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IHTRODtJGTIOH 

One of the most frustrating elements in personality 

measurement, by laeans of a questionnaire, is the psychologist's 

inability to control adequately the possibility of conscious 

or unconscious distortion In the subject1s responses to the 

questionnaire Items* The psychologist is forced to assume 

the subject's honesty or objectivity When administering a 

questionnaire, or to admit, that the responses to the items 

asay not necessarily be Indicators of the corresponding traits, 

but units of behaviors which may or may not have psychological 

significance in themselves for predictive purposes. 

Of particular interest, considering the problem pre­

sented, la the possibility of establishing the assumption, 

that questionnaire responses to items, could indeed be used as 

indicators of the corresponding traits* The interest in this 

study is centered on the possible similarity between aelf 

ratings l*e. responses to personality questionnaire items and 

ratings by others on the same traits, and not on the propensity 

of the possible motivational distortion. 

The primary aim of this investigation was an attempt 

to compare scores obtained on the French form of the 

16 Personality Factor Questionnaire form *0* to Judgnonts of 

peers for the same traits. Subsxmed were the selection of 

adequate trait descriptions easily understood by a naive 
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population, and the eonatrtiction of an instrument to measure 

^wr Judgments based on these trait descriptions* 

The first part of this thesis la concerned with the 

review of the literature reporting the results of investiga­

tions where peer rating techniques were used in attempting 

to study the validity of personality questionnaires. This 

part is concluded by the fonmalation of the hypothesis* 

The second part presents the experimental design of 

this study describing in detail the trait definitions as used 

in this investigation, the characteristics of the population, 

the methods of testing and the statistical operations used* 

The third part describes the results obtained* Pre* 

sentation is iaad© of the experimental reliability of the 

inetnanents employed followed by the discussion of the rela­

tionships found between the questionnaire scores and ratings 

of peers* Included herein are recommendations for further 

investigations * 

The appendix contains the tables of statistical data 

resultant of computations conducted in this study* 



CHAPTER I 

VmiW OF TOR I.TTRRATURK 

The first part of this review will present discussion 

on the response validity to questionnaire items. This section 

will be followed by the consideration of the pertinent inves­

tigations wherein peer ratings were us.̂ d as criteria of valid­

ating personality questionnaires*. The third and final part 

will state the sumary and the development of the hypothesis* 

1* The Response Validity of Questionnaire Items. 

The usefulness of questionnaire results Is mainly de­

pendent on the objectivity or honesty of the responses elicit­

ed from the subject* Distortion of the results is feasible by 

both conscious or unconscious motivational elements present in 

the subject* Cattail, one of the most sophisticated of the 

researchers in the domain of personality questionnaires recog­

nizes these elements and attributes them to these sources? 

Briefly we recognise distortion in questionnaire 
responses from the following sources (a) the inten­
tion to present a favourable solf-picture in seeking 
a strons&y dealrod job* This will differ from job 
to job, but may have a core of cowaonly distorted 
items* In a few clinical cases it may actually be 
reversed as in malingering* (b) The necessary degree 
of dishonesty which permits (a) to operste. (c) LacH: 
of self insight* (d; Sheer lack of cooperation i.e. 
careless indifference to how the responses arc rn«&©.* 

1 E*B, Cattail, ttA Shortened 'Basic English' Version 
(Form C) of the 16 P.F, Questionnaire" in Journal of Social 
Psychology. Vol* kk» Second half, lov. 19S»» p» 26o, 274* 
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Laslett and Bennott2 claim, that even when a respondent does 

his best to answer questions truthfully he nay leek insight 

into his true behavior or may unconsciously bo quit© a differ* 

ent person than the picture he draws of blrasolf on the test* 

If such distortions truly exist, even in questionnai­

res prepared with the aid of fsctor analytic methods, then 

their use is only of limited value* Gattell3 himself admits 

this flaw and the result of it is the construction of a Moti­

vational Distortion Scale in his 'C» Form of the 16 Personal­

ity Factor Questionnaire, which teat liereafter will be referred 

to as the 16 P.F* This Motivational Distortion Scale, Cattail 

warns, Is still in the experimental stage and should not be 

used, except In cases where the leek of cooperation is ob-

vious,** 

Thus acknowledging this problem the constructors and 

users of personality questionnaires attempted utilising sever­

al jnathodst In validating their instruments* 

2 n,R. Laslett and S, Bennett, "A Comparison of Ccores 
on Two Measures of Personality", in Journal of Abnormal and 
Social PsTCholozy. Vol. 23, Ho* k9 Jen*-Jkaroh 193U* P« l̂ oO. 

3 Cattail, On. Cit,. p. 266. 

paign, ill* 
19$6. p* k* 
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Cattel l5 and others , employing factor analytic tech­

niques 1n the construction of personality questionnaires 

measure t he i r instrument's internal val idi ty* Rating tech­

niques are also used In search of v«illdity* 

Cat ta i l^ in the construction of his 16 ?*P« did not 

employ the peer ra t ing technique of validation but measured 

h i s instrument's internal va l id i ty , that i s , the itesui a® 

stated in the questionnaire were chosen as being good seas -

urea of the personality fac tors , as shown by faetor analysis* 

The va l id i ty of Factors In fac tor ia l analysis i s calculated 

by obtaining the square root of the fac tor ' s coefficient of 

r e l i a b i l i t y . Re reported a wean correlation of a l l items 

with the factors they represent as ,37, &rtd the mean corre­

la t ion of the factor with the group of six items by which i t 

i s represented as about *71 • Further studios conduct' a in 

an effort to validate C a t t e l l ' s instrument dealt with social 

val idat ion data where profiles? of score dis t r ibut ions were 

collected to represent some twenty-eight occupations*' 

$ Ca t t a i l , 0p,lt ClfriT, p . 3 , 

6 Ca t t a i l , Op. Clt*. p* 3« 

. * J Krf* Gattell, ll^bqp^ for the Sixteen, P e r s o n a ^ 
Factor Quoatlonnalro. Champaign^ ill*; Institute for Perflate* 
mwmm%tmj 'testing, \<§tl 2i p* 
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An attempt by Kar&on unC Tool" to measure tl-ie con­

struct validity of f. e ,16, P.1% by comparing it to the factors 

o n t h e M • # . * \ I . demonstrated no positive results* In these 

cases personality questionnaires aro checked against ratings 

by friends, associates or teac: era of respondents. -llls^ 

has reviewed many of these studies prior to 19l*6» and found 

the results of questionable value* Investigations usdng peer-

rating techniqueo will now b® reviewed* 

2 . Validity rtudioo by Poor Rating* 

In an attempt t o valid:;t© t h e i r own pe r sona l i t y t e s t 
t h e STPCR, Guilford and M a r t i n , 1 0 administered t h e i r question­

na i r e t o a t^wup of Universi ty of Cal i fornia s tudents and had 

f ive f r i ends of each p a r t i c i p a n t r a t e hi<n on a l i s t of s t a t e ­

ments corresponding t o the t r a i t s which the quest ionnaire 

measures* Corre la t ions computed between se l f r a t i ngs on the 

t e a t and r a t i n g by fr iends show t L t t score© of fnctors S, D, 

and R, c o r r e l a t e with judgments of ae.ociri tos *££, *5land SB 

8 3 , Karaon and K.A3* Pool, "The Construot Va l id i ty of 
the Sixteen Persona l i ty Pactors Toot", in Journal of C l in i ca l 
Psychology. Vol* 1 3 , ^ o . 3* July 1957, P* 2^2» 

9 Albert / ' J i l ls , "The Val id i ty of Persona l i ty Invent ­
or ies '* , in Psychological B u l l e t i n , Vol, IJ3» So* 5 , Sept* 
191*6* P* k2$* 

10 J»P* C3uilford_and H. ilai*tin, "A^u Differences and 
Sex Differences in Sorao mt rovo r s lve and ISmotional T r a i t s " , " 
In Journal of general Psychology. Vol. 3 1 , recond Half, Oct . 
19t&»"P« asBD« 
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r e s p e c t i v e l y . The authors f t d l to r"porfc monumr^s o" cxperi«* 

montal r e l i a b i l i t y of both the quest ionnaire t.nd tho r a t i n g 

technique* 

Paters^* meamirvd- the per i tonal l t ios of h is populat im 

by scans of the Barareubar. Personal i ty J nycntory. tho Hell 

Adjustment Inventory m\& t he Link Personal i ty Questionnaire 

and followed these up by administering Qiflsag Who, types of 

rat'n>_< s tudios based on the t r a i t s tha t the above ques t ion­

n a i r e s purport t o itassi;r©* xfa© author found tha t cor re la t ion 

r e l i a b i l i t y coe f f i c i en t s between r t t i u ^ c by :>aers ant. ques­

t i o n n a i r e responses ranged frora -.07© t o .503 &nd averaged 

about *26 * All but two of the fac to r s cor re la ted with peer 

r a t i n g s bore high s t a t i s t i c a l si c^nifioance* I t i s assumed 

t h a t by high s t a t i s t i c a l s igni f icance the i nves t iga to r meant 

s i g n i f i c a n t d i f ference from ssero co r re l a t ion* Ko mention i s 

isade of r e l i a b i l i t y concerning the Ouesa Who technique or the 

experimental use of t he ques t ionnai res* 

Another study conducted br Drake and o t h e r s ^ r e su l t ­

ed i n somewhat more s in f r i f icant r e l a t i o n s h i p s between se l f 

r a t i n g s snd r a t i n g by p e e r s . This au thor , using a sample of 

11 C.C. Peter®, "Val id i ty of Personal i ty Inventor ies 
Studied by the Guess Who Technique", in Psychological Bu l l e ­
t i n . Vol . 37 , *o* 7 , July 191*0, P . 1*53. 

12 M.J. Drake, ©t a l , "The Relat ionship of Self Rat­
ing and Clf.ssmate Bating on Persona l i ty T r a i t s " , In Journal, 
of Experimental.%dueat.lqfi. Vol . 7 . Ho, 3 . Harch 1939, p# 213* 



hlgfr school studentn, us«:d an his ni.oeUuwiujre Link*® Invent* 

ory of Activi t ies m\d I n t e r e s t s . To obtain J-.-.dspwnta of poors 

on the personality factors rioasurod oy tho questionnaire, tho 

authors constructed a l i s t of descriptions which, correspond-

ed to the t r a i t s and uk<*>Z the njb'^ots to rsst© the i r c l a s s -

atates on thee©* The authors cTip&red each sc&le, that i s , 

t r a i t , between scor«s obtained on the test and claaajBates1 rat-

In^, and found that correlation ooefficlen^s between self ra t -

ln^n snd r a t i r ^ s of classmates ran nod for bays Jt-9 to *67, and 

for , t r ls .38 to .57 • 

A similar investigation by Hernreuter.^3 on Lis Self-

Suffleieney Tost also revealed favourable resul ts* H© admin­

is tered 'lis questioniiaire to a rial® anc f ©wale college popula­

t i o n . Both groups were l a t e r given tasks to ra te t h e i r peers 

on the personality t r a i t s iirvolved In the questionnaire* l a 

the f ina l analysis of the data i t %ras found that rat ings of 

peer® correlated posit ively with tho scorer on the Self-suff i ­

ciency xest* The coefficient of correlation was found to be 

Jik • 

The studies rtent5one<? above, methodologically of simi­

lar nature, seeiaed to omit on© important treasure necessary In 

investigations of thir type, that is, the establishment of the 

experimental test reliability in the r.lven study setting* 

13 R*3. Bernrouter, *¥tc Heasureaent of f-tlf-Suffl-
ciency,*> in Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology. Vol* 

2Bt Jto, 3, Oct .-Dee. '1933, p. $99. 
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In all eases, It appears that the reliability of the Instru­

ments we a trd:en for /rented for fchoy were not reported in the 

publications* 

Studies reporting little or no relationship between 

questionnaire scores and ratings of peers seam to suffer from 

the same omisslor as the above reported* Powell^- reported a 

study, conducted on the Beurotie Tendency and Sociability 

scales of the Bemreuter Personality Inventory. Her attempt 

was to compare scores obtained on the inventory to ratings of 

peers obtained b:? a *>usaa iflfho technique describing major as­

pects of adjustment and maladjustment as measured by these 

scales. The final results presented little relationship bet­

ween self ratings md ratlurs by peers, the median coeffi­

cients of correlation were found very low on both factors. 

Oliver *5 sought ralatlonship between inventory scoses 

and ratings by peers on the traits of extroversion and intro­

version. His tools were Laird!s Personnel Inventory. G*2. a 

self rating questionnaire, and Lalru's Personnel Inventory, 

C*3. a rating technique by friends* The results of this inves­

tigation bore no meaningful relationships between self ratings 

Ik M.Q-. Powell, "Comparison of Self-Hating, Peer Rat* 
ings end ixpert^s flstiM̂ a of Personality adjustment** in 5k&u~ 
eational, a,nd Psychological Hoasu regent. Vol. 8, Eo* 2, Summsr 
iw*f p. 23^. 

-15 H,a,C# Oliver,
 aThe Traits of %xtrovei*B and Intro­

vert » % In louynal of Social.psyebolqig* Vol. 1, Bo* 3, Aug* 
1930. P« 351. 
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and ratings bj v®$ra* A^&ir-, uo stent ion Is riade cf the ejsp̂ r-

imental reliability oC 1 '<>o * nsiring-V s u?<ed* 

3* Sumary and tbe Hypothesis. 

The majority of the n tudies reviewed >"»v« dealt with 

questionnaires developed by other than factor analytic pro­

cedures and therefore may have suffered from lack of j-urlty 

which factor analytic methods of questionnaire construction 

profess to offer*10 

Further analysis indicates th&t the investigations 

wherein the peer rating techniques cer- way er.errj sed In the 

trait descriptions corrospending to the traits measured by 

the questionnaire, so-ae success was achieved In finding sign­

ificant relationships between scores on questionnaires and 

peer ratings* 

If factorial analysis of personality traits resuite 

in tho purity of findings i.o* isolation of Ii-dependent trait®, 

it should be evident t'.iat the traits thus ̂ lu-sux'ec b^ the 

items of a qu- stlonnaire should be 1ndlcatlv© of the presence 

or absence oC these traits in tho respondent* If this is 

true, then the normal Individual, provided with tho correspond­

ing trait descriptions aiould be at le to identify a t.lven trait1* 

16 H.a, Cattell, "The Description of Personal!tyt I* 
The Foundations of Trait He>rnnvn- ntsM, in F̂ ychr-lc.ric&l Re­
view. Vol. 50, lo* 6, lov* 1943, P. 593. 
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existence In his behavior, and secondly his peers should also 

be able to match him to the trait descriptions which the ques­

tionnaire purports to measure. 

The task of this study therefore, was set to investi­

gate whether the subject1s responses to the items on the 

lo P.P. Questionnaire form G (French), were indicators of the 

corresponding traits as eountermeasured by peer's ratings* 

The problem for the purpose of this inquiry is stated in a 

form of a null hypothesis: there 5s no relationship between 

scores on the 16 P.,, P.* and classmate*s judgments on the tfotdk 

Person With Trait Task* 

The following chapter will deal with the development 

of the Hatch Person V&th Trait Task technique, and th© re­

search design of this investigation. The latter will Include 

the description of th® population, the tools used, procedures 

utilized, and the statistical methods employed. 



CHAPTER II 

EXPiililKBPTAL D-STIGH 

In order to test the hypothesis stated in preceding 

chapter the writer developed a method i&loh served as a peer 

rating technique. This chapter will describe the developtaeffc 

of the Match Person With Trait Task, th® population used in 

the study, the tools used, procedures utilised, and thesta* 

tistical methods employed* 

1* Th© Match Person with Trait Task. 

The search for adequate tabulation and measure of peer 

ratings based on the descriptions of Cattail's sixteen source 

traits, excluding Intelligence, lead the investigator to the 

examination of the various methods of peer ratings* 

According to Symonds^ one of the most promising peer 

rating techniques has been developed by Kartahorne and May*** 

This method was named the Ouftss Whor test and formed of sim­

ply stated behavioral descriptions to *t-ich the subject was 

asked to respond by selecting a peer or peers who best fit 

the behavioral description. 

lew Xork, The Century Co*, 1931* 73 p. 

2 E, E&rt&horne, H.A* May, and J*rj* Mailer, Studies 
in Service and $elf Control. Hew fork, McMillan Co., 1929 # 
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Both, Hartshorne and May3 and Symond®,^ have measured high 

reliability using this technique. The former obtained a reli­

ability coefficients of *95 using the split-half technique, 

and the latter ,88 by an unreported technique. K®isl®v$ also 

reports reliabilities In the ©l:htles usin/ th® Guess Who, 

method. Considering the reported value of this technique and 

the simplicity of construction, this investigator chose to 

develop a sisallar method to measure peer judgments. 

Of primary concern was the selection of adequate be­

havioral descriptions corresponding to th© sixteen primary 

source traits isolated by Cattell*^ Chosen was Cattail's? 

own simplified description of the sixteen factors into posit­

ive and negative polos. Thus each factor boars two behavior­

al descriptions, one which corresponds to a low acor& and the 

other with the high score obtainable on the 1,6 P..P... The®© 

descriptions provide thirty-two separate behavioral sets pre­

pared for a naive population, thus hopeful I;- more easily 

understood* 

3 Hartshorne, Op. Cjt... p. &7» 

lj. Symonds, Op. Clt*. p. 7&U 

5 E#R* Kelsler, "An Improved Formula for Scoring Car­
ess Who 

of Bducationai 
tain Guesa Who Batln^a'at the Adolescent Levol", In Jquffiyl 

PsyeholQJg. Vol. k$, no* 3, Harch 195^, p. t%* 

6 R*B. Cattell, Handbook for the Sixteen Personality 
Factor Questionnaire* CbSSqpaiga. M.'i Institute for Person* 
al'ily•«& ability Testing, 1957, 10 p. 

7 Cattell, 
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These thirty-two behavioral descriptions wore then 

translated into the French language by a professional trans­

lator" and at the same time adapted for use on both male and 

female populations. The translation was read by Dayhaw9 and 

found satisfactory. Tit© following arc th© behavioral descrip­

tions, In the translated form, as need In this investigation* 

Each description, In this presentation, is preceded by its 

factor sywbol, position Indicating correspondence to high or 

low score and the title. The Hating may seem long to read 

but when the reader has become accustomed to th® sixteen fac­

tors, each with their two poles, It loses much of its lengthy 

appearance* 

Factor At hlch score j- Warm. 
A tendance d avoir un bon natural ©t & ttre a" l'aisej 
eollabor© et es' adapt® faeilement* Aim© f traiter 
avee lea sens, ador© les actlvltes. sociales irrpoSan­
tos. 3©n(bonne) or**fanisateur{trice). Genereux(se) 
dans sos relations personnelles; ne craint pas telle-
2ient la critique} excelle £ s© rappeler les noras des 
personnes qu*ll(elle) rencontre* r-ouvent on tm pent 
pas trop @»y fler pour s'aequitter d'un travail de 
precision ou d© se& obligations. 

Factor A* low acoret- Aloof* 
Sexable plut6*t sevdre*/ frold(c) et r^aerv^(e). S<atta­
che plnto't mux chose® qu'aux personnes. Aim© tra— 
valller seul(e)* Evite lea conflits d*opinions* 
Pans sa faeon d • agir et oos nortnen de conduit© per-
sonnelle* raontra de 1* exactitude et d© la rigid ltd* 
A l*oeeaslon. peut &tr© porte(e) I crltlquer, It fsire 
de ^obstruction ou I man quo r dfindulgence* 

mil il mi — t m m m m m m m — il.mliliM 

8 Robert Dubuc, B.A*. Translator of French md &*» 
glisb, languages at the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, 

9 I..T* Dayhaw* Ph.D., Professor of Psychology, 
Sehool of Psychology mid Education, University of Ottawa* 
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Factor B t hl$a scores- Bright. 
Manifesto de la vivaoito d'ooprlt, a une intelligen­
ce vlve et brillante. Eat habituelleraent persev*-
rant(e), oonsciencl©ux(se), oultlve(e). A du carac-
tdre* 

Factor B, low scores- Ball. 
Semble plutdt lentTeTa sal s i r ou A apprendre quel* 
quechose; terne et IndolsntCe)? lanifeate ?®u de 
SOu"t e t d*aptitud© pour les formes supArieurea du 
savoirj qnolque ;>ou rustaud(o) et, tros.-der(5re) * 

Factor C high scores - Emotional. 
Sesable posn&der une" certaine mtur l te tootlvej est 
calise, phlegmatique, envisaje la vi© do facon rea ­
l i s t©; a d© la fore© de enrcctdre; pos.idd© une bon­
ne philosophle d© la v ie ; peut aout^nlr lo bon os-
p r i t du groupe* 

Factor C, low scores- Jfeture^ 
Dmsne des signes d^lOTatWlte teotive5 endure d i f f i -
cilement l a contrarietes est evaslf(ve)j es t r e s -
t r e i n t ( e ) j es t fuyant(©5j s© plaint souvent de f a t i ­
gue f es t faciloiaent ennuy&(©) par l e s chas* s e t les 
gens; es t gSneraleaent micontent(e)i presents divers 
signes de troublesj c ra in tes , troubles de sons lel l e t c . 

Factor B- high scores- Submissive. 
Seisbie e*tr© dominant i e ) , a conf iance en solj s*afflr-
ise aouventj es t lndependant(e}j s*attaque aux probllU 
ases avec audaee e t courage. 

Factor E- low score:- Dominant. 
Porte(o) d e*tre suIveur'Cse), a" depend re d®s aut res , 
i. suivre le groups. Est sensible* est dftmonstratlf-
(ve)j s'&asut facileraert* 

Factor P . hi$a scores- aium-
Portl(e) I #tre joyeuxlse), volubile, franc(che), 
ev/elll4(e). Est souvont chol?si(*i) oora-6 chef par 
serutin populaire. 

Factor P, low scores- ffifithuslastic. 
Set souvent t a c i t u m e , rescrveto); port4(®) & s*exa­
miner | ©arfois ronferm4(e), mela ?coliquo, anxleuxlse), 
d^prijae(e), rebarbat l f (ve) , Irn^uissantCo) et lent( r t )* 
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Factor 0* high scores - Casual . 
Est por t s (o) & avoir do l a forco de c a r a c t a r e , du 
sens de l a reaponsabil i t& de l a determinat ion, do 
l a perseverenee* de l » e s p r i t da s u i t e - de l a p ro -
voyance, d© l*©nergi© ot de l a d i s c i p l i n e . Kabl tuel -
lement consc iene leuxfM), e t prevenantfe) pour antral ; 
possede de l a matur l te emotive| t i e n t les? p r lnc ipes 
moraux en haute eatlmef prAf&re l e s personnes ©ffi-
caces* 

Factor 3* low scores - Conscient ious . 
P o r t K e ) I I ' lnoonatar ice , a T»Indecisions e s t i n s t a ­
b l e , peu eonseleneleux(se) , l£cheur ( se ) • Parfols 
e x i g e a n t t e ) . Impatient!©), i i do l cn t{e ) t e s t po r t a (e ) " 
A f a l r e d© 1*obstruction} manque do pr lncipea d© v ie* 

Fac tor H, hirfn sco res - Timid* 
Est po r t s ( e ) it f t r e soc iable e t bon(nc) co l l abora -
t e u r q t r i c e ) , alra® I experimenter le nouveau, sponta­
n e a ) e t demonstra t i f (ve)* Est capable d*affronter 
l e s v i c i s s i t u d e s d*a r e l a t i o n s avoc l e s au t res e t 
de r^soudre sans e f for t d©;s conf 1 i t s e r io t i f s . ?'st 
enc l ln H §tm> acn t imenta l (e ) , manifesto de l * l n t e -
re't pour I 1 a u t r e soxe* 

Factor H, low scores- Adyenturous. 
Est ported©) & £ t re Vlmide, e f f a c e ( e ) , c l rconspect (e) . 
A habi tuel lement des sentiments d H n f i r i o r l t e . A 
gen&ralement de l a difficult©. & s^xpri raer j detest© 
l e s rencontres personnellessf p r e f l r e avoir im(e) ou 
dmm amla(es) int imes p lu td t qufun groupe d ,amis(®s); 
ne sembl© pas pouvoir suivre l e s evenements de son 
mil ieu* 

Factor I , h igh s c o r e s - TouA* 
S e r a i t plut6*t de l i eat'{"*>')', a 1*imagination feconde, 
emot l f (vo) . Est p s r fo l s exigeant(e) ©t i d e a l i s t * * 
Deteste l e s gens g r o s s i e r a . Tend i. r a l e n t i r l * « c t i -
v i t e du group® e t & a f f a i b l l r l e moral p-.r s@s 
re^arques negat ives* 

Factor I , low scores - Sens i t ive* 
1s t por t^(e) I ©*tre p r a t i q u e , r e a l i s t s , v i r i l ( e ) . 
Independent(c) , a l e sens d© aes r o s p o n s a b i l l t e s . 
Es t pa r fo i s dur(e) ©t cynlquo. r* off or©* de <3&rdar 
l e s ac t iv i t&s d© grovpe df.na I a domaines du 
p ra t ique* 
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Fac to r L | hl<> sco res - Trust f i d . 
Por te(e) & l a ii<ftf iance* A l o ou lU du moij e«t ®uf*» 
f l s a n t ( e ) | s ' l n t e r e a s e a* 1- vie infc'»ri^ure» a l a vie 
d e ^ l ' ^ s p r i t . "©_.«ouc!e seru&ralenent j>s>u dcs au t res* 
P l ^ t r e e q u i p i e r ( d r e ) . 

a c t o r L, low sco re s - Suanectlnf?. 
I-e manifests pas d ' i n c l i n a t i o n d l a j a l o u s i e ; e s t 
souplo , joyemx(se), e a l r c ; a lo souci des aubresj 
e s t bon(ne) e q u i p i e r d r e ) « 

Factor H, hlnh sco res - Convc. -
Est souvent non-conformist©, i n souc ian t ( e ) , bohdoe. 
e-;;ocentrique, s e n s i b l e , in&clnst if ( ve ) . Port^(c) I 
f a i ro des s e i n e s , manque quelque peu du sens de see 
responsabii : t i§s„ A do la d i f f i c u l t * A ae fair© ac ­
cep te r par l e croupe* 

Factor M, low sco res - Eqoen t r l e . 
Para f t soncieux(so)' de fair© les* choses corsme 11 1® 
f a u t , p ra t ique s'«n f a i t facl lament; s a l t gardor son 
sang-froid dans l e s c i rconstanees i-prevues'j e s t sou-
vont cor rec t (o ) jusqu*d la a i n u t i e . 

Fac tor l i , hlejb. s c o r e s - Simple. 
Est por te (e ) I $ t re r a r f l n e ( e ) , a du savol r - f&ire , 
sondainCe). Parfo ls e n t S t e ( e ) , ra iso^" ,6(c) . Abord© 
l e s probldmes I n t c l l e c t u e l l e a - n t , objoctlvemont* 

Fac tor H, low s c o r e ; - Sonhia t l ca ted . 
Semble p l u t o t natural (Xe; e t s imple , c-e content® GO 
peuj e s t pa r fo i s 5rossler{<§rc) e t n a l s d r o i t ( e ) . 

Factor 0 , hig|h scores - Confident. 
A tendance I 1st depress ion , BXXX sautes d'humeurs 
sUnqul&te facilement e t ruraine ecs problAmeo, I v l t e 
l a soci&t6 des autre©: e s t Inqule t (d te ) de ses p ro -
pres mouvem©nts d* humour* A tenda?^© I n f a n t i l e & 
s ' l n q u l e t e r on face des d i f f i c u l t e s . ?'e s© nert ni 
s c c e p t e ( c ) , nl & ®on a i s e dans l e s croupes*. 

Factor 0 , low sco re s - Insecure* 
Semble d*unc p l a e l a l t e imper turbable• A une con-
f iance en s o l , calme et poe6(':)s c a ^ M e de i s i r a 
face aux s i t u a t i o n s . 
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Factor 0 1 , high s c o r e : - Oonjiejv^tlye, 
Semblc 3*1 itnrear,©r aux quostionn d fordre i n t e l l e c ­
t u a l e t aux probl&ica fondameityux; ", 'objects sou-
vent aux id^es anclenrec aw nouv^l lo^. Lzt aouvent 
bien renseiGnjCe); a© sent moins enol ln d f a l r e l a 
morale; so pr&tro f^ Dement 4 eo^ayer du nouve&u, 
staccotsL,.odo &®v, Inconvonlonts do la* via* 

Factor 0 1 , low s c o r e : - nxgerjU?erj ^ina;* 
Est souvent prudent(&) l ' 'l*oxci's @t ter:per£{e). 
S*oppose a* tou t ehangement* 

Factor 02 , h l i a s c o r e s - Dependent. 
Est roY/.r&lement *ndlSpondontTe), vaMi-^n (e) d a,;ir 
d sa .IUISCJ aa l t prvmlr® des decisions ©t ag i r on 
consequence. He ehorche pa® n-Sceffisalrement $ doml-
ner lo s a u t r o s . 

Factor 02, low s c o r e : - Self^Su f f1cieqt . 
Pr&f§re t r a v a i l ! o r ot prendre aes decis ions d© con­
c e r t avoc w^autrH*?} ai"-o I se i 'aire accepter e t ad­
mire r par l a soci$t&* Hst p&rtots l r r e a o l u ( e ) . 

Factor 0 3 , hi :jh scores - kax. 
Tiaftrlse Men s®s ^doTTor.^ oA, s© conduit'' en ^ ' n e r a l . 
Est p lu to t prevenant(c) e t prudent("0 , rials eat por­
t a (e) pa r fo l s 1 I 'ontUtoraent." 

Fac tor 03,"low scores - Control led . 
Por te (©} 3 manquer de"' VOIOOT^' e t d<a ©tab! l i te de ca -
r&etdre ." He piche ni par excis de provenance nl de 
prudence * 

tor Ok, M^h scores - ntah^Le. 
Por te (e ) a 6 t r e i r r l V a b i e , e ; ^ t e ( e ) , chag] 
Est souvent surmene(o), "utlw iiicnpnl l e de 

Factor Q^k v 
.grlne(e). 

« Ww «r„v..ww. --*~ -,-,, — - f -- «- Je renter lnac< 
tlf(ve)j ne volt pas favoxmblemcnt 1'unite do croup©, 
le bon ordre ©t la fonctlon de chef. 

Factor Oh, low scores- Ter.ge* 
Semble posseder un bonTquillbre -'motif; est exrrnpt-
(e) des difference symptoms* d© r<ervosite et dfins-
tab i lite* 

The above descriptions wen-? presented to the ©xperl-

mental population without th© identifying factor symbols and 

Indication of high ©r low score correspondence. They were 
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randomly mixed and typewrttter on whit© (0 1/2" x 2k") sheets 

of paper, divine sufficient opacc benlec each description for 

the subject to write in the selected veers* names. At the 

top of each pa;;e the following instruction was written in ca­

pitals: "Assocles les noma dc i! pi s <lf; vos condlscipios d 

ehacune doe descriptions suivantens" Th© thirty-two descrip­

tions ap-earid en five sheets. For each of the three experi­

mental -jrcups tho ci.cets wore,- b'-atic-hecl to^fiVu.r in Roman 

Square order to avoid th® possibility of constant errors of 

practice or fatigue, and were preceded V. a pc;e of instruc­

tions which will b© described in the section -'>f this report 

dealing with experimental procedures. 

2. The Population. 

The criteria in the selection of the population for 

this study were: (a) knowledge of th© French language as 

evidenced ) y inclusion in th© French su? &£«**•&! c group of the 

high school, (b) a full ti-r* student status in jtrades eleven 

or twelve, and (c) a minimum of nix reonths of familiarity 

with classraatec* 

Tiie male ,'Ttuvp u-xe : wlo 5;> of 1% students of the uni­

versity of Ottawa IJirih ?-ct-,0'.,l, u iiolnirtercd b; Iho Rcnan 

Catholic order of Oblates of M«ry Tinr ocu"Kto* T̂ r> fe.nale 

groups were ehnsen frora two sourco?, -m o :;otr3-Tlŝ « Tllgh 

School in Ottawa, administered hj th© Ulsters of hotre-Dame 
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provided s ixty-seven s u b j e c t s , and th© Pcnsionnat Hotre-Darae* 

de-Lourdes of TJastviow, admirlotered by the P i l l e s cc l a 

Sageccc, supplied n inety-four s u b j e c t s . Tho mean at*e of the 

male group vac 16*2, and the mean ajjs of the female group 

was 16 * 

The choice for such croupe was prompted hy t h o i r 

p a r t i c u l a r s u i t e r i l l t y t o tho 16 F.P.s 

The s i t u a t i o n in which a shor ter form i s roc;^-'-ti­
ed tend t o coincide with thos** in which a lower l eve l 
of l i t e r a c y is t o be expected and wo decided accord­
ingly t o nkke th© form c d i f f e r from the A and E 
forms by beir.;; shor te r end also b-' r:n??lnj r . lniaal de­
mands on educkti&n and vocabulary,*0 

3* The Tools . 

In t h i s experiment two too l s were used, 1* the 

16 P . P . and 2 . th© Hatch Person With ? rq i t Tasfr* As already 

stent ioned i n the preceding chap t o r , the former was chosen for 

the p u r i t y of i t s f ac to rs as reported by Cattail ,*-* and the 

second was constructed for i t s do-cr*ptIva q u a l i t i e s of these 

f a c t o r s measured by the 16 P.F.12 The 16 P*P* was scored a c ­

cording t o the orthodox nothod prescribed by tho author «13 

10 C a t t e l l , Op* Clt,*, p . 256* 

11 Cattell, OESJMA. P. 593. 

12 Cattell, touSMi** P« *>• 

13 Cattell, Qp^O^*,* p. k* 
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T"so ' latch Person Uj.th Tr^ i t TUMI: scoring was on© of suramins 

up the t o t a l nnaibor of \ I .ies a .iljriont u-'-.s selected Tor any 

on© of viie d e s c r i p t i o n s , cor. ©r^calin^ to on© of tho t h i r t y -

two fnotor „x>lc2 dencribod In tho f l r : ! t sec t ion of t h i s 

chapter* 

I|« T.i© pTperlrK-nttfl Procedure* 

Tor cr,ch of the t h r ee croups two t e s t i n g sess ions 

were necessary . F i r s t tho adminis t ra t ion of th© 16 P..F... and 

secondly the Hatch Person With T r a i t Task* For both occa­

s i o n s , i n each school , the t e s t i n g . s i tua t ions were held con­

s t an t in the following manner? in order t o avoid the probable 

f a t igue and the careless* a t t i t u d e c:"t©n displayed by students 

with the a n t i c i p a t i o n of tho weekend, t e n t i n g sess ions for 

both occasions were arranged for Mondays. Paring the t e s t i n g 

s e s s i o n s , the s taf f r o a r e r s of the schools were aaVed to be 

absent from th© t e s t i n g rooms in or^cr to provide th* subjects 

with a r e l a t i v e l y un res t r i c t ed environment in responding t o 

the t e s t . Th© trial fc subjects were provided with a l a r^e study 

roosi in the hi^h school . P h ^ I c \ l f a c i l i t i e s were adequate, 

wi th proper l i g h t i n g and v o r t l l t - t i o n , Eoth fo.Tifllo -roups 

were t e s t e d i n tho auditoriums of t h e i r r- spoctive scl oola* 

where confortabla seat ing and wr i t ing ar-vtnro-ipata were p r o v i ­

ded* 
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The f i r s t so us ion was d-r/otod to tho adminis t ra t ion 

°£ tt'-° 16 P»F« After having bc-n o a tod , V o a^bjectn rece iv­

ed t h e i r copies of the t ea t an" wore to ld *-»ot t o turn the pags 

u n t i l t o l d to d'j oo . i?ollovinw l\C„* tho sru'sjeota wo."'. -;root-

©d by th© inves t iga to r and c^-ven standard Laed coi>* •snts esajpaa-

slssing the following points s 

1 . The t e s t s wore to Ka administered 
for research purposes only . 

2* Ho one would have access to the 
indiv idual r e s u l t s obtained from 
the t e s t e except the researcher* 

3* - rull cooperation in the hory&sty 
of responses was e s s e n t i a l to the 
usefulness of these t e s t r e s u l t s . 

Following these atardardixoc* coisnente the Ins t ruc t ions were 

read verbatim to the s u b l e t s PS ^acv read h i s own copy. Upon 

completion of In s t ruc t i ons t e s t i n g concseneed. 

The adminis t ra t ion of the Match Person With T r a i t Taste 

followed sevon days a f t e r th© f i r s t session* Th© choice fo r 

t i l l s ti-^ng", was annin tc CVQ'C t r o v- ^o^d fr.li^w© pr^-vic>s-

l y mentioned, Tho second scrs ion w**r ft l e s s fom&l on®, for 

acquaintance with th® oxparlmerter Ys-l a lready been e i t a b l l s h -

ed In tho f i r s t stennion. Tho rr.ibjoctp. wore greeted snd the 

stenographed t a sk mater ia l d i s t r i b u t e d . Apjaln tho m*\1ecta 

were f s l : ^ not to turn th.-- yn -c u n t i l ins tT . r t ed bo do so* 

The subjects wore then asked to ro-'d r>^ fa*nm?lr{/ a t ^ d p ^ d i s -

ed i n s t r u c t i o n s while tlie admin is t ra to r read aloudt 
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L*experience & l aque l l e vous all©a p a r t i c i p e r 
s e rv i r a a completer l e t e s t que vous avea p r l s 11 y 
a quelques jour®. I I ne s*agi t pas d*un ox&raen, n i 
d 'un t e s t . Vous aides 1*experimentateur I t rouver 
ce r t a ines choses q u ' i l c'herch© co?ioornant l a me sure 
en psychologies Les succds de ce t t e experience d e ­
pend d® vot re co l labora t ion e t de votr© Jugeiaont. 

A l ' i n t e r l e u r de ces quelquos pages vous t rduve-
rez des paragraphes qui d&crivent des per serines* l i s 
sont tons d i f fe ren t^ l e s tins d e s a u t r o s . On vous de ­
mand* de l i r e oltaeune de ces desc r ip t ions ©t d© eho l -
s i r deux d® vos condisoiplea qui ressexablent 1© p l u i 
aux c a r a c t 4 r i s t l q u e s que vous ©"tea en t r a i n de l i r e * 
He l i s e z pas & 1*avarice. LI see un paragraph© I l a 
f o i s e t nom>3*» deux ©ondisclples qui r&pondent l e 
mleux I l a descr ip t ion* Si l*une ou 1 'aut re de ces 
desc r ip t ions a 'appl ique A vous, mettez vo t re nora sur 
l a l l g n s p o i n t l l l e * * 

Par exemple: 

Manifest© do la vivacity d'esprit* a une Intelligence 
vive et brillante* Est habituellement perseverant(e)* 
consciencleux(se), eultive(e)* A du caractdre* 

Efforcea-vous d*$tr© 1© plus objectif et le plus 
exact possible sans perdre trop do temps I refl&ehir* 
Pulsqu'il s'aglt icl d'une experience scientiflque, 
les r6sultats resteront eonfidentiels et ne serviront 
quri amlliorer notre connaissance des personnes* Vous 
n»avez pas besoln de mettre votre nom sur cette page, 
male si vous 1© mattes^ l'expe-rimentateur nmv® plus a© 
renaeignemont® sur son experienc®. Per consequent*. 
vous pouves raster anonym® ou lnserlre votr© nom, cora-
me 11 vous plaft* 

After reading of these instructions th© task commenced. \ 

The investigator, through Informal observation* during 

both testing sessions, w<s catIsfled that the subjects were 

serious and interested In participating in this project* 
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5. Statistical Methods. 

For each of the three groups the sane statistical me­

thods were employed. Th© 16 P.P. questionnaires wore scored 

and the Hatch Peraon With Trait Task data was tabulated. 

Since the investigator sou Jit to establish a relation­

ship between scores on the 16 P,Pyi and judgments of peers on 

the tr its oasured by tho questionnaire, i h© individuals had 

to be dichotomized for each factor on the basis of poor rat­

ings as ncas.'red by th© Hatch Person b'lth Trait ?nr>:. an 

those hypothotically to bo hlnh scoring ind low scoring on tfee 

16 P.P. In order to obtain this dichotomy, ?mr ratinn fre­

quencies wero vaed* Thus for every individual each of the 

16 P.F. factors, dichotomized Into positive &r& nocativ® poles 

were frequencies of peer selections* The preponderance of 

frequencies In eithor pule established the individual's posi­

tion in the dichotomy. Considering tho fact, that all :-. divi­

dual s are not equally known by on© another, a basis tor fur­

ther differentiation was established. Mirst th se individuals 

were selected whose preponderance of vo'"o freq cnclos in on© 

of tl o two c to pries v;*s or!}" ono, s^o-dly V ose with a pre-

pondera-co of two end finall- tho™ with three, hurthcr dif­

ferentiation by predominance of vo'.e frequencies In on© of 

the two categories was nado Impossible due to tho reduction of 

the sample with each increase in differentiation. Th© differ 

entiated saxaple?* by preponderance of freq ancles, will from 
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her© on b© referred to as majorities one, two and three. 

Thus having established dichotomies for each factor. 
%he 16 ?**> scores of the Individuals selected in the posit­

ive pole I»e. hypothetically hlch scoring group, wore compar­

ed to the scores of Individuals selected in th© negative pole 

i.e. hypothetically low scoring group, by means of a £ test 

employing; th© following formulas^ 

1 K a , S | + 2*§ 
1* O Q(} *•' ** fc I mm*mmm**"***mmmm 

• 2 

2. «rD * <r$Q 

3» fc ** D 

This formula was chosen due to th© small sample present in 

the poles compared. 
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The two fernsle group© were combined after it was 

ascertelmed by means of an F test that no significant differ­

ence exists between the scores of each croup on the fifteen 

factors dealt with. To combine the groups the following 

formula was useds^5 

1*t - (2J\ • Sx2b ) • ( ..*.•»*«*„) 

The experimental reliability of the y.6 P.P. was deter­

mined by means of the Pearson r, coefficient of correlation 

by the following formulaj*° 

r 2 » [HSXJT - (S3&YJ|2 

[Hrx^ - (2X)2] t***2 - (sy)2] 

The coefficients of correlation were corrected by the Spear­

man-Brown formulas^ 

' « = ! ! » > 
1 • *hh 

Since each page bore the aarae number of items equally weight­

ed only the pages had to be re-arranged to split the whole 

15 J.P. Guilford, Fundamental Statistics in Psycholo­
gy and Education* Hew ^ork, HoSrnwJHill, ml, t,* 510'/ * ~ 

16 Gilford, op,,* Pit.,, p. l!jl. 

17 Ouilfard, Op* Pit*, p. l*£2. 



test into two halves. Pages two, five and six constituted 

one half, and pages thro©, four and seven constituted the 

other half. 

The following chapter will be devoted to the discus­

sion of results and suggestions for further reanarch. 
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THE RESULTS AKD THEIR IHTERPRETATIOK 

Before attempting to present and discuss the results, 

It seems appropriate to begin this chapter with a study of 

the reliability of the tools. Subsequently there will be 

three parte to the comparison between 3.6 P.?. Scores and Bser 

Ratings? the male, the female, and th© two compared. Finally 

these results will be interpreted. The £ tests will be pre­

sented In Appendices on© to five, because of their volume} 

but to facilitate communication, the reader will \ sve the 

more pertinent data In table form in the body of this chapter. 

1. The Reliability of the Tools. 

Since it was not feasible to check the reliability of 

fc*10 16 P.F. by the test-retest method, coefficients of reli­

ability were calculated by the split-half technique, follow­

ing the procedures described In th© preceding chapter. Test­

ing these coefficients of correlation for significant differ­

ences from zero, factors A, B, P, I, M, K, and 0,1, of the male 

group were found to be significant at the ,01 level of proba­

bility. In the female group only factors A, C, F, and F# 

reached this level of significance* Table 1 on the following 

page presents the result© of this study. 
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Tabic I * -

by the R e l i a b i l i t i e s of tlws 16 P .P . Obtained on Two Groups 
Spl l t^afHfed. i (3,100). 

• * 
3? 

Pactor T i t l e HTO — V S S X M 

A , Aloof vs Warm 

C, Emotional vs Mature 

E , Submissive vs Dominant 

P, Glum vs Enthusiastic 

£ , Casual vs Conscientious 

E , Timid vo Adventurous 

1, Tough vs Sensitive 

I«, Trustful vs Suspecting 

M, Conventional va Eccentric 

K, Simple vs Sophisticated 

0, Confident va Insecure 

Ql f Conservative vs Experimenting 

02, Dependent vs ftelf-Suffieient 

Q3 # **ax vs Controlled 

0̂ .* Stable vs Tense 

.309 

•235 

.£00 

*Tq3 

.261 

-.035 

.1,72 

.051 

.359 

•363 

— »02lj. 

.309 

-.090 

.1I|,3 

•17U 

.397 

•3^7 

*k%k 

•U59 

•239 

-•3U6 

.002 

.099 

-.110 

—.101 

-•133 

.172 

.229 

*295 

•266 
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A type of ''rc-^ponsv matciM: j ; " r o T i a l l l l t y oa th itiom 

was performed on the hatch Person h l t h r n r c l t InnJ «« th© btr~t 
* ••••HMW<HII«W|—lH|ir*W*>i.i*i*. .iii*ft*aw»*|>»*ii!*ll**»i*WiiW 111 i W i l W H i m W W U g i n l i T 

substitute for tc^t-rotc ".t raid np"?.? ̂ -half tochrV Tver., t*f !ch 

were r.rfc n«*nir.ed beoatire »r administrative obotpclc:< and 

test design ci cracteristlco. TbJ1 approa •> to reliability 

estimation will r.ow bo described* 

In the administration of the Hatch Person With Trait 

Task, the subjects were informed that anonymity was permissi­

ble, but that, if taey revealed their identity, they would 

better assist the investigator. Titus 38c^ of the male group 

and l\3$> of the female group signed their names to the Task. 

Using these sifjsed papers It was possible to ascertain the 

trait descriptions with which the subject had identified him­

self i.e. wrote his own nam® b@sido a ?:iv©n trait description 

or descriptions. Thu® after the votos nlven an Individual on 

all descriptions by all lh& ,h6<\»©fl wor© tallied, it was possi­

ble tc learn the nMmber of times ho irdlccto^ himself as 

possessing a certain trait, and farther to discover, Whether 

the votes of others â r'.-ed or dise('.;r'-od with his judgment re­

garding self* If disarmament was shown between self Judg­

ment and judanonta of others on a /,lven trait, for the pur­

pose of this reliability study, further differentiation was 

made to indicate dlFSHrcament by on* vote or b- more than one 

vote. The traits with which the Individual did not Identify 

himself were also considered, sine© lack of self and pmr 
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agreement tha t th*1 t r r t l t In ji;mtlor. ^ n not ptv.ie'r,c ** on 

the oth©" hnnd, dln^r-ipancf ' rtvo^p r,-lf r^d ^oer r n t i - ^ s 

meant dleagpoemento* Thi- dv*sa>'reeme">t v.\s nlao dlffer«oth:rt-

afl t o Indies te .1'apgWMwnent by one end bv more than one* 

Hence, v->n̂ h fro t o r *m co--»«iid^red cepar i t^ ly in the 

following -vmneri 1 . In the case of the indiv iduals who rated 

themselves four ca tegor ies -wcr-'1 s&t up: (a) the number of 

cases confirmed by peers* r e t i r e s ; (b) th© number of easas 

where one disagreement occurred !n the ^ .c rs* votej (c) the 

number of cases whore more than - ne dt-:st';rcmirnt occurredf 

ansd (&) the number of cr.-en wi ore no mention occurred i n peers* 

vo tes* 2* I n th© care of individuals who typve not ra ted them­

se lves s imi l a r ca"cc s e r i e s w* r& r.et ups (a) the number of 

cases eonfirmed oy pears* agreement; (b) the number of cases 

Where one disagreement occurred in the pe^rs* vote j and (e) 

the number of cases where sore than ov; thi sagreement occurred 

i n the p e e r s ' votes* Tables I I , I I I , aiv? IV, present neparate 

f ind ings for each school s tud ied . The scru t iny of these 

t a b l e s r evea l s a el*®e r e l a t i onsh ip between e x p l i c i t se l f r a t ­

ings and r a t i n g s by peers* Thus th© subjects who revealed 

t h e i r i den t i f y and ra ted themselves in a ",iven category agree 

l a r g e l y with th© opinion o thers hove of t cm. In the category 

Where Ind iv idua l s hsve n^t r * . W (,be»solvei as por-icsflln- a 

given t r a i t l a s s agreement was found with peers 1 r a t i n g s . 
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Table II.-

Analvsla of Male Self Ratings to Cattell*s 16 P.F* as 
Obtained by the Hatch Person With Trait TasT 

Faetor Self Bated Agree- Pisajaraegtont Contra-
Tltle Hot Self Hated ment tyti byt>i diction 
Warm vs 
Aloof 

Emotional vs 
Hature 
Suba&ssive vs 
Dominant 
Glum, Silent vs 
Enthusiastic 

Casual vs 
Conscientious 

H. Tisdd 
Adventurous 
Tou^h vs 
Sensitive 
Trustful vs 
Suspecting 

M. Conventional v® 
Eccentric 

Simple vs 
Sophisticated 
Confident vs 
Insecure 

Ql, Conservative vs 
Bxperiiaenting 

02, Dependent vs 
Self Sufficient 

Q3, Lax vs 
Controlled 

Stable vs 
Tense 

SH 
USE 

SH 
mn 
SR 
mn 
SH 
SSR 

SH 
mn 
SR 
mn 
SR 
HSR 
SR 
HSR 

SR 
ISR 

SR 
mn 
SR 
NKR 

SR 
KSR 

SR 
WW 

SR 

SR 
HSR 

31 
9 
23 
15 
16 
13 
21 
15 

26 
10 
20 
13 
18 
16 

U* 
12 
18 
15 
22 
8 

13 
16 
16 
1? 
18 
16 

27 
13 

0 
18 

0 
15 
i 
17 
o 
11 

o 
il*. 
l 
13 
1 
20 
1 

0 
21 
0 
18 
0 
19 

0 
21 

0 
15 
3 
17 
1 
16 

13 
0 
18 

X 
23 
1 
S3 
0 
18 

1 
20 
2 
15 
1 
21 
1 
23 
0 
20 
3 
19 
1 
20 
1 
22 
2 
X5 
0 
24 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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Table III — 

as Analysis of Female Self Ratings to Cattail's J^ 

Faetor Self Rated Agree- pi3a^©©js»nt. Contra-
Title lot Self Rated ment by it byt> 1 dietfewx 

A, Warm vs 
Aloof 

0, Emotional vs 
Mature 

E, Submissive vs 
dominant 

F, Glum, Silent vs 
Enthusiastic 

a, Casual vs 
Conscientious 

H, Timid vs 
Adventurous 

1, Teu^h v® 
Sensitive 

t. Trustful vs 
Suspecting 

M, Conventional vs 
Beeentric 

H, Slaple vs 
Sophisticated 

0, Confident vs 
Insecure 

Ql, Conservative vs 
Experimenting 

Q2# Dependent vs 
Self Sufficient 

Q$$ Lax vs 
Controlled 

Qfe9 Stable vs 
Tense 

SR 
flSR 

SR 
HSR 

SR 
mm 
SB 
MSB 

SR 
R5R 

SR 
HSR 

SR 
KSR 

SR 

*2*R 

SR 
HSR 

SR 
HSR 

SR 

13 1 

SR 
SISR 

SR 

SR 

10 
7 
11 
5 

3 
6 
6 
9 
10 
7 

I 
It* 
5 

I 
I 
I 
12 
5 

1 
7 
o 
7 
0 
7 
0 
7 
0 
3 
o 
7 
o 
10 
0 
7 
1 

0 
10 
0 
3 
0 
7 
0 
8 
0 
Q 

0 
7 

o 
5 
o 
10 
0 
6 
0 
5 
o 
u 
0 
7 
0 
6 
0 
8 
0 
8 
0 
10 
0 
7 
1 
9 
o 

0 
9 
0 
6 

1 
o 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
© 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
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Table 1?*-

Analysis of F'eaale Self Rating! 
Obtained by th© Match Person \ 

s to Cattell*s |$ 
»ith Trait Task T*ffe) 

4s 
• 

Factor Self Rated A&re©- Disa^reeiaent Contra* 
Title Hot Self Rated ment byti by*>l dictior 

A, Warm vs 
Aloof 

G, Ebiotional vs 
Mature 

S, Submissive vs 
Dominant 

F, Olua, Silent vs 
Enthusiastic 

3, Casual va 
Conscientious 

H, Timid vs 
Adventurous 

I* Tou^h vs 
Sensitive 

Js$ Trustful va 
Suspecting 

M, Conventional v© 
Bocentric 

B, Slnjplo vs 
Sophisticated 

0 # Confident vs 
Ins©euro 

01* Conaervatlvo vs 
Experimenting 

02 t Dependent vs 
Self Sufficient 

Q3» Lax va 
Controlled 

Oil, Stable vs 
Tease 

SB 
HSR 

SH 
HSR 
SR 
>3SR 

SHB 
SR 
HSR 

SR 
KSR 

SR 
?ir,R 
SB 
HSR 

SR 
HSR 
SR 

SR 
MR 
SR 
HSR 
SH 
TO5R 
SH 
RSR 

KSR 

" 

12 
2 
8 
3 
10 
9 
11 
5 
10 
3 
9 
11 

* 

P. 
9 
11 
XL 

10 
6 

Ji 
1 
17 
6 
5 
15 
12 

0 
9 
0 
12 
0 
11 
0 
8 
0 
7 
l 
10 
0 
10 
0 
11 
0 
9 
0 
5 
0 
5 
0 
8 
0 
9 
1 
10 
0 
3 

0 
15 
0 
12 
0 
17 
0 
12 
0 
16 

0 
15 
0 
9 
0 
18 

2 
11 
0 

1<! 
1 
15 
0 
10 
0 
6 
0 
17 
0 
9 

0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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2* Relationships Between 1,6, }\*:>'-,% Scores and Peer Ratings* 

Sow attention will center on the rale group first of 

all, then on th© female croupj finally a comparison will be 

made between th* two ~ro*rps* 

The Hal® Group* To repeat, tiers w® compare indivi­

duals rated by peers as belonging to ore pol© of a 3^ ?.*rfi 

factor to Individuals rated by peers an belonging to th© oppo­

site pol© of th© saaj© factor. They arc compared on the basis 

of their 16 p*P*. scores* Significant differences war© found 

for factors: A {Aloof versus Warm), F plum, Silent versus 

Enthusiastic), H (Conventional versus Eccentric) and 01 (Con­

servative versus hxperliaaating} • The reatalnlng eleven factors 

revealed no ni ,niflcent relotlor-ships between scores on the 

16 P.*, and ratines of peers* Table V, presents tfct» statis­

tical results obtained on th© above rased factors* It Is of 

Interest to note that these ,«st 'irifieant factor findings corres­

pond with the factors which have be«n found si^alficant in the 

reliability study of the 16 f*F* as seen in Tabic I, page 27 • 

The Female CJroup, Since two female .-roup* were used 

each will be reported nepar&tt-ly ap-1 then the combined results 

will b& presented* 

**ehool "A" results show sl^lflcn.vt .'•olafciw.'UJhlpa be* 

%vmwi scores on tho i&JPj£j, And **atiny,3 ol" vj«er?* on factors 

F (31uw* Client versus Enthuei'; title), II (Timid versus Advent­

urous), M (Step!© v@«ras Sophisticated), 0 (Confidant varsu® 
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?nble V , -

Heans, Differences between 16 P*,g* ecoros and £*s Obtained 
From «ii© I'lale Group on Factors Related to ?ccr Ratings?* 

Factor H 
WinrifiiciBiiriintmtfwe 

D 

66 
7k 1 •39 i.o5 2.853 ,01 

F* 
6.I4.0 1.63 2*772 *01 

M1 

II 6.51 
5»&6 .65 2*237 .05 

01' 3 17 
10 

6*76 
tj.*o0 

2*16 2.177 .05 

'1' Obtained" a$' aajorlt'ty of oho ievei * 
2 Obtained at majority of two level. 
3 Obtained at majority of three level* 
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I n a s c u r e ) , 02 (Dependent vernua Ge l f - ru f^ ie ien t )* and QJ4, 

(Stable versus Tens©). The nine remaining fac tors were found 

below a l e v e l of s ign i f i can t r e l a t i o n s h i p between r a t i ngs of 

peers and s e l f rating's on the 1.6, P*?*, 

Reaulta obtained from the school **DW group. Indica te 

s i r n i f l e a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p s for fac to rs A (Aloof vor-aus Warm), 

and ¥ (Glura, " l l & ^ t versus £nthuflia*»tte) * The remaining; 

t h i r t e e n f ac to r s did not show s ign i f i can t re la t ionship® b e ­

tween s e l f r a t i n g on th© 16( P*.F» and r a t i n g s by peers* fable 

VT, presen ts tho results* of th© s ign i f i can t f indings i n both 

aehools* 

Cortbln^nc the two female f;rc-npa tho following fac to r s 

were found t o bea r s ign i f i can t r e l a t i onsh ips with peer r a t ­

ings? A (Aloof verstta Warn), F (Glum, S i l en t versus Enthusias­

t i c ) , H (Tis&d veraua Adventurous), N ( S i a l i c versus Sophis­

t i c a t e d ) , 0 (Confident veraya Insecure ) , 03 (£aj£ versus Con­

t r o l l e d ) , and Ql|. (Stable versua Tense)* Tine eosaparison of the 

remaining el-jht factor® with peer rating® did not show s i g n i -

f l e a n t f ind ing• • Table VII provider the s t a t i s t i c a l data of 

the f ac to r s wher« a l ^ I f l e a n t r e l a t i o n s h i p s were found* 

Cotapsring the f iwUnrs obtained from the raale and 

f err a l e groups i t wae discovered t h a t t he 1^ ?>?., fso bores found 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y r e l a t ed t o p«>r r a t i ngs wore not n i l the same 

fo r both groups* Those found sl-jnific-nit In t h e jnale group 

*.»rc th© fac to r s uMcfc yielded £l j<±fle->.nt r e l i a b i l i t y coeffl*. 
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Table VI . -

Heans* Differences between l£P*ff. scores and t ' s Obtained 
From the Two Femle Groups on ftne Factors ItelaTed to Pe©r 

Ratings * 

School Factor H H D e p 
— • » • « ! » • ' I l l — — w — — — — — ' II ••IIITIHWII'—«»n—«»i IIWH in n n — M M W — — > 

A ^ 23 6.00 2»3* 2.14.99 *02 

H x l l loo **37 2*025 .05 

13 IM !•» ft.l»66 .05 
01 H 2 J S *•<* 3.133 .01 

13 IJI X*le9 3*458 ,01 

^ 31 5.97 1«9° 2*"?12 • 0 1 

B A2 13 
19 

10 

ItU 2 ^ 2*^5 .01 

I:fl 3.*$ 3.001 .01 

1 obtained' a t majority of one leve l ; 
Z Obtained at -lajorifcy of two lovel* 
3 Obttolfied at a&jorlty of three levol* 
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Tabic VII** 

ttaana, Variances and £*» for the Cossblned Oroupa of Females* 

Faetor it H «T2 

63 7.11 5.0168 2*2a% *05 

20 5.B5 U.7275 lj-#S00 * 0 0 1 

K^ 29 6*79 U.«a053|. " » ^ "™-
29 $*69 3.3179 z*lj^ *0^ 

O2 31 6.68 2.733k " m~ ' 

Q31 75 6*55 5 .3W - ' • « . '« ; 
53 5.63 5.6276 2 * W *°5 

28 1*22 5*6013 . .~,Q Acr 

kB 6*00 5.1*981 2 * x ^ *05 
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c l e a t s of c o r r e l a t i o n Manuring the 16 P.F,* experimental r e ­

l i a b i l i t y * The females on *"h© other hand did not exh ib i t th i s 

phenomenon. Out of sovsan fee torn Which were found Muni f icen t ­

l y r e l a t e d to peer r a t ings o"lr fonr corresponded to fac tors 

r e l i r l i l y iioasur*.1. by th© 16, ?.**. These comparisons a re p r e ­

sented for the r sader in Tnblc VIII* 

3* I n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Tiesults* 

These f indings for both the male and female groups 

mist now be in te rp re ted* 

Perhaps the vm&t i?ap©rt«nt aspect t o eon s i dor i s the 

Qual i ty of the verbal desc r ip t ion of th© pe r sona l i t y f ac to r 

poles a r r ived a t by f a c t o r i a l a n a l y s i s . I t I s boli©v@d tha t 

the p u r i t y of a xaathe*mtlcally I so la ted pe rsona l i ty f a c t o r 

w i l l suffer when an attempt i s mad© a t & verbal r ep re sen ta ­

t i o n of I t s behavioral eo^onen t s* £he above reasoning w?g 

a r r ived a t by the empirical Inspect ion of th® f ae to r pole des ­

c r i p t i o n s used In thl& sttrly* I t was round t W t t h e r e I s con­

s ide rab le overlapping in there desc r ip t ions thus making spool* 

f i e d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s d i f f i c u l t for tho r a t e r s * 

Next In ondftT* a t t en t ion «houT«-"i "hr* p&ixt^r*A f'ri the ana­

l y s i s of tt o coelf.l T*sl l ty of thm <„< hohsnrloral de <criptii> s , 

Vtyon exftnining them i t heeonaa evident the t *K>no fac to r s nay 

h e a r a g r e a t e r amount of s o c i a l l y undesirable beitavioral coo-

pone^ts thar c t i e r s ? rz t r e s u l t , l i e ; rxy r l lend t! cnrelves 
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Tabic VIII— 

Comparison of Significant Factors, for the "ale and '"©male 
areups, to the Corresponding Ooofrielents of Reliability om 

* » tf*..ft,&,. 

.'•tjrjj.iiaa.air.1! ajiitwianriwiirmiiigi i»if iflswwyww mstttfau 

<& 

Factor ^ f g 
Ha'ie ' " female &ie ' Yene!* 

A 2.853 £.263 »3©9 *397 

? 2*772 k.200 *7U8 A59 

H 2.157 - . 3 ^ 

M 2*237 .359 

K 2A$2 <**X01 

v 3»^K^^» **133 

QX 2*177 *309 

Q3 2.190 .295 

«2« 
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as readily to identification of peers or self by the raters. 

To substantiate this possibility the writer asked thirty-six 

graduate students of the School of Psychology era Vclucetian 

of the University cf Ottawa to r««d orxh behavioral dororip** 

tlon and indicate th® social acceptability of each faetor for 

males and females. The factors predominantly '-entioned as 

more socially acceptable corresponded to those Which here hem 

found significant in the ssain study where self ratios on the 

16 ?*F« were coopered to ratings of peers* Thus a two-fold 

possibility enoivpss a) those factors t-.hich b»sar r.orc social 

acceptability are easily dlscer^o^ and reported objectively 

by the adolencents of this study, hence the correct ĵ drjaent 

of peers on th© traits and the resultant identification of 

those self rated on the ,̂ 6r ff,*j ,»r. b) the Items on the I|[6i ff *ff-qi 

corresponding to these socially accepted traits present leas 

difficulty In self Identification; hence 1-san Ledtstion is 

rehired by tho adoxt-ncont to respond to the itt-a spontaneous­

ly. 

The presence of mori lltA l'n*H*a factors rclatec: to ratings 

by ,>corr» in th© female ,;roup ;ij ;ht he ultrihiiU.ci to th.© posoi-

bility thr.t fcrsalss .if f'-t •* -., :. :;:c:iuion and i ;rporioncc are 

prcb*»bly BIO re tioreepiivo, have *.nrc i"'sl?»,ht Ami social o.-perl* 

one** or? the factors *?hsro relationships wro "?o- rJ between 

self ratings on the 1^ ?,£*, and ratings by peero* 
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Finally the coefficient® of reliability of the fifteen 

factors found by the split-half correlation method, call for 

siuch caution and reserve In th© interpretations of the find­

ings In this study. 

These results tend to reject th© null hypothesis* that 

there Is no relationship between the score® QU th© 1ft P.P. 

and classmate*s judnpimits on the Hatch Person With Trait Task. 

for factors A* ?* H, and 01* In the ~xole group and for factors 

A, F. !I, r, 0 t 03. and Ql|f In the female ::roup» 
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In this Investigation socking relationships between 

self ratings i.e*, scores on tho 16 jP,.^* French Porta *C*t 

and ratings of peers* significant relationships wore found 

to exist for factors &.F.M* and Ql in the male group* and 

factors A, P. T>. N. 0* Q3, and QiLf. In the female group* 

The analysis of the©© findings seems to Indicate a 

variety of possible conclusions* 

The difficulty in translating ptsr̂  factorial enti­

ties into behavioral descriptions nay have affected the 

reliability of th© Items* The social acceptability of the 

factor descriptions, hypothetically different for males and 

females* could have brought aboi t tho relatlrnahips report­

ed. The lack of w e n social acceptability, on the other 

hand could have caused an inconsistency of ratings with a 

consequent lack of relationships b®tween self ratings and 

ratings of peers* 

The presence of more personality factors significant­

ly related to peer ratine® in th© female group ml- ht b© 

attributed to the possibility that fassies of that age, edu­

cation and experience are more perceptive, have rsore insight 

and social experience related to those factors* 

Conclusions of this Investigation must be restricted 

to speculation because of the low reliability eoefficiants 



CUMMAHJT AKD COFCLiTilChS J g 

found in the experimental study of the instruments. 

Two suggestions energs from this study for possible 

further Investigations* 

An atteiapt should be made to determine for male and 

female populations the social acceptability of response to 

factor descriptions and the Items on the 1ft gJP^ 

Secondly, overlapping of faetor descriptions should 

be studied and ameliorated to obtain a closer parallel between 

the faetor purity and its behavioral panoramas. 
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pa lgn , 111*, Institute"1" fo r ^©rsonal'fty m a Abi l i ty"Cost ing , 
19£7, II-£U P . 

A de ta i l ed presenta t ion of th© 16 P.F,.,, Test and the 
desc r ip t ion of the f a c ' o r s I t rwrports •fco" laeasb re * Useful 
In tho cons t ruc t ion 'o f tho expertnenttil derlr*n C.T' choice of 
f a c t o r desc r ip t ions* 

«——M»«.# Handbook rsupp^crcenfr for ?orr.s C of vhy s i x ­
teen Persona l i ty factor,,/, ̂ c's'tio^nair'c.' uW Aft >h~% _^y-g^"',» 
Champaign, I I I . , I n s t i t u t e for 'Persors&lity and" Ab i l i t y ' ' 'Sost-
i n g , 1956, 22 p , 

A nanus! for th© Ift ?*?.» Form C* Includes behavioral 
f a c t o r desc r ip t ions as usodr" In a t r ans l a t ed form In t h i s I n ­
v e s t i g a t i o n . 

- M — » — • Personality....and h'oti%>atlQ , otr;uc,turc..&nd 
- , . . - , i i i mm j i III~*»I»—»*MM<I ujiiiiiî ini m «n»mmtpSmt '•" y»,'*''.JWlWl" mmmiiri mm 

Heasurement,« «ow Aor^, t*orld Sook Co*, 1957* xxiv-W* p . 
A'comprehensive presen ta t ion of th© t h e o r e t i c a l and 

p r a c t i c a l I s sues of Cat te l l*o work* " s s o n t l a l for the under­
s tanding of lils theory and the mrthtdolo le«0L and t h e o r e t i c a l 
corcponentn of h i s ins t rument . 

>, "Validat ion and i n t e n s i f i c a t i o n of the 
1 ; P.i*', l i t f . r t lonnairc" , in Journal c ^ ' P H r l c a l I'aycbolojar* 
Vol* 12, ; .o. J% *uly lvi>o, p* 2D>-ZLi»r* 

An exposi t ion of on attempt to s t re^^then the I n s t r u ­
ment by no ens of fac tor ana ly t i c procedures*' Useful \r\ undsp. 
s tanding the manner w! srohy v a l i d i t y v-<n «ch!evod for the 

S i l l s , A*, "*?he Val id i ty or Persona l i ty 1* • j t ionneizee" 
i n PavcholorloAl hu l l e t l a , . Vol, »}3, Ho* ';, " o p t . 19tj6, p . 3 ¥ -
l|l|.0* 

A de ta i l ed review of v a l i d i t y s tudios conducted on 
p e r s o n a l i t y Quest ionnaires* A valuable source- for a review 
of v a l i d a t i o n techni^uo" c^p lTsd In th© past* 
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! S f l l 0 n y ^ ^ t f C,P"tr<ft, Mew York, MeMillMo C o . , , l W , 
xxlil-55v p* 

A description of various methods of ratl-v, techniques. 
Essential lr providing information abo^t th-.1. £;U,cp,fl.,;̂ o tech­
nique which was r-artiaily adopts-: la th is inv«,"s t i (psu ion * 



AFFBEDICB3 



APPEWDXX 1 

STATISTICAL DATA Kffi HALF? 

Factor and I H <Ex2 D t p 
Majority 

7k 6.3k 364*88 1«°> 2.853 .01 
A » 2 I f 7#ko 155*63 _ _, -, - , i ,.-# 

6*S2 172.88 1*04 2*114 .05 A,3 21 6.62 7k*86 _ e„ r t 

16 6.06 68.88 *56 .830 
C.1 7k 5.78 k02.66 . . " _ 

63 5.52 309.69 •** *652 
0,2 45 5.82 298 .k7 

* 30 5.30 116.30 .$2 .929 
C,3 31 6*16 238*33 

* 23 5.13 91.68 1.03 1493 

78 4.77 453.62 .06 .136 
s,2 42 5.05 353.80 

46 4.59 215.2k .46 .836 
s*3 30 5*27 271.78 
^ 27 4.74 147.25 .53 .901 

F - l *»•> 7-89 385-21 
" f I I I ?59:I 1-27 2.602 .01 
9 9 t o 8.0^ 278-Ok 9 U 6 4 0 345:48 1-63 2*772 .01 
*%3 2^ 7*^6 182.92 , ft_ ^ . , n _ 

9 Ft 6.04 198*92 1-92 2.648 ,01 
o . i 66 7.20 412*14 ,, n _ 

9 66 6*56 286.02 .64 1.592 
0.2 40 7.45 239.80 

44 432 181.20 .59 1.190 
0.3 25 6.76 82.62 

* 29 6*83 116.17 *07 .132 



APPSKDIX 1 48 

STATISTICAt DATA FOR MAtRS (Cont 'd*) 

Factor and 
Majority 

I? M £SK2 D P 

Hpl 

Hf2 

H.3 

1,1 

X mm. 

1,3 

L.2 

L,3 

H.1 

Hf2 

Hf3 

1*1 

Ht2 

1*3 

81 
69 
?* 40 
34 
21 
76 
59 
38 
31 
20 

19 

64 

25 

67 
76 
31 
36 
13 
22 
6 

41 

23 

7.07 
6*40 
Ml 
6*52 
4.89 

1:1! 
4.74 

5.27 
HI 
4.86 
; . is 
..16 

6*5! 
5.66 
6.93 
5.78 
6*31 
6.04 

5.89 
5.95 
5.83 
?*4 
6.08 
5*74 

388.31 
303.06 
25544 
149 *6o 
1&&44 
47.23 

611*00 
241.91 
324.76 
125.96 
190.50 

79.73 

330*30 
286*82 
174*32 
158.14 
92*43 
8347 

314.74 
457 4 4 
173.72 
212.28 
88.82 

144.92 
234.13 
413.60 
245.85 
208.20 

97.92 
126* 

•65 1.8 

.68 1.519 

•95 1.709 

•50 1*142 

.90 1*140 

1.11 1*279 

*$2 1.402 

•JUL »AicJJ 

1.02 1*543 

.85 2*237 

1*15 1.926 

.27 .291 

•06 .167 

.19 .301 

,34 .499 

.05 



AFFBHDIX 1 49 

STATISTICAL DATA FOR HALK? (Cont»d,) 

Factor and If M Sx 2 D t p 
Majority 

0 , 1 SJ I4f 358.55 ,_ „ . 
' 71 | 4 £ ^{53.56 »12 ?3l6 

° » 2 40 5.65 215.00 
* 45 5.29 267.06 .36 *688 

°*3 20 5.60 62*80 
32 5.38 161.36 .22 .365 

QI*1 It S-71 316.01 
68 547 328.94 *24 .588 

3 1 * 2 32 6*22 209*47 
24 5.38 103.63 .84 1.292 

^ ^ 1 ? 6*T6 113.06 « , , « ,„„ „,, 
10 ^.60 3^40 2*16 2.177 .05 

32.1 JO 7.66 199.77 
~>\ ft ?*§! 232.03 -0^ *1S3 
02*2 43 7.56 110*60 

' 35 7.29 141.14 *z7 .651 
^ * 3 19 742 46*63 

16 ? 3 i 71^94 -36 .553 
^ ^ T8 6*55 399.31 _,. , ___ 

63 6.03 367.94 ^ 2 x^w 

32 5*50 228.00 ^ 1 1451 
$3*3 2 0 5.75 103.75 „« . « 

17 547 sf J>4 ^ -3% 
04,1 60 5.60 363.94 rt« 

77 5.52 377.22 .06 *199 
^ 2 3$ 5.63 i44.l7 „ „ft„ 

39 5.74 186*97 •! ! +2°7 
Q4»3 19 5.26 129.68 

16 6*06 78.94 *®° *939 



APFOTDIX 2 

« A « STATISTICAL DATA FOR FTsftALTtt, SCHOOL MA 

Factor and 
Majority 

A*l 

A,2 

**3 

o.l 

C,2 

c,3 

E,l 

B,2 
• 

E.3 

F,l 
-

F,2 
-

F,3 

0,1 

0,2 

0*3 

» 

32 
35 
20 
22 
12 
10 

35 
25 
19 
19 
11 

31 
43 
22 
27 
17 
13 

24 
37 
16 
23 
12 
10 

28 
3Q 
21 
19 
16 
12 

M ^ac^ D P 

6*78 209*52 
7.26 176.77 *48 .&05 
7.15 166.50 
6.77 109.80 .38 *6ij4 
6.75 110.22 
5.90 20.90 M .884 

5*97 292.94 ln _ , 
5.57 lk2*40 «4o .716 
6.4o 160.00 
5.79 79.08 .61 1.075 
6.63 12448 
5*91 64.93 «?2 «731 
3.55 153.60 
3.14 208.18 .41 .779 
3.95 104.90 
2.85 143.34 1*1° l-66 '?' 
4.12 91.69 „ . , 
2.62 61*02 1.50 1*714 
7.67 139.36 
6.67 188*15 I* 0 0 1*619 
8.31 103.50 
6.00 120.00 2.31 2.499 .02 
8*53 75.68 
5.60 68*40 3.23 2.811 .02 
7.96 108.92 
7.29 151.66 .67 1.334 
7.67 78.69 
7.68 80,06 .01 .015 
7.56 69*88 
7.83 65.66 .27 .310 



AFFBHDIX 2 51 

STATISTICAL DATA FOR PRHALEf,. SCHOOL "A" (Cont'd.) 

stiamMBMMswKwar 

Factor and K M Zy& D t 
Hajority 

V 

M 49 5.61 255.53 
28 5.13 68.0k 4 3 .610 

H,2 30 5.73 165.78 _ .» 
18 5.22 53.14 '51 -764 

H»3 16 6.37 65.S0 , _ „ _ , 
16 5.00 44.00 1*37 2.025 .05 

1,1 37 7.1*3 138.90 26 7.42 114*44 • 0 1 *0 1 6 

l»2 17 3.35 91.84 , „, , ™e 
14 7.21 72.30 1*14 1.328 

1,3 7 8 4 3 23.68 
11 6.82 61*61 1*61 1.142 

X§X 35 5.00 20k.00 
41 5.15 175.02 .15 .28S 
2$ 5.08 105.93 *39 .568 

fc.3 3 5.00 39.00 _ , w 

* 16 5.25 76.96 .25 .116 
K.l 25 §.12 126.53 , , ,nf> 

* 42 6*48 208.46 .36 .626 
22 6.59 117.36 »°9 LO>> 

M»3 5 7-4$ 21.20 
15 6.13 83.78 1»27 1.018 

H.l 28 6.21 62*60 . . . . 
34 5.53 130*k4 *m x*^m 

H.2 22 5.86 42.60 ,„ „ _ , 
24 5.25 70.14 * 6 1 x* 2 93 

K*3 13 5.92 14.97 , * - - , , , . n^ 
13 4.61 29.05 3-31 2.466 .05 



AFPEMDIX 2 52 

STATISTICAL DATA FOR FEMALE, SCHOOL "A" (ContM.) 

Factor and N M !%£ D 
Majority 

*m»mttmmmmmkmmmnm«i»> mnm\mi»itmmff0mmmmmmmmuiMiii wmmiw*mmm*iBmii»iimm* mm mamy mtim>mwmt****mtM*Mi+* . . m w 

p 

1*20 

2.02 

?.35 

2*346 

3.133 

2*803 

.02 

.01 

.01 

0*1 33 6.45 126.10 
3& 5.25 160*66 

0*2 15 7.13 45.78 
27 5*11 114.61 

0,3 10 7*10 32*90 
16 4.75 70.96 

01.1 29 4.52 175.23 
31 4.52 137.73 *00 *000 

01.2 18 4.78 107.14 . „ if, 
XL 4.36 46.55 •te * ^ ° 

01.3 (®t *oo m a l l ) 

^ * x 31 7.93 109.72 M 

26 6*96 98*92 .97 1»87£ 
02*2 15 7.87 61.78 , , ft , . - . 

13 6.38 57.02 1*49 3458 .01 
^ » 3 7 7.86 12.86 „ Q , ^ _ _ . 

5 6*00 10.00 1.96 2*236 *05 
03.1 43 6.28 190,72 _ , , f t / 

34 5*68 167.36 •«> 1*196 
03.2 24 6,55 85.90 . , AO, 

* 21 5.86 108*58 .69 1.086 
03.3 14 6*71 34.80 

10 6*20 89*60 *51 .518 
04 1 29 7.69 160,32 

9 41 6.32 214*78 1*37 2.404 .02 
31 5.97 158*94 1 < 9 ° 2*712 .01 

^ > 3 8 8.12 8*84 _ 
19 6.10 89.79 2,02 2413 .05 



APPENDIX 3 

STATISTICAL DATA TOR FEMALE?, SCHOOL "B n 

F a c t o r and B H 2ac2 D t 
M a j o r i t y 

F 

A A % 8.00 94.00 „ M , _ „ 
28 6.93 137.72 1-07 1.787 

A»2 13 8.77 36.27 „ „. „ „ / r . 
19 6.63 102.48 2 - l 4 2.765 .01 

A*3 7 9.00 16.00 „ „A ^ . 
10 6.90 48.90 2.10 2.049 

0,1 27 7*11 190*61 
28 5.89 188.82 L22 1.692 

0,2 17 7.18 15443 , . > 
14 5.57 111.36 i . 6 i 1.474 

0,3 11 6*91 82.93 ,Q ^ 
9 6,22 71.57 «69 •>2k 

5.1 20 4*75 113.70 I O 
33 4.27 166.45 «48 .723 

2.2 l 4 4.64 75.22 
20 4.80 67.20 .16 .202 

s.3 9 4.22 51*57 
9 4 4 4 34:i9 • » .202 

F, l 17 8.94 94.88 
f 30 7*27 199.78 1.67 2.150 .05 

F.2 11 9.09 88.93 , M , fl,ft 
? 17 7.23 89.01 1.86 1.838 

F*3 8 9.25 53.4? tf 

10 6.10 24.90 3.15 3.001 ,01 

3 lit IS:g .60 .830 
8 1$ iSS ^ X.050 

G*3 9 7.11 34.87 , ._ , _,A 

* 11 5.64 92.55 **47 1.230 



APPEKDIX 3 54 

STATISTICAL DATA FOR FTMAK'S, SCHOOL "B" (Cont'd*) 

Pnetor and 
Majority 

H Sx** 3> t 

iWfW.MwW>»liiiWW»fii«iWMW) mliWlWi w w w 

H f l 

Ht2 

H#3 

1,1 

1,2 

1*3 

L , l 

L,2 

^»3 

M , l 

M*2 

M,3 

8*1 

H,3 

30 
23 
19 
15 

13 

22 
27 
9 

13 

10 

28 

1 

11 

17 
32 
12 
21 

7 
9 

23 
28 
16 
16 
10 
10 

6.83 
6,61 
6*79 
6.6? 

IS 
8,09 
7.74 
844 
8,23 
8.33 
7.90 

4.79 
4.86 
4.88 
437 
4.36 

6*23 
5*87 
6*67 
6,00 
6*14 
6*. 
6*56 
5.39 
6.94 
5.62 
7.50 
5.90 

156*20 
69*43 

105.08 

50*82 
35.21 

113.86 
155.25 

28.19 
72.27 
9.34 

56.90 
145.86 
157.44 
48.96 

103.69 
10.90 
54.55 
63.01 
157.60 
52,68 
88.00 
kO.86 
32*15 

109 St 
132*62 
82*88 
59.80 
66*50 
48,90 

*22 

.12 

.77 

.35 

(J*JH1*Jk» 

.43 

.07 

*o4 

.51 

.378 

.169 

1.037 

.509 

.457 

.349 

•091 

*045 

#560 

.36 

.30 

.554 

•869 

.137 

1*17 1.594 

1*32 1*713 

1.60 1*413 



APPKBDIX 3 $$ 

STATISTICAL DATA FOR FTOALKr , SOI'OOL "fl" (Cont 'd .) 

Factor and H M 2*2 D 

Majority 

Q4.31 
17 6,06 104.88 AO 416 

P 

0.1 23 5.7k 92 4 9 
? 2k 5.0k 124.92 .70 1.091 

0,2 16 6.25 32*96 
21 5.00 122*00 1*25 1.791 

0,3 10 6,10 20.90 , , _ , 
12 5.17 57*68 .93 1.096 

01.1 2k 4.87 20k*70 w 
24 4.71 76.86 *16 .224 

01.2 12 k.83 113.68 
14 IA 57l72 .03 .033 

01*3 7 6.00 70.00 „ nn M ft 

10 4.70 46.10 1.30 .948 
^ IS 24k 1 2 ? * 07 h66 

23 7.87 74.71 *2' »466 

02,2 18 8.11 97.74 ^ ,„, 
12 7.58 26.96 .53 .674 
7 7.28 17.44 •"* *777 

^»x 32 6.91 202*78 
1? 5.53 130.72 x*38 1.826 

03.2 18 6.55 11840 
Ik 5.64 109*22 .91 .927 

03.3 13 6.38 111.02 , rtn „ _ t o 
10 5.10 46.90 1«28 1*148 

04.1 21 6 4 8 185.23 , . „ , 0 
31 6.61 1^3.39 .13 .169 

04.2 13 6.46 05.21 



APPEKDIX 4 

STATISTICAL DATA FOR SCHOOLS HA" AND "BM 

COMBIfiKD 

Factor and 
Majority 

» M P 

A , l 
-

A,2 

A,3 

C, l 

56 
63 
33 
41 
19 
20 

68 
63 

7.30 
f , JLJL 

7.79 
6.71 
7.58 
6*4o 
6.42 
5.71 

0,2 

c,3 

J - ' , J . 

E,2 

H,3 

P , l 

F,2 

F,3 

0,1 

0,2 

0,3 

33 
3o 
20 

% 76 
36 
47 
26 
22 

41 
67 
27 
4D 
2G 
20 

52 
66 
37 
36 
25 

6.72 
5.70 

6.05 

4.02 
3.63 
4.22 
3,68 
4,15 
3.36 

8*44 
6.94 
8*63 
6.52 
9*00 
5.85 

7.73 
7.11 

7*05 
7 4 0 
7*22 

5.7845 
5.0188 
6,7711 
5.1825 
7.8211 
3.7400 

5.2827 
7.6330 
5.7827 
6.9319 
6.84 " 

5.5844 
5.2430 
5.1165 
5.4091 

5.1285 

6,1639 
5.8790 
7.2739 
5.5949 
6.5003 
4.7275 

4.6167 

4.3527 
7.4078 
4.2367 
8.0763 

2*263 

1*862 

1.532 

1.614 

1.708 

.895 

.929 

1.059 

1.179 

3.061 

3.297 

4.200 

1.512 

.860 

.861 

•05 

•01 

.01 

.001 



APPBEDIX 4 57 

STATISTICAL DATA FOR roUOOLi' MAn AND "B" 
COMB IKED (Cont*d.) 

Faetor and 
Majority 

K,l 
• 

H,2 

H,3 

1,1 

1,2 

1,3 

L,l 

L,2 

L,3 

M,l 

H,2 

M,3 

K,l 

H,2 

H,3 

N 

79 
£l 
49 
33 
29 
29 

59 
53 
26 
27 
13 
21 

59 
69 
27 
42 
16 
27 

42 
74 
24 
43 
12 
24 
51 
62 

4o 
23 
t^i^f 

M 6^ 

6*07 5*562k 

5.82 3.2016 *694 

1$ liti *553 
f i l l fcg& 2.157 .05 
7.68 4.3859 _.. 
7.58 5.1141 *244 
8*38 k.6184 
7.70 5.6142 1*097 
8.36 2.5125 , . ,_ 
7.33 5.9343 x<&* 
4.91 5.9405 „ 
5,03 4.8385 *^3 
5*23 4.1769 ,, „ 
5*00 5.0006 *442 
4*94 3.1230 ^ 
4.89 5.0620 «081 
6.16 4.5158 „._ 
6*22 5.0381 *143 
6.58 5.0772 , rtn 
6,30 4*8628 491 
6*66 5,5576 dnA 
6,25 4.8529 *$°® 

6*37 3.3944 
547 4.2k7§ 
6.31 3.5865 5,40 3.2889 
6.61 4.1557 
5.17 3.7981 

«£ *t4J$^« 

2*167 

2*4^1 

.02 

.05 

,02 



APPfflEDIX 4 58 

STATISTICAL DATA POH SCHOOLS "A" AND MBH 

COMBINED (Cont'd.) 

Factor and 
Majority 

K P 

0,1 

0 ,2 

0,3 

01,1 

©JL,2 

01,33 

56 
60 
31 
48 
20 
28 

53 
$$ 

32 
25 

6*16 
5.17 
6.68 
5.06 
6.60 
4.93 
4.68 
4.60 
4.80 
4.64 

4.0254 
4.7703 
2*7334 
4.9324 
2,9400 
4.6375 

7.1988 
3.9105 
7.3613 
k,2324 

2.538 

3.682 

2.982 

.178 

.250 

.02 

.01 

.01 

02 ,1 

02,2 

02,3 

03 ,1 

03,2 

03,3 

, 1 

04,2 

04,3 

8*03 
1*39 
6.00 
6,96 
8.00 
6.75 

6.55 
5.63 
6*55 
HI 
6*55 
5.65 
7.18 
6.k4 
6.00 

4.1323 

4.8482 
3.7186 
3.8898 
2*6849 

5*3438 
5.6276 
k.8643 
6.2345 
5.4279 
7.1275 

7.2677 
5.549U 
5.6013 
<4981 

1.684 

1.926 

1.894 

2.190 

1 4 4 4 

1.200 

1.574 

2.179 

.05 

•05 

i'i]fl^WiiilrjjL»jg*' mtWM.wt.iiiww 

2 Data too smal l . 



APPENDIX 5 

COMPARISOr 07 IiALI: ATED P^IALT. ?T/-VIJ'.1ICAL DAi'A 

Faetor &v& Qlrls 
Majority 1 ' ' z ' ""Can&'inod Boys 
^Briber t t t t 

A , l .805 1.787 2.263 2.853 
A;2 *6k4 2*765 1.862 2*114 
A,3 .884 2*049 1.532 *830 

C,l .716 1*692 1.61k ,655 
C!2 1.075 1.574 1.708 .929 
c ;3 .731 .524 .895 1.493 

E , l .779 .723 .929 .136 
S,2 1*667 .202 1.059 .?36 
E,3 1.744 .202 1.179 .901 
P . I 1.619 2.150 3,061 2,602 
F ! 2 2 4 9 9 1.838 3,297 2.772 
p ;3 2.811 3*001 k.200 2*648 
0 ,1 1.334 .830 1.512 1*592 
G*2 .015 1.050 *660 1,190 
0 ,3 .310 1*230 .861 .132 

H. l .610 .378 *694 1.868 
H,2 .784 .169 .553 1.519 
H^3 2.025 1.037 2.157 1.709 

1,1 *0lS *509 *214 1*11+2 
T S 1.328 *k57 1.097 1.440 
1J3 1*442 .349 1.552 1*279 

L . l .288 .091 *293 1.402 
L*2 .566 *ok5 ,4k2 ,123 
h $ .116 .560 .081 1.543 



AFPFHD1X 5 60 

COMPARISON OF MALE AKD i*'KAU ST'VTIfTXCAL DATA 
(Continued.) 

Factor and 
Majority 
Number 

r 
t 

T 
t 

Con&Inod 
t 

Boy» 
t 

n$x 
K,2 
H,3 

1 ,1 
If , 2 
»»3 

0 ,1 
0,2 
0 ,3 

0 1 , 1 
01,2 
01,3 
02 ,1 
02-2 
02,3 

03 ,1 
03,2 
03,3 

04 .1 
04,2 
04,3 

•628 
1.053 
1.015 

1*486 
1.293 
2.466 

2*346 
3.133 
2.803 

.000 
,460 

1*872 
3,458 
2.236 

1.196 
1*036 

.518 

2.404 
2.712 
2 4 1 3 

.554 
,869 
.137 

1*594 
1.713 
1.413 

1.091 
1,791 
1.096 

.224 

.033 
,9k" 
466 
.674 
.777 

1*826 
.927 

1.14® 
.169 
4 1 6 

.143 
4 9 1 
•506 

2*167 

2.538 
3.682 
2.982 

.178 

.250 

1*684 
1*926 
1.89k 

2*190 
1444 
1*200 

1*574 
*4i6 

2*237 
1*926 

.291 

.167 

.301 
4 9 9 

.316 

.688 

.365 

.538 
1.292 
2.177 

.153 

.651 

.553 
1.310 

.364 

.199 

.207 

.939 
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ABSTRACT OF 

„ _ Bslationshlp Qf • J^smaei», gn the tf I m m ^ f e ^ 
Paefor questionnaire* ror^ »G» kj^h a i a s ^ f r o ^ ^ ^ e n t s *> 

The validity of personality questionnaires has in 

th© past bean approached by swarm of eemparing ©cores ob­

tained on tho questionnaire to ratings of poors on the per­

sonality factors which the questionnaire purport® to iseasure* 

In this study a French translation of Cattell*s 

16 P*?* form *C» end a peer rating task on the factor des­

criptions corresponding to th© sixteen factors wer© employed. 

It was hypothesized that there would b© no relation­

ship between scores on the 1$ P*P« and ratings of peers. 

To test the hypothesis a population of male m%& 

female French-Canadian high school students wer© chosen from 

grades eleven and twelve. Both groups were administered the 

16 ?.F* and a peer rating teak. The scores of individuals 

rated hy peers as belonging to one pole of the ̂ 6 P.F. 

factor were compared to individuals rated by peers as he-

longing to the opposite pole of the same factor. 

1 John 0* Wyspianski, naster'a thesis presented to 
the School of fsyclwlogy and Education'of th® university of 
Ottawa, Ontario, April, 1961, viI-62 p. 
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Significant relationships were found between 16 P.F. 

scores and ratings of peers for factors A, F* M* and 01, in 

the isale group, and factors A, P, H, N, 0, 03, and 04, in the 

female group. The above results tend to reject the null hypo­

thesis for these factors. 

The analysis of findings seeded to indicate a variety 

of possible conclusions. 

The translation of pure factorial entitles into behav­

ioral descriptions su&y have affected the reliability of th* 

items. The social acceptability of factor descriptions, hypo­

thetically different for ra&les and females, could have brou^st 

about the relationships reported* 

The presence of more factors significantly related to 

peer ratings in the female prow? might be attributed to the 

possibility that females of that age, education and eagperieiee 

are more perceptive, have mere Insight and social experience 

to these factors. 

Conclusions of this investigation ssust b© restricted 

to speculation because of the low reliability coefficients 

found in the experimental study of the instrunents. 

Two sucvieations for further research wer© nado. An 

attempt to determine the social acceptability of factor des­

criptions, &ml a study of the overlapping of descriptions for 

possible amelioration to obtain a ©loser parallel between 

factor purity and Its behavioral panorama. 


