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AESTRACIT

The stuay ol paman learning has noglected
iuteirpersonal learning, nairly bccause ot 1ts compiexity. loscver,
with tne recent aevelopient ¢f a4 new wnethodolcqy and research
paradigm, em]jirical studlesc nave been 1nitiated. Thils 1s a report on
one¢ sucn study, involving 40U male Upniversity of Oregon students
divided 1nto twc grcijs ot 10 pairs cit subjects., The task learning
(TL) group ¢0 ths: interpersonal learning (IPL) group were trained
inl &0 trials to jredict 4 nunerical criterion on the pbasis 2i two
nunsetical cues (X1 and XZ). For the 71 Qgroup, pairs cf suljecis vere
trained to use the cdfe cue accordinjg tc the =are rule. Tor halt (te
pairs, X1 wa< lincarly related to the criterion, while tor the rest,
X1 Wwas & uonlineasr cue. I1n tne IFL grcup, each pair was
difrere¢ntially trained, with cne using X1 as a liaear cue, and the
other using X2 as a ononlinear cue, When the palrs were cosbined tor &
task involving twe egually valid linear and nonlinear cues, the IEL
group adapted siguniticantly better to the task due tc the linear
subtjects’ inakility tc learr to use the noniilnea.s cue on the basis ot
tashk learning alornce. (dh)
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Two groups of ten pairs of Ss, a task learning (TL) group and an interpersonal
learaing (ITL) group, were trained for 69 trials to predict z numerical criterion
{Y) on tlic basis of two nurericsl cues (Xl and Xz). tor the TL group, pairs of

5s were trained to use the same cue acrording to the same rule. For half the
5s ia the TIL group, Xl was linearly related to Y. §or the other half, X, was

a nonlinear cue. In the IPL grous, pairs of Ss were . ifferentially trained.
One S was traincd ro uze Xl as a linear cie, and one S was trained to use XZ

as a nonlirear cue. After incividnal training, two Ss were brought together to
work for 60 trials on a third two-cue task composed of one linear and one noulincar
cue, toth equ-lly valid. Results showed the IPL group adapted significantly
better to the ktask due to the 1fnecar Ss' inability to learn to vse the nonlimcar
cue on the basis of task learning alone.
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Task Learning, Interpersonal Learniag

and Cognitive Complexity
Abstract

Two groups of ten pairs of Ss, a task learning (TL) group and an
interpersonal learning (IPL) group, were trainad for 60 trials to predict
a numerical criterion (Y) on the basis of two numerical cues (X1 and XZ).
FPor the TL group, pairs of Ss were trained to use the sawe cve according

to the same rule. For half the S§s in the TL group, X, was linearly related

1
to Y. For the other half, X, was a nonlinear cue. In the IPL group,

1
pairs of Ss were differentially trained. One § was trained to use X1 8
a8 lineax cur, and one S was trained to use X2 #s a nonlinear cue., After
individual *raining, .wo Ss wera brought togethcr to work for 60 trials
on & third two-cue task composed of one linear and one nonlinear cue,
both equally valid. Results showed the IPL group adapted significuntly”

better to the task due to the linear Ss' inability to learn to use the

nonlinear cue on the basis of task learning alone.
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INTRODUCTION

All human learning consists of certain changas in the re-
lations betveen a person and his enviroament. These changes can
be as simple and individual as an eyeblink or as complex and
interpexsonal as 'falling in love'. Bott general types of human
learning, individual and interpersonal, are, of course, essential to
human existence and nornally not independent., The scientific study
of human learning, however, has concentrated alwost exclusively on
individual lecarning (see: Melton, 19864), to the ncglect of interpersonal
learning. The &tcudy of interpersonal learning has been ignored not
because interpersonal learning is any less important than individual
learning, but bLecause it is more complex; theoretically and method-
ologically interpersonal learnirg is wore difficult to handle than
individual learning. Recently, however, some preliminary efforts
towerd an understanding of interpersonal learning have been taken;
a new methodology and resea;ch paradigm have been developed, and
empirical studies are underway. The present P2per reports one such
study of interpersonal learning. The introduction to that study
consists of twe parts. First, the nature of the study of interpersonal
learning is discussed. Second, interperscnal learuning is contrasted
with task learning and the study of the effects of cognitive complexity

on these two types of learnirng is considered.

a



ERIC

The Study of Interpersonal Learning

Interpersonal learning (as studied here) is the process whereby
one parson learns from anctiner person information about an environ-
mental task commen to both., The study of interpersonal learning, then,
includes the investigation of (at least) three interacting systems --
two subjects and their common environment. An experimental paradigm
for the study of interpersonal learning must thus provide methods
for the measurement uf changes in and among these three systems, Such
an experimental paradigm, the lens model paradigm, has recently been
described by Earle and Miller (1969). Based on the theoretical and
methodological ideas of Egon Brunswik (1952, 1356) snd on the extensions
of Brunswik's work by Hammond and his associates (Hammond, 1965;
Hanmond, Wilkens & Todd, 1966; Hammond & Summers, 1965; Hammond,
Hursch & Todd, 1964; Peterson, Hammond, & Summers, J965; Summers &
Hammond, 1966; Todd & lammond, 19€5) the lens model paradigm for
the study of interpersonal learning provides detailed quantitative
descriptions of the two subjects and their common environment prior
to and during interpersonal learning. Poth of these stages of
investigation are briefly discussed below.

The lens model paradigm for the study of interpersonal learning
is presented graphically in Figure 1. The two subjects, S1 & Sz,
are individually trained on different two-cue probabilistic learning
tasks. S; is trained on a tesk in which cue X, 1s highly correlated

with che criterion, Y, and cue X, is uncorrelated with Y. Sz, on

1
the other hand, is trained on a task in which cue X1 is highly

b
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correlated with the criterion, Y, and cue X2 is uncorrelated with Y,

S1 and S, are trained equally well on their different tasks.

2

The joint task (common environment) is formed of elements from
both training tasks -- i.e., cues Xl and X2- Tte joint task differs
from each of the individual tasks, however, im that Xl and X2 are
equally and moderately corrclated with Y. S1 and 82 thus bring to
the joint task equally valid information concerning the use of one
of the task cues. Each subject must then learn from the other scubject
(and from the task) the importance of the task cue which he had been
trained to ignore and the other subject had been trained to use.
In addition to learning to pay attention to another task cue, each
subject may have to learn a new rule (function form) relating chat
cue to the criterion. Rule learning would occur 1if X1 is related to
Y according to a different rule from that relating X2 to Y. VWhether
cue learning, rule learning or complete learning (see: Summers,
1967, 196%9) is requi:ed for adaptation by S1 and SR to the joint task,
information can be obtained both from the other subject and from the
ta;k. These two types of learning -- interpersonnl learning (from
the other subject) &nd task learning (from the task feedback) ~-- occur
concurrently and are indicated by the same measures -- the cue
dependencies, achievement correlations and other paramecters of the
lens model. These ieasures will he discuvssed in detail in the methods
section.

Two studies using th. gencral lens model framework described

above have recently been reported. The first of these, MNiller &

Hammond (1969), investigated the effects of two independent variables

2
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on interpersonal learning: (1) differences in the complexity of the
cognitive systems of the learner and the person learned fror, and

(2) variations in the explanatory context in which these diﬂferences

were coiemunicated. fwo levels of cognitive corplexity were used:

P

(1) Simple: A subject was traincd to depend heavily on a cﬁe related
to the criterion by a rule with a positive linecar form, (Z)QQQQElgﬁ:
A subject was trajined to depend heavily on a cue related byfa rule
with ar inverted U-shaped form. Six levels of explanatoryfkontext

were used: (1) Individual subjects with no fecdback from ﬁhe task;

(2) 1Individual subjects with outcome feedback; (3) Indivi lual subjects
!
with outcome feedback and with the judgment of another, oprositely

trained subject; (4) As in (3), but with both subjects prebent and

4

with {rece discussion between them; (5) As in (4), but alsc with
cuc-dependency information; and (6) As in (5), but with discussion

focused on cue-dependencies.
The results of the Miller & Hammond paper were these: Cognitively
]

simple (linear) suhjects adapted to the joint task in explanatory
|
context conditions #4, #5, & §6, but not in conditions #1, {2 or #3.
'
Cognitively couplex (nonlinear) subjects, on the other thd, showed

!
adaptation to the joint task starting with condition ¢2., The cog-

i
¢

nitively complex subjects, in other words, learned to us¢ the newly
important cue (the cue they weren't trained on) and the {ewly important
rule (positive linear relation) on the basis of task 1eaining

alone; the addition of linearly trained subjects to the fxplnnatory

context (Conditica f£4) did not significantly Aimprove the performance

[d@)
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of the complex subjects. The cognitively simple subjects did not
learn to use the ne&ly important cue and the newly important rule
(inverted U-shaped relation) until the addition of nonlinearly
trained subjects to the explapatory context (Condition #4); simple
(linear) subjects required interpersonal learning in order to adapt
to the joint task. In sum, Miller & Hsmmond showed that in a joint
task ircluding both a simple (linear) and a complex (nonlinecar)
rule, subjects trained to use the complex rule could adapt to the
joint task (learn to use the simple rule) on the basis of task learning
alone, whereas subjects trained to use the simple rule could adapt
to the joint task (learn to use the complex rule) only with the aid
of information learned from subjects trained to use the complex
rule: cognitive complexity affects incerpersonal l~arning.

A result related to those described 1bove was also reported
by Miller & Hammond: In those groups iIln which simple linear subjects
were paired with complex nonlincar subjects (Conditions £4, #5, {6,,
the complex subjects generally adapted better to the joint task than
did the simple subjects (No difference in {4, better in #5 & £6).
But it was reported above that the corplex subjects successfully
adapted to the task in all conditions except #1, whercas the simple
subjects successfully adapted to the task only vhen they were paired
with complex svbjects (#4, #5, £6). 7he simple subjects therefore
benefited more from the interpersonal interaction than did the complex
subjects: Although the complex subjcets adapted better to the task,
the simple subjects learaed more from the complex subjects than

rice versa.

10



ERIC

The second lens model study of interrersonal learning was
conducted by Earle & Miller (1969). Carryving a step further the
finding of Miller & Hammend that cognitive complexity affects inter-
personal learning, Earle & Miller investijated interpersonal learning
in pairs of subjects trained to use the 1J combinations of 4 cdifferent
cue-criterion function forms (rules). The four rules were these:

(L) positive linear; (2) negative lincar; (3) U-shaped; (4) inverted
U-shaped., 71en experiments were run, with 10 pairs of subjects in

each experiment -~ a total of 200 subjects. A typical experiment,

for example (Exp. #1), involved paii. of subjects the members of which
were trained to depend on different cues; both cues, however, were
rzlated to the critericn by identical positive linezr rules., The joint
task for these suvjects was composed of the two positive linecar

cies on which they were trained. Other experiments involved pairs

of subjects one member »f which was traired on a positive linear

cue and the other on a negative linear cie (Exp. #2), or pairs of
subjects both members of which were traired on negative linear cues
(Exp. #3), and so on for the 10 combinations of the 4 functica forms.
The purpose of the 10 experiments was to investigate the effects of
cifferentiel cognitive complexity .n the adaptation by subjects to

in interpersonal learning task.

The primary finding by Earle & Milla:r was that differences in
cognitive complexity affected the task adaptation within pairs
composed of a simple subject (trained to use a lincar rule) and a
somplex subject (trained to use & nonlinear rule) (Exps. #7, #8, 9,

f10): The complex norlinear subjccts acapted better to the joint

11
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interpersonal learning task than did the simple linear subjects.
Other results indicated that simple linear subjects who were paired
with other linear subjects (Exps. #1, {2, #3) showed as much task
adaptation as complex nonlinear subjects paired with other nonlinear
subjects (Exps. #4, #5, #6). Further, thcre ware no differences in
the interpersonal learning task adaptation of positive vs. regative
lincar subjects or U-shaped vs. inverted U-shaped subjects,

The results of the Earle & Millev study are ambiguous conceining
the effects of cognitive complexity on interpersonal learning: In
palrs composed of one complex and one simple subject tha complex
subject adapts better to the task than does the simple subject. But
is this result due to superior interpersornal learning on the part of
the complex subject -- or is it due to superior task learning? Does
the nonlinear subject lcarn to usc the linear rule through communi-
cation with the linear subjeét, or simply through 'communication'
(fcedback) from the task? Th2 results of the Mlller & Hammond study
suggest tnat the nonlincar subject would have adapted as well to the
interpersonal learning task with or without communication from the |
linear subject. In other words, task learning alone is probably
suf ficient to account for the superior performance of the nonlinear
subjects over the linear subjects. Miller & Harmond's results suggest
further that the linear subjects would not have adapted as well as
they did to the interpersonal learning task if they had not had
comnunication with the nonlinear subjects: Interpersonal learning
&nd task learning are probabliy both necessary to account for the

performance of the lincar subjects. The results of the Earle &
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Miller study, in sum, seem to indicate thzai, while the nonlinear
subjects when paired with linear subjects show superior task
adaptatior, the linear subjects in these pairs probably show superior
interpersonal learning. This contlusion is similar to that arrived at
by Miller & Haricond.

The key distinction here is the one stated at the beginning of

this paper -~ baiween individual Sﬁﬂﬁkl learning and interpersonal

learning. In the Miller & Hammord study this distinction was inherent
in the d~sign -~ subjects who worked irdividually cn the tisk were
compared with subjects who paired with other differently trained
subjects. Earle & Miller, however, did not control for task learning.
The authors showed that cognitive complexity does indeed affect task
adaptation, but they failed to indicate what part of that task
adaptation was due to information learned from the other subject;
they did not show the effects of cognitive complexity on 1nterpera§nal
learning, per se.

The effects of differential cognitive complexity on the interper-
sonal learning between two persons is clearly an important problem,
a first step toward an underatanding of tine process cf interpersonal
learning. The studies by Miller & NHammond and Earle & Miller have
demonstrated somz of the effects of cognitive complexity on individval
and interpersonal learning and they have shown that the lens model
paradigm is adequate to the requirements of the study of interpersonal
learning. The purpcse of the present study i3 to use the lens model

paradigm toward two ends in the study of dyadic interactions: (1)
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To clearly separate dyadic tashk learning (learning together) from
¢yadic interpersonal learning and to investigate the effects of
cognitive complexity on both types of learning. (2) To determine
what information is learned by one person from another person in
relation to a particular interpersonal interaction task. A discussion
of the three important concepts used in this study -- task learning,

incerpersonal learning and cognitive complexity -—- is given below.

Task Learning, Intcrpersoricl Learning and Copnitive Complexity

Task Learning

Task learning consists of certain changes in the relations
between a person f{or group of persons) and the environmen:i, that
are brought about through the communication of inforwation from the
environment to each person. Task learning, then iuncludes the ordinary
individual learning so well studied by psychologiats, where a subject's
responses to a task environment change over trials as a function of
the feedback (information) provided by the task environment. Also
included in task lesrning, however, are changes in the relations
between members of & group and the common environment they share, if
these changes result from communication of infoixation from the
environment (as opposed to commanication of information among the
members of the group). This multiperson interactive form of task

learning car be called learning together since the members of a

group are free to communicate but initislly have nothing useful to
say to one another -~ all useful information c¢ies from the task.
A typical learning together situation srould be one in ‘shich two

ERIC
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persons, for example, are faced with a common problem about which
neither of them knows énything, or about which they have the saume
knowledge. In other words, prior to the learning together process,
the relations of the two persons to the problem are identical --
neither person initially has anything to learn from the other. As
the two persons interact with the problem, their relations with the
problem change; these changes are a result of feedback of one sort
or another from the problem. Both persons learn about the problem
as a result of information supplied by either of them to the other.

This 1s the distinction between task learning (Jearning tcgether)

and interpersonal learning which is central to the study reported

iu this Paper.

Intecrpersonal Learning

Interpersonal learning has been defined above as the process
whereby one person learns from another person information about an
environmental task commen to both, In order for Iinterpersonal learning
to occur the relations betueen each vf at least two persons and their
common task must initially be different -- cach person must possess
useful information which can be learned by the other person. During
their interpersonal intecraction the informaticn possesscd by these
cegnitively different persons 1s exchanged in the process of inter-
pervsonal lecrning. A typical intericrsonal learning s{tuation would
be one in which two persons are faced with a cormon problem about
which they have different partially valid belicfs. Since both persons

are initially partially correct for differcnt reasons, the exchange

10
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of information through interpersonal learaing will increase their
overall knowledge of the problem. This increase in knowledge zbout
the task is not due solely to interpersonal learning, however --
task learning (as discussed above) also occurs in the interpersonal
interaction process., The problem in assessing the degrece of inter-
personal learning in an interaction situation s thus dependent on
proper control of the degree of task lcarning. The control used in
the present study consisted of pairs of subjccts which could learn
from the task, but not from each other. The task adaptation of
these "task learning pairs' was compated with that of 'interpersonal
learning pairs' who could learn from both the task o..d from each

other.

Cognitive Complexity

Cognitive complexity, as investigated in the present study,
refers to the complexity ¢f the poliey which the individual subject
brings to the interpersonal interaction situation. Within the lens
model paradigm there are two main types of cogrnitive complexity.
First, there is the number of cues used: In general, the larger the
number of cues used by a subject, the more cognitively complex he
is. Second, there is the form of the rule used by the subject to
relate each of the cues to the criterion: The more nonlinear the rule
used by the subject is, the more cognitively complex he is.

The first type of complexity, number of 2ues, has been
investigated in individual multiple-cue prediction tasks (Uhl, 1963)

and in chaﬁgcs of multiple cue tasks (Summers, Taliaferro & Fletcher,

16
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1969); the cffects of differences in the number of cues used in a
dyadic interaction situation have not, however, been studied. The
second type of complexity, rule nonlincarity (cogritive function form),
has been studied in both individual (Harmond & Summers, 1965; Summers &
Hamnmond, 1966; Summers, 1967; Summers, Taliaferro & Fletcher, 1969)

and intcractive (Miller & Hammond, 1969; Larle & Miller, 1969)
situations. The results of the studies of the effects of cognitive
complexity {(linearity-nonlinearity) on interrersonal interaction have
been reviewed above, and the limitations of those studies have been
noted. In the present study, the effects of the sccond type of
cognitive complexity, rule nonlinearity, arc investigated in both task
learning and interpersonai learning situations in order to asscss

the effects of dif{ferential cognitive complexity on interpersonal
learning per se. Before detailing the method used in the study of
interpersonal learning, the requirements wiich the method must satisfy

are first considered.

Requirements_of Method

The above discussions of task learning, interpersonal learning,
and cognitive complexity argue that the study of the effects of
cognitive complexity on interpersonal learning requires two sub-
studies: (1) The effects of cognitive complexity on task learning;
(2) The effecis of cognitive complexity orn task learning combined
with interpersonal learning. A comparisor of these two groups suould

raveal the effects of cognitive complexity on interperscnal learning.
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Dyadic task learning has been termed learning together because
both subjects initially learn exclusively from the task rather than
from one znother. The methoi for studying task learning, then, must
provide two subjects who are initially identically related to the
interaction task. As part of these identlczl relations, the two
teubjects must be cognitively equally comples. Furthermore, pairs
of subjects differing in cognitive complexity (i.c., simple pairs
vs. complex palrs) wnust be provided in order to assess the effects
of that variable on tas!. lcarning.

In ovder to provide tiwo subjects identiceclly related to an
admittedly 'unnatural' laboratory task, a training procedure is
neccssary, ‘The elements (cues) of the two subjects’ past environments
(training tasks) must be the same. In other words, they musf simply
be traincd on the same task., Differential cognitive complexity could
be introduced by having some pairs train on a nonlinear task (one
nonlinear cue and one random cue) and cthers train on a linear task
(one linear cuec and one random cue). The interaction task would
consist, then, of one linrar cue and one nonlincar cue: The linear
subjects would have to learn together from the task how to use the
nonlinzar rule, while the nonlinear subjects would have to learn
together from the task how to use the linecar rule. Thus a two-stage
training and interaction procedure is appropriate to the study of
task learning. The method must provide quantitative measures of
the changes in relations between the two subjects and the two tasks.,

vhen interpersonal lcarning is cenmbined with task learning In

dyads, the two subjects can learn from both the task and cach other.

ERIC .



15

The method for studying interpersonal learning combined with task
learning, then, must provide two subjects who are initially differen-
tially xelated to the interaction task. As part of these differing
reiations, the two subjects nust be diffcrentially cognitively complex,
in order that the cffects of that variable on interpersonal learning
can be asscssed,

The same two-stage training and interaction procedure that s
appropriate to the study of “dyadie task learning is approprizte to
the stuly of Interpersonal learning combined with task learning.

In the present case, however, tie elcuents (cues) of the tuo subjects'
past environments (training tasks) must be different rather than the
game, The two subjects wust be trained on differcnt tasks. Differ-
entizl cognitive complexity 1s introduced by having one subject of

4 pair train on a nonlincer tesk vhile the other subject trains on a
linecar task., The interaction tesk would be identical to that used

in task learning -- one lincar cue and one nonlimear cue: The lincar
sutbjects would have to learn from the task and from their nonlinecr
partners how to use the nonlinear cue; conversely, the nonlincav subjects
would have to learn from the tcsk and from their lincar partners how
to usc the linear cue. Again, as in task learning, the method nust
provide quantitative measures of the changes in relations between the

two subjects and the¢ two tasks.

ERIC
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METHOD

The Lens Model Paradigm

The lens model paradigm for the study of interpersonzl learning has
been described im detail by Farle & Miller (1969) and ie ccsentially the
same as the interpersonal conflict paradigm dosceibed by Hemmond (1965).
The applicatjion of the lens wodel paradigm to the study of task learning
and task learning conbined with interpersonal learning is described

below.

Training

Prior to iaterpersonal Interacticn, the contents of subjects’
cognitive systens (relative to the interaction task) are determined
through individual training rrocedurcs. In dyadic task leurning it
is required that both sv' jects be trained on the eawe task; Figure 2a
shows the structurc of the task learning trairing tasks. The two
subjects, S1 & Sz. arc trained identically on a two-cue probabilistic
learning task composed of either a linear cue and a& random cue or a
nonlinear cue ¢nd a random cue. Pairs of subiccts vho think the sare
(use the same cue in the same way, either lincarly or nonlinearly) are
thus produced for the task learning control condit’on,

In dyadic interpersonal learning it is t1aquired that the subjects
be trained on different tasks; Figure 2b shows the structure of the

intevpersonal learning training tasks. The two subjects, S, & Sz. are

1
trafved catively differently, f.e., on tasks which share no elcments.,

<l
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For exarple, 1f S1 is trained on a task composed of a linear cuc and

a random cue, 5, would be trained on 2 :ask composed of a different

2
random cue and a nonlinear cue. This procedure fusures that the
subjects will have something to learn fiom one another in the inter-

action stage.

Interpersonal Interaetion

After the contents of two subjects'

cognitive systems have been
appropriately determined through trainiaig, the subjects are brought
together to worlk both individually and jointly on an interpersonal
interaction task. In both task learning and interpersonal learning
the interpersonal interaction task mus: be composed of elements from
both training tasks plus elements unique to the interaction stage.
The formation of the interaction tack from the training tasks is
illustrated in Figures 2a and 2b. FKote that the same task used for
task learning is used for tusk learninp combined with interpersonsal
learning -- a direct comparison between the performances of these
two groups 1is thus possible.

In task learning a pair of identically trained subjects confront
the interaction task. These two subjects must learn from the task to
change their cue weightings and to use the new cue according to the
correct rule. When interpersonal learning is combined with task
learning, each subject can lcarn fron his partner the importance of
the new cue and how it is related to the criterion. This potential

exchange of useful information ~~- th:s interpersopnal learning -- should

improve the performance of the subjects in that condition over that

ERIC |
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of subjects in the task learning condition. Performance in relation
to the interpersonal interaction task (and any change in performance
due to interpersonal learning) is measured through the ise of multiple

regression statistics -- specifically the lens model equation.

The Lens Yodel Equation

The lens model cquation provides the quantitative measurement of
the cha.ges in relations between the {nteracting systems of the leas
model paradigm. In the study of interpersonal learning the lens model
equation can be used to show who learred what fiom whom. The original
form of the lens model equation (lursch, Hammond & Nursch, 1964) was

this:

r = R2 4 R2 - zdz + CAJG - Rzﬁ/i - R2
a e 3 e s

2
vhere
r = The correlation between the subject's judgments
and the criterion variable
R_ = The nultiple corrclation between the cucs and the
criterion varichle

R_ = the multiple correlation between the cueas and the

8
subject's judgments
Id = the sum of the products (re T ) (Bc - By )
i i i i
where re s the correlation between cue 1 and the
i
criterion variablce, rs = the corrclation bLetween
i
cue 1 and the subject's judgnents, Bo = the beta
i

weight for the correlation between cue 1 and the

kf‘x



21

criterion variable and Bsi= the beta weight for
the correlation between cue 1 and the subject's
judgments.,

C = the correlation between the variance unaccounted
fer by the multiple correlation in the task and the
variance unaccounted for by the nwltiple correlation
in the subject's judgment system.

An altcrnative formulation of the lerns model equation has been

given by Tucker (19€4):

r =GRR +¢C /1~n.2JI-R2
a e s (] 8

G = the correlation between the variance accounted for

wiere

by the multiple correlation in the task and the
variance accountcd for by the multiple correlation
in the subject's judgment system,
Both the Hursch, Hammond & Hursch and the Tucker fornulations
of the lens model equation are used in the present study., Note that
in Tucker's fornulatfon G and ¢ are complementary terms -- G indicates
the degreec of linear covariation between the two systems, ihe subject
and the task, vhile C indicates the degree of nonlinear covariation.
A subject's overall relation to the task -- his adaptacion to the
rask, r8 ~-=- cait thus be decomposed into a lincar or simple componen.
(GRCRS) and a nonlinear CT complex component (C,/l - Ri. 1- Rz).
Such a decomposition of adaptation can be very useful analytically --
especially {(as in the present case) where the task to vhich the subject

nust adapt is itself ccinposced of simple lineor and coaxplex ronlinear

ERIC
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components. When the information from a subject's lincar and nonlinear
components of adaptation is combined with the cue depcendency infor-
mation (from the lursch, Hammond & Hursch cquation), it can be
determined what a subject has learned. ¥Vhern task learnivng is
experimentally controlled, it can further be determined from whom

tle subject learned what he did.
Proccdure

Forty male University of Oregon students were divided into two
groups of 10 pajrs of subjects. One group of 10 pairs (TL) participated
in the tasl learning condition while the other group (IPL) participated
‘n the interpersonal learning corbired with task learning coudition.

All subjects were paid $1.50/hr. for 2-3 hours. Approximately one
third of the participation time was required by the training stage,
while the rcaainder vas occupied by the interpersonal interaction

stagn,

Training

Subjects appearcd in pairs. The two subjects vere individually
trained on tasks which rcquired them to make judgnents about the value
of a criterion, Y, on the basis of the values of two cues, Xl & Xz.
A sct of 60 5x8 trailning cards was used by each subject. On rach
training card were printed two dbar graphs ranging in height frem
onc to ten centimeters; these graphs representcd the values of cues
A, & X,. ‘lThe criterion valuce, Y, rarging from one to twenty, was

1 2

printed on the back of cach card,

20
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Four different sets of tralning materials were used, the tasks
di{fering on tvo factors ~- cue-criterion corrclation and cue-criterion
function form or rule. The four training tashs vere these (Figure 3a):

(1) X, lineac¢ and strongly correlated with Y, XZ uncorrclated with Y;

1
(2) Xl nonlineay and strongly correlated with Y, X2 uncorrelated
with Y;
(3) X1 uncorrelated with Y, X2 linear and strongly correlated with Y;
(4) Xl uncorrelated with Y, X2 nonlinear and strongly correlated
with Y.

Which of thesa2 four trainiv.g tasks a palr of subjects vas trained

on was deternined by their assignment to one of the TL or IPL groups,
to be described belowv. All subjects were inforaed of the correct
criterion value on cach of the 60 training trials; all subjccts
likevise were trained to reach a criterion at which their judgments
correlated at least .75 with the cue which was strongly related with
the task criterion, and not more than .25 with the cue which was
uncorrclated wich the task eriterion. In all four trainiug tasks the
relation betwecn the tvro cues and the criterion vas less than perfect
(R = .92), waking it impossibie for any subject to be correct on
every triail. Training instructions informed all subjects that one of
the o cuszs would be much more important than the other in determining
the value of the criterion; subjects vere also told that a certain
(l1inccr o nenlinear) rule related the cues to the criterion, The
subjectrs' trafring thus consisted of determining which of the two
cues was ‘mparfant and lcavring to use that cue according to the

appropriatc rule.

2
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Interpersonal Interaction

Upon completion of training, a pair of subjects was brought
together to work both individually und jointly on an interpersonal
interaction task. The joint task was similer to the trairing tasks,
i.e,, both subjects were required to make judgments shout the value of
a criterion, Y, ' n the basis of the values of two cues, X1 & XZ' Also
as in training, sets of 60 7x8 cards were usad to prescnt the cue
values as bar gzraphs, and the correct criterion value, Y, was shown to
the subjects at the end of each trial. The interaction p~ :edure
differed from the trzining procedvre in that after both subjects had
made their private indlvidual judgrents, they were requircd to announce
these judpments to one anotlier, to discuss Licetween themselves any
aspects of the task they wished ancd to agree on 31 jeint judgment (J)
vhich represented both their points of view. The correct answer
feedback +as presented immediately after the joint judgment was
recorded.

Two uilfferent sets of interpersonal intcraction materials were
used, the tasks differing on which of the two cues was related to the
criterion by a linear rule 2nd which was related by a nonlinenr rule.
The two interzction tasks were these (Figure 3t): (1) X1 linear and
moderately coxrelated with Y, X2 nonlincar and moderatately correlated
with Y; (2) Kl nonlinear and moderately correlated with Y, X2 l{near
and tcderately correlated with Y, Ihich of these two Interaction tasks
a pair of subjccts confronted depended orn their training and thefr
assignnent to a TL or IFL group. In both cases, thrce random orders

of the 60 cards werc used in order to mininize task sequence effect.

2
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TI. groups. There were two TL groups, & lincar group (5-pairs)
and a rnonlinear group (5-pairs). In the linear TL group both subjects
in a pair were trained on training task #1; nonlincar pairs were
trained on training task #2. When linear TL pairs were brought
together for the joint task, they worked on interaction task #1;
nonlinear pairs worled on interaction task #2., Both linear and nonlinear
TL subjects, then, worked with partners trained the same as they were,
on joint tasks which differed from thielr training tasks in two ways:
(1) The cue they were trained to use had lost validity (.98 » .70);
and (2) The cue they were trcined to ignore had gained validity
(.00 + .70), and was related to the criterion by a ncw, unknewn rule,

IFL,_groups. There were also two 1PL groups, though they did not
differ in an dmportant way, as did the two Th. groups. In 1PL Group A
(5-patrs), one subjuct was trained on training task #3, while the
gecond sulject was trained ou training task #2; Group A pairs varked
on interact{ion task 2, In IPL Group B (5-pairs), one subjcct was
trained on traiuning task 4, vhile the second subject was trainrd on
trairing task #1; Group B pairs workcd on intercction task #1. The
only diff{erence, then, between IPL Groups A & B was in the positions
of the lincer and nonlincar cues, Otherwise, all IPL subjects, from
Groups A & B, linear and nonlinecar, worked with partners trained
differently from thc way they were trained (different cue, different
rule), on joint tcsks which differed from thefr training tesks in the
sarn? ways os in the TL groups: (1) The cue they vere trained to
use had iost validity (.98 + .70); and (2) The cue they were trained

to ignore had gaincd validity (.00 -+ .70), and was reclated to the

ERIC |
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criterion by a new, unknovm rule. Subjects in the IPL groups (as
opposed ¢. the subjects in TL groups) had the opporiunity to learn
from their differently trained partners the significance of the newly
irporcant cue and how to use the rule relating it to the criterion.

In both interpersonal interaction tasks the tuo cues were
uncorrelated with one another; also, as in the training taske, the
nultiple corrclation betweea the two cues and the criterion ves less
than peitfect (R = ,92), naling 1t iumpessible for any subject to be
correct on every trial, Interaction instructions informed all subjects
that they were vaculred to apply their trained judpment policies to
a set of problews '"basel on real situations," i.e., problems different
ir. sone way fronm those on which they were trained. The interpervsonal
interaction stege Lhus consisted of the wodification by tho subjecte
of thelr traincd policies on the basis of infommation provided Ly

their partners cnd/or the tesks.

Heosures of Intexperional Learaing

Interperscaal learuing 1s neasurcd by means of a comparison
between the adaptation to the interaction tesk by TL subjects znd the
adaptaticn to the interaction task by IPL subjects. Any significant
differences in tasl: adaptation betvecn the two group. of subjccts
can be attributcd to int.vpersonal learning. The task adaptation of
both 1L and IPL subjects 15 ucasured through the use of the 1lrns
wodel cquation, described abovi:. Four of the lens model parcicters
were used in analysing task adaptation in the present study: (1)

r, -~ the ccrrelatfon betwcen the subject's judgments and the criterion

Y1
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variable, & measure of ovcrall task adaptation; (2) GReR -~ the

linear component of the subject's task adaptatien; (3) CNjI - Ri

1l - Ri -~ the nonlinear cowponent of the suvbject's task adaptation;
%) rsi -~ the correlation between cue 1 and the subject's judguents --
a mecsure of cue utidization cr dependency.

In addition to the lens model parcmeters of individual task

adaptation, tvwo wcasures of joint tack adaptatinn are veported:
(1) rJi -- the correlation betwezen cux 1 and the joint judiucnts made
by a pair of subjects -- a weasure of joint cue avpendency; (2)

|J - Y| -~ the absolute crror in joint judgment on each trial ~-- a

responze neasure of joint task adaptaiion.
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RESULTS

i

The resvlts for measures of individual task adapt;tion are presented
first, followel by the results for neasures of joint thk adaptation.
In both cases the results focus on two r:ain points: (3) The differcences
in tazl adaptation betwreen task learning and intcrp&rs;nal learning,
incIvding the effects of cozuitive conplexity on both {ypcs of lezrning;
(2) The deterndnation of what infornation i« lcarned by one person from
anothcr, in relation to a particular interpecvonal 1ntgraction task.

'
'

Individun) fook Adeptation
)
Results on three related poups of nessures of irdividual task

adaptaticn vere analyzed. |

Subject-tas Adaptation (r )

The correclation betwsZn a subject's judguents add the criterion
variahble, Vo is a uecasure of overall task adaptation. r, was computed
for 6-bloclis of 10-trials for cach subject, and trarsforued to Fisher
l-recores for subscquent analyseo. A 2x2x6 ANOVA with repeated measures
on the third factor was used to analyze the cffcets of TIntereaction
Groups (Tl. x IPL), Cugnitive Conplexity (Lincar x Nonlincar) =nd
Blocks, rospectively. As is shown graphically in Higurc 4, subjccts
in the IVL grouvp acdepted significantly better to tic interpersonal
interaction tack than subjccts in the TL greup (F1,36 = 4.3889;

p < .05 02 = 7.81%). Further, Kenlinear subject:, across Lhe

Ju ‘
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twvo Interaetion groups, adapted significantly better than Linear subjects

(Fy 3¢ = 7-48295 p < .01 8% = 13.95%). Cognitlve Complexity, however,
3

intcracted significantly with Interactien Groupu (F1 36
3
2

p < .001; ¢° = 26.80%). Planned ceuparisons between individual groups

= 15,6436,

indicated that the dinteraction was duz to the difference in adaptation

betwcen Lincar cnd Nounlin o v subjects in the TL group (Fl 36 =
’
.2

p < .001; 8% « 51.67%) (Fipure 5), end the lack of such a difference in

22.382G;

the TPL group (¥, ., = 0.7438; p > .25; 6% = 0.007) (Figure 6). The

1,36
Linear subjects in the 7L group diffcred from the avereged Linear and

2

Nenlii ear subjcets in the IPL group (I = 25,9607; p < .001; &° =

1,36
45.227), vhile the Honlincar subjects in the TL proup did not differ

= 1.0422; p > .10;

from the averaped subjects in the 1ML group (F1 16
s

6% n 0.14%).

A significant Blocks ceffecct (F = 10.3152; p < .001) was

5,1€0
furthor analyzced by neant of liuear trend snalyses. Thexe vas an
overall siguificont lincar trend tovard the criterion for ¢l). subjects

(Fy 38
é1ffcr tn Mnear trend (F, 5o = 0.3020; p > .25; 6% - 0.002). 11,
-3

= 45.4283; p < .001; 02 s 52,0627%); TL and 1PL groups did not

subjects produccd a lincar trend (Fl 18" 15.0304; p < .005; 02 u 41,23%),
3

with no difference in trend betveen Linear and lNonlinear subjects

(}1,18
did likewise (F

@ 0.4733; p > .25; &2 = 0.00%). The subjrcts in the 1PL group

118 = 38.3657; p < .001; o - 65.44%), with a slight
Ay ’

difference betwecen Lincar sud Wenlincor cubjects (F = 3,1584;

1,18

.2 . .
p < .10y & = 9,74%), Lincar subjecte across Interaction proups showed

a lirear tyend (F = 29,.1410; p < .001; o2 o 58.467%), vIth no

1,18

diffcrence betvern 7L and IPL grovps (U s 0,4545 p < .25; ﬁz o

1,18
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6.00%). The same was true for Nonlinear subjects (F = 16.6159;

2

1,18

> < J001; B = 43.84%), (F, .. = 0.6748; p > .25: 6% = 0.005%).

1,18
Finally, Lirear subjects did not differ in linear trend from Nonlinear
subjects across Interaction groups (F1,38 = 2,6786; p > .10; 02 = 4,03%).
The main results which emcrge from these analyses of overall adap-

tation are these: (1) AlL groups adapted cignificantly to.the inter-
personal interaction task; (2) The IPL group adapted significantly to
better to the task than the TL group; (3) The superiority of che IPL
group was due to the superiority of the Lincar subje:zts in the IPL group
over the Linear subje: ‘n the 1L group. In sum: Cognitively simple
Linear subjects benef .. from IPL interaction, while cognitively complex
Nonlinear subjects did not. Further understanding of the interaction

between Cognitive Complexity and Interaction group can be gained

throvgh the analysis of the components of adaptation.

-

2, _ 2
—=s

Components of Subject-task Adaptation (GRCESJhC 1 =R
In Tucker's (1964) formulation of the lens model equation,
subjict-task adaptation, LI 1s decomposed into linear and nonlinear

components. Analyses of each of these are described in turn.

Linear component (GReg ). The linear component of adaptation

within each Interaction group was aralyzed by means of a 2x6 ANOVA
with repeated measures on the gecond factor; Cognitive Complexity and
Blocks were the two factors. Within the TL and IPL groups (Figures
7 & 8), Lincar subjects showed similar significantly greater iinear

cowponents than Konlinear subjects (F = 7.,5325; p < .025: 02 =

1,18

2

24,625); (F = J0.7753; p > ,001; 0" = 32.63%). Lincar subjects

1,18
in both Interaction groups fairly well attstoed and maiutained (except

o,
t‘l')
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for dios durfug the second and third blocks) near-optimal sizes cf
linear components. Nonlinear subjects, on the other hand, showed
progressive increases in linearfcomponcnts (vith some talling-off at
the end) 1a both the TL and IPL groups; significant linear trends in
TL (F = 21.4013; p < .005; 8% = 67.11%) and IPL groups (F = 7.7406;
p < .025; 6% « 40.26%) indicate that Uonlincar subjects learned to

use linear components in both groups.

the nonlinear component was similar to that used with the lincar
component. Within both the TL group (I'igure 9} and IPL group

(Figure '0) XNonlinear subjects showed significontly greater nonlinear
components thon Linear subjects: (F1,18 = 87.9195; p < .001; 02 =

95.50%) (F, . = 5.2806; p < .05; &° = 17.66%). The mportant result

1,18
herc 1s the difference betweea the 02 for the TL group (95.50%) and

that for the IIL group (17.66%); the performance of Linear sulijects
relative to Nonlincar subjects was rnuch better in the IPL greup than

in the TL group. The Yonlincar cubjccts did not maintaoin optimcl

sizes of nonlincar components as well &s Linear subjects did with

lincar componcats; the magnitudes of the nonlinear components werz
steady, however, with no significant trends. Lincar subjects in btoth
the TL group (Fl,a = 6,2220; p < .05; 6% a 34.30%) and the IPL group
(Fl,a = 12.7939; p < .01; 02 = 54,127) showced significant linecar trends,
indicating progressive learning of nonlinear comporonts. lote,

however, that the positive slope for the Linear subjects in the TL

roup was a rcault of early ncgative non''inecar cermponents; the curve
p
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never rises much above zero. In the IPL group, the magnitude of
nonlirear couponents increased steadily and, in the end, canme to
match that of the Ronlinear subjuats.

The above enalyses of the linear and nonlincar cowponcnts of
adaptation provide two main results: (1) Both Linear and Nonlinear
subjects maintained significant corponcnts of adaptation of the type
on which they vere trained; (2) Nonlincar subjects learncd to use
linear components in both the TL and IPL groups, while Linear subjects
learned to use nonlinear components only in the JPL group. The summary
result 18 this: Cognitively simple Linear subjects benefited from
IPL interaction becruse it enabled thcu to learn to use nonlinpecar
couponents; cognitively complex Nonlinear subjects did not benefit
from IPL interaction because they could leam to use lincar conponents
in both the TL and 1PL conditions. An exenination of subject cue
dependencies provides some nnderstanding of what is involved in
learning to use linear and nonlinear couponents of adaptation in the

TL and IPL groups.

Subject Cue Dependencics (r )
£« )¢ C s,
The correlation between a subject's judgments and cuc i, LI
i
is a measure of cue utilization or dependency. As with the subject-

task adaptation correlation, L rSi vas computed for 6-blocks of
10-trials for each subject, and trancforrmed to Fisher Z-scores for
subscquent analyses, JSince the interpersonal interaction tasks
consisted of two cues, twou sets of cun dependency correlations were
calculated for cach subject -~ the correlation with the cuec on which
Q
RIC .
ERIC .
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the subjrct was troined and t. - rcorrelation with {he new cue, In order
to obtain detailed information conceming the rulys used by subjects in
rclation o the two cues, the two sets of cue d“ufndency corrclations
were further divided into two subsets -~ the corgelatiun with the cue
used occording to the rule on which the subject was trained and the
corrclation with the cue used according te the new rule. TFour scts of
subjecct cue dependency correlations thus resulted: (1) Trained Cue,
Traincd Rale (e.g., linear cuz, linear rule); (2) Trained Cue, Mevw
Rule (e.g., Yincar cue, nonlincar rule); (3) New Cue, Traincd Kule
(c.g., nonlinear cue, linear rule): (4) YNcwr Cue, New Rule (e.g.,
nonlineav cee, nonlincar rule). The two scts of ‘Yrained Cue correlations
are discusced first, followed by the tvo sets of New Cue correlations.
Treined Cu2 corrrlations. A 2x2x2:5 LIUVA vith repeated neasures
on the fourth facter wes used to analyze the e¢ifcets of Interaction
groups (IL x IPL), Rules (Treined Rule x licw Rule), Copnitive Coinplexity
(Lincar x Roalinear) z=nd Blocks, vespectively. ZAs can be seen in
Figures 11 ond 12, the TL and IPL groups did not differ in level of usc

of the Trained Cue (V' = 0.2846; p > .25: 62 = 0,00%). 1There was,

1,72
of course, a trenendous differcuce between 1:iifncd Rule and New Tule

2

usc of the Trained Cue (F = 161.3531; p < .001; &° = 66.72%).

1,72
Cognitive Complexity had no effect oa level of use of the Trained Cue
across toth Rule groups (F1’72 = 0,7336: p > ,25; 02 =0,00%), but an
interaction betveen tule and Cognitive Corplexily (F1’72 = 5.7516;

p < .025; 02 e 5,61%) resulted frem the diffcrence betiveen Linear and
Ronlincar subjects in New Rule vuse (T1’72 = 5,2968; p < ,025; Oz n
9.70%) :nd the leek of such a differcnce in Iraincd Rule use (Y1’72 "
Q
ERIC
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1.885; p > .25 az » 0,47%2). (The apparent linear use ¢ the nonlinear
cue by Nonlincar subjects 1s due to the correiation with the linear
part of tliz nenlinear cuz, rather than true linear usc of the nenlincar

cue,) Thove was no overall Blocks effect (1 = 1,0085; p > .25),

5,360
although there was an interacticen between Rules and Blecks (F5 360 =
»
4,4115; p < ,001), Lincar trend enolyses indicated that this
interaction Is In part due to a slight dif{ference in treuds betuein

Trainced lwle znd New Rule vse in tlie TL group (F = 3,5269; p < ,10;

1,38

2 . 6.167%) (Lirear use of lincer cuc by Linear subjeects increasnts over
Flocks while nonlineary uca of linear cue by Liuncar subjccts decrceises).
}ost of the iunteraction, however, 1is duc to corplex charzes in the {oms
of the curves which 2ve not analyzed here. BRo other sipaificant
Muear treads cor diffcrences in trends weve found anong the various
groups.

The rain results of the analyses of subject Traincd Cve depeadon~

cies are thece: (1) Linear and Nonliuear subjects in both the 11 and

IPL groups adjusted their treined dependencics on the Trained Cuc

. (approxinratciy .98 + apprroxinately ,70), and paintained their task-

matching dependencices across blocks of trials; (2) Neither the Lincar
nor the Nonlinear subjcnts in the TL or IPL groups used the Trainad
Cue &ccording to the lew Rule to any significant degree. In short,
011 subjects corvectly adjusted their trained policiles according teo
the demands of the interacticn task. But the critical policy adjust-
vents occurred in relation to thie cue which subjects were not train:d

to use, but had to lecra to use in the int-raiction task., The stbiect

New-Cue correlations arce discusscd next.

4.
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New Cue corrclations. The analysis used with the New-Cue correcla-

tions was similar to that used with the Trained-Cue correlatio..s.
The AKOVA procedure showed that the 1L group (Figure 13} and the IPL

group (Figure 14) diffeved in level of use of the Xew Cue (Fl 79 ©
y

4.8251; p < .05; ﬁ2 = 4,56%)., As with the Trailined-Cue correlati-ns,
there wes a large dif{ference betveen Trained Rule and New Rule use of

the New Cue (¥ = 27.7243; p < J001; 02 = 25.04%). Cognitive

1,72

Complexity also zffected Hew Cue use (I
1,72
2

0 = 17.93%), Thuse significant main cffects are mitipated, however,

= 18.4798; p < .001;

by the fact that cach of the three 2-way between-subjects inter-
ections was significant; the single 3-way Letween-subjects intceraction
was not significaat. DPlanncd conparisons between groups vere used

to interpret the intevactions., The interaction betveen Interaction

Groups and Rulces (F = 4,1973; p < .05; 62 = 3,84%) (not a strong

1,72
effect) vas due to the diffcerence in negnitude of the effect of Rules

2

within the TL group (¥ = 5,1731; p < .05; & = 9.45%) and vithin

1,72

the 1PL gronp (F - 26.7489; p < .001; 6% = 39.16%). The strong

1,72

interaction betwecn Interaction Groups and Cognitive Complexity

(Fy 5, = 8.8156; p < .005; 62 = 8.90%) was due to the presence of a
14

significant cffect of Cognitive Complexity within the TL group

(F1 72 © 26,0244 p < .001;.(32 = 38,.86%) and the absence of such an
’ .

effect 12 the IPL grovp (F) 45 0.8840; p > .25; 02 « 0.00%). Likewisc,
the interaction betivreen Rules and Cognitive Complexity (F1 72 ©

»
5.5711; p < .025; &> = 5.40%) was brought about by the lack of an

effect of Cognitive Conplexity within Trajued Rule use (F = 1,8788;

1,72

p > .10; 0% = 2.15%) and the presence of such an effect in New Fule

"
(@]
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use (P m 22,1722; p < .001; 62 = 34,61%). As can be seen in Figures

1,72

13 and 14, all of these cffcets derive from the lack of nonlinear use
of the nonlinear cue by the Linear subjects in the TL greoup.
As was the case with the between~subjects factors, a significant

Blocks c¢ffect (1‘5 160 = 4.,2763; p < .001) rust be interpreted in
H

terms of the scveral significunt intcractions., Therc was an intaraction
betveen Rules and Blocks (F5,360 » 4,2780; p < .001) caused by increased
Rew Rulce use of thie New Cue as opposed to decreased Trajred Rule use

of the New Cue. Liunear trend analyses showed that the New Rule aad
Trained lule trends ave significantly diffcrent in both the TL

( = 15.1035; p < .001; 0% = 26.07%) and the I9L (T, .. = 44.9057;

¥, 38 1,38

p < .00L; 82 = 52.33%) groups. A weak 3-vay intevaction between

Interaction groupz, Rules and Blocks (F = 2,2628; p < .05) occurred

5,30

as a result of the lack of a strong lincar trend for Tralned Jule use

in the 71 group (F = 3.2921; p < ,10; 02 = 10,20%). XNew Rule use

1,18
in the 7L prouvp had a styong positive trend (Fl s 18.5618; » < .001;
H

02 46,755%), a5 did Nev Rule use in the IFL group (I = 19.1544;

1,18
p < .001; 02 v 47.567). Trained Rule use in the IPL group showed a

strong vegative tread (F 29.4150; p < .001; o2 - 58.69%). ‘ihe

1,18~
final intcevaction ves 3-way, inwvolving Rules, Cognitive Complexity, and

Blocks (F n 3,4099; p < ,005); this interaction siemrwed from the

5,300
weak difference in trends between Lincar snd Ronlincar subjects,

Trained Rule use, in the IPL group (Fl 18 = 4,3065; p < 103 62 =
. ’

14.19%). Asi: frow this ploor case, therc were no differences 't

trends between Lincar and Nonlincar subjects.,

N
\)'J
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Two main results are derived from the analyses of New Cue
corrclations: (1) Linear subjects in the IPL grovp and Nonlinear
subjects in both the TL and JPL groups learncd to use the New Cue
according to the Hew Rule, adjusting thedr dependencies to necar-
natching level after 60-trials (.00 -» approximately .50); Linecar
subjects in the TL group did not learn to use the nonlincer cuc
according to the monlinear rule. (2) Subjects in the IPL group
shovred steadily deereased Trained Rule use of the MNew Cue, while
subjects in the TL group showed wmore erratie, though decreasing,
Trained Lule usc of the New Cue. In sunmary, all subjects excopt
the Linear subjccts of the TL proup corrcctly adjusted their trained
policics and learned new policies according to the demands of the

interaction task.

$v mary of Indivicuvel Task Adeptation

In the analyses of overall adaptation, L it vas shown that,
while both the ¥l and IPL groups adaptcd to the task, the IPL group
adapted significautly better than the TL group. VYurihernore, the
greater adaptation of the IPL group wos shown to be due to the
greater adaptation of the Lincar subjects in the IPL group relative
to the Linear subjects in the TL group. Since both interpersonal
learning and task learning coutributcd to the performance of the
subjects in the IPL group, the superiority of the perforumance of the
IPL group over the 1L group (in which only tesk learning occurred)
can be attributed to interpersonsl learnfing -- specifically the

interpersonal learning of the Lineasr subjects in the IPL group.



ERIC

50

The decomposition of subject-task adaptation into linear and nonlinear
conponents showred that Nonlinear subjects did not benefit {rom inter-~
personal leqsraing because they ware able to acquire new lincar adap-~
teticn cowponents throupgh task learning alone, a6 well as through
task learning covbined with intcerperconal learndwng, Lincar subjects,
on the othor hand, required interpevsoncl leavwning in order to acquire
nounlivecar adeptation cerpounents. The impoxtance of interpersonsl
learning relative to tosh learning, then, lay in the ability of siwple
TLincur subjects to learn fron complex Horlinecer subjJects the ure
of ronlirear aduoptation cenponents.

Lxanination of cue dependencles provided detailed inforrmation
on the cogritive functiciiug of the various groups of subjects --—
specifically their utilization of dnformation availeble in the
intcrporneonal iuteracticn tasks. It was shown that interpeorsonal
learning wos not necessavy to the aditsgrment of Trained Rule use
of the Trained Cue from tredniug to intcraction -- the infori-ntjon
in the tashk wvas sufficient. Ulurther, and wore irxportantly, it was
shoun that the critical coutribu*tion of interpercenal learning wasg
in learning to use the New Cue. Task learning alone led to reorc
sustalied and erratic Trained Rule use of the Hew Cue than with
interpersenal learning combined with task learning. This is under-
standable since tesk learning made the job of learning the New Rule
difficult; Lincar subjects did not lesrn at all the nature of the new
nonlinear rul:, Lincar and Noulinear subjects in btoth the 71, and JPL
gronps appreciated the frportince of the New Cue (since they tricd

to usc it according to their Trained Rules); but only Fonlincar

O'x
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subjects wexe oble to learn the Bew Rule under task learning conditions.
The new nonlincar rule reosined a nysterjous relation to the Linear
subjcets until 4t was verbolly expleained to thenm Ly their Noalinecar
partnors in the IPL condition.

Interpexronal learuing has thus been shown te contribute
inportantly to the indlvidual task adaptation of cogznitively simple
Lincar subjc:ts prired with ecognitively complex lonlinear subjects,
in relation Lo on daterpersenal internction task corposed of a
lin¢ar and a nendinear cue,  Intespersonzl) learning was necessaiy to
enable Linecar subjects to learn the use of the vonlincar cue from

Nonlinear subjocts,
Joint Task Aldaptation

After making their irdividual judgments a pair of subjects
anncunced thesce judgronts to owve another, discunsed thelr differcences,
and agreed on a joint judgicont represcntative of both their points
of vicw. The intevactive cifects of tosh learning, interpersonzl
Jeorntng and Copnitive Cornlexity on fudividual tasl adaptation have
been descrfbed ztove. The question now is wviether the indivicu-l
adaptaidon cifcetls carried over to joint sdaptation. If joint
adaptation was affccted in the saze way @s individual adaptation, it
would be expected that pa‘rs of subjcets in the 1PL group would show
greater joint tosk adaptation than pairs in the TL group; further,
within the 7L grop the Nonlincar pairs should outperforn the Lincar
pairs. Finally, the superior pevforinncas of the IPL group snd the
Nouwlincar pafr:s within the TL group should arisc fion the nonuse of

ERIC .
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the nonlinear cuc by Linear pairxs in the TL group. The results of
two measures of Joint adaptation are reported -- a rcsponec uneasure

and a correlzation measure.

Joint_Exror (|1 - ¥])

The joint error measure of joint adantation 1s a siuple response
measure consistiny of the absolute crrovr of joint jucdpnment on each
trial, 10 - Y|. Scores were averaged over 12 suceos: Ive S-teisl
blocls for cach piir of subjcets, and wialyzed by tcans of a 2x12
ANOVA; Interacticn groups (¥L x IPL) 2nd Blocks were the tvo facters,
with repeated meesures on the seeond.  As can be scen in Figurc 15,
the IPL group cdcepted significontly better to the task than the Th
group (r1,18 = 5.0083; p < -05; 02 = {.70%). A significant hlocks

effect (P = 7.3067; p < .001) ves ferther excnined by reans of

11,198
lincar trend analyses, There vas an overall significant linesn trend

2

toward the critevion (F = 32,6620 p < 001 o” = 61.44%), and

1,18

a0 differcnce betwern the tocuds for the T and 1F)L groups (1’1 18 "
’

1.3054; p > ,25; Qz = 1.50%). T-ken scpavately, both the 7L group

= 13,1616; p < .01; m2 = 54.88%) aud the 1PL group (F
2

1,9 ~
= 63.46%) shoved strong trends toward the

(F1,8
18.3651; p < .005; O

criterion.

Another 2x12 ANOVA was vsed to analyze the effects of Cognitive
Complexity (Lincar x Nonlincar) and Blocks within the TIL greup,
repeated measures on the sccond factor. TYigure 16 graphically
represents the supcrior perforiance of the Ronlinecar palrs within

the il croup (F, . = 10.1490; p < .025; g = 42,76%). The sipnificant

1,8
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Blocks cffect (F = 7,3067; p < .0Cl) has beer shown above to

11,198
contain a significant linear tremnd. There was no difference in
trends betueen Lincar and Nonlinear patrs (Fl g™ 0.0174; p > .25

02

= 0.00%).

There are two nmain results of the jolut err. : analyses: (1)
While both the TL and IPL groups adapted significently to the task,
the IPL pairs showed significantly grecater joint adantation than the
TL pairs. (2) The Konlinear pairs in the TL group adepted signif{fcently
better to the task than the Linear pairs., Further undervstanding of
these performance Jdifferences can be gained throuzh analyses of the
Joint cue dependencics,
Joint Cuc Dependencics (r, )

=1
‘the correlatjon between & pair's joint judgments and cue i,

rJi, is 2 r2asure of joint cue utilization or dependency. As with
thr dndividval subject cue dependencies, correlations were computed
for 6-blocl s of 10~-trials for cach pair. Also, two sets of correle-
tions (trrusformed to ¥isher 4-scores) were analyzed -- the correlation
with the Trained Cue, and the corrclation with the Ncw Cue. Because
the IPL group was composed of p:irs eonsisting of one Lincar subject
and sne Nonlincar subject, the Z-scores for these pairs were averaged

. over the two cues and thus are the same for the Trajived Cue and the
New Cue., No distinction was made hetween 1lrained Rule and New Rule
in these analyses. Trained Cue correlations are considered first,

followed by New Cuec correlations. Cue utilization within the TL

group is alse oxanined.

ERIC -
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Trained Cun correlations. An uncqual N, 2x6 AROVA with repeated
measures on the second factor was used to assess the effects of
Intcraction groups (TL x IPL) sud Blocks on use of the Trained Cue.
As can be secp in Figure 17, the TL group used the Strong Cue

significantly more than did the IPL group (Fl 28 © 5.6423; p < .025;
)

2

B = 13.40%), ‘There vas a significant Blocks effect (F = 3,1958;

5,140
p < .01), containing a significant lincar trend for the IPL growp

(Fl 19 = 10.261%; p < .005; 62 = 31,65%) but not for the TL group
’

( = 1.7188; p > .10; 0% = 6.70%). The lack of a tread in the TL

F1,18
group is reflected dn the slight difference in trends Letween Linear
and Nonlinear pairs within the group (F1,18 = 3,1841; p < ,10; a2 B
17.92%). The 1L group in general, then, relied more on the Trained
Cue than did the IPL group; they also ased it woxn consistently
throughout the 60-trials.

Hew Cue correlations. 7The Rew Cue anzlysis was similar to the

Train.d Cae analysis. Figure 18 shows the large difference in New

Cue utilizetion between 1L and IPL groups (F = 12,2386; p < .005;

1,28

62 . 27.25%). 'The significant Blocks effect (F v 6.6974;

5,140
p < .001) consisted, in part, of the aforementioned IPL linear trend,
aad alsce a linzar trend for the TL group (Fl,18 = 15.5560; p < .001;
6! w 59,28%). There was a slight difference in trends between the
Llnear and Nonlinear TL patys (F1,18 = 3,0704; p < ,10; 02 = 17.15%).
The IPl, group clearly relied muzh wore heavily on the Yew Cue than

the TL group; the 7L group, however, significantly increased 1its

use of the New Cue over trials,
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Within the TI, group. Since the TL group was composed of palrs

consisting of either two Linear subjccts or two Nonlinear subjects,
the joint performances of these two types of TL pairs can be compared.
A 2x2x6 ANOVA with repecated measures on the third factor vas used

to exzmine tha effccts of Cue (Trained Cue x New Cue), Cognitive
Complexity (Linenr x MNonlinear) and Blocks on joint cue utilization.
Figures 17 and 18 illustrate the much greater use of the Trained Cue

2

over the lew Cue (¥ = 29,6691; p < .001; 9° = 58.91%). There was

1,16
a significant interaction between Cuc and Cognitive Complexity (F1 16 =
]

5.4492; p < ,05; &2 = 18,20%). Planncd cowparisons showed that the
intersction was due to the lack of a difference between Linear and

Nonlinear pairs in Trained Cue usape (F = 0,2009; p > .25; QZ 2

1,16

0.007) and the existence of such a diffcrence in New Cue usage

¥y 16

the Hew Cu¢ -- much greater by Nonlinear pairs than by Linear pairs --

w 7,7320; p < ,025; 02 = 40,267). This differcnce in use of

is the key effect of Cognitive Complexity on joirt adaptation. A
significant Blocks effect (FS.SO = 3,0683; p < .025) contained a
significant linear trend (Fy jq = 5.7074; p < .05; 6% = 19.057);
although there was an iuteraction between Cues and Blocks (F5,80 =

2.4750; p < .05), there was no differcnce ir trend between Trained

2 . 0.002).

Cue ure and New Cue use (F1,18 = 0,0392; p > .25; 8
(Slight differences between the trends of Linear and Nonlirear subjects
have been noted above,) Within the TL grcup, then, the Trained Cue

was utilized to a much greater extent than the New Cue. Most of this

difference in cuc utilization can be attributed to the nonuse of the

new nonlinear cue by the Lineer pairs.

b
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Susrary of Joint Trck Adaptation

The joint error and jirint cue dependency analytes produced the
following main vresults: (1) The jodnt adaptation for the IPL pajrs
was sigﬁificantly better thon that for the TL paivs; (2) Nonlincar.
palxs In the TL group adapte:l significantly betterx than Linear pairs
In the 1L group; (3) The TL proup utilized the Traincd Cue sonevhat
more than the IPL group, whilae the IPL group utilized the New Cue to
a much greater oxtent than the TL group; the latter difference was
due to a greet extcut to the nenuse of the new nonlinear cue by thoe
Lincar pairs in the TL group. These are the cffects expocted from
the individual tash adaptatioen results deseribed sbove. Thus the
interzction between task learning, interpersonal learning and Cognitive
Complezity affccts both iudividual and joint task a“cptation and
constitutes the major finding of this study: Interperconal leaxning
alded trok adaptation relative to task learning vhen cognitively simple
(1incar) subjects could leavn from coguitive complex (nonlinear)

subjects how to use a complex (nonlinzar) component of the task.

ERIC 6
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DISCUSSION

The results are discussed firet of all in rcelation to other caopiri-
cal studies of interpersonal learnin:,, and sccondly in relation to the

general methodslogical problems of the study of interpersoinal learuing.
Ewpirical Studics of Interpersonal Leayning

The wajor finding of the prescut study -~ that cognitively sinple
Linear subjects lecayned fron cognitively complex Nonlinear subjects
Lhow to use complex (nonlinaar) task components -~ coufirms the carlier
findings of Miller & Hawwond (1969) vhich showed siullar cffects of
Cognitive Complexity on cubject task adaptation. Diffcrences in
procedure between the two studics provide added weight to the comparable
rcsults, In the Miller & Hammond study, conditions analogous to the
present TL condition consisted of sinzgle subjects, trained to use cine
of two cues, interacting with tasks consisting of two equally valid
cues. One of the two cues in these tasks wau the cue the subjects
werc trained to use and the other was the cue they were trairned to
ignore (or use only slightly). Thus TL subjects in the Miller & llanmsond
study had sone prior troined knowledge of the New Cue and the New
Rule ~-- they had been instructed in the form of the New Rule in
training and had experimented in its use. TL subjects in the present
study, on the other hand, worked as pairs of identicelly trained
subjccts, nonc of the menbers of which had any prior knowledge whatsn-

ever of the New Cue or the Newr Rule, Similar differeonces exist between

b
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the IPL subjects of the two studies, except, of course, in both cases
subjects worked as pairs. Further differences between studies include
length of interpersonal interaction (20-trials for Miller & Hammond,
60-trials for the present study) and meaning given to cues (political
meaning for Miller & Hammond, simple numerical scales for the present
study).

Despite all of the above differences in procedurc, then, (and,
no doubt, many more) the effects of cognitive complexity were robust
enough to determine the outcome of subject task adaptation in both
studies., Furthermore, the present study extends these {indings from
individual task adaptation to joint task adaptation.

The earlier results of Earle & Miller (1969) concerning the
effects of Cognitive Complexity on interpersonal. learning are clarified
by the present findings. The Earle & Miller study, unlike the Miller &
Hammond study, contained no control for task learning -~ differential
interpersonal learning among treatment groups thus could not be assessed.
While many of the procedural differciaces noted between liller & Hammond
and the present study hold for the Earle & Miller ctudy (not including
cue meaning), the strong comparability of results between the first
two studies argues that inferences drawn from the present TL control
condition can be applied to the Earle & Miller results., ‘ihe effects
of Cognitive Complexity on the present TL group were sucu that linear
subjects were unable to learn to use tle new nonlineav rule, while
Norlinear subjects did learn to use the new linear rule; as a result,
Nonlinear subjects adapted significantly better to the interpersonal

interaction task than Linear subjects. In the Earle § Miller study,

B0
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i
{
i
Nonlinear subjects, when paired with Linear subjects in an IPL condition,

also adapted significantly better than their Linecar ﬂartners. But

!
in the present study, no difference was found betweeﬁ the adaptation

of Lirear and Nonlinear subjects in the IPL group. ﬁhe differences

between these two results can be reconciled by notin; that it was
|

i

shown in the present study that use of the nonlinear cue by Linear
{

subjects in the IPL group rose rapidly during the fﬁrst half of the

60 interaction trials and fluctuated with a gradualfrise for the

1

remaining 30-trials. Thus the 20-trials allowed hygEarle & Miller

may not have been sufficient for complete learning‘gf the new nonlinear

rule. Since it has been shown that Nonlinear SUchFts required no

information from Linecar subjects in order to lcarn to use the linear

§
i

cue -- and they learned more rapidly than Linear sﬂbjects learned the
nonlinear rule -- the adaptation of the Ronlinear %ubjects in the Earle &
Miller IPL groups cannot be said to have been enha&ccd by interpersonal
learning. The adaptation shown by the Linear subjicts, on the other
hand, while less than that of their Nonlinear part;ers, can rneverthe-
less be attributed to interpersonal legrning. The?results of the
prescut study indicate that, within the span of 40iadditiona1 tiials,
the perfermances of the Linear and Nonlinear subjcita in the Earle &
Miller study would have Lecome equal, as the resulﬁ of interpersonal
learning by the Linear subjeccts. %

The finding in the present study that it is t{é new nonlinear rule
that is learncd by Linear subjects from Nonlinear s;bjects in the IPL

group provides a baris for understanding ti irterestion of Cognitive

Complexity and interpersonal learning. Whei pair-of subjects

|
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completed individual training and came together to work on the inter-
personal interaction task, each was confronted by two differencrs
betwean the interaction task and his training task: (1) The cu on
which he was trained no longer was the sole deterrdner of the level of
the criterion variable -- it had lost a gecod deal of its validi y,

(2) the cue he was trained to ignore was ro longer insiguifica.nt -- 1t
had comc to te a partial determiner of the criterion, amd was reiated
to the critcrion in sume unknown way. In order to succussfuliy adapt
to the task, then, each subject had to decrcase his celiance ou l.13
Trained Ci2 and jncrease his use of the New Cue, using it acro:d b
the’New Rule.

In the analyses of the Trained Cue c¢orrelations, it was shown
that subjects in both the TL 3nd IPL groups correctly adjusted their
Trained Rule use of the Tr»ined Cue, decreasing their dependericies
to .2atch the interaction task. Now the question ig the recognition
of the importance of the New Cue. Such recognitinn can take the form
of either Trained or New Rule use of the New Cue. Both tha TL and IPL
groups initially showed they thought the New Cue was important by
wing 4t according to thelyr Trained Rules. Trained Rule use of the
New Cue declined quite zapfily ir the IPL guroup, while being
maintained acv a woderate level or declining slowly in th-: TL group.
Whether they used it atcording to Trained or New Rule, all subjects
reccgnized the validity of the New Cue (Subjactive cue-weightings,
gathered every 10--trials t.om each subject and averaged over trials
and subjects showed approximately equal cue weightings -- 54.7 for

Trained Cue, 45,3 for New Cue -- with no difference between TL and IPL

Cl‘r
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groups).

5ince subjects in both the TL and IPL groups decreased their
use of the Trained Cue¢ and increased (or tricd to increase) their
use of the New Cue, the differences betweea :he two groups nust be
duc o the manuer in which the New Cue was used. The analyses of
the Hew Cue cerrelations showed significant Hew Rule use of the New
Cue by Lineur subjects in the TPL group and Fonlinear subjects in the
TL ¢nd YPL groups. The Linear subjects in che TL zroup, however, did
not learn to usce the new nonlirear cue accarding to the nonlincar
rulz., The key cffect was this: Nonlincar subjects lcarned, through
task fecdback alone, the linear rule relat.ng the New Cue to the
eriterion. Linzar subjects could not leavh, thzougﬁ task fcedback
alene, the nonlinear rvle relating the New Cue to ti 2 criterion.

But Linear subjects, with the aid of Nonl?nzar subjects (presumably
toough verbal deszriptions), did learn to use the New Cue zccovding
to the nonlinear rule. 7This conclusion -- that verbal descripticns
arc very important (1f not necessary) in the learning of nonlincar
rvies -~ lu consistent with several ecarlicr studies. Both Hommond &
Simmers (19657 end Summers & Hamrond (196.) found tesk instructions
to be a criticsl factar in learning nonliiear rules -- the more
explicit the instructions, the greater the use of the nonlinear rule.
Wica no instructficns concerning the use ¢f the nonlineax rule vere
given, the mean cue-utilization ~2efficinnt for the nonlinear cue
jin a two-cue tusk was approximat :ly .10 (Z), after 100 trials (Hammond &
Huumers, 1965)! In Summers' (1967) study of rule learning versus cue

leavn’ng, it was found that in a 3-cue task containing one valid

ERIC
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linecar cue (the other 2 cues had no validity), there were no differences

in task adaptation among cue learning, rule learning and complete

learning groups. However, theve weve significont differcnces emong

cue leavaning, rule learning, and conplete learning groups in a 3-cue

toel containing one velid nonlinear cuve: Subjects who had o learn

either both the relevant cue and t 2 nonlincar rvle (corplete learning)

or just the nonlinear rule (rule learning) adapted siguificantly less

well than subjocts who had only to learn the relevant cue (cue learning).

Yinally, in a wmore recent study (Summera, Taliaferro, & Fletcher, 1969),

verbal descriptions significently cnhinced the ability of suvbjects to

learn nonlincar aspects of target judzment policies. Subjccts not

srovided with verbal deseriptions of the nonliucar componcnts of judgzent

policics were not able to utillze thwse cowponents,

In diccusuing his indings conceraing the difficulty »f learuing

to use nenlincar rules, Surners (1947) reasoned that the difficulty

lay im the 'potentially valiwited nusbes of possible cue-criterion

rules." Similarly, Sunuvers, Taliaterro, gnd Fletcher (1960) pointed

out that ‘. . . 1f an individual believed that either a high or low

icvel of foreign aid retarded growth, while a 'moderate' level promoted

it, this use of tha foreign aid dimension would not be reflected in

a linrar regrescion modcl (enother information condition). On the

other hand, such a use of the foreign aid dimens{on coulcd reedily be

transmitted in a verbal description of one's policy." 1In view of the

findinzs cited here, as well as the Miller & lanrond results discussed

carlier, it seems clesr that the key to the learning of nonlincar rules

lies in sorme description ~- verbal or otherwise =+ of th2 form of the

\}
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relation hetween cue and criterion. Uithout such a description a
subject has only three alternatives when faced with a new nonlinear
cue: (1) He con assume that it is linear and use it that vay (as

did the Linear subjects in the present study). (2) After diccovering
that the relation is not positively lincar, be can reverse his rule and
try a negative linear relation. (3) Having no luck with the first two
alternatives he may try some sort of nonlinear relation; nore likely

he will assume the cue 3is not related to the criterion Iin any way and
becone very irritated with such an crbitrary, pointless tasl: (not on
incorron response amoag Linear subjects in the Th grov:),

In summary, the present findings cn the interaction of Cognitive
Complzxity and interpersonal learning are very simple: It hzs been
showr that cognitively simple subjectc can learn {rom cognitively
complex subjects complex infommation uvhich they could rot Jearn from
the coxrect ensver feedback of the task, Some of the methodological

iwplications of these findings are discussed below.

‘The Methedology of the Study of Juterpersonal Learning

In the introduction to this study it was argucd that the logile
of tha study of interpersonal leaxning required a wethoa which could
{1) Assess the effects of an independent variable on task learning; and
(2) Assess the effects of the same indcpendent variable on task
learning combinc~d with interpersonal learning. With task adaptation
as the dependent varfable, differences between the two groups could
be attributed to the effects of intcrpersonal les. ning. In the methods

section it wags slown that the lens nodel parsdifm for the study of

/1
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interpersonal learning fulfills the requirements stated zhove. Finally,
the results of the interpersonal learning study reported here demonstrate
the uvscfulness of the leas model paradigm dn the study of Interpersomal
learining, ot only can tho lens rodel method show the accurreunce of
interpersonal learning, the paramcicrz of tie lens model indicato
precicely whe Jearned what from whom., Jt ig dmportant to note that
within the lens model paradien the learning and wee of z2ny forv ov
c¢egree of cue~criterion relation can be rtudicd. 7Thus, the present
study represcats only a tentative step tewards the understanding of
the effects of Copnltive Cumpleuity (both quanvitctive ~- nuvxber of
cues, and qunalitative -- rvle—nonlincarity} on intevpersonal lcavaing
wvhich could be achfeved through the vie of the lens model paradign
(sce Bjorknan, 1989, for general discussion of the iwportence of the
lens model paradigm),

Despite the demonstrated utility of the lens waydel paradign v
the study of interpciscnal learning, at lezst one inportant methodolo-
zlcal problem remcins open: Prehmer (196v) has correctly pointed out
that if two subjects in nn IPL conditicﬁ decide to adapt to the tesk,
the cognitive conflict (differenc~s in cue utilization) between them
will be reduced. If, on the other hand, they decide to adapt to each
other (l.e., to reduce conflict), thcy will alco adapt to the task.
Adaptation to the task and reduction of cognitive conflict are thus
confouuded. But vhat 19 involved in the reduction of cognitive
conflict? Preciscly the same process as is involved in task adapta-
tion -~ 1.e., the learniny frou thie other person the rule he utilizec

in proccssing information frem the cue on whieh he was traired.

. i
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Without such interpersonal learning the reduction of cognitive conflict
wouid not be possible (assuming a complex rule is involved -- {i.e., one
that cannot be learned from tas): feedback alnne).

Go, the situation concerning the confoundiang of task adaptation
and the reduction of cognicive conflict is not as critical as it first
would appear. Still, some experimental or analytical disentanglement
of the two factors may prove bereficial to the understanding of both.
Brehmer (1969), for instance, sugpests the analytical partialing out
of conflict from task effects. The details of this procedure (if

at all feasible) have not as yet been werked out.
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FOOTNOTES

1Port:ions of this work were presented at the meetings of the Western
Psy.hological Assocjation, Los Angeles, April, 1970.

2The author gratefully acknowledgec the contrihutione of Kenneth R.
Hammond and his associates st the Institute of Behavioral Science,
University of Colorado, Boulder. Paul Slovic and Robyn Dawes of the

Oregon Research Institute provided invaluable support and assistance.
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