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Abstract

We present a general theory of series-parallel mentaltaathres with selectively influenced stochastically non-
independent components. A mental architecture is a hypotth@etwork of processes aimed at performing a task,
of which we only observe the overall time it takes under \@&garameters of the task. It is usually assumed that
the network contains several processes selectively irdeehy different experimental factors, and then the questio
is asked as to how these processes are arranged within therkeé.g., whether they are concurrent or sequential.
One way of doing this is to consider the distribution funatidor the overall processing time and compute certain
linear combinations thereof (interaction contrasts). Tteory of selective influences in psychology can be viewed
as a special application of the interdisciplinary theoryrafn)contextuality having its origins and main applicatio
in quantum theory. In particular, lack of contextuality fuévalent to the existence of a “hidden” random entity of
which all the random variables in play are functions. Consedjy, for any given value of this common random
entity, the processing times and their compositions (ménimaxima, or sums) become deterministic quantities.
These quantities, in turn, can be treated as random vasiatith (shifted) Heaviside distribution functions, for
which one can easily compute various linear combinationssadifferent treatments, including interaction cortgas
This mathematical fact leads to a simple method, more gktteaa the previously used ones, to investigate and
characterize the interaction contrast for different typeseries-parallel architectures

KEYWORDS:. interaction contrast, mental architectures, noncontity, response time, selective influences,
series-parallel network.
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1 Introduction

The notion of a network of mental processes with componetssvely influenced by different experimental factors
was introduced to psychology in Saul Sternberg’s (196 arftial paper. Sternberg considered networks of processes
a,b,c,... involved in performing a mental task. Denoting their regjpecdurations byA, B,C.. ., the hypothesis he
considered was that the observed responseTiisd+ B+ C+.... One cannot test this hypothesis, Sternberg wrote,
without assuming that there are some factat§, v, .. ., that selectively influence the duratiohsB,C.. ., respectively.
Sternberg’s analysis was confined to stochastically indégetA, B,C, ..., and the consequences of the assumptions
of seriality and selective influences were tested on thd tdibe mean response times only.

Subsequent development of these ideas was aimed at the distiibutions of the response times and at a greater
diversity and complexity of mental architectures than gesies of “stages.” This development prominently includes
Roberts and Sternberg (1993), Schweickert, Giorgini, aatlafarov (2000), Schweickert and Townsend (1989),
Townsend (1984, 1990a, 1990b), Townsend and Nozawa (198@&)send and Schweickert (1989), and several
other publications, primarily by James Townsend and Ritt&ehweickert with colleagues. For an overview of
these developments see Dzhafarov (2003) and SchweicigreriFand Sung (2012). In the present context we should
separately mention the development of the ideasafhastic orderingf processing times in Townsend (1984, 1990a)
and Townsend and Schweickert (1989); as well as the idesgfinal selectivitfTownsend & Schweickert, 1989).

The notion of selective influences also underwent a sigmifidavelopment, having been generalized from stochas-
tically independent random variables to arbitrarily idigpendent ones (Dzhafarov, 2003; Dzhafarov & Gluhovsky,
2006; Kujala & Dzhafarov, 2008; Dzhafarov & Kujala, 2010;press). The essence of the development is easy to
understand using two random variables (e.g., processidusd#, B selectively influenced by two respective factors
a,PB. In Dzhafarov’s (2003) notation, this is writtd&, B) <p (a,3). According to the definition given in Dzhafarov
(2003), this means that there are functidnandg and a random variable (a common source of randomngssich
that f (a,R) = A andg(,R) = B. If such a choice of f,g,R) exists, it is not unique. For instandg,can always
be chosen to have any distribution that is absolutely caotis with respect to the usual Borel measure on the real
line (e.g., a standard uniform, or standard normal distidimy see Dzhafarov & Gluhovsky, 2006). However, a triple
(f,0,R) need not exist. It does not exist, e.g., if marginal sel@gtiiTownsend & Schweickert, 1989) is violated,
i.e., if the distribution of, sayA at a given value ofi changes in response to changhgBut marginal selectivity is
not sufficient for the existence of a trip(é,g,R). Let, e.g.,.a andp be binary factors, with values 2 each, and let
the correlatiorp betweenA andB for a treatmenta, 3) be denoteg,g. Then the triple in question does not exist
if the correlations violated the “cosphericity test” (Klga& Dzhafarov, 2008), also known in quantum mechanics as
Landau’s inequality (Landau, 1989):

|P11P12 — P21P22| < P11P12+ P21P22s 1)

wherep,g = /1— pﬁB. There are many other known conditions that must be satifiethe existence of a triple

(f,0,R) when marginal selectivity is satisfied (Dzhafarov & Kuj#2810, 2012a,b, 2013, 2014a).

The allusion to quantum mechanics is not accidental: as shoWwzhafarov and Kujala (2012a,b), the theory of
selective influences in psychology can be viewed as a spaggication of the theory of (non)contextuality. This
theory is interdisciplinary (Dzhafarov & Kujala, 2014b4dhrennikov, 2009), but its origins are in quantum theory,
dating from Kochen and Specker (1967) and John Bell's (12686) celebrated work. For the modern state of the
theory see Dzhafarov, Kujala, and Larsson (2015). A singglifaccount of the (non)contextuality analysis of the
example given above is as follows. One labels each randoiablarin playcontextually i.e., by what property is
being measured/recorded under what treatment (context):

(value ofa, value off3) (value ofa, value off3)
context: under what treatement context: under what treatement
Avalue ofa ) Bvalue of3 . (2)
property: what is measurgd property: what is measurgd

The notation here is, of course, redundant, because thextarid property identifiers overlap, but we need now to

emphasize the logic rather than achieve notational coemeri Once the labeling is done, one looks at all possible
joint distributions imposable on all these random variabler all properties and all treatments. A system is noncon-
textual if there exists such a joint distributions in whiaydawo random variables that represent the same property
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(“what is measured”) are equal with probability 1. The latsepossible only if the random variables representing the
same property always have the same distribution: in our case

() P~ (A (). (B5) "~ (B) ™) ©

for any valuesa, 3,0/, B’ of the two factors. This is called consistent connected(i@skafarov, Kujala, & Larsson,
2015), and in physics is known under a variety of names, dioty(in certain paradigms) “no-signaling condition”
(Cereceda, 2000; Masanes, Acin, & Gisin, 2006; Popescu &IRbh1994). In psychology, this is marginal selec-
tivity. The definition of noncontextuality just given is nitte most general one, as the notion of contextuality can be
extended to inconsistently connected (violating margsedéctivity) systems (Dzhafarov, Kujala, & Larsson, 2Q15)
but we do not need this generality in this paper. What is irigtifor us here is that the existence of a joint distribution
mentioned in our definition is equivalent to the existenca cdindom variabl® and the functions$,g mentioned in

the introductory paragraph.

It is easy to show (Dzhafarov, 2003) that the existence oipdet( f,g,R) for given joint distributions of A, B)
under different treatment&x, B) is equivalent to the existence of a quintuglé,d’, S Sa, Ss), whereS S, Sg are
random variables, such th#t(a, S, Sa) = Aandg’ (B, S, Ss) = B. In such a representation, one can speak of a common
source of randomne&and specific sources of randomn&ssSs. In Dzhafarov, Schweickert, and Sung (2004) this
representation was used to investigate different seaeaHpl arrangements of the hypothetical duratidrasdB. The
reason this representation has been considered convéniéat if one fixes the valu8=s, thenf’ (a,s,Sa) = Ac
andd (B,s,Ss) = Bc are stochastically independent random variables. Onelerefore use theorems proved for
stochastically independent selectively influenced corepts(Schweickert, Giorgini, & Dzhafarov, 2000) to obtain a
general result by averaging across possible valusskedr instance, letr, 3 be binary factors (with values 2 each),
and let us assume that the observed durafigris min(Aq, Bg) for every treatmenta, B). ThenTyps = min (Ags, Bgs)
for every valueS= s, and it is known that, for the independefds, Bgs (satisfying a prolongation condition, as
explained below),

Pr(Ti1s <t) — Pr(Tizs <t) — Pr(Tz1s < t) + Pr(Tas < t) < 0. 4)

Since this should be true for every valBe- s, then it should also be true that
C(t) = PF(T;L]_ < t) — PF(T]_Z < t) — PF(T21 < t) + PI’(TZZ < t) <0. (5)

This follows from the fact that
Pr(Tap <t) = /Pr(Tqu <t)dm(s), (6)

wherem (s) is the probability measure f@& and the integration is over the space of all possibl€he linear combi-
nationC(t) in (B) is called thenteraction contrast of distributions functions

The Prolongation Assumption used in Dzhafarov et al. (2084) derived from Townsend (1984, 1990a) and
Townsend and Schweickert (1989), is that, for eveeys,

For this particular architectur&,= min (A, B), this is the only assumption needed. To prove analogouksésumore
complex mental architectures, however, one needs additamsumptions, such as the existence of density functions
for Aqs, Bgs at everys, and even certain ordering of these density functions ineseiginity [0, T].

The same results, however, can be obtained without thestosddl assumptions, if one adopts the other, equiva-
lent definition of selective influence$:(a,R) = A andg(B,R) = B, for some triple(f,g,R). If such a representation
exists, then

Qar = f(avr)vbBr :g(Bvr) (8)
are deterministic quantities (real numbers), for every@R=r. Any real numbexk in turn can be viewed as a random
variable whose distribution function is a shifted Heawsfdnction

0,ift <x,
h(t_x):{ 1ift >x ©)

In particular, the quantity,g, = min(am,bBr) for the simple architectur& = min(A, B) considered above is dis-
tributed according to

h (t _taBr) = haBr (t). (10)
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Let us see how inequalitiZ](5) can be derived using these wisens.
We first formulate th€conditional) Prolongation Assumptipa deterministic version of{7): the assumption is
that f,g, R can be so chosen that for evéRy=r,

air < agr, byr < byr. (11)
Without loss of generality, we can also assume, for any giyen
agr < by (12)

(if not, renamea into b and vice versa).

Remarkl.l The prolongation Assumption clearly impli€s (7). Convérsé(lZ) holds, one can always find functions
f,g, R for which the Prolongation Assumption holds in the form atokvor instance, one can chod®e: (S, Sy, ),
takeSa andSg to be uniformly distributed between 0 and 1, and chdoge ...) ,g(B, . ..) to be the quantile functions
for the hypothetical distributions & andB at the corresponding factor levels.

We next form the conditional (i.e., conditioned Br= r) interaction contrast
Cr (t) =hyy (t) —hix (t) —hoyr (t) +hooy (t) . (13)

Notation Convention. Whenr is fixed throughout a discussion, we omit this argument avitgag , bg, tg, hep(t), c(t)
in place ofaqr, bg, tapr, Napr (1), Cr (t). (For binary factorsx, B, we also conveniently replace 3 in indexation with

i,].)
Following this convention, there are three different agements ofa,az, by, b, (for a givenR = r) satisfying
(1D)-(12):
() a<h<a<b
(i) aa<a<bhi<b (14)
(i) ap<bi<bp<a
In all three cases,

t11 =min(az,b1) = a1 = min(az,bp) =t12. (15)
For arrangement (i) we have
+hii(t) =1 +hyp(t) =1
—hia(t) =-1 —hia(t) =-1
—hp1(t)=-0 —hp1(t) =-1
+ho (1) =0 +hoa(t) =0
tiu=tix=a <t< thr=Dby <t< tr=ap

This diagram shows the valuesigj; (t) and the resulting values of (t) ast changes with respect to the fixed positions

ct)=0

tii=tio=a; <t< tr=to=a

and

tu=to=a <t< tor=by <t< too=bho
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In all three cases;(t) is obviously zero fot < t11 andt > too. We see that(t) = ¢, (t) < 0 for allt and evenR=r.
It follows thatC (t) < 0, because

Pr(Ty <t) = [ e (6 c(r). (16)
fori,j€{1,2},and
ct) = [ e <o (17)

wherep is the probability measure associated witland the integration is over all possible We obtain the same
result as in[(b), but in a very different way.

In this paper we extend this approach to other mental aathites belonging to the class of series-parallel net-
works, those involving other composition operations anskfidy more than just two selectively influenced processes.
In doing so we follow a long trail of work mentioned earlierhéh dealing with multiple processes we follow Yang,
Fific, and Townsend (2013) in using high-order interactiontcasts. All our results are replications or straightfargy
generalizations of the results already known: the primatyer of our work therefore is not in characterizing mental
architectures, but rather in demonstrating a new the@letjgproach and a new proof technique.

1.1 Definitions, Terminology, and Notation

Since we deal with the durations of processes rather thaprieesses themselves, we use the teamposition
to describe a function that relates the durations of the aomapts of a network to the overall (observed) duration.
Formally, a composition is a real-valued functioa: t (a,b,...,z) of an arbitrary number of real-valued arguments.
The arguments, b, ...,z are referred to adurationsor componentsIn this article, we will useX AY A...AZ 10
denote migX,Y,...,Z),andX VY V...V Zto denote maix,Y ...,Z).

A series-parallel compositio(6P) is defined as follows.

Definition 1.2. (1) A single duration is a8P composition. (2) IX andY areSP compositions with disjoint sets of
arguments, thelXX AY, X VY, andX +Y areSP compositions. (3) There are no ottg? compositions than those
construable by Rules 1 and 2.

Remarkl.3 The requirement that andY in Rule 2 have disjoint sets of arguments prevents expresdice X A X

or X+ X VY. Butif the secon in X A X is renamed intdX’, or X VY in X+ X VY is renamed int, then the
resultingX A X" andX + Z are legitimateSP compositions. This follows from the generality of our traant, in which
different components of asiP composition may have arbitrary joint distributions: eX.andX’ in X A X’ may very
well be jointly distributed so that PX = X’] = 1. One should, however, always keep in minds the patternette
influences: thus, iK is influenced bya, thenZ is also influenced bg in X + Z above.

Any SP composition is obtained by a successive application of Rleand 2 (the sequence being generally
non-unique), and at any intermediate stage of such a segquwenelso have aBP composition that we can term a
subcomposition

Definition 1.4. Two durationsX,Y in an SP composition are said to bearallel or concurrentif there is a sub-

composition of thisSP composition of the fornsP (X, X’,...) ASP?(Y,Y’,...) (in which caseX,Y are said to be

min-paralle)) or SPl(X,X/, ...)VSP? (Y,Y',...) (X,Y aremax-paralle). X,Y in anSP composition are said to be
sequentiabr serial if there is a subcomposition of th& composition of the fornsP* (X, X))+ Sp? (Y,Y' ...

Definition 1.5. An SP composition is callechomogeneous it does not contain both\ andV in it; if it does not
contain/, it is denotedsP,; if it does not containv, it is denotesP 4.

The onlySP composition that is bot8P, andSP,, is a purely serial onea+ b+ ...+ z Most of the results
previously obtained for mental networks are confined to hgeneous compositions. We will not need this constraint
for the most part.

Since we will be dealing with compositions of more than jugh tomponents, we need to extend the definition
of selective influences mentioned above. In the formulatielow, ~ stands for “has the same distribution as.” A

treatmentp= ()\ill, ... ,)\i”n) is a vector of values of the factok$, ..., A", the values oAk (k=1,...,n) being indicated

by subscriptsAf .
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Definition 1.6. Random variableéX?, ..., X") areselectively influencely factors(Al,...,A\"), respectively,

(XL, XM P (AL, A, (18)

if for some random variablR, whose distribution does not depend(@a, ... A"), and for some functiongs, . .., gn,

(Xg---:Xp) ~ (GL(A,. R),.... (A}, R)), (19)
for any treatmen = ()\ill, .. ,)\i“n) :

In the subsequent discussion we assume that all non-dunatordanvolved are binary in a completely crossed
design (i.e., the overall time& is recorded for all 2 vectors of values fop). When we have random variables not
influenced by any of these factors, we will say they seleltirdluenced by an empty set of factors (we could also,
equivalently, introduce for them dummy factors, with ontueaeach).

2 SP Compositions Containing Two Selectively Influenced Procegs

Consider two processes, with duratiohandB in anSP composition. The overall duration of thi®® composition
can be written as a function @,B and other componentst = T(A,B,...). We assume thah B, and all other
components are selectively influenceddyyB, and empty set, respectivelfA,B,...) <F (a,B,0). Let each factor has
two levels:a = 1,2 andp = 1,2, with four allowable treatmentd, 1), (1,2), (2,1), and(2,2). The corresponding
overall durations (random variables) are writtemMas T12, T21, andToo.

By Definition[1.6 of selective influences, each process ihmgf random variable) is a function of some random
variableR and the corresponding factdk=a(a,R), B=b(B,R). For any given valuR=r, the component durations
are fixed numbers,

a(a=1r)=ayr, ala=2r)=ay,
b(B=1,r)=hy, b(B=2r)=by, (20)
X(O’ r) =X,

wherex is the value of any duratioX in the composition other thahandB. We assume tha is chosen so that the

Prolongation Assumptiofi.(11) holds, with the conventia®)(1
The overall duratiom atR=r is also a fixed number, written as (recall that we repladé in indexation with

)
T(aithl'a"'):tijhiaj6{112}' (21)
The distribution function fot;j; is the shifted Heaviside functidmj, (t) = h(t —tij ),

. 1 (22)

tijr time

The conditional interaction contrast;¢t) is defined by[(I13). Denoting bi;j (t) the distribution function offj;, we
have

i (0= [ e (©)ch (23)
R
with ® denoting the set of possible valueshfFor the observable (i.e., estimable from data) interaatantrast

C(t) = Hy1(t) — Hiz(t) — Hax (t) + Haz(t), (24)

we have then

c(t) - /R C (1) . (25)
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Note that it follows from our Prolongation Assumption that

Hi1(t) > Hia(t), Har(t) > Hoa(t), Hig(t) > Haa(t), Hiz(t) > Hao(t). (26)

We also define two conditional cumulative interaction casts (conditioned oR =r):

t
c(O,t)z/O c(1)dt. (27)
c(t,) Z/OOC(T)dTZ lim /UC(T)dT. (28)
t u=eJi

The corresponding observable cumulative interactionrests are

C(O,t)_/g{c(o,t)dpr_/R</Otc(T)dr> dpr_/ot (/KC(T)dur> dT—/OtC(T)dT. (29)
C(t,oo):/Rc(t,oo)dur:/R</tmc(T)dt>dur:/tm (/ﬂ{c(r)dw)dT: th(t)dT. (30)

In these formulas we could switch the order of integratiori-biini’s theorem, because, for any interval of rdals

[ tewldxm < [ 2axm <2 (31)
IxR IxR

2.1 Fourlemmas

Recall the definition o€ (t) in (I3). We follow our Notation Convention and drop the inder ¢ (t) and all other
expressions for a fixed

Lemma 2.1. In anySP architecture, for any r,
t1n <tioAtor <tipVipr <toa.

Proof. Follows from the (nonstrict) monotonicity of ti# composition in all arguments. O

Lemma 2.2. In anySP architecture, for any r, €t) equals 0 for all values of t except for two cases:
(Case™) iftyy <t <tjoAtyg, then ((t) =1-0-040>0,
and
(Case™) ift1oVip1 <t <ty then ((t) =1-1-140<0.

Proof. By direct computation. O

Lemma 2.3. In anySP architecture, for any r, ¢t) < 0 for all values of tif and only if{; = ti2 Ato1; ¢ (t) > Ofor all
values of tif and only ifib Vto1 = too.

Proof. Immediately follows from Lemmia2.2. O

Lemma 2.4. In anySP architecture, for any r,
() c(0t) = fé c(t)dt > Oforanytif and only if—t11 4+ tio+1t21 —tp2 > 0,
(ii) c (t,0) = ft°°c(t)d1 < Oforanytifandonly if—tj1+tio+1tr1 —t22 <0,
(iii) limt_»c(0,t) =0ifand only if —t11+ti2+tp1—tr2=0.
(iv) lim{_oc(t,0) =0if and only if —t11+t12+t21—t2=0.
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Proof. Without loss of generality, pui, < t2;. We have

0 if t <tig
(t _tll) if t1 <t <ty
(t—t11) — (t—t1z) =tiz—t1g if tio <t <ty
C(O,t) = (t—t1g) — (t—t12) — (t—t21)
= —t11+tio+1t—t if thy <t <ty
(t—t11) = (t —t12) — (t —t21) + (t —t22)
=ty t+tipt+ta—tr  ift>t

The expressions for the first three cases are obviously matine. If —t17+t12+t21 —t22 > 0, thenc(0,t) > 0 for all
t in the last caset (> tpp). With —tyg +t1o+tp1 —top > 0, we have—ty +tio+tp; —t > too —t > 0 for the fourth case
(tz1 <t <t22). Hencec(0,t) > O for allt if —t11+t124t21—t22 > 0. Conversely, it(0,t) > 0 for allt, then it is also
true fort > top, whence—tyg+tio+1t21 —t22 > 0.

The proof forc(t,) = [ ¢(t) dt requires replacing it first wittf," ¢ (1) dt < 0 for someu > tp2. We have

(U—t11) — (U—t12) — (U—1t21) + (U—T22)
= —t11+tio+1tr1—1too ift<tgq
(u—t)— (u—ti2) — (U—t21) + (U—1t2)
=—t+tip+tr—t if t1g <t <t
/“C(T)dT: (U—t)— (u—t)— (U—t21) + (U—t22) _
t =111t if tiy <t <tz
(U—t)—(u—t)— (u—1t)+ (u—t2)
=t—ty if toy <t <ty
(U—t)—(u—t)— (u—t)+ (u—t)
=0 if t > 10

The expressions for the last three cases are obviously s@iveo If —t1; +t12+t21 —t22 <0, thenftu c@ (1)dt<0
for all t in the first caset(< ty1). With —t11+t12+1t21 —to2 < 0, we have—t +t1o+ 121 —trp <t31 —t < 0 for the
second caseq) <t < t12). Henceft”c(t)dt <Oforalltif —t11+t12+1t21 —t22 < 0. Since in all expressionsis
algebraically eliminated, they remain unchanged as c«. Conversely, ifc(t,») < 0 for allt, then it is also true for
t <ty1, whence—ty1+t1o+121 —t22 <O0.

The statements (iii) and (iv) follow trivially. O

2.2 Parallel Processes

2.2.1 Simple Parallel Architectures of Size 2

A simple parallel architecture corresponds to one of the dampositionsT = AAB or T = AV B, with (A,B) «p
(a,B). Recall the definition o€ (t) in (24).

Theorem 2.5. For T = AAB, we have ¢t) < 0for any rt; consequently, @) < 0for anyt. For T=AV B, we have
c(t) > O0for any rt; consequently, @) > Ofor any t.

Proof. For T = AA B with the Prolongation Assumptioh (11)-{12), we have
tn=aAbr=ai, tio=a1Aby, tor =ax Ab.

It follows that
tioAtor=aiAbpAap Aby =a; =t11.

By LemmdZ.B¢c(t) < 0. AsC(t) in (25) preserves the sign oft), we haveC(t) < 0. ForT = AAB, we have

tor=axVhp, tip=a1 Vb, try=ax Vb
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It follows that
tioVipr=arVbovayVvby =ty

whence, by Lemma?2.8,t) > 0 and therefor€ (t) > 0. O

2.2.2 Two Parallel Processes in an ArbitrarySP Network
Consider now a compositidgP (A, B, ...) with (A,B,...) <P (a,B,0).

Lemma 2.6. If A,BinSP(A,B,...) are parallel, therSP(A,B,...) can be presented as AB' if they are min-parallel,
or as AV B' if they are max-parallel, so thd®y',B’) < (a,3) and, for any fixed R=r, the Prolongation Assumption
holds.

Proof. By Definitiond 1.2 an@1]4, i, B are min-parallel, the6P, (A, B,...) can be presented either as
SPL(A,...)ASP?(B,...)
or

(SPY(A,...) ASP?(B,...) + X) AY,

or else
(SPY(A,...) ASP?(B,...) AX) +Y,

whereB does not enter iSP! andA does not enter i§P?. On renaming

SPL(A,...)ASP?(B,...),

=N =B

(SPY(A,...) ASP?(B,...) + X) AY = (SPY(A,...) + X) A (SP?(B,...) + X) AY,

—A —B

and
(SPY(A,...) ASP?(B,...) AX) +Y = (SPY(A,...) +Y) A (SP?(B,...) AX+Y),

—A —B/

we have, obviouslyA’,B’) «r (a,B). Fixing R=r, by the (nonstrict) monotonicity &P compositions,
a) =SPY(ay,...) <SPYap,...) =4

and
) = SP?(by,...) < SP?(by,...) = b

We can also pu#) = SP1(ay,...) < SP?(by,...) = b (otherwise we can rename the variables). The proof for the
max-parallel case is analogous. O

Theorem 2.7. If A,Bin SP(A,B,...) are min-parallel, then ¢) < 0 for any rt; consequently, @) < Ofor any t. If
A/BinSP(A,B,...) are max-parallel, then @) > O for any rt; consequently, @) > O for any t.

Proof. Immediately follows from Lemm@a 2.6 and TheorEml2.5. O

2.3 Sequential Processes
2.3.1 Simple Serial Architectures of Size 2

Simple serial architectures of size 2 corresponds tétheompositionT = A+ B, with (A, B) < (a,3). Recall the
definitions of the two cumulative interaction contrasis)¢@28) and[(2P)£(30).
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Theorem 2.8.If T = A+ B, then ¢0,t) > 0 and c(t,«) < 0 for any rt; moreover,

lim ¢(0,t) = limc(t, ) =0
limc(0,t) = lime(t,e0) =0,

for any rt. Consequently, @,t) >0, C(t,») < Ofor anyt, and

tIm)C(O,t) :IIE%C(t,oo) =0

Proof. Follows immediately from Lemm{a 2.4, since

—t11t+tio+tar—too=—(ar+b1)+ (an+b2)+ (az+b1) — (az+by) =0.

2.3.2 Two Sequential Processes in an ArbitrarpP Network
Consider now a compositiddP (A, B, ...) with (AB,...) <P (a,B,0).

Theorem 2.9. If A and B are sequential in aBP(A,B,...) composition, then one or both of the following statements
hold:

(i) c(0,t) > Ofor any rt, and C(0,t) > O for any t,

(ii) ¢ (t,0) < Ofor any rt, and C(t,») < Ofor any t.

Proof. In accordance with Definitiois 1.2 and 1SR (A, B, . ..) with sequential, B can be presented as either
(SPY(A,...) +SP?(B,...)) AX+Y (32)

or
(SPY(A,...)+SP?(B,...)) VX +Y (33)

(note that any in SP(A,...)+SP?(B,...) + Z can be absorbed by either of the first two summands). For tasis;
by the monotonicity o6P compositions, for anR=r, SP1(ay,...) < SPY(ay,...), SP?(by,...) < SP?(by,...), and
we can always assuns®*(a, ...) < SP?(by, ...). Denoting the durations &P*(a;,...) +SP?(bj, ...) byt/;, we have
therefore, by Theorefn 2.8t +t7,+t5; —t3, = 0. Denoting the durations of andY by t’ andt”, respectively, in
the case[(32) we have

tij =t At 4+t
By LemmdZ.4, all we have to show is thaty; +t12+to; —too > 0. Itis easy to see th#f does not affect this linear
combination, and its value is (assuming < t;;, without loss of generality)

0 ift’ <tjy
—tf 4t/ if t, <t' <t],
1+, if t, <t/ <thy

—t Ft+t —t ifth <t <t),
—t Fttt —t, ift' >t
The nonnegativity of the first three expressions is obvithesfifth one is zero, and the forth expression is larger than

the fifth becaus¥ < t5,.
The proof for the cas€ (83) is analogous. O

If the SP composition with sequentidl, B is homogeneous (Definitidn 1.5), the statement of theorentbeanade
more specific.

Theorem 2.10.If A and B are sequential in a®P » (A, B, ...) composition, then@©,t) > 0for any rt, and C(0,t) > 0
for any t; if the composition ISP\ (A, B, ...), then dt,c) < 0for any rt, and C(t,») < 0 for anyt.
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3 Multiple Processes

We now turn to networks containing> 2 processes with duratiorfX?, ..., X"), selectively influenced by factors
(AL,...,A™M). In other words, we deal with compositio®B(X?,...,X",...) suchthatX!,..., X", ...) «p (AL,...,A",0),
where each\X is binary, with values 1,2. There ar8 allowable treatments and 2orresponding overall durations,
Ti1.1,T11.2,..., T22. 2. According to Definitio 16 of selective influences, eacbgaiss duration here is a function of
some random variabl® and of the corresponding factot = xX(R AK). For any fixed valu® = r, these durations
are fixed numbers for any given treatment, and so is the dyvetaerved value of th8P composition. We denote
them

X AR =1) = XKL =2) =, (34)
and
T(Xillraxizzra . 7Xir:]r, e )yee = tigip i (35)
whereiy, iy, ...,in € {1,2}. The distribution function fot; ;, _i.r is a shifted Heaviside function
.. . _ Oa Ift < tiliz...inr
Migizcior (8) = { Lift >t i (36)

Denoting byH;,i,...i, (t) the distribution function of,j,..i,, we have

Hi1i2---in (t) = /‘](hiliz...inl’ (t)dur (37)

Conditioned orR = r, then-th order interaction contrass defined in terms of mixed finite differences as

o™ (t) = 4, Di, - DNy ior (1), (38)
which, with some algebra can be shown to be equal to
V)= Y (DM Eekh (1), (39)
i,i5,7in
Thus, .
o (1) = Biyhiye (1) = hr (1) —hr (1) = 5 (=) iy (1), (40)
11
& (t) = iy Dightyir (1) = [aar () — hazr ()] — [Py (1) — o (1) »
= hyar (t) — haar () = horr (1) + o (1) = 5 (—~1)ZH1H 210 (1), (41)
11,2

(@)

I€3> (t) - AilAizAi3hili2i3I’ (t)
= {[Ma1xr (t) = hpazr (t)] = [ha2ar (t) —hazar ()]} — {[h2aar (t) — h212r (t)] — [h221r (1) — ho2r (1)]}
h

= hy1y (t) — hpaar (1) — ha2a (t) — hogar (t) + haoar (1) 4 hoaa () + hooar (1) — haoa (1) (42)
— . z (_1)3+|1+|2+I3 hi1i2i3r (t)7

etc. The observable distribution function interactiontcast of orden is defined as

e )= [ & t)due. (43)
R
By straightforward calculus this can be written in extenso a
CVt)=§ (-)MEakH, (1), (44)
i1,i2,in

or, in terms of finite differences,
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C (1) = A, A, .. D Higiy. i (1) - (45)
This is essentially the high-order interaction contrasidugy Yang, Fific, and Townsend (2013), the only difference
being that they use survivor functions-H (t) rather than the distribution functiofis(t). We see that; (t) andC(t)

in the preceding analysis correspond:@ (t) andC® (t), respectively.
We also introduce-th order cumulative contrast€onditioned orR = r, we define

o (0,t) = o (t,00) = e (t) —hr (1), (46)
2 ‘@ 2 “ @
d?(0t) = / ¢ (tydty, o (t,) = / ¢ (ty) dty, (47)
0 t
3 o 3 “[* a3
d¥0,t) = / / o () dpdty, ¥ (t,00) = / / o (tp) dipdty, (48)
0 Jo t Jty

etc. Generalizing,

t 1y th—2
v o,t) = / < / / ™ (tn_1) dty_1... dtz) dt, (49)
0 0 0
Cin] (t,0) = / </ / Csn) (th—1)dtq_1... dtz) dy. (50)
t t th—2

The corresponding unconditional cumulative contrasthehtth order are, as always, defined by integration of the
conditional ones:

t 1y th—2
il (0,t) = / o (0,t) dpy = / ( / L [ew (tnl)dtnl...dtz) s, (51)
R 0 0 0
clnl (t700):/ an (t,oo)dp,:/ </ .| cm (tnl)dtnl...dt2> dty. (52)
R t ty th-2

In the proofs below we will make use of the recursive repregam of the conditional cumulative contras@.
It is verified by straightforward calculus. Denoting

dh V)= > (—p" Al e (1), (53)

Iwl

wherew € {1,...,n} andiy is fixed at 1 or 2, we have:

¥ (0,t) = c! (t,00) = hy (t) — hax (1), (54)

2 oq— [ o2

Cr (O,t)_/0 ¢ (t)dt

t

S (ha1r (T) = hazr (T) = har (T) 4 hox (1)) dT

- iw=21,r iw=2,r

J,
-/ oy (-2 o) e (55)
J

t A
=/ Y (O,r)dr—/c” (0,7)dr,
0 0
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2 (1 o0) — ” 2 (1)d

¢ (t, ) /I o (T)dt
_ /t (hazr (1) — haar (T) — ho (T) + hoar (T)) dT (56)
= [ [ =l (0] ar
:/t Ci[vlv]:l,r (T,OO)dT—/t Ci[i,]:z,r (T,0)dr,

t ptg
3 (0,t) = / / @ (1) dtadty
// |W—1r (t2) — |(2)—2,r (tZ)} dtxdty
tq (2)
t2 )dt, — . Ci=2r (tz)dtz dfy (57)
o2 ' 12
/ » /oCiW:Z’r(O,T)dT,

H(L‘”)Z/ / o (t2) dtodty
t Jy

—d?,, (tz)} dtdty

iw=1,r

I

- / [ / 2, (t)dt— / 2, (tz)dtz} dty (58)
t 1 t1

/

o, (1,00)dr / o, (tw)dr,

and generally, fon > 1,

d(0.t) = /0 " 0,rydr— /O Y 0, (59)
c (t,oo):/t cl[”,_%ﬂr(T,oo)dr—/t "y, (T,0) . (60)
Also we have, by substitution of variables under integral,
G (00 =T (0.t x). (61)
™ (t,00) = Y (t - L o0) . (62)

The Prolongation Assumption generalizifgl(11)}(12) isrfatated as follows.

Prolongation Assumption. Rand functionsd, ..., x" in (34) can be chosen so thﬁ; < xgr for all R=r and for all
k=1,...,n. Without loss of generality, we can also assuthe< X2, < ... < x|, (if not, rearranged, ,...,x],).

Notation Convention. As we did before fon = 2, whenr is fixed throughout a discussion, we omit this argument
and writext ..., XY tisi, i, Nigig. i (1), €V (t) in place of,, ..., X tisiy inrs Pigiy.ior (1), ().
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3.1 Parallel Processes
3.1.1 Simple Parallel Architectures of Sizen

Theorem 3.1. If T = XX A... AX™, then for any 1t, ¢V (t) < 0if nis even and @ (t) > 0if n is odd. Consequently,
foranyt, GV (t) < 0if nis even and € (t) > 0if n is odd.

Proof. By induction onn, the casen = 1 being true by the Prolongation Assumption:
! (t) =hy (t) —ha(t) > 0.
Let the statement of the theorem be trued8r)(t) , with n— 1> 1. By the Prolongation Assumption,
Hig..in = XL AXG A AXL =X,
for anyi,...in, whence

0,ift <xt
M. n (t):{ Lift>xd

Thereforecfln;ll) (t) = 0, and, applying the induction hypothesis:fla;zl) (t),

1 1 1 <0, if nis even
cm t) = Ci(lnzl) (t)— Ci(lnzz) (t) = _Ci(ln:2) (t) = { >0, if nisodd -
ThatC™ (t) < 0if nis even ancC™ (t) > 0 if nis odd follows by the standard argument. O

Theorem 3.2. If T = X1v...v X", then for any jt, ¢ (t) > 0. Consequently, for any t,(@ (t) > 0.

Proof. By induction onn, the case = 1 being true by the Prolongation Assumption:
¢ (t) = hy (t) —hy(t) > 0.
Let the theorem be true fat™ V) (t), wheren— 1> 1. Let
XSV VXS =X,

where 1< m < n. We have then

tisin..im 12im1.in = X2 5

and

- [ Oift<xX)

hll...lm,12|m+1...|n(t) - { 1’ Ift Z Xg‘l 9
for alliz...im-1.ime1...in. Thenc!"_2) (t) = 0, and
-1 -1 —1
V(1) = o) M) —cng O =i )0

Consequently¢(™ (t) > 0, for anyt. O

3.1.2 Multiple Parallel Processes in Arbitrary SP Networks

In a compositiorbP (Xl, XN ) the componentX?, ..., X" are considered parallel if any two of them are par-
allel. We assume selective influenge€',...,X",...) «¢ (AL,...,A",0). We do not consider the complex situation
when some of the selectively influenced procedges. ., X" are min-parallel and some are max-parallel. However, if
they are all (pairwise) min-parallel or all max-parallek Wwave essentially the same situation as with a simple parall
arrangement afi durations.
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Lemma 3.3. If X1,...,X" are all min-parallel or max-parallel in ar5P composition, this composition can be pre-
sented as T=A'A...AA" or T = Alv... VA", respectively. In either cas¢Al,...,A") «p (AL,...,A") and the
Prolongation Assumption holds for any=Rr.

Proof. For the min-parallel case, by a minor modification of the prafd.emmal2.6 we present tH&P composition
as

SPY(XL,..)ASP2(X?,...,X"...),

N————
=Al
or
(SPY(XY, .. )ASPZ(X2,... XM )+ X)AY = (SPHXE,..) + X) A (SPA(XZ,..., X", ..) + X) AY,
=Al
or else

(SPY(XL,..)ASPZ(X2,... X" ) AX) +Y = (SPHXL,..) +Y) A (SPA(XZ,... X", ) AX+Y).

—Al

Then we analogously decompaSB?(X2,..., X", ...) achievingAt A A2 ASP3(X3,... X", ...), and proceed in
this fashion until we reach the requir@d A ... AA". The pattern of selective influences is seen immediatety i
Prolongation Assumption follows by the monotonicity of §f compositions. The proof for the max-parallel case is
analogous. O

Theorem 3.4. If X1,..., X" are min-parallel in anSP composition, then for anytr, ¢ (t) < 0 if n is even and
¢ (t) > 0if nis odd. Consequently, for any t{(t) < 0if nis even and € (t) > 0if nis odd. If X.,..., X" are
max-parallel, then for any,t, ¢ (t) > 0, and for any t, ¢ (t) > 0

Proof. Follows from Lemm& 3]3 and Theoremsl3.1 3.2, O

3.2 Sequential Processes
3.2.1 Simple Serial Architectures of Sizen

Theorem 3.5. If T = X ...+ X", then for any 1t, " (0,t) >0, wh|Ie " (t,00) < 0if nis even and & (t,») > 0
if n is odd; moreover, B(0,) = 0 for any r. Consequently, for any t,%(0,t) > 0, while G" (t,e0) < 0if n is even
and G" (t,») > 0if n is odd; moreover, €/ (0,») = 0.

Proof. By induction onn, the casa = 1 being true by the Prolongation Assumption:

¥ (0,t) = ¢ (t,0) = hy (t) —hp(t) > 0,

and
lim ¢ (0,t) = lim c¥ (t, ) = 0.
t—0

t—o0

Let the statement of the theorem hold for all natural numibréo and includingr—1 > 1. Using the recursive

representation§ (59)-(60),
= fed" 0 1)dr - fo "2 (0,)dr

_fz chn 1 (0, r) r—ft LU0 ndr (63)
= ch” 1(0,1)dr

which is> 0 sincecl™ ! (0,1) > 0 andt —x¥ <t —x¥. Analogously,
ﬁl—lToodTﬁl—Z dT

—J; wc“ 1 (re) dt— 7 e (T, S (64)
:—ftt ch“ 1 (1,00) dt
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which is< 0if nis even and> 0 if nis odd. Applying the mean value theorem to the resultE df &8)[64), we get,
for somet —x§ <t/,t” <t—xy

t—x
/t " (0, 1) dr = Y (0,t) (- + X8,

W
,Xz

t—xi
|, o e dr =Y (7,e0) (x40,
t—xy

and, a1 (0,0) = 0, both expressions tend to zero as, respectively (implyingt’ — ) andt — 0 (implying
t’ — 0). O

3.2.2 Multiple Sequential Processes in ArbitrarySP Networks

In a compositiorSP (Xl,...7X“,...), the componentX?,..., X" are considered sequential if any two of them are
sequential. By analogy with TheorémP.9 for two sequentiatpsses and with Theorém13.4 for paraXeél... X",
one might expect that the result for the simple sequentiah@emenk® + ... + X" will also extend ton sequential
components of more complex compositicS“Fs(Xl, XN ) However, this is not the case, as one can see from
the following counterexample.
Consider the composition
SP(XL, X%, X3,Y) = (X' + X2+ X3) A (Y = 2), (65)

with (X1, X2,X3) selectively influenced by binary factors, so that

12 \3
X;=X;=X; =0,
=xt=x3=1 (66)
It follows that
t111=0,
trio=tp1=t11=1, (67)

tioo =tr1o =11 =10 =2.

This is clearly a sequential arrangement of the three durs®, X2, X3, but one can easily check that (0,t) here
is not nonnegative for afl. For instance, at t=3 we have, by direct computatih(0,t) = —1. We conclude that
there is no straightforward generalization of Theoreml@arbitrarySP compositions.

4 Conclusion

The work presented in this paper is summarized in the altsBggproving and generalizing most of the known results
on the interaction contrast of distribution functions, wavé demonstrated a new way of dealing wsth mental
architectures. It is based on conditioning all hypothétimemponents of a network on a fixed value of a common
source of randomne$s(the “hidden variable” of the contextuality analysis in gtiam theory), which renders these
components deterministic quantities, and then treatiagdlieterministic quantities as random variables witheshif
Heaviside distribution functions.

The potential advantage of this method can be seen in théhttdhe shifted Heaviside functions have the simplest
possible arithmetic among distribution functions: for gvdme moment it only involves 0’s and 1's. As a result, the
complexity of this arithmetic does not increase with noadirity of the relations involved. Thus, Dzhafarov and
Schweickert (1995), Cortese and Dzhafarov (1996), and faztnaand Cortese (1996) argued that composition rules
for mental architectures need not be confined-1a,, V. They analyzed architectures involving other associative
commutative operations, such as multiplication. Due toaaiatical complexity, however, this work was confined to
networks consisting of two components that are either ststatally independent or monotone functions of each other.
It remains to be seen whether the approach presentedrhatatis mutandiswill lead to significant generalizations
in this line of work.

The limitations of the approach, however, are already aggafThus, we were not able to achieve any progress
over known results in applying it to Wheatstone bridges {8ibkert & Giorgini, 1999; Dzhafarov et al., 2004).
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The possibility that the “architecture” (composition ruitself changes as one changes experimental factors makes
the perspective of a general theory based on our approachmewee problematic (e.g., Townsend & Fific, 2004). It
seems, however, that these problems are not specific fasyustpproach.
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