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‘3 v s ' INTRODUCTION - . . ., ' '
' Y The expcriment to be reported in this ‘}t;‘neq.is» has two basic aims.

1 0 .

The first 1is to ex‘t!lor? the hypoth%sis that emdf:iqnai response or

affe\ctive value is d fundagental crganizing ‘agent in the c,ognitive
. ‘A - v .
AN

structure underlying 'the perception of situations. The geccnd aim is

3 " to compare the affective organization of sub ects showing different

\

levels of cogniti‘ve differentiation as measured by the ;aumber' of

-

-

+ dimensions they use in such percepf;ion.
* A

In the introduct:ion that follows, trait ag situational models

of personality will be contrasted with developing c gnitive and moti--

 wamt .

q\ .
L - %

vational models. While the ’tognicive model stresses the petception of

situationa as a major determinant of behaviof, thie motivational mgdel
. ) : v -
puts gore emphasis- on the affective or incentive valence of the situa-.

_tion. An approach which combines t:he concepts of perception and affect
v

s v

will be argued for. ‘ ' e ’ , -

1
v

h in the area of the dimensions of pérception and meaning

°

- Res
S

4111 be reviewed, and the possible role of affect in these dimensions .

d. Pxoblems in the study of the dimensions of situation
1 be pres_ented An the context of a review of the literamre
. 1 ’ .

v
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e . .

Models of Personali‘t:}‘~ - The Interaction Between the Person X ’ -

a

and the Environment . ‘." ‘ .

r
A

e

A cent\ral problem in the field of personality has beén to dis-~
- ¥

covér-the factork uncierlying the apparent consistency over time of

’

\individual'behavior. Indeed, 1t.is the consistency and p’redictai)ilit:‘y

, . , yo
of the behavior we observe in ourselves and othérs that leads us to - / A
o h , -

A ' (8

p‘ostulaté“the existence of an entity or structure called "personality." ' , L
Trait theorists (e.g., Allport, 1937; Cattell, 1950, 1957, 1965; o )

guilford, 1959) p‘}ave attributed the consistency of behavior to stable, >
intefng}l tendencies or ‘traits. Thus behavior is explained Ey such con-

structs as achievement k\triving, dei:endeﬁc‘y and 1introversion, which are

thought to function in the same manner across different situations. . N
. : )

(4
e

, ) ~ " :
"Personality" is seen as the constellation of.different degrees of such

.

traits or Btable)disposiztions, and the assessment of them allows the

! e

predictioﬁ of b%havior in different circumstances. . I

-
4 A s ?®

d’Psyé;hod‘j’gamic »theory also posits an intermal stable psycho]:ogical

. [ 4
structure as the source of cpg\xsistency. ~ Freud (1953-1964), for example,

- It

postulated three central conmstructs, .the id, egd and superego, forces

©

that interacted with each other in lawful ways to produce behavior.
While the main. thrust of psychodynsmic theory is on internal determinants .

of behavior, it 1s of interMdt to note, however, that in the concept |
' 1
of the "cathected obj ect",vi.e., one which has attained -emotional

sighificance for a pétson (Finea 1973), there is an implicit recognition
that. there is8 an interaction between internal forces and objects in tfe

external enviromment in the determination of behavior. ‘ s
v 4 * ' R a

¢ In contrast to the internalist perspectives of trait and psycho-

=
dynamic theories, ghe- situétionist or external approach of behavioral




péychology ascribes the source of behavioral consistency to the previous‘

}
reinforcement history of an individual in each specific situation he

1 .
' chaounters. Thus the degree to which behavior can be predicted across

situations depends upon the degree,of similarity between stimulus con-
figui'ations in each situation. -

~ N \ N N .
Both internalist and situationist views represent extreme alterna-

tives that are ~gradually' being replaced by changing theoretical ideas’
‘arising not only from cognitive approacl‘xe.s to éersonal;.ty (e.g., Bowers,
: .1973; Endler & ui‘*Iagnusson, i976; Mahoney, 1974, 1977; Mischel, 1973), but
'.also from cont;embéarary motivationz;l .theory (see Bindra, 1976, '197’7).

The key concept in this developing model is that behavior results from .

an 1nteraction between external situational factors, a‘r{'c!’"internal cogni-

tive and organismic ones. \The precig;e nature of this interaction has for
» the most part yet to be clearly delineated, but the underlying principle
is that of reciprocal causati{®n in which the enviromne;it can be found

“s o to influence the organism, which in turn can influence the reaction to

the environment, which then affects the organién,, and so on.

Cognifive theorists'tend to describe this interactive cj;cle in

I :tenns of perceptions and cogn:Ltioné a;ld their Xinfluence on behavior
(H"ahoney,‘/1977) . In an‘ elabor;ition ,0f such a model, Neisser (1976)

uses. the construct of the "schema," ag the internal organizir}g agent

. which‘ specifies what kind of information will be taken ir:a and illnterl;reted. .

'Schemata operati within the context of a "cognitive map” of the emviron-.

=

. ment, and they direct behaviors such as perceptual exploration, loco-
wotion and action, These in turn seleétively sample the actual avail- ‘
able situational information and modif‘y the envir‘oment,qthus producing

changed percgft_pal input.




2RI

‘ @

The ‘c:)nsistency that is found in behavior thus becomes -a'function'

of staple and consistent ways of selecting, interpreting and treating

1)
-

situational information, all being cohéed "ccgnitive" activity. .

"
s

While cognitive thevrists acknow\ledge the influence of" motivational and

emotional‘ activity, there has as yet been little attempt to integrate. in
\ : N > [ N
any explicit way this important realm of hupan functioning into contem-~

1
porary cognitﬁ'g_p;lrsonality theory. | °

In cpntrast,‘- xecent writings by nfotivati theorists (Bolles,

Corbit 1974) have emphasized the

B oy
importance of knowledge abo 3£ incentive objects in the prediction of
. L

1972; Bindra, 1976, 1977; Solomg

_behavior. For examp).e, Bindra (1976, 1977) proposes a model ich

although it contains many of the basic interactive element$ of the

\ - . L N AN
coénitive model described 4bove, -1s enriched by thele 1idit inclusion

of 'motf\'rational and emotional factors/. He describ belylvior as the

E

result of the Interaction Hetwe n_cow, acqt!:red knowledge (inclu..

ding recognition of denotative aspects of the situation and a predict‘\,{bn

71‘.’ what 1is l:lke]‘\to t)j:cur "in it) and affective and motivational pro-

cesses that are stimulated by predicted incentive eventg and that also
- .
prime the organism selectively to attend to particular etﬁriromental

.cues. Thus "the selective observation of, and action in relation to
3 LI Y ’ ,
a situational stimulus would depend on the momeptary valence /meaning_/ '
J
of tgat. stimulus relative to °other stimuli in t:he situation; and the-

»

\-
value of this valence would. depend on the type of central motive stqte

» £
"generated in the animal by its momenta: organismic state and the / °
) ' ' . . / ‘ Y
incentive stimuli predicted by the events in the situation” (Bindra,

1977, p.29). ) o IR

A somewhat simoi'lar outlook -,-‘at/lea'st to the extent that the-gge>t

- ) . .. : ’ : L
. .
i} Ya e




. ' ¥ SN RN “ . .
prediction of behavior is.expected to ariSe.from an assessment o both

>

@ ¢ : . N
situational and intrapersonal variables - is held by Endler- and .

‘Magnusson (1976), and other "Ifztgractional" psychologists. 1In utheif

case, the recognition bf an interaction between organism and enviromment

"
o

was derived from research into the cross—situational stability of
anxiety as a "trait" (Endler & Hunt, 1966,»/1968 1969 Endler, Hunt .&

Rosenstein, 1962). Endipt et al. (1962) had subjects rate a series of

verbaliy described stressful situations on a number of items thought ‘to

i

be representative of anxiety responses. A variance components anﬁysis
of the resulting thrée-dimensional matrix (Persons x Responses x ‘

« Situations) assessed the relative impgx:tzfnce of the contributions to

the variance of individuals, situationms, _responsés and interactions. ‘I‘\n‘

o 'S

ﬁhis .and ensuing research, it was found that the two-way inter'actions,'

) N
particularly the interaction between persons and situations, ‘Contributed

" to more of the wvariance than did the .p_grson,/ situation, or response

" 2

variables taken sepérately. '
These findings, and, similar findings obtainéd in 'studies of -

social behavior in children in di/fferent settings (Raush, 1965; Raush,
Dittman & Taylor, 1959) have led Endlé"?"’and Magnusson (1976) to the

/

followiug theoretical formulations.

“©

1) Actual behavior is a function of a continuous process or

umultidirectionaL interaction (feedback) between the indivi-~
dual and the situation that he or she encounters. -
N ) ' *
2) The individual is an intentional active agent in this
@ . ' .
E . e

interaction process. . A

.3) On the person side of the interaction, cognitive factors are

the essential determinants of behavior, although emotional

o




factors do play a role. - -

2 4) On the situation side, the psychological meaning of the o

gsituation for the in?ividual is the important; determining -
factor.. & o (p.968)

Inc;uded among the person side—cognitive ffxctors suggested by

!

Endler an( Magnusson are such things as' behavior-outcome and stimulus—

outcome expectancies in particular situations, and subjective stimulus

n)'alues./ On the situation side, they consider that it is the psychological

\méaning that a situation has for the »~indiv1dual that is the essential - P
M N ¥

detemimnt of behavior.

N
\

It 1is mat all clear in what way subjective stimulus values and
Outcome. expectancies can be differentiated from the psychological mean- .

- ing of a situation. ;Tt has been known for .some time that one, if not '

1

the primary, dimens{on along which judgements about the me'an:lnugl of

objects and e;rents are made 'is evaluative, and concerns the "geodness:' |
or “badness" of _the stiml;lup for the perce:lver.~ The second dimension
appears to involve a -judgement about the power of the ‘stimulue relative

to the f)erceiver, and must thus be based’ on some exbectancies'about how .

the gtimulus will behave (Osﬁood, Suci & Tat‘menbat;m, 1957). It is thus

,difficult to understand why tlie authors make a distinction Pbetween

situation percept:ﬁon (in which the little research to date supports the

relevance of Evaluative and Poatency dimensions) and other "cogﬁitive" ‘

fectq,rs.‘ : ‘ _ ) ’ \ , A R
Another qlueétionable, a t\hough less surprieing, element 1n Endler

and Magnuseo:\i'.s fomuL&tion; is thc}r’ éistincti‘o{x between eoénition a;rd >

‘emotion. :They imply, for exami),]:e_,( that the subjective: s‘timulus_ value

is a cognitive factor, and )ti;erefore more easential in determining

-




» > &
] 4 § »

I - —
behavior than an emotional factor would be. As will be argueo later in
r , ‘ .

this paper, the dimensions of perception, in particular the Evaluative

dimension; épp_ear to have a considerable affective-motivational compo-— -
: B,

nent, analogous to Endler and Magnusson's subjective stimulus value
A

factor. While the distinction between percgptjx}n/cogﬁition and
\ 2 .

Y
affect/motivation is

~ . . \ - -
nature of the relatiopship between these two processes. The implication
E " . . o 9
that one.is more important than the other.in determining behavior is, -to
gay the least, premat&re'.' . " ' * &
) ‘ Lo , _ . Lo
Notwithstanding these problems, the model of Endler and Magnusson "

>

shares with the other interactional models that have been discussed a
conviction that the meaning of a :situat‘ion has for an individual is a

major determinadf in his behavior in it. While there' is to date little
. A o .

‘research into the perception of situations,\i mef_hodology has been

developed. to study the perception of other, less eomple}é, stimuli, and

these metﬁhd\s\ de ﬁdﬁe of the resulting information have relevance for
. N o \

the study of situation perception. h ' “ - j

[ . A
LI \

The Dimensions-of Perception
5 Y X N

\ . w0 - ’
Research into perception, ) whether it be psychophysical or pheno-

ménolo'gic‘al has a long tradition of conceptua]:izing péréerﬁtion as some-
thing that could be’ described in terms of a limited /?Znnber of dimensions.
Iitchener a ) viewed‘all sensation as reducible to three primary
attributes: Quality, Intensity and Duration. Wundt (1897) proposed a ’
three-dimensional structure of feelings: Pleasantness, Activation and
Int:ent'ionalitj. More recently, consideroble research using the Semantic

E]

. Differential techniqig of Osgood Suci and Tannenbaum (1957) has

‘—“-‘_/ ? 13
N ‘
»

WYoubtedly useful, it has for too long obscured the

¢




S T

B = .o e

. . ! )
consistently pointed to the existence of three-dimensions of meaning: .
o ,

(S

Evaluation, Potency and Activation. - ‘

As revealed by many different kinds of multivariate techniques,
the gumber of cognitive dimensions used by individuals does appear to
be quite limited. Shephard (1972) notes that "most applications of
multidimensional scaling /HD S/ have yielded 1nterpretable and sometimeg
even enlightening IEpresentations in no more than three and indeed qu;te

often, in only two spatial.dimensions” ('p.2), Factor analytic techniques

tend to’ yield more factors, sometimes as many as ten, but. t};e number of
.
¢

such afactors ig still li\nited

.

oY e Although it is the content of cognitive dimensjions that has
p
. received the most a.\t}\gntiom there 1s evidence .g:_hat ‘the number of dimen-~
sions an individual uses has -some sifﬁu.\é‘éce. "Cognitive differentia-
: ‘ R .
tion" is a term used to refer to the "number of Cognitive categories with
) . . . 3 ? . s - ~ L
c which an individual perceives or give's meanihg to his world" (Christian,

1976, p.1). Using a multidimensional scaling tasKwith significant
others as stimuli, Christian (1976) foudd a sighificant pos:léﬂtive corre-

LI . o N . *
lation between cogni}ive differentiation as reflected .in the number of
- .

, MDS Qiméﬂsions used by subjects, .and ego development, as méésured by
L Loevinger and Wessler's (1970) and Aronoff's (1971) sentence completién

! tests. Christian also found significant megative correlations between
. . . N
the number &6f d?.men‘sious and self-reported reliance on external cues for

self—definition,; and between the number, of dimensions and performance

speed on the edded Figures Test (\Witken,‘ Dyk, Faterson, Goodenough

& Karp, 1962), .another measure of the degree of external orientation.

’ " ¢ !
The number of dimensions used by subjetts ranged from one to four,

]

. = ‘ The content of the dimensions of meaning ‘de‘i'iv‘ed from the Semantic
. . | ,' -
. . \ , ‘ o N o
. ' ' . h N .

4

N
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found in later studies.
N .
rate stimuli (words and concepts) on a large number of 7-point bipolar

-

scales, each with polar adjectives such as "strong-weak'’/and “'pleasant-~

unpleasany” at each end. (In the initial research, a very wide raunge of
descriptive scales was drawn "from Roget's Thesaurus, to avoid a pfiori

A v .
conceptualizations of the "semantic space'.) The rater marked the pofnt

9

in each scale that most mearly indicated the meaning of the stimulus

!

c ncépt for him. Across several studies, the subject populatigns were

‘vajried, as were the concepts judged, the ty;e of ?udgements wade, and . -
the type of factor analysis used tqitfeat the data. nDespite-theSe '
modificationsl the same primary éachors kept reappearing, and have since
. .
l'ﬂshmm up in cross-cultural sZLdies as well (e. g., Jakobovits, 1966;

Osgood 1962, 1964). The nades of the factors br‘dimensions have been

e,

derived*intuitively from 1ooktn§ t the common characteristic of the

. -

descriptors grouped into each facto .o

The three dimensions, Evaluation, Potency and Activation, have

*
- &

¢ been found ‘not only with different statistical techniques, but also’

. - N
.with a wide range of different stimyli. These include trait words <

. \ ¢ - .
(Rosenberg, Nelson & Vivekananthan, {:?), emotional response adjectiﬁes

{Bush, 1973), interpersoénal relations (Wish 1976), musical excérpts
v .

{Wedin, 1972) and paintings (Berlyne 1974)

Bush (1973) reported a’' study in which a total of 762 college
YV : -

b

students had scaled a total of 264 adjectives denoting feelings, giving

Ay

'
.~

ratings of similarity between all possible pairs of st%?uli for analysiq} A




~a

of. Carroll andLChan,g (1970).

é‘dject‘;;ves’.f Sixty-nine subjects were asked to describe 10 different

ey EeY - A n e b b s

» . ) N
8
! "

by the Individual Difference

INDSCAL provides a solution consisting of
~

-

coordinates for a set of stinguli in a cognitfw;e space of k dimensions,

however, INDSCAL provides a measure of the importance each individual ’ *

subject gives to the dimkpgionN found for the group. ‘ =
' The three dimensions .fo{m}d or the adjectives denotiq’g‘ feglings

o S - : ‘ , Co Y ) -//
were interpreted as Pleasantness-Unpleasantness, Level of Activation, S

v

©

aﬁd Level of Aggression. Although é four—dimensional solution was‘
indicated statistically, the fourth dimension was not interpretablec, and

even the tiird dimension somevhat unclear. This prol;lem is not -

#

uncommon pin MDS research. Buxh noted that the r/:esults were more in line
wi studies of facila'l express;ion (i./"g\..;, Abe;son, R.P. & Ssrmat, 1962;
0sgood, C.E., 1966) tha;l of self-reports of feelings (e.g., ‘Nowlis &
Green, :19_65) v\:hich have typical]‘.y ylelded between 5 and 10 dimensions.

| The measure of psychological relatedness‘which/ is the basic datum

of MDS can be’ represé’nted. not only by similarity ratings, but also by the“

degree of, co-occurrence that pairs of g}timul'i have in a sorting task.  ~ >

[N

This approach was used by Rosenberg, Nelson and Vivekananthanr(1958) to

study the strqctfure of personality impressions as réflect,ed by trait

A

persons whom they knew, by s\electing personality trait names from ; list
. » [

oy

s'upp.l'ied bynthe-experimEnter., The matrix of tralt co~occurrences thus .
obtained was treated with a MDS program developed by Kruskal (1964).

Solutions of both two and three dimensions were considered possible.
* . :

A4

The two dimensions’ were labelled Good-Bad and Hard-Soft, with alternative -

denotative interpretations of Social Desirability and Intellectual

g
e . . N

1

. )[‘

s . .
0 . . bl ‘ L 3 - Q
N [ E
PO - ¢ B N N . - _ - wt
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Desirability. The three-dimensional solution includedﬂGood-Bad, Hard-~ -

I

Stfft, and Active—Passive as the named dimensions.

n

In a study of the perceived dimensions of 1nterpersonal relations, . {

%‘ : . Wish, Deutsch and Kaplan (1976) asked 87 subjects to rate 44 differeof

kinds of interpersonal relations (e.g., "between personal ‘enemies,” _

~

. "between nurse and patient") on 25 bipolar scales (e g., ''very tense"

versus ''very relaxed") Each scale provided a 44 X 44 matrix representj.ng .

T

- differences between all possible pairs of stimufi on that. particular

' -

scele. These 25 matrices were t:hen analysed, by an INDSCAL program which
ylelded a four—dlmensional solution. ;fl'hese dimensions were interpreted

as eooperati,ve/ friendly vs, competitive/hoetile, equal vs. unequal, ;" \X

-

: " socio®motional/informal vs. taek-oriented(formal, and intense vs. super-

¢
t

~

ficial. -

¢ 3

A . As 1is, typical in stud;l.és of perceptual dimensions, the first

r

dimension in the study by Wish et al. is basically evaluative. However,

eince the scales w‘j.th the hig’t}egt wveights dealt with the fiegree of con-
flict io the relat/tonsl a more specific denotative ‘interpretat}on,

N ‘k:ooper;g:iv ; 'ighdly’j s. competitiye/hoetile‘z was assigned. Thig‘draws

. attention to the important distinction that must bé made between denota-—‘

‘ ! ' : ‘ti?r‘e and connotative levels of meaning, and to the fact that, as Osgood1 .

\ -

(1964, p.173) commented: "Contrar! to my early expectations, these

.

factors /the Semantic Differential factors/ are more reactive in nature

L -

-

i \ than sensogy, more br\)adly affectiye than discgini@natively ccognitive,
! and thus closer to connotative than to denotative aspects of meaning."
| b

@

In general, the three dimensiond appear to >ref.lect an orienti. g

t

. process remarkably similar to the concept of "appraisal" developed b ’

y ! «  lazarus '(e.g., Lazarus & Averill, 1972; see also, Arnold, 1970) within

B
N -




" .
P . . 1z,
‘t
v . . . . I3

the field of motivation and emotion, and to have some similarity with

. - Bindra's (1976, '1977) cognitive-motivationa*l mcidel oi the organism-

environment interaction. Lézaros describes appraisal as involving

B . . \\
first an evaluation o§ the reIevance/irrel’evance of the stimulus and a
\ e

. Y 1udgement about its potential beYefit or. harmfulness,. The decond step \\ .

v involves a judgement about the forms of coping available for mastering

o

" nticipated harm of’ for faciﬂ.tat{ng potential benefits. Although i

/\“ "Euts-up. the pie differently, these tvk steps involve all the ba.sic : R &

—

'{_,r\ ' el’iments included in. the three dimensions. . \

. ! Lazarus, Opton and Averill (1970) stdte that emotions should be ]
. ' % . ’ 3
; regarded as a function of the cognitive activity involved in the apprai- i ’

\

.salr\pxoce.sfg. Leéper.(l')‘l.,Q, p.156) stated bl'untly that "emotions ére

. ! ) . . .
B . - bagleally perceptions of situations." ' This viewpoint is clearly in dis-
| , ) - ’ 3

:\ ,f AP 2 agr‘eeme\nt with that of Endler and Magnusson. (1976), who differentiate toq.

‘S between (\:ognition'and emotion, and consider ‘cognitive factors to be of

‘ . more,impo tance in the" person-situation 1ntaraction (see p.5). It may
Tk ' e
be that whe Endler and Ma.gnusson make a distinction between cognitive

and person ‘factora on the one haud kand situatiou perception and situation :

a \ *

; . factors on the other, they may ﬂ:eally be making a distinction between ) ]
4 . \ 3 . .
"mind" and "emdtion"”, between denotative and connotative levels of .

' N v o

meaning. : I . R
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. The Perception'of Situations - . . N &
'i‘ Y

8 ~ i ° N
:-; ' Although the tudy of situation‘ception is relatively new, T :

oy

” with the issje. v'l'hes ‘will be outlined in the next section. One of the SN

primary- tasks n such r s"earqh has been'to define what is me#nt by a / Y
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" . their studies, the egcperimenter provided a list of situations from a . <

“"situation." Pervin (i975) has pointed out that the terms "stimulﬂus," g i
. . o
"situation' and "envir\onment" have tended to be used interchangeably in

e a

situation perception research. However, these terms can be more speci—: i ‘
fically defined in terms ofs the_scale of analysis that is implied by each.

A stimulus generally refers to a. specific object to which an organism

& -

*.

. Y
- 18 attending or responding. A situation contains a configuration of
*stimali and eﬁgages the organism's attention and behavior over a limited

gpan of time. Thus a gituation can be defined by who 1is involved, where -
the action is taking place, and the nature of the action or activities .
. i ) .

that are going on. In contrast, an enviromment consists of the total

>

- collection of situations that an organism encounters, and the relation—

3

,A_, ‘

stiips among them. ‘ ) ~

" “Another issué 4n the study of situat%n perception 1s that of =

- .
I3 . .

stimulus sampling. Having defined a situation as something that has a

9 M \

specific‘ time, place, patticipants and action, where d(.es one look for
a representative collection of situat ns that will be relevant to the
population sample ‘to be studied? Mos gsycholdgical research in this ‘ -

area, because of the requirements for experimental CODtl'Ol,lh&S relied

‘upon a standard set of conditions/provided by the experimenter “to be t
LY ) o 5

evaluated‘*’by alll sulqje_gt's. Thus in situation perception researc.h,J the

experimenter draw /s up a list of situations he feels are relevant and

presents them 4:0 his group of subjects. This approach has been used by

Magnusson and others (Ekehammar, “Schalling & Magnusson, 1975; l‘fagnusson, . l
1971; Hagnusson & Ekehammar, 1973 Magnusson & Ekehammar, 1975). In - . - :
carefully def‘ined and limited domain of gituations, :namely those .
thought ljkely to occur to a particular subgroup of subjects. For

[ ’ ' » ¢ . »
\ . . ’ >
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example, Magnusson (1971) drew up a 1ist of 36 situations students were

r o
likely to, encounter in their academic life (e.g., "You are sitting and

4 ©

listening carefully to aJecture but do not understand a thing", "You

-

are carrying out a joint group task together with fellow student:s")
Ekehammar, Schalling and Magnusson (1275) used a list of 24 situations .

assumed to représent‘four types of a'(essful situﬂations, denoted:
antic’ipation ("lining up for ‘a'vaccination"); pain ("having a wbund_
. . . N

stitched"), thrill ("seeing a horror movie") and boredom (""peeling ten'

pounds of small potatoes").

conscripts, aged about 20.

In this case\\the subjects were male army

. &

o

* When it is the, researcher who provide's the sample of aituations,‘

o

‘the problem inevitably arises that not .all of these situations will have

~ Ny
’

\\\xelevance to any one subject. ‘' Thus, the“researcher is asking the subject
to reveal t\ow he ascribes meaning to situa’tions that may have 1itt1e

‘or no meani@grfor hixn. One way to deal with this problem is to have -

each subject generate his own list of situvations. Another approach

seeks to combine the benefft of a standard set of stimuli with that of

L 4 ~ ]

using situations relevant to the subject. This is done by havin}a

"

gample of subjects from the population to be studied provide a list of .

situations that occur to them,' and the frequently occurring situations

from this 1ist are then employed aé stimuli for anott7 sampleﬁof subjects

B from that population. . X RN

’ 4

An example of the use of this method can be found in Forgas 8

' (1976) ‘research on the perception of social episodes or gituations.

goal of his study was to explore an enrpirical m&‘g'd for classifying .

social episodes on the basis of individuals" perceptions ‘of them, in ‘
A 1
' adl:litioq5 to comparing “the perceptions Qf two different subcultures.

= \

¢
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He .first obtained a sample of representative episodes by asking\

wop

subjects to gi\ie«a detailed account of their interactions during the 5

"

past 24 hours. For each ing:eracg:ion 1isted, subjects were asked to

‘give at ‘least two descriptive adjectives to be used later in the inter—

L ¢ -

- pretation of dimensions. The subjects were 25 housewives and 25 under-

graduates.’ For both groups; a collectdon of 25.0of the most frequently

nominated episodes was compiled, and a secornd sample of subjects from

.

each group was asked to perform & similarity sorting task of these

’

25 episodes.

¢

Using as a measure of similarity the number of times a pa‘fr of

1

episodes was puﬁintc; the same category, a multidimensional scaling
- 3

LN

f

[} \
" the sealing solution, perceived intimacy or idvolvement, and subject Y,

- »

"> self-confidence of "knowing how to behave" were the two most important

at):tributed differentiating epi‘sodeS‘for both groups. It: is importat;,t -
. . ( - . : .
to remember here that 'the stimulus samples for both groups were ¢

different ¢ That any similar %imensions shoeld emerge from both is fndi-
cative of the generality of such dimensions.
Forgas ‘compared the clustering or categorical analysis with that fy

of \MDS, and found the two representations to be closely related. K He
\ f
concl‘uded that they could be regarded as complementary ways of inter-‘

preting the same episode structures, rather than as "correct" or =~

"incorrect" .alternatives. N . -
o C. \
Aﬁother”approach to stimuluv sampling, that of allowing indivi-,

c}ual subjects td')\suﬁply\ the:u: own samples, was described by Pervin

€1976). He ueed free reSponse me\ﬁods originally developed in. the ate‘a

v

of person petception (Rasenberg, 1975) \Four underg?aduate subjects ‘

- - . o .
i . - c\ . . ’
’ L

and a hierarchical clustering‘analysis were’ p:Zmnﬁed on the data. In . .
[ 4 -

-

- g




we_ré asked to make up four lists each. The first wal a list of sitg.{a-

“tions ;hét had occurred fairly frequenley over the past year, and that:

were of some importance to the subject. The second was a list of

,

adjectives and traits describing each situation. The third was a lisé

of hew the subject felt in each situation, and the fourth 1ist, how
. ‘ !

the- subject behaved in each situation. Finally, using the last three

lists, subj]ects were asked to rate thle‘applicf.ability of each situation

traits feeling and behaviour to eéach of the 25 or so situations in the
first 14st. Thus each subject generated his or her owm descriptive

vocabulary_of peiéonally relevant feelings an:i ;behaviors which could

-

then be applied to the unique list of situations. - ¥

The major purpose of Pervin 8 study was to investigate the ways

in which a subject would change or remain constant in his feelings and
{

behaviors acrosgs situations. Four, factor analyses were performed for.

aft

each subject — one of situations based on trait ratings, one based on

feeling ratings, one based on behavior ratings, and one based 6n all .
_threé types of rating. It was found that subjects reported consistency

across sit&aiions in some feelings and behaviors, but with other
[ ’ o

fee;Lings and behaviora, the pccurrence was_h:i'ghly situation-specific.

'

) Most of the situations encountered by subjects could be objectively '

-

classified into ome of a small number of categories: home~family,
friends-peers, relation~reécreation-play, work, school and alone. An
analysia of the ‘f«actors'for tralt ratings of situations suggested

that subjects used a limited range of dimensions to perceive situations,

ﬁ\f& that there was considerable ‘similarity across subjects in the ~

na‘f.u.re of these dimensions, which were: friendly-unfriendly, tense-calm,

v . .
interesting-dull and constrained-free. : ' -r

3
« . .
.
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3_of Porgas (1976) and Pervin- (1976), there has been
AN

. Ic'the studi
‘ " an attempt to tailor the stimuli_; to a subcultural group in one case,
and to individual subjects in the other. 'Aléimdgh the studies are'
quite different from each other, it is of interest that the dimensions
revealed in each study are sixgilar to the origidal three Semant:ic

Differential dimens 1ons . - X

~
-

- The final group of studies to be discussed in this section are
those o:f ‘Magnusson; He approached the problem of situation samplicg by
lproviding the situations for his subjects. In 'one of the first studies,
Magnusscn (1971) performed a factor enalysis on the similarity judgements
made by t/:hree undel;graduates of 36 situations within the academic o
setting. The study was later repldcated with 12 subjects (Magnueao;

& Ekehammar, '1973) . . - \\ '
It was found that the dimensions derived from th‘e'similarity
judgements were similar across subjects, wit:h both indi:ridual and group
’factcr structures showing a 'clear and. 1nterpretable solution. \ Factors
- + I and II contained, respectively, situaeions whi h were cosi;tive acd
rewarding, e.g., ;'Receiving praise for a report"”, and situations which
were negative in character, e.g., "Having just been returned a lab
report with negative critd_ci‘.\sm." Factor III contained situations ‘
Vo U characterized by passiven%s e.g. "Resting during a break in lectures,”

- ]
while Factor IV appeared to have social 1nteraction as the connnon
4 '
: *feature, e.g., "Eating lunch with some fellow students."” Factor Vv, in
the figst study, appeared to in\rolve the activity of the individual,

0 alone or in a group, while in the second study tliis factor was ambiguous.

Ny
As 1s typiéal in such, studies, the first. ﬁa_ctor or factors are

A3 . »

%




dimeftisions of perception.

primarily evaluative, in tﬁg sense that there is an underl}ing pleasant;_

unpleasant polarity. In the two studies by Magnusson just described, . -,
‘ ™~

)

almost all the situations in the firsQ two" factors could also be

characterized as having to do with competence and achievement versus
' 4

failure and’pefformanc; demand., This points up one of’the problems
ari;ing from the fact that, to date,‘st;dies of dimensions of perceptions
have relied on the ihtuitive judgement of Phe researcheg to supﬁly én':
appropriate label ‘for tﬁe Aiﬁeﬁsioﬁs found. .It 18 easy for the reader "
of this literature to go through the siéuations grouped inéo on; or

another of the dimensions fbund in a study and come up with a” completely

differeﬁz and subjecfivgly more appropriate label for the dime&siou in .

<

‘quéstion. Itgis perhaps time to find a way of studying the problem that

| . : ..
will al}OW'foroa more quantitative approach to the content of the P

e

- . - .
The last study of situation perception to be reviewed

=
T

more difectly than thq\gfzzzé on the ainm'of thelgtudy tg/ be descfibed
king

in this thesis. Wor er the assumption that it As the meaning or

significancé of the situation for the individual is of importance

to an ugdersténd;gg‘of his behavior, Magnusson anfl Ekehammar (1975)

®

of punishmeng, e.g. "have just been caught pilferi

",

3 threat of pain, !

e.g., "going to have an injection that will hurt"; ingnimate threat,

' . y
. . N 4

-

. % . T
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v

y e.g., "getting lost in the woods at nightfall"; and ego threat, é.g.,

i ) "giving an oral. report before the class.” The perception of situations

was assessed by a factor analysis treatment of a matrix of similarity
judgements made on all pairs of stimuli.- The resulting four factors

corresponded with the four a priori groupings of situations. Thus

v
i
'
{
H
£
¥
f
El
{.

subjects appeared to be agreeing wi\th each other and with the experi-
menters on cértait; denotative aspects of the situvational stimuli.

' ¢ ) Reactions to situations were asses(sed by having subjects rate each
situation according to haw anxious they would feel in such ‘a situation.

¢ A factor analysis of the data produced a three-factor solution in which ,

.4

~y ‘the first three a priori groupings (punishment, pain and inanimate

LS o '
. ) ¢ [
threats) were present, but situations associated with ego threat were
k2l
spread out across the other three factors.

The hypothesis had beer that reaction fact6ors would match percep-

tion factors. The authors explained the discrepancy between the two

! - by pointing out that the egq-threat sjkuations all had in common-a
; . demand for achievement. While subjects could easily distinguish situa-

tions with a common feature of demanding achievemeént, they obviously

$ o~

differed in theij—reactions to such demands. They concluded on the
basis of this study that since individuals differ in reactions to a

situation which they perceive similarly, it is not always possible to

—_—

. \g‘redict an individual's reaction to a situation only from knowledge about

€
-

his perception of it. " : ‘ ‘ .
- This study presenty several difficulties. A major methodological. '

problem igs that subjects were asked to imagine how they would react™in

(Y
»

 gituations t:hat they may never have encountered. The fact that

¢ adolescent subjects were used who may have had very little knowledge




rwmes . 1 L

" given that it was knovfn at the outset that individuals differ im their .

™

4 b o —

‘ - o
i

; . . ) ‘
about. how they might reaét further complicates the/pfoblem. In addition,
' ’ 4

T et e

reactions .to the same situation, it might have befn more appropriate to

use an individual instead of a grc;up analysis. ° ) .
A second ptoblem cont:ems the reaction inventory itseif . It con= . \
s:lj:c_zted of ten five-point scales representing "'pss'qhic amd.et‘y" (e.g.,
"get feelings of insecurity") and "somatic anxiety" (e.g., "heart beats
faster'). The reattion tlatinn for each situation was the sum of all the

ten scales, taken as a measure of the intensity of anxiety the subject

thought he would feel in the situation. Quite apart from the problem

of the Vﬁlidity o‘f snch anxiety scales, it‘ seems questionable whether \ ‘ * ?
anxiety is a likely or an nppropriate response to a\l‘la the sitng'tional
stimuli. Even the authors admit that not all snbjects are likely to v
respond to situations _&emanding ‘échievnment in tne séme'nay.

There are, | theréfnre, several practici{reasoms why this study was
\ 1 ’
unable to demonstrate very satisfactorily a systematic relationship v
‘ oo ‘ . T
between perceptions of and reactions to situations, should such a -

\

relationship exigt. On a theoretic;;(l level, the manner of execution :

of th&s study reflects the questionable cognitive-emotional dichatomy

made by Endler and Magnusson (1976) in their exposition of "Intéractional"

psychology. . o _ :' . :

Magnusson and, Ekehammar posi.t a causal relationshtp l:efaeen perk:ep—
tion and emotional response. Anothelr point of view sees e’notional
response 'as an intrinsic|part of perception.\ And with '«regard to situation

perception’ in particular Pervin (1976) noted that affect emerged in
his study as an important‘basis for the »brganization of situations into ‘

perceived groups. He suggested that "we may organize situations not so

Fu LR I B ¢
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’ mich in terms of cognitively perceived similar attributes but in terms )
. . , t

of bodily experiences associated with them” (p.971). Pervin notes that

Plutchilg (1974) has also remarked on thg role of affects as the basis

~

\ ' ) .
for categorizing phenomena. ' L o o : |

] - N y

The Present Study R N

AR
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The purpose of the present study w?s/ to test the hypothesis that

-

,‘affeet is a. fundamental\organizing agent in the- cognitive structure"

\ =

-

R N o A AU Bt s

o ‘\:1"‘ underlying the p’érception of situations. I:;::ious research in the area
of situation perception has implicitly :?:cognized the. organizing role bf »
(- affect, but has not dealt; with the issue direetly ' o
‘, A major methodologica‘l féature was the use of a free-response -

approach to the pr\oblem of situation-sampling. This uz:eé t:ha_t

. subjects had as stimuli situatjons that were releva \t to them, and ones

"t

/

l that they had already experienced. ° . : /

ot

A\ S

. Subjects were asBed to describe briefflyl 13 interpersonal situations

A

1 ‘ that they had experienced\in ti’ke past year. They the de sitilari;ky *

judgements between all the possible pairs of ‘situations; a mul dimen-
& .

Tt s e . ol
,

sional scaling analysis was perf(;rmed o these data." After making the

simi}aar:t'ty Jjudgements, siubjects were asked to rate’each situation on an

inventor& of emotional responses designed to tap how the subject had

3 . .
3 felt in that 'situation. The emotional response data for the group were .
o~ : ° h .
! factor analysed and each subject's rav scores for each situation were
| ' . ‘. - .\n \\- ! <
P i transformed into the reduced number of factor scores. Finally, for

@ .
each subject, each set of factor scores was correlated with the

FEP™ AT

situation positions of each dimension in that subject's MDS solution. - -

-3

N

» It was hypothesized that there would be significant cofrelations

1

- 3
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relationsh ’bé*een stimulus error and particular affective responses
' swas inves gated. ¢ .

* affect 'ih these Qimensiong. ' s
l ) ' ! { . ' - ’
" . ‘ .

v ‘ @4

between perception data derived from' the 4. of\ s tu&tior}u\ and 'réa(ction'

-

~ » » o
data indicating the subjects' emotional responsel\in these-situations.

?

Such a rel%ationéhip is to be thdught of as reflecting the in\rolvemcnt

of affect in the cognitive organization of situations.

An additiomal tas}é{g to assegs whether the dimensions differed

-

w:!.tyrespéct to the am‘ountvof aff\ecc app"areptly involved in them, and

to‘estabplish the conteat of these dimensions in terms of the specific

L]

factors derived from the affect:ive response data. ' ¢

.

'I'he MDS program employed in this study provided an estImate of

the error or consistency" with which\a subject treated each of the
: (

situational stimuli being scaled. The\existence ssible systematic

, e
* Fidally, groups of subjects using different numbers, of dimensfons
in the MDS task were assessed for differences in their apparent use of

’

. x
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X ) METHOD . >
A Oy | S e

Subjects ) R . . !

T The 27 fexﬂale and nine ma]<e volunteeérs were drawn from summer -

evening classes in psychology, religion, English and soeiology at
A} .
Concordia University. Many of Ehem were employed full-tim’e. Both the

- oo

, . ) .
average tt'ievmedian ages were 31 years, with a range from 19 to .

52 ‘gyea 8 L

The subjects were told that they were participat:ing in a study of

S

how people perceive interpersonal, situations, -and that ghey would be

“

gi&‘ren feedback about their own peg:ceptions.
A

1 " . -~

) s .
Procedure v .

v ]

. . Subjects were tested individually, with an average testing time.of

-

two hours. They were told that the information.they gave was Zogfidentidl

and that any written information would be identified by a code number

-only. | . _ ) o L

A session began by having the subject describe ;Jriefly 13 di‘fuf.ere‘nt
:!.nte.rpersonii sifuatione in which: he or. she had been involved,w;l.eh one
t; three other persons. The domain was restricted to id;erpe‘;sonél
s%tﬁqtioris involving four.people or less. beca\\xsle' it he‘dj bee;l found in
pilpt:wqu th%t ,dimen.s“ions resul ting frem Eh’e scaling procedure were
easily interpretable when this was done. Magnusson (19.\71) has made

r
'9 similar recommendation, on the basis of his work.

.

. - T | .
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, - A situation ‘was defined for the subject as having a specific time,

> a specific place, majoffparticipants and a main action (Pervin, 1976) .

5
e A s i ikl

- ”ec&x were asked_to choose situacions that were typical or representé— ' e

¥ - - T P .
tive of their interpersomal interactions, and each situation was rated "
b : :

‘onra’ scale of one to 11 on how typical ‘it was for the>subject. This N

rating, tifugh not used 1in,subsequeft analys;es, served to-help e'hs‘ure i ' :
' . e -
that the situ:t:ions fell within a certain homogenous range of familiarity
[ ‘ '
for the subject.

Subjects were asked to choosé situations that had

. .age and relationship to the subject (e.g., husband, close friend, -

. “ v o3 . .
‘occurred in'the_past year, and to identify all paxticipants by their sex, ‘“
. N ' . v /_\-r
3
i
i

r 4 \I .
business acquailntance, etc.). An attempt ‘was made to have subjects

describe the main action as concretely as possiﬁle.

1

The task was somewhat structured in order to give subjects help

in generating situatiomns, ‘énd in- order to sample different areas of

their interpersonal lives. 'They were asked to describe situations from

v

each of the following categories: home, family (i? not living at ‘ t

These categories were derived- from

. * a

home), friends, work and school.

Pervin (1976).

The order of the categories was varied acrods sui)jects, ;
;‘,\t for any.one"subject an order was maintaiped, with one situation from
each 'cat;egm':y being described in turﬁ, with a repetition of the list- up ¢

v

to a total of ten situations. For chz final .three situations, aijects ‘

" were free to choose “from any area of their lives. ~ Although many sub- ‘ .
7 jects'\‘yorr?.’Ed at the b‘egipning that they would never be able to think up . h
13 situétione, this was never a problqm,‘ and most Subjecee appeared to
enjoy the téek... It usuali)lr tock about 45 minutes.-
‘ After the su‘bje nt . described a situation,, the egcpérimenterv gave

a' it a brief descriptive title which was mutually agreed upon with: the,

3,
C, . s DO
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.

subject. These titles were chosen so that they did not contain affective
3

5 . ‘ references, and were later used as the stimuli for the: similarity

o judgements.

When 13 situations had been described and named, subjects were told

about the similari y judgement task. They were asked to rate ‘all ’ ‘ ]

Y W S g
’

possible pairs of situations for similarity/diseimiiarity, using a
RS < . L. nitié-point scale in which 1 meant '"very similar", 9 meant 'very different", v

-and 5 meant "no wmore similar than different”. Sybjects were told they
“could use ar?y criteria at all for making their decisions, and that it

»

13 ) Q
was not necessary to try to be consistent when a pair of situations was

.

-

judged for the second time (with stimuld Be,ing given im reverse order).

They were asked to try to use all the numbers in the scale.‘

The similarity judgement task usually took about 45 minutes #dd
4 ) 13

- o involved a totdl of 156 judgements. Subjects were asked to Trequest a AR
; o

. n .
break if they felt they were becoming tired ‘or,confused, and in addition”.

y - the experimenter checked with the subject two or three times during the . v
AR | ) task to see if he or sheé\would like to stop and take a rest. « N
Subjects were told that their response. latencies would be timed, . .

but that there was no need for them to-try to respond in_ a hurry. In

.

I i spite of these reessurances, it is possible that some subjects felt
N "f’? . the§ had to answer civ.'xickly‘.‘ Any effects from this would be likely to . . ﬁ::
_*7\ bias the data against the hy{)othes-i‘s. (Response latency data were né‘t‘
,' <. o _ used in the present etudy.)
= s 'When t:lie similari“ty judgement task was finished, ~8<ubjects~ vare :

. asked. to complete 13 questionnaires, each one catryi# the descriptive . ‘

- . title of one of the subject's situations.‘— There were -six different forms

3

Xy ' \ of the questionnaire, in which a‘tptal' of 26 affective and other response

N 4 ~ .
g . 3 3
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scales were given in a diffe;ent,randomized order.

-

4 -

The first side of each questionnajre consisted of 18 1l-point

scales representing possible affective responses that thé subject migh}'

L3 L . 41

. : than numerical, consisting of eleven unn

have experiénced in the situation. These bcéieg were spatial rather

b

-

from "not at all” at the left end to "extremely" at the righf end of

The 18 adjgékives used were: ‘4

;,) - ‘ angry

‘ ) fréﬁtrated,

sad

“Hfgxe38¢d

H/ ‘ : “bored

| anxious’

- afraid
helpless'j

4
\]
confused

The adjectives ch

. on Néwlis's (1970) list of 12 mood factors, excluding

¢

osen for the questionnaire wer

e

)
¢

. N {9 .
“slash in the line ﬁqiégach emotional response." -

happy -

-~

unloved
I

friendly

‘ loved

" pleased with

-

amused - )

‘relaxed

con?ident

involveg

L}

the line. These scales were introduced as follows: '"Please describe

yourself

7 -

¢

e;P@sed loosely .

those'faéborS'

your feelings in this particular situation by circling the appropriate

A ‘ that did not seem to be basically. affective (e.g., .skepticism, etotism).

3

e

\

'11—point scales, also unnumbered. These were:

The reverse side of the questiomnaire contained eight bipolar,

umbered slashes in a line, going\




’ ‘ . . ) . LY
#ound thdt the task was too long oth'erwise'.‘ In this form it took about

v

"fo what éxtent was this sd,tua%;iqn:"
. )\ N , .

- ®

"Pleasant . . « . i - o . .
Ex;:iting . ce e
. " . Task-oriented . . . . .

"Int this situation, to what extent did
You were gefting what-
youwatIted, e 2 e e s e

K Other people were
reacting negatively
O YOU ¢ & &+ &« & 4 s o o

You wére. in control
. of the situatiom .. . . .
You did not feel freeC
- to express your real ,
- feelings . ... . . . . . .

20 minutes to compiete. TIn the analysis, each of these bipolar scales
Al . ; .

was split intg two scales whicﬁ could be treated in the same way ds the

]

These scales were in bipolar form primarily because-it had been

Unpleasadt B

Inf ormal _» .

éalm. . !

sdcial : :

you, feél M,

You were not getting what
you wanted . ,

Other, peoplywerg_ '
reacting.pofitively

_to you

[N

Someone gr something else an
in control of the situation

You felt completely free

to express your real
féelings

>

M [

first 18 -scales, h;akirig a total of 34 instead of 26 variables.

When testing was completed, Subjects were aske'dhto telephone the

o"‘ ~

Y
U

experimenter after about a week, when the computer analyses would be

ready. At this time a seéoqd appointment was set for a feedback s

k]

L

: , L,
consisting of a discussion of the dimensions used by the subject.. .

" Information from these segsions was not used in the analysis.

.

Data Analysis >

1 k] «

w

N ' , [ ’ T
-0f the various multivariate approaches that have been used to

s

ession,

Wh Tpd Eers e

e
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study perceptual data, mhltidimensionél scaling (MD?}/Bgs certain

( .advantages not held by other methods. The data sgitable for MDS

analysis can be derivéd from simple similarity judgements between péirs

Pf 'stimuli. The subject is not required to make his judgements‘&ccord—

-
- .

/ing to experimenter imposed criteria, and is in fact free to make his
\juggements‘in any way he wishes. He neeg not artidulate, or even be
aware of, the criteria he is ueingl ; CoN f )

These similérity jﬁdgements, which are madz between ali possible
pairs of stimuli, )ire treated aq distanées in Euclidean space, Given a
set'of n stimili, a perfect representation or model éj the distances -
between all pairs of points or of stimuli would require a structure of
n—i éieensions. This information is hard to visuﬁlige ;nq is, in fact,
of little more dse than the raw‘data themselves; The purpose of MDS is
to Eeducelttgse n-1 judgements to the underiying structure in.e
rigorous, quantitative weyl

The dimensions in. a MDS analysis are simila¥ to the more tradi-
t;dnat scales, such as those of tempefatute or mass, in that they
'attemgt "to capture fundamental properties of the objectsdunder study
solely by setting them‘into correspond;nce with positions within.a ey
spatial eoptinuum" (Shephard, Romney and Nerlove, 197é, p-1). To all?w

for the full complexity of the data, however, usually more than one,

o
but less than five, dimensions are required.

~

. One of theepreblems associated with using MDS is to decide how

many dimensions‘sﬂould be retained ;o-meximize the ‘goodness-of fit of

the modei while keeping.the‘number of dimensions as low as possible to
ﬁmaximize the interpretability of the structure. Unlike the MDS tech- _

- niques of" Shephard (1962) and Kruskal (1964) Ramsay's (1977) Maximum
>

[}




1 4 * ) I . . o
' 1likelihood Estimation Multidimensional Scaling method (MLMDS) allows

¢ '

> -

‘ -In’ad\aition, since it \mak\e ‘u\n;:e rigorous assumptions about the dgta,
it can useithe data more ?ff;,ciehtly, “providing a more suitable treat~
1;1eg{t,of single subject matrices. ' - L .

_ This metliod is also unique in permitting an estimate of th”e over—
ﬁali error involved in fitting the model to the data that is indépendent
} of dimensionality, i.e., one that does not decrease inevitably-as the “

\" number of dimensions increases. An alternative form of HLMDS provides

2 error estimates fox each stimulus take?.separately, ~thusg i'eflecting,
The major assumption made by MLMDS is that the €rror of the data
_points (d'ﬂaround th.‘e predict’gd or fittefl points d* 1s lognormélly
.dist,rf;tbu.ted. This means that the log of d assumes a noimal_d‘istribu—
tion’with a mean of loé ‘d* and 'a standard devi’a;‘ion g. 1t happe;lssth,at
as thelvalug of d* dec;'eases,‘ i.e., as perceived \similaritj increases;
so gpes the dispe;?sion or spread- of the obser;rations d around d*, This

.seems to reflect’ the fact that subjects are usually much surer of their

. 8
- \ N

Judgements when two stimuli lare nearly identical than when tlfe;'l are
s ol 14 »
¢ very different (Ramsay, 1977a).-

The MLMDS program provides a plot of the relation.between the ,
observations d and the fitted values d*. When thé lognormal distribu-

~ tion assumption is not being violated, the line is wtraight and the

. dispersion of the points about this line increases in proportion'.ti) “the

value of d*. This provides a check on the’ approﬁi’ia}:enéss of the model

for the data. - . o ‘ ‘

Y

= An aagitiomii check 1is provided by a piot of the normalized

-

the amount of co\nsisten.c)lr with which the subject treats each \s‘timulus.'_

Pal

~" . for a statistical test to esfablish the model that best fits the data. &

Y

e




I T

e Soan P
f

S Tid

-~

. dimensional soiugion to be accepted as more appropriate than a two-
N ,

" tency maintained by _the sul;ject 1;1 his set of dissimilarity ju ements. BRI

FRISUEREPEY - . - . ¢

=2
]

o 1

A ke Hnd A W

residuals against the quantiles of the distribution. The nermalized . - !

residuals (log d - log d*) /& can be ordered from smallest to largest,

and they should have a normal distribution with a mean of zero and a
- 124

“

standard deviatioft of one. When the orqé:red normalized residuals are ;
[ . -
plotted against’ the quantile distribution of a true normal curve, a

- >

st:raight line will'be displayed if the- lognormal distribution assumption
- - » . . N

has not been.violated. o s o #
Although more difficult to verify,\ the MLMDS.model also makes the. -
" assumption that replications and judgements from one pair of stimuli to .

. another are independent. . # . . b

~ ' ALY
With respect tq the problem of ~whether the fit in kn'dimensions‘is

pd
N
13

3

" si ficantly t;etter th&/nﬂt:hat in k-1 dimensions, Ramsay (1977b) found

. ) .
that--2(log 'Lkd.\w ngk ) has an approximate chi square:distribution ®
with -k degrees of freedom. Log L, or the log likelihood, is the
quantity that the MLMDS. procediire seeks to maximize during the process

"

of finding the Lbestlfitting\solution for the data. Thus, for a three- . \ }

dimensional one, -2(log Lz\- log L)) would have to be larger-than the

5 ' w N 3 »
chi-square value for n<3 degrees of freedom (n is’'the number of stimuli) .

P TR T N I AL TR

Ll

.

The uﬁbiased standard estimate of error provided by the MLMDS !

model gives a measure of the degree of deviation of the data points
'd from the predicted points d*, and is” unaffected by&he number of | S ’

’

dimensions. This error estimate reflects the overall degree of consis- ‘ I

~ .

It was found by Christian (1976) to be negatively correlated with ﬁe‘ >

of external. orientation,' in a stpdy in which the stimuli’ were self and S
\ : . P i

Y . . R
- : d )
' . . - .
- . I
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- o significant others. ' )
. \X; ‘ ,
An alternative form of the MLMDS program permits, instead of an

\

overall estimate bf error, an estimate of the error associated with

7, l ' '
' ///// each single stimulus used in the scaling task. A large error associated
o : with a stimulus inditates a high degree of "{nconsistency"” in the sub- °
g : .o

ject'!s treatment of that stimulus. 1In other words, the subject is- not
s

-

judging the stimulu;\in the way that vould be~predicted given all the

!
. .other: similarity relations in the scaling matrix, -~

-~ . \.,

In the present study, each subject produced his own list of,13
stimulus situations. The choice of 13 for the number of stimuli was
a result of the decision to use a full matrix of sipilarity judgements,

4
) : which provided ‘two replications of all judgements mhde by a subjeqgt, thus

increasing the relinbility,of the statistié%l analysis. Tt was found
' in pilot work that 1§6 similarity judgements based~on 13 situational
stimuli was more than enough to ask.of aJy one subjett.
. _J' Eaeh subject's matrix of judgements was treated by an S
. a nnaiysis. A. stopping rule for dimensionality was used in which
iy

three-dimensional nf{ution was retained in -2(log L2 - log ps) was

. X } .
greater than -the criterion of 23 (p £ .Ol, df = 10). The two dimensions

wereoretained where -2 (log L - log L2) was greater than the itjterion .
of 24 (pé .01, df = 11). -

v s p ‘
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' .ments of .18 subjects and three dimensions were required to fit the data ) P
< .

" " -RESULIS T

- . -

-\ -

A two~-dimensional.MLMDS solution best fit the similarity judge- ,

v

best for’the other 18; In the two-dimensional group (2D) the umbfiased

. . r \ N S
standard error estimate ranged from .199 to .395, with &’ mean of QBIZ.\. \\\;\ v]

. * . v -\’ ~ .
The range for the three-dimensional group" (3D) was .194 to .457, with
. R . t
R : S
a mean of ,292. For all 36 subjects, the data appeared to adhere
: A} z, 1
satisfactorily to the reqiuiyements of the assumptions made by the MLMDS - -

N ' ! rS
model. - .
. Il
+

. \ - .
Once the dimensions had been extracted, the degree of dssociation-

between these dimensions and the affective response datqiﬁas determined. - . - i
The first step 'was. to reduce the number of variables in the affective. i.

response data. A principal.cdﬁponent factor analysis (SPSSfftype PA2)

f .- —_—

was performed on the group affective response data, using a varimax
. N ¢

rotation. All factors were retained, that had Eigenvalueh greater than SN

or équal to 1.0. 1In the ud}otatéd Solution, seven factors accounted : . |

for 65% of the varianée: Figure 1 contait:’tpe Eigeﬁvalues of the .« B
.seven factors in- the final rotated solution. 1In Table 1, each factor i;_ . }\

listed with those varLaBIgg thag_had a loading of .40 br more within'/ga
~ (\ s ! n

it (see Agpendix 1 for full table).

* Pactor 1 (F1l) was characterized by anger and the absence of *
: » ,
positive feedback from others. Factor 2 (F2) was clearly associated" -

with the distinction between formal, %pformal, task~oriented and social .
Iy : N ‘ . o "
situations. . This factor was primarily cognitive and denotative rather }\3

~ Y

Al

) . i -3 - 7 ' , -

2

»
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FIGURE 1: Plot of _efgenvalues for prin¢ipal compone.nta (PAZ)_ o ) -
' factor analye:l:s of 34 affective response 'var:laﬁlea. . [
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K-+ .. | TABLELl “
AFFECTIVE-gﬁSPQﬁSE FACTORS
‘Variable - . Loaqfnéj Variable
" FACTOR 1 . '+ FACTOR 4 _
Angry - 718 " Mot 1n cbntrol . .708.
Frustrated ' ".627' : o In control -.522
Negative reaction ., ) ¢
+' from others .602 ‘FACTOR 5 .© ° .
Depressed . 578 . 1 Anxioys .682
Not getting what o . 'd B Afraid;“ .651
: you‘w§nt ‘ 1368 . j Confused .534
Unloved . -332. - . . .Helpless v509
Sad <, 5 . -Depressed 497
Unpleasant | 461 ) . sad 490
PO fron othars . -.432 o  Frustrated 1428
Friendly ~.419 f FACTOR™6 : )
Pleasant: '<’~ -.417 . Free expression .
. . . of feeling 746
,\FACTOsz : ST Not Free expression
Task-oriented . =-.798 . of feeling -.647
Social ' ©.690 A A )
Tnformal - - .602 FACTOR 7 v .
Formal L8531 . Exciting r.723
‘ - ! Calm -, =696
FACTOR 3 BN ‘ Y
‘Happy ,, L ‘
Friendly . © .689 '
Pleased with , . L . ’ ) N )
oneself .661 ) "
Pleasant . .614 ’ L -
Loved ’ - .60]..'\L - . “ " ‘
.Relaxed ‘ 58 & .
"Positive reaction ' HE T -
from othérs S75 1 o
Getting whaﬁ‘ "‘ T . )
you want - 487 ' ot
Amused O Lae2 L ‘

L
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;

- - ' than affective. Factor 3 (F3) consisted of positive emotional res- -

J ) : ! ° Vo

f .
. 4

4

ponqeq,’;ncluding both feelings of acceptance and of accompliéhment.
. ' Factbr 4 (F4) reflected whether or not the subject felt in control of

~ the situation. Factor 5 (F5) was characterized by negative responses !

e

associated with anxiety and problems.with coping~efféctively ina

2

(O situation. Factor 6 (F6) represented whetheg\?r not the subject felt

‘ free to express his feelings in the situation. ) Factor 7 (F7)

-4

reflected the degree of excitement or calmness experienced in a
/

) /
sftuapion. \ .

\There were thrée major affective factors in this solution, El
) S (Angry); F3 (Happy) and F5 (Anxious), The fact that there were two

L / diffetent kinds of negative affect factors and only one of positive

affect may in part result from a larger. number of negacive than

positive response variables in the iﬁjtial data. Howev ' y also
. ,~‘ § N 1L)
, s reflect a tendency for subjects to make more discriminétions between

' %

feelings when they are unpleaéant than when they are pleasant.

|l . Al

For each subject, seven'factor scores were computed for each

: situation, { A Pearson’'r was then computed between each dimension in a.

- \

subject's MDS solution and each of these seven factor scores. - - M

»
-

Each subject's group of correlatioﬂs betyeen dimensions and
C :
factor scores re?resents, in a waj,'a separate experiment. To display

A

! the findings of all 36 éubjects or experiments, a frequency count of

. . . S . )
all correlations of p less than or equal to ,05 was made, across subjects,

®

- ) within each'of thé 2D and 3D grbhps. Table 2 shows that there was an
- average.of 2.94 (of a possible total of 7) significant corrgiations
per subject for the first dimensions of the 2D group (p less) thin or ®

N ' equal to .015). For the second dimensions 'of this group, 3 verage

N
N

D
’

l b : ¢ ’ ) \/
AN . ) .
o P M N . N
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:),' o . ' MEAN NUMBER OF PEARSON CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS

* - BETWEEN DIMENSIONS AND FACTORS . . * - \

-

L A PP S S O
”
4
AN

.WITH PROBABILITY LESS THAN .05, . :

s . ’ ) : R © _— S i
Boa N - / T , - v i
3 Group ~ Dimension Mean Rumber. Probability* ° ) 1
3 . ) " - ' - Ca < i
y : . :
) A TS 2.94 - .£.010 h
. e -, " - A " “ c o e 3" 9 - BN [ L ) T~ . ai
ST e 2 2.0 . - <.040. S S
‘” . . . - - ) ! ) .\ .

‘ , . . - - . ot B “ .—/ "

- 30 | 1 - 292 <.016°
2 1.88

3 1.67 s £.070 . - . .

’

. *Probability associated with obtaining that.number of

correlations with p £ .05 when maximum possible = 7,
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to .07). It canbe seen that all subjegts, on average, showed more

";)redictor variables and a. predicted variable. 1In the context of the

° - . . . : T
. . ‘ . \ 3
‘ : : - 37. L
. P . {
‘ . N N N
“ . " B ' N

‘nimber of significant correlations per subject was 2 (p less tham or

4

equal to .040) . For the ’3D‘group, the -average number of gignificant ) . -

correlations in the first dimension was 2.72 (p less than or equal to -~ -

.b;lé). For Dil;lension 2, the average was 1.83 (p less.than or equal -

to .06), and for Dimension 3 the average was 1.67 (p less than or equal :

v r

)

t
Y

than one significaﬁt correlation b_e‘t;ween’each dimgnsior{ and the .

3 3

Ly
factors. s - o : - _— o

D N st

The Pearson correlgé::ion is able to measure the degree of ass70c1a- e
\l o 1S LI . . e

[

- . L . .
tion between only two variab%'gzs. However, it seems likely that the
dimen_sions extfaé_ced from MDS would be complex encugh that a better .

. ) A
prediction of them would be obtained from a method such as multiple

[4
4

regression. This technique summarizes the r‘elation'between several

present s't:qdy, in which there was é low number of observations (13)

relative to the number of predictor ,variabl:as (7), multiple regré’ssi-on
Péd ‘to be usedfwith som;a ;:aut:ion. For this reason, oni).r the fir& two
varia‘tbles extracted from a stepwise“mt;xltiple regressj%on were conside:reé.
. Table 3 shows thft, for the 2D gx:dup, the average mull:‘iplg R
between Dimension 1 a;ad the .first\ two variébles extracted was .81

(p less than \or equal to .004). For Dimension 2 the average multiple . /

4

(p less than or equal

In both the Pé\a\rson correlatign and the multiple regresaion(‘\__

. \\ '
analyses of the data, ixg is ag\pafent that it is the first dimension that
.7 -’ ' \ - ’ , D . .

-
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- stepwise 'solution.

) “ .
~ . .
TABLE 3 -, . <
. . - - MEAN MULTIPLE, REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS |
. BETWEEN DIMENSIENS AND FACTORS o
I ™~
. ., . N
'I‘ ' - ' v Q .
. + . Group Dimension R _;Probability
-/\m' T 1 ’~.81a PR IR
o ’ ! ’ 2 .'74 T 50017 -
A N -
. o 4 . -
: . ~ SN
! SR
3D T .82 . <.003
y - N S v
- P2 .75 s.m@
. ) - ’
\ 3 .70 <. 034
- ‘ t- .
y {
. , :
i

.

. - i ’ .
Note: Multiple regression coefficients ar& based only

- on the first two variables é_.;:t:racted from the

o
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{ has the strongest relation with affectiye response. There is a con- .
:

. . . 7
. . .

v
»
% .
Y ey et KL af il st e

siderable decrease in.both the .aver&ge multipie R and the frequency of -

. significant Pearson r's from Dimension 1 to Dimension 2 of both groups.

» ,f ? R Ther® :'Ls'% further slight decrease in both these measures from Dimension,
; . . . < .
PR : 2 to Dimension 3 of the 3? group. i
¥ ~ .o - : 4 T !
oL A M A more detailed analysis of the content of the dimensions was . :

Ve v

provided by a consideration, for each factor within a dimension, - of the
”~

. .
frequency of significant Pearson r's between that factor and the _dimen-

- & . ' L

sion. For the multiple regression re‘sults,‘ ?Vérequency count was made .

~

\bf the nuhber of times.within a dimensionweao\q\factor occurred as one .

of ‘the first two variables: extracted from the stepwise analyses. The
%
e t:wo approaches to  the question of dimension content showad several

C similarities, as can be geen in Figure 2,

. . . i
v H

In the 2D group, in both approaches, F3 (Happy) and Fl (Angry)
e show the highest frequencies of all the factors in Dimension 1.
Dimensiop_§2 showed almost an identical pattern to that of Dimension 1,

except tha‘}:‘- in the Pearson 1 aporoach,there wasg an additionil fl:l.ght ¢

¢ \

emphasis on F7 (Exciting), while in the multiple R approach there was -

o

an additional slight emfhasis on F5 (Anxious). ?

- N X

O

In the 3D group, in both appfoaéhes the highest freciuencies"

e

: a
occured for F1 (Angry), F2 (Social) and .F3 (Happy) in the: first dimen- P

_ sion. In addition, the multiple R pafterr; also ’emphasized F5 (Anxious). \ :

. e In Dimension, 2, both approaches showed the highest frequencies for

‘\

I-‘l (Atrgr‘y) and F7 (Exciting)‘, with a high frequency also for F2 (Social)

Spll e R AE IR pe

in the' Multiple R pattern. The’ content: of the third dimension is most °

cieaféut -from the multiple R results, which show.the highest frequencies .~

; ﬂ S for F4 (In control) and F7 (Exoiting). ‘In the Pearson I re‘svu‘lts for the -
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E’LGURE 2as Frequenc s of Pearson correlation coefficients of proBaBility
leis n ,05, for each factor.... .
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third dimension, there is little difference among the frequencies of the

(=]

seven factors.

To summarize. the findings for the content of the MDS dimensions,

n .

the first point is that \the‘re was-'a much'stronger association between

a subject's affective responses in situations and Dimension 1 than betyeen

-

these responses ’and subsequent dimenéions. In Dimension 1 for botP
'gtoups of subjects, two of the major affective factors (F3 - Happy,

"and F1 - Angry) were the most frequent. In addition, F2 (Social)
a . LI

- appeared to be important: in t:he first dimension of the 3D group.,
°While t:he second dimenaion of the ? group appeared to be much

the same as the first dimension, for the. 3D group there was an emphasis

-t

on F7 (Exciting) which had not appeared in Dimension 1. pimension 3 of
the 3D group showed an emphasis on F4 (In control)”. ]It is interesting

to note that the multiple regression énalysis of the data providéd ‘a
. \ h

pattern ‘of the content of the dimensions which was mm’:e similar to the

N

results of previpus research than EE Pearson r analysis, at. least with

<rg.specb to the- third dimension. The three factors or. di.mensions fre-—

quently found in previous research are Evaluétion, Arorusal and Potency.

1
e . PN

L3

' D -
. In order to-deal with the question of a possible relation betwee;l ~

' individual stimulus. error and affective response .in a situation‘, ;:hg
stimulus error edtipates for each subject were correlated first with

the seven factors, and then with each of the 34 response variables

Y

, taken separately. Cdrrelations of both types were not high, except

-

for particular iudividualé. In spite of these lovr;,correlations, the

group data provided some :Lndication of a systematic relationship,

between affect and stimulus error t:hat: might bear further investigation. .

R Y 3 AT ak. ol
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~X Across the group of 36 subjects, it Wwas found ‘ that all 13;5 negative
affect \zar;’tables taken together showed a higher frequency “of positi\;e -
'cor_relqtions émaz\ear than .30 than of such negative correlations ('t:vl'elvn
to three).. \Qn:thé,eot‘her hand, the sét of 13 positive nffect variables.

showed a higher fregqency of negative than positive correlatidns

K ‘ . X ~ .ot
greater than .30 (ten to three). Thus although the effect was not

)
.

marked, there was a greater tendency for error to increase when the

e e e
. .
. . )
-
:
-

A

14

. g
’ " stimulus situation had been describ'ed by negative affect tham by posi- 2
; ¢ S : t:lve’ .affect. Conversely, ;arror ‘tended to decrease i,n: the jud;ement Iof :
. ‘ . e . ° nituat;ons described by positive affect.' 'i‘he two variables that T :
P AR appea;ted tocarASr: the most weight in this effect were Depress \d,. with -, |
- _ ' ) the highest freqnency of ‘positive and 0o negative correlatio s greater ',

-

than .30, and Relaxed, shov}ing the converse pattern.

In order to see if stingllus error vas associated with having

' ambivalent or "contradictory" feelings in a situation, two operational

. measures of ambivalence were obtained These consisted of the absolute

o
[}

B e » T

value of the dj,fferenqe between factor scores on F3 (Happy) and F1

(Angry), and F3Aand-‘F5 (Anxious). For each subject, these two new

variables were correlated with the stimulus error estimates. Low numbers

A T N TR S

o ‘ _on the ambivalence variables indicate little difference between positive
. and negative affect factors, and thus a negat*ve correlation :t/s(ekpected

Q9 .
if ambivalence is associated with stimulus error. The average negative
. ! “

correlation across the two groups wa,s'n'—.ZS, indicating little associa-

- " tion between ambivalence as measured hgafe and stimulus error.

l'he correlation bet‘%gen affect and "cognitive" dimensions is omne

1 4

approach to ‘the investigation of situation perception. Another approach
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could be to ask the question, given different situations that are
described by di\Jfferent individuals as being affectfvely similar, ‘to what

~extent do they share commgn den@tative or structural characteristics? '

G'

In :uthet words, are there any structura\l configurations common to situ-
ations that have been described as elicit\ingnsimilar ahffeqzt? - /

* The dat_a' provided«by this s.tu.dy present an opporltunity 'for a Y
prel_l.iniieary eéq)lqrztion of this guestion. A total Mof. 468\ situations was -
_described by the 36 subjects. 1In order to find a list of situations ;‘
. ) . {
representative of the three majof affective factors (FlL - Ax.lgry,‘FB - ' i
Happy, F5 - Arxious),  the one situation was drawn from each subject's ?f

list that had the highest factor score for t\at factor. Thus for each

: of these factors, a sample of 36 situatiqns was obtained (see '

Appendix 2 for .fvll iist). ” ‘< B .
' The 36 situations associated with each factor vere grouped

eccording to, the apparent similarity of their denotative or structural

Egharacterist:ic:s. These groupings are not intendgd to be definitive nor

S st~ >

mutually exclusive, and depend very much on the subjective biases of the

author. Examples of situations from these groupings for each factor
FIE s :
can be seen in Table 4. It is interesting to note that in only two
N N \ -

cases did a situation fall into more than one factor group:!rnga . '

Eleven of the 36 situations rated high on-Fl (Angry, Fr’ustrated,q

N

Negative reaction from others) could be characterized as having the

1

subject involved in ah act of self—aaserti,on of some sort. 1In 17 of

L

the ‘situations.,i the subject could be said not to be in control of the .

B

situatio%. This category could beé’further subdivided into: situhtions

in which the subject was being 'pushed around"” by someone or Qo{nethihg

beyond his or her immediate control (eight situations); e,ituatioqs in.
f t N N .

& N )
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L .
‘ . . TABLE 4 .
‘ EXAMPLES OF SITUATIONS FOR EACH AFFECTIVE FACTQB ~ L. [ -
Y, ) /{ . »
. «®* Factor 1 -‘Angry, Fruscrated Negative reaction from others

Subject 1. Self—égsertion

F 30 2D Being assertive enough with work colleague (F 26) to ask o
e her to do her share of work. .

feo F 35 2D .S defends course description drawn up for a course she will
o e be givingychallénged by colleague (M 35).

T . F 24 3D S argues with fellow waitress (F 22) about whose oraers are X
<, ready from the chef. Subject wins argument. . :
¢ ~ : :
%
H

F 33 3D Confrontation with supervisor (F 55), difference opinion
~over budget. 6upervisor finally admits S ig r t.

F 38 3D Confrontation with rental officer (F 50) about being ripped

off" re. rent. z .

I

y ‘ - 2. External control, 2 1 Being "pushed around"
' F 31 2p On the phone having to listen to mother talk on and on abouc

1
-

s ) her ‘problems. = ;::> ,
. . F3322 Sister (39) tells S what she doesn t like about S's new ~
boyfriend. “ -

{ u F 25 2D Husband tells S what to do. S resents being ordered around. ‘ %

- . | 'KbZG 2D S feels gbliged to be social facilitator in temse social
| sitgption at dinner with three flatmates.

. 2.2 Being "put down" . ;

~ ¢

Stepdaugbter (17) refuses to obey Sy is extremely rude to her. 3

Seeing profess;;B(M 33) about a paper. S is subjected to -
- "putdown" by professor.

2.3 Frustration of plans

In hbspital after Caesarean birth-of a son. Nurse (F 25)
tells S shé will have to wait to see baby.

S about to do solo number at a concert (S im a folk group).
‘when group leader (M 32) indicates set is over. '

3. gejection l

In a bar. Flatmate (F 24) and her boyfriend come in to bar,’
sit down without saying-hello to $... . o CoN

o

A A

Friend (M 31) tells § and her husband about a party given by
mutual’ friends to which S and husband not invited. -

PR

4. "Hoods", being hostile to another . .

At wedding reception. Being rude to new aCQuaintance M 24)
and drawing attention to his stupidity.

o . ~

¢ : -
. L)
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TABLE 4 (cont'd)‘

" Factor 5 - Anxious, Afraid, Confused

Subject
‘F 31 2p

M 48 3D

M

¥

37

32,

20

33

29

30

26

51

24

32

35

37

31
33

3D

3D

2D

2D

3D

2D

3D

3D

3D

2D .

‘3.“Deprivationlfpotential loss ) .

hd . . c‘?

1. Problem.Solving

Discussion about total amount of time.husbaﬁd should spend
babysitting while S studies.- .

Discussion~with boss (M 56) about how to handle busineas'erisis.

Equipment from S's firm has failed. S gets facts stréighe
about what happened reassures client. -

Discussion with brother—in-law (38) about sister's drinking
PrOb]ﬂf“ ‘ R L.

8

D.2. External Control, 2.1 Authority flgures

‘\‘ Long discussion with mother abeut S's v':anting' to lea@ Eome, . .

which mother finds hard to accept.

Music lesson with teacher (F 40). S submissive, suffers from
performance anxiety, but:accomplishes also, v

Having a job ieterview with potentiel employer (M 38).
[ad

»
2.2 Being told to do something

Conflict with mother-in-Iaw who feIt s should call several peo-
ple to tell them of S's father's death. S not ready to do this.

Boyfriend (25) chastises S for not. calling her mother dn‘
Mother's Day. S tells him not.to tell her what to do.

-

o

A "one night stand". S feels deprived by this person (M 57)
whose mind is entirely on .sex.

In hospital. Mother and S crying a few minutes after father s

death after a lingering-illness. ‘

S leaving city, has to.give up her dog to a friend (F 34)

" . 4. Not able to help with another's;problem

Discussion- with close friend (F 60) about friend's marital
problems.

S unable to give emotional support to wife at a time when .
she 'needed 1it. ° ' .

L]

5. "Moods'" or not interpretable

A "one ‘night stand".

S expression frustration, lack of understanding, inability -

. to be open to a teacher/friend (F 34). .

\ ,
AR R S st w et
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4
1

\
2
4
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; » ?} . TABLE 4 (cont'd) :
T ' ' Factor 3 - Happy; Friendly, ‘Pleased with oneself ’
; v Subject 1.1 Social Interactions with intimates '
M 37 2D Skinny-dipping and making love with girlfriend (33) on
. . moonlit summer night.
' ¥ ' 7 - M332 A quiet evening at home ﬁith wife (38) iéading and talking.
* F 32 3p . Flatmate (F 41) comes home tired from.night course, is
: . please‘dr to find S has planted _petunias in flower box.
: F 40 3D On ;;hone with sister (42) - a wa;‘m,. loving, terrific conversa-
: ' * tion. (Sister calling ftom Holland where she lives.) \
; « 1.2 Social Interactions with friends e
F 30 2D A social evening getting "up to date" with sister (35).and ’ ;
o e sister's husband (33) whom 8 has not seen for a month. ;
- F 21 2D Getting stoned with friend (F 23), laughing and talking.
. F 21 3D An evening at a restaurant, eating, dancing and drinking with
» husband (24), and a couple of close friends (M 25, F 25). N
1.3 Personal Discussions ‘ ‘
t F 31 2p Discussion with husband (34}’about setting a day for the
] whole family to be together.’ ‘ . ¢
. o M 2‘3 2D  Drividg home from movie with friend (F 25), discussing Tl
X . : relevance of movie to own lives. = | .
%- D F 33 30° At a restaurant with husband (34) and couple of close friends
! : ' (M 35, F 33). Dinner and heavy discussion about politics
v and marriage. .y C. ]
¢ {
t » 1 o .
f © 5 2. Accomplishments , (
F 30 2D S figures out how to solve a m:oblem which suparvisor (¥ 40)
, ° and manager (M 45) were sure could not be solved, o
> : s
4 F 24 3D S presents seminar to class of four students and seminar
c e . leader. S 1s confident, receives praise. /
' F 34 3D Husband (35) decides to make supper as S hoped he would 1f

she stalled long enough herself. 0

S M 35 3D A tape-recorded .message from S's guru in India zH 52).
Praise ‘and recognition of S's spiritual efforts.

F ‘ _ © -+ 3. Being gived éomething good - - C S
r ) . F519 3D ' 8§ comes home, fihds boyfriend has cleané'd up aparuent
‘ : , while she was gone. . -
' ' ( . ) S
S . 4. Lninterprecable .y _
| S , _'F.20 2p "L:lttle boy (8) ftom aext door comes to vilit, uks -] i;&

. - , loves him. § does not know what to say. ‘ \ .
- , . N . . . . ‘' - ' " ) _ ‘ N {‘ : . ) .
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o which the subject was being "put down" or beli{&led in.some way by
another person, for example by having his or her ‘wishes or opib}aﬂb

~

ignored (five); and situations in éhich there was some form of frustra-

; ’ tion of rhe subject's plans for gratification (six); Another smaller

but still interpretable category was of incidentd in which the subject I o
I
was,being rejected (five). A further three situations’ were primarily

» ot 1
descriptions of the subject belng hostile to anothéi)pérson without //4(

The largest category fog P5 (Anxious, Afraid, Confused) contained
- category oy \ «

4

an indication of why., . ‘ ‘ , / ;
, , !

. situvations involving some form of "problem solving" behavior, usually !

in the form of a discussion with another person (ten situations) .. Five

situations seemed to involve"an'authority figure of 86me éorrg while ' '

./’ ‘ .

in another four situations the subject was being told to’dofsomething -

.- . .
s e AR s i OSSP 0
.
.
,
. .
’ - - \
. )

by someone else. In six situations,  the subject was suffering, or was
about to suffer, a logs or deprivation. In five situations, another
persbn had a problem with which the subject was unable to help very much.
In four situations, the action ﬁaq described only in terms of the ) y
subject's mood, or was\gg# described in enough detail: to establish the E
structure.

K .

e The situations in the F3 group (Happy, Friendly, Pleased with one-~

v

- self) fell nto ~two major categories: situations involving social

)

-

-~
'p ¢

. i interaction or communication with others (23); and’ aituations in which

the subject was accomplishing aomething (eight) , The firstxgrouping

4

could be further subdivided into: social situations with intimatee

¢

(eight); social situations with friends (seven), and disrussions
about personel feelings and ideas.or involving personal honesty (seven)

N ' Another small category included situations in which the subject was :

o ! . v ,
K M . . . . ]
N PR . . .
. -
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o being given something good'(-tvgo). A further four situations were not

It

. " 4interpretable. ) ' . o

« This attempt.to group the situationi associated ‘v:rith different

v

affective factors was made primarily to suggest a methodology for

establishing a taxonomy of sit ns. It introduced the problem of
; N , g ) ‘

etweem\the "objective" structure of a sitlml

s @d by the subject. In addi:tion, and
certainly as important for the study-of situation peiception, is the

- \.‘q;xe’sti'on of wﬁe'ther -the're i‘Ls a "prewired" lawful relation betvqeen’ cer-

. - L .
tain structural characteristics of situations and the affective responses

~ . . the possible differegce

S
. tion gnd the structur
-~ 1 '

T N AT

they tend to eli(sit, an idea not unlike that of the "releasing stimulus"

of etliology. , . e

parison of the 2D and 3D-groups, the first

1

_observation that cag be made is that the average age of the' 2D group . ‘

. Turning now td the ¢

was 27.3 years, while ﬁhat of the 3D group was 31 7 years:. Although’ L

( this diffeérence was not signiﬁcant, it might be relevant if the ° - ‘ e

-

B R A el

number ‘of - dimensions used By a subject reflects his level of ego develop-

".ment (Christian, 1976), and if ego development is age-dependent, which

- s ‘seems like'ly. . ‘ v .

1 * /
. r [N

N\ Similar to. findings by Christian (1§76) the average unbiased -
J

; “

s:andaril ergo: ‘estimate was lower for the 3D.group (average error, .292) .

'tﬁae for the 2D group (average error, .312). One possible interpreta- 5
0 ’ A} ' -~

tion of this suggested by Chridtian was that t.he higher “error for the

. " » 2D group reflected a generally less precise style of cognitive func;:l.on-—

*

In addition, in the’ resent study, -the ;p group showed a higher/
fti\ne

ncy of dignificant c_orrelations between stimultm‘ error estimar.es ‘
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' "(social versus task-oriented) which is primarily a cognitive or denota-’

the subject's control or lac.k of control in a situat}‘on. n the factor

VoL k o o t

BN 48.° - ' :

and affective response variables than did. the. 3D group (52.to 42). This T i
could be interpreted as suggesting that the 2D group's consistes€y in 4 z

‘making similarity judgements was more influenced by the affective

[ ‘% ) . ’
\q%iations of the stimuli being judged. o | @ o

In terms of the tontent of the dimensions, it can be noted-<that =~ - -

¢

there seemed to be less di;Eference between the content of Dimensions 1
and 2 fo%the 2D group t:han for the 3D group (see Figure 2) In_.
addition, the first dimension of t 3D group was more complex than -

that of the 2D group: as v}ell as what appeared.to be a basic affective

evaluation in Dimension 1,' the 3D group also showed an emphasis on F2 -

4 )

ti‘Ve factor. This may be a ref}ection of a greater ability in the 3D

group to make differentiations beyond the primary good-bad affective
. » . .
discgiminat:ion which seemed so pronounced in the 2D group.
\
R . ‘ \
Another approach to the comparison of the two groups is to look at

factor analyses of the affective response data for each group taken .

separately (see Table 5). Seven factors were extracted from the data

for both groups (SPSS, PA2, Varimax rotation). 'Only those factors were
retained tbet had an Eigenvalue of 1.0 or more. In the unrotated solu-- %
tion of the 2D g‘roup, seven factors account. for 6B% of the variance, For ,

Xy . o .
the 3D group, seven factors accounted for 67X of the vartance. The

Eigen\;alues for each group's fadtors are 'pIotted in Figure 3. .
» -
‘A major difference in the fagtor solutions between the two groups

is the px-é'sence, in the 3D solution, of a factor primarily involved with.
solution for the 2D group, the two control" variables had low load- .

inés ge‘herdlly,‘,; suggesti’ng that the 2D group tended hot to describe

©

- - " . . ' s
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. TABLE 5 N .
FACTOR ANALYSES OF AFFECTIVE RESPONSES FOR GROUPS,‘\, 2D and 3D
. N 4 . . - \
GROUP 2D i ' ‘
Factor 1 Factor 3
Depressed L#31 " Calm -.705
' Not getting what \Exciting " .654
s . you want +699 In control ~.443
F rated 694 z .
rusr: ate ) . —
N , Sad ) ‘,65,2 Factér 4
. Ang_ry * +650 . Free to express '
Unlo? - ) .650 feeling .692
Negative reaction - . Not free to express .
- from others 628 feeling -.627
Helpless _* = 615 Getting what .
j Confused. .480 you want "41-8
Unpleasant 451 -
’ ’ Co Factor 5 !
° Anxious 1 423 0 \ ' .
Pésitive reaction L R Anxious ~ S e
from others.  +.406 Afraid "~ .558
- Not in control 366 Confused - 437
' . _ R« r s
- Factor 2 . Factor. ¢ .
’ Happy .789 - Social - .698
\ Friendly - JJ71- " Task-oriented -.666
, Pleased with o
. | onsiself ) .73? ' Factégr 7 '
o Pleasant . L12Iv .. Fo\rmal"' - 7715
.. Relaxdy -643 ‘ . Informal \ -.492
‘Positivz reaction®, T o \ .
from others 640 . . o~ .
Loved ) .637 .
Confident 2573 -
LT (ietting what B
you want .545 . .
.502 .

.
¢ teornsn e i £ Vi b
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s i o
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{ ' TABLE 5 (cont'd) N . g
, : / 3 i
- N _ : . . . . . H
' - GROUP 3D : . S , , :
- . R ~ . . .. \l.‘ ' :
'f Factor 1 : o _ - Factor 4 ¢ A ‘
a a ' - : \ ({7/ ‘
: . Anxious © . .655 Angry 4 .792 S
g « Afraid 643 Frustrated 667 _
- Depressed ~ .627 .Unpleasant - 531 0 ik
] . p
. ‘ Sad v 613 Depressed +529 )
P\ . D Confused 571 , + DNot getting what - .,
- ‘ ’ ' ) ou want 312
3 Helpless 486 : y , :
y - . Negative reaction o
. Frustratefl ) : "470 from others 483 7
_— o ’ Relaxed \ -.448 ) : Friendly , -473
; HaPPiX/ . ~-.431 ' Sad . 462
. anleasant ‘ 412 Ple‘asanf - -.434 -
Amused ‘ -.403 - v ‘ ' ;, '
. “ ' DU . Factor 5 A "
" Factor 2 - . . ‘ : 0" :
' . . Free to express o -
« - Task-oriented -.810 ‘ feeling 710 ‘
- Social . .763 ‘ Not free to express ' i .
3 ) , . . " ! N
‘ ., . . Forml -.555 | S b
P ‘ ’ Factor 6 . R ’
. T,
Factor 3 . | = Loved | . .588 .
F . . P}eased with . .
' . Not in coptrol .684 o« oneself 570
. In cdontrol - - =.536 ) Hf};;y 569
Pleased with . ) ©
, oneself ‘. . -..401 Friendly : /Ny :567
Positive reactio
B from others .548
' Rélaxed N 490 0 - n
° Pleasant 475 T '
. ' A ; ‘ © Getting what you
! . ’ N . . i . Want . > — 0612
. - . ° ! . ) , h
. . L o Factor 7, ‘
L \ - " Exciting . 691
. . c . .. .« ' Cam - \} -.652
_— . . ‘ -~ ) , l‘ . - ' N }
N . 7 F) J
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.' A . . ,l i ) ‘ ! .‘ ' ’ S
i ' . situations sjr"stema_tically in these t:e'rms. One po'ssible interﬁrétation ) ‘5
-7 ' Co .of this diffex:ence is that the 315 group tended to be moTe aware qf‘xthe ;1
’ :power‘ relatiox‘xship.s 113 sitthions i:ﬁan did the 2D group. This suggestion
is réinforiced by" the high frequencies in }the, "econtrol" factor in the‘ :

"third dimension of the 3D group, as revéaled be the multiple R anaiysis

NN e~

H

H
H

M N

of the data. \ ‘{7 ,
. With respect to the relative lack of emphasis on F2 (Social) made
) £ ” "
' H ’ by, the 2D group compared to' the 3D groyp, 1t might be thought that

-

. 7 this resulted from a lack of a systemtic use by the 2D group of the

' variabkles in these factors in the initial descriptions of the situvations.

3 i

e ‘However, the presence in the factor solution of the 2D group of two .

factors (Factor 6.and Factor 7) that involved these variables indicates .
‘ )

that 2D qubj'ect:s were able to use them in their descriptionsi'of situations,
N ’ < .

Q

& * but did not emphasize them in \thedir criteria for judging sin;nilaritie.s

v ) -
, "

between situations. ‘ . .

Differences between the two group(:;ay also be. asseséed by eom-

© paring the types of situations generated by subjecg:s in feach 8roup.

However, ‘since a methddology for analyzing sithations'objec‘tive‘ly hasA

¢ yet to (E developed this aﬁproach will have to remain a suggestion.
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. DESCUSSION

#

s o, g ST —
N
F . .
-

1 ~

\ .
Substantial coi:vrelations between the cognitive dimensions of

situation perception and the descriptions of the affects ‘elicited by

N
R s e -
2

~ . " the situations have been found in this study. Furthérﬁ:ofe, the first .
1

dimensic;n, of a'total’-of two\ qr three, appeared to be organiz’ed much

mbrg exgensively in terms of affect than subsequen.t\\dimensivons. Thus,

o W

\ °

it would.appear that the cognitive dimensions of situation perce‘pt;lon,

o
n

obtained using a multidimensional scaling technique, are not homoge-

PRSPy

.

- , P * f

<L neous in the quantity of their affective content. -

As ‘has been found in prevjous research, this first dimension . .

3

e appeared to be a basic "it feels good" varsus "it feels bad" evaluation, -

-  with "good" being>associated with feeling happy, friendly, pleased with’ i

T oneself” and getting positive ‘reactions from others in the situation.

- B \

? : "Bad" was associated with being angry, frustrated and depressed, and

. ge téiné a negative reaction from'others. Another kind of "bad" - being
VI . - . ~ Y
anxious, afraid and confused, seemed relatively ‘unimpo¥ tant in the ~

M ) v 4y,  e—— - .
. contexg of the first didension.’ .
~ N . 3

! Thus, in the first dimension of the perception of interpersonal

o situations, qsiltuati‘ons were being judged as,éimilar or dissimilar on

the basis of the positive or négative affect generated by‘ the quality

3

of t:lge irit'erpersonal interaction in the situyation. In other words, the

.. " primary perceptual response tb the stimuius situations was more emotional

.

s — : . . .
_ than cognitive. This gives weight to Leeper‘s (1970, p.156) statement,

quoted aari_:ler, that "ewotions are basically perceptions of situ;itions"\.
. : ‘ - b
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_Tﬁis statement must be qualified by:a consideration of the effect

of the number of cognitive dim;nsions used by an individual on the . ‘
, \"1 .coﬁtgnt of the fi;:st of these dimensions. From this study, it wouuld
s . appear that when a person uses three réther than two_ dimensions, the. -
first dimension is in itself somewhat more complex than a simple bipolar
‘ »affectivc;_ discrimination, The affective assessment of the quality of

; ) the interpersonal contact appears to be enriched by a greater appreci-
e :

v o~

®

ation of the social nature and informality or task-oriented nature and ¢
: X p i

Voo

social /informal and task—oriented/formal cannot be considered "purely"

denotative in that both sets of terms imply particular affective-moti-

\
'
' -

vational sets. , ’ , ~
’

k
i formality of such situations. It should be pointed out, however, that

The second dimension, and the fhird dimension from the 3D group, )

v

t . . showed considerable decreaseés:in the amount of affective involvement in
]

3

them. In considering mo%e closely the results-of previous research, a

' >

decrease in affect in the second or third dimension could have been = -
predicted if the "potency' dimension is interpreted as an assessment of - 1
the power balance in the situation based on learned expectancies of how

/ o
the other person(s) in the ‘gituation will behave. , 'gnus, the information

required for this evaluation comes, not from a binary good-bad affective C T

v

input\:, but from a more cognitively based input derived f;'om pastn

. ‘ learning. That the assessment of control may be independent from an

N

affective evaluation is suggested by the presence, in the factor solu-

o

-

tion of the affective response data of the 3D group, a fact{or concerned’

- ~

x 'solel)} with coggrol, with no associated evaluative affects loaded

' hea\;'ily on it. . . °o 7 : ' K

5 % .o ” ‘e w
.

The importance of the issue of control in"si;uatious can be . .oe
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assessed from the samples‘ of situations presenfed in Appendix 2, For

-both negative affect factors, a large proportion of the sample situa-

[

tions appeared to involve in their structure an attempt on the part of

at least one part:ici‘p'ant to asgsert control: Examples of this include . ‘

situations in which the subject is engaged in an act of self-assertion, .
3 ¢ - ‘

a‘. ’ v
“gaiming control” over gomeone else,’ or problem-solving, attempting to

é
4
3
{
4
¥
“
1
B
B

. ¢
-

already been lost and some extemal source of control was forcing an\ C

A

unwanted experience on the sub‘gect. (The gfowing emphasis on Asgettion

’ 'l‘raining‘vs in clinical pract;kce also bears witness to the fundamental

" a
o =

: maF\ter a problem situation. In other sityations, the "struggle'' had o ’ \

|

i

i

]

' importance of a person 8 need for a sense of competence and control in

e

‘his life.) . . ' ‘ a {

/
.

- , Te return to the issue of the relative impoféance of affect in T

cognitive dtimensions, d major point to be made here is that it is

2! ~
e i

“ ' 'pﬁgrhaps time to stop looking at cognitive dimensions, at least as they . .

-
z

. are operationally defined by the use of multidimensional scaling

‘ echniques, as homogeneous scales for measuring meaning. An implicit:
attitude very common in reseérch in t 13 area is thac the’ factofs or

-

dimensions of perception are homogeneous in the sense that they are

v : '
‘ analogous to, for example, different colors 1in a spectrum - the ‘.

wavelength of 1ight for each color may be differen , but the "currency", -
- 1.e.,' light waves, is the same- for; all. While a distinotion‘ may be 4
made between the connotative 4r \lenotative levels of interpretation of

the content™of dimensions (e.gh, Rosenberg et al., 1968), each dimension
A : . - &, .
is implicitly assumed to be drawn from the same source of information.

LS A
H . . rs \

.It 1s ‘sugg'ested here that the "'currency" for cognitive -dimensions -

1is not.the same for all dimensions. For the first dimension of “
» . . . . ' , - v ?

S
. N . 0




perception, the source of infoymapjon appears to be primarily affective

and motivational, and the b.a's(ic renciv.is" t)fus‘ t{xe quality of feelings '

W TR

and emotions. Apother sort of #uformation, usually pregent in the
. . - o~

. .

. . E3
second or third dimension, is the-quantity or intensity of affect.

PR TR

The source of such information may not necessarily be thd same as’ for , N
the'qiu{it)'/nf affect. Finailly, a ;:h:'chz.s;)rt ef informatibn is deri'v.ed
from the individual’s previous learning of causal relationships in .

~ particular sitiuatior\lal configurations.’ ’ﬁsfis pfovi@es a.bas.e from which

‘ . [‘v action can be t.eken, given ,thé\ inforqlation abeut the incenti\;e

v characteristics of the situation with which such learning must be '

integrated for effective behavior, -

A

Wheu a subject is engaged in a series of similarity judgements of

’

a set of stimuli in a MDS task, these '\:h‘rée types of information are

&
e blended intg an immediate apprehension of. the meaning of the stimulus
.- A S e > o ‘ .
: \ ) ) %or the subject. The subject does not usually consclously check;" in {a
turn, his feelings about the sit.uaftion, the intensity of his feelings,

. and ‘how he is going. to copg with it, and so on. In the same way, when

l . we see colors, we do not consciously check for thethue, saturation and
brightness of the colors: this information is pregented as ap.integrated

. whole, but has been built from distincfly different types of infor-
a c . ~

m::ttion.J An important question to be asked about cognitive dimensions ’

is, what is the source ai;d basic unit .of the information contained in

- these dimensiong? To continue to ask questions about the content of
P N " - . »
. .the dimensions; in the way that has predominated up to now, 4s unlikely
5 _ to deepen our understanding of the perception of, and meaning of,
N »

meaning. .

Never theless). questions about the content of the' dimensions




"in their d:ﬁnensioﬁs to be extren;ely interesting and often revealing, ’,

"judgements makes At very

‘experience for both the subject and the thexa In this sense,

. @
PR

"situation perception can be extremely meaningful in the context of

‘\:ltid‘ividua]: assessment. In reporting a study such as this it is 'iQOB-
~ Ry

&

sible to give the flavor oof an individual interpretgtion‘of a dimensional

N

structure as it 1s wgrked out by-the person who created it. ‘Many of

. . ) . \
the subjects who requested feedback on their MDS solutions found the

\

. Co . g
discussion 6f tge reasons for the clustering and spacing of situatioms-

<
< ! . ’

causing them to “think about théir experiences in new ways. In addition,’

&

the initial similar{ty judgements provided some subjects with new

pergpeétives on their experiences, by novel juxtapositionin'g of
1 s N \‘.

par ticular situa t;icvlns .

: Mt;itidimensional scaling has many potential cliuicz‘l'i applications,
’ t
in both therapy and assessment. As sugg\\‘s't’ed above, the scaling task

itself may be of benefit to somé people_. In, addition, the freedom of

the technique froof the%imposition of extgrnal criteria on a subject’s d

3

/
itable in a({hassessment context. Undoubtedly,
) E

S

the discussion of a person's dimensional solution of a set of stin}_xli,

a

such as situations or significant others, .can be an important learnix;t;

]

PP

assessment and treatment are combined 1 e couraged by

a

ment with the‘rap_eutic change-programs strikes me as one :

promis}gg elements irf the field." In addition, the' unique atures- in
¢

y

Ramsay's (1977) MLMDS pfograms, na;ﬁely the overall un\)iased espimate of

error and the individual stimulus error est:lmag:e; also hold promise

as assessment tools. \ Lo J

Given that -one aspect of situation 'pc:.rception as révealed by

s

'\ -

.
- .. N : . ., - &
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multidimensional scaling i{s an organization of stijn{xli according .to

: . , : . -
their incentive value, one practical application of the techfiique might -

N he in the area of Assertic:n -Train:‘mg. ) Sai“tua_ti;n's in which t;he client
is descrit;e'd in different ro]:;as where self—aésérti:on would be appropriate
could be used as stimuli to be scaied by'the client. The résuiting F _' i
' dimensio;lal structure. would reve;xl which situat‘ions are difficult and -

| av;arsive for the cli:ant and those in which he is more. comfottable. 'I‘he'

" technique’ could be used at a later time, after tr:aining has/occurréd, to ‘ J
assess _chgng’és in the affe‘ct:b;e value of previously difficult types, of ) ¢

o

situations. Such an assessment would be an improvement over the more ‘ ( .
X

[

.typical lik'gé-dislike checklist techriique in that it involves fewer . ,\,
pressures from, for example, social desirability considerations, requiring

. , | - ° .
only a judgement of the degree of similarity between stimuli, with no

L U X ' . .

need to éay why they might be similar.

Such a’use of MDS would be considerably facilitated by Qh;a

development of methods for analyzing situations denotatively-én terms
of theiy structute. The fact that we talk about putting together a ) *

list of situations in which sel'f—assertion‘ would be appropriate does

[}

suggest that whether or xiot’ we can at present describe these situations

L4

in terms of structure, they may well have common structural feacurés, . . \

such as, for example, common power relations anq\.' contextual features, .

even though the actual situations and .stimulus elements ate‘quit;e R

! )

different. C 7 ) 2
It was with the aim.of trying to find such common structural °* -
elements that the analysils of situations associated with particular .
' \ ’ v . . v 7

- affective response factors was carried-out in this study: Similar

-’ +

attempts to find the critical features of situations eliciting emotive

g . '
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" or motivated Behaviors‘haVe been made by ethoiogists and those

H

interested in emdtional development. Forﬂexample, in the area of the
study of aggyession, specifying the overall features of the environment

Jn which the orgaﬁisﬁ]fihds itself has proved very important.. When an

.animal is at ﬂonw, on -1ts own territory, the sight of a stranger may

elicit aggressive attach. The same stranger seen by an animal explor-
ing a newﬁenvirongent may eliqit fleeing &r '"cowardly" retreat. Like-
wise, those studying the responses of children to ‘novel stimuli in

‘their environments have been studying the effects of manipulations of

the confe;tual cues on a child's tenﬁency to explore. While recogni--

.zing that the effectiverress with which any particular environment will

elicit a responge will depend on individual differences based on both
constitution and past experience, some generel statements have emerged

aboér the defining characteristics or critical stimulus feature of:

[
v

Z?tuatiods. ’ ' ' , o

™ One possible preliminary approach to this question in the context

“of interpersonal situations'has been suggested in the prébent study. -

Situations were described ﬁy subjects in terms offwheﬂ, uheée, who and
what feetures of tﬁem and then were deqcribed‘by the same suﬁjects in A
terms of the affect they had elicited. Situations were‘then-;ro;ped
_together that had been described by subjects in T;gilar af ctive

terms Such a method provided a collection of situatio "that. could

be further analyzed for,structurel{similarities. Fof example, in these

samples of.bituations. certain types of situati
o/
larly associated with certaid/rypes of affective response. A group‘of
‘.
situations that had been described by subjects as eliciting anger and

seemed to be particu-

A4

] frustratiop could be characterized as involving the subject being )

.

- e,
/ » . [+]
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rejected by another person. Anxiety and fear, on the other hand, were

' assoc{,’iated with a gi‘oup of situations in which it was the subject"’who
had los‘t or was iosing soméone with positive value for him. Such
asépciationé are only suvg_gestions ,‘ and need’ further research. It is
possible that a theoretical bage fron; which to begin work in this area
might be Leary's (1957) interpersonal theory of pe;-soﬂality, which also
provides a system for coding interpersonal ‘behavior. A major proposi-
tion of this theory 1s that par;:icular \categor?es of interpersonal
stimuli tena to elicit particular types of responses. For example,
helplessness would be predicted to elicit leadgfship wrespopsés- in others.

Two mgjor.recomxendations for the futux;e ‘of ghe study of situation
perception have a.risen from this study. The first i_s that situatior(x
perception,(at least as revealed by multidi-en;;ional scaling, not be
viewed primarily as "cognitive" accivi‘ty. Instead, it should be seen
as activity b:ased to a considerable exten‘t on emotion or‘affect.- More
prgcisély, judgemen‘ts about situations are made primarily on the basis
of the affect elicited by the situations. For iﬁdiyiduals who use only‘
one or two dimensions ‘in such percep\tion, emotional response may b;: the
major component of their judggménts. For others using more dimensions,
"
information from non-affective, perhaps coﬁ:’ltive‘ sources, appears to

play an 'increasingly important role.

This restatement of the nature of situation berception represents

.

ong ,aspe;:t; ‘ofv the "person" side.of the p?rson-situacion 1ntgract:ion‘
described b‘y Endler and Magnusson (1976): On the "situation” side,
J'tesé’archy,t;eeds to be di’rectcd toward developing vdyé of analyzing the
structure d@ situations that are indépendent of .the subjective meaning

"

of these situations. It may then become more possible to predict a

P : v "1

. b .
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. . person's emotional-perceptual response to a situation from a knowledge ‘
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of the structure of the situation only, and. from this to predict the
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VARIMAX ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX OF AFI;ECTIVE RESPONSE VARTABLES

{ . F1L - F2 F3 F4 FS . F6 F7
J Angry ) 72 -, X5 -8 05 + .21 -,03 ,09‘\. |
\ Frustrated .63 -,14 32 14 - 43 -12 .01 -
Sad . . .93 .01 -.19 . ,08 | .49 -.13 ~,10 3
Depressed - .58 -.01 -.14 13 7 .50 -.05 , =.05
Bored .27 . .05 «.15 -.13 14 =20 -17
Anxfous ".31 -2 .24 .03 68 -12 - 18 : .
Afraid ¥ 19 13 -13 ,05 .62 '-.08 _,10 |
‘ Helpless .38 -.06 -.21 .37 .51 -,12 -.01 T |
Confused .28 . ~,02 ' -,20 .21 .53 -,04 - ,06
Unloved .93  -.02 =17 W11 W22 - =15 A1
Happy -.37 .20 70 -2 29 06 .12
Friendly. -~42 - 22 .69 -.05 -.13 .02 -.07
Loved -, 20 .24 .+ 60 -.05 -.04 - ,20 -,05 )
Pleased with ' ‘
yourself ~22 .os< .66 -.32  -.22 12 .04
Amused -.25 - ;20 Y .48 N\-.07 =25 -,02 17
Relaxed -.31 .23 .58 -.14 -.36 ,15° -.12
Confident ~,05 oL A4 =220 <82 a7 -1
Involved . 19 -.11 .29 -.16 . ,00 .25 2030~/
Pleasant. -.42 .20 ,61- -,12 -.26 15 d4 -
. Unpleasant .46 - 12- -.23 W12 .23 -~,02 12 Ca
Formal .10 ~,53 -.08 -.01 10 .14 .09 -
: . Informal - - ~.02 .60 .24 02 -4 . 19 L.04 k
' Exciting w13 -,09 . ,13 .10 11 . 14 12 N
b Calm \ . -,01- .03 ,09 0.03 . ~.08 -~,02 -,70
Task-oriented .07 -.80 - ,01 .03 .02 - .10 .03
Social .=.03 .69 21 -.08 -,06 -.01 +01
Getting what you ' o - X N,
want . ' ~30' -,01 49 -32 s -11 +26 - ,23. K
. ‘Not getting what - . . a L . ‘
you want, .57 -.04  -,25 .38 16 ~,16 «.00
Negative reaction . . »
‘from others .60 -.08 -.26 .17 11 ~,08 - ,16
“ Pogitdive reaction ‘
from others -.43 .13 58 -.17 -07 .23  _.-,02
In control | .-.08 -,03 26 «,52 -12 - .07 - 11 .
Not in control .31 -12 -5 . 1 17 -17 - ,02 , g .
Not free to . « ‘ ‘ : f 1
express feeling . ,26 ' -.11 -.11 .23 A9~ ~,65 -.11 \
Free to6 express L Ry
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APPENDIX 2
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SAMPLE SITUATIONS FOR EACH AFFECTIVE FACTOR . R

‘ - ' <

Columm A, - Subject number -

. Column B - Sex of subject -

Column ¢ =~ Age of subject

Membership’ in 2D or 3D group

Columm D -
(FAE:TOR 1 - Angry, Frustrated, Negative Reaction from Others '
\ ° ?
*.ABCOD |
\‘ " Group 1 - Self-assertion
L 1. F 30 2D Being assertive enough to ask colleague at work (F 26) to
do her share of work.
" “
4. M 21 2D S is caretaker of community house where he lives. Confron-
tation with another member (M 21), telling him not to
throw frisbee in housg, to respect communal property.
6. F 30 2D Telling ‘husband (31) she wanted to go downtown on her own.
: ' Husband hurt, ) ’
8. F352D S defends\ course description drawn up for course she will
B R be giving. Challénged by colleague (M 35). - '
. 23. F 24 3D S.argues with fellow waitress about whose orders are
) ready from the'chef. § wins argument.
27. F 32 3D lglat:mat:e (41) objects to S's wish to extend hospitality to
' a newly-arrived overseas student for her first night in )
the country. . .
- . 30. F 32 3D, Angry at colleague (M 35) for seeming to treat S as sub-
SN B ' - _ordinate. § asserts self, tells him "where to go".
- ' i ) ' :
{ “ - 31:. F 33/XD Confrontation with supervisor (F 55), difference of :
Y S ¢ . , opinion over budget. Supervisor finally admits S is right.
: . ' .32, F,34°3D Havin%‘ to ask daughter (8) yet again to brush her teeth.
| : 33. F%S‘BD Confrontation with rental agent (F 50) aboyt beihg "ripped
!, % ] off" re. rent. ;
g ” N ' .~ ¢ -
| Group 2 - External control /
;‘ ' Group 2.1 - Being "pushed around" b?wh’o"meone/ thing
: PR ) beyond S's control
E' - 3. F 312D On the phone having to 1isten to mother talk on and on

13. F 3320 _

.about her problems. T

»

Sister (39) tells S she doesn't like $'s new boyfriend.

—
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i A'B C D o !
14. F 33 2D ’é feels pusHEd/demanded to produce skilld and involvement
, beyond her capacity. Finally loses temper. \
’ 16. F 26 '2D S feels obliged to be social faciAlitator in tense social
' situation with flatmates (F g8, M 28, F 28).
.o -
17. F 25 2D Husband tells S what to do, S resents being ordered around. - -
19.-M 48 3D Wife asks S to do gardening, which he does not enjoy. “ - !
Quarrel ensues.}
20.. M 33 3D . Working in a library, bé&ng under pressure during a busy /
‘ time- ’/'
. . . - !
Group 2.2 - Being "put down" - - ’ ) N £
. ' 2. F N1 2p Boyfriaﬁd {32) accuses S of baiting guest at a party, L
- ‘ . trying to make guest look foolish. P S ;
12, M 28 2D Argument with flatmate (F 22) over minor detail S's” -
LN opinion ignored. . o .
‘ '18. F 34 2D Stepdaughter (18) refuses to, obey S, is extremely rude to S.
24. F 32 3D Client (M 20) becomes abusive .to S when S unable to grant
PR ~ him an appointment with doctor for whom she works. -
25. F 21 3D Slsﬁﬁjected to a "putdown" by professor (M 33). when she

- goes to see-Him about a term paper.

Group. 2.3 - Frusttabf\n\of ‘plans for gratification

9. F 30 2D Husband (31) disrupts S's\schedule hy watching TV baseball
. game, having promised not to. >

11. M 33 2D Political discussion at dinner, consciously trying CO
. avoid expressing own opinion because this will lead to
argumert with stepfather (55). ‘

21. F 32 30 In hospital after Caesarean birth of A son. Told by nurse
) (F_25) she would have to wait to see baby.

26. F 19 3D S has broken leg. Angry and frustrated listening to
brother (24) and boyfriend (21) tglk about going to play
basketball because S unable to go.

29. M 37 3D On ¢anoe trip. S expects brother-in-law to catch hold of
: . © canoe, which he does not. Canoe tips, S falls in icy water.

35. M 29 3D S about’ to do solo number at concert (S in a folk group)
I ~+  whem group leader indicaCes set is over.. -
Group 3 - Rejection

5. F20 20 ' Tells boss (M 40) she is quitting, is disappointed because
he didn't try to convince her.to stay.
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- 15.

R 22,

) 2.

36.

‘ kA 10‘.

24.

o

B C D

F 30 2D
F 51 3D
F 33 3D

M 35 3D

r
o=l

J T ' . ‘ : . T y ;

In a4 bar. Flatmate (F 24) and her boyfriend (M 24)
come in and sit down witHout saying hello to S.

A "one night stand”. S feels deprived by this _person
(M 57) wHSse mind was entirely on sex.

N

Friend (M 31) tells S and husband (35) about party given
by a mutual friend to which S and husband not invited.

Friend (M 28) just returned from long absence, appears -
confused and distant when S .tries to welcome him back.

Group 4 - "Moods'" - being. hostile .to another

At wedding recept,ion; S is rude to a new‘acquaintance‘(M 24),
drawing -attention to“his stupidity.

‘S refuses to allow ex-wife to get some of her belongings
from dpartment locker. K

Temper tantrum with husband (35).

v

o

or

ST
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i} FACTOR 5 =~ Anxious, Afraid, Confused - L ) o oa
» teog e .
A'B C D L Ty a
Group 1 - Problem solvi j_g .‘ '
3. F 31 2D Discussion with husband (34) about total amount of time '
. husband should spend babysitting while S studies:
"l n
e o 17. P 25 2D Ser’f]s constructive discussion with husband -(25). -
%
’ ~ 19. M 48 3D Discussion with boss M 56) about how to handle a’
< ‘ . . . business crisis. : . ’ \
boL 21. F 32 3D | S has to clear up confusion.after fellow: teacher ™ 35)
b ~

- has mistakenly told mother (32) of pupil about her "problem -
child", when in“fact child belongs to someone klse. ,

r

N> .y 2. F193D S not sure vhether or mot to ‘switch majors at school.
. o . Discussion with boyfriend (21) about this. .

29. M 35 3D Equipment from 'S's firm has failed. § gets the facts X
- : . straight about what happened, reassures client (M 50) . )

30. F 32 30 Discussion with brother-in—-iaw (38) about sister 8
. drinking ptoblem b

' 32. F 34 3D Discussion vith husband (35) about whether or not they
should mogg out of Québec, - .

, 33. F 38 3D S arranges &r schedu.le‘so that it will fic in with that .
' . of her husband (33). -

A ’ '36. M 35 3D Discussion with daughter (7) about how she vdnd 8 can
R L _improve their communication. ,

e

‘\ -
R ‘ ‘Croup 2 - External control .
Qf » “ Group 2.1 ~ Authority figures ‘
| ‘ 5. F 20 2D °Long discussion with mother’ about S's _wanting to leave
home, which mother finds hard to accept
7. F 21 2D Professor (M 37) flirts with S, says he would J,ike to. make
a pass at her. . .
11. M 33 2D Music lesson with teacher (F. 40) S submissive, suffers
. from performance anxfety, but z‘fbcomplishes also.
13. F 33 2D Discussion with boss about problems -and benefits in
\\ working together. - ) K
o 25. F 21 3D S subjected to a "putdown” by professor (M 33) when she”
- . ’ ' goes to .see him about a term paper. '@ . ‘
35. M 29 3D Having a job iﬁterview with potential empl‘byer (M 38). . :";.
L} ‘ ® "
%&’ .- Group 2 2 -'Ba \ing told to do something .
6. F 302D Conflict with mother-in-law who felt S should call several
people to tell them of S's father's death. « S not ready
; : o1 . to do this. o )
I\ " K " ” % ) b
',A ;ﬁ ’ ~t ’ “
S ’ -
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16. F 26

‘31. F 33

15. F 30

22. F 51

»r

24. F 32
28. F 33

2. F 31

| 14, F 33

18. F 34
1 20.°M 33

’

|
127. F 32

D

2D

2D

3D

2D

k)i
3D

3D

3D

3

. 2D,

2D

2D
2D

2D

2D

2D

2D

3D
3D

‘Mother's Day. S te

Husband (31) receives tearful phonecall from ex-employee
(F 25) asking for marital advice. Husband tells S not to '
ask him questions about this, it is none of her business..

Boyfriend (25) chas?es S for not calling her mother on .
1s him not to tell her what to do.

S's mother tries to persuade S to come on vacation with
her, embarrassing;s in front of mother's friend (F 60).

Group 3 - Deprivation or loss or potential loss

I 57) w}(mpe mind is entirely on sex.

Haviné to tell boss (M 36) she wants to quit, without
hurting His feelings. . i

A "one night stand". S feels deprived by this person’

ed

In hospitak. Mother and S are crying a few minutes after
father's death, after a lingering illness.

S leaving city, has to give up her dog to a friend (F 34).

Daughter (2%) says babysitter had "hit" her. S does not
believe this byt has to confront sitter (F 23) to be sure.

. Sitter very distressed, wa%ts to quit, is finally reassured

Husband (35) interrupts conversation between S and friend
(F 24) just as real communication is beginning to happen.

Group 4 - Not able to help with another's problem

Visiting father in l;ospital Having to pretend ignorance
about the serioushess of his condition.

S lives in, community house. Girl (23) comes to house high
-on amphetamine, very upset about broken relationship. S
tries to help, talks with her for two hours. S

Discdussidn with close friend (F 60) about Lfriend's '
marital problems, . ‘

-8 unable to give emotional support: to wife at a time . 4
when she needs it. e

Trying to, help flatmate's mother (57) with her income

tax return. . :
. %

Greup 5 - "Moods" or not interpretable . e L

. A "one night stand". . . T

o

S expressing frustration, lack of understanding, i‘nabilit:y
to be open to a teacher/friend (F 34). ’

Christmas T.nner with brother and sister~in-law.

S at court acting as witness for the prosecution.

Mbther complaining that S's sister and ‘her husband did not
come to meet S and mothet after transatlantic flight
. /4
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.o ¢ \/‘C‘ o, A s
- q '
FACTOR'8 ——Happy, Friendly, Pleased with Oneself o + 1 ..
A BCoD : | o CT
Group 1 - Social Interactions h "
N K i
Group 1.1 - Social Interactions with Intimates
10. M 37 2D’ Skinny-dipping and making love with girlfriend (33) om
moonlit summer night, ,
11. M332D A quiet evening at home reading and talking with wife (38).
16. F 26 2D A relaxed evening at home watching boyfriend (25) play
backgammon with a friend (M 24). ,
21. ¥ 32 30 S is divorced, children live with father. First day of
children's (M 8, .F 6) first visit ‘to Montreal to-see mother.
27. F 32 3D Flatmate (F 41) comes home tired from night course, is
. pleased to find S has planted petunias id flower box.
28. F 33 3D Playing a word game with daughter (2%), watching her
having fun, pleased she is learning.
34. F 40 3D ‘{On phone with sister (42) - a warm, 1oving, terrific
‘)onversation (sister calling from Holland where she lives).
35. M 29 3D “An evening playing carcd? with potential girlfriend (27)%
| ~ Group 1.2 ~ Social Interactions with Friends -
1. F 30 2D A dinner getting caught "up to date" with sister (35)
) and. her husband (33) whom S has not seen for a month,
oy .
6. F 30 2D Having a good time with friend (F 30) and children on"
a picnic.
7. F 21 2D Getting stoned with friend ‘(Fj;ZB)’, laughing and talking'.
15. F 30 2D I§ Jacques Cartier Square on St. Jean Baptisté day — old
_ man shakes S's hard after she buys him a sandwich.
/o
19. M %48 3D Conversation with colleague (M 45) at colleague's leaving
' party. .
20. M 33 3D A dinner ‘and evening spent with friends: (M 31, M 29).
25. F 21 3D An evening at a restaurant with husband (24) and a couple
- - of close friends (M 25, F 25) ’
= ) Group 1.3 - Personal Discussions ‘
3. F 31 2D' " Discussion with husband, setting a day. for the whole
‘ C family to be together. w , :
4, M 21 2D Discussion ‘with friend (F 20) about politics, religion,
sexuality - generally be\1ng i trospective. ' ¥
8. F 35 2D Discussion. with husband @Aout whether or not he
“ ‘would take a sabbatical for four months.
N o ’ﬂ ‘I
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