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INTRODUGTIION

The gsneral area of psrson perception in soeial
psychology la compossd of many emsller aress each with its
own problems and guestions to be answered, The particular
aspeot of person pasrception to be investigated in this study
is the perception of personality treits of others, with
particular regard to the sontribution of socisl intelligence
to this aspect.

Hel ther perception of personality traite of others,
nor soclial intelligence hes been studied with respect te
sooial delinguents, The term, sooizl delinguent, as deflned
in this study refere to un adult incarcerated offender, At
the same time, sceiasl dellinguents would appeur to provide
fertile ground for study of these aspeots, since, enm groupe,
soclal delingquents can be spprosched as a kind of soclal
phenomenon. Thls leads one to speculate about their ability,
both in terms of social intelligence and their perception of
other persons. For example, it might be quasstioned whether
a lack of acuity in perceiving others is operating in their
behavior. On the other hand, one might consider the
opposing viewpoint that socolal delimgquents sbount in inter-
personsl sensitivity but because of their extreme ego-
centrism use this abllity im 2 soclally unacceptable or

destruetive manner, Still, anothsr approsscsh mipght be that
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social delinquents poseess a considerable interpersonal
faoility and aculty, which bessomee obsoured by the emphasis
society places instead on thelr sntlsccisl tendencies and
behavior,

Thias study does not purport L¢ laves.igate these
speculations. They serve, rather, to hlghlight the genersl
need for resesroh in this sres and the timeliness of this
study. The present investigation also makes use of several
procedural contirols not found in past research methodology
in this area, 1.e., 2 pultivariate type design and a somewhat
more objsctive method of measuring person perception which,
although far from being parfect, sesms to offer better
chances for expasrimentsl reproduclibility,

Chapter one is in three asctions, the first of which
providas a gensral orlentation to the study. This is
followed by a review of the single study related to this re-
search problem. 1ln ccnclusion, the formal statement of the
hypotbesis to be tested is staied.

The experimental design is set Torsth ip. chaspter two.
A review of the litersture on the test of social intalligence
used 1s followed by a description of the procedures adopted
for the measurement of persomality trait perception. The
description of the sample population and the statistical

procedures employed oconclude the chapter,
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In the third ohapter, the results ere presented snd
discussed, followed by the summary and concluslons with

impliocations for future resesrch,.



CHAPTER 1
PRESERTATION OF THE PHOBLEM
1. Background.

Peraon perception has besn atudled within a theore-
tical framework only for the past several decades. Prior
to this, the fleld of siudy wes referred to ss cheracter
Judgment, This latter approach wsa characterized by
studies in methodology, 8.%., showing the efficaey of
rating teehniques in personality assessment generally,
stetistierl procedures applicable Lo ratings primerily in
establishing reliabllity measures, and an emphasis cn
attempting to measure accuracy of Jjudgments, most of ten
using group opinion as the eritericn of acsuracy. Gensrsally,
mach of this work has remsined of historical interest only.
The most regent phase of study, now called person
perception, lupression formation or interpersonsl perception,

has taken on & more accsptable dimension in that it has besn

linked with perceptual theory. The thinking of aseh,l wolrre,?

1 8, Asoh "Earming Impressions of People"”, Journsl
¥ Bnd 'u yehology, Vol. 47, No. 3, 1948,

2 W, Wolft, IThe Exﬁggasiga of Personslity: ¥xneri-
Deoth Psyol ..a; rper snd Brothers, New York,
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¢ and Beiﬁerﬁ was approached with more

Erunswiuk.s Bruner,
or less stated or implied perceptual theory whioh can,
perhaps, be specirically called hypothasis theory, making
use of the concepts of sel, expuwotstion, or cognitive pre-
disposition as foceal polnis. 4 short rssume of this kind
of theorlzing might clarify what is mesnt. As Ason®
atated:
Ve look at a person and immediately e certain

impression of his character forms itself in us.

Thia ressrkesble capacity (...} is a precondition of

social life. Our impression is unified, it is of

one person.
After a series of experiments, he concluded thaet in forming
impressions the individual relates trait conoepts, whioh omn
be related fo specific behavior and therefore the unified
impression depends upon the raelationship of the concepts, and
not merely their summated characteristios. This emphesis
of the unified impression and the total impression being
more than the sum totel) of the parts ocan be clessified as a

Qestalt approach.

3 E. Brunswick, "Eemerks on Functionalism in Per-
ception”, Perceptlon and Perscpnaulity: A Symposium, ZEdited
by 4.8, Bruner, P. Kreoch, Duke University Press, 1950, p. 56-

65,

4 3.8 Brunar, ”Paraunality Dynamiocs and Perceiving"®
Any A 0 : , Edited by R. Blake and

5 ¥, Helder, The Psychol of terpersonel Relstion-
ships, John Wiley end Soms, New fork, 1958, p. ix-322,

6 Aach, Op. Cit., p. 258,
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Others have thought that in forming iszpressions of
other parsons one starts with partisl information., Theze
shreds of evidence are the bases of inferences about other
persons, a8 Bruner, Shapire and Tagulirl have said: "One
knows more about a perscn then what seems to be immediaialy
connoted by the sots one has witnsssed or the iaformation
¢ne has gained about him".? Acoording to this spprosoch,
whatever was inferred about others from these bits of
information .was based upon s set of expectations about
the nature of persons which procesads froa one's esperisnce
with behavior. The expectutions are justified by the
apparent c¢onslistencies end inconsistenclies of persons who
have beoome part of one's experience., Thias view is not
eseentielly eny different than Hilgard's®thinking except
that he postulated perceptusl purposefulness in that the
goal of perception is fundementally to keep the world stabls
and memnipgful and te echleve clerity snd definiteness in
apprehension of objeots even though the cues furnished
might be ambiguous.

7 §.8. Bruner, D, Bhapiro and R. Tegulri, "The
ﬂsaning of Traita 1n Ismlation end in eemhinatian" in
B Peg n ¢ terp al Behavior, Bdited by
fatra 0, Standford University Press,

&
1958, p. 277-288.

8 E. Kilgarﬁ, "Kol; or Laarning in Parception" in
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Emphasizing more basic considerations, the person

peroeption theorist conaiders that social interaction takes

up a good portion of a person's life and that among the many
possible modes of Dehavior in situations only a few ars appro-
priate. The appropristensss must be learned snd depends upon
sxperience. Te choose Lhe appropriste mode of behavier in s
given sltustion one amust "size up the situation™ so to speak.
This appropriuteness of behavior is mueh askin to conecepts of
soclal imtelligence es mentioned by AllportY and Thorndike.lO
From this arises the conslderstion that perhaps the theoreti-

cal tenet of choosing the appropriate mode of bshavior in a
social situation, cnd all thet it iaplies from a percsptual
point of view, oan be investiguted by the measurement of scclal
intelligence, Of interest, also, is that Allportll consldars
soclal intelligence to be one of eight requisites for accuracy
in Judging other persons' personality characterissics, Howsver,
little remesrch has besn reported to substantiate this
supposition,

A problem %o be jiuvestigated, then, is whether
soolal intelligence is asseciated with trazit perception. On
the basis of past resesrch literature, it could formslly be
hypothesized that theoretically it should be. Trait per-

ception, as defined ipn this study, refers to the ability

9 G.W. Allport, Persopnality: A Peychologicel Interpre-
tation, Henry Holt Co., Hew York, 1937, p. xiv-Bg8.

10 E.L. Thorndiike, "Intelligence end Lts Uses™,
Harpers Mazszine, Vol. 140, We. 836, 1920, p. 227-235,

1l Allporti, Op, Gi:., p. 516,
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of sooial delinquents to perceoive personality truits of
others, to the degree thst the other peracns say they
poasess these tralits, Categerically, this is an opers-
tional definition which does nol ioply thet the traits

under oonsideration sere reslicies, snd the true persona-
lity cheracteriatics of the parsons perczived. Accordingly,
the experimental hypothesis will necessarily test the re-
lationship ebtalned bhetween gociel intelllgence and specifie
personality tralts rether than glebal impressions, in order
to determine the contributery value of soclal intelligencs
in trait perception. Before stuting the hypethesis formslly,
perhaps it would be benafiolel to mote the past research
related % the problem.

2. Review of the ILiterasture,

The problea of soclal intelligence and its associa-
tion with asbility to perceive personslity traits of other

persons was investigatsd by Yernonl®

a8 pert of & larger
study. 8ince that time, further studies hzve not been
Teported.

Vernon’s study was concerned with twenty messures

obtained on forty-eizht subjsets, and the correlations of

12 P.E. Vernon, "Some Characteristice of the Good

Judeze of Perscnellty™, Journsl of Soelsl Psycholezy, Vol, 4,
RO. l, 1955, pd 4:‘3"589
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the twenty messures with judgments of personality traitis

of friends, selves, and strangers, Among the twanty
measures were four Rorschach scoring categorlass, two mea-
suren of gensral intelligence, the Moss-Hunt Soeiasl Intelli-
gence Test aubtests, 1929 edition, and varlious inter-
gubjeot ratings, Intsrcorrslations between thess variasbles
were found to be high,

Speecific to this study, were ihe intercerrelations
between Jjudgments of strangers and Moss-Hunt Test perfor-
mance.

The correlations obtalned betwesn Jjudgmentis and
the Judgment in Soclial Situations subtest wss .36, with
dJudging Emotions from Litersry Juotations £5, with Obser-
vation of Human behavior -.32, with Memory for Namem and
Fuces .44, and with Sense of Humor ,05, Judzmenis ware
also found to be related to sbstract intelligence {o the
extent of .31 which was of interest since abstract intelli-
gence test performence was highly correlsted with Moss-Hunt
Test parrormanae.lﬁ This suggested thut the obtained
correlutions were net pure enough teo substantiate the con-
elusions of the study by reason of the mutual influence of
the variables upon one snother without an atiempt to control

the interaction.

13 Vernon, Op, Cii., p. 54.
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Another criticiam of Vernon'z situdy was the method
of combining scores ussd as the judgment score. 4n
elaborute method of summation of varlous scores was das-
oribsd without any statistical basls for combining, i.e.,
signiTicance of diffsrences between scores was not checked
prior to summating and combinlng them. The question, then,
was whether or not the composite scores wers sppropriste.
Perhaps equally important, the relisbility of the scores,
instruments, and judgment scores were not mentioned snd
therefore it might be assumed that this was not investigated.

Finally, the sample was selected according to a
eriterion which consisted of heving esch of the forty-eight
subjects well acqueinted with at least 2ix other members
of the sample, This might huve introduced semple blases,
the influence of whieh could have produced biased results.
Neither was there mentioned that a control group was used
or st least lpveatigating the differences in judgment
scores between the subjects who knew each other and those
whom they did not know,

Accordingly, the obtained correlation between
the Moss-Hunt Test and Judgments of pereonslity charac-
teristics as messured in Vernon's study were not con-

sidered conclusive. Hal* also noted thst a

14 Vernou, Op. Cit., p. 56,



PRES"NTATION OF THE PROBLEM &

multivariste design should be used to control varisbdble
interaction effects on the correlations but intimutes that
his sample size wus pot suffioient for such alasborate
technicues,

The present study will iavestigate soclal intelli-
gence, comntrolling for gensral intelligence, and its rela-
tionship teo perception of personelity tralts of others,
asing a multivariate design as sugzested by Vernon. Another
variable to be azesessed a8 an independent varisble is edu-
gational level, since Cattelllﬁ suggested thet educst fonal
level could be a second scurce for & noted relationship be-
tween general intelligence and tact in soeisl situstions,
Age wae thought %o be another varisble which could be
Justifiably assessed in relation to psreeption of another's
personality treite, as it wes pnoted by the writer that the
soclal delipquents used in the stuady differed in =zoelal
adroitnessa, the older inmates being =more zooclaslly facile
end the younzer inmaites being more sooclally gsuche. Intelli-
gence will also be asgessed in this atudy aince the pre-~
viously noted relationship between parformance scores on
tests of abetract intelligence end performance on the

Hosp~-Hunt 7Test could be conslidered e contaminating variable

15 R.B. Cattell, Parsggg;éﬁx - % %x%tggatga
. apnd Pactunl Study, MoGraw Hll ok Co.,, New
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in terms of statistical inference, Bruner and Tagairils

heve presented an excellent review of the studies invesiigs-
ting the relstionship between general or abstrsct intelli-
gance and ability to perceive perscnallity treits of othsr
parsons., To review these studies here would be & repeti-
tion of their work. However, the concluslon they have

drawn from these siudies has indlieeted thatl thers i3 a
slight positive relationshlp beilwsen gensyral intelligence

and accuraoy of judging personallity traits of others,
b 8 m@mﬁﬁﬂiﬂo

Bsczuse of the complexity, often bordsring on
complete ambigulity, of past resesrch findim-.s, the hypo-
thesia tesied im this study was out of necessity atated in
the null form, since these studies d4id not lend much support
for stating & directional hypothesis, Accordingly, 1t is
hypothesized that soelsl lntelligsence is not a eontributing
variable %o personality trait perception. A48 noted pre-
viously, this hypothesis will be tested for each trait
singly, on the besis of the number of trsits found o be
reliable in the ratings. The methods and design used to
test the hypothesis will follow in the next chapter.

16 7.8, Bruuar and ﬁ. Tﬁguiri “"Perception of
iandbook of eey, Vol. 2, Addisen

People™, Handboc ] )
Vesley ee., am~ridge, ] a, D. 634—5“4.



CHAPTHR IX
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

This ohapter is a presentation of the procedurss
and mefthods used in testing the hypothesis, Section one
will eonsiat of asheort review of the litersture conecerned
with the measurement of sopcial intelligence and especially
that of the Moss-Hunt-Omwake Tesi. Sections two and three
will desl with the methods used in obtaining the dsla,
photographing the persons which wers used 28 the person
stimull for personslity trait perception, constructing a
personality tralt reting scasle, und obtainiag the data on
age, intelligence test performance, and sducatiensl level of
the inmate sample. Lsstly, section four will 4escribe the
sagple of lnamstes used 1& the study, testing conditions,
and procedures. Saec¢tion five deals with rellsability stetis-
tics and the last section will deseribe the statistical

methods used in analyzing the data,

1, The Moss-Humnt-Omwake Test.

One of the specifio intellectual abilities clited by
Z.L, Thorndiket in 1920, was sooial intelligence, This he

1l B,L. Thorpdike, "Intelligenoe and Its Usea”,
Herper's Magazinse, Yol. 140, No, 836, 1920, p. 227-.237.
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defined as, “"the abillty to understend and manage amen,
women, boys and girls, i.e,, to act wisely in humen rels-
tionshipa”.2
Following this, many asttempts heve besn made to con-
struct tests intended to measurs the socisl aspeet of in-
telligence. On the one hand, methods im which sociel
interests, attitudes and adlusiment were assayed; on the
other, the measurement of acguired szoclal information was

underteken, Thorndike and Eteinﬁ and 3aokaen4

have pre-
pared excellent reviews of these methods.

One of the earlliest attempts to measure social
intelligence with some degree of preclision was by F,.A. Moss
and T, Hunt in 1826, Thelr effort resulted in the ¥oss-
Huont Sceclal Intellizence ﬁggtspubliahed by George ¥ashington
University. This test has been revised twice, most recently
in 1949,

The Moss-Hunt Test conaists of five subtests
entitled Judgment in Social Situstions, Recognition of

the Mental State of the IJpeaker, Memory for Names

2 Thorndike, Op. Cit., p. 228,

8 R.L. Thorndike and 8. Steln, "An Evaluation of the
Attempts to Measure Soclal Intelligence™, Psycholozical
Bulletin, volt 3"' NQ- 5, 195'7, p. ﬁ75’%5.

4 V.D. Jackson, "Social Proficiency”, Journal of
Exparimental EBducation, Vol. 8, Ko. 4, 1940, p. 62%-47%.

S Hereafter referrsd to as the Moss-Hunt Test.
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and Faces, Observation of Humen Behavior,and Sense of

6 for this test range from =

Humer, Reported relladbilitiss
corrscted split-half of .72 to a .69 test-retest coeffi-
cient. Hunt reported the .89 when the ilest was adminls-
tered Lo & group of one hundred sophomores a seoccnd time
after a lapse of four mmntha.v Other reported reliabilities
have been lilated in the test mauual.s

On the basis of these reported relisbilitlies, ilhe
assumption csn be made thaet if the Hoss-Hunt Test has mea-
sured socisl ifntelligende, it has done sc relliably. Hewever,
it was noted that the relisbilitiez were obtalped for
samples ¢f shove aversge educstional level, j.,e., collsge
studente, high school seniors, and adults who had finished
high school,

Beveral typee of evidence have been asccumulated on
the validity of the Mesa-Hunt Tegt. Hunt® noted mavked
ccoupstionel differcnces in test scores; e.g., executive

aslesmen a2nd teachers made higher scores while clerks and

6 T. Hunt, "The Mensurcment of Soclal Intelligence™,

%g rosl of Agglieﬂ Payonoloay, Vol. 12, ¥o, 3, 1928, p. 317-

7 Ibid., p. 323.

& F.A. Moss, T. Hung, W, Omwake, and J. Woodward,

l Intelligence T gt Mspuml, George Washington Univmrsity
Ypychologieal Services, Washingtom, D'.C., 1949,

9 Hunt, Op, Cit., p. 324,
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unskilled laborers made low soovres. This might be evidence
if cne were to assume thaet executive salesmen znd teachers
were mors concerned with getting slong with people. Howsver,
s was pointed out subsequently by other investigators, no
effort was mede to study the effeais of verbal or ebstract
intelligenea as related to Moss-Hunt Test performancs.
Eﬁrang'sla data on 311 graduste students resulied
in no significant relationship between the Hosg-Hunt Test
scores and participation in club activities., Thorndlke
and Stein.ll in examining the distribution of the sotivity
soores in Strang's dats, noted a marked skewness and dhus
questionsd the correlation technique uszed and thus her
interpretation of the detu elso.
Broom*® found a coeffioient equael to .86 between
the Moss~Hunt Test snd the Thorpdlke Intellizence ¥xamina-~
tien. In the disounssion of the results he suggested the
possibilidy thsat resdinm s»bility was the eomzon factoer
which might have acocounted for the high corrslstion. In =
further study designed to partlal out ths effects of reading
ability, Broom conciuded:

10 R, Streng, "Reletion of Socigl Intelli%enae to

Certeln Other Fsotors”, Scheol and Seeiety, Vel. 32, No. 220,
1930, p. 268-378,

11 Thorndike and Stein, Op, Git., p. £79.
12 B, Broom, “é_ﬁots an tha Valiﬁlﬁy of a T&st of
S A & F 5 Y m REN

Socis)l Intelligsnce™, Jg¢
¥o., 4, 1938, p. 4&6-42.
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(eoe) that the ma:ked correlation baiween
Sooial Intelll - -enoce Test Scores and seadsmic intelli-
gence os messursd by the Thorndike Intelligence Exa-~
mination is really a self correlation of reading
comprenension as mezsured in the two tests. LReading
then 1s the compon factor ag suggested in the
earlier study.l

Thorndike, after s factor anulysis of the hoss-Hunt

Test, using the 1927 edition, concluded:

{vv.) that although the Hoss-Hunt Test may tap
slizhtly some unlgue meusure of ability, it meusures
prissrily the ability to understeand snd work with
words which bulk so0 lsrge im an abstract intelli.
gence beat.ld

waadrawls in a factor analytic study of rifty-two

mental tests, cne of which was the Mogs-Hunt ‘est, found
three of the subteste to correlate highly with a verbal
feotor, one with 2 visual-spatial factor, and one with a
sociel frotor. Kaess snd witrynllﬁ compured the Hemory for
Hames and Fsces subtest soores with memory for pames snd

fscem in a life situstion. “hey found a sorrelastion of

13 E. Broom, "A Further Study of the Validity of =
Test of Sociel Intelligence™, Journal of Pduostional
Eeseareh, Yol. 28, No, 5§, 1830, p. 405,

14 R.L. Thorndike, "Factor Analysis of Secaiazl snd
Avatract Intellisence”, 30§;gg; of RBdugstioual Peyechology,
Yol.., £7, No. &, 19&6, p. S

15 H. Woodrow, "The Common Factors of Fifty-Two
108,

186 ¥, Kaess and 8. ultryol, "Memory for Nomes and
Faces: A Charsoteristic of Sociel Intelligence®, Journsl of

dppiled Psychology, Vol. 39, Wo. 6, 1958, p. 457-468,
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«27 for 111 males and & .25 for mlmsty-nine females between
the two scores, Both of thess correlutions were slgnificant
at the ,01 level,

The cutstending eriticisms resulting from validation
studies of the lMoze-Hunt Test have heen: & noted positive
carrelation with teste of abstrsct and verbal inteiligence,
and with verbal factors im faotor analytie studles., However,
the samplas ussd wers invarisably skewed in the dlreoction ef
better than aversge vsrbal skills and it might bs ooncelvable
that this wes another coumon fsetor accounting for the
obteined positive relationships.

In splte of these criticlsms, the use of the Moss-
Hunt Test as the measure of soelal intelligence needed for
this study was jJustified by Allport's statement that:

These osharges sre not sltegether relsvant,

Gensral intelligzence must be expected to influence
the formation of this tralt and a moderate overlap
is not injurious to thie concept of socisl
intelligence .17

inother welghty consideration in the declsion to use the

Noss~Hunt Test for thls study was the availability of five

subtests sach measuring an ability thought to be related
to soclel intelligence, The Memory for Names and Faces
subtest as well a3 the Recognition of the Mentel 3tote of
the Bpeaker subtest have been found to be assoclated with

17 G.%. Allport, Personality: & Psycholosical Inter-
pxetction, Heary Holt, New fork, 1937, p. 427.
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sooial factors, whereas the other three seem to be reletsd
to verbal factors. Accordingly, assessment of each subtest
might aet as a further validation of the two subtests re-
lated to social factors, me well as allowing assessaent of
the other three aubtests while conirolling verbal influsnce
as mpeasured by abetrsot intelligenoce test scores, It was
thought possible that independent assessment of each of the
Moss-Hunt Test subtests might result in certain subtests
being more velild for personslity trsit ratings then a
sinzle scores made up of the five subtestis.

18 to the Mogs-Hunt Test
indicated that & seventh grade comprehension level was

Applying s resdsbility index

necesgary to understand the items of the test. The ilnmate
sample participating in thle study averaged 7.46 school
grades completed which wes the only measure of comprehension
obtained., The assumption was thet ipdividuals attsiuing a
grade level of meven also are at this level of comprshension.
This wus not considered a serious drawbsek in sampling since
the individusls meking up a reforsmtory population of tem ure
of higher intelleetual oapseity then lndicated by their
sohool records., For this sample, the descriptivs statistics
in Table I indicste %thaut the mean Hoss-Hunt Test total

gcore was 79.87 with a standard deviation of 26.00 and a

18 R, Flesch, The Art of Plein Talk, Harper end
Bros., New Yorx, 1948, p. 195-£08,
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Tﬁbl@ I [ Dad

Desoriptive Statistics of the Moss-Hunt Test Subtest
Scores as Obtained from the §§§p1ea Used in This

Btudy.
Standard
Test Mean Teviation
Judgment in Socclsal
Situstions 16,28 4,67
Recognition of the Mental
Stute of the SBpeaker 24,21 5.79
demory for Names and
Faces 10.16 6.17
Observation of Human
Behavior 19.14 8,62
Bense of Humor 9.94 4.65

Total Teat Seore 79.87 26.01

et
o~

I

17
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runge of 116 points. The mean subtest scores ranged from
9.94 to 24,81 with a standard devietion range from 4.65
to 8,62,

2., Person Ferception Stimulil.

The persons to be photegraphed were selected on the

busis of test-retast consistensy of thelr personality faotor

Beores as meansured by Cattlell's S8ixteen Tarsonality Feotor

Test, Forms A and 5.16
The 16 P,.¥ wes adminlstered teo forty male students

of an introductory laberstory course in psychelogy. The
time intervel of the test-retest wes one week., Since the
forty individuals of this group were of French, English,
end bllingual French-English origin, a time limit of rifty
minutes was imposed ssmuming that those of the group not
wapleting the teat within ihis tims, would he those with
difriculty in reading ZEnglish.

Sixtesen of the forty individuals finished the test.
These sixteen were able to converse, read, and write the
English lengusge fluently. Two methods were used to deter-
mine the amouni of consistanoy betwesn esch of the sixteen
individual's scores on Forms A end B of the 16 P.F test.
A t test for correlated mean scores for each individual

resulted in no significant differences for eny of the

16 Hereafter referred 40 as the 18 P.F.Test.
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sixteen individusls, The greatest mesn raw score difference
between Porms A snd B was 1.50 and with 154f a t equal to
1,75 was necessary for significsnce at the .05 level., A
%3 of 1,08 was obtained which was signifleant only at the
o185 level., The least mean raw scors differcnce was .00
which was significsnt at grester than the .50 level, Thus,
no imdividuel in the group responded significantly differ-
ently on Forms 4 end B of the test, The final choice of
the individuals to be photographed was made after the
application of the second method of determining consistenoy.

The second method consleted la determining the
absclute di fferences botlween rsw scores on each factor for
each individusl, The individusls responding the least
differently in terms of absolute difference wers four in
number. Thelr scores renged from thirty-three to forty-
nine, these helng the lesst sbsolute diffsrence scores of
the totsl sixteen scores, These four individusls were then
photogrephed,

The photographic equipment consisted of & Lelca 3¥F
cemera with & 50 mm lens set et 1/28%5 of a seoond with an
£ stop of 3.5, four 375 watt Westinghouse photomedium beams,
two Westinghouse Ho, 1 three hour fotoflood lights, a Zises-
Ikon Ikophat Photemeter, a cream colored, porous window
shade thirty-six inoches in width as the buekdrop and Kodak
Betochrome type F indoor film with an ASBA reting of 16.
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The phetomedium beams were aset at & dlstance of
sixty-five inches from the backdrop with the beums directed
at the photogrephee. The fotoflood lights were placed to
the right and left of the photographee at & distance of
thirsy-five inches slightly below ths level of the face
cutting down the shaflows of the photomediug beams, This
lighting srrensesment resulted in an Icophat pholometrie
resding of eleven with the lene speed and aperture as
stated above.

The cemera wes not mounted but 2 distance of twelve
inches between thae cemera lens snd fzce of the photographes
remained constant., The d4istance beiween the photographes's
bsad snd backdrop was eleven inches, Thres negatives were
obtained for each of the four individuals in order te rule
cut gross fzoial inconsistencies and bet er aascertain
faeial constanay through a tixe dizension.

The four individuals possessed no charscteristie
faclal merks such as sosrs, mustache, or fsolal musocular
distortions. If they wore glusses, Lhese were removed during
the photographing, Tach wore the saeme clothing which ex-
tended from iLhe peock downward assuring consteney of the
clothing parts shown in the full face photographs. It weas
¢learly understood by esoh individual that they were not to

essume «ny pose such as smiling or rigidizy of the face.
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In short, expressionlessness was sought, sseond only to
netural faclal characterlstics,

The resul ting photonegatives were made up into
slides which could be projscted cnto s soreen as the person

stisull for perscomality trsit rating.
%, Person Perception Reting Sozle,

The method of measuring versonslity trsit pevception
consisted of a rating scsls derived from the 16 P.F. test
of Cattoll}v The sixteen traite were presented as desorip-
tive adjeciives, f.2., Sustead of Schizothymla versus
Cyelothymin, the words Scoelsble versus Unsccinble were
used. These sixteen tralis were arranged in bipolar palrs,
8.R%., Aggrasaive versus Submissive end Dependent versus
Independent, et ceters, In addition, esch desoriptive
trait was further defined by more popular terms such ss

"easy goipz™ and "friendly" for Sociable,t®

Using this
method of presentation the trsit mesning wes made ocnstant,
controlling scmewhat, any gross etitributive differences in
trait meaning betwesn the raters.

The rating categeorles were five (n number, whereln

el ther cne of ench palr of traits oould be indicated as

Léfz Faotor Cusstionnaire, nanitute for Personsal ty and
Ability Testing, Champalign, 1987, i1-54 p.

18 Bee Appendix LIV, p. 67-75.
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being possassed by the photogrephed persen "very mush®,
"zore of one than the other”, or "sometimes both"., The
following example lllustrates one factor with its treit
degoriptions, their defiunitions as suguested by Gattelllg
and the cstegories ag used in this s itndy:

A, Boclable )~ sasy golng, cooperalive, wurm hearted

toward others.

B, Unsocisble ~ hostlle, indifferent towsrd others.
Very much Sometimes A Moere B Very Much
A Than B / Sometimea B Them A B
Accordingly, the rater would cirole elther A or
B, i,e, Socliable or Unsocluble zud, secondly, one of (he
categories corresponding to the treit circled a2 shown
aoove, Further, each of the categorlies was defined and
printed on the instruction siheet of the rating agale,20
The fivs categorias roughly corresponded to an arbitrary
division of the personsliiy Tralt Profile sten zcores of
the 18 P,F. test; il.e., "very much A" included sten scores
9 to 1ll; "more A than B", sten scores 7 to ®; "sometlines
A somnetimes B", sten scores 5 to 7; "more B than A",
sten soores 3 to B; znd "very much B", sten scores 1 to 3,
It wes thought thit the sdvaniege of this type of rating

scale provided for e comparison of rating scores nith the

19 Qattﬂll, gag {31!}. » I}o ll"'lgo

20 See Appendix XIV, p.67-75 for rating scsle
instrustions.

22
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obtained profile scores of the photogrsphed persons. A4lso,
the two eircle method, i.e., oireling a treit «md s ocate-
gory was thought to meke the trait rating more meaningful
and reduce the chance of rating errors often found in
rating methods.

The ratings were scored on the buais of position
error. For example, if the photogrephed person's profile
score for fector & (Scciable - Unsocliable) was saten 35, and
the rating wes eclireled Socisble and cutegory "very much A",
this represented a deviation of position snd, in this
instence, an overrating, 1.s., the person located himself
on the Unsoclable end of the scale while the ruater pluced
him on the Socleble end.

A scoring system wes devised whereby theée moore was a
representaticn of emount of position deviuticn. This con-
sisted in numbering the ocategories, from right to left,

0 to 4. Accordingly, in the example sbove the rating score

for a slngle factor can be shown a8 Tollows:

__—f‘—w“‘\\
(A Sociable >
Unsoclieable
Very much )\ More A Sometimes A Very Muoh
A Than B Bometimes B Th B

2 1 0
The person located himself at "X"™ and the rater

locates the person ai the c¢irele, the score would be one

minus 4 which equaels a score of 3,
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Having obtained a deviation score for each of the
pairs of tralts, the finel rating score for s single pic-
ture wus the absolute sum of the deviations, i.e., the
pluses minus the minuses, Accordingly, eech rater received
four rating scorese, one for ezch photograph and a total
score which consisted of an sbsolute sum of the four scores,
For exsmple, one rater obrained the following four scores:
10, 8, -6, -2, which would result in a total score of 10,
This total score was used as the messure of personality
tralt rating error for sach of the raters., Using this
method, personslity trait reting hes been defined ss an
amount of error &s suggestsd by Woodworth, 21

Four forms of the rating sosle were devised so that
each form consisted of a different order of tralt presente-
tion. It was thought that this would oounterbalsnce any
rating biazs due to tralt sequence, attribution of meaning
of trelts due to constant proximity snd genarsl learning
effects. The four forms were checked for comparabllity
before using them as s siugle group of ratings. This will
be discussed in the seetion on reliablility measures to
follow. However, the mean rating scores and standard devia-

tions are shown in Appendix 1 for eaeh tralt.

21 R.5. Woodworth, Experimentul Psychology, Henry

Holt and Co.,, New York, 1939, p. 249,
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4. The Deseription of the Sample.

The inmates partioipating in thls study were from
the population of the Ontsrio Maximum Sscurity Reformstory
located in Millbrook, Ontsrio. Individuals at this reforma-
tory have been convieted of lndiectsble offenses, their range
of sentence ranging from several months to several ysars,
The population osn be classifisd as comprising three types
of social delinguency. The riret group are incorrigible
individuels whose offenses range from simple assault, theft,
convarsion, and erson, to rape, violent asssult, snd freaud.
Included sleo in tals first group sre offenders sent to
¥illbreok from other reform institutions because of their
non-gonformity. The ssocond group include =11 individuuls
convicied of sex offenses fnvolving glrls snd boys who sre
pot sexuslly mature, homosezuals convicted of gross inde~
eeney &nd other sex offense categorisa. The third group are
drug eddiots convicted of addietion, possession or msrketing
of drugs. The toisl inmstitutien population st the time of
the study was 151 inmates, The average age of the finel
sample was 29,04 yesrs with an age range of 40 yesrs snd a
standerd deviation of 7.43 years, The meen I.Q. 88 measured
by the Otls suick Scoring Intelliganes Exeminetion-Beta
Form A for grades four to nine wes 89,51 with & range of
68 polnts and & standa d deviation of 14.56 pointe. The
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mean educational level was 7.46 grades with a range of 10
end a standsrd deviation of 2.01 grades,

Initially, the entire lnstiwtional population was
eontected for partiolpation im the study. Of the total
potential sample of 151 men, 39 refused to participate which
was further broken down to 30 drug addiocts, 5 imcorrigibles,
and 4 sex offenders. In addition te this drop out, seven
wers above the age of fifty-nine yesrs, the maximum age set
for this study; 8 had language problems,severs enough to
eliminate them lamediately; 17 were relessed before the
study wes completed and 3 becsme physieslly 11l while the
sbudy was in progreas. Of the remaining seventy-seven who
444 participate in the study, 25 were incorrigibles, 37

were sex offenders, and 15 were drug azddiots,
5. Proosdure.

Individuals of the sample were assesmbled in groups
of seven on & random basis, l.e., numbers wsre sssigned to
sach individual end the teble of random numbers was used
for grouping. The cholce of seven in a group was dlctated
by reason of the meximum seourity regulstions of the
reformatory and also the nsture of the procedures used in
obtaining personality treit ratings, i,s., seven imdividusle
could bs grouped equidistant from the pheotegraph's projec-

tion on a screen., The place of testing waes 2 ¢lassroom,
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well lighted and with comfortable desk-chairs. The experi-
menter monitersd all testing and reed the instructions for

all materials used,

In asddition to the Mgss-Hunt Test and the persona-

lity trait ratings, the Qtis Intellisgence Examination with
a time limit of thirty minutes was used., The order of

sequence in testing was the Otis Intelligence Exsmination,
the HMoss-Hunt Test, 1949 edition; with time limits for each

subtest; ami the Personality Ireit Bating Scale.

The suggested forty minute time limit for the Moss-
Hont Test was found to be insufficient for this population
after testing a group of fifteen individuals not imoluded
in the semple, Por this reseon, the following time limits
fer each subtest were imposed: subtest I, 30 minutes;
sabtest II, 10 minutes; subtest III, 10 minutes; subtest 1V,
20 minutes; and subtest V, 15 minutes. With these limits,
everyone had ejusl time for each test rulimg out the possi-
bility that some would not have suffioclent time for the
latter subtests as was noted in the pre-run test of fifteen
individuals, A fifteen minute break between the intelli-
gence tests snd the personslity retings gave the individuals
a chance to smoke, walk around apd telk among themselves,

The rating soales were distributed sc that essh
individuel wes given & differenmt form than the indivi2ual
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next to whom he was sitting, elliminating the opportunity
for copying,., The instructions for the rating procedurss
were read by ths experimenter as printed on the face sheet
of esch set of ratings. After this, any questions asked
ecncerning the asthod of rating were answered, making
reascnebly sure that everyone understcod the dirsctions.

In addition, the experimenter ocirculated among the group
sfter the first photograph was projecisd and durlpng which
esch group was rating to maske sure thet everyone was rating
as instructed,

Faeh photograph wes prolected onto & sereen, placad
fourteen feet from the projector, All raters were within
four to six feet from the scrsen directly before the centiral
projeetion arss. The angle of vision was not messured since
it wes essumed %o be stralght ahsed using these methods.
Eaeh photograph remained projected for the length of tinme
it took each group to complete a reting. The average tinme
for esch rating was epproximastely twelve minutes. Also
at the time of the first photogreph rating, the experircentar
gave the following additional informatien to saoch group:
"All the persons you wlll see in the pletures will he males,
over elghteen yesars of age, Hone of them ure or were
prisoners nor lesw enforcement officers.,* At no time was
any other information given about the persons in the

photographs., Acoordingly, 1t was thought that the raters
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were forced to rste personality tralts with a minimal
number of anchoring cues whioh was eruclal for this situdy
sinee the personality perceptione needed to be as equally
& funotion of the reters as the stimull and hopefully nmore
80,

The remainder of the date for the study was oollec-
ted from the institutional files whiokh listed the indivi-
dual's sge and educationsl attaloment level.

6. Reliability Statisvies.

Table I1 indicates the obtauined correscted aplit-
half rellabllisty coefficoienta for each test., Generally,
the reliasbility of the Oitis Test was comparable to reported

42 The Hoss-bdunt Test
reliability of total test score was comparsble teo that

relisblilities presented in Buros,

presented in the mﬁnua1.23 The Moss-Hunt Test subtest re-
liabilities, not reported elsewhere, indicuted thst taken
individuslly the subtests vary considersdbly in the obtained
coefficlients, However, it was assumsd that sll the tests,
ineluding bthe subtests of lower relisbillities were suffi-

ciently relisble for experimental purposes,

£2 0.K. Buros, Fi%th Mental Messurement Yearbook,
Gryphon Yress, New York, 1959, p. 499.

25 ?ﬁ@ﬁﬁbﬂﬂﬁﬁ, at g;., 62. Giacg P. g.
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Teble 1I,-

30

Obtained and Corrected Split-Half Reliability Coefficlente

for BEsch Test and Subtest Used in the Study.

Test r rtt

Otis Test 97 .98
Judgment in Boocial Bitustions

Ecore .86 .92
Recognition of the dental

State of the Speaker Socore .47 83
Yemory for Wemes and Paces

Soore «80 .88
Obzervetion of Human Be-

havior Score 47 .84
Sense of Humor Seore .68 .80
Total Test Seore 84 .91
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Relisnbility of the ruting sczle wes obtalzed by
caloulating the grestast nean differences bebween the four
forme according to eaeh tralt, Ais shown in Table III, the
rating scale forms were found to be significantly different
in mean rating of the traits Intelligence versus Dullness,
Adventurousness versus ZShy, Nependsncy versus Indepenlency,
Shrewxdness versus Awkwardness, w«nd Zxoeltebllity versus
Composure, Accordingly, these tralts were eliminstied from
the eindy end it was sseumed that for reting purposes the
rating scale formg were rellisble for the remaining tralits.

The photographs were chocked for compurability and
since the retings were pooled for four photographe the
signlfi cance of differences belween photogrsphs in rating
srroyr was ¢alculated. Table IV indicates the greustest mesan
differences between pholographe sccording to trait and
the resultent %t vslue., A 1.99 end a £.63 with 76 dsgrees
of freedom were needed for significance ct the .05 level
and the .0 level respeciively. Accordingly, since no
difference wus found to be signlfiosnt, it wes assumed chat
the photographs were compuruble snd that it was justiflable
to pool the raiings of the four photographs. This pooled
rating socore for the four photographs was considered to

be the error rating score for tuis nvudy.
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T&hlﬂ Xn -

Greatest Mean Differences Beliween Rating Scale Forms
Aecoordlung to Faotor with £ Valus.

Greatest Mean

Faotor Difference A7
8ocisble va, Unsoolable .73 1.13
Intelligent vs, Dull 1.87 2.28
Patience va. Impatience 1.18 1.78
Aggressivity vs., Submissiveness «28 . 36
Talkativeness vs. Silence 27 1.03
Dependable vs. Undependable 84 1.32
Advanturous ve. Shyness 1.84 2,59
Sensivive va. Tough 1,61 2,22
dealous vs., Trustful 1,37 £,40
Absentminded vs. Practical 1,19 1,51
Bophlisticated vs. Sizple 1.38 2,60
Insecure vs. Confident «57 .98
Conservative vs. Liberal 84 .82
Resourceful vs. Dependent 1.89 1,47
Exaotness vs. Laxness « 38 +49

Excitable vs. Composed 1.47 3.19

&2
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Table 1V,

Oreaieat Yean Reting Differences Between Photographs
According to Factor with the Obtained 3§ Value.

Greatest lsan

Factor Differances t
Socleble vs. Unsotiable 28 1,00
Patlience vas. Impatience 74 1.060
Aggressivity vs. Subamissiveness «10 03
Telkativeness va, Silence « 37 1.01
Dependeble vg, Undepsndable 1.32 +09
Absentainded vs, Practical o268 1.00
Insecure va. Confident .54 1.00
Congervative Vs, Libaral +54 1.00
Hesourceful ve. Dependent 1.68 1,07
Exactness ve, lLaxness «80 1.00

e e e e e,
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7. Btetlistioal Procedures.

In addition to the relladbility statistics mentioned
above, the data was anaslysed by mesns of correlational
technigues, ¥or the computation involved, the suthor hed at
his disposal an IBM 650 Modsl 4 computer.

First, Pearson r's were computed between sach of the
ind ependent varisbles snd saoh personality trait rating
seore .4 devcondly, sach set of raitings for esch tralt taken
pingly was oonsidered & eriterion vuriable for the indepen-
dent varisbles and beta coeffloients were oslculsted. The
formule for caloulating bete coefficientis was the normal
eguation solution, formuls 16,18, as given by Guilf@rd.aﬁ
Bete welghts wmere then caloulated by multiplylng esch betas
ssefficient by its corresponding Pesrson coefficlent.

Hultiple sorraslation coeffleients were obtained direotly

from the beta welghts using formula:

2
R’ = frerie+413m18+ ... A1enie. 8
The correctness of the multiple solutions was chackad using

foramula:

riz = Aiz+ r23 813 +reaf1a+ ... v 2081077

24 Ualversity of Ottaewa Oomputing Centre, I1BM
Program U7101.

25 J.7. Q‘ﬂilforﬂ, ,_ Ament s b 1w Fayeho-
logy end ¥Wducstion, MeGraw Hill Co., 1956, p. 406.

26 1bid., p. 409,

&7 i1bid., p. 409,
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The work table used in checking the corractness of the
sultiple solution is presentad in Appendix 2,
The multiple coefficlents were corresated for sample

bias usling fTormulsa:
2 2 .
CR = 1-(1-R ) ﬁ'f»i"")

as suggasted by Guilfordaa since the sample size was less
than cne hurdred.

Finelly, only those multiple cerrelations which
were found to be stetistiocally significant will be Aiscussed
in the following chapter.

28 Guilford, Op, Cit., p. 408.



CHAPTER I1IX
RRSULTS OF THE FXPRERLMINT

This ohapter is divided into three sections. The
first consists of the pressntation of the experimental
findings apd their interpretetion within the context of the
study. The disoussion follows wsherein the findings ars re-
lated to previous research. In the third section, the
results are summurized and the conclusione presented,

followed by suggeationa for furiher reseurch,
1. The Results and Their Interpretation.

Table V indicates that six of the coefficlents be-
tween Age and the remaining independent varisbles were
negative. Four of thess were significant at the .05 level
or mare, i,6., significant inverse relationships wers

obtalned beitween 4ge snd QOtis Test Soore whare r equsled

-.44; Age and Kecognition of the Mental Steate of the
Speaker, -.58; Age and Hemory for Names and Faodes, -.40;
snd Age with Moss-Hunt Totel Zcore where r equsled -,24,

For significance at the .00 level an ¥ egual te .23 or
betiar was needed, It would apjesr thst higher Age was
definitely assoclated with poorer perforssnce sccorses on the
Otis Test, Recognition of the Mentsl Stete of the Speaker

subtest, Memory for Numes and FPaces subtzst, end total
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Correlation NMatrix of Coofficients Obtained Betwaon the
Varisbles Assessed in This Bxperiment.

Vardables 1 2 3 4 5§ &6 7 8 9 1 1 12 13 W 15 16 17 18 19

-

e <09 b5 =16 .37 oAl LOL =15 -2k AL L17 =36 .23 430 =15 JOL .12 .19 .J0h
< ohh oKT M6 W27 .26 3T A4S J08 ~i26 .12 00 -.05 .03 ~03 .09 .1k ~.23

= 69 67 W2 b 67 (78 =426 =33 -0 -.30 ~10 0L =13 .0k .07 ~.08

o W6l 42 .56 W69 L -,08 -,12 ~,09 ~.08 .02 .09 .00 .09 -.0L -.16

= AT 236 .55 W75 =a12 =17 =u05 =027 ~u0L o035 ~u13 .10 -.05 -.18
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= =4 =19 =30 -19 00 J03 .03 .06 .05 -.05

A - I ST T " T S R

IHENTHEEYE EHI AC SLIAREH

L2



RESULTE OF THE EXPERIMENT 38

Moss-Hunt Test score. On the other hand, Age was positively
associsted with error in rating of the treit Talkativeness
versus Sllence in whioh the obtained correlation of .23 wes
significant at the .05 level. This wes taken to mean thsat
higher Age was definitely asesooclated =ith higher rating
error of this treit.

All of the cpefficienta between Educutional Level
and the other independent varisbles, exocluding ige, werse
significsatly assoclated at beyond the .00 level. Apparently,
higher Rducational Level assures hizher performance on the

Otis Test and the Mosg-Hunt Test. However, Zduoational Level

was found to be nemgatlvely correleted with rating errcr of

the traits Patience-Impatience, r ~.26, Exactness-Laxness r -,23
wherein both correlations were significant et the .06 level

and beyond respectively. Accordingly, it can be said that
higher Rducational Level was definitely assooliated with

lower rating srror of these traits.

Moss-Hunt Test subtest scores were significently
interrelated such that hizh performence on one assured high
performance on the others, but with one excsption, The
exception was noted in the ¢orrelation between the Hecogni-
tion of the Mental State of the Hpeaker subtest and Observa-
tion of Human bBehavior subtest which was approaching signi-

floance with an r .21, Only one of the subtests, Recognition
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of the HMental State of the Speaker, was found to be nege-
tively assoolated with treit ratling error, This occocurred

for the trait Talkstiveness-8ilence snd the correlation (-.28)
was significsnt at the .05 level. This associstion seemsd

to point in the dirsotion thet higher scores on this subtest
were definitsely assoclated with lower rsting error of this
trait,

Multiple Analysis.- Appendices 2 to 12 show the
obtained beta weighte for each treit taken singly and multiple
R's corrected for sample dbies in Appoendix 13, With sizxty-
seven degrees of freedos and nine veriables, s multiple R had
to equal or exceed .43 and .49 for signifiesnce at the ,08
end the .0l level respectively. Accordingly, only two of the
multiple R's were significant both at the .01 level, 1.e., the
R's between the independent variambles and ratings of the trsit
Absentmindedness versua Practicallty and the tralt Ezactness
versus Laxness were .80 snd ,47 respsctively. The remeining
R's and the corresponding bets weights were not oonsidsred
for analysis since they were not found to be signifiocant.

Table VI indicatss that the bets waights assooclated
with ratings of the trait Absentmindedness versus Practica-
1ity acoounted for & total varlance of .438 of which total
Bocial intelligence soores accountad for 20 per ocent; the
Judgment in Soeial Situstions subtest sccounted for 1l per

cent; Memory for Numes and Faces and Observation of Humsn
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T&bl@ VIQ-

Obhtained Beta Yelghts of Eaeh Independent Veriasble for
Ratings of the Trall Absentmindedness
vs., Praoticality.

T e e e S e

Varisble Beta Welght
Age 023
Bducatlional Level .000
Dcis Teat Score -.002
Judgment in Soclal Situstlions .115
Racognition of Mental Stute of

Bpenker 054
¥emory for FKemes snd Faces ~-.093
Observutlion of Human Behavior . 099
Sense of llumor « 040

Total Moss-Hunt Test Score «201



mailto:M@at.al

RESULTS OF THE EXPERIMENT a1

Behavior subtests each ascounting for 4 per cent; Recogni-
tion of the Mental State of the Spesker subtest, § per
cent; Age, 2 per cent; and Educational Level and Otis Test
scores sach aocounting for less then one per cent,

Table VII shows the beta weighte accounting for a
total variance of ,291 in ratings of the iralt Exactness
versus Laxness, Of this total variance, ten per cent was
contributed by the Recogmnition of the Mentsl State of tihe
Speaker subtest; 8 per cent by the total Mpss-Hunt Test
score; 7 per cent contributed by the Judgment in Boeclsl
8ituations subtest; 4 per cent by Kduecational Level; Z per
cent each contributsd by Memory for Kames and Faces and
Observution of Humsn Behsvior subtests; and less than cne
per cent contributed by the Sense of Humor subtest, Aze, and
Otis 7Test scores,

From the obtained bveta weights, it seemed jJusti-
fiable to consider that for the iraits Absentmindedness~
Practiocality and Exactness-Lexness, Moss-Hunt Test performance
contributed the bulk of the obteined variances such that the
Otis Teat, Age, and Educstional Levsl contributed but a

combined maxlmum of five per cent for the trait Exaectness-

Laxness, with four per cent of this tuken up by %duoestionsl
Level contribution. Likewise, for the trait Absentmindsdness-

Practicality the combined sontribution of Age, Tducationeal

Level end Otis Test moores amountsd to but two per cent.
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Table VII.-

Obtained Bata ¥elights of Esoh Independent Veriable for
Ratings of the Tralt
Bxactness vs., Laxnessa,

Variable Beta Weight
Age -+001
Bdueational Level 043
Otis Test Score -.005
Judgment in Socisl Bituctions 078
Recognition of Mental State of

Speaker 104
Hemory for Nemes and Faces 020
Observstlion of Human Behavior -.0:28
Bense of Humor 008

Totel Moss-Hunt Test Score 080
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contributed soley by the Age vuriadble., Aceordingly, the
hypothesis thet Moss-Hupnt Test performance is not a contri-
buting varisble im ruting error of personslity traits wss
rejected for these twe traits in which 1t was noted that
Mpss-Hunt Test performsnce contributed most of the obtained
variance indepsndent of the wariubles of Ags, Educationel
Level and QOtia Test performance. Likewisa, the hypothesais
was not rejected for the remalning eight traits in whioh it
was not possible to demonstrate thut Moss-Hunt Test perfor-
mance wae & contributing raotor since the obteined multiple
R*'s were not sigplficent which diotated sgeinst using the
obtained beta weights,

2« Discussion.

The assoolation of intelligence as a variable in
rating personality trults of other persons was in keeping
wlth previcus results reported by Vernon! and Adaams.?

However, the data, here, indicetes that 1t is sssocianted,
depending upon what trait is being rated. It seems associated
with retings of the trzits Boolableness vsrsue Unscciableness,

Petience versus Imputience, and Talkativepness veraus Silence,

1 P, Vernon, "Some Characteristios of the Good Judge

of Personality”, Journal of Socisl Pavcholomry, Vol. 4, No. 1,
1933, p. 42-58.

2 H.F, Adams, "Thes Good Judge of Perscnality",

Journal of Abnormal eand Social Psychology, Vol. 22, ¥Neo. 2,
927, p. 172-18
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On the contrury, it ie not assocleted with ratings of the
traits Aggressivity versus Submlissiveness, Dependency versus
Independence, Absentmindedness versus Practicality, Inse-
eurity versus Seourity, Conservatism versus Liberaliam,
Resourcefulness vsrsus Dependency, nor Exactness versus
Laxpegs, Oranted thsat the sxtent of genersllization from this
data remains somewhat restricted due to the restricted sample
size, it nevartheless suggests that perhesps intelligence test
performence 1s not an inclusive verlable operating in per-
ceptual processes with regard to other persons' personality
tralts,

Age was found to be associsted more with enhsncing
rating error then lessening it with only two exceptions.
Older inmates tend to rate the tralts of Aggressivity versus
Submissiveness and Absentmindedness versus Practleality with
less arror but the association was not significant, On the
other hsnd, they also rated the tralt of Talkatlveness versus
Bilence definitely with more error. Generally, Aze does
not seem to be an important variable for inmates' perceptions
of other perscns' personality traits,

Perhaps v concomitant varisble of age is length of
time spent in Jail during an inmete's lifetime, Upon
inspection, the older inmates were slso those who had spent
& considerable portion of their lives incarcerated for

offenses not in keeping with sccietal norms., It would be of
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interest to ocontrol for this vuriable, l,e., length of time
spent in Jall during one's lifetime, rather than simply

the chronologlcal age of the inmates., Perhaps one bscomes
less telkative himself after spendinmg much time in Jeil and
tends to projeet this onto others, Or perhaps the error is
in rating the other end of the continuum, silence.

Higher educational level of the inmates seams to be
necessary for lesser rating error of the traiis Pstience
versus Impetience and Exsotness versus lLaxmess, but of no con-
seyuence for rating Soolableness versus Unsoeisbleness,
hggresslvity versus Submissiveness, Talkativensss versus
Silence, Dependence versus Undependence, Absentmindedness
versus Practicaliiy, Insecurity versus Securlity, Conservatism
versus Liberalism, nor Resourcefulness versus Depepndenecy. One
sould speculate with interest why lnmstes of higher educa-
tional level can judze these traits with less error. Perheps
being bothersome and bright (since educational level was
significantly assoclsted with intelligence level) in school
fostered their sbility to perceive whioh persons were patient
or ilampatient and exseting or lax in their work and toward
their behavior. It was slso of interest that of the ten
traits studied, these two traits appeursd io be more highly
loeded with reociplent connotations than the others. However,

this remaine on the level of pure speculstion at this time,
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¥easured soclel intelligence of famates appssred to
tulk heavily in contributing to judging of the truits
Absentmindednesa-Fracticallty and Exactness-Lexness but this
ean only be interpreted em the baszis of the sdditive pheno-
aenon in multiple association procedures., In the multiple
correlation associsted with ruiing error of the treit
¥xeotnesa-Laxness, it was noted that the highest beta weight
was with the Hecognition of the Mentel State of the Spesker
subtest. This seemed to corroborate Woodrow's finding that
perhaps this subtest does represent the sociel factor in
the Moss-Hupnt qu£-3 However, this subtest was one of the
lesser contridbutore in reting of the trait Absentmindedness-
Prezcticelity, the other significent multlple association ob-~
tained. Accordingly, the possibllity of this subtest being
assoclated wlth something "sooisl” became only slightly more
tenable on the basis of thsse resulis, but by no means has 1%
been clearly sxposed gs belng highly loaded with a soclal
factor or not. This would be posslbly only through e faetor
analysie of these data,

Teken independently, the Rscognition of the Menial
State of the Speaker subtest was definitely asscelated with
lower error in the inmastes' ratings of the trait Tslkative-

ness, However, becauss of the insbllity to separate the

3 H, Vioodrow, "Common FsCtors of Fifty-Two Mental
Tests”, Peychometriocs, Vol. 4, No. 2, 1939, p. 105,
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influence of abstract intelligence, which slso wse found to
be definitely assoclated with lesser rating error of this
tralt and the fsot thet inmetes of higher intelligence per-
formed slgnifiocently higher on this subtest seemed to ipdl-
cate that the complexity of this resull obviuted clarifica-
tion and interpretation in thie atudy.

Inmates' performanceson the remeining Moss-Hunt Teat
subtests were not found to be assocluied signifiocantly
with tralt rating error of the remsining traits, Tendencies
of sssoclation were inferrable but agaein due to the high
assoclation of inmutes' intelligence level and performsnce
on these subtests snd the inability to separzte the over-
lepping influsnce on rating errer, it was though unjustifiable

to draw inferences,



SUMMARY AND CORCLUBICKNS

The hypothesis that sociel intelligence was not a
contributing variable in personslity tralt pereeption of
soclial delinquents was not segepted for twe of ten traits
rated. The reting veriesnces of the trsits Absentmlndednass
versus Practicality and Fxsmciness versus Laxness were
accounted for by Moss-Hunt Test subtest and totsl scores
more than by Age, Educational Level, and 0Otis Teet score,
The remsining eizght traits were not saseessed sinece the beta
weights obtained were not sssociated with significant multiple
correletion cosffliecients,

It was concluded that for a sample similar to the
seventy-seven inmstes who participated in this resesrch, the
higher the messured asocisl intelligence the lesser sacunt of
error in tralt retings would be obtained in rating Absent-
mindednass versus Practicality and Exeotness verus Lsxness,
controlling for general intelligence svtore, age, and smount
of education achieved. Secondly, the comblnation of the
independent variables since they contributed to hizhly
simificant multiple R's, f1.2., a2 much as twice snd three
times the amount of any single obtalned Pezrson v, could be
used in s predictive study, if ons would be interested in
predicting which inmates would have lessor error in rating

these tralis.
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T™e dste ulso suggested thst rsting personelity
treits of other personas 1& not & sizple function of rater
attributes or the kind of traite rated, Whet seens ocut-
standing is the complexity in intermetion between rater,
trait and ratee sgp well ag internsl complexities of saseh,
{.8., the interaction between ratar sttributes, betwsen
trait combinations and between persone in the experience of
the rater as corresponding to the person stimull used
perceptual study.

Future resesrch in this sres of study should of
neceseity begin by reproducing the present siudy in an
attempt to further objectlfy the rosults, For exsmple, the
semple size of seventy-seven could have hud adverse effects
on the peowsr of & multiveriste enalysis since it probably
should heve been a2t leapt doubled for the number of variasbles
under considerstion,

Studies might also be pursusd in the direction of
finding out what kind of offenders, if they were clessified
according to offenses, do better or poorer than othere in
rating traits. One might speculate that property offenders
manifest lems or more perceptual error of others persona-
lity treits thsn person offenders,

Another approsch might inolude testing the Eyaenckian

notion thet soclial offenders of certain types are poor
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lesrners, or profit from experience less than other offen-
ders., Would these coinecide wlth the poorer or better
perceivers of others ge dsefined in this study? One might
uge recidivists-nonrsoidivists or CGuilford's or Eysenck's
measure of introversocn-extraversion as related to psrcelving
srror of personulity treits of others,

dne gsould also 4o & comperstive study belween socliel
delinquents and a more "mormal” soelally non-delinguent
group on szhility to percelve other persons' personslity.
This cculd be & cruclal study in poesible differentiaticn
of potentisl offenders,

It would be also of interest to find out in what
direction offender ratings of others' personality traits
sre, 1.,8., do they on en sverege underestimate or over-
estinate olthers' traits? Which offender types predominantly
underestimste or overestimste others' traits? Is it likely
that such varisbles as length of time in jJeil within a
lifetine might be esassocipted with more or less error in
rating others' personality traits?

The guestion of assocliated personality traite of
offenders und the amount of error found in their raiings
sould be most revealing. Ie rating of some offender types
marely a projection mechanism whereln they project their
traits onto others? For sxample, does the extreme
antisccial type of offender feel thsat others are the vame

as he und thereby distort the expression of the othars!
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personaliiy cburacteris.ica in terws of uls own nseda? On
the other hand, do certain offender types see, in othera,
only those truits tney wished they possessed to the extent
that thelr peresplion of others is distorted?

Do feasls offsnders perosive ip ihe same way as
aale offenders in terms of oihsrs' perscmality tralts?

Do mule offenders differ ila thelir percep ual aculty irf
femsle persons were to be rated and for femsls oifenders
vice versa?

Since some lustitutions have an opsreting iselation
cell block used for protseiive cistody and punishment, what
is the offsol of varying lengths of time lo isclation on
porceptual exrror of clhers' perscuslity traite?

These mentionsd studies and many other possivilities
will remain basi¢ for furthering understanding of offenders'
perceptlon of other pecople. Likewise, study in iLhis ares
might result in & better understandimg of problems of

offenders,
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DEBCRLIPTIVE BTATISTICS OF PERZSONALITY
THALT RATINGS ACCORDING T¢ TRESXT



APPENDIX 1

Table ViII.-

Deseriptive Statisiics of Personslity Trait Rstings

decording to Trait.

—

o

Standard
Trait kean Deviation

Sociable va. Unsouviamble 4,90 2,01
Petience va. Impatience 5.14 2,09
Aggressivity vse, Submissiveness 5,43 1.96
Talkativeness vs, Silence 4,83 l.88
Dependable vs. Undepandable 6.74 2.14
Absentmindedness vs.Practiocality 5.17 2.23
Insecurity vs., Security 4,75 1.94
Copservutism va, Liberslism 6.82 2,53
Resourcefulneses vs, Dependency 7 .64 2440

Exsctness vs, Laxness 631

2,13




APPERDIX 2

WORKTABLE USED IN VERIFPYIEG THE ACCURACY (OF THRE
OBTAINED BETA COEFFICIENTE ASSCCIATED wITH
RATINGS OF THE TRAIT B0CIABLE
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Table 1X,=-

Worktable® Used in Verifying the Accuracy of the
Obteined Beta Uoefficients Assoclated With
Ratings of the Trait Soclable,

k rik krgk
iz 003 1.000 « Q03
X3 -, 008 -.08% . 008
x4 '0430 "0447 .193
X5 421 -.185 -.069
¥ ) 347 -, 0868 -.128
X? 0380 “0408 "'0155
18 . 5562 .010 . 003
X9 -, 087 -oldd 004
f <o) -1.066 ~s 241 . 257

rl2 = sum = L1lll

e L.T. Dayhaw, Manuel de Statistique,
Editions de 1'Universite 4'0Ottaws, Ottawa, 19358,

p. 247.
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MEAN DIFFERTNCES BE WEEN RATING BCALE
FOBEM BCORTS ACCORDING TO FACTOR
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Teble X,-
Mezn Differences Between Rating Scels Form Scores According
to Faotor,

Factor 1-2 1.3 1-4 2-3 2.4 3-4
Soclable vs, Unsociable 21 .73 W21 .32 .00 .83
Intelligent vs. Dull 58 42 1,67 «16 1,10 1,28
Patience vs, Impstience .68 «20 1,16 42 53 .88
Aggressive ve, Submisaive .11 .26 .09 A5 .02 ,17
Talketive va., Sllonce 28  L00 08 .25 .27 0B
Dependable vs., Undependsable .89 .06 .88 .83 .01 .94
Adventurous vs, Shyness l.81 1l.,37 1.84 216 .83 .47
Sensitive vs, Tough 1,00 .47 1,81 .83 .51 1.04
Jealous vs. Trustful 1.37 .69 43 31 57 .28
Absentminded vs, Practical .11 .68 .51 .7% .40 1.19
Sophisticated vs. Siample 1.38 1.82 » 87 18 61 .45
Insecure va, Confident 05 B2 .04 57 09 .48
Libersl vs, Conservstive .84 .11 .28 ,83 .36 .17
Resourceful vs. Dependent .53 1.89 .80 1,36 .07 1.29
Exaet va, Lax <2l .06 .17 27 38 W11
Excitable va, Composad 52 1,47 o758 <95 21 J74
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OBTAINED BETA WEIGHTE OF EACH INDEPTNDENT
VARIABLE FOR BATINGE OF THEE TRAIT
BOCIABLE V8. UNBOCIABLE
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Teble XI,.-

Obtained bets VWelights of Tuch Independent Variable for
Ratings of the Trsit
Seoelevle vs, Unsoclsble.

i

Veriable Beta Weight
Age 000
Educational Level <000
Otis Test Score 113
Judgmant in Social Situstloens Score 035
KFacognition of Mentul Stule of

Spesker Score 041
MYemory for Hames and Faces Seore . 047
Observution of duman Behnvier Locre 030
Sense of Humor Socore « 000

Total Soeciel Intelligence Test
3core - 157
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Tﬂbl@ XII [ B

Obtained Beta Weights of Fach Independent Varlable for
Ratings of the Trait
Patience va. Impatience.

Variable Beta Welight
Age .001
Educational Level <056
Otis Test Soore 174
Judgment in Sceial Situations Score -.010
Eecognition of Mentsl State of

Spesksr Soore 028
Memory for Namass snd Faces SJcore . 038
Observation of Human Behsvior Score <103
Sense of Humor Boore -.005

Total Soecinl Intelligence Test
Socore -s178
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OBTAINTD BNTA WEBIGHTS OF EaCH INDEPENDENT
VARLABLE FOR RATINGS OF THE TRALY
AGGREZSEIVITY V. SUBHISSIVENESS
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Tuble XII1.-

Obtained Beta Welghts of Taoh Independent Verlable for
Hatings of the Tralt
Aggressivity vs, Submissiveness,

Variable Beta Weight
Age 082
Educational Level 008
Otis Test Soore .028
Judgment in Soclsel Situstions Scere . 001
Recogrition of Wental State of

Speaker Score « 00%
Memory for Hames and Paces Score 001
Observstion of Human Bshsvior Score 077
Sense of Humor Joore <039

Totel Bgcial Intelligence Test
Seore - 088
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UBTAINED BETA WEIGHTS COF EACH INDEPERDENT
VARIABLE FOR RATINGE OF THE TRALT
TALEATIVENESR VS .8ILYEGE
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Table LIV.-

Obteined Beta “eightis of Bach Indepandent Veriable for
Ratings of the Tralt
Talkativeress vs, Silence,

fr e

Varlable Beta Welght
Age 010
Zduoational Level .000
Otlis Test 3Jcore <117
Judgment in Booclel Situations Scors ~.034
Recognition of Mental State of

Spe aker Score -+ 007
Memory for Hames snd Paces Score -.058

QObservation of Humen Behavior Score -.019

Sense of Humor Score -.017

Total Scoclael Iptelligence Test
Score 1895

— e et

|
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OBTAIKED BETA %EIGHIS OF ¥:CH INDEPENDENT
VAEIABLE ¥TOR ReTINGS OF THE TRAIT
DEPEED/BILITY V&, INDEPTARDABILITY
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T&ble Kv- -

Obtained Beta Weights of RTach Independent Variable for
Ratings of the 'Irait
Dependability vs. Undependability.

b e e e e

Yariable Reta Weight
Age 002
Fducational Level - 003
Otis Test Boore . 088

Judgment in SBocial Situstions Score 0086

HBecognition of Mental state of

Speaker Score - 008
¥emory for Wames and Faces Soore -+ 085
Cbgervation of Human Behavior 2Soore 038
Sense of Humor Seors 033

Total Sceisl Inteilizence Test
Score -.001
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OBTAINED BETA WEIGHIS OF EACH INDEPENDENT
VARLABLE FOR RATINGS OF THE TRAIT
INSECURITY V8. SECURITY
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Table XV1,-

Obtained Bets Weights of Fach Independent Varlable for
Ratings of the Trait
Insecurity ve. Security.

Variable Beta Welight
Azge -.001
Tducational Level -2 001
Otis Teat Score .058
Judgment in Sooclal Situations Score 000
Recognition of Hental Htate of

Speeker Score 088
demory for Numes and Faces Score LG00
Observation of Humsn Behavior 3core -.01%
Bense of Humor Score 008

Total Zoelal Intellizence Test
Se¢ore 030




APPENDIX 10

OBTAINED BETA WEBIGHTE OF EACH INDEPENDENT VARIABLF
FOR RATINGS OF THRE TEALT CONCERVATISM VB,
LIBERALISK
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Obtained Beta VWelghts of Fach Independent Varlabls for
Ratings of the Trait
Conservatism vs, Liberalism.

Varisble Beta Velght
Age .027
Eduoutional Level +001
Otis Test Score -.008
Judgment in 8Becoial Sltuations Beore -. 002
Recognition of Hentsel State of

Zpenker Seore -.007
Memory for Hames end Paces Scors -.001
Observation of Human Behavior Seore 074
Sense of Humor SHoore . 004

Total Eoc Intelligence Test
Soore 041
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Table XVIII.-

Obteined Beta VWelights of Haech Independent Variable for
Batings of the Trait
Resourcefulness ve, Dependeney.

Variable Bata Weight
Age 019
Fducational Level 031
Gtis Test 3Bcore 006
Judgment 1ln Socisl Siltustions Seeore . 003
Recognition of Hentel Blate of

Speaker Sgore .013
Hemory for Nsmes and Paces Soore 025
Obgervation of Human Behavior EScore -.009
Sense of Humor Score -.002
Total Social Intelligence Test

3core 039

e e aros oo
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DERIVED BETA WEIGHTS OF EACH INDEYPENDENT
VAHIABLE FOR MEAN TOTAL RATING SCORXE
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Teble L1¥.-

Derived Beta ueighites of Emei Independent Veriable for
Hean Totsl Rating Score.

w—_—
—a——

Variable ‘ Bate Weight
Age -.008012
Eduoational Level .001681
Otis Test Socore « 109405
Judgment in Social Situations Sceore -.003968
Recognition of Mental State of

Speaker Score 027881
¥emory for Names und Faces Score . 004996
Observetion of Human Behevior Bcore 08817
Sense of ilumor Score .0052281

Total Bocisl Intelligence Test
Beore - 082898

on—
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Teble XX, -

Corrscted Multiple Coefricients of Fach Tralt With the
Nine Variables Used in the Experiment.

Trait C.R.
Socliable vs. Unsociable .08
Patience vs, Impatience 33
sggressivity ves. Submisalveness .00
Telkative va, Silence «29
Dependable vs. Undependable .00
Absentminded vs. Practical .60
Insecurity ve. Ssourity « 20
Conservatism ve, Liberalism .28
Resourceful vs. Depsudent « 20

Expotness vs. Laxness «47

l
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MAY™T SAMPLE PERSONALITY TRAIT RATING SCALE AS
(Please Print)  USED IN THIS STUDY

BIRTHDAY

(Month) (Day) (Year)

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS:

You are going to see pictures of people, Look at each very carefully as
though the person were being introduced to you, Then, describe what kind of
person you think each one is,

In order to help you describe your impression of the persons in the pictures,
you will use a list of 16 pairs of words which are often used to describe people.

LOOK AT PAGE ONE

Notice that there are 2 capital lettered words with the letters "A" and
"B" in front of them. Notice, also, that after each pair of words there are
some other words; these words will help everyone to understand the capital
lettered words in the same way,

Now look underneath each set of capital lettercd wordss notice the five
different categories:--

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

"Wery much A" means very much of the capital lettered word with A in front of it.

"More A Than B" means more of the capital lettered word with A in front of it
than the word with B in front ,

"Sometimes A Sometimes B" means as much of one capital lettered as the other,

"More B Than A" means more of the capital lettered word with B in front of it
than with A in front,

"Very much B" means very much of the capital lettered word with B in front of it.

\

WHAT YOU ARE TO DO

Look at each picture, kecping the list of words in front of you so that
you can easily see them. Describe the person in the picture, FIRST, by circling
the capital lettered word you think best describes the person, SECONDLY, draw
a circle around one of the categorics, For example, you may think that the person
is very rich -- You would circle this way:--

;A; RIQ?*— lives well, owns several cars
Bs POOR -~ owes many bills,

More A Sometimes A More B Very much
Than B Somctimes B Than A B

Or, you may think that the person could best be described as being both of
the capital loettered, This is entirely possible since we know that some people
are not always the same, In this case you would circle both capital lettered
words and the middle category, like this:--

A, RICH\~ lives well, owns several cars
\.Bo POOR/~ owes many bills

Very much Moroe A Sometimes A
A Than B Sometimes B

More B Very much
Than A B

Your description of the person will not be complete if you skip any of the
words or forget to circle a category for each pair of words,
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APPREDEX 14

(Iv)

JEALOUS :~susplcinus, hard, unbelieving

TRUSTFUL:~accepting, soft hearted, believes in others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

INTELLIGENT :-smart, alert, precise

UNINTELLIGENT:-dull, slow, careless

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

RESOURCEFUL :~makes own decisions, offers his ideas

DEPENDENT :~lets someone else make decisions, asks for ideas

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

TALKATIVE :=happy-go-lucky, cheerful

SILFNT :~serious, depressed

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

INSECURE :~fussy, feels lonely most of the time

CONFIDENT :-accepts mistakes, has many friends

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

SENSITIVE:~kindly, gentle

TOUGH:=-self-sufficient, realistic

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

EXACT :~methodical, self-controlled, carries out plans

© LAX :~negligent, inexact, tends to let things go.

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

CONSERVATIVE :~critical, opposed to changes

LIBERAL:-makes changes, not strict in ideals

Very guch More A Sometimes A More B Very much

A Than B Sometimes B Than A B
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(111)

ABSENT-MINDED :~preoccupied, forgetful, inattentive to others
PRACTICAL:~gets things done, not forgetful, attentive to others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

DEPENDABLE :~responsible, faithful, reliable
UNDEPENDABLE :~1rresponsible, unloyal, unreliable

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

EXCITABLE:~tense, irritable, anxious
COMPOSED:~calm, untroubled, doesntt let things get on his nerves

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

RESOURCEFUL:-makes own decisions, offers his ideas
DEPENDENT :~lets someone else make decisions, asks for ideas

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

INSECURE:~fussy, feels lonely most of the time
CONFIDENT :=accepts mistakes, has many friends

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

ADVENTUROUS :~1ikes meeting people, bold, carefree
SHY:~timid, retiring, considerate of others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

SENSITIVE :~kindly, gentle
TOUGH:-self-sufficient, realistic

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

SOCIABLE:-easy going, co-operative, warm hearted towards others
UNSOCIABLE:-unreasonable, hostile, indifferent towards others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B
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ABSENT-MINDED:~-preoccupied, forgetful, inattentive to others

PRACTICAL:-gets things done, not forgetful, attentive to others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

AGGRESSIVE :=boastful, vigorous, self-confident
SUBMISSIVE:~modest, meek, unsure

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

SOPHISTICATED :~polished, experienced, handles people well
SIMPLE:~clumsy, awkward with people, inexperienced

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

EXCITABLE:~tense, irritable, anxious
COMPOSED:~calm, untroubled, doesn't let things get on his nerves

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

DEPENDARLE:~responsible; faithful, reliable
UNDEPFNDARLE:~irresponsible, unloyal, unreliable

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

ADVERTUROUS :~likes meeting people, bold, carefree
SHY :-timid, retiring, considerate of others

Very much More A Scmetimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

SOCIABLE :~easy going, co-operative,warm hearted towards others
UNSOCIABLE:~unreasonable, hostile, indifferent towards others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B- Sometimes B Than A B

PATIENT :~calm, mature, unworried
IMPATIENT :-unstable, immature, worried

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B
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(1)

PATIENT :=calm, mature, unworried
IMPATIENT :~unstable, immature, worried

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

ADVERTUROUS :-1likes meeting people, bold, carecfree
SHY:=-timid, retiring, considerate of others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

INSECURE : ~Fussy, feels lonely most of the time
CONFIDENT :~accepts mistakes, has many friends

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Spmetimes B Than A B

SOPHISTICATED:-polished, experienced, handles people well
SIMPLE:~clumsy, awkward with people, inexperienced

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

TALKATIVE :=happy-go-lucky, cheerful
SILENT :-serious-minded, depressed

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

CONSERVATIVE:~critical ., opposed to changes
LIBERAL:#makes changes, not strict in ideals

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

EXACT : -methodical, self-controllcd, carries out plans
LAX:-negligent, inexact, tends to let things go

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

SOCIABLE:=casy going, co-operative, warm hearted towards others
UNSOCIABLE:~unreasonable, hostile, indifferent towards others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

n
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" INSECURE:-fussy, feels lonely most of the time

CONFIDENT :~accepts mistakes, has many friends

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

EXACT :-methodical, self-controlled, carries out plans
LAX:-negligent, inexact, tends to let things go.

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

SOPHISTICATED :~polished, experienced, handles people well
SIMPLE :t-clumsy, awkward with people, inexperienced

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

DEPFNDABLE : ~responsible, faithful, reliable
UNDEPENDABLE :~irresponsible, unloyal, unreliable

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Thdan A B

EXCITABLE:-tense, irritable, anxious
COMPOSED:-calm, untroubled, doesn't let thirgs get on his nerves

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

AGGRESSIVE :~boastful, vigorous, self-confident
SUBMISSIVE :-modest, meek, unsure

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

SENSITIVE :=kindly, gentle
TOUGH:~self~sufficient, realistic

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

TALKATIVE :~happy-go-lucky, cheerful
SILENT :~-serious, depressed

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B
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SOCIABLE :-easy going, co-operative, warm hearted towards others
UNSOCIABLE:~unreasonable, hostile, indifferent towards others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

ADVENTUROUS :~likes meeting people, bold, carefree
SHY:=~timid, retiring, considerate of others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

PATIENT :~calm, mature, unworried
IMPATIENT :~unstable, immature, worried

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

OONSERVATIVE:-Criticai; opposed to changes
LIBERAL:~ makes changes, not strict in ideals

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

RESOURCEFUL :~makes own decisions, offers his 1deas
DEPENDENT :~lets someone else make decisions, asks for ideas

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

ABSENT~MINDED:-preoccuplied, forgetful, inattentive to others
PRACTICAL:-gets things done, not forgetful, attentive to others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than & B

JEALOUS :=suspicious, hard, unbelieving
TRUSTFUL:~accepting, soft hearted, belleves in others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

INTELLIGENT : ~smart, alert, precise
UNINTELLIGENT :-dull, slow, careless

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

£
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SOCIABLE :-easy going, co-operative, warm hearted towards others
UNSOCIABLE :~unreasonable, hostile, indifferent towards others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

ADVENTUROUS :~likes meeting people, bold, carefree
SHY:~timid, retiring, considerate of others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

PATIENT t~calm, mature, unworried
IMPATIENT :~unstable, immature, worried

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

CONSERVATIVE:~-critical, opposed to changes
LIBERAL:~ makes changes, not strict in ideals

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

RESOURCEF UL :=makes own decisions, offers his ideas
DEPENDENT :~lets someone else make decisions, asks for ideas

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

ABSENT~MINDED ¢ ~preoccupled, forgetful, inattentive to others
FRACTICAL:-gets things done, not forgetful, attentive to others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

JEALOUS s~suspicious, hard, unbelleving
TRUSTFUL:~accepting, soft hearted, belleves in others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

INTELLIGENT :-smart, alert, precise
UNINTELLIGENT :~dull, slow, careless

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

(11)
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AGGRESSIVE:=-boastful, vigorous, self-confident
SUBMISSIVE :-modest, meck, unsure

Very miuch More A Sometimes A More R Verv much
A Than B Scinetimes B Thau A b

EXCITABLE:~tense, irritable, anxious
COMPOSED:~calm, untroubled, doesn't let things get on his nerves

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Scmetimec B Thun A B

INTELLIGENT : -smart, alert, precise
UNINTELLIGENT :-dull, slow , careless

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

DEPENDABLE:~responsible, faithful, reliable
UNDEPENDABLE: ~irresponsible, unloyal, unreliable

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

SENSITIVE:-kindly, gentle
TOUGH: =self=-sufficient, realistic

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

RESQURCEFUL:-makes own decisions, offers his ideas
DEPENDENT :-lets someone else make decisions, asks for ideas

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

JEALOUS :-suspicious, hard, unbelieving
TRUSTFUL:~accepting, soft hearted, believes in others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B

ABSENT-MINDED:=-preoccupied, forgetful, inattentive to others
FRACTICAL:-gets things done, not forgetful, attentive to others

Very much More A Sometimes A More B Very much
A Than B Sometimes B Than A B



APPERDIX 195

ABSTRACT OF




APPENDIX 13

ABSTRACT OF

Person Pareegtio% and Social Intellizence of
Socla elinquents

Personallly trait ratings were obtuined from seventy-
seven inmatas of a muxiaum seourity reformestory. The person
stimuli for the ratings were four facial photogrephs of in-
dividuels measured on the Cgttell Sixteen Pérsonallty Factor
guestionnsire. The rating scale was constructed using the
Cattel]l Sixteen “ersonnlity Fsstors. Four forms of the soale

were used and only those traits whioh were not rated signifi-
cantly different between the forms were used. The final
list of ten tralis, ratings not belng =ignificantly different,
were pooled to obtaln a single score. The score consisted
of the amount of arror la sesle position betwsen what the
individuel rated himself on a tralt, and what the inmates
rated him.

The inmates were also mezsured for gensral intellli-

gence, und soclal intelligenece using the Qtls gelf Scoring

Test of dMental ibilities for grades four to nine and the
Moss-Hunt-Omwake Sociel Intellisence Test respectively.

1l Raymond J. Parthun, master's thesis presented to
the Sechoel of Psycholozy and Rducstion of the Unlversity
of Ottawa, Ontzrio, May 1963, x-78 p.
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Also, the grade level achievement in school and age of each
inmate were used. These variebles were included since both
genaeral intelligeonce apd sociael intelligence have been postu-
lated as requisite for acourste judgments of psrsonality
treits. Also, these two have been found to be highly corre-
lated in past research which dietated that these varisbles
needed to be oontrolled, ZHdueatlonal level was contrelled
pines thare was a question as to the smount education played
in developing social intelligence; age, vecause the writery
noted possible differences in soeial tazot beitween younger
and older inmetes, was also oconirellsd. The control of
these variasblesz was statisticsal in nsture making use of a
maltivariate technique. This consisted of obtaining beta
coefficients and welghis assoeiamted with the nine varisbles.
¥ultiple R's were then computed from the beta weights., This
technique allowed for assessing each palr of variables while
holding ell others constant, The results indicated that
cnly two of the ten tralts were associated with significant
multiple R's. The beta wsighis assocliated with these signi-
ficant multiple R's were tnken as s sugdestion lhat the
gocial intelligence subtest scores contributed the bulk of
the obtained varianoes in both caszes, with gsneral intelli-
gence, age and educstional level comtributing a small

portion. Accordingly, for these two tralts thehypothesis
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that scelal intelligenee wes not a centridbuting variabdble
to personality trait ratings wes pot aceepted. Likewise,
this hypothesis wae not rejected for the remaining eight
traite.
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