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CHAPTER I 

raTRODUCTION 

The roots of cognitive complexity lie in Kelly's (1955) theory of 

personal constructs. Kelly (1955) posits that a person's most basic 

tendency in life is an attempt to predict and control personally 

experienced events in t:he environment. Human behavior is seen as 

basically anticipatory rather than reactive. Thus, Kelly's (1955) 

f\andamental postulate is, "a person's processes are psychologically 

channelized by the ways in which he anticipates events" (p. 46) . Kelly 

continues by stating a philosophical position which he calls con

structive altemativism: "We assume that all of our present inter

pretations of the universe are subject to revision or replacement" 

(1955, p. 15, italics omitted). Constructs change when they lead to 

anticipations that turn out to be inacc\irate in prediction. 

Kelly (1955) suggests that constructs are bipolar in nature. Two 

corollaries to his fundamental postulate address this point. The 

Dichotomy corollairy states that "a person's construction system is 

composed of a finite number of dichotomous constructs" (Kelly, 1955, 

p. 59). Further, the Choice corollary states that "a person chooses 

for himself that alternative in a dichotomized construct through which 

he anticipates the greater possibility for extension and definition of 

his system" (p. 64). For example, a common bipolar construct is Good-

Bad. This construct becomes a personal construct because each person 

who uses this construct is likely to construe something as good or bad 

for different reasons. Thus, while many people would use this Good-Bad 



construct, they would differ in the reasons through which one pole is 

chosen over the other. 

Kelly (1955) continues by stressing four qualities through which 

constructs operate. First, constructs range from permeable to imper

meable. "A permeable construct is one which implies additional ele

ments...An impeinneable construct...will admit no additional elements" 

(Xelly, 1955, p. 156). This dimension concerns the rigidity of an 

individual's construct system. Second, a construct may be preemptive 

when it "preempts its elements for membership in its own realm 

exclusively" (Kelly, 1955, p. 156). For example, "anything which is a 

ball can be nothing but a ball" (p. 156) is a preemptive construct. 

Third, a construct can be constellatory when it "fixes the realm member

ships of its elements" (p. 156). This is a stereotyped thinking mode. 

Fourth, there is the prepositional construct which "does not distiirb 

the other realm memberships of its elements" (p. 157). What is implied 

by these four constinict qualities is that the most adaptive construct 

system (that is, one which is most successful in prediction and con

trol) is neither totally permeable nor impermeable, nor is it pre

emptive, constellatory, or prepositional. This idea is best supported 

by Kelly's (1955) use of the dimension of dilated-constricted con

structs. "Dilation occurs when a person broadens his perceptual field 

in order to reorganize it on a more comprehensive level...Constriction 

occurs when a person narrows his perceptual field in order to minimize 

apparent incompatibilities" (p. 532). Constructs which are totally 

impermeable, preemptive, and/or constellatory are likely to result in 

extremely constricted constructs. On the other hand, constructs which 



are totally permeable and/or prepositional are likely to result in 

extremely dilated constructs. It can be concluded that while at times 

it may be most effective to use moderately dilated or constricted 

constructs, either extreme is likely to result in a reduction of the 

individual's ability to predict and control the surrounding events. 

A final area of Kelly's (1955) theory which is most pertinent to 

this paper's central problem is what he calls the circumspection pre

emption and control cycle (CPC cycle). In the circumspection phase of 

the cycle, the individual tends to dilate the construct system so that 

constructs can be examined propositionally and in a multidimensional 

manner. Soon, however, the individual must narrow the perspective by 

preempting the less important constructs. "He consolidates all the 

possible perspectives in terms of one dichotomous issue and then makes 

his choice between the only two alternatives he allows himself to 

perceive" (Kelly, 1955, p. 516). Kelly suggests that the control 

phase of the CPC cycle could also be called the choice phase. Here, 

the individual chooses the alternative in the previously dichotomized 

construct through which environmental prediction and control can be 

best anticipated. Thus, through the CPC Cycle, an individual learns 

to predict and control the events which happen around him or her. 

Bieri (1955) was the first person to apply Kelly's psychology of 

personal constructs to cognitive complexity, a term which appears to 

originate in Bieri's 1955 article. Bieri discusses the degree of pre

dictive efficiency of one's construct system. He suggests that a con

struct system is the most predictive when the degree of differentiation 

among the constructs is the greatest. Pertaining to people, a construct 



system which is able to differentiate among people in the environment 

will be better able to predict the behavior of those people. Bieri 

designates the degree of differentiation of one's construct system as 

reflecting its cognitive complexity-simplicity. "A system of con

structs which differentiates highly among persons is considered to be 

cognitively complex. A construct system which provides poor differ

entiation among persons is considered to be cognitively simple in 

structure" (Kelly, 1955, p. 263). Bieri continued by testing two 

hypotheses derived from this theoretical approach. His findings will 

be considered again in a later section. 

The application of cognitive complexity as a reflection of Kelly's 

personal construct theory to psychology is extremely broad. Cognitive 

complexity has drawn researchers from experimental, clinical, and 

counseling psychology. The experimental psychologists have looked at 

cognitive complexity primarily from the perspective of information 

processing, decision-making, and cognitive styles. For example, Scott 

(1962), when comparing cognitively simple and cognitively complex 

individuals, found that the siibjects who were more cognitively complex 

were better able to integrate new information into a preexisting 

classification scheme, and they were also better able to modify that 

classification scheme in light of new data. 

Clinical and counseling psychologists have analyzed cognitive 

complexity as a personality variable, both from the trait and state 

perspectives. From the personality trait perspective, we will look 

closely at a study by Starbird and Biller (1976), who compared cogni

tive complexity with dogmatism and repression-sensitization. Their 



results indicated that subjects who were cognitively complex also 

tended to be non-dogmatic and sensitizers. The converse was found 

for subjects who scored low on cognitive complexity. Consistent with 

the cognitive emphasis of Kelly's (1955) personal construct theory, 

both dogmatism and repression-sensitization can be considered as cogni

tive styles. That is, dogmatic repressors can be considered to think 

in a narrow and rigid manner. 

A representative study from the personality state perspective 

Cirwin, Tripodi, & Bieri, 1967) concluded that there may be more to 

cognitive complexity than cognitive style. They discovered that sub

jects became more cognitively complex when confronted with individuals 

who evoked negative affect, while subjects became more cognitively 

simple when confronted with individuals who evoked positive affect. 

Finally, and most recently, counseling psychologists have applied 

cognitive complexity to the vocational realm. The most pertinent study 

in this vocational area (at least for this study's purposes) is that 

of Haase, Reed, Winer, and Bodden (1979), who applied the findings of 

the effects of negative versus positive information of cognitive com

plexity to the vocational realm. They found that the provision of 

positive (printed) occupational information resulted in reduced cogni

tive complexity, while the provision of (printed) negative or 

mixed occupational information resulted in the maintenance of the 

pretest level of cognitive complexity. As shall be seen from the 

literature review, this dissertation's problem comes directly out of 

the most recent vocational emphasis, but it includes an extension to 

theoretically relevant personality correlates as well. 



Based on the above introduction, this dissertation analyzed the 

interrelationships between cognitive complexity, repression-

sensitization, and dogmatism in a counseling analogue setting where 

negative or positive information was provided. 

The literature review begins by reviewing numerous measures of 

cognitive complexity. It will then consider the information processing 

studies, followed by the variable of cognitive complexity—first looking 

at those studies primarily concerned with cognitive complexity as a 

trait, then as a state. Finally, studies in the area of vocational 

psychology and cognitive complexity are reviewed. The literature 

review section concludes with the development of specific hypotheses. 



CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEÎ J 

As noted in the introductory chapter, cognitive complexity has 

been seen as a cognitive style, personality trait, and personality 

state. Now reviewed are measxires of each. 

MeasTirement of Cognitive Complexity 

There are a large variety of meas;ires of cognitive complexity. 

The studies reviewed in this paper have used measures ranging from 

picture rating (Koenig & Seaman, 1974a) and paragraph completion 

(Russell & Sandilands, 1973), through impression formation (Bryson & 

Driver, 1972) and a semantic differential (Vannoy, 1965), to Kelly's 

Role Construct Repertory Test (Kelly, 1955) and Bieri's Repertory Test 

(Bieri, 1955). The latter two have, by far, been the most widely used 

measures. 

While it is beyond the scope of this dissertation to detail all 

the content, reliability, and validity of these measures, some evidence 

will be presented briefly to give the reader an idea of the variety of 

these measures. The contents of the most widely used measures will be 

described the first time a reviewed study uses them. 

Kuusinin and Nystedt (1975) analyzed the convergent validity of 

three indices of cognitive complexity to person perception. In addi

tion to Kelly's (1955) original test, they developed two measures, one 

of which used a semantic differential, the other a personality differ

ential. Specifically, on the semantic differential, the authors 
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provided the roles that Kelly used in his test. He asked each subject 

to rate each role on a seven-point scale on twelve dimensions which 

were also provided by the authors. Some dimensions which the authors 

used included: nice-nasty, good-bad, and active-passive. The person

ality differential was similarly constructed, except that twelve 

different dimensions were provided. Tough-tender, moral-immoral, and 

sociable-solitary are examples of provided dimensions. 

Thirty-six undergraduate psychology students (6 males and 30 

females) took these measures. Of 91 possible correlations, only 13 

reached statistical significance (p<.05) in the expected direction. 

Further, in a multimethod-multi-index analysis, the monomethod hetero-

index correlation , which indicates whether or not different indices of 

cognitive complexity derived from the same type of constructs are 

really comparable, was .28. This correlation was found to be below the 

level at which an index can be considered to have convergent validity. 

Honess (1976) administered Bieri's grid, in addition to a measure 

of hierarchical complexity (Smith & Leach, 1972) and factoral complex

ity. The factoral complexity measure was derived from a different 

scoring system on Bieri's grid. This system was not detailed. 

Finally, a measure of intensity of relationship between rows and columns 

of Bieri's grid was computed. Subjects were 54 female undergraduates. 

Results indicated that, overall, there were no significant correlations 

between the measures. A detailed analysis revealed, however, that 

measures which were scored in a similar manner did reach moderate and 

significant correlations (.37, p<.025 and .40, p<.010). However, the 

R^, measuring the degree of practical relationship (shared variance), 



is low. An alternate explanation is that since some of the different 

measures were derived from the same test, there may be a natural and 

uncontrolled correlation between them. 

Russell and Sandilands (1973) administered three measures of cogni

tive complexity: Schroder, Driver, and Streufert's (1967) Sentence 

Completion Test; Tuckman's (1966) Interpersonal Topical Inventory; and 

Driver and Streufert's (1967) unpublished Complexity Self-Description. 

Schroder et al.'s (1967) Sentence Completion Test is a subjectively 

scored measiire of the ability to integrate concepts. Scores are de

rived from five subject-completed sentence stems. Tuckman's (1966) 

Interpersonal Topical Inventory is a test of integrative complexity, or 

the ability to integrate constructs. It is an objectively scored 

forced-choice instrument where the subject must choose items which 

best represent a feeling about or reaction to an interpersonal topic. 

Topics range from feelings about leaders to feelings when criticized. 

The Driver and Streufert (1967) unpublished Complexity Self-Description 

is described in Russell and Sandilands (1973) only in terms of the 

scores which are derived from this measure. These include general, 

hierarchical, and flexible complexities. The content of this measure 

is not described. 

A different number of subjects, ranging from 159 to 367, took each 

of these tests. All correlations were low and insignificant, ranging 

from .04 to .22. 

Epting and Wilkins (1974) administered the following: Bieri's 

grid; Crockett's (1965) grid, where people known to the subject are 

rated; Harvey's Conceptual Systems Test (1967), a type of paragraph 
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completion measure; and Schroder's incomplete sentences which are 

scored according to the number of constructs used. Subjects were 90 

undergraduates. Sex was not reported. Results indicated that there 

were no significant relations between any of these measures. Correla

tions ran from .03 to .31. 

Finally, one study (Allard & Carlson, 1963) showed some positive 

and significant results. Allard and Carlson administered Bieri's Role 

Construct Repertory Test, the Famous Figures Test (source not reported), 

and the Geometric Designs Test (source not reported). The Famous 

Figures Test required subjects to name a person in each of seven cate

gories (e.g., military figure). The Geometric Designs Test presented 

seven graphic figures differing in shape, color, and texture. It 

appears, but is not reported, that all three meas\ares were rated on 

similar or identical dimensions. It must also be stated that the two 

latter tests may or may not have measured cognitive complexity. Corre

lations ranged from .57 to .67, all being significant at .001. While 

these results are difficult to interpret in light of all the past re

search showing no significant correlations between cognitive complexity 

measures, one anomaly in this study may offer an explanation of the 

significant correlations. The three measures were administered in the 

same order to all sxibjects. Thus, the possibility exists of some 

spurious correlations responding to the order of test presentation. 

It can be concluded that there is little agreement concerning what 

this variety of cognitive complexity measures is really measuring. 

Streufert and Streufert (1978) hypothesize that the "different tests of 

complexity...may in effect measure subcomponents of a common 
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multidimensional or multicomponent phenomenon" (p. 50, italics omitted). 

Further, with the aid of Kelly's (1955) Fragmentary corollary, we can 

expect significant interpersonal differences in the use of constructs. 

The fact that any correlations exist at all can be explained by 

Kelly's Commonality corollary, through which we can expect at least a 

minimal degree of interindividual similarities. Thus, it may be that 

cognitive complexity could be conceived of as a panhuman trait which is 

capable of explaining some (but by no means all) interindividual dif

ferences and interindividual similarities across a variety of dimensions 

or topic areas. As shall be seen, psychologists have investigated 

cognitive complexity from many different perspectives. Further, cogni

tive complexity often accounts for a significant amount of experimental 

or correlational variance. 

Perhaps the advice of Epting and Wilkins (1974) is the wisest. They 

suggest that the device chosen to measure cognitive complexity "should 

be carefully selected to fit precisely within the focus of convenience 

of the particular aspect of cognitive functioning being assessed by 

each of the instruments" (p. 730). In other words, the investigator 

should choose that measure of cognitive complexity which most closely 

represents the interested area of investigation. For example, if one 

is interested in the effects of cognitive complexity and dreams, one 

of the projective or paragraph completion measures should be used. 

On the other hand, if one is investigating the effects of cognitive com

plexity in the vocational area, a grid using occupations (Bodden, 

1970) would be the most suitable. 
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Information and Cognitive Complexity 

This section will review the areas of infoirmation processing, 

information relevance, flexibility, and decision making as they relate 

to cognitive complexity. 

Information processing. Schroder, Driver, and Streufert (1967) 

discuss cognitive complexity in terms of human information processing. 

They suggest that "there is an optimal level for abstractness in con

ceptual. . .structure" (p. 102). Their use of the inverted-U cuirve sug

gests that as the level of stimulus abstractness increases above or 

decreases below some optimal level, information processing suffers. 

Optimal is defined in terms of the subject. They present three factors 

to account for this optimal level: information load, noxity (failure 

proportion of the information), and eucity (success proportion of the 

information). These two latter variables refer to the relevance of 

information. For example, in an experimental paradigm, failure informa

tion could be feedback to the subject that what he or she did or said 

was wrong. The converse is true for success information. 

Schroder et al.'s (1967) information processing theory primarily 

concerns integrative complexity—the ability of the subject to integrate 

information in a processing paradigm. "Persons of integratively 

simple structure are expected to utilize a smaller amount of incon-

ginient information More integratively complex persons would perceive 

more conflicting elements of information in more situations" (p. 144). 

Implied within the term "congruent information" is the variable of 

information relevance. We move now to look at this variable. 

Information relevance. Streufert (1973) presented a paradigm based 
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on the previously presented paradigm CSchroder et al., 1967), and an 

experiment to test for the relative effects of information load and 

information relevance. Twenty-four male undergraduate psychology stu

dents were paid one dollar per hour to participate in a tactical and 

negotiations game (Streufert et al., 1967). Subjects were randomly 

assigned to 12 dyad teams. 

Team members were instructed to act as national 

decision makers with responsibility for the military, 

economic, intelligence, and negotiation functions 

of a nation engaged in a limited war. Teams were 

told that they would be playing this interaction game 

against a team representing an opposing nation. In 

reality, both teams were exposed to the same fixed 

input program (p. 226). 

Information relevance was varied from 20% to 80% of the experimenter-

provided messages. Irrelevant information took up the remaining 

messages. The dependent variables were three independent measures of 

decision making which were developed along with the negotiations game. 

These measures included the number of retaliatory decisions, the 

nimiber of integrations (of the experimenter-provided information), and 

the niamber of decisions related to information search. While the 

second measure related to the complex integrative quality of decision 

making, the first and third measures related to more simple forms of 

decision making. While results indicated no overall significance for 

relevance effects of respondent decision making, a more detailed 

analysis suggested that "complex decision making varies with relevance, 
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while simple decision making varies with information load" (p. 224). 

In other words, if a decision is complex, it will be more likely to be 

affected by the relevance of the information. On the other hand, if a 

decision is simple, information load is likely to be a more potent 

variable than information relevance. In a general sense, these data 

suggest that stimulus complexity and information relevance do interact. 

In the introduction, the author discussed four points through 

which constructs operate (Kelly, 1955) . Specifically, the degree of 

permeability of a construct—in addition to whether a construct is 

preemptive, constellatory, or prepositional—was discussed. It appears 

that one element in common among these four construct qualities is the 

degree of flexibility of a construct or construct system. We move now 

to discuss this variable. 

Flexibility. Scott (1962) undertook a definition and analysis of 

cognitive flexibility. His sample consisted of 103 adults described as 

heterogeneous non-college students. No further information about the 

sample was provided. He developed his own task which required subjects 

first, to, construct their own list of nations which they thought were 

important in world affairs, and second, to arrange these nations into as 

many groups as they could. Cognitive complexity was measured by the 

number of groups a subject used. Following this initial classification, 

subjects were provided with a prepared list of countries and asked to 

do a similar grouping based on their knowledge of premiers and their 

attitudes toward the countries. Cognitive flexibility was then assessed 

by presenting the subjects with their original lists and asking whether 

any countries from the experimenter-provided list could fit into their 
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list and whether these newly added countries had anything in common. 

Scott (1962) correlated the subjects' first list with their last 

list and found that subjects who were cognitively complex were mere 

able to integrate new information into their last list and were able to 

modify the classification scheme of their original list so as to fit 

the new elements (r = .49, p<.01) . On the other hand, cognitively 

simple subjects tended to rigidly adhere to their original list and 

classification scheme. While the grouping task which Scott used was 

not.scientifically validated, it appears to this reviewer that his 

task does have face validity. 

The three variables of information processing thus far considered 

f 
m this section (information processing, relevance, and cognitive )( 

} 

flexibility) all involve, to some degree, the subject making a decision. 
•I 

We move now to consider decision making as a variable in information ? 
I 

processing and cognitive complexity. 
r 

Decision making. To examine uncertainty in decision making, ' 

Menasco (1976) asked 33 students in a basic business statistics course 

to estimate their individual examination scores on the third day after 

the first mid-term exam and prior to receiving their examination scores. 

They were also asked to rate the difficulty and the sxobjective discom

fort of making this decision. While Menasco does not report the 

accuracy of the students' decisions, he did find that more complex 

subjects rated their decision more difficult (r = .54) and discom

forting (r = .43) . While the author rightfully suggests that these 

results may simply reflect the interpretation that complex subjects 

may seek more difficult choices, the fact that they felt more discomfort 
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than lev complex subjects indicates that they can tolerate more un

certainty (discomfort) when making their decisions. 

Cronen and LaFleur (1977) manipulated the type of information pro

vided, and measured the level of cognitive complexity. Subjects were 

148 undergraduate students enrolled in a general rhetoric class and 

were randomly assigned to four conditions. A 2 X 2 fully randomized 

design was used and consisted of the presence or absence of "refuta-

tional pretreatment" and the presence or absence of "massive attack." 

Refutational pretreatment was operationalized by one of the experi

menters lecturing the class on a cxirrent important campus topic (not 

allowing men to enter women's dormitories). The experimenter provided 

two arguments against allowing men in women's dorms and then refuted J 

them. The massive attack treatment was operationalized by the experi

menter reading to the class a prepared editorial containing four 

different arguments against not allowing men in the women's dorms. 

Results indicated that refutational pretreatment resulted in 

lower complexity scores, while massive attack resulted in higher com

plexity scores (p<.001). In addition, a significant interaction between 

refutational pretreatment and massive attack indicated that massive 

attack may have been the more potent variable in causing an increase 

in cognitive complexity (p<.001). These results may be interpreted in 

terms of the provision of negative, or disconfiming information. While 

one interpretation would be that cognitive complexity should have in

creased from the refutationad. pretreatment because it is a form of 

negative information, Cronen and LaFleur cite an argument provided by 

Kiesler, Collins, and Miller (1969) which suggests that the 
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refutational pretreatment may cause the subjects to stop thinking 

about the issue (because the experimenter appeared to present both 

sides of the argijment and to have made a decision for the subjects) , 

while massive attack without refutational pretreatment causes the 

subjects to question the issue further. This further questioning of 

the issues causes an increase in cognitive complexity. In a sense, 

this massive attack can be interpreted as providing negative (discon-

firming) information. As will be seen next under personality vari

ables, the perception of negative information can indeed cause an 

increase in cognitive complexity. 

In sum, cognitive complexity dees appear to be affected by 

information relevance (particularly the positive or negative valence ^ 
? 
H 

of the stimulus), and cognitive flexibility and decision making. It 

does not appear to be related to information load. While Schroder • 

et al.'s (1967) theory concerns information processing, it also 

recognizes the importance of personality in the processing of informa- ' 

tien. We move now to discuss personality traits and cognitive 

complexity. 

Personality Traits and Cognitive Complexity 

Four traits will be considered: sex, intreversion-extraversion, 

dogmatism, and repression-sensitization. 

Sex. When investigating sex differences and cognitive complexity, 

Russell and Sandilands (1973) used three different measures of cogni

tive complexity: paragraph completion, inventory, and self-description. 

Significance levels were not reported, and the description of the 

siibjects stated only that undergraduates from introductory psychology. 
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sociology, and anthropology classes were used. The sample size was 178 

students. Results indicated no significant relationship between sex 

and cognitive complexity. 

Other studies to be reviewed later have also found no sex differ

ences (Delia, Clark, & Switzer, 1974; Miller, 1968; Shepherd, 1972; 

Starbird & Biller, 1976). While Bodden (1969, 1970) did find some sex 

differences in the vocational area, siobsequent investigators (Haase, 

Reed, Winer, & Bodden, 1979; Winer, Cesari, Haase, & Bodden, 1979; 

Winer, Haase, Glenn, Cesari, & Bodden, Note 1) did not show any sex 

differences. 

In contrast, Koenig and Seaman (1974a) administered a picture 

rating measure of cognitive complexity to 172 undergraduate students 

(90 mcLles and 82 females) where half of the stimulus pictures were male 

and half were female. Results indicated that males were more cogni

tively complex than females overall (p<.02) and that male stimuli 

elicited more complex responses than female stimuli (p<.001). The 

authors, however, offer an alternate explanation to sex differences in 

terms of the vigilance hypothesis. (This hypothesis will be discussed 

in the personality state section.) Briefly, the vigilance hypothesis 

presented by Irwin, Tripodi, and Bieri (1967) suggests that cognitive 

complexity is primarily affected by the valence, or potency, of the 

stimulus. A unique, or perhaps disturbing stimuli would cause a sub

ject to become more vigilant which, in t-um, would cause an increase in 

cognitive complexity. Koenig and Seaman (1974) offer the alternate 

explanation that, "in a male-oriented society it is considerably more 

important to scrutinize males, who can affect you, than the presiimably 
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less powerful females" (p. 1346). Thus, all subjects would be more 

vigilant toward the male stimuli. This vigilance would cause the in

creased cognitive complexity, not the sex of the subject. 

Introversion-extraversion. Bryson and Driver (1972) looked at 

cognitive complexity in terms of the trait of introversion-extraversion. 

They chose this dimension because they were interested in the relative 

effects of the external qualities versus the internal effects of 

stimuli and the effects on cognitive complexity. Forty male under

graduate college students were selected from an original pool of 117 

students for their extreme scores on both an extraversion measure and 

on an impression formation test of cognitive complexity. Stimuli were 

previously rated simple-to-complex polygons. Results indicated that f 

there was no difference in polygon preference for extraverted simple or ^ 

complex subjects. However, an unexpected and confusing result for 

introverts was found. Complex introverts preferred simple stimuli, 

while simple introverts preferred complex stimuli Cp<-01). The authors 

offer an explanation which serves only to confuse the issue: "[intro

verted] complex persons tend to elaborate the inputs that they receive. 

If such an elaboration occurs...then complex and simple persons may 

react to the same stimulus differently, with complex persons perceiving 

it as mere complex psychologically" (pp. 325-326) . This explanation 

appears to justify their original hypothesis of introverted complex 

subjects preferring complex stimuli, not their opposite experimental 

findings. 

Another explanation in terms of locus of control appears tenable. 

It is possible that complex introverts are internally stimulated so 
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that they do not need external complex stimulation. Their preference 

for simple stimuli may reflect the avoidance of an overload which may 

be caused by complex external stimuli. Concurrently, simple intro

verts may prefer complex external stimuli because they may find the 

more complex stimuli more interesting to look at, and they do not run 

the risk of overload because their cognitions are simple and unable to 

integrate the complex stimuli. Due to the confusion of these results, 

as well as the lack of data concerning cognitive complexity and 

introversion-extraversion, we are unable to conclude whether or not 

introversion-extraversion is a factor in cognitive complexity. However, 

the variables to which we now turn (dogmatism and repression-

sensitization) have been shown to affect cognitive complexity. 

Dogmatism and repression-sensitization. Vannoy (1965) adminis

tered 14 measures ranging from Bieri's Reptest (1955) and two semantic 

differential measures of cognitive complexity, to a variety of measures 

tapping authoritarianism and tolerance of ambiguity. Bieri's (1955) 

Repertory Test (Reptest) measure of cognitive complexity was a 

10 X 10 grid. One dimension provided categories in which the siibject 

placed a person (e.g., person you dislike, mother, friend of same sex). 

Along the other dimension, Bieri provided the evaluative dimensions 

(.e.g., outgoing-shy, considerate-inconsiderate). Subjects were 113 

male introductory psychology students. Results were factor analyzed, 

resulting in six significant factors, which Vannoy (1965) interpreted 

in terms of three bipolar tendencies. First, there was a tendency to 

emphasize either a very few judgmental variables (e.g., competence, 

"goodness," congeniality) or to be sensitive to many variables at one 
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time. Second, there was a tendency to make either fine or broad dis

tinctions between these judgmental variables. Third, there was a 

tendency to maintain either a narrow, highly ordered world view or a 

broader, less ordered view of the world. The first factor explained 

by far the largest proportion of common variance (24.3%) and consisted 

primarily of the scales measuring authoritarianism and tolerance of 

ambiguity. Thus, it appears that authoritarianism (as measured by 

the F-scale [Adorne, Frenkel-Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950]) is 

important in the interpretation of cognitive conplexity. In addition, 

the three tendencies described above appear to be tapping some 

conglomerate measure of authoritarianism or perhaps dogmatism. 

The differences between authoritarianism and dogmatism are best 

exemplified by what the most widely used scales are said to measure. 

The F-scale (Ademo et al. , 1950) is said to measure right-wing 

authoritarianism (i.e., closed-mined obediency to right-wing authority) 

according to Brown (1965) . Rokeach (1960) notes that his Dogmatism 

Scale (D-scale) measures general authoritarianism—that is, both left 

and right wing authoritarianism. Rokeach (1960) reports strong cor

relations between the F-scale and the D-scale. In seven groups whose 

sample sizes ranged from 60 to 207 (total = 1025), correlations 

ranged from .54 to .77. Thus, when we discuss authoritarianism, we 

are also to a certain extent discussing dogmatism. 

Rouff (1975) coitpared scores on a complexity measure, dogmatism, 

and creativity. Subjects were 108 introductory psychology students. 

The sex of the subjects was net reported. Results indicated that 

dogmatism and creativity were significantly negatively correlated 
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(̂  ~ --25, p<.01). Further, dogmatism was significantly and negatively 

related to complexity (r = -.17, p<.05). Finally, creativity and com

plexity scores were unrelated (r = .05). It must be concluded that the 

relationship between dogmatism and complexity, while statistically 

significant, reached only limited practical significance (R = .029). 

What is also interesting is the significant negative relationship be

tween dogmatism and creativity. It can be postulated that creativity 

may represent some form of cognitive flexibility, and that dogmatism may 

measure the opposite—that is, a rigid cognitive style. Thus, dogma

tism, or more precisely, low-dogmatism, can be considered to measure 

cognitive flexibility. 

While dogmatism appears to be an important factor in explaining 

cognitive complexity, another area of interest involves the factor of 

repression-sensitization. The Repression-Sensitization (R-S) measure 

was developed by Byrne (1961) and was revised by Byrne, Barry, and 

Nelson (1963). It was developed from the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory (MMPI). The original scale used 156 items, but 

the revised scale used 127 items plus 55 non-scored buffer items. In 

terms of what this scale is supposed to measure, Byrne (1961) reports 

the following: 

Individuals fall along a continuum with respect to the 

characteristic way in which they respond to threatening 

stimuli. At one extreme of this continuum are behavior 

mechanisms of a predominantly avoiding (denying, re

pressing) type, while at the other extreme are 
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predominantly approaching (intellectualizing, obses

sional) behaviors (p. 334). 

Wilkins, Epting, and Van De Riet (1972) correlated repression-

sensitization (R-S) and cognitive complexity. Eighty-two undergraduate 

psychology students took Byrne's revised R-S scale (Byrne, Barry, & 

Nelson, 1963) and Bieri's Reptest. Results indicated that both sensi

tizers and neutrals were more cognitively complex than repressors 

(p<.001). 

While the previous three studies looked separately at dogmatism, 

authoritarianism, and R-S, Starbird and Biller (1976) analyzed the 

three-way interaction between cognitive complexity, dogmatism, and . 

I« 
R-S, using Bieri's Reptest, Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale, and Byrne's J 

II 

original (1961, 1963) R-S scale, respectively. Subjects were 126 male 

and female introductory psychology students. While this was a 2 X 3 D 

ANOVA design, detailed analysis was only provided for 4 groups. , 
I 

1 

I 

Results indicated that subjects who were highly dogmatic and/or re

pressers tended to be less cognitively complex. On the other hand, 

subjects who were low dogmatic and/or sensitizers tended to be more 

cognitively complex. Finally, subjects who were either low dogmatic 

repressors or high dogmatic sensitizers tended to reach an intermediate 

level of cognitive complexity. 

The issue appears clouded, however, by the authors' finding of a 

positive correlation (.42) between dogmatism and R-S, indicating that 

people who were dogmatic also tended to be sensitizers. While these 

measures positively correlated when cognitive complexity was ignored, 

the findings cited above indicate that when cognitive complexity was 
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considered, the more complex subjects tended to be low dogmatics and 

high sensitizers. The authors explain this seeming discrepancy by 

stating that there were few high dogmatic repressers or low dogmatic 

sensitizers. Thus, while dogmatism and R-S were positively corre

lated, the inclusion of the dependent variable of cognitive complexity 

provided a more detailed analysis indicating that, when these two 

variables are positively correlated, the subject tended to be moderate 

in cognitive complexity. The subjects who were either lew or high in 

cognitive complexity appeared to have a negative correlation between 

dogmatism and R-S. 

Summary and conclusions. In sum, there appears to be evidence 

that several personality traits are correlated with cognitive complex- )il 

ity. While seme studies did find significant sex differences, the 

large majority of the studies did not. The most interesting finding 

was a consistent correlation between R-S and cognitive complexity, 

along with a significant effect due to authoritarianism. Dogmatism, 

when measured in isolation with cognitive complexity, did net reach 

significance. When considered in a complex design with R-S, it did 

appear to interact in a significant manner. It appears to this author 

that R-S, authoritarianism, and dogmatism have personality elements in 

common. While it is beyond the scope of this paper to analyze these 

common elements, it is interesting to conjecture a common set of primi

tive defense mechanisms or perceptual styles which may be used con

sistently to protect the person from psychological threat. 

While certain personality trait elements appear to significantly 

interact with cognitive complexity, there is also much evidence 
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supporting a situation-specific, or personality state, interpretation 

of cognitive complexity. We will review these studies presently. 

Personality States and Cognitive Complexity 

General evidence that cognitive complexity may be viewed as a 

personality state can be seen in one study (Baldwin, 1972) which 

attempted to change the level of cognitive complexity through training 

procedures. 

Baldwin (1972) conducted a five day sensitivity program with 25 

subjects (21 males and 4 females) who were employed in what appeared 

to be semiprofessional technical assistant jobs in which the ability 

to work with ether people was important. The complexity measure used 

was Bieri's Reptest. Results indicated that the training procedure was H 

It 
successful in increasing the overall level of cognitive complexity in 

4 
the posttest (p<.05). Unfortunately, the pretest level of cognitive ^ 

S 
complexity was not cevaried. 

c 

While this is only one study, the indication that cognitive com- • 

plexity can be manipulated supports the contention that cognitive 

complexity can be seen as a personality state variable. In addition, 

other authors (Bodden & James, 1976; Haase, Reed, Winer, & Bodden, 1979) 

have supported the contention of cognitive complexity being a person

ality state variable in that it can be manipulated by different 

stimulus qualities. Thus, the relevance of cognitive complexity be

comes evident. If an individual can be caused to become mere complex, 

that person would be mere likely to make a rational decision which con

siders more dimensions as well as the relationships between these 

dimensions. 
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We turn now to the variety of studies which have correlated cogni

tive complexity with personal attraction, person perception, and accur

acy in prediction. We shall see that there is a consistent finding 

among these studies, a finding which relates to the perceived affective 

qualities of the stimuli. 

Personal attraction and cognitive complexity. Four studies (Black, 

1973; Craig & Duck, 1977; Johnston & Centers, 1973; Leonard, 1976) in

vestigated cognitive complexity and personal attractiveness. The gener

al paradigm of these studies was to measure the complexity level of a 

set of subjects, followed by these subjects receiving certain personal

ity information (positive or negative) on strangers. Finally, the 

HI 
level of attraction of the subjects to the strangers was assessed. >( 

Results in all four of these studies indicated that subjects high in 
•I 

cognitive complexity were more attracted to strangers who were also ^ 
S 

high in cognitive complexity. Similarly, subjects lew on cognitive 

complexity were more attracted to strangers who were also low en cogni- • 

tive complexity. 

These results can be interpreted in light of Irwin, Tripodi, and 

Bieri's (1967) vigilance hypothesis which states that stimuli which a 

subject finds threatening will cause that subject to become mere 

vigilant or alert so as to avoid being hurt by this unknown stimuli. A 

cognitively complex person would not find a similarly complex person 

threatening. This complex person may net be attracted to the cogni

tively simple person simply because he or she finds the simple person 

uninteresting. On the ether hand, a cognitively simple person would 

feel threatened by a cognitively complex person in that he or she would 
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have trouble understanding the continuely complex person. However, 

he or she would not be likely to find the cognitively simple person 

threatening. Thus, the results of these four studies lend further 

credence to Irwin et al.'s (1967) hypothesis. 

Person perception and cognitive complexity. Three studies 

CCrockett, 1975; Delia, Clark, & Switzer, 1974; Hale s Delia, 1976) 

investigated cognitive complexity and acc\iracy in person perception. 

Typically, a measure of cognitive complexity was given first, followed 

by a task in which the subjects were requested to rate another indi

vidual on certain dimensions which were later assessed for accuracy in 

this other-person assessment. Sometimes the subjects interacted with .j 

J 
a confederate (Crockett, 1975; Delia et al., 1974); at other times, J 

HI 
written information was provided (Hale & Delia, 1976). All of these 

ffl 
results indicated that a person higher on cognitive complexity was mere p 

able to accurately perceive the other person. 

These three studies lend credence to the hypothesis that a person 

who is cognitively complex may also be considered vigilant, in that a 

vigilant stance is likely to cause the individual to look more closely 

at the threatening stimulus, resulting in that individual more accur

ately perceiving another person. 

Accuracy of person perception. Bieri (1955), in his original study 

on cognitive complexity, first administered his complexity grid to 22 

female and 12 male undergraduate subjects. Following this, a situa

tions questionnaire was administered consisting of "12 items depicting 

social situations in which four reasonable behavioral alternatives are 

presented" (p. 265). Each subject was asked to rats how two of his 

f 
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classmates who had previously taken the questionnaire answered the 

questions. To choose these two classmates for each subject, Bieri, 

early in the semester, had all subjects rate their degree of acquaint

ance with six classmates. All subjects took the questionnaire, so that 

the accuracy of each subject's predictions could be assessed. Results 

indicated tJiat there was a significant positive relationship (r = .29) 

at the .05 level between cognitive complexity and predictive accuracy. 

This offers some confirmation of the previously discussed studies on 

accuracy of prediction. Bieri (1955) also found that s;ibjects were 

better able to predict the differences than the similarities of the 

other-rated subjects. This last finding lends further support to . 

s 
Irwin et al.'s (1967) vigilance hypothesis in that a subject would be r 

more likely to feel threatened and thus vigilant when confronted with 

the negative-affect category of differences, than when confronted with 

the positive-affect category of similarities. 

While this study was correlational in nature, it does provide a 

background from which we can now review those qualities of the 

stimulus materials which affect cognitive complexity. 

Irwin, Tripodi, and Bieri (1967) considered the question of why 

subjects were better able to predict differences than similarities, 

as found in Bieri's original (1955) study. Specifically, they investi

gated whether sxibjects differentiate more among persons who evoke nega

tive affect or more among persons who evoke positive affect. Two 

studies were conducted. In the first, 64 male and 51 female undergradu

ate students took a modification of Bieri's cognitive complexity grid. 

They were asked to list four people whom they liked most, four people 

S 
(11 
0 
S 
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whom they liked least, and four people about whom they felt neutral. 

These twelve people were of the same sex as the subject. The experi

menter provided the bipolar evaluative dimensions, such as outgoing 

versus shy and calm versus excitable. Results indicated that subjects 

differentiated significantly less for positive figures than for nega

tive figrires on the experimenter provided dimensions Cp<.001). 

Irwin et al. (1967), in their second study, used 40 male and 40 

female undergraduate students. Excluding the four neutral people, 

differences with the first study included making half of both the liked 

and disliked people the opposite sex of the subject, and a change in 

grid administration to where each experimenter-provided dimension was 4 
HI w 

rated on all liked and disliked people before rating the next dimension. L 
H 

In the first study, each person was rated on all experimenter provided 

dimensions before rating the next person. Results and significance 

levels in this study were the same as those in the first study. Thus, 

the reliability of these findings is increased. 

Irwin et al. (1967) propose a "vigilance hypothesis" to explain 

their resiilts. They propose that, according to Kelly's theory of 

personal constructs, an individual's ability to predict and control his 

her environment is paramount. Positively rated persons, or persons 

whom the svibject likes, are not threatening in that they are not likely 

to hurt the subject. Thus, prediction and control of what they do is 

not as important as when the people are disliked or negatively rated. 

Under these conditions, it is in the subject's best interest to attend 

very closely—that is, become vigilant or cognitively complex, so that 

this threatening person cannot cause harm. It becomes more important 

-4 
fll 

S 
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to be able to predict and control this threatening person than it is 

t̂o predict and control a less threatening person. 

In the second study of Irwin et al. (1967), a discrepant result 

was found. Females differentiated significantly mere among the nega

tive persons (p<.01) than did males. This sex difference, not usually 

found in the cognitive complexity literature, may reflect the nature of 

time and the subculture in which this study was conducted. Specifically, 

this second study was done at the University of Texas in the mid 

19.60's—before the beginnings of the more recent women's role changes. 

'It is possible that University of Texas females in the 1960's felt more 

threatened than their male coiinterparts under scientific research con- ^ 

ditions. The vigilance hypothesis would predict that this greater >< 

threat would raise the complexity level of the female subjects. Today, 

however, one would expect a greater degree of role equality and perhaps 

a less threatening female stance. More recent data from Texas, sup

porting no sex differences, were cited previously and will be discussed 

in more detail in the vocational complexity section. 

Koenig and Edmonds (1972) conducted a study which was analogous to 

the Irwin et al. (1967) study just discussed. However, instead of using 

real people in the subject's life, they used novels which were read by 

the subjects in an English course. Thirty-one undergraduate English 

students (sex not reported) were asked to evaluate each of eight novels 

they had read on eight bipolar adjectives. The top four novels were 

assumed to have positive affect, while the bottom four were assumed to 

have negative affect. Koenig and Edmonds devised their own test of 

cognitive complexity, based on the subjects' responses to the 

fll 
0 
S 
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above-described grid. Their results confirmed the vigilance hypothesis 

of Irwin et al. (1967) by finding that complexity scores on positively 

rated novels were significantly lower than on negatively rated .novels 

(p<.01). 

Koenig and Seaman (1974b) investigated the vigilance hypothesis 

and cognitive complexity. They administered their own modified grid to 

146 undergraduate students (sex not reported) in sociology and 

psychology. This grid consisted of eight people, four of whom were 

liked by the subject, and four of whom were disliked by the stibject. 

In addition, they added a threatening versus non-threatening bipolar 

scale to their grid. As with previous studies, subjects responded to 

the negative figures more complexly than they did to the positive '1 

figures (p<.001). Further, negatively rated persons were seen as sig- It 

nificantly more threatening than positively rated persons (p<.001). ^ 

This first a_ priori test of the vigilance hypothesis offers strong sup- '•'< 

port for that hypothesis. 

Shepherd (1972) offered the Pollyanna hypothesis (Boucher & 

Osgood, 1969) as an alternative explanation to the vigilance hypothesis. 

According to this hypothesis, "there is a universal human tendency to 

use evaluatively positive words more frequently, diversely and facilely 

than evaluatively negative words" (Boucher & Osgood, 1969, p. 1). 

Shepherd (.1972) argued that desirable traits attributed to positively 

evaluated figures should be more functionally similar than undesirable 

traits attributed to negative figures. Shepherd continued by suggesting 

that cognitive complexity scores should differentiate between positive 

and negative figinres only when the figures are rated with evaluative 
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traits. The use of non-evaluative traits should result in no differ

ence between cognitive complexity scores. 

Shepherd (1972) used bipolar evaluative and non-evaluative adjec

tives derived from Anderson's (1968) rating of the likability of 555 

adjectives. The more opposite adjectives such as sincere versus in

sincere were assumed to be evaluative, while the more similar adjectives 

such as bold versus shy were assimed to be non-evaluative. Thirty male 

and 30 female graduate students in education took a modified form of 

Kelly's Reptest which included five evaluative and five non-evaluative 

bipolar adjectives. Results indicated that complexity scores were 

lower on positive figures than negative figures on evaluative traits 

(p<.001) , while there were no significant differences in complexity on ^ 

the non-evaluative traits—thus confirming the author's hypothesis. ** 
A 
rfl 
0 

The author therefore concluded it was not only the negative valence of 

the stimulus figure that caused increased complexity, but it was pri

marily the effects of evaluation on the perceived negative figure. 

However, there appear to be two questions pertaining to this study. 

First, from the theoretical point of view, Boucher and Osgood's (1969) 

Pollyanna hypothesis, suggesting that the human tendency is to use more 

positive than negative evaluative words, says nothing about non-

evaluative words. Thus, it appeared that Shepherd makes a questionable 

theoretical leap. Second, the evaluative and non-evaluative adjectives 

from Anderson (1968) which Shepherd used did not appear to differ in 

evaluativeness to this reviewer. Anderson (1968) computed liking 

ratings on the basis of students' evaluations. Thus, these adjectives 

appeared to differ on the scale of likability, not on the scale of 

••1 1.1 
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evaluativeness. The fact that Shepherd found a significant difference 

between his evaluative and non-evaluative adjectives may have been a 

statistical anomaly. It should also be mentioned that Shepherd (1972) 

did not consider Osgood's (1962) second and third dimensions of potency 

and activity. 

Kuna and Williams C1976) conducted a study which compared the 

vigilance and Pollyanna hypotheses. They suggested that only the 

vigilance hypothesis would be sensitive to the possibility of futtire 

interaction, so that, using negative stimulus persons, a higher com

plexity score should occur only when there was a possibility of future 

interaction. The Pollyanna hypothesis, on the other hand, suggested ^ 
11 

that, given negative stimulus persons, a higher cognitive complexity jj 
HI 

score should occur, independent of the possibility of future interaction. 

In addition, the vigilance hypothesis suggested that most memory ^ 

deterioration should occur only when conditions generating no threat 
« 

exist, while the Pollyanna hypothesis suggested that memory deteriora- • 

tien should proceed equally across all conditions. The authors con

ducted a 3 X 2 X 2 factoral analysis which included three levels of 

time when the cognitive complexity measures were administered (no delay, 

five minute delay, and two week delay), two levels of likelihood of 

interaction (likely and not likely), and two levels of social affect 

(positive and negative). The authors began with 120 male undergraduate 

psychology students. However, 22 sxibjects were excluded prior to the 

data analysis: two failed to appear for the posttest; and 20 were 

excluded because they reported being suspicious of the experimental 

procedure. 
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The experimental procedure involved deception. Subjects were told 

they were participating in a "study of the effects of authoritarianism 

and democratic styles of leadership on group efficiency. Subjects were 

led to believe that they would be in the leadership role" (p. 8). Sub

jects were then told which of two groups they would be expected to lead. 

They were then shown videotapes of both groups. The videotape segments 

were of groups of four males playing poker. Two players exhibited nega

tive behaviors (e.g., starting arg\aments), while the other two players 

exhibited positive behaviors (e.g., congratulating another player) . 

Thus, subjects observed videotapes of positive and negative acting 

people with whom they did expect to interact, as well as positive and 4 
tl 
*t 

negative acting people with whom they did not expect to interact. As \1 
the dependent variable, the authors modified Bieri et al.'s (1955) 

111 
Reptest by limiting the evaluative dimensions to six, and by asking f) 

each subject to rate the people whom he observed in the videotape. A 

control group was included to control for the possibility that complex- ,, 

ity scores might be a function of the physical appearance of the 

stimulus persons. This group was shown photographs of the stimulus 

persons. In all other ways, they followed the procedure of the no-

delay group. 

Results generally supported the Pollyanna hypothesis, but the 

only significant main effect was for social affect alone—there were 

no significant interactions. That is, negative affect stimulus persons 

were rated more cognitively complexly than positive affect stimulus 

persons (p<.005). There were no effects in terms of likelihood of 

future interaction or memory deterioration. 
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Unfortunately, there were serious flaws in this study which cast 

doubt on the authors' findings. First, the sample size was exception

ally small for a 13 cell design (12 experimental groups and one control 

group). Since the data from only 98 s\ibjects were used, there were 

7.54 subjects per cell. The authors did not explain how the sub

jects were divided. A second difficulty with the sample is that 

18.33% of the original 120 siibjects were excluded from the final data 

analysis. Not only is this a large percentage, but the finding that 20 

of them were suspicious could indicate that these subjects were more 

vigilant concerning the experimental procedure. Thus, there may have 

been a bias against the vigilance hypothesis. Another possible bias 

tl 
against the vigilance hypothesis lies in the deception. Specifically, >< 

sxabjects were told that they would be group leaders in a following 

session. In terms of the vigilance hypothesis and its emphasis on per

ceived threat, it is possible that the subjects may have felt less 

threatened in that, as a leader, they would be in control of the group. 

Recall Kelly's (1955) theory that people attempt to predict and control 

the surrounding events. Because s\ibjects were told that they would be 

leaders, they may have felt a reduction in threat, hence, a reduced 

vigilant stance. Finally, an unknown but possible source of error lies 

in the authors' modification of Bieri et al.'s (1955) Reptest. The 

changes were sxabstamtial, and no reliability or validity data were re

ported. This cognitive complexity grid was the only dependent measure 

that the authors used. In sxom, this study which attempted to compare 

the vigilance and Pollyanna hypotheses was biased against the vigilance 

hypothesis from the beginning. Considering the previously cited 

rtl 
CI 
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consistent evidence supporting the vigilance hypothesis, it must be 

concluded that, to date, there has been no serious threat to the 

vigilance hypothesis. 

Koenig (1975) replicated Irwin et al.'s (1967) study. Fifty 

freshman women who were pledged to seven sororities were asked to fill 

out a cognitive complexity grid whose stimulus items were the seven 

sororities, rather than the least, most, and neutrally liked people in 

the Irwin et al. (1967) study. Results indicated that the least liked 

groups were rated significantly more complexly than the most liked 

groups Cp<.025). 

Finally, Sappenfield and Fisher (1977) replicated Irwin et al. , 
•I 
Tl 

(1967) but used photographs rated as least and best liked as the ^ 
,3 

stimulus material. Twenty-five male and 25 female introductory 

psychology students filled out this modified grid. ResiiLts confirmed 

previous studies by finding that least liked photographs were rated 

with significantly more coii?)lexity than the best liked photographs t? 

(p<.025). 

Summary. In this section, we have seen that cognitive complexity 

can be viewed as a personality state variable which can be manipulated. 

Further, people of a certain level of complexity are attracted to people 

of a similar level of complexity; there is a positive correlation be

tween cognitive complexity and person perception, and accuracy in pre

diction. Finally, strong evidence suggests that the vigilance hypothe

sis is a valid construct through which the fact that negatively valued 

stimuli cause increases in cognitive complexity and that positively 

valued stimuli cause decreases in cognitive complexity can be explained. 
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We turn now to the evidence in the area of vocational psychology 

in which seme of these previous findings have also been examined and 

which is the central focus of the present study. 

Vocational Complexity 

Bodden (1969, 1970) was the first researcher to apply cognitive 

complexity to the vocational area. He investigated cognitive complex

ity as a factor in appropriate vocational choice. He administered two 

measures of cognitive complexity to 87 male and 113 female undergradu

ate psychology students: the traditional Bieri grid, and a new grid 

developed by Bodden (1969) for application specifically to the voca

tional area. Bodden's grid was a modification of Bieri's grid. Instead ^ 

Tl 
of Bieri's subject-provided persons, Bodden's vocational grid listed *^ 

two occupations in each of Holland's (1969b) six occupational classi- , 
H 
iH 

fications (e.g., farmer, physician) on one ordinate, and provided the 0 
a 

evaluative dimensions on the other ordinate. These evaluative dimen- .̂ 
t 

sions differed from Bieri's in that they applied more to the vocational 

area (e.g., high income versus lew income, helps people versus doesn't 

help people). Dependent variables in Bodden's study (1970) included 

the assessment of appropriate vocational choice, appropriate educa

tional choice, vocational interest and preference, and certainty of 

stated vocational choice. 

While most of the results were non-significant, there was a 

significant relationship between cognitive (vocational) complexity and 

what Bodden labeled "congruent vocational choice" (p<.01). Congruence 

was measured by the degree of agreement between subjects' Vocational 

Preference Inventory score (Holland, 1975) and the subjects' stated 
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choice of work environments, translated into a high point code within 

Holland's scheme. However, this was only significant for junior and 

senior males (p<.01). Thus, the more advanced students who were more 

complex tended to be also congruent in their vocational choice. 

Bodden and Klein (1972) replicated Bodden's (1970) finding at a 

different university with a sample of 68 junior and senior male stu

dents. Results were identical to the Bodden (1970) study described 

above, except that significance was reached at the .05 level. 

The Bodden (1969, 1970) and Bodden and Klein (1972) studies con

cluded that a mere cognitively complex junior or senior undergraduate 

student would be more likely to make a congruent vocational choice. A 

These three studies indicate that cognitive complexity may be an li 

appropriate variable to consider in vocational psychology. We move ^ 
I'll 

presently to consider whether the previous findings concerning the 0 
ill 

affective stimulus valence also apply to the area of vocational r-
I' 

psychology. 

Bodden and Klein (1973) investigated the relationship between cog

nitive complexity and the affective stimulus value of vocational judg

ments. In a sense, this was an attempt to extend the previously dis

cussed findings on the affective stimulus value and cognitive complexity 

to the vocational area. Sixty-seven junior and senior male students 

took a modified form of Bodden's (1970) grid where the subjects were 

asked to list six occupations which they liked and six occupations which 

they disliked. Results indicated that the cognitive complexity scores 

were significantly higher for disliked occupations as compared to liked 

occupations (p<.001). They concluded that the vigilance hypothesis is 
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indeed applicable to the vocational and occupational psychology areas. 

Bodden and James (1976) investigated the influence of giving 

occupational information on cognitive complexity. Twenty-eight sub

jects (16 male and 12 female) were assigned to the experimental group, 

while a no information control group consisted of 13 men and 11 women. 

Bodden's original grid was administered to the experimental group 

followed by the distribution of packets of information relevant to the 

12 provided occupations on the grid. The control group was also pre

tested on the same grid, and they were given identical looking packets 

containing a list of addresses where information on the 12 occupations 

could be located. These were all distant locations which precluded the 

n 
control subjects from acquiring any information. Forty-eight hours *( 

U 
i/i later, all subjects returned and were posttested on the same grid. 

Results indicated that the subjects who received occupational 

information scored significantly lower on cognitive complexity than the 

control group at posttest (p<.02). Providing occupational information 

appeared to have lowered the level of cognitive complexity. 

Haase, Reed, Winer, and Bodden (1979) drew two hypotheses from 

these findings: (1) the positive or negative affect of the stimulus 

does affect cognitive complexity, and (2) giving occupational 

information reduces cognitive complexity. They investigated the effects 

of giving negative, positive, or mixed occupational information on 

cognitive complexity. Thirty-six male and 30 female undergraduate stu

dents were given Bodden's original grid, as well as an affective com

plexity grid measure developed for this study and based on items drawn 

from the Evaluative dimension of Osgood's Semantic Differential (Osgood, 

-I 

0 
'S 
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Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957). Written information relating to the 12 

occupations in Bodden's grid was given to the subjects, and the informa

tion was either positive, mixed, or negative in content. After filling 

out the grid and a short questionnaire, subjects were asked to read the 

material in the presence of the examiner who answered any questions 

which the subjects had. The siibjects were then asked to take the 

material heme and read it further, before returning one week later for 

a posttest on Bodden's grid. 

Results indicated that positive information resulted in greater 

cognitive simplicity, while mixed and negative information resulted in 

a maintenance of pretest cognitive complexity values. There were no , 
f1 

significant differences between the negative and mixed information ••< 
l» 

groups. 

The vocational evidence cited above clearly and reliably demon

strates that cognitive complexity varies as a function of the type 

(positive or negative) of information provided. However, the designs 

of these two studies leave open the following possibilities. Because 

there was no way of checking whether the subjects actually read or even 

remembered the occupational information, it can only be assumed that 

this infoimiation affected the level of cognitive complexity, and not some 

unknown inteirvening event. Another possibility is that subjects shared 

their information with each ether. Although subjects were asked net to 

share their information with each other, there was no posttest check 

to see whether or net subjects complied. This is a possible flaw in 

internal validity. Also, the provision of printed occupational informa

tion is only one small segment of vocational counseling. Whether or 

H 
'fl 
•;r) 
a: 
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not the provision of personalized information in_ £ vocational setting 

would cause similar effects, is open to question. This is a problem 

in external validity or generalizability. 

The study proposed herein offers a fxirther analysis of the above 

findings cmd proposes to answer the question of internal validity in 

addition to making a step toward generalizability. 

Deductive Summary and Conclusions 

The review of the measures of cognitive complexity concluded with 

the suggestion that the experimenter is on the firmest ground when he 

or she uses the measure which most closely addresses the area in which 

the study is to be conducted. The information processing studies 4 
ri 
>( indicated that both cognitive style (i.e., cognitive flexibility) and 

the negative or positive stimulus valence can affect cognitive com-
«l 
-11 

plexity. The personality trait studies have shown significant rela- .tl 
nil 

tionships between repression-sensitization, dogmatism, and cognitive 

complexity. The personality state studies offered strong support to 

the hypothesis that positive affect results in a decrease in cognitive 

complexity, while negative affect usually results in an increase in 

cognitive complexity. The vigilance hypothesis was offered as an 

explanation of these consistent findings. It may be logical to assume 

that a vigilant psychological stance is more effective in the predic

tion and control of the surrounding environment if the individual is in 

touch with his or her surroundings. It is possible to conceptualize 

that the repression-sensitization variable is related to the vigilance 

hypothesis when the reader recalls that one of the qualities of the 

repression end of the R-S continuum is behavior mechanisms of a 
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predominantly avoiding type. Thus, a vigilant stance implies an 

approach behavioral style, or being a sensitizer. Finally, the voca

tional studies expended the personality state results to the vocational 

area, suggesting that vocational counseling could benefit by a study 

which analyzed the variable of cognitive complexity. 

In conclusion, one consistent finding in most of the reviewed 

areas is that a change in cognitive complexity level results from a 

positive or negative affect-valued stimulus. Further, since the re

search in the area of cognitive complexity and personality variables is 

far from complete, a study which analyzes personality trait (over per

sonality state) variables may be considered more appropriate at this I 
1 

time. Trait variables should, by definition, show mere stability over '} 

time than personality state variables. In the area of cognitive com-

••n 

plexity and personality trait variables, the most consistent finding is <;,•) 
1 '> 

I I 

related to the traits of dogmatism and repression-sensitization. 

Thus, previous research has indicated that analyzing the type of 

provided information, as well as dogmatism and repression-sensitization, 

can shed some light on the workings of cognitive complexity- It may 

be helpful to view the trait of dogmatism as a screening mechanism. 

That is, a dogmatic individual screens (blocks) incoming information so 

that it does net enter the system in its true form. The items from the 

Dogmatism Scale appear to deal with the subject's relation to the envir

onment. On the ether hand, it may be useful to view the traits of 

repression and sensitization, since they are defense mechanisms, as 

acting on the information which has made it into the system. The 

Repression-Sensitization Scale consists of items drawn from the 
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Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, items which appear to deal 

with the internal state of the subject. Thus, while dogmatism may 

affect the input of information, repression-sensitization may affect 

the central processing of that information. 

Only one study (Starbird s Biller, 1976) analyzed the complex 

interactions between dogmatism, repression-sensitization, and cognitive 

complexity. They demonstrated that low dogmatic sensitizers tended to 

be more complex, while dogmatic repressors tended to be more simple. 

Assuming that regression-sensitization and dogmatism are personality 

trait variables, they should predispose one to react in a predictible 

manner (in terms of level of cognitive complexity) under specific con

ditions (that of threat). It has been demonstrated that negative 

information causes an increase in cognitive complexity, while positive 

information causes a decrease in cognitive complexity level. Described 

herein is a study which analyzes the relative effects of dogmatism, 

repression-sensitization, and positive or negative information on cogni

tive complexity. Discussed next are the variables and the hypotheses 

which are derived from them. 

Variables and Hypotheses 

Repression-sensitization, dogmatism, and the provision of negative 

(discrepant) or positive (consistent) feedback in a group counseling 

analogue setting were expected to play differing and interacting factors 

in the subjects' posttest measure of cognitive complexity, controlling 

for the pretest score of cognitive complexity and the sex of the sub

jects. Generally, the levels on the repression-sensitization and 

dogmatism scales, along with the provision of discrepant or consistent 
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information, were hypothesized to cause a change in the level of cogni

tive complexity at posttest (see Figure 1). 

Based on the previously presented data, four empirical hypotheses 

were made: 

HypotJiesis 1: Given a low dogmatic sensitizer, the provision of 

discrepant information will result in a higher 

cognitive complexity level as compared to low 

dogmatic sensitizers receiving consistent informa

tion. 

Hypothesis 2: Given a dogmatic repressor, siobjects receiving 

discrepant or consistent feedback would not differ 

in cognitive complexity level. 

Hypothesis 3: Given a low dogmatic repressor, the provision of 

discrepant information will result in a higher 

cognitive complexity level as compared to lew 

dogmatic repressors receiving consistent informa

tion. 

Hypothesis 4: Given a dogmatic sensitizer, the prevision of 

discrepant information will result in a higher 

cognitive complexity level as compared to dogmatic 

sensitizers receiving consistent information. 

Concerning Hypothesis 1, since both the input screen and the 

defensive natiire of the subject are presumably lew, the information 

would have a chance to affect one's cognitive complexity level. The 

dogmatic repressor in Hypothesis 2 would neither fully hear nor process 

the infoinnatien so that no cognitive complexity level change would 
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Cevariates: a) Pretest cognitive complexity 
b) Sex 

Figure 1. Analysis of variance design 
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occur. Hypothesis 3 suggests that, although information would flow 

into the subject, he/she would not be able to process it effectively. 

However, since information would flew in, and since no one would be 

totally a represser, the discrepant or consistent nature of the in

formation would affect one's cognitive complexity level. Finally, 

Hypothesis 4 suggests that infoinnation would not even flew into the 

subject. However, since no one would be a totally dogmatic person, 

some information would enter. The information which did enter would 

then be affected by the discrepant or consistent nature of the infor

mation producing a change in level of cognitive complexity. 

I 
The remaining chapters in this dissertation summarize the method 

and results of an experimental test of the hypotheses outlined above. '̂' 

i1 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

Subjects 

The number of svobjects employed in the experiment was 89 (61 

females, 28 males). Given the 2 X 2 X 2 design described below, this 

yielded a total of 11.13 siibjects per cell. To decide on the total 

number of subjects for this study, a power analysis was conducted as 

detailed in Cohen (1977). First, the effect sizes (ES) of the 

phenomena xander study were estimated from the previous experiments that 

analyzed repression-sensitization, dogmatism, and negative or positive 

1 
information, in relation to cognitive complexity (Bodden & Klein, 1973; ( 

I 

Delia & O'Keefe, 1976; Haase et al., 1979; Starbird & Biller, 1976; 

Wilkins et al. , 1972) . The smallest ES (which would yield the largest ;j 

needed sample size) was used. Next, the alpha criterion level was set 

at .05, and the degrees of freedom were set at 2 (nimiber of groups 

minus 1; groups being the main effects of consistent and discrepant feed

back, repression-sensitization, and dogmatism-non-dogmatism) . Finally, 

the desired power of the experiment was set at .70, meaning that given 

an alpha of .05, and an ES of .28, a sample of 89 had a 70% chance or 

better of detecting the effect in the experiment proposed here. 

Subjects were drawn from undergraduate students at Texas Tech 

University enrolled in psychology, business administration, history, 

and English courses during the Summer Semester of 1979. Many of the 

psychology students received course credit for their participation. A 

47 
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sign-up sheet for these students was posted in the assigned location, 

a table outside of the lecture room. Other subjects were recruited by 

a brief presentation in various undergraduate courses. Nearly all of 

the subjects were from the South Plains of Texas. 

The use of undergraduate students as subjects was justified by 

the following points: 

1. This is the first attempt to apply the findings of cognitive 

complexity in the vocational area to an actual counseling 

analogue. Thus, external validity must be sacrificed for 

maiximizing internal validity. 

2. It should be recognized that an undergraduate population may ^ 

I 
be quite appropriate for vocationally oriented projects. ,| 

I? 
Most of these students are concerned over their future voca-

•I 
il 

tions, and many of them may be actually searching for their •) 

preference. Thus, this experiment may not only answer a vital 

research question, but it may also provide a valuable growth 

experience for the participants. 

3. Thus, while internal validity is maximized through the use 

of undergraduate sxibjects, external validity, although 

secondary in importance, was not totally sacrificed. 
Instrumentation 

The Occupational Differentiation Test. Bodden's Occupational 

Differentiation Test (1969, 1970) was administered (Appendix D). It is 

a grid based on Bieri's Reptest. Bodden (1969) conducted a test-retest 

reliability study on 200 male and female undergraduate students over a 

two-week interval. The correlation was .82 and was significant at the 
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.001 level between the two testing sessions on this measure. 

Evidence of construct validity for Bodden's (1969) grid has been 

demonstrated by the scores on this grid being significantly affected 

by, for example, negative, positive, and mixed occupational informa

tion (Bodden, 1970; Bodden & James, 1976; Bodden & Klein, 1972; Haase 

et al., 1979). In addition, another study (Winer et al., Note 1) found 

significant correlations between Bodden's grid and selected codes on 

the Vocational Preference Inventory (VPI). Specifically, correlations 

ranged from .20 through .24 on the Enterprising, Artistic, and Social 

Scales (p<.05). The fact that both the affective value of the stimulus 

and scores on the VPI are able to explain some of the variance of 
I 

Bodden's conception of cognitive complexity is evidence of construct ( 
I 

validity. '' 

"I 
The Vocational Preference Inventory. The Vocational Preference '1 

*) 

Inventory (VPI) (Holland, 1975) was administered as the measure of 

vocational interests (Appendix C). This test can yield a single letter 

high point code within Holland's six point scheme (Realistic, Investiga

tive, Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and Conventional). Holland com

puted (Kuder-Richardson formula 20) the reliability of the ̂ /PI on a 

sample of 12,432 college freshmen in 31 different institutions. For 

the 6289 men, reliabilities ranged from .83 to .89. For the 6143 

women, reliabilities ranged from .76 to .89- Holland (1966a) also 

computed a validity measure which can best be described as criterion-

related (Anastasi, 1968). Using the 6289 men indicated above, he com

pared the students' stated vocational choice with their VPI scale 

scores. All analyses of variance F-ratios were significant beyond the 
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.001 level, indicating that this measure can be considered valid. 

Holland's VPI has been used in research for more than twenty 

years, it has been consistently demonstrated that the VPI does indeed 

measure vocational preference (Holland, 1973). 

The Repression-Sensitization Scale. The revised Repression-

Sensitization (R-S) Scale (Byrne, Barry, s Nelson, 1963) was also 

administered (Appendix E) . This is a 182-item (including 55 buffer 

items) bipolar measure of defensive behavior, pertaining primarily to 

the behavior mechanisms of avoidance of (repression) or approach toward 

(sensitization) an anxiety producing situation or stimulus. Test items 

are drawn from the Minnesota Multiphasic Personalitv Inventory (MMPI) 

\ 
Byrne's original R-S Scale (Byrne, 1964) consisted of 156 items. To | 

arrive at the 127 (scorable) item scale (Byrne et al., 1963): '' 

^ 
an internal-consistency item analysis was undertaken fl 

with two independent samples of 370 students each. •' 

Those 127 items which yielded correlations with the 

total R-S score significant at the .001 level or better 

in both samples were retained as scorable items in the 

revised R-S Scale (p. 176, italics original). 

Split-half and test-retest (three month) reliabilities were com

puted on the above samples (Byrne et al., 1963). The split-half 

reliability was .94, and the test-retest reliability was .82. 

Bemhardson (1967) administered the original R-S Scale to 92 

undergraduate university students. He reported an odd-even reliability 

coefficient of .91 (corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula). Thus, it 

appears that the R-S Scale has sufficient reliability to warrant its 
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use in research and in this dissertation's topic of study. 

Although no validity data on the revised R-S Scale could be 

located, scores on the original 156 item R-S Scale were correlated 

with other measures which have been shown to assess defensive behavior 

(.e.g., the Facilitation-Inhibition Scale, the Self-Activity Inventory, 

discussed below) (Byrne, 1961). Although this is a somewhat circuitous 

method of demonstrating validity on the revised R-S Scale, it appears 

that the revised scale closely resembles the original scale in terms of 

internal consistency, which makes defensible the use of validity data 

from the original scale. In fact, it can be hypothesized that the re

vised scale is more likely to be more valid (rather than less valid) ^ 

1 
because the best or most internally consistent items from the original ^ 

R-S Scale were retained for use in the revised R-S Scale. 
;l 

Validity data on the R-S Scale has also been gathered by researchers 1) 
<• 

I 

who were not involved in the scale's development. For instance, the 

R-S Scale was correlated with the Ullmann Facilitation-Inhibition Scale 

(Note 2) . This scale measures three types of defensive behavior: 

internalization (avoidance of anxiety by denial), externalization 

(avoidance of anxiety by projection), and acting-out. Byrne (1961) 

suggests that both the Ullmann Facilitation-Inhibition Scale and the 

R-S Scale measure defensive behavior. Thus, a correlation (in this 

case, a negative correlation) between these two measures offers some 

support of validity. The sample consisted of 40 males and 24 females 

who were undergraduate students. Since both of these scales use MMPI 

items, the abridged scales which excluded overlapping items were used. 

The correlation was -.71 (this was the predicted direction), and it was 
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significant at the .01 level, indicating adequate validity. 

The R-S Scale was also correlated with the Self Activity Inventory 

developed by Worchel (1957) . This inventory measures the degree of an 

individual's susceptibility to stress. The assumption here appears to 

be that failure under stress would be an indication of the strength of 

that individual's defenses. Two groups of introductory psychology stu

dents took these measures. The first sample, consisting of 48 males 

and 50 females, received a significant correlation (p<.01) of .62. The 

second sample of 37 males and 20 females yielded a correlation of .55 

(p<.01) . 

McReynolds (1978) reviewed over 40 studies which used the R-S \ 
1 

Scale, and concluded that: i 

the R-S Scale is a valid measure of the repression-

sensitization dimension and that scores on the scale «) 
i< 

'.I 

are related to a nxamber of meaningful nontest behaviors. 

There is consistent evidence that persons scoring high 

on the scale tend to utilize primarily approach reac

tions to stress, while low scorers tend to use avoidance 

reactions (McReynolds, 1978, p. 41). 

It can be concluded that the revised R-S Scale is a reliable and 

valid instrument which appears to be tied to the vigilance hypothesis, 

in that both appear to consider approach and/or avoidance behaviors. 

Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale. Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach, 

1960), which assesses another and probably interacting cognitive style 

(that of general authoritarianism, intolerance of ambiguity, and rigid

ity iBrown, 1965]), was administered as well (Appendix F). Briefly, 
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dogmatism appears to measure a cognitive style, that of cognitive 

flexibility (open-mindedness) and cognitive rigidity (clesed-

mindedness). 

The reliability of Form E, which is the most recent form, has been 

tested most extensively. Rokeach (1960) computed odd-even reliabil

ities, corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula, en eight different 

samples ranging in size from 17 to 89. Reliability scores ranged from 

.68 to .93, with a mean of .794 and a standard deviation of .074. 

Zagona and Zurcher (1965) reported a 15 week test-retest reliabil

ity study using 517 undergraduate students. The Pearson correlation 

coefficient was .697 (p<.001). 

1 
Zagona and Zurcher (1964, 1965) also conducted validity studies on ^ 

the same sample. Although no statistics were reported, a series of con

sistent results from various hypotheses were discussed. Specifically, 

behavior both in the classroom and in small group experiments indicated 

that high dogmatic subjects as opposed to lew dogmatic subjects, were 

rarely spontaneous, showed a preference for structure, were uncreative, 

and spent more time discussing leader selection. The authors concluded 

that "given the Dogmatism Scale Score as an indicator of the degree of 

dogmatism, the authors were able to predict group behavior \inder varying 

social conditions" (p. 1236). 

Additional evidence of validity can be found in a study which 

correlated Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale with the Authoritarianism (or F) 

Scale. Rokeach (1960) sampled seven different groups from Michigan, 

New York, and England (sample sizes ranged from 60 to 207, with a total 

population of 1025) and found correlations ranging from .54 to .77 with 

[I 
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the scale measuring right-wing authoritarianism. 

Insko (1964) asked undergraduates enrolled in a personality course, 

after thoroughly describing the natxire of the dogmatic personality, to 

administer the Dogmatism Scale to the most and least dogmatic persons 

to whom they had access. This resulted in 21 subjects judged as high 

dogmatic and 19 subjects judged as low dogmatic. After the administra

tion of Rokeach's (Form E) Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach, 1960), a t-test 

was performed between these low and high dogmatic groups. The result 

was a significant difference (p<.01). The fact that undergraduates, 

after only a discussion of the dogmatic personality, were able to sub

jectively and properly select low or high dogmatic individuals indicates 

some validational support for this scale. 

More recently, Hanson (1970) administered a modified Authoritarian

ism Scale and Rokeach's (1960) Dogmatism Scale to undergraduates in a 

sociology class and to different undergraduates in a psychology course. 

There were 301 subjects (sex was not reported) . The modification of 

the traditional F-scale (Adorne et al., 1950) included reversing some 

of the items so that they were said to measure left-wing authoritarian

ism. Brown (1965) described the F-scale as a measure of right-wing 

authoritarianism. Since Rokeach's (1960) Dogmatism Scale is said to 

measxire general (left and right) authoritarianism (Rokeach, 1960), it 

was hypothesized that there should be significantly different scores on 

the modified F-scale, while the groups should not differ on the Dogma

tism Scale. The author reported no significant differences in dog

matism scores, while he did report significant differences between the 

left and right wing authoritarianism groups (significance level not 
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reported), indicating further support for the Dogmatism Scale. 

Goldstein and Blackman (1978) reviewed many studies which used 

Rokeach's (1960) Dogmatism Scale and concluded that "most studies on 

the reliability of the Dogmatism Scale have indicated satisfactorily 

high reliability for the instrument" (p. 479) . Their review of the 

relationships of the Dogmatism Scale with other measures which tap the 

same area as dogmatism also suggest adequate validity. For example, 

dogmatism has been shown to be predictive of rigidity and intolerance 

of ambiguity. 

It can thus be concluded that Rokeach's Dogmatism Scale (1960) 

has sufficient reliability and validity for use as a research instru

ment. 

In addition to these standardized tests, two brief questionnaires 

were administered, one at pretest and the other at posttest. The pre

test questionnaire asked for identifying data (name, social security 

nijmber), in addition to sex, preferred occupational choice, and cer

tainty of occupational choice (Appendix B). The posttest questionnaire 

was the final item in the experiment and served as a check to see 

whether the subjects heard and remembered which type of feedback he or 

she received. It also screened for any extremely unlikely ill effects 

of the experiment (Appendix G) . The only anticipated ill effect would 

be that a subject may have realized that he or she wanted or needed 

additional vocational counseling. An additional handout listing two 

local facilities for vocational counseling, along with the examiner's 

home phone number, was therefore provided (Appendix K) . Finally, a 

semantic differential was administered as a generalized measure of 
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attitude (Appendix L). Although reliability and validity data for this 

semantic differential were not collected, note that Kerlinger and Ped-

hauzur (1973) and Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957) found that all 

semantic differential test re-test reliability correlations were above 

.85. These same authors also found that semantic differentials tended 

to be a valid measure of attitude in a variety of settings. Finally, 

it can be said tihat this particular semantic differential has face 

validity in that no sxibject questioned any aspect of it. 

Procediires 

All subjects took each of the measures, as described above, in 

the following order: \ 
1 

1. Release form j, 

2. Pretest Questionnaire , 

.1 
3. Vocational Preference Inventory •) 

,1 
» 

4. Occupational Differentiation Test—Pretest 

5. Repression-Sensitization Scale 

6. Dogmatism Scale 

7. Group feedback 

8. Occupational Differentiation Test—Posttest 

9. Posttest Questionnaire 

10. Semantic Differential Test 

11. Places to receive vocational counseling 

Assignment of subjects to factors of the design. Assignment to 

high and low levels of dogmatism and repression-sensitization was based 

on the subjects' scores on the Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach, 1960) and the 

Repression-sensitization Scale (Byrne et al., 1963). Both of these 
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sources provided college-aged norms which were used to assign the sub

jects to the factors, depending on whether the subject fell above or 

below the mean. The covariate of cognitive complexity was based on the 

subjects' pretest score on the Occupational Differentiation Test 

(Bodden, 1969, 1970). The average of the college-aged norms cited in 

Winer et al. (Note 1) and Bodden (1969) were used to differentiate high 

and low complex subjects. Finally, the covariate of sex was based on 

the subjects' reported sex, coded as 1 or 0. 

Pilot study. The study described here was the first to use a 

counseling analogue design in conjunction with vocational complexity. 

As such, a pilot study was conducted by the author in order to deter

mine whether the type of group feedback provided in the study could in

deed affect one's cognitive complexity level. Pertinent information 

relating to the pilot study is outlined in Appendix H. The results 

from this pilot study indicated that the counseling analogue method 

could indeed change one's cognitive complexity level. As such, the 

following experimental treatment was used. 

Experimental treatment. At the same time that the subjects signed 

up for the experiment, they also signed up for a group feedback session 

which occurred about one week after the first session. These sessions, 

led by the experimenter, consisted of 3 to 14 subjects each. The 

experimenter scored the Vocational Preference Inventory in the interim. 

To assure that each subject fully understood his or her interpreta

tion, a one-page description of each of Holland's six types was provided 

and read to the group of subjects (Appendix I). Following this, the 

experimenter handed out and then read a short description of what 
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discrepant and consistent feedback was (Appendix J). Briefly, discrep

ant information resulted when the Vocational Preference Inventory high 

point code was not identical to the subjects' stated occupational 

preference, converted to Holland's high point code. Consistent informa

tion resulted when these two codes were identical. Also a part of this 

handout was a reprint of Holland's hexagon with a description of what a 

similar or dissimilar code was (Appendix J) . On this same sheet 

(Appendix J) was the subject's Vocational Preference Inventory high 

point code and occupational preference cede. The order of handing out 

this information was randomized, thus reducing the artificiality of the 

counseling analogue setting. The experimenter then gave a few seconds 

for the subject to read the codes. The experimenter then asked the 

I 
subject what the codes were. As each subject reported his or her 

information, the experimenter said "that sounds like discrepant (or -) 

consistent) information." Discussion was encouraged to maximize the 

reality of this Infeirmation-feedback. During these discussions, the 

experimenter maintained a therapeutic attitude of gentle reflection 

concerning the subjects' statements, thereby encouraging a reflective 

attitude within the sxibject. Maintaining this reflective-therapist 

attitude enabled the experimenter to have a minimum impact en the group 

process which in turn maximized the impact of the informational feed

back. The fact that each subject heard every other subject's feedback 

in the group provided the possibility of maximizing the impact of 

discrepant and consistent information feedback through each subject 

being able to contrast his or her findings with the other subjects in 

the group. Since, as previously stated, all questions were answered 
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at all times, subjects had the opportunity to pose questions to each 

other and to the experimenter, thus maximizing the "reality" of this 

counseling analogue. Finally, along with giving some subjects the 

experimental credit slips, they also were given a sheet listing two 

places to receive vocational counseling as well as the experimenter's 

name and phone number in case emergency vocational counseling was 

needed (Appendix K). 

Data Analysis 

Subjects' scores en the R-S Scale, the Dogmatism Scale, and the 

Occupational Differentiation Test were dichotomized into low and high 

scoring groups, depending en whether they fell below or above the mean 

of the norm group which is most appropriate for this college student 

sample. The Dogmatism Scale (Rokeach, 1969), the Repression-

Sensitization Scale (Byrne et al., 1963), and the Occupational Differ

entiation Test (Winer et al.. Note 1; Bodden, 1969) all provided norms 

developed from a college undergraduate population. The pretest cogni

tive complexity scores, in addition to the subject's sex, served as 

cevariates in the analysis. Thus, the nature of this design is a 

2 X 2 X 2 fully randomized analysis of covariance. F-raties were com

puted for main effects, and for first,second and third order interac

tions. The use of the covariance procedure for the twice-administered 

Occupational Differentiation Test resulted in a score which was con

sidered free of the notorious pretest-posttest correlation (Cohen & 

Cohen, 1975) . 

Following any significant main or interaction effects, post hoc 

tests were performed. A priori contrasts were conducted on hypotheses 
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one through four, and, finally, a 2 X 2 X 2 analysis of variance was 

conducted on the semantic differential items. Results of these analyses 

are presented in Chapter IV. In terms of the generalization of these 

findings to psychotherapy, this replication provided an additional 

enco\iragement for counselors to consider these variables when they were 

interested in the client's level of cognitive complexity. 

I 
\ 
i 

I 

1 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The presentation of the findings of this study is divided into 

four sections. First, subject data will be presented. Second, outcome 

data pertaining primarily but not exclusively to the hypotheses will be 

considered. Third, a presentation of the relationships between 

repression-sensitization, dogmatism, and feedback on cognitive complex

ity pretest-only scores will be considered. Fourth, the semantic 

differential data with respect to the factors of the repression-

sensitization/dogmatism/feedback will be presented. Analyses in these 
i 

four areas include descriptive statistics, analyses of variance and 
I 

covariance, and multivariate analysis of variance. Analyses were 

accomplished by use of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences j 

(Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975) and the Statistical 

Analysis System (SAS) (SAS Institute, 1979). 

Subject Data 

Ninety-one volunteer sxibjects were seen in the first testing ses

sion. Two of these failed to return for the second session, so their 

data were excluded. (One subject was in the hospital for a medical 

problem, and the other had dropped out of school and left the state.) 

Subjects were summer session undergraduate students enrolled in fresh

man and sophomore psychology, business administration, sociology, and 

English classes at Texas Tech University. Nearly all subjects were 

from west Texas. Although age was not asked, it appeared that all but 
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five or seven subjects were between 18 and 22 years of age. 

Subjects were seen in a total of 12 groups. The only requirement 

concerning the size of the group was that there be at least one subject 

receiving discrepant feedback and at least one subject receiving con

sistent feedback. Group size ranged from 3 to 14, with a mean size of 

7.42 and a standard deviation of 3.58. Subjects chose their group 

assignments. Several sign-up sheets with different times were made 

available from which the subjects could choose. 

The final sample of 89 subjects consisted of 61 females (69%) and 

28 males (31%). On the Pretest Questionnaire (expressed choice) and 

the Vocational Preference Inventory (measured choice), the breakdown by 

frequency and percentage of the six occupational types by high point 

code can be found in Table 1. Percentages of the (expressed choice) 

Pretest Questionnaire ranged from 1% in the Conventional category to 

34% in the Social category. On the Vocational Preference Inventory, 

the range was from 10% in the Conventional category to 30% in the Enter

prising category. These percentages are probably a partial function 

of the classes from which the sample was drawn. It is interesting, 

however, that the Vocational Preference Inventory provided a more even 

breakdown by type than did the subject-stated occupational preference. 

On the Pretest Questionnaire, subjects were asked how certain they 

were of their stated occupational choice, where "1" was very uncertain 

and "5" was very certain. These frequencies and percentages are pre

sented in Table 2. Nearly all subjects (81%) were either certain or 

very certain about their stated occupational choice. The mean was 4.02, 

with a standard deviation of 1.22. 
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Table 1 

Frequency and Percentages of Occupational Types as Measured by VPI 

High Point Cede 

Test 

Pretest Questionnaire 6 10 24 30 18 1 

7% 11% 27% 34% 20% 1% 

VPI 11 15 16 11 27 9 

12% 17% 18% 12% 30% 10% 

Table 2 

Frequency and Percentages of Certainty of Expressed Occupational Choice 

Degree of Certainty 

Frequency 

Certainty 7 6 4 33 39 

8% 7% 4% 37% 44% 

^One equals very uncertain, three equals neither certain nor uncer
tain, and five equals very certain. 
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Table 3 contains the ranges, means, and standard deviations for 

the Repression-Sensitization, Dogmatism, and pretest and posttest 

Occupational Differentiation Scales. These means fell remarkably close 

to the published means of the normative samples for the respective 

scales (Bodden, 1970j Byrne et al., 1963; Rokeach, 1960). In terms of 

feedback, 35 of the 89 subjects (39%) received consistent feedback, 

while the remaining 54 subjects (61%) received discrepant feedback. 

Table 4 contains the frequencies and percentages by category of the 

subjects' combined repression-sensitization and dogmatism scores. The 

categories were quite evenly split. The largest category, low dogmatic 

repressors, had 29% of the subjects, while the smallest category, low 

dogmatic sensitizers, had 21% of the subjects. Table 5 has the fre

quencies and percentages of the Repression-Sensitization and Dogmatism 

by Feedback received. The smallest category, high dogmatic repressers 

receiving consistent feedback, contained 6% of the subjects, while the 

largest category, high dogmatic repressors receiving discrepant 

feedback, contained 19% of the sxibjects. The high dogmatic sensitizers 

and lew dogmatic repressers receiving discrepant feedback had 17% and 

16% of the subjects, respectively. 

The final piece of subject-oriented information was a validity 

check done at the end of t±ie experiment in order to ensure that the 

subjects remembered whether they received consistent or discrepant 

feedback. All subjects correctly recalled which type of feedback they 

received. 
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Table 3 

X, SD, and Range for the R-S, Dogmatism, O.D.T. Pretest, and 
O.D.T. Posttest Scales 

Scale 

R-S 

Dogmatism 

O.D.T. (Pretest) 

O.D.T. (Posttest) 

Range Mean 

9-96 

84-208 

118-553 

181-583 

40.32 

144.69 

282.07 

313.20 

Standard Deviation 

18.10 

26.58 

73.19 

71.26 

Table 4 

Frequency and Percentage of Combined R-S and Dogmatism Scores 

High Dogmatism Low Dogmatism 

Repression 

Sensitization 

22 (25%) 

24 (28%) 

25 (29%) 

18 (21%) 
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Table 5 

Frequency and Percentage of R-S and Dogmatism Scores by 
Type of Feedback 

Discrepant 
Feedback 

Consistent 
Feedback 

No. % No. 

Low Dogmatic Repressor 

Dogmatic Repressor 

Lew Dogmatic Sensitizer 

Dogmatic Sensitizer 

14 

17 

8 

16 

19 

9 

15 17 

11 12 

5 6 

9 10 

10 11 
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Outcome Data 

This section primarily will consider data relating to the hypothe

ses presented in Chapter II. Concerning the Repression-Sensitization 

Scale, it was decided to use 39.50 as a cutoff score, so that subjects 

scoring 39 and below were classified as repressers and subjects scoring 

40 and above were classified as sensitizers. This resulted in a more 

even distribution of subjects among the four categories of represser, 

sensitizer, low dogmatic, and high dogmatic. This three-point shift 

from the mean of the normative group is defensible in terms of the 

necessity of sacrificing external validity for internal validity. The 

more evenly balanced the cells are, the greater the statistical inde

pendence of the factors in the design (Nie et al., 1975). In order to ^ 

assess the degree of confounding of the factors in the design, two 

chi-squares were computed, each between the four groups of low and high ) 

dogmatic repressors and sensitizers: one where the Repression-

Sensitization Scale mean remained at 42.47, and the other where the mean 

was shifted to 39.50. The former resulted in an intercell correlation 

of .229, while the latter resulted in an intercell correlation of .114. 

Thus, while a three-point shift of mean on a 182 item scale dees not 

appear to be large, it dees result in a definite increase in the inde

pendence of the factors of the design, and greater clarity of interpre

tation of results. 

An analysis of covariance with two cevariates (sex, pretest) was 

used to test the stated hypotheses (see Table 6) . There were three 

factors (Repression-Sensitization, Dogmatism, and consistent or dis

crepant feedback) and two covariates (pretest Occupational Differentiation 

• 
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Table 6 

Analysis of Covariance of Cognitive Complexity Scores Summary Table 

Source of Variation 

Covariates 

Sex 

O.D.T. (Pretest) 

Main Effects 

R-S 

Dogmatism 

Feedback 

Two-way Interactions 

R-S & Dogmatism 

R-S & Feedback 

Sum of 
Scjuares 

243755.56 

352.95 

239322.88 

6904.06 

3113.79 

3223.55 

338.11 

8236.44 

5003.06 

5209.47 

Dogmatism & Feedback 960.61 

Three-Way Interactions 4378.31 

R-S, Dogmatism & 
Feedback 

Explained 

Residual 

Total 

4378.28 

263274.36 

183545.38 

446819-75 

df 

2 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

9 

79 

88 

Mean 
Square 

121877.75 

352.95 

239322.88 

2301.35 

3113.79 

3223.55 

338.11 

2745.48 

5005.06 

5209.47 

960.61 

4378.31 

4378.28 

29252.71 

2323.36 

5077.50 

F 

52.46 

0.15 

103.01 

0.99 

1.34 

1.39 

0.15 

1.18 

2.15 

2.24 

0.41 

1.88 

1.88 

12.591 

Signif. 
of F 

0.0 

0.70 

0.0 

0.40 

0.25 

0.24 

0.70 

0.32 

0.15 

0.14 

0.52 

0.17 

0.17 

0.000 
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Test scores and sex) . The covariate of sex was not significant 

(£ (1,79) = .15, p = .70). Thus, sex of the subject did net influence 

outcome scores. As such, subsequent analyses done by hand calculator 

omitted sex as a covariate. The covariate of Occupational Differentia

tion Test pretest was highly significant (F_ (1,79) = 103.01, p<.001). 

This reflects the anticipated correlation between this covariate and 

t:he dependent variable. Occupational Differentiation Test posttest. 

Further, it confirms that the analysis of covariance was the most 

defensible analysis. 

There were no significant main effects in the analysis. For the 

main effect of Repression-Sensitization, repressers and sensitizers 

did not differ significantly en cognitive complexity at posttest 

(F (1,79) = 1.34, p = .25). Means and standard deviations for this . 
I 

and the other main effects are reported in Table 7. For the main ) 
• 

effect of Dogmatism, low and high dogmatics did not differ significantly 

en cognitive complexity at posttest (F (1,79) = 1.39, p = .24). For 

the main effect of feedback, subjects receiving discrepant feedback 

did not significantly differ in level of cognitive complexity from 

subjects receiving consistent feedback at posttest {¥_ (1,79) = .15, 

p = .70). There were also no significant two-way interactions. There 

was no significant difference in cognitive complexity at posttest 

among the interactions of repressor and sensitizer with either lew 

dogmatic or high dogmatic subjects (F (1,79) = 2.15, p = .32)—or with 

subjects receiving discrepant or consistent feedback {F_ (1,79) = 2.24, 

p = .14) . Further, there was no significant difference in cognitive 

complexity at posttest among the combinations of low dogmatic and high 



70 

Table 7 

Unadjusted and Adjusted O.D.T. Means for Three-Way Interaction 

Feedback No. Unadjusted Adjusted 

High Dogmatism 

Discrepant 

Repression 

Sensitization 

Consistent 

Repression 

Sensitization 

17 

15 

5 

10 

320.35 

325.80 

265.40 

304.10 

320.79 

321.18 

306.93 

311.75 

Discrepant 

Repression 

Sensitization 

Consistent 

Repression 

Sensitization 

14 

8 

11 

9 

Lew Dogmatism 

351.07 

246.75 

311.36 

317.78 

318.80 

276.69 

301.01 

307.58 
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dogmatic subjects with subjects receiving discrepant or consistent 

feedback (F (1,79) = .41, £=.52). Finally, the three-way interaction 

was also not significant. There was no interplay between the vari

ables of Repression-Sensitization, Dogmatism, or Feedback (F_ (1,79) = 

1.88, £ =.17). Finally, the explained variance was highly significant 

(F_ (9,79) = 12.59, p<.001). This is singularly due to the highly 

significant Occupational Differentiation Test pretest covariate. 

Although the overall design yielded no significant results, 

there were four â  priori hypotheses presented earlier. As such, one-

tailed t-tests were computed using adjusted means and a procedure 

described in Kerlinger and Pedhauzer (1973). The means were adjusted 

for the covariate of Occupational Differentiation Test pretest scores. 

The adjusted and unadjusted means pertinent to the four hypotheses can 

be found in Table 7. The use of one-tailed tests is defensible in that 

the past literatiire and present hypotheses predicted the direction of 

change. A statistical analysis of each a_ priori hypothesis is pre

sented below. 

Hypothesis 1: Given a low dogmatic sensitizer, the provision of 

discrepant information will result in a higher 

cognitive complexity level as compared to low 

dogmatic sensitizers receiving consistent informa

tion. 

The resultant one-tailed t-test, t (81) = 1.22, p>.05, was not signifi

cant. High and low dogmatic sensitizers did not respond differently to 

consistent or discrepant feedback. 
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Hypothesis 2: Given a dogmatic repressor, subjects receiving 

discrepant or consistent feedback will not differ 

in cognitive complexity level. 

The resultant one-tailed t-test, t_ (31) = .52, p>.05, was not signifi

cant. Since no difference was predicted, this hypothesis appears to 

be supported. However, all that can be said about a null hypothesis 

such as this one is that it remains a tenable explanation. Fisher 

(1949). states tJiat "the null hypothesis is never proved or established" 

(p. 16) . 

Hypothesis 3: Given a low dogmatic repressor, the provision of 

discrepant information will result in a higher 

cognitive complexity level as compared to low 

dogmatic repressors receiving consistent informa

tion. 

Results of a one-tailed t-test, t_ (81) = .05, p>.05, yielded no dif

ference between groups. 

Hypothesis 4: Given a dogmatic sensitizer, the provision of 

discrepant information will result in a higher 

cognitive complexity level as compared to dogmatic 

sensitizers receiving consistent information. 

Results of a one-tailed t-test, t (81) = .02, P>.05, yielded no dif

ference between groups. 

We move now to describe some other data which do not pertain 

directly to the hypotheses. Specifically, a breakdown of adjusted and 

unadjusted means for the posttest ODT test are presented for main 

effects and for two-way interactions. Three-way interactions are 
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discussed in relation to the four hypotheses. The means were adjusted 

for the covariate of Occupational Differentiation Test pretest. The 

adjusted grand mean was 313.20, with a standard deviation of 71.26. The 

unadjusted and cevariate-adjusted Occupational Differentiation Test 

posttest means for the main effects are presented in Table 8. Here, 

the adjusted means ranged from 279.61 through 337.74. Tables 9, 10, 

and 11 describe the cevariate-adjusted and unadjusted posttest means 

for two-way interactions between Repression-Sensitization, Dogmatism, 

and Feedback. The smallest adjusted mean was 243.43 and pertained to 

high dogmatic sensitizers. The largest mean was 319.63 and pertained 

to the lew dogmatic represser. None of these main effects or two-way 

interactions were significant. Thus, these adjusted and unadjusted 

means are presented primarily as a descriptive index. 

Pretest Only Data 

Although the posttest cognitive complexity scores of sxibjects in 

the design were not found to be affected by repression-sensitization, 

dogmatism, or nature of feedback, pretest cognitive complexity scores 

did vary systematically with the factors of Repression-Sensitization 

and Dogmatism. While these findings do net pertain to the above 

hypotheses, there are some significant findings relevant to cognitive 

complexity in general. 

A three-factor analysis of variance (Repression-Sensitization, 

Dogmatism, and Feedback) was used en the Occupational Differentiation 

Test pretest-only scores (see Table 12). There were no significant main 

effects. For the main effect of Repression-Sensitization, repressers 

and sensitizers did net differ significantly en cognitive complexity 
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Table 8 

Unadjusted and Adjusted O.D.T. Means for Main Effects 

Effects Unadjusted Adjusted (n) 

Repression 321.55 337.74 (47) 

Low Dogmatism 313.67 299.71 (42) 

Feedback-Discrepant 318.93 279.61 (57) 

Sensitization 303.86 281.09 (42) 

High Dogmatism 312.79 281.76 (47) 

Feedback-Consistent 304.37 306.61 (35) 
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Table 9 

Unadjusted and Adjusted O.D.T. Means for Dogmatism by R-S 

Repression (n) 

Sensitization (n) 

Unadjusted 

Lew (n) 

Repression-Sensitization 

333.60 (25) 

284.35 (17) 

High (n) 

307.86 (22) 

317.12 (25) 

Adjusted 

Low High 

Repression-Sensitization 

Repression 

Sensitization 

319.63 

280.32 

317.65 

242.43 
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Table 10 

Unadjusted and Adjusted O.D.T. Means for Feedback by R-S 

Repression (n) 

Sensitization (n) 

Unadjusted 

Discrepant (n) 

Repression-Sensitization 

334.23 (31) 

298.30 (23) 

Adjusted 

Consistent (n) 

297.00 (16) 

310.58 (19) 

Discrepant Consistent 

Repression-Sensitization 

Repression 

Sensitization 

260.25 

312.63 

302.86 

301.38 
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Table 11 

Unadjusted and Adjusted O.D.T. Means for Feedback by Dogmatism 

Unadjusted 

Discrepant (n) Consistent (n) 

Dogmatism 

Low (n) 

High (n) 

313.14 (22) 

322.91 (32) 

314.25 (20) 

291.20 (15) 

Adjusted 

Discrepant Consistent 

Dogmati sm 

Lew 

High 

303.49 

263.18 

303.97 

310.14 
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Table 12 

Analysis of Variance of Pretest Cognitive Complexity Scores by R-S, 
Dogmatism, and Congruent/Discrepant Condition 

Source of Variation 

Main Effects 

R-S 

Dogmatism 

Feedback 

Two-way Interactions 

R-S & Dogmatism 

R-S & Feedback 

Sum of 
Squares 

9377.29 

800.46 

6348.90 

2110.52 

45075.65 

24927.18 

18208.04 

Dogmatism & Feeciback 18876.26 

Three-Way Interactions 382.84 

R-S, Dogmatism & 
Feedback 

Explained 

Residual 

Total 

382.84 

54835.81 

416517.44 

471353.25 

df 

3 

1 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

7 

81 

88 

Mean 
Square 

3125.76 

800.46 

6348.90 

2110.52 

15025.22 

24927.18 

18208.04 

18876.26 

382.84 

382.84 

7833.69 

5142.19 

5356.29 

F 

0.61 

0.16 

1.24 

0.41 

2.92 

4.85 

3.54 

3.67 

0.07 

0.07 

1.52 

Signif. 
of F 

0.61 

0.69 

0.27 

0.52 

0.04 

0.03 

0.06 

0.06 

0.79 

0.79 

0.17 
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at pretest (F (1,81) = .16, £ = .69). For the main effect of Dogmatism, 

neither low nor high dogmatics differed significantly on cognitive 

complexity at pretest (F (1,81) = 1.24, £ = .27). There was no sig

nificant difference on cognitive complexity scores for the consistent/ 

discrepant information factor (F (1,81) = .41, £ = .52). Of the three 

two-way interactions, one was significant. There was no significant 

difference in cognitive complexity pretest scores among the interactions 

of consistent/discrepant information with either repressors or sensi

tizers (F (1,81) = 3.54, £ = .06), or with lew dogmatic or high 

dogmatic subjects {F_ (1,81) = 3.67, £ = .06). However, the interaction 

between Repression-Sensitization and Dogmatism was significant 

(F_ (1,81) = 4.85, £ = .03). Finally, the three-way interaction was not 

significant. There was little interplay between the factors of 

Repression-Sensitization, Dogmatism, and Feedback on cognitive complex

ity pretest levels (F_ (1,81) = .07, £ = .79). 

The Occupational Differentiation Test pretest means for the various 

effects and interactions are presented in Tables 13, 14, and 15. 

Table 13 lists the means for the main effects. Table 14 lists the two-

way interactions, and Table 15 lists the three-way interactions. The 

grand mean was 282.07, with a standard deviation of 73.19. Of particu

lar interest are the means concerning the significant Repression-

Sensitization by Dogmatism two-way interaction (see Figure 2). The 

repression/lew dogmatism mean was 304.72; the repression/high dogmatism 

mean was 265.86. The sensitization/lew dogmatism mean was 270.29, and 

the sensitization/high dogmatism mean was 281.68. An analysis of 

variance for simple main effects (see Table 16) revealed that the low 
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Table 13 

Pretest Cognitive Complexity Means for Main Effects of R-S, 
Dogmatism, and Feedback 

Effect Mean n 

Repression 286.53 47 

Sensitization 277.07 42 

Lew Dogmatism 290.79 42 

High Dogmatism 274.28 47 

Discrepant Subjects 285.24 54 

Consistent Subjects 277.17 35 
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Table 14 

Pretest Cognitive Complexity Means for Two-Way Interactions 

Effect 

Repression/Low Dogmatism 

Repression/High Dogmatism 

Sensitizatien/Low Dogmatism 

Sensitization/High Dogmatism 

Repression/Discrepant Feedback 

Repression/Consistent Feedback 

Sensitizatien/Discrepant Feedback 

Sensitization/Consistent Feedback 

Low Dogmatism/Discrepant Feedback 

Lew Dogmatism/Consistent Feedback 

High Dogmatism/Discrepant Feedback 

High Dogmatism/Consistent Feedback 

Mean n 

304.72 

265.86 

270.29 

281.68 

25 

22 

17 

25 

295.03 

270.06 

272.04 

283.16 

31 

16 

23 

19 

286.05 

296.00 

284.69 

252.07 

22 

20 

32 

15 
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Table 15 

Pretest Cognitive Complexity Means for Three-Way Interactions 

Discrepant Feedback 

Effect Mean n 

Repression/Low Dogmatism 

Repression/High Dogmatism 

Sensitizatien/Low Dogmatism 

Sensitization/High Dogmatism 

Consistent Feedback 

Repression/Low Dogmatism 

Repression/High Dogmatism 

Sensitization/Low Dogmatism 

Sensitization/High Dogmatism 

311.50 

281.47 

241.50 

288.33 

14 

17 

8 

15 

Effect Mean n 

296.09 

212.80 

295.89 

271.70 

11 

5 

9 

10 
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Figure 2. Repression-Sensitization by Dogmatism interaction for 
Occupational Differentiation Test pretest scores. 



Table 16 

Analysis of Variance for Simple Main Effects: Repression/ 
Sensitization and Dogmatism Interaction 

84 

Effect SS df MS 

A at b. 

A at b. 

B at a. 

B at a. 

Residual 

24774.08 

953.56 

30128.76 

1147,32 

16517.44 

1 

1 

1 

1 

81 

24774.08 

953.56 

30128.76 

1147.32 

5142.19 

4.82* 

.19 

5.86* 

.22 

* = p<.05 

a, = 

a^ = 

Repressor 

Sensitizer 

b^ = Low dogmatism 

b^ = High dogmatism 



85 

dogmatic subjects varied on the Repression-Sensitization factor 

(F (1,81) = 4.82, p<.05), but not the high dogmatic subjects (F_ (1,81) 

= .19, p>.05). Further, the repressors varied on the Dogmatic factor 

(F (1,81) = 5.86, p<.05), but not the sensitizers (F_ (1,81) = .22, 

p>.Q5][. An analysis of the means revealed that the majority of the 

significant Repression-Sensitization by Dogmatism interaction was due 

to the differences between low dogmatic repressors and high dogmatic 

repressors. Thus, it would appear that high dogmatic repressors are 

significantly more cognitively complex than low dogmatic repressors. 

It should be noted also that low dogmatic sensitizers tend to be more 

cognitively complex than high dogmatic sensitizers. 

Semantic Differential Data 

The semantic differential data was collected after the subjects 

completed and returned the posttest Occupational Differentiation Test. 

Its purpose was to assess the subjects' reactions to the consistent or 

discrepant informational feedback which was provided to them. The 

means and standard deviations of the semantic differential items for 

all subjects combined are listed in Table 17. Tables 18 through 25 

provide mean and standard deviation breakdowns by the three-way inter

actions of Repression-Sensitization, Dogmatism, and Feedback. It is 

interesting to note that there appears to be a great deal of consistency 

from item to item in terms of both means and standard deviations. That 

is, they all cluster below the midpoint. The information item is 

phrased so that a high score would be more congruent with low scores 

on the other items. Overall, subjects tended to believe that their 

feedback was somewhat accurate, helpful, truthful, reasonable, useful. 
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Table 17 

Means and Standard Deviations en the Semantic Differential 
for all Subjects Combined 

Item Mean Standard Deviation 

Accuracy 

Helpfulness 

Information 

Truthfulness 

Reasonableness 

Usefulness 

Comfort 

1.82 

2 . 4 4 

3 .72 

1.69 

1.67 

2 . 3 2 

2 .07 

1 .01 

1 .13 

1 .40 

0 .92 

0 . 7 5 

1.24 

1.06 

Note: Range - 1 to 5 
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Table 18 

Means and Standard Deviations en the Semantic Differential for 
Low Dogmatic Repressors Receiving Discrepant Feedback 

Item Mean Standard Deviation 

Accuracy 

Helpfulness 

Information 

Truthfulness 

Reasonableness 

Usefulness 

Comfort 

2 .07 

2 . 6 4 

3 .57 

2 . 0 0 

1.64 

2 . 5 0 

2 .36 

0 . 8 3 

1 .08 

1.28 

0 . 8 8 

0 . 6 3 

1.09 

0 .84 

Note: Range - 1 to 5 

N = 14 
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Table 19 

Means and Standard Deviations en the Semantic Differential for 
Dogmatic Repressers Receiving Discrepant Feedback 

Item 

Accuracy 

Helpfulness 

Information 

Truthfulness 

Reasonableness 

Usefulness 

Comfort 

Mean 

1.65 

2.53 

3.94 

1.59 

1.76 

2.47 

1.88 

Standard Deviation 

0.70 

1.07 

1.30 

0.71 

0.83 

1.23 

0.86 

Note: Range - 1 to 5 

N = 17 
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Table 20 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Semantic Differential for 
Low Dogmatic Sensitizers Receiving Discrepant Feedback 

Item 

Accuracy 

Helpfulness 

Information 

Truthfulness 

Reasonableness 

Usefulness 

Comfort 

Mean 

1.63 

2.66 

4.38 

1.50 

1.50 

2.50 

2.38 

Standard Deviation 

0.74 

1.06 

0.74 

0.76 

0.76 

1.50 

0.92 

Note: Range - 1 to 5 

N = 8 
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Table 21 

Means and Standard Deviations en the Semantic Differential for 
Dogmatic Sensitizers Receiving Discrepant Feedback 

Item Mean Standard Deviation 

Accuracy 

Helpfulness 

Information 

Truthfulne s s 

Reasonableness 

Usefulness 

Comfor t 

•3.00 

2 .53 

3 .20 

2 .40 

2 .33 

2.33 

2 .73 

1.75 

1.23 

1.70 

1 .30 

0 . 9 0 

1.40 

1.16 

N o t e : Range - 1 t o 5 

N = 15 
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Table 22 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Semantic Differential for 
Low Dogmatic Repressors Receiving Consistent Feedback 

Item Mean Standard Deviation 

Accuracy 

Helpfulness 

Information 

Truthfulness 

Reasonableness 

Usefulness 

Comfort 

1.18 

2.09 

4.27 

1.09 

1.55 

2.27 

1.55 

0.40 

1.04 

1.01 

0.30 

0.52 

1.19 

0.82 

Note: Range - 1 to 5 

N = 11 
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Table 23 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Semantic Differential for 
Dogmatic Repressors Receiving Consistent Feedback 

Item Mean Standard Deviation 

Accuracy 

Helpfulness 

Information 

Truthfulness 

Reasonableness 

Usefulness 

Comfort 

1.00 

1.40 

3.60 

1.00 

1.20 

2.40 

1.80 

0.00 

0.55 

1.14 

0.00 

0.45 

0.89 

0.84 

Note: Range - 1 to 5 

N = 5 



93 

Table 24 

Means and Standard Deviations en the Semantic Differential for 
Low Dogmatic Sensitizers Receiving Consistent Feedback 

Item 

Accuracy 

Helpfulness 

Information 

Truthfulness 

Reasonableness 

Usefulness 

Comfort 

Mean 

1.22 

2.11 

4.11 

1.44 

1.22 

2.00 

1.56 

Standard Deviation 

0.44 

0.93 

0.93 

0.73 

0.44 

1.12 

0.73 

Note: Range - 1 to 5 

N = 9 
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Table 25 

Means and Standard Deviations on the Semantic Differential for 
Dogmatic Sensitizers Receiving Consistent Feedback 

Item Mean Standard Deviation 

Accuracy 

Helpfulness 

Information 

Truthfulness 

Reasonableness 

Usefulness 

Comfort 

1.70 

2 . 4 0 

3 .50 

1.60 

1.40 

2 .40 

2 . 0 0 

1.06 

1.17 

1.65 

0 .84 

0 . 7 0 

1 .51 

1 .41 

Note: Range - 1 to 5 

N = 10 
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and comforting—and that it did net provide new information. 

Table 26 presents the results of a 2 X 2 X 2 multivariate analysis 

of variance en the seven semantic differential items for the 

Repression-Sensitization, Dogmatism, and Feedback conditions. As can 

be seen, only the main effect of feedback reached statistical sig

nificance. That is to say, subjects receiving discrepant feedback 

responded in a significantly different way on the semantic differential 

as compared to subjects receiving consistent feedback. Table 27, con

taining a univariate analysis of variance en the semantic differential 

for the feedback factor alone, provides further insight into this 

significant effect. The data reveal that on the items of Accuracy, 

Truthfulness, Reasonableness, and Comfort did subjects receiving 

discrepant feedback significantly differ from subjects receiving con

sistent feedback. An analysis of the means indicates that subjects 

receiving discrepant feedback found this information significantly 

less accurate {F_ (1,81) = 16.34, £ = .0001), truthful (£ (1,81) = 9.11, 

£ = .003), reasonable (F (1,81) = 7.19, £ = .009), and comforting 

(F̂  (1,81) = 5.97, £ = .017), as compared to subjects receiving con

sistent feeciback. 

Summary 

In sum, the analysis of covariance of Repression-Sensitization, 

Dogmatism and Feedback on posttest cognitive complexity yielded no 

significant main effects or interactions. All four of the hypothesized 

planned comparisons yielded nonsignificant results. Concerning the 

pretest data, one significant interaction—that between Repression-

Sensitization and Dogmatism—was found. High dogmatic repressors were 
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Table 26 

Multivariate Analysis of Variance en Seven Semantic Differential 
Items for Repression-Sensitization, Dogmatism, and 

Feedback Conditions 

Effect df 

7 ,75 

7 , 7 5 

7 , 7 5 

.876 

.892 

.792 

1 .51 

1.30 

2 . 8 1 

. 18 

.26 

.012 

Repression-Sensitization 

Dogmatism 

Feedback 

Repression-Sensitization by 
Dogmatism 7,75 .867 1.65 ,13 

Repression-Sensitization by 
Feedback 

Dogmatism by Feedback 

7 ,75 

7 , 7 5 

.917 

.895 

.97 

1.26 

.46 

.28 

Repression-Sensitization by 
Dogmatism by Feedback 7,75 ,942 ,66 71 

Error 75 
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Table 27 

Univariate Analysis of Variance on the Semantic Differential 
Item of Feedback 

SD Item df 

Accuracy 

Helpfulness 

Information 

Truthfulness 

Reasonableness 

Usefulness 

Comfort 

1,81 

1,81 

1,81 

1,81 

1,81 

1,81 

1,81 

16.34 

2.12 

0.10 

9 .11 

7.19 

1.42 

5.97 

.0001 

.15 

.76 

.003 

.009 

.24 

.017 
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more cognitively complex than low dogmatic repressers, and low dogmatic 

sensitizers were more cognitively complex than high dogmatic sensitizers, 

Finally, multiple and univariate analyses of variance on the semantic 

differential revealed that subjects receiving discrepant feedback foiind 

this information significantly less accurate, truthful, reasonable, and 

comforting, as compared to subjects receiving consistent feedback. 

The final chapter of this manuscript will discuss the implications 

and limitations of these results. 



CHAPTER V 

DISCXISSION 

The primary purpose of this study was to determine the effects, in 

a counseling analogue setting, of discrepant versus consistent feedback 

on vocational complexity, taking into account the variables of repression-

sensitization and dogmatism. This was accomplished by the use of the 

vigilance hypothesis, where it was hypothesized that, most generally, 

threatening feedback would cause the subject to pay closer attention 

to the threatening situation, thereby increasing the subject's cognitive 

complexity level, but that such a reaction would be altered by the 

level of repression-sensitization and/or dogmatism of the respondent. 

Eighty-nine subjects were given either consistent or discrepant 

feedback, based on the congmience or non-congruence of their stated and 

tested vocational preference. 

Hypotheses 

In addition to all main and interaction effects in the design, the 

following four £ priori hypotheses were tested: 

Hypothesis 1. Given a low dogmatic sensitizer, the provision of 

discrepant information will result in a higher 

cognitive con^lexity level as compared to low 

dogmatic sensitizers receiving consistent informa

tion. 

Hypothesis 2. Given a dogmatic repressor, subjects receiving 

discrepant or consistent feedback will not differ 

99 
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in cognitive complexity level. 

Hypothesis 3. Given a low dogmatic represser, the prevision of 

discrepant information will result in a higher cog

nitive complexity level as compared to low dogmatic 

repressers receiving consistent information. 

Hypothesis 4. Given a dogmatic sensitizer, the provision of 

discrepant information will result in a higher 

cognitive complexity level as compared to dogmatic 

sensitizers receiving consistent information. 

Hypothesis 1. It was expected that low dogmatic sensitizers would 

be open to the effects of discrepant or consistent information, and 

would thus become threatened under discrepant information (resulting in 

a higher level of cognitive complexity) or non-threatened under consistent 

information (resulting in a lower level of cognitive complexity). In 

testing Hypothesis 1, it was concluded that there were no significant 

differences in cognitive complexity level between low dogmatic sensi

tizers receiving discrepant versus consistent feeciback. The fact that 

a siibject was open-minded and tended to approach rather than avoid 

problems did not affect cognitive complexity. 

Hypothesis 2. It was expected that dogmatic repressers would be 

closed to any (discrepant or consistent) infoimiation and would net be 

affected by either in terms of level of cognitive complexity. In 

testing Hypothesis 2, it was concluded that there were no significant 

differences in cognitive complexity level between dogmatic repressors 

receiving discrepant versus consistent feedback. The fact that a sub

ject was closed-minded and tended to avoid rather than approach problems 
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did not affect the subject's level of cognitive coiiplexity-

Hypothesis 3. It was expected that a low dogmatic repressor would 

be open to the effects of discrepant or consistent information and 

would thus become threatened under discrepant information or non-

threatened under consistent information, resulting in a higher or 

lower level of cognitive complexity, respectively. In testing 

Hypothesis 3, it was concluded that there were no significant differ

ences in cognitive complexity level between low dogmatic repressors 

receiving discrepant versus consistent feedback. The fact that a 

siibject was open-minded, but tended to avoid rather than approach 

problems, did not affect cognitive complexity. 

Hypothesis 4. As in Hypothesis 3, it was expected that a dogma

tic sensitizer would be open to the effects of discrepant or consistent 

information and would thus become threatened under discrepant informa

tion or non-threatened under consistent information, resulting in a 

higher or lower cognitive complexity level, respectively. In terms of 

Hypothesis 4, it was concluded that there were no significant differences 

in cognitive complexity level between dogmatic sensitizers receiving 

discrepant versus consistent feedback. The fact that a sxibject was 

closed-minded, but tended to approach rather than avoid problems, did 

not affect cognitive complexity. 

Discussions of Findings 

This study failed to demonstrate that cognitive complexity could 

be significantly and systematically affected by vocational feedback 

given in a counseling analogue setting. However, there was a signifi

cant decrease, overall, in cognitive complexity. Thus, it can be 
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speculated that the provision of any information—discrepant or con

sistent—results in increased cognitive simplicity. It is interesting 

to note that Bodden and James (1976) and Haase et al. (1979) discovered 

a similar trend of reduced cognitive complexity from the provision of 

vocational information. Although Bodden (1976) found that stated versus 

VPI tested, and vocationally congruent versus discrepant subjects' 

cognitive complexity level only differed with upper-class males, this 

dissertation's non-significant findings do not necessarily contradict 

this. Although neither class status nor age was asked of the subjects, 

it appeared to the author that most subjects were lower division under

graduates. F\irther, there were more women than men. As such, this 

dissertation's findings tend to support rather than contradict Bodden's 

finding that there is no significant difference in cognitive complexity 

level when the experimenter is interpreted in studying lower division 

undergraduate subjects. 

Laboratory versus field studies. Previous studies have success

fully manipulated level of cognitive complexity in laboratory settings. 

Bieri (1955), Irwin et al. (1967), and Koenig and Seaman (1974b) all 

found that higher cognitive complexity was associated with negatively 

rated people. Koenig and Edmonds (1972) found the same to be true for 

negatively rated novels, while Koenig (1975) found that negatively rated 

groups were associated with higher cognitive complexity. Sappenfield 

and Fisher (1977) found a similar effect with negatively rated photo

graphs, while Bodden and Klein (1973) found that higher cognitive 

complexity was associated with disliked occupations. Finally, Haase 

et al. (1979) found that providing printed vocational information 
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which was positive in nature resulted in lower cognitive complexity. 

Thus, in the present study, it was expected that provision of positive 

or non-threatening information would result in subjects being more 

cognitively simple than subjects receiving negative or threatening 

information. It must be emphasized that all of the above studies were 

laboratory in nature. While this study's method was also laboratory 

in nature, the fact that it used a counseling analogue methodology 

indicates that it is a move towards a field experiment on the 

laboratory-to-field continuum. An analogue study is often less power

ful in that it sacrifices some internal validity for increased external 

validity (Campbell & Stanley, 1963) . Thus, the experimental attempt to 

increase external validity, coupled with the resultant non-significant 

findings, may indicate that only in the artificial laboratory setting 

does threat and vigilance affect a sxibject's cognitive complexity level. 

It is also possible that other factors were operating in vivo to mask 

the effect. However, more parsimonious explanations are offered. 

Meaningfulness. The majority of the subjects used in this study 

were lower division undergraduates. As such, vocational feeciback may 

not have been especially meaningful. They may have believed that they 

had sufficient time in which to make a vocational decision, so voca

tional information may not have been meaningful to them. On the 

other hand, for seniors, such vocational feedback may have been very 

important. Some support for this interpretation of the lack of sig

nificant findings in this study can be found in the univariate analysis 

of variance on the semantic differential (see Table 27). It seems that 

the two items most relating to meaningfulness would be helpfulness and 
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usefulness. The fact that neither of these items reached statistical 

significance could be interpreted as indicating that the subjects may 

not have found the feedback particularly meaningful. 

Degree of threat. The degree of subject-perceived threat was 

measxired by a five-point semantic differential which asked the subjects 

how comforted/discomforted they felt about their feedback. One would 

have expected that discrepant feedback would be more discomforting 

(threatening) than consistent feeciback. The mean for the consistent 

feedback group was 1.71, and the mean for the discrepant feedback 

group was 2.31 (where a high score indicates more discomfort) . The 

two-tailed t-test score was significant (t_ (87) = 2.77, p<.01). A 

score of three was the midpoint, indicating "neither comfort nor dis

comfort." The score of 2.31 in the discrepant feedback group indicates 

that these sxibjects may have felt less comforted than the consistent 

feedback group, but that they did not feel discomforted. Thus, 

although the discrepant group could be argued to be more threatened 

than the consistent subjects, the degree of threat may not have been 

great enough to cause a vigilant stance and hence increased complexity. 

For the vigilance effect to become operative, the siobject may need to 

experience a serious and personal threat greater than finding out that 

two vocational scores did not agree, as in the manipulation used in 

this study. 

It seems that, although the discrepant and consistent feedback 

subjects felt differently about their feedback in regards to comfort, 

the difference was not extreme enough to affect their level of cogni

tive complexity. The hypothesis of threat leading to increased 
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vigilance which in turn leads to increased cognitive complexity may be 

tenable, but it may not have been adequately tested in this study. 

Pilot study. In comparing the pilot study to the present data, a 

question remains as to why the former achieved significance while the 

latter did not. One speculation concerns the differences between the 

two samples. The pilot study sample consisted mostly of Spring semester 

psychology majors enrolled at Texas Tech University who received 

experimental credit, while the dissertation's sample consisted primar

ily of Summer semester non-psychology and non-credit students. A 

random sample of 17 non-psychology and non-credit students was drawn 

from the dissertation's sample and compared to the 17 pilot study 

subjects in regard to posttest cognitive complexity level. There was 

no difference between these groups (F_ (1,66) = .802, p>.05) . 

The only remaining sample difference is the Spring semester 

population versus the Summer semester population. While no demographic 

data which may have discriminated any differences between these groups 

were collected, it was the experimenter's opinion that these samples did 

not appear to differ. Nearly all sxibjects in both groups appeared to 

be full-time age-appropriate \indergraduates. Both samples had a few 

older returning students. 

In light of this dissertation's non-significant findings, the 

most likely conclusion is that the pilot study reached significance by 

chance alone. It may have been one of those eight out of a hundred 

times where a difference would be erroneously found. 

There are three possible explanations for each of the hypothesized 

findings in this study. Each will be given a separate subsection. 

file:///indergraduates
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Pretest Only Data 

The discussion of the pretest only data is relevant primarily in 

terms of the previous research using the Occupational Differentiation 

Test, Repression-Sensitization Scale, and Dogmatism Scale. Revealed 

are both similarities and differences with the cited literature. The 

grand mean of the Occupational Differentiation Test pretest score was 

282.07. This mean is more or less in line with the previous studies 

that used the Occupational Differentiation Test. Bodden's (1970) mean 

was 279.90, Bodden and James' (1976) mean was 272.80, Haase et al.'s 

(1979) mean was 276.10, Winer et al.'s (1979) mean was 271.55, and 

Winer et al.'s (Note 1) mean was 278.53. It is also worth noting that, 

as in Bodden and James (1976), giving occupational information resulted 

in decreased cognitive complexity. While Bodden and James provided 

printed occupational information, this study provided verbal feedback 

which resulted overall in a similar trend toward decreased complexity. 

In terms of the repression-sensitization variable, Wilkins et al. 

(1972) found that sensitizers were more complex than repressors, while 

this dissertation found no difference between the two. The possibility 

exists, however, that this difference in results may be at least 

partially a fiinction of different measures of cognitive complexity. 

The Repression-Sensitization by Dogmatism interaction effect was 

significant in the present study (£ (1,81) = 4.85, £ = .03) for pretest 

levels of cognitive complexity. These results are contradictory to 

those of Starbird and Biller (1976). Starbird and Biller found that 

high dogmatic repressers had the lowest cognitive complexity, while 

low dogmatic sensitizers had the highest cognitive complexity level. 
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Further, low dogmatic repressors and high dogmatic sensitizers fell 

into the intermediate range of cognitive complexity. In the present 

study, high dogmatic repressors and lew dogmatic sensitizers were 

closest in cognitive complexity level. Also, the high dogmatic 

repressors were more complex (although not significantly so) than the 

low dogmatic sensitizers. In addition, these two groups fell into the 

intermediate range of cognitive complexity, compared to the lew 

dogmatic repressors and high dogmatic sensitizers. It can be 

speculated that the difference between this study's findings and those 

of Starbird and Biller (1976) may be due to sample fluctuation. That 

is, Starbird and Biller's sample consisted of University of Rhode 

Island students who may have differed in characteristics from the 

West Texas sample of this study. It is also possible that the use of 

different measures of cognitive complexity could explain the difference. 

This study used Bodden's (1970) Occupational Differentiation Test, 

while Starbird and Biller used Bieri et al.'s (1966) test of cognitive 

complexity. It was suggested in Chapter II that different measures of 

cognitive complexity may in fact tap different dimensions of cognitive 

complexity. 

Concerning the Repression-Sensitization by Dogmatism interaction 

in this study, high dogmatic repressers were found to be significantly 

more complex than low dogmatic repressors, while low dogmatic sensi

tizers were found to be significantly mere complex than high dogmatic 

sensitizers. Inasmuch as this result comes from pretest data only, 

these scores might be viewed as traits brought to the experiment by 

the subject, that is, characteristic levels of complexity/simplicity. 



108 

The vigilance hypothesis may well explain these findings. It may 

be that high dogmatic repressors would be more easily threatened by 

life events than other groups. Psycheanalytically, it can be specu

lated that easily threatened people in general would become dogmatic 

and repressors as a defense against being easily threatened. That is, 

easily threatened people seem to adapt by structuring their lives and 

the way they take information in from the environment so that threaten

ing information is filtered by rigid beliefs (dogmatism). A person 

with a rigid belief system could be seen as unable to incorporate new 

and useful information because it might never make it through their 

"dogmatism screen." Rokeach (1948) gave subjects a set way of solving 

a sequential mathematical problem and found that dogmatic subjects 

could not change their way of solving this problem in light of new 

information which, if used, would make the solution much easier. This 

rigid thinking mode could also be seen as congruent with low creativity. 

In Chapter II, it was mentioned that Rouff (1975) feiind a significant 

negative correlation between dogmatism and creativity. What dees make 

it through this initial screen may then be repressed so that the person 

no longer needs to deal with the threat. It might be further postulated 

concerning dogmatism and repression, that the screening mechanism of 

dogmatism may be mere potent. This was postulated in Chapter II when 

discussing the justification of the hypotheses. What may happen is 

that low dogmatic repressors do not have this screening mechanism, so 

that threatening information flows in. Then, because they are re

pressors, they attempt to repress this threatening information (Byrne, 

1961) . However, unlike high dogmatic repressors, there is too much 
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information flowing in. Thus, a person may be repressing incoming 

threatening information, while at the same time being overwhelmed by 

it. This overload may cause the person to mere or less "shut down" 

cognitive processing, which would result in a cognitively simple 

response to an overwhelming threat. Such a process would be a con

sistent explanation for the Repression-Sensitization by Dogmatism 

interaction data found in this study. 

Both the Repression-Sensitization by Information (feeciback) and 

Dogmatism by Information interactions were non-significant (p = .063 

and -059, respectively). However, they are suggestive in teirms of 

their respective interactions. In the Repression-Sensitization by 

Information interaction, repressors who differed in their stated and 

tested vocational preference (discrepant subjects) tended to be the 

most cognitively simple. Repressors who had similar stated and tested 

vocational preference (consistent subjects) tended to be more cogni

tively complex, as did discrepant sensitizers. This finding can be 

considered to be consistent with the explanation of the repression-

sensitization screening mechanism and the vigilance hypothesis. A dis

crepant repressor would repress and deny a threat, which would be 

correlated with a lower level of cognitive complexity. On the other 

hand, the consistent represser would net be threatened, and would 

therefore tend to be mere cognitively complex than the represser re

ceiving discrepant information. Finally, the discrepant sensitizer 

tended to be of a similar complexity level as compared to the con

sistent repressor. It may be that such a person would be mere open 
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to dealing with inconsistencies and, therefore, would tend to be mere 

cognitively complex. Caution must be urged in interpreting the data, 

m that this discussion concerns data which are not quite statistically 

significant. 

Considering the nearly significant Dogmatism by Information in

teraction, discrepant subjects did net differ at all in terms of 

dogmatism. However, consistent high dogmatics tended to be more cog

nitively complex than consistent low dogmatics. It may be that 

dogmatics tend to screen incoming threats so that they never become 

overwhelmed by such threats. These subjects would tend to be more 

cognitively complex. On the other hand, low dogmatic subjects, 

regardless of discrepancy or consistency, would tend to be threatened 

easily by unscreened incoming threats. They would thus tend to be of 

a lower cognitive complexity level. Again, it must be cautioned that 

this is a discussion of net quite significant results, so that any 

deductions must remain speculative. 

Sematic Differential Data 

The degree of consistency across all types of subjects on the 

sematic differential was remarkable. It appeared that, on the whole, 

it did not matter whether a subject was a high or lew dogmatic, or 

a repressor or sensitizer. 

The only significant effect with the semantic differential con

cerns the discrepant-consistent information dimension. Subjects receiv

ing discrepant feedback found this information significantly less 

accurate, truthful, reasonable, and conforting, as compared to subjects 
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receiving consistent feedback. Interpretation of this significant feed

back effect can be made consistent with the vigilance hypothesis. It is 

possible that subjects reveiving discrepant feedback discounted the 

whole feedback process. That is, they simply may have net believed 

the discrepant information which was provided to them. Under these 

circumstances, these subjects would indeed find the feedback less 

accurate, truthful, and reasonable as compared to subjects receiving 

consistent feedback. That they found it less comforting may indicate 

that, although they were able to discount the information itself, 

they may not have been able to discount or ignore the somewhat threaten

ing nature of the feedback. Thus, the subjects receiving discrepant 

feedback may have felt somewhat less "comforted" by such feedback. 

It is interesting to speculate that perhaps these subjects were able 

to discount seme of the threat in that they did not find such feedback 

"discomforting," only significantly less comforting than subjects 

receiving consistent feeciback. 

Use of the Findings 

Although the results of this study largely failed to achieve 

significance, this study's findings are suggestive in terms of actual 

vocational counseling. It must be emphasized that the use of these 

findings must remain suggestive because of their lack of significance. 

In the most general sense, it may be speculated that threat must 

be maximized in order for the vigilance hypothesis and increased cogni 

tive complexity to occur. For this to happen, a vocational client may 

have to be near a vocational choice point. Further, this choice point 
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may have to be real and meaningful to the client. Otherwise, the 

client may attempt to discount whatever vocational information he/she 

is given. Degree of threat, meaningfulness, and discounting of 

information were discussed previously in this section. 

Considering the pretest only data, the significant Repression-

Sensitization by Dogmatism interaction is quite suggestive in terms of 

how to present vocational information to what types of clients. The 

administration of the Repression-Sensitization and Dogmatism Scales to 

vocational clients may thus enable the counselor to maximize voca

tional information input by adjusting the type of infoirmation presenta

tion. Considering dogmatism as a screening device for incoming 

information, a vocational counselor would need to be especially patient 

with a dogmatic client in order to effectively pass along vocational 

information. On the other hand, the defense mechanisms of a represser 

would suggest that a non-confrentive counselor style should be used so 

as not to make the client defensive. 

Limitations and Future Research 

This section discusses limitations to this study as well as sug

gestions for future research directions. There is too much past re

search demonstrating that: (1) a person's level of cognitive complex

ity can be altered; and (2) the vigilance hypothesis is a valid con

struct to halt research in these areas. There are five areas of 

limitations. Correcting these limitations can be considered as sug

gestions for future research. First, the sample in this study con

sisted of undergraduate (mostly lower division) students, the use of 

which makes it mere difficult to generalize to a real vocational 
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population. Future research might consider using actual vocational 

clients. Second, the setting and procedure in this study, being ana

logue in nature, did differ from actual vocational counseling. It was 

presented as a psychology experiment in a non-vocational setting, thus 

limiting the interventions which the experimenter could make. Using 

actual counseling sessions, with both individuals and groups, could be 

a beneficial direction for future research. Third, given such a sample, 

setting, and procedure, the degree of threat was far from maximized. An 

actual vocational counseling setting may be mere threatening. However, 

even that setting may not allow for a maximization of threat. Research 

centering on seriously threatening situations such as natural disasters 

(Glenn, 1979), may be mere appropriate for the vigilance hypothesis. 

In addition, the construct of cognitive complexity may also be an 

appropriate construct in research concerning serious threat. What 

must be done is to measure the degree of threat needed for the 

vigilant response and increased cognitive complexity to take effect. 

While the results of this dissertation support the contention that a 

seriously threatening experience is needed to produce an effect, the 

cjuestien of hew serious such a threat needs to be remains unanswered. 

Fourth and fifth, the filtering mechanism of dogmatism and the 

defense mechanisms of repression-sensitization remain limitations only 

because their effects need to be explored in mere detail. The filter

ing mechanism of dogmatism, combined with the internal defense 

mechanism of repression, was suggestively encouraged by the findings 

of this dissertation. As such, more research in this area may prove 

worthwhile. Specifically, research addressing whether dogmatism is 
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indeed a filtering mechanism for incoming information, combined with 

testing whether repression acts as a defense mechanism, may prove bene

ficial. 

Summary 

In sum, it appears that the provision of discrepant versus con

sistent vocational feedback in a counseling analogue setting has little 

effect on cognitive complexity, even when the variables of repression-

sensitization and dogmatism are considered. It may be concluded that 

this was most likely due to the impotency of the feeciback procedure used 

in this study, that is, such feedback did not threaten the subjects 

enough for the vigilance hypothesis to take effect, thus affecting 

one's cognitive complexity level. It was noted that, considering pre

test only scores, the Occupational Differential Test mean of this 

dissertation was similar to means of previous studies using the 

Occupational Differential Test but that cognitive complexity was not 

associated with repression-sensitization and dogmatism in the same 

pattern. 

Concerning the applicability of this study's results, it is sug

gested that a vocational client must be near the choice point of a 

vocational decision, in order to maximize the meaningfulness of the 

vocational information. Further, a dogmatic client may need extra 

help in the input of vocational information, while a repressor may need 

an especially nondefensive environment in order to process vocational 

information. 

In terms of study limitations and future research, it was sug

gested that this study was limited by its use of undergraduate lower 
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division students in a counseling analogue setting where the degree of 

threat was not maximized. Future research might use actual vocational 

clients. 
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APPENDIX A 

Consent Form 

I hereby give my consent for my participation in the project entitled, 
"The effects of discrepant and congruent information on vocational cog
nitive complexity and some correlates." I understand that the person 
responsible for this project is Christopher Glenn (under the supervision 
of Dr. R. F. Haase) . He has explained that this study is part of a 
project that has the primary objective of examining what effects 
different types of feedback of vocational information has on the level 
of cognitive complexity. 

Vol\inteers are recjuested to participate in a study concerning the 
effects of feeciback on vocational complexity. If you should volunteer 
to participate in this study, you could expect to experience the follow
ing procedures. There will be two group sessions. In the first 
session, you will fill out a personal data questionnaire asking for the 
following information: name, social security number, sex, and future 
occupational preference. You will also complete four paper-and-pencil 
tests: Holland's Vocational Preference Inventory, Bodden's Cognitive 
Differentiation Grid, the Repression-Sensitization Scale, and Rokeach's 
Dogmatism Scale. Feedback on the Repression-Sensitization Scale, the 
Dogmatism Scale, and the Occupational Differentiation Test will not be 
provided. The first session will last about Ih hours. The second ses
sion, one week later, will be a group feeciback session of your VPI and 
your stated future occupational preference. You will also be asked to 
fill out a brief posttest questionnaire, asking: name, social security 
number, and what type of feedback you received. The second session 
will take about an hour. 

Taking these tests might be experienced as interesting; while some 
people might find some of the instructions a bit confusing, there is 
nothing threatening or uncomfortable about these tests. The results of 
the Vocational Preference Inventory might be useful to you in your own 
career exploration or career development. However, the interpretation 
of this test should not be considered a substitute for vocational 
counseling. At the conclusion of the second session, everyone will be 
provided with the names, locations, and phone numbers of two places 
where vocational or other counseling can be provided to students for 
no charge. Anyone who might be a little discomforted by the test 
results is encouraged to seek vocational counseling. 

As it is hoped that participation in this study would be beneficial, 
questions are welcome. Feel free to ask questions at any time before, 
during, or after your participation in the study. You are also free 
to withdraw consent and to discontinue your participation m the study 
at any time; you may decide to participate or not to participate without 
prejudice. All test materials are confidential and will be protected 
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from public scrutiny or individual identification. Although your name 
and social security number are requested, this is only to enable the 
experimenter to identify your material for the second session. After 
the second session, both of these pieces of information will be cut out 
of all test forms and thrown away, so that identification of any person 
will be impossible. 

If you would find participation in this study interesting or useful and 
if you would like to give it a try, please sign the Consent Statement 
on the following page. Thank you for your interest. 

He has (1) explained the procedures to be followed and identified those 
which are experimental; (2) described the attendant discomforts and 
risks; (3) described the benefits to be expected; and (4) described 
appropriate alternative procedures. The risks have been explained to 
me as follows: (a) the instructions to one of the tests are somewhat 
confusing; (b) seme of the feedback in the second session may be 
experienced as slightly discomforting to seme subjects. Christopher 
Glenn has agreed to answer any inquiries I may have concerning the 
procedures and has informed me that I may contact the Texas Tech 
University Institutional Review Beard for the Protection of Hioman 
Subjects by writing them in care of the Office of Research Services, 
Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX, 79409, or by calling 742-3884. 

If this research project causes any physical injury to you, treatment is 
not necessarily available at Texas Tech University or the Student Health 
Center, or any program of insurance applicable to the institution and 
its personnel. Financial compensation for any such injury must be pro
vided through your own insurance program. Further information about 
these matters may be obtained from Dr. J. Knox Jones, Jr., Vice President 
for Research and Graduate Studies, telephone 742-2152, Room 118, 
Administration Building, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, TX, 79409. 

I understand that I may net derive therapeutic treatment from partici
pation in this study. I understand that I may discontinue this study 
at any time I choose. 

Signature of Subject: _^ Date: 

Signature of Parent/Guardian or Authorized Representative (if required) 

Date: 

Signature of Project Director or his authorized representative: 

Date: 

Signature of Witness to Oral Presentation: 

Date: 



128 

APPENDIX B 

Pretest Questionnaire 

Name: 

Social Security Number; 

Sex: 

After you have had all the college education you want, what occupation 
do you think you would prefer to have? 

How certain are you of your occrupational preference (circle one)? 

1 
very 
uncertain 

2 
kind of 
uncertain 

3 
neither 
certain 
nor 

uncertain 

4 
kind of 
certain 

5 
very 

certain 
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APPENDIX C 

The Vocational Preference Inventory 

This is an inventory of your feelings and attitudes about many kinds of 
work. FUl out your answer sheet by following the directions given 
below: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Show on your answer sheet the occupations which interest or appeal 
to you by blackening Y for "Yes." 
Show the occupations which you dislike or find uninteresting by 
blackening N for "No." 
Make no_ marks when you are undecided about an occupation. 

1. Criminologist 31. 
2. Private Investigator 32. 
3. Restaurant Worker 33. 
4. Detective 34. 
5. Photoengraver 35. 
6. Truck Gardener 36. 
7. Physical Education Teacher 37. 
8. Humorist 38. 
9. Photographer 39. 

10. Diplomat 40. 

11. Airplane Mechanic 41. 
12. Meteorologist 42. 
13. Sociologist 43. 
14. Bookkeeper 44. 
15. Speculator 45. 
16. Poet 46. 
17. Deep Sea Diver 47. 
18. Stock Clerk 48. 
19- Dramatic Coach 49. 
20. Lawyer 50. 

21. Fish and Wildlife Specialist 51. 
22. Biologist 52. 
23. High School Teacher 53. 
24. Business Teacher 54. 
25. Buyer 55. 
26. Symphony Conductor 56 . 
27 . Wrecker (Building) 57. 
28 . V e t e r i n a r i a n 58 . 
29 . Elementary School Teacher 59. 
30. p h y s i c i a n 60. 

Auto Mechanic 
Astronomer 
Juvenile Delinquency Expert 
Budget Reviewer 
Advertising Executive 
Musician 
Prizefighter 
Post Office Clerk 
Experimental Laboratory Engineer 
Bartender 

Carpenter 
Medical Laboratory Technician 
Speech Therapist 
Certified Public Accountant 
Manuf act-urer' s Representative 
Author 
Firefighter 
Airline Ticket Agent 
Entertainer 
Novelist 

Power Shovel Operator 
Anthropologi st 
Marriage Counselor 
Credit Investigator 
Television Producer 
Commercial Artist 
Wild Animal Trainer 
Administrative Assistant 
Physical Therapist 
Cashier 
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61. 

62. 
63. 
64. 
65. 
66. 
67. 

68. 
69. 
70. 

71. 
72. 
73. 
74. 
75. 
76. 
77. 
78. 
79. 
80. 

81. 
82. 
83. 
84. 
85. 
86. 
87. 
88. 
89-
90. 

91. 
92. 
93. 
94. 
95. 
96. 
97. 
98. 
99. 

100. 

Surveyor 
Zoologist 
School Principal 
Court Stenographer 
Hotel Manager 
Free-Lance Writer 
Stunt Man/Stunt Woman 
(Movies) 
Route Salesperson 
Professional Athlete 
Flight Attendant 

Construction Inspector 
Chemist 
Playground Director 
Bank Teller 
Business Executive 
Musical Arranger 
Jockey 
Interior Decorator 
Airplane Pilot 
Banker 

Radio Operator 

101. 
102. 
103. 
104. 
105-
106. 
107. 
108. 
109. 
110. 

111. 
112. 
113. 
114. 
115. 
116. 
117. 
118. 
119. 
120. 

121. 
122. 

Independent Research Scientistl23. 
Clinical Psychologist 
Tax Expert 
Restaurant Manager 
Journalist 
Motorcycle Driver 
Department Store Manager 
Referee (Sporting Events) 
Mail Carrier 

Filling Station Worker 
Writer of Scientific Articles 
Social Science Teacher 
Inventory Controller 
Master of Ceremonies 
Portrait Artist 
Blaster (Dynamiter) 
Police Officer 
English Teacher 
U.N. Official 

124. 
125. 
126. 
127. 
128. 
129. 
130. 

131. 
132. 
133. 
134. 
135. 
136. 
137. 
138. 
139. 
140. 

Tree Surgeon 
Editor of a Scientific Journal 
Director of Welfare Agency 
IBM Equipment Operator 
Salesperson 
Concert Singer 
F.B.I. Agent 
Probation Agent 
Astronaut 
College Professor 

Long Distance Bus Driver 
Geologist 
Youth Camp Director 
Financial Analyst 
Real Estate Salesperson 
Composer 
Mountain Climber 
Cook/Chef 
Stage Director 
Ticket Agent 

Locomotive Engineer 
Botanist 
Personal Counselor 
Cost Estimator 
Publicity Director 
SciiLptor/Sculptress 
Explorer 
Nursery School Teacher 
Quality Control Expert 
Judge 

Machinist 
Scientific Research Worker 
Psychiatric Case Worker 
Payroll Clerk 
Sports Promoter 
Playwright 
Test Pilot 
Computer Programmer 
Clothing Designer 
Truck Driver 
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141. Electrician 
142. Physicist 
143. Vocational Counselor 
144. Bank Examiner 
145. Sales Manager 
146. Cartoonist 
147. Racing Car Driver 
148. Forester 
149. Social Worker 
150. Sales Clerk 

151. Funeral Director 
152. Mind Reader 
153. Architect 
154. Shipping & Receiving Clerk 
155. Criminal Psychologist 
156. Insurance Clerk 
157. Barber 
158. Bill Collector 
159. Ward Attendant 
160. Masseur/Masseuse 

Source: Copyright, 1977, by J. L. Holland. 



132 

APPENDIX D 

Occupational Differentiation Test 

This instrument is designed to assess the ways in which people 
look at or evaluate different occupations. There are no "right" or 
"wrong" responses. When rating the occupations, it is probably best 
to give your first reactions or impressions. 

On the second page you will find a 12x12 grid with occupational 
titles on one side and a rating scale on the other. Turn the grid 
around so that when you are facing it, the occupational titles will 
be across the top of the grid. 

To the right of the grid you will find a rating scale ranging from 
+3 to -3 and the attributes or characteristics which each scale describes, 
For each set of adjectives or characteristics, work from left to right 
(on the grid) and rate each occupation according to the rating that 
best fits it. 

For example, you are to rate each occupation from left to right on 
whether or not it requires much education. A +3 rating indicates that 
the occupation recguires much education; a +2 rating means it recjuires 
somewhat less education than a +3; and a +1 rating indicates that it 
recjuires even less education (but still more than a -1 rating would 
indicate). A -3 rating indicates the least or lowest amount of educa
tion. After you have rated each occupation on the degree of education 
recjuired, rate them all on amount of income, and so on. 

Be sure to put your name and social security number on the page 
with the grid. 
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APPENDIX E 

The Repression-Sensitization Scale 

Please answer True or False to all of the following items by circling 
T or F. 

1. I have a good appetite. T F 

2. I wake up fresh and rested most mornings. T F 

3. I am easily awaJcened by noise. T F 

4. I like to read newspaper articles on crime. T F 

5. My hands and feet are usually warm enough. T F 

6. My daily life is full of things that keep me interested. T F 

7. I am about as able to work as I ever was. T F 

8. There seems to be a lump in my throat much of the time. T F 

9. I enjoy detective or mystery stories. T F 

10. Once in a while I think of things too bad to talk about. T F 

11. I am very seldom troubled by constipation. T F 

12. At times I have fits of laughing and crying that I cannot 
control. T F 

13. I am troubled by attacks of nausea and vomiting. T F 

14. I feel that it is certainly best to keep my mouth shut 

when I'm in trouble. T F 

15. At times I feel like swearing. T F 

16. I find it hard to keep my mind on a task or job. T F 

17. I seldom worry about my health. T F 

18. At times I feel like smashing things. T F 

19 I have had periods of days, weeks, or months when I 

couldn't take care of things because I couldn't "get going." T F 
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My sleep is fitful and disturbed. T F 

21. Much of the time my head seems to hurt all over. T F 

22. I do not always tell the truth. T F 

23. My judgment is better than it ever was. T F 

Once a week or oftener I feel suddenly hot all over, 

without apparent cause. T F 

24 

25. I am in just as good physical health as most of my 
friends. 

26, 

38, 

39, 

40, 

T F 

I prefer to pass by school friends, or people I know but 
have not seen for a long time, unless they speak to me 
first. T p 

27. I am almost never bothered by pains over the heart or in 

my chest. T F 

28. I am a good mixer. T F 

29. Everything is turning out just like the prophets of the 

Bible said it would. T F 
30. I do not read every editorial in the newspaper every day. T F 

31. I sometimes keep en at a thing until others lose their 
patience with me. T F 

32. I wish I could be as happy as ethers seem to be. T F 

33. I think a great many people exaggerate their misfortunes 
in order to gain the sympathy and help of others. T F 

34. I get angry sometimes. T F 

35. Most of the time I feel blue. T F 

36. I sometimes tease animals. T F 

37. I am certainly lacking in self-confidence. T F 

I usually feel that life is worth while. T F 

It takes a lot of argument to convince most people of 

the truth. '̂  ^ 

Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what I ought to 
do -oday. "̂  ^ 
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I think most people would lie to get ahead. T F 

42. I do many things which I regret afterwards (I regret 
things more or more often than others seem to) . T F 

43. I go to church almost every week. T F 

44. I have very few quarrels with members of my family. T F 

45. I believe in the second coming of Christ. T F 

46. My hardest battles are with myself. T F 

47. I have little or no trouble with my muscles twitching or 
jumping. ^ ^ 

48. I don't seem to care what happens to me. T F 

49. Sometimes when I am not feeling well I am cross. T F 

50. Much of the time I feel as if I have done something 

wrong or evil. rp p 

51. I am happy most of the time. T F 

52. Some people are so bossy that I feel like doing the 
opposite of what they request, even though I know they 
are right. T F 

53. Often I feel as if there were a tight band about my head. T F 

54. My table manners are not cjuite as good at home as when I 
am out in company. T F 

55. I seem to be about as capable and smart as most others 
around me. T F 

56. Most people will use somewhat unfair means to gain profit 

or an advantage rather than to lose it. T F 

57. The sight of blood neither frightens me nor makes me sick. T F 

58. Often I can't understand why I have been so cross and 

grouchy. T F 
59. I have never vomited bleed or coughed up blood. T F 

60. I do not worry about catching diseases. T F 

61. At times my thoughts have raced ahead faster than I could 
speak them. T F 
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^2. If I could get into a movie without paying and be sure I 
was not seen I would probably de it. T F 

63. I commonly wonder what hidden reason another person may 
have for doing something nice for me. T F 

64. I believe that my home life is as pleasant as that of 

most people I know. T p 

65. Criticism or scolding hurts me terribly. T F 

66. My conduct is largely controlled by the customs of these 

about me. T F 

67. I certainly feel useless at times. T F 

68. At times I feel like picking a fist fight with someone. T F 
69. I have often lost out en things because I couldn't make up 

my mind soon enough. T F 
70. It makes me impatient to have people ask my advice or 

otherwise interrupt me when I am working on something 
important. T F 

71. I would rather win than lose in a game. T F 

72. Most nights I go to sleep without thoughts or ideas 
bothering me. T F 

73. During the past few years I have been well most of the 

time. T F 

74. I have never had a fit or convulsion. T F 

75. I am neither gaining nor losing weight. T F 

76. I cry easily. 

77. I cannot understand what I read as well as I used to- T F 

78. I have never felt better in my life than I de now. T F 

79. I resent having anyone take me in so cleverly that I have 
had to admit that it was one on me. T F 

80. I do not tire quickly. '^ ^ 

81. I like to study and read about things that I am working at. T F 

T F 
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°2. I like to know seme important people because it makes 

me feel important. T F 

83. What others think of me dees net bother me. T F 

84. It makes me uncomfortable to put on a stunt at a party 
even when others are doing the same sort of things. T F 

85. I frequently have to fight against showing that I am 
bashful. 

86. I have never had a faiting spell. 

87. I seldom or never have dizzy spells. 

88. My memory seems to be all right. 

89. I am worried about sex matters. 

90. I find it hard to make talk when I meet new people. 

91. I am afraid of losing my mind. 

92. I am against giving money to beggars. 

93. I frecjuently notice my hand shakes when I try to do 
something. 

94. I can read a long while without tiring my eyes. 

95. I feel weak all over much of the time. 

96. I have very few headaches. 

97. Sometimes, when embarrassed, I break out in a sweat 
which annoys me greatly. 

98. I have had no difficulty in keeping my balance in walking. 

99. I de net have spells of hay fever or asthma. 

100. I do not like everyone I knew-

101. I wish I were not so shy. 

102. I enjoy many different kinds of play and recreation. 

103. I like to flirt. 

104. in walking I am very careful to step over sidewalk cracks. 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 
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106. 

107. 

108. 

109. 

110. 

I frequently find myself worrying about something. 

I gossip a little at times. 

I hardly ever notice my heart pounding and I am seldom 
short of breath. 

I have at times stood in the way of people who were 
trying to do something, not because it amounted to much 
but because of the principle of the thing. 

I get mad easily and then get ever it soon. 

I brood a great deal. 

111. I have periods of such great restlessness that I cannot 
sit long in a chair. 

112. I dream frequently about things that are best kept to 
myself. 

113. I believe I am no mere nervous than most others. 

114. I have few or no pains. 

115. Sometimes without any reason or even when things are 
going wrong I feel excitedly happy, "on top of the 
world." 

116. I can be friendly with people who do things which I 
consider wrong. 

117. Sometimes at elections I vote for men about whom I 
know very little. 

118. I have difficulty in starting to de things. 

119. I sweat very easily even en cool days. 

120. It is safer to trust nobody. 

121. Once a week or oftener I become very excited. 

122. When in a group of people I have trouble thinking of the 
right things to talk about. 

123. When I leave home I do not worry about whether the door 
is locked and the windows closed. 

124. I do not blame a person for taking advantage of someone 
who lays himself open to it. 
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T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 
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i25. At times I am all full of energy. T F 

126. My eyesight is as good as it has been for years. T F 

127. I have often felt that strangers were looking at me 
critically. T F 

128. I drink an unusually large amount of water every day. T F 

129. Once in a while I laugh at a dirty joke. T F 

130. I am always disgusted with the law when a criminal is 

freed through the arguments of a smart lawyer. T F 

131. I work under a great deal of tension. T F 

132. I am likely not to speak to people until they speak 

to me. T F 
133. I have pericxis in which I feel unusually cheerful 

without any special reason. T F 

134. Life is a strain for me much of the time. T F 

135. In school I found it very hard to talk before the class. T F 

136. Even when I am with people I feel lonely much of the 

time. '^ ^ 
137. I think nearly anyone would tell a lie to keep out of 

trouble. '̂  ^ 

138. I am easily embarrassed. T F 

139. I worry over money and business. T ^ 

140. I almost never dream. 

141. I easily become impatient with people. 

142. I feel anxiety about something or someone almost all the 

time. 

143. sometimes I become so excited that I find it hard to get 

to sleep. 

144. I forget right away what people say to me. 

145. I usually have to step and think before I act even in 
trifling matters. 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 
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146. Often I cross the street in order net to meet someone 

I see. T F 

147. I often feel as if things were net real. T F 

148. I have a habit of counting things that are not important 

such as bulbs on electric signs, and so forth. T F 

149. I have strange and peculiar thoughts. T F 

150. I get anxious and upset when I have to make a short trip 

away from home. T F 
151. I have been afraid of things or people that I knew could 

not hurt me. T F 
152. I have no dread of going into a room by myself where 

other people have already gathered and are talking. T F 

153. I have more troxible concentrating than others seem to 
have. '^ ^ 

154. I have several times given up doing a thing because I 
thought tee little "of my ability. T F 

155. Bad words, often terrible words, come into my mind 
and I cannot get rid of them. T F 

156. Sometimes seme unimportant thought will run through my 
mind and bother me for days. 

163. People often disappoint me. 

164 

155. My plans have frequently seemed so full of difficulties 
that I have had to give them up. 

T F 

T F 

T F 

157. Almost every day something happens to frighten me. 

158. I am inclined to take things hard. 

159. I am more sensitive than most other people. T F 

160. At periods my mind seems to work mere slowly than usual. 

161. I very seldom have spells of the blues. 

162 I wish I could get over worrying about things I have 
said that may have injured ether people's feelings. 

T F 

T F 

T F 

T F 

I feel unable to tell anyone all about myself. T F 

T F 
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166. Often, even though everything is going fine for me, 
I feel that I don't care about anything. T F 

167. I have sometimes felt that difficulties were piling 

up so high that I could not overcome them. T F 

168. I often think, "I wish I were a child again." T F 

169. I have often met people who were supposed to be experts 

who were no better than I. T F 
170. It makes me feel like a failure when I hear of the success 

of someone I know well. T p 

171. I am apt to take disappointments so keenly that I can't 

put them out of my mind. T F 

172. At times I think I am no good at all. T F 

173. I worry quite a bit over possible misfortunes. T F 

174. I am apt to pass up something I want to do because 
others feel that I am net going about it in the right 
way. T F 

175. I find it hard to set aside a task that I have under
taken, even for a short time. T F 

176. I have several times had a change of heart about my 
life work. T F 

177. I must admit that I have at times been worried beyond 

reason over something that really did not matter. T F 

178. I like to let people know where I stand on things. T F 

179. I have a daydream life about which I do not tell other 

people. T F 
180. I have often felt guilty because I have pretended to 

feel more sorry about something than I really was. T F 

181. I feel tired a good deal of the time. T F 

182. I sometimes feel that I am about to go to pieces. T F 
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APPENDIX F 

The Doc?matism Scale 

The following is a study of what the general public thinks and 
feels about a number of important social and personal questions. The 
best answer to each statement below is your personal opinion. We have 
tried to cover many different and opposing points of view; you may find 
yourself agreeing strongly with some of the statements, disagreeing 
just as strongly with others; whether you agree or disagree with any 
s1:atement, you can be sture that many people feel the same as you do. 

Mark each statement in the left margin according to how much you 
agree or disagree with it. Please mark every one. Write +1, +2, +3, 
or -1, -2, -3, depending on how you feel in each case. 

+1: I AGREE A LITTLE -1: I DISAGREE A LITTLE 

+ 2: I AGREE ON THE WHOLE -2: I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE 

+3: I AGREE VERY MUCH -3: I DISAGREE VERY MUCH 

1. The United States and Russia have just about nothing in common. 

2. The highest form of government is a democracy and the highest 
form of democracy is a government run by those who are most 
intelligent. 

3. Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile 
goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrict the freedom of 
certain political groups. 

4. It is only natural that a person would have a much better 
acc^uaintance with ideas he believes in than with ideas he 
opposes. 

5. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature. 

6. Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lonesome place, 

7. Most people just don't give a "damn" for others. 

8. I'd like it if I could find someone who would tell me how to 
solve my personal problems. 

9. It is only natural for a person to be rather fearful of the 
future. 
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10. There is so much to be done and so little time to do it in. 

11. Once I get wound up in a heated discussion I just can't step. 

12. In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat myself 
several times to make sure I am being understood. 

13. In a heated discussion I generally become so absorbed in what 
I am going to say that I forget to listen to what others are 
saying. 

14. It is better to be a dead hero than to be a live coward. 

15. While I don't like to admit this even to myself, my secret 
ambition is to become a great man, like Einstein, or 
Beethoven, or Shakespeare. 

16. The main thing in life is for a person to want to de some
thing important. 

17. If given the chance I wo\ild de something of great benefit 
to the world. 

18. In the history of mankind there have probably been just a 
handful of really great thinkers. 

19- There are a niimber of people I have come to hate because of 
the things they stand for. 

20. A man who does net believe in some great cause has not 
really lived. 

21. It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or 
cause that life becomes meaningful. 

22. Of all the different philosophies which exist in this world 
there is probably only one which is correct. 

23. A person who gets enthusiastic about tee many causes is likely 
to be a pretty "wishy-washy" sort of person. 

24. To compromise with our political opponents is dangerous 
because it usually leads to the betrayal of our own side. 

25. When it comes to differences of opinion in religion we must 
be careful not to compromise with those who believe dif
ferently from the way we do. 

26. In times like these, a person must be pretty selfish if he 
considers primarily his own happiness. 
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27. The worst crime a person could commit is to attack publicly 
the people who believe in the same thing he does. 

28. In times like these it is often necessary to be mere on 
guard against ideas put out by people or groups in one's 
own camp than by these in the opposing camp. 

29. A group which tolerates too much fiferences of opinion among 
its own members cannot exist for long. 

30. There are two kinds of people in this world: those who are 
for the truth and those who are against the truth. 

31. My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to admit 
he's wrong. 

32. A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is be
neath contempt. 

33. Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't worth 
the paper they are printed on. 

34. In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know 
what's going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can be 
trusted. 

35. It is often desirable to reserve judgment about what's going 
on until one has had a chance to hear the opinions of these 
one respects. 

36. In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends and 
associates whose tastes and beliefs are the same as one's 
own. 

37. The present is all toe often full of unhappiness. It is only 
the future that counts. 

38. If a man is to accomplish his mission in life it is some
times necessary to gamble "all or nothing at all." 

39. Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have discussed 
important social and moral problems don't really under
stand what's going en. 

40. Most people just don't know what's good for them. 
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APPENDIX G 

Posttest Questionnaire 

Name: 

Social Security Number: 

What type of feedback did you receive? Please check one; 

Discrepant Consistent 

When you hand this last questionnaire in to the experimenter, 
you will receive your experimental credit slips. You will 
also be given a sheet of paper with two places and phone 
numbers where you can receive vocational counseling without 
charge if you are a Texas Tech student. If this experiment 
has caused you to become curious or worried about your 
vocational future, these places are able and willing to aid 
you. 
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APPENDIX H 

P i l o t Study Data Summary 

Secjuential Procedi i re : P r e t e s t Ques t ionna i re 
VPI 
ODT 
Waiting period 
Feeciback 
ODT 
Posttest Questionnaire 
Optional debriefing 

Subjects: 17 undergraduate introductory psychology students. 

Results: F = 3.25 
df = 16,1 
Significance = .08 (Note: For the pilot study, a significance 

level of at least .10 was recmired 
a priori) 
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APPENDIX I 

Handout 1 

The Vocational Preference Inventory was developed by John Holland 

who assumed that people can be classified into six different groups, 

called personality types. This test tells you which type you are. The 

letter of your code shows the type you resemble the most. 

The Realistic (R) type likes realistic jobs such as automobile 
mechanic, aircraft controller, surveyor, farmer, or 
electrician. This type has mechanical abilities but may 
lack social skills. 

The Investigative (I) type likes investigative jobs such as 
biologist, chemist, physicist, anthropologist, geologist, 
or medical technologist. This type has mathematical and 
scientific ability but may lack leadership ability. 

The Artistic (A) type likes artistic jobs such as composer, 
musician, stage director, writer, interior decorator, or 
actor/actress. This type has artistic abilities (such as 
writing, art, or music) but may lack clerical skills. 

The Social (S) type likes social jobs such as teacher, 
religious worker, counselor, clinical psychologist, psychiatric 
case worker, or speech therapist. This type has social skills 
and talents but may lack mechanical and scientific ability. 

The Enterprising (E) type likes enterprising jobs such as sales 
person, manager, business executive, television producer, 
sports promoter, or buyer. This type has leadership and 
speaking abilities but may lack scientific ability. 

The Conventional (C) type likes conventional jobs such as book
keeper, stenographer, financial analyst, banker, cost 
estimator, or tax expert. This type has clerical and 
arithmetic ability but may lack artistic ability. 
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APPENDIX J 

Handout 2 

John Holland divided all occupations into six types. These types 
are Realistic, Investigative, Artistic, Social, Enterprising, and 
Conventional. He arranged them into a nexagon: 

Realistic^ ^investigative 

Conventional\ \ Artistic 

Enterprising^ /Social 

Types which appear next to each other on the hexagon are similar. Types 
which are on the opposite sides of the hexagon are most dissimilar. 
For example, if you are a Social type, that means that you are similar 
to the Enterprising and Artistic types, and you are most unlike the 
Realistic, Conventional, and Investigative types. 

Now look at your two codes printed on the bottom of this page. 
The letters refer to the first letters of each of the six hexagon types. 
Compare them to the hexagon above. 

If your two codes are the same, that means your occupational prefer
ence which was measured last time by a standardized, reliable and valid 
test agrees with what you stated to be your occupational choice on last 
time questionnaire. When a test has been standardized and is reliable 
and valid, that means that hundreds of students have taken the test, and 
it has been proven to be a good measure of occupational preference. 
Call this CONSISTENT information. 

If your two codes are not the same it means that your standardized 
test score measuring occupational preference DOES NOT AGREE with your 
stated occupational preference. Call this DISCREPANT information. 

Standardized Test Occupational Preference: _ 

Questionnaire Stated Occupational Preference; 
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APPEimiX K 

Places to Receive Vocational Counseling 

1. Counseling Center 
West Hall 
742-3674 

2. Psychology Clinic 
Psychology Building 
742-3736 

If you are not a student, the Psychology Clinic will see you 
for a small fee, depending on how much income you have. 
Fees range from $.50 to $15.00. 

If you are in need of immediate counseling, feel free to contact me: 

Chris Glenn 
747-6843 
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APPEiroiX L 

Semantic D i f f e r e n t i a l Test 

With r e s p e c t to t h e feedback you rece ived from the t e s t of your voca

t i o n a l i n t e r e s t s , d id you f e e l i t was ( c i r c l e one number on each l i n e ) : 

Accrurate — 1 2 3 4 5 Inaccxirate 

Helpful 1 2 3 4 5 Unhelpful 

New Informat ion 1 2 3 4 5 Already known to you 

True 1 2 3 4 5 Untrue 

Reasonable 1 2 3 4 5 Unreasonable 

Useful 1 2 3 4 5 Unuseful 

Comforting 1 2 3 4 5 Discomforting 

Thank you. 


