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Introduction.

Given objectively equivalent stimulus conditions, two persons may
manifest markedly different degrses of response versatility. For one
tourist, a castle perched vpon a hill is just another ruin, while for
another it is a particular type of architectural style, situated in a
strategic setting, and embodying the social and political structure of
a certain period of history, What could explain these differences in
response? Why is it that one person can bring to bear upon a task or
respond to a stimulus with a greater variety of alternative responses
than can another person? (Bieri, in Fiske and Maddi, 1961, p. 355.)
Essentially that same question, raised by the psychologist James Bieri

as prelude to his discussion of cognitive somplexity in human creatures, is
the focus of a study reported in this paper, with specific reference to
variations in responses to dramatic characters by theatre audience members,
Witnessing a dramatic performance, an audience member is presented with a
vafiety of stimuli, responses to which may be mediated by psychological or
personality veriables affecting the spectator's ability to process information.
An assumption undergirding this approach to an analysis of spectator response
is that it is legitimate to think of a play as a transmitter of information
which, in order ultimately to affect (move? stimulate? activate? delight?
enlighten?) the spectator, must first be dealt with by the spectator's
information-processing apparatus,

Specifically, this paper reports results from an experiment conducted
to discover relationships betwecn theatre audience me. iers' information
processing abilities and their responses to charactes~ 1. complex and simple
plays. The total study included four independent var.cbless cognitive come
plexity of subjects, sex of subjects, comp]exity/simpiicity of the stimulus
play, and the churacters in the two stimulus plays, This report, however,

denls only with the interaction of subject complexity and the ten characters

in The Homecoming and Private Lives.
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Ordinarily a major portion of the information transmitted by a play's

. performance is carried by the characters., A spectator has only a short time

in which to become familiar with those characters, to make judgments about
them and comparisons among them, and to attempt predictions about their
behaviors--intentionally or unintentionally., If a spectator possesses but
few constructs f: ~ arriving at conclusions about other persons, what are her
responses likel to be vis-a-vis the characters in a play? Doubtless each

of us has experienced the phenomenon of widely divergent reactions to a given
dramatic production, Without, at the moment, undertaking to distinguish
between 'qualitative" and "quantitative" (if, indeed, the distinction can

be made) features of "understanding," it is relatively easy to observe that
different members of an audience appear to achieve different kinds of success
in integrating their responses to specific plays or filmg--in "making sense
out of" Othello, Hedda Gabler, Little Murders, Cries and Whispers, Boom Boom
Room, etc. If we can assume that one function of theatrical art is somehow
to increase a spcctator's understanding of her experisntial world, it seems
legitimate also to investigate processes which seem tc bear significantly
ubon the concept of "understanding," from the dual vicwpcint of the information-

processing capacity which a spcctator brings to the ti.catre and of the nature

" of the theatrical information to which she is exposed. On the basis of

studies in personality theory and in information pfocessing theory, there is
reason tn believe that a concept such as "Cognitive Complexity-Simplicity"
can aid us in explaining response differences in spectators.

In recent yeurs a number of personaiity psychologists have fastened upon
"informution processing" as an admixture of theorins which seems to facilitate

explanation of s variety of phenomena in human devoleop.went and behavior,
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Information processing theory, defined most simply, analyzes "the character=
istic ways in which an individual organizes, stores, and uses information in
adapting to various aspccts of his world . . . " (Schroder and Suedfeld,
1971, p. iii,) Included under the rubric of information processing theory

is the concept of cognitive complexity-simplicily, deriving principally from
George Kelly's (1955) Personal Construct Theory of personality, and developed
specifically by such researchers as Bieri (1955), Berkowitz (1957), Bieri and
Blacker (1956), and Nidorf and Argabrite (1970). Cognitive complexity-simplicity
postulates an intra-personal continuum of information-processing ability, at
one end of which are persons who possess a multitude of constructs or cate=-
gories to be used as criteria for making judgments about the external features
of their perceptual worlds, and at the other end of which are persons who
possess significantly fewer numbers of such categories or constructs, and
whose abilities to make fine distinctions between and among perceptual phenoe
mena are correspondingly limited.

Research question.

This paper focuses spocifically on two questions: (1) Will differing
patterns of response to the characters in plays emerge between cognitively
complex and cognitively simple persons; (2) will such .ifferences, if any,
interact with responses to specific characters or gr. :s of characters?
Independent variable I:_ Cognitive complexity-simpliec‘ty,

Scores on the complexity-simplicity continuum were ohtained by using a
version of the Rule Concept Repertory Test devised by Bieri and others (Bieri,
et. al., 1966, rp. 190-191), and consisted of a 10 x 1C matrix or grid, each
column of which was labeled with the role title of a person considered to be

a significant other in the subject's sociul environicut., Adjacent to the grid
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-wag a sot of ten six-step Likert scales, each identified by a pair of bipolar.
adjectives (constructs)., The subje:ts rated each of the persons listed across
the top of the grid on each of the te. Likert scales, inserting a number from
1 to 6 in the grid block under the p.rson's role title. The test form and its
instructions are reproduced in the Appendix, Fipures 4 and 5,

In scoring the test, ecach horizontal row is compared with each other
horizontal row of ratings, A score of 1 is given for every exact agrecment
of ratings on any one person, There are 45 possible row comparisons ;n a
10 x 10 matrix; the highest possible score, therefore, is 450, That is, if
a subject used the same number to rate each of the ten persons on each of the
ten constructs, her total score would be 450, Such a subject would be con-
sidered relatively cognitively simple, because her ability to use different
constructs or categories to rate the ten persons would be demoastrably limited.
By the same token, a score of, say, 90, would suggest that the subject had
used a variety of constructs or categories to rate the ten persons, and we
would say that such a subject is relatively cognitive.y complex, There are
no established upper or lower limits for scores indicative of absolute degrees
of complexity and simplicity. sccordingly, final subject selection was based
upon first and fourlh quartile distributions, The 90 subjects used in the
main study had C-C scores distributed as follows:

Female, high-complex (ucore range 86-129): 29 subjects
Female, low-complex (score range 174-263): 31 subjects
Male, high-complex (score range 95-119): 15 subjects
Male, low-complex (score range 164-263): 15 subjects

Independent variable II: Characters,
The ten principal charactors in The Homscoming '.nd Private Lives were

designated as a 10-level independent variable in the rultivariate model.
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Much of the research in cognitive complexity indicates that the concept is
strongly related to people's perceptions of and discriminations among other
persons, It was therefore hypothesized that significant relaticnships might
éxist between subject complexity-simplicity and subje-ts? perceptions of

characters in the stimulus plays,

Design of the experiment.,

Because this paper reports results from a portion of a more comprehensive
experirent, it seems useful to pluce these results specifically in the context
of the entire study's design, The research began with these considerations
in mind: Considering that there seem to exist in this culture peorle who can
be seen as cognitively complex and people who can be séen as cognitively
simple, it is possible thzt these two groups may respond differently to plays
and to the characters in plays. Further--if it is possitle to find plaeys that
can be characterized as complex and simple, it may be that cognitively complex
and cognitively simple people will respond differently to such plays. Finally--
it may be also that a subject's gex will have some btearing on her or his
response in any «! the catcgories of complexity-simplicity already mentioned.,
A multivariate ex, criment was designed; then, in three modules, The first
module is illustrated in Figure 1, It is a 10 x 2 x 2 factoriel module
incorporating ten levels of experimental treatment (th ten characters in
the two plays), tio levels ol cognitive complexity (complex/simple), and two
levels of sex diffwrentiation (female/male), The purpose of this design was
to test for all possible combinations of effects of Lhese three main varisbles
in the 40 cells of the module, The results discussed in the present paper
apply only to this module,

The other two modules of the totul design dealt with combinations of
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cognitive complexity, pley complexity, and subject sex. For purposes of

information only, at this point, it is indicated that T'.c Homecoring and

Private Lives were selected s respectively "complex" and "simple" on the
basis of results obtained (p<.01) when a "Cloze" entrory test was applied.
to their playscripts,

Dependent measures,

To measure the sffects of the system of' inderendent variables, a seven-

step sementic differential was used, The SD has been widely used ir theatre

research, especially since 1661, and the liter:ture is replete with evaluations

of its effectiveness (see, for examrle, Thayer, 1964; Frandser, et. al,, 1965;
Clevenger, et. al., 1967; Hansen and Bormann, 1969; Tucker, 1971; Addington,
et. al., 197; etc,). The eight-scale differential used in this study was

taken from Smith (197C), and the results of its uge in this research were

factor-analyzed previous to the apriication of multivariate analysis of variance,

The instrument is reproduced in Figure 2, Each subject was asked to rete
each of the ten characters on the came semantic differential,
Frocedures.

Subjects were 60 female and 30 male undergraduates in six sections of
Speech and English classes at Bowling Green State University. They were
required, ss a coniition of their enrollments in the resrective courses, to
attend performances of both plays, The Homeeeming was produced during the

week of April 26, 1972; Frivate Lives in the week of May 10, 1972, Immedi-

ately following each performince, subjects in attendance reported to a
previously-designated rcom in the theatre builcing, where they occupied theme
selves for approxiuutely 40 minutes complcling the deperdent measurement

instruments, After all data were collected, subjects were debriefed.




FIGURE 2: SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL ON CHARACTERS

LENNY

INTELLIGENT SeseseZecesolossassonscslesscatoscsatossnst STUPID
FORWARD feeecetecscetocssetonsacdosssctonssstocssst RESERVED
COOL 3ecesosecccetocscotassnntocsostonssedonsset WARM
KIND feeeeetococeloncosBosssstosnasioscantosesss CRUEL
WITHDRAWING SeceselocsocBosssatassssdocecetosscntosssss OUIGOING
SINCERE feceeeSesseetescosdosesslocssetossscsocsses ARTIFICIAL
HOSTILE 2uvecefocessfocescdonssodossanteccnnteanset FRIENDLY O
SOPHISTICATED SeesssBesssstoscssocccadosssalossselonssed NAIVE

(The remaining semantic differentials for the other nine characters
were identical in form to this one, except that each page was headed
with the nams of a different characters RUTH, MAX, AMANDA, VICTOR, etc.)

10
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Multivariate date analyses were executed throughout the study. Data
from administration of the semantic differentials were first principal-
factors analyzed, Minimum strength criterion for ecceptance was a factor
loading of 0.450; the purity criterion required that a secale's factor loading
be At least twice the same scale's loading on any other factor. 4ll eigﬁt
SD scales emerged as salient, in two factors. The scule and factor array is
displayed in the Appendix, Table 1,

The factor-analyzed scules were then subjected to multivariate analysis
of variance, following which post-significance examinations were conduveted
by using discriminant analysis, Ihese results are displeyed in the Appendi§,
Tables 2 and 3. A more detailed explanation of statistical operations is
also appended.

Results.,

To deul first with results that emerged from analysis of the entire
medule, but which do not concern us in this report: The entire system of
eight SD scules was first analyzed; then separate analyses were exccuted on
each of the two factors composing the system, In all three analyses, signif-
icant A main effects were observed, Naturally., All this means is that there
were wide differencus in subjects' responses to each of the ten characters in
the plays. That rcsult was expected, and it is haydly startling, We dismiss
it immediately, not only because it is of no interest, but beceuse in two of
the three analyses there appeared interaction effects (A x C) which rendered
illegitimate any separate consideration of main effects. The sex variable
had no effect in any analysis--gsex of the subjects seemed not to have affected
their responses. Dismiss that one. In no case was tiere a significant three-
way (Character x Sex x Complexity) interaction effect. Dismiss that one,

Now we're gettins; ¢iose to the soul of thre reseurch.

11
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Analysis of the entire syster produced an interaction effect of Character °
x Complexity (A x C), significant at the ,027 level. That begins to be
intriguing. (In that system there was also a significant main effect of
Complexity, but its impact was invalidated by the interaction effect.)
Keep that interaction effect in mind, 1In the analysis of the four scales
composing Factor I, there wis a significent main effect of Complexity, which
is Interesting, but not of great import. It doesn't tell us very much beyond
suggesting that on those four scales, complex subjecte reacted differently
than did simple subjects with respect to ihe whole cluster of ten characters,
We're looking for a bit more. Moving down to the analysis of _he four scales
composing Factor II, we find something that may be mor¢ fascinating--an
interaction effect of Character x Complexity, significsnt at the .0C7 level.
Recall thzt in the analysis of all eight scales, the Character x Complexity
interaction effect was significant at the ,027 level, This Factor II inter-
action «ffect, significant at the .007 level, supgests that the four scales
composing Facter II were very likely produéing that "ertire system" A x C
interaction effect, und that when Factor II is isoleted from the entire system,
it is a more powerful indicator of response differences among subjects.

Henceforth, attention will be directed only to the anulysis of the
scales composing Facter II, Of the eight scales in the entire system, scales
1, 2, 5, and 8 =rnstitute Factor II, as follows:

P1¢ + Intelligent-Stupid -
Pp: + Forward-Reserved -

Pg: + Outgoing-Withdrawing -
Pg: + Sophisticat~d-Nuive -

Discriminant analysis of the factor reve: .ed relatively high absolute values

for the discriminant function coefficients correspc- iing to scules P and Pg,

12
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with the dimension being dominated by P5. (Refer to Appendix, Table 3,)
With a negative sign preceding the coefficient for Py and a positive sign
preceding the coefficient for P8, it is possible to suggest that the four
discriminant function coefficients derived from analysis of the four SD scales
in Factor II indicate that with respect to these four scales, the subjects -~
were responding to the ten characters along a dimension of percertion charac-
terized by the constructs "Withdrawing" and "Sophisticated," with the construct
"Withdrawing" exhibiting the most strength. It seems fair, then, to label
this a "dimension of aloofness," insofar as it is reasonable to construe
"aloofness" as encompassing both "withdrawing" and "sophisticated."

Cell centroids correspond in this anslysis to th- cells delineated by
the interactions of euch of the ten dramatic characters with each of the two
levels of subject complexity, and are displuyed in graphic form in Figure 3,
The scale of from -.5 to =4.5 represents only thcse values encempassed by
the spectrum of centroid values, znd was derived throu;h the mathematics of
discriminant analysis from the original 7-point semanti¢ differential scales,
Points have been plctted along that scale indicative of the perceptions of
the subjects in cach cell of the tenﬂaramatic chiracters, The =4.5 end of
the scale represe.is the greatest "degree of percertion' or "intensity of
belief" of subjects along the "dimenuion of aloofqpssh“

In Figure 3 visual separ:tion of high-complexes f'rom low-complexes was
done only for euse of interpretation--the "dimension of slonfness" is not

construed to be ¢perating independently for subjects included by each of the

two levels of complexity.

13
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Discussion,

Because much of the literature in cognitive coemplexity pertains to
people's perceptions of other people and to the degree to which Judges dif-
ferentiate among the people whom they are judging, an effort was made in this
study to assess ways in which cognitively complex and cognitively simple sube
Jects might respond to (process information about) other people insofar as
the others are characters in plays rather than "real" people within the "real
social environments of the subjects. Results suggest that the two groups do
indeed resprnd differently (and differentially) tec such charecters, This
bears importantly, it seems to me, upon our view of drama as something
appreciably more than simply "show biz" or "entertainment" in its relatively
mindless sense, If it is fair to assume that worthwhile drama (however
"worthwhile" is finally construed) deals in various authentic ways with
situations and problems that confront human creatures, it seems fair also to
suggest some parallels between the ways in which people respond to "dramatic"
characters and the ways in which they respond to "resl" characters in none
theatre circumstances (assum:ng further that there are Any "non=theatre"
circumstances),

Of particul-+ interest is the Character x Complexity interaction effect
derived from Faci'r JI of the scinantic differentia;. Visual examination of
the twenty cell cenlroids arraycd along the "dimension of aloofness" presumed
to be differentiating the groups indicates support for one of the principal
assumptions underlying the concept of cognitive complexity, which is that
complex persons make finer distinctions between and among people in their
social environments than do cognitively simple people, In the theatre, such

a notion carries provocative implications for audienc: -.embers who may view

15
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& play as a preater or lesser "problem to be solved" as a function of their
information-processing cupabilities; for directors whose job it is to interpret
a play "successfully" (is a really competent director also a cognitively
complex person?); for actors who must "make believable for audiences" the
characters whom they portray; for teachers who must grapple with classrooms

of students whose information-processing abilities may cover a wide range

of competences; for critics whese function gught tec be to help others gain

insight into performed drauma; etc,

The range of responses aiong this discriminant dimension for high-complex
cells is from ,8051 to 4.3741, or a range of uhout 3,6 "points," The corres=
ponding range for the lcw-complex cells extends from 1,4523 to 3,9%22, or a
range of about 2,5 "points." The range for the high~complex subjecté is
nearly one~third greater than the range for the low-corplexes, indicating that
the former groups made considerably wider distinctions among the dramatic
characters that they judged., This observation is supported additionally by
the phenomenon of "grouping" of responses to specific chaoracters by the high-
complexes and by ‘he low-complexes: it seems reascnable to conclude that
high-complexes! judgments of characters resulted in seven groups or clustergf
of charecters:

Teddy  Victor Sam  Joey  Ruth/Sibyl  lenny  Max/Elyot/Amanda
while the low-cc:.plexes! judgments resulted in only five such "clusters":

Sam  Teddy/Victer  Sibyl  Joey/Ruth  Lenny/Mex/Elyoct/Amanda
Another observaticr on this ssue theme is that the greatest distancese~
therefore, presumably, the greuter degrecs of differentiationebetween clusters
of characters occurred in the judgments of high-complex zubjects, Specifically,

the distances between their rutiags of Teddy and Vi.'or, between their ratings

16
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of Sam and Joey, and between their ratings of Sibyl and Lenny surpass in -

magnitude any of the distunces between low-complex subjects'! ratings of
characters,

Some tentative observations can be made about differences between highe
complex and low-complex subjects! perceptions cf individual chéracters. Cell
centroids differed in greatest magnitude on the charucters Teddy (.9051 and
1.7820, respectively, for high-complexes und low-complexes), Joey (2.4899 ys.
3.1643), and Ruth (2,7286 ys. 3.2757). all three of these characters are
from The Homecoming, which was found to be the more entropic (complex) of the
two stimulus plays. In each case, the lew-complex subjects judged the chare
acter to be farther along the "dimension of aloofness" than did the high-
complex subjects, These results suggest the possibility that the interaction
here between subject complexity and character may also be an interaction
between subject complexity and stimulus complexity, and that the high-complex
subjects did not feel as distant or as alienated frem these (high-complex?)
characters as did the low-complex subjects., The apparent results are remin-
iscent of earlier investigations by Barronlin which complex people preferred
complex works of art, and the assumption is strengthened by observation of
the differences i: the two groups' judgments of charucters from Private Livesee
the more redunda::* (simpler) of the two }lays, Of thut play's four characters,
three manifest difi'ercnces in recisely the opposite “irection: Sibyl, Elyot,
and Amanda were all perceived by the low-somplexes -+ being less far aiong
the "dimension ¢ aloofness" wien their responses wery compsred to those of
the high-comple..zs. This could suggest that the low-ccmplexes felt closer
to=-or empathized more withe-these (low=-complex?) characters than did the

highecomplexes.
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I indicated earlier that the discriminant function dimension was labeled

a "dimension of aloofness" as a result of the heavily weighted coefficients
assoclated with the semantic differential constructs "Sophisticated" and
"Withdrawing"--the heaviest weight falling on "Withdrawing," A colleague,
Allen Kepke, has suggested a somewhat different way of looking at that dimene
sion, In attempts to measure responses by people to dramatic phenomena, we
often face the protlem of trying to characterize what may finally be a non-
verbal or subverbal response in yerbal terms or of failing tc use precisely
the right words to describe the response. If the subjects in an experiment,
for example, are responding to a "felt phenomenon," we may encounter some
difficulty in reducing that "felt phenomenon" to a set of bipolar adjectives,
The constructs "Sophisticated" and "Withdrawing," then, while they seem to
have elicited the most significant set of responses from the subjects, nay

not finally be precisely descriptive, in terms of what we think those specific
words "mean," of the "felt phenomenon" of subject's response to characters.

It may also be "off the murk" somewhat to label the final diseriminant function
dimension as a "a*mension of aloofness"--that may be ric.e, but not exactly
descriptive.

Looking agair at the graphic representation of ...plex and simple subjects!
responses to tne ten charactcrs (Figure 3), we see th.t at the ripght<hand end
of the acale are clustered th.n charaéters Lenny, lax, Elyot, and Amanda,

These characters can be seen, in each of the two ﬁiays, as characters who are
most engaged in "pushing the action" of the play--'"moving the play to its
conclusion," By contrast, at the left-hand end of the scale are clustered
the characters Tcddy, Sam, and Victor-~these characters can be seen as those

who are "moved :long by the play," or perhaps "acted upon" by the other

18
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‘characters. Within this nlignment there are still the differential responces
by the two subject groups, At present, this is speculative, but it suggests
a mode of interpretation that might be helpful for directors. .

At this point in the development of this kind of dimensionalizing teche
nique, however, I am not as much interested in constructing specific rationales
for labeling semantic dimensions and trying precisely to interpret those
dimensions as I am in looking ut the suggestive feutures of the technique and .
trying to discover ways to make it more comprehensive, When I see, for example,

that the high-complexes placed Teddy at one extreme end of this continuum,
| reasonably distant both from high-complexes' perceptions of other characters
and from low-complexes' percegtions of Teddy, while both subject groups placed
Lenny at almost the sume poinf on the continuum, I have to ask such a question

‘as, "Did these two groups of subjects ses two substantially different plays

while they watched The lomecoming?" The statistics have indicated significant

differences in the two groups' responses to the characters; we have to keep
asking nuestions that will enable us to discover with greater precision what
those differenc>= really are ard what they mean for people who consider theme
selves directors, actors, pedagogues, and eritics, The multivariate statistical
operations employed here seem to have provided opportunity to view the infor-
mation processing mechanisms of theatre audiences ag multi-dimensioned
phenomena, This paper has dealt with only one "dimension of response'; it

is probubly possible to envision the isolation of entire gets of sueh
"dimensions of response" susceptible of simultaneous viewing as they operate
in a perceptual or information-processing system yis. .-vis a particular group
of asudience membivs, Construing the artistic experi  'e¢ in gsuch terms enables

us to work tcward greater precision Yhan hag heretof re been available to us

19
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in describing some of what occurs in the interuction of performance wlth

playgoer, and it enables us %o eschew the vagueness and generality of

analytic approaches which rely for their descriptions upon unqualified
references to "individual differences between preople," "dram:tic insight,"
"artistic sophistication," "talent," etc. Cnce we are able to talk gbout
"aesthetics" and "artistic experiences" in a more precise vocabulary, using

a lexicon that incorporates the relative exactitude of scientific method, the
way is then open for us to examine what we imagine to be a variety of components
of "artistic experience" in increasingly microscopic detail, as well age-we
hope=-to discover components of that experience which had previously been
h;dden to our view, thereby increasing the range and capability of our

scientific lexicon of theatre phenomena, and so it goes.
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SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL OPERATIONS

le Factor Analysis was done to eliminate dependent variables which did not
seon to be ei‘fec%ive in measuring subjects' responscs to the rated concepts,
and to achieve groupings of depemient variables=efactorse-indicative of dimene
sions of subject response, (Example: Raymond SmithVs § factors:
"Mannert (calmeexcitable; cold=hot)
"Seriousness" (1ight-heavy; humnrous=serious; relaxed=-tcnse)
"Ethical Value" (honest-dishonest; valuable-worthless; true=-false)
"Esthetic Value" (ugly-bsautiful; displeasing=pleasing; painful-pleasurabls))

2. Multivariate Analysis of Variance was done to ascertain whether statisti-

cally sﬁmmmes appeared, at the ,05 probability level, between

and/or among the responses of the subject groups (on each cluster, or factor,

of dependent measures). A significant multivariate "F" indicated ONLY that ons

or more significantly differing responses occurred-=it did not reveal where the
differences were, In the case of & 2 x 2 design, with L cells, the significant

"F indicated only that at least one of those cells was significantly different

from the others. Iurther testing was required, however, to pinpoint the differences,

3¢ Discriminant Analysis is an additional statistical procedure which, by
weighting subjects! raw scores with a mathematical constant, achieves a linear
combination of those raw scores such that maximum differentiation among groups
is demonstrated. Each such linear combination is called a discriminant function,
Factor analysis achieves grouping of variables; discriminant analysis achieves
separation of variable scores. Discriminant analysis provides, for each cluster
of dependent variables that was variance-analyzed, a set of coefficients equal
in number to the number of variables in the cluster=-diccriminant function
coefficients, Just as, in the factor analyses, the factors themselves repre-
sented dimensions of subject response, each discriminant function now represents
what can be called a dimension of perception, because the values of the imdi-
vidual discriminant function coefficients provide informatIon about the relative
strength of subject response to each deperdent variable in the cluster,

ie The final step in this sequence is to use the discriminant function
coefficients to pinpoint specific differencus between and/or among the several
cells in the designs To do this, each subj:zct's raw score on each dependent
variable in the ciuster is multirlied by the correspemiing discriminant funwticn
cnefficient, These products are then summed, resulting in a diseriminant
function score, for each subject, on the entire cluster of dependent variables,
Then, within each cvll of the design (4 cells in a 2 x 2; 20 cells in a 20 x 2,
etc.s » the mean of that cell's subjects! discriminant function scores represents
the group's (cell's) discriminsnt function score, and Ls calicd a cell centivid.

It is the multivuriate analogue to a univariate group mean,

With the cell centroids--one composite score for each cell--we can then
observe specific differences between and among the groups of subjects,
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10 x 2 x 2 Multivariate Analysis of Variance:

TABLE 2

26

"Character! Semantic

Differentials (Chara..ter X Sex x Complexity)

~ Entire System (P = 8)

Source of Variation de fo F=ratio p less than

A main (Cha.racter) 72, 5196.1758 23.9U66 0,0001

B main (Sex) , 053 0.8316 065750 (}ieSe)

C main (Complexity) 8 853 242254 0,0238

AxB 72 519641758 1,001 04746 (NeSe)

AxC 72, 51961758 1.348% 00272

BxC 8, 853 067956 046066 (NoSo)

AxBxC 72, 5196,1758 049666 065597 (NeS.)
Factor I (P = ) .

Source of Variation d. fo F=ratio P less th_g_n

A main 36, 321343132 17,0812 0,0001

B main h, 857 0.7171 065602 (NeSe)

C main , 857 3.2921 0,0109

AxC 36, 321343132 1,158 042534 (NeS.)

Bx0C h 857 1.1592 0.3273 (NeSe)

Source of Variation

A main
B main
¢ main

>t

|
waoQ

Factor II (Peal)

d. f.

36, 3213.3132
b, 87
)4, 857
36, 321343132
36, 321343132
L, 857
36, 3213.3132

_{:‘:rn* 30

33,.137
1.0(559
06629
1,7529
1,6004
063019
1.2324

p less than

0,000L

063620 (NeSe)

066179 (NeSe)
0,383 (NoS.)
060069

O. 871;8 (N.S.;

0.1612 (NeSo

ERIC
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TABLE 3

Ioat hoc Discrimination Data for Significant Character x Complexity
(A x C interaction) Effect, Factor IJ, "Character" Semantic
Differentials (Refer to MANOVA Table 2)

Estimated Combined !sans

Cell Variahle
Py P, Pg Pg
1 2 L .825 5963 5171 . L4702
1 2 54105 5837 5.089 ly 0565
2 1 50129 5e20L L4239 5153
2 2 1,316 5391 54657 L.l73
3 : 1 30’-136 50259 hc%a 30052
3 2 3.310 5.363 L7090 34225
L 1 2,172 34099 3.:01 2.121
L -2 2,849 LohS 3,920 2,710
s 1 34659 2408 2610 24792
5 2 34962 T 24573 2,602 34573
6 1 4,582 2,103 24559 ko526
7 1 2,432 3,117 3,611 24155
8 1 5.826 64066 64066 5408
9 1 3.678 2,695 2,698 34659
9 2 3,817 2,938 3,292 3,762
10 1 6170 6 192 64308 6,005
10 2 54690 64050 5eYL9 5.787
Standerdized Discriminant . :lion Coefficients
~e0957 w,2332 w U317 % L4968+
#Maximally discriminating

(Continued naxt page.)
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TABLE 3 (cont,)

e, N« N SN, S — Y — i V A VL A o

U VvV o© oo =N =

10

10

R I

- N (. T =R S T A I R B R A

N BN

Cell Centroids

(Lenny x High-complex) s
(Lenny x Low=complex) s
(Ruth x High=complex):
(Ruth x Low~complex)s
(“fax x High=complex):
(Max x Low=complex)s
(Joey x High=complex)s
(Joey x Low=complex)s
(Sam x Highecomplex) :
(Sam x Low=complex) ¢
(Teddy x High~complex):
(Teddy x Low=-complex):

(Sibyl x High=complex) s

(5ibyl x Low=complex)s

(Elyot x High-complex)s

(Elyot x Low-complex) s
(Victor x Highecomplex):
(Victor x Low=complex):
(Amanda x High~complex) s
(Amanda % Low=complex) s

=347540
«347427
2,728
=342757
b 02994
=347561
=2.4899
=3+2613
=1,7h3L
«1,11523
=0,8051
=1,7820

«2 47658
=2 65522
=l 42653
«3,8161
111750
=1,0711
o371
=3 e9722




