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This review assesses the adequacy of several commonly employed cognitive complex-
ity measures on the basis of five criteria: high test-retest reliability with adults, asso-
ciation with chronological age across childhood and adolescence, independence from
intelligence and verbal abilities, association with other indices of developed social
cognition, and association with measures of developed communicative functioning.
Extant research indicates that only one complexity measure—Crockett’s Role Cate-
gory Questionnaire—is satisfactory on all these criteria, whereas Bieri’s widely used
measure is deficient on most. However, research to date concerning the relationship of
cognitive complexity (as assessed by Crockett’s measure) to communication has failed
to illuminate the specific role played by complexity as opposed to other social-cogni-

tive factors with which it is associated.

Cognitive complexity, a variable that describes
persons’ social-cognitive systems, has been argued
to be an important determinant of sophisticated in-
terpersonal functioning. However, research on
cognitive complexity is clouded by the existence of
a large number of different assessment procedures,
and it is not clear which (if any) of these instru-
ments are adequate indices of cognitive complex-
ity. Moreover, there is at present no comprehen-
sive and current review that assesses alternative
measures of cognitive complexity and explores
their relationships to communication-relevant
functioning.

In this review we sketch personal construct the-
ory and explicate the general concept of cognitive
complexity, describe alternative complexity mea-
sures and their interrelationships, and review re-
search relevant to the evaluation of existing com-
plexity instruments. On the basis of that review we
then discuss the status of cognitive complexity as a
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social-cognitive factor influencing communicative
conduct.

PERSONAL CONSTRUCT THEORY AND
COGNITIVE COMPLEXITY

Personal Construct Theory

The concept of ‘‘cognitive complexity”’ has
been associated most closely with Kelly’s (1955)
personal construct theory. In this theory, individ-
uals are seen to be ‘‘scientist-like’’ inasmuch as
they attempt to understand, predict, and control
events. To these ends, persons erect systems of
personal constructs—cognitive ‘‘templates’’
through which they seek to understand the world.
A construct is fundamentally a bipolar dimension
of judgment (e.g., tall-short, friendly-unfriendly,
good-bad, etc.). These constructs are systemati-
cally organized and interrelated, permitting infer-
ences to be drawn and predictions to be made.

Kelly explored individuals’ systems of personal
constructs through an assessment instrument
known as the Role Construct Repertory Test (Rep-
test), in which a client (or subject) supplies per-
sons’ names for a number of different roles; in the
original Reptest, 24 roles were used (such as
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father, mother, etc.). After the subject names one
person for each role, the names are written on
separate cards. The examiner then picks out three
cards and asks the subject to indicate how two of
the persons are alike and different from the third
(e.g., ‘‘these two are honest and that one is dis-
honest’’). The examiner records this construct
(honest-dishonest) and continues with another sort
(triad). Bannister and Mair (1968) suggest that
between 10 and 25 sorts constitute a common
range for this procedure, but Fransella and Ban-
nister (1977, p. 15) note that there are no set rules
concerning an optimum number of sorts.

The repertory grid instrument (Repgrid) is an
extension of the Reptest. After completing a stan-
dard Reptest, the subject is presented with a con-
struct-by-person grid and is asked to indicate
(using checkmarks and voids) which construct pole
applies to each person named in the Reptest. This
procedure is followed for each of the constructs,
yielding a completed construct-by-person grid. In
his original method, Kelly suggested a non-
parametric factor analysis technique for extracting
the central dimensions underlying an individual’s
pattern of responses in the grid.

These procedures can be applied to cognitive
domains other than persons, but the main focus of
attention has been social cognition. Corre-
spondingly, although there has been research con-
cerning complexity in the cognition of such things
as vocations (Bodden, 1969; Winer, Cesari,
Haase, & Bodden, 1979), consumer goods
(Durand, 1978, 1979), political figures (Mihevc,
1978), social issues (Epting, Wilkins, & Margulis,
1972), and grocery stores (Hudson, 1974), this re-
view focuses solely on cognitive complexity in the
cognition of other persons in general. Interested
readers can find the issue of the cross-domain gen-
erality of cognitive complexity discussed in Allard
and Carlson (1963), Bieri and Blacker (1956),
Gardner and Schoen (1962), Scott (1962, 1963),
and Sechrest and Jackson (1961).

Cognitive Complexity

Shortly after the publication of Kelly’s work,

Bieri (1955) introduced the concept of “‘cognitive
complexity.”” From the outset, complexity was
defined by Bieri in terms of the differentiation of
(number of constructs in) an individual’s construct
system: **Cognitive complexity refers to the degree
of differentiation in an individual’s construct sys-
tem, i.e., the relative number of different dimen-
sions of judgment used by a person’ (Tripodi &
Bieri, 1964, p. 122; see also Bieri, 1955, and
Bieri, Atkins, Briar, Leaman, Miller, & Tripodi,
1966, p. 185). In hindsight, the phrase *‘cognitive
complexity’” may have been badly chosen; one can
imagine a number of bases other than differentia-
tion on which a construct system might be judged
“‘complex” or ‘‘noncomplex’ —aspects of the
content and the interrelation of constructs most
readily come to mind. But from Bieri’s initial con-
ceptualization to the present (e.g., Adams-
Webber, 1979), construct differentiation has been
the central focus of cognitive complexity theory
and research, and hence in this review the phrases
‘‘cognitive complexity’” and ‘‘construct differen-
tiation’’ are used synonymously.

Cognitive complexity is a concept explicitly fo-
cused on ‘‘developmental aspects of cognitive
structure’” (Bieri et al., 1966, p. 185). The general
idea is that as the construct system develops, it be-
comes more differentiated. Sometimes this idea is
expressed by reference to more particular devel-
opmental principles or theories (e.g., Lewin, 1951;
Wemer, 1948), but the notion that development
involves the ‘‘progressive differentiation’’
(Adams-Webber, 1979, p. 42) of the construct
system is common to theoretical treatments of cog-
nitive complexity. This suggests that a cognitive
complexity measure should be positively associ-
ated with chronological age across childhood and
adolescence. By the time of adulthood, however,
cognitive complexity is conceived to be relatively
stable, which suggests that an adequate measure
should display high test-retest reliability with
adults over short periods of time. Cognitive com-
plexity is an ‘‘individual difference’” variable that
1s taken to distinguish persons whose social-cogni-
tive systems differ in relative development; this
implies not only that an acceptable complexity
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measure will be positively associated with other
indices of developed social-cognitive orientations
and abilities, but also that an adequate measure
will be largely independent of general intellectual
and verbal abilities (which presumably are con-
ceptually distinct from social-cognitive factors).
Finally, individual differences in complexity are
expected to be reflected in differences in interper-
sonal functioning (Crockett, 1965; Goldstein &
Blackman, 1978), and hence a complexity measure
should be related to theoretically relevant com-
municative behaviors.

Obviously, embedded in this discussion of the
concept of cognitive complexity are several de-
siderata for a complexity measure: association with
chronological age across childhood, high test-
retest reliability among adults, association with
other measures of social-cognitive development,
independence from intelligence and verbal abili-
ties, and association with communicative func-
tioning. These may usefully be thought of as
criteria against which to assess the adequacy of a
given complexity measure. These various criteria
may appear to combine matters of definition and
matters of theoretical expectation (hypotheses)
about complexity’s effects, but such intermingling
is to be expected; our concepts of many things in-
clude the idea that those things have certain effects
(consider, e.g., ‘‘poison’’ or ‘‘gene’’). This sug-
gests that to the extent that no complexity instru-
ment satisfies all the criteria, some conceptual re-
vision may be called for; for instance, a complexity
measure that satisfied all the criteria save that it
was not independent of intelligence might be taken
as an indication that social cognition is not in fact
independent of general intellectual factors. Ideally,
of course, one might hope that a complexity in-
strument could be found that would meet all the
criteria—which would indicate that our present
conceptualization of complexity accords well with
the facts. But in any event, these criteria appear to
provide an avenue to achieving a better fit between
our conceptual equipment and the world, by pro-
viding standards against which alternative com-
plexity instruments can be compared.

ALTERNATIVE COMPLEXITY MEASURES
AND THEIR INTERRELATIONS

Alternative Measures

Even a cursory survey of the literature will re-
veal that a host of candidates have been offered as
‘‘cognitive complexity’’ measures. Indeed, such
instruments as Budner’s (1962) intolerance of am-
biguity scale (Lichtenberg & Heck, 1979), Steiner
and Johnson’s (1963) intolerance of trait inconsis-
tency scale (Vannoy, 1965), Harvey, Hunt, and
Schroder’s (1961) abstractness-concreteness mea-
sure (Amemic & Enns, 1979), and Fiedler’s
(1967) least preferred co-worker (LPC) scale (Foa,
Mitchell, & Fiedler, 1971; Mitchell, 1970; Vec-
chio, 1979) have all been treated as potential mea-
sures of cognitive complexity. Other measures of
“‘complexity’’ or differentiation’” have been sug-
gested by Boynton (1979), Honess (1979), Land-
field (1971), Schroder, Driver, and Streufert
(1967; also, Streufert & Streufert, 1978), Scott
(1962), Scott, Osgood, and Peterson (1979), and
Zajonc (1960). However, the present review fo-
cuses on instruments that are directly related to
personal construct theory and the idea of interper-
sonal construct differentiation, and for which rela-
tively more research evidence exists: Bieri’s mea-
sure, Crockett’s (1965) Role Category Question-
naire (RCQ), the number of different factors ex-
tracted from the Repgrid (e.g., Jones, 1954; Kuus-
inen & Nystedt, 1975), the explanatory power of
the first Repgrid factor (e.g., Jaspars, 1963; Oh-
buchi & Horike, 1978), Smith and Leach’s (1972)
use of Johnson’s (1967) hierarchical clustering
technique to determine the number of clusters un-
derlying Repgrid responses, and Mayo’s (1960)
technique of repeated Reptest elicitation of con-
structs. Of these measures, Bieri’s and Crockett’s
instruments have been employed most frequently
and thus deserve special note.

Bieri’s measure. Bieri and his co-workers have
proposed and employed several related methods
for assessing cognitive complexity. The most
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widely used method is that described by Bieri et al.
(1966; see also Tripodi & Bieri, 1963). This mea-
sure requires subjects to supply names fitting a
series of role descriptions and then complete a 10
X 10 construct-by-person grid. Unlike Kelly's
Repgrid procedure, however, this method has the
investigator supply the constructs to the subject;
and the subject does not simply indicate which
construct pole applies to a given role person, but
the degree to which it applies using a six-point
scale. Cognitive complexity is determined by a
comparison of ratings between rows (constructs).
Each time a role person receives identical ratings
on the two constructs being compared, the subject
is given a score of 1; dissimilar ratings are scored
as zero. After all possible comparisons between
constructs have been made, scores are summed to
yield a total score which is taken to represent the
subject’s cognitive complexity: the higher the
score, the lower the complexity.

The guiding idea behind this procedure is that
genuinely different constructs should be differen-
tially applied to the persons being judged; that is,
in this measure ‘‘concurrence in usage is taken as
the basis for estimates of conceptual differentia-
tion’” (A. Miller & Wilson, 1979, p. 19). If every
role person is given the same rating on a given pair
of constructs, then those two constructs do not
differ functionally; thus, the larger the number of
““matches’” between constructs, the higher the
subject’s total score (and the lower the cognitive
complexity).

Other versions of this measure have used the
numerical rating scale with constructs elicited from
the subject (e.g., Leitner, Landfield, & Barr,
1975); elicited constructs with Kelly’s original
check-and-void procedure, in which the subject
simply indicates which construct pole applies to
each role person (e.g., Bieri, 1955; Kuusinen &
Nystedt, 1975); and supplied constructs with the
check-and-void ratings (e.g., Wachter, Kohler, &
Schneider, 1976). The scoring procedure, and the
underlying logic of the measurement, is similar in
these other versions; thus the remainder of this re-
view will not distinguish these various species of

Bieri’s measure. Although some investigations
have found these various versions not to correlate
highly (e.g., Alban Metcalfe, 1974; Coleman,
1975; Tripodi & Bieri, 1963; Vacc & Vacc, 1973),
we hope it will become clear that the evidence con-
cerning Bieri’s measure is rather univocal across
the variations and hence that to distinguish the sev-
eral species would only unnecessarily complicate
matters.

Crockett’s measure. In Crockett’s (1965) RCQ
instrument, the subject identifies persons fitting
several (usually two, though sometimes four to
eight) role descriptions such as “‘liked peer,”
“‘disliked older person,’” etc. Each subject is then
given five minutes to write an impression of each
role person; standard instructions require subjects
to describe the person as fully as possible and to
‘‘pay particular attention to the person’s habits,
beliefs, ways of treating others, mannerisms, and
similar attributes.”” Using procedures detailed by
Crockett, Press, Delia, and Kenny (1974), the
number of different constructs used to describe
each target person is counted; aspects of the other’s
personality and behavior are counted (e.g.,
‘“‘domineering,”” ‘‘wants to succeed’’), while
physical characteristics are not. The subject’s total
complexity score consists of the sum across the
several descriptions; the higher the score, the more
cognitively complex the subject is taken to be. In-
terrater reliability correlations for RCQ-based
complexity scores commonly exceed .90 (e.g.,
Delia, Clark & Switzer, 1974; Delia, Kline, &
Burleson, 1979; D. O’Keefe & Brady, 1980). The
logic of this procedure is that the number of con-
structs a subject uses in the free-description task
should reflect the number of constructs in the sub-
ject’s construct system.

Interrelations of Complexity Measures®
Bieri’s and Crockett’s measures appear to be es-

sentially unrelated: Most reported correlations fall
between —.19 and . 14 (Applegate, Kline, & Delia,
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1980; Delia, Kline, Burleson, Clark, Applegate, &
Burke, 1980; Delia, Kline, & Pelias, 1980; Epting
& Wilkins, 1974; Irwin, Tripodi, & Bieri, 1967;
Jackson, 1978; Little, 1969; A. Miller, 1969;
Sypher & O’Keefe, 1980), with the exceptions
being correlations of .38 (Horsfall, 1969), .42
(Jackson, 1978), and —.33 (Horike, 1978). Bieri’s
measure has been found to be unrelated to the
number of Repgrid factors, with correlations rang-
ing from —.28 to .28 (Bavelas, Chan, & Guth-
rie, 1976; Honess, 1976; Kuusinen & Nystedt,
1975; Wachter, Kohler, & Schneider, 1976). Al-
though several researchers have reported substan-
tial correlations between versions of Bieri’s mea-
sure and indices of the explanatory power of the
first Repgrid factor, with correlations from .58 to
.90 (Adams-Webber, 1970; Bieri et al., 1966;
Laucht & Krohne, 1978), other investigators have
found large negative correlations of —.59 and
—.84 (Leitner, Landfield, & Barr, 1975), and most
reported correlations range from —.35 to .35
(Kuusinen & Nystedt, 1975; Leitner et al., 1975;
Ohbuchi & Horike, 1978; Reker, 1974; Wachter et
al., 1976). Smith and Leach’s (1972) hierarchical
clustering measure has been found to be unrelated
to Bieri’s measure (Alban Metcalfe, 1974, 1978;
Honess, 1976; Smith & Leach, 1972), to the num-
ber of Repgrid factors (Alban Metcalfe, 1978;
Honess, 1976), and to the explanatory power of the
first Repgrid factor (Alban Metcalfe, 1978). This
dismal picture is not improved, incidentally, by
considering still other potential complexity mea-
sures (see Vannoy, 1965). For example, Bieri’s
measure is not highly correlated with the LPC scale
(Larson & Rowland, 1974; Schneier, 1979b; Sea-
man & Koenig, 1974) or with Scott’s (1962) mea-
sure (Reker, 1974; Schneier, 1979b); Crockett’s
measure is not significantly correlated with the
LPC (Burleson, 1978; Nightingale, Sypher, Vie-
lhaber, & Sypher, 1979); and Scott’s measure is
not consistently highly correlated with any of sev-
eral versions of the LPC scale (Larson & Rowland,
1974; Mitchell, 1970; Schneier, 1979b; Seaman &
Koenig, 1974) or with the explanatory power of
the first Repgrid factor (Reker, 1974).

If one avoids complicating assumptions such as

the possibility of nonlinear relationships between
differentiation measures (Streufert & Streufert,
1978, p. 69), then these findings would indicate
that these various ‘‘measures of cognitive com-
plexity’’ cannot all be assessing construct differ-
entiation. A detailed consideration of what each in-
strument is assessing is beyond the scope of this
review. But a clearer understanding of the role of
cognitive complexity in communicative function-
ing obviously requires a careful assessment of the
degree to which each measure captures the notion
of ‘‘cognitive complexity’’ as described previ-
ously. Hence the next section reviews research rel-
evant to such assessment.

EVALUATION OF COMPLEXITY MEASURES

Any measurement procedure should display re-
liability and validity. But, as discussed previously,
we have identified five specific criteria for the
evaluation of complexity measures. First, a com-
plexity measure should display acceptable levels of
test-retest reliability among adults. Second, the
measure should be significantly associated with
chronological age across childhood and adoles-
cence. Third, since complexity is conceived as
conceptually distinct from general intellectual
factors (vocabulary, fluency, intelligence, etc.), a
complexity measure should be demonstrated to
possess such independence. Fourth, a differentia-
tion measure should be found to be related to other
indices of developed social cognition. Fifth, a
complexity measure should predict theoretically
relevant communicative behaviors.

Reliability

For Bieri’s measure, one-week test-retest re-
liabilities in samples of adults have ranged from
.46 to .85 (Bieri, 1955; Kapp, 1971; Smith &
Leach, 1972); a two-week adult reliability of only
.26 was reported by Ohbuchi and Horike (1978);
Bavelas, Chan, and Guthrie (1976) found a .67 re-
liability among adults over short randomly varied
time intervals of one to three weeks; and Schaff
(1975) obtained three-week test-retest reliabilities

Copyright (¢) 2002 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (¢) Oxford University Press



O’Keefe and Sypher 77

of .79 (males) and .84 (females) in a sample of
adults. In a sample of elementary school children,
a children’s version of Bieri’s measure was found
to have a four-week test-retest reliability of .82
(Vacc & Vacc, 1973). Although Alban Metcalfe
(1978) reported a 30-month test-retest reliability of
.25 for a version of Bieri’s measure in a sample of
children and adolescents, this finding 1s not espe-
cially damaging given that the respondents were
not adults and that there was a long interval be-
tween testings: The longer the time interval, the
greater the probability that test-retest reliability
figures will be attenuated by differential rates of
development.

Crockett (1965) reported a four-month test-retest
reliability estimate of .95 in a sample of adults for
his measure based on an eight-role RCQ; and D.
O’Keefe, Shepherd, and Streeter (1981) obtained
four-week reliability estimates of .84 and .86 for
complexity indices based on alternative versions of
the two-role RCQ in their samples of adults. For
the number of Repgrid factors, studies of adults
have found identical one-week (Kapp, 1971) and
two-week (Pedersen, 1958) reliabilities of .19. For
indices of the explanatory power of the first grid
factor, two-week reliabilities among adults of .48
(Pedersen, 1958) and .79 (Ohbuchi & Horike,
1978) have been reported, and Kapp (1971) found
a one-week reliability of .66 in a sample of adults.
Smith and Leach (1972), in their study of adults,
found a one-week test-retest reliability of .76 for
their measure; Alban Metcalfe (1978) found Smith
and Leach’s measure to have a 30-month reliability
of .57 in a sample of children and adolescents, but
(as noted previously) the utility of complexity
test-retest reliability figures under such conditions
is limited.

Given that, among adults, cognitive complexity
is conceived as a relatively stable individual differ-
ence, one might demand rather high test-retest re-
liability over short intervals from a complexity
measure. Yet test-retest reliabilities below .70
have been reported for most complexity measures,
even with testing intervals as short as one week.
Only Smith and Leach’s measure and Crockett’s
measure appear to have satisfactory reliability, but

only one reliability estimate for adults has been re-
ported for the former.

It might be mentioned here that, because com-
plexity is taken to be an ‘‘individual difference
variable, an adequate measure of complexity
should display not only high adult test-retest relia-
bility, but a related characteristic as well: Variabil-
ity in scores on the instrument should be largely
attributable to respondents (i.e., the individuals
whose “‘individual differences’ are putatively
being assessed) rather than to, e.g., variations in
test forms or conditions. The one investigation of
this feature of complexity measures (Horstall,
1969) found that most of the variance in Bieri’s
measure was allocated to the evaluative valence of
the role figures being rated, but most of the var-
iance in Crockett’s measure was attributable to the
respondents. Horsfall’s results suggest that Croc-
kett’s instrument is, while Bieri's is not, a genuine
individual-difference assessment technique, and
may help to explain the low test-retest reliabilities
that have sometimes been obtained with Bieri’s
measure. Further, there is some related evidence
that Bieri’s measure is unusually sensitive to vari-
ations in administration and procedure: Different
results obtain with variations in the familiarity of
role figures, the order of presentation of construct
poles, the source (investigator or subject) of the
constructs, etc. (e.g., Burgoyne & Pietrushka,
1979; Gibson, 1975; Sappenfield & Fisher, 1977
Schneier, 1979b).

L)

Association with Age

A number ot studies of childhood developments
in social cognition have found chronological age to
be significantly associated with Crockett’s mea-
sure, with correlations in the range of .30 to .60 in
samples of children ranging from kindergarteners
to twelfth-graders (Burleson, 1980; Clark & Delia,
1977; Delia, Burleson, & Kline, in press; Delia,
Kline, & Burleson, 1979; Ritter, 1979; Scarlett,
Press, & Crockett, 1971). Bieri’s measure does not
seem to display this magnitude of association.
Alban Metcalfe (1978) and Barratt (1977b) found
versions of Bieri’s measure to be unrelated to age
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in samples of children ranging from 8 to 15 years
old. Vacc and Greenleaf (1975), using a children’s
version of Bieri’s measure in a study of third-
through ninth-graders and adults, did report that
“‘with maturity children become cognitively more
complex’’ (p. 321), but no correlation coefficient
was reported. In a similar study, however, Vacc,
Loesch, and Burt (1980) found only a small, but
significant, correlation (r=.14) between age and
the children’s version of Bieri’s measure in a sam-
ple of children ranging from 8 to 18 years old.
Goldstein and Blackman (1976) found Bieri’s
measure to be related to age (r = .44), but the
sample was composed of college students, not
children; and Olson and Partington (1977) failed to
replicate this result in a sample of 14- to 26-year
olds (r=.10). Alban Metcalfe (1978) found age to
be unrelated to Smith and Leach’s (1972) hierar-
chical clustering measure, the number of Repgrid
factors, and the explanatory power of the first grid
factor. Barratt (1977a), using the explanatory
power of the first three grid factors, found a non-
significant trend for this measure to indicate that
children’s complexity decreased as they grew
older. Thus, as Adams-Webber (1979, p. 50)
notes, the research evidence suggests that, in gen-
eral, ‘‘repertory-grid-based measures of differenti-
ation . . . do not exhibit ‘developmental’ changes in
the expected direction.’” Only Crockett’s measure
appears to display consistently the desired associa-
tion with age across childhood and adolescence.

Independence from Verbal Abilities and
Intelligence

Because Crockett’s RCQ is a ‘‘free-response’’
instrument, it is natural that questions have been
raised about the extent to which RCQ scores are
influenced by factors such as verbal ability and in-
telligence (Leitner et al., 1975; A. Miller & Wil-
son, 1979; Powers, Jordan, & Street, 1979). How-
ever, the empirical evidence to date indicates that
Crockett’s measure is largely independent of such
extraneous influences. A number of independent
assessments of verbal intelligence, verbal fluency,
writing speed, vocabulary, intellectual achieve-

ment, and intelligence have been found to be un-
related to RCQ scores, 'with nonsignificant corre-
lations in the range of —.20 to .25 (Applegate,
Kline, & Delia, 1980; Burleson, Applegate, &
Neuwirth, 1981; Crockett, 1965; Delia, 1978;
Delia & Crockett, 1973; Delia, Kline, Burleson,
et. al., 1980; Hale, 1980; Press, Crockett, &
Rosenkrantz, 1969; Rosenkrantz, 1961; Scarlett,
Press, & Crockett, 1971). The exceptions to this
generalization are Burleson et al.’s (1981) finding
that first- and third-graders” RCQ scores were sig-
nificantly related (r=.32) to verbal fluency, and
Scarlett et al.’s (1971) finding that first-graders’
RCQ scores were signifcantly related to two mea-
sures of children’s ability to reconstruct stories
(correlations of .44 and .45). The results of both
studies, however, parallel other findings which in-
dicate that among younger children a number of
social-cognitive and communicative abilities are
often related to general ,verbal and intellectual
skills, but that this relationship fades by middle
childhood (e.g., Applegate, 1978; Biskin &
Crano, 1977). Indeed; Scarlett et al. (1971) re-
ported that their measures of ability to reconstruct
stories were not related to RCQ scores among
third- or fifth-graders (nonsignificant correlations
ranged from —.14 to .23). Thus, these results can
be interpreted as an indication of the gradual emer-
gence of interpersonal cognitive systems that are
independent of general intellectual maturation (see
Delia & O’Keefe, 1979), rather than as findings
sertously compromising the validity of Crockett’s
measure.

While these studies have used independent as-
sessments of possible extraneous factors (e.g.,
WAIS vocabulary subscales, grade-point average,
SAT scores), several other investigations have
examined the relationship between RCQ scores
and verbal indices that were also derived from the
RCQ. Significant correlations in the range of .40 to
.60 have been reported between the number of
words written in the RCQ task and RCQ scores
(Burleson et al., 1981; Delia, 1978; Powers et al.,
1979). These correlations have sometimes been
interpreted as evidence of the influence of
“‘loquacity’” on RCQ-based complexity scores
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(Powers et al., 1979), but upon closer inspection
these results are not surprising. Since the RCQ-
based complexity score involves counting the
number of characteristics ascribed to the persons
being described, one would expect that those re-
spondents who mention a large number of charac-
teristics would naturally use somewhat more words
to do so (for further discussion of this issue, see
Burleson et al., 1981). Presumably the critical
evidence conceming the relationship of Crockett’s
measure to extraneous factors is the evidence that
relies upon independent assessments of the poten-
tially contaminating variables, and the extant re-
search evidence of this sort gives solid grounds for
believing that, on the whole, Crockett’s complex-
ity measure is unrelated to verbal abilities (fluency,
vocabulary, etc.) or intelligence.

Bieri's measure is also apparently independent
of these extraneous factors. Applegate (1978),
Bieri (1955), Bieri and Blacker (1956), Jaspars
(1966), Laucht and Krohne (1978), Smith and
Leach (1972), Vacc (1974), Vacc and Vacc
(1973), and Vannoy (1965) have reported nonsig-
nificant correlations in the range of —.20 to .20
between Bieri’s measure and various independent
indices of verbal abilities, intellectual achieve-
ment, and intelligence.

Evidence concerning complexity measures other
than Bieri’s and Crockett’s is unfortunately scant.
Mayo (1960) reported that the number of different
constructs produced in repeated Reptest elicitations
was unrelated to intelligence. Smith and Leach
(1972) found their hierarchical clustering measure
to be nonsignificantly correlated (r=.29) with a
measure of reasoning ability. Chetwynd (1977)
and Laucht and Krohne (1978) have found indices
of the explanatory power of the first factor to be
unrelated to intelligence, although Bavelas et al.
(1976) found a significant association between
explanatory power and intelligence.

Association with Other Social-Cognitive
Measures®

Since cognitive complexity is theoretically con-
ceived as a developmental aspect of an individual’s

social-cognitive system, a cognitive complexity
index should be positively associated with other
measures of developed social cognition. However,
research into developmental aspects of social cog-
nition is rather inchoate and diffuse, and thus there
is no well-defined set of other indices that mandate
attention. Hence we here review relevant work on
four aspects of developed social cognition whose
relationships to cognitive complexity have re-
ceived relatively extensive empirical attention: (1)
the general abstractness of an individual’s interper-
sonal functioning, (2) qualitative aspects of con-
struct system development, such as construct
abstractness and construct comprehensiveness, (3)
the movement away from evaluative consistency as
an organizing principle for social cognition and
conduct, and (4) developed social perspective-
taking abilities.

Interpersonal concreteness-abstractness. In
Harvey, Hunt, and Schroder’s (1961) Conceptual
Systems Theory (see also Harvey, 1966), persons’
social-cognitive systems are seen as varying along
a dimension from relative concreteness to relative
abstractness of interpersonal functioning. To as-
sess an individual’s general level of interpersonal
functioning, Harvey et al. (1961) devised the
““This | Believe’” test (TIB), in which the respon-
dent describes his or her beliefs about a number of
topics (e.g., ‘‘this I believe about friendship,”
““about rules,’” etc.). These answers are scored for
the level of system functioning they represent, on
the basis of a four-level scoring system described
by Harvey et al. (1961). Individual differences in
the concreteness-abstractness of interpersonal
functioning have been found to be related to a vari-
ety of indices of sophisticated interpersonal func-
tioning (see Harvey, 1966, for details).

Several studies have examined the relationship
of complexity measures to the TIB. Smith and
Leach (1972) found a positive relationship between
complexity scores on their hierarchical clustering
measure and TIB scores, but found no relationship
between the TIB and Bieri’s measure. Leitner et al.
(1975) also reported no relationship (r=-.02,
—.08) between versions of Bieri’s measure and the
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TIB. Delia, Kline, and Pelias (1980) found that
Crockett’s measure was significantly related to the
TIB (r=.40), but, again, Bieri’s measure was not
(r=-—.06).

Construct abstractness and comprehensive-
ness. Construct differentiation is only one axis
along which construct systems are expected to de-
velop. Developmentally advanced construct sys-
tems are also expected to contain more abstract
(vs. concrete) and more comprehensive (vs. re-
stricted) constructs. Applegate (1978) and Stringer
and Temrry (1978) have provided measures of
abstractness;, B. O’Keefe and Delia (1978) have
provided a measure of comprehensiveness.

Several studies have found Crockett’s measure
to be significantly associated with construct com-
prehensiveness in adults, with correlations ranging
from .39 to .55 (B. O.’Keefe & Delia, 1978,
1979). Two studies of children have found Crock-
ett’s measure to be significantly related to con-
struct abstractness, even when age has been par-
tialled from the correlation: (1) Delia, Kline, and
Burleson (1979), in a study of kindergarteners
through twelfth-graders, found a correlation of .77
(.64 with age partialled); and (2) Burleson (1980),
with a sample of first- through twelfth-graders,
obtained a correlation of .47 (.28 with age par-
tialled). In studies of adults, Burleson (1980)
found Crockett’s measure to be unrelated (r=.17)
to construct abstractness, but significant correla-
tions of .82 (Burke, 1979), .33 (Applegate, Kline,
& Delia, 1980) and .30 (Delia, Kline, Burleson, et
al., 1980) have been reported in other investiga-
tions. These latter two studies also found that ver-
sions of Bieri’s measure were not significantly as-
sociated with construct abstractness in samples of
adults (r=~.17, .12, and .25). Stringer and Terry
(1978) reported that an index of the explanatory
power of the first grid factor was not related to the
use of abstract constructs.

Reliance on evaluative consistency princi-
ples. In a series of studies using the RCQ, Croc-
kett and his associates investigated the hypothesis

that complex perceivers are more likely than non-
complex perceivers to form bivalent, well-inte-
grated impressions from potentially contradictory
information about another person. These studies
generally relied upon some form of a trait-presen-
tation paradigm, in which the subject reads a list of
six or eight personality traits (with an equal num-
ber of positive and negative traits) ascribed to some
putatively real stimulus person, and then writes an
impression of the stimulus person. The impression
is analyzed using a ‘‘level of organization’’ coding
system (see Crockett et al., 1974; Delia, 1972;
Kaplan & Crockett, 1968) in which the impression
is assigned to one of 15 levels depending upon the
extent to which (and manner in which) the bivalent
stimulus information is reconciled and integrated;
impressions organized at lower levels either repro-
duce the stimulus information with little elabora-
tion or utilize only one valence of the information
so as to produce an evaluatively one-sided impres-
sion, whereas at higher levels of organization the
inconsistency is managed through the use of in-
tegrative strategies involving (for example) the at-
tribution of underlying motivational characteristics
that lead the stimulus person to have both positive
and negative qualities. In a number of studies,
higher RCQ scores have been found to be associ-
ated with higher levels of impression organization
(Crockett, Gonyea, & Delia, 1970; Delia, Clark,
& Switzer, 1974; Nidorf & Crockett, 1965; B.
O’Keefe, Delia, & O’Keefe, 1977; Rosenkrantz &
Crockett, 1965), although a recent study found im-
pression organization to be unrelated to either
Crockett’s (r=.14) or Bieri’s (.04) measures
(Sypher & O’Keefe, 1980).*

Crockett’s RCQ has also been shown to be re-
lated to individuals’ use of balance schemas
(Heider, 1958), which are based on principles of
evaluative consistency. Press, Crockett, and
Rosenkrantz (1969) found that noncomplex sub-
jects were more dependent on balance schemas for
learning social relationships than were their non-
complex counterparts. Similar results were re-
ported by Delia and Crockett (1973), who also
found that complex subjects demonstrated a greater
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ability to abandon the use of balance schemas
when those schemas interfered with the learning of
the social relationships. A bias toward balanced
relationships is only one of several biases operative
in the cognition of social relationships, however,
and under certain conditions complex subjects
have been found to display greater ‘‘balance bias™
than noncomplex perceivers. Mower White (1977)
found that when subjects were asked to cognize
very complicated sets of social relationships,
high-RCQ subjects continued to use balance sche-
mas while low-RCQ subjects, apparently ‘‘over-
loaded’’ with information, resorted to other (sim-
pler) forms of bias. This finding has been ex-
plained in terms of ‘‘cognitively complex subjects
being able to take account of more information
before the balance bias is ‘swamped’’’ (Mower
White, 1979, p. 143).

Research on the relationship of Crockett’s index
to attitude-behavior consistency also suggests the
relationship of the instrument to individual differ-
ences in reliance on evaluative consistency princi-
ples. Attitude-behavior consistency is ordinarily
conceived of as evaluative consistency between at-
titude and act, and in several studies RCQ-complex
individuals have been found to be less likely to
display such consistency between their attitude to-
ward another person and their behavioral intentions
toward the other than RCQ-noncomplex individu-
als (DeLancey & Swanson, 1981; D. O’Keefe,
1980b; D. O’Keefe & Delia, in press). Thus, in
several areas of research the RCQ has displayed
the desired association with reliance on evaluative
consistency principles.

Two studies have found Bieri et al.’s (1966)
measure to be related to the use of evaluative con-
sistency principles. Mueller (1974) investigated
person perception using Carroll and Chang’s
(1970) individual differences multidimensional
scaling model (INDSCAL), and found that the per-
ceptual judgments of complex subjects were less
dominated by the evaluative dimension than were
those of noncomplex perceivers. In Wojciszke’s
(1979) study, each subject’s judgments about each
role figure in the Repgrid were assessed for their

degree of ‘‘affective homogeneity’’: the dominant
valence of the judgments about a given role figure
was determined, and the greater the proportion of
judgments in the dominant valence, the greater the
affective homogeneity of the subject’s judgments.
Wojciszke (1979) found that complex perceivers
(on Bieri’s index) were less likely to display such
affective homogeneity than less complex perceiv-
ers.

Social perspective-taking. Social perspective-
taking (the ability of a person to represent
another’s perspective or point of view) has been
argued by many theorists to be a basic social-cog-
nitive ability underlying communication (e.g.,
Mead, 1934; Piaget, 1959). Thus a measure of
cognitive complexity might well be expected to be
positively associated with indices of perspective-
taking ability.

In a study of adults, Hale and Delia (1976)
found the RCQ to be significantly related (r=.61)
to perspective-taking ability as assessed by a *‘So-
cial Perspectives Task’® they developed. Both
Losee (1976) and Sarver (1976) replicated this re-
sult (r=.39 and .64, respectively) in samples of
adults. In samples of children, significant correla-
tions between the two measures, even with age
partialled, have been reported by Clark and Delia
(1977, r=.48; with age partialled, .39), Delia,
Kline, Burleson, et al. (1980; r=.71; with age
partialled, .63), and Burleson (1980; r=.68; with
age partialled, .53). Sarver (1976) found the mea-
sures to be nonsignificantly related in a sample of
second-graders (.32) but significantly correlated in
a sample of seventh-graders (.41). Rothenberg’s
(1970) affective social perspective-taking task
was found to be significantly associated with chil-
dren’s scores on Crockett’s measure, even when
age was partialled, in studies by Burleson (1980;
r=.61; with age partialled, .42) and Delia, Kline,
Burleson, et al. (1980; r=.61; with age partialled,
.40). Olson and Partington (1977) reported a sig-
nificant correlation (.52) between Bieri’s measure
and Feffer’s (1959) Role-Taking Task in a sample
of adults. In samples of adults, Sypher and
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O’Keefe (1980) and Delia, Kline, and Pelias
(1980) both found Pelias’ (1979) perspective-
taking measure to be marginally (p<<.10) related
(r=.20 and .19, respectively) to Crockett’s mea-
sure and unrelated (+=.05, .08) to Bieri’s measure.

Communication Behavior

Cognitive complexity is presumably a determin-
ant of sophisticated communicative conduct in
situations requiring differentiated understandings
of others’ perspectives and motivational dynamics,
and hence a cognitive complexity measure should
be positively associated with indices of such com-
munication in both children (with the effects of age
removed) and adults.

Children and adolescents. In a study of second-
to ninth-graders, Clark and Delia (1977) examined
the relationship between Crockett’s measure and
persuasive communication skills as assessed by
Clark and Delia’s (1976) listener-adapted persua-
sive communication task. In this task, children
produce a number of persuasive messages con-
cerning familiar situations, and the messages are
scored using a hierarchical coding system for the
degree to which the child’s message reflects
acknowledgment of and adaptation to the perspec-
tive of the persuadee. Clark and Delia (1977) re-
ported significant correlations (r=.53; with age
partialled, .45) between Crockett’s measure and
the listener-adapted persuasive communication
index. Sarver (1976) found that the highest level of
persuasive strategy used on the same task was sig-
nificantly related to Crockett’s RCQ among
second-graders (r=.51) but not among seventh-
graders (.17).

Delia and Clark (1977) studied the performance
of 6-, 8-, 10-, and 12-year-old boys on a version of
Alvy’s (1973) listener-adapted communication
task. Although there were strong age-related de-
velopments in the recognition of and adaptation to
communication-relevant listener characteristics,
complex children (as assessed by the RCQ) out-

performed noncomplex ones across the devel-
opmental span, with the amount of variance at-
tributable to complexity differences frequently
greater than that attributable to age differences. In
fact, complex children of one age performed at ap-
proximately the same level as noncomplex children
two years older.

Delia, Kline, Burleson, Clark, Applegate, and
Burke (1980) examined the relationship of Croc-
kett’s RCQ to the communicative behavior of first-
and third-graders, using a variety of criterion tasks:
Clark and Delia’s (1976) listener-adapted persua-
sive communication task, Delia and Clark’s (1977)
version of Alvy’s (1973) listener-adapted persua-
sive communication task, a ‘‘feeling-centered”’
communication task calling on the child to per-
ceive and respond appropriately to the feelings of
peers in several social situations, Baldwin and
Garvey’s (1973) distinguishing-features referential
communication task, and Krauss and Glucksberg’s
(1969) referential communication task. The RCQ
was significantly related to all the dependent mea-
sures (correlations ranged from .46 to .67), even
with age partialled (partial correlations ranged
from .36 to .52). However, Sarver (1976) reported
that the quality of referential messages on Krauss
and Glucksberg’s (1969) task was significantly re-
lated to the RCQ among seventh-graders (r=.56)
but not among second-graders (—.12).

The feeling-centered communication portion of
Delia, Kline, Burleson, et al.’s (1980) study was
replicated by Burleson (1980) with first- through
twelfth-graders. RCQ scores were found to be sig-
nificantly associated with the number of different
message strategies used (r=.75), the highest level
of strategy employed (.78), and the highest level of
listener-adaptation displayed in message rationales
(.74). When age was partialled, all correlations
remained significant (respectively, .64, .69, and
.62). Crockett’s measure was found to be a good
predictor across the age span: For first- and
second-graders the correlations with the three de-
pendent measures ranged from .50 to .59 (with age
partialled, .43 to .57), for third- through sixth-
graders from .58 to .61 (with age partialled, .54 to
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.59), and for seventh- through twelfth-graders
from .68 to .81 (with age partialled, .68 to .80).
However, construct abstractness became an in-
creasingly powerful predictor over the course of
development: Among first- and second-graders
abstractness was not significantly related to the de-
pendent measures, but with third- through sixth-
graders the correlations ranged from .30 to .45
(with age partialled, .27 to .43), and among
seventh- through twelfth-graders the correlations
ranged from .46 to .67 (with age partialled, .45 to
.67). In a high school sample, however, Ritter
(1979) found no significant relationships between
RCQ scores and listener-adaptation on either an
empathetic or persuasive communication task;
Ritter also noted that the sample had a restricted
range of complexity scores.

Delia, Kline, and Burleson (1979) investigated
the relationship of Crockett’s complexity measure
to persuasive communication skills in kindergar-
teners through twelfth-graders, using a refined ver-
sion of Clark and Delia’s (1976) persuasive mes-
sage task. Crockett’s measure was significantly
correlated with the highest level of persuasive
strategy used (r=.64; with age partialled, .45),
with the number of reasons the child saw for the
persuadee’s possible refusal (.48; with age partial-
led, .32), and with the child’s ability to refute pos-
sible rationales for refusal (.45; with age partialled,
.30). Although Ritter (1979) failed to find a rela-
tionship between Crockett’s measure and persua-
sive strategies in a sample of adolescents, Delia,
Kline, and Burleson (1979) reported significant
correlations (.43; with age partialled, .40) in their
high school student subsample. Crockett’s measure
was found to be significantiy related to persuasive
strategy throughout the age range sampled, but
over the course of development the measure be-
came a progressively poorer predictor: Among
kindergarteners and first-graders, the correlation
was .61 (with age partialled, .61), among second-
to sixth-graders it was .52 (.51 with age partial-
led), and among seventh- to twelfth-graders it was
.36 (.29 with age partialled); across the same age
groups, however, an index of construct abstract-

ness became a progressively better predictor, with
correlations, respectively, of .15 (with age par-
tialled, .15), .36 (with age partialled, .32), and .50
(.45 with age partialled).

Adults. Delia, Kline, Burleson, Clark, Apple-
gate, and Burke (1980) investigated the relation-
ship of cognitive complexity indices to various
communication skills, focusing on mothers’ com-
munication with their children. Both *‘regulative’
(where the mother is required to modify the child’s
behavior) and ‘‘feeling-centered’” (where the
mother is called on to respond appropriately to the
child’s feelings) communication situations were
studied. Subjects’ messages and rationales for the
messages were analyzed using several hierarchical
coding systems (see Applegate, 1978; Applegate &
Delia, 1980), all of which reflected in some way
the communicator’s degree of sensitivity and
adaptation to the other. Crockett’s complexity
measure was significantly related to the highest
(r=.34) and the dominant (.44) level of regulative
strategy employed, and to the rationale given for
the regulative (.45) and feeling-centered (.36)
messages, but not to the highest (.21) or dominant
(.13) level of feeling-centered strategy. Neither
regulative nor feeling-centered messages or
rationales were correlated significantly with Bieri’s
complexity measure (correlations ranged from .02
to .28). However, a measure of construct abstract-
ness was significantly correlated with both regula-
tive and feeling-centered messages and rationales
(correlations ranged from .31 to .52).

In a related study, Applegate, Kline, and Delia
(1980) investigated regulative and feeling-centered
messages, focusing on college students’ communi-
cation with peers. Crockett’s RCQ was marginally
(P <.10) related to the highest level of regulative
strategy employed (r=.28), and was significantly
related to the dominant regulative strategy em-
ployed (.37), the highest level of feeling-centered
strategy used (.34), and the dominant feeling-cen-
tered strategy used (.39). Versions of Bieri’s mea-
sures were unrelated to any of these dependent
measures (correlations ranged from —.11 to .17),
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but an index of construct abstractness was signifi-
cantly related to all the indices (correlations ranged
from .45 to .62).

Burleson (1980) investigated feeling-centered
messages using tasks and procedures similar to
those of Applegate, Kline, and Delia (1980), and
found that the highest level of listener-adaptation
in feeling-centered messages was significantly re-
lated to Crockett’s complexity measure (r=.24),
though the correlation with a measure of construct
abstractness was much higher (.68). In a similar
study, Delia, Kline, and Pelias (1980) found that
the highest level of communicative strategy used
across several feeling-centered communication
situations was significantly related to Crockett’s
measure (r=.49), but was unrelated to Bieri’s in-
strument (r=.03).

In B. O’Keefe and Delia’s (1979) study, sub-
jects wrote persuasive messages directed at a fic-
titious target person and gave written justifications
for each argument or appeal made in the message.
Crockett’s measure was significantly related to the
number of arguments made (r=.69) and to the de-
gree of strategic adaptation reflected in the argu-
ment justifications (.38); a measure of construct
comprehensiveness (B. O’Keefe & Delia, 1978)
was not related to the number of arguments
(r=.18), but was significantly related to the level
of argument justification (.70). In a related study,
Sypher and O’Keefe (1980) found that the number
of arguments produced on the same persuasive
message task was significantly related to Croc-
kett’s measure (r=.39), but not to Bieri’s (.03).

Burke (1979) had subjects produce two persua-
sive messages and list the possible motivations for
the persuadee to agree with and to disagree with
the persuasive message. The messages were scored
for listener-adaptation using Delia, Kline, and
Burleson’s (1979) coding system. Crockett’s mea-
sure was significantly related to the highest level of
persuasive strategy used (r=.47) and to the num-
ber of agreement motivations identified (.24), but
not to the number of disagreement motivations
(.13). A measure of construct abstractness corre-
lated .47, .22, and .19 with these respective mea-
sures. Sarver (1976), however, reported that in a

sample of adults Crockett’s measure was not sig-
nificantly related (r=.28) to the highest level of
persuasive strategy employed on an adult version
of Clark and Delia’s (1976) persuasive communi-
cation task.

Burleson (1978) studied listener-adapted com-
munication in six work-related situations involving
regulative, persuasive, and feeling-centered com-
munication. Subjects’ messages were scored for
listener-adaptation using the scoring systems of
Applegate (1978) and Delia, Kline, and Burleson
(1979), and the scores across the six situations
were summed to yield an overall index of listener-
adapted communication. A version of Crockett’s
RCQ was found to be significantly related to the
communication index (r=.44).

Hale (1980) studied referential communication
abilities using Baldwin and Garvey’s (1973)
tinker-toy task and Feffer and Suchotliff’s (1966)
password task. Crockett’s RCQ was found to be
significantly related to various measures of com-
municative efficiency and effectiveness in the two
tasks. In related studies, Sarver (1976) found the
RCQ to be significantly related (r=.39) to the
quality of referential messages in Krauss and
Glucksberg’s (1969) referential communication
task, but Losee (1976) found Crockett’s measure to
be unrelated to referential communication effi-
ciency on a version of Goodman and Ofshe’s
(1968) password task.

Using Bieri’s measure in a study of female
undergraduates, Domangue (1978) examined the
effects of inconsistency between verbal and non-
verbal messages on subjects’ ratings of com-
municator attitude and on subjects’ detection of the
inconsistency. Contrary to expectation, Domangue
found that complex subjects were not more sensi-
tive to verbal-nonverbal inconsistency than were
noncomplex subjects, and that complex and non-
complex subjects did not differ significantly in re-
liance on verbal or nonverbal cues in rating the
communicator’s attitude. Rosenthal, Hall, DiMat-
teo, Rogers, and Archer (1979, p. 244) reported
that across two studies of the relationship between
their PONS test of nonverbal sensitivity and Bieri’s
complexity measure, the median r was .28, but no
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further details were provided. McMahan (1974),
using Crockett’s RCQ measure, found that RCQ-
complex and noncomplex subjects did not differ in
extent of reliance on verbal or nonverbal informa-
tion in constructing impressions of a com-
municator, but RCQ-complex subjects found it
easier to reconcile and integrate conflicting verbal
and nonverbal messages than did their noncomplex
counterparts.

Summary

Only Crockett’s RCQ measure appears to satisty
all the criteria for an adequate complexity measure.
The RCQ has consistently displayed the desired as-
sociation with chronological age across childhood
and adolescence; it has exhibited satisfactory adult
test-retest reliability; past early childhood, it is
unrelated to independent assessments of verbal
abilities and intelligence; it has been found to be
associated with a variety of other indices of devel-
oped social cognition; and there is considerable
evidence showing a relationship between the mea-
sure and indices of sophisticated communicative
functioning, with this evidence ranging across age
groups (children, adolescents, adults), communi-
cation situations (persuasive, feeling-centered, ret-
erential, regulative), and specific dependent mea-
sures (message strategies, message rationales,
number of persuasive arguments, €tc.).

Even though Bieri’s measure (in one or another
form) continues to be offered and used as the
“‘standard’’ complexity measure (see, e.g.,
Basuray & Scherling, 1979; Burgoyne & Piet-
rushka, 1979; Hogan & Mookherjee, 1980; Mat-
tenklott & Luutz, 1980; Reker, 1980; Schneier,
1979a, 1979b; Vacc et al., 1980; Wojciszke,
1979), that instrument does not appear to be an
adequate index of differentiation: The measure is at
best only poorly associated with age across child-
hood and adolescence; low test-retest reliabilities
in samples of adults are not uncommon; variability
in scores on the measure are apparently not pri-
marily attributable to individual differences among
respondents; the instrument is not consistently as-

sociated with other indices of developed social-
cognitive functioning; and research has repeatedly
failed to find associations of the measure with indi-
ces of advanced communicative functioning.

There is, on the whole, relatively little empirical
evidence conceming the worth of complexity mea-
sures other than Bieri's and Crockett’s. Still, these
other measures do not fare very well with respect
to the several criteria. None of the other measures
has been shown to be associated with age across
childhood; the number of Repgrid factors has been
found to have very low test-retest reliability in
adults; the explanatory power of the first grid fac-
tor may be related to intelligence; and there is little
evidence that any of these measures is associated
with other indices of sophisticated social-cognitive
functioning or with indices of advanced com-
municative performance.

COGNITIVE COMPLEXITY AND
COMMUNICATION

Although the research reviewed here provides
good grounds for preferring Crockett’s instrument
over other extant complexity measures, the light
that these results shed on the determinants of
communicative conduct is somewhat shaded. The
reason is that construct differentiation (i.e., Croc-
kett’s measure) is positively correlated with other
aspects of construct system development such as
construct abstractness and construct comprehen-
siveness. Although these relationships indicate that
Crockett’s instrument may be taken to be **a good
overall index of the developmental status of the
construct system’’ (B. O’Keefe & Delia, 1979, p.
232), they also mean that results involving Croc-
kett’s measure may be interpreted as speaking to
either the effects of the overall level of construct
system development or the effects of construct
differentiation in particular.

Hence at a minimum one can confidently say
that the relative overall developmental status of an
individual’s construct system has been shown to
have important consequences for the kinds of
communicative strategies the individual employs
in regulative, feeling-centered, and persuasive
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communicative situations; for the sorts of ratio-
nales the individual provides for regulative, feeling-
centered, and persuasive messages; for the
quality of the individual’s referential communica-
tion; for the number of persuasive arguments used
and the number of possible reasons given for po-
tential success or failure; and so on. But which of
these effects are due specifically to the influence of
construct differentiation? We are not in a very
good position to answer this question, because
communication researchers using Crockett’s mea-
sure have typically used the RCQ as a ‘‘litmus
test”” for the existence of relationships between
construct system development and communicative
functioning—and have not specifically examined
the distinct particular contributions of construct
differentiation, abstractness, comprehensiveness,
etc.

However, two recent studies of children have
reported findings that bear on the specific role
played by differentiation. Delia, Kline, and Burle-
son’s (1979) study found that as children grow
older, construct differentiation becomes a less and
less powerful predictor of persuasive strategy,
while construct abstractness becomes a progres-
sively stronger predictor. And Burleson’s (1980)
study found that although differentiation is
strongly related to feeling-centered message
strategies and rationales from first- through
twelfth-graders, abstractness becomes an increas-
ingly powerful predictor over the course of devel-
opment.

Complementary results have been reported in
studies of adults. Burke (1979) found that differ-
entiation and abstractness were equally good pre-
dictors of the highest level of persuasive strategy
used. B. O’Keefe and Delia (1979) reported that
although differentiation was significantly related
both to the number of persuasive arguments made
and to the level of strategic adaptation reflected in
argument justifications, the level of argument jus-
tification was much more strongly related to con-
struct comprehensiveness (which is, like abstract-
ness, an index of the quality—not number—of
constructs in the individual’s system). And several

studies of adults have found that regulative and
feeling-centered strategies and rationales are more
strongly related to construct abstractness than to
differentiation (Applegate, Kline, & Delia, 1980;
Burleson, 1980; Delia, Kline, Burleson, et al.,
1980).

These various studies suggest that the number of
interpersonal constructs in an individual’s con-
struct system (differentiation) and the quality (e.g.,
abstractness, comprehensiveness) of those con-
structs play different (and shifting) roles as deter-
minants of communicative functioning. Among
younger children, the degree of sophistication in
communicative functioning seems very much in-
fluenced by differentiation, while qualitative as-
pects of the construct system are comparatively
uninfluential. But as the child ages, the quality of
the child’s constructs progressively plays a more
important role—such that by adulthood, charac-
teristics such as construct abstractness are often
superior predictors of sophisticated communicative
functioning. However, differentiation remains
(even among adults) significantly related to various
indices of communicative conduct, and it appears
that some aspects of communicative behavior
(e.g., the number of persuasive arguments used)
may be more strongly related to differentiation
than to qualitative aspects of the construct system.

It thus seems important that, at least in some re-
search areas, investigators move beyond the ‘‘lit-
mus test”’ type of research mentioned previously,
so that the particular roles played by the various
specific aspects of construct system development
can be more firmly established. This is not to sug-

. gest that the litmus-test variety of research is un-

informative or intrinsically unwise. Crockett’s
differentiation measure, because of its association
with other aspects of construct system develop-
ment, is ‘‘a convenient and economical way to get
a general reading of possible relationships between
construct system development and other variables
of interest’” (D. O’Keefe, 1980a, p. 7), and hence
in initial investigations the use of Crockett’s in-
strument as a litmus test seems appropriate. But
once such initial work has yielded positive resuits,
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then additional research is mandated to pin down
the specific contributions of differentiation,
abstractness, etc. Of course, it is possible that in
this additional research a given communication
variable turn out not to be primarily related to some
single aspect of construct system development, but
instead to the joint effects of two (or more) di-
mensions, or indeed to just the overall level of
construct system development (i.e., no dimension
or set of dimensions in particular). But these sorts
of possibilities can be examined only through em-
pirical work that follows the initial exploratory re-
search.

NOTES

A version of this paper was presented at the Fourth Intemational
Congress on Personal Construct Psychology, St. Catharines,
Ontario, Canada, 1981.

1. Bieri’s complexity measure and the explanatory power of
the first grid factor are instruments on which high scores
represent low complexity. To permit a more uniform (and
conventional) reading of results, in this review the signs of
correlations involving one of these measures have been
changed so that high scores represent high complexity (and
so, for example, positive correlations with criterion mea-
sures represent evidence supporting the predictive validity of
a measure).

2. In the present review, a good deal of extant cognitive com-
plexity research is not discussed: our focus concems re-
lationships between complexity instruments and other indi-
ces of developed social cognition and communicative con-
duct. Such relationships seem to us to be especially impor-
tant in assessing the status of alternative complexity mea-
sures, both because of the close conceptual connection with
the notion of cognitive complexity and because of the rela-
tively sustained empirical attention given to these matters.
Thus, the present review excludes research concerning the
relationship of complexity indices to such things as the
similarity-attraction relationship (Leonard, 1976),
thought-induced attitude polarization (Brady & O’Keefe,
1980; D. O’Keefe & Brady, 1980), attitude toward selt-
disclosure (Delia, 1974), amount and type of gestural be-
havior (Baxter Winters, & Hammer, 1968). responses of
theatre audiences to plays and characters (Gourd, 1977),
teacher directness-indirectness (Reynolds, 1970), the con-
tent of informal interactions (Delia, Clark, & Switzer,
1979), information-seeking in inital interactions (Rubin,
1975), the “‘vigilance vs. frequency-ot-interaction’” con-
troversy (e.g., Koenig & Seaman, 1974; Kuna & Williams,
1976, H. Miller & Bieri, 1965; Soucar, 1971; Soucar &
Ducette, 1971, 1972; Supnick, 1964; Zalot & Adams-
Webber, 1977), susceptibility to prosocial appeals (Burleson
& Fennelly, in press), childhood socialization factors
(Hogan & Mookherjee, 1980), ego development (Vetter,

1980), career choicé (e.g., Bodden, 1970: Harren, Kass,
Tinsley, & Moreland, 1979), interpersonal accuracy (e.g.,
Adams-Webber, 1969; Leventhal, 1957: Vace, 1974),
sex-typing (Lessem, 1979), ego identity formation (Cote &
Reker, 1979), traffic accident proneness (von Eye & Hussy,
1979), and personality variables such as conservatism (Sch-
neider, Kohler, & Wachter, 1979), dogmatism (Starbird &
Biller, 1976), field dependence (Elliott, 1961), Machiavel-
lianism (Delia & O’Keefe, 1976: Sypher, Nightingale,
Vielhaber, & Sypher, 1981), authoritarianism (Pyron,
1966), repression-sensitization (Wilkins, Epting, & Van De
Riet, 1972), and extraversion (Bryson & Driver, 1972).

3. Research has indicated that several factors can attentuate
differences in impression organization between RCQ-
complex and RCQ-noncomplex perceivers: If the stimulus
person is portrayed as having basic values different from the
perceiver’s (Meltzer, Crockett, & Rosenkrantz, 1966) or as
having a dissimilar speech dialect (Delia, 1972), or it the
perceiver is operating under an evaluative set (Crockett,
Mahood, & Press, 1975; Press, Crockett, & Delia, 1975),
then RCQ-complex and RCQ-noncomplex perceivers typi-
cally exhibit little difference in the organization of their im-
pressions. These findings have been interpreted as indicating
the role that particular situational factors play in depressing
the level of functioning ordinarily achieved by devel-
opmentally advanced perceivers (see, e.g., Press et al.,
1975; Rosenbach, Crockett, & Wapner, 1973).

REFERENCES

ADAMS-WEBBER, J.R. Cognitive complexity and sociality.
British Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 1969, 8,
211-216.

ADAMS-WEBBER, IL.R. An analysis of the discriminant val-
idity of several repertory grid indices. British Journal of
Psychology, 1970, 61, 83-89.

ADAMS-WEBBER, J.R. Personal construct theory: Concepts
and applications. New York: Wiley, 1979.

ALBAN METCALFE, R.J. Own versus provided constructs in
a reptest measure of cognitive complexity. Psvchological
Reports, 1974, 35, 1305-1306.

ALBAN METCALFE, R.J. The validity, long-term reliability,
generality, robustness, and inter-relatedness of selected
repgrid indices of cognitive structure. Journal of Experi-
mental Education, 1978, 47, 134-139.

ALLARD, M.J., & CARLSON, E.R. The generality of cogni-
tive complexity. Journal of Social Psychology, 1963, 59,
73-75.

ALVY, K.T. The development of listener adapted communica-
tion in grade-school children from different social-class
backgrounds. Genetic Psychology Monographs, 1973, 87,
33-104.

AMERNIC, J.H. & ENNS, R.J. Levels of cognitive complex-
ity and the design of accounting curriculum. Accounting
Review, 1979, 54, 133-146.

APPLEGATE, J.L. Four investigations of the relationship be-
tween social cognitive development and person-centered
regulative and interpersonal communication. Unpublished

Copyright (c¢) 2002 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (¢) Oxford University Press



88 HUMAN COMMUNICATION RESEARCH / Vol. 8, No. 1, Fall 1981

doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign, 1978.

APPLEGATE, J.L., & DELIA, J.G. Person-centered speech,
psychological development, and the contexts of language
usage. In R. St. Clair & H. Giles (Eds.), The social and
psychological contexts of language . Hillsdale, New Jersey:
Eribaum, 1980.

APPLEGATE, J.L., KLINE, S.L., & DELIA, J.G. Alternative
measures of cognitive complexity as predictors of commu-
nication performance. Unpublished manuscript, University
of Kentucky, 1980.

BALDWIN, T.L., & GARVEY, C.T. Components of accurate
problem-solving communications. American Educational
Research Journal, 1973, 10, 39-48.

BANNISTER, D., & MAIR, J.M.M. The evaluation of per-
sonal constructs. New York: Academic Press, 1968.

BARRATT, B.B. The development of organizational com-
plexity and structure in peer perception. Unpublished man-
uscript, Harvard University, 1977 (cited in Adams-Webber,
1979). (a)

BARRATT, B.B. The development of peer perception systems
in childhood and early adolescence. Social Behavior and
Personality, 1977, 5, 351-360. (b)

BASURAY, T., & SCHERLING, S.A. Cognitive complexity
development in lecture vs. experiential organizational be-
havior classes. Journal of Experimental Learning and
Simulation, 1979, 1, 13-28.

BAVELAS, J.B., CHAN, A.S., & GUTHRIE, J. A. Reliabil-
ity and validity of traits measured by Kelly’s repertory grid.
Canadian Journal of Behavioral Science, 1976, 8, 23-38.

BAXTER, J.C., WINTERS, E.P., & HAMMER, R.E. Ges-
tural behavior during a brief interview as a function of cog-
nitive variables. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 1968, 8, 303-307.

BIERI, J. Cognitive complexity-simplicity and predictive be-
havior. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1955,
51, 263-268.

BIERI, J., ATKINS, A.L., BRIAR, S., LEAMAN, R.L.,
MILLER, H., & TRIPODI, T. Clinical and social judg-
ment. New York: Wiley, 1966.

BIERI, J., & BLACKER, E. The generality of cognitive com-
plexity in the perception of people and inkblots. Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1956, 53, 112-117.

BISKIN, D.S., & CRANO, W. Structural organization of im-
pressions derived from inconsistent information: A devel-
opmental study. Genetic Psychology Monographs, 1977,
95, 331-348.

BODDEN, J.L. Cognitive complexity as a factor in appropriate
vocational choice. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Ohio
State University, 1969.

BODDEN, J.L. Cognitive complexity as a factor in appropriate
vocational choice. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1970,
17, 364-368.

BOYNTON, K.R. Cognitive complexity: A new approach.
Paper presented at the International Communication Asso-
ciation convention, Philadelphia, Pa., 1979.

BRADY, R.M., & O’KEEFE, D.J. Attitude change as a func-
tion of schema development. Paper presented at the Speech
Communication Association convention, New York, N.Y.,
1980.

BRYSON, J.B., & DRIVER, M.J. Cognitive complexity, in-
troversion, and preference for complexity. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 1972, 23, 320-327.

BUDNER, S. Intolerance of ambiguity as a personality vari-
able. Journal of Personality, 1962, 30, 29-50.

BURGOYNE, P.H., & PIETRUSHKA, J. Generality of com-
plexity of differentiation and effects of construct type, fig-
ure attractiveness, and familiarity. Perceptual and Motor
Skills, 1979, 48, 507-516.

BURKE, J.A. The relationship of interpersonal cognitive de-
velopment to the adaptation of persuasive strategies in
adults. Paper presented at the Central States Speech Asso-
ciation convention, St. Louis, Mo., 1979.

BURLESON, B.R. Frequency of interaction, cognitive com-
plexity, and regulative, persuasive, and affect-sensitive
communication in the work setting. Unpublished manus-
cript, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1978.

BURLESON, B.R. Developmental and individual differences
in comfort-intended message strategies: Four empirical in-
vestigations. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University
of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1980.

BURLESON, B.R., APPLEGATE, J.L., & NEUWIRTH,
C.M. Is cognitive complexity loquacity? A reply to Powers,
Jordan, and Street. Human Communication Research, 1981,
7, 212-225.

BURLESON, B.R., & FENNELLY, D.A. The effects of per-
suasive appeal form and cognitive complexity on children’s
sharing behavior. Child Study, in press.

CARROLL, J.D., & CHANG, J.J. A quasi-nonmetric version
of INDSCAL, a procedure for individual differences in
multidimensional scaling. Paper presented at the meetings
of the Psychometric Society, Stanford, Calif., 1970.

CHETWYND, J. The psychological meaning of structural mea-
sures derived from grids. In P. Slater (Ed.,), Dimensions of
intrapersonal space (vol. 2). New York: Wiley, 1977.

CLARK, R.A., & DELIA, J.G. The development of functional
persuasive skills in childhood and early adolescence. Child
Development, 1976, 47, 1008-1014.

CLARK, R.A., & DELIA, J.G. Cognitive complexity, social
perspective-taking, and functional persuasive skills in
second- to ninth-grade children. Human Communication
Research, 1977, 3, 128-134.

COLEMAN, P.G. Interest in personal activities and degree of
perceived implications between personal constructs. British
Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 1975, 14, 93-95.

COTE, J.E., & REKER, G.T. Cognitive complexity and ego
identity formation: A synthesis of cognitive and ego psy-
chology. Social Behavior and Personality, 1979, 7, 107-
112.

CROCKETT, W.H. Cognitive complexity and impression for-
mation. In B.A. Maher (Ed.), Progress in experimental
personality research (vol. 2). New York: Academic Press,
1965.

CROCKETT, W.H., GONYEA, A H., & DELIA, J.G. Cog-
nitive complexity and the formation of impressions from
abstract qualities or from concrete behaviors. Proceedings
of the 78th Annual Convention of the American Psychologi-
cal Association, 1970, 5, 375-376.

CROCKETT, W.H. MAHOOD, S.M., & PRESS, A.N. Im-
pressions of a speaker as a function of set to understand or to

Copyright (¢) 2002 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (¢) Oxford University Press



O’Keefe and Sypher 89

evaluate, of cognitive complexity, and of prior attitudes.
Journal of Personality, 1975, 43, 168-178.

CROCKETT, W.H., PRESS, A.N., DELIA, J.G., &
KENNY, C.T. Structural analysis of the organization of
written impressions. Unpublished manuscript, University of
Kansas, 1974.

Del,ANCEY, C.A., & SWANSON, D.L. Construct differ-
entiation and the relationship of attitudes and behavioral in-
tentions in the political domain. Paper presented at the
Central States Speech Association convention, Chicago,
f., 1981.

DELIA, J.G. Dialects and the effects of stereotypes on interper-
sonal attraction and cognitive processes in impression for-
mation. Quarterly Journal of Speech, 1972, 58, 285-297.

DELIA, J.G. Dialects and the effects of stereotypes on interper-
sonal attraction and cognitive processes in impression for-
mation. Quarterly Journal of Speech, 1972, 58, 285-297.

DELIA, J.G. Attitude toward the disclosure of self-attributions
and the complexity of interpersonal constructs. Speech
Monographs, 1974, 41, 119-126.

DELIA, J.G. The research and methodological commitments of
a constructivist. Paper presented at the Speech Communi-
cation Association convention, Minneapolis, Minn., 1978.

DELIA, J.G., BURLESON, B.R., & KLINE, S.L. The or-
ganization of naturally formed impressions in childhood and
adolescence. Journal of Genetic Psychology, in press.

DELIA, J.G., & CLARK, R.A., Cognitive complexity, social
perception, and the development of listener-adapted com-
munication in six-, eight-, ten-, and twelve-year-old boys.
Communication Monographs, 1977, 44, 326-345.

DELIA, 1.G., CLARK, R.A., & SWITZER, D.E. Cognitive
complexity and impression formation in informal social in-
teraction. Speech Monographs, 1974, 41, 299-308.

DELIA, J.G., CLARK, R.A., & SWITZER, D.E. The content
of informal conversations as a function of interactants’ in-
terpersonal cognitive complexity. Communication Mono-
graphs, 1979, 46, 274-281.

DELIA, J.G., & CROCKETT, W _H. Social schemas, cogni-
tive complexity, and the leamning of social structures. Jour-
nal of Personality, 1973, 41, 413-429.

DELIA, J.G., KLINE, S.L., & BURLESON, B.R. The devel-
opment of persuasive communication strategies in kinder-
garteners through twelfth-graders. Communication Mono-
graphs, 1979, 46, 241-256.

DELIA, J.G., KLINE, S.L., BURLESON, B.R., CLARK,
R.A., APPLEGATE, JL., & BURKE, J.A. Social-
cognitive and communicative skills of mothers and their
children. Unpublished manuscript, University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign, 1980.

DELIA, J.G., KLINE, S.L., & PELIAS, R. Alternative as-
sessments of cognitive complexity and the prediction of
communication-relevant abilities. Unpublished manuscript,
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. 1980.

DELIA, J.G., & O’KEEFE, B.J. The interpersonal constructs
of Machiavellians. British Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, 1976, 15, 435-436.

DELIA, J.G., & O’KEEFE, B.J. Constructivism: The devel-
opment of communication in children. In E. Wartella (Ed.),
Children communicating. Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage, 1979.

DOMANGUE, B.B. Decoding effects of cognitive complexity,

tolerance of ambiguity, and verbal-nonverbal inconsistency.
Journal of Personality, 1978, 46, 519-535.

DURAND, R.M. Cognitive complexity and the perception of
attitude objects: An examination of halo error. Perceptual
and Motor Skills, 1978, 46, 1235-1239.

DURAND. R.M. Cognitive complexity, attitudinal affect, and
dispersion in affect ratings for products. Journal of Social
Psychology, 1979, 107, 209-212.

ELLIOTT, R. interrelationships among measures of field de-
pendence, ability, and personality traits. Journal of Abnor-
mal and Social Psychology, 1961, 63, 27-36.

EPTING, F.R., & WILKINS, G. Comparison of cognitive
structural measures for predicting person perception. Per-
ceptual and Motor Skills, 1974, 38, 727-730.

EPTING, F.R., WILKINS, G., & MARGULIS, S.T. Relation-
ship between cognitive differentiation and level of abstrac-
tion. Psychological Reports, 1972, 31, 367-370.

FEFFER, M. The cognitive implications of role-taking be-
havior. Journal of Personality, 1959, 27, 152-168.

FEFFER, M., & SUCHOTLIFF, L. Decentering implications
of social interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 1966, 4, 415-422.

FIEDLER, F.E. A theory of leadership effectiveness. New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1967.

FOA, U.G., MITCHELL, R.R., & FIEDLER, F.E. Differen-
tial matching. Behavioral Science, 1971, 16, 130-142.
FRANSELLA, F., & BANNISTER, D. 4 manual for repertory

grid technique. New York: Academic Press, 1977.

GARDNER, R.W., & SCHOEN, R.A. Differentiation and
abstraction in concept formation. Psychological Mono-
graphs, 1962, 76, no. 560.

GIBSON, M. An illustration of the effect of the order of pre-
sentation of construct poles on Bieri's measure of cognitive
complexity. British Journal of Social and Clinical Psychol-
ogy, 1975, 14, 425.

GOLDSTEIN, K.M. & BLACKMAN, S. Cognitive complex-
ity, maternal child rearing, and acquiescence. Social Be-
havior and Personality, 1976, 4, 97-103.

GOLDSTEIN, K.M., & BLACKMAN, S. Cognitive style:
Five approaches and relevant research. New York: Wiley,
1978.

GOODMAN, N., & OFSHE, R. Empathy, communication ¢f-
ficiency, and marital status. Journal of Marriage and the
Family, 1968, 30, 597-603.

GOURD, W. Cognitive complexity and theatrical information
processing: Audience responses to plays and characters.
Communication Monographs, 1977, 44, 136-151.

HALE, C.L. Cognitive complexity-simplicity as a determinant
of communication effectiveness. Communication Mono-
graphs, 1980, 47, 304-311.

HALE, C.L., & DELIA, J.G. Cognitive complexity and social
perspective-taking. Communication Monographs, 1976, 43,
195-203.

HARREN. V.A., KASS, R.A., TINSLEY, HEA., &
MORELAND, J .R. Influence of gender, sex-role attitudes,
and cognitive complexity on gender-dominant career
choices. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 1979, 26,
227-234.

HARVEY, 0.]. System structure, flexibility, and creativity. In
0. J. Harvey (Ed.), Experience, structure, and adaptabil-

Copyright (c¢) 2002 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (¢) Oxford University Press



9% HUMAN COMMUNICATION RESEARCH / Vol. 8, No. 1, Fall 1981

ity. New York: Springer, 1966.

HARVEY. O.J., HUNT, D.E., & SCHRODER, H.M. Con-
ceptual systems and personality organization. New York:
Wiley, 1961.

HEIDER, F. The psychology of interpersonal relations. New
York: Wiley, 1958.

HOGAN, H.W., & MOOKHERIJEE, H.N. Some devel-
opmental and racial dimensions of cognitive complexity.
Social Behavior and Personality, 1980, 8, 85-89.

HONESS, T. Cognitive complexity and social prediction.
British Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 1976,
15, 23-31.

HONESS. T. Children’s implicit theories of their peers: A de-
velopmental analysis. British Journal of Psychology, 1979,
70, 417-424.

HORIKE, K. Studies on person perception (I): The reiationship
of cognitive complexity to the social interaction. Tohoku
Psychologica Folia, 1978, 37, 102-115.

HORSFALL, R. A comparison of two cognitive complexity
measures. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Johns Hop-
kins Unitersity, 1969.

HUDSON, R. Images of the retailing environment: An example
of the use of the repertory grid methodology. Environment
and Behavior, 1974, 6, 470-495.

IRWIN. M., TRIPODI, T., & BIERI, J. Affective stimulus
value and cognitive complexity. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 1967, 5, 444-448.

JACKSON. H.W. Cognitive complexity and impression for-
mation in an organizational setting. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign,
1978.

JASPARS, J.M.F. Individual cognitive structures. In Pro-
ceedings of the 17th international congress on psychology.
Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1963.

JASPARS, J.M.F. On social perception. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Leiden, Holland, 1966.

JOHNSON, S.C. Hierarchical clustering schemes. Psychomet-
rika, 1967, 32, 241-254.

JONES. R.E. Identification in terms of personal constructs.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ohio State Unitersity,
1954.

KAPLAN, B., & CROCKETT, W.H. Developmental analysis
of modes of resolution. In R. P. Abelson et al. (Eds.),
Theories of cognitive consistency: A sourcebook. Chicago:
Rand McNally, 1968.

KAPP, R. Convergent and discriminant validation of cognitive
complexity and self-regard by the multitrait-multimethod
matrix method. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Ohio
State University, 1971. .

KELLY, G.A. A theory of personality (2 vols.). New York:
Norton, 1955.

KOENIG, F., & SEAMAN, J. Vigilance and justification as
explanations of complex cognition. Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 1974, 93, 75-80.

KRAUSS, R.M., & GLUCKSBERG, S. The development of
communication: Competence as a function of age. Child
Development, 1969, 40, 255-266.

KUNA, D.P., & WILLIAMS, D.C. Threatening behavior and
complex judgments: A test of the vigilance and Pollyanna
hypotheses. Representative Research in Social Psychology,
1976, 7, 6-12.

KUUSINEN, J., & NYSTEDT, L. The convergent validity of

four indices of cognitive complexity in person perception.
Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 1975, 16, 131-136.

LANDFIELD, A.W. Personal construct systems in psycho-
theraphy. Chicago: Rand McNally, 1971.

LARSON, L.L., & ROWLAND, K.M. Leadership style and
cognitive complexity. Academy of Management Journal,
1974, 17, 37-45.

LAUCHT, M. & KROHNE, H.W. Studies on the validity of
the role construct repertory test as a measure of cognitive
complexity. Archiv Fur Psychologie, 1978, 130, 212-235.

LEITNER, L.M., LANDFIELD, A.W., & BARR, M.A. Cog-
nitive complexity: A review and elaboration within personal
construct theory. Unpublished manuscript, University of
Nebraska-Lincoln, 1975.

LEONARD, R.L., Jr. Cognitive complexity and the
similarity-attraction paradigm. Journal of Research in Per-
sonality, 1976, 10, 83-88.

LESSEM. P.A. Self sex-typing as a function of stage of ego
development, cognitive complexity, and social desirability
motivation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, New York
University, 1979.

LEVENTHAL, H. Cognitive processes and interpersonal pre-
dictions. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,
1957, 55, 176-180.

LEWIN. K. Field theory in social science. New York: Harper
and Row, 1951.

LICHTENBERG, J.W., & HECK, E.J. Interactional structure
of interviews conducted by counselors of differing levels of
cognitive complexity. Journal of Counseling Psychology,
1979, 26, 15-22.

LITTLE, B.R. Sex differences and comparability of three mea-
sures of cognitive complexity. Psychological Reports,
1969, 24, 607-609.

LOSEE, G.D. An investigation of selected interpersonal and
communication variables in marital relationships. Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign, 1976.

MATTENKLOTT, A., & LUUTZ, R. The dependency of the
validity of information integration on cognitive variables
and the judgment task. European Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 1980, 10, 63-73.

MAYO, C. A. Cognitive complexity and conflict resolution in
impression formation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Clark University, 1960.

McMAHAN, E. M. Cognitive complexity and nonverbal com-
munication in impression formation. Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign,
1974.

MEAD, G.H. Mind, self, and society. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1934.

MELTZER, B., CROCKETT, W.H., & ROSENKRANTZ,
P.S. Cognitive complexity, value congruity, and the inte-
gration of potentially incompatible information in impres-
sions of others. Journal of Personality and Social Psychol-
ogy, 1966, 4, 338-343.

MIHEVC, N.T. Information, valence, and cognitive complex-
ity in the political domain. Journal of Psychology, 1978, 99,
163-177.

MILLER, A. Amount of information and stimulus value as de-
terminants of cognitive complexity. Journal of Personality,
1969, 37, 141-157.

MILLER, A., & WILSON, P. Cognitive differentiation and

Copyright (c¢) 2002 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (¢) Oxford University Press



O’Keefe and Sypher 91

integration: A conceptual analysis. Genetic Psychology
Monographs, 1979, 99, 3-40.

MILLER, H., & BIERI, J. Cognitive complexity as a function
of the significance of the stimulus objects being judged.
Psychological Reports, 1965, 16, 1203-1204.

MITCHELL, T.R. Leader complexity and leadership style.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1970, 16,
166-174.

MOWER WHITE, C.J. Cognitive complexity and the comple-
tion of social structures. Social Behavior and Personality.
1977, 5, 305-310.

MOWER WHITE, C.J. Factors affecting balance, agreement,
and positivity biases in POQ and POX triads. European
Journal of Social Psychology, 1979, 9, 129-148.

MUELLER, W.S. Cognitive complexity and salience of di-
mensions of person perception. Australian Journal of Psy-
chology, 1974, 26, 173-182.

NIDORF, L.J., & CROCKETT, W.H. Cognitive complexity
and the integration of conflicting information in written im-
pressions. Journal of Social Psychology, 1965, 79, 165-
169.

NIGHTINGALE, J., SYPHER, H.E., VIELHABER, M., &
SYPHER, B.D. Cognitive complexity and leadership style.
Unpublished manuscript, Eastern Michigan University,
1979.

OHBUCHLI, K., & HORIKE, K. On consistency of cognitive
complexity between different grids. Japanese Psychologi-
cal Research, 1978, 20, 177-182.

O’KEEFE, B.J., & DELIA, J.G. Construct comprehensiveness
and cognitive complexity. Perceptual and Motor Skills,
1978, 46, 548-550.

O‘KEEFE, B.J., & DELIA, J.G. Construct comprehensiveness
and cognitive complexity as predictors of the number and
strategic adaptation of arguments and appeals in a persua-
sive message. Communication Monographs, 1979, 46,
231-240.

O’KEEFE, B.]., DELIA, J.G., & O’KEEFE, D. J. Construct
individuality, cognitive complexity, and the formation and
remembering of interpersonal impressions. Social Behavior
and Personality, 1977, 5, 229-240.

O’KEEFE, D.J. Constructivist approaches to persuasion: Re-
search strategies and methodological choices. Paper pre-
sented at the Eastern Communication Association conven-
tion, Ocean City, Md., 1980. (a)

O’KEEFE, D.J. The relationship of attitudes and behavior: A
constructivist analysis. In D.P. Cushman & R.D. McPhee
(Eds.), The message-attitude-behavior relationship: The-
ory, methodology, and application. New York: Academic
Press, 1980. (b)

O’KEEFE, D.J., & BRADY, R.M. Cognitive complexity and
the effects of thought on attitude change. Social Behavior
and Personality, 1980, 8, 49-56.

O’KEEFE, D.J., & DELIA, J.G. Construct differentiation and
the relationship of attitudes and behavioral intentions.
Communication Monographs, in press.

O’KEEFE, D.J., SHEPHERD, G.J., & STREETER, T. Role
Category Questionnaire measures of construct differentia-
tion: Reliability and comparability of alternative forms.
Paper presented at the International Communication Asso-
ciation convention, Minneapolis, Minn., 1981.

OLSON, J. M., & PARTINGTON, J.T. An integrative analysis
of two cognitive models of interpersonal effectiveness.

British Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 1977,
16, 13-14.

PEDERSEN, F.A. Consistency data on the role construct rep-
ertory test. Unpublished manuscript, Ohio State University,
1958 (cited in Adams-Webber, 1979).

PELIAS, R. An experimental investigation of the effect of a
psychologically-centered literary interpretation course on
college students’ levels of social perspective-taking. Un-
published doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign, 1979.

PIAGET, J. Language and thought of the child. New York:
Humanities Press, 1959.

POWERS, W.G., JORDAN, W.J., & STREET, R.L. Lan-
guage indices in the measurement of cognitive complexity:
Is complexity loquacity? Human Communication Research,
1979, 6, 69-73.

PRESS, AN., CROCKETT, W.H., & DELIA, J.G. Effects of
cognitive complexity and of perceiver’s set upon the organi-
zation of impressions. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology. 1975, 32, 865-872.

PRESS, A.N., CROCKETT, W.H., & ROSENKRANTZ, P.S.
Cognitive complexity and the learning of balanced and un-
balanced social structures. Journal of Personality, 1969, 37,
541-553.

PYRON, B. A factor-analytic study of simplicity-complexity of
social ordering. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1966, 22,
259-272.

REKER, G.T. Interpersonal conceptual structures of emotion-
ally disturbed and normal boys. Journal of Abnormal Psy-
chology, 1974, 83, 380-386.

REKER, G.T. Cognitive differentiation and atfective stimulus
value: Vigilance or justification? Perceptual and Motor
Skills, 1980, 50, 891-894.

REYNOLDS, R.J. Classroom verbal interaction patterns as a
function of instructor cognitive complexity. Journal of
Teacher Education, 1970, 21, 59-64.

RITTER, E. M. Social perspective-taking ability, cognitive
complexity, and listener-adapted communication in early
and late adolescence. Communication Monographs, 1979,
46, 40-51.

ROSENBACH, D., CROCKETT, W.H., & WAPNER, S. De-
velopmental level, emotional involvement, and the resolu-
tion of inconsistency in impression formation. Devel-
opmental Psychology, 1973, 8, 120-130.

ROSENKRANTZ, P.S. Relationship of some conditions of
presentation and cognitive differentiation to impression
formation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Clark Uni-
versity, 1961. )

ROSENKRANTZ, P.S. & CROCKETT, W.H. Some factors
influencing the assimilation of disparate information in im-
pression formation. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 1965, 2, 397-402.

ROSENTHAL, R., HALL, J.A., DIMATTEO, M.R., RO-
GERS, P.L., & ARCHER, D. Sensitivity to nonverbal
communication: The PONS test. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1979.

ROTHENBERG, B.B. Children’s social sensitivity and the re-
lationship to interpersonal competence, intrapersonal com-
fort, and intellectual level. Developmental Psychology,
1970, 2, 335-350.

RUBIN, R.B. Cognitive complexity, context of anticipated in-
teraction, and information seeking processes in impression

Copyright (c¢) 2002 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (c) Oxford University Press



92 HUMAN COMMUNICATION RESEARCH / Vol. 8, No. 1, Fall 1981

formation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, 1975.

SAPPENFIELD, B.R., & FISHER, J. Cognitive complexity
and the affective stimulus value of photographed faces.
Psychological Reports, 1977, 40, 1239-1242.

SARVER, J.L. J. An exploratory study of the antecedents of
individual differences in second and seventh graders’
social-cognitive and communicative performance. Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign, 1976.

SCARLETT, H.H., PRESS, A.N., & CROCKETT, W.H.
Children’s descriptions of peers: A Wernerian devel-
opmental analysis. Child Development, 1971, 44, 439-453.

SCHAFF, J.E. The relationships between affective complexity,
cognitive complexity, and subject-rated moods. Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, University of Florida, 1975.

SCHNEIDER, J.F., KOHLER, A., & WACHTER, H. Con-
servatism and cognitive complexity. Psychological Reports,
1979, 44, 981-982.

SCHNEIER, C.E. Cognitive structure and preference for con-
structs in impression formation: A field experiment. Psy-
chological Reports, 1979, 45, 459-467. (a)

SCHNEIER, C.E. Measuring cognitive complexity: Develop-
ing reliability, validity, and norm tables for a personality in-
strument. Educational and Psychoélogical Measurement,
1979, 39, 599-612. (b)

SCHRODER, H.M., DRIVER, M.J., & STREUFERT, S.
Human information processing. New York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston, 1967.

SCOTT, W.A. Cognitive complexity and cognitive flexibility.
Sociometry, 1962, 25, 405-414.

SCOTT, W.A. Cognitive complexity and cognitive balance.
Sociometry, 1963, 26, 66-74.

SCOTT, W.A., OSGOOD, D.W., & PETERSON, C. Cogni-
tive structure: Theory and measurement of individual differ-
ences. New York: V.H. Winston, 1979.

SEAMAN, I. M., & KOENIG, F. A comparison of measures of
cognitive complexity. Sociometry, 1974, 37, 375-390.
SECHREST, L., & JACKSON, D.N. Social intelligence and
accuracy of interpersonal predictions. Journal of Personal-

ity, 1961, 29, 167-182.

SMITH, S., & LEACH, C. A hierarchical measure of cognitive
complexity. British Journal of Psychology, 1972, 63, 561-
568.

SOUCAR, E. Vigilance and the perceptions of teachers and
students. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1971, 32, 83-86.
SOUCAR, E., & DUCETTE, J. Cognitive complexity and po-
litical preferences. Psychological Reports, 1971, 29, 373-

374.

SOUCAR, E., & DUCETTE, J. A re-examination of the vigi-
lance hypothesis in person perception. Journal of Social
Psychology, 1972, 88, 31-36.

STARBIRD, D.H., & BILLER, H.B. An exploratory study of
the interaction of cognitive complexity, dogmatism, and
repression-sensitization among college students. Journal of
Genetic Psychology, 1976, 128, 227-232.

STEINER, 1.D., & JOHNSON, H.H. Authoritarianism and
tolerance of trait inconsistency. Journal of Abnormal and
Social Psychology, 1963, 67, 388-391.

STREUFERT, S., & STREUFERT, S.C. Behavior in the com-
plex environment. Washington, D.C.: V.H. Winston, 1978.

STRINGER, P., & TERRY, P. Objective constructs and cog-
nitive structure. British Journal of Medical Psychology,
1978, 51, 325-335.

SUPNICK, J. Unpublished senior honors thesis, Clark Univer-
sity, 1964 (cited in Crockett, 1965).

SYPHER, H.E., NIGHTINGALE, J., VIELHABER, M., &
SYPHER, B.D. The interpersonal constructs of Machiavel-
lians: A reconsideration. British Journal of Social Psychol-
ogy, 1981, 20, 155-156.

SYPHER, H.E., & O’KEEFE, D.J. The comparative validity
of several cognitive complexity measures as predictors of
communication-relevant abilities. Paper presented at the
International Communication Association annual conven-
tion, Acapulco, Mexico, 1980.

TRIPODI, T., & BIERI, J. Cognitive complexity as a function
of own and provided constructs. Psychological Reports,
1963, 13, 26.

TRIPODI, T., BIERI, J. Information transmission in clinical
judgments as a function of stimulus dimensionality and
cognitive complexity. Journal of Personality, 1964, 32,
119-137.

VACC, N.A. Cognitive complexity in resident assistants and
their accuracy in predicting student academic performance.
Journal of College Student Personnel, 1974, 15, 194-197.

VACC, N.A., & GREENLEAF, W. Sequential development of
cognitive complexity. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1975,
41, 319-322.

VACC, N.A., LOESCH, L.C., & BURT, M.A. Further devel-
opment of the adapted modified role repertory test. Mea-
surement and Evaluation in Guidance, 1980, 12, 216-222.

VACC, N.A., & VACC, N.E. An adaptation for children of the
modified role repertory test—A measure of cognitive com-
plexity. Psychological Reports, 1973, 33, 771-776.

VANNOY, J.S. Generality of cognitive complexity-simplicity
as a personality construct. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 1965, 3, 385-396.

VECCHIO, R. A test of the cognitive complexity interpretation
of the least preferred coworker scale. Educational and Psy-
chological Measurement, 1979, 39, 523-526.

VETTER, M. Ich-entwicklung und kognitive komplexitat.
Zeitschrift fur Entwickiungspsychologie und Padagogische
Psychologie, 1980, 12, 126-143.

VON EYE, A., & HUSSY, W. Zum beitrag von variablen der
kognitiven komplexitat fur die identifikation verkehs-
psychologischer risikogruppen. Schweizerische Zeitschrift
Jfur Psychologie und ihre Anwendungen, 1979, 38, 58-70.

WACHTER, H., KOHLER, A., & SCHNEIDER, J. Kognitive
komplexitat in der personwahrnehmung: Ein vergleich
mehrerer indizes. Arbeiten der Fachrichtung Psychologie
no. 38, University of the Saar, Saarbrucken, 1976.

WERNER, H. Comparative psychology of mental development
(rev. ed.). New York: International Universities Press,
1948.

WILKINS, G., EPTING, F., & VAN DE RIET, H. Relation-
ship between repression-sensitization and interpersonal
cognitive complexity. Journal of Consulting and Clinical
Psychology, 1972, 39, 448-450.

WINER, J.L., CESARI, J., HAASE, R.F., & BODDEN, J.L.
Cognitive complexity and career maturity among college
students. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 1979, 15, 186-
192.

WOICISZKE, B. Affective factors in organization of cognitive
structures in the context of interpersonal perception. Polish
Psychological Bulletin, 1979, 10, 3-13.

ZAJONC, R. The process of cognitive tuning in communica-
tion. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1960, 61,
159-167.

ZALOT, G., & ADAMS-WEBBER, J. Cognitive complexity
in the perception of neighbors. Social Behavior and Per-
sonality, 1977, 5, 281-283.

Copyright (c¢) 2002 ProQuest Information and Learning Company
Copyright (¢) Oxford University Press



