u se , and not n e ce sa rily  to  a l l  the circum stances in  which a person 

might even tua lly  use the c o n s tiu c t. I t  i s  somewhat more ex tensive 

than the focus of convenience since the co n stru c t may o ften  appear in  

circum stances where i t s  ap p lica tio n  i s  not optim al*. (8 ) K elly does 

not consider contex t a t  a lower lev e l where i t  may rep resen t merely one 

element or even one element a t  a c e r ta in  tim e, p lace and cond ition .

B ann ister and Mair d iscuss  context in r e la t io n  to  the rep e rto ry  

g r id , hu t no t in  terms of the ap p lica tio n  of c o n stru c ts  to in d iv id u a l

elem ents. For example, they w rite : 'For a given sub jec t the co n stru c t

mature-im m ature may have one s e t  of im p lica tions when i t  i s  app lied  to 

members of h is  own fam ily , a ra th e r  d if f e re n t  s e t  of im p lica tio n s when 

i t  i s  app lied  to people in  genera l, im p lica tions which are  d i f f e r e n t

again when i t  i s  applied  to  n a tio n s , and y e t a fu r th e r  se t of im p lica tio n s

when i t  i s  used to subsume works of a r t .  The p ic tu re  of r e la t io n s  

between c o n s tru c ts  derived  may depend a g rea t deal on the con tex t in  

which the  su b je c t was asked to use them. He may well have sh if te d  from 

one con tex t to  another as he handled d if fe re n t  co n stru c ts  and thus 

produce a confused and mixed re f le c tio n  of the re la tio n s  between them*. (8 )

Thus, they in te rp re t  the notion of context in  terms of d i f f e r e n t  

domains: 'members of h is  fa m ily ', *people in  g e n e ra l ',  'n a t io n s '.

Within the g r id ,  the elements are  u su a lly  assumed to be from one domain.

Yet i t  seems th a t  'a  confused and mixed re f le c tio n  of the r e la t io n s  

between c o n s t r u c ts ' ' may occur. Suppose th a t  a su b jec t has to  apply 

the  c o n s tru c t 'm ature—immature* to elements in a g r id , a l l  of which 

come from the one domain 'people in  g e n e ra l '.  We do not know whether 

fo r  him these  elements form a uniform context fo r  the ap p lica tio n  of 

the  c o n s tru c ts , B anpister and Mair have a lready conceded th a t  the
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c o n s tru c t may be used with a d i f f e re n t  s e t  of im p lica tio n s when used on 

•members of h is  own fam ily*• In a ro le  t i t l e  l i s t  f o r  the e l i c i t a t i o n  

of elem ents fo r  the subsystem ’people* these would be included . One 

can e a s i ly  envisage a s i tu a t io n  where, in  terms of the  co n stru c t ’m ature- 

immature*, the  su b jec t had rep re se n ta tiv e s  of a t  le a s t  two con tex ts  in  

h is  element l i s t ,  ’members of h is  own fam ily*, and ’people in  general* .

Can we then assume th a t  he w ill  use the co n stru c t w ith one c r i te r io n  of 

a p p lic a tio n  only?

The Study of Change

’C onstruct th eo ry ’s candidate fo r  a c e n tra l issu e  in  psychology 

can be argued to  be change. K elly’s d e f in itio n  of man as a form of 

motion makes i t  c e n tra l ,  and the fundamental p o s tu la te  and v i r tu a l ly  a l l  

of the  eleven é lab o ra tiv e  c o ro lla r ie s  of the theory s p e c if ic a lly  r e f e r  

to  p rocess* . ( )

K elly was concerned th a t  personal co n stru c t theory  should be 

ab le  to  construe change* But, does the reperto ry  g r id , as the p r in c ip a l 

instrum ent connected with the theory r e f l e c t  th is  concern?

Personal co n stru c t theory i s  about p re d ic ta b le  changes. Accordingly, 

in  the  rep t e s t ,  and in  the rep e rto ry  g r id , K elly was concerned, not to  

p o s it io n  people with regard to  c e r ta in  fixed  dim ensions, as in  most 

p e rso n a lity  t e s t s ,  but to  determine those which they themselves u se , ’ to  

rev ea l pathways along which they are  f re e  to  move*. (8 ) The most obvious 

freedom of movement i s ,  he saw, from one end to  the o th er along the  a x is , 

a s l o t  change# ’Knowledge of a person’s p o la r  p o s itio n  on any of h is  

im portant c o n stru c ts  defines something o f h is  p re sen t s e l f  conception 

and h is  no tion  of the a l te rn a t iv e  to  th is  conception*. (8 ) Hinkle has
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examined s lo t  change in  terms of a p e rso n 's  w illin g n ess to  move on one 

c o n s tru c t as compared with h is  w illingness to  move on another*

Though K elly p laces such emphasis on accounting fo r  change, th ere  

have been c r i t ic is m s  of h is  treatm ent of change w ith in  the re p e rto ry  

grid# Mair and Crisp agree th a t ,  ’ the two po les of each co n stru c t may 

d e fin e  pathways along which the person may see change as p o s s ib le ’ , 

bu t th in k  th a t  the rep e rto ry  g rid  i s ,  ’s t i l l  a c ro s s -se c tio n a l and 

r e la t iv e ly  passive  measure’ # (lOO) In 1970, Mair w rites# ’As we have 

no ted , K elly  s tre s s e s  th a t  "man i s  a form of m otion", but we f in d  th a t  

movement i s  only avkwardly incorporated  in  the methods he o u tlin e s . Only 

by te s t in g  and r e te s t in g  w ith g rid  measures (as in  most t r a d i t io n a l  

methods of measurement in  psychology) can some idea of movement be 

ga ined ’ . ( 101)

What i s  wrong with the rep erto ry  g rid  as an instrum ent fo r  

in v e s tig a tin g  changes? The g rid  provides a framework fo r  the study 

of the  e l i c i t a t i o n  of elements and co n s tru c ts , the a p p lica tio n  o f co n s tru c ts  

to  elem ents, and the re la tio n sh ip  between elements and co n stru c ts  in  the 

g r id .  The t e s t - r e t e s t  procedure provides inform ation about#

( i )  S ca la r and s lo t  change -  the elements are  ra ted  in  a d i f f e r e n t  

way on the c o n s tru c t,

( i i )  S h if t  change -  a co n stru c t used in  a context in  the f i r s t  t e s t  i s  

not rep ea ted ,

( i i i )  Change in  system atic  meaning of a c o n stru c t, a co n stru c t used in  

t e s t  one i s  repeated  in  the r e t e s t ,  but i t s  re la tio n sh ip s  with o th er 

co n stru c ts  have a l te re d ,

( iv )  Changes in  to ta l  re la tio n sh ip  sco res.

U nfortunate ly , as S la te r  (142) p o in ts  o u t, much of th is  inform ation i s  

u su a lly  ignored ,
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Completing the g rid  i s  i t s e l f  a p rocess, The g rid  e x h ib its  an 

in te ra c t io n  system, change can be stud ied  w ith in  as w ell as between 

g r id s ,  Mair suggests th a t  we s t a r t  on the lev e l of one c o n s tru c t being 

used in  sev e ra l con tex ts , in  e f fe c t  what has been c a rr ie d  out in  the 

p re sen t study# ’By so doing i t  would be p o ss ib le  to  explore the  range 

of con tex ts  and elements to  which each pole could m eaningfully be ap p lied , 

the im p lica tio n s  th a t any p a r t ic u la r  use of the c o n stru c t could in v o lv e ’ , 

(98)

The g r id  may be stud ied  as a dynamic, ra th e r  than as a s t a t i c  

in strum en t. In v e s tig a tio n s  o f processes involved in  the e l i c i t a t i o n  of 

c o n s tru c ts  and elements and the a p p lica tio n  of co n stru c ts  to  elem ents, 

in  terras o f the various c o ro l la r ie s  and th e o re tic a l  co n stru c ts  of the 

theory  should be undertaken.

A Summary of th is  sec tion

I f  c o n s tru c ts  in te r a c t  with elements to  produce im p lica tio n s 

which a re  fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r ,  these im p lica tions may be d i f f e r e n t ly  

re la te d  to  o th e r co n stru c ts  in  the personal co n stru c t system.

Thus#

( I )  C onstructs which match a t  ’chance* lev e l in  the  g rid  may no t have 

an ’un im portan t’ re la tio n sh ip  but a complex one th a t  may be im portant fo r  

a su b je c t and needs re so lv in g .

( I I )  Measures based on the to ta l  s tru c tu re  o f g rid s  are  determined by
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a s u b je c t’s behaviour a t  a much lower lev e l — bu t th is  behaviour ( i# e , 

the a p p lic a tio n  of a c o n stru c t to elem ents) i s  r a re ly  investiga ted#

( i l l )  The rep e rto ry  g rid  d ire c ts  a tte n tio n  to  genera lized  re la tio n sh ip s  

between c o n s tru c ts • Kelly d iscusses the importance of co n tex t, bu t 

th is  i s  no t examined on the lev e l of s in g le  elements* By c o n tra s t ,  in

the Im p lica tion  g r id , construc tions are  seen as r e la t iv e  to  a p a r t ic u la r  

context# ^-

(IV) The concept of change i s  fundamental to  personal c o n stru c t theory  

bu t the  rep e rto ry  g rid  has been described as a ’r e la t iv e ly  passive  

measure* (lOO)# I t  i s  argued here th a t  i f  the g r id  e x h ib its  an in te ra c t io n  

system then change may be stud ied  w ith in  as w ell as between grids#
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PART I I  SECTION 1 

THE INVESTIGATION

This study i s  axi attem pt to  look a t  the p rocess o f c o n s tru c t-  

element in te ra c t io n  in  the g rid  in  terms of in d iv id u a l ve rb a lized  

c o n s tru c ts  in te ra c t in g  with various elem ents. I t  i s  a t  the same time 

p a r t  o f a wider is su e , the idea  th a t  a ’Kelly-type* an a ly s is  i s  c a rr ie d  

out a t  a r e la t iv e ly  g lobal lev e l and th a t  i t  might be in te re s t in g  to  

examine re la tio n sh ip s  in  the g r id , and to  see whether they may be fo r  

the su b je c t r a th e r  more complex than has h ith e r to  been suggested.

B ann iste r and Mair comment on th is#  ’Understanding in  what way 

and to  what e x ten t g rid s  can r e f le c t  the co n stru c t systems or the  modal 

systems o f groups must involve examining in  g re a t d e ta i l  the account 

given by su b je c ts  of what they th ink  they are  doing in  a g rid  s i tu a t io n  

and f in d in g  ways of comparing th is  with the t e s t  outcome*. (8 )

D irec tly  re lev an t to  the p resen t study i s  the  follow ing passage 

from Mair. . He speaks of# ’ the p o ss ib le  use and importance of 

in v e s tig a tin g  more of the in te rn a l  s tru c tu re  of any gen era lised  c o n s tru c t 

th a t  a person uses than i s  a t  p resen t advocated. Thus i t  may sometimes 

be im portan t, and could c e r ta in ly  be in s tru c t iv e  from the p o in t o f view 

of advancing understanding of the use of co n stru c ts  and developing more 

s u ita b le  m ethodologies, to  in v e s tig a te  the ram ifica tio n s  o f one c o n stru c t 

being used by a person. By so doing, i t  would be p o ss ib le  to  explore 

the range of con tex ts and elements to  which each pole could m eaningfully 

be a p p lied , and the im p lica tio n s th a t  any p a r t ic u la r  use of the  c o n s tru c t 

could in v o lv e ’ . (98 ) The p resen t study i s  constructed  on ju s t  such a
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model, invo lv ing  the use of ind iv idua l co n stru c ts  of d i f f e r e n t  elem ents, 

and an in v e s tig a tio n  of the d if fe re n t  im p lica tions such a p p lica tio n s  

may have. As such i t  forms, i t  i s  hoped, a c o n trib u tio n  to  an a n a ly s is  

of the fu n c tio n in g  of the g r id .

The Aims of the Study

These were as fo llow s;

1, To in v e s tig a te  the process of construct-elem ent in te ra c tio n  in  

the rep e rto ry  g rid

E xpecta tion ; I f  co n stru c ts  in te r a c t  with elem ents, th is  may be 

in v e s tig a te d  on a verbal le v e l by asking su b jec ts  how they would apply 

a c o n s tru c t la b e l to each element in  a g r id . I f  th e i r  r e p l ie s  a re  s e t  

out in  a ta b le ,  one can ch a rt the verbal change of the  o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t. 

( ’O riginal* co n stru c ts  are  those from which subordinate im p lica tio n s 

are  e l i c i t e d . )

2 . To examine whether the im p lica tions produced by construct-e lem ent 

in te ra c t io n  may be fu n c tio n a lly  as well as v e rb a lly  d is s im ila r

E xpecta tion ; I f  a co n stru c t i s  used of elements in  a uniform way, 

then i t s  subordinate  im p lica tions should be fu n c tio n a lly  s im ila r  and the 

g rid  in  which they appear, undim ensional. One p r in c ip a l component, 

th e re fo re , should be s u f f ic ie n t  to c h a rac te rize  a l l  the  s ig n if ic a n t  

v a r ia tio n  in  the  g r id .

I f  a c o n stru c t i s  not used in  a uniform way, i t s  subordinate 

im p lica tio n s  w il l  not be fu n c tio n a lly  s im ila r  and s ig n if ic a n t  v a r ia tio n  

w ill be l e f t  uncharacterized  by the f i r s t  component.
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3* To see which con stru cts are most l ik e ly  to in te r a c t  with elem ents 

to  produce fu n c tio n a lly  d iss im ila r  im p lica tion s

(a) Superordinate  co n stru c ts

Two hypotheses are  p o ssib le  here :

( i )  Superordinate co n stru c ts  have been described  as ’general* , ’a b s tra c t* , 

and ’im portant* . (6 ) They appear to  have a wide range of convenience (7)*  

By d e f in i t io n ,  they have many im plica tions (8 ) . Through experience

with them, a su b je c t may come to use them with sev era l ru le s .

R e la tiv e ly  subordinate co n stru c ts  are  more ’s p e c i f ic ’ , they  have 

fewer im p lica tio n s  to  o ther co n s tru c ts , they have a narrower range of 

convenience. The p o te n t ia l , th e re fo re , fo r  the non-uniform use of 

c o n s tru c ts  may d i f f e r  according to  th e i r  h ie ra ch ica l p o s it io n . Of 

course, the sub /supero rd inate  d is t in c t io n  i s  not ab so lu te  but fu n c tio n a l. 

However, c o n s tru c ts  which have been determined to  occupy a r e la t iv e ly  

supero rd ina te  p o s itio n  in  a subsystem might have a v a ila b le  a la rg e r  s e t  

of ru le s  fo r  a p p lic a tio n  in  a domain than co n stru c ts  in  a r e la t iv e ly  

subord inate  p o s it io n . I t  follow s th e re fo re  th a t  (hypothesis l ) i  

R e la tiv e ly  superord inate  co n stru c ts  are  more l ik e ly  than r e la t iv e ly  

subord inate  co n s tru c ts  to  in te r a c t  with elements to  produce fu n c tio n a lly  

d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s .

( i i )  One way of determ ining sub/superordinacy i s  through the rep e rto ry  

g rid  (8 ) . C onstructs load ing  heav ily  on the f i r s t  f a c to r ,  o r determined 

by a s im ila r  measure are  taken as supero rd ina te . These are  co n s tru c ts  

which match h igh ly  with o th e rs . They may be used with severa l 

im p lica tio n s , bu t the im p lica tions are  synonymous.
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’Subordinate* c o n s tru c ts , on th is  method, do no t e x h ib it such 

high matching scores (8 ) ,  They may be re la te d  in  a complex w ay  to  

o th e r c o n s tru c ts  in  the g r id . I t  follow s th e re fo re  th a t  (hypothesis 2)# 

r e la t iv e ly  subordinate  co n stru c ts  are  more l ik e ly  than r e la t iv e ly  

supero rd ina te  co n stru c ts  to  in te r a c t  w ith elements to  produce fu n c tio n a lly  

d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s ,

(b) ’U nqualified* co n stru c ts

O rig inal co n stru c ts  (co n stru c ts  from which subordinate im p lica tio n s  

were d e riv ed ) were designated as ’unqualified* or ’qu a lified *  according 

to  the  lack  o f , o r ad d itio n  of q u a lif ic a tio n  they c a r r ie d . For example, 

•good-bad*, ’kind-unkind* would be seen as u n q u a lif ie d , whereas ’walks 

slow ly-w alks qu ick ly* , ’sometimes laughs-never laughs*, ’wouldn’t  want, 

him as a f r ie n d -a  good person to be fr ie n d s  with* would be seen as 

’q u a lif ie d * . I t  was thought th a t a lready  q u a lif ie d  co n stru c ts  might 

have le s s  p o te n t ia l  than u n q u a lified  co n stru c ts  fo r  the production of 

fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s , s ince  th e i r  meaning, and th e re fo re  

a p p lic a tio n , was a lready  circum scribed.

Thus, i t  was hypothesized th a t :  u n qua lified  co n stru c ts  would be

more l ik e ly  than q u a lif ie d  co n stru c ts  to  in te r a c t  with elements and 

produce fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s .

L in g u is tic  fe a tu re s  l ik e  ’ambiguity* and ’vagueness* would be 

d i f f i c u l t  to  in v e s tig a te  on an o b jec tive  b a s is . They depend upon the 

use of a term by a su b jec t and a re , in  a sense, what th is  study i s  a l l  

about. Thus, the  q u a lif ic a tio n  of the o r ig in a l co n stru c t was chosen 

as a f a c to r  l ik e ly  to  be re la te d  to the production of fu n c tio n a lly
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d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s , and one more amenable to study .

4 , C h a ra c te r is tic s  of the subordinate im p lica tions of an o r ig in a l

co n s tru c t which may be re la te d  to  the  production  of fu n c tio n a lly  

d is s im ila r  im p lica tions

( i )  The number of v e rb a lly  d i f fe re n t  subordinate  im p lica tions produced

I t  was hypothesized th a t  the g re a te r  the number of v e rb a lly  

d i f f e r e n t  im p lica tio n s  e l ic i te d  from an o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t, the  g re a te r  

may be the p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  some of these would be fu n c tio n a lly  

d is s im ila r  and th a t  the o r ig in a l co n stru c t was used in  a non-uniform way.

( i i )  The use of both poles of a co n stru c t

I f  a su b je c t can apply both po les of a c o n stru c t to  an elem ent, 

th is  suggests:

(a ) th a t  he can perceive th a t  element from more than one angle .

(b) th a t  he can use the co n stru c t in  a f le x ib le  way.

One would expect both of these to be re la te d  to  the non-uniform 

use o f a c o n s tru c t. Thus, one can hypothesize that*  the more a su b jec t 

uses both po les o f a c o n s tru c t, the more l ik e ly  he i s  to  use the c o n s tru c t 

w ith fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s , of the elements in  a g r id .

( i i i )  The number of re p re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c ts  produced

In th is  study , su b jec ts  are  asked ( fo r  reasons of tim e) to  p lace

in to  s im ila r  groups the im p lica tions of each o r ig in a l co n stru c t and to 

s e le c t  from each group one co n stru c t re p re se n ta tiv e  of the o thers in  

th a t  p i l e .  T h ey  can regroup and/or subgroup, and s e le c t  more 

re p re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c ts  i f  they wish. A ll these re p re se n ta tiv e
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c o n stru c ts  a re  then used to  r a te  the elements which have in te ra c te d  

w ith the  o r ig in a l  co n stru c t to  produce the im p lica tio n s .

I t  i s  expected th a t  the la rg e r  the number of re p re se n ta tiv e  

c o n s tru c ts  a su b je c t s e le c ts ,  the more dimensions he perceives o p era ting  

in  the  subord inate  im p lica tio n s , and th e re fo re  the g re a te r  the  number of 

fu n c tio n a lly  d i f f e r e n t  rows in  the g r id .

Thus one can hypothesize that#  the g re a te r  the  number of
I

re p re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c ts  se lec ted  per o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t, the g re a te r  

the lik e lih o o d  th a t  th is  co n stru c t has been used with fu n c tio n a lly  

d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s .

This was an exp loratory  study, aimed a t  opening up an a rea  

p rev iously  n eg lec ted . The fa c to rs  taken in to  account when the 

experiment was planned are  d iscussed in  the fo llow ing se c tio n .
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part I I  SECTION 2

THE RATIONALE OF THE METHOD USED

This study follow s M air’s suggestion of the importance of 

in v e s tig a tin g  ’ the ram ifica tio n s  of one co n stru c t being used by a perso n ’ . 

(98) But which co n stru c t to  choose? A provided co n stru c t might be 

f a m ilia r  to  some su b je c ts , in  which case they may have a v a ila b le  a 

network of i t s  im p lica tio n s , bu t r e la t iv e ly  u n fam ilia r to o th e rs . On 

the o th er hand, to  e l i c i t  a co n stru c t i t  i s  necessary  to  provide 

in s tru c t io n s  w ith which a l l  su b jec ts  can comply. I t  was decided 

th e re fo re , to  ask each su b jec t to  g ive, as the i n i t i a l  c o n s tru c t, a 

c h a r a c te r is t ic  of them selves, p lus what they considered to be i t s  

o p p o site . ffliis was in  keeping with Warren’s ( i b î )  suggestion th a t  such 

a c o n s tru c t would be r e la t iv e ly  ’cen tra l*  in  any s u b je c t’s system, and 

with the in te n tio n  of e re c tin g  a h ierarchy  of co n stru c ts  fo r  each su b jec t 

from the o r ig in a l  c o n s tru c t. Warren w rites  that* ’t r a i t s  which are  

" c e n tra l"  fo r  an in d iv id u a l are those which he uses to c h a rac te rize  

h im se lf. When he th inks of what kind of person he i s ,  he uses these 

dimensions to  construe h im se lf’ . (\b3)

Therefore, from each subject was e l i c i t e d ,  ’an important 

c h a r a c te r is t ic  o f y o u rse lf , p lus what you consider to  be the op p osite* .

I t  was f e l t  that th is  s a t is f ie d  the various c r i t e r ia ,  in  that i t  was an 

in s tr u c tio n  ap p licab le to a l l  su b jec ts , end being designed to e l i c i t  a 

con stru ct ’central*  in  a su b jec t’s system , would produce one with severa l 

superordinate and subordinate im p lica tio n s.
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The Elements

In personal co n stru c t theory , the elements used in  a g rid  a re  

assumed to  he a re p re se n ta tiv e  samplei rep re se n ta tiv e  of the population  

of which they a re  a p a r t .  To secure such a sample, K elly advocates the

use o f a ro le  t i t l e  l i s t .  Such a l i s t ,  he th in k s , helps guarantee th a t

a sample can he considered re p re se n ta tiv e , a t e s t  o f th is  being th a t  

most o f the elem ents w ill recu r on r e t e s t .

Pederson (119) asked h is  su b jec ts  to supply f ig u re s  to f i t  ro le  

t i t l e s .  He found an average of 77^ agreement between these f ig u re s  and 

the f ig u re s  supp lied  by su b jec ts  to f i t  the same l i s t  of ro le  t i t l e s  on 

r e t e s t ,  a week l a t e r .  However, P je ld  and Landfield (42) showed th a t  

w ithout the use of ro le  t i t l e s  on r e t e s t ,  su b jec ts  produced, on average,

72^ of the f ig u re s  they had given in  rep ly  to the o r ig in a l l i s t .  Mitsos 

(no) showed th a t  nine ten th s  of su b jec ts  repeated a s ig n if ic a n t  number 

of th e i r  c o n s tru c ts  when using  a ro le  t i t l e  l i s t  to  s e le c t  elem ents, 

over a th ree  month period , but only two n in th s  of equ ivalen t su b jec ts  

gave a s ig n if ic a n t  number of rep ea ts  when the elements were a sample 

of ’n ineteen  f r ie n d s ’ , w ithout fu r th e r  sp e c if ic a tio n . B annister and 

Mair conclude: ’The cu rren t p ra c tic e  of abandoning ro le  t i t l e  r e s t r i c t io n s

may, in  i t s e l f ,  have lowered r e l i a b i l i t y  f in d in g s ’ . (8 ) However, M itsos’s 

fin d in g s  a re  no t p a r t ic u la r ly  su rp ris in g  since a l i s t  of ’n ineteen  f r ie n d s ’ 

could not include  ’s ig n i f ic a n t ’ o th e rs , such as members of the fam ily  e t c . ,  

and the degree of acquaintance may be somewhat s u p e r f ic ia l .
' ' i

In the present study, a ro le  t i t l e  l i s t  was not used s in ce  i t  was 

f e l t  th at some o f the r o le  t i t l e s  may not be s ig n if ic a n t  fo r  the su b jec ts .  

However, in str u c tio n s  were designed to keep some o f the b e tter  p o in ts  of
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the l i s t  w h ils t lo s in g  the r e s t r ic t io n s  involved. Subjects were asked 

to  produce elem ents ’who you know well enough to have formed some idea 

of what they a re  l ik e  in  c h a ra c te r ’ . They were encouraged to  produce 

a wide range o f elements by the number asked fo r  ( t h i r t y ,  inc lud ing  

’m yse lf’ ) , the anonymity (they  could use i n i t i a l s  fo r  these peo p le ), and 

the in s tru c t io n s  ( to  ’choose a wide range of people: fam ily , f r ie n d s ,

people a t  c o lle g e , a t  work, a t  school, people you l ik e  and d i s l i k e ’ ) .

The number of elements in  the g rid

O rig in a lly , i t  was intended to  in v e s tig a te  the  use of the o r ig in a l 

ve rb a lized  c o n s tru c t, an im portant c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f the s e l f  p lu s  i t s  

opposite  e l i c i t e d  from each su b je c t, w ith each of h is  th i r ty  elem ents.

From p i lo t  s tu d ie s , i t  became obvious th a t ,  because o f the  number o f 

elem ents invo lved , th is  was a time consuming procedure. The c o n s tru c t 

appeared to  be used in  the same way of sev era l of the elem ents, th e re fo re  

the number of v e rb a lly  d i f f e r e n t  c r i t e r i a  o f ap p lica tio n  was much le s s  

than the number o f elem ents. I t  was decided, th e re fo re , to  c a rry  out 

the in v e s tig a tio n  with a sample of ten , includ ing  ’myself* from the 

o r ig in a l  t h i r t y  elem ents. These were the elements which, in  the s u b je c t’s 

op in ion , were most d i f f e r e n t  from each o th e r, most d i f f e r e n t  in  terras of 

the o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t, most rep re se n ta tiv e  of the ’b a se s’ underly ing  the 

o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t la b e l .  S im ila rity  or d iffe ren c e  i s  always r e la t iv e  

to  something. Two elements might be d if f e r e n t  v/ith re sp ec t to  age, 

but i f  th i s  i s  not re le v a n t fo r  the su b jec t with regard  to  the o r ig in a l 

c o n s tru c t, then they would not e l i c i t  d i f f e r e n t  c r i t e r i a  of a p p lic a tio n .

A grouping procedure was devised in  which the su b jec t se lec ted  

ten elem ents, most d if f e r e n t  from each o th e r, with regard  to  the o r ig in a l 

c o n s tru c t.
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The a p p lic a tio n  of c o n stru c ts

To e l i c i t  the ’bases* underly ing  the use of each v erb a lized  

c o n s tru c t, the su b jec ts  were asked of each element in  tu rn , *In what 

way i s  X - —- —-? * . ’What makes you th ink  th a t  he i s

One can compare th is  with H inkle’s e l i c i t a t io n  procedure fo r  

subord inate  im p lica tio n s , I  quote from B annister and M air’s d iscu ssio n  

of th is*  ’We might argue th a t  subordinate im p lica tio n s are  l ik e ly  to  be 

e l i c i t e d  by questions such as "how do you know th a t? "  or "what i s  your 

evidence fo r  th a t? " .  For example, i f  we ask a man on what b a s is  he 

sees h im self as white c o l la r  and he p o in ts  out th a t  he works in  an o f f ic e  

(as co n tra s ted  w ith working in  a fa c to ry ), then working in  an o ff ic e  i s  

one of the subord inate  im p lica tions of white c o l la r  worker, and i s  the 

more subord inate  o f the two c o n s tru c ts ’ , (8<) There i s ,  i t  seems, a 

g re a t s im ila r i ty  between the two procedures, so much so, in  f a c t ,  th a t  

in  th is  study i t  has been assumed th a t in  e l i c i t in g  subordinate  im p lica tio n s 

of a c o n s tru c t, Hinkle may be sa id  to be e l i c i t in g  opera tiona l d e f in i t io n s ,  

or c r i t e r i a  of app lica tion*  Thus, to e l i c i t  the subordinate  im p lica tio n s  

of a c o n s tru c t w ith each element as a focus of e l i c i t a t io n ,  i s  to  fin d  

out how a c o n s tru c t i s  app lied  to  each element. One can compare th is  

procedure with th a t  used in  M air’s (99) experiment with whole f ig u re  

c o n s tru c ts , where c h a ra c te r is t ic s  which underlay the choice of elements 

as e .g . ’most l ik e  s e l f ’ , were determ ined.

The h ie ra c h ic a l p o s itio n  of a co n stru c t and i t s  a p p lica tio n  in  the  g rid

One of the  aims of th is  study was to  in v e s tig a te  ’which co n s tru c ts  

a re  most l ik e ly  to  in te r a c t  with elements to  produce fu n c tio n a lly
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d is s im ila r  im p lic a tio n s? ’ .

I t  was hypothesized th a t  the h ie ra c h ic a l p o s it io n  of a c o n s tru c t 

may a f f e c t  i t s  p o te n tia l  fo r  the production of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  

im p lic a tio n s .

In th is  study , the procedure fo r  e l i c i t in g  c r i t e r i a  o f a p p lic a tio n  

of a c o n stru c t appears comparable with th a t  fo r  e l i c i t in g  subordinate  

im p lic a tio n s . To examine the r e la t io n  between the h ie ra c h ic a l p o s itio n  

of a c o n s tru c t and i t s  ap p lica tio n  in  a g r id , r e la t iv e ly  supero rd inate  

im p lica tio n s  o f the o r ig in a l construc t ( ’a c h a ra c te r is t ic  of y o u rse lf  

p lus what you consider to  be i t s  opposite*) were determined by H inkle’s 

method.

The e l i c i t a t i o n  of superord inate  im p lica tions of the  o r ig in a l c o n stru c t

Hinkle suggests th a t  one possib le  opera tiona l d e f in it io n  of a 

supero rd ina te  im p lica tio n , i s  th a t l ik e ly  to  be produced in  answer to  

the question  ’why?’ -  ’I f  we ask a man why he p re fe rs  to  be a white c o l la r  

worker (as co n tra s ted  with a manual v/orker) and he r e p l ie s  th a t  i t  i s  

because he wants to  be a member of the upper c la sse s  (as con trasted  with 

the lower c la s s e s ) ,  then i t  can be argued th a t  upper c la ss  i s  one of 

the supero rd ina te  im p lica tio n s of the co n stru c t white c o lla r  worker and 

and th a t  thereby upper c la ss  i s  the more superord inate  of the two co n s tru c ts  

w ith in  the system as a whole’ . (81)

B annister and Salmon in  th e i r  study of superordinacy experienced 

d i f f ic u l ty  when using  H inkle’s technique. ’The main problem was th a t  

th e re  appeared to  be considerab le  v a r ia tio n  in  how the su b jec ts  in te rp re te d
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the questions 'why would you rather h e  than In some

cases the su b ject gave a concise answer, expressing a s in g le  reason which 

underlay the o r ig in a l preferences; but other su b jects  tended to answer 

each question  with a long'and very general statem ent, part o f which 

appeared to be a statem ent o f the preference, or an i l lu s t r a t io n  o f  

t h is ,  rather than the underlying reason for  the preference*. (7 ) In 

the present study, in  order to fo r e s t a l l  th is  o b jec tio n , an example was 

g iven , (p 117)

Use of both po les of a c o n stru c t of each element

As part o f the aim o f th is  in v e stig a tio n  was to examine in  more 

d e ta il  than usual the fu nction in g  o f the g r id , the maximum amount o f  

inform ation was e l ic i t e d  from each sub ject concerning how he d e a lt  

with elem ents and co n stru cts . Therefore, the procedure follow ed in  th is  

study allowed su b jects  to apply both p o les  o f a construct to each elem ent. 

For example, the subject might f i r s t  be asked, 'how i s  X k in d ? ', then, 

la t e r ,  'how i s  X unkind?* This was f e l t  to be necessary. Using a 

s p l i t  h a lf  technique, Mair (98 ) showed that elements f i r s t  placed under 

one pole o f a construct may la te r  be placed under i t s  co n tra st.

Bannister and Salmon w rites 'Indeed, severa l su b jects  claimed that some 

elem ents could be described by both the p o s it iv e  and negative p o les  of 

cer ta in  co n stru cts . In many cases th is  was obviously true ( e .g .  

Successfu l -  Hope to succeed. R ea list -  P e tty , In terested  in the underdog - 

Holding a p o s it io n  of au th o r ity )* . (7)

One element may represent, not one unitary con tex t, but perhaps 

se v e ra l, according to s itu a t io n , mood e tc .  considered. I t  i s  in te r e s t in g  

to examine the various im p lication s a construct might have fo r  a su b ject,

-4 8 -



under such d i f f e r e n t  co n d itio n s.

Are d if fe r e n t  c r it e r ia  used?

In th is  study , from an o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t (an im portant c h a r a c te r is t ic  

of the su b je c t)  subordinate and superord inate  im p lica tio n s were e l i c i t e d  

w ith each of ten  elements as focus of e l i c i t a t i o n ,  u sing  a m odifica tion  

of H in k le 's  technique. Subordinate im p lica tions in d ic a te  the way in  

which the  o r ig in a l  co n stru c t ap p lies  to  each elem ent. These im p lica tio n s  

may be v e rb a lly  d is s im ila r , bu t as p rev iously  in d ic a te d , th is  would have 

l i t t l e  s ig n if ic a n c e  fo r  the in te rp re ta t io n  of the g r id . What m atte rs  

i s  the fu n c tio n a l s im ila r i ty  or d iffe ren ce  between the im p lica tio n s .

In th is  study th is  was determined by a procedure s im ila r  to  th a t  

follow ed by Mair in  h is  study of whole f ig u re  c o n s tru c ts , i . e .  by asking 

su b je c ts  to  use the e l i c i t e d  c r i t e r i a  in  a g r id , and then to  determ ine 

the degree of matching between them. I f  the rows matched h igh ly , then 

in  accord with K e lly 's  no tion  of fu n c tio n a l s im ila r i ty ,  one could say 

th a t  the  o p e ra tio n a l d e f in i t io n s  were conceptually  s im ila r  fo r  the  su b je c t -  

th a t  the o r ig in a l  co n stru c t was used in  a uniform way. I f  the matchings 

were a t  chance lev e l or even negative , th is  would mean th a t  su b jec ts  

were using  the o r ig in a l co n stru c t with d if fe r in g  c r i t e r i a  of a p p lic a tio n , 

in  a m ultidim ensional way. I t  only has in te r e s t in g  consequences fo r  

g r id  methodology i f  the various c r i t e r i a  of a p p lic a tio n  of a c o n s tru c t 

have d i f f e r e n t  re la tio n sh ip s  to o ther c o n stru c ts  in  a g r id . I f  the 

c r i t e r i a  a re , on a verbal le v e l, d i f f e r e n t ,  b u t, i f  used as co n s tru c ts  

in  a g r id , match h igh ly , then they w ill have s im ila r  im p lica tio n s to 

o th e r c o n s tru c ts . The element as co n tex t, then , has no bearing  on the 

system atic  con tex t of the c o n s tru c t, and g rid  methodology has no t been

shown to be inadequate.

-49 -



The grouping procedure used

Many c h a ra c te r is t ic s  may be e l i c i t e d  from each su b jec t by asking  

how he would apply the o r ig in a l co n stru c t to  each of ten  elements*

When opposite  po les have been applied  to  each, i t  may mean th a t ,  according 

to  the  procedure o u tlined  e a r l ie r ,  he would be requ ired  to  u se , say 

t h i r t y  o r more co n stru c ts  in  a g r id . This would take much tim e. From

p i lo t  s tu d ie s , i t  was ev ident th a t when, say the t h i r t y  rows were 

examined in  the g r id , they f e l l  in to  perhaps f iv e  o r s ix  dim ensions. 

T herefore, to  save time a t  th is  s tage , and thereby enable the in v e s tig a tio n  

of more g r id s  p e r su b je c t, a grouping procedure was adopted.

A fter adding what they considered to  be the opposite  po les to  

each c o n s tru c t, su b jec ts  were asked to  p lace these cards in to  s im ila r  

groups, and to  p ick  out and place on top of each p i l e ,  a c o n stru c t 

re p re se n ta tiv e  of the dimensions contained in  th a t  group. The 

re p re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c ts  were those used in  the g r id . I t  was assumed 

th a t  the o th e r co n stru c ts  in  each group would be used in  an id e n tic a l  

way to  the  re p re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c ts ; these rows were added fo r  f in a l  

analyses of the d a ta . Thus, in stead  o f, say th i r ty  c o n s tru c ts , su b jec ts  

only had to  r a te  elements in  terms of perhaps fo u r o r f iv e . The 

in s tru c t io n s  allowed them to  regroup or subgroup the co n stru c ts  and to  

produce thereby , new rep re se n ta tiv e  c o n s tru c ts , which were a lso  used 

in  the  g r id .

The r a t in g  procedure used

Elements were ra ted  by su b jec ts  in  terms of the re p re se n ta tiv e  

subord inate  im p lica tio n s of the  o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t, to  see whether, in
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g r id  term s, the o r ig in a l c o n stru c t was used in  a unidim ensional way.

Subjects ra ted  the ten  elements in  terms of each c o n stru c t on 

a seven p o in t sc a le ; th is  was to  allow  fo r  more d e ta ile d  matching of 

rows than i s  p o ss ib le  in  a b inary  g r id . The r a t in g  form has various 

advantages over o th e r types of g r id . %e su b jec t i s  allowed much of 

the freedom o f K e lly ’s o r ig in a l method, being ab le  to  nominate any 

number of elem ents he chooses fo r  e i th e r  pole of any c o n s tru c t. He 

can make f a i r l y  d e ta ile d  d is t in c t io n s  between people, who, in  the o r ig in a l 

form of g r id , might receive  only a uniform tic k  or b lank. Though he 

i s ,  th e re fo re , c a lle d  upon tc  make f a i r l y  f in e  d isc rim in a tio n s , the 

amount of d i f f e r e n t ia t io n  ca lled  fo r  i s  not as g re a t as th a t  demanded 

by the  ranking method. The su b jec t may a lso  give two o r more elements 

the same ra t in g ,  whereas they would be a r t i f i c i a l l y  separa ted  in  a 

ranking  form with no t i e s  involved.

Each r a t in g  sca le  was p rin ted  on a separa te  sh ee t of paper. A 

procedure was devised whereby su b jec ts  placed cards w ith the names of 

elem ents to  be ra te d  on them, a t  numbered p o in ts  on the sc a le . The 

physica l a c tio n  involved, i t  was thought, to g e th er with the absence of 

ju s t  completed rows, might decrease mere mechanical r e p e t i t io n  o f ra t in g  

and demand more co n sid era tio n  from the su b jec t fo r  the ra t in g  of the 

elem ents in  terms o f each of the c o n s tru c ts .

The ra t in g s  given to  each element on each c o n stru c t were recorded 

by the  experim enter. The re p re se n ta tiv e  subordinate  im p lica tio n s were 

placed in  the form of a g rid  fo r  a n a ly s is , each row weighted by the 

number o f co n stru c ts  in  the group of which i t  was re p re se n ta tiv e . Thus,

i f  f iv e  re p re se n ta tiv e  subordinate co n s tru c ts  were re p re se n ta tiv e  of
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twenty im p lica tio n s , the g rid  of the subordinate  im p lica tio n s of the 

o r ig in a l  co n s tru c t would contain  twenty rows, f iv e  of them d if f e r e n t .

The Second P a rt o f the Study

As a lready  in d ic a te d , the second p a r t  of th is  study was concerned 

w ith the q u estio n , ’which co n stru c ts  are  l ik e ly  to in te r a c t  w ith elements 

to  produce fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tions?* • One way in  which 

th is  was approached was in  terms of the subord ina te-supero rd ina te  

d i s t in c t io n .  The range of convenience of both r e la t iv e ly  supero rd inate  

and subord inate  co n stru c ts  was equalized , in  the sense th a t  both were 

maximized. The procedure followed in  the f i r s t  p a r t  of the study was 

used, whereby each su b jec t and the experim enter co llab o ra ted  to  s e le c t  

ten  out o f the o r ig in a l th i r ty  elem ents, most d i f f e r e n t  from each o th e r , 

along each dimension.

I t  was f e l t  th a t  the adoption of th is  procedure would, to  some 

e x te n t, a lso  answer a p o in t ra ised  by Dr B annister (1970) in  a personal 

communication. He pointed ou t, th a t  in  most in v e s tig a tio n s  of s t ru c tu ra l  

d if fe re n c e s  between more and le s s  superord inate  le v e ls  in  a c o n stru c t 

system, the issu e  i s  b lu rred  because the ac tu a l elements d e a lt  w ith 

are  kep t the same fo r  a l l  le v e ls  of the system, whereas, in  f a c t ,  what 

i s  so rted  w ith co n stru c ts  of a low lev e l a re  co n stru c ts  of a lower le v e l 

y e t .  With the subsystem d ea lin g  with ’people*, d i f f e r e n t  people may 

be construed a t  d i f f e re n t  le v e ls  in  the system. (D iffe ren t numbers 

of people may a lso  be construed a t  d i f f e r e n t  le v e ls ,  e .g . crowds, teams, 

couples -  th is  study makes no p rov ision  fo r  t h i s . )  The procedure used
V  •

in  th is  study allowed su b jec ts  to  s e le c t  ten  out of the o r ig in a l th i r ty  

elem ents which they considered su ita b le  fo r  constru ing  with a c o n stru c t
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and which rep resen ted  the w idest range of a p p lica tio n  of th a t  c o n s tru c t 

w ith those elem ents,

Thus, in  the second p a r t  of the study, the re p re se n ta tiv e  

subord inate  and superord inate  im p lica tions of the o r ig in a l co n stru c t 

(a c h a r a c te r is t ic  of the su b jec t and i t s  considered opposite) ex trac ted  

in  the  f i r s t  p a r t  of the study , were p resented  to  each su b jec t in  a 

random o rd er. From each o f these , subordinate  im p lica tio n s were 

e l i c i t e d  as in  the f i r s t  p a r t  of the in v e s tig a tio n . Elements were 

ra te d  in  terms o f these and each o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t.

I f ,  fo r  one su b je c t, f iv e  re p re se n ta tiv e  subordinate  im p lica tio n s 

of the  o r ig in a l co n stru c t (a c h a ra c te r is t ic  of y o u rse lf , p lus what you 

consider to  be i t s  opposite) and s ix  re p re se n ta tiv e  superord inate  

im p lica tio n s  were e l i c i t e d  in  the f i r s t  p a r t  of the study, then in  the 

second p a r t ,  the  a p p lic a tio n  of eleven co n stru c ts  to  elements would be 

in v e s tig a te d .

Thus, a f a i r l y  in te n s iv e  examination of each s u b je c t’s responses 

was undertaken.

In the nex t sec tio n  the ac tu a l procedure th a t  was followed i s  

o u tlin e d .
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PART II  SECTION 3 PROCEDURE

An O utline of the  procedure followed

There were two p a r ts  to  the in v e s tig a tio n . In the f i r s t  p a r t ,  

a c o n s tru c t, ’an im portant c h a ra c te r is t ic  of the s e l f ,  p lu s i t s  considered 

opposite^, was e l i c i t e d  from each su b je c t, together w ith a l i s t  o f t h i r t y  

elem ents, in c lu d in g  ’m yself’ . Using a m odification  of H inkle’s 

techn ique, and ten  elements includ ing  ’m yself’ considered most d i f f e r e n t  

from each o th e r in  terms of the o rig in a l co n stru c t, subordinate  

im p lica tio n s  of the o r ig in a l construct were e l ic i te d  with each element 

as c o n te x t. Both poles of the co n stru c t were explored. These v e rb a lly  

d i f f e r e n t  im p lica tio n s were made in to  co n stru c ts  by the ad d itio n  of 

opposite  po les by the su b je c t, and a f t e r  a grouping procedure, 

’rep re sen ta tiv e*  ones (SUB 1, SUB 2 e tc . )  were used on ra t in g  s c a le s .

The ten  elem ents se lec ted  e a r l i e r  were ra te d  in  terms of them and the 

r e s u l ts  tra n s fe r re d  by the examiner to a g rid  fo m  fo r  an a n a ly s is  of 

the re la tio n s h ip  between rows.

Superordinate im p lica tions of the o r ig in a l co n stru c t were a lso  

e l i c i t e d ,  u sing  the laddering  technique. These were made in to  co n s tru c ts  

and grouped. R epresentative  ones (SUP 1, SUP 2 e t c . )  were used in  the 

second p a r t  of the study.

In p a r t  two, the rep re se n ta tiv e  subordinate im p lica tio n s (SUB 1,

SUB 2 e tc . )  and the re p re se n ta tiv e  superord inate  im p lica tio n s (SUP 1,

SUP 2 e tc . )  of the  o r ig in a l co n stru c t themselves functioned as o r ig in a l 

c o n stru c ts  in  the attem pt to  determine whether sub/superordinacy was 

re la te d  to the  production of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s .
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©ley were p resen ted  to  the su b jec t in  a random o rd er. With each 

c o n s tru c t, the procedure o u tlined  above was follow ed: the elem ents

were s e le c te d , the subordinate  im p lica tio n s of each pole were 

determ ined with them, these were given opposite  p o le s , grouped, and 

the re p re se n ta tiv e  ones used in  ra t in g  sc a le s . ' R esu lts were pu t in to  

g rid  form by the  experim enter and the fu n c tio n a l s im ila r i ty  o f the. 

im p lica tio n s  determined# “*

For each su b je c t, th e re fo re , one has a g rid  o f the subordinate  

im p lica tio n s  of the c o n s tru c t, ’an im portant c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f the  

s e l f  p lus i t s  opposite* , completed in  the f i r s t  p a r t  of the study , 

to g e th e r with g r id s  of the subordinate im p lica tions derived  from 

re p re se n ta tiv e  subordinate and superord inate  im p lica tio n s of th is  

c o n s tru c t completed in  the second p a r t .  These were analysed according 

to  the aims o f the  study s e t  out in  a previous se c tio n .
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P a rt I  of the study

R epresen tative  
Superordinate 
Im p lica tion  1 
(SUP 1)

Repres e n ta tiv e  
Superordinate 
Im plication  2 
(SUP 2)

/T-

R epresen tative  
Superordinate 
Im plica tion  3 
(SUP 3)

Superordinate 
Im p lica tions 
e l i c i t e d  from 
the o r ig in a l 
c o n s tru c t

original construct

(An im portant 
c h a ra c te r is t ic  of the 
su b jec t and i t s  
opposite)

R epresen tstive  
Subordinate 
Im p lica tion  1 
(SUB 1)

R epresentative 
Subordinate 
Im plication  2 
(SUB 2)

R epresentative 
Subordinate 
Im plica tion  3 
(SUB 3)

Subordinate 
Im p lica tions 
e l i c i t e d  from 
the o r ig in a l 
c o n s tru c t
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Part I I  of the study

R epresen tative  Superordinate Im plica tions 

SUP 1 SUP 2 SUP 3

V

R epresen tative  Subordinate Im plications 

SUB 1 SUB 2 SUB 3

V V

Subordinate 
Im p lica tions 
o f these were 
e l ic i te d

Subordinate 
Im plica tions 
o f these were 
e l ic i te d

S u b jec ts t Ten female f i r s t  year s tuden ts  l iv in g  in  h a l ls  of residence  

volun teered  to  serve as su b je c ts . Their ages ranged from 18 to  23 y e a rs .

Procedure

The su b je c ts  were given the follow ing p relim inary  d e sc r ip tio n  

of the  experim ent; 'T his study i s  concerned with the way words a re  used 

in  c e r ta in  c o n te x ts , the contex ts being people th a t  you know, I  could 

have used p a in tin g s , or ca rs  e tc . as co n tex ts , W t people d i f f e r  g re a tly  

in  th e i r  f a m i l ia r i ty  with these  su b je c ts . I t  was necessary  to  p ick  

something with which everybody i s  reasonably well acquain ted .

The experiment takes in  a l l  about th ree  hours, though i t  could 

be lo n g er. I t  i s  s p l i t  in to  two sess ions each of about one and a h a lf
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h o u rs ' d u ra tio n . I t  i s  e s s e n tia l  th a t  both p a r ts  be completed*• 

Complete c o n f id e n tia l i ty  was assured .

Subjects were te s te d  in d iv id u a lly  in  a t  l e a s t  two sess io n s held 

on consecutive days. The length  of the second sess io n  depended on 

the number o f re p re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c ts  e l ic i te d  in  p a r t  one. I f  i t  

became ev iden t th a t  the second session  would take longer than two hours, 

the  su b je c t was asked to  re tu rn  on the fo llow ing day fo r  a th ird  

in te rv iew .

Comments and re a c tio n s  of the su b jec ts  were recorded.

A summary of the in s tru c tio n s  i s  given below. The verbatim  

In s tru c tio n s  w ill  be found, correspondingly numbered, in  the appendix.

P a r t I

1) Each su b je c t was asked to  w rite  the names or i n i t i a l s  of th i r ty  

people in c lu d in g  ’m yself*, whom she knew w ell, on numbered c a rd s .

2) She was adked to  provide one im portant c h a ra c te r is t ic  of h e rs e lf ,  

p lu s what she considered to  be i t s  opposite .

3) She was given the th i r ty  element cards and asked to  p ick out those 

people to  whom she thought th is  im portant c h a ra c te r is t ic  of h e rs e lf  

a p p lied . She was asked to pu t them in to  s im ila r  groups according to  

the way the pole applied  to  them. With the help of the experim enter, 

the su b je c t then picked out f iv e  of the elements most d i f f e r e n t  from 

each o th e r in  terms of the emergent pole of the c o n s tru c t. A ll the 

element cards were put to g e th er again and she was asked to  s e le c t  those 

to whom the opposite  pole of her co n stru c t app lied , and to group them. 

Five elem ents, d i f f e re n t  from those se lec ted  b efo re , were chosen, ’myself*
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was always one of these .

4) Subordinate im p lica tions were e l i c i t e d  from the o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t, 

the  c h a r a c te r is t ic  of the su b je c t p lus i t s  considered opposite , w ith 

each of the ten elements in  tu rn  as focus of e l i c i t a t i o n .  S ta r tin g  

w ith the  emergent po le , each su b jec t was asked how she would apply th is  

to  the ten  people in  her l i s t ,  *I want to  know what your evidence i s  

fo r  c a l l in g  the f i r s t  person on your l i s t  In  what way i s  he . . . • • ? *

She was requested  to  rep ly  in  one word or a b r ie f  ph rase , which 

was w ritte n  by the  experim enter in  the l e f t  hand column of a ta b le ,  

s im ila r  to  th a t  reproduced below. She was encouraged to  supply as 

many ways as p o ss ib le  fo r  each elem ent. A blank was l e f t  i f  a su b jec t 

sa id  th a t  a pole d id  not apply to  a person .

This procedure was repeated  using  the opposite  pole o f the 

s u b je c t’s c o n s tru c t.

Subordinate im p lica tio n s of the co n stru c t ’Q u ie t-T a lk a tiv e ’ .

ELEMENT QUIET TALKATIVE

1 D istan t T alkative  when the cen tre
of a t t r a c t io n

5) Each c h a ra c te r is t ic  of the ta b le , fo r  example, ’D is ta n t’ , was 

w ritte n  by the experim enter on a card . The su b jec t was asked to  add 

what she considered to be the opposite  of each c h a ra c te r is t ic  to each 

ca rd , and then s o r t  the cards in to  s im ila r  groups. Each su b je c t was
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requested  to  p ick  out a c o n stru c t she considered to  he re p re se n ta tiv e  

of each group, and to  p lace i t  on top o f th a t  p i l e .  These ’rep resen ta tiv e*  

c o n s tru c ts ’ were noted by the experim enter. Each su b je c t was to ld  th a t  

she may regroup, o r subgroup the cards and then s e le c t  new re p re se n ta tiv e  

c o n s tru c ts  from each of the r e s u l t in g  groups. I f  she d id  so , these  

re p re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c ts  were a lso  recorded by the experim enter,

6 ) Superordinate  co n stru c ts  were e l ic i te d  from the o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t, 

the  c h a r a c te r is t ic  of the su b je c t, p lus i t s  considered opposite , w ith 

each of the elem ents in  tu rn  as focus of e l i c i t a t i o n .

Subjects were asked which s id e  of the c o n stru c t each of the  ten  

elem ents would p re fe r  to  be described  by, and then what would be im plied 

fo r  each su b je c t by the thought of being th i s ,  A ’laddering* procedure 

was c a rr ie d  out u n t i l  the su b jec t was unable to  provide fu r th e r  

im p lica tio n s . Subjects were then asked why the element would no t want 

to  be described  by the opposite pole o f the c h a ra c te r is t ic  and what would 

be im plied fo r  him by the idea of being th i s ,  and so on. The 

in form ation  was recorded by the experim enter in  the form of a ta b le .

Superordinate im p lica tions of the  o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t,

’q u ie t - t a lk a t iv e ’ , (The h igher the number, the fu r th e r  up the 

lad d er the  im p lic a tio n .)

ELEMENT QUIET TALKATIVE

1 ( l )  T ells o thers to  keep ( l )  A show o f f .
th e ir  d is ta n c e .

(2 ) A fraid of g e tt in g  too (2) B oastfu l,
involved with people.

( 3 ) Afraid of being h u r t .  ( 3 ) T ries to  impress o th e rs .
(4 ) Hurt by p a re n ts . (4)  S e lf-co n fid en t.
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7) These verb a lized  superord inate  im p lica tio n s were w ritten  by the 

experim enter on cards. The procedure o u tlin ed  in  (5) fo r  s e le c tin g  

re p re se n ta tiv e  im p lica tions was follow ed.

8 ) Bach re p re se n ta tiv e  c o n stru c t lab e l from the subordinate  im p lica tio n  

e l i c i t a t i o n  procedure, p lus the o r ig in a l c o n stru c t lab e l was w ritte n  on 

a sep a ra te  r a t in g  sca le  by the experim enter. Each sca le  re fe rre d  to  

one c o n s tru c t, was numbered 1 —7 and appeared on a s l ip  o f paper 

measuring th ree  inches by n in e .

The sc a le s  were placed in  a random order by the experim enter.

The su b je c t was handed the element card s, from which the im p lica tio n s 

had been e l i c i t e d  and was asked to  p lace each element on the sca le  a t  

the number a t  which she thought i t  belonged. She was in s tru c te d  th a t  

she could p lace  more than one card a t  a number i f  she wished.

When a l l  the  cards had been d is t r ib u te d , she was asked to  remove

each card in  tu rn  and w rite  i t s  number a t  the number on the sca le  a t  

which i t  was p laced .

The Second P a r t  of the Study

9) The procedure whereby subordinate im p lica tio n s of the o r ig in a l 

co n s tru c t were e l i c i t e d ,  grouped and used to  r a te  elements in  p a r t  one, 

was repeated  in  p a r t  two, th is  time with each of the  re p re se n ta tiv e

subord inate  and superord inate  co n stru c ts  e l ic i te d  in  p a r t  one a c tin g  in

tu rn  as the o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t. These c o n stru c ts  were p resented  to  the 

su b je c t in  tu rn , in  a random o rder.
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For each c o n s tru c t, ten elements were se lec te d  from the o r ig in a l  

t h i r t y ,  as in  ( 3 ) ,  Subordinate im p lica tio n s were e l i c i t e d  w ith each 

element in  tu rn , as in  (4)# These im p lica tio n s were w ritte n  on cards 

and grouped as in  ($ ) . ühe re p re se n ta tiv e  subord inate  im p lica tio n s 

were w ritte n  on sca le s  and the elements ra ted  in  terms o f them,, as in  (8 ) ,
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PART I I I  SECTION 1

RESULTS

Data

The d a ta  consisted  o f, fo r  each of ten  su b je c ts , from seven to 

eleven g r id s  o f subord inate  im p lica tio n s derived from ra tin g s  su b je c ts  

made with th ese , p lu s verbal answers to  questions in  the in s t ru c t io n s .

The a c tu a l number o f g rid s  p e r su b jec t depended upon the number of 

•rep resen ta tiv e*  subordinate and superord inate  im p lica tio n s e l i c i t e d  

fromVthe o r ig in a l co n stru c t in  p a r t  one. For example, i f  a su b je c t 

produced fo u r re p re se n ta tiv e  subordinate  and f iv e  re p re se n ta tiv e  

Buperordinate im p lica tio n s , then the number of g rid s  would be fo u r p lus 

f iv e ,  p lu s the g rid  of im p lica tio n s of the o r ig in a l co n stru c t in  p a r t  one, 

a t o ta l  o f te n .

Each g r id  consisted  o f the re p re se n ta tiv e  subordinate  im p lica tio n s  

of each o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t, m u ltip lied  by the  number o f c o n stru c ts  each 

was re p re se n ta tiv e  o f . Thus, i f  a su b je c t se lec ted  th ree  c o n s tru c ts  as 

re p re se n ta tiv e  o f groups of fo u r, th ree  and f iv e  c o n s tru c ts , then the 

g rid  which was analysed would contain  twelve rows.

The e n tr ie s  in  the g r id s  were r a t in g s  on seven p o in t s c a le s , w ith 

seven as the  h ig h es t g rade. Bach g r id  had ten  columns corresponding to  

the number of elements used.

Subjects a re  re fe rre d  to  by l e t t e r s  (e .g . su b je c t A, su b je c t B) 

corresponding to  the a lp h a b e tica l order o f th e i r  names.
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Analysis of Grids

The g rid s  were analysed by S la te r ’s ’Ing rid  ’67’ program (M.R.C, 

se rv ic e  fo r  analysing  rep e rto ry  g r id s ) .  Amongst o th e r in fo rm ation , 

th is  g ives a p r in c ip a l component an a ly s is  of the data# A dditional 

c a lc u la tio n s  were c a rr ie d  out in  accordance with the various aims o f th is  

study , these aims being# • ^

1 . To in v e s tig a te  the process o f  oonstruot-elem ent in te ra c t io n  in  the 

re p e rto ry  g r id

E lic i te d  subordinate  im p lica tions o f o r ig in a l c o n stru c ts  were 

s e t  out in  ta b le s  ch artin g  the verbal v a r ia tio n  in  the  o r ig in a l co n stru c t, 

Three examples o f such ta b le s  are  given (Tables 1 - 3 ) ,  o thers appear 

in  the  appendix (plitf-iîî).

A ll su b je c ts  produced some v e rb a lly  d i f f e r e n t  im p lica tio n s of 

each o r ig in a l  c o n s tru c t. Im plications d if fe re d  as regards th e i r  

number, degree o f q u a lif ic a tio n , re la tio n sh ip  with the  o r ig in a l co n s tru c t 

and verba l s im ila r i ty  to  each o th e r . These, and o th e r fa c to rs  a re  

considered l a t e r  in  th is  se c tio n .
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Table 1.

Subordinate Im p lica tions of the c o n stru c t ’In te l l ig e n t-S tu p id * 

(S ubject B. SUP 3)

Element In te l l ig e n t Stupid

12 Understands h im self
Extremely c h ild ish
Closely a ttached  to 
h is  mother

5 Can cope
Has strong  views on 
C h r is tia n ity

7 S tud ies hard
Bumptious
C hild ish

17 Extremely c lev er

8 Has some good 
manners

Subnormal

21 Knows a lo t Expects o thers to 
b e lieve  what he says

22 Can do a job Subnormal

30 Very superio r Lacking in  so c ia l 
know how

20
A near genius 
Engrossed in  h is  work

Asocial

24

Knows what’s good 
and bad
Knows the r ig h t  
th in g  to  do

Very e r r a t ic
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Table 2.

Subordinate Im p lica tions of the c o n stru c t ’Has no idea  of what 

re s p o n s ib i l i ty  i s  -  i s  very aware of what i s  expected of him*•

(Sub ject P. SUB l )

Element
Has no idea of what 

r e s p o n s ib i li ty  i s
I s  very aware of what 

i s  expected of him

18
Chooses not to
acknowledge
re s p o n s ib i l i ty

24 ■
An in d iv id u a l
Does th ings on h is  
own

9
Unsure of peop le’s 
ideas about him

23
Hasn’t  thought about 
what r e s p o n s ib i li ty  
means

26

S e lf  centred 
Pursues own ends

13

Doesn’ t  want to know 
what re s p o n s ib ili ty  
i s

Ignores what’s 
expected of him

30 Shelves r e s p o n s ib ili t j  
a t  times Doesn’t  bo ther with 

what’s expected of 
him

27
Has no idea of the 
concept of 
r e s p o n s ib i li ty

Has some idea  of 
what’s expected of 
him

17
Very aware of what’s 
expected of him

2
T ries to  do what’s 
expected of him
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Table 3#

Subordinate Im p lica tions of the c o n stru c t ’C onsiderate- 

Inconsiderate*  . (Subject I ,  SUB 3)

Element Considerate Inconsiderate

5 Helpful A bit heartless

2
Understanding
Penetrating

29 Sensitive

8 Selfish

20 Egotistic

11 Sociable

1 Takes pity on people

30 Thoughtful Careless

17 Without feeling

27 Thoughtless
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2. To in v e s tig a te  whether co n stru c t—element in te ra c t io n  may be 

p roductive  o f fu n c tio n a lly  as v/ell as v e rb a lly  d is s im ila r  

im p lica tio n s

Although i t  i s  in te r e s t in g  th a t  su b jec ts  can produce v e rb a lly  

d i f f e r e n t  im p lica tio n s  of co n stru c ts  with various elem ents, i t  only has 

s ig n if ic a n c e  fo r  the in te rp re ta t io n  of g r id  scores i f  the im p lica tio n s 

a re  fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  a ls o .

As p rev io u s ly  s ta te d , the  fu n c tio n a l s im ila r i ty  and d is s im i la r i ty  

of im p lica tio n s  was determined by su b jec ts  ra t in g  elem ents in  terms of 

them and by th e i r  appearance as rows in  a g r id . I f  a ve rba lized  

c o n s tru c t was used in  a uniform way of elem ents, i t s  subordinate  

im p lica tio n s  should be fu n c tio n a lly  s im ila r , and the g r id  in  which they 

appear unid im ensional. One p r in c ip a l component should be enough to  

c h a ra c te r iz e  a l l  the v a r ia tio n  in  the g r id .

For each g r id , the B a r t le t t  t e s t  was used to  decide whether the 

rem aining v a r ia t io n , a f t e r  the  f i r s t  p r in c ip a l component had been 

e x tra c te d , was nonspherical o r contained l in e a r  in te r r e la t io n s h ip s .

The r e s u l ts  o f th is  t e s t ,  f o r  each g r id , a re  given in  ta b le  4*

For fo u r su b je c ts i A, B, C and H, a l l  g r id s  contained v a r ia tio n  

s ig n if ic a n t  a t  l e a s t  to  a 0.025 lev e l a f t e r  e x tra c tio n  o f the f i r s t  

component. In  terms o f th is  study, the  g rid s  cannot be considered 

to  have only one dimension o p era tin g , each o r ig in a l co n stru c t appears 

to  have been app lied  in  a non unidim ensional way. For su b jec ts  

Df B, F, 0, I  and J ,  some g r id s  contained n o n sig n if ic an t v a r ia tio n  

a f t e r  e x tra c tio n  of the f i r s t  component. Even in  these cases, a t
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Table 4#

Grids with s ig n lf io a n t v a r ia tio n  a f te r  e x tra c tio n  o f the f i r s t  component,

Subject X.05 X.O25 X.Ol X.OO5 n$8.

A 4 1 3

B 8

0 8

D 2 4 3

1E 1 2 3

P 2
fo r

2  ̂g r i
m 2

G 1 2 3 4

H 1 10

I 1 1 3 3

J 3 1 1 5
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l e a s t  h a lf  o f each of the sub jects*  g r id s  had s ig n if ic a n t  v a r ia tio n  

rem aining.

In  th i s  study , th e re fo re , fo u r su b je c ts  always app lied  th e i r  

c o n s tru c ts  in  a  non unidim ensional way. Six su b je c ts  app lied  some 

v e rb a lized  c o n s tru c ts  in  a non uniform way. A ll su b je c ts  used some 

o r ig in a l  c o n s tru c ts  w ith more than one c r i t e r io n  o f a p p lic a tio n .

This in d ic a te s  th a t  fu n c tio n a l d is s im i la r i ty  between the im p lica tio n s  

produced by construc t-e lem en t In te ra c tio n  may not be uncommon and th a t  

in  c e r ta in  circum stances i t  i s  l ia b le  to  occur.w ith  alm ost any s u b je c t.

For many of the fo llow ing  t e s t s ,  the  percentage o f to ta l  v a r ia tio n  

accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  p r in c ip a l  component in  each g r id  was used as 

an in d ic a tio n  of the  degree o f un ifo rm ity  of use o f the  o r ig in a l  co n s tru c t 

from which the g r id  was d e riv ed . This r e s u l t  was given in  the In g rid  *6? 

analysis*  High percen tages o f v a r ia t io n  accounted f o r  by the f i r s t  

component were taken as in d ic a tio n s  o f a uniform  a p p lic a tio n  to  each 

elem ent o f the o r ig in a l  c o n s tru c t.

A f i r s t  component accounting fo r  a lower percentage o f the 

v a r ia t io n  in  a g r id  would be an in d ic a tio n  th a t  the  o r ig in a l co n s tru c t 

had been app lied  with more than one c r i t e r io n .

Table 5 g ives the  average percen tage over a l l  g r id s  (in c lu d in g  

*1 SUB* -  the f i r s t  co n s tru c t e l i c i t e d  from each su b je c t)  o f v a r ia t io n  

accounted f o r  by the f i r s t  component f o r  each su b je c t, and i t s  range. 

Complete r e s u l ts  a re  given in  the appendix (p ).
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Te.ble 5*

The average ^ of variation accounted for by each first component 

over all grids and its range.

Subject No* of grids Average ÿ Range

A 8 67.41 48 . 88- 88.52

B 8 68.20 55 . 86- 85.86

C 8 61.97 36. 31- 91.60

D 9 75.17 53.60-94.64

E 7 80.73 65. 82- 89.98

P 7 90.10 72 . 68-100

a 10 90.00 80. 70-100

H 11 69.16 54. 30- 92.40

I 8 87.70 71 .48- 98.29

J 10 88,14 78 .47-100
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Average percentages ranged from 61.97 fo r  su b je c t C, to  90.10 fo r  

su b je c t P. Pour su b jec ts  (A, B, C and H) had averages of under 70f>m

Table 5 a lso  g ives the, range o f the percentage o f v a r ia tio n  

accounted fo r  by each component. As one can see , fo r  su b je c ts  A, B, 0,

D and H, th is  i s  q u ite  la rg e , in d ic a tin g  th a t  the su b je c ts  could apply 

v e rb a lized  c o n s tru c ts  f le x ib ly , sometimes with more c r i t e r i a  than a t  

o th er tim es.

3* To determ ine which aspec ts  o f co n stru c ts  a re  r e la te d  to  the 

p roduction  o f fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lic a tio n s ;

(a )  % e h ie ra o h ic a l p o s itio n  of the  c o n s tru c t

A Wilooxon t e s t  was performed on the mean percentage of v a r ia tio n  

accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  component in  g rid s  derived  from r e la t iv e ly  

supero rd ina te  c o n s tru c ts , versus the mean percentage of v a r ia tio n  

accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  component in  g r id s  derived  from r e la t iv e ly  

subord inate  constructs*  The r e s u l t  of th i s  t e s t  was s ig n if ic a n t .

(T « 3, K -  10, p -  . 005)

This in d ic a te s  th a t  the h ie rao h ica l p o s itio n  of a co n stru c t i s  

re le v a n t to  i t s  p o te n tia l  fo r  in te ra c tio n  and the production of fu n c tio n a lly  

d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s . In  l in e  with hypothesis 1 ( p . 3 ^ ) r e la t iv e ly  

supero rd ina te  co n stru c ts  were applied  w ith more vary ing  c r i t e r i a  than 

r e la t iv e ly  subordinate  ones.

(b) The q u a li f ic a tio n  o f the co n stru c t

The t  t e s t  was used to  t e s t  the hypothesis th a t  a lready  q u a lif ie d  

c o n s tru c ts , e .g .  * s o f t ly  spoken -  shouts a lo t* , might have le s s  p o te n tia l
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fo r  complex a p p lic a tio n  them u n q u a lified  co n s tru c ts  e .g . 's o f t  -  hard**

R esu lting  p ro b a b i l i t ie s  are  given in  ta b le  6 . Two, fo r  su b je c ts  

A and D were s ig n if ic a n t  a t  0.05 le v e l ,  in d ic a tin g  a re la tio n sh ip  fo r  

these  su b je c ts  between q u a lif ic a tio n  and un ifo rm ity  of a p p lic a tio n  and 

the  use o f u n q u a lif ied  co n stru c ts  and more complex a p p lic a tio n . The 

in d iv id u a l t  t e s t s  were combined, the r e s u l t  was no t s ig n if ic a n t .

The number of q u a lif ie d  and u n q u a lified  co n s tru c ts  produced, and 

the percentage of each type v aried  between su b je c ts . The f ig u re s  a re  

given in  ta b le  7* In  a l l  cases except one (su b je c t E) the number of 

q u a lif ie d  co n s tru c ts  exceeded the number of u n q u a lif ied  ones produced. 

For su b je c t G, only 4,6$ of c o n stru c ts  were u n q u a lif ie d .
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Table 6.

The mean percentage of v a r ia tio n  aocounted fo r  by the f i r s t  

p r in c ip a l  component in  g ride  of im p lica tio n s derived  from 

q u a lif ie d  and u n q u a lif ied  o r ig in a l c o n s tru c ts .

Subject
Mean $ V, 

q ua l.
Mean $ V. 

unqual. t d . f P

A 84.52 57.52 5.97 6 ^ .05

B 71.63 62.50 1.10 6 n .e .

C 51.02 61.05 -0 .61 6 n .s .

D 81.70 67.02 2.50 7 < 0.05

£ 77.72 82.99 — #80 5 n .s .

F 90.00 90.49 - 0.04 5 n .s .

G 90.36 88.57 0.34 8 n .s .

H 70.34 67.26 0.84 9 n .s .

I 83.42 94.43 -1 .27 6 n .s .

J 90.16 89.20 0.18 8 n .s .
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( T a b l e  7  #

Humber and percentage of qualified and unqualified constructs 

urodüced by each subject.

Subject Ho# ‘ 
Unqual» Ho# <^ual$ $  Unqual* ^ Qual.

A ' 36 86 29,5 70.5

3 65 153 29*8 70,2

G 45 134 25.1 74*9

D 16 100 13,8 86.2

E 48 34 58.5 41.5

F 22 85 20*6 79.4

0 ' 5 102 4 .6 95.4

H 95 146 39.4 60.6

I  ̂ 42 58 42 .0 58.0

J 32 52 38.1 61.9
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4* C h a ra o te r is tlc s  of Subordinate Im p lica tions

(a) The number o f v e rb a lly  d i f f e r e n t  subordinate  im p lica tio n s produced

I t  was hypothesized th a t  the g re a te r  the number o f v e rb a lly  

d i f f e r e n t  im p lica tio n s  e l i c i t e d  from an o rig ina l c o n s tru c t, the g re a te r  

the lik e lih o o d  o f fu n c tio n a l d iffe ren c e s  between the  im plications*  To 

t e s t  t h i s ,  fo r  each su b je c t, g rid s  were rank ordered according to  the 

number of v e rb a lly  d i s t in c t  co n stru c ts  produced per o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t, 

and the percentage of v a r ia tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  component. 

K endall’s tau  was used as a measure of correspondence and c o rre c tio n  

was made fo r  t i e s .  Ihe re s u l t in g  p ro b a b i l i t ie s  a re  given in  ta b le  8.

Only one (su b je c t l )  was s ig n if ic a n t  a t  O.O5 le v e l;  the combined S values 

were no t s ig n if ic a n t  (p •  O .I5OO).

(Hie above procedure was followed with the to ta l  number of 

subord inate  im p lica tio n s produced per o r ig in a l  c o n s tru c t (not ju s t  

v e rb a lly  d i f f e r e n t  ones). P ro b a b ili t ie s  a re  given in  ta b le  9 . One 

outcome ( fo r  su b je c t I )  was s ig n if ic a n t  a t  0*05 level*  The combined 

S value was no t s ig n if ic a n t  • (p -  0 .4840).

Table 10 g ives fo r  each su b je c t, the  mean number o f subordinate  

im p lica tio n s  and the mean number of v e rb a lly  d i f f e r e n t  subordinate  

im p lica tio n s  produced per c o n s tru c t. Within su b je c ts , the re la tio n sh ip  

between the number of im p lic a tio n s /d if fe re n t im p lica tio n s produced and 

the com plexity of use of the o r ig in a l c o n stru c t was no t s ig n if ic a n t  

(except fo r  su b je c t I ) .  However, i t  was thought th a t  across su b je c ts ,

th e re  might be some c r r b e t w e en the mean numbers of im p lic a tio n s / 

v e rb a lly  d i f f e r e n t  im p lica tions produced and the re la tio n sh ip  between 

these  co n stru c ts  in  the g r id , such th a t  su b jec ts  who gave high mean
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Table 8 .

lüumber of v e rb a lly  d if fe re n t  eubowdinate im plica tions produced per 
o r ig in a l co n stru c t and the percentage of v a ria tio n  accounted fo r  by

Subj eot Humber of S P

A 8 5 0,3121

B 8 4 0*3600

C 8 5 0*2981

D 9 -6 0.2946

B 7 4 0*3300

P 7 -5 0.2643

6 10 0 0*1922

fi 11 5 . 0*3783

I 8 22 0.0041

J 10 -4 0*3859

Table 9*

Hhmber of subordinate im p lica tions produced per o rig in a l co n stru c t 
and the percentage of v a r ia tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  p rin c ip a l 
component in  the g rid  in  which they appear

Subject Humber of s P
A 8 0 0.4247

3 8 -3 0.4013

0 8 7 0*2206
D 9 -9 0*1977

B 7 -6 0.2236

P 7 -7 0*1788

0 10 -2 0*4641

H 11 1 0.4880

I 8 18 0*0170

J
V10 1 0*4602
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Table 10.

The mean number of subordinate im plicationa produced per o r ig in a l 

construo t and the mean number of v e rb a lly  d i f fe re n t  subordinate

Imp llc a tlo n e
!
Subject Mean Sub.

’fmpH T
Mean d i f f

A 16,6 15,2

B 27,7 27,2

C 24,2 22.3

D 14.0 12,8

E 15,1 11,7

T 16.6 15,2

G 15,3 10,7

H 24,0 21.9

I 15,0 12,5

J 11.0 8.4
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numbers of im p lica tio n s /v e rb a lly  d is t in c t  im plica tions were a lso  those 

with low mean percentages o f  v a ria tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  

component in  each grid# K endall’s tau was used to  determine any 

correspondence#

I t  was found th a t the mean number of v e rb a lly  d if fe re n t  subordinate 

im p lica tions produced per o rig in a l construct was re la te d  to  the mean 

percentage of v a r ia tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  component (H * 10,

S * 21, p ■ 0*036), But, there  was no s ig n if ic a n t  re la tio n sh ip  fo r  

the mean number o f im plica tions produced* (H « 10, S « 17, p = O.078}

(b) The Use o f Both Poles of a Construot

For each su b jec t, g rid s  were rank ordered according to the number 

of cases (out of ten ) in  which elements were construed on both po les of 

a c o n s tru c t, and a lso  according to the percentage of to ta l  v a ria tio n

accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  component# Kendall’s tau  was used as a

measure of correspondence* Correction was made fo r  tie s*  P ro b a b ili t ie s  

are  given in  tab le  11. Only one, fo r  su b jec t I ,  was s ig n if ic a n t  a t

0.05 level*  The r e s u l t  of combining S values was not s ig n if ic a n t

(p -  0.2420)

The mean number of elements in  each e l i c i t a t io n  tab le  which were 

construed on both po les , varied  between su b je c ts , the range being 0*10 

(su b jec t J )  to  7*87 (sub jec t B)* Complete r e s u l ts  a re  given in  tab le  12.

The degree of correspondence between the mean number of elements 

construed on both poles of a construo t and the mean percentage of v a ria tio n  

accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  component in  each g rid  over a l l  su b jec ts  was

c a lc u la te d . I t  was not s ig n if ic a n t  (p = O.O78) .

-79 -



Table 11*

The use of b p #  p o lf s of an o rig in a l m à  , é f
v a ria tio n  aooounted fo r  by the f i r s t  pj^inoipol i n  ,the 4fy ^
of im p lica tions derived from i t

Subject K S P

A 8 5 0.3050

B 8 3 0.3936

0 8 5 0.1841

D 9 —1 0.4483

B 7 -5 0.2707

T 7 -1 0.4404

a 10 0 0.4641

E 11 1 0.4641

I 8 14 0.0392

J 10 -5 0.2451

Table 12.

The mean number of elements construed on both poles of a co n stru c t, 
per e l i c i t a t io n  stable

Subject Mean

A 5,50

B 7.87

G 6*70

2) 2.33

S 2.85

P 3,14

6 2.70

H 7.00

I 2.87

J 0.10 -80 -



(c ) The niimber of rep re sen ta tiv e  im plica tions se lec ted  per 

o r ig in a l construct and the complexity of I t s  ap p lica tio n

I t  was hypothesized th a t  the g re a te r  the number of rep re se n ta tiv e  

im p lica tions a su b jec t se lec ted  from the subordinate im plica tions 

e l ic i te d  from each o rig in a l co n stru c t, the g re a te r  the like lihood  

th a t  the o r ig in a l construct was applied with more than one c r i te r io n  

of a p p lic a tio n . One would expect some correspondence between the 

ca teg o riz in g  behaviour of an Indiv idual and h i a behaviour in  the g r id .

Grids were rank ordered according to the number of rep re se n ta tiv e  

im p lica tions se lec ted  per o rig in a l construct and the amount of v a r ia tio n  

accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  p rin c ip a l component. The measure of 

correspondence used was Kendall’s tau , and co rrec tio n  was made fo r  t i e s .  

R esults are  given in  tab le  13* Three re s u l ts  were s ig n if ic a n t  a t  

0,05 lev e l ( fo r  sub jec ts  A, G and J ) .  S values were combined, and the 

r e s u ltin g  p ro b a b ility  ca lcu la ted . This was s ig n if ic a n t  a t  O.O5 le v e l,

(p -  0*0082, )

The mean number of rep re sen ta tiv e  im plica tions se lec ted  per 

o r ig in a l construc t varied  between sub jec ts  (see tab le  14), the range 

being from 2,420 (sub jec t F) to 7*750 (su b jec t C), The re la tio n sh ip  

between the mean number of rep resen ta tiv e  im plica tions produced per 

o r ig in a l construc t and the mean complexity score fo r  each sub jec t was 

determined using  Kendall’s tau . The re s u l t  was h igh ly  s ig n if ic a n t

(p -  0.00018),

Subjects who produce more rep re sen ta tiv e  constructs  have lower 

average percentages of v a ria tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  component
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Table 13* .. - . .

The number of r8PrW #W |,#...im W o#ioW ...p»»duoed per o rig in a l eonetruot 
and the peroentagg ôf ao c io aa t^ .fo r by the f i r s t  p rin c ip a l
oomnonent in  the <aa?ld o 
construct

a tio n s derived from th a t

I '

Subject , Humber of 
gride 8 r . P

A 8 13 0*0409

B 8 6 0.2743

C 8 12 0*0838

B 9 6 0.2912

£ 7 0 0.4325

F 7 -5 0.2611

G 10 17 0.0485

H 11 -11 0,1611

I 8 9 0.1357

J 10 29 0*0033

TaUe 14.

Mean nunher j jf  rep resen ta tiV i, # ^ a t e d  per o rig in a l construct

Subject Mean

A 3.870

B 4*750

C 7*750

D 4.330

£ 3,650

P 2,420

G 3.400

H 4.630

I 3.620

J 3*100
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in  g r id s  than those who produce few er. However, on an in t r a  su b je c t 

le v e l ,  th e re  i s  no t ab so lu te  correspondence between th e  number of 

re p re se n ta tiv e  c o n s tru c ts  produced p e r o r ig in a l  c o n s tru c t, and the 

percentage of v a r ia t io n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  p r in c ip a l  component 

in  the  g r id  o f Im p lica tio n s derived  from th a t  o r ig in a l  c o n s tru c t.

In  th is  study a f a i r l y  in te n s iv e  study o f a sm all number o f 

su b je c ts  was undertaken. In  the fo llow ing  pages some d e ta i l s  o f 

each s u b je c t’s responses a re  g iven .

In  P a r t  I I I  Section  2 p o in ts  a r i s in g  from the r e s u l ts  which 

have been re p o rte d , a re  d iscu ssed .

j/'

■ * >
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INTER -  SUBJECT DIFFEREMCES.

SUBJECT A ELICITED CONSTRUCTS

Superordinate Im p lica tions.

SUP l i  Talks to everyone -  doesn’t  ta lk  to o ther people 

SUP 2I Kind -  ru th le ss

SUP 3# Affected -  Sane

O riginal co n stru c t i AFFECTIONATE -  RESERVED

Subordinate Im p lica tions,

SUB I t  Helpless -  independent 

SUB 2 t  Kind -  unkind

SUB 3I Very outgoing -  takes a long time to ge t used to people

SUB 4* Oversentimental -  a fra id  of sen tim en ta lity

The sub ject was slow and d e lib e ra te  in  her r e p l ie s .  Im plications 

se lec ted  as rep re sen ta tiv e  were u sua lly  fu n c tio n a lly  d if fe re n t .  All 

g rid s  contained v a ria tio n  s ig n if ic a n t a t  le a s t  to a 0.025 lev e l a f te r  

ex tra c tio n  of the f i r s t  component.

Grids derived from q u a lif ie d  o rig in a l constructs  were sim pler 

than those from unqualified  co n stru c ts . Fewer construc ts  were e l ic i te d  

from q u a lif ie d  construc ts  and these were represented by fewer co n stru c ts .

The sub jec t used the fou rth  h ighest number of extreme ra tin g s  and 

produced the fou rth  h ighest average number of subordinate im p lica tions,

SUBJECT B ELICITED CONSTRUCTS
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Superordinate Im plications

SUP I t  Wouldn’t  want him as a frien d  -  a good person to be fr ien d s  with 

SUP 2t Something went wrong in  h is  ea rly  childhood -  nothing went vorong 

in  h is  ea rly  childhood 

SUP 3I I n te l l ig e n t  -  Stupid

O rig inal C onstructi QUIET -  TALKATIVE

Subordinate Im plications

SUB If  Is  calm -  can g e t annoyed

SUB 2t A tten tive  -  seems not with you

SUB 3I Always ta lk s  -  never ta lk s

SUB 4 1 U nfriendly -  sociab le

Most no ticeab le  about th is  su b je c t’s re s u l ts  were the la rge  

d iffe ren ces  perceived between elements as con tex ts, evident in  the number 

of v e rb a lly  d if fe re n t  co n stru c ts  produced and th e ir  functional d is s im ila r i ty .  

The su b jec t had spent some time in  a p sy ch ia tric  h o sp ita l p r io r  to th is

in v e s tig a tio n . This may explain , to  some ex ten t, the d iffe ren ces between,

and the extreme nature of some observations. For example, with the 

co n stru c t ’q u ie t -  ta lk a t iv e ’ , one element was described as ’not speaking 

a t  a l l ’ , and another as being ’p a tho log ica lly  ta lk a tiv e * .

All g rid s  contained s ig n if ic a n t v a ria tio n  (0,005 le v e l)  a f te r  

ex trac tio n  of the f i r s t  component. In three g r id s , le s s  than 60^ of 

the to ta l  v a ria tio n  was accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  p rin c ip a l component.

The la rg e s t average number of d if f e re n t  subordinate im p lica tions , 

and the la rg e s t  average number of rep re sen ta tiv e  constructs  were produced.
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Elements were genera lly  ra ted  on both poles of each co n stru c t, few 

extreme ra tin g s  were made,

SUBJECT 0 ELICITED CONSTRUCTS

Superordinate Im plications 

SUP l i  Popular -  d is lik e d

SUP 2 1 Happy -  unhappy

SUP 3: Free -  r e s t r ic te d

O rig inal C onstruct# CONTENTED -  DISSATISFIED

Subordinate Im plications

SUB l i  Surrounded by whet h e ’s in te re s te d  in  -  cu t o ff

SUB 2I Contented -  fe e ls  he could have achieved more

SUB 3t Doesn’ t  fe e l  in fe r io r  -  fe e ls  in fe r io r

SUB 4 1 A ffectionate  -  cold

The sub jec t produced a la rge  number of im plica tions and the 

h ighest average number of rep resen ta tiv e  co n stru c ts . All g rid s  contained 

v a r ia tio n  s ig n if ic a n t  a t  0,005 lev e l a f te r  ex trac tio n  of the f i r s t  

component. In four oases, under 60^ of the to ta l  v a ria tio n  was accounted 

fo r  by the f i r s t  component.

Few extreme ra tin g s  were made, both poles of a construct were 

g en era lly  used of an element.

Constructs were used in  a ’loose* way. C ertain  im plications 

appeared re lev an t whatever o rig in a l construct was used. These constructs  

were fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  in  the g rid  and often organized in  a f a i r ly
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complex way* Access, i t  seemed, could be provided to  them through 

almost any c o n stru c t, once i t  was elevated to importance by being 

in v e s tig a te d .

SUBJECT D ELICITED CONSTRUCTS

Superordinate Im plications

SUP Is  I s  ind iv idua l -  influenced by others

SUP 2 I Insecure -  s ta b le

SUP 3s Able to communicate -  uncommunicative 

O riginal C onstructs CREATIVE -  UNIMAGINATIVE 

Subordinate Im plications

SUB Is N aturally  c rea tiv e  -  c rea tiv e  through circumstance

SUB 2 1 Progresses -  doesn’ t  progress

SUB 3* Has a c re a tiv e  a t t i tu d e  -  does not

SUB 4 1 Im aginative -  s a t is f ie d  with simple so lu tions

SUB 5s Resourceful -  im practica l

Three g rid s  produced by th is  sub jec t contained non s ig n if ic a n t  

v a r ia tio n  a f te r  ex trac tio n  of the f i r s t  component*

R ela tive ly  few v e rb a lly  d if fe re n t  im plica tions were produced.

Not many elements were ra ted  on both poles of a c o n stru c t, few extreme 

ra tin g s  were made.

Im plications produced were' often ' q u a lif ie d  versions of each 

o rig in a l co n stru c t, fo r  example, from ‘progresses -  doesn’t  progress* 

(SUB 2 ) , one g e ts , ’progresses a r t i s t i c a l l y ’ , ’progresses in  h is  id e a s ’ .
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’p rogresses through knowledge*, ’progresses f in a n c ia l ly ’ * Grids 

derived from unqualified  o rig in a l constructs  produced more fu n c tio n a lly  

d is s im ila r  im p lica tions than those derived from q u a lif ie d  o rig in a l 

constructs*

• I

SUBJECT E ELICITED CONSTRUCTS

Superordinate Im plications

SUP I t  Has a well balanced p erso n a lity  -  fe e ls  unsure of him self 

SUP 2 1 S e lf centred  -  u n se lfish  

SUP 3I Likeable -  unlik eab le

O rig inal Construot* TALKATIVE -  QUIET

Subordinate Im plications

SUB l i  Sym pathetically ta lk a tiv e  -  s e l f is h ly  ta lk a tiv e  

SUB 2 1 C areless -  thoughtful

SUB 3: Nervously ta lk a tiv e  -  confiden tly  ta lk a tiv e

In a l l  cases except one, the v a ria tio n  l e f t  a f t e r  ex trac tio n  of 

the f i r s t  component was s ig n if ic a n t a t  le a s t  a t  a 0*025 le v e l.

None of the fa c to rs  examined were s ig n if ic a n tly  re la te d  to the 

complexity of ap p lica tio n  of constructs*

The sub jec t produced few d if fe re n t  subordinate im plications*

Often, the im plica tions produced q u a lif ie d  the o r ig in a l construct c lo se ly , 

e .g . from ’ ta lk a t iv e -q u ie t’ ( l  SUB), one ge ts ’nervously ta lk a t iv e ’ , 

’e f f ic ie n t ly  q u ie t ’ e tc . However, th is  was the only sub jec t to produce 

o v e ra ll, a la rg e r  number of unqualified  than q u a lif ie d  constructs*
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X dttle  use was made of both poles of a construo t, few ra tin g s  were in  

extreme ca teg o rie s ,

SUBJECT y ELICITED CONSTRUCTS

Superordinate Im plications

SUP 1* Wants to  he admired -  s e l f  s u f f ic ie n t

SUP 2 1 Doesn’t  have any w orries -  over serious

SUP 3$ Doesn’t  know what re sp o n s ib ili ty  i s  -  aware of the need to  use

a b i l i t i e s  and oppo rtun ities

O rig inal C onstruct; IRHESPONSIBLE -  RESPONSIBLE

Subordinate Im plications

SUB l i  Has no idea of what re sp o n s ib ili ty  i s  -  i s  very aware of what’s 

expected of him

SUB 21 Knows what re s p o n s ib ili ty  i s  but does not acknowledge i t  -  

responsib le  when required  

SUB 3» Stupid -  knows what he’s doing

This su b jec t found i t  ’d i f f i c u l t  to evaluate the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

of peop le’ . She recognized th a t words do change meaning but f e l t  th a t 

the change was often  su b tle . She said  th a t she found d i f f ic u l ty  in  

d e te c tin g  d iffe ren ces  between elements on a co n stru c t.

Two g rid s  contained non s ig n if ic a n t v a ria tio n  a f te r  e x tra c tio n  of 

the f i r s t  component; two contained v a ria tio n  s ig n if ic a n t  a t  0,005 le v e l, 

th ree  had only two components.

Of major in te r e s t  i s  the q u a lif ic a tio n  of the co n stru c ts .
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Subordinate im p lica tions were su b tle  v a ria tio n s  of each o rig in a l co n stru c t. 

A ll co n stru c ts  were t ig h t ly  in te r re la te d . The same subordinate 

im p lica tions o ften  appear in  g rid s derived from v e rb a lly  d if fe re n t  

o r ig in a l c o n s tru c ts .

Few rep re se n ta tiv e  constructs  were se lec te d , sometimes only two, 

emphasizing once more the sm allness of the d iffe ren ces  between c o n stru c ts . 

The median number of d if f e re n t  subordinate im plica tions were produced.

Few extreme ra tin g s  were given.

SUBJECT g ELICITED CONSTRUCTS

Superordinate Im plications

SUP l i  Unable to mix w ell -  able to mix well 

SUP 2 I Unstable -  s ta b le
. J 1 / ' • I

SUP 3I Afraid of o thers -  t r u s ts  o thers

SUP 4> Knows what he’s doing -  lacks confidence

SUP 5 1 Considers him self more im portant -  considerate  of o thers

O rig inal C onstructi ALOOF -  FRIENDLY

Subordinate Im plications -

SUB 1; Tends to  ignore people -  doesn’t  tend to ignore people

SUB 2t Likes to  keep h is  p o sitio n  separate  -  doesn’t

SUB 3a O ccasionally overfriend ly  -  not overfriend ly

SUB 4 1 Immediately fr ie n d ly  -  f r ie n d ly  a f te r  long acquaintance.

This sub jec t commented th a t although she recognized the change 

in  meaning of some words, she would not normally th ink  about the 

d if f e r e n t  meanings a term would have.
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'Pour g rid s  contained non s ig n if ic a n t  v a ria tio n  a f te r  ex trac tio n  

of the f i r s t  component.

Pew d if fe re n t  subordinate im p lica tions were produced. Many 

extreme ra tin g s  were made, a fu r th e r  in d ica tio n  of an in a b i l i ty  to 

perceive shades of meaning? Pew elements were ra ted  on both poles of

a c o n s tru c t. The func tiona l s im ila r i ty /d is s im ila r i ty  of constructs  

in  each g rid  was re la te d  to the number of rep re sen ta tiv e  constructs  

se le c te d .

SUBJECT H ELICITED CONSTRUCTS

Superordinate Im plications

SUP l i  An ex tro v e rt -  an in tro v e r t

SUP 2« Got charac te r -  lacks charac ter

SUP 3# Happy -  unhappy

SUP 4* A good person -  s e l f is h

SUP 55 Liked -  unliked

SUP 61 Gives him self more to  o thers -  doesn’t  give him self 

O rig inal C onstruct* HOIST -  QUIET

Subordinate Im plications

SUB 1; Bounces around — walks with h is  head down

SUB 2 1 Speaks loudly and harsh ly  -  speaks s o f t ly  and slowly

SUB 3% E xcitable -  unexoitable

SUB 4s Talks a lo t  amongst people -  doesn’t  say much in  a group of

people

All g rid s  contained s ig n if ic a n t v a ria tio n  (O.05 le v e l)  a f te r
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e x tra c tio n  of the f i r s t  p rin c ip a l component.

The variance of ra tin g s  on each o rig in a l co n stru c t was re la te d  

to  the production of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s ,

(Hie su b jec t produced a la rge  number of d if f e r e n t  subordinate 

im p lica tions pe r o rig in a l c o n stru c t. She was v e rb a lly  f lu e n t . Elements 

were often  construed using  both poles of a co n stru c t, severa l im plica tions 

were.j produced fo r  each element. She used the th ird  h ighest number of 

extreme ra tin g s  per o rig in a l co n stru c t.

SUBJECT X ELICITED CONSTRUCTS

Superordinate Im plications ' ^
■Ï ;

SUP l i  Has a good fe e lin g  -  well liked  

SUP 2 1 Worth knowing -  not worth knowing 

SUP 3I A b i t  s o f t  -  ca llous

O rig inal C onstructi TACTFUL -  TACTLESS

Subordinate Im plications

SUB l i  Likes everybody -  hates everybody

SUB 2 1 Thoughtful -  thoughtless

SUB 31 Considerate -  inconsiderate"

SUB 4 i Puts him self in  the o ther person’s p o sitio n  -  doesn’t  put 

him self in  the o ther person’s p o s itio n .

This su b jec t, a student of K ig lish , said  th a t  she always t r ie d  

to be ’p re c is e ’ and to avoid ’b lan k e t’ terms. Of e ig h t g rid s  produced.
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th ree  contained non s ig n if ic a n t  v a ria tio n  a f te r  the f i r s t  component 

had been ex trac ted .

The percentage of v a ria tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  component 

in  an an a ly sis  of each g rid  was re la te d  to the to ta l  number of 

subordinate im p lica tions produced, the number of d if f e re n t  im p lica tions , 

and the degree of use of both poles of a c o n stru c t. Thus, when v e rb a lly  

d if fe re n t  co n stru c ts  were produced, these tended to be fu n c tio n a lly  

d is s im ila r  as w ell.

Pew v e rb a lly  d if fe re n t  im plications were e l i c i t e d ,  not many 

elements were construed on both poles of a co n stru c t. The h ighest 

average number of extreme ra tin g s  per o rig in a l construc t were produced. 

The sub jec t gave, not a q u an tity  of im plica tions which, in  p ra c tic e , 

came to  the same th ing , but a few v e rb a lly  d if fe re n t  constructs  whose 

v a r ie ty  was re f le c te d  in  ra t in g s .

SUBJECT J  ELICITED CONSTRUCTS

Superordinate Im plications

SUP l i  Not a deep person -  has a mind of h is  own

SUP 2 1 Dependent -  Independent

SUP 3I Well balanced -  unstab le

SUP 4 1 In te l l ig e n t  -  d u ll

SUP 5* Friendly  -  reserved

O riginal C onstructi TALKATIVE -  RESERVED

Subordinate Im plications

SUB la  lik e s  to  be im pressive -  unobtrusive
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SUB 21 Gregarious — liv e s  in  a closed c ir c le

SUB 3* Has a g rea t deal of s e l f  confidence -  has no s e l f  confidence 

SUB 4* Very in te re s te d  in  people — not in te re s te d  in  people

This su b jec t commented th a t :  ( i )  i t  was d i f f i c u l t  to f in d  people

d if fe re n t  from oneself

( i i )  she was conscious of p lacing  h e rs e lf  in  the middle of each ra t in g  

sca le

( i i i )  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  e .g . " in te llig en t*  do change meaning *a c e r ta in  

amount*

( iv )  o ften  opposites are  not ’ true  opposites’ e .g . ’in te l l ig e n t - d u l l •.

Five g rid s  contained non s ig n if ic a n t v a ria tio n  a f te r  ex trac tio n  

of the f i r s t  component and were thus e ffe c tiv e ly  unidim ensional.

The su b jec t produced the lowest average number of subordinate and 

d if fe re n t  subordinate im plica tions per o rig in a l c o n stru c t, perhaps in  

l in e  with her d i f f ic u l ty  in  perceiv ing  people as d is s im ila r  from h e rs e lf  

i . e .  as d if f e re n t  con tex ts.

Elements were re re ly  construed on both poles of a co n stru c t, 

d e sp ite  comment ( iv ) .  ’M yself’ was seldom placed in  the middle of each 

ra t in g  sc a le , on occasion i t  was ra ted  extremely. The percentage of 

v a ria tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  component was s ig n if ic a n tly  re la te d  

to  the number of rep re sen ta tiv e  constructs  se lec ted  (which were few in  

number), i t  was unrela ted  to any o ther fa c to rs .
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PART I I I  SECTION 2

DISCUSSION

The r e s u l ts  in d ic a te  th a t :

( I )  For AlU^JM^hjects, co n stru c ts  in te ra c te d  with elements to  produce

m jiar im p lica tio n s .

( I l )  In  joases. co n stru c ts  in te ra c te d  with elements to  produce

fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s .

B a r t le t t  t e s t  r e s u l ts  ( ta b le  4) show th a t  many g rid s  o f subordinate  

im p lica tio n s con ta in  more than one dimension. This in d ic a te s , in  terms 

of the  argument ou tlined  e a r l ie r  (pLB) th a t  co n stru c ts  were o ften  no t 

used in  a uniform way of elem ents, but w ith more than one c r i te r io n  of 

a p p lic a tio n , thus producing fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s . In 

f a c t ,  s ix ty - f iv e  out of a to ta l  of e ig h ty -s ix  g rid s  contained s ig n if ic a n t  

v a r ia tio n  a f t e r  e x tra c tio n  of the f i r s t  component.

In th is  study , the elements a l l  came from one domain 'people you 

know w ell* , and were w ithin the range of convenience of ap p lica tio n  of 

each c o n s tru c t. Yet fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tions were s t i l l  

produced. Although, as B annister and H air p o in t out (8) in  r e la t io n  

to  the semantic d i f f e r e n t ia l ,  the ex is tence  of elements (concepts) w ith in  

and o u tside  the range of convenience of co n stru c ts  (s c a le s )  would make 

in te ra c t io n  productive of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tions more 

l ik e ly ,  th is  study shows th a t  i t  s t i l l  occurs irtien the p r in c ip le  of the 

range of convenience has been adhered to .
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The percentage of v a r ia tio n  accounted fo r  hy the f i r s t  p r in c ip a l 

component, and the B a r t le t t  t e s t  of s ig n ifican ce  were used to determ ine 

the  complexity of ap p lica tio n  of each o r ig in a l co n stru c t, as there  were 

d if f e r e n t  numbers of im p lica tions in  each of the grids*  This issu e  

i s  d iscussed  l a t e r  in  the section*

( I I I )  The h ie ra c h ic a l p o s itio n  of the co n stru c t was re la te d  to the 

production o f fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s*

Over a l l  su b je c ts , a s ig n if ic a n t ly  lower percentage of v a r ia tio n  

was accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  p r in c ip a l component in  g rid s  o f im p lica tions 

derived  from re la t iv e ly  superordinate  co n stru c ts  than in  g rid s  derived 

from re la t iv e ly  subordinate constructs*  This in d ic a te s  th a t  r e la t iv e ly  

supero rd ina te  co n stru c ts  may be more l ia b le  to  construct-elem ent in te ra c tio n  

productive  of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tions than r e la t iv e ly  

subord inate  constructs*  I t  confirms hypothesis one (p*3<\ ) based on 

no tions of superord inate  co n stru c ts  as being 'general*  (8) and having a 

'wide range of convenience*. (?)

I t  was thought possib le  th a t  h igh ly  superord inate  co n s tru c ts ,

i . e .  c o n s tru c ts  a t  the 'to p  of the ladder* in  H ink le 's  e l i c i t a t io n  

procedure ( tc> ) might have more p o te n tia l  fo r  in te ra c tio n  productive of 

fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im plica tions than those lower down the lad d e r. 

U nfortunately  th is  could not be te s te d  in  th is  study as fo r  each su b jec t 

the superord inate  im p lica tions of an o r ig in a l co n stru c t e l ic i te d  with each 

of the  elem ents, were pooled and rep re se n ta tiv e  ones se lec te d .
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(IV) The q u a lif ic a tio n  of an o rig in a l oonstruc t was re la te d  to  the 

production of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  subordinate  im p lica tions 

fo r  two su b jec ts  only .

For su b jec ts  H and D, the use of unq u a lified  o r ig in a l co n stru c ts  

was re la te d  to  the production of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s .

This re la tio n sh ip  was not s ig n if ic a n t  on a combined su b jec ts  b a s is .

The q u a lif ic a tio n  of co n stru c t la b e ls  was stud ied  as one aspec t 

of the l in g u is t ic  na tu re  of verbalized  c o n s tru c ts . From da ta  obtained , 

i t  i s  obvious th a t  the term 'q u a lif ied *  may cover sev era l p o s s ib i l i t i e s ,  

fo r  example:

(a) the ad d itio n  of a q u a l i f ie r  such as 'very* or 'qu ite*  a s 'i n  'q u i te  

hard*, or 'v e ry  handsome*.

(b) the r e s t r i c t io n  of a d esc rip tio n  to  one aspect of behaviour, as in  

* walks slowly*, or 'speaks slowly*, ra th e r  than 'slow *.

(c) a general d e sc r ip tio n , as in  'has a responsib le  a t t i tu d e  to  life *  

(su b je c t P ), or 'som ething went wrong in  h is  ea rly  childhood* (su b je c t B).

I t  was thought th a t  these various p o s s ib i l i t i e s  might have d if fe r in g  

p o te n t ia ls  fo r  in te ra c tio n  productive"bf fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  

im p lica tio n s . One way in  which one can d is tin g u ish  between unqualified  

co n stru c ts  and a , b , and c types of q u a lif ie d  co n stru c ts  would seem to 

be by counting the to ta l  number of words on both po les of each verbalized  

c o n s tru c t.

This was c a rr ie d  ou t. K endall's  tau  was used to determine 

the re la tio n sh ip  between the number of words in  a ve rba lized  co n stru c t 

and the percentage of v a ria tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  component in
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th e  g r id  o f im p lic a tio n s  d eriv ed  from th a t  co n s tru c t#  Over a l l  s u b je c ts ,

th e  r e s u l t s  were n o t s ig n i f ic a n t  (N = 10, S p oiÿ.

(V) The use of both poles of each o r ig in a l co n stru c t was s ig n if ic a n t ly  

re la te d  to  the production of d is s im ila r  subordinate  im p lica tions 

fo r  one su b jec t only.

Exploring the ap p lica tio n  of both poles of a co n stru c t in  r e la t io n  

to  each element made fo r  some experim ental d i f f i c u l t i e s .  I t  meant th a t  

vdth an o r ig in a l co n s tru c t, fo r  example 'k ind—unkind*, a su b jec t f i r s t  

used the pole 'kind* of each of the elem ents, and then , i f  she wished, 

app lied  the pole 'unkind* to  them. The im p lica tions which emerged 

e .g . 'c h a r i t a b le ' ,  ' s o f t ' ,  'loving* and 'c r u e l ' ,  'hard* and 'b i t te r *  were 

then given opposite poles by the su b jec t so th a t  they could be used to 

r a te  elements in  a g r id .

In  c o n tra s t to  th i s ,  in  M air's study of whole f ig u re  co n stru c ts  

(99) su b jec ts  used only one pole of the e l ic i te d  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  underly ing  

the use of the construo t 'most l ik e  s e l f  -  le a s t  l ik e  s e l f  a t  a time in  

a g r id ,  with a s p l i t  h a lf  technique. They se lec ted  fo r  each c h a ra c te r is t ic ,  

ten  out of twenty elements which they f e l t  demonstrated i t  most markedly.

Though the b inary  form of g rid  which emerged does make fo r  e a s ie r  

sco rin g , i t s  g lo b a lity  does confine the su b jec t in  a manner a t  odds 

with the s p i r i t  o f th is  in q u iry . This could be avoided to  some ex ten t 

i f  the su b jec t was allowed to  pick any number of elements as dem onstrating 

the c h a ra c te r is t ic  involved. However, as ind ica ted  by p i lo t  s tu d ies , th is  

could mean th a t  fo r  some c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,  every c e l l  could be tick ed .
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th e  g r id  o f im p lic a tio n s  d e riv ed  from th a t  c o n s tru c t .  Over a l l  s u b je c ts ,

th e  r e s u l t s  were n o t s ig n i f ic a n t  (N = 10, S = ^ 3 t, p =%»

(V) The use of both po les o f each o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t was s ig n if ic a n t ly  

re la te d  to  the production  of d is s im ila r  subord inate  im p lica tio n s 

fo r  one su b je c t only .

Exploring the a p p lic a tio n  of both po les o f a co n s tru c t in  r e la t io n  

to  each element made fo r  some experim ental d i f f i c u l t i e s .  I t  meant th a t  

vdth an o r ig in a l  c o n s tru c t, fo r  example 'k ind -unk ind ' ,  a su b jec t f i r s t  

used the  pole 'k in d ' of each of the elem ents, and then , i f  she wished, 

app lied  the pole 'unk ind ' to  them. The im p lica tio n s which emerged 

e .g . 'c h a r i t a b l e ' ,  ' s o f t ' ,  'loving* and 'c ru e l* , 'hard* and 'b i t t e r '  were 

then given opposite  poles by the su b je c t so th a t  they could be used to  

r a te  elements in  a g r id .

In  c o n tra s t  to  t h i s ,  in  M air's  study of whole f ig u re  co n s tru c ts  

(99) su b je c ts  used only one pole o f the e l i c i t e d  c h a r a c te r is t ic s  underly ing  

the use of the c o n s tru c t 'm ost l ik e  s e l f  -  l e a s t  l ik e  s e l f  a t  a time in  

a g r id , w ith a s p l i t  h a lf  technique. They se lec te d  fo r  each c h a r a c te r i s t ic ,  

ten  out of twenty elements which they f e l t  dem onstrated i t  most markedly.

Though the b inary  form of g rid  which emerged does make fo r  e a s ie r  

sco rin g , i t s  g lo b a li ty  does confine the su b je c t in  a manner a t  odds 

with the s p i r i t  o f th is  in q u iry . This could be avoided to  some ex ten t 

i f  the su b jec t was allowed to  pick  any number o f elements as dem onstrating 

the c h a ra c te r is t ic  involved. However, as in d ica ted  by p i lo t  s tu d ie s , th is  

could mean th a t  fo r  some c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,  every c e l l  could be tic k ed .
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Subjects were fre e  to produce as many im p lica tions of o r ig in a l 

c o n s tru c ts  as they liked* l&is meant th a t  th e i r  g rid s  contained

d i f f e r e n t  numbers of rows* I t  was thought unwise in  an exp lo ra to ry

study to  s t ip u la te  the number of im p lica tions to  be produced ( i f  any), 

s ince  th is  could pu t su b jec ts  in  the a r t i f i c i a l  p o s itio n  o ft

(a ) having to  produce severa l im p lica tions of the use of a co n stru c t 

with elem ents, whereas, fo r  them, the co n stru c t was app licab le  in  a 

uniform way*

(b) l im itin g  the number of im p lica tions to  some a r b i t r a r i l y  fixed  number, 

and perhaps minimizing the appearance of construot-elem ent in te ra c tio n  and 

the production  of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im plications*

'i
From tab le  10 one can see the b ig  range in  the number of im p lica tions 

produced by su b je c ts .

However, not s t ip u la t in g  the number of im p lica tions does cause 

some d i f f i c u l t i e s  in  analyzing the data  obtained . For example, the 

measure of complexity of g rid s  th a t  was used, was based on percentage 

(o f v a r ia tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  p r in c ip a l component) ra th e r  than 

being a d d itiv e .

The p o s s ib i l i ty  does a r is e  th a t  d iffe ren c e s  in  percentages of 

v a r ia tio n  accounted fo r  by each p rin c ip a l component could be accounted 

fo r  by d is s im ila r  numbers of rows in  each grid*

To check on th i s ,  an a n a ly sis  of covariance was ca rried  out to 

determ ine whether the d iffe ren ce  in  percentage of v a r ia tio n  accounted 

fo r  by the f i r s t  p r in c ip a l component in  g rid s  derived from r e la t iv e ly  

superord inate  and subordinate co n stru c ts , remained a f t e r  d iffe ren c e s  in
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the number of rows in  the g rid s  was taken in to  account. Over a l l  

su b je c ts , the d iffe re n c e  was s t i l l  s ig n if ic a n t  a t  0.05  le v e l (X^ = 32.17 

n = 20).

(V II) The mean number o f re p re se n ta tiv e  im p lica tio n s  produced per o r ig in a l 

c o n s tru c t wa# re la te d  to  the mean percentage o f v a r ia tio n  accounted 

fo r  by the  f i r s t  component in  g rid e  o f such im p lic a tio n s .

Thus, the h igher the mean number o f re p re se n ta tiv e  im p lica tio n s 

produced p e r o r ig in a l  c o n s tru c t, the more m ultidim ensional the g r id  in  

which they appeared.
k

’Representative* co n s tru c ts  were the r e s u l t  o f su b jec ts  p lac in g  

v e rb a lized  im p lica tio n s of o r ig in a l  co n s tru c ts  in to  groups and s e le c tin g  

from each group one dimension re p re se n ta tiv e  of o thers in  th a t  group. 

Subjects were allowed to  subgroup and regroup im p lica tio n s and to  s e le c t  

as many •rep resen ta tiv e*  co n s tru c ts  as they wished.

This procedure was used to  save tim e. I f  a su b je c t produced, say, 

t h i r t y  im p lica tio n s of an o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t, r a t in g  them could be a 

lengthy  p rocess . As sub jects*  time was l im ite d , i t  was thought preferable 

to  examine more g r id s  u sing  th is  procedure r a th e r  than le s s  g r id s , r a t in g  

each im p lica tio n . In p i lo t  s tu d ie s , when su b je c ts  used every im p lica tion  

in  a g r id , only a few d if f e re n t  ways of r a t in g  elements emerged.

There a re  severa l is su e s  to  be d iscussed i

(a ) The s e le c tio n  of re p re se n ta tiv e  c o n s tru c ts  im p lic i t ly  involves a 

sta tem ent by each su b jec t th a t  these c o n stru c ts  a re  supero rd inate  to  o ther
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im p lica tio n s in  each group.

Though these  rep re se n ta tiv e  subordinate  im p lica tions may be c a lle d  

’superordinate* in  th is  o ther sense, they a re  s t i l l  subordinate  in  tenns 

of H in k le 's  method to  the o r ig in a l construct#  The grouping procedure 

m erely maximizes the superordinacy in  th is  o ther sense, of the se lec ted  

subord inate  and superordinate  im p lica tions of the o r ig in a l c o n s tru c t.

(b) In the g rid s  of the subordinate im p lica tions of each o r ig in a l 

c o n s tru c t, i t  was assumed th a t  im p lica tions in  the same group as each 

re p re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c t would be used of each element in  the same way. 

Thus, fo r  an a ly s is  of the g r id s , each rep re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c t was 

re p lic a te d  by the number of im p lica tions i t  was rep re se n ta tiv e  o f . Grids

to  be analysed contained the number of rows equal to  the to ta l  number of

im p lica tio n s e l i c i t e d  per o r ig in a l co n stru c t.

I f  th is  re p lic a tio n  had not been c a rr ie d  ou t, i t  would have meant 

th a t  an im p lica tion  rep re se n ta tiv e  of one o th er im p lica tion  would have 

the same weight in  an a ly sis  as one rep re se n ta tiv e  of twenty o th e rs .

(c )  Though th ere  were reasons fo r  the adoption of th is  grouping

procedure, i t  would seem p re fe rab le  in  the fu tu re  to  ask su b jec ts  to

use a l l  im p lica tions produced in  a g r id . This would avoid the notion  

th a t  perhaps d iffe ren c e s  in  the number of rep re se n ta tiv e  im p lica tions in  

g rid s  could account fo r  o ther observed d iffe ren c e s  between v a ria b le s .

To determ ine whether or not th is  was the case , an an a ly sis  of 

covariance was c a rr ie d  out to see whether the d iffe ren ce  in  percentage of 

v a r ia tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  p r in c ip a l component in  g rid s  derived
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from r e la t iv e ly  superord inate  and subordinate  c o n s tru c ts , remained a f t e r  

d if fe re n c e s  in  the number of re p re se n ta tiv e  im p lica tions in  each g rid  

were accounted fo r .  Over a l l  su b je c ts , the d iffe ren c e  was s t i l l  

s ig n if ic a n t  a t  O.O5 le v e l. (X^ s  32. 88, n = 20)

In th is  se c tio n , the r e s u l ts  obtained end some experim ental d e ta i l s  

have been d iscu ssed . Aspects of th is  in v e s tig a tio n , fo r  example the 

examination of both poles of a co n stru c t, allow ing su b jec ts  to  produce 

as many o r as few subordinate im p lica tions as they wished, and the use 

of re p re se n ta tiv e  im p lica tions only in  g rid s  have been examined* Analysis

of covariance r e s u l ts  in d ic a te  th a t  d iffe ren c e s  in  the number of 

im p lica tio n s , and the number of rep re se n ta tiv e  im p lica tions in  g rid s  

cannot account fo r  s ig n if ic a n t  r e s u l ts  obtained .

In fu tu re  s tu d ie s , i t  would seem p re fe rab le  fo r  su b jec ts  to  use 

every im p lica tion  produced, in  a g r id . However, bearing  in  mind the 

range in  the number of im p lica tions e l ic i te d  per o r ig in a l co n stru c t and 

the re la tio n sh ip  found between the production of la rg e  numbers of v e rb a lly  

d i s t in c t  im p lica tions and th e i r  func tiona l d is s im ila r i ty ,  i t  would seem 

unwise to  a r b i t r a r i l y  l im it  the number of im p lica tions su b jec ts  could 

produce.
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PART IV SECTION 1

SUMMARY

The aims of th is  research  have been to j

( i )  Examine the notion  of construct-elem ent in te ra c tio n  in  r e la t io n  

to  aspec ts  of personal co n stru c t theory,

( i l )  In v e s tig a te  the process of in te ra c tio n  in  the g r id ,

( i i i )  Examine whether oonstruct-elem ent in te ra c tio n  productive of 

fu n c tio n a lly  d if f e r e n t  im p lica tions does occur*

( iv )  Explore fa c to rs  which might be re la te d  to  the production of 

fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s .

The various arguments and find ings a re  summarized below.

Construct-Elem ent In te ra c tio n  and personal co n stru c t theory

In personal construc t theory , man i s  looked a t  *as if*  he were 

a s c i e n t i s t ,  he i s  assumed to be involved in  c o n tro llin g  and p red ic tin g  

h is  world. Most construc ts  he produces, or i s  given however (e ,g .

* so ft-h a rd  *), a re  un like  those used in  sc ience . Such terms have many 

uses and are h igh ly  dependent on context fo r  th e i r  meaning. The 

rep e rto ry  g rid  i s  used by psycholog ists to  grasp the so c ia l r e a l i ty  of 

a su b je c t, to  make i t  p u b lic ly  e x p re ss ib le . Man's co n stru c ts  are  placed 

in  a form whereby they can be examined as one would examine a l in g u is t ic
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system in  sc ien ce . One can argue th a t  w h ils t the p ro fess io n a l s c i e n t i s t  

i s  a t  the 't ig h t*  end of the cycle of in q u iry , the o rd inary  man i s  a t  

the 'loose* end. But, the na tu re  of the g r id , and the ways in  which 

i t  i s  u su a lly  analysed, req u ire  aspects of t ig h t  constru ing  i f  they are  

not to  d is to r t*

Everyday terms are  h igh ly  dependent on context fo r  th e i r  meaning,
\

K elly  sees con tex t as those elements amongst which the u se r o rd in a r ily  

d isc rim in a te s  by means of a c o n s tru c t. B annister and Mair in d ic a te  

th a t  a co n stru c t may have d if f e r e n t  im p lica tions in  d is s im ila r  domains.

'F o r example, what a person considers to be 'honest* in  the context of 

c rim ina ls  may be v a s tly  d i f fe re n t  from 'honest* in  the context of in tim ate  

f r ie n d s !  ' But the no tion  of a domain i s  not absolute* (hie domain,

•people a t  work* may cover o th er p o ss ib le  d is t in c t io n s .  I f  examples 

of these  were contained in  one g r id , a l l  w ith in  the range of convenience 

of the co n stru c ts jan d  the d is t in c t io n s  were re le v a n t, then each co n stru c t 

may be applied  with d if fe re n t  c r i t e r i a  to each of them. In the p resen t 

study contex t i s  examined in  terms of each element in  a g r id .

K elly d is tin g u ish e s  between the verba l lab e l of a construc t and 

the way the co n stru c t fu n c tio n s. When a su b jec t i s  provided with a la b e l, 

or produces one^we cannot t e l l  anything about i t  as a construc t u n t i l  we 

look a t  the marks made in  the g r id . But the format of the g rid  involves 

the no tion  th a t  he i s  using  i t  in  a uniform way of the elem ents. I f  

a' c o n s tru c t lab e l i s  rep re se n ta tiv e  of severa l bases, he might be using 

a l l  o f th ese , i f  the elements can be seen as con texts re lev an t to each 

a p p lic a tio n .

C onstructs may match a t  * chance * le v e l ,  not because the re la tio n sh ip
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i s  unim portant, bu t because i t  i s  'complex*. I f  a l l  co n stru c ts  in  a 

g rid  match a t  'chance* lev e l and constru ing  i s  c o n s is te n t between g r id s , 

one has a 'complex* g r id , but one cannot d is tin g u ish  between co n stru c ts  

being u n re la ted  o r r e la t in g  in  a complex way. Without fu r th e r  

in v e s tig a tio n  one cannot t e l l  anything about the p o ss ib le  in te g ra tiv e  

p rocesses o p era tin g , or what 'complexity* means.

Although 'c o n s tru c t th e o ry 's  candidate fo r  a c e n tra l  issu e  in  

psychology can be argued to be change ', ( A ) Mair and Crisp have c a lle d  

the  rep e rto ry  g rid  'a  passive and cross se c tio n a l measure* ( lo o ) . U sually 

only to ta l  scores a re  examined, processes involved in  completing the  g rid  

have not been in v e s tig a te d . What i s  needed i s  a study of the in te rn a l  

s tru c tu re  of the g rid  and of the g rid  func tion ing . On the suggestions 

of Mair, in  th is  study we look a t  one co n stru c t a t  a time being used of 

sev era l elem ents. There i s  a general tendency, a g a in st the work of K elly, 

to  view the rep e rto ry  g rid  as a t e s t ,  completes in  i t s e l f  in stead  of as 

an introductiorjtôConfirm ation o f  o th er resea rch . We need le s s  re lia n c e  

on g lobal scores and more in te r e s t  in  what goes on in  the g r id .

The production of fu n c tio n a lly  d if fe re n t  im p lica tions

I f  su b jec ts  a re  asked to  use a c o n stru c t of various elem ents, they 

may produce v e rb a lly  d i f f e r e n t  a p p lica tio n s  of th a t  co n stru c t. Such 

ta b le s  a re  given in  the appendix. However, in te ra c tio n  i s  only d is tu rb in g  

i f  i t  produces no t only v e rb a l, but fu n c tio n a l d is s im ila r i ty .

I f  a co n stru c t i s  used in  a uniform way, then i t s  g rid  of a p p lica tio n s  

(subord inate  im p lica tio n s) should be e f fe c tiv e ly  unidim ensional. The 

B a r t le t t  t e s t  used here showed th a t ,  in  a to ta l  of s ix ty - f iv e  cu t of
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Gighty-Bix g r id s , s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n if ic a n t  v a r ia tio n  was l e f t  a f t e r  

the f i r s t  component had been e x tra c ted . Such g rid s  cannot be considered 

to  con ta in  only one dimension. The subordinate im p lica tions of the 

o r ig in a l  c o n stru c t were not a l l  fu n c tio n a lly  s im ila r .

F acto rs Related to  the production of fu n c tio n a lly  d if f e r e n t  im p lica tions

In th is  study , the  h ie ra c h ic a l p o s itio n  of each o r ig in a l co n stru c t 

was s ig n if ic a n t ly  re la te d  to  the production of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  

im p lica tio n s . In g r id s  of im p lica tions derived from r e la t iv e ly  

supero rd ina te  c o n s tru c ts , a s ig n if ic a n t ly  lower percentage of the to ta l  

v a r ia tio n  was accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  p r in c ip a l component.

The mean number of v e rb a lly  d i f f e r e n t  im p lica tions produced per 

o r ig in a l co n stru c t was re la te d  to  the mean percentage of v a r ia tio n  

accounted fo r  by each p r in c ip a l component in  the g rid  o f im p lica tio n s . 

Where su b jec ts  produced high mean numbers of v e rb a lly  d is s im ila r  

im p lica tio n s , these  im p lica tions were o ften  fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  a lso . 

Likewise, the production of high mean numbers of re p re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c ts  

per o r ig in a l co n stru c t was re la te d  to  lower mean percentages of v a r ia tio n  

being accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  p r in c ip a l component in  g rid s  of 

im p lica tio n s .

The q u a lif ic a tio n  of o r ig in a l c o n s tru c ts , and the use of both 

po les of each co n stru c t was re la te d  to the production of d is s im ila r  

im p lica tio n s only fo r  one or two su b je c ts .

From the above r e s u l ts ,  w ithin  subjects*  fin d in g s and comments 

su b je c ts  made, one can put to g e th er a l i s t  of fa c to rs  which may be
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r e la te d  to  the production of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s t

( i )  The use of r e la t iv e ly  supero rd inate  c o n s tru c ts .

( i i )  The a b i l i ty  to  d isc rim in a te  between elem ents, and between elements 

and the  s e l f  ( e .g .  su b jec ts  A, B, C, H).

( i i i )  The a b i l i ty  to  d isc rim in a te  between elements on the re le v an t 

c o n s tru c t, in d ic a tin g  verbal fluency , experience with the co n stru c t 

la b e l and with the elements ( e .g .  su b jec ts  A, B, C, H).

( iv )  The use o f d iscrim inab le  elements ( e .g .  su b jec t B).

(v) A loose personal co n stru c t system organized around severa l 

d i f f e r e n t  superord inate  co n stru c ts  (e .g . su b jec t C).

%e fo llow ing fa c to rs  may be re la te d  to  the production of 

fu n c tio n a lly  s im ila r  im plications*

( i )  The use of r e la t iv e ly  subordinate c o n s tru c ts .

( i i )  D if f ic u lty  in  d isc rim in a tin g  between elements and between elements

and the s e l f  ( e .g .  su b jec ts  J ,  F, O).

( i i i )  D iff ic u lty  in  constru ing  elements on a co n s tru c t, due to  lack  of

experience with the co n s tru c t, with the elem ents, and /or lack  o f verbal

fluency  ( e .g .  su b je c t J ) .

( iv )  The use o f s im ila r  elem ents.
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(v) An in a b i l i ty  to  perceive shades o f meaning, probably involving*

(a) The production  o f few v e rb a lly  d i f f e r e n t  subordinate  im p lica tions 

( e .g .  su b je c t j ) .

(b) !Kie production  of few re p re se n ta tiv e  co n stru c ts  (e .g . su b je c t F ).

(c ) L i t t l e  use o f both po les o f a co n stru c t (e .g . su b je c t J ) .

(v i)  The use o f h igh ly  q u a lif ie d  co n stru c ts  (e .g . su b jec t F ).

( v i i )  A dec is io n  to  apply co n stru c t la b e ls  in  a p re c ise  way (e .g . 

su b je c t I ) .

The p re sen t study

The p resen t study has examined aspec ts  of the issu e  of co n s tru c t-  

element in te ra c t io n  in  the rep e rto ry  g rid  and, i t  i s  hoped, has 

con trib u ted  in  sev era l ways to  the knowledge in  th is  f i e ld .

This was an exp lo ra to ry  study . As such, i t  has opened up an 

a rea  no t p rev iously  in v es tig a te d  in  r e la t io n  to  the rep e rto ry  g r id . I t  

has emphasized the  importance of in v e s tig a tin g  the function ing  of the 

g rid  and of looking a t  change w ith in , no t between g r id s .

Construet-eleraent in te ra c tio n  has been re la te d  to  aspec ts  of 

personal co n stru c t theory and shown to be not ju s t  an iso la te d  

m ethodological is s u e , bu t one of relevance to  the in te rp re ta t io n  of 

behaviour in  the g r id .

The r e s u l ts  of the study have in d ica ted  th a t  in te ra c tio n  productive 

of fu n c tio n a lly  d is s im ila r  im p lica tions may be a common occurrence.
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The h ie ra c h ic a l p o s itio n  of a co n stru c t appears to  be one o f the fa c to rs  

re la te d  to  the production of such im p lica tio n s . Other fa c to rs  which 

may be involved have been d iscussed .

The in v e s tig a tio n  has a lso  emphasized some of the consequences 

fo r  g r id  use o f in te ra c tio n  productive of d is s im ila r  im p lica tio n s . For 

in s ta n c e , th a t  a 'chance* le v e l of matching between two co n stru c ts  in  

a g r id  may be in d ic a tiv e , no t of an unim portant, bu t of an im portant 

complex re la tio n s h ip  fo r  the su b je c t, a lso  th a t  a re lia n c e  on to ta l  

g r id  scores obscures what may be happening in  the g r id .

Future Research

There are  a number of ways in  which the work described  in  th is  

th e s is  could be developed.

F urther study of the process o f construet-e lem ent in te ra c tio n  

in  the rep e rto ry  g r id  could be undertaken, with adap ta tions to  the 

experim ental method as described in  the previous se c tio n . Factors 

mentioned on pages loi and lo8 which may be re la te d  to  the production 

of d is s im ila r  im p lica tions could be in v e s tig a te d . I t  could be 

in te r e s t in g  to  examine the h ie ra c h ic a l p o s itio n  of a co n stru c t and i t s
■t

p o te n tia l  fo r  in te ra c t io n , in  more d e ta i l .  Other is su e s , fo r  exanple, 

the use o f e l ic i te d  and provided co n stru c ts  and the re la tio n sh ip  o f th is  

to  in te ra c t io n  could be s tu d ied .

I t  would be u se fu l to  in v e s tig a te  the use of two or more co n stru c ts  

of elem ents in  a g r id , and then look a t  the re la tio n sh ip s  between the 

two co n s tru c ts  in  d e ta i l .
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Work could be undertaken to  t i e  in  ideas from the rep e rto ry  g rid  

and H in k le 's  im p lica tio n  g r id , fo r  example, to  in v e s tig a te  re la tio n sh ip s  

between the 'r e s is ta n c e  to  change* ( b o ) of a c o n s tru c t, and the 

a p p lic a tio n  of th a t  co n stru c t to  elem ents. Are r e la t iv e ly  supero rd inate  

c o n s tru c ts  'r e s i s t a n t  to  change' because each pole can be app lied  in  

a f le x ib le  way?

Experimental work on d iffe ren c e s  in  response o f two groups of 

su b je c ts , fo r  example thought d isordered  schizophrenics and 'norm als ' 

could be undertaken on the  lev e l of one co n stru c t being used of severa l 

elements and i t s  re la tio n sh ip  to  another co n s tru c t, ra th e r  than being 

based on to ta l  scores from completed g r id s .

R ela tionsh ips between the various opera tiona l d e f in it io n s  of 

th e o re tic a l  terms in  personal co n stru c t theory , l ik e  superord inate  and 

subo rd ina te , would be in te re s t in g  to  in v e s tig a te .

The f in d in g s , arguments and experim ental d e ta i l s  recorded in  

th is  th e s is  should, i t  i s  hoped, be of value to  workers in  th is  f i e l d .
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INSTRUCTIONS

1* Please w rite  down the names of 29 people who you know well enough 

to  have formed some idea  of what they are  l ik e  in  character*  Write 

one name on each card*

I  am not in  the le a s t  concerned to know who the people a re , only 

in  the f a c t  th a t  you can id e n tify  them. So use i n i t i a l s  i f  you wish. 

This anonymity leaves you completely fre e  to choose a wide range of 

people; fam ily , f r ie n d s , people a t  co lleg e , a t  work, a t  school, people 

you l ik e  and d is l ik e .

You might have*

1. 3 k . S’.
UacI« T.F. T.

Fr« Ji ,
rrvucTN S u e

2. Can you t e l l  me an im portant c h a ra c te r is t ic  of y o u rse lf, p lus 

what you consider to be the opposite? For example, you might think 

th a t you are "sociab le" and th a t the opposite of th is  i s  "reserved".
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3* Now, can you pick out the people you would say were,

Can you put them in to  groups according to  the way they are,

In  terms of the example here , with the c h a ra c te r is t ic  "sociab le  -  

reserved", i f  Uncle Fred end J .F . are  soc iab le  in  the same way, both 

being jo l ly ,  and J .  i s  sociab le  in  a d if f e re n t  way, being compassionate, 

then you would pu t Uncle Fred and J .F . in  one group, and J ,  in  another 

group.

Now, can you pick out the people you would say had the opposite 

charac t e r i s t i c .

Can you put them in to  groups according to  the way they are,

To continue with the above example, th is  would mean p u ttin g  

people on your l i s t  in to  groups on the b a s is  of the way in  which they 

were reserved .



4* I am in terested  in  how you would apply th is  ch aracter istic

and/or i t s  opposite to the ten people on your l i s t .

I  want to  know what your evidence i s  fo r  c a l l in g  the f i r s t  person 

on your l i s t .

In  what w ay.is he,

P lease answer in  one word or a b r ie f  phrase. For example, you 

could say th a t  your evidence fo r  d esc rib in g  Uncle Fred as soc iab le  i s  

th a t  he i s  "gregarious" or th a t  he " lik e s  people" not th a t  " i t  i s  evident 

from the way he behaves th a t  he l ik e s  people".

P lease say i f  the c h a ra c te r is t ic  does not apply to  a person and 

I  w ill  leave a blank by h is  name.

Now, in  what way i s  the next person on your l i s t ,

Now I  want to  go through your l i s t  in  the same way using the 

opposite  of your c h a ra c te r is t ic .

In what way i s  the f i r s t  person on your l i s t ,
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5* As you can see , I have written these phrases on cards.

I  want you f i r s t  to w rite  an opposite fo r  each c h a ra c te r is t ic  

on each card .

Now can you pu t in to  the same group any c h a ra c te r is t ic s  and 

th e i r  opposites which you th ink  are  very s im ila r?

In  terms of the example here , i f  one had two cards " lik e s  people 

d o e sn 't  like , people", and "gregarious « not g regarious" then one might 

put these  in  the same group i f  one thought th a t  they were saying the 

same th in g , hu t not i f  one thought th a t  they were d i f f e r e n t .

Please p ick  one card from each group which you th ink  i s  

re p re se n ta tiv e  of the cards in  th a t  group and p lace i t  on the top of 

th a t  p i le .

Do you want to  regroup or subgroup these cards? I f  so, p lease  

pick out c h a ra c te r is t ic s  re p re se n ta tiv e  of each new group.



6» This p a r t  i s  s im ila r  to  the l a s t ,  but I  am asking you a s l ig h t ly  

d i f f e r e n t  q u estio n .

This time I  want to know, f i r s t l y ,  which side  of the c h a ra c te r is t ic  

the f i r s t  person on your l i s t  would p re fe r  to be described  by?

%hy? What would be im plied fo r  him by the idea  of be ing«

Let us look a t  th is  in  terms of the example used here . I  am 

asking! "which s id e  of the c h a ra c te r is t ic  would Uncle Fred p re fe r  to  

be described  by, "sociab le" o r "reserved"?

Answer "so c iab le"

Question "Why? What would be im plied fo r  Uncle Fred by the idea of 

being sociab le?"

Answer " th a t  he i s  lik ed  by o thers"

Question "What would be im plied fo r  Uncle Fred by the idea of being

lik ed  by o thers?"

Answer " th a t  he i s  needed" e tc .

Why would the f i r s t  person on your l i s t  not p re fe r  to  be 

described  a s . . . . . .

What would be implied by th is  fo r  him?
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7. Ab before I  have written these phrases on cards,

I  want you f i r s t  to  w rite  an opposite  fo r  each c h a ra c te r is t ic  

on each card .

Now can you put in to  the same group any c h a ra c te r is t ic s  and 

th e i r  opposites which you th ink  are  very sim ila r?

P lease p ick  one card from each group which you th ink i s  

re p re se n ta tiv e  of the cards in  th a t  group and place i t  on the top of 

th a t  p i le .

Do you want to  regroup or subgroup these cards? I f  so, p lease  

p ick  out c h a ra c te r is t ic s  re p re se n ta tiv e  of each new group.
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8. I  now want you to  r a te  the people on your l i s t  in  terms of the 

re p re se n ta tiv e  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  and th e i r  opposites which you have given 

me.

Each ra t in g  sca le  re fe r s  to  one c h a ra c te r is t ic  and i t s  opposite .

P lease give each of the cards rep resen tin g  the people on your 

l i s t  a number in d ic a tin g  where you think they belong on the sc a le .

I f  the sca le  wasi

Likes D oesn't l ik e
people ...      "' — .............. . ...........— '    people

You might give the card with "Uncle Fred" w ritten  on i t  number 1 

i f  you considered th a t  he lik ed  people to  a high degree, the card with 

J .F , on i t  number 3 i f  you thought him le s s  keen on people, and the 

card with "J" on i t  number 6 i f  you thought th a t  she d id n 't  r e a l ly  l ik e  

people very much.

You may p lace more than one card a t  each number i f  you wish.
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9* This procedure has to  be undertaken with each of the follow ing 

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  t

F i r s t ly ,  can you pick out the people you would say were,

Can you pu t them in to  groups according to  the way they are,

Now can you pick  out the people you would describe  as.

Can you put these in to  groups according to  the way they are,

Secondly, I  want to  see how you use these  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  and 

th e i r  opposites of the ten  people we have ju s t  se le c te d .

Please answer as be fo re , in  one word or a b r ie f  phrase.

Say i f  you would not apply a c h a ra c te r is t ic  to  a person and I  

w ill  leave a blank by h is  name.

What i s  your evidence fo r  c a ll in g  the f i r s t  person on your 

l i s t . . . . . .

In  what way i s  he.

Now I  want to  go through your l i s t  in  the same way using the 

opposite  of your c h a ra c te r is t ic .

In what way i s  the f i r s t  person on your l i s t .
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10. As before I  have w ritten these phrases on cards.

I  want you f i r s t  to w rite  an opposite fo r  each c h a ra c te r is t ic  

on each ca rd .

Now can you put in to  the same group any c h a ra c te r is t ic s  and 

th e i r  opposites which you th ink are  very sim ila r?

P lease p ick  one card from each group which you th ink  i s  

re p re se n ta tiv e  of the cards in  th a t group and place i t  on the top of 

th a t  p i le .

Do you want to regroup or subgroup these cards? I f  so , p lease  

pick out c h a ra c te r is t ic s  re p re se n ta tiv e  of each new group.
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11, P lease ra te  each person on your l i s t  in  terms of the 

re p re se n ta tiv e  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  and th e i r  opposites which you have 

given me.

Each ra t in g  sca le  r e fe r s  to  one c h a ra c te r is t ic  and i t s  opposite .

P lease p lace each one of the cards a t  numbers on the sca le  

where you th ink  they belong.

You may p lace  more than one card a t  each number i f  you wish.

- : , - r  m
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12. In th is  study I  have been examining whether words have d i f f e r e n t  

meanings when used in  d if f e r e n t  con tex ts , where the con tex ts are  people, 

e .g . Uncle Fred, J . F . , and J .

I  am in te re s te d  in  your rea c tio n s  to th is  experim ent. Have 

you any comments to  make?

Did the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  seem to you to  change meaning when used 

of d if f e r e n t  people? Did you find  th a t  th is  was more tru e  of some . 

words than of o thers?  -

Have you any o th er p o in ts  to  ra is e ?
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TABLE 1A
SUBJECT A Table of subordinate  im p lica tions o f the

co n stru c t 'A ffec tio n a te  -  Reserved’ ' ( l  SUB)

1
Element AFFECTIONATE RESERVED

4
Demands a ffe c tio n  
H elpless

Unsentimental

29
Genial
I’rien d ly

Unsure of o ther 
people

10

Genial
Friend ly
P h y sica lly  a ffe c tio n s

D islikes people fo r  
no reason

ke Very s u p e rf ic ia l

5
Kind
Concerned

Won't reveal h im self

30
Worries Takes a long time 

to g e t used to 
people

11
A fraid of 
sen tim en ta lity

24
Won't reveal h im self
Takes a long time to 
g e t used to  people

22
Not r e a l ly  in te re s te d  
in  o ther people

1
S u p e rf ic ia lly
a ffe c tio n a te

D oesn't ta lk  to 
people

16
Not obviously 
a ffe c tio n a te

Very down to  ea rth  
Won't reveal h im self
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TABLE 2A

SUBJECT B TaUie o f subordinate im p lication s o f the

construct 'Quiet -  Talkative* ( l  SUB)

Element QUIET TALKATIVE

4
Dwells in  her own
im agination
Seems a b i t  f a r  away
D istan t
Snhi eopbrenic

W ill speak when 
spoken to
Seems not with you

13
Normally q u ie t
p re fe rs  to  l i s t e n  
than to  speak him self

Sociable
Can g e t annoyed

30
Lacking in  s e l f  
confidence
A fraid of being 
1 aug-bed a t

Ifelkative when the 
cen tre  o f a tte n tio n
Talkative when ta lk s

12

Talks about him self 
constan tly
Extremely s e lf is h .  
Not in te re s te d  in
rt+.l̂ oT* -non-nTa'fa

8
P a tho log ica lly
ta lk a tiv e

20
Won't speak a t  a l l
Not in te re s te d  in  
o th ers

23
-

B oastful 
A b u lly  
Puts on a i r s

18
Quiet when lacks 
ideas

Makes an e f fo r t  to 
be soc iab le

1

I r r i t a b le
Rude when ta lk s
Shouts

28
A hypochondriac 
Lacks im agination
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TABLE 3A
SUBJECT C Table of subordinate  im p lica tions of the

co n stru c t 'Contented -  D issa tis fied *  ( l  SUB)

Element CONTENTED DISSATISFIED

2
Not taxed
Got h is  fam ily 
around him

Peels he could have 
achieved more

1
Knows he*s capable 
of more than h e 's  
doing

11
Has achieved h is  
aim
A ffectionate

Feels he could have 
achieved more 
q u a lif ic a tio n s

28
F u ll of the joys 
of l iv in g

21 Dominated by o ther 
people

9
Separated from 
every th ing  he l ik e s

7
Dominated by p aren ts
Peels in f e r io r  in  
in te l le c tu a l  attainm en

8 Surrounded by what 
he*s in te re s te d  in

Separated from th ings 
close  to  him

30
In te re s te d  in  h is  
work
Surrounded by fr ien d s

Separated from people 
c lose  to  him

23 Peels in f e r io r
Peels he h a s n 't  many 
fr ie n d s
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TABLE 4A

SUBJECT D Table of subordinate im plications of the

construct 'Creative -  Unimaginative’ ( l  SUB)

Element CREATIVE UNIMAGINATIVE

4 Resourceful 
N atu ra lly  c re a tiv e

24
His job i s  c re a tiv e
Has a c re a tiv e  
a t t i tu d e

Doesn’ t  progress

21 Unable to  accept 
new ideas

9 N atu ra lly  c re a tiv e

15
C reative through 
h is  work

Not w illin g  to  t ry  
new th ings in  h is  work
S a tis f ie d  with simple 
so lu tio n s

30
N atu ra lly  c re a tiv e
C reative through 
h is  work

14
Spends h is  l i f e  
c re a tin g  th ings
An a r t i s t

1
An a r t i s t
Doesn’t  put value 
on m ateria l th ings

27
B asica lly  c re a tiv e  
Resourceful

Doesn’t  try  new 
new ideas

25 C reative as a 
studen t

Follows p resen t 
c u lts
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TABLE 3A

SUBJECT E Table of subordinate im plications of the

construct 'Talkative -  Quiet* (1 SUB)

Element TALKATIVE QUIET

9 Nervously ta lk a tiv e

6 In te l le c tu a l ly
ta lk a tiv e

Nervously q u ie t

26 Confidently ta lk a tiv e

12 Sym pathetically
ta lk a tiv e

Thoughtfully q u ie t

19 Sociably ta lk a tiv e

15 Thoughtful

17 Shy

29 E ff ic ie n t ly
ta lk a tiv e

E ff ic ie n t ly  q u ie t

23 Thoughtfully
ta lk a tiv e

Nervously^ q u ie t

30
In te re s te d ly  ta lk a tiv e  
Nervously ta lk a tiv e

O ccasionally q u ie t
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TABLE- 1 6 A

SUBJECT F Table o f subordinate  im p lica tions of the

co n stru c t 'I r re sp o n s ib le  « responsible* ( l  SUB)

Element IRRESPONSIBLE RESPONSIBLE

1 Carefree Conscientious

15 D oesn 't bo ther 
about people

&10WS what h e 's  
doing
R eliable

23
Stupid
C hildish

13
D oesn 't r e a l iz e  what 
r e s p o n s ib ili ty  i s

Has to be responsib le
Responsible when 
requ ired

7
D oesn't bo ther with 
people
Knows b is  own mind

Manages h is  own l i f e  
w ell

30 Not bothered to  face 
up to  r e s p o n s ib i l i t i

Responsible when 
Î8 requ ired

17 Wasteful Very aware of what 
i s  expected of him

11 S arcastic
Must be in  co n tro l of 
any s i tu a tio n
Supports h im self

5
D oesn't cere what 
he says to  people

Not frigh tened  by 
any contingency

3
D oesn 't take th ings 
se rio u s ly  a l l  the 
time

Responsible in  
p ra c t ic a l  m atters
R eliab le

- -
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TABLE 7A

SUBJECT G. Tsble of subordinate im p lication s o f the

construct 'A loof -  fr ie n d ly ' ( l  BUB)

Element ALOOF FRIENDLY

18
Tends to ignore  
people

Talks q u ie tly

10 *
Outward going
Interested
Helpful

5
Appears to be 
in terested  in  people

2
Very shy
Keeps away from 
people

Shows in te r e s t  i f  
conversation i s  
in te r e s t in g

30
D is lik e s  people Friendly a fte r  

long acquaintance

12 Keeps to h im self Q uietly  fr ien d ly  
H elp fu lly  fr ien d ly

6
Looks down on people
Likes to keep h is  
p o sit io n  separate

H elp fu lly  fr ien d ly

7
Outward going
W ill always make the 
f i r s t  move

14
F eels he d oesn 't  
need people

O ccasionally over- 
fr ien d ly

25
'Outward going
W ill always make the 
f i r s t  move
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TABUiu 3^

SUBJECT H Table of subordinate  im p lica tions of the

co n stru c t 'Noisy -  quiet*  ( l  SUB)

Element NOISY QUIET

13

Sings and w h istles  
a l o t
Very ex c itab le  
Plays music loudly

22
Speaks slowly and 
s o f t ly .
Looks q u ie t .
Walks with h is  head c

11
Gets very excited  
Talks loudly

3
Plays music loudly  
Talks a lo t  
An e x h ib i t io n is t

Talks slowly 
Got q u ie t eyes

30
Got a loud voice
Talks a lo t
Makes a l o t  o f noise
by actlftu

Talks q u ie tly  
Walks q u ie tly  
Unassured

24
Talks very q u ie tly  
Never says much 
Shy

29

Never know h e 's  
around
D oesn't bang th ings 
around

7
Noisy a t  a p a rty Shy

Unexcitable 
Speaks slowly

17
Talks loudly
E xcitable  
Noisy a t  a p a rty

Sings q u ie tly

18
Giggles a lo t  
Screams 
Argues loudly

Shy
D oesn 't say much 
in  a group of people

(own



TABLE 9A

SUBJECT I  Table of subordinate  im p lica tio n s of the 

c o n stru c t 'T a c tfu l -  ta c tle ss*  (1 SUB)

Element TACTFUL TACTLESS

6 Thoughtful
S en sitiv e

28
D oesn 't r e a l iz e  
h e 's  being ta c t le s s

5 -
M oderately
though tless

24 lik e s  everybody A b i t  thoughtless

30
Puts h im self in  the 
o th e r p e rso n 's  
p o s itio n

S e lf ish

10 Thoughtless

27 Extremely s e l f is h

20 Inconsiderate

29 S ensitive

1 Considerate
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TABLE 10A
SUBJECT J Table of subordinate implications of the 

construct 'Talkative - reserved* (l SUB)

Element TALKATIVE RESERVED

12 Friendly
Interested in 
anyone

4 Likes to be 
impressive

20 Very interested 
in people

30
likes impressing 
people
likes talking 
to strangers

17 Noisy

29 Has no self 
confidence

13
Uncertain of people 
Doesn't talk to 
people unless he 
knows them well

1 Will always talk 
commonplaces

Has to know people 
quite well

14
Has peculiar intereste 
Incapable of talking 
to others
Lives in a closed oircl

22
Overpowered
Has little self 
confidence
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Table | | A

Percentage of to ta l  v a ria tio n  accounted fo r  by the f i r s t  
p rin c ip a l component, in  each g rid

SUBJECT GRID
^ V. accnted fo r  by 

1 s t p .c .

A

1 SUB 64*64

SUB 1 53.45

SUB 2 62.89

SUB 3 86.35

SUB 4 78.71

SUP 1 88.52

SUP 2 55*86

SUP 3 48.88

r '  ■

I ^

\ 1 .. 

*

1 SUB 72.54

SUB 1 67*97

SUB 2 64*44

SUB 3 85*86

SUB 4 56.81

SUP 1 55.86

SUP 2 84*02
)

SUP 3 58.15

t l
}
!v:

i
C

1 SUB 81.40

SUB 1 36.31

SUB 2 53.49

SUB 3 62.38

SUB 4 91.60

SUP 1 51.49

SUP 2 63.02

SUP 3 56.17
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Table Uft(cont’d)

SUBJECT GRID
ic V, accnted for  

by 1s t  p .c .

1 SUB 83.52

SUB 1 76.18

SUB 2 66.66

D
SUB 3 82.56

SUB 4 78.45

SUB 5 64.30

- SUP 1 94.64
* SUP 2 53.60

SUP 3 . 76.68

1 SUB 79.56

SUB 1 65.82

SUB 2 89.98

B
SUB 3 85.57

SUP 1 81.78
■ t-

SUP 2 87.94

SUP 3 74.51

1 SUB 90.49

SUB 1 97.63

SUB 2 96.38

F
SUB 3 81.33

SUP 1 100.00

SUP 2 72.68

SUP 3 92.20
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Table IIR ( c o n t 'd )

SUBJECT GRID ^ V. accnted fo r 
by 1 s t p .c .

1 SUB 90.53

SUB 1 91.45

SUB 2 98.95

SUB 3 81.95

G
SUB 4 90.62

SUP 1 80.70

SUP 2 86.62

SUP 3 88.26

SUP 4 100.00

SUP 5 90.97

1 SUB 70.25

SUB 1 84.60

SUB 2 54.30

SUB 3 64.15

H SUB 4 76.63

SUP 1 78.09

SUP 2 56.49

SUP 3 62.11

SUP 4 92.40

SUP 5 61.69

SUP 6 60.06
___________________________
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Table MA (c o n t 'd )

SUBJECT GRID jÉ V, accnted fo r  
b y  1 s t P . O .

1 SUB 96.47

SUB 1 71.11

SUB 2 92.62

I
SUB 3 94.22

SUB 4 97.89

SUP 1 78.34

SUP 2 71.48

SUP 3 98.29

1 SUB 84.34

SUB 1 92.94

SUB 2 100.00

SUB 3 78.47

J SUB 4 100.00

SUP 1 79.43

SUP 2 92.14

SUP 3 95.29
1 , ■; ■ ’ ' ■ SUP 4 85.98

SUP 5 88.25
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