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"E‘Qm SlZEd that personal constructs and the. self-coneept

g L

"‘1n memory wes 1nferred from the level of memory performanee.~

" n

that people employ to construe behavror. It was hypothe-'

Ky
.
’r‘

"'i'.

faCilitate the Pr009551n9 °f Personally and soc;ally rele— AN

*

vant lnformatlon.; It was hypotheszzed that the more=1-

L -
o
i

central a construct 1s, as measured by the Role Construct

Repertory Grld IKelly, 1955), the more effeclent lt would

s pe 1n encodlng lnformatzon. To the extent that the 'selﬂ“

1s more central or elaborate than spe01flc personal con”

RN

s‘tructa, :Lt was expected to besuperlOr J.n processlng

,t.." ... I = ik o

informationn-gf' -ﬁh; :f-“:;ﬁﬁ ;;“‘ Zt'ﬁiﬁgtf'}?ij“:ﬁ'
it

W..I The levels of processlng paradlgm (Cralk & Lockhart,

-+

"". - - s l.-,

1972) was\employed.: Sub]ects performed varlous operatrons

..... AT i

‘.on tralt adjectrves and the degree of elahoratlon produced»;P

LR e

'<,. U2 . O

In Experlment I, subjects perfoﬁned flve tasks with tralt

1 i -

adjectlves. These were (l] a structural task {2% a
“phonemic task; (3) a noncentr&l construct—reference taék,'

4-.“ .’h< '-".'."

(4} a central constrUct-reference task and {5} a self-t

= i i ok

s i w2 ¢

reference task.' Inc;dental recall for the tralt ad]ectlves

w ,,u.'
.lql .

wes assessed following a. retentan 1nterva1.l The construct

“ - " r.

' and self—reference tasks produced srgnrfrcantly hlqherf;_;nt'r

recall than the structural Or: phonemrc tasks._ Recallpforfi*“ '

1 J -

these two 1attbr tasks was not srgnrfrcantly drfferent._\
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IR .-‘_Recall for adject:.ves :|.n the eelf reference task was’ ’.,‘ .

4; ) I:I._-_,‘-usupémar to. recall for adgect:.ve.el J.n the noncentrel but )

; A '. k 'l__not the central coneltruct-reference‘ task T-here -;;ae no

t ,.sa.gmf‘:.cant_dlfference between recaIl for ad;;ectives in|

: . "I.the centrall an:l noncen'l:.ral construct-refere.nce tasks. |

. i - \ lI'he second exper:l.ment was. 51m11ar- to the f:.rst

: I- except that the phonem:.c taak was excluded and recogn:.tlon

1 - E "-,I: rather .than free-recall waa measured to asseae memqry

: . ;'.""':"performance. Th.e construct and eelf-reference taeke pro- ‘

f "._'ﬂuced superJ.;or recogm.t:.on to the structural taSk. Recog-

E ": n.'l.t:l.on for the‘ self-—reference taek wae edperlor to. that for

;. > both the centra‘l andononcentral conetr'uct--reference tasks._ S .

‘. f ,-,I. There .was no e:.gn:l_ficant drfference J_n recognJ.t.'l.on 1‘evel

1 \ . "\'_between the -central and noncentral construct-reference

; L , : _‘ | 'I:he results of ‘the two e"xper:.ments converge& .to

. demonstrate that reference to-l.:erson'al constructe and-the .:

. ﬂ 'Belf' are efficient mnemon:.c strategles for proceaeung _

: personally and soc:.ally relevant J.nformatJ.on. - It was

g . ‘. demonstrated that the ‘self! is genErally ‘more - eff:.c:.ent

‘I ' than 5pec1f1c personal constructs J.n I;roceesmg relevant .

F _ J.nformatlon. . At the "same. tJ.me, reference to persdnal con— T

f'. : : .:‘ . structs wa,s almost as eggbct:l.ve as 'self‘-referende :.n '

i :;, fac:.l:l.tat:l.nq the encod:l.ng'of relevant J.nformat:l.on. C ey 8
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The 'I‘rait Approach -
“.-_.''The Situational Approach
\ ‘The Interactionist Approach
'l‘he Phenomenologlcal Approach

IN‘I‘EN{I‘IONS AND GMM%THOMLOGY

EXPERIMENT I
i Method . ._'.
Subjects A
Procedure S v e
Results and Discussion-——

o far

EXPERIMENT n o
Method ’ [.
Subjects
Design ,

: Procec’mre :

Results and Discus

GENERAL DISCUSSION

o Implicatmna of Fmdmga T o o ek
Methodological Issues e e et ae]
Ccncluaion “a e ]

iREFERENCES '-.

APPENDIX 1- Task 1nstructions

3

APPENDIX 2: Example of &’ trait adjective~ o
) block and how: it is mod:.f:.ed
Eo; the structura;l taak £ '-
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The term persﬁnelity hae been endowed with many

“hman, the term personallty may refer to what a pereon is

--{meanlngs by both the-psychologlst and,layman., For the'lay----“

lllke or the characterlstlcs of a person that make hlm/her'F-i"

;A

“différent from others. Webster 5 (1973) dlctlonary refers

A

f-to personality as “':. .-the complex of characterlstlcs

"-T,.L ;:. the totallty of an 1ndiv1dua1's behhvloral and

!

' ual s dlstxngulahlng character tralte, attltudes, or. f- ';f

"'~:habits' {P.. 855)._ Whlle there are many waya to descrlbe

'ﬁ';personality, the notlon of tralts has been popular in the

‘:ylayman s understandlng of pereonallty (Haatorf Schnelder,

‘Jemotlonal tendencxes .nQ'. the organizatlon of the. 1ndiv1d—3 -

Y Polefka, 1970) and there are about 1a ood trait or tIalt— )

'“"like terms 1n our language (Allport & Odbert, 1936)

In the formal psycholog1ca1 literature, the tOplC

'.h'_of personallty 13 regarded as the study of 1nd1v1dua1 dlf-'“ :

y astudy of personallty. These are the trait, a1tuationlst,i:

?ferencee._ Generally, there are: four approaches to the

) hinteractlonlst, and phenomenologlcal approachea. Each of
' Nthese approaches wlll be brlefly descrlbed and evrdence

',;supportlng or disconflrming each wrll be dlscuesed For;*"

- .

"'_purposes of thlﬂ the51s, a phenomenologlcal approach w1ll

I_'Q _ . ’ 'l..

|-nm uh\..nl-uu-u.——-——- R A s
e . .

-

‘-'lbe adoPted and research conducted wrthxn that framework.




. (1) The Trait Approach o

| trait Tay Have upon behav:l.or .

Reference tb etralts as the endurlng characterlstlcs' :

;of an indnudual Whlch enable the predlctlon of behav:.or

.'__has been fundamental to the study’ of personah.ty. ) Traits

[

have been v:.ewed as globa.l personallty dlspos:.t:.one (e. g., K

' B honesty, fr:.endlmess) which cauSe a person to behave con- '

' 'slstently acroas s:.tuat:.ona relevant to the gJ.ven tra.l.ts.

These traltE vary in the extent to whlch they J.nfluence

"-behavn.or. Allport ‘(-:t’937) , the father flgure of trait

1;)syc:l'u:nlot.:;v_,'4r d:.stlngu:.shed between c:ardlnal, central, and‘

. secondary tralts. A cardmal trait is h_'Lghly generallzed

a.nd J.nfluences a- peraon 8 behavior in ma.ny altuatlons.

Central tralts exert a w:.de 1nf1uence hut are somewhat lesa

generalized. Seccndary tra:l.te are narrow in their influ-

' ence on behavlor. Rather- than represent:l.ng three un:l.que

types of tra:Lts, th:.s d:.st:.nct:.on is mostly relevant to

the var:.ous degrees of aasoc;ation and’ mfluenc:e that a

‘Trait theorists view traits either nomotheticalij{

- or ‘J'.diograp'hical_ly. With the noniothetii:‘ approaoh, it .:i_.S‘
’ assuraed that traits are common to all peoﬁle, with indi- -
'vzduala‘ varymg J.n ‘the extent to which they poesesa a gwen -
trait, H:Lth:l.n trad:.t:.onal trait'approac:hes, tra:.ts are. ‘
,v1ewed in a nomothetlc manner. For example, C_harters and

Waples (1929}_aefined a number of traits thought to be

relevant to™the effectiveness of a- teacher. They discussed

, how-_the magnitude of each could be assessed in student =

A . 3. - . i °

{
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teachers and training could be provided to increase any
given trait. The ' counter to this nomothetic apprbac;h was
clear in'Anport's {1937). idiographic view of traits-.-"

Allport stressed that not all traits are common to all

1nd1v1duals and thus distiriguished between traits which are

-~ ]

‘unique to an J_.nd.l.v:.dual and comon traits Hhich are pos- .

sessed by many people to varﬁring 'degrees. 1Whi.le some’

psychologlsts have taken an interest in ‘particular tralts

and have focused on theJ.r d:.stribut:.on in groups of people

(e.g. . extrovers:.on-mtrovers:.on (Eysenckr—& ‘Eysenck, 19‘75)) .

- Allport (1937} preferred not to study common traits as ﬁey

| are appi:.ed to groups, but to study the md:w:.dual's unique '

- characterlstlcs.

Hh:.le various tra:Lt theonsts conceptualized traits
dlfferently and e.mployed d:.fferent methods for studying

them, they all assumed that traits were relatively endurmg

and influenced behavmr over a range of s:.tuat:n.ons. The

" term temporal stability 'r‘efers to the assumption that traits

: K\

are endurlng ‘over time and the term cross-—s:l.tuatlonal con-—
'51stency refers to the cons:.stency of behav:l.or across
s:.tuat:.ons. The present review wal Eocus upon the J_ssue-
of cross—s:.tuatlonal consmtency. The most direct way of
testing the cross- sltuatlonal consisatency hypothesis has

-been to observe the behavmr of J.ndlvz.duals with respect to

& gj.gen tra:.t in one s:.tuatlon and then in another. A

: correlatmn is calculated between the data for each situa- _

* tion with t}ie hfpothesis being that the relative rank order ‘

1LY
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_of individuals' behavioral ratings will be similar across = .

situations. For example, 1if 'f'red is friendlier ({i.e.,

I:sm:flles‘mor.e.a) than John in one situation {e.g., coffee

break), then he is -p'redicted to be friéndlier than. John in
anotﬁe’r s:.tuat.lon (e.g., at a party)

' Some of the. earliest research aimed at de.monstrat—

. Lo . : -
. 1ng the cross-sltuatmnal cons:.stency oﬁ traits came from

the work of - Hartshorne and Hay (1923 1929) and Hartshorne,

May, and Shuttlewarth (1930} The behavz.ors of B, 000

" children were dbserved in va_r:l,cius situations regarded &_8
' relevant to the trait of honesty. ‘Some of the behaviors

. looked for were: cheating on a take-home ex.aﬁ, c'heat;.inj

during a game, stealing money, and lying. The average .
correlation betwéen behavior in fhe various aicuations was

.23, Dudycha (1936) observed various behavlors though.t ‘to

be relevant tc the traJ.t of punctual:l.ty in BOQ students.

'I'he;e were some slgnlﬁicant correlations with the highest
being - .44, The average intercorrelation ‘wa's. .;'1.9.'

- While the 'cbser'ved .corr.e_la.tj-_ons‘between behavior
in'var‘ious situat.ions are frequcntl}} lew, they ére often
51gn1flcant1y greater ‘than that expected by chance. With

a large sample of subJects, an obtamed correlatlon of .30,

-whlle account g for only 9% cf the var:.ance in behav:l.or,

élay still be slgnificant at the .05 level.. slgnlflcant
correlatmns of this magnitude between obj'ectlve obse.rva-
tions of behauor across s:l.tuatmns prov:.de ev1dence for

the existence of traits.. L : S =

- N . . . ' .
= — TR s e 4 s
. Ll . . .
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'.riﬁﬁif'- An argument frequently made 1n accountlng for low

oroﬂa-sltuational correlatlon coefflclents rs that there
"-are underlying dlsp051tions (genotypea], but the overt
"1iexpression of these (phenot%pes} 15 var;able.‘ Allport

(196&] stated “Traite areicortical, subcortrcal or .

lj ostural dprOBltlon hav1ng the capac1ty to gate or gulde -

A N
: 'lx,"3peC1f1c phasic reactlohe. It 15 only the phaaic aspect

l'that 15 visible, the tonlc 15 carrled somewhere in the

ffpr 3). In addition, Allport (1937? argued that a glven

_;tﬂalt 15 rarely appllcable to all lndiilduxls and thus 1t~k3

'151F13 not adequate to study traita by applyin a given tralt

; v -

' Ifrelatron coeffic1enta would be expected w1t1 studlea coﬁ;.

'ﬁ.dpcted 1n this manner.

-z Another argument made 1n defence of low cross-ft

n

,f:{31tuatlonal correlatlon coeff\sients 15 thab we ehould not

H”fexpect\hrgh correlatlone between erngle 1nstances of

'fiébehav1or and that adequate correlatlona may be obtained ;

Y

ifonly when the prrncrple of aggregatlon fh employed [Epstein B

'3jor!behav1oral events are stable'agd representatlve - they

=y

' ;“ﬂ}fof behavior are rébresented as the Bum or mean of multrple

"l:ﬁfﬁmeasurementa (p. 533)._'As the authors 901nted out, the

'Efprlnc1ple of aggregation ia;exglicft in claaeica1~-v'

-

Stlll mysterlous realm of neurodynamic structure ; qi{!ﬁ‘f_ifif’

--5ﬂconoept to a group of peop1e¢ Low oross-51tuatlona1 cor-;ﬂ”‘gﬂ

;‘._ .

-_"-_--.1979, 1980) Rushton, Jackson, and Pounonen (1991) atated. e

“The error 13 to believe that correlatrons between two 1tems;}‘-

;';veny rarely are.. Predlction usually occurs when dimenslona o

B S R

At
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AT
: ;f{}-j . raliablllty theory (Cronbach, Gleeer, Nanda, & Rejaratnum' i_ ;
: 5.;:Ef:.~£.. 1972) Wl??:?ggregatlon,_systematlc effects ere b;ought T
'5":TTE " out whlle the Eemalneng varlanoe tlahelled esﬂertor _li- ”‘h; {ff
i*fz;f ‘{Lﬁ t‘m vatianoel Ais reduced Th;s pr1nc1ple has been employed in’ E g i
gl foomblnlng ratings from a aingle judge (Block, 1971), com—' " .

4

19?7a,_and 1977b} and combining varioue meaeuree of a tra1t

1nto a broader one (Block,l1977}

Hartshorne and Hay (1928 1929) and Hartehorne, May, and

Shuttleworth (1930), correlatlone were substantlally

bzning ratxngs over a number of judges tOlweue, 1973, 19?4,’-

.'\

Fig

were combined...:

e

e b, -y

'ol

LK%
. .
~r
o

"ﬂ=ff_‘ In summary, the tralt approeoh emphaalzes that

behav1or 13 most meanlngfully understood by studylng traxt

W .

:' s;tuatlonal correlatlon coefficlents are aeen by some as

flawed involving a too general, nomothetlc appllcatlon of

- L8 LG
the traet concept. For ¢ el B
'rﬂ nov. Hne P IO
(2) The Situational npproach ) “f 3 :

LY '-.z. e

that behavxor 15 moetly determlned by situationel factors
and that for thlS reaeon there is- llttle cross~eltuat10na1

e pe Mem

con81stency 1n behav;or (Mzschel, 1968). The maln-source

of edeenoe supportlng thls view 13 drawn from the large

N N -

.

Theorlste addptlng a eituatloniat approach argue -Af;f"

In the etudiee of f?f_f[,g,'

increesed when measureswfor several tests of a- glven tralt

dlspoeltzons w1th1n lnd1v1duals.l‘5tudie5 cxtlng low cross—‘{ e

¥ i A= .‘ .-'- N

":}= body of etudles reportlng low cross-sxtuet;onal correlatzon :;‘.

a
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[
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fig, ; aﬂ:fiq . above manner show that behav1or ls not always con51stent gr ”gff B;" Sl
,;i {”-ﬁ:_lﬁ and when 1t 13, the correlatlons are almost always modest ) , i
A S G ( 20 < r<: 50) “As, M:Lschel (1968) polnted out. A SRR B
i Y v e ol e T gt S8 IR 5
g Lo Ind1v1dﬂals show far less cross—SLtuatlonal con= B SN
g2 . ;g Dk " sistency in their behavior than has'been'assumed by~ P Ty R O
o oy B - trait-state theories." The! more disgsimilar- evoklng; I s
wiac 2 " _ “’sitvations, the'less’ likely. they are to produce . .’ TS ETAT e TN
B B :3‘ - similar or cohsistent responses from the .same 1nd1—{[ﬂ:c;ﬂﬁ§ﬂ';- -
b " - vidual, - Even. séemingly trivial situational. ey

% T dlfferences may reduce correlatlons to zero.l (p 17?)..--g_1,;u

al : Aocordlng to MlSChEl (1968), wlthout cross-SLtuatronal SN T R

T A i bt s T At -

':fcon31atency of some klnd the tralt approach‘may reasonahly-

e be rejected as an accurate framework from whioh to predictl p

s-\ "

E determlnaote-of oeﬁav10r. Whlle Allport (1966} employed
. = : the genotype/phenotype dlsti%ctlon to aocount for 1ncon—?:'
% 51stencies in behavror, th;e eroooent 1s s;mrlar o thel
ﬁ’lfu.vpeychodynamlc aﬁproaoh rn that 1t Vleés overt behetxorSQas :5;?}2;};¥

i hy 51gns of 1nterna1 d;spoeitlons. As Mlschel 11968) polnted i:ff .
:f;j out, such a’ v1ew depenos on cllnlcal Judgement and etudreebfiégr;::%-{;:ﬁ
$;;~\ heve found llttle correlat;on oetween clln1c1ans QL- {?ff L [
'iﬂ‘ﬂ lnferrrng tralt dl59031tlonﬂ.; The‘trait theorlet g, re]ec;ff"“
‘L _nitlon of correlgtlng szngle behavroral-oheervatlons for an}fhah

9‘?1 emph351s upon aggregatlon (Rusﬁton;'Jaokeon, & Paunomen,rh

<A -‘“?xe-l

1981) does not solve the cross—s;tuatronal consxstency o

S I N e

A TER AT LY, et

Foritee L

e e S

L e = 1 L)



7 RS, e

"'-.‘ﬁnderstand:l.ng of others (Bem e Allen, 19?4) _ There 15 af‘_’ - i

L S / e
;:ﬁih - :ﬁ 5;% :3 {ﬁggiLt ;
_fiﬁfi_ :%} '}: poéition is from the apportionment of varlance in analyae; - ":§; E;

- o I' ‘ of Variance des;gns (Epstean, 1979) In theae stuo;es, "_;-iﬂ f :3.;1 i}

) 51 . : persons arecenalyzed as one factor and 51tuetlone‘are *:i?igy.:iQ1“ ?:‘ ‘@
ti- E}‘-;: ..q:.analyred ae another.‘ hnalyels of . verienceols emp&myed to:flng RJ::ﬁ";; f;
d ; aeeees the amount of varlance 1n behavror that 15 accounted ?“;ffetéf“ Hﬂ
for by the.person, 31tuatlon, ano'the person x situatlon::g:Q ::f{&;ﬁ:ﬁ} ‘h
Irnteractlon.i As Epsteln (1979) pointed'oet, thle)method 3 ' A?E?; E;
Was lndependently 1ntroduced for the asseeement oflthe ;?;,..;irni{¥j£ ii
stabllxty of hehav1or By Raueh and hls colleagues (e g.;%h | ;1:?;?1kgﬁ? {'
Raush, 1965 Raush, Dlttman, & Taylor, 1959) and Endler anq . Jﬂif?f?f? Zi
Hunt and thelr colleegues (e g:, Endler, Hunt, & Rosensteln,_;f:-'; m_ ?i
1962} Theae and othez: stud;.es (e 94y %rgyle &*Little, " T ‘
- 1972) have'reported that 1nd1vidual dlfferences.account. :1f{::51}y:;.5:: 5
£ };_'“2f '?£: for ieseivarlance than:elther the Bltuatlon or person xi f;tff?f ;5}..2 l
s i 'ﬁ% s;tuatlon 1nteractlon1(\Bowers (19731 found that the ':‘f; i..F;L5::§f; bi
' 'Gerlance accounted for by pereon and Bituatron varlabiee ﬁfjvfff:; fiiif ;
. was’ generally equal- - e
'-3 ;»I ' Whlle theoriete adoptin; the situatibnfst poelt;on h={ ?;%E{jtff -i
have argued against the importance or’ the,very existence of _ﬁ?i:gﬁi:} ;.
y f;ftralts, the notlon of traite 15 meort;nt in’ the 1ayman-s ‘5?3.31}{;¥€5ﬂ %-

ffbcdy of: research supportlng the sxtuationlst pos;t;oﬁ that .f ?-ﬁ;ifﬁj.‘ f
.’{“1ntu1t10n 19 1ncorrect Ln emphaelzlng tralts ae the deter—'{:“ [ {m; ﬁi
ﬁ;:imlnentslof behaV1or. oIt has‘orten heen po;nted out that en-;';ﬁxl i i 1!
:}tﬁratlng the behav1or of others,wpeople frequently attrlbute % 1 ?'

-more stahlllty to the person oGAE eltuatzone thanlls f



..... e i : U cHI
o N \ - ‘.. . , I : g .
- obJect:l.vely warranted (Epete:.n, 1979 B't-:m & Alle:n, 1974- - : : wf L
‘ - . Jones & Nlebett, 1971 Jones & Harr:l_s, 1967 Hlsohel 1968 -

' fKe»lley,. 1967~ Shweder, 1975} In pereon perceptlon ‘:‘ '

e g e e = e R
- P o=

S research, the concept of lay personal:.ty theory hae been ':.': - o
: _.employed to focus on how a person has preconcept.:.one of - |

-which tra:l.ts or behav:.ors go together (Schneider, 973] .

Liil e

I'-.._"""I'here J.a a tendency for people to elaborate on these pre- ot _
’ I': . I- F . , | ..,, I‘.:' "‘I‘-.I.Igo.- .,' ] .-'I-:-I
T T conceptions m erroneou&_ways LPass:.nr & Norman, 1955), i _--..1 g
Cew L e C o : woTa e

S -_-fperceivmg posltwe correlat:.ons wh:.ch do not really ex:.et

.".fldence in the ab:l.l:l.ty o predict evente. Follow:l.ng a

S (Chapman & Chapman, 1969 Newcomb, 1929) i There is a hJ.as
i: » "'.:"'- "-':';_tomrde 1n1t1al mpresmone and people ehou relatwely 'f_::
_'j"‘la.ttle accommodatron 'O objective J.nformata.on wh:.ch. is,:
“3 '_,:_' inconsietent w:l.t.h the:.r :.n:.t:l.al J.mpreeea.one._ Froru a.broader; .
? . .I- E_IPerspectlve, F:l.schoff and Slov:.c (1980) deso“ribed var:l.ous - ;"_.1 R
’ A : .:---'_ SR 'I'_l:l.nes of research on the' psychology ‘of - mult:Lcue ‘tln_scrrm:lr.na—-"-'" - ;
} ' N ."-.It:Lon tasks and the opportum.t:.ee that e.x:.st f‘orl overitl:cn— i : : .
: ’ - L.

. ‘ v 5
K . W

b4 Lo 'eeriee- of experiments :i.n which subjecte were extremely )

E , . :overconfid‘é'nt. :|.n thelr ab:.l:.ty (in one caee wrth an mpos- i

L

3 %vimﬁhw.#ﬁwtﬁﬁwfy‘rﬁiﬁ%g-;:
. - A . O N S PR
e T T

/ ‘."I"_-"'sJ.ble taek) ' the authors concluded. “q"- By

TE would .Seém. as-. though the very ablli_ty to -

" generate an appli.cable rule for, d:Lecriminat:Lon [ TR AT [N
carries with it a conviction- .that the rule-has : I
e S0 " 'some validity. . Becduse. it is ‘almoet always . o .00 on 0o e "
P .poss:.ble to generate some’ rule W ow e OVer- o T T e

©oT s | confidencé’ should be the rule. rather than the’ e A AT
L except:l.on., (p.« 799) - R el X

QI"' Lo

In Summary_', J.t hae been argued from a e:Ltuat:Lona.et

e

poe:.tiqn that personal:.ty tra:.te, J.f they ex:Lst, do not o
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N -k sltuatlonal factors are moet 1mpdrtant. Tralts are reCOg—n.JW

'}“:,” nlzed as concepts that people employ 1n understandlng the

':é?f'?;t ' ~.hehavior oftmthere ‘but: these theories arenregarded as ﬂ:

| :;"f % mostly falee or uﬁneeeeearg in explalning behav1or.nvfjﬁll
. “ R \‘!' ‘, ,_‘.“‘I ) & _':e'-:-'?",;'.‘-:,:;_'
-,”;l-;{Jﬁ' Y (3) The Interactlon;et Approach i{f'ﬂ “;.Q;sﬂrﬁfsﬁ ;ﬁﬁf

i --:?;ﬁ?}?fJE Tﬁeorlsts adoptlng the 1ntera°t1°“15t éﬁs;tlbﬁ have»:fﬁq

g @*:;F}?tiirstressed the meortance of taklng 1nto account both person

v \- \," .,u

fﬁand situation varlables, and most 1mportantly, the 1nter— i’

..'. R

o, P =
-‘r"-‘ - .

1 e -

the 1saue of cross—situational cons;stency has been to con—

r'“‘ Ca

T i -u« ':.;' l‘r -

fﬁ"ﬁi as another and to employ analy51s of variance to aesese the

‘ \'?<' relatlve contrrbutlon o the!person, sltuation, and person %

: ';f'ﬁ' a _51tuat1bn 1nteractlon~ln‘determlnlng behavior. In é rev1ew
oe\éiﬁﬂa'fJ of llteuch stuﬁles, Boeere (19?3) ohserved that ln praotr—li:
:~:;?fj'“ oally all caeee 1t eas the person x sltuatlon 1qteraet;on g
*Lf;.ffiijj that aecounted for the moet varlance.. In porntlng out a _

g K ol ‘- + ._II ] . ‘-: “- _:.... ‘ ‘_‘_: "“‘1.-: .‘,'_' ”, g 3 .-1_‘,
R O pOlnt Bowers (1973) stated-"4 .;;;;fh'pxjiﬂofﬁzuufvﬁ b2
! i { g Theuemphaszs upon cognltlon as an’ orqanlzang struc- f?f

~of reallty dLstingurshes it from-a - smtuatlonist :?;
~atcecount.. The Zatter position views: cognltlon as an
41 lmp11c1t response that medlates the ‘impdct of an-

-Zgls"objectlve" env1ronment on obJegtlve.behavlor._ (p. 333)

1

Whale the ana1y31e of varlance studles elted hy Bowers

?Hlschel 1973)-~ As pre- B

v1ously noted, one of the etrateglee employed to address-?’f"

duct an experiment with persons as one factor and s;tuatlons ; i

?:;; dlfference between the 51tuatlon15t and 1nteractlonlst vlew-7~5

tureithat’ detérmines.our perception and’ knowledge {ln?'

- s LR _".'
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Mischel 1973} ara.smg from the cx:oss-s:.tuational con"_'__j_.:-'-."'.
siatency versus s:n.tuat:.onal speé:.f:.c:.ty J.esue are very ‘

AR
- L
(s a
L3 L]
"
[

19

" H

3

Tt

Aﬂgyal (1943;), Murray (19381, and Sull:.van (1952) as wel],\\ J

develOped theoret:e.cally, but 1ack1.ng m methodoloc_;y o =

: "-l':"'_vcharacter:.zed tha mod'ern mteract:.om.st approach.es as ﬁ\ore ’ s '

;' v, ._:-I;.;.:endowed with methodology, but 1955 theoretzcally elaborate, ' :",-

: 3 .. . Magnusson and; Endler (197;) progoeed an: J.nte.rac- 'f- _' :._; Mw " 3
,_..,'. 5 _{_'.tlonal model of persor:e‘llty‘ emphas:.zlng that. ; (1] behav:.or i
‘J: :‘:I-ls a functlon of the continuc;us :Lnteract:_on b.etween a person .
‘:::‘;:,:,-;""r L : antl hls/her env:.ronment-- (2) the pt-.rson is salf-d:.rected and o :{i’.‘-‘_
}?’ : i .I'I.actftve in thia procesa, (3) cognltive and motlvat,ional“ { e ‘T"\ :‘
:" " :__-""factors are the prmary influences frout the person. upon- te € “

" _ "'"_"hls/her behav:.or, and (4) regardmg a:.tn.;at:.onal factors," :_t ";‘.:-',”- N

" g . :".I_':.is th‘e perce:.ved r_near_ur:; of 31tuatmns for a glven J..ndLVJ.d— ’ & "" '
| ".»‘;».'ual that is’ J.mportan:: in 1nf1uencing baiav:.or. Investa.gaj_-." :';: .;
A ‘:'_":tlons conducted m.thin an ihteract:.onal approaoh hav*e
: v mcluded studies mto l;odeie o‘a"flef_fectwe leaderslup ; . ';'.' y : ‘
‘ -’_}:’:_(Fiedler, 19?113 models of aggreasion {Moyer, 9?3}, and E, ‘ by
:ﬁ_ir "J".’. "".'.::models of anxlety (Hodges, 1968 Sple}.berger, 1972, Endler __"J'.-'_":--. IS
‘ . - & Shedlesky, 1973)_ E Wz.th the mteractionist model as = "j"- .‘ ;



T ;actlonist pos:LtJ.on that taklng mto account both person o " (

+

-In aumary, it haa heen argued from an 1nter-—‘ i

Lo : s

e ¥ 3 %

'--l.

.":; and s:.tuatwn varlables is the best strategy for under-‘
standlng and pred:.ct:.ng behav:.or. : Some studies have " "

: 'I'he phenomenologtlo;;. l"al*,;n;;roeuﬂ"x is'cha.racterz.zed by an' . ool
emphas:l.s upqn.the meam.ng that an- 1ndi;1f3:du'al‘ ottaches to L : .
h:.s/herl é.xperlences. : Misiak and Sexton (1973) prov‘:.ded the "I
foliowmg defm:.t:.&l‘of phonomenolog:.cal ps;}cl"mology. _ ” ’ “
'». " an approach or orientation .?.n'paychology consz.stln; ; _,”
of’ a.n un}.:n.ased explorat:l.,on of con:s"ca.ousness and ex:porlence. . :: . ,
'I‘heh.'p.t-tenomonon are 1;1tu.1.ted, ‘an.alg;;ed,- nd @escrlbed as. they el %

- PR Pl A R >

appear in consc:.ous ess mthout any preconcept:.ons" ' (p. 42) SR

Llebert and Spleg1. r. (1973] noted that w:.th phbnomenologlcal I- "’ »”

7 ,:’ personality assessm‘\ t strategles "behav:.or iq. ‘ne;.ther the : L £

ba91c um.thof personallty nor the exclus;.ve. meano used to‘" %‘-" .:.".
'-:"" get at persona.llty“ (p. 319) o 1llus.-t:oalte.th.1.s peraooo: . ‘:‘ "’

‘t:.ve, pl:e_bert and Sp:.egler (19?8) pomted to the example of ' I }‘

‘a'student who does wnﬂt .-?.peak up :I.n claq'_,..when a questlon 15 ; ol

(o asked.: Posaiblo reasons for thls behavlor 1nc1ude’d" " (1) g : .'“
' ',":_ the student had_not read the assignment and was not pre-— ;." -"_‘-":; EY R
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Pl ot

"Qgi%i";becomes organlzed, Rogers (1951) snated-;

ETERANCRRE i . v = e
S T T ; o
. ' I s ‘
- . L o
L = — . P e 4
L v L % *
i .IJ “-‘.
a N,
' .
. 13
a B -

t}. answer but was afrald of being viewed as a ehow-off._
H-elmliar polnt was well mede by Allport 6193?) Wlth

:';reference to Hartshorne and Hay s (1928) work, he,901nted
ST

;h‘to how a Chlld may 11e to aVOld hurtlng the feelxui?hof a

Y -

. -\- '

S T

b Carl Rogers (1951) developed a phenomenologlcal
.”ip:ftheory of personalltx and behavror.- AB a baslc pIOPOSLtlon,
:-éhe emphaslzed the phenomenal or experlential fleld of the
i,:”jjf.individual as the.focus of Btudy. ThlB lncludes all that
o whlch 15 belng experlenced by thé 1nd1v1dua1, regardless.of

oL e

| f"not respond d1rect1y to the obJective physical wDrLd but

t@;;rather to the phenomenal fleld or prlvate world 1n whlch

..!- \-

'”5fthe obJectlve world is experlenced Rogers (19513 argued S

; '1i:that behaulor is’ beet understood by focus;ng On the lnter_f'sn

i'-‘idﬁnal frame of reterence of the pereon and attemptlng to see

E ":~the world through hls/her eyee.“ He pggtulated the 'seif'""x
1ff%as the central theme of a person 8 internal frame of refef- 5';

M f“i:ﬁence., In elaboratlng onkhow the strueture of the ‘aelf‘ ;'

"ﬁ'hff-gﬁl;partlcularly as. a result of evaluaticnal interactlon'

'}i-ﬂ}3.'“-'fiwith others, :the structure- .0f ‘'self is 'formed = an

L .5_organzzed, fluld, bnt consistent conceptual pattern ,gf
'*f;i;”‘{r-_of perceptiong of - haracterlstics -and relatlonshlps

’ 'teacher and how 1n thre dase the,behaVLor would not be an i R
'ufadequate 1nd1cator of honeaty.” Thus, there are definlte R

¢ :3fl1mitatlons 1n restrlctlng our obeervatione to overt behav— ”

_: .

‘ ;hhther it is fully conecloue or symbollzed. A person does .

;IAS a result of 1nteractlon Wlth the envxronment, and '“ﬁ E

‘of the "I" or  "me", together with the: values attachedfnylj}ilﬁ*ﬁ

cto the concepts., (p. 498)

I SR L . "..‘




R o different approaches to the antioipation of these

-,'.‘ L ) ' | . ¥ v -._ O P -.. 3 """\ r kY . ". .E--
22 - -\_;- :_ Rogers {1951) pointed out how ‘a - child may come to ;.““_; Woint,
';“l.iﬁm,;ffi-i’ -see. him or herself GS\E good Ohlld and when faoed wrth the BB . e il
-y ey -_.", A ' 3 ..‘. o . O}
Chi] "-,' 5 E LI Y * Mo .:fl o .
- g s T R contf.hiction of. en;oy@ng sowething that is- “bad" distort SRR |
. O s o the favorable experienLe as being’ unfavorable ."‘ Thus, R ;3 gy = 9 ‘
) 'sgi: .'.:l., : o : v 3 ':‘ "- :‘ '.“'b.."-
sl . v while the self ﬂoes begome elaborate. this 1s regulated by a5 849
T S - Il e . o] ! A
i -\..' Vi g :
o ‘ ke ¥ i motivation towards internal consistency. Rogers (1951]
fﬁ- ‘:g‘gfi' - By 2 4" :f'i" 5.*'”*35"E”'“@‘?7“11:”
Y .?Hgéfhnﬂ AB experiences ocour ‘in-the life of the 1ndiv1dua1,.nw
3 'g;*q,;:;:.v'ki*g ey ‘are -either - (a)\symbolized, ‘perceived, 'and- L AR
Fiaks BR BTE ol g 3 rganized: into some relationshlp with the 'self:, ' - ;‘
o (b} ignored because‘there is no'perceived - relation-ﬂ‘
i . ship to the" seIf—structUre, (a): denied symbolization
! : becatse the experience is inconeistent with the i
: 4 ¥ struc‘ture @f the- sel"f "3 (p. 503) ..;--,_-a-. ! S T R T
-_‘. ; Thue, ; gers' (1951) phemmenolog:\.cal approach emphas:l.zes _ ‘,,
- investigation of the manner in which the indiv1dual v1ews ;;;3'} ??fﬂ;i‘
hlS or her world, and stlesees that the oentral theme of & i ¥ :"'.5.-}
a3 o0 = ‘:‘."_' oy .- -_ !- .". - "-.-!.:"’:
R this informatlon 15 releJance to the seif.., :*;iq:_=g_¢gl'~. R e
: ;1._ 1?5' s,}é“tlff; Another example of a pheﬁomeﬁoloqical personality s 4o “f‘:-°lT}.u:
] e .:' :_' :'I“‘-;_' .:‘”:. W l -, i 1 i . i o f- -
| g T L ’f,theory lS that of George Kelly {1955).‘ Kelly (1955) vieged @;I & i
L' i ' ,..:. .... sizmam Vg o I L ‘.:','- i ol Tl WL
o :;:1 Y & he ind1v1dua1 as a protolype of the scientist, entertain— " 'y?Z'I;u“d
-.*,“3;h£;';.ﬁ ing varioua theories or constructions of events Ln the ..nx-j;yhfi,.nf;f
B R ii}_;,,f" world and being guided by the ability to anticipate these 'f;if‘gf':fff*
4 3'::?3i:'-£'4 events._ Kelly t1955) pre. nted ll corollaries in the'f“ ".“
PR :":.. ':--q.'. 7 ,;v ‘- z \1 it +
RO S elaboration of hisitheory.' The Individuality Corollary
W g ) f{jstresssd that people differ in the ways they construe .frﬂﬂ.' :
l: ol s p:~ events. '“People can- be seen as differing from each other, 3 :
. ‘f&i';%;ifs’f}' not only beoause there may have been differences 1n the hcff.;.'ﬁﬁﬁ ;
x :{ﬂ;*.ifﬁa' events that they wish to predict hut also because o W,

N e
e g o




. TN TR ST Ml PoL ST A O
. .. (P h, { . o S v : f : ..‘;. “ N
k. Feado,= T . ks
Zgu, e RS 1 % >
WS SR P P _ =
P -?! ' : 3. II 5 ’r'._" _.". b2 .. - - -..‘ LL -
Wyl o Tl s i 8
. R % S s gt : : N
o T T o , ey S,
L. ;;’ ‘.;. , (Kelly,.lQSS, p. 55) 'I‘he Organizatlon Corollary states: “
'?f?"‘ﬁf::; " 'r "Each person characterlst1cally evclves, for h;s own con— '
“rb s .!_‘:-. ; venlence, 1n antlc;pating events, a- constructicn aystem bl
X I s . Eumn . i had
'ffj'- o = o embracing ord1na1 relatlonshlps between construtts (Kelly,
o RN : " e S ',.' o & A P i e i o
il 'i B 1955, p. 56} ;-“f" " ;“* :m:ﬁ-' ‘ﬁi'a;“3 ¢ j'*h-",'
o, ;ﬂ;' Lo S g i e A% : g, o 2" g £ %4
o f Sk P Constructs are seen as suhsumlng and being sub*v-""
I L. .. 3 i v, : T o ‘ R .v - Sy e " ‘..
N qu]{&,.* ; sumed by other constructa, belng termed superordina e and
‘ut‘v‘y" : ~" ". “‘l_ [ -»i d ‘1 o
AR A ,/ R subordinate, respectively.. For example, with conc:ete
B Lo LSk : 2 g Aol T E
-~ 13‘u"/»- ; T, 0b3e0t3, the term rocm might be subcrdznate to the term
I £E Ng 4 <% B 2 _.,‘ h-. —_—

T

A

By ot Y o S B Y e N s T
o L AR g i 7 e T AL A g A g e L R Borie e e Mg

5 house, belng ;ncluded 1n the meaning of the latter.‘}‘“
Bann:l.ster and Fransella (1971) po:mted cut that. i B :i’ 25
If we accept that the morebsupercrdlnate ccnstruct
wili ‘have more implications and a wider range of

% ‘convenience than their Bubordlnate gonstructs, 3, gial
. e ,then "climbing .up the system“ may be ‘a way . of, . T-'
iee g’findlng strategies for cross ‘referring subordlnate
. .. constructs which cannot be-directly related to. each
I other_across the system. Thus, the old adage- that
~ 7..% you can't-add horses and cows is nonsense as soon -
“.. Las you.climb up the system and subsume them both as
‘_‘. farm animals. (p. 23) A 'n: Ee & § :

- L - +

e 7 o TR - 4 W . L3, € hh T
B ¢ ' 3 ¥ i .

o f H e e L

People dlffer not only in the constructs they develcp tc

o “ ¥ -".I -'1 a

construe eVents, but they also dlffer ln the ways thelr f;g;.J?

:-ccnstructs are organlzed.~ While it 13 1ntu1t1vely clear

4 i 11 @ -.
- l ol hcw c&hcrete objects an the world nght be clc381f1ed ln %
R E: }.? =; hlerarchical categorles, phen one conSLders thls eﬁpllcatlonlhgﬂ:
;; % B :fﬁfff:?'“E5£ treet concebts, the potent1a1 for 1ndlvidual dlfferences
’t'ﬂ‘ ,L 13 phenomenal. g » b;
3 u.:;:i :i‘ ‘ ';ig“%'rf Theoretlcally, then, cognitlve schemata have formed

T et e st

R e S
CEREAM L

-‘:f-- an 1ntegral component of the theor1z1ng of both George Kelly
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wol o Ty on 5§ » L ‘ {;ﬁé; C : :
B f:'_ 'self' as the most central construct, vuth the extent of . .-'. .'

;.';‘:, : ! par‘ticular? construct elanoration depend:l.ng on the degree .

3 ? ; :.'__._ of percelved re}evance to the self- concept,' Kelly (lQSSJ . i

5 d1d not spec1f~y‘t}‘1el self' as the. most oentral theme of . ‘

E ‘ personal constructs. Kelly {1955) emphasized that con- ‘:". '

: - .:: structs become elaborated 1f. thJ.s is percewed as promotlné; -,,.
Vsl 5 ol .... the anti:cipatlon of events w:l.tho;.xtﬁ overf.ragri.lents.ng 'the vl ‘ : -'.‘

G c * . exlsté \;-system Gf | construots;. An elaborate or central :. r' )

;.' '_ constxfllfc-‘t's wlas- v:.ewe.d‘ as be.mg widely appl.icable tO _the

" ::-_l"_;_:'-_'; :Lnterpretatlon or predlctlon oﬂ, events and as subsuming ‘ '- 13

' ,‘.,-':- .. = other less central constructs. " ) '.
= o \ : In the above tradltion, contemporary research has I =
'_..".: shown an :..ncreased ernphas:Ls upon how a person organ:.zes ‘- f

'-'.=‘:_'._ h:.s/her world psycholog:.cally. Th:l.s has J.ncluded two :
: I8 ‘ '_ d:.st:mct approaches, ‘one emphaslzlng tralts as conc‘e;z_:tsrandl Q g .':;"‘-.

_',-,:‘."'-_ _ ~ f :.'_ - the other emphaszzmg the ”self‘ as the memory structure * iy

i’ ¥ " J.nvolved 1n the orgam.zat:.on of personally and socially

: " - ' relevant :.nformat.;.on. -_ ;o .'-:".. I P2 ._ : ¥
:'_'-.'-'_:'. WJ.th:Ln the flrst approac.h, attentlon is :given to ” ; .
: o " the traJ.t concepts that people empioy to construe the ’l.aeh'av- : : ;.’
’ R . 1or of therr;selves and others. .r\:antor and Mlschel (1977) ;
' iy ~ prov:.ded evzdence for the ex:.stence of traits as conceptual '_ ; ‘

:_;-_": t\ prototypes. . Tney prov:.ded subjects ‘with tralt descrlptlons ) : ,‘
’ -'f{:-_._‘ ," of fn.ctit:.oue: characters. The descr:.pt:.on had or dld not = .

‘i o : : have a ma]ority of words related to thel conoept of extro- : 5, ‘-?-,:

“ _ . " ' ‘G‘HI"-.‘ ’-. version or introverslon.:. When fthere was‘a majorrrt:{ of e —
, th,ese words inl the acquisa.tlon se.t:, promptlng subjects to" I ‘
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,on tasks of memory.

) dlmen51on.

" ' -examples of.behav1or relevant to the dlmenslom_and'were'af

g Klrker (1977) prov1ded ev1dence for the

[PPSR

b L n
R . i , -
. . e '
o . 'k:'L o
1, PN P 7 i :
[ s = = L T S SSUEL I S S .
.. . )
. ' ®
. . .3 - B - . ' -
. . 1, R . . ) T,
. . o . .- . .- ) L. PP htam

'-lnvoke.an rntroversron extroversron prototype, recognltlon
. of words 1n the set was superlor and errors were blaeed 2

“towards words related to the 1ntroversron-extroverslon

4
1

'dlmen51on._} -f‘.

Further research has shown that personallty rele—

vant cognltlve schemata can relate to levels of performance 1

For example, Harkus (1977) deflned

1

' fschematlcs as people w1th coherent schemata on the per-:

sonallty dlmen31on of dependenoe—lndependence.

’

Thls was _I.

:fdetermlned hy selectlng subjects who had glven themselves
"_extreme ratlngs on scales related to dependence~

Llndependence and saw thls as’ lmportant to their self-“'

descrlptlon. Schemaéecs were found to bé faster at pro— s

ot

Lcesalng lnformatlon related to. the 1ndependence—dependence y

iy dlmenSLOn than subjects W1thout coherent schemata on that

Schematlcs were also able to supply more

o

_resistent to the inﬁormation that ran counter .to theirc :

;-- P i e - : -

schemata. ) _-i' "_:‘ *

Wrthln the 'self' approach, Rogers, Ku1per, and

self' as’ an
1aborate memory structure whlch fac111tatee the proce531ng

of personally and 5001a11y relevant 1nformatlon. Uslng the

- -levels of proce351ng paradlgm of Cralk and Lockhart {1972),:
‘:they found that when aubjects rated themselves on’ tralt :

adjectlves, 1nc1dental recall for the adjectlves was greater

b

. than recall produoed by a more conventronal semantlo task

Ay




such‘as ratingfthe meanipgfuiness of the word. The highi"

} levei of receli-produced-bf'the self-referenoe task-was X
. Iattributed to- the elaborateness of the - eelf'
. This - empha31s by Rogers (Tim as opposed to’ Carl}
. and his colleagues upon the 'self' has led to varlous
l,producthe.avenues-of researdh Rogers, Rogers, "and Ku1perh-
:(19?9} demonstrated that the ‘self’ functlons in ways
rslmllar to cognltlve schemata or prototypes, produc1ng a7
'false alarms effect; where new adjectlvee relevant to
. the 'self' were thought to be,prev1ously preaented.l Other_'-
worklhas focused upon unigue properties of thel'self' .
whlch dlstlngUlSh it from other prototype medels (Rogers,
Kurper, & Rogers, 1979)., _ _

- Fu.r'ther research has rdemonstrated how' the 'sellf' .
can be 1nvolved in the. processlng of lnformatlon about
'others (Kulper, 19811 Subjects recall of adjectlves oI .
whxch they bad rated .an unknown other was related to the
-fdegree to whlch ‘the adjectlve was related to the subject'
oun. self’. , o i. : - b o

@ While~the 1self' is involved in the prooessing of

. E]

;:lnformatlon perta1n1ng to others, thlB processing may

1nvolve rules that are dlfferent than those involved in
processlng 1nformatlon related to the ‘'self’. Kulper-and

Rogers (1979) observed that when subjects were instructed

‘o rate unfamiliar persons_on'trait dimensions, words with .

}‘1ong reaction times were recalled the best, The opposite _,'"

"pattern was . observed whien words had been referred to’ the

'self{.h'




) Erom an emplrital perspectlve, Cantor and Mlschel"

(1977), Harkus (1977), and Rogers, Kulper, and Klrker_ _":

:E: ;197?) have all clalmed to have, demonstrated that there

Ty g
+ e

are perﬁonality relevant cognltlve structures whlch are
// b e

ized 1n the process;ng of personally and socmally K

It

relevant 1nfbrmatlon. However, the 'self' and tralt con-' e

] cepts have never heen campared in the same experrment.

'3 .1 ‘- ., 3 - 5

'AThe purpose of the present study lB to utlllze .,g:f.

I%lographlc pr¢cedures 1n ldentlfylng ﬁralt eoncepte (or"'

Tt

faCLIltate the proce331ng of relevant 1nfcrma—'

eiaborate personal_constructs Whlch are very much lnvclved

%,

in the processing 6? personally and socially relevant"

i rpformatlon.f
ﬁb "»-Jlkw




e [ ORI S Le « Ho ool ISR : Wbt
: Sl R s WEraE N ¥ M Wea R ges
" ; » 7 ;N-—-;*——;Jrlg:—'A .3"-::. ‘.-—-lv-:"—.i-ul_. = "‘. = # .-:... ..‘:: . AR ...‘b 2 .:.
\. - . . ] - " i . , . "' .. . —-"; u‘
. - G . * K N i i , -
- " bl - ..' 2 i 1 i ."'
= I . 4 ! . k . . N g e .'-r.','.
i B INTENTIONS AND GENERAL, METHODOLOGY S Y )
One of the approaches that researohers in cognitlve “li.::-;“
psychology have ‘Faken' to-nnderstand hbw people encode, ff’ . - B
store, and retrleve 1nformat10n, 15 the levels of proces- f; e o
'7O” 31ng'framework (Craik & Lockhart, 1972) Aocording to thls . w1 e
approach, the grea,ter the ‘depth‘ to whlch 1nformatlon 1s ) - g '
processed,the more llkely the lnformatlon is to be reoalled.n _h

-

] 3 '-'.. .

Levels of processing lB seen as proceedlng through a faxed

; ‘friend), through a phonemic analysls foouszng'on pronuncxa—3=

. J = A

tlon, to e 'deeper‘ more elaborate,\semantlc.analy315

A
focuelng on the meaning of theyword._ Craik ‘and Lockhart

b o

(19?2}fhad subjects perform these varlous operetlons on " - § 4
words and then assessed memory f0r the words ih an inclwf 2- {ﬂ g é:?
dental recall paradlgm.J Level of reoeli aes founé to.be'e?j-gynnzsnf'?:
functlon of the 'depth'lof processxng resultlng‘frOm the‘ .?iﬁ;:;'{;;éj
'bperatxon performed on the word.‘zfzzfqa ::;:r?:;.ihw,trg; ?:{‘ vk;iiéi?
ﬂh?g;.ft‘f subsequent research has suggesreé‘rhat these levels.{ ":TTEQE;{
. of prooesslng do not repreeenr flxed and sequentxal stagesr;:j:';:;ﬁégf:
qcralk 5. Iu1v1ng, 19?5), but r;Lher doma}ns ﬂrom which "h?fklﬁflee?;}
'*‘1nformetron may' “be, elaboratee in varlous.weye (Baddeley,i: {itiq{'?fﬁfiyﬁ
::1982),. Research also‘has attempted to avoid crroular ffeg;:;é; ;:: \
: bz seeklng to geflne 'deorh'hor éroceesing-in ; i%:-?-fﬁféﬁﬁ

than the observed dlfferences 1n recall (Reed,g;'

“"'|."_




?nﬁi"?'“f' :'..;; ’:--'?;I‘ The pr1ma£§ 1ntegt10n of thelpreeent etuéy Wae to {“m o
‘%'_E'ftﬁ Ll ' demanstrete that personal ceestructs, ln addtteen to the fffﬂ'u'
"ffﬂ 'f Wi .T.i :'self', can functlon ae elabcrate memory atructures Whlch
'fﬁfff .3 “fgﬁ{ fac;lxtate the encodlng ef persenally and SOClally relevant’ :
;?iﬂiuf f“% tl:a;;‘lnformatlon.:‘ﬁore Bpeclfieally, ae attempt was made ty |
:git; - T ;1‘; 4;.demonstrate ‘that it is’ the degree of elaborat1en or -11 :;ii
;h éi_ 1:':%f -j ' leentrallty of’these constrﬁcta that enhances the encoding
;f;{;’;;fl: fi ' l:”and subsequent recall of relevent informatlon. Z_if?,ﬁi:it?
.fﬁfi”:g‘%ﬁﬂq'l;fi;ﬁfie?ggé- s ver51on of the éole"Construct Repertory Grld }.F;
'i¥¥f _:f ‘I (Kellyﬁllgssigwas utlllzed to 1deqtify epme of the personal
"-fif}ﬁi ";f; pstreete or.aetemeta that’people pereonally emplo&t?
,f;;;;ﬁl kconstrulnq the behav1er of themaelves‘and othera. J
. ALET %i tlve eentrilxtf of each consttuct.e cehstruct centrallty Jl
f?f’h?;_ haenteen operatlenelly ﬂeflned a8, tﬁel;eehlvdrlance in’ wTh
;uéfﬁf 'E Wl commoh pessesaed by a alngle construct w1th-ethet'ceﬁetr2?ts
E;}%;;t}:i: ::f{:‘;ln the set examieed [Norrls, Jones, ; ﬁerrlsﬂ 1970) fl‘#ii;;:i g
vi%;rfl.:_ ' ',wes operatloeallzed thls way in the present etudy._ 'pefff;f:iy
:,irﬁ. j;;l:;:; e 1eaat ané most central conetructs for eachleubject Werejgﬁfﬁ:"
{;W;i;- 'U_ﬁﬁzn.?ﬁ; selected'aﬁd the relatlonahlp of centrallty)to recall was jii_uv X
'?é: % lnveetlgatedlj ‘ S "I‘” L;; _ f ' . .ﬁ ‘i"‘h ; ;.
: ;"ijf;itj In utt1121nq theﬁleVela of proceaslng paradxgm,}-‘~'17?.
?}? subjects were 1nstructeé to perform tatloue“eperatione oﬁ
'f‘trelt ad]eetlves b;oﬁldeﬂ.. Two ot these tasks 1nvolved
fatlng the extenﬂ to whlch the trait adjectlvee 1mp11ed the.




.' mformat:.on. Whlle personal constructs are generelly qulte .,._..5,"'.
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the conatruct was 'honest-dlshonest' and’ the trait adjec- B
t:l.ve to be p::ocessed was, 'Eriendly then the subject was LT Y

3 . N B
r B i | . o o - . A

; ques‘tioned as to what extent the characterist:.c fr:.endly e Tl e

v .

J.mpl:l.ed that e person so descr:.bed would be honeet, and 80 . il 1‘

on for each' ‘aéljectn;e‘to te é)roc.essed In the eel_f— ‘ . n
reference taSk, subjects rated the extent to whmh vaﬁrloue s
‘ trait adject:.ves described themaelves.".For compar:.soln, e.": ' LR
Iy ‘,. structural and' ‘phonemlc task were employed. e Follow:,a.l,g: .
pez;fomax;te of the var.'l.ous tasks end ;a retentlon mterval,' e .
memory for the tralt adject.lves was aasessed by free-—reéall. x
From a lex;els oi procesaa.ng pert‘spective, level Iof _‘
. In turn: the degree’of elaboratlon oroduoed by an opez“at;‘;n :.-:‘_:'”:.'. 1 ",~
; was v:.ewed as a' funct:.on of the elaborate:neas of the memory ¢ ‘T ‘ A
I structt‘lre employed.ls ‘ . - ‘ n ‘ : ,' a ‘ " ‘ d -~ . —N
f It was hypothes:.zed thet the "self' :la a hlghly ’ " ‘ _

elaborate schemata uwolved J.n the proceseing of personally B il

and soci‘ally relevant infoz:matlon.. It was hypothes:.zed Jhon : N -
that, beaides th.e ‘self ', there are hngly elaborate y '-,. '

personal conet.ructs involved 1n the processmg of relevant

# s

e _— s y Te

S, o .

elaborate, there are alfferences among them. . Some are | e
qu:.te oentral, be:l.ng related to many oonstructs, and other ‘
constructs are. MOre: specific and J_solated from o.tllier cone‘- 4 ' . .-,L = -
structs.-. In oontrast, oper.at:.ons focus:.ng on structura!? % :' 1',‘ ;:..

cha.racterista.cs (e g.," number of vowele or ooneonants} or
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‘3:; a The three followinq predictlons were madez“

phonemic qualltles (e g,,‘rhymlng w;th.another word) lead }-J

to relatively l;ttle elaboration of 1nformation and p}oduce ylij*---f-’”

low retrleval 1evels (Craik & Lockhart, 1972).‘,;3“.':f?i'fﬁ

-, s
.

SRT ; .
Reeall for tralt adjeptrvee processed ln both the construct- { f.

S 3 v .x¢ ¥

-
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e, .'.',1- L L e

greater than recall 0f words pro:eesed in the structural

andlphonemlc tasks°'(2) Recall'for words processed 1n the

-.;11.\

task, (3} To the extent that:the self"“'"'
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Di7

', wnames or :.n:t.tlals of 15 people that he/she was fam:.l:_ar

Pfocedure... All exper:.mental phases were condtmted ,

-

(3) a f:.lle& retent:Lon J.nterval, and (4) :an:.dental recall

i . . PR . o ,,_« . . - . ‘o -_ .

w:.th. 5 Subjeets were J.netructea to J.nclude cme or two W :‘: e B 4

struot Repertory Gr:u.d; t 2) performance of the rating tasks, o

of the words :m the rat:.ng tasks. ' v PR A 5

(1) Repertory Gr:l.d 1" Each eubject wes acim:.mstered
a vere:.oh of the Role Construct Repertory Gr:l.d (Banm.sterl_“ﬁ j
Ma:.r, 1968).:, The aubject waa J.nstruoted to prov:Lde the ‘ "—‘

3 e
o ""‘---;"__:":' i
\ Subjecta.. Seventy-five Mhmorlal Unlve;rsn.ty , 1
students were employed ‘as subJects. Partrclpatlon was * -
Ivoluntary} and subjecta were [:va:.d‘r i 'I‘he sex d:.str:.butlon 3 - , .
wee approximately even acroes ali experj.mental oonditlons. :f‘:.'- ot \
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people not la.ked versr m;ch ; s » '_.'f,".h: N : . s o :

_ I . : ‘i‘ﬁe" suhject wae thenrpreeented ;n.th the names :  ._ . '
‘. arranged in lﬂ gféu;';é of three. W:.th each group of three ; "
| the Buhject wae asked to thmlt of some way An wh.'l.ch the ‘; :
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tall-short or lzght-heavy. Subaecﬁs uere instructed to

'three-:names. : The'subj ect was then J.nstructed to c:.rc'le
t‘.hat s_:.de of each characterlstic that he/ahe preferred m g

Z': 'Dhe sthect was then instructed tc rank the 15

"_—.'; -_--f .' ﬂhen rankings were co:ripleted, a comonal:tty acore

-, '.

.' construct wlth every other conatruct and adding them.

B
..-_ .-.

W . gy e

r\elated to personallty and nct to physical tra:.ta auch as

produce 10 d:.fferent characteristlcs, cne from each set cf

Tet, \"'-: &

people. For example, J..f the dimension produced wae h.oneat-w'

b '

: d:l.ehcneat, the Bubject wculd clrcle honest i,f that a:.de was >

at
i ol w
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Procedure was uSed. ) '

v . _‘ -

£

corr elation matr 1x :

o ‘

‘
Vst 0

"__ Forzaoh construct. _the commonalrty
ring‘ _each correlation cf the ;

score was ccmputed hy aq

-

. 1 monallty sccres for the. centra.l md noncentral ccnstructs,.,',

» ‘.

This ccmcnalrty accre refi.e'cte‘the. relatlv amount cf L "
-var:Lance that the ccnetruct accounts fcr Ao the muarall e ol “
Repertcry Gr:.d.: _' The const:ucts Hlth the hlghee;t and lcwest
conunonahty scoree w;re aelecteld for mclus:.on :m the ‘next’
phese of the experlment ; Tﬂese represented th.e central
3 anc'l noncer;tral constructa,. ’r'espect:urely. The‘ rnean ccm- ot :.“"'.':f :

: ...

e




.
V3
o g
e “u
e -
P I
R
e -
RO |
t'l
I_‘ -
T
v
Pl
B
L .
= - aT
ey
Vook
- ‘1- vt
13 N - "
D 5
- s
b * LX)
i 5 b
o et
Yen =
L3 - .
. o
TR vy
ot
..“ Y 3
SR
] .
-

and self reference task {Appendlx 1}. -‘ =

v

s __or consonantﬁ

e

AN

;'.:.:::"-::"-

1 .1_" ‘.

dlfferent operatlons on traJ.t: adject:l.ves and to observe . I .

the 1evel of recall of the adjectlves as a funct:.on of the:::-"‘..:'.'.' .

part:.cular tas}c. The subject. performed fJ.ve rat:l.ngs tasks-"-;-':-j':“::_'}‘
or operatlons. There was 2 structural, phonem:.c, non—- o

céntral construct—reference, 2 central construot-reference, &Y ol o, ¥

™ : 2

f
'# ) 5
| L

Appr 0%

--\.... L ".,'— e

..‘-_"'.-'«vowels and half requ:.red count:.ng of consonants with the " " ‘
.:-._' ‘-,' B e - i i ” goais . . Lo, g‘
orderlng belng random. ‘. The phonem:.c task requ:.red the sub—’- Sy -

ject to focus on the sound produced from pronounc:.ng eachj. o 7 st S

oy oy -
tralt adgect:.ve and determine whether or not each adjectlve .'"“.-.-‘ R
had the target sound* : The construct and self~reference AL M,
: 5 : . .

tasks requ.{red the subject to rate tﬂe extent to whlch each ] gt b A

win o SRR

The methodology of t.hlS thes;l.s m:.ght be crlt:.c:.zed Ty

the construct reference tasks ‘was -5 ‘whereas’ the-. .self- - ;-'
reference task involved - 9 rat:.ng alternatives.- However,; '

- such:a. viewswould not be ‘valid.  Both'.the -construct- reference

and self—reference task 'involwved 5 ratlng elternatlves wlth - L .'_'-i--:.;
“the: self—reference task. employ:.r;g a bz.dlrect:.onal scale’ - R
from ‘0''to 4. The structural task involvéd consa.derably more

.mately half the adject:.ves r.equlred countlng of "'_'1' ..:'_ -':5 o

tra:!.t adject:we was’ related to hls/her construct ‘or! self ATy "'. A

N
rat:.ng alternat:.ves dependlng on the partlcular adject:we Lo _ NI S

03
-
'
.
roa
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£ on’ “the : grounds that the. number jof : ratlng alternatwes for s L N




"tr ' .:- g “ 9 "', “. J 'F‘- ,. - _‘. AU ._ ‘:.-:‘
- ie“ i{ " ' : "iil The rating tasks were'performed on words selected ‘.11
. z * A _ from Andereon 's (1968) 11‘3;: of 555 tra:l.t adjeetrves. i
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:fa i L that the deelrablllty of the words (us;ng Anderson B ?f "'1;
ff x | Xga a } estunetee) eas varled and eedlum on the averagelfor each ; _? -
; ”? : ; task;.:For each tesk there was Q block of 15 edjectlves, Sf :%;“;i~
-:a j;&-ﬁ' for a total of 75 weres in- all 1“:_T1i:%1353 ?"_1ufn‘?~¥@fi S
‘y: ‘ _ﬁ_ X {:.}E' o H‘.LrThe subject wae glven each taerbinetructlon on’ a':é }leﬁn{
'Ri 'iiL.I;' ::f separete sheet thh an etteehed sheet oﬁfedjeotlves aed !.JL. ;ﬂ¢:§ “
5 { f;;- 1n3tructeé;to aoltﬁem oee at a tlme in the ‘order glven.up"f}a,{uey"”
o i°.?3¥: b3 .“The order of ratlng taak presentatlon was coueterbalanced .’.HJ::nJ '
‘“E..!Ef- alﬁ('“uemg a Latln square deeign, yleldlng flve orde:S'of thel ;5

E AR VNPT T 12345 -23851, 34512, ‘45123,' and 51234 The hve e MoV, )

! ':f ' f‘ defferent blocks of traLt adjectlves were alsolceetter—i}?efeﬁeﬁh f
halanced us:Lng h Latln square des:l.gn, yle}.dlng flve Order- ! ' :
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orderlng oflthe tralt adjective blocke, yleldlng 25 com-tséj._". ‘
blnatlone. In this way,jeach task'was presentea 1n.each ?:ﬁif ;_
poaetlon‘and eaeLftask wes comblnediyith all flve“eé]ectlve'jjte

blocks.- Each of these 25 camblnatlons weréi‘!ed three :'{f;}":
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: exemiﬁed. There -were two alternativee (vowel/consonant) -
for éach letter of an adjectlve.. The phonem;c task . ’,_;;
-1nvolved two ratlng alternatrves {yes/no) These dlffer-~

-ences’ in. number of ratlng alternatrves were not regarded. .
1mportant ‘since ‘there was nofllterature found on-informa--
:“tion. processing 1ndinat1ng dn-effect . of. the numher of ratlng
alternatlves on level of retrleval.. - T e S
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‘ depencT. ‘on. 1ong-term memory:. A chgit task was selgcted (ao *.'.'2. ,
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: e (4) Inc:.dental recal].'“'-'j.'nt the end, of the reteni;;.on ‘e‘
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B f -.._'-.-_-'-‘J _3' e of 66 words, the frequency of aubjects recallmg 0, 1, 2, j.-,.;

Cold, AR SO R 3 Y% "

1 TR "-, 3, and 4 words was 44 19, _7 3, and 2, reapect:.vely._ P WO e
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=N e -:.“:-' > Sy 16 *: ; -5 et
a4, Y analya:.s was employed. 2 'I‘he Fr;edman Test; a comrentzonal POCAPRITR TR -
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B e ',' Buhstltute for the analysn.s of va.rianoe and the Nemenyi ELOE & R o

'J.'est was similarly the appropriate teet for apecif:n.c com- '_" Eoa

-} \parmone (Llnton & Gallo, 1975) ; .‘__.--f-j' P
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: For each sub:;ect. the flve taak,s were rank ordered
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accordlng to the num.ber of words recalled. The mean rank.mg

for the sﬁructural, phone.mic, nonoentral construct-reference,

"' ~'. PO -

central construct-reference, and aelf-reference tasks were_ j

._,.

2 26, 1 93 3 13 3 51 and 4 06, respecztively.: The

Frxedman Test showed these means to be eignific!antly d:.f-. :

ferent ()(2" 89 39, d:;— 4, p < _..05).._ Palrwise compar:.sons

v e n a
-

w:.th an experiment-—wise error rate were performed employ:.ng
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. a

Nemenyi s Test. . The ruean rankinge for both of the»hqon-
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struct reference tasks and the‘* self—reference taak were all'
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SLgn:Lf:Lcantly greater than that. for the structural and

phonemio taake (p o .05) . The mean rank:.ngs for the atruea- f

'_ tural a'iid‘ phonem:.c tasks were not sigm.ficantly clifferent.,_

L ) 0 'I‘he mean rankmg for the central construct-reference taek
A7 SRR -" : i IR g

s 0 L EE was not s:.gm.f 1cantly greater th.an that fo the noncentral
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const:uct-reference taak 'I‘h.e mean rnnkmg for the self-i"‘
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non-central (p < 05) but not for the central
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the 'floor‘ effect.."

‘central construct—reference task over the noncentral

In the present
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balanced us:.ng a Latin square desn.gn yxeldlng four order- =
Each erder:.ng of- the tasks wa% corn.b:.ned wz.th each '. "

o Qrder:l.ng of the tralt ad]ective blocks ylelding 16 comblna-- :
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AAES ST4 .__.1,__._ y-eig ¥ > it
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S T L T < i S £
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-, o o . e ! 5;‘
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By o these bemg the structural, noncentral construct-—reference, s Eg . ;
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A
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The experlmental phasea wmre. (l) admlnlstretlon of the ‘f?-

Rnle Construct ﬁepertory Grzd {the mean pommonallty ecares

tively), (2} performanqs of the reting taska-z

v

retention lnterval' and (4} -a recognit;on teet employlng

the werds from the teeks. Only the fourth phase will be ,@;Qj

F‘

described since 1t 13 the only mnjor change from the first £

placed uzcne of'these frve pos;trons fdr‘each row. All 15

uords frum each.of the four taaks were included and mlxed

1n order., The nontarget words were eelectedifrom Anderson 8.
ot ’ ‘:’_‘
(1968).list of 555 trait adjectives. The subject was 53_'1}“-

‘:\ . A

instructed to 1dentify the word from each row that had been f**’””

in the previoue tasks and waa 1nformed that there wae qne lff'"

R Y '._ o Yo TR .1. - oF

. and only one’ such WDrd.ln every roﬂ. f_:1< 5‘?ii-‘

! : e e T g T W )
o L % B

. R : L -5 _,..'.'

P S "y Yaba "y ;,

'ff- The mean number of words recognized in the etruc— fjif“r

- 1 »

tural nqncentral construct reference, central qonetruct—’-k‘:l':"
u? referenoe, and self-reference taeks were 7 2?,,11 47 lL.33,,

-~ ! ."'

Thﬂae means were

and 12 52 reapectrvely (see Table 2).
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the study of personallty. Approaches w1th1n the tralt, :{: 3’L"f- f‘nﬁ

i 91tuatlonlst, 1nteractlon15t, and phenomologlcal perepec— iy B
|l tlves were examlned and the eV1dence supportlng ‘or dle- e Hq g 3
i Aacary AT 2 3 ‘; Al

confirmlng each wae dlscussed Withln the phenomenoioglcal

" i

approach, partlcular attentlon was glven to the theorlee

'Vf these theorles to contemporary research,xon'the manner in

.lu i ‘

whxch people organlze personally and soc1aliy relevant :*i-

',\'."Ai q

'.; 1nﬁormation wae noted. f'?jlf- 2%

.,:~.,

Wil ik --.;"
"'- 'i;. i s

While exlstlng research has examlned elther per—-':

f-'\ . s i w . - e -

X E sonal constructs or the aelf as cogn;tlve achemata 1nvolved

;-.

1n proce551ng 1nformat10n, the mnemonic effectxvenese of

¥R I S ol

pereonal construots and the self never have been compared

in the same experiment. The present experlments extEnded

LT

prev1oue knowledge by prov1d1ng comparlsoné of 1nc1dental

retrleval between self—reference and conetruct—reference

condltlons_ln an 1dlograph1c paradlgm Three predlotlonsAr .

P ',

were made-




.éfilu?f “fii_fff? produce higher retrleval of-the 1nformatlon than reference
g?;fflf_:f ) F,. H_ to a noncentral construct--and (3) that the self-reference"F
l H%:?? t.;;:;-. task would.lead ‘to higher retrleval than the oonstruct— ;;
.hﬂ ‘-ngl Zﬁ.?ﬁ' reference tasks:_;;ﬁﬁyrﬁ.sﬂj%f' ’: |._ :-13-1 | 'VH:
‘Lfff?if: f f:} “F:HEFJ; The flndlngs from Experlﬁént I.and. Experlment II‘
. : ,;:“'j' may be. summarized as follows.e-Flretly,‘retrreval 1evels :—
.i::i : : obtalned w1th the self—referencc and construct-reference i
N f B tasks were apprecrably higher than those obtalnea wlth ff;
.Tft;;fikﬁ% fﬁ:’:: tasks-oﬁ .a.more. structural nature. Se:ohdly;‘retrleval.ugﬁf?
) TR f;-ﬁi;”wnth the self—reference.taet'was generally higher than Wltht

S
) L

Ethe construct—reference tasks., Although statrstical srg

‘QIT nrflcance was achleved W1th thls flndlng, ﬂlfferences 1n j;:’

'fthe number of words

.ﬂ{_ : (1 e., l l 5 1tems). Thlrdly, the antlclpated dlfferences

.':i;;i? 1n retrleval‘between the central and noncentral construct:jl.fz?l-i:
“'. reference tasks ‘was oot obtalned.i Consequently, tco of . :'%':jilziil s
‘the.three predlctlora were. oonflrmed.t%;'y;jf“ ' iﬁglf}'a-" LI
) 1’;?€:yﬁl?k;i;_ Wlth regard to the nonconfirﬁeo‘predlctlon,Ioostr
AR I X i
?Eff'l D ?‘ hoc reasonlng might_sgggeet that all constructs obtalned
ﬁtﬂAégé‘:ftffI; v1a the Repertory Grld procedure are.very elaborate s I,
A;;Q“}:ifiiif%{ ;“ schemata, wrth,drfferentral elaboration between them béihg
Lﬂ;:ﬁ“ ??ﬂfi:frfdﬁl of" a'mrhorlnatore.. After all, oonstructs ootarned from i
- F - the Repertory Grld are.ones that the subject demonatrated
_ the use of for person classrflcatlon.t Thus, hy deflnltlon.
i .’1the§ are 1mportant constructalr A ﬁorE'crltlcal test of “j
: xﬁlﬁthe construct central;ty Predlctlon might lnvolve the c0m-&"u
g parlson of.retrreval between'constructdreferencaﬂpﬁndxtlons;'ii??F'

e,
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where constructs were idiograph:.cally obtalned and thus

meanmgful to. t“.he suhjeot, or were 'trw:.al 'mones prov:Lded “f T 3
by the experlmenter (e g., physical choraoterxstlcs) o _-: ‘ , , ‘
PPN Pk S TR SN, e :: e, ..~ -‘ _‘ &'&
s L F ‘_;-" "..’_»' Implications of Fmdings - .'.‘" L C i AR
: A \ - . From the numerous implications that the f:.nd:.ngs e _:_"'r \
i - . .have for present researoh, two stand out as hei.ng oe.l;tral. l‘ " ‘

3._;_‘:1_-3. AT F;rstly, the f:l_ndmgs demonstrate that the sel‘f is a. _‘,.,'.f.'
o powerful dev:Lce for processmg personally and soc:..ally i

:relevant 1nformat:|.on. - Th.:.s supports prev:.ous work by

iioéei:s and tu.s colleagues whn foimd self-reference to be a’
powez:full thiole w:.th wh.lch to enhance leve.ls of :an:.denta‘l

.‘recall asicompared m.th. structural tasks (Rogers, Kuiger,

. e 2l Kirker, 19?7) -Theoret:.cally, the 'aelfl uas intor- PR
¢ N ; p ‘. o .’ . 9 B * . :: o z
= rep das preted by these autholfs aa a h.Lghly elaborate memory T S
B i 2 r:if e : o LA
o ek L 'cantly) than for the self-reference t:a.sk. 'rlu.s J.S con-— '

31s$ent m.th t.he not:.on that trait l:l.ke ad]ectzves also ¢

L v

funct:.on as elahorate memory schemata (Cantor & Mischal,

1977, Markus, 1977) ﬁ:;ikln" “,_.'1—. o
’57**-* e R o ﬁ- Lo qlf:

Methodologz.cal Issues -':.'-.-:;-.

-u." *

tainlﬁg to the present sbudy wh:l.ch need to be. addressed.

"'. each task 7(2) the 1e.ve.ls of prooessmg paradigm,

There are. a number of methodological issues per—

These eoncern (l) the. number of ratmg alternqtives for i 2

(33 the"" e




.'\:.'. '. the' work hus rested upo;n 1efdrence that. it 15 elahora{:mn '

E, ";_'-f_‘ tion which is net dlrectly obsarved.
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cagk e maasing o,f trlals fer a gr:wen ta.sk. and (4) the- dlffe::en..: i
: ' ) ‘ tial mplxcat:.ons of recall vereus recognition meaeures'.‘
e & - ." & e e k
Y i BT : ; Humber of rat'ing alter atives As emphas:.zed
R N f L ? --- B J-’ R i
§ R RN | t.he method eectiep, the number of ‘rat:lmg alterna.t:wee |
T " m . »:'-' 2 mvolved An; the varlous tasks was not quged te be an
P -l ll AR a' important determinant of 1eve1 of retriev;al. - mhat the ‘
o S S ,.'...i.' nmnber of rat:.ng elternatives wea not i.m;porta.nt ie sup-
o B L% g g R .ported .by the 'robuatnees of the dj:f.férenée in retr:.eval“

Mol hetwqen the s{:ruci:ural and ael!*-réferance taske,

‘iiespite‘ :

""t-ha Jf'ae:l-.';tha"t the atructural taek involved cons:.derablx

-mentﬁ do not employ conditions uhiqh..feeilitnte organiza-‘ % ol

t:Lpn er il'.s aaaeeement (Battis & Belleza,. 1979) Huch of

W :r, Y

i .that: facilitates retrieVa*l“a.nd experiments hm.re been eon o

(Y B P
., e 3

ducted i:o~ ebserve retrleva:l. as Y f\metion of tlhis elaborh-".. i3

'\-—--. .

-,‘ 'l'he abaence of

. masurea ind:l.cati.ng the'manner 1n Wﬁiﬂh mter:.al_ h}? been

alahoraped “Pon 'preeents difficulties 11-., Ilccounti_ng for"" R

. - . .g s L = .. .

difrerences 1n retrieval produeed .by varioua taska. Thiq

-

u'- k- 2 '.- te . C .,

i.a egpec:lally a.pparen{:. when amhiguouf taaks epah’ ae rating ,.; ) '

the Jieaningfuhieaa’ of a wnrd ara employnd (Ferguson

N s R - ri

s Ca,rlseri,“ 1983)"._, ‘gesearch .1.nto {-.he det:aq.ed pmperhes

HiE . .
. . u
..w -.: " . _0 .,f‘-\-.. ; " ‘ .:‘\-
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) o adopt:.on of procedures employed to study orgam.za.t:.on Y
, " (Bower & Glllisan, :1979, Ferguson, Rule, & Carlson, 1983) . N & e
5 -_I._I“':' - .'_-E ‘.= ey _?"_"-' e Mass:l.ng of tr:Lals for a q:.ven task.-. Studles ‘."-_.;._ * (
' employing the levels of processing paradigm (e g.,' Cra:.k .‘ -:-'".. s
'_ & Tulvmg, 19?5- Rogers, Kulper,,& Klrker, 1977) have i el - .
3 utlllsed a repeated .measures des:,gn whereby each subjeet ‘,‘ . : .5_ i ‘
‘..' “ :‘ Pe:forms all the task strateg:.es w:.th the partlcular task . '
: : : o by vary:.ng from word to word in‘random orderlng. : It has been .' :
i o ;-' argued that asklng sub]ects to respond to md:.v:l.dual :Ltems
, ‘.’:\:I t
‘A ") o . 1 presen!: study utlllzed ‘a repeated measures des:.gn. 3 Howeﬁef, ."' . ' ‘: : ‘
.“ s Iu'r-sprovmg on the above proc:edure, the task “was not var:.ed Ay e
. ': ‘. from word to :mrd but was constanf ﬁfor a g:Lven bloo}.: of . ]
'_ ; words, w:Lth the task. order bemg f:.xed for a g:.ven sub]ect- .' K
. .' and balanced over subjects.‘ Thx.s removed the dlffj.oulty )
"I'-'.' L of sub]ects hav:l.ng to change task strateg‘y for each word- > 2 " -
% and also__ increased the"pos\s'll’::rlltyﬂof a; subjeot s sr:hemata \ " F
. $ fac.:':.litata.ng assoclatlzll.‘ons between ad;acent wo'rdsl -m a qJ.ver; 2
funetlon -Of task Btraftegh'.,j: Dther“researchers have stedled ] ' ‘
the effect of taslr .strategy on both free recall and 3 ‘:-"' P
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55;.:'3 words referred to the self over words rated for meanlng— 3-':‘

”j:f' fulness or descrlptlveness of a well 11ked person.
' -5:'{ recall 15 a poorer measure than recognltlon of the etrength

'}2f between the schemata end the rated materlal.;

'.i?.ﬁi to compare lt w1th personal constructs.ﬁ

L B, measures ‘that the self 15 a powerful mnemOnlc dev1ce.,f

iy reference to a well known other pereon (Boﬁer & Gllll&@nb_;";“:
: j i 1979) or ratlng accordlng to de51rab111ty (Ferguson, RU1G:;;‘:f?ﬂ-h”

-il'é{lh}_of retrlevel.

'?l.if' : afforded hy the self or other echemata {Battls & Bel,‘l.tezex,-:"~

{3 1979)_may throw 11ght on progertree of these dev1ees whlch
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recognition {Ferguson, Rule, & Carleon, 1983) "I‘ﬁ'ez.a,e'1

latter authors observed dlfferential effecte for free 'fu' jff

e : v - .E .

recall and recognltlon. Free recall was Buperlor for

.l -‘;‘

There

; .
RPN were ne: szgnlflcant dlfferencea observed 1n recognrtlon'

.}g”j 1evele among these tasks. The authora argued that free

:

of the memory trace produced by a taek and that recall lS

largely fa0111tated by the pre—experlmental aesociatlon 3&.

e, e T
- U, o

Plac1ng “ o

.
. ~ .
L S - - r - . [
x- *.‘ L .

2

.“ emph391e upon thelr recognltlon data, the authors con- _

'fi cIuded that the self does not represent a unlquely powerful

LS i 2 U

mnemonlc dev.lce._. The purpose of th.e present experiment

o e

was not to. determlne 3uet how unxque the self 13 hut rather_gh}f:'
Supportlng Rogers, .

-.{‘ Kulger, & Klrker (19?7), the preaent experlment clearly

¢"zf demonetrated, Wlth hoth.free recall and recognltlon Y

- 1 .
.... Iy

Comperlson of self—reference and other strateglee such as

'& Carlson; _1983J 2 has demons"-rated °°“‘Parable fa"iutation -

¥ Experlmental methoc'le whlch prov1de for 4 ;

obaervatlon of the nature of elaboratlon/organxzatlon ,;1'ffu“*3”:17
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