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The change of personal constructs

CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION

Ockham's razor is a sharp and bloody instru-
ment. In the surgical excision of complexity, the
user's unsteady hand all too often leaves the tis-
sue of oversimplification as well as that of sim-
plicity. In the meantime, human lives hang in the
balance while “healers” debate the merits of
their respective—and respectable—microscopic
perspectives. Dr. Don Bannister (Visiting Pro-
fessor, The Ohio State University, Spring, 1965;
personal communication) recently made the ob-
servation that in all other sciences except psy-
chology, a scientist's explanation for a given
phenomenon is considerably more complex than
the layman's explanation for the same phenome-
non. The continuation of a rapacious reduction-
ism in psychological theorizing with its resulting
psychology of minimal men will, however, be
rejected as being an inferior explanation by lay-
men, who assuredly have the good sense and
wisdom to do so. Prof. George A. Kelly's Psy-
chology of Personal Constructs, however, has as
its starting point the complex personal construc-
tions of a man's outlook on the world. It also has
the audacity of being self-reflexive; that is, it
applies to psychologists and their psychologizing
as well as to those who are psychologized. Its
focus of convenience concerashuman being's
anticipations of the alternative constructions of
his life. It has as its psychotherapeutic goah-
structive psychological movement assumes
that a man is not condemned by his past history.
As such, it aspires to be “a psychology of the
optimal man"—not the minimal man, but the
optimal man,—man in thprocessof being hu-
man (37).

The explicitly stated model of Man from the
viewpoint of personal construct theory is Man,
the scientist—one who predicts, wagers, antic-
ipates, expects, and implies, for the purpose of
further predicting, wagering, anticipating, ex-
pecting, and implying. The philosophy of con-
structive alternativism, upon which personal
construct theory is based, says that the model of
Man as a scientist is but one of the possible al-
ternative constructions of Man. Personal con-
struct theory, therefore, does not limit itself to

the passing of judgments about what a man is,
but rather it focuses on what a man is trying to

be and the process of his becoming, that is, the
process of constructive psychological move-

ment.

It is the process of the changing of personal
constructs—reconstruction and psychological
movement—that is the primary concern of this
dissertation. The main question askedWhat
determines the relative resistance to change of
personal constructs?In addition to some rele-
vant empirical findings with respect to this ques-
tion, the following contributions are also offered:

1. An initial formulation of a theory of construct
implication Briefly, this theory develops the
idea that construct definition must involve a
statement of the location of a construct dimen-
sion in the context of a hierarchical network of
construct implications. Here, “implication,”
“prediction,” “anticipation,” and “expectation”
are regarded as being synonymous terms. The
theory will offer some tentative definitions of
personal construct theory terms from the view-
point of an implicative network of construct rela-
tions. From this viewpoint, constructs will be
regarded as having only one characteristic, quali-
ty, or property; namely, a construct tdifferen-

tial implicationsin a given hierarchicalontext

2. Construct implication methodologyhis re-
search concerns itself with thelative resistance
to changeof personal constructs inhaerarchic-
al contextfrom the viewpoint of a theory @on-
struct implications The following three metho-
dologies will be presented,;

a. The hierarchical method for the elicitation
of superordinate construct3his was devel-
oped to test several hypotheses about the
hierarchical level of superordination of con-
structs.

b. The relative resistance to slot change grid
Since the resistance to change of personal
constructs is to be the major dependent vari-
able of the study, this technique represents
the procedure that operationally defines this
variable.
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c. The implication grid This procedure
presents, in systematic form, the network of
implications that relate a set of constructs in
a given hierarchical context. Much will be
said of it later.

3. Questions and suggestions for further re-

search The general approach of this investiga-
tion has raised a host of theoretical, methodolog-
ical, and empirical questions. Hopefully, the

reader will find these to be the most significant
“results” of this dissertation.

CHAPTER Il
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In view of the intentions of this research as set
forth in the first chapter, this review will be [i-
mited to those studies conducted within the con-
text of personal construct theory which relate to
the general area of construct change. The disser-
tations of Landfield (40) and Levy (46) provide
relevant reviews from other orientations. Levy,
for example, includes research from information
theory, experimental extinction, discrimination
learning, intolerance of ambiguity, and rigidity.
The body of personal construct theory research
was reviewed and relevant studies were selected
with the following two criteria in mind: (1) The
constructs investigated or utilized in the research
should be theoretically related to construct
change. (2) The research should be capable of
being interpreted in the light of a theory of the
network of construct implications and should be
suggestive of further research along these lines.
Several of the various measures derived from
the grid form of the Rep Test which relate to
reconstruction are measures of constellatoriness,
permeability, and propositionality. Bennion (2)
and Levy (46) were concerned with the effects of
invalidation on propositional and constellatory
constructs. They operationally defined constella-
tory constructs as those which were significantly
loaded on the general factor of a conventional
analysis of the Repgrid. Flynn (7) investigated
construct constellatoriness and cognitive com-
plexity as related to role variability. He used the
explanatory power of the firgbnstructfactor as

4

a measure of cognitive complexity and defined
the degree of constellatory structure as the ex-
planatory power of the firsfigure factor on a
Repgrid modification. He found that role varia-
bility was significantly related to construct con-
stellatoriness, but not to cognitive complexity.

In terms of a theory of construct implication,
constellatoriness refers to the relation between a
given construct and others such that a polar posi-
tion on the given construct implies polar posi-
tions on the other constructs. Pre-emptiveness,
from this frame of reference, means that a posi-
tion on the given construct implies those poles of
the other constructs upon which an element is
not to be located, either because the element is
outside the range of convenience of the other
construct, or because the element is to be located
on the opposite pole of the other construct, ae.,
prior constellatory relationship, e.g., “Psycholo-
gists are useful, not hyperbolic, and not illite-
rate.” What we mean by thaegreeof constella-
toriness or pre-emptiveness presents an interest-
ing question. The contrast of constellatoriness
and pre-emptiveness would seem to be proposi-
tionality; however, these terms can perhaps more
usefully be seen as the extremes of a continuum
which delineates the degree of certainty—
expressed as a probability function—as to the
utility of implying, or pre-emptivelynot imply-
ing, certain construct relationships in terms of
the principle of maximizing the total number of
construct implications within the personal con-
struct system. Propositional thinking thus im-
plies a suspension of judgment (i.e., a superordi-
nate construction) as to the implicative gain of
each of the alternative patterns of construction
under consideration. Constellatoriness and pre-
emptiveness indicate an expectation of high
probability that certain patterns of construction
will increase the total implicativeness of the sys-
tem more than others. Propositionality, constel-
latoriness, and pre-emptiveness are thus not seen
as aquality of a single construct, but rather, as
the probabilistic superordinate anticipation of the
total implicative gain that would result if two or
more construct dimensions were placed in an
implicative relationship to one another. It is a
superordinate statement about the probable utili-
ty of a given implicative network. When defined
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in this manner, a construct network may be ei-
ther propositional or constellatory. The Repgrid
definitions of constellatoriness used by Bennion,
Levy and Flynn are based on the principle of
frequencyof conjunction; thus, if a wide variety
of objects were to be entered on the Repgrid as
figures, and constructs of color, shape, height,
weight, and hardness were elicited, and if most
of the objects were construed as heavy, hard,
short, chartreuse, parallelepipedons, then, by the
principle of frequent conjunction, these con-
structs would be said to be constellatory. In this
example constellatoriness is clearly a function of
the population sample. To say, therefore, that
these particular construdtaply one another is a
most tenuous assumption—although not an alto-
gether unreasonable one. In view of this, the Im-
plication grid technique developed in this disser-
tation provides a promising means of exploring
the general problem of constellatoriness and
propositionality of personal constructs.

The constructs of permeability and range of
convenience are theoretically related to construct
change. Binner (4) and Gettesman (8) allowed
people to mark a zero on the Repgrid if neither
construct nor contrast could be applied on a fig-
ure, and used this as a measure of permeability-
impermeability. Hess (10) used the same opera-
tion as a measure of the range of convenience of
the constructs. This suggests that perhaps it
would be more useful to define a permeable con-
struct as one whose range of convenience is rela-
tively unexplored. Once its range of convenience
has been fully elaborated and clarified, it be-
comes impermeable. According to the theory of
the present research, the convenience—or incon-
venience—of relating constructs is a function of
the effects such a relation would have on the re-
spective implicative networks of each of the
constructs. For example, if | combine a geome-
trical and a zoological construct and come up
with a parabolic toad—the offspring of an expo-
nential mother and lyperbolic father—then my
problem in assessing the implicative utility of
such a union consists of finding points of com-
patible implications. What does the meaning of
toads say about the meaning of parabolas, and
vice versa? By contrast, where are the points of
compatible similarity between the implications

of the constructs of roundness and billiard balls?
Or cubical billiard balls? Or compassionate psy-
chological research?

The meaning of this toad fetish for the
present investigation is somewhat obscure, so let
us return to the citing of scripture. The studiés o
Isaacson (13) and Cromwell and Caldwell (6)
reported that ratings on personal constructs were
significantly more extreme than on provided
constructs. These results could be predicted from
a theory of construct implications if the differen-
tial implications of personal constructs is shown
to be significantly greater than the implications
of provided constructs. That is to say, it would
be more important to resolve constructional am-
bivalence on constructs of high implicative sig-
nificance—due to the greater threat potential of
misconstruction—than on constructs of low sig-
nificance.

Resnick and Landfield (54) in their investiga-
tion of the Dichotomy Corollary distinguished
between logical dichotomous constructs (e.g.,
mature-immature) and peculiar dichotomous
constructs (e.g., intelligent-bad). This suggests
that peculiar dichotomous constructs represent a
highly constellatory relationship between two
constructs (e.g., intelligent-stupid and good-bad).
A way of testing to see whether peculiar con-
structs represent a relationship of two construct
dimensions would be to ask the subject whether
all events which are described by the negation of
one pole of the construct must necessarily be
described by the opposite pole of that construct.

Validation, invalidation, range of conveni-
ence, type and length of social interaction, focus
of attention of the construer, perceived self-
movement, constellatoriness, propositionality,
and hostility are dimensions which have been
utilized in the various investigations of the Expe-
rience Corollary. This corollary stated that a per-
son's construction system varies as he succes-
sively construes the replications of events. These
investigations are, therefore, relevant to the gen-
eral problems of construct change.

Bieri (3) and Lundy (48) assessed the effects
of social interaction on construction. In a later
study Lundy (49) specified other dimensions
determining the direction of change in interper-
sonal perception. He demonstrated a relationship

5
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betweenincorporationanddifferentiation(focus

of attention upon one self or upon another per-
son) and the notions afssimilative projection
and differential accuracylt may be that these
studies were pinning down some of the possible
superordinate constructions about the process of
construing another, e.g., “He is like me; unlike
me. How do | see him; how does he see me; how
does he see himself; how do | see my relation-
ship to him; how does he see it; how does he see
the way | see our relationship—or myself—or
him, etc.?”

Poch (53) investigated the shift change of
constructs (change from one dimension to anoth-
er) and found that such change was greater for
invalidated constructs than for validated ones.
Newman (51) measured construct change by the
amount of element (Repgrid figures) switching
on various construct dimensions. Among other
things, he found that change—defined in this
way—was more likely following invalidation on
those constructs along which one perceives him-
self to be moving in time than on the stable self-
constructs. Using the implication grid technique,
one would expect to find that the selfmovement
constructs would imply significantly fewer
changes on other constructs under conditions of
slot change than would be the case with the sta-
ble self constructs. The general hypothesis here
is that change of subordinate implications (ele-
ment switching) is facilitated by stabilizing the
superordinate implications of a construct. For
example, it would be more threatening to say to
a beginning therapist, “You don't understand
what your patient is trying to tell you” than it
would be to say “You show signs of making a
fine and sensitive clinician, but right now you
don't understand what your patient is trying to
tell you.” This seems to be an important prin-
ciple which needs to be experimentally demon-
strated.

In addition to the above-mentioned threat in-
terpretation of Newman's study, it is also likely
that the stable self constructs are those along
which movement is limited by the absence of an
elaborated alternative, i.e., anxiety. Thus,
movement on stable self constructs may be li-
mited by either extensive implicative invalida-
tion—threat—or the absence of an elaborated

6

alternative—anxiety. The converse should also
be true for the self-movement constructs.

The general principle of maximizing the total
number of implications within a construct sys-
tem can also be related to the studies of Bieri (3)
and Lemcke (45). The Bieri generalization gra-
dient—also supported by Lemcke's disserta-
tion—indicates that the generalization of con-
struct change does not follow the classical gene-
ralization gradient as found in conditioning stu-
dies. Invalidation of a construct tends to stabiliz
those constructs which are most similar to it.
This effect could be accounted for by a theory of
construct implications if it is shown that the si-
milarity of constructs is directly related to the
degree of interrelatedness of their implicative
networks. Thus, when invalidation of a construct
threatens an implicative network with invalida-
tion, stabilization of similar constructs will func
tion to preserve the implicative utility of the
threatened network to which they are related. For
example, if being either a productive researcher
or an efficient therapist implies one's usefulness
as a psychologist, then invalidation of one of
these criteria will probably lead a person to in-
itiate a stabilizing strategy with respect to the
other in order to maintain the conception of him-
self as being a useful psychologist. Is not this
strategy reflected in the profession today? The
relationship of these hypotheses to research in
the field of cognitive dissonance is probably
clear enough to require no elaboration. The im-
plication grid provides a promising means for
testing these notions.

The paper by Howard and Kelly (12)—based
on Howard's dissertation (11)—argued that
changes in a person's behavior must follow his
construing of the change. This follows from the
Fundamental Postulate of personal construct
theory. In terms of implications, this says that a
person cannot move along meaningless dimen-
sions and that he therefore cannot behave mea-
ninglessly.

The previously cited work of Levy (47) re-
ported that after high invalidation reconstruction
was greater on constellatory constructs (defined
by high loading on the first Rep test factor), and
that with increasing invalidation the increase of
change for constellatory constructs was greater
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than the increase of change for the propositional
ones. He also hypothesized that under conditions
of low invalidation change of propositional con-
structs would be greater than change of constel-
latory constructs. The results were in the pre-
dicted direction, but did not reach significance.
Bennion (2) was also interested in this same
problem. Interestingly, he found consistent indi-
vidual differences in that some subjects resisted
change on constellatory constructs, while others
resisted change on propositional ones. While
Landfield (40, 41, 42, 4) was concerned with a
movement interpretation of threat rather than the
constellatory problem, his work—along with the
research of Levy and Bennion—can be inter-
preted in light of construct implications. From
this frame of reference, psychological move-
ment—construct change—will be resisted when
such a change is anticipated as leading to an
imminent comprehensive reduction of the total
number of predictive implications of the person-
al construct system (threat), or as creating a rela
tive absence of predictive implications relating
to the events with which one is confronted (an-
xiety). Stated in its non-defensive form, this is
the corollary that a person always changes in that
direction which he anticipates will maximize the
total number of predictive implications in his
system. This can be accomplished by either the
expansion or clarification (definition) of his sys-
tem, or both. Landfield, among other things,
found that a person tends to perceive as threaten-
ing those people who are as he was in the past
but no longer wishes to be and who expect him
to be as he was in the past but no longer wishes
to be, and that the individual will perceive him-
self as being less predictable to himself in social
relationships involving threatening acquain-
tances than in those involving non-threatening
acquaintances. This suggests an inferential in-
compatibility between a rejected past self con-
struction and a person's present or future con-
struction of himself, such that acceptance of the
past construction is anticipated to create a reduc-
tion or absence of predictive implications.

It is also assumed that when a construct sub-
system is validated, invalidated, or found that its
range of convenience does not cover the events
in question, then this same determination can

also be applied to those superordinate constructs
which governed th@rocessof constructingthe
subsystem in question. Constellatoriness and
propositionality are regarded as being one class
of such superordinate constructions, and not as
gualities of particular construct dimensions. The
constructions which determine the process of
construing for various people constitute a vital
research area. It is hoped that modifications of
the implication grid will be useful in these areas.

Finally, with reference to Landfield's paper
(43) on the closeness of opposites—reaction
formation, extreme behavioral transformation,
etc., as considered from the point of view of per-
sonal construct theory, the above elaborated im-
plication hypotheses would lead one to predict
that behavioral transformation (slot movement)
would occur only on those constructs which
have well elaborated networks of implications
for both poles of the construct. Indexing the im-
plications of each pole of constructs will facili-
tate differential predictions with respect to the
direction and ease of psychological reconstruc-
tion.

CHAPTER I
A FORMAL THEORY OF CONSTRUCT
IMPLICATION AND CHANGE

This chapter presents the background and initial
formulation of a theory of construct implica-
tions, defines various corollaries and terms, and
finally applies the formulation to the problem of
construct change.

Background and initial formulation

This theory of construct implication arose in re-

sponse to three observations. The first concerned
the visual representation of construct subsys-
tems. Kelly represents a construct as a straight
line with a dot or small circle at each end. A sub-

system consists of an unconnected cluster of
such representations at various angles to one
another in space. Perhaps due to an electronics
background, | had tended to visualize subsys-
tems in terms of three dimensional binary inter-

7
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connected circuits and drew them in the form of
three dimensional genealogical tables. The
second issue concerned the conceptualization of
constellatoriness and propositionality. Kelly (15,
p. 155) writes “A construct which permits its
elements to belong to other realms concurrently,
but fixes their realm membership, may be called
a constellatory construct” and “A construct
which leaves its elements open to construction in
all other respects may be called a propositional
construct.” The degree of constellatoriness of a
construct seemed to me—mnalogy—to be
something akin to the strength of a magnetic
field eminating from each pole of a construct.
The greater a pole's field strength, the greater th
number of constructs which clustered around it.
Also by analogy, the looseness and tightness of
constructs seemed to have something to do with
the elasticity of the line which separated the
poles. The third issue dealt with construct defini-
tion. A superordinate construct “is one which
includes another as one of the elements in its
context”; a subordinate construct “is one which
is included as an element in the context of
another” (Kelly, p. 532). With the exception of
the constructs at the top and bottom of a hie-
rarchy, all other constructs are both superordi-
nate and subordinate. Also, if a construct can be
loose or tight, permeable or impermeable, propo-
sitional or constellatory from time to time, what
then defines a construct? This constitutes the
essential point of departure for this dissertation.
For Kelly, propositionallty, pre-emptiveness,
constellatoriness, looseness, tightness, permea-
bility, impermeability, etc., are qualities or prop
erties of a given construct. The only unchangea-
ble quality of a construct is its dichotomous na-
ture. Now, what if we accept the Dichotomy Co-
rollary, but reject these other notions as being
construct qualities, how then can they be useful-
ly defined? This will be discussed shortly.
According to Construct Theory, the function
of a construct is anticipation. The Choice Corol-
lary indicates that we anticipate events (e.g.; oth
er constructs) in order to expand or clarify our
system of anticipations. Thus, construct theory
assumes that a person always chooses those con-
structions which he anticipates will maximize
the total number of anticipations within his per-

8

sonal construct system. The Fundamental Post-
ulate indicates that a person's system of anticipa-
tions psychologically channelizes his anticipato-

ry processes—his construing. The epistemologi-
cal basis of this theory implies that constructs

always anticipate or subsume other constructs,
not things-in-themselves. Thus, the theory being
formulated focuses on construct anticipations.

In the present theory, the term “implication”
has been substituted for “anticipation.” A polar
position on a given dichotomous construct im-
plies polar positions on certain constructs, and
this polar position may, in turn, also be implied
by polar positions on other constructs. The con-
struct positions which a given constrictplies
are called thesuperordinate implicationsf that
construct; when the polar positions on the given
construct arémplied bypositions on other con-
structs—either singularly or in combination (dis-
junction or conjunction)—these construct rela-
tionships are called thgubordinate implications
of the given construct. It follows that the defini-
tion (clarification) of a construct would require a
statement of both the subordinate and superordi-
nate implications of each of its poles. Such a
definition—in context—is called theange of
implication of that construct. It is the sum of the
subordinate and superordinate ranges of implica-
tion. The total number of implications in the
range of implication of a construct could be used
as a measure of the meaningfulness of that con-
struct. The subordinate range of implication pro-
vides a measure of tHevel of superordination
of a construct. The range of convenience of a
construct (Kelly, p. 137) covers all those con-
texts in which the user found its application use-
ful. In contrast, the range of implication of a
construct is an index of the extensiveness of its
subordinate and superordinate network of impli-
cations in a given context. It would thus be poss-
ible to investigate the ranges (plural) of implica-
tion for a given construct in various contexts.

Let us now turn our attention briefly to the
various forms of implication between two con-
structs; for example, construct A-B and construct
X-Y. A wide variety of specific implicative
combinations are possible, but four commonly
observed patterns are the parallel, orthogonal,
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reciprocal, and ambiguous forms, which are de-
scribed as follows:

1. Parallel; A implies X and B implies Y. (e.g.,
love-hate; pleasantness-unpleasantness).

2. Orthogonaj A implies X, but B does not imp-
ly Y; also A implies X and B implies X, but nei-
ther implies Y, (e.g., employed-unemployed; has
income-has no income). Also, good-bad; evalua-
tive-objective).

3. Reciprocaj A implies X and B implies Y and

X implies A and Y implies B. (e.g., nervous-
calm; tense-relaxed). This kind of a relationship
suggests a functional equivalence of the con-
struct labels. The significance of reciprocal im-
plications in terms of a factor analysis of the im-
plication grid will be discussed in Chapter VI.

4. AmbiguousA and B imply X, and B implies

Y; also A implies X and B implies X and Y. One
subject, for example, when relating desirable-
undesirable and realism-idealism, said that real-
ism and idealism both implied desirable and un-
desirable aspects for him. Conflict theory and
double-bind theory relate to theseplicative
dilemmas Such situations seem to result from
(1) an incomplete abstraction of the differences
between the contexts in which the construct was
used; or (2) in the case of the example above—
the subject used one construct label for two in-
dependent constructs, e.g., realismidealism in the
sense of testing ideas—not testing ideas and rea-
lismidealism in the sense of not having goals-
having goals. When clarified, the subject could
then relate each of these usages of realismideal-
ism to desirable-undesirable in the unambiguous
parallel form. In this sense psychological move-
ment, conflict resolution, and insight depend on
the locating of such points of ambiguous impli-
cation and the resolving of them into parallel or
orthogonal forms.

The logical combinations of poles, number of
implications, and direction of implications sug-
gest other forms, but this will suffice to indicate
the territory opening up for this aspect of con-
struct theory research.

Corollaries

So far we have said that constructs are dichoto-
mus, i.e., have differential implications, and each
pole has a subordinate and superordinate range
of implication of the various forms described in
a given context of usage. The range of conveni-
ence of a construct refers to the number of con-
texts in which it has been found to be usefuls It i
essential to maintain the distinction between the
symbol of a construct (verbal labels, etc.) and the
construct itself in a given context. The indexing
of the range of implications is regarded as a ne-
cessary feature of construct definition. In view of
these notions, let us now review several of the
eleven basic corollaries of personal construct
theory (Kelly, p. 103).

1. Organization Corollary “Each person charac-
teristically evolves, for his convenience in antic-
ipating events, a construction system embracing
ordinal relationships between constructs.” This
says that construct implication is typically unidi-
rectional, e.g. A implies X, but X does not imply
A. Constructs will therefore vary with respect to
the number of constructs implying them and the
number of constructs which they imply. It should
be noted that constructs may be used either con-
junctively or disjunctively to imply a polar posi-
tion on a given construct, e.g., A and B together
imply X, but neither A nor B alone implies X;
and either A, or B, or both, imply X.

2. Range Corollary “A construct is convenient
for the anticipation of a finite range of events
only.” That is, polar positions on a given con-
struct are implied by a finite humber of polar
positions on other constructs. This has been
called its subordinate ranges of implication. The
superordinate ranges of implication of a con-
struct are similarly restricted.

3. Choice Corollary “A person chooses for him-
self that alternative in a dichotomized construct
through which he anticipates the greater possibil-
ity for extension and definition of his system.”
Since either extension or definition results in an
increased number of implications, the Corollary
can be reworded to state that a person chooses

9
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for himself that alternative in a dichotomized
construct through which he anticipates the great-
er possibility for increasing the total number of
implications of his system. That is to say, a per-
son always chooses in that direction which he
anticipates will increase the total meaning and
significance of his life. Stated in the defensive
form, a person chooses so as to avoid the anxiety
of chaos and the despair of absolute certainty.
This corollary of maximizing the total number of
predictive implications in one's personal implica-
tive network provides the theoretical basis for
the present dissertation.

4. Fragmentation Corollary “A person may
successively employ a variety of construct sub-
systems which are inferentially incompatible
with each other.” In view of the Choice Corol-
lary discussed above, this suggests that inferen-
tial incompatibilities will be resolved only when
such a resolution is anticipated to maximize the
total implicativeness of the personal construct
system. This highlights the vital importance of
the personal constructions about the process of
construing for the general problem of construct
change.

5. Modulation Corollary “The variation in a
person's construction system is limited by the
permeability of the constructs within whose
range of convenience the variants lie.” A con-
struct is permeable “if it will admit to its range
of convenience new elements which are not yet
construed within its framework.” (Kelly, p. 79)
Thus, permeability—“the capacity to embrace
new elements” (Kelly, p. 80)—represents the yet
unexplored range of convenience of a construct.
From the viewpoint of construct implications
permeability is equivalent to inferential compa-
tibility. Thus, the variation in a person's con-
struction system is limited by the inferential
compatibility between the variants and those
constructs within whose range of convenience
the variants lie. (The variation is also limited in
accord with the principle of maximizing the total
implicativeness of the construct system.)

10

Terms

This initial formulation of a theory of construct
implication also suggests a number of tentative
definitions of various other personal construct
theory terms:

1. A construct Earlier we indicated that con-
struct definition should include a statement of
the subordinate and superordinate implications
of the construct. The problem here is how much
can these implications change from context to
context before the identity of the construct is
lost? Essentially, a construct is a specific basis
for differential anticipations or responses. Since
a given construct symbol may represent a variety
of specific bases (constructs), it is important tha
a construct and its symbol not be equated. For
example, what a person considers to be “honest”
in the context of criminals may be vastly differ-
ent from “honest” in the context of intimate
friends. Since the subordinate and superordinate
implications of “honest-dishonest” could be ex-
pected to differ widely between these two con-
texts, in what sense could we say that the same
construct is being used in each situation? The
trans-contextual identity of a construct can per-
haps be defined as the points of identical subor-
dinate and superordinate implications. For ex-
ample, if in context X, A, B, and C imply hones-
ty, and honesty implies 1,2, and 3 while in con-
text Y, A, D, and E imply honesty, and honesty
implies 1, 4 and 5, then the trans-contextual
identity of honesty consists of A and 1. This de-
finition is definitely a tentative one.

2. Looseness-tightnes¥his refers to the varia-
bility of the predictions made from a construct.
A loose construct can be defined as one whose
superordinate implications, or subordinate impli-
cations, or both, vary from context to context,
e.g., its classification criteria and/or its sigrHf
ance may vary. Notice that it is possible to loo-
sen or tighten independently either the superor-
dinate implications or the subordinate implica-
tions, as well as to loosen or tighten both. Thus,
it is possible for a person to be loose about what
constructs imply one's position on a given con-
struct and tight about what that position im-
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plies—or vice versa—or both. Defined in this
way looseness-tightness describes the extent of
variability or construct relationships and not
qualities of a particular construct. This definitio

is also tentative and needs refinement—
especially in terms of the limits that inferential
compatibility places on loosening and tightening
and the maintenance of the trans-contextual
identity of constructs.

3. Subordinate and superordinate construdts

an implicative relationship between two con-

structs that construct which implies polar posi-

tions on the other construct is called the subordi-
nate construct; that construct whose polar posi-
tions are implied by the other construct is called
the superordinate construct.

4. Core and peripheral construct3his distinc-
tion separates constructs according to the net
loss of the total number of implications 24 which
would result if the construct dimension were to
be removed from the construct system. Peripher-
al constructs are those whose elimination—or
addition—would not appreciably alter the im-
plicative utility of the system.

5. Permeability-impermeabilityThe permeabili-
ty of a construct refers to the number of new
constructs with which it is found to be inferen-
tially compatible. In this sense, it is the yet un-
explored range of convenience of a construct.

6. Propositionality, constellatoriness and pre-
emptivenessThis has been previously discussed
at greater length in Chapter Il. With respect to
the principle of maximizing the total significance
of the construct system, these terms refer to the
degree of certainty one has about the implicative
utility of relating (or not relating—in the pre-
emptive case) certain construct dimensions. As
such, they are superordinate constructs about
various construct networks and not qualities of
particular constructs. Propositional thinking
means that one has suspended judgment about
the ultimate significance of the various construct
patterns under consideration. Constellatoriness
and pre-emptiveness mean that such a judgment
has been rendered. One may frequently relate

certain construct dimensions either because one
is certain of the utility of the particular relatio
ship, or because no alternative relationships have
yet been envisioned.

7. Anxiety Anxiety is the awareness of the rela-
tive absence of implications with respect to the
constructs with which one is confronted.

8. Threat Threat can be seen as the awareness
(e.g., a superordinate construction and anticipa-
tion about the construct system) of an imminent
comprehensive reduction of the total number of
predictive implications of the personal construct
system. Landfield (40), for example, using a
content approach to threat, found—among other
things—that the possibility of accepting a re-
jected past self construction was threatening.
The acceptance of a rejected past self construc-
tion would not leave a person without predictive
implications, but—presumably—the person an-
ticipates that the acceptance of the rejected con-
struction would result in a net reduction of the
total number of predictive implications as com-
pared with his present implicative network due
to the inferential incompatibilities between the
past and present self constructions. Threat, then,
is the anticipation of a net implicative loss. (In
addition, the construction of one's construct sys-
tem as either having suffered a substantial, unal-
terable implicative loss, or as being no longer
expandable, might provide a useful basis for a
theory of depression.)

The initial formulation of a theory of con-
struct change

Within the general context of personal construct
change, three types of change can be delineated.
Shift changerefers to a change from one con-
struct dimension to another, e.g., viewing a per-
son along a mature-immature dimension, then
shifting to an honest-dishonest dimension. The
change from one alternative of a dichotomus
construct to the other alternative is callsldt
change e.g., viewing a person as mature, then
regarding him as immatur&calar changds a

slot change in the magnitude used to describe a
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construct alternative, e.dessmature andnore
mature in contrast to immature. The focus of
convenience of this dissertation concerns the slot
change of personal constructs.

From the viewpoint of construct implications,
the Choice Corollary says that a person chooses
for himself that alternative in a dichotomized
construct through which he anticipates the great-
er possibility for increasing the total number of
implications of his system. Thus, a person would
resist movement in the direction of reduced im-
plicativeness (threat) or the relative absence of
implications (anxiety). The Modulation Corol-
lary indicates that the variation in a person's-con
struction system is limited by the inferential
compatibility between the variants and those
constructs within whose range of convenience
the variants lie. It follows, then, that slot move-
ment would be more likely to occur on those
constructs that have a similar number of implica-
tions for each pole and for which each set is
equally compatible with the rest of the construct
system than would be the case for constructs of a
markedly unequal number of polar implications,
or constructs for which the acceptance of one of
the sets of polar implications would lead to ex-
tensive inferential incompatibilities in terms of
the rest of the system. Also, slot movement is
more probable on constructs of few polar impli-
cations, because the anticipated threat and anxie-
ty would be correspondingly less.

The Organization Corollary says that con-
struct implication is typically unidirectional, tha
is, constructs on one level imply the polar posi-
tions of constructs at the next level and these
constructs in turn imply polar positions on con-
structs at a still higher level, and so on, socas t
form construct hierarchies. The higher up the
hierarchy a construct is located, the greater will
be the number of implications in its subordinate
range of implications, e.g., the more constructs
that will be needed to define its polar positions.
Thus, if one knows his polar position on a con-
struct functioning at a high level of superordina-
tion, then he can also probably anticipate his po-
lar positions on the wide variety of subordinate
constructs which imply that position. That is, the
polar positions of a superordinate construct can
be used to monitor probabilistically the polar
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positions of constructs within its subordinate
range of implication. Since the polar positions of
constructs operating at a high level of supeordi-
nation should have a broader range of implica-
tion, it is expected that they will also show a
greater resistance to slot change than constructs
functioning at a low level on the hierarchy. This
is predicted, because the degrees of threat and
anxiety are assumed to be a function of the num-
ber of implications available.

The relative resistance to slot change of per-
sonal constructs is the major dependent variable
of the study discussed in the following chapters.
This will be related to the polar implications of
constructs and their hierarchical level. In addi-
tion to a number of issues which will be dis-
cussed subsequently, this study provides a test of
the utility of a number of formulations which
have been presented in this chapter, particularly
the Choice Corollary.

CHAPTER IV

PROCEDURE, INSTRUMENTS, SCORING,
AND SPECIFIC EXPERIMENTAL PRE-
DICTIONS

Introduction and general hypotheses

The purpose of this study was threefold: Primari-
ly, it attempted to develop a methodology whe-
reby a person could communicate aspects of his
networks of construct implications in a standar-
dized and systematic fashion. Hopefully, these
systematic representations would then provide a
fertile basis for the generation of a number of
hypotheses for further research exploration. Se-
condly, the study would provide the information
necessary for an internal analysis of the charac-
teristics of the implication grid methodology
itself. As it turned out, many of the important
characteristics of the implication grid had not
been realized until after the data had been col-
lected. Finally, specific predictions about the
change of personal constructs—which had been
derived from the theory of construct implica-
tions—would be tested. This would provide a
demonstration of the utility of the theory and
associated methodology.
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The four general hypotheses which were de-
rived from construct implication theory and in-
vestigated in this study are as follows:

1. The relative resistance to slot change of per-
sonal constructs will be directly related to the

superordinate range of implications of those con-
structs. This is based on the principle of max-
imizing the total implicativeness of the system

and the notion that the anticipated degree of
threat will be a direct function of the number of

implications involved in the change.

2. Constructs functioning at a higher level of
superordination in a hierarchical context will
have a larger superordinate range of implications
than constructs functioning at a low level. This
would not be predicted for constructs function-
ing at thehighestlevel of superordination in a
hierarchy.

3. Constructs functioning at a higher level of
superordination in a hierarchical context will

have a larger subordinate range of implications
than constructs functioning at a low level.

4. Constructs functioning at a higher level of
superordination in a hierarchical context will
show a greater relative resistance to slot change
than constructs functioning at a low level. (This
hypothesis assumes the validity of hypoth&sis
above.)

Although the data permit the testing of a number
of additional hypotheses (to be elaborated in
Chapter VI), these were the ones of principal
interest in this initial investigation of construct
implication. The exact operational definitions of
these hypotheses will be presented following a
discussion of the general procedure, instruments,
and scoring methods.

Subjects

The subjects of this experiment were undergra-
duate students taking Psychology 401, an intro-
ductory psychology course. As part of the course
requirements, each student was required to par-

ticipate as a subject in four hours of psychologi-

cal experimentation. The signup sheet for this
study stated simply that it was a four hour exten-
sive personality interview; that the results were

completely confidential; and that each subject
would have an opportunity to have the mathe-
matical analysis of his interview explained if he

requested it. A total of 28 people participated in

the experiment—11 males and 17 females. The
mean age was 20 years with a range from 18 to
31. Most of the subjects were in their freshman
or sophomore year in college.

Procedure

1. The introductionWhen a subject appeared for
his “personality interview” he was told that we
were interested in having him explain himself to
us in a particular fashion which could later be
mathematically analyzed. The results of the in-
terview would be explained to him later if he
wished and they were completely confidential.
He would be free to leave with the full four
hours of experimental credit as soon as he com-
pleted the interview. (The average running time
per subject was actually just under 3 hours.) The
subject was informed that 5 minute breaks would
be taken after each major section of the inter-
view, and that breaks could be taken at any time
the subject requested them.

2. Elicitation of figures The subject was then
asked to give the first names of nine people who
currently played an important role in his life and
whom he knew well. Parents, siblings nearest the
subject in age, boy friends, girl friends, employ-
er, and roommates were suggested as possible
figures. The only restrictions placed on the selec-
tion of figures were that the subject must have
known the person for at least 6 months and must
regard the person as currently playing an impor-
tant part in his life.

3. Elicitation of the ten subordinate constructs
Since the hierarchical context used in this study
was to be the subject's construction of himself as
he would prefer to be, triads were generated uti-
lizing all nine of the elicited figures and the sub
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ject himself as one of the elements in every triad.
Using the subject as an element in each triad as-
sures that the elicited constructs will be selérel
vant. In order to generate the first subordinate
construct the subject is told, “We are interested
in understanding you and these people who play
an important part in your life. Now think about
these three people for a moment: Yourself, (per-
son's name), and (person's name). Is there some
important way in which any two of these people
are alike in contrast to the third?” The process is
repeated nine more times using new triads in
each case. After the subject generates his first
construct, he is asked not to repeat any construct
which he has previously given; that is, he is
asked in effect to generate ten constructs which
for him areclearly differentfrom one another.
When he has generated ten constructs using him-
self and all nine of the figures, he is then asked
to read over the list in order to assure that none
of the constructs is merely a rewording of some
other listed construct. If, after this, some of the
constructs appear to be similar to the experimen-
ter, the experimenter then asks the subject to ex-
plain the differences between the particular con-
structs in question. When both the subject and
the experimenter are satisfied that the ten eticite
constructs are clearly different from one another,
then they proceed to the next step.

4. Side preference of the subordinate constructs
The subject is now asked to indicate which side
of each construct dimension is clearly descrip-
tive of the kind of person he prefers to be. It is

indicated that he is not being asked which side
describes him now, but rather which side de-
scribes his preferred self-construction. Occasio-
nally a construct will have no clear side prefe-

rences (i.e., both sides preferred or neither side
preferred); in this case, new constructs are gen-
erated from the triads until the criteria of step 3

above, and this step are satisfied. This require-
ment of a clear side preference is made in order
to assure that the constructs will have clearly
differential implications. These ten constructs

are entered in the implication grid as constructs 1
through 10 and constitute the subordinate con-
structs of the preferred self-construction hie-

rarchy.
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5. The hierarchical technique for eliciting the
superordinate constructs of the preferred self
hierarchy The subject is now asked to construe
the superordinate implications of his subordinate
constructs. His first subordinate construct is se-
lected and he is instructed as follows:

“Now on this construct you preferred this
side to that side. What | want to understand now
is why you would prefer to be here rather than
there (pointing). What are the advantages of this
side in contrast to the disadvantages of that side,
as you see it?” The subject will now generate a
construct dimension which has a preferred side.
(Subject 4, for example, said that he preferred to
be reserved in contrast to emotional, because
being reserved implied being relaxed while emo-
tional implied being nervous; thus relaxed-
nervous is his first superordinate construct in the
preferred self hierarchy.) The subject is stopped
and the same question above is asked of the con-
struct which he just generated. (Subject 8 replied
that being relaxed implied a better performance,
while nervous implied a poorer performance;
thus better performance-poorer performance is
his second superordinate construct.) The subject
will again generate a construct with a clearly
preferred side. The same question is now asked
of this construct. The process is continued until
(1) the subject can no longer generate a construct
dimension or (2) until he has generated ten such
superordinate constructs which he regards as
being clearly different, though related, from one
another and for which he has indicated a clear
side preference. If he reaches the top of his hie-
rarchy before he generates ten different con-
structs as he sees them, then the second subordi-
nate construct is selected and the process re-
peated until the ten superordinate constructs
have been elicited.

Earlier pilot work showed that people can
typically generate about 8 to 12 such superordi-
nate constructs (using subordinate constructs
elicited as described) before reaching the top of
the hierarchy. In the pilot work, the complete
hierarchies for each of the ten subordinates were
elicited. While this was most interesting infor-
mation, it was time consuming to obtain. Fortu-
nately it was found—as is theoretically expected
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in construct theory—that the chain of superordi-
nate constructs in the hierarchy generated from
the first subordinate was almost invariably re-
peated in the hierarchies of the remaining subor-
dinates. That is to say, we were tapping into the
general construct hierarchy about one's preferred
self at various subordinate points. The Organiza-
tion Corollary predicts that the lines of implica-
tions of these constructs should converge at
higher levels of superordination, and this is ex-
actly what was found. It should be emphasized
that the specific information yielded by this hie-
rarchical technique is enormously suggestive of
further theoretical research. Subjects were ex-
tremely interested and involved with this part of
the experimental procedure, because—in ef-
fect—they are being asked to delineate some of
their most fundamental commitments in their
present life. They are at the same time rank or-
dering these commitments in terms of a scale of
values—or over-arching principles of choice.
Unfortunately, the content of these hierarchies is
only very tangentially related to the interests of
this present dissertation, but let me strongly in-
vite the reader to spend a few minutes exploring
his own construct system—or that of a friend—
with this technique. Constructs functioning at
this level of superordination are of fundamental
importance; an awareness of them is essential for
understanding the world of another human be-
ing—or ourselves. (In keeping with the philoso-
phy of constructive alternativism, let me quickly
append a propositional “perhaps” to that last
statement! The invitation, however, still stands.)
The themes of achievement and affiliation
were frequently observed in the hierarchies of
the people participating in the study. This re-
flects the vocational and interpersonal concerns
which seem to typify late adolescence in this
subculture. The following is a sample of those
constructs which terminated (i.e., the most supe-
rordinate constructs) the hierarchies of the sub-
jects: get less-get more out of life; have purpose
in life-have no purpose; accomplish more-
accomplish less; happy-unhappy; life-death;
good time-bad time; satisfaction-frustration; feel
wanted-feel unwanted; stimulating-dull and bor-
ing; new ideas-same ideas; goals-no goals; cold
feeling-warm feeling; clarity-confusion; more

fun-less fun; moody-stable; people will help
you-people won't; miss a lot-have good times;
have respect of others-be a social outcast; more
knowledge-less knowledge; change-sameness;
be worth while-be worthless; and fulfilled in
life-unfulfilled. For Kelly, the principle that sub
sumes all choice points is the principle of the
Elaborative Choice, the Choice Corollary. In
construct form, this principle might be worded
as: expands or clarifies my outlook versus re-
duces or obscures my outlook. Personal con-
struct theory assumes that this is the ultimate
principle of choice. Construct alternativism im-
plies that there could be others.

The subject is now asked to review his list of
superordinate constructs to assure that they are
different from one another. The ten superordi-
nate constructs are then entered on the Implica-
tion Grid as constructs 11 through 20.

6. The determination of the relative resistance to
slot change of the elicited constructhe twenty
elicited constructs are presented to the subject
two at a time in such a way that each construct is
paired with every other construct. They are writ-
ten on 3" x 5" cards, and the preferred side of
each construct is indicated with a check mark.
Constructs | and 2 are presented to the subject.
He is instructed: “Look at these two constructs.
The check marks indicate the sides you said you
would prefer to be on. Now, let's assume for the
moment that you had to change from the pre-
ferred side to the unpreferred side on one of
these constructs, but could remain the same on
the other. Which of these two constructs would
you prefer to remain the same on? Remember,
you will have to change on the other one. What
we are trying to find out here is if you had to
change which of these two changes would be the
more undesirable, as you see it? We would pre-
fer you to make a choice whenever possible, but
there are two circumstances in which you will
find it impossible to make a choice. The first is
when the two changes both appear to be undesir-
able to exactly the same degree. In most cases,
however, you will be able to detect some differ-
ence between the two which will enable you to
make a decision. The second instance is when it
is not logically possible to change on one con-
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struct and at the same time remain the same on
the other. This is the case where changing on one
construct logically implies that you must also
have changed on the other construct. Let me
know when either of these two circumstances
occurs. Any questions?”

Construct 1 is now paired with all other con-
structs, then it is removed from the deck, and
construct 2 is paired with all of the remaining
constructs; it is then removed. This process is
continued until all the constructs have been
paired together with all other constructs. The
relative resistance to slot change of the twenty
constructs can be determined by rank ordering
them in terms of a scoring formula which takes
into account the number of times each construct
resisted being changed during the pairing se-
quence. The exact scoring procedure will be dis-
cussed later. The resistance to slot change grid
for each subject is included in the Appendix.

7. The implication grid techniqueBasically, the
implication grid is a matrix of the superordinate
and subordinate implications that interrelate a set
of constructs. In this study only those relation-
ships of implication which were of the parallel or
reciprocal forms were indexed. The subject was
instructed as follows: “Consider this construct
for a moment (construct 1). Now, if you were to
be changed back and forth from one side to the
other—that is, if you woke up one morning and
realized that you were best described by one side
of this construct while the day before you had
been best described by the opposite side—if you
realized that you were changed in thise re-
spect—what other constructs of these nineteen
remaining ones would bgikely to be changed
by a change in yourself on this one construct
alone? Changing back and forth on just this one
construct willprobably causeyou to predictably
change back and forth on which other con-
structs? Remember, a change on just this one
construct is the cause, while the changes on
these other constructs are the effects implied by
the changes from one side to the other on this
construct alone. What I'd like to find out, thes, i
on which of these constructs do you probably
expect a change to occur as thsult of knowing
that you have changed from one side to the other

16

of this one construct alone. A knowledge of your
location on this one construct could probably be
used to determine your location on which of
these remaining constructs?” Construct 1 is then
paired with each of the remaining constructs.
The subject then indicates in effect the superor-
dinate implications of parallel or reciprocal form
of construct 1 with respect to the set of con-
structs. This same process is repeated for each of
the twenty constructs so as to index the superor-
dinate implications of each construct with re-
spect to the remaining set of nineteen.

After completing the implication grid, the
subject has—in effect—construed 21 different
personalities for himself. Each of the 20 columns
on the implication grid represents a possible al-
ternative self-construction which the subject has
envisioned. The twenty-first personality is his
preferred self construction, and this is
represented by his side preferences on the 20
constructs. The facility with which people com-
plete this task is remarkable; it hints at the com-
plexity and multitude of alternative self-
constructions which each of us can anticipate for
ourselves—and for others, as well. The role va-
riability within persons is potentially enormous.
Even between people who might be using the
same constructs (as defined by identical subordi-
nate implications), there can still be great indi-
vidual differences in the superordinate implica-
tions of these constructs.

Each subject's implication grid is included in
the Appendix. (Since each of the 28 subjects
construed 21 personalities, the collection por-
trays 588 anticipated self-constructions.) The
column patterns represent the superordinate im-
plications of the various constructs. Togv pat-
terns however, do not match the corresponding
column patterns. The row patterns represent the
subordinate implications of the various con-
structs with respect to the set of constructs. That
is, a row pattern indicates those constructs of the
set which could be used to imply one's polar po-
sitions on a given construct. The given construct,
therefore, is the common superordinate implica-
tion (of parallel or reciprocal form) of these con-
structs. These row and column patterns of the
Impgrid (and why not!) are analogous to the
construct and figure patterns of the Repgrid. The
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Repgrid is a matrix of constructs about different

constructs (i.e., the figures), while the Impgsd i

a matrix of the superordinate and subordinate
network of implications that interrelate a specific

set of constructs within a given context. The

context in this study was the person's anticipated
self-constructions; numerous modifications of

context are possible. Many methods of scoring
and factoring the implication grid are also possi-
ble; some of these will be discussed later.

8. Post experimental interview and debriefing
After completing the implication grid all subjects
were asked to comment on the experiment, par-
ticularly with reference to what they thought its
purpose was. The vast majority reported that it
had been very absorbing and interesting and that
they had experienced a sense of being intimately
understood. They also frequently reported gain-
ing an increased understanding of their own out-
look as a result of their participation. (So well
received was the experimental procedure in fact,
that the experimenter was contacted by over one
dozen friends of the subjects asking if they could
participate also. (Most were not students in the
introductory psychology course.) Almost all of
the subjects reported having no idea about the
purpose of the experiment. Three subjects ven-
tured the guess that the experiment was designed
to test the “logical consistency” of their thinking
The subjects were then questioned in detalil
about what basis they had used to make their
decisions about which construct they preferred to
remain the same on during the determination of
the relative resistance to slot change phase of the
experiment (Step 6). Not one subject was able to
formulate an explanation for the basis of his de-
cisions. That is, how did they know which to
choose? Why did they choose the one they
chose? The usual response was “l| don't know; |
just seemed to know; it just felt right.” This line
of questioning left the majority of subjects rather
perplexed. The experimenter then answered in
detail any of the subject's questions about the
experiment. The average length of time required
to complete the experiment was 2 hours and 53
minutes with a range from 1 hour and 5 minutes
to 4 hours and 40 minutes.

Scoring

A wide variety of scoring systems for the data of

the resistance to change grids and the implica-
tion grids are possible. A number of them were

tried; the results of these methods corresponded
quite closely to the results obtained from the

scoring systems presented below. The scoring
systems finally used in this study were devel-

oped primarily as an attempt to eliminate tied

scores in the data.

1. Resistance to change grid scoring method

The purpose of this method is to rank order the
20 constructs in terms of their relative resistance
to slot change. Because change on some con-
struct pairs appeared to the subject to be (1)
equally undesirable or (2) logically incompati-
ble, the number of actual choice pairings for
each of the constructs varied. It was also ob-
served that, not infrequently, the pairings of
three or more constructs would violate the logi-
cal principle of transitivity, that is, if A is gater
than B, and B is greater than C, then A is greater
than C. For example, in the construct pairs A-B,
B-C, and A-C, subjects would occasionally say
that they would change on B rather than A,
change on C rather than B, but then they would
indicate that they would rather change on A than
C. These instances might indicate that constructs
A, B, and C are practically equal in importance
to the subject. (It is worth noting that the latgnc
time between the presentation of a construct pair
and the final decision by the subject was mar-
kedly longer for pairings of highly similar con-
structs; thus, latency measures could be used in
subsequent investigations.) The important point
here is that a forced rank ordering of highly
similar constructs (particularly is this so with a
cognitively simple structure) increases error va-
riance. Since the following scoring method does
force a rank ordering of the constructs along a 20
step scale, the results reported in this study are
conservative. To rank order the 20 constructs,
the following rules are applied in order of prece-
dence:
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1. For each construct obtain the total number of
times it resisted being changed in all of its
pairings (its resistance score). Obtain the to-
tal of the number of actual choice pairings
for each construct (its actual choice score).
The actual-choice score is 19 minus the sum
of the number of logically inconsistent pair-
ings and the number of equally undesirable
pairings.

2. Locate all those constructs which were never
changed in their pairings. Of these, the one
with the highest resistance score is designat-
ed rank 1, the remainder are then rank or-
dered in terms of decreasing resistance
scores. (When tied scores occur here, each of
them is assigned the average of the ranks
which would have been assigned had no ties
occurred.)

3. The remaining constructs are ranked in order
of decreasing resistance scovefess

a. Two or more constructs have equal re-
sistance scoresThese constructs are
then ranked in terms of which one re-
sisted change more often when paired
with the others of the tied set. If this
cannot be determined from the grid (i.e.,
no actual choices occurred between the
set), then they are ranked in order of in-
creasing actual choice scores (e.g., a
construct which resisted change in 9 of
13 actual choice pairings would be given
a lower numerical rank—indicating a
greater resistance to change—than a
construct which resisted change in 9 of
19 actual choice pairings. The logic here
is that the resistance score of the first
construct might have been higher if the
number of actual choice pairings had
been equal.)

b. Two untied constructs have resistance
scores that differ by only one pairt
the actual choice score is equal to, or
greater than the actual choice score of
the other construct, the rank order be-
tween these two constructs will be de-
termined by their pairing on the grid,
that is, the one that resisted change in
this pairing will be assigned the lower
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rank order numberindicating a greater
resistance to change. If the pairing is in-
determinate, then they will be ranked in
order of decreasing resistance scores.

A simpler, though somewhat less accurate scor-
ing method for the resistance to change grid
would be to rank order the constructs according
to the percentage of times each resisted being
changed in its pairings. This will increase the
number of tied scores, however. Notice that the
rankings produced by either of these methods
reflect an approximate hierarchy of values or
commitments for the subject. The logically in-
compatible pairings probably indicate constructs
of high factorial similarity.

2. The implication grid scoring method

The variety of ways in which the implication
grid can be analyzed are still being explored.
Some of these will be discussed in Chapter VI.
In this study the grid was scored as follows:

a. The column for each construct was summed
to indicate its first order superordinate range
of implications. Then the superordinate
ranges of implication for the specific con-
structs 44 in the superordinate range of im-
plication for a given construct were summed.
This sum represents tlecond orderange
of implications for the given construct. The
20 constructs were then rank ordered in
terms of their second order superordinate
implications. The numerical rank of 1 de-
notes that construct which has the greatest
number of second order implications. The
second order range of implications was used
to minimize tie scores; actually, the correla-
tion between the first order ranks and the
second order ranks was extremely high, thus,
the use of second order implications was
probably superfluous. (It should be noted
that the superordinate range includes con-
struct relations of both the parallel and reci-
procal forms.)

b. The superordinate range of implications for
the subordinate constructs were, respective-
ly, the sum of the sums of columns 1
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through 10, and the sum of the sums of the
columns 11 through 20.

c. The subordinate range of implications for
the subordinate and the superordinate con-
structs were, respectively, the sum of the
sums of rows 1 through 10, and the sum of
the sums of rows 11 through 20.

The hypotheses stated operationallysee p. 29
for the general statement).

1. The rank order of the constructs as derived
from the resistance to change grid should be
highly positively correlated with the rank order
derived from the implication grid.

2. The sum on the Implication grid of the sums
of columns 1-10 will be significantly less than
the sum of the sums of columns 11-20 for the

group.

3. The sum on the Implication grid of the sums
of rows 1-10 will be significantly less than the
sum of the sums of rows 11-20 for the group.

3. Constructs 11-20 will have a lower mean re-
sistance to change rank order (indicating a great-
er resistance to slot movement) than constructs
1-10.

CHAPTER V
RESULTS

The best results of this study have little to do
with the hypotheses set forth in the last chapter.
This research provided a series of observations
about (1) the process of “doing” research itself,
(2) the individuals who participated in the study,
(3) others’ constructions of what the study was
all about, and (4) the characteristics of the tech-
nigues employed. These observations raised a
myriad of questions; it is these questions which
constitute the best results of the study.

As an illustration, let me cite the first two
people who participated (Appendix, subjects 1
and 2). Subject 1 was a 19-year-old, intelligent,
poised, very attractive, well dressed sorority

girl—from one of the “best” sororities, at that.
Noticing the conspicuous displaying of a rather
large diamond ring, the experimenter asked
whether she had recently become engaged—to
which she replied with radiant warmth, “Oh yes!
Two weeks ago today!” In response to a question
about when the happy event was to take place,
she said—with equal radiance—, “In just two
and a half years!” This was slightly unnerving,
but the experiment flowed along smoothly; in
fact we were ahead of schedule and had enjoyed
three leisurely ten-minute breaks. Then, to con-
struct 16 of the implication grid, in addition to
the indicated responses, this subject became enu-
retic. You read it correctly. Thiwasunnerving;
it had not at all been taken into account by the
dissertation prospectus. To spare the girl the em-
barrassment of acknowledgment, the experiment
was quickly completed and a ruse concocted so
that she could leave with aplomb—and a wet
bottom. Now, there continued to be some discus-
sion as to whether or not this represented the
application of a preverbal construct. Interesting-
ly, construct 3, wants to get married-doesn't want
to get married, implies realistic-naive (number
9), self-centered- broader outlook (number 16),
and narrow-minded-well rounded (number 17).
It is implied by needed-unneeded (number 15),
useful-unuseful (number 20), and self-centered-
broader outlook (number 16). Thus, construct 16
and construct 3 are reciprocally related; this is
the only reciprocal implication of construct 3.
Construct 16, however, is very heavily recipro-
cally loaded on the other constructs of the Grid,
while construct 3 is not. Apparently the subject
had not elaborated the implications of wanting to
get married, since a reciprocal implication is tak-
en to indicate a very high degree of functional
similarity between constructs. Thus, extending
the implications of 16 may have indicated to her
the significance of wanting to get married. At
any rate, she produced interesting “results.”
Following this episode and with much trepi-
dation—the experimenter hesitantly began the
interview with subject 2. This subject was a 23-
year-old, thin, unshaven, dishevelled, suspicious,
deliberating male. He seemed to be most inter-
ested in the task and frequently became deeply
absorbed in his thoughts, particularly with re-
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spect to his unusual elaboration of the Buddhist
conception of unity (see 48 construct 14, unified-
isolated). He produced a remarkably symmetri-
cally patterned implication grid through the
process of lengthy intellectualized discourses
about each implication. At the end of the expe-
riment, he asked to see his implication grid. He
studied it for some time, then commented on its
symmetry and interrelatedness. He asked if the
experiment was to test the “logical consistency”
of his thinking, and was told “No.” He then said,
“It's kind of paranoid, isn't it?” to which the ex-
perimenter replied, “I'm not quite sure | under-
stand what you mean by ‘paranoid™. He said,
“Well, if it's really confidential in here, Il té
you. I'm kind of in therapy—with a psychiatr-
ist—group therapy. You know? He says I'm pa-
ranoid schiz. I'm withdrawn, paranoid, and a
drug addict—primarily marijuana, but I've been
off it for awhile now.” He related that he had
been quite socially withdrawn for about the last
five years and used this to explain the consisten-
cy of his thought. “If you have nothing else to
do—if you're as withdrawn as | have been—then
you'd only have your thoughts left. That's what |
do, | put them in order, that's most all | do..h,O

| get depressed often. The world can never be
changed, so | guess I've just given up, that’ all.
His one ambition in life is to become a writer
(construct 12). His commentary suggests that the
maintenance of such an extraordinarily tight and
simple structure would necessitate the following
tactics: the use of excessively lopsided, loose, or
permeable constructs; the frequent extortion of
validation-hostility; 3) the general withdrawal
from validational-invalidational situations (i.e.,
constriction of the perceptual field). Notice that
the invalidation of 49 almost any one of his con-
structs would produce a massive implicative
shift in the direction of threat; it is perhaps for
this reason that he cannot conceive of a chang-
ing, evolving "world." His Impgrid is also un-
usual in that there are no significant differences
between his subordinate and superordinate con-
structs with respect to their superordinate range
of implications (Chi square = - 0.15), or their
subordinate range of implications (Chi square =
+ 0.04). (A negative sign means that subordinate
constructs had more implications than superor-
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dinate constructs.) The threat hypothesis (rela-
tive resistance to slot movement correlated with
superordinate range of implications), however,
was highly significant for this man (rho = + 0.82,
p<.0005, one tailed test).

Subject 15, should perhaps also be men-
tioned. He was a tall, lanky, crew cut, 18-year-
old, Freshman baseball player. He described
himself as “the only child—and spoiled! | really
am not very good at ball, but | need people to tell
me I'm important; | like to see my name in the
paper. | guess it's ‘cause I'm hanging on by my
fingernails in baseball.... Me and Mom—we're
together! We use Dad, | guess. He doesn't like
baseball, but Mom—well, she likes everything |
do. She's really great. She's my best fan. Comes
to all the games. You know what my goal is?
(Shyly) I want to make varsity, and when | grad-
uate | want to give Mom my letter sweater, so
she can wear it to her women's clubs. She'd be
proud with it on; she already told me that.” And
later, “To be a success and be able to feel impor-
tant, that's the main thing | want out of life.”
Aside from being reminiscent of a morbid scene
from Edward Albee's playhe American Dream
he did produce an interesting implication grid.
Construct 20—feel important-feel unimpor-
tant—shows the greatest resistance to slot
movement and the highest number of superordi-
nate implications. It also has a fairly large num-
ber of subordinate implications. This dimension
seems to represent a point of unstable equili-
brium—or positive feedback—in this subsystem,
because it is both the cause and effect of numer-
ous changes in the system. Thus, slot movement
on this construct will probably produce a spiral-
ling of elation or depression. Construct 8—
Jewish-Presbyterian—is interesting, because it
showed the second highest resistance to slot
change, yet it had no superordinate implica-
tions—which is just the reverse of what would
be expected according to the threat hypothesis.
When questioned about slot movement in the
direction of becoming Jewish, the subject replied
that he liked Christmas trees and pork, and so,
saw no advantages to being Jewish. He reported
that he had met a Jewish person once and hadn't
much liked him. The obvious paucity of con-
structs related to the Jewish pole of the construct

Personal Construct Theory & Practice, 7, 2010, Sep@nt No 1



The change of personal constructs

suggests that high resistance to slot change here
represents the avoidance of anxiety rather than
threat. Being Jewish is a context that is outside
the range of convenience of his system, except
for some few, vaguely unfavorable connotations.
Another construct that functioned in a similar
way on several other grids was the dimension
masculine-feminine. Here several males had
high resistance to change scores for this dimen-
sion, but their Impgrids revealed that feminine-
masculine had few differential implications for
them (except that movement toward the feminine
pole was to be highly resisted). Perhaps, in part,
the stability of personality, roles, moral attitgde
and opinions, etc., results from the relative ab-
sence of differential construct implications relat-
ing to slot movements; that is to say, the strategy
of censorship and other forms of repressive con-
trol are based, in part, on the maintenance of
conditions of anxiety with respect to various slot
movements. Virtue in this form is a synonym for
ignorance. It should be noted that the presence of
these anxiety constructs in this study constitute a
considerable source of error variance with re-
spect to the threat hypothesis being investigated;
they had not been anticipated. The technique of
locating constructs that are highly resistance to
change, but that have few implications, should
be of considerable interest in subsequent re-
search in the area of anxiety. It is hoped that
these illustrations will give the reader some indi-
cation of the hypotheses which can be generated
by a careful examination of the data contained in
the Appendix.

The statistical analysis of the data in terms ef th
specific hypotheses gave the following results:

Hypothesis 1. The relative resistance to slot
change of personal constructs will be directly
related to the superordinate range of implications
of those constructs.

A Spearman rho was calculated for each sub-
ject using the resistance to change rank order and
the second order superordinate implications rank
order for the 20 constructs. These individual cor-
relations are reported in the Appendix. The 28
correlations were then converted to Fisher Z
scores in order to calculate the mean Spearman

rho for the group. In spite of the presence of the
anxiety 52 constructs previously discussed, the
threat effect was substantial and very highly sig-
nificant (mean rho = + 0.59, t = 3.708, p < .0005,
one-tailed, df = 26).

Hypothesis 2. Constructs functioning at a higher
level of superordination in a hierarchical context
will have a larger superordinate range of impli-
cations than constructs functioning at a low lev-
el.

The significance of the difference in frequen-
cy of the superordinate and subordinate con-
structs for each subject was determined by the
chi square distributions. The individual results
are reported in the Appendix. For the group, su-
perordinate constructs had almost 18 per cent
more superordinate implications than subordi-
nate constructs (17.89 %, chi square = 618.34, df
= 27, p very significantly less than .001, since
the chi square required for this value is 55.48.)

Hypothesis 3. Constructs functioning at a higher
level of superordination in a hierarchical context
will have a larger subordinate range of implica-
tions than constructs functioning at a low level.

The individual chi squares are to be found in
the Appendix. A difference of nearly 19 per cent
more subordinate implications for superordinate
constructs was found (18.89 %, chi square =
1012.65, df = 27, p very significantly less than
.001, since the chi square required for this value
is 55.48.)

Hypothesis 4. Constructs functioning at a higher
level of superordination in a hierarchical context
will show a greater relative resistance to slot
change than constructs functioning at a low lev-
el. 53

The mean resistance rank for each of the two
subordinate and superordinate groups of con-
structs was calculated for each subject. The rank
order range is from 1 to 20, where 1 indicates the
highest relative resistance to slot change. For the
group, the mean resistance rank for superordi-
nate constructs was 7.86; the mean resistance
rank for subordinate constructs was 13.14; the
mean difference of 5.28 is very highly signifi-
cant (t=10.369, p <.0005, one-tailed, df = 27).
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Further analyses of the data which are now in
progress will be discussed in the following chap-
ter.

CHAPTER VI
DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR
FURTHER RESEARCH

The results of this study have furnished substan-
tial initial evidence for the utility of the theoof
construct implications and the associated metho-
dologies of the hierarchical method, the resis-
tance to slot change grid, and the implication
grid. The broader theoretical significance of
these results is that they provide support for the
Choice and Organization Corollaries of personal
construct theory. In addition, the findings again
highlight the importance of Kelly's First Prin-
ciple: “If you don't know, ask the person; he just
might tell you!” Basically, the methodologies of
this study were the means whereby a person
could explain his outlook, in a systematic fa-
shion, to a rather thick-headed experimenter.
Now, in a chapter such as this, it is perhaps a
bit redundant to say that a dissertation about im-
plications has implications for further research,

process of loosening and tightening subsystems.
Scalar change appears to be determined by the
increase or decrease in the number of subordi-
nate constructs which can be used to imply a
polar position on a given construct.

3. The Choice Corollary and the inferential com-
patibility interpretation of the Modulation Corol-
lary suggest an approach to the determination of
the relative permeability of constructs. If sosthi
might enable a therapist to anticipate the effects
of linking various constructs. (Inference, here,
refers to psychological inference; this is not nec-
essarily equivalent to logical inference.)

4. Constellations, pre-emptiveness, and proposi-
tionality have been previously defined as being a
particular class of superordinate constructs about
various construct subsystems. The fact of con-
struct interrelatedness is in no way taken as a
measure of constellatoriness or propositonality.
Such a definition provides a new point of depar-
ture for subsequent research.

5. The importance of a person's superordinate
constructs about subsystems and the process of
construing itself is enormous and relatively un-
explored. Chapter VIl was written to illustrate

but such is the case. These ideas are by no means just this point. The concern with hierarchical

integrated at this point in time, so they will be
presented in a cafeteria style:

1. The construct implication rationale and me-

thodologies obviously require experimental

cross-validation using various treatment condi-
tions within subjects, and perhaps various non-
verbal behavior correlates as well. The present
study was a correlational one.

2. Since scalar change is a slot change in the
magnitude used to describe a construct alterna-
tive, the general approach of this study should be
useful for investigating this intriguing form of

construct change. It is interesting to note that
scalar reconstruction may, or may not, result in a
change of implication; thus, scalar changes can
be used to stabilize, or alter, an implicative net-
work, depending on other factors. The use of
scalar constructions seems to relate to the
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location in this study reflects a strong interest i
tapping into the highly superordinate network of
constructs about the process of construing, that
is, reconstruction. Impulsivity, rigidity, proposi-
tionality, the decisionmaking and creativity
cycles, all seem to be related to these superordi-
nate constructs about the management of con-
struing and the anticipated status of the resulting
construct system. This notion of the monitoring
of the process of construing provided a basis for
the slot movement hypotheses of this study. The
Choice Corollary and the associated threat hypo-
thesis are constructions which were apparently
shared in some measure by the majority of the
people in the experiment. At any rate, we need to
know a good deal more about people's personal
anticipations and constructions about the process
of anticipating--their principles of "systems
management,” as it were. Creativity can be re-
garded as being a set of such superordinate prin-
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ciples; if so, these principles can be communi-
cated and modulated.

6. As an illustration of the issue just raised, the
following hypothesis received some support in a
pilot study: Change in the subordinate implica-
tions of a construct (i.e., loosening or tightening
will be facilitated by the prior stabilization dfe
superordinate implications of that construct;
likewise, change in the superordinate implica-
tions will also be facilitated by the prior stabili
zation of the subordinate implications of that
construct. This idea was derived from the threat
hypothesis and the principle of maximizing the
total system implicativeness as cited in this dis-
sertation. A psychotherapy analogue is the reso-
lution of transference by the use of the technique
57 of reassurance. This is the notion that con-
structural reorganization can take place only
from a position of relative stability. The implica-
tion grid technique will soon be used in a formal
test of these hypotheses.

7. The implication grid seems to hold promise as
a technique for locating those construct dimen-
sions along which reaction formation or extreme
behavioral transformation would probably occur.

8. In the present study only the parallel and reci-
procal forms of construct implication were in-
dexed by the Impgrid. The orthogonal and ambi-
guous forms could also be investigated by this
technique. Orthogonal relationships might indi-
cate the points of transition from one hierarchic-
al subsystem to another. The implicative dilem-
mas of the ambiguous linkages seem related to
conflict and double-bind theory, and are, there-
fore, of particular clinical interest.

9. The trans-contextual identity of constructs has
been previously mentioned as a problem in need
of resolution. Perhaps the indexing of the ranges
of implication of a construct will be useful here.

10. The excellent dissertation of Jennings (14)
involved the experimental alteration of the loo-
sening and tightening phases of the creativity
cycle. The theory of construct implication sug-
gests that the subordinate implications, or the

superordinate implications of a construct, or
both, maybe either loosened or tightened. The
systematic effects of these variations remain to
be explored. (See also 6, above.)

11. A number of investigators have been inter-
ested in the differences between personal and
provided constructs. Isaacson (13) and Cromwell
and Caldwell (6), for example, found that per-
sonal constructs resulted in more extreme ratings
than provided constructs. The distinction is arbi-
trary, however, because all constructions are per-
sonal constructions. This dissertation supports
the hypothesis that the threat potential of a con-
struct is a function of its implicative signific-
ance. Now, if it can be shown that the differen-
tial systematic implications of "personal" con-
structs are significantly greater than the implica-
tions of "provided" constructs, then one would
expect that it would be more important to clearly
resolve constructional ambivalence on these
constructs of high implicative significance than
on those constructs of low significance.

12. Resnick and Landfield (54) in their investi-
gation of the Dichotomy Corollary distinguished
between logical constructs (e.g., mature-
immature) and peculiar constructs (e.g. intelli-
gent-bad). Perhaps peculiar constructs represent
a highly constellatory implicative relationship
between two construct dimensions (e.g., intelli-
gent-stupid and good-bad). A way of testing to
see if peculiar constructs represent such a rela-
tionship would be to ask the subject if all events
which are described by the negation of one pole
of the construct must necessarily be described by
the opposite pole in all cases.

13. Newman's (51) distinction between stable
self-constructs and self movement constructs
suggests—in terms of construct implications—
that movement on stable self constructs may be
limited by either extensive implicative invalida-
tion—threat—or the absence of an elaborated
alternative—anxiety. The converse would be
predicted for the self movement constructs. The
Impgrid methodology could be used to test this
hypothesis.
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14. This same methodology could be used to
clarify the meaning of the fascinating Bieri gene-
ralization gradient (3). This effect could be ac-
counted for if it is shown that the similarity of
constructs is directly related to the degree of in-
terrelatedness of their superordinate implications
in a given hierarchical context. Thus, when inva-
lidation of a construct threatens the hierarchical
implicative network with invalidation, stabiliza-
tion of similar constructs will function to pre-
serve the implicative integrity of this network.

15. The indexing of the polar implications of
constructs should allow one to differentiate more
clearly between threat and anxiety constructs. It
should also provide a basis for differential pre-
dictions concerning the relative degree of threat
or anxiety, since these degrees are regarded as
being a function of the range of implication of
the available constructs.

16. Core and peripheral constructs could be dif-
ferentiated by indexing the number of implica-

tions in their respective ranges of implication.

This information would be of particular interest

to the psychotherapist.

17. During the elicitation of construct hierarchies
by the hierarchical method, it was observed that
occasionally a specific construct label would be
given at several different levels in the hierarchy,
e.g., if constructs A, B, and C imply X, and X
implies D, E, and F, then occasionally D, E, and
F would imply X again, and this would, in turn,
imply G, H, and |. The construct that functioned
most frequently in this fashion was "happy-
unhappy.” The theoretical significance of this is
not clearly understood. It may mean only that
construct labels will have to be “indexed” in the
manner of General Semantics with subscripts
indicating their locations in a hierarchy.

18. The data of the Impgrid is readily amenable
to the various factor analytic techniques that
have been used with the Repgrid. The host of
measures that are made possible by a factor
analysis of either the columns or rows of the
Impgrid are still in the process of elaboration. It
is planned that the data of this study will be rea-
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nalyzed in light of these measures in the near
future. Hopefully, some additional hypotheses
can be tested, as well.

19. A variety of comparisons between the data of
the Impgrid and the Repgrid are possible. To
date, we have only a limited number of protocols
from people who completed both designs. The
pilot studies of both J. R. Adams-Webber and E.
L. Morse (The Ohio State University, 1965)
are—among other things—throwing light on this
aspect of construct theory research. The advan-
tages of using the combined data from these two
techniques are still, as yet, untapped.

20. While many modifications of the Impgrid are
possible, it was used in this study to indicate the
parallel and reciprocal forms of implication
among constructs of the preferred self hierarchy.
It is possible to also analyze the patterns of the
parallel and reciprocal relationships separately.
On the Impgrid, the cells indicating reciprocal
relationships are the points of column and row
symmetry for each construct. A reciprocal rela-
tionship between two constructs is taken to indi-
cate a very high degree of functional similarity
between the two constructs. Notice that the re-
mainder of the implication grid patterns for the
two reciprocally related constructs may differ
widely, as was the case for constructs 16 and 3
for subject 1 cited in Chapter V, or they may be
nearly identical. As was suggested by the expe-
rience of subject 1, markedly different patterns
might have clinical significance. Now, if reci-
procal relationships indicate functional similari-
ty, then it seems clearly probable that (1) the
number of such reciprocal relationships and (2)
the specific reciprocal relationships for each
construct could be easily used to predict the fac-
torial similarity—or cluster membership—of all
of the constructs on the implication grid. That is,
the construct which shows the highest number of
reciprocal relationship with the other constructs
on the Impgrid should appear as the centre of the
first cluster in a factor analysis of the grid. The
Impgrid for subject 8 (see Appendix) furnishes
perhaps the clearest illustration. Notice particu-
larly the two blocks of reciprocal implications
for constructs 17, 18, 19, and 20 and constructs
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10, 11, 12, 13, 15, and 16. These should appear
as two separate clusters when factored. Notice
that constructs 11 and 16 have the highest num-
ber of reciprocal implications within the Impgrid
matrix; they should thus have the highest load-
ings in a factor analysis. What is being suggested
here is that perhaps it would be psychologically
more advantageous to factor the patterns of reci-
procal implications only. This variant is present-
ly being explored.

21. The implication grid methodology was de-
veloped primarily as a means to directly assess
construct relationships. Many maodifications are
possible. For example, one could generate impli-
cation grids for a wide variety of contexts and
conditions of administration (It would be inter-
esting to see whether the total number of impli-
cations on a grid varied as a function of examin-
er credulousness, for example. One intriguing
variation would be to ask a subject to think about
a particular person (a Repgrid figure, for exam-
ple). Then, ask him to indicate what other con-
struct locations they could probably imply about
this person if they only know his location on a
given construct and no others. The resulting
Impgrid would portray their network of implica-
tions about this one person. The procedure
would then be repeated using different figures in
each case. It is expected that certain constructs
might be related in the context of certain people,
but not in others. Such variations would be of
particular clinical interest. This procedure could
be used as a measure of loosened construction;
or, perhaps, the formation of impersonal percep-
tions by controlling such parameters as the
amount and kind of information supplied. It also
offers an approach to the problem of constellato-
riness and propositionality. Subjects could be
asked to rate their degree of certainty about the
utility of each of the construct implications they
form. (The Impgrid instructions should stress the
idea of probable—not logical—implication.)
These ratings should then indicate areas of po-
tential loosening and tightening, since they are
taken to be measures of constellatoriness and
propositionality. As such, they are one of the
predictors of psychological movement. The fac-
tors affecting the formation and alteration of

them, as well as the systematic consequences of
such alteration, will be experimentally investi-
gated in the near future. The Impgrid can also be
used to indicate the superordinate networks
which link various construct subsystems.

22. The scoring procedures of the Impgrid are
also widely variable (see 18 and 20, above). It is
possible to calculate an index of logical inconsis-
tency for each Impgrid. This scoring system is
based on the principle of transitivity, i.e., if A
implies B, and B implies C, then A should also
imply C. Thus, if construct 1 implies constructs
3, 7, and 8, then it should also probably imply
everything that 3, 7, and 8 imply; it may also
imply additional constructs as well, but it should
at least imply the constructs implied by 3, 7, and
8. The instances where this has not been the
case—where the probable implications have not
been extended—are of particular clinical and
theoretical interest. This logical inconsistency
index could be used as an operational definition
for insight. The data of the present study will be
reanalyzed using a correction factor for the rela-
tive lack of logical extension of construct impli-
cations, since not extending the implications of a
construct will create a considerable error in the
superordinate implications rank order for that
construct. It will be of considerable theoretical
interest to see if the correlation between the-rela
tive resistance to slot change ranks and the supe-
rordinate implications ranks (i.e., the threat hy-
pothesis) can be increased by a correction for the
lack of implicative extension.

23. The rows of the Impgrid indicate those con-
structs which can be used by the subject to imply
his polar location on a given construct; that is,
the given construct monitors changes on the con-
structs within its subordinate range of implica-
tion. The rows, therefore, are related to the rela-
tive range of convenience of the constructs.
Now, the Choice Corollary of personal construct
theory implies that every time a person chooses
an alternative of a dichotomous construct he
must have made some prior decision about
whether or not the choice will elaborate his sys-
tem. Thus, each person is expected to have a
personal theory or philosophy about what consti-
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tutes the greatest pathways of elaboration for
him. It is to these constructs that he refers when
making choices among construct alternatives;
that is, the choices must at least be compatible
with these over-arching personal principles of
choice. In order to function effectively these
principles must have an extremely broad range
of convenience, since presumably they monitor
all construct alternative choices. Therefore, & th
row patterns indicate the relative monitoring
range for each construct, then it follows that
those constructs which have the broadest subor-
dinate range of implications should be the ones
which constitute these pervasive principles of
elaborative choice within the set for the particu-
lar person. Reading the constructs of the implica-
tion grid in order of their row weightings will
thus provide a picture of the hierarchical ar-
rangement of principles within the set which a
person is using to elaborate his life. To illustrat
the following constructs are a sample of those
constructs which had the highest subordinate
range of implications for the people in the study:
more responsibility-less; happy-unhappy; nerv-
ous-self-controlled; more friends-fewer friends;
accomplish more-accomplish less; content-
discontent; easier to get along with-harder; broad
interests-narrow; understand people-
misunderstand; mature-immature; full life-
average life; feeling of well-being frustrated; do
more-do less; get more rewards-get fewer; self-
centered-generosity; easy going-worried; find
out more about self and life-less; more job op-
portunities-fewer; gain respect of others-loose;
have success-have little success.

Notice that the personal meaning of these
terms can be defined by their respective row and
column implications. This provides a means for
locating and clarifying the directions in which a
person is elaborating his life. In this sense, they
are somewhat related to the Adlerian concept of
Life Style. Whether these ideas about the signi-
ficance of Impgrid rows will be substantiated by
later research remains to be seen.

24. Individual difference measures such as total
number of implications, number of reciprocal
implications, logical inconsistency (22, above),
ratios of implications for subordinate and supe-
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rordinate constructs, construct similarity indexes,
etc., might be useful in future research.

25. The hierarchical method of construct elicita-

tion and the row analysis of the Impgrid both

gave hierarchical arrangements of achievement
and affiliation themes. These techniques might
be of interest to those interested in these con-
structs.

26. If the research in the field of cognitive dis-
sonance is viewed as basically the evoking of
inferentially incompatible constructs and the
subsequent reconstruction to reduce the incom-
patibility, then, by the use of the implicationdyri
technique, it should be possible to predict what
particular personal constructs pairs would be
“dissonant” and to what degree. One should also
be able to make some wagers about the direction
of “dissonance reduction,” as well.

27. Lastly, the most important single implication
for further research is the proposition that in or-
der to understand another person, one must un-
derstand the network of implications which re-
late and define his personal constructs in specific
contexts.

The next phase of research will be to apply the
general approach of this study to the remaining
two aspects of the problem of construct change;
namely, the shift change and scalar change of
personal constructs. Eventually, the resulting
theory of construct change will be brought to

bear on the problem of the analysis of the

process of reconstruction occurring within the

context of interacting construct systems—that is,
the process of two-person social relationships.
The author would very much welcome commu-

nication from others whose research interests
might be related to the issues set forth in this
dissertation.
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CHAPTER VII
A BRIEF AUTOBIOGRAPHY OF THE
PRESENT RESEARCH

This dissertation represents both the end point of
a cycle of experience and the beginning of one.
The purpose of this chapter is to present a brief
autobiographical overview of the six-month
cycle of experience which terminated with the
writing of this manuscript. The beginnings of a
new experience cycle have been delineated in
the discussion of the implications for further re-
search in Chapter VI. Since the focus of conven-
ience of this research concerns the general prob-
lem of construct change—reconstruction—, the
additional requirement of the self-reflexiveness
of psychological theorizing implied by personal
construct theory suggests that such an autobio-
graphical section is itself relevant to the general
topic of this dissertation. If nothing else, it doc
uments that experience does not come forth full-
blown from the side of Jove. Experience—in the
construct theory sense—is the interweave of
events and constructs, thus this autobiography
documents a cycle of people in interaction with
ideas.

The educational origins of this research are
complex and difficult to trace, but it seems to
reflect the convergence of four interrelated
streams of thought. When | was initially consi-
dering “doing” a dissertation, (I now know that it
is a living one), it was of the utmost importance
for me to know that | would be able in this re-
search to ask people a significant question about
the direction of their lives, the answer to which
would be significant for me and them and
would—in turn—lead to further questions. This
statement is related to the following four con-
cerns:

1. Meaning and significance in psychology
2. Change and process conceptions

3. Models of Man

4. The relation of science to Man

The word “concern” is used to indicate these
broad areas of personal envolvement. It was es-
sential that the dissertation experience should be

concerned with much more than its own comple-
tion.

The issue of meaning and significance had be-
come quite salient for me after completing prep-
arations for the General Examinations in clinical
psychology. Apart from the question of the theo-
retical significance of the various studies punc-
tuating the geometrical progression of psycho-
logical research, the question of the human signi-
ficance became an even more important issue.
Granted, the term “human significance” lacked
the elegance—and simple-mindedness—of oper-
ational definition, but there was no denying that
it was full of meaning—and | was not at all sure
that its meaning was simply surplus. It is of in-
terest that the most exciting concept | remember
from my S-R psychology and learning theory
days was Clyde Nobels, meaning—defined as
the number of associates to a given stimulus.
Here, | thought, was an inroad to the person.
Several other issues concerned me. Why was
it that most proponents of various theoretical
positions did not use their espoused position
self-reflexively? That is, why did they use one
system of conceptualization for themselves and
their intimates and another for their “experimen-
tal subjects™? Is there to be no psychology of
psychologists? What is gained if we regard the
phrase “experimental subjects” as a euphemism
for “experimental objects™? What is gained if we
abandon the hypothetico-deductive ambition to
deduce Man? What is gained if we regard the
purpose of psychology as being the creation of
Man rather than his reduction? What is gained if
we examine Logical Positivism and Dialectical
Materialism as modern sides of an ancient
coin—the problem of Being and Becoming?
Since each philosophy can be used to construe
the other, are they not alternative constructions
about construing? Can the structure versus
process dichotomy be usefully resolved by re-
garding man as structure-in-process? If a psy-
chologist were God—omniscient and omnipo-
tent—possessing perfect prediction and con-
trol—what then would he do as psychologist? In
the naive realism sense, shall the purpose of the
science of psychology be to discover the secrets
of Man by lifting the nightgown of Nature? This
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is the objectification of Man—Man, the object.
Not to acknowledge the existence of another—is
that not the ultimate hostility? What happens if
science is viewed as the human activity of the
expansion and articulation of anticipations? In
what sense can the goals of science be seen to be
human liberty; human community—in the sense
of the communion of persons; and finally, the
evolving awareness of the beauty and awesome-
ness of human existence?

What you have just read illustrates the kind of
thinking which characterized the rather misty
and global origins of this dissertation. As a style
of thinking it was dilated, loose, propositional,
invitational, and an expression of personal in-
volvement and deeply-felt concern. In a very
important way these issues set the outer parame-
ters of the present work. Realizing that outer pa-
rameters do not make dissertations, a very pa-
tient George Kelly chided me by suggesting that
a dissertation on the Nature of Man would be
perfectly acceptable—to which | replied that |
had not yet finished my thinking on the Nature
of God and the Universe! Wisely, he then al-
lowed me enough rope to hang myself; this
communicated faith and clarified responsibility.

From this point on the process of construing
was primarily one of successive pre-emption and
choice, tightening, and seeking and acknowl-
edgment of confirmation and disconfirmation. A
quotation from John Dewey— “Conventionalists
and extremists are not Inquiring”—which | read
during the national elections, provided a signifi-
cant turning point. | equated inquiry with change
and decided to focus on the problem of change
itself. A sample of the constructs | was elaborat-
ing with respect to this problem included
change-stability, ambiguity-certainty, relativity-
absolutism, freedom-limitation, seeking-
avoiding, expression-repression,  creativity-
conformity, future-past, process-entity, expan-
sion-constriction,  flexibility-figidity, = open-
dogmatic, identity- identity loss, static stabiity
dynamic stability, consonance-dissonance, con-
gruity-incongruity, balance-imbalance, leveling-
sharpening, internal-external locus of change,
high-low risk taking, high-low skill at role play-
ing, the balance of person predictability versus
environment predictability, sociological va-
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riables, and the temporal dimensionalization of
kitchen sinks. My pre-emption at this level had
at least taken me from the sea, but it landed me
in an atheoretical swamp. It was here that | tried
on George Kelly's freely offered and amazing set
of glasses—and caught sight of land—with
mountains to climb! Magnificent mountains!

The problem now became to see what change
meant in terms of construct theory, research, and
related methodologies. It became quite appar-
ent—even though | had “read” Kelly—that the
significance of personal construct theory can not
be grasped until one has envisioned with it. It is
fertility—significance not yet envisioned.

But vision is not enough. It is necessary to be
involved with the people who are the subjects of
this science. My armamentarium now consisted
of such notions as  superordination-
subordination, validation-invalidation, construct
density, complexity, propositonality, pre-
emption, constellatoriness, permeability-
impermeability, looseness-tightness, dilation-
constriction, repertory design, serial invalidation
etc., and these constructs now stood in a nomo-
thetic network. During this phase of the research
| was involved in a number of extensive inter-
views and small, intensive pilot studies. The ma-
jor lesson here was to learn how to ask questions
about change so as to enable the person to ex-
plain himself to me systematically. At this time
my conceptualizations were cluttered with many
individual differences hypotheses which ob-
scured the structure-in-process conception | was
working toward. Basically, | explored the things
| could do to produce a change and the variety of
ways a person construed change in his life. Since
the conception was to be self-reflexive, | became
my most useful subject.

The pressure of time became a decisive fac-
tor, since | was preparing for a Research Fellow-
ship in London, England for the following year.
As | sat staring at the mass of hypotheses, micro-
theories, protocols, and field notes | had com-
piled, | acknowledged that the time for tighten-
ing and constriction, pre-emption and choice—
was now. It is important to mention that at this
moment | experienced a sense of depression,
because—for me—tightening implied a loss of
implication, meaning, and significance. It was
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not until my dissertation subjects were well
along in their task of explaining themselves sys-
tematically to me that | realized—profoundly—
that clarification andunequivocalprediction are
the means whereby we precipitate ourselves into
a new experiencenew meaning, andaew signi-
ficance. Many of the characteristics of the impli-
cation grid were totally unimagined until after

the leap had been made and the data collected.

The sense of the Mystery of existence is not lost
by clarification and commitment; it is gained.

I had now specifically focused the problem to
the construct implications of slot change. | ela-
borated the notion that construct definition must
involve a statement of the superordinate and
subordinate implications—the focus and range
of implication—as well as its focus and range of
convenience. The final issue was one of mea-
surement techniques and methodology. By this
time | had become sensitive to the loosening-
tightening-testing sequence and could modulate
the process, so that the hierarchical method and
the implication grid technique readily evolved.
The actual running of subjects was highly inti-
mate and meaningful; it could hardly have been
otherwise, since | was indexing significant per-
sonal constructs and the network of implications
relating them for twenty-eight on-going human
beings. The running of subjects represented the
end of one cycle of experience, but the intimate
contact and perspective which this cycle has
provided now creates a magnificent vista. In this

sense,determinationand initiative are inexora-
bly linked.

One final note: This research was a lived hu-
man experience. Science is not a disembodied
entity—a mere exercise in voyeuristic objectifi-
cation; it is a human activity—perhapise hu-
man activity.

CHAPTER VIII
SUMMARY

This dissertation was conducted within the con-
text of personal construct theory and addressed
itself to the general problem of the change of
personal constructs. Specifically, it presented an
initial formulation of a theory of construct impli-
cations which was then applied to an analysis of
the relative resistance to slot change of personal
constructs. The hierarchical method for the elici-
tation of superordinate constructs, the relative
resistance to slot change grid, and the implica-
tion methodologies were used to test several hy-
potheses which related superordinate implica-
tions, level of superordination, and resistance to
slot change. The findings were substantial, high-
ly significant, and provided support for the utili-
ty of the Choice and Organization Corollaries of
personal construct theory. Numerous theoretical,
methodological, and empirical questions were
raised and suggestions for further research pre-
sented.

APPENDIX

Instructions

This appendix presents the complete data for
each subject who participated in the study. The
following instructions apply to the interpretation
of these tables:

1. The sex of each subject is indicated after the
subject number.

2. Constructs 1-10 are the subordinate con-
structs; constructs 11-20 are the superordi-

nate ones. The side of the construct which is
typed first is the side which the subject pre-
ferred for his self-construction.

3. The matrix at the top of the page is the rela-
tive resistance to slot change grid. The num-
ber of each of the twenty constructs is indi-
cated along the side and bottom of the grid.
The rank order of each construct is indicated
directly below its number on the bottom of
the grid. The rank order of 1 designates the
highest relative resistance to slot change. A
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dash under a rank order number means that
0.5 is to be added to the indicated whole
number rank order. An “x” in a column indi-
cates those constructs on which a subject
preferred to make a slot change on order to
remain the same on the given constructs in-
dicated by the column. A blank in a column
indicates, therefore, those constructs which a
subject preferred not to make a slot change,
but was willing to change the column con-
struct in order to do so. An “X” or a blank in
a row, however, has just the opposite mean-
ing. The letter “i" is used to indicate those
construct pairs for which a change on one
while remaining the same on the other is log-
ically incompatible. Construct pairs for
which no choice could be made, because
both changes were equally undesirable, are
indicated by the letter “e.”

The bottom matrix is the implication grid.
The number of each of the twenty constructs
is indicated along the side and bottom of the
grid. The rank order of each construct is in-
dicated directly below its number on the bot-
tom of the grid. The rank order of 1 desig-
nates the highest number of second order su-
perordinate implications. A dash under a
rank order number means that 0.5 is to be
added to the indicated whole number rank
order. An “X” in a column indicates the pa-
rallel superordinate implications of the col-
umn construct. An “r” in a column indicates
the reciprocal superordinate implications of
the column construct.

The Spearman's rho for each subject for hy-
pothesis 1 follows the letter “A” at the bot-

tom of the page. The correlations for various
p values using a one-tailed t test and an N of

20 are as follows:

rhc p

0.37¢ .05
0.515 .01
0.561 .005
0.679 .001

The data for each subject for hypothesis 2
follows the letter “B” at the bottom of the
page. The first number is the sum of the
sums of columns 1-10; the second the sum of
the sums of columns Il - 20. The third num-
ber is the chi square value for each subject.
A negative sign means the sum for columns
1 - 10 was greater than the sum for columns
11 - 20. The p values the individual chi
square values, df = 1, are as follows:

chisquar p

2.71 AC
3.84 .05
5.41 .02
6.64 .01
10.83 .001

The data for each subject for hypothesis 3
follows the letter “C” at the bottom of the
page. The first number is the sum of the
squares of rows 1-10; the second, the sum of
the sums of rows 11 - 20. The third number
is the chi square value for each subject. A
negative sign means the sum for rows 1 - 10
was greater than the sum for rows 11 - 20.
The p values are the same as in 6, above.
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Data
Subject 1 F
Sublact 1 F
1 1. quick tempar--pentle
% 2
3 2. leadar--follower
¥ =4
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i = & dogan't
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Xxx %X x8
{xx{ = g 5. comBOn BeEnSse=-=-GCmELET
ix a 1) bralned
&= {11 6. conservative--radical
1e 1z
dxmrxxaxixR 13 7. oodem ldeas--
e e p i 14 old fashlomad fdems
i eee i 15 B8, doesu't lac peopls take
% XX X% x 15 gdvantaps of them--doen
ftxx ==%1i % 17 9. realiscic-- aalwe’
{11 x=1 E L= 13
AxnEx ETXxxxxxxx xn %19 0. belisves in collage for
11i1ie sean i ) uoeen-~doasn ' ¢
Z019181716151433121110 9 B ¥ 6 5 4 3 2 1 11. persuades people--
31711 9 8 3 318 3 3 341613101219 72015 causes arguements
12, friendly relationss=
CAUSES ArTTisman L8
¥ XXATRX TrrX ® 1 1% oore friends-- fawer
XETEETRAUEL XX XXX XX x 2
= L 3 14, gecurlty--insecurity
X XT AEF¥YPxx TXX &
L x * T 5 15. nesded--urmeaaded
X x r ITX ® &
¥ XY xx rEX 7 lé. broader dutlook--
= K X T Frxr r 3 ol f=comtencd
xrx ixx X Tr TCTx 9 17. well=rumdad--
r rr r i narrow mindad
T TTITXY T T T il 18, get more out of 1ife--
T TTETILT rT T Tlz rat lags
¥ Errxx xxx XE=xT Tx13 19, bawe more meaponsibilicy
XTTrrer T T 14 ==hgwe lasa
TTT T rr 15 20, veeful=--umuseful
¥ TT EXETTrTTET XRI®EXT TI§
ETT rxrctrTrTTTCT re rx 17
T TrTTT TIK 12
X EIXTTEXXETXX XXX T xl9
T T re 20
20191817141514131201 W 2 87 65432 1
10327 6 3 616 5 &5 B1814133005161%2012

A, 750 B:65,129,63.01 C:B85,100,6.78
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Subject 2 M
Subjlect 2 H
1 1. likergl-~conse vvative
i : % 2. lower clgss attitudeg--
= middle ¢laas attitudes
{15 3. etraight forward--
{ 116 round abouk
% 1 %7 4. comcentrata=-drife
ii i 18
i ix L% 9 5. concerned with art--
x 1 ®xi 1=l recognition
L1141 11 { 111 6. pets hy=-doing what
1111 14 {412 is expected
{41141 11 t 1413 7. likes rurel thinge--
& likes wrban things
i i : : i : : z : : :}5 8. indifferent to dis-
f1te11 1i {116 approval--conce roed
nirxwrnixni =% % %17 9« flexibla toward morals--
yx ixxxxxxrxxxxxixxld strict ~.-- o
texwixxxxxzaxxxxxixxly 10. consistantly honest
fixxxxxxxnrxxxrx il xx20 with self--Incom-
2019181716151413121110 9 8 7 6 54 3 2 1 aistantly honest
16191914 51312 5 5 51110 515 S 51817 5 5 il. open minded--closad
12. could bhe a writer=--
r FrETFETTTET T 1 couldn't be
r TLCTCTETYrTTLTTY ¢ 2 13, avare--unaware
I & T 3
rYX ® 4 14, unifisd-=igolated
TYYTICYTITPEXTY O
FrYTIFTTTXCT r rr& 15. happy--unbappy
e ¥x r v r?
rrrrrrrry TTCT ¢ A 16, henegst--dishonest
rITTITTTI T T ry 9
TYTrTITT TIr rCT r 10 17, respect gelf--
TYTYT ¥Y¥r TOT r rlil dislike self
TrrT FTTTr TCT r riz 18. worry less=-- worry mome
rTr rrrrr TT T rvl3
YT TITTTEY T T r it 19, solving problemg--
TTYT TFEEETTEE Tr ¥Xxxl5 bofgned divm
FTEXELECrTY TCT r rlé 0. mccomplish mors=-
XEXXXEITT TTX x%Xx17 accomplish less
TT r x 18
*r r T s iy - 19
TT x Fr 20
987854321
fﬁ‘_ll 1131121;61.;131 léu;“g 8 31512 82018 111

A:0,.817 B:105,101,-0.15

C:102,106,0.04
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Subject 3 M
Subjeect I M
1 1, vndexstanding--
%2 demanding
i x3 2. self-controlled--
14 ne Tvous
5 4. have poals--drifring
TEX %6
XEX®XXT L, conslderare of others--
xxxxnxxb self=centerad
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® %1 o
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Subject 4 M
Subject & M
1 1. likes sports--
2 indifferent
x 3 2. coordinated=--
XX X4 unecordinated
503, stable--fly off
xx x 6 the handle
XX XXXXT 4, faddieh--comservative
XTxxuxd
x x ? 5, confidence=-lack of
¥R 10
1l 6. uamarried--marrviad
® 12
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Subject 5 M
Subject 3 K
1 1. eopenly sentimental--
® 2 hidden sentiment
x 3 2. parent--child
&
X 5 3. tbovish--girlish
¥ ® b
e 7 4. 1like science--
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i i 10 dependant
i i 11 6. modermn--old fashioned
1% i 12
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11414 14
1114141 fEx4111d 15 B. higher natiwve
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XX XX AXEXEXX KX X L% x1E rebelled
1111141 12 10. open minded--
i 1114111 20 prejudiced
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Subject 6 F
Subject & F
1 1. irresponeible--
2 respong b ix
i 2. agmecable=--
x 4 disagreecable
i 5 3. sgtand on own two feet-
X MEK ] -fallows
XX 7 4. easy geing--
i ==xx S axcitphble
11 = xx = 9 5. bripght--dull
i i 10
XX XX®HX X 111 6. humorous--no Sense
x1iii % = 12 of hmor
% 0% HXEEH 13 7. friendly--gnobbish
®OXXHR E . 14
%R xE I = %« 15 8. Yind--nasty
R xx = X R 16
i i 17 9. forciving--unforziving
i i L 18
i1 i ® 19 10, smbicious--
® K i e x 0 unambLtious
O19181716151541301201010 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 11. unpredictable=-
53 161211 910 818 416141715 113 71920 prediccable
12. popular--uvnpopular
T ® 1 13, setisfaccion--
T T TE® ®T 7 digsatisfaction
r T T 3 14, do more things-=
*E r X r & do less thinza
rrr Tx ¥ T r 5 15, broad minded--
X T f rarrow minded
*® ® T ®r 7 16, understand otherg--
o ® T ¥ ¥ 2] misunderatand others
® ® o r r 9% 17. legam mom--
T r ot 10 leawm less
T T rll 18, more of a fuoture--
S § b S - i 5 r 12 less of a Future
TR X ® x 13 19, attain goals--
XX Tx 14 unattained goals
X r %5 20. happy--unhappy
= r % 1g
T ® r 17
T T ® L 4 r tx 18
TR ® r r ®=x 1%
XHEXE =XTH X ® 24
0I9181714151613120110 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Aglﬁ 6 9 312 ilg 114 7 8101416 21611 418

A:0.271 B:44,55,2.75 C:47,32,0.53
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The change of personal constructs

Subject 7 F

Subject ¥7F
1 1. have own way about
p bome~-=-gasy going
*x 3 2. gdult-=childish
xx L4
1145 3. show emotiong--

i 1=x16 suppress exotions
xxRxxExT 4, relipiom inportant--
xw EHx B religion rules
i1 xx4i9 5. takes Initiatiwe--

xx xx xx 10 doesn"t
i1 1i=x 11 6. public spirited--
i i1 17 militant
iiL = ® 13 7. 1likes ko work with
= %X o = ¥ x 14 handg==doegn® t
111 = 4 x 15 8. activity minded-=
i 1it =x i ® 16 hemebody
L i i 17 9. strict--lanient with
1 ix ® 13 ckild's pafety
xRE xXE % ® i 1% 119 10, dossn't 1ike Eo
®EX ixi = t L L 120 tegsa==does
2019181716151403121110 9 B2 7 & 5 4 3 2 1 11, content--discontent
101z 2 L 61315 7 & BLF 51620 2141911 314
12, adijusted--
maladjusted
X = xr rt= 1 13, people like vou--
T 2 pecple dislike you
r X r X T rl 4. people do favers for
4 you-=pzople won't
rr X T r T TEX TS 15. free atmocphe po=--
r T T T % & strained
X 7 16. understand one another
% rx xx 8 --misunde re tand
*® ry xxx % 17. mature--resress
x 10
EKXXXXT XTI ¥x #®x xx 11 18, be respactad--be
EXrT T T T ®W® rr wx 12 lgpoked down on
X TrX T x 13 19, choose--chay
¥ R X X % w1k
¥XRXCT X¥TXY ¥ KE ¥=x 15 X, people not allowed to-
X rxXx r xx ®x 156 -people step on you
T r r 17
= x T rT x * 13
® ®XTXxTx 19
® T X x %D
0191817161514 13121110 © 3 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
7 811 116131911 31519 91419 3 417 6 2 2

A:0.582 B:60,59,-0.02 C:4D,79,38,02
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Subject 8 M

Subject B M
1 1.
.
xx 3 2.
x %G
x 5 a,
® % 6
® 7 4,
TN ERXELXSE
® ® 9 5,
% x 10
¥Tx xxxxxx Il &
®x i = *® 12
i ® " * ¥ 13 7
fx =¥ xxx x la
i * * 15 &5,
1 x*XE X x 16
14 i 17 9.
N | x 18
1111 i 1 1% o,
{1111 i i 20
2OIS1BL71A15042121110 9 8 7 &6 5 4 3 2 1 11.
4 4 6 310 815121118 7 920 214131816 118
12.
KX XXTrY XXTX rx rxx 1
: 2 13,
Xx X ¥ X = 3
EXEKXTX XXETx x K xxTdh 14.
® 5
®  x ® & 15.
€ ¥ 7
a 156.
3 17
¥XKRXTT TTT xE®E ®x 10 *
EXHEHTT TTr by ®x rxx rll 18
EXXETY ¥ ror % H xx 12 £
XEEXT ¥Frrx ® ®xx 13
X XE xx xx 14 13.
XXEXT XATrrrx =xx x3xrls 20
XX xEX T Trrrxx ¥ x Txx rib *
T Y r 17
rT T % 18
T rT ® 19
TITT * 20

201918171615141312110 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
153 21114191111 8111519 6111718 7

A:0.723 B:62,91,13.56 C:57,95,26.68

rage tved--emotional
married=—unmarried

privilegad--
daprived
petient-=impatient

initlative--timid
cnsel figh--gelfish
™3 tu re == {mma tu e
amoleg--doson'
educated--uneducptad

happy--ushappy
o Lake d=-=pe rvous

batter performanco-=
peorer performmmee
hisher salary--
loter aplary

buy more thingg--
buy fewer things
asptiafied--
dissatisffed
easiler to get along
with--harder
companionahip--
loneliness

wvarm feeling--

cold feeling
complete as a man--
incomplete

fulf111 purpose=-
unful f11led
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The change of personal constructs

Subject 9 F

Subjece 9 F
1 1.
2
¥ 3 2.
i &4
i =15% 3.
xx xxb
xxxxxr? L&
i =x= 8
rxxxxlexd 5
i 1D
® 11 &,
i ix x 112
i i iila 7
i =i i i 14
XERXEXRK e xxls 8.
xxli i i = 16
] e 17 9.
1 HEXX i = =x 18
ie e 19 10,
X ® % " x 20
2019181716151413022510 9 8 7 & 5 4 3 2 1 11.
5 18 21218 7 611 & 920131916141017 315
12.
rrx rx r 1 13,
rr ® T T 2
g x E T 1
xR T rrYrrrx ® T r &
ITY X r L ] 15.
* x x X KK *® »* G
x rr xxx x rr x 7 18,
I 8
x X E A = 9 17.
XX = LX XX pls]
TTEYYLY rr x 11 13,
TX X rr r v rr 12
Xrrrr TCET rr rrl3 19
X X IXX7T T T r ria
® xr rrer xr ®Tr x 13 a3,
XA TX r TrTIT rr T 16
rr T 17
ETXE X r xXTra r 13
¥ T r 19
T r rT 20
2019181716151412121110 2 B 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
5 615 2 7 912 4 3 1171812161910 5191014

A:0.657 B:464,99,68.75 C:165,78,2.60

independent--
dependent
ma ture -~ immn ture

emotiongl-=atable
emotlons

broad interestg--
narrow interestbs
leader--follower

open with friemds--
reservid
original--
non=creative

naodae ==
ald=-fashioned
conglgbgnt==
fncongigtant
thoughtful--
fmpulaive
satiafled--
dissatisfled
fealing of accomp-
lishment==lack of
feal fres--feel
tiad dowm

prowing up--ataying
YoUng

new experience--
same e¥Xperience
stimplating--

dvll gnd boring
respect--lack of

long lasting friends--

ghort term friends

. 8lncere==insincere

optimistic-=
pesgimiatic
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Subject 10 M

i
-

i1
201913

i
17
46121

k]
HH N
F E
b

L L B
H oo R
s ]

b1
"

*
r
r
rx
r T

woeog M
o]

x

16151413121110 9 4
11131012 5 Bl4ALE1D

Hoe A

1

X

Subject 10 M

i
i

i
i
1

H M= M

HoH oM

HHAHRA

]
Ly |

e

[
el

HH XA
L s T

-
oW e e

®

L2

®

2019181716151413121110 9 3 7

1

x 2

13

x X &

x*X® x5
XEXEXXBO

i 7

= xxxxx8
® xx fx9
x % 1 =10
111

i i 1z
i * 113
i i 14
x i =15
3 3 %16
x i 17
18

i x1%
x 120
THS5 4321
3201715 918 7
«® 1

2

T x x 3
&

5

® B
T T

% B
9

10

= rx ril
T T 1z
13

T r x xl4
15

16

x rx 17
X rr 18
T Tr 19
T T 20
S4321
1816 61014

195 71012 3 2 412151813 71

A:0.709 B:33,99,132.00 C:45,87,39.20

1. broader religious

2‘

3‘

.,

11.
12,
13.
14.
15.
i6.
17.
18,
19.

20.

sotlook=--narrower
regerved--amotional

enjoys achool--
doesn't

intemaated in
politica--uvninteves ted
enjoys art--doesn't

likes humtloge=-
dielikes hunting
values gecomplishment
-=doesn’

likes football--
diglikes

adult dregg=-

teenage dress
beliaves common sense
{mportant--common
sense tnimportant
unders tand people~-
mizunde s tand

centribute--

ot contribute
Livable socilety=--

unlivable

happinesz==

unhappiness

mafculine~-- feminine

acceptance--rajection
leam more-=ieam
less
prepared--unprepaved

succeds--fallure

tow idaas-~same fdega

40
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The change of personal constructs

Subject 11 F

Subiect 11 F

KX

1

X 2

3

i 4

Xx "5

xxxx xb

x 7

i XX 8

HEKEHEAX L9

10

111

i b ® 12

x X 13

i= . XX 14

i L3 3 15

X X x x 16

i 17

xil 18
e 19
¥ ETX XX ® X %z xR0

2015181716151413121110 9 8 7 6 543 2 1
15 2 3 1 7 411 9 8 510131412201713 61916

Xrre TTIXTITY T ¥ 1
rrrrxx ® ¥ T » rrr 2z
rrrrxrrxrrrrrr rrr r 3
Y rrrXXxxrcerrATE rr &
rx *® ® K XT ¥ 5

&
Tr XTITXX¥XT T TT 7
FYr TarrxrTrIrX T *r 2
TEITTYETTACLTCE x r 9
rTrTYTYETERTIT OTTY trr 19
TETTTETTXYTXTr YT rrx ril
rrrTrTrrrr rerfr rrorrl?
r r rll
rrrrrr Xrrrrrr T Tl
TTTYTT TXTTLTTEYTY r rl%
TTT TIXTErTrr T rl6
rr TrEHRTTITIT rr e 17
T TTTITTXTYTFTXEX rTrTTld
T TTTrTrTrTTITTYTTIYE Ly T T Tl
TTXXYYREYrCTTI rTTrT M0
a019161716151413121110 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
13 112 7 4 4 8 2 28 611}31520191610!31?

A:0,758 B:107,157,2.34 C:123,161,2.63

7.

a,

9.

10,
11.
1z,
13,
14,
15.
16,
17.
18,

19.

20,

tolarant==
intolerant
orpanized--
disorpanized
mature-=-imsture

down to earth-=
flighty
intelligent«~
less intalligent
artistic--
unareistic
serioug-=-dreamer

deeper-=ahallower

accepba--atives oSvay
little things
davotad-=wlshy-washy

easier to get along
with-=hardar
people with you-=
people Btay away
people help you--
people unable co
feel cnjoyment--
feel lonely
happy=--unhappy

life goems egolar--
1ife secms harder
goals in life--no
goals  almless
contentede--
frustrated

people trust and
respect you== peopla
apprebensive
permitted to do more--
parmittad to do less
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Subject 12 F

Subject 12 F
1
2
¥ K3
x 4
111 5
[
17
111 i a
¥ X X xKEXY
X KK KRR Hx RO
i L1 x i1l
® iifxx =xi1 12
i 111 i 113
i i »11 ¥ i4
i i { 15
xid=zi 111 i1t 1ils
ii11 i i i 17
i i 1 N i 18
{11114 1 111 14 19
1141 f4d1t i i11d 1 20
2019131716151413121110 9 8 7 6 5 &4 3 2 1
72 6 715 & 9 21211192010 8 51715161318
TTTTYITITYTITTTH L TT 1
TETLT T rrrTx r Xr r 2
rX ¥ w % wou oA P ri
»® i
A 4 T X ¥Ttxh
FrErITrrTrrerTx &
FTTITrT TTYET T T r7
TTTITY TTYTX rx rré
= o
E i £ 10
TETTITITY X rTrx¥ r rll
TTTYTrYTrT TX TFTTYT r rl2
rrrrrTYT rrx rctrr oy ok |
ITTTTET TITTX TTTH x rlg
TTTTXYT TITIT X=X%r % rls
TTTYX FTITTX TEYX ® Tlh
rrr Trrrrrer TrrT T tl?
rTY rrrerrrrx Trere ® r rl8
r rrrrrETEETT Trrerx T rld
FrTTTYZTETITE i 3 T 20
2019181716151413121110 9 8 76 54 3 2 1
2 17 3111612 & 9 7 62013141017181%15 5
A:0,511 B:102,167,19.85 C:90,15%,32.%0

1.

10.
11.
iz,
13.
14,
15.
6.
17.
18,
19.

20.

domingtes=
subasrrient
atfistic=-

mechanical

belone to sorority--
dogsn't

undars tandiog--
flighty

emctionally inwelved--
carefrae

married mich later--
married soon
organlized-=
disorganized
professfional intereste
=«lay interasts
intarested in sporta--
intereated in job
interested in traval--
interested in home
leade r-=follower

exciting-=-
unintemesting
aocomplish more--
accomplish less
recopnition--lack of

gecurlty-=-ingecurity

responsibilicy--
lack of
satisfection==guper-
ficial sstisfaccion
iuprove self--stay
game Or $0 dowm

full iife--

average life
aoale=-=-no goals

42

Personal Construct Theory & Practice, 7, 2010, Sep@nt No 1




The change of personal constructs

Subject 13 M

Subject 13 M

1

2

3

® 4

5

1 &

XXX 7

TEEZXEK 5

EEEXEXR % 9

*® i 10

x 3 111

® A X x = | &

x 4 13

14

x 15

L= 16

L i= 17

i = x 18

i 1 = 19
X X X i 20
2019181716150413121110 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
325764 19151610201814 B11 3121714
T 1

2

r Erx %€ 3
T Y X ® 4
I ® &
T T [
7
T xXrx = x B
® 9
A ® XX % x10
TEXETHEXETLTY XXxXxXXx 11
TR ETEXX T r XEEEX 12
I TTTTXXE TET ™ XHEKEKEEX 13
rlg
T XKr XxXTCT 15
TTIrr TXTTPN r rT 16
rry TXXTIFrrxx KX XX 17
Er TEXXT T ] 18
r YrrExr T K ® 19
TTTTXXYPrrexr v T T 20
0I9LE1716151413121T0 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
4668152 B131B12161415 21610112019
A:0.838 B:53,92,28.70 C:30,115,240.83

BI

%

11,
12.
13.

15.
16.
17.
15,
19,

20.

farm--can’t farm

intereated in caxo--
uninterested
plays plano--doesn'e

music director--
doean't direct
typea=--doesn't type

interested in musle--
vninterssted

ep lovee--hoss
plays vislio--dogan™t

deesn't play polf=--
dogg

. teach mugic--doesn'c

less presaure--more
freedom—-restriction

feeling of well=being
==fruatrated

. healthy-=unhealthy

mor: hnowledge--laas
growth--stagnation

accomplish more==
accomplish less
etntribute to society
=g contribution
worthuhlle--worthless

self expresslon--
litcle self expression
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2019181716151413121110 ¢ 8 7 6 54 3 2 1
138 18574 1 5121919191014161715 310

A:0.916 B:46,100,63.39 C:60,86,11.27

Subject 14 F
Subject 14 F
1 1, work to capacity--
2 doesn't
xx3 2. put others first--
%14 put self firet
*x 3 3., open minded--
®x 6 etubborn
®x 7 4. senstible=-spur of
Extxxxxi the moment
XXX xEXxY 5. mature--lmmsture
EExx o xxll
i ® 111 6. not chagpena=-=obacana
i 1z
1 1 13 7. intelligent-~stupid
i1 i 114
114114 1 15 8. leszer interest in
1111 i 16 Sports--strong
11414 1 17 9. melizious--non-
b | i4 i 18 religious
1i1 1= % elf 10. eglm--narvous
XEXAXELEEXE ® 20
2019181716151403121110 9 8 7 &6 5 64 3 2 1 11, better grades--lower
1 63 33 98 3 T131915201210151617 314
: 12. accomplish purpose--
fail tao
rxrr rr ® 1  13. help peopla--
r T 2 hurt peopla
¥ T XX ® 3 14, feel worthuhila--
XEXXXE XXX X %X ®x ® b fEﬁlfﬂ.’.]-HfE
¥ HEXX XXX = A 15. satisfied=--not
&
; 16. good life-<bad 1ife
9 17. bappy--not happy
XXXXXXXX XX % ¥ x10
TX TITTEX T x rll 18, have friends--
xXrrrrx r x ® rl2 have encmien
Tr ¥ 13 19, feel wantede=
TrXrrr =xr X * rl4 feel unvanted
TXXYXY TXCTCY x % 15 20, be right--be wrong
IXXTr TrLXrry * 16
EEX ITTEXCTCCT X x rl7
r » ¥ 18
x rr X x 19
* I rrxxr x % x20

44
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The change of personal constructs

Subject 15 M

Subject 15 M

®

i
111
®

X

WM MMM

k]

AHHEHLH AR

20191817161516 13121110 9
111101213 5171418 &4 516

] L A -
B "

HeHH MY RN
Woe o A
HoHHH e

r
L

E

HHHHHHA

T
T
r

L B T B

HH =

"o

Mo OH M

a1 L, ]
H "

AHH®
LT

r
13

r

HoHMHH M A H

M H MMM

X

M

MR XN

&
2

HAMAX A AL N XN

oo

315

-

o o oM oM oMM
L T T B I O

2019181716151413121110 5 &8 7 &
17 24 51112 516 85131919 310

-

LN I -

Pl
=

lmwvHEHAHMHHA R

E - -
= L

H RN

Wl e e W W
"

M H A

4:0.389 B:51,106,59.31 C:37,120,186.1%

Emmumm#um_

B e e e b e el i
(=10 0. . W RSy FThy O

W O el O L P bl B e

=
-
[

11.

1.

14,
15.
16,
17.
1,
19.

0.

peas to church--
doesn' t

strons latemest in
baseball--mild
garried=--ummarried

likes Dapora (boy's
naxe) ==dis likes
equal--gldekiek

cany activitieg«-few

definite {idoage=
flogts along
Fresbvtorian--
Jewlsh

riddle clagg=-
lowver class

goes steady--
opposed te 1t
feel not alone with
ty problams-- foel
it's gll up to me
ecasler o attein
gonls--harder

do more--do lesa

more Informaticon--
leas

proficient-=
inexparienced
attaln core goala=-=~
attain fewer

more rewards--fower

guccess--medioera
friende~=- few friends

feel important--
feel unioporeant
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Subject 16 F

Subject 16 F

1 1. ceoopromising--
2 8 tubborn
L 3 2. jovipl--zerious
4
5 3. calm--nervaus
ExE®xb
x 1 7 4. less easily angered--
g nore
¥ xxx¥xx 9 5. friendly--anobhish
& 10
= x 11 6, live in country--
1z live in city
i i 13 7. sgrand up for self--
i i 14 back dowm
x1 i1 15 8. plrle-tozboy
ii 1 16
i1e 114 1 17 2. talkative--quiet
x 1 & i 18
kX XExxxi x 19 10. docan't use matirical
¥EX XXX 20 huzer=~doas
2019181716151613121110 9 B 7 6 5 5 3 2 1 11. have g gzood time--
710 32 13 4 6 5121119131420 915171618 mies slot
12. happy--vnhappy
TrX® % xx T | 13. pood himored--
HEXEAAXEXXEXXT * 2 upset
¥ RAERTTE ¥ r 3 l4. docan't hurt people'a
X T T TOUY T rd feelings==doas
EYTErrrrrey W 5 15, feel good==feel had
&
r ®» 7 16, people not afraid ro
8 gpproach you== people
REXAEXXERYTT rx =® 9 &frald
T x 10 17, being g parc of things
XTIATXRT T %1l ~~depressed and lonely
HrXITRLrXT TYRTX RTET 12 18, paople like you--
I O I R TTCT 13 people don't
rEr ¥ T T ®x rTx®r xl4 19, do more--do less
XERTYLr Frrrex % 0 15
rr TXT % R 16 20. not pet blgmed
XE®X HEKTTT XTT 17 unfalrly=--pat blamed
r o r x rr 13
b S A S x ¥ 19
Xxr ¥
0191817161516 131211 W 9 8 T 6 5 4 3 2 1
11419732 310131219161817 5 6152014

A:0.74%9 B:53,113,67.92 C£:65,101,19.94
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The change of personal constructs

Subject 17 F

Subject 17 F
1 1, quieter--expresses
% 2 exotions during
xx 3 unneasary argeements
4 2. doesn't like fishinsz--
b does
& 3. lfve in city--
xxxx x7 liva in country
x1x *8 &4, ummarried now--
i = 9 marrlied pow
EXxXxxxXxxx® 10 5 mipure--fmmarure
x ® 11
i x 3 12 6, conservative with
11 * 13 moralg--iiberal
£ 14 x i 7. interested in politics
1ixi x x 15 ~~uninteres ted
XEXXX XX x 16 2, peacher--student
XHEAEXE XX * 17
K HEHX XX w 18 9. hiﬂhﬂ'{ education-=
x % i kL 12 lower education
EX X XxXxX X XX X p 10. like houseworke-
2019181716506 13121110 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 dislike
0581213 722 6 920 41118 11415181816 11. gain friends--
looge friends
12. secigl--gloma,
rx T ®E 1 faolgted
r % 2 13, few mental problems--
3 many
s & 14, nommal life--
r rr 5 brealdown
X R o0 ? 15. happy--unhappy
® r X B 16. clean--messy
xXrr T THKX o
2 10 17, more advantagos--
EX X T rll faweT St
TEY 12 18, higher standard of
r rr r 13 living== lovex
T TT 14 19, Finish education--
ITXx x rrrr rls couldn'e
TEX X r 16 30, life essier--barder
rTr R X T ®x xl17
r X T 18
reT ] 19
EXX Trrx ® X X 20
2019181716151413121110 9 B 7 6 5 & 3 2 1
759616312 314181115201612 § 81812

£:0.577 B:28,53,22.32 C:26,55,32.35
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Subject 18 F

Subject 18 F

W

H
e
E
WO D S WA B L R e

: R
xxxii
i 111
rEXixxx
I xuwsxxxxld
i X % il
1 i % i % 17
i i i 1 13
®ix = xi=®{ix 14
i i i i % 15
Ixxwn tLixx { 16
X Ex x 1 17
i KR *® i1 18
® ¥ e X ®E R EEKEX i%
A A A X ¥ X K OEH XX 20
F019181716151613121110 9 8 Y 6 5 4 3 2 1
1716 4 513 311 1 8 72019 91% 212 6141014
Ex v ®¥Xr ¥Tt?*T TCT¥ TTX 1
Trr rrrrx rrer 2
FTEXX ¥ rxx rT b
EXrTYTYTTC.T r r wrdh
TTTTICXYXTYTT® = ¢ 5
TTTTT XY ¥ XX ¥r rvrbk
rTEr TTTHXAXITTX rErTrrld
TTIrY = rrrxi
X rx T r 9
TXE TXTY T X K x ri0
TEX®E Y T xrrxxrll
EZEER T % TT ®1z
TTY®XTT TYCF r r© =©rl3
HEXHEEXT TX r rrrr li
I T T T YT OK rrr 15
rr T r Trr txlé
Tr T ARYTr-rry ri7
Y H®EXR TErxXx EZErrrrer =18
r *TTHRE T ® ®rTrCT rr 19
rTYrxx 3 XEELEY rr 20
I019181716152613121110 2 A 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 814 3 4 215 11016192013121017 618 5 7

A:O.471 B:1l06,130,5.43 C:116,120,0.14

3.

I“I

10.

11.

13.
4.
15,
16,
17.
18,
1%,
20.

ZLTONg TEmpeT=-
easy=-going
mdarstanding--
narrow minded
respectful-=
disrespectful
responsible--
irresponsible
indiffervent--
easily burt
perceptive--
mmrealiscie
BEMeLoug--
self-centerved
mature-~innocent

domines ring--
gubmiasive
happy-go=-lucky--
quiet

daeclalive~--
indecisive

o lf-confldance-=
ungure of self
stabla-=-unstgble

happy--wnhappy,
depressed
mature -~ {mmmature

more forsight--less

gocompllcbment -~
no accomplishment
satisfaction--

ne satlafaction
accepted--rejecied

belonz=-=being on the
cutaide

Personal Construct Theory & Practice, 7, 2010, Sep@nt No 1




The change of personal constructs

Subject 19 F

Subject 19 F

1 1.
z
x 3 2.
xxié
¥x 5 3.
1 1 6
xxii1=17 [
i xxx B
i 49 e
x 10
1 11 &.
SO S LT 1z
£{1i=x11+4id4 14 13 7.
1 i 1 i 14
ftixd ix 15 8
111 ii1 i 141 16
1141 x4i1i i 17 9.
i4 i 1 L1411 11 18
114 i i ii1i 1141 19 0.
x L1111l %1 H 20
2019181716151413121200 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 11.
£ 138 410 117 9 511 F151913 16201541218
- 12,
% X x % ¥R T ¥ 1 13.
K T R X r T2
T 3 1%,
b ol B X ®xrda
X x x xr ¥ x5 15.
T 'r T T X AXYT X T X r &
7
TX XX r AT = B8 15,
T X r T 9
T T ® T i0 i7.
rr 11
x r T X ¥ 12 13,
rr *® r 13
r x® 14 18,
rEXXET AEEXZIXRX T xx 15
L 3 TEEELEEEA S rH 16 0.
T EKXXETE T 17
r x % X T 18
*x X *® X XX T 19
XXX TETR XKETXCT ® 0
3019161716151613121110 9 B 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
1614 5 42015 6 7 8 1 3 81111 21817131019

A:0.273 B:61,77,4.20 C:62,76,3.16

easy golng--
high strung
tactful-~tactless

inftigeive=-=lack of
valaxed--nerrous

senae of humor--
lacka
attractive=-=-
Unattractive
worhe==0ve TwoThks

people Interested in
ma==uninte ran ted
fnterest in hizher
aeducation--digsinterast
liberal minded.-
gtrict

lotge perspective--
¥eep parapective
sociecy approves--
soclety digapproves
teap job=--loose job

goas to collega--
can'e

deep persongl satis-
faction-~disgatinfact=
ion

accorplish more==
atcooplish less
broad minded==
narrow mindad
understand people-=-
wisunderstand

help people--can't
help people

leprn moré-—

learn less
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Dennis Hinkle

Subject 20 F

Subjact 20 F
1
= 2
ix3
A
1 i5
ixx %6
+x 117
xixtdi =8
w = 9
=1 1411 10
x 1 i 111
14 12
% 1 ® i 13
xxx xx¥x wxidxls
i i i 15
¥ 1 1= =x i =1 ilé
xnwrrxunxxli 111 =17
i i i I 18
i i i 114 11%
® i ® x ¥ xx14d 20
201918171615161312110 2 8 7 6 5 &4 3 2 1
6 3 31711 115 g 72 713 5161418 9210152012
Xr o - T ® *® -« 1
= T e 2
® T % T T T 3
T re r T T T &5
T T T % ®r 5
T ® X T TT H®TIX 6
: 4 ® T X T T ik %7
T S ry ey x8
x 9
T .4 ® r T T 10
® T = % x rlii
xR Y % T x X 1z
T X % r T i3
®r 14
r 1s
T rlé
T b 4 ® x xXrx T x 17
TX T tr £ ¥ r© T 18
T r rld
XTT x ® rX 0
2019181716151413121110 9 8 7 654 3 2 1
1z 4 615181910 81515 520 312 & 7 1 11512

A:=D.250 B:65,50,-3.46 C:65,50,-3.456

1., insensirciva--
gensitive

2, filghes for oum
way-~doesn’t

3. talkative--shy

. popular--unpopular

5. feel paopla like oe--~
fecl peopla dialike me

E. Llike people--den't
1likke people

7. dogan't show
fealinga--doas

8. Criendly--
un friendly

9. intelligent--
stupid

10, kind--unkind

11. stromg person--
weals person
12, happy--unhappy

13 +« B tﬂh h“mﬂ&)‘

14, get what you want--
ook

15, better person-=
lower person

16. not jealous==
jenlous

17. people get to koow
you==pacple don't

18, wore Friendg--
fewe r

19. not lonely--lonely

#. do mores-=do less

Hote: Thiz subject ahowad
graat difflculey in
concentrating on the
experipental task.
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The change of personal constructs

Subject 21 F

Subjecrt 21 F

1 1. easy-going-=-
w 2 worried
3 2, szensible--
xxxb& scatter-brained
ix 5§ 3. pature--immature
&
x x 17 4. sure of goalg--
XX xxxxx8d unBuYe
i 9 3. interested in apeech
EERER X R R IO edvcation--disinterest
i i1l 6. easy to get alomg
® X i x 12 with==stubborn
i1 13 7. fun loving--serious
= 1 14
114 1 15 8. carefmme-~tied down
HER x Ed 14
XEHxX x = ®x ok x xxlT Y. even temper--
ETEXXEXXXE XN XX R oK x x 118 quick temper
w  n 1% 10, deoing thinge different
i =X 20 vays-~SamE UAYE
0121817161516 03121110 9 6 7 6 5 & 3 2 1 1l. good feeling--
5 42017 8 1 3 111 £19 91812 71316101514 bad feeling
12, more friends--fower
AL HAXKET T ¥ % 1 13, feal not glones==
® x ® 2 feel alone
T 3 14, feel wanted necded--
x ® 0% 4 fael vnwanted
5 15. geceptod--rojected
T T &
" * = x 7 16, people want to halp
% a you==-people don't
r r r9 17, move {deps--faver
x 10
XXT EXHMAXX T roa rll 18, easier to wolue
® T £ x 1z problems==harder
rT ¥ ® 13 19, decide for self--
TT X ® 14 others daclde For you
rr ¥ * 15 20, being an individual--
® T ® 16 being one of the
x ¥ 17 Tassas
x = T ® rld
T T 1%
r ® 20
20191817161510413121110 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
8 6131510 3 & 5 7 818 21418 11515101812

A;D.Bﬂ? BtET*ﬁS.IE-Uﬂ C:Eg,ﬁﬂ,ﬁ.?ﬁ
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Dennis Hinkle

Subject 22 F

Subject 22 F

1. ineellectual-=
non={ntallectugl

2. maeks out social
world--doesn't

3. williog to accept

o
E-nm-dmul.n-uua-

x things=-~rebellioua
x L. mature--immature
x =x1 i
ExXxX 5. happy--moody
i xxxX - i
1 1 =14 111 fi. serlous agbout capeer=-
i i =1 12 doasn't care
i =i 13 7. security--insecurity
i i i 14
xxx 1 i 1 115 8, concermad with 1ife
i 1 1 i 16 itoelf--concerned
XEARETXX xxilwxw x17 with ovm life only
ix1ix i 14 41 18 9. controlled temper--
iizx=zxx =x XXX 19 hot tempered
x 1 = 1 1 £ 11 20 10, extrovart--introvert
20191817161514623121110 9 8 7 6 564 3 2 1
510 417 19 2 6 711151812 813 314192016 11. find out mome about
self and life=- find
cut less
® X XXT rx 1 12. more interesting
r r T% TrETrET X r 2 person=-=leas
x ETrTTExTrT £ rxrr v 3 13. sure of self--
X ¢ XT* TTFrTFT %X TrrXE T TG& minad up
ET CXTTTrET r r ] 5 14, sarisfied==
r r r 6 dissatiafied
x r t rrr x7 15. get move out of life--
F r %¥ XTCTT xx rxt goat less
re x rx xxr rTr 9% 16. enjoy peopla-- doesn't
X = = 4 T x r 10
TEr TTrxXxTrT r Tx xXxrrr¥ll 17. bettay job--worse
rE TETETEXX TXTCT vy r 12
rr % T X TTTEIT 13 18. takes advantage of
rx %X T = % ¢ r xl& epportunity--doesn't
XXT X XXTT r rrr 15 19, succeed--fail
4 rrr t 16
ATT X x x ITTXX 17 20. easler to get along
XT T®XT T T r T T Tt 18 with people--harder
X TIX T ®T 19

T TXTCT

T
T
2019181716151413121110 9
2121320 1 915 & 5 518 7

A:0.447 B:87,112,7.18 C€:95,104,0.85

4 7 r X
87654321
171416 310 81119
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The change of personal constructs

Subject 23 M

Subjact 23 H

%
%
X X
%
XX XK XX
XxE=x %
b
i
F i xll
12
x 13
B 14
XX % % x15
W oW X ® K =16
® 17
i 18
x® 1= 19
i x x 0
20191817160150413028210 9 & 7 6 5 &4 3 2 1
& 5 2 31113 7 6 114 BIDIB201215161719 9
% TT EYrTrr s 1
2
A T xr3
* rer T rrh
rvr ¥ TTEY r ®Xr xr «rb5
® ETT o rTr ® [
T
: 4 A
KT x A A X rY x® v r4
r rlo
XXX XXX XX XEAKE #xll
r ¥ T°T T rTT 12
¥XErx ®AT X ¥ rrr 13
T r rre rr 14
T x % ol % 15
r r = 16
w b w ® ® 17
x FTrriErx Xttx 18
x X x ® % 19
® T ¥®E x 20

2019181716151423121100 9 8 7 €6 5 4 3 2 1
1815 B20 417 2 6 51912 91615 7 3 1131110

4:0,057 B:70,65,-0.36 C:58,77,6.22

R S A .

11.

1z.

13.
4.
15,
16,
17.
18,
19,

20.

scientific carear--
philesophical
plave muslc--dossa’t

Joking type--

sericus
ragerved-="hegt"

higher grades-=lower

sgure of carear--
unfuTeE
vrmgrricd-=mareied

athlecic--pom=
athletie

ot self-conscicus~~
ge lf-conscious

uses Barcastic mor--
motherly humor

more job opportumities
== Feue

concrets, definies,
gure of aelf--lose,
comfusing

atcomplish more~--
accompiliash lasa
succeea-=fallure

Indepandent-=
subzarvient

aoelaty approves-=
soclety disapproves
belp people--

not balp people

ge lf-epream--
laferiority complex
mota aducation--less

integrated, broad
mindad--pnarrow mindad
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Subject 24 F
Subjact 24 F
1 l, easy-golng--
2 bad temper
= 3 2. saense of humor--
i G serious
i 5 3. happy-~unhappy
Xxxx 6
7 4. not posasgsive=-
» 2! poasesaive
xXxxxxxxx9 5. accepting, tolerant--
XX Exxx=x 10 Judging
xxxxxxx 11 6. reserved--
XX XXX 12 outgoing
i 13 7., bright in echool--
i i 14 not bright
%X % 15 8. 1likes animplge=
x % i 15 hates animglas
X =X XX 17 9. responsible--
KX EAXHXEELAE HRELEXRXx 18 irrespensible
i {ix=x xx 12 10, patient--
x X x 20 impatient
2019181716151413121110 9 8 7 6 S A4 3 2 1 11. people not mgd at me--
L 718 8 59 1 113161620 & 3161011121419 pecople mad at me
12, feel better--
feal mad
x XEXXETT ¥ r 1 13, better grades--
® XXX EX X X 2 worse grades
x XKXXE XX XX %R 3 14, go om in school--
= ; can't
T 13. enjoy more thingg--
T I XXEX¥X x x % 6 gﬂ-j!.{};mr e
r TR rr x 7 16, interested--
8 bored
x 9 17. learn more--
xx xxx =10 lzam less
x ¥XT NXAUE =%XX rll 18, more friends=-Sfawer
s KX TrxX %X xx rl2
T XE T x ¥ 13 19, do mora=-do less
T X r r 14
r Tr ® 15 20. work hard im school--
r r =t 16 leteing things elida
rr rr r 17
XEXXAAUXX TR EXEY x18
rr e %® 149
T XTCY T 20
2019181716150413121 130 9 8 7 65 4 3 2 1
3918 157 5 51315161710 218 612132010
A:0.823 B:4%,72,10.79 ©:54,67,3.13
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The change of personal constructs

Subject 25 F
Bubject 25 F
1 1. favors liberal acte--
2 Ezvors speclalization
3 2. extrovort-=iantyovert
&
5 3. slow in making
X % X & decisiong-=juzps to
® x 7 conclusicna
xxXxx¥xxx8 & healthy--uphealchy
x X o
X x xxi 10 5. wants children--
xx 1 xx 11 doesn't
x X ¥R X 12 6. active--pasaive
EEXX % X¥ 13
x 14 7. desire education--
mxxX=Ex x x=x=xi 15 disintarestad
X HEAXXX x xxi 16 8. plays tennis--
x i 17 doesn’'t
18 9. doesn't take people
XXX ¥ x¥%x x =1 19 for granted--does
x % % *xx = x1i 20 10, patiept--impatient
20191817161514613121110 9 8 Y 6 5 4 3 2 1
910 1 51316 3141112 8 520 717 2 6151819 1l. leam more--
leern less
12. free--bogped down
x e rx " 1
*® ®* T 2 13, byosd intereats-=
* T 3 naTrow
T %X 4 14. satisfind==
x b1 dissatisfied
x % T & 15. gat to kpow more
*® rYr T people--fewet
T = B 16, move accurate
*xXr % = ® ] decisiongs=less
r 10 17, cloge stabla relation-
rr T rll ships=-=digtant vostable
r T T 12 18, honeat with self--
rt r rl3 dishonest
x r X 14 19, give to others-
®x '3 ® ox ® r 15 take from others
X 'S T 16 20. needad--unmeedsd
Xx T 17
xx T T T 18
b X 19
T 20
2019181716151413121110 % 8 ¥ &6 5 4 3 2 1
19 27151714 4 4 4101317 £1720 7111711

A:0.346 B:24,40,10.67 C:30,34,0.53
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Subject 26 M

Subfect 26 M

1 1. mature--iomaturs
x 2
xx 3 2. calm=-~axcited
xxExhH
5 3. likes sports--—
x 116 dialikes
x¥xxx xn7 &, likes to go out=-
& prefers ts atay
ix 19 at hoome
X ux %10 5. marrisd--vomprried
111
*r ix X 112 6. understand others--
XK A " 113 misunderstand
xix ® % 14 7., sedapte--character
X XX 15
X ¥ ORX 16 8. wmasculina-=
¥EX®E EKR X HX 17 feminine
EXEXX XX XX xx 2 9. gets alomp-=critical
I xxXxxx®X XX =x 19 of etheys
X ¥ X* XX 20 10. settlad dewn--
201018171625 1413121110 @ B 7 6 5 & 3 2 1 playboy
7131310 & 3 811 § 116 6 22012 519181715 11. treated 1like gn adult
==like a child
12. get slong in
rrer rr 1 profeasion--can’ t
x Trr T r x 2 13. succasp-=1ittle
3 sugcess
rrr T x 4 14, satlsfaccion--
T xT ® 5 disgatis faction
¥ =R EYT t red 15, gat alot out of
Trrx x xx7 lifo~=get little
8 16, fulfilled purposa-=
T % ®T TT = rr¥9 mnful £111ad
rr Y i - x® rld 17, get more meaningful
r rr %®=®¥ trzr r rll things done--get
A *Yrr T¥rrr TrT r rl2? lage done
XEX®E®X T TTTT %I r %13 18, change--stay in
XxXxE®ETTT ol 5 14 a Tut
TEXTY T X r X r 15 19, learn something new--
r ¥ I©r rr x x16 doesn'
XETT TCIYXCT xT xx % xxi7 20, companionship--
XT TEXK x T 18 being alone
® rrIr x r ®19
T xr TY T 20
201918171605 04 13121110 9 8 VT 6 5 4 3 2 1
101212 9 5151610 6 3 3 61914 2181719 8 1

A:0.032 B:64,82,5.06 €:56,92,26.74
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The change of personal constructs

Subject 27 F
Sublect 27 F
1 1. pattent--loose
% 2 temper aasily
3 2. negrt=-sloppy
% &
5 3, coneiderate of others
& ==incongiderate
xx 1 7T 4, outgoing--quist
xx® 18
XEXRxHXxxx 9 5. mespectful of parents
R A A 10 ==reballiocus
x® #xx £ i1l 6. normesl--abrormal
i = x® 112
£x XX x = =xl3 7. unselfish--
X i 14 salfish
xxtxx xxx x%xxx15 8. calo--narvous
i i ®iwx 16
® = i 17 9. dossn't tease
x % 15 paople~-doas
F ¥ xR Txxxxyxr {19 0. interveseed in culturm
X x el xwx 20 -=diaintereated
2019181716151413221110 9 B 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 11. egey to gat along
815 2 41018 312 911162013 & 1 514 71917 with=--harder
12. pecomplish more==
accomplish less
rx r¥xrrr T r T 1 13. savisfied--
rr T 2 dissatlisfied
T T T r T XT3 14, organized--
r r = " = & morganized
r r T r 5 15. save time--
G waste time
T r x x ¥ %7 16, do moye-~do lags
x TT T % r &
®T 9 17, more knowledge-=
rrr 10 1355
x T *® rrxr ¥ rll 15, broad minded--
Xrreruery xH®® % r ¥l narrow minded
ErT®ET T rrxr rx¥li 19. pecple consideratas of
ry r r x r 14 me==inconsiderate
L 4 t 15 20, more fun--less fum
f T*TY XTTTET ¥ X % ®x Tlé
T THX T T *® 17
T rer T X% T 14
r r rle
T r x K % T 20
Z019181716151413121210 ¢ 8 T 4 5 4 3 2 1
17161115 5 6 &4 1 9131820 712 21519 9 9 3

A:0.202 B:58,68,1.77 C:48,78,18.75
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Subject 28 M

Subject 28 H
1 1, face problems--
% I egcapes from problems
3 2, prefer te save moDey--
x 14 spand it on unnassary
xR ®S5 things
® 6 3. dependable--
* x®x 7 undepandah Le
® x B 4. matuye--ismsture
XKEXX XXX T
i 10 5, intereated {n schoopl
x % ®x 11l ~=dizinte restad
i x x4 = 11 6. neat--gloppy
iix xxxxr 113
111% * x il 7. hard workec--lazy
fx4i1lx ® » 1 115
it i i 118 &, doesn't gossip--
o xXuxi 1 i 117 does
ix xxaxm xxxxxxxzld 9, plays carda--
i I4ix x ® il9 doesn' t
i 1 i i i 0 10, prompr--slowy in
01518171615 0413121110 9 B T 6 5 &4 3 2 1 paving debts
2 51911 613 B1O 9 7 3201214 41717 1171s 11. aolwve problomg—=
can’ €
2. achievements--
T T rr 1 few achisvements
r x 2 13, boost ago--tear
T X T %R r3 it dowm
T x ré4d 14, do betrpre-
5 do worse
T T % & 15, gailn more material
T T x 7 thinga~=gain few
T X T 8 16, aatisfled--
4 dissatiafied
TX r =0 17. galn respect of
T T *® xl1 othéra-- loose
KK XrT CTT X% X x xiz 18, wanted--uwwanted
ITrYrYTrXr TICHX TET rli
XXKETr r TUrX x XX % 2146 19. make right decileions--
Haxr TTTrX X Ex % %15 make wrong decisions
EXXX XXEYXXAX Xx=x xx %16 20, self interest--lack of
X r TFT AR Axrxxzx %17 gelf Interegt
¥ x ¥ T xx xx x18
4 T T r *19
4 * TCEY Tt M
0191817161514 13121110 9 8 7 6 5 4 2 2 1
2 41212191515 215 7102010 4 618 9 717 2
A:0.402 B:62,76,3,16 C€:28,110,240.14
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The change of personal constructs
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