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ABSTRACT

Psychological differentiation theory predicts that socio-cultural
tightness of a society in conjunction with other ecological and socio-
cultural variables will affect the cognitive styles of individuals as
expressed by perceptual field dependence and social conformity. A
reconceptualization of the variable, structural tightness/looseness which
recognizes that it is the imposed/proposed nature of collective role
expectations that defines a society as "tight" or "loose" and an
attention to the source of external influence in conformity tests, allows
a clearer interpretation of the relationship between the structural
variable and social conformity. Specifically, it is hypothesized that
members of structurally tight societies will be more conforming to
influence from the "collective" other but not to influence from "role-
specific" others and that they will be more perceptually field dependent
than members of structurally loose societies. The hypotheses are
tested among Hutterites and University students using an experimental
research design. In general, the data support the hypotheses.
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Chapter I

Introduction

Recent cross cultural research has attempted to establish the
existence of an association between certain structural features of
societies and the "cognitive style" of their members (e.g. Berry, 1966,
19675 Dawson, 1967; Berry and Annis, 1974; Witkin and Berry, 1975).
Structural tightness/Tooseness has been identified as a key antecedent
variable in the development of different cognitive styles. Specifically,
societies which are structurally "tight" are said to encourage the
development of a field dependent cognitive style, while structurally
loose societies encourage a field-independent cognitive style.

Cognitive style is a concept which refers to the characteristic
modes of functioning (perceiving, thinking, acting) exhibited by in-
dividuals at different 1e§e1s of psychological differentiation. The
field dependent cognitive style indicates low levels of differentiation;
the field independent cognitive style indicates higher levels of
differentiation.

Field dependence/independence manifests itself in two distinguish-
able domains: perceptual/cognitive and social/affective. In the
perceptual/cognitive domain, field dependence/independence manifests itself
in an ability "to overcome the influence of the surrounding field or
to separate an item from its context" (Witkin et al., 1962:2). 1In
operational terms, field dependence/independence in this domain is
generally measured with perceptual tests such as, the Embedded Figures
Test (EFT), the Rod and Frame Test (RFT), and the Body Adjustment Test

(BAT). In the social/affective domain, field dependence/indpependence



manifests itself in a developed or uhdeve]oped sense of separate identity.
A developed sense of separate identity is indicated by independent func-
tioning in the face of contradictions and a stable view of self in
different social contexts. In operational terms, field dependence/indepen-
dence in this domain is generally measured with tests of social conformity.
The tests are designed to assess the extent to which persons are able to
maintain independent judgments in the face of external influence which

contradicts their judgments.

A. This Study

The purpose of the research reported here is to examine the
relationship between structural tightness/looseness and expressions of
cognitive style in the perceptual and social domains. The theoretical
development begins with a brief overview of psychological differentiation
theory whose concepts field dependent and field independent cognitive
.sty]es have been recently transported to the cross-cultural arena. Cross-
cultural research gave rise to Berry's (1971a) ecocultural model which
introduced "socio-cultural tightness" as a key antecedent variable in
the inhibition of psychological differentiation in simple, subsistence-
level societies. Basically, the model predicts that a classification of
societies according to the values of such key variables as structural
tightness/looseness (socio-cultural tightness/looseness) will lead to
predictfon of the Tevels of differentiation prevalent among members of
those societies. In particular, it predicts that members of structurally
tight societies will exhibit lesser levels of psychological differentiation
as evidenced by low scores on perceptual tests (e.g. EFT) and by suscep-

tibility to external influence or social conformity. In contrast,



members of structurally Toose societies will exhibit greater levels of
psychological differentiation as evidenced by high scores on perceptual
tests and by independent judgments when faced with a contrived group
majority opinion.

The Titerature review illustrates that empirical studies to date
confirm a positive association between structural tightness/looseness and
measures of field dependence/independence in the perceptual domain. That
is, societies which are structurally tight tend to produce cognitively
and perceptually field dependent persons, while structurally loose societies
produce field independent persons (Berry, 1967; Berry and Annis, 1974;
Witkin et al., 1974). The results of research relating structural tightness/
looseness to field dependence/independence in the social domain, however,
are ambiguous and contradictory (see Berry, 1967; Berry and Annis, 1974;
Boldt, 1976). An imprecise definition of the structural tightness/Tooseness
variable and a neglect of the potential effects of varying the source
of external influence employed in tests of social conformity have been
suggested as possible sources of this ambiguity.

To clarify the relationship, therefore, the structural tightness/
looseness variable was reconceptualized (Boldt, 1978a) and refined (Boldt
and Roberts, 1979). According to this recent reconceptualization, structural
tightness/looseness refers to the nature of the bonds between and among
roles, (Boldt and Roberts, 1979:225) or the imposed/proposed nature of
collective role expectations. Specifically, a structurally tight society
is one in which the collective role expectations are imposed and received.
In contrast, a structurally loose society is one in which the collective

role expectations are proposed and interpreted. This definition eliminates



the confusion between role complexity and role relatedness which exists

with other definitions of the structural tightness/looseness variable,

and it allows an extension of the predictions of the ecocultural model

to more modern, complex societies. The reconceptualization also leads to
the related methodological consideration of the source of external influence
as a potential variable in measures of social conformity.

Three hypotheses were derived to test the validity of the recent
theoretical and methodological considerations. Since collective role
expectations are imposed in a "tight" society it is hypothesized:

that the "collective" other will exert a stronger
influence on members of that society than on members
of a "“looser" society where the collective expectations
are merely proposed.
The expectations of role-specific others are imposed or proposed depending

on the situation not the "tightness" of a society and therefore,

one would expect no inter-societal differences in
conformity to this source of influence.

Finally, psychological differentiation theory and the ecocultural model
predict that:

members of structurally tight societies will be less

differentiated in the perceptual domain than members

of structurally looser societies.
These three hypotheses, therefore, are tested among groups of Hutterites
("tight") and University students ("looser").

The results of this study will have their critical implications

for the future of the theory. The reconceptualized structural tightness/
looseness variable has never been applied in an empirical study. This

research, therefore, will test the validity of this reconceptualization and

indicate its appropriateness as a source of variation among societies. In



addition, the data will indicate the importance of identifying and con-
trolling for, the source of external influence in tests of social con-

formity.

B. Chapter Outlines

Chapter II summarizes psychological differentiation theory and
reviews the research which has examined the relationship between
psychological differentiation and expressions of cognitive style.

This chapter also describes the recent reconceptualization of the
structural tightness/Tooseness variable and introduces the question

of "which others" exert influence in conformity tests. Chapter III
outlines the methodology used in testing the theory among Hutterites and
University students. Chapter IV analyzes the data and comments on
the results. Chapter V discusses the results and their implications

and suggests improvements for future research.



Chapter II

Literature Review

The Titerature review has been subdivided into its component
parts. It begins with a discussion of psychological differentiation
theory. Section 1, therefore, defines the concepts, premises, pre-
dictions, and areas of application of the theory, and identifies the
ecological, cultural, and social structural variables which affect the
development/inhibition of psychological differentiation. Section 2
reviews the literature which has examined the relationship between
field dependence/independence in the perceptual domain and the eco-
cultural and social structural variables. Section 3 reviews the
literature which has examined the relationship between field dependence/
independence in the social domain and its antecedent variables. Section
3 focuses on the nature of the re1ation§hip between the variable,
structural tightness/looseness, and field dependence/independence in
the social domain, or social conformity. Section 4 defines and then
reconceptualizes the structural tightness/looseness variable. Based
on this reconceptualization, Section 5 identifies the source of external
influence as a critical variable in tests of social conformity.

Section 6 summarizes the argument.

Section 1

Psychological Differentiation Theory

A. OQverview
Differentiation is a term borrowed from the biological sciences
where it refers to the degree of complexity of structure and segregation

of function which characterizes an organism. An amoeba represents an



extremely undifferentiated organism with a completely homogeneous

unspecialized structure. In contrast, Homo sapiens illustrates extreme

differentiation with relatively complete heterogeneity and specialization
of structure and function.

Psychological differentiation, therefore, refers to the structure
and complexity of a psychological system and to the degree of specialization
of function which has occurred in that structure. Psychological dif-
ferentiation proceeds in a similar fashion to differentiation in the
biological sphere; that is, it proceeds from less differentiated to
more differentiated. A new born infant represents a relatively
undifferentiated psychological system as the infant's needs and wants
are few and his method of attracting attention (crying) is not specific
to one particular need. The adult psychological system, however, is
more differentiated as this system will have attained a greater separation
of the various psychological areas and a more diverse and specialized
repertoire of behaviours.

Psychological differentiation theory is characterized by three
important elements. Specialization or separation of function is central
to the theory. Witkin and his colleagues (1962) express the nature of
this specialization as follows:

[A more differentiated psychological system functions
with a greater]...degree of separation of psychological
areas, as feeling from perceiving, thinking from

acting. ...Specific reactions are apt to occur in
response to specific stimuli as opposed to diffuse
reaction to any of a variety of stimuli. Parts of

a perceptual field are experienced as discrete, rather
than fused with their background. ...[and there is
aj...clear separation of what is identified as belonging
to the self and what is identified as external to the

self (Witkin et al., 1962:10).

A second important aspect of psychological differentiation theory is



complexity. Cohp]exity implies elaborate "relationships among system
components and between the system and its environment" (Witkin and
Berry, 1975:6). The third central element of psychological differentia-
tion theory is that level of psychological differentiation is an organism-
wide characteristic. That is, tasks which assess levels of differentiation
in two or more separate domains (e.g. perceptual and social) should
reveal similar levels of differentiation (Witkin et al., 1962:16).
Psychological differentiation theory in its early stages focussed
on the overt behaviours which indicate Tevel of differentiation in the
several domains or areas of functioning. Thus, terms such as "dis-
embedding, analysis, restructuring, social distancing, a with-people
orientation, and a sense of separate identity" (Berry, 1976:31) were
all manifestations of a larger concept - a mode of perception and
behaviour - which would characterize individuals at different levels of
differentiation. The concept cognitive style was introduced to refer
to these modes of functioning or different levels of differentiation
and this concept now subsumes the earlier indicators of differentiation.
Basically, there are two cognitive styles - field dependent and

field independent (see Figure 1). The two styles are the endﬁoints on
a continuum of level of psychological differentiation, on which field
dependent persons are less psychologically differentiated and field
independent persons are more psychologically differentiated. John
Berry describes the characteristics of the two cognitive styles as
follows:

[Tlhe field dependent cognitive style includes Timited

analytic and structuring skills in perception and

cognition, a with-people orientation and a sensitivity

to social situations, [while]...the field independent
cognitive style includes structuring and an analytical
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approach to perceptual and cognitive materials, social

distdancing, and limited social sensitivity (Berry,

1976:31).

The concept cognitive style, therefore, refers to the modes

of perceiving and behaving which characterize individuals at different
levels of differentiation and which may be inferred from overt behaviours
in several indicator areas or behavioural domains. The perceptual/
cognitive domain includes perceptual functioning and cognitive functioning

while 1in the social/affective domain, levels of differentiation are

indicated by differences in social and affective functioning.

1. Behavioural Domains

a) Perceptual/Cognitive domain

i) Perceptual Functioning: Psychological differentiation in
the perceptual domain refers to the extent to which items are experienced
aé discrete from the field. Individuals who have limited perceptual
differentiation (field dependent persons) perceive the parts of a field
in an unorganized fashion - the parts are fused with the field. In-
dividuals who have greater levels of differentiation (field independent
persons) are better able to perceive the parts of a field as separate
from the field or to reorganize the structure of the field in order to
achieve organization of their perceptions (Witkin et al., 1962).

Tests of field dependence/independence in the perceptual domain
tap these spatial/perceptual skilis. The most reliable and commonly
used tests include the Embedded Figures Test (EFT), the Body Adjustment
Test (BAT), and the Rod and Frame Test (RFT). A1l of these tests involve
"disembedding" some item from its context. For example, in the RFT,

the subject is required to position a rod to a true upright while cues
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from the field (illuminated frame) suggest a false upright for the

rod. Field dependent persons have difficulty ignoring the cues from the
luminous frame, while field independent persons more easily adjust the
rod to a true gravitational vertical regardless of the position of the
frame. 1In the EFT the subject's task is to locate a simple form within
a more complex figure which has been designed to obscure that simple
form.

ii) Cognitive Functioning: Cognitive and perceptual functioning
are extremely closely related. "Disembedding" is a requirement of both
modes of functioning. Cognitive functioning, however, includes "'analysis'
and 'restructuring' of cognitive materials" (Berry, 1976:28). Individuals
who have higher levels of differentiation in the cognitive area are
better able to analyze a problem identify the critical element and
restructure the probiem in such a way that the critica} element may be
used to solve the restructured problem (Witkin and Berry, 1975:9; Berry,
1976:28). These individuals are, therefore, field independent in the
area of cognitive functioning. Individuals who are cognitively field
dependent have more difficulty in disembedding an item from its context
and in analyzing and restructuring materials.

The recognition-efficiency test is an example of a test of
cognitive differentiation. The subject is asked to identify an object
in an unfocussed projected picture. A high score indicates that the
subject identified a greater number of pictures after a single presenta-
tion (Goodenough and Karp, 1961:242).

b) Social/Affective domain
i) Social Functioning: A sense of separate identity and an

articulated body concept are indicative of psychological differentiation
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in the social domain. Individuals who are differentiated in this area,
therefore, are aware of a "structured network of attributes identified

as one's own and as distinct from the attributes of others" (Witkin and
Berry, 1975:9). Operationally, an individual who is field independent

in the area of social functioning should:

...be capable of functioning with relatively Tittle
need for guidance or support from others...maintain
more firmly his own direction in the face of con-
tradicting attitudes, judgments and values of others
...[and]...have a relatively stable view of himself
in varying social contexts...(Witkin et al., 1962:
134-35; emphasis added).

Tests of social conformity are generally used to assess levels
of field dependence/independence in the social domain. For example,
Solomon Asch (1952) devised an experimental procedure designed "to
observe directly the interaction between individuals and groups when
the paramount issue is that of remaining independent or submitting to
group pressures" (Asch, 1952:451) when the group judgment is contrary
to fact. Asch's experiments involved subjects facing a group of
confederates whose judgments of the relative lengths of Tines were con-
trary to fact and thus, to the subjects' own perceptions. He found
that while some subjects were able to maintain their personal opinions,
others consistently yielded to the consensus of the group.

Crutchfield (1955) modified the procedure to.e1iminate the
need for confederates and to increase the time efficiency of the
test. His procedure involved the use of slides to present the visual
stimuli and a panel of lights for each of five individuals. The lights
were controlled by the experimenter and designed to make each subject
believe that the four other subjects had made a particular judgment,

sometimes a wrong one. In fact, all individuals were presented,
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simultaneously, with the same contrived group opinion. Crutchfield,
too, found "independents" and "conformists" among the groups that he
studied.

The source of influence for both the classic Asch-type conformity
test and Crutchfield's modified test is discrete individual others,
usually peer group members. There are generally from 3 to 9 of these
individuals who constitute the "group" which exerts influence in the
conformity situation. Since this "group" consists of relatively few
discrete individuals, we will refer to such others as "role-specific”
others. Not all tests of social conformity, however, invoke this
"role-specific" other. Berry (1967), for instance, introduced a modifica-
tion of the classic Asch-type test. His modified test did not require
the presence of confederates or other subjects as in the Crutchfield
test. The source of influence for Berry's subjects was a contrived
group majority opinion supposedly emanating from the subjects' entire
cultural group. Berry told his subjects that "most other" members of

the cultural group thought "X". This source of influence is, therefore,

termed the "collective" other, since it consists not of discrete individuals

but of the whole cultural group, collectively.

These three types of conformity tests, Asch-type, Crutchfield-
type, or Berry's "collective" type are the most widely used tests of
conformity for cross-cultural research. There are many variations of
each of the three types but generally the tests may be classified into
two groups - those conformity tests which exert influence from "role-
specific" others and those tests which exert influence from the

"collective" other.
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i1) Affective Functioning: Differentiation in this area is
indicated by "“the formation of specialized defensive structures for
the regulation of impulse" (Witkin and Berry, 1975:10). For example,
field dependent individuals are more likely to use the more primitive
defenses such as denial and massive repression (Witkin et al., 1962:
160). These defenses are primitive in the sense that they are the
unsophisticated defenses first used by young children in their attempts
to deal with conflict. Field independent individuals tend to use the
more sophisticated defenses of intellectualization and isolation to

deal with anxiety producing situations (Witkin et al., 1962:160).

2. Self Consistency

Psychological differentiation theory is based on the premise
that individuals who exhibit specific levels of differentiation in one
area of psychological functioning will exhibit similar differentiation
Tevels in the other areas. Witkin and Berry (1975:10) note that research
in western settings generally supports this premise (see also Linton,
1955; Konstadt and Forman, 1965; Solar et al., 1969). Witkin and
Goodenough (1977) reviewed the Titerature on the relationships between
differentiation in the perceptual/cognitive domain and the social/
affective domain. They concluded that manifestations of differentiated/
undifferentiated functioning are "linked to the use of a field independent
or field dependent cognitive style in ways predicted by the theory of
psychological differentiation" (Witkin and Goodenough, 1977:681).

Evidence for self consistency in psychological differentiation
in cross-cultural settings is, however, less clear. Certainly, within

the perceptual sphere there is considerable support for a self consistency



- 15 -

model of differentiation since scores on different tests of perceptual
differentiation are interrelated (Witkin and Berry, 1975:21). Very

few efforts have been made, however, to assess the extent to which

self consistency exists across domains in the cross-cultural arena.

The few attempts which have been made to relate perceptual differentiation
to differentiation in the social and affective domains have achieved
equivocal results. Witkin and Berry admit that the "few studies on

record hardly provide substantial evidence of the self-consistency to

be expected from differentiation theory" (Witkin and Berry, 1975:30)

but they add that more work in the area is needed before any conclusions

may be drawn.

B. Variables Affecting Levels of Differentiation

1. Characteristics of Individuals

Research'in Western settings clearly indicates that there are
sex differences in levels of psychological differentiation. The
difference is small in magnitude but females generally tend to be more
field dependent than males (Witkin and Berry, 1975:30). In cross cultural
settings the difference is not always apparent. Differences between
the sexes have been noted in some societies but these differences have
been absent in other groups. Significant sex differences occur more
- frequently among sedentary, agricultural groups than in groups with a
migratory, hunting and gathering lifestyle (Witkin and Berry, 1975:
37). Berry (1966) for example, found sex differences more pronounced
among the Temne (a tight society) than the Eskimo (a Toose society).

In addition, psychological differentiation levels are affected

by age. Differentiation ievels, therefore, follow a predictable
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developmental sequence. In general, children are more field dependent
than adults, as there is a "progressive increase in differentiation
until late adolescence when there is a levelling off. There is a
trend towards dedifferentiation in old age." (Witkin and Berry, 1975:
37). Both western and non-western societies exhibit this progression.
In addition, studies have shown a high degree of individual stability
in perceptual differentiation over time (Witkin and Berry, 1975:40).
Witkin and his colleagues (1967) investigated the stability of cognitive
style from childhood to adulthood. They suspected that differentiation
would be relatively stable over time in individuals relative to their
peers because differentiation is a "structural property of a psicho]ogica]
system" (Witkin et al., 1967:292). Their expectations were confirmed
using both cross-sectional and longitudinal data.

Level of moral maturity énd intelligence also appear to be
related to field dependence/independence. Schleifer and Douglas (1973)
rated children according to their awareness of an imaginary actor's
intentions as opposed to the consequences of the actor's actions.
This rating was based on Piaget's stages of development and was designed

to measure moral maturity. They found a positive correlation between

moral maturity and field independence (Schleifer and Douglas, 1973:
133). Developmental age, therefore, might be more closely related to
psychological differentiation, than is chronological age.

Finally, Goodenough and Karp (1961) gave intelligence and

perceptual tests to a group of pre-teens. They found a positive
relationship between the two measures in individual children. They
also discussed the possibility that the finding might be an artifact

to some extent, because the factor "capacity to overcome an embedding
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context" is common to both tests (Goodenough and Karp, 1961:245).

2. Ecological, cultural, and social structural variables.

Cross-cultural research has indicated a number of antecedent
social, cultural and ecological variables which appear to be related
to levels of differentiation. The four main variables are: socialization
practices, sociocultural "tightness", ecological adaptation, and
biological effects (Witkin and Berry, 1975:13).
a) Socialization Practices: The critical element in socialization
practices which appears to be related to the different levels of dif-

ferentiation is the degree to which the practices stress either compliance

and adherence to authority or self reliance and assertion. The former

practice tends to produce field dependent individuals while the latter
practice tends to produce field independent individuals (Witkin and
Berry, 1975:14).

b) Socio—cuitura] Tightness: Witkin and his colleagues define
social tightness in terms of the "degree of hierarchical structure among
sociocultural elements in a society" (Witkin and Berry, 1975:15).

They borrow Pelto's anthropological definition which defines "tight"
societies as those with "many different roles and an elaborate structural
organization" (Witkin and Berry, 1975:15). Social conformity, they go
on to say, "best captures the essence of what is stressed" in a tight
society (Witkin and Berry, 1975:46). Adherence to all sources of
authority is emphasized and reinforced. Witkin and Berry explain how
this emphasis works to inhibit the development of differentiation as

follows:
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Emphasis on uniform adherence to predetermined external
standards during growth is 1ikely to work against
achievement of specialization of function in an
individualized way. ...Continuous reinforced orientation
toward external referents also makes difficult
achievement of a self differentiated from others

(Witkin and Berry, 1975:46).

c) Ecological Adaptation: Berry (1966, 1971a) argues that
"ecological demands placed on a group of people, plus their cultural
adaptation to this ecology..." tend to produce individuals with different
perceptual skills (Berry, 1971a:326). These different perceptual skills
could then be indicative of different cognitive styles. The perceptual
skills which are required of the hunter are the

ability to isolate slight variation in visual stimulation
from a relatively featureless array...[and the organization
of] small details into a spatial awareness, an awareness
of his present Tocation in relation to objects around
him (Berry, 1966:212).
Individuals from hunting and gathering societies, therefore, would tend
to be field independent while sedentary, agricultural societies would
tend to produce field dependent individuals.

d) Biological Effects: Nutrition and genetic factors have also been
considered as possible correlates of differentiation (Dawson, 1967;
Witkin and Berry, 1975:16). These effects are not specifically relevant

to this thesis and are, therefore, not considered.

C. Ecocultural Model

This model, originally developed by Berry (1977a) describes the
relationship between psychological differentiation and the critical
variables, ecology, social organization and socialization practices.
Berry and Annis (1974) later elaborated the ecocultural model and defined

the nature of the proposed relationships among variables. The critical
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variables are all interrelated and the model is multi-directional.
The model may, therefore, be viewed as a "logical tree" whose branches
are probabalistic and correlational as opposed to deterministic and
causal (Berry and Annis, 1974:177). The "trunk" of the tree is the known
ecology of a given society. The "branches" extend in predictable
directions. That is,
[KInowledge of physical environment features allow
[sic] prediction of the economic possibilities (exploitive
pattern and food accumulation) which in turn allows
prediction of the demographic distribution (settlement
patterns and size of population units) (Berry and
Annis, 1974:177).

Berry and Annis cited Pelto (1968) as evidence for ecological
correlates of stratification. Pelto had argued that "tight" or highly
stratified societies are generally agrarian and densely populated.

On the other hand "loose" societies, or those which exhibit Tow Tevels
of stratification, more often have an absence of agriculture and low
population densities, features of hunting and gathering societies
(Pelto, 1968:40). In addition, Berry and Annis used the work of Barry
and his colleagues (1959) who found support for a positive relationship
between ecological adaptation and child rearing techniques. Specifically,
Barry et al., had noted that the ecological variable - high food
accumulation - is significantly related to pressure toward compliance
in child rearing. Conversely, low food accumulation is related to
pressure toward assertion as an emphasis in child training (Barry et
al., 1959:59). Berry and Annis then tied these variables into their
ecocultural model:

Associated with [agricultural, pastoral groups]...

is high food accumulation, high population density,
high socio-cultural stratification and socialization
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emphases upon compliance; associated with [hunting and
gathering groups]...is Tow food accumulation, Tow
population density, low stratification, and practices
emphasizing assertion (Berry and Annis, 1974:178-79).
Given these associations, they hypothesized that individuals from
agricultural, pastoral groups would exhibit low levels of differen-
tiation as evidenced by social dependence, while members of hunting
and gathering groups would exhibit high levels of differentiation as
evidenced by social independence. These levels of differentiation are
seen as adaptations to the ecological setting. Behaviour, therefore,
is viewed "both as a function of a set of cultural factors which are
in adaptation to an environmental setting, and...as a function of
direct (culturally unmediated) stimulation impinging from that same
environment" (Berry, 1976:15).

The ecocultural model or variations of it have been used ex-
tensively to structure cross-cultural research examining several
aspects of differentiation. The literature reivew which follows in
Sections 2 and 3 is a selective review of the research which tests
relationships between psychological differentiation and ecological
and socio-cultural variables. Although a number of these studies do
not explicitly identify Berry's model as their theoretical framework,

they all identify one or more of the model's antecedent variables as

a correlate of psychological differentiation levels.

Section 2

Field Dependence/Independence in the Perceptual Domain

Cross-cultural research indicates considerable support for the

ecocultural model and its predictive value with respect to levels of
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field dependence/independence in the perceptual domain. John W. Berry
is one of the most prolific researchers in the area of psychological
differentiation and its relationship with ecological and socio-cultural
variables across cultures. Berry (1966) compared an African agricultural
society, the Temne, with groups bf Canadian Eskimos. He hypothesized
that the different visual demands of the environments could contribute
to the emergence of different perceptual skills. Where the Temne are
exposed to a “varied visual stimulation™ with abundant colour and
vegetation, the Eskimo face a "bleak, uniform" visual environment.
According to Berry, then, the Eskimo must learn to "isolate slight
variation in visual environment" and organize small details (Berry,
1966:212). As he had predicted, the Eskimo scored considerably higher
in spatial and perceptual skills (indicating field independence) than
the Temne (Berry, 1966:223-24).

Berry also noted that the socialization practices of the two
groups differ widely and suggests that these differences might add to
cross-cultural differences in perception. The Temne severely discipline
their children and expect them to conform. Eskimo, on the other hand,
avoid punishment in child training and the children generally do as
they wish. Berry allowed his subjects to rate themselves according to
the strictness of discipline that they faced in childhood and compared
these results to results on tests of perception. He found that those
rating themselves as severely disciplined had Tower spatial skills scores
although the relationship was weak (Berry, 1966:225). Berry's results
led him to conclude that:

[E]cological demands and cultural practices are
significantly related to the development of perceptual
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skills; it has been shown that perceptual skilis vary
predictably as the demands of the Tand and the cultural
characteristics vary (Berry, 1966:228).

Berry (1977a) attempted to clarify the relationship between
ecology, culture and perception by developing a model which considered
ecology and individual development to be mutually interdependent. To
illustrate the model he used tests of perceptual differentiation and
again tested groups of Eskimo, Temne, and members of other subsistence-
level societies. Berry summarized his argument as follows:

[H]unting peoples are expected to possess good visual
discrimination and spatial skill, and their cultures

are expected to be supportive of the development of

these skills through the presence of a high number of
"geometrical spatial" concepts, a highly developed and
generally shared arts and crafts production, and socialization
practices whose content emphasizes independence and self-
reliance, and whose techniques are supportive and

encouraging of separate development (Berry, 1971a:328).

Berry and Annis (1974) elaborated the ecological model and redefined
the relationships between variables. They identified "socio-cultural
stratification" as a key element in the cultural variable which already
included socialization practices. It is with the introduction of this
element that the terms "tight" and "loose" came to be used to describe
societies at opposite ends of the ecological/cultural continuum. Berry
and Annis identified "tight" societies as those with high stratification,
a high reliance on food crops, and with high population densities. 1In
contrast, "loose" societies were identified as those with Tow stratification,
the absence of agriculture, and with Tow population densities (Berry and
Annis, 1974:177).

Berry and Annis tested their model in three Amerindian societies

with varying exploitive patterns and demographic distributions. They
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found support for the model in the perceptual domain of psychological
differentiation where the groups were "spread significantly (by eco-
cultural setting) and in the direction expected from the model" (Berry

and Annis, 1974:187). Generally, their study provides evidence for the
role of socio-cultural factors and ecology in the development of perceptual
differentiation.

Several studies have examined the role of socialization practices
in the development/inhibition of psychological differentiation. Hess
and Shipman (1965) investigated the socialization of cognitive modes in
children. Children with field dependent modes of functioning have more
difficulty solving probiems which require them to take some "critical
element...out of the context in which it [is] presented" (Witkin and
Berry, 1975:9). Hess and Shipman, therefore, argued that

the growth of cognitive processes is fostered in family
control systems which offer and permit a wide range of
alternatives of action and thought and that such growth
is constricted by systems of control which offer
predetermined solutions and few alternatives for consideration
and choice.... [Further, they argue] that the structure
of the social system and the structure of the family
shape communication and language and that language shapes
thought and cognitive styles of problem-solving (Hess
and Shipman, 1965:870).
They drew from Bernstein's work on language and family structures which
defines two types of family control systems. One system controls by
appealing to "ascribed role norms." Behaviour is then "regulated in
terms of role expectations" (Hess and Shipman, 1965:871-72). The
other family control system emphasizes behavioural and linguistic
alternatives in interpersonal interaction. Thus, in the former type

of family (status-oriented), the child has rules presented to him

and "compliance" is the only possibility. In the latter type of family,
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(person-oriented) the child is presented with alternative choices for
action with their corresponding consequences and allowed individual
choice.

The two types of control systems are comparable to the two poles
of the Barry et al., (1959) general socialization variable (Barry et al.,
1959:55). At one end of the continuum is a socialization mode which
exerts pressure toward compliance. The "status-oriented" family control
system would exert similar pressure. At the opposite end of Barry's
continuum is a socialization mode which emphasizes independence and
assertion. The "person-oriented" family control system would have a
similar emphasis.

Hess and Shipman tested mothers and their children to determine
whether or not a relationship existed between maternal Tlinguistic code
and family control system and the child's cognitive behaviour. They
found that the children from status-oriented families had more difficulty
in problem solving and tasks requiring reflection than did the children
from person-oriented families (Hess and Shipman, 1965:885). Their
study, therefore, supports the ecocultural model which hypothesizes a
correlation between socialization practices and type of cognitive style.

Witkin (1971) reviewed several studies which investigated the
role of social influences in the development of cognitive styles. His
review concluded that

Lof the] social influences likely to affect differentia-
tion...highly interrelated factors - handling of
separation, regulation of impulse expression, and
characteristics of mother as a person...constitute a
‘socialization:.cluster' which influences a child's

progress toward separate autonomous functioning
(Witkin, 1971:690).
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The general consensus of the research is that a socialization mode
which "fosters separate functioning" correlates well with the development
of articulated {more differentiated) cognitive styles (Witkin, 1971:
704).

Witkin et al., (1974) investigated further the role of socialization
experiences in the development of field dependent/independent cognitive
styles. They tested subjects from villages in Mexico, Italy and Holland and
classified the societiés as more or less traditional. The traditional
villages were characterized by their emphases on adherence to authority
and conformity. They argued that

a field dependent cognitive style is likely to be

predominant in social settings characterized by insis-

tence upon adherence to family and social authority

and the use of severe or even harsh socialization

practices to enforce this conformance (Witkin et al.,

1974:16).
Their data support this argument for a correlation between social
settings emphasizing conformity and lesser psychological differentiation
(Witkin et al., 1974:25).

And finally, Dawson et al. (1974) examined "ecologically
determined differences in severity of socialization" between individuals
in three societies - Hong Kong, Temne and Eskimo (Dawson et al., 1974:
5). They hypothesized a relationship between these differences and
perceptual field dependence/independence. They found that the Hong
Kong Chinese children who face harsher socialization had lower scores

on the perceptual tests than the more permissively socialized Eskimo

(Dawson et al., 1974:15).

The consensus of this research is that there are certain types
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of ecological, social, and cultural conditions which either enhance

or inhibit the development of psychological differentiation. Agricultural,
sedentary societies which have high stratification, a "tight" social
organization and harsher socialization practices emphasizing compliance
tend to produce individuals who are field dependent in the perceptual
domain. In contrast, migratory, hunting and gathering societies which

have low stratification, "loose" social organization and more lenient
socialization practices emphasizing assertion and independence tend

to produce individuals who are field independent in the perceptual

domain.

Section 3

Field Dependence/Independence in the Social Domain

Field dependence/independence in the social domain has also
been tied to ecocultural and socjal structural variables. The link
appears weak, however, because attempts to relate social conformity to
the eco-socio-cultural variables including structural tightness/looseness
have achieved equivocal results. Several studies indicate that
individuals from structurally "tight" societies are more conforming
(e.g. Berry, 1967; Chu, 1966) while others report the opposite result
or no difference between "tight" and "loose" societies in terms of
social conformity (Berry and Annis, 1974; Boldt, 1976; Frager, 1970).
This section, therefore, reviews a selection of this cross-cultural
Titerature.

Again, Berry's name figures prominently as he pioneered cross-
cultural comparisons of Tevels of psychological differentiation in the

social domain. In 1967 Berry employed an "incorrect suggested group
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norm" to test the conformity of Temne and Eskimo subjects. Like Asch
he used the visual stimulus of a group of lines compared to one "standard"
line. He did not use confederates, however, but invoked "collective"
group pressure by presenting them with the statement - "Most (Temne/
Eskimo) people say this Tine is equal in length." Those individuals
who succumbed to the contrived group opinion he labelled "conformists"
and those who resisted, he called "independents." Berry found that the
Temne people were more conforming to this "collective" opinion than
the Eskimo (Berry, 1967:417). He interpreted this finding through the
work of Barry et al., (1959) on socialization practices and degrees of
food accumulation. Thus, he explained, the agricultural Temne are
conforming because they are sﬁrict disciplinarians who do not allow
individuality in their children. In contrast, the hunting and gathering
Eskimo are more independent in their judgments because they are lenient
in child training and fully supportive of individualism. Berry's data
support the view that socialization practices and type of subsistence
economy do "tend to produce individuals with opposing tendencies to
accept group norms" (Berry, 1967:415). Barry et al., had proposed
that Tow food accumulating societies need people who are individualistic
and assertive while high food accumulating socieites need people who are
compliant and conservative (Barry et al., 1959:53). Berry concluded,
therefore, that the “Temne and Eskimo societies have been able to
produce the degree of conformity required by their respective subsis-
tence-level economies" (Berry, 1967;418).

Berry and Annis (1974) continued Berry's investigation of the

conformist tendencies of members of subsistence-level societies. They
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used their ecocultural model which predicts that social independence
will be found in societies with Tow food accumulation and therefore with
Tow stratification ("looseness") and socialization emphasizing assertion.
For their study, they chose three Amerindian groups from the same culture
area to "maximize behavioural comparability and to limit alternative
cultural explanations" (Berry and Annis, 1974:180). The groups ranged
from high food accumulating to Tow food accumulating. They used the same
"independence" task that Berry had used in 1967 but their data failed
to indicate significant differences between the three groups in conformity
to the "collective" other (Berry and Annis, 1974:187). That is, the
ecological (method of food accumulation), cultural (socialization practices)
and social structural (classification as "tight" or "loose") variables,
taken together, did not correctly predict the conformity/independence
tendencies of individuals from these societies.

Dawson et al., (1974) tested conformity among groups of middle
class Hong Kong school children and discussed the results in view of
the findings of other cross-cultural studies. They attempted to estab-
lish a relationship between "ecologically determined differences in
severity of socialization" and social conformity. They used the same
Independence/Conformity task that Berry had used in 1967 and again in
1974 and with it found a significant relationship between harsh socialization
and high conformity (Dawson et al., 1974:17). That is, their Hong Kong
Chinese subjects who were subjected to firm socialization were more
conforming to the opinions of the "collective" other than the subjects
who had more permissive socialization experiences.

Using a different conformity measure, Boldt (1976) examined social
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conformity among groups of Canadian Hutterites and 01d Colony Mennonites
in addition to a comparison group of more "wordly" subjects from rural

and urban areas near the Hutterite colonies. The independent variable

for Boldt's study was structural tightness/looseness. Boldt used the
traditional anthropologists' definition of structural tightness/looseness
(Pelto, 1968) which Berry had used in his eco1bgica1 model. By this
definition, therefore, structural tightness/looseness refers to the extent
to which the society is "integrated" and whether it is "rigorously

formal and orderly" as opposed to "individualistic and expressive"

(Boldt, 1976:24).

Hutterite society is "tight" (Pelto, 1968:49) and 01d Colony
Mennonite society is notably "looser." Boldt hypothesized, therefore,
that there would be cross-cultural differences in "tendency to acquiesce"
and he measured these tendencies using a Crutchfield-type panel of lights
technique. The source of influence in this conformity test, then,
was peer group members or "role-specific" others. Boldt found that the
Hutterites were not more conforming than the 01d Colony Mennonites.

In fact, the 01d Colony Mennonites conformed more than the Hutterites

although the difference was not significant (Boldt, 1976:28).

The remainder of the studies included in this Titerature review
make no specific reference to structural tightness/looseness as a
predictor variable or to the ecocultural model. They do, however,
predict levels of social conformity con the basis of assessments of the
"strength of the cultural surround." These assessments all "point to
the effect of a tight sociocultural context on the level of individual

conformity exhibited" (Berry, 1979:190). The relative structural
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tightness/Tooseness of the societies tested may, therefore, be inferred
from the descriptions of their relevant features.

Chu (1966) investigated the "persuasibility" of Chinese high
school students from Taiwan. He compared his data to a study of the
persuasibility of American subjects (Janis and Field, 1956). Chu expected
his Chinese subjects to be more conforming than the American subjects
because of the "cultural difference in cofe value-authoritarian submission
for the Chinese and self-reliance for the Americans" (Chu, 1966:170).
Chinese society, therefore, leans towards the "tight" end of the
structural tightness/looseness continuum and American society with its
emphasis on self-reliance leans towards the "loose" end of the continuum.

The procedure for both studies was to ask subjects to answer
questions on various topics. The subjects were then given written
"communications" which were attributed to £he mass media of the subjects'
own cultural group. The conformity score was the degree of opinion
change following these mass media "communications." The source of
influence for this study may be regarded as a form of the "collective"
other since the mass media supposedly expresses the beliefs and values
of its cultural group.

Chu's results support his hypothesis (Chu, 1966:171). That is,
Chinese subjects, whose society has been labelled structurally "tight"
conformed more to the opinions of the mass media - the "collective"
other - than the Americans whose society is structurally "looser".

Chu interpreted his results as an indication of the "effect of predominant
cultural norms [Chinese authoritarian submission/American self-reliance]

on personality functioning" (Chu, 1966:174).
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Whittaker and Meade (1967) replicated Asch's classic study of
American conformity to the false opinion of a group of confederates.

They tested Brazilian, Lebanese, Rhodesian, and Chinese college students
and compared their data to Asch's results. No specific hypotheses were
stated but they expressed an interest in the results from the Hong Kong
sample since, in contrast to American society, in "Asiatic culture...
independence and individualism are far less important than submission
and conformity" (Whittaker and Meade, 1967:110).

Their results indicate that there was no significant difference
in conformity scores for any of the five groups (i.e. including Americans)
except the Rhodesians. The Rhodesiané were significantly more conforming
than any of the other groups (Whittaker and Meade, 1967:111). Whittaker
and Meade noted that the Rhodesians were all members of the Bantu tribe
which is "authoritarian, and non-conformity in tribal social situations
is dealt with by stringent sanctions" (Whittaker and Meade, 1967:112).

The results of this study may be expressed in other words. Both
Rhodesian and Chinese societies may be classified as structurally "tight"
by the descriptions of their cultural norms. American society is "loose"
and no descriptions are given for the other two groups. Whittaker and
Meade, therefore, found that members of one "tight" society (Rhodesians)
conformed more to "role-specific" others (peer-group confederates)
than members of the "loose" society (American). In contrast, members
of the other "tight" society (Chinese) conformed to the same degree
as American subjects to the influence of "role-specific" others.

Claeys (1967) tested conformity among Congolese university

students using a modified Crutchfield-type test and compared his results
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to data from Levy's (1960) similar study of American college students'
conformity. Claeys expected a higher degree of conformity from the
Congolese subjects because theirs is a "traditional society...[in
which]...it is considered a high value to comply with the clan norms
and independence in that respect is severely punished" (Claeys, 1967:
17-18).

Claeys' results do not support his expectation. He found no
difference between the conformity of the Congolese subjects and
American subjects' conformity (Claeys, 1967:17). In other words, the
members of the "tight" society (Congolese) were no more conforming
to the influence of the "role-specific" other than the members of the

"looser" society (American).

Frager (1970) tested the conformity of Japanese college students

using a modified Asch-type test and compared his results to Asch's

(1956) conformity scores for American college students. Frager expected

his Japanese subjects to be more conforming than the Americans because
group membership is considerably more important to
Japanese than to Americans.... Japanese...relate
their behavior and sense of identity to that group.
...[There is a ] strong collectivity orientation in
Japan...[and]...individual members would never vote
on an issue but would acquiesce to the 'will of the
group' even if they privately disagreed (Frager,
1970:203).

Contrary to his expectations Frager found that the Japanese
subjects were not more conforming than the American subjects. In fact,
the American conformity scores were higher than the Japanese scores
(Frager, 1970:208). In other words, the members of the "tight" society
(Japanese) conformed less to the influence of "role-specific" others

(3 confederates) than the members of the "looser" society (American).
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Sistrunk et al., (1971) tested conformity among high school and
university students in Brazil and the United States. They too, used a
modified Asch-type test but they altered the source of influence along
the same Tines as Berry (1967). Sistrunk and his colleagues used the
phrase "the majority of the others" of the subjects' cultural group
(Sistrunk et al., 1971:1179). The influence source, therefore, was a
"collective" other. Sistrunk et al., did not describe Brazilian society,
unfortunately, but they expected to find no difference in conformity
scores between the Brazilians and Americans because this was the result
obtained by Whittaker and Meade (1967), (Sistrunk et al., 1971:1176).
Unexpectedly, their results showed that the Brazilian subjects were
significantly more conforming (p=.001) to the opinion of the "collective"
other than the American subjects (Sistrunk et al., 1971:1180).

Meade and Barnard (1973) tested social conformity among male
Chinese (Hong Kong) and American university students. They used a
modified Asch-type influence situation which measured changes in "personal
opinions about beliefs rather than perceptua1 judgments" but the
source of influence was still confederates (role-specific others)

(Meade and Barnard, 1973:15). Meade and Barnard noted that while
Americans are "generally thought to be independent and individualistic,
...[the] Chinese...are generally considered to be more traditional

and conforming" (Meade and Barnard, 1973:17).

Meade and Barnard's data reveal that while the American subjects
had greater shifts in opinion than the Chinese subjects, the Chinese
conformed more frequently than the Americans (Meade and Barnard, 1933:20-21).

That is, the members of the "tight" society (Chinese) conformed more
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frequently to the opinion of fro1e—specific” others than the members of the
"looser" society (Americans), but the members of the "looser" society con-
formed more to the opinion of "role-specific" others than the members
of the "tight" socfety.

Huang and Harris (1973) conducted a cross-cultural field experiment
on conformity to a "model" among adults in Taiwan and in the United
States. They expected the Chinese subjects to be more conforming than

the Americans because of the results of a previous study (Chu 1966) which

indicate that Chinese conformity is related to their "authoritarian submission

and adherence to traditional values" (Huang and Harris, 1973:427).
Their subjects were selected from crowds in busy meeting places

(e.g. shopping centre, state fair). Each subject was asked to answer

questions about plants. In the experimental condition, a "model" (confederate)

appeared, as if by chance, and gave his answers first. Huang and Harris
introduced the variables status and competence by altering the physical
appearance, stated occupation, and knowledgeability of the "model™ (Huang
and Harris, 1973:430-31). The influence source, therefore, was probably a
"role-specific" other but the additional variables make a comparison between
this method and the Asch or Crutchfield-type test, rather ambiguous.

The results of this study indicate that the Chinese subjects were
significantly (p<.01) more conforming than the Americans (Huang and Harris,
1973:432). In other words, the members of the "tight" society (Chinese)
conformed more to the opinion of the (probably) "role-specific" other
than the members of the "loose" society (Americans).

Chandra (1973) used an Asch-type test to measure social conformity
among two groups of subjects from Figi. The subjects were either school

teachers or university students and they belonged to either one of Figi's
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two dominant races - Indians and Figians. Of the Indian society, Chandra
remarked that "conforming behaviour...is expected from them as members of
an authoritarian society where priorities are given to group preferences"
(tight) (Chandra, 1973:39). He compared his results to those of Asch
(1952) and Whittaker and Meade (1967).

Chandra reported that the Figians (Indians plus Figians) scored
significantly higher in conformity than any of the other groups tested by
Asch and Whittaker and Meade, except for the Rhodesians (Chandra, 1973:38).
The Rhodesians had similar conformity scores to Chandra's Figians. When
Chandra's results are broken down by ethnic origin it becomes clear that it
is the Indians and not the Figians who conform more than the other groups
(Chandra, 1973:38). The Figians (ethnic origin) have similar (insignificant
differences) conformity scores to the Americans, Brazilians, Lebanese and
Chinese while the Indians have similar conformity scores to the Rhodesians.
The members of the "tight" society, (Indians) therefore, were more con-
forming to the opinion of "role-specific" others than the members of the
"Tooser" society (Figians).

Kagan (1974) tested groups of Mexican and American children in a
modified Asch-type experimentd] situation. He expected the Mexicans to be
more conforming because "passivity is one of [their] defining characteristics”
and their "authoritarian" child-rearing practices emphasize "[pJarental
restrictiveness, obediance training, and punishment" (Kagan, 1974:765,769).

Kagan's results indicate support for his hypothesis as the Mexican
children conformed more often to the group than the American children
(Kagan, 1974:767). If Mexican society can be Tabelled "tight", the result
becomes: members of the ftight” society conformed more often to the opinion

of the ”ro]e—specific” other than the members of the "loose" society.
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Bronfenbrenner (1967, 1970) conducted an experiment in conformity
with Soviet and American school children. This experiment was repeated
comparing Soviet with Israeli school children (1975). Soviet society is
clearly structurally "tight" because of the "strong emphasis" in that
society, "on the development of conventional virtues such as obedience
and propriety" (Bronfenbrenner et al., 1975:479). Israeli society is more
difficult to classify although Bronfenbrenner and his colleagues regarded it
as "essentially Western in orientation" with child rearing practices which
encourage autonomy (Bronfenbrenner et al., 1975: 479, 487).

These studies used a very different measure of conformity from any
of the studies already reviewed. The procedure was designed to test the
children's reactions to pressure from peers versus adults.

The adult score is presumed to reflect most directly the
child's view of his parents' norms for the appropriateness
of his behaviour. The peer score is interpreted as a function

of the expectations of age-mates (Bronfenbrenner et al.,
1975:478).

The pressure from aduits score may therefore, be seen as a response to a kind
of "collective" other since parents' norms very often reflect cultural norms.
In contrast, the pressure from peers score is a response to "role-specific”
others.

The subjects were asked to answer a series of questions about their
proposed behaviour in conflict situations. 1In the base (B) condition the
subjects were told that their responses would be confidential. In the
adult condition (A) they were told that their responses would be shown to
all.of their parents; and in the peer condition (P) the children were told
that their classmates would see their responses. The adult condition,
therefore, exerts influence from the "collective" other, while the peer

condition exerts influence from "role-specific" others.
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The results of Bronfenbrenner's comparison of Soviet and American

children's responses are reported in Table I.
TABLE I

Comparison of Soviet and American Conformity Scores

Conformity Conformity to
Society Tight/Loose to Collective Role-Specific
Other (A-B) Others (P-B)
Soviet Tight 1.78 1.2
American Loose .53 -1.16%

*the negative sign indicates that the responses were less moralistic than
in the base condition. It does not indicate degree of conformity.
As the Table illustrates, the Soviet children were influenced more
by the adult pressure than the American children (1.78 - .53= 1.25).
In contrast, except for the direction of opinion shift which has no
specific bearing on degree of influence effect, the Soviet children
were no more influenced by the peer group than the Americans (1.2 -
1.16 = .04). The within-society comparisons are also important. The
Soviet children were influenced more by the adult pressure than by the
peer pressure while the reverse was true for American children.
These results may be summarized as follows:
1. Members of the "tight" society (Soviets) conformed
more to the influence of the "collective" other than
the members of the "loose" society (Americans).

2. There was no difference between societjes in the
subjects' conformity to role-specific others.

3. The members of the "tight" society conformed more
to the influence of the "collective" other than to
the influence of "role-specific" others.
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4. The members of the "loose" society conformed more
to the influence of "role-specific" others than to
the influence of the "collective" other.

When the experiment was fepeated with Israeli subjects, similar
results were obtained. Bronfenbrenner and his colleagues did not
present their data in the form of "adult minus base" shift and "peer
minus base" shift. These figures represent the degree of opinion change
when others (either the adult group [cql1ective other] or the peer
group [role-specific others]) were to be informed of the responses.
These data may be calculated, however, from the simple base, adult,
and peer scores which Bronfenbrenner et. al., do report. Table II

summarizes these data.

TABLE 1II

Comparison of Soviet and Israeli Conformity Scores

Conformity Conformity to
Society Tight/Loose to Collective Role-Specific
Other Others
(A-B) (P-B)
Soviet Tight 1.78 1.22
Israeli Looser? - JA46* -1.64%*

* again, the negative signs indicates the responses were less moralistic.

They do not indicate less conformity - only a different direction
of conformity.
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These data indicate that the Soviet children are more influenced by
the "collective" other than the Israeli children (1.78 - .46 = 1.32).
Israeli children are slightly more influenced by role-specific others
than the Soviet children although this difference is very small

(1.64 - 1.22 = .42). MWithin society comparisons reveal that Soviet
children are more influenced by the collective other than by role-

.56) and the reverse is true of

specific others (1.78 - 1.22

Israeli children (1.64 - .46 = 1.18). It is unlikely that any of
these differences are statistically significant but the consistent
directional trends indicate that if the experiment were redesigned

to measure these trends purposefully, instead of in an ad hoc fashion,

significant statistics would be more likely to occur.

This literature review reveals the impossibility of drawing
any firm conclusions regarding the direction or degree of correlation
between socio-cultural features of societies and the levels of social
differentiation of their members. Structural tightness, socialization
practices emphasizing compliance, and an agricultural setting were
all related to low Tevels of differentiation in the perceptual domain.
Cross-cultural research consistently indicated this relationship. In
the social domain, however, it is unclear whether any relationship
exists particularly bet&een the structural tightness/looseness
variable and social conformity. A summary of the research reveals

that a complete range of relationships has been calculated. That is,
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in a number of studies, the members of the ftighter” society conformed
more than the members of the "looser" society (Berry, 1967; Chu,

1966; Huang and Harris, 1973; Chandra, 1973). In a number of other
studies, the members of the "looser" society conformed more than the
members of the "tighter" society (Frager, 1970; Meade and Barnard,
1973; Bronfenbrenner et al., 1975). Other researchers found no
significant differences in the conformity scores of members of "tight"
and "Toose" societies (Berry and Annis, 1974; Claeys, 1967; Boldt,
1976).

The remainder of this theoretical discussion is devoted to
clarifying the nature of the relationship between structural tightness/
looseness and social conformity. The discussion shall attempt to
show that the ambiguity is a result of both theoretical and methodological
inconsisténcies. Specifically, the conceptualization of the structural
tightness/looseness variable is Tlacking in clarity which makes it
difficult to classify societies on this dimension, especially societies
which are relatively more complex. The methodological consideration
which is fe]ated to the theoretical one, is that researchers have
neglected to attend sufficiently to the particular source of external
influence as a potential variable in their tests of social conformity.
Several tests invoke "role-specific" others; and a number of tests
invoke a "collective" other influence source. This thesis argues
that these tests are not comparable in terms of the conformity they
measure. In fact, they measure two very different types of conformity

and it is, in part, this difference which Teads to confusion in

interpretation of the various data.
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Section 4, therefore, presents a reconceptualization of the
structural tightness/looseness variable. Section 5 discusses the

question of "what others" are employed as a source of influence.

Section 4

Structural Tightness/Looseness

Until recently, the concept structural tightness/looseness has
been ill-defined and often only implicitly used in research because of
the difficulty encountered in forming an explicit operationalization.
Pelto (1968) offered the most precise definition. He classified
subsistence-level societies on a twelve-point scale of tight/loose
and attempted to demonstrate that all societies may be placed somewhere
on the continuum. Pelto used a Guttman scaling technique to rank-
order the societies. His scale consists of 12 items ranging from:

such rudimentary criteria of social organization as
the mere presence of recognized political authority...
to, at the tightest extreme, theocracy.... The more
of these traits present and the higher the code numbers
of the traits, the tighter the organization of the
society (Pelto, 1968:40).
Pelto's definition was the best classification tool available for
cross-cultural research among subsistence-level societies but it is
of Timited use in classifying more modern, industrial societies.

Pelto's definition of structural tightness/Tooseness was
borrowed by the cross-cultural psychologists who attempted to relate
the variable to Tevels of psychological differentiation. Witkin and

Berry's (1975) review of the psychological differentiation Titerature

identifies structural tightness/looseness as one of four key antecedent



- 42 -

variables in differentiation effects.. Their interpretation of the
definition of structural tightness/looseness led them to see
tightness as a variable relating to the "degree of hierarchical
structure among socio-cultural elements in a society.... [Slocieties
which have many different roles and an elaborate structural
organization are referred to as tight..." (Witkin and Berry, 1975:16).
Thus, they operationalize the "tightness" variable in terms of the
number of roles and degree of stratification. This definition
actually classifies societies according to degree of complexity.
When they discuss the mechanics of tightness, however, (that is, how
"tightness" affects levels of differentiation), they refer to

the "emphasis on uniform adherence to [sources of authority]"
(Witkin and Berry, 1975:46). That is, they are actually concep-
tualizing "tightness" in terms of role relatedness or the nature

of the expectations which govern role relationships. As Boldt
(1978a) pointed out, this conceptualization is ambiguous because it
does not separate two important dimensions of role relationships -
their diversity and their "relatedness" (Boldt, 1978a:156).

Witkin and Berry's (1975) discussion of the structural
tightness/looseness variable and its relationship to psychological
differentiation, specifically social differentiation, is useful,
however, particularly because it attempts to tie diverse findings
into a theoretical unity. In their review of the Titerature on
psychological differentiation, Witkin and Berry (1975) found that

the evidence suggests
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that a relatively field-dependent cognitive style, and
other characteristics of Timited differentiation, are
Tikely to be prevalent in social settings characterized
by insistence on adherence to authority both in society
and in the family, by the use of strict or even harsh
socialization practices to enforce this conformance,
and by tight social organization. In contrast, a
relatively field-independent cognitive style and greater
differentiation are likely to be prevalent in social
settings which are more encouraging of autonomous
functioning, which are more lenient in their child-
rearing practices, and which are Toose in their social
organization. The term "social conformity" perhaps
best captures the essence of what is stressed in the
first kind of social setting....[It] encompasses
adherence to familial, social, religious, and political
authority (Witkin and Berry, 1975:46).

At first glance, their argument may appear to be tautological, or at
best, self-evident. They seem to have said that societies whose
structures stress social conformity tend to produce individuals who
are less differentiated, one indicator of which is susceptibility to
external influence, or social conformity. It is important, therefore,
to clarify the types of social conformity to which the terms refer.
The conformity which a social structure might stress is conventionality
or "the concurrence with the tenets, attitudes, and mores of a
subject's culture or subculture.” (Beloff, 1958:99). In contrast, the
social conformity which is an indicator of lesser psychological
differentiation is acquiescence or the "agreement with expressed

group opinion in a particular experimental situation involving
pressure from others" (Beloff, 1958:99). What Witkin and Berry have
said, therefore, is that individuals from societies where conventional
behaviour is stressed, tend to be more acquiescent than individuals

from societies where conventional behaviour is not emphasized.




- 44 - - -

Boldt (1978a) offered a more precise definition of the concept
structural tightness/looseness which is based on a recognition that
there are two "analytically distinct dimensions" of role relationships-
namely numbers {(role complexity) and kinds (role relatedness) (Boldt,
1978a:155). One may, therefore, describe role relationships in
terms of role complexity and with this tool classify societies on a
continuum from simple to complex. In addition, one may describe role
relationships in terms of the "connections" - or role expectations of
the various role partners. It is this latter dimension to which "role
relatedness" refers and it is in the nature of role relatedness that
structural tightness/looseness inheres. Pé]to‘s and others' definitions
of the structural tightness/looseness variable fail to distinguish
between these two dimensions. This failure not only weakens the
definitions, it makes it more difficult to predict or explain behaviour
which is related to the structural tightness/looseness variable.

The preceding Titerature review has illustrated this difficulty.

Boldt's (1978a) definition of structural tightness/looseness
makes a clear distinction between role complexity and role relatedness.
This definition "recognizes role relatedness (rather than diversity)"
as the "major structural referent" of the structural tightness/looseness
variable (Boldt, 1978a:151). The particular dimension of role
relatedness to which structural tightness/looseness refers is the
"degree to which role expectations are 'imposed and received' as
opposed to 'proposed and interpreted'" (Boldt, 1978a:156). The
definition of a structurally tight society, therefore, is one in which

the role expectations are imposed and received while a structurally
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Toose society is one in which the role expectations are proposed and
interpreted.

Boldt's definition clearly indicates that the role expectations
which are either imposed and received (as in a tight society) or
proposed and interpreted (as in a Toose society) emanate from an
external rather than an internal source. In fact, Boldt specifically
points out that "received" does not necessarily mean "internalized."
Internalization implies "conscious reflection and evaluation" and in
structurally tight societies where opportunities to interpret role
expectations are restricted, one would expect such reflection and
evaluation to be minimal (Boldt, 1978a:157). His definition, however,
fails to state explicitly what exactly is the source of those
expectations from the external environment. Boldt and Roberts (1979)
subsequently made explicit an important implication in Boldt's
definition. Specifically, they emphasize that it is "the collective
expectations of the entire cultural group" which are imposed in a
tightly structured society (Boldt and Roberts, 1979:226). In a Tloosely
structured society, these collective role expectations are merely
proposed and interpreted. The definition of a structurally tight
society, therefore, is one in which the collective role expectations
are imposed and received. A structurally Toose society is one in
which the collective role expectations are merely proposed and

interpreted.

It is now proposed that the ambiguity of results relating
structural tightness/Tooseness to levels of social conformity is, in

part, due to the failure to distinguish clearly between role complexity
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and role relatedness when defining structural tightness/looseness.
These two structural features have different behavioural consequences
which are particularly apparent in terms of social conformity and
independence.

Boldt (1978b) cites the work of Coser {1975) which indicates
that "it is primarily role complexity that is seen as influencing
individual autonomy" (Boldt, 1978b:355). That is, where the number
and diversity of roles is greater, there 1is a greater number of
alternative courses of action available to the actors. A definition
of structural tightness/looseness which is based on role complexity,
therefore,.wou1d predict that in a tight society (complex - numbers
and diversity of roles is greater) individual autonomy would increase
and levels of social conformity would decrease.

A substantially different prediction results, however, from
a definition of structural tightness/looseness based on role relatedness.
Role relatedness or the imposed/proposed nature of collective expecta-
tions crosscuts the simple/complex dimension (See Figure 2). Role
relatedness, therefore, is independent of the simple/complex dimension
although the two dimensions are related by their common reference to
the relationships between and among roles.

The relationship between role relatedness and autonomy is
clarified by Ford et al., (1967) who examined the nature of role
expectations in working class as compared to middle class homes. The
working class culture is of the "received" type and adults from this
background, consequently, "are cognitively unprepared to consider

the possibility of improvisation in responding to role expectations"
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Figure 2 *

Structural Tightness/looseness and Complexity -

Two Separate but Related Dimensions -

And Their Relationship to Field Dependence/independence

* adapted from Boldt, 1978a:158.
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(Boldt, 1978b:355). The “receTvedf nature of collective role
expectations, therefore, reduces individual autonomy. In contrast,
individuals from societies which permit the finterpretation“

of these collective role expectations will be better prepared to

take advantage of the opportunities for choice which do arise.
Structural tightness/Tooseness defined in terms of role relatedness
or the imposed/proposed nature of collective expectations, therefore,
has clear implications for the behavioural patterns of conformity/
autonomy. ‘A structurally tight society where the collective role
expectations are imposed and received should restrict the develop-
ment of individual autonomy and tend to produce individuals who
exhibit higher levels of social conformity. In contrast, a structural-
ly Toose society where the collective role éxpectations are proposed ‘
and interpreted should enhance the development of individual

autonomy and tend to produce individuals who are Tess socially

conforming.

In summary, then, a definition of structural tightness
which is based on role complexity emphasizes the "enhanced autonomy
that role complexity brings," while a definition of structural
tightness which is based on role relatedness (imposed/proposed
role expectations) emphasizes "how increased tightness (i.e. role
relatedness) reduces autonomy" (Boldt, 1978a:159). This apparent
contradiction illustrates the importance of separating the two

dimensions of role relationships - role complexity and role
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relatedness - before one attempts to define the structural tightness/
looseness variable and its effects on social conformity. Clearly,
it is structural tightness defined in terms of role relatedness
which is the structural variable that has been identified as an
important inhibitor of psychological differentiation. Definitions
of structural tightness/Tooseness which are based on a combination
of role complexity and role relatedness (Witkin and Berry, 1975),
therefore, will not isolate the important structural referent
(imposed collective expectations) which inhibits the development
of psychological differentiation as evidenced by increased Tevels
of social conformity. Failure to isolate this important structural
referent will serijously impair the variable's predictive capacity

as the 1iterature review has illustrated.

Section 5

The Source of External Influence - Which Others?

A. Varying the Source of External Influence - The Theory

Boldt and Roberts specified both the nature of two sources
of external others - "role-specific" and "collective" - and also the
types of societies in terms of structural tightness/looseness which
would tend to produce conformity to, or independence from, these different
"others". They noted that the expectations of others in at least
some situations must be noted and taken into account to some degree
in all societies. No individual can be truly independent of all "others"

and still be a "social being" (Boldt and Roberts, 1979:226). There
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are two general categories of "others" to whom individuals differentially

refer. These categories are:

1. those discrete others whose expectations influence the
individual in the immediate context of an ongoing
interaction situation, and

2. the members of one's larger cultural group collectively,
whose expectations of our behaviour transcend the
situational demands of the moment and individual self-
interest in favour of group interests (Boldt and
Roberts, 1979:226).

The first category refers to "role-specific" others; the second
category refer§ to the "collective" other. As Section 4 has illustrated,
it is the role expectations of the "collective" other which are
“imposed and received" in a structurally tight society. These
“collective" expectations are merely proposed and interpreted in a
structurally loose society (Boldt and Roberts, 1979:226).

This refined definition makes it clear that any test of
social conformity must be carefully assessed in terms of the type
of external influence it invokes. If the test invokes the "collec-
tive other" (i.e., the trans-situational role expectations of the
entire cultural group), then one would expect members of structurally
tight societies (where such expectations are imposed) to be more
susceptible to influence than members of looser societies (where
such expectations are merely proposed). But if the test invokes
thé situated expectations of discrete individual others (role-
specific others), then one would expect the situation to be
reversed. That is,

[w]here collective expectations are only proposed (as
in loose societies) their influence in constraining
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interaction will be diminished and individuals will of
necessity attend more assiduously to the expectations
of discrete others in specific situations, while a
reverse priority obtains in tightly structured
societies (Roberts and Boldt, 1979:226).

Simply stated, they hypothesize that subjects from "tight" societies
will obtain higher conformity scores than subjects from "loose"
societies when conformity to the "collective" other is tested. Opposite
results will be obtained if conformity to "role-specific" others is

tested.

B. Varying the source of external influence - The Research

Research to date has ignored this distinction in the specific
source of external influence, with some researchers employing conformity
tests which invoke the collective other (e.g. Berry, 1967), while others
employ a more traditional Asch-type test which exposes subjects to the
influence of a few peer group members temporarily assembled to perform
a specific task (e.g. Chandra, 1973). A number of these studies were
reviewed in Section 3. The results, in terms of a relationship between
structural tightness/Tooseness and conformity/independence, are
ambiguous and contradictory. The Boldt/Roberts hypothesis suggests
that attention to the source of external influence should clarify the
relationship to some degree as long as the societies are defined as
structurally tight or Toose in terms of the imposed/proposed nature
of collective role expectations. Most of the studies do not explicitly
define their societies in these terms. The definition, however, is
often implicit in their descriptions of the authority structures,

socialization practices, or relative "traditionalism" of the various
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societies.

These studies and their results, therefore, are reported in
Tables III and IV. This presentation is designed as an initial test
of the Boldt/Roberts (1979) hypothesis. The studies are grouped
according to the source of external influence which was invoked to

produce conformity responses. Table III presents the studies which

invoked some form of the "collective" other as a source of influence;

Table IV presents the studies which invoked some form of "role-specific"

other. The designations of societies as "tighter" or "looser" are
estimates of this variable based on the often brief descriptions

available from the texts.

1. Table III - Conformity to the "Collective" Other

The majority of these studies found at least a directional
difference (in the predicted direction) between structurally tight and
structurally loose societies. Only one study (Berry and Annis, 1974)
reported no difference in conformity scores. The descriptions of the
societies designated as "tight" and "loose" in this study, however,
reveal that the Tsimshian do not represent a very extreme example of a
structurally tight society (Berry and Annis, 1974:181-82). This
failure to maximize differences between the societies on the
structural tightness/looseness dimension may account, at least in
part, for their findings of insignificant conformity differences.

The Bronfenbrenner studies (1967, 1975) used a "conformity"
measure which was very different from the measures used in any of the

other studies reported (see Section 3). The comparative "“conformity



ueyy

5 uSILNPY,
AR oy G/61 " le 38
SL|3eUs] S19LA0S JL1deUST 19LA0S AUNSSBU] SABIA Z| JBUUBUqUILIUOUY
< L
ueyl
:mu. _.3U<:
mc_meHcou o J saeal ¢ [96
SuRD LWy = S19LA0S ued LABWY 18LA0S BUNSSBUY 01 || “J4auusuguaiuouag
(3ouadatiLp quedLsLubLs) -:_mexmoMmemw
m:_mwww:ou 40 A3 taolew)
TS0l 3S93 ,SauLT, sueak |2 LL6L “le
sued LAWYy suelL|lLzedg ued LJawy iuer|Lzedg a8dA1-yosy 01 6 18 JUNULSLS
<
(9oudda}ylp quedLsLubLs)
ueyy
chwaH:ou (uemtie]) SUOL1BD LUNWWo) S2UBPNIS
sueLoJaly < 9sauLy)n uedLJasuy asauLyn LeLpaw ssey,, L00Y2S UbBLH 9961 ‘nyn
_ (8oUBUaL4Lp QuURDL4LUBLS)
o~ ueysy (uoLyezLeLo0s (uoLyezi|eLoos
w0 BuLwaoluod JUBLUD| dJow) ysdaey)
! A19100s adow  A33L00S BSAULYY 3saULY) 1591 sdeaf ¢ /61
4485007, < 491ybLy, buoy bBuoH buoy Buoy 2S9uULT, 01 L “Tle 29 uosme(
S9oUUBLL LD 1597 0y 4dA0 vi61 ‘Stuuy
A2 LUAOLUOD FuURDLILUBLS ON 9949 ueLysuwtsy WSAULT, 01 81 pue AudJ4ag
| (souauatiLp quedLitubLs)
ueyl
m:wwumwcou (erduts) (aduLs) 1597 0% 43A0
owLys3 < CIUTER] ouLys3 [uUWd | JSaULT, 02 01 /961 “Auuay
A19100§ A19100§ 1s3] B EINe 1N
SbutpuLy A31us04u0) u49S007,, WA93UBLL, 40 2dA] 40 s3by Apms

43Y30 ,3AL3031 10D, 01 AJLUWAOLUOY JO SWMDL U]
91391005 35007, pue ,3YBLl, USBMIBY SBOUBUDLLL(

IIT 314vl




i
<3
[S9]

i

(doUBUatLp (Lopou e
quedLjLubLs) suedrdauy s(uemie]) 01 AJLWJo4uo0D) L6 “SLJauaeH
ueyl BJou ,pajreitulr, asauLy) uedLJauy 8sauLy)  juswiuadxs plaL4 S3 1 npy pue buenp
(30UBJdLLp QURDLJLUBLS)
sabueys Jo Adusnbauy
10 SWJ8} UL suedLdauy
ueyl BULWUAOLIUOD Bu0W 3SJULYDY 2
(8ousual)Lp (siaL]®q pajels
quesLtLubLs) abueyd Jo ut sabueyd) squapnls
junowe 40 SWUdl UL 9sauly) asauLyn -1593 9dAy 9691100  €/6] ‘pdrudeq
ueyl BULWAOLUOD dd0W SsuedLJAdUWY °| ued Laswy Buoy bBuoH -UdSYy paLiLpoy 3| eW pue apeay
asauedep 1s9)] adAy S3uapnys
ueyl HBULWIOIUOD BAOW SUBRD LAY ued LAy asauedep -yosy paLiLpoy aba| 100 0/61 “wsbrud
anbLu
: -yo9a] saybL (b3 102)
S8119120S ,8S00(, pue 3ybLay, (3 ew) -10-|3ued p|aL} Saeak
U93aMI3Q SIJUBUBLILILP JuRDLLLUBLS ON ued LAaWy 859 0bU0)  -Yd3NU) POLILPOR 2€ 01 61 1961 sAael)
SuRd LABWY
01 paJedwod suel|lzedg
A0 €9S3UeqgaT ‘9sauLy) uasmlaqg isuer|Lzedg 'y
S30UBUBLLLP qURDLILUBLS ON 2 j9saueqa ¢
(CEVERCINERs sueLsapoyy ‘2 (abay102)
_queoLjLubLs) suedLdawy ueyl asauly) 1591 adfa SARak [961 ‘apeayl
~ Butwaojuod adow sueisspoyy | uedLJdWy buoy bBuoH | -yosy oLssel) Gz 01 g8l pue JayelLup
sue3l
-49q [y uegdn anbLuyoa]
pue [edny °¢ SQybL|-40-[aued
S9L318L20S 9500}, pue ,3ubLa, S92 LUOUUDY pPLaLIYoINL) Sarak
Ua3M18Q S8dUB48JJLP JuedLiLUBLS ON Auolod pLO "L $91 L4311 NH pPaLiLPOW G103 01 9/61 ‘IpLog
A19100§ A19100§ 1$3] 521030qng
SbuLpul4 A3LWa0luo) , 485007, aA83ubL ], 10 8dA} 10 saby Apnag

S4ay1(Q ,oL4L09ds~-a 0y, 03 AILWACLUO) 4O SWUB] UL
$9L38100S 85007 pue ,3ybLl, U28MIDY SBOUBUBLLIL(

AL 378Vl




55 -

(3uedtyLubis

10U ©|BUOL]OBULP) SIBLAOS wS3LNPY, wousd G/61 “°le 38
ueyl BULWAOLUOD BA0W SL|DLUST iLleds] 19LA0S BUNSSIUY sdeak z|  Jauuadquaiuoug
SaL18120Ss
«9S00(, pue 1ybiy, usamiaqg nS499d, Wodj Saeaf L961
SOoUBUBLSLP JuUedLtlLubLs oN -ued Laswy 19LA0S 8UNSSAUY €1 01 [ ‘JBUUBJUQUBLUOJLYG
(2oudua4iLp queDLLLUBLS)
suedLJdawy ueyl [ eana) 15971 9dA] Ssaealk
BULWAOLUOD BuOW SURDILXBY ued LUy URD LX3|Y -YyoSy pPaLtiLpoOy 6 01 / /61 ‘uebey
(9ouddatitp 2uedLsLUBLS) S3UapPNIS
suetbr4 ueys ueLpu]l 1591 KLLSUABALUN 4D €161
butwaofuod adow sueLpul csuelbLy uetbt4 3dA1-yosy “sdsyoeal |[00Yydg ‘edpuey)
K131008 A13100§ 1s53] s128lgng
sbulputd A3Lwao4uo) 4495007, W83UbLL, 40 adk| 40 saby Apn3s

(PaNULIU0d) AT 378YL




- 56 -

scores were not reported as such by the authors and, therefore, only
directional differences can be inferred. Their studies are significant,
however, because they tested two types of societies - one structurally

tight and the other structurally loose - and they used two separate

sources of influence. They are, thus, the only studies prior to the

present effort which have examined, across cultures, the differential

effects of "role-specific" others and the "collective" other on
conformity scores. Their findings, although only directional, may be

interpreted as support for the Boldt/Roberts hypothesis.

2. Table IV - Conformity to "Role-Specific" Others

This table clearly illustrates the ambiguity and confusion
which has surrounded attempts to correlate structural tightness/looseness
with conformity/independence. The results range from:

a) significant differences between structurally "tight"
societies and structurally "Toose" societies which indicate that
members of "tight" societies are more conforming to "role-specific"
others than members of "loose" societies; through

b) significant differences befween structurally "tight" and
structurally "loose" societies which indicate that members of "loose"
societies are more conforming to "role-specific” others than members
of "tight" societies; to

c) no significant differences in conformity scores.

Results which fall into categories b and ¢ lend support to the Boldt/

Roberts hypothesis while results which fall into category a contradict
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their hypothesis.

There are serious problems in comparability between many
of these studies. There is a wide variation in types of conformity
tests employed and the differences between "tight" and "loose"
societies are often only implicit differences. A comparison of Table
ITI with Table IV, however, reveals that more consistent results are
obtained when researchers attempt to correlate structural tightness/
Tooseness with conformity to the "collective" other than when the
structural variable is related to conformity to "role-specific" others.
On the basis of these studies, therefore, one may conclude that members
of structurally tight societies appear to be more conforming to the
"collective" other than members of structurally looser societies. The
relationship between structural tightness/looseness and conformity to
"role-specific" others is ambiguous, however, énd further research is

required to define the relationship more clearly.

Section 6
Summary

Psychological differentiation theory and Berry's ecocultural
model provide the theoretical baékground for this thesis. Berry's
model was never designed for application to modern, complex societies
as he explicitly states that its domain is limited to subsistence-
Tevel societies. This Timitation is mainly due to its ecological
variable - degree of food accumulation. The model is useful, however,
because its structural tightness/looseness variable can make the Teap

to describe societies beyond a subsistence level, when the variable is
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reconceptualized as described in Section 4. That is, by separating

the two dimensions of role relationships and defining structural tightness/
looseness solely in terms of role relatedness, complex societies may

be classified as "tighter" or "looser".

The Titerature reveiw has revealed that there is considerable
support for a relationship between structural tightness and field
dependence in the perceptual domain but no clear support for this
relationship in the social domain. We have proposed that this latter
ambiguity is the result of a confused definition of the structural
variable and an inattention to the source of external influence in
conformity tests. The research which was conducted as part of this
thesis attempts to gather empirical support for this proposal and,
more generally, to clarify the relationship between structural

tightness/looseness and cognitive style.



CHAPTER III

Methodology

A. The Problem

This study proposes to demonstrate that when a distinction
between the "collective" other and "role-specific" others is maintained,
psychological differentiation theory's hypothesized relationship between
structural tightness/looseness and type of cognitive style will be more
clearly supported than it has in the past. Incorporating both the
theoretical consideration of the proper structural referent for the
structural tightness/looseness variable and the related methodological
consideration of "which others" are imposed as a source of influence,

the theory's hypothesized relationship becomes:

Societies which are structurally tight (i.e. the collective
role expectations are imposed and received) will tend to
produce individuals who have field dependent cognitive

styles and who therefore have a greater susceptibility to
influence from the "collective" other; and societies which

are structurally loose (i.e. the collective role expectations
are proposed and interpreted) will tend to produce individuals
who have field independent cognitive styles and who therefore,
have a lesser susceptibility to influence from the "collective"
other.

The purpose of this research therefore, is to examine the relationship
between structural tightness/looseness and cognitive style using a
research design which incorporates the methodological and theoretical
changes suggested by the foregoing theoretical development. Specifically,

the following hypotheses are tested:

Hypothesis 1: Subjects from a structurally tight society will be more
susceptible to the influence of the "collective" other

than subjects from a looser society.
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Hypothesis 2: Subjects from a structurally tight society will not be more
susceptible to the influence of "role-specific" others than
subjects from a looser society.

Hypothesis 3: Subjects from a structurally tight society will be more field
dependent in the perceptual domain than subjects from a

looser society.

B. Independent Variable - Structural Tightness/Looseness

The independent variable for the purposes of this research is
structural tightness/looseness. This variable has a long history of use
and abuse in both psychological and sociological Titerature. The abuse
stems from a failure to specify proper structural referents in its
definition. Structdra] tightness/Tooseness is conceptualized here,
therefore, as referring to the quality of the role relationships within
a given society. At issue is - how are the roles related to one another?
In all societies, there are at least two types of expectations which
govern the relationships between and among roles. These expectations may
be those of "role-specific" others or they may be the expectations of the
"collective" dther. While both types of expectations operate in all
societies, it is the nature of the "collective" expectations which
defines the structural tightness/looseness of societies. Specifically,
it is the degree to which collective role expectations are "imposed and
received" as opposed to "proposed and interpreted" which distinguishes
a tight society from a loose one (Boldt, 1978b:354).

A tight society, therefore, is operationalized as one in which
the collective role expectatiéns are imposed and received. A loose

society is operationalized as one in which the collective role expectations
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are merely proposed and interpreted.

C. Dependent Variables

1. Field Dependence/Independence

a) Perceptual Domain - Field dependence/independence in the perceptual
domain manifests itself in an ability "to overcome the influence of the
surrounding field or to separate an item from its context" (Witkin et.
al., 1962:2). Persons who are field dependent in this domain tend to see
the whole more clearly than its parts and thus, have difficulty in
separating an item from its context. Persons who are field dependent in
the perceptual domain are better able to "disembed" an item from its cohtext
and ignore any false cues from the surrounding field.

For the purposes of this research, therefore, field dependence/
independence in the perceptﬁa] domain is operationalized using the Group
Embedded Figures Test.

b) Social Domain - Field dependence/independence in the social
domain manifests itself in a developed or undeveloped sense of separate
jdentity. A developed sense of separate identity is indicated by
independent functioning in the face of contradictions and a stable view
of self in different social contexts. Persons who are field dependent
in this domain have difficulty in maintaining their Jjudgments in the
face of contradictory opinions. Persons who are field independent in
this domain maintain their independent judgments in the face of social
(external) influence which contradicts their judgments.

For the purposes of this research, field dependence/independence
in the social/affective domain is operationalized using Berry's (1979)

modified Asch-type conformity test. This conformity test or Lines Test
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has two versions:
i) "Collective" Lines Test: This version is identical to
that used by Berry in his cross-cultural research in
subsistence-Tevel societies. The source of external influence
is a contrived "collective" (most other) opinion of the
subject's own cultural group.
ii) "Role-Specific" Lines Test: This version is identical
to that used by Berry except that there are no permanent X's
on the conformity cards and the source of external influence
is different from Berry's. The X's are removable to lend
credibility to the source of influence. The source of

external influence is a contrived "role-specific" (last two
others) opinion of the subject's own cultural group.

2. Accuracy

Accuracy scores reflect the subject's ability to choose the
correct Tine on the Lines Test independent of any influence from others.
This variable allows one to identify any individual or group differences

in basic Tine discrimination ability.

D. Samples
1. Hutterites
The group chosen to representa tightly structured society for the
purposes of this research, is the Hutterites of Manitoba. Hutterite society
iswidely acknowledged to be extremely tight in structure. The Hutterites
practice communal living in an agricultural setting, have 1ittle private
property, and socialization of children is essentially a community effort.
Their community organization is rigid with a "Preacher" who tends their
spiritual needs and a "Boss" who manages their business affairs (Boldt, 1978b).
In Hutterite society, each individual is truly his brother's
keeper as "...each member is expected to watch over his fellows and
admonish anyone who commits a fault" (Hostetler, 1974:147). Respect for

hierarchy and authority pervades their thought and practice as their
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religion teaches that "all authority, whether inside or outside the
colony, .... originate[s] with God"(Hostetler, 1974:162). Persons in
positions of authority are not above reproach however, and even the
actions of the Head Preacher are subject to review by the colony council.
Authority, then is "group centred" and ideally, at least, "group decisions
are impartial and have higher priority than those made by an individual"
(Hostetler, 1974:162). Hutterite children learn early in life that the
colony must take pfecedence over the individual. Their school setting
minimizes their individuality and self assertion and maximizes their
identity with, and dependence upon the group (Hostetler, 1974:214-218).

This brief review indicates that the expectations governing role

relationships among Hutterites are uncompromising. In other words, collective

role expectations are imposed and received in Hutterite society. Boldt

describes the dynamics of the imposition of these expectations as follows:

Role expectations are imposed by a central authority with the
means to administer meaningful sanctions, and individual
interpretation of these expectations is actively discouraged.
If changes in expectations seem warranted, this is typically
achieved through an officially authorized change in policy,
equally as "imposed" as the previous policy was (Boldt, 1979b:
22).
Hutterite society, thus, is clearly "tight" in terms of the "imposed and
received" nature of the collective role expectations.
Hutterite subjects] were obtained from six colonies within a forty
mile radius of Winnipeg. The colonies were selected on the basis of:
a) Proximity and ready accessibility to Winnipeg. In addition,
since word travels quickly between some colonies, an effort was made

to ensure that we did not visit colonies where word of the nature of our

experiment would obviously have travelled.
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b) Willingness to participate once contacted. Permission was
required from the Head Preacher on each colony selected for study before
subjects could be tested. This permission was almost always granted
but with varying degrees of enthusiasm.

c) Size of colony. Large colonies (over 100 people) were
preferred. In these colonies, 10-16 adults were generally willing to
participate in an evening.

Seventy-five Hutterites participated in the study. Participation
was on a voluntary basis. Subjects usually appeared at the testing site
(school or colony kitchen) in groups of twos or threes. A good response
was the rule rather than the exception and we often turned away a few
potential subjects who appeared late in the evening. Subjects ranged
in age from 18 to 43. The mean age was 26.5. There were 36 males and 39
females. Thirty-six of the subjects were married and forty-eight had
been baptized. Most of the men were general Tabourers on the farm,
although a few were carpenters, mechanics or managers of specific areas

(e.g., hog man, chicken man).

2. University of Manitoba Students

Ideally, this research would have examined field dependence/
independence within a loose, and simple society such as the Eskimo
society. This approach would have controlled for complexity which may
obscure differences between societies which differ in role complexity
as well as in role relatedness (the crucial referent for structural
tightness/looseness). The relative inaccessibility of Eskimo groups,

. . . 2
however, made such a comparison impossible.

Therefore, the University of Manitoba student population was
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selected to represent the best available alternative example of a looser
society. This choice is based on the assumption that the student
population constitutes a socio-cultural group and that the students
recognize it as such. One may argue that the mere fact that one needs
to state this assumption demonstrates the relative looseness of the
University student population. Clearly, the collective role expectations
cannot be as imposed and received in the student population, as they are
in a tight society. These expectations are probably proposed more than
imposed, and interpreted more than received. - The University of Manitoba
student population, therefore, represents the looser end of the structural
tightness/looseness continuum for the purposes of this research.
University of Manitoba students from an Introductory Sociology
class were asked to participate in this research project. Fifty-one
students volunteered for the study. Subjects ranged in age from 17 to
37. The mean age was 19. There were 12 males and 39 females. ATl

but one subject were full time students and only one student was married.

E. Data Collection

The data were collected during the fall of 1981. A standard Group
Embedded Figures Test (GEFT) measured the variable field dependence/
independence in the perceptual domain. An experimental technique
employing a modified Asch-type conformity test (Lines Test) measured field
dependence/independence in the social/affective domain. The GEFT was
administered first, followed by the Lines Test. This order gave added

credibility to the Lines Test as a perceptual test similar to the GEFT.

1. Group Embedded Figures Test

Subjects were asked to complete the Group Embedded Figures Test
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(GEFT) (see Witkin et. al., 1971). The GEFT assesses the individual's
degree of psychological differentiation in the perceptual domain. Since
most subjects would not have understood the technical terms, they were
told that the test was designed to measure how people see things - not
how well they see, but how they see.

The GEFT is a paper and pencil test and can be administered to
any number of subjects at one sitting. The test was administered to
subjects alone or in small groups depending on how quickly new arrivals
appeared at the test Tocation. The GEFTAis an individual effort,
however, and the presence of others does not interfere with, or alter,
a person's performance.

The subject's task is to find simple forms within larger, more
complex figures. The simple forms are always available for viewing
on the booklet's back cover but they cannot be seen in conjunction with
complex figure test items. The complex figures are designed to obscure
the simple forms (see Appendix 1 for e.g.). There are three sections
in the standard booklet. Section I contains relatively simple practice
items and is used as an instructional and informational tool. Sections
IT and III are matched for jtem difficulty and are interchangeable as
measures of field dependence/independence in the perceptual domain.
Therefore, subjects were required to complete only Sections I and II.
Once the instructions were understood, subjects were allowed 5 minutes
to complete Section I and and another 5 minutes for Section II. Only
Section Il was scored.

Total score on the GEFT indicates degree of perceptual field

dependence/independence. The range of possible scores is from zero to
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nine. A Tow score indicates field dependence in the perceptual domain,

while a high score indicates field independence in this domain.

2. Lines Test
The Lines Test is a modified Asch-type conformity test. It was

designed by Berry (1979) for his cross-cultural studies of pscychological
differentiation. The Lines Test assesses the individual's degree of
psychological differentiation in the social/affective domain. Since
revelation of the true purpose of the test would have invalidated
results, subjects were told that it was another kind of eye/perceptual
test, 1ike the GEFT.

a) Format: The Lines Test consists of ten cards. Each card has
9 horizontal lines on it. The top 1line, the standard, is set apart from
the others. Each of the eight bottom lines is a different length (the
Tines are progressively shorter or longer) but one of them is exactly
the same length as the standard. The first two cards are practice items
and, therefore, were not scored. The next four cards are test items
which are designed to establish the subject's accuracy in choosing the
correct Tine. The last four cards are the conformity items (see Appendix
2 for e.g.). When these cards were presented to the subjects, an X was
beside one of the eight lines. The X was always placed beside a line
which was 5 lines away from the correct one. In the "collective"
version of the test, the X was permanent, but in the "role-specific"
version, the X was removable. The following table summarizes the format

of the cards:
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TABLE V
Lines Test Format

Card # difference Tength line length Tine
between of designated of correct
Tines (mm.) standard (rank designated (rank
order) Tine order)
P1 3 9.9 -- -- 6
P2 2 9.7 -- -- 4
A 0.5 9.4 -- -~ 2
B 1 9.6 - -- 3
C 2 9.4 -- -= 5
D 3 9.3 ~- -- 4
1 0.5 9.4 7 9.15 2
2 1 10.3 3 9.8 8
3 2 10.1 7 9.1 2
4 3 10.4 3 8.9 8

b) Administration of Test:

Jects in isolation from the group.

time, on an adjustable height music stand (Figure 3).

seated exactly four feet away from the stand.

The Lines Test was administered to sub-
The cards were presented, one at a
The subject was

The stand was then adjusted

for height of the subject by ensuring that the centre line on each card

was at eye Tevel.

The first card, P1, was presented with the introduction:

This test is another type of eye (Hutterites)/perceptual
(U. of M.) test. This time the task is to choose the right
Tine from a set of lines. Each card is 1ike this one with
9 lines on it. The Tine at the top is set apart from the
others and there are eight Tines below. These eight lines
are all different lengths - but one of them is exactly the
same length as the one at the top. I want you to tell me
which one you think it is.




a)

Equipment set-up for "Lines" test

b)

Subject viewing
"Conformity" card

Figure 3
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If the subject did not respond within a short time, he or she was
prodded with the comment:

Your first impression is probably best. It gets more
confusing the longer you look.

Each succeeding card was presented with the question.

Which Tine do you think is the same length as the one at
the top?

Before the first conformity card was presented, subjects were told:

There are four cards left. We're going to do these a
little bit differently and give you a chance to compare
your answers with how other people have answered.

i) Collective Version: When the first conformity item

was placed on the stand, subjects were told:

We've tested hundreds of other Hutterites/University of
Manitoba students. You can see that there is an X beside
one of the lines. We've put that X beside the Tine that
most other Hutterites/University of Manitoba students chose.
That is, most other Hutterites/University of Manitoba
students think that this line (point to one with X) is

the same length as the one at the top. Which Tine do you
think it is?

The other three conformity items were presented in the same way. That

is, the experimenter would point to the Tine with the X and say:

Most other Hutterites/University of Manitoba students think
that this Tine is the same length as the one at the top.
Which Tine do you think it is?

ii) Role-Specific Version: When the first conformity card

was placed on the stand, subjects were told:

I am going to put an X beside one of the lines. (Experimenter
places removable X beside designated line as in collective
versions). This X means that the last two people that I
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tested before you chose this line (points to line with X).
That is, the last two people I tested thought that this
Tine is the same length as the one at the top. Which Tine
do you think it is?

The other three conformity cards were presented in the same way. That
is, the experimenter would (in full view of the subject and after
appearing to consult previous data) place an X beside the designated

line, point to this Tine and say:

The Tast two people I tested thought that this line is
the same length as the one at the top. Which line do you
think it is?

c) Scoring

i) Conformity cards: Scoring was identical on the two versions

of the Lines Test. The incorrect line, designated as the group (collective
or role-specific) norm, was always a shorter line, five Tines away from

the correct one. Thus, if this designated line were chosen, a

conformity score of +5 was recorded. If the subject chose the correct
line, a conformity score of 0 was recorded. Scores between 0 and 5

were recorded for choices which fell between the designated and the

correct Tines. If the subject chose a line longer than the correct

one, a score of -1 was recorded. Table VI summarizes the possible

values for each of the conformity cards.

TABLE VI

Possible Values for Conformity Cards

Card # Possible Values

1 5= 0> -1
2 5> 0
3 +5 > 0> -]
4 +5 > 0
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Since there are four conformity cards, total score on the Lines Test
can range from 0 to 20. To achieve comparability with Berry's data3,
however, only the last three conformity scores are used to calculate
total conformity scores. Therefore, the conformity variable is
operationalized as the sum of the values of the scores on cards 2, 3 and
4 (2 + 3+ 4). (Values of -1 were recoded to 0 to compute the conformity
scores). The range of possibie scores is from 0 to 15.

Total score on the three conformity cards indicates degree of
field dependence/independence in the social/affective domain. In order
to compare these results with Berry's and to have the conformity scores
reflect the "appropriate conceptual direction", (Berry, 1979:193) with a
high score indicating greater independence, the score is reversed4 and
then expressed in percentage form. A conformity score of 15 therefore,
becomes 0 (15 - 15 = 0) or 0% and indicates field dependence, the
lowest possible point on the field dependence/independence continuum.

A conformity score of 0 becomes 15 (15 - 0 = 15) or 100% and indicates

field independence, the highest point on the field dependence/independence

continuum in the social/affective domain.

ii) Accuracy cards: Cards A, B, C, and D are presented without

any influence being given. A score of 0 was recorded if the subject
chose the correct line. If a shorter line were chosen, the appropriate
score from +1 to a maximum of +5 was recorded. If a Tonger Tine were
chosen, the appropriate score from -1 to -5 was recorded. The accuracy
variable is operationalized as the sum of the absolute values of the

scores on cards A through D ( [(ABS A) + (ABS B) + (ABS C) + (ABS D)1).
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Table VII summarizes the possible values for each of the "Accuracy" cards:

TABLE VII

Possible Values for "Accuracy" Cards

Card # Possible Values
A +5 = 0 = -]
B +2 = 0 — -5
C +3—= 0> -4
D +3 > 0= -4

The range of possible scores is from 0 to 18. A score of 0 indicates
a high degree of accuracy. A score of 18 indicates a Tow degree of
accuracy. These scores may also be expressed in percentage form by

dividing the score by the maximum (18) and multiplying by 100.
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Notes to Chapter I1I

1.

Professor E. D. Boldt received permission from the Rev. Jacob
Kleinsasser, Crystal Springs Hutterite Colony, to conduct this
research among Manitoba colonies.

These data, however, are comparable to Berry's (1967, 1979) data
which report the relative conformity scores of several societies,
including the Eskimo. See Chapter IV, for a comparison of
Hutterite and Eskimo conformity scores.

Berry had used an earlier version of the Lines Test with a number
of subsistence level societies. This early version had only 3
conformity items. These three items were identica] to the last
three conformity items (2, 3, 4) on his later version. To ensure
comparability of his results regardless of which test were used,
he ignored the first conformity item in his calculation of
conformity scores. Although this method of scoring renders the
first conformity item somewhat useless, this same scoring method
has been retained in this project in order to maximize comparability.

Percentage score = 15 — (conformity score) X 100
15




Chapter IV

Data Analysis

Data analysis was performed using a comparison of means approach.

Mean scores on the two major dependent variables - perceptual field

dependence/independence and social conformity - were compared between
societies and several within society comparisons are reported. One-
tailed tests of significance were used to assess the extent to which
these differences could have occurred by chance alone. In addition,

cross-tabular analysis was used to separate out the effects of sex on
conformity scores. And finally, the correlation coefficient - r, was
calculated to examine the relationship between individual conformity

scores and GEFT scores.

A. Hypothesis 1: Subjects from a structurally tight society will be

more susceptible to the influence of the collective other than
subjects from a looser society.
Table VIII illustrates the mean conformity scores for Hutterites
and University of Manitoba students. The conformity scores are conformity
to the collective mode of influence. A high mean score indicates greater

conformity and a low mean score, lesser conformity.

TABLE VIII

Mean Cross-Cultural Conformity to the "Collective" Other Scores

Society N Mean S.D.
Hutterites 41 6.76 2.82
University students 28 5.57 3.19

one-tailed t-test results: t=1.59, d.f.=.53, p=.059
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As predicted, subjects from a structurally tight society are
more susceptible to influence from the collective other than subjects
from a Tooser society. A T-test of differences between means, however,
reveals that the difference between mean conformity to the “"collective"
other scores fails to reach statistical significance at the .05 level.

The significance level is .059. This level is very close to the .05
significance level and this proximity suggests that with larger sample
sizes and greater inter-societal varijation in structural tightness/looseness,
a significant difference in conformity scores may occur. The University
student population is not an jdeal example of a Toose society although

the larger Canadian society represents a loose society in which collective
role expectations are merely proposed and interpreted. « The student pop-
ulation, however, represents a subculture within the larger Canadian
confext. For this subculture, therefore, the collective role expectations
may be more restricting, particularly given the average age of the
students. Adolescents often have an outward desire to be

"unique" and an inward desire to be "one of the crowd." These considera-
tions suggest that the University student sample may represent a "middle-
range" society in terms of structural tightness/looseness.

Although the difference in conformity scores did not reach
statistical significance, these data do lend support to the theoretical
reconceptualization of the structural tightness/looseness variable
(Boldt and Roberts, 1979). This reconceptualization emphasized that
it is the collective role expectations which are imposed and received

in structurally tight societies. 1In contrast, these collective
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expectations are merely proposed and interpreted in a structurally loose
society. If this reconceptualization is valid, therefore, one would
expect members of "tight" societies to conform more to the "collective"
other than members of "looser" societies. The data reported in Table
VIII confirm at least the direction of this expectation and therefore,
offer support for the validity of the reconceptualization of the
‘structural tightness/looseness variable.

The data in Table VIII also support psychological differentiation
theory which identifies "social tightness" as a key antecedent variable
in the development of differentiation (Witkin and Berry, 1975:15). The
theory predicts that members of "tight" societies will be less
differentiated (more conforming) than members of "Toose" societies
because of the nature of social control in the two types of societies.
In "tight" societies there is a "high level of pressure to conform. ..
[and the society]... maintains a continuous socialization of the
individual® (Witkin and Berry, 1975:15). In other words, the "collective"
role expectations are imposed and received in "tight" societies. This
imposition of "social control" or role expectations, the theory
predicts, leads to decreased differentiation as demonstrated by higher
levels of social conformity.

The data reported in Table VIII reveal that, as psychological
differentiation theory predicts, members of structurally tight
societies are less differentiated (exhibit more conformity to the
collective other) than members of loose societies. The members of
Toose societes are more differentiated (make judgments which are

relatively more independent of the expectations of the collective other)
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than members of tight societies. It is clear from the data, therefore,
that a good indicator of psychological differentiation in the social
domain is conformity to the collective other.

A comparison of the data reported in Table VIII with Berry's
(1967) data is warranted because in both studies, subjects were tested
using a version of Berry's "Lines Test" which invokes the "collective"
other.] Berry (1967) reports the relative levels of social conformity
among the Temne and the Eskimo. Berry did not specifically label
Temne society as tight and Eskimo society as loose according to the
nature of the collective expectations governing role relationships
within these societies. His descriptions (Berry, 1976; and others,
e.g., Barry et. el., 1959) of these societies, however, permit such
classifications. Authority and stratification patterns in Temne
society are formal and rigid which suggests that the collective
expectations are imposed and received (Berry, 1976: 72-74). 1In Eskimo
society, authority structures are almost nonexistent and individuality
is highly regarded (Berry, 1976:77-78). The collective expectations
in Eskimo society, therefore, are presumably merely proposed and
interpreted. The data reported in Table IX lend further support to
this classification of Temne society as "tight" and Eskimo society as
"loose." Table IX jllustrates the mean conformity to the "collective"
other scores for each of the societies tested by Berry (1967) as well
as for the Hutterites and University of Manitoba students.

The tightest society according to the degree to which collective

expectations influence behaviour in the experimental situation, is the
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traditional Temne group of Sierra Leone. The percentage score reflects
degree of field dependence and indicates that the Temne are the most

field dependent. The transitional and traditional Eskimo groups both

TABLE IX

Conformity to "Collective" Scores for Temne, Eskimo,
Hutterites and University Sample

Mean Conformity

Society Tight/Loose to Collective S.D. % Score**
Score
Temne (1) Tight 9.04 3.3 39.7
Temne (2)* Tight 8.61 3.2 42.6
Hutterites Tight 6.76 2.8 54.9
U. of M. Loose 5.57 3.2 62.9
Eskimo (1) Loose 2.75 2.9 81.7
Eskimo (2)* Loose 2.25 2.5 85.0

*
Berry tested two groups from each society. The groups differed in terms

of degree of acculturation.

transitional (2).

One group was traditional (1), the other

*The % score reflects levels of psychological differentiation. That is,
the Eskimo have a higher % score (85) and they are, therefore, more differen-

tiated than the Temne (see Methodology - Chapter III for computation formula).

exhibit low conformity to the influence of the collective other and

are therefore, the most field independent group.

Hutterites are not

quite as high in conformity to the collective as the Temne but they

are considerably more conforming than the Eskimos.

University of
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Manitoba students conform in the middle range. In terms of structural
tightness/loosness, therefore, the university sample appears to
represent a "society" which is not particularly "tight" or "loose"

but which falls in between the two extremes.

B. Hypothesis 2: Subjects from a structurally tight society will
not be more susceptible to the influence of the role-specific

other than subjects from a Tooser society.

Table X illustrates the mean conformity scores for Hutterites
and University of Manitoba students. The conformity scores are

conformity to the role-specific other.

TABLE X

Comparison of Conformity to Role-Specific Others -
Hutterites and University Students

Society N Mean S.D.
Hutterite 34 4.5 2.74
U. of M. 23 5.0 3.35

one-tailed t-test results: t=.059, d.f.=41, p=.279

A T-test of differences between means reveals that the mean conformity
to the role-specific scores are not significantly different (p = .279).
As predicted, subjects from a structurally tight society are not more
susceptible to influence from the role-specific other than subjects
from a structurally looser society. In fact, University students

(Toose society) were slightly more suscéptib]e to influence from the
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role-specific other than Hutterites (tight society).

These results are consistent with a classification of the
university sample as a middle-range "society" in terms of structural
tightness/looseness. Members of an extremely "loose" society, it has
been hypothesized, (Boldt and Roberts, 1979) would conform more to
the expectations of role-specific others than members of a very "tight"
society. The difference in conformity to role-specific others narrows,
however, as the inter-societal differences in structural tightness/
looseness narrow. The data in Table X reflect the impression that the
University sample represents a middle-range "society" rather than a
structurally loose society. The members of the "tight" society,
therefore, are not more conforming to role-specific others than the
members of the "loose" society but neither are the members of the
"looser" society more conforming to role specific others than the
members of the "tight" society because the "looser" society in this

case is not extremely "loose."

C. Hypothesis 3: Subjects from a structurally tight society will be
more field dependent in the perceptual domain than subjects from

a looser society.

Table XI illustrates the mean scores on the GEFT for Hutterites
and for University of Manitoba students. A low mean score indicates
field dependence in the perceptual domain; a high mean score indicates

field independence in the perceptual domain.
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TABLE XI

Mean GEFT Scores - Hutterites and University Students

Society N Mean GEFT S.D.
Score

Hutterite 75 2.92 2.35

U. of M. 51 4.96 2.38

one-tailed t-test results: t=4.76, d.f.=106, p=.000

A T-test of differences between means reveals that the mean scores
are significantly different beyond the .001 level. As predicted,
subjects from a structurally tight society are more field dependent
in the perceptual domain than subjects from a looser society. The
level of significance is so high and the sample sizes large enough,
that one would not expect this difference to be due to chance alone.
Psychological differentiation theory predicts that members of
"tight" societies will exhibit Tower levels of differentiation in the
perceptual domain than members of "loose" societies. Although the
prediction has been based on a rather confused notion of structural
tightness/looseness, the bulk of the research supports the theory's
proposition that "tight" societies tend to inhibit psychological
differentiation and to produce persons with a field dependent cognitive
style while "loose" societies tend to enhance psychological differentia-
tion and to produce persons with a field 1ndep§ndent cognitive style
(Berry, 1979:185). The data presented in Table XI add support to
this proposition.

In addition, the reconceptualization of the structural tightness/
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looseness variable identifies the specific structural property of
societies which contributes to the development or inhibition of
psychological differentiation. It is the nature of the collective
expectations governing role relationships that defines societies as
structurally tight or loose. When these collective expectations are
imposed and received as they are in tight societies, the development
of psychological differentiation is inhibited. This inhibition is
indicated in the perceptual domain by the Tow scores obtained by
Hutterites on the GEFT. In a looser society, where these collective
expectations are not imposed but merely proposed and interpreted,
the development of psychological differentiation is enhanced. This
enhancement is indicated by the higher scores on the GEFT obtained

- by university students.

D. -Additional Findings

1. Intra-Societal Differences in Conformity Scores

In addition to the inter-societal differences already reported
(Hypotheses 1 and 2) the data reveal several relevant intra-societal
differences. The within society differences between conformity to
the collective other and conformity to the role specific other were

examined and these differences are reported below:

a) Hutterites

Table XII illustrates the mean conformity scores for Hutterites.
There are two conformity scores - conformity to the collective other

and conformity to role specific others.
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TABLE XII

Hutterites: Comparison of Conformity to Collective and
Conformity to Role-Specific Scores

Type of Conformity

Test N Mean S.D.
Collective 41 6.76 2.82
Role-Specific 34 4.50 2.74

one-tailed t-test results: t=3.49, d.f.=73, p=.0005

A T-test of differences between means reveals that the mean scores
are significantly different at the .001 level. Subjects from a
structurally tight society are more susceptible to influence from
the collective other than to the influence from role specific others.
This difference is highly significant and indicates. that the

differences is real and not due to chance alone.

b) University of Manitoba students

Table XIII illustrates the mean conformity scores for University
students. Again there are two separate conformity scores depending

on the source of external influence to which the subjeét was exposed.

TABLE XIII

University Students: . Comparison of Conformity to Collective and
Conformity to Role-Specific Scores

Type of Conformity

Test N Mean S.D.
Collective 28 5.57 3.19
Role Specific 23 5.00 3.35

one-tailed t-test results: t=.62, d.f.=49, p=.270
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A T-test of differences between means reveals that the mean scores are
not significantly different. The one-tailed probability that these
differences could have occurred by chance alone was .269. Subjects
froma structurally loose society, therefore, are not more susceptible
to the influence of either source of external influence.

The data presented in Table XII and XIII clearly indicate that
the source of external influence is a critical variable to consider
when measuring social conformity. The significant difference between
conformity to the "collective" other and conformity to "role-specific"
others among Hutterites (Table XII) supports the reconceptualization
of the structural tightness/looseness varjable. That is, because the
collective role expectations are imposed in "tight" societies such as
the Hutterite society, this source of influence (collective) carries
considerably more weight than the opinions of discrete individual
others. The data in Table XIII also support the reconceptualization
since university students did not succumb more to the influence of
the collective other than to the influence of role-specific others.
This finding is consistent with a classification of the university
student "society" asa middle range "society" on the structural tightness/

Tooseness continuum.

2. Sex Differences

There is strong empirical support for the existence of sex
differences in levels of psychological differentiation in the perceptual
domain. The difference is small but females tend to be more field

dependent than males (Witkin and Berry, 1975:30). The difference is
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more pronounced in Western settings but it has been noted in non-
Western societies as well. Cross-cultural studies show that sex
differences occur more frequently in tight societies (sedentary,
agricultural) than in loose ones (migratory, hunting) (Witkin and
Berry, 1975:33). Witkin and Berry (1975) suggest that the reason for
a greater prevalence of sex differences in tight societies may be that
females in these societies are placed in relatively more dependent
positions than females in looser societies where the female role is
evaluated more highly (1975:33). They admit, however, that the
reason or reasons for the non-uniformity of sex differences is elusive.
Apparently no studies have examined cross cultural sex differences
in levels of field dependence/independence in the social/affective
domain. One would expect to find, however, that whatever differences
exist in the perceptual domain would also be found in the social/
affective domain. The research reported here provides a test of this

expectation using cross-tabular analysis.

a) Hutterites

For both modes of conformity there was a greater percentage
of males than females with low conformity scores and a greater percen-
tage of females than males, with high conformity scores. The percentage
differences were almost equal (10% difference on the collective test,
12% difference on the role specific test) for the two types of
conformity tests. Since low conformity scores indicate field inde-
pendence and high scores, field dependence, the data indicate that

among Hutterites (structurally tight) females exhibit sTightly more
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TABLE XIV

Hutterite Conformity to “Co]]ective“ Scores by Sex

Sex
Row
Male Female Total
Low 37% 27% 13
Conformity
High 63% 73% 28
“Column 19 22 41
Total
TABLE XV

Hutterite Conformity to "Role-Specific" Scores by Sex

Sex
Row
Male Female Total
Low 76% 64% 24
Conformity
High 24% 36% 10
Column
Total 17 17 34
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field dependence in the social domain than males. This sex difference
therefore, is in the expected direction. Caution must be exercised

in interpreting these results, however, since the number of cases was
Tow in several cells of the table and the differences were not

statistically significant.

b) University of Manitoba Students

The number of males in the university sample was only twelve.
This small number of cases precludes any worthwhile cross tabular

analysis of sex differences in conformity scores.

3. GEFT and Conformity Scores

Since level of psychological differentiation is an organism-wide
characteristic, the theory predicts that individuals who are field
dependént in the perceptual domain will exhibit field dependence in the
other domains. Similarly, perceptually field independent individuals
are expected to be field independent in other domains. Very few
cross cultural studies have compared cognitive styles across several
domains. Berry (1967) Dawson et. al., (1974) and Berry and Annis (1974)
all attempted to show a relationship between field independence in the
perceptual domain and a sense of separate identity or field independence
in the socia]/afféctive domain. Using Berry's conformity to the
collective task, all three studies failed to relate individual conformity
scores to levels of perceptual differentiation.

The present study fares no better in attempting to establish

support for a relationship between conformity scores and GEFT scores
at the individual level.
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Among Hutterites, GEFT scores and conformity scores were not related
regardless of type of conformity test (GEFT and conformity to
collective, r = .009; GEFT and conformity to role specific r = -.16).
Similarly, for university students GEFT scores and conformity to role
specific scores were unrelated.(r = .038). A very Tow correlation
exists (r = -.27) between GEFT scores and conformity to collective

scores for the university population. Thiseorrelationis not significant.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER IV

1. Berry used the first version of his Lines Test to test the Temne
and the Eskimo. The conformity items on this first version and
the version we used, however, are identical and therefore the

results are comparable.



CHAPTER V

Discussion

This thesis has argued that structural tightness/looseness is
related to the development/inhibition of psychological differentiation.
A structurally tight society where the collective role expectations are
imposed and received will tend to produce individuals who exhibit a
field dependent cognitive style. This field dependence will be indicated
in the social domain by increased conformity to the "collective" other
and in the perceptual domain by low scores on the GEFT. In contrast,
a structurallly loose society where the collective role expectations
are proposed and interpreted will tend to produce individuals who exhibit
a field independent cognitive style. This field independence will be
indicated in the social domain by judgments made independently of
the "collective" other and in the perceptual domain by higher scores on

the GEFT.

A. Results and Conclusions

This research has, in general, supported the theory. Hutterites
were found to be more conforming to the opinion of the collective other
than University students. This difference did not quite reach
statistical sugnificance (p = .059) but this failure has been explained
by the small sample size and the questionable "looseness" of the
University student "society." It appears that the student population
is closer to a "middle-range society" in terms of structural tightness/
looseness. A "looser" and "simpler" society compared to the Hutterites
would be more likely to give rise to statistically significant

differences.
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The difference, however, lends support to the reconceptualization
of the structural tightness/looseness variable. The Hutterites were
highly conforming to the opinion of the collective other. This result is
expected in a society in which the collective role expectations are
imposed and received. In contrast, the University students were less
conforming to this source of influence as was expected of members of a
"looser" society where the collective expectations are merely proposed
and received.

These results also lend support to psychological differentiation
theory's prediction that members of "tighter" societies will be less
differentiated than members of "looser" societies. It appears that
degree of conformity to the influence of the "collective" other is a
good indicator of level of differentiation in the social domain. Scores
on tests of conformity to a "collective" other, therefore, may be
interpreted as expressions of cognitive style or field dependence/
independence.

An inter-societal comparison of scores on the conformity to
"role-specific" others test, revealed that there was no significant
difference between members of "tight" and "loose" societies on this
variable. That is, Hutterites were no more influenced by the opinion
of role-specific others than the University students. A comparison of
this result with the nearly significant difference between the two
societies on conformity to the "collective" other supports the
suggestion that source of external influence is a critical variable
in tests of social conformity. That is, when the source of influence is

"role-specific" others, there is no apparent difference in social
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conformity between members of "tight" and "loose" societies. The
difference is revealed however, when conformity to a "collective"
other is measured. Attention to this variable 1is important when
attempting to establish support for a relationship between structural
tightness/looseness and social conformity.

The data analysis also indicates support for the third hypothesis.
Psychological differentiation theory predicts that members of "tight"
societies will be less perceptually differentiated than members of
"looser" societies and these data support this prediction. Hutterites
achieved significantly Tower scores on the GEFT than University
students which indicates that Hutterites are field dependent in the
perceptual domain and University students are field independent in
this domain.

Psychologists have been unable to identify clearly the structural
features of societies which may inhibit or enhance the development of
psychological diffefentiation. They have, therefore, selected a cluster
of antecedent variables, including socialization practices and degree
of socio-cultural tightness, which various cross-cultural studies have
identified as socio-cultural correlates of psychological differentiation.
The present study points to the imposed nature of collective role
expectations as a key factor, perhaps the key variable, in the
inhibition of differentation. The nature of collective role expectations
is critical because this structural variable will affect socialization
techniques, family control systems, and authority structures within

societies which have all been implicated in the development of individuals'
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cognitive styles.

B. Implications

This study has attempted to demonstrate, empirically, the

validity of the reconceptualized variable, structural tightness/looseness.

In addition, it has attempted to demonstrate, empirically, the
existence and nature of a critical variable in tests of social
conformity - the source of external influence. These attempts have been
made in order to assess critically a recent theoretical formulation
concerning the nature of the relationship between structural tightness/
looseness and cognitive style. In other words, this research has been
designed as a "crucial" test of a theory (Platt, 1964). The results
of this study, therefore, have their critical implications for the
future of the theory..

The data have given strong support to the validity of the
structural tightness/looseness variable, reconceptualized in terms
of the imposed/proposed nature of collective role expectations.
This dimension is clearly an important source of variation among
societies. The anthropologists' definition of structural tightness/
Jooseness (in terms of role complexity and roie relatedness)
essentially limited classifications to relatively simple, subsis-
tence-level societies. Since the notion of role comp]éxity is
eliminated from the refined definition, cross-cultural researchers
have available to them, a classification tool which may be
applied to more complex, modern societies as well as to simple

societies.
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In addition, the data have clearly indicated that the source of
external influence is a critical variable to control in measures of
social conformity. Social conformity, therefore, has been too broadly
defined and must be conceptualized in terms of the "others" to whom
individuals are conforming in specific social situations. That is,
social conformity to "role-specific" others is conceptually and
operationally different from social conformity to the "collective"
other. The maintenance of this distinction between the two types of
social conformity and the reconceptualization of the structural tightness/
Tooseness variable clarifies the relationship between the structural
variable and expressions of cognitive style in the social domain. The
ambiguity of this relationship is relieved when structural tightness
is defined in terms of imposed role expectations and when social
conformity (field dependence in the social domain) is defined in terms
of conformity to the "collective" other. These data have therefore,
indicated a clear association between structural tightness/looseness

and expressions of cognitive style in the social and perceptual domains.

C. Epilogue

A post-mortem examination of the research design reveals
several inadequacies in the procedures used to measure or to assign
values to variables. These inadequacies are noted at this point, not
to discredit the results already achieved, but to assist future
research in perfecting the experimental design for this particular

type of analysis.
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The results would be more meaningful if the sample chosen to
represent the "Toose" end of the structural tightness/looseness
continuum had been "looser." Maximizing the inter-societal differences
would increase the variation in the dependent variables - perceptual
field dependence and social conformity - and, therefore, give stronger
support to the hypothesized relationships.

The GEFT is a widely used indicator of perceptual field
dependence/independence but it has been criticized as a valid perceptual
measure because of its correlation with tests designed to measure
general intelligence (Irvine and Carrol, 1980:187). Many of the
perceptual tests do correlate with measures of intelligence because
both kinds of test involve tasks such as disembedding and restructuring.
A portable rod and frame test (PRFT) is a possible alternative for
cross-cultural use and perhaps a better test of perceptual field
dependence/independence.

The Lines Test was employed to achieve comparability with
Berry's (1967) results but this test could be improved to create a
more accurate and powerful conformity measure and one with greater
credibility. The pretest or accuracy items could be used to
standardize results across cultures. That is, conformity scores
would more accurately reflect cross-cultural differences if scores on
the "accuracy" items were subtracted from scores on the "conformity"
items to result 1in a "net conformity" score. This approach would

effectively control for accuracy as a potential source of cross-cultural
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variability in conformity scores. This method would be even more
effective if the "accuracy" and conformity items were made equivalent.
In other words, each conformity item would actually be a "recycled"
accuracy item, the difference being that for the conformity item a
Tine would be designated as the correct one.

To improve its credibility, the Lines Test should include two
or three "conformity" items on which the designated line is actually
the correct line. These additional cards could be interspersed with
the true conformity items to maintain credibility of the contrived
group opinion throughout the test. In addition, on the conformity
items in Berry's version of the Lines Test, the designated 1ine was
always a shorter line than the correct one. A better design might
be to have some conformity items with a longer designated line and
others with a shorter designated line. Both of these suggestions could
enhance the credibility and thus, the power of the Lines Test as a
measure of social conformity.

Another problem with the Lines Test is in the operationalization
of the "collective" other versus "role-specific" others as sources of
influence. It was necessary to have the two tests equivalent except
for the source of external influence. The "collective" other had
already been operationalized by Berry (1967) in terms of "most others"
and this technique was retained to maximize comparability. It was
difficult to conceptualize a method of invoking influence from role-
specific others without having them physically present which would
have .created an additional variable that could not have been added to

the "collective" test. The stimulus "the Tast two people" is admittedly
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rather inadequate. The operationalization of the two sources of
influence, therefore, is an area which certainly needs refinement.
Finally, since age, sex, and possibly formal education level
and intelligence may affect levels of psychological differentiation,
these variables should be controlled and matched between societies to

ensure that their effects are not confounding the relationship between

structural tightness/looseness and levels of psychological differentiation.

In addition, an obvious, although difficult, necessary change in the
research design would be to test subjects selected at random from the
different societies. This change would allow the discovered relation-
ships to be generalized validly to other groups.

In conclusion, therefore, although this research was conducted
according to a carefully planned and controlled experimental design,
technical improvements are possible and warranted. Further research
is called for, therefore, to improve our understanding of the nature
of the relationship between structural tightness/looseness and expressions

of cognitive style in the social and perceptual domains.
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APPENDIX 1

GEFT Sample Question

Example of a question on .the Group Embedded Figures Test:

Find Simple Form "D"

The simple forms are reproduced on the back cover of the GEFT
booklet and cannot be seen.in conjunction with the complex figures.

In this example the simple form looks 1ike:

from: Philip K. Oltman, Evelyn Raskin, and Herman A. Witkin,
Group Embedded Figures Test. Palo Alto: Consulting
Psychologists Press, 1971. (Question 8, p. 19).




APPENDIX 2
Conformity Card # 4 in Lines Test
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