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INTRODUCTION 

The general area of person peremption in aoeial 

psychology i s composed of many smaller areas each with i t s 

own problems and questions to be ana-wered. The p a r t i c u l a r 

aapeot of person perception to be invest igated in t h i s study 

i s the perception of personal i ty t r a i t s of o the r s , -with 

p a r t i c u l a r regard to the contr ibut ion of soc ia l in te l l igence 

t o t h i s aspec t . 

Heither perception of personali ty t r a i t s of o the r s , 

nor socia l in te l l igence has been studied with respect to 

soc ia l del inquents , the term, socio! del inquent , as defined 

in this study refers to an adult incarcerated offender. At 

the same t i s e , social delinquents would sppe&r to provide 

f e r t i l e ground for study of these aspec t s , s ince , en groups, 

soc ia l delinquents can be approached as a kind of soc ia l 

pheao&ejioja. This lead® one to speculate about the i r a b i l i t y , 

both in te rns of soc ia l in te l l igence and t h e i r perception of 

other persons. For example, i t might be questioned whether 

a lack of acuity in perceiving others i s operating l a the i r 

behavior* On the other hand, one might consider th® 

opposing viewpoint tha t socia l delinquents abount in i n t e r ­

personal s e n s i t i v i t y but because of t h e i r extreme ego-

centrisffi use th i s a b i l i t y in a soc ia l ly unacceptable or 

des t ruc t ive manner. S t i l l , another approach a l ^ i t be that 
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social delinquents possess a considerable interpersonal 

faoility and acuity, which becomes obscured by the emphasis 

society places instead on their antisocial tendencies and 

behavior. 

This study does not purport to investigate these 

speculations. They serve, rather, to highlight the general 

need for research in this area and the timeliness of this 

study. The present investigation also R&ke© use of several 

procedural controls not found in past research methodology 

in this area, i.e., a amltiv&rlat© type design and a somewhat 

more objective method of seasuring person perception which, 

although far from being perfect, seems to offer better 

chances for experimental reproducibility. 

Chapter one is in three sections, the first of vthich 

provides a general orientation to the study. This is 

followed by a review of the single study related to this re­

search problem. In conclusion, the formal statement of the 

hypothesis to be tested is stated. 

The experimental design is set forth in-chapter two. 

A review of the literature on the teat of social intelligence 

used is followed by a description of the procedure® adopted 

for the measurement of personality trait perception. The 

description of the sample population and the statistical 

procedures employed conclude the chapter. 
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In the third chapter, the results are presented and 

discussed, followed by th® summary and eonolusioae with 

implioatlons for future research. 



CHAPTER I 

FMSEHimCH Of THE VhDMm 

1 . Background. 

Person perception has bees et«Al«4 within « theore-

tioa.1 framework only for the pa at several deea&e*. Prior 

to t h i s , the f i e ld of aut&y was referred to as oher&cter 

Judgment. This l a t t e r approach wee characterized by 

s tudies i s aaet homology, e . g . . showing the efficacy of 

r a t ing teetsaal^uea in personal i ty assessment genera l ly , 

s t a t i s t i c a l procedures applicable to ra t ings primari ly In 

es tab l i sh ing r e l i a b i l i t y measures, and aa emphasis on 

attempting t o measure accuracy of judgments, most often 

ualag group opinion as the c r i t e r ion of accuracy. Generally, 

maeh of th i s work has resalaea of h i s t o r i eal i n t e r e s t only. 

The stoat resent phase of stu«£y, now sa i led person 

percept ion, impression formation or interpersonal percept ion, 

haa taken on a more acceptable dimension in tha t i t has been 

linked with perceptual theory. The thinking of Aseh,1 Wolff, 

1 S. Aseh, "Forming Impressions of People**, Journal 
of Abnormal and Social Psychology. Tol . 47, Ho. 3 , 1946, 
p . 358-290. 

2 1 . Wolff, The Repression of Personal 1 tyt Ixfterl-
a e a t a l Bcath Psych olo&y. Harder aaa Brothers . Here TorkT 
1948, 334 p . 
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Br una wl ok, Bruner, and Heider was approached with more 

or less stated or implied perceptual theory which can, 

perhaps, be specifically called hypothesis theory, making 

use of the concepts of set, expectation, or cognitive pre­

disposition as focal points. A short resume of this kind 

of theorizing might clarify what ia meant, m Aseh6 

stated: 

We look at a person and iaaaediately a certain 
impression of his character forms itself in us. 
This remarkable capacity (...) is a precondition of 
social life. Our impression is unified, it is of 
one person. 

After a series of experiments, he concluded that in forming 

impressions the individual relates trait oonoepts, which own 

be related fco speciflo behavior and therefore the unified 

impression depends upon the relationship of the oonoepts, and 

not merely their sumaated characteristics. This emphasis 

of the unified impression and the total impression being 

more than the sum total of the parts can be classified as a 

Oestelt approach. 

3 I. Brunswick, "tem&rks on Functionalist in Per­
ception**, Perception and Personalityt A Symposium. Edited 
by J.S. Bruaer, 9. Kreeh, Uuke university Press, 1950, p. 56-
65. 

4 I.S, Bruaer, "Personality Pynaaloe and Perceiving", 

Serceotlon An Approach to Personality. "Edited by R. Blake and . Ramsey, Honald Press Co., Mew York, p. viil-442. 

5 F. Heldex, The Psychology of Interpersonal Relation-
shins, fohn Wiley and Sons, Sew York, 1958, p. ix-S22. 

6 Asch, Op. Sit., p. ESS. 
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Others have thought that in forming Impressions of 

other persons one starts $&th partial Information. These 

shreds of evidence are the bases of inferences about other 

persons, as Bruner, Shapiro and Taguirl have a&idi "One 

knows more about a person then what seems to be ijaaadlately 

connoted by the sots one has witnessed or the information 

7 

one has gained about hia"1. According to t h i s approach, 

whatever was inferred about other© frost these b i t s of 

information .was baaed upon a se t of expectations about 

the nature of persons which proceeds fro® one*s experience 

with behavior. The expectations are Jus t i f ied by the 

apparent consis tencies end inconsis tencies of persons who 

have become pa r t of one*s experience. This view I s not 

e s sen t i a l l y any di f ferent than Hi lgard ' s 8 thinking except 

that he postulated perceptual purposefulness in that the 

goal of perception i s fundamentally to keep the ^orld s tab le 

and aeantngful and to achieve c l a r i t y and defini teness in 

apprehension of objects even though the cues furnished 

s igh t be ambiguous. 

7 J . § , Bruner, B. Shapiro and S. Taguir i , *The 
Meaning of Tra i t s in I so l a t i on and in Combination", in 
Person Perception y d Interpersonal Behavior. Edited by 
R. Taguiri and L. P e t r u l l o , Stisn&ford Universi ty P ress , 
19S8, p . 07T-288. 

8 K. Hilgard, *lole of Learning in Perception*, in 
Perception an Approach to Persona l i ty , t d l t ed by 1 . Blake 
and 0 . Ramsay, Bonald ? res s Go,, Hew York, 1951, p . 95-120. 
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Impbaeizing mora basic cons idera t ions , the person 

perception t heo r i s t considers that soc ia l in te rac t ion takes 

up a good port ion of a person 's l i f e and that among the many 

possible modes of behavior in s i t ua t ions only a few are appro­

p r i a t e . The appropriateness must be learned and depends upon 

experience. To eaoos© the appropriate mode of behavior in a 

given s i t ua t i on one must "size up the s i tua t ion" so t o speak. 

This appropriateness of behavior i s such akin to concepts of 

soc ia l in te l l igence ee mentioned by Allport9 and Thorndlice. i0 

From th i s a r i s e s the consideration that perhaps the t h e o r e t i ­

cal tenet of choosing the appropriate mode of behavior in a 

socia l s i tua t ion* end a l l t ha t i t implies from a perceptual 

point of view, can be invest igated by the ra«asur©ment of soc ia l 
11 i n t e l l i gence . Of i n t e r e s t , a l s o , i s that Allport considers 

soc ia l in t e l l igence to be on® of eight r equ i s i t e s for accuracy 

in judging other persons* personal i ty character!®sics. However, 

l i t t l e research has been reported to subs tant ia te t h i s 

supposit ion. 

A problem to be inves t iga ted , then, i s whether 

sooial i n t e l l i gence i s associated with t r a i t perception. On 

the bas i s of past research l i t e r a t u r e , i t could formally be 

hypothesized that theore t i ca l ly i t should be. Tra i t per­

ception, as defined In th i s study, r e fe r s to the a b i l i t y 

9 G.W. Al lpor t , Personal i ty ; A Psychological In te rpre ­
t a t i o n . Henry Holt Go., lUw York, 1937, p . xiv-588. 

10 X.X.. fhora&ike, " In te l l igence and I t s Uses", 
Harsers Magazine. ?©1. 140, Mo. 836, 1920, p . SS7-235. 

11 Al lpor t , Op. P i t . . p . 516. 
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of soc ia l delinquents to p©revive personal i ty t r a i t s of 

o the r s , to the degree tha t tilt other persons say they 

possess those t r a i t s , Categorical ly , t h i s i s an opera­

t iona l de f in i t ion which does not i&ply tha t the t r a i t s 

under consideration are r # a l i £ l « s , end the t rue persona­

l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the persons perceived. Accordingly, 

the experimental hypothesis wi l l necessar i ly t e s t the r e ­

l a t ionsh ip obtained between socia l in te l l igence and speci f ic 

personal i ty t r a i t s r©th«r than global impressions, i n order 

to determine she contributory value of soc ia l in t e l l igence 

in t r a i t percept ion. Before s t a t i n g the hypothesis formally, 

perhaps i t would be benef ic ia l to not® the past research 

re la ted to the problem* 

£. Eeview of the l i t e r a t u r e . 

fhe problem of soc ia l latel l igene© and I t s associa­

t ion with a b i l i t y to perceive personal i ty t r a i t s of other 

persons was invest igated by Vemonr2 a® par t of a l a rge r 

study. Since tha t t ime, fu r ther s tud ies have not been 

repor ted . 

Vernon's study was concerned with twenty ^fissures 

obtained on for ty-e ight s u b l e t s , and the corre la t ions of 

IS JP.l. Vernon, "Some Charac te r i s t i cs of the Good 
Judge of Personal i ty* , Journal of Social Psychology. Vol. 4 , 
Ho. 1 , 1953, p . 4S-S8, 
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the twenty steasures with judgments of persona l i ty t r a i t s 

of f r i ends , s e lve s , and. stranger®. Among the twenty 

measures w r e four Soreoheeh scoring ca tegor ies , two mea­

sures of general i n t e l l i g e n c e , the Moes-Bunt Social I n t e l l i ­

gence Teat s u b t e s t s , 1929 ed i t i on , and various i n t e r -

eubjeet r a t i n g s . I n t e r eorr ©la t i one between these v&riablee 

were found to be nigh.. 

Specif ic to th i s study, were the in tar corre la t ions 

between Judgment8 of s t rangers and Moss-Hunt feat perfor­

mance. 

Tiie cor re la t ions obtained between judgments end 

the Judgment in Social Si tuat ions subtes t wes .$6 , with 

fudging Emotions fro® Li terary Quotations .£§» with Obser­

vation of Human behavior - . 3 2 , with Memory for Uarnee and 

Faeee ,44, and with Sense of Humor ,05 . JfudgisteBte were 

a lso found t o be r e l a t ed to abst ract in te l l igence to the 

extent ©f .31 which «a® of i n t e r e s t since abs t rac t i n t e l l i ­

gence t e s t perforasaace was highly correlated * i t h Mose-fftant 
13 

Test performance. This suggested fehut the obtained, 

cor re la t ions were not pure enough to subs tant ia te the con­

clusions of the study by refteon of the mutual influence of 

the var iables upon one another without en a t teap t to control 

the i n t e r a c t i o n . 

13 Ternon, Qt». CiC , p . 54. 
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Another criticism of Vernon*s study was th© method 

of combining scores used as the judgment ecor®. im 

elaborate method of euamation of various scores was des­

cribed without any statistical basis for combining, i.e.. 

significance of differences between score© wa© not checked 

prior to sasamafciag and combining them. Ihe question, then, 

was whether or not the composite scores were appropriate. 

Perhaps equally Important, the reliability of the scores, 

instruments, and judg&ent scores were not mentioned and 

therefore it might be eseuaed th&t this was not investigated. 

Finally, the s&aple was selected according to a 

criterion which consisted of having each of the forty-eight 

subjects well acquainted with at least six other meabere 

of the sample. This might have introduced sample biases, 

the influence ©f whiea could have produced biased results. 

Neither was there mentioned that a control group was used 

or at least investigating the difference© in judgment 

scores between the subjects who knew each other and those 

whoa they did not know. 

Accordingly, the obtained correlation between 

the Moss-Hunt Test and Jud&aeats of personality charac­

teristics as measured in Vernon*e study were not con­

sidered conclusive. Se1* also noted that a 

14 Ternoa, Op. 01t., p. 56. 
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mult ivar ia te design should be used t© control var iable 

i n t e r ac t ion effects on the corre la t ions but Intimate® that 

h i s sample s ize was not suf f ic ien t for sueh elaborate 

techniques. 

fh& present study w i l l Inves t iga te sosl&l i n t e l l i ­

gence, ooa*rolling for general i n t e l l i g e n c e , and i t a r e l a ­

t ionship to pereeption ©f personal i ty t r a i t s of o t h e r s , 

using a mul t ivar ia te design as suggested by Teraoa. Another 

var iable to be assessed as an independent variable i s edu-
18 ea t ioaa l l e v e l , since Ca t te l l suggested that educational 

l eve l could be a seeond source for a noted re la t ionship be­

tween general in te l l igence and t a c t In social s i t u a t i o n s . 

ige was thought to be another var iable which eould be 

Jus t i f i ab ly assessed in r e l a t i on to peremption of another*s 

personal i ty t r a i t s , as i t was noted by the wri ter that the 

soc ia l delinquents used in the study differed in soc ia l 

ad ro i tness , the older inmates being acre soc i a l l y f a c i l e 

and the younger injsates being more soc ia l ly g&uehe. I n t e l l i ­

gence w i l l a lso be assessed in t h i s study alnoe the p re ­

viously noted re la t ionsh ip between p^rforaanee scores on 

t e s t s of abs t rac t intell igene© end performance on the 

Moss-Hunt Test ©cold be considered a contaminating var iable 

15 B.B. O a t t e l l , Personali ty - A Systems t i e 
3&a@r*tlcal and gaotaal Study. Bfoaraw Hi l l Book Co.. Sew 
York, 19S0, p . SB. 
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in terms of statistical inference. Bruuer and Taguiri 

have presented an excellent review of the studies investiga­

ting the relationship between general or abstract intelli­

gence sad ability to peroeive personality tralta of other 

persona. To review these studies here would be a repeti­

tion ©f their work. However, the eonolaalon they have 

drawn from these studies hue indicated that there is a 

slight positive relationship between general intelligence 

and aeeur&ey of judging personality traits of ©there, 

2>. Hypothesis. 

Because of the complexity, often bordering on 

eejsplete ambiguity, of pent reeearoh findings, the hypo­

thesis tested in this study was out of necessity stated in 

the null form* slue© these studio© did not lend mush support 

for atatlng a direotlo&al hypothesis, Aeaordlngly, it la 

hypothesized that ®oeial intelligence is not a contributing 

variable to personality trait pereeption. As noted pre­

viously, thie hypothesis will he tested for each tr&it 

singly, on the basis of the number of trsite found to be 

reliable in the ratings. The methods and design used to 

teat the hypothesis will follow in the next chapter. 

1© J.S. Biuiner end I. Xagoirl» "Perception of 
People"» Handbook of Soolal PayeAoioaar. Vol. 8, Addison 
Wesley Co., Cambridge, 1^54, p. 654-654. 
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XKPXRXmiit&L BES1GK 

This chapter i s a presenta t ion of the procedures 

aM methods used In t es t ing the hypothesis . Section one 

w i l l constat of & short; review of the l i t e r a t u r e concerned 

with the a&e&eureiaent of soc ia l in te l l igence and especia l ly 

that of the Moas-Hunt^Omwake f a s t . Section* two and three 

w i l l deal with the methods need in obtaining th© d a t e , 

photographing th® persons which were used as the person 

a t i a u l i for personal i ty t r a i t perception, construe t ing a 

persona l i ty t r a i t r a t l ag s c a l e , and obtaining the data on 

age, in t e l l igence t e s t performance, and educational l eve l of 

the inmate s t a p l e . Leatly, section four wi l l describe the 

saaple of inmates used in the study, tes t ing condi t ions, 

end procedures. Section five deeJL* with reXiabi l i ty s t a t i s ­

t i c s and the l a s t section wi l l describe the s t a t i s t i c a l 

methods used in analyzing the date* 

1. The Mess-Hunt-Otawafce Teat. 

One ef the speci f ic i n t e l l e c t u a l a b i l i t i e s c i ted by 

I . L . Tboradike1 in 192G, wee soc ia l i n t e l l i g e n c e , This he 

1 S.L. thorndiice, " In te l l igence and I t s Uses", 
Harper'a Magazine. ?©1. 140, Mo. 856, 19£0, p . 227-S37. 
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defined as, "the ability to understand and manage men, 

women, boys and girls, i.e., to act wisely in human rela­

tionships". 

Following this, many attempts heve been made to con­

struct tests intended to measure %b& social aspect of in­

telligence. On the on® hand, methods in which social 

interests, attitudes and adjustment were assayed; on the 

other, the aeasur@ts.ent of acquired social information was 

undertaken. Thor&dike and Stein® end Jackson have pre­

pared excellent reviews of these methods. 

One of the earliest attempts to measure social 

intelligence with some degree of precision «as by F.A. Moss 

and T. Hunt in 19&6. Their effort resulted in the Moss-

Hunt Soolal Intelligence Testffoubliahed by George Washington 

University. This test has been revised twice, most recently 

la 1949. 

1&e Moss-Hunt fs.s.t consists of five subtests 

entitled Judgment in Social Situations, Recognition of 

the Mental State of the Speaker, Memory for Names 

2 Thorndlke, Op. Pit.. p. 228. 

8 R.L. Thoradike sad 3. Stein, "An Evaluation of the 
Attempts to Measure Social Intelligence1*, Psychological 
Bulletin. Tel. 54, Mo. 5, 1937, p. 275-285\""^ 

4 V.D. Jackson, "Social Proficiency", Journal of 
Experimental Iduoatlon. Tol. 6, Ho. 4, 1940, p. 422-474. 

5 Hereafter referred to as the Moss-Hunt Test. 

mailto:aeasur@ts.ent
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end Feces, Observation of Human Behavior, and Sense of 

Humor, S n o r t e d r e l i a b i l i t i e s 6 for t h i s t e s t range fro® a 

corrected s p l i t - h a l f of .71 to a ,8 t t e s t - r e t e s t coef f i ­

c i en t . Sunt reported the .89 «hen the t e s t was adminis­

tered to a group of one handred sophoaores a second time 
n 

a f t e r e. lapse of four itonths. Other reported r e l i a b i l i t i e s 
6 

nave been l i s t e d In the t e s t aaaual . 

On the basis of thee® reported r e l i a b i l i t i e s , the 

assmsption can be made tha t i f the Mo as-Hunt Teat has mea­

sured soc ia l i n t e l l i g e n c e , I t has done so r e l i a b l y . However, 

i t wee noted that the r e l i a b i l i t i e s «ere obtained for 

samples of ebove average educational l e v e l , l . e , . college 

s tuden t s , high school sen io r s , and adul ts who bed finished 

high school, 

Several types of evidence have been accumulated on 

the va l id i t y of the losa-gant f ee t . Hunt® noted marked 

©eeupetion&l differences in t e s t scores; e . f i . , executive 

salesmen and teachers aaade higher scores while c le rks and 

6 T. Hunt, "The le&suroaent of Social I n t e l l i g e n c e " , 
oarntil of Applied Psyenoloigy. Tol . 12 , Ho, 3 , 19£8, p . 317-

7 I b i d . , p . 333. 

8 f .A . Moss, f. Hung, W, Orsweite, and 3". Woodward, 
goolal In te l l igence Test MSJMULL. George Washington University 
Centre for Psychological Services , Washington, D.C., 1949. 

9 Hunt, On. P i t . , p . 384. 

I 



KFBBIMSHTAL ERSIGK 13 

uasJdll®<l laborers siads low scores . Thl« might b® <avia@ae» 

I f cm wart t© asaums that sxeeutivs salesmen sad teachers 

were ®@r@ @©a@ern@4 with g s t t i a g aloag with psopls . However, 

as was po i a t s i ©at saastoavatly W o t t e r i a v « t i gators , no 

ef for t was « t © t© s ta ly t a t s f f e s t s of v t rba l or afestraet 

l a t t X l i g t a s t a® r s l a t M to BSess-Em&t Test p»>fomane®. 

Stra®s*s i 0 data on 311 graduate ®tu4©nts r t a u l t t d 

l a &o slgalfie&at re la t ionsh ip betw®«m the Moss-Huat. Test 

scores audi par t i a l patlon i a club a c t i v i t i e s . Thormdik© 

&M a t e l a , 1 1 l a exemiaiag ta® d i s t r i b u t i o n or th® a c t i v i t y 

soorsa 1B Strang*s data , noted a marked &kswaass sad thus 

qass i loas i the oorre la t ioa technique used ®afl thas asr 

i a t e r p r s t a t l o a of the data also* 

Bro©aiis fount a eo s f f i e l t a i sqa&l to .©# a«tw«t& 

th® pfraa-flamj *»»J aa€ tks Tft»T»mct„ l a f a i m a g e Sxamlaa-

t l t y l a th® €iso«©sioa ©f t a t r e s u l t s a® Mfgsst«4 ths 

p o s s i b i l i t y that rea&lag a b i l i t y was ta t ©oi^oa f s e to r 

vhion aigfit havs accounted for t a t high oozTtlatioft. i n a 

f a r the r e tmy dss iga t t t© p a r t i a l ©at t a t • f f t o t a of rsa&i&g 

a b i l i t y , Brooa co»olu<2e<S: 

10 B, Straag, "Btlat ioa ©f Soeisi I a t a l l i a t a a * to 
Ct r t e ia Other f ac to r s " , 8ehool aad 3»o i s t y . Tol . 3 * . Ho. 9£0, 
1930, p . 868-47B, 

11 Taoraiii&e aad S t e l a , Op. Qj.t. f p . g?9. 

1£ 1 . Broom, "A Hots ®a the Val id i ty of a. Tsst of 
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( . . . ) that the ma iked corre la t ion between 
Social In te l l igence Test Scores and acades&c i n t e l l i ­
gence as measured by the Thorndlk* In te l l igence Exa­
mination I s r ea l ly a se l f corre la t ion of reading 
comprehension as measured in the two t e s t s . Reading 
f&en i s the eoamon factor as suggested in the 
e a r l i e r study.*** 

Thoradike, af ter a fac tor analysis of the Hosa-Hunt 

Test , using the 1927 ed i t ion , concluded: 

( . . . ) tha t although the Moss-Bunt Test may tap 
s l i gh t l y some unique aeesur© of a b i l i t y , i t measures 
primari ly the a b i l i t y to understand and Tsork with 
-words %hloh balk so l a rge in an abs t rac t i n t e l l i ­
gence fcest.i* 

Woodrow in a factor analy t ic study of f i f ty- two 

mental t e a t s , one of which was the Moss-Hunt "est . found 

three of the sub tes t s to corre la te highly with a verbal 

faotor , one with a v i sua l - spa t i a l fac tor , and on© with a. 

socia l f ac to r . Jfeess end Wltryol""* ooap&rsd the lieaory for 

femes end Faces subtes t scores with memory for names and 

faoe« in a l i f e s i t ua t i on , they fount a cor re la t ion ©f 

13 E. Sroo®, "A Further Study of the Val id i ty of a 
fea t of Social In te l l igence* , Journal of fduoatlonal 
Kesearoh. Vol. S2, Ho. 5 , 1930, p. 408. 

14 l . L . Thorndike, "Factor Analysis of Social and 
Abstract i n t e l l i gence* , Journal of lduo&.tioaal P«roholo<gr. 
Tol, £7, Ho. 3 , 19S6, p . 233. 

15 H. Woodrow, *The Cojsaon Factors of Fifty-Two 
Mental Tes t s" , Payohometrioa. Vol. 4 , l o . 2 , 1939, p . 98-
108. 

16 I . JCaess and 3 . i d t r y o l , "Memory for Haass and 
Faces? A Charac te r i s t i c of Social In te l l igence* , Journal of 
Applied Psychology. Vol. 39, Bo. e , 1958, p . 457-462. 



KXFKRIif5W!£AL 2SSIGM 15 

.87 for 111 ©ales and a .25 for ninety-nine feaales between 

the two scores . Both of these correlation© were signif ic&nt 

a t the .01 l e v e l . 

The outstanding e r l t i o l eos resu l t ing fro® val ida t ion 

s tudies of the Moas-Hunt Test have been* a noted pos i t ive 

eorre la t ion with t e s t e of abs t rac t and verbal i n t e H l g s n e e , 

aoad with verbal fac tors in factor an&lytio s t u d i e s . However, 

the samples used ssere invariably skewed in the d i rec t ion ©f 

be t t e r than average verbal s k i l l s and i t m i ^ t be eonoelvable 

that t h i s was another coimoa factor accounting for the 

obtained pos i t ive r e l a t ionsh ips . 

In spit® ©f these c r i t i c i sms , the use of the Boss-

Hunt Test as the measure of soela l in t e l l igence needed for 

t h i s study was ju s t i f i ed by IXIPQTVM statement t ha t : 

These charges ere not a l together re levant . 
General in te l l igence must be expected to influence 
the forssstisn of t h i s t r a i t sad a ©©derate overl&p 
i s not Injurious to t h i s eoneept of soc ia l 
i n t e l l i g e n c e . ! ? 

another weighty consideration in the decision to use the 

Moss-aunt Test fo r t h i s study was the a v a i l a b i l i t y of f ive 

subtests each measuring an a b i l i t y thought to be re la ted 

t o soc ia l i n t e l l i gence . The Memory for lames and Faces 

subtest as well as the Heoognition of the Mental S ta te of 

the Speaker subtest have been found t o be associated with 

17 0 . * . Al lpor t , Personality* A FsyoholoMsal In te r -
ore tut ion , Henry Holt , Ke* Yorit, 1937, p . 4£7. 
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aoolal f ac to r s , whereas the other three seem to be r e l a t ed 

to verbal factor®. Accordingly, assessment of each subtest 

might act as a fur ther va l ida t ion of the two subtests r e ­

lated t o socia l f ac to r s , a® well as allowing assessment of 

the other three subtests while control l ing verbal Influence 

as ©assured by abs t rac t in te l l igence t e s t scores . I t wsxs 

thought possible tha t Independent assessment of each of the 

Mo as-Han t Test subtes ts might r e s u l t in ce r t a in sub tes t s 

being more valid for personal i ty t r a i t ra t ings than a 

s ingle score made up of the five sub te s t s . 
18 Applying a readabi l i ty index to the Moss-Hunt Test 

indicated tha t a seventh grade comprehension l eve l was 

necessary to understand the items of the t e s t . The inmate 

sample pa r t i c ipa t ing in th i s study averaged 7,46 school 

grades completed which wes the only measure of comprehension 

obtained, fhe assumption was th&t individuals a t t a in ing a 

grade l eve l of seven also are a t t h i s l eve l of sojaprehansion. 

This was not considered a serious drawback In sampling since 

the individuals isaJeing up a reform tory population often are 

of higher I n t e l l e c t u a l capacity than indicated by their 

school records. For t h i s sample, the descr ip t ive s t a t i s t i c s 

in fable I ind ies te tha t the mean Mo«s-Hunt Test t o t a l 

score was 79.8? with a standard deviation of 26.00 and a 

18 B. f l e seh , The Art of P la in Talk. Harper and 
Bros . , Kew Tor i , 1948, p . 195-205. 
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Table I . -

Deseriptive S t a t i s t i c s of the Moes-Bant Test Subtest 
Secures as Obtained fr©® the Sampler tJsed 1B Tale 

Study. 

Standard 
Test Mean deviation 

Judgment In Social 
Situations 

Recognition of the Mental 
State of the Speaker 

Memory for Names end 

Observation of Bu&an 

Beaavlor 

Sense of Earner 
Total Test ^eore 

16.8ft 

24 .21 

10.16 

1®.14 

9.94 

79.87 

4* 87 

5.79 

<£.!? 

8.6£ 

4.65 

26 .01 
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range of 116 po in t s . The atean subtest scores ranged f roa 

9.94 to B4.21 ^ i t a a standard deviat ion range from 4.65 

to 8.62. 

2 . Parson Perception St imul i . 

The parsons to be photographed were selected on the 

basis of t e a t - r e t a s t consistency of t he i r personal i ty fac tor 

scores as aeasured by C a t t a i l ' s Sixteen Personal i ty fac tor 
lfi 

Test* Forms A and B. 

^ a e 16 P.ff i*es administered to for ty male s tudents 

of an introductory laboratory course in psychology. The 

time In te rva l of the t e s t - r e t a s t was one week. Since the 

fo r ty individuals of th i s group were of French, Engl ish, 

and b i l ingua l French-IngUsh o r ig in , a time l imi t of f i f t y 

minutes was imposed assuming that those of the group not 

completing the t e a t within t h i s time, would be those with 

d i f f i cu l t y In reading English. 

Sixteen of the for ty individuals f inished the t e s t . 

These s ixteen were able to converse, read , and wri te the 

English language f l uen t ly . Two methods ^era used to de te r ­

mine the amount of consistency between each of the s ixteen 

ind iv idua l ' s scores on Forms A and B of the 16 F.F t e s t . 

A & t e s t for corre la ted mean scores for each individual 

resul ted in no s igni f icant differences f o r any of the 

16 Hereafter referred to as the 16 P .g .Tes t . 
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sixteen ind iv idua l s , Ta® grea tes t mean raw score difference 

between Forms A and B was 1.50 and with 15df a £ equal to 

1.75 was necessary for signlfleanee at the .05 l e v e l . A 

£ of 1.08 was obtained will oh was s ign i f ican t only a t the 

,15 l e v e l . !?h© l eas t mm, raw seore difference was .00 

will eh was s ign i f i can t a t greater tnas the .50 l e v e l . Thus, 

BO individual in the group responded s i g a i f i e a n t l y d i f f e r ­

ent ly on Forms 4 ©ad B of the t e s t , fhe f i l ia l ehoiee of 

the individuals to fee photographed was made a f t e r the 

appl icat ion of the second method of determining consistency. 

The second method consisted in determining the 

absolute differences between raw scores on eaoh factor for 

eeeh ind iv idua l . The individuals responding the l e a s t 

d i f fe ren t ly la terms of absolute difference were four in 

number. Their scores ranged from th i r t y - th r ee to fo r ty -

n ine , these being the l e a s t absolute difference scores of 

the t o t a l s ixteen scores. I&ese four individuals were then 

photographed. 

The phot®graphic equipment consisted of a Leic® SF 

camera with a 50 sua lens se t a t 1/35 of a second with an 

f stop of 3 . 5 , four 375 watt Meetinghouse photomedlum beams, 

two WeetiBghouee Ho. 1 three hour fotoflood l i g h t s , a Ziess -

Ikoii Ikophat Photometer, & cream colored, porous window 

shade t h i r t y - s i x inches in width as the buokdrop and Kodak 

Ectoohxoae type F indoor film with an ASA r a t i n g of 16. 
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The photomediua beaae were se t at a dis tance of 

e lx ty- f ive inches from tfee backdrop with the beaa» direotod 

a t the photogrephee. The fotoflood l i g h t s war© plaoed to 

the r i g h t and l e f t of the photograph®© at a disst&n®® of 

t h i r t y - f i v e inches s l i gh t l y belo% the l e v e l of the t©e© 

out i lag down the shadows of the ph©tosi©<SIaa beams. Hits 

l igh t ing arrangement resul ted in an Xoophat phot ose t r i e 

rea&iag of eleven with the Ion® speed an€ aper ture ®» 

stated above. 

The camera was not mounted but a dis tance of twelve 

laches between the camera lens and face of the photographee 

remained eoastant . The <Iiataaee between the »hotogr&phee*» 

head and baekdrop was eleven inches . Three negatives were 

obtained for a a eh of the four individuals l a order to rule 

out gross f a c i a l inconsistencies and bet er asce r ta in 

f&eial constancy through a U » dimension. 

The four individuals possessed no ea&rnoterletle 

f ae i a l jaarks such as soars , mustache, or f&eiel musoular 

d i s t o r t i o n s . If they wore glaeeee, these wore removed during 

the photographing. Saea «ore the same clothing which ex­

tended from the neck downward assuring constaaey of the 

clothing par t s ehoura in the f u l l face photographs. I t was 

e laa r ly understood by eaeh individual that they were not to 

aasusie any pose such as smiling or : r ig id^y of the f a c e . 
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la short, expressionlessness was sought, second only to 

natural facial characteristics* 

The resulting photonagatives were made up into 

slides sshlch oould be projected onto s screen as the person 

stimuli for personality trait rating. 

S. Persia ^eraeption Bating So&l©. 

The method of measuring personality trait perception 

consisted of © r&tlag scale derived from the 16 P.ff* test 

of Cattail^7 Th® sixteen traits were presented as descrip­

tive adjectives, i.e.. instead of gohizo-bhymla versus 

Cyclothymia, the words Soeiable versus Unsociable were 

used. These sixteen traita were arranged in bipolar pair®, 

e.&., Aggressive versus Submissive and Dependent versus 

Independent, et cetera. In addition, each descriptive 

treii ««s farther defined by more popular terra® Bueh as 

"easy going1* and "friendly11 for Sociable. ° Using this 

method of presentation the trait meaning was made constant, 

controlling somewhat, mf gro&s attributive differences in 

trait aeaning between the raters. 

The rating categories were five in number, wherein 

either one of ©aeh pair of trait® oonld be indicated as 

17 K.B. Oattell, Handbook for the Sixteen Persona­
lity Faotor Questionnaire* Institute for Personality and 
Ability Testing, Champaign, 1957, ii-54 p. 

18 See Appendix XI?, p. 67-75. 
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being possessed by the photographed parson "very much", 

"more of on® than the 0th«$rM, or "soaieaases both'1. The 

following example I l l u s t r a t e s one fac tor with i t s t r a i t 
19 

desc r ip t ions , t h e i r def in i t ions as suggested by Oa t te l l 
and the ca tegor ies as used in t h i s s tudy: 

(^A, Soci&bleJ- easy going, cooperat ive, wuria hearted 
toward o thers . 

B, Unsociable - h o s t i l e , indif ferent toward o the r s . 

Very much / l o r e A \ Sometimes A More B ¥ery Much 
A ĵ Tham By Sometimes B Than A B 

Accordingly, the r a t e r ^ould c i rc le e i the r A or 
g» ktSf* Sociable or Unsociable and, secondly, one of the 

categories corresponding t© the t r a i t c ircled as shown 

aoove. Further , each of the categories was defined and 

printed on the ins t ruc t ion sheet of the ra t ing scale.2® 

fna fiva categories roughly corresponded to an a rb i t r a ry 

divis ion of the personal i ty Trai t Prof i le s ten scores of 

the 16 ?.f . bast; i . e . , "very much A" included sten scores 

9 to 11; saore A than Sw, sten scores 7 to 9; "sometimes 

A soaetii&es Bw, sten scores 5 to 7$ "store B than A*, 

s ten scores Z to 5; and wvery much B", sten scores 1 to 3 . 

I t was thoagat tha t the advantage of t h i s type of r a t i n g 

scale provided for a comparison of rat ing scows * i t h the 

19 C a t t a i l , Qp,« Cit . . p . 11-19. 

ZQ See Appendix XI?, p . 67-75 for r a t i n g scale 
i n s t r u c t i o n s . 
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obtained prof i l e scores of the photographed parsons. Also, 

the two c i r c l e method, i . e . . o i rc l ing a t r a i t &ad a ca te ­

gory was thought to &aite the t r a i t r a t ing more iseaniBgful 

and reduce the chance of ra t ing error© often found in 

r a t i ng methods. 

Tne ra t ings were scored on the bas is of pos i t ion 

e r ro r , t o r example, i f the photographed person*& p ro f i l e 

seore for fae tor A (Sociable - Unsociable) was aten 3 , and 

the r a t ing was c i rc led Sociable and category "very much A", 

t h i s represented a deviat ion of posi t ion and, in t h i s 

ins tance , an overra t ing , i . e . , the person located himself 

on the Unsociable end of the scale while the r a t e r placed 

him on the Soeiable end. 

A scoring system was devised whereby the score vv&e a 

representat ion of amount of pos i t ion devia t ion, t h i s con­

s i s ted in numbering the ca tegor i e s , from r igh t to l e f t , 

0 to 4 . Accordingly, in the example above the ra t ing score 

for a s ingle factor can be shown as follows: 

Ck S o c i a b l e ^ 
1 Unsociable 

Tery nnoh ) More A Sometimes A i&Qfca/B Tery Much 
Â _. ^ Ikan B Someti&es B Th^nN^ B 

4 3 8 1 0 

The person located hixaaelf a t **Xn and the r a t e r 

loca tes the person a t the c i r c l e , the soore would be one 

minus 4 which equals a score of S. 
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Having obtained a deviat ion score for each of the 

pa i r s of t r a i t s , the f ina l r a t ing score for a s ingle p i c ­

ture was til© absolute sua of the dev ia t ions , i . e . , the 

pluses minus t h e ©inus« . Accordingly, each r a t e r r©e®ived 

four ra t ing scores , ®m for each photograph and a t o t a l 

score which consisted of an absolute sum of the four scores , 

Tor example, on© r a t e r obtained the following four scores : 

10, 8 , - 6 , - £ , which would r e su l t in a t o t a l score of 10, 

This t o t a l score was used a® the measure of personal i ty 

t r a i t r a t ing e r ro r for each of the r a t e r s . Using t h i s 

method, personal i ty t r a i t r a t ing has been defined as en 

aiaouat of error as suggested by Woodworta.2^ 

Four f oras of the r a t i n g scale were devised so tha t 

each form consisted of a different order of t r a i t presenta­

t i o n . I t was thougbt tha t tb i s would counterbalance eny 

ra t ing bias due to t r a i t sequence, a t t r i b u t i o n of ©caning 

of t r a i t s due to constant proximity and general learning 

effect®. The four forme were checked for comparability 

before using them as a single group of r a t i n g s , fbis w i l l 

be discussed in tb© sec t ion on r e l i a b i l i t y measures to 

follow. However, the mean ra t ing scores and standard devia­

t ions are shown in Appendix 1 for eacb t r a i t . 

21 R.S. Woodworth, «ra.»ria»ttt a l Psychology. Hi 
Holt and Co., Hew York, 1939, p . 849. 
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4 . The Insc r ip t ion of the Saople. 

The Inmates pa r t i c ipa t ing in t h i s study were from 

the population of the Ontario Maatlaua Securi ty Seforaatory 

located la Millbroofe, Ontario. Individuals a t t h i s reforma­

tory have been eonvietitd of indic table offenses , the i r rang® 

of sentence ranging from several months to several yea rs . 

fas population can be classif ied as eosprlsing three types 

of sooial delinquency. To* f i r s t group are incor r ig ib le 

Individuals whose offense® range from simple a s s a u l t , t h e f t , 

conversion, and arson, to rape, v io lent a s s a u l t , and fraud. 

Included a lso in t a i e f i r s t &r©up are offenders sent to 

MillbrcoJt from other reform i n s t i t u t i o n s because of t h e i r 

non-conformity, a ® second group include a l l individuals 

convicted of sex offenses involving g i r l s and boys who are 

not sexually mature, homosexuals eenvlcred of gross lade-

eonoy and other sex offense ca tegor ies . The t&lrd group are 

drug addicts convicted of add ic t ion , possession or fflusrkatlag 

of drugs, fhe t o t a l i n s t i t u t i o n population at the time of 

the study was 1S1 inmates. The average age of t he f i n a l 

sample was S9.Q4 years with an age range of 40 years and a 

standard deviation of 7.43 years , the mean I .Q . as measured 

by the Otis Quick Scoring In te l l igence Ixaminstion-Beta 

ffora A for grades four to nine was 89.81 with a range of 

68 points and a standard deviat ion of 14. S6 p o i n t s . The 
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mean educational leve l was 7*46 grades with a rang© of 10 

and a standard deviation of £.01 grades . 

I n i t i a l l y , tbe e n t i r e l a s t ! ui t ional population was 

contacted for pa r t i c ipa t ion i a the s tudy. Of t&e t o t a l 

po ten t i a l sample of 151 s e a , 39 refused to p a r t i c i p a t e which 

wee further broken down to SO drag add ic t s , 5 i n e o r r i g i b l e s , 

and 4 sex offenders. In addit ion to th i s drop out , seven 

were above the ®@e of f i f ty -n ine yea r s , the maximum age se t 

for t h i s study* 8 had language problems, severe enough t o 

eliminate the® lanaed l a t e l y ; 1? were released before the 

study was completed and 5 beog&s physical ly i l l while the 

study was i a progress . Of the regaining seventy-seven who 

did p a r t i a l pete in the study, £5" were inoorr i g i b l e s , 37 

were sex offenders, and 13 were drug add ic t s . 

5 . Froeedure. 

Individuals ©f the sample were assembled in groups 

of seven on a random b a s i s , i . e . . numbers ware assigned to 

each individual and the table of random numbers was used 

for grouping. 2ns choice of seven i n a group was d ic ta ted 

by reason of the maximum seouri ty regula t ions of the 

reformatory &s& a l so the nature of the procedures used i n 

obtaining personal i ty t r a i t r a t i n g s , j , f e . . seven individuals 

could be grouped equidis tant froa the photograph's p ro jec­

t ion on a screen. Th& place of t e s t i ng was a classroom, 



XXPXBX10SSAI. 0SSIGH 27 

well lighted and with comfortable desk-chairs. The experi­

menter aonitered all testing and read the instructions for 

all materials used. 

In addition to the Moss-Hunt Test and the persona­

lity trait rating©, the Otis Intelli&enee Examination with 

a time limit of thirty aiautes was used, the order of 

sequence in testing was the Otis Inteill&enea gsamlaatien. 

the Mo as-Hunt Test- 1940 edition; with time limits for each 

subtest; aai the P@ra@nallty Trait Bating Scale. 

The suggested forty minute time limit for the Hoas-

Hant Test was found to be insufficient for this population 

after testing a group of fifteen individuals not included 

in the sample, for this reason, the following tlae limits 

for each subtest were imposed: subtest I, 30 minute?; 

subtest II, 10 aiaufces; subtest III, 10 minutes; subtest IT, 

20 minutes; and subtest T, IS minutes. With these limits, 

everyone had egu&l tlaae for each test ruling out the possi­

bility that some would not hare sufficient 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 and the personality ratings gave the individuals 

a chance to smoke, walk around and talk among themselves. 

The rating scales were distributed so that each 

individual was given a different foria than the Individual 



KPSBXHEMTAX. MS8KW £8 

next to whosa he was s i t t i n g * el iminating the opportunity 

for copying* The ins t ruc t ions for the r a t i n g procedures 

were read by the experimenter as printed on the face sheet 

of each se t of r a t i ngs . After t h i s , any questions asked 

concerning the atethod of rat ing were answered, making 

reasonably sure that ©veryon® understood the dirmotions, 

l a addi t ion , the experimenter c i rcula ted a&ong; the group 

a f t e r fche f i r s t photograph «as projected and during which 

each group was ra t ing to make sure that everyone was ra t ing 

as ins t ruc ted . 

laeh photograph was projected onto a screen, placed 

fourteen fee t from the projec tor , All r a t e r s were within 

four t© six feet from the screen d i r e c t l y before the cent ra l 

project ion area . The angle of vision was not measured since 

i t was assumed to be s t r a igh t ahead using thane methods. 

Sach photograph remained projected for the length of time 

i t took each group t© complete a r a t i n g . She average time 

for each ra t ing waa approximately twelve minutes. Also 

a t the tlase of the f i r s t photograph r a t i n g , the experimenter 

gave the following addi t ional Information to each group: 

"All the persons you wi l l see in the p ic tures wil l be males, 

over eighteen years of age, Sose of them are or were 

pr isoners nor law anforcwaent officers.* ' At no time was 

any other information given about tne persons in the 

photographs. Accordingly, i t was thought that the r a t e r s 
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were forced to r a t e personal i ty t r a i t s with a minimal 

number of anchoring cues which was c ruc ia l for t h i s study 

sino® the personal i ty perception® needed to be m equally 

ft function of the ra te r s a& the s t imul i and hopefully sore 

so* 

The remainder of the date for the ©tudy *as c o l l e c -

ted froa the i n s t i t u t i o n a l f i l e s which l i s t e d the i n d i v i ­

dual* e age ©ad educations! attainment l e v e l . 

e . Re l i ab i l i t y S t a t i s t i c s . 

Table I I indica tes the obtained corrected s p l i t -

half r e l i a b i l i t y coeff ic ients for each t e s t . Generally, 

the r e l i a b i l i t y of the Otle Teet was comparable to reported 

r e l i a b i l i t i e s presented in Buroe. The Mosi-Eunt Teat 

r e l i a b i l i t y of t o t a l t e s t score was coisparebl© to that 
83 

presented in the manual. "&® Mo^s-Huat Test subtest r e ­

l i a b i l i t i e s , not reported elsewhere, indicated that taken 

individual ly the subtes t s vary considerably In the obtained 

coef f i c i en t s , Eowever, i t «?&s assumed tha t e l l the t e s t s , 

Including febe subtes ts of lower r e l i s h i l l t i e © were su f f i ­

c ien t ly r e l i a b l e for experimental purposes. 

£2 O.K. Buros, Fi f th Mental Measurement Yearbook» 
Gryphon Teresa, Hew York, 1959, $>. 499. 

gS Moss-Hunt, et a l . . Op. 0 1 ^ . . p . 2 . 
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Tafcl® XI . -

Ofetaiaed and Corrected flplit-Hftlf R e l i a b i l i t y Coefficients 
for Sach Ttisi &a<! Subo&st Used l a the Study. 

Test r r t t 

Otis fast 

Judgment in Social Situations 
Saort 

Recognition of the Mental 
St&te of ttie Speaker Score 

Maaory for lames and faces 
Soor« 

Observation of Htuaan. Be­
havior Soor© 

Sens® of Huaor Bmr% 

Total Teat Seor© 

.97 

.86 

.47 

.80 

.47 

.68 

.64 

.98 

• 92 

.63 

.86 

.64 

.80 

.91 



R e l i a b i l i t y of the ra t ing seele was obtained by 

calcula t ing the gre-atast Jieaa differences between the four 

ferae according to eaeh t r a i t . As shewn in Table I I I , the 

ra t ing scale forsas war© found to be s ign i f i can t ly d i f fe ren t 

l a mean ra t ing of the t r a i t s In te l l igence versus Dullness , 

Mventurottsness Tarsus Shy, Dependency versus Independency, 

Shrewdness versus Awkwardness, &n& Exc i t ab i l i t y versus 

Composure, Accordingly, these t r a i t s were eliminated from 

the study end i t was assumed that for ro t l ag purposes the 

r a t ing scale foxms were r e l i a b l e for the remaining t r a i t s . 

The photographs i&ere checked for comparability and 

s i nee the r a t ings were pooled for four photographs the 

significance of differences between photographs in resting 

er ror was calcula ted. Table 1ST indicate® the g rea t e s t mean 

differences between photographs according to t r a i t and 

the r e s u l t a n t t value. A 1.99 and a £.65 with 7© degrees 

of freedom were nes&ed for significance a t the .05 level 

and the .01 l eve l respec t ive ly . Accordingly, since no 

difference was found to be s i g n i f i c a n t , i t m&& assumed that 

the photographs were comparable and that i t was j u s t i f i ab l e 

to pool the ra t ings of the four photographs. This pooled 

rasing score for the four photographs mm considered to 

be the error r a t ing score for th i s s&ady. 
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Table I I I . -

Greatest Mean Mfferemeea Between Bating Seal© Forme 
According to Factoi1 with t Yalue. 

factor 
Greatest Mean 
Difference 

Sociable vs. tJnaool&ble 

Intelligent vs. Bull 

Patience vs. Impatience 

.Aggressivity vs. SubmlssIvaness 

Talkativeness vs. Sll@noe 

Dependable vs. TJmdapendsMe 

Adventurous vs. Shyness 

Sensitive vs. Tough 

Jealous vs. trustful 

Absentainded vs. Practical 

Sophisticated vs. Simple 

Insecure vs. Confident 

Conservative vs. Liberal 

Resourceful vs. Dependent 

Exactness vs. L&xness 

Ixoitable vs. Composed 

,73 

1.67 

1.16 

.£6 

,£7 

.94 

1.84 

1.51 

1.37 

1.19 

1.36 

.57 

.64 

1.89 

.SB 

1.47 

1.18 

2.B8 

1.76 

• 36 

1.0$ 

1.2>£ 

2.59 

«# 0 £*& 

3.40 

1.51 

2.60 

.96 

.82 

1.47 

.49 

3.19 
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Table I T . -

0r««t®8t Mean i a t l a g Dtttmrmnmm Beteve«n Photographs 
Accord lag to Faetor with the Obtained ,1, Talu®. 

taaior 
Greatest Mean 
Dirf ©I*®BO®S 

iioclable vs. Unsociable 

Pati®ace vs. lapatienoe 

Aggressivity vs. Submits!veaese 

Talkativsnes® vs. Silence 

Spendable vs. Undefendable 

AbaentmiBded vs. Practical 

Ins®eur@ va. Confident 

0©s@®r¥stlv® Ts. Liberal 

lesotaroefal *»• Dependent 

Sxeotnsss vs. Laxness 

• 26 

.74 

.10 

.37 

.32 

.&& 

.54 

.34 

• S3 

.80 

1.00 

1.00 

.03 

1,01 

.09 

1.00 

1.00 

1.00 

1.07 

1.00 
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7. S t a t i s t i c a l Fruoe&uree. 

In addi t ion to the r e l i a b i l i t y s t a t i s t i c s mentioned 

above, t&© data vme analysed by awnns of cor re la t iona l 

technique®, for the computation involved, the author fa&d ®t 

Ms disposal an IBM 650 Model 4 computer. 

f i r s t , Pearson r*s isere eoaputed between ©&eh of tae 

independent var iables end e&oa ©ersonellty t r a i t r a t ing 

seore.^* Secondly, saen se t of ra t ings for ©sen t r a i t taken 

singly wee considered a e r i t e r l o a variable for tae indepen­

dent var iables and beta coeff icients were calcula ted. The 

formula for cal aula t ing bat a coeff ic ients was toe normal 

equation so lu t ion , formula 16.13, as given by Guilford. 

Bet® weignts »ere tnen calculated by multiplying essea be ts 

coeff ic ient by I t s corresponding Pearson coeff ic ient . 

Multiple cor re la t ion coeff ic ients were obtained d i r e c t l y 

fro® the beta weights using formula: 

Xs s / 12rl2 +J$ ISrlS -f . . . J$ 1 9 r l 9 . £ 6 

Tne correctness of tne multiple solut ions v,ae checked using 

formula: 

r l 2 = ft\%-+ ?ZZfi\% +rSA/ 14 + . . . r 2 9 ^ 1 9 . 8 7 

24 TJaiverslty of Ottawa Gottputlng Centre, IBM 
Program C7101. 

28 J . P . Guilford, Fundamental S t a t i s t i c s in Psyeno-
la«y and Mucat ion . McGr&w Hil l Co. , '1956, p . 406. 

26 I b i d . , p . 409. 
27 Ib id . . p . 409. 
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The work table used in checking the correctness of t lie 

multiple solut ion 1B presented In Appendix £» 

The a u l t l p l e coeffloiejiis were corrected for sample 

bias using formula; 

ft % H>1 
CB = 1-Cl-R ) { S3* ) 

as suggested by Guilford ela@e the s staple s ize was l e s s 

ta&a oae iiuMred. 

F ina l ly t ©aly those Kal t lp le ©errelatloaa which 

were f®aad t® be s t a t i s t ! ©ally eS&aifioaat wi l l be <Ufieti»se4 

l a the following eh&pter. 

28 Gullf©r<t, Pp., P i t . , p . 40$. 
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mmvm OF WE soresxinarr 

This chapter I s divided Into three sec t ions . The 

f i r s t constate of the presentat ion of the experimental 

f indings and t h e i r i n t e rp re t a t i on within t&e context of the 

study. The discussion follows t he re in the f ladings are r e ­

la ted t o previous reae&reh. In the thi rd sec t ion , the 

r e s u l t s are sus»&riz.ed and the oonalu s i one presented, 

followed by suggestions for further research . 

1 , The K o u l t a ©nd Their I n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

Table V indica tes that «six of the coeff ic ients be­

tween Age end the reaainiag Independent var iables ^ere 

negat ive , t ou r of these were ssignlfle&nt a t the .05 l eve l 

or more, i . e . . e ignif leant Inverse re la t ionsh ips were 

obtained between Age «ad Otis Test Score where r equaled 

-.44} Age and Recognition of the Mental Stat© of the 

Speaker, -.50} Age and Memory for Mames and Faces, - . 4 0 ; 

and Age %*itfa Moea>Bunt Total Score where r. equaled - . 2 4 , 

For s ignif icance a t the .05 leve l an j? equal to .23 or 

be t te r was needed. I t would appear that higher Age was 

de f in i t e ly associated with poorer performance scores on the 

Otla Test . Beeognitlon of the Mental State of the Speaker 

sub tes t , Memory for Hamea and Faces sub tes t , and t o t a l 
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Corr^lation Matrix of Coefficients Obtained Bet*o«® the 
fariables Assessed in fhia Expsrlatmt. 

•inWV'iTir 

Variables X 6 8 f 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 I S 19 
WMPMMMIIM 

*3 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

7 

a 

9 

- .09 -.45 -.14 -.37 - .41 .01 -, 

• .44 .47 .46 .2? .26 

• # .6? »6S .46 

- .61 ,42 .56 

- .47 .36 

- .22 

15 -.24 . U .17 -.16 .33 .10 -.15 

37 

47 

® 

55 

50 

58 

45 .OS -.24 .n .00 -.05 .03 

78 -.26 «.3g -.10 -.J© -.1© . m 

«1 - .03 -,12 -.09 -.08 .02 .09 

75 -.12 -.17 -.©5 -.27 -*01 .03 

E* -.12 -.17 .08 -.20 -.1© -.06 

78 - .05 - .18 -.17 -.04 .06 .03 

02 -.20 - .11 -.15 -.17 .0? .03 

- - .14 -.19 -.1© -.19 .00 .03 

01 .12 

03 

23 

00 

13 

07 

03 

00 

03 

09 

@4 

10 

14 

12 

11 

06 

.19 .04 

. 14 - . 23 

-.07 - .08 

-.01 -.16 

-.05 -.18 

-.10 -.05 

.19 .05 

.02 -.02 

.05 -.05 

•4 
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MOBS-Htm t Test score . Qa the other hand, Age was pos i t ive ly 

associated with e r ro r i a r a t ing of the t r a i t Talkativeness 

versus Sileaoe i a which the obtained cor re la t ion of .23 was 

s iga i f lean t a t the .OS l e v e l . This wta taksn to mesa that 

higher Age was de f in i t e ly associated t&ith higher r a t i n g 

e r ror of t h i s t r a i t . 

All of the coeff ic ients bet-ween Educational Level 

and the other independent v a r i a b l e s , excluding Age, were 

sigaifio&atly associated &t beyond the .05 l e v e l . Apparently, 

higher Bdueatioaal Level assures higher performance oa the 

Otis f es t &ad the Mot.t-.laat Teat. However, Muoat loaal Level 

was found to be negatively correlated with r a t l a g error of 

the t r a i t s Fatieaee-Iap&tienoe, r - . £ 6 , Ixaetness-Laxness r - .23 

wherein both corre la t ions were s ign i f i can t a t the .08 leve l 

aad beyond respec t ive ly . Accordingly, i t can be said tha t 

Higher Educational Level was de f in i t e l y associated with 

lower r a t i n g e r ror of these t r a i t s . 

Moss-Hunt 'i'est subtes t scores were s ign i f i can t ly 

in te r re la ted such tha t high performance on oae assured high 

performance oa the o the r s , but with one exception. The 

exceptioa was aoted i a the co r r e l a t ion between the Eeeognl-

t ioa ©f the Mental Stat© of the Speaker subtes t and Observa­

t ion of Hu&an Behavior subtes t which was approaching s i g n i ­

ficance with en r , 2 1 . Only oae of the s u b t e s t s , Eeeogaltion 

http://Mot.t-.laat
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of the Mental State of the Speaker, was found to be nega­

tively associated with trait rating error. This occurred 

for the trait Talkativeness-Silence and the correlation (-.26) 

was significant at the .05 level, this association seemed 

to point in the direction that higher scores oa this subtest 

were definitely associated with lower rating error of this 

trait. 

Multiple Analysis.- Appendices B to 18 show the 

obtained beta weights for each trait taken singly and multiple 

H*s corrected for sample bias in Appendix 13. With sixty-

seven degrees of freedom and nine variables, a multiple 1 had 

to equal or exceed .43 and .4$ for significance at the .05 

and the .01 level respectively. Accordingly, only two of the 

multiple H*s were significant both at the .01 level, î e.., ta® 

E's between the independent variables and rating® of the trait 

Abseataladedness versus Practicality an4 the trait 'Exactness 

versus Laxness were .$0 end ,47 respectively. The remaining 

R^ and the corresponding beta weight® were not considered 

for analysis since they were not found to be significant. 

Table Tl Indicates that the beta weights associated 

with ratings of the trait Absentadndedaess versus Practica­

lity accounted for e total variance of .438 of which total 

social intelligence scores accounted for £0 per oentj the 

Judgment in Social Situations subtest accounted for 11 per 

centj Memory for Barnes and faces and Observation of Human 
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Table ? ! • -

Obtained Beta Welgbts of laefc Independent T&riabl® for 
Satlug© of tfeu» Trai t ilbs®»tiai»d6<S&e#s 

v s . P rae t i e&l i ty . 

Yariable 

Age 

Edueatloaal Level 

Otis Teat Seors 

Judgaasnt in Social Situations 

Raeogaitioa of M@at.al Stat© of 
Speaker 

Memory tor Han@s and Faces 

Observation of Hawaii Bths^ior 

Sense of Humor 

Total Mos$~Hant Ts>st Score 

Beta Weight 

9Q&0 

.000 

-.002 

.115 

.054 

-.093 

.099 

.040 

.201 

mailto:M@at.al


HIS0L1B Of TBI KXPIKIM^HI 41 

Behavior subtests each accounting for 4 per cent; Recogni­

tion of the Mental State of the Speaker subtest, 5 per 

cent; Age, 2 per cent; and Educational Level and Otis Test 

scores each accounting for less than one per cent. 

fable 711 shows the beta weight® accounting for a 

total variance of .291 in ratings of the trait Ixaetneas 

versus Laxness. Of this totel variance, ten per cent was 

contributed by the He cognition of the Mental State of the 

Speaker subtest; 8 per cent bf the total Moss-Hunt Test 

score; 7 per cent contributed by the Judgment in Social 

Situations subtest; 4 per cent by Educational Level; Z per 

cent each contributed by Memory for Homes end Faces end 

Qbserv&tion of Huram Behavior subtests; and less than one 

per cent contributed by the Sens® of Hutaor subtest, Age, and 

Otis Test scores. 

From the obtained beta weights, it seemed Justi­

fiable to consider that for the traits Absentaindadneea-

Praotloality and Ixaetness-Laxaess, Moss-Hunt Test perforaanoe 

contributed the bulk of the obtained variances such that the 

Otis Test. Age, and Educational Level contributed but a 

combined maximum of five per cent for the trait Exactness-

Lax ness, with four per cent of this taken up by Educational 

Level contribution. Likewise, for the trait Absentaindedness-

Praetioallty the combined contribution of Age, Educational 

Level end Otis Test scores amounted to but two per cent. 
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fable Til.-

Obtalned Seta Weights af B«oh Independent Variable for 
Eatings of the Trait 
Ixaotaess vs. Laxnaea. 

Variable Beta %ei^at 

Age 

"Educational Level 

Ot is Teat Score 

Judgment i n Soo ia l S i t u a t i o n s 

Recogni t ion of Mental Stat© of 
Speaker 

Memory fo r Ha&es and f a a e s 

Observat ion of Human Behavior 

Sense of Humor 

T o t a l Mosa-Hnnt Teat Saor© 

- . 0 0 1 

.043 

- . 005 

.078 

.104 

.080 

- .028 

.002 

.080 
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contributed solay by the Age var iab le . Accordingly, the 

hypothesis that Moss-Hunt Test per for sane© i® not a con t r i ­

buting var iable in r a t ing er ror of personal i ty t ra i t® was 

rejected for these two t r a i t s in which i t was noted that 

Moes-Hunt Test performance contributed most of t he obtained 

variance independent of the vmri&bles of Age, Educational 

I^vel and Otis Test performance. Likewise, the hypothesis 

wee not rejected for the remaining eight t r a i t s i a which i t 

was not possible to demonstrate that Mosg-Hunt Teat perfor­

mance was s contributing fac tor since the obtained multiple 

K*s were not s ign i f i can t which d ic ta ted against using the 

obtained beta weights. 

2 . Discussion. 

The associa t ion of in te l l igence as a var iable in 

r a t i ng persona l i ty t r a i t s of other persons was in keeping 

with previous r e s u l t s reported hf Vernon* and Adams.2 

However, the d a t a , he re , indica tes that i t i s assoc ia ted , 

depending upon what t r a i t la being r a t ed . I t see22s associated 

with r a t i ngs of the t r a i t s Sooiableness versus Unsoclableness, 

Patience versus Impatience, and Talkativeness versus Si lence . 

1 P. Vernon, "Some Charac te r i s t i cs of the Good Judge 
of Personality**, Journal of Social ffavoholoRv. Vol. 4 , Ho. 1 , 
1933, p . 42-58. 

2 H.f. Mams, wThe Good Judge of Personal i ty* , 
Journal of Abnonaal end Social Psychology. Vol. 22, No. S, 
1927, p . 172-l©i 
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On the contrary, it is not associated ?>ith ratings of the 

traits Aggressivity versus Submlssiveness, Dependency versus 

Independence, Absentaindednees versus Practicality, Inse­

curity versus Security, Conservatism versus Liberalism, 

Resourcefulness versus Bepsndenoy, nor "Exactness versus 

I^xaess, Granted that taato extent of generalization from this 

data remains sosewhat restricted due to the restricted sample 

size, it nevertheless suggests that perhaps intelligence test 

performance ie not ma inclusive variable operating in per­

ceptual processes idth regard to other persons* personality 

traits. 

Age was found to be associated ©ore with enhancing 

rating error than lessening it with only two exceptions. 

Older inmates tend to rat® the traits of Aggressivity versus 

Submissivaness and Absentalndednesa versus "Practicality with 

less error but the association was not significant. On the 

other hand, they also rated the trait of Talkativeness versus 

Silence definitely with ©ore error. Generally, Age does 

not seea to be an important variable for inmates* perceptions 

of other persons* personality traits. 

Perhaps a concomitant variable of age i® length of 

time spent in Jail during an isaate^s lifetime. Upon 

inspection, the older inaates were also those who had spent 

a considerable portion of their lives incarcerated for 

offenses not in keeping with societal norms. It isouia be of 
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Interest to oontrol for this variable, I.e.. length of time 

spent in Jail during one's lifetime, rather than simply 

the chronological age of the inmates. Perhaps on© become® 

less talkative himself after spending much time in Jell and 

tends to project this onto others. Or perhaps the error is 

in rating the other end of the continuum, silence. 

Higher educational level of the inmates seems to be 

necessary for lesser rating error of the traits Patience 

veraus Impatience and Ixaotness versus L&xaess, but of no con­

sequence for rating Sooiableness versus TJnsoolableness, 

Aggressivlty versus Submissiveness, Talkativeness versus 

Silence, dependence versus Undependenoe, Absentaindedness 

versus Practicality, Insecurity versus Security, Conservstlsa 

versus liberalism, nor Kesourcef ulness versus Bependeney. One 

eould speculate i»ith interest isdhy inmates ©f higher educa­

tional lev@l can Judge these traits tsith less error. Perhaps 

being bothersome and bright (since educational level KSS 

significantly associated with intelligence level) In school 

fostered their ability to perceive which persons were patient 

or Impatient and exacting or lax in their work and toward 

their behavior. It *as also of interest Uaat of the ten 

traits studied, these two trait® appeared to b© ©or© highly 

loaded with recipient connotations than the others. However, 

this remains on the level of pure speculation at this tiaie. 
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Measured socia l i n t e l l i gence of Inmates appeared to 

bulk heavily in contr ibut ing to Judging ©f the t r a i t s 

Absentmindedness-Practioallty and Sxaetness-Laxnes® but t h i s 

©an only be in terpre ted on the bas i s of the add i t ive pheno­

menon in mult iple associa t ion procedures. In the mult iple 

corre la t ion associated tsith r a t i ng e r ror of the t r a i t 

liftOtness-Laxnase, i t was notad that the highest bete weight 

was with the He cognition of the Mental State of the Speaker 

subtes t . This seemed to oorroborat® Woodrow's f inding tha t 

perhaps t h i s subtes t does represent the soc i a l factor in 
S 

the jftoss-Hunt Test . However, t h i s subtes t was one of the 

l e s se r contr ibutors In r a t ing of the t r a i t Absentaindedness-

P r a c t i c a l i t y , the other s ign i f i can t mult iple assooiat ion ob­

tained. Accordingly, the p o s s i b i l i t y of t h i s subtest being 

associated with something "soc ia l " became only s l i gh t l y more 

tenable on the basis of ths&se r e s u l t s , but by no mean© has i t 

been c lear ly exposed as being highly loaded with a soc ia l 

factor or not . This would be possibly only through a faGtor 

analysis of these da ta . 

Taken independently, the Heoognitlon of the Mental 

State of the Speaker subtes t was de f in i t e ly associated with 

lower er ror in the inmates* rating® of the t r a i t Talkat ive­

ness . However, because of t he I n a b i l i t y to separate the 

5 H. Woodrow, "Coiaaon Factors of Fifty-Two Mental 
Tests**, Paychoaetrloa, ? o l . 4 , So, 2 , 193V, p . 105. 
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influence of abs t rac t i n t e l l i gence , which also was found to 

be def in i t e ly associated with l e s s e r r a t ing e r ro r of t h i s 

t r a i t and the f ac t tha t inmates of higher in te l l igence per­

formed s ignl f ioent ly higher on t h i s subtest seemed to i n d i ­

cate that the complexity of t h i s r e su l t obviated e l e r i f l e a -

t ion and in t e rp re t a t ion in th is study. 

Inmates' performances on the raiaaininft Hfoee-Hunt Taat 

subtes ts %ere not found to b© associated s ign i f ican t ly 

with t r a i t r a t ing error of the remaining t r a i t s . Tendencies 

of assoc ia t ion raere infer rable but again due to the high 

associat ion of Inmates* in te l l igence leve l and performance 

on these subtests and the i n a b i l i t y to separst© the over­

lapping influence on ra t ing e r ro r , i t was thoagh un jus t i f i ab le 

to draw inf «rences. 
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The hypothesis th&t socia l In te l l igence was not a 

contributing var iable in personal i ty t r a i t perception of 

socia l delinquents wm not ©adapted for two of ten t r a i t s 

r a t ed . The r a t ing variances of the t r a i t s AbsentmindedneB® 

versus P r a c t i c a l i t y and Kxaetaess versus k&acneas were 

accounted for by Itosa-a-nnt Teat subtest and t o t a l scores 

sore than by Age, Educational Level, and Otla Test acore. 

The remaining eight t r a i t s were aot assessed sine® the beta 

weights obtained were not associated with s igni f icant mult iple 

corre la t ion coef f ic ien t s . 

I t wae concluded tha t for a sample s imi lar t© the 

seventy-seven inmate® who par t ic ipa ted In th ia research , the 

higher the &@asuret socia l in te l l igence the l ea se r amount of 

e r ror in t r a i t r a t ings would be obtained in ra t ing Absent-

mindedness versa© F r a c t i c s l i t y and Sxaetnea® varus t&xnes®, 

eon t r o l l i n g for ge» r®l In te l l igence score , age, and amount 

of education achieved. Secondly, the combination of the 

independent variable® sine® they contributed to highly 

s igni f icant multiple &*s, l . e « . a© suieh as twice and three 

times the amount of any single obtained Pearson r , could be 

used In a predic t ive study, if one would be in te res ted in 

predict ing which Inmate® would have l e s so r e r ror in r a t i ng 

these t r a i t s . 
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The dsts also suggested that ra t ing personal i ty 

t r a i t s ©f other persons l§ not © simple function of r a t e r 

a t t r i b u t e s or the kind of t r a i t s r a t ed . What seems out­

standing i s the complexity In in te rac t ion between r a t e r , 

t r a i t and ra tes as well as in te rna l complexities of a&eh, 

i . e . . the in te rac t ion between r a t e r a t t r i b u t e s , between 

t r a i t ooabinations &m3 between persons In the experience of 

the rafcer as corresponding to the person s t i a u l l used 

perceptual study. 

Future research in th i s ere« of study should of 

neeess i ty begin by reproducing the present study in an 

attempt to fur ther objectify the r e s u l t s . For example, the 

sample e lse of seventy-seven could have h&d adverse ef fec ts 

on the pousr of a mul t ivar ia te analysis s ines i t probably 

should have been at l e a s t doubled for the ntuafeer of var iab les 

under eonsiderat ion. 

Studies might a l so be pursued in the d i rec t ion of 

f inding out what kind of offenders, i f they ware c lass i f i ed 

according to offenses, do be t te r or poorer then others in 

ra t ing t r a i t s . One might speculate that property offenders 

manifest l e s s or more perceptual er ror of others persona­

l i t y t r a i t s than person offenders. 

Mother approach might include t e s t ing the Eysenofcian 

notion that soc ia l offenders of cer ta in types ere poor 
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learner©, or p r o f i t from experience less than other offen­

der©. Would these coincide with the poorer or be t t e r 

perceivers of others a® defined i a t h i s study? One might 

use reeidivists-nonrsei&ivisfcs or &ullford*s or tysenek*s 

measure of introveraon-extr&version as re la ted to pereeiving 

error of personal i ty t r a i t s of o thers . 

One Gould also do a comparative study between socia l 

delinquents and a more wnojsBal"* soc ia l ly non-delinquent 

group on e b i l i t y to perceive other persona* persona l i ty . 

This could be a crucia l study in possible d i f f e ren t i a t ion 

of po t en t i a l offenders. 

I t would be also of i n t e r e s t to find out in whet 

dir&otion offender r a t ings of others* personal i ty t r a i t s 

a r e , i . e . . do they on an average underestimate or over­

estimate others* t r a i t s ? fhlch offender types predominantly 

underestimate or overestimate others* t r a i l s ? I s i t l i k e l y 

tha t sack var iables a® length of time in J a i l within a 

l i fe t ime might bo associated with sore or lees e r ro r in 

ra t ing others* personali ty t r a i t s ? 

The question of associated personal i ty t r a i t s of 

offenders and the amount of error found in the i r r a t ings 

oould be fflost reveal ing. I s r a t ing of ao&e offender type® 

sorely a project ion jaeohanisa wherein they project t h e i r 

t r a i t s onto others? For example, does the extreme 

a n t i s o c i a l type of offender f ee l that others are the teuas 

as he and thereby d i s t o r t the expression of the o the rs ' 
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persoa&lity anar&ctaria«iea i a terms of ^ i s awa aasda*? Da 

taa other a&adf do cer ta in offaadar typ©$ s©e, i a ©taera, 

oaly taoae t r a i t s taey u&aaad taay possessed to taa extant 

t t o t t a e i r peraaptioa of ©taera i s d i s tor ted? 

Do f®aal© offaadara paroeiva i a tJbs sa&e *&y as 

male off ©Mere i a tarns of ©taars" parsoa&lity t r a i t s ? 

Do swale offsadars d i f fer i a t a a t r p@r©ap <ual acui ty if 

female persoas war© to aa ra ted aad for faa&la olfaadara 

vie® versa? 

Siaoa ®om l a a t i t u t i o a s aava aa oparntia® i so l a t ion 

ce l l block uaad for proteotivo Ci&tody aad puaisaiasat, what 

i s taa effect of varyias leagtas of t iaa l a i s o l a t i o a oa 

pcroaptuaJL er ror of efc&ara* parsoaal l ty t r a i t s ? 

Thase sseatioaad s tudies and a&ay otaer p o s s i b i l i t i e s 

wi l l r eaa ia basio for fartaariaa; uaderst&adl&g of offenders ' 

paraapt ioa of otaer people. Like^i^e, sfcady i a th i s area 

ffligat r e s u l t i a a ©attar uadaravaadiBg of problem.© of 

off radars . 
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Table ¥111.-

Bescriptlve Statis&ics of Personality Trait Ratings 
According to Trait. 

Trait 

Sociable vs. Unsociable 

Petieno© vs. Impatience 

Aggresslvity vs. Submitsiveaess 

Talkativeness vs. Silence 

Dependable vs. Undepan&able 

Absentmind®&n©ss vs.Pr&etioality 

Insecurity vs. Security 

Gonssrvatisia vs. Liberalism 

Hesourcefulness vis. Dependency 

Exactness vs. Laxne&s 

Mean. 

4.90 

5.14 

5.45 

4,83 

6.74 

5.17 

4.75 

6.82 

7.64 

6.31 

Deviation 

2.01 

2.0« 

1.96 

1.88 

2.14 

£.23 

1.94 

g.53 

8.40 

2.13 
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wmxsMtE TOTO IH jmirrmo TBR ACCOEACY OF mt 
OBfAlUm BETA OOSfYXOXlSTS ASSOCIATBD 11TH 

lUflHQ® Of IBS TRAIT SOCIABLE 
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Table IX. -

Worlctablea Used in Verify tag the $ ©curacy of th« 
Obtained B»ta Coefficients Associated With 

B&tings of the Trai t Sociable, 

IS 
xs 
X4 
15 
£6 
X7 
X8 
X9 
xo 

k 

•003 
-.00$ 
-.430 

.Ul 

.5347 
• 580 
.552 

-.087 
-1.06© 

rig s 

r2k 

1.000 
-.08S 
-.447 
-.165 
-.588 
-.408 
.010 

-.145 
-.241 

sum = .111 

krSk 

• 005 
• 006 
.192 

-.069 
-.138 
-.185 
.005 
.004 
.S57 

a L.T. Bayhaw, Manuel de S t a t i s t i c s . 
Edit ions d® I 'Ua ivers l t e d*Ottawa, Ottawa, 1958, 
p . 247. 
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Table X.-

Mean Differences Between Rating Seal® Form Seores According 
to Factor. 

Fac to r 

Soc iab le v s . Unsociable 

I n t e l l i g e n t v s . Oull 

Patie&ce v s . lapat1©nee 

Aggressive v s . Submissive 

TaUcaiiv© v s . S i l ence 

1-2 

.S I 

.58 

.66 

. 11 

.25 

Dependable v s . independable .89 

Adventurous v s . Sbyness 

S e n s i t i v e v s . Tough 

J e a l o u s v s . T rus t fu l 

Abaentainded v s . P r a c t i c a l 

S o p h i s t i c a t e d v s . Simple 

In secu re v s . Confident 

I d b e r a l v s . Conservat ive 

Resourceful v s . Dependent 

Exact v s . JUix 

Ixc i t ab l® v s . Composed 

l . f i l 

1.00 

1.37 

.11 

1.38 

.05 

.64 

.53 

.81 

• Oc 

1-3 

.73 

.42 

.20 

• 20 

.00 

.06 

1.37 

.47 

.69 

• 68 

1.32 

• 53 

• XX 

1.89 

.06 

1.47 

1-4 £-5 1 

. 21 , 

1.67 

1.16 

.09 

.02 

.38 

1,84 

1.51 

.43 

. 51 

.87 

.04 

« & o i 

• 60 1, 

.17 

.75 

,5B 

.16 1, 

.43 

,15 

.25 

.83 

.16 

.53 

.SI 

.79 

.16 

,57 

.53 

,36 

,Z7 

.95 

J-4 

00 

.10 

,55 

02 

,27 

,01 

,63 

51 

57 

,40 

61 

09 

36 

,07 

.38 

,21 

3-4 

.SB 

1.25 

.95 

.17 

• OS 

.94 

.47 

1.04 

,26 

1.19 

.45 

.48 

.17 

1.29 

. 11 

.74 
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T; a b l s XX.-

Obtalned be ta Weights of Z&oh Independent Var iab le for 
Rat ings of the T r e i t 

Sociable v s . Unsociab le . 

Var i ab le Seta Weight 

•Educational Level 

Otia Test Score 

Judgment i n S o c i a l S i t u a t i o n s Score 

£Uacognition of Mental Stat© of 
Spe&Jtiar dcore 

Memory for H&j&es and Face© Score 

Observat ion of duaan £©&avi©r Score 

Seas© of Humor Score 

Total Soc ia l I n t e l l i g e n c e t e s t 
Score 

000 

000 

113 

055 

041 

047 

.OS© 

.000 

,157 
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OBTAINS!} BITA WEIGHTS OF IACH IFDSPBHB1KT 
VARIABLR ?OH &ATWGS OF ® 2 T8AIT 

FAflUHCS VS. IMPATIUCE 
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Table X I I . -

Obfcaiaed Beta Weigats ©f taeh Independent Variable for 
Batings of the Tr&it 

Patione® v s . Impatience. 

Variable 

Ago 

Educational Level 

Otis Test Score 

Judgment in Social Situations Score 

Recognition of Mental State of 
Speaker Score 

Memory for Kaaas and F&ees score 

Observation of Human Behavior Score 

Sens© of Humor Score 

Total Social Intelligence Yest 

Beta Weight 

.001 

.056 

.174 

-.010 

« 02@ 

.038 

.103 

-.005 

Score - .175 
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Table X I I I . -

Obtaiaed Beta weights ©f lack la&epeadeat V&ri&bl© for 
H&feiaga of the frelt 

Ag^r@sslvlty v s . Sub&lssiveness. 

Variable 

Age 

Educational X«evel 

Otis Test Soore 

Judgment l a Social Si tuat ions Score 

Ee cognition of Hiata l S ta te of 
Speaker Score 

Memory for Mouses &ad Face® Score 

Obsenration of Human Beia&Tlor Seore 

Seas© of Humor Score 

Total Social In te l l igence Test 
Seore 

Beta Weight 

.052 

.008 

.028 

.001 

.009 

.001 

.077 

.039 

- .085 
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WHAWm HBTA WKIOBTS OF EACH imwmBlMT 
TARXABXS FOR HAIIHOB OF TEE TBilT 

lAXJUtTXVSMESS TS.SILFHGI 
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fable XXY.-

Obtalaed Beta tv«l&bt» of laoh Iadep#jad©nt Tarinbl© for 
Batlags &t tbs f r a i t 

Talkativeness vs . S i lence . 

Var iab le 

Age 

M u o a t i o a a l Level 

Ot is Test Score 

Judgment in S o e l a l S l t u a t l o a s 

Recogni t ion of Mental 
Speaker Score 

Memory fo r Saaes and 

S t a t e of 

Beta Weight 

Score 
t 

F&seg Score 

Observat ion of Human Befaavior 

Sense of Humor Score 

Seor© 

.010 

.000 

.11? 

- . 034 

- .007 

- .056 

- .019 

- .017 

Total Social Xntelllgeaoa Test 
Score .185 
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OBTAIKRB BfTA HEIGHTS OF 1ACH IKBSPMBENT 
VARIABIX FOR RATDTOO OF THE TRAIT 
mVWDABILITY ?B. OTEPTTTOABILIIT 
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Table X?.-

CbtaiiaM Beta Weights of taoh. Independent Variable for 
Hatings of fcfae Trai t 

Dependability vs . tJn&epeadability. 

T a r i a b l e 

Age 

Educat ional Level 

Otis Test Score 

Judgment i n S o c i a l S i t u a t i o n s Score 

Eeoogni t ion of Mental £>tat© of 
Speaker Score 

Memory fo r Names and F&ee® Score 

Observat ion of Euaan Benavier Ssore 

Sense of Huaor Score 

Beta Weight 

.002 

.003 

.028 

.ooe 

- . 0 0 5 

- . 0 8 5 

.032 

.033 

Total Scelal In te l l igence Teat 
Score - .001 
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APPIHDIX 9 

Table X¥I.-

Obtained Bete Weights of laeii Independent Tariabl© for 
Eating© ©f the Trait 
Insecurity Y®. Security. 

Variable 

iA§5© 

Mucat ional Level 

Otis Test Score 

Judgment i a Sooial S i tua t ions Soor© 

It©cognition ©f Mental State of 
Speaker Score 

Memory for Barnes and Faces Seore 

Observation of Human Behairlor Score 

Sens® of Humor Score 

Total Social In te l l igence feat 

Beta Weight 

- .001 

- .001 

.058 

.000 

,055 

.000 

-.019 

„0Q& 

Score .030 
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OBTMN1D BSTA WBIGHSB Of I ACS IKDSPBKIlSST VARIABLE 
FOB SATZNOa 0? TUB TRAXf COISfHVATISM VS. 

LZBRRJOJSX 
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Table JCTIX.-

Qbtained Beta fcaigfets of Bach IMepeadent Variable for 
l a t ings of tli© Trai t 

Oo&serv&tlsia v s . Liberalism. 

farlable 

Age 

Sduoatloaal Level 

Otis Test Score 

Judgment in. Sooial Situations Boor® 

Recognition of Mental State of 
Speaker Score 

Memory for Hemes an<l Faces Seore 

Observation of Htusan Behavior Seor® 

Sense of Humor Score 

Total Social Intelligence Test 

Beta Weight 

.037 

.001 

-.oos 

-.002 

-.007 

-.001 

.074 

.004 

Score .041 
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Tabl© XYXI1.-

Obtaiaed Beta Weights of Baeii Xii<I ©pendent Variable for 
Hatlngs of t h e t r a i t 

Resotiroefalaess v s . "Depen&e&ey. 

Var iab le 

-&€• 

Iduc&tional Level 

Ot i s f ee t Score 

Ju&gi&est i n S o o i s l S i t u a t i o n s Soar© 

Recogni t ion of Mantel S t a t e of 
Speaker Score 

Memory fo r Karnes aa<S Faces Soars 

Observat ion of Human Behavior Soor© 

Seas© of Euaor Score 

Tota l S o c i a l I n t e l l i g e n c e Test 

Beta Weight 

.019 

.031 

.006 

.003 

.015 

.025 

- .009 

-.OOS 

Score .039 
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DSEITOD BSTA WEIGHTS OF IACH IMDBPKHDWT 
YAEIABLE FOE MAM TOTAL HATING SCORS 
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Tsble XXX.-

Derived Beta heights of E&ek Xa&ependejit Variable for 
Mean Total Hating Sear©. 

Variable Beta Weight 

Age 

Eduoatlonal iLevel 

Otic Test Score 

Judgment in Social Situations Score 

Eeoogaltioa of Mental State of 
Speaker Score 

Memory for Kaaes and Faoes Score 

Observation of Euia&n Behavior Score 

Sense of Humor Score 

Total Soeial Intelligence Teat 
So ore 

-,0Q£01S 

.001681 

.109405 

-.003938 

.027881 

.00499$ 

. ;0681? 

,00S£61 

-.052292 
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00HH10TED WJLTIFI*E 00KI7XCXKNIS OF MOH TB.AIT 
WITH THE KIHS TARIAB13S USSE IH THE 

SXP3KXMEKT 
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Tabl® XX.-

Oorr@oted Multiple Oosffiele&ts of l&cb Trait Witb tbe 
Miaa Yari&blst Used is tb» Experiment. 

Trait C.E. 

Sociable vs. Unsociable 

Patience vs. Impatience 

Aggressivity vs. Su&missivensss 

Talkative vs. Silanca 

Dependable vs. tJadap«aaabl« 

Ibsentminded vs. Practical 

Insecurity vs. Security 

Conservatism vs. Liberalism 

Resouroeful vs. Dependent 

Exactness vs. Laxnass 

.06 

.33 

.00 

.£9 

.00 

.60 

.20 

.22 

.20 

.47 
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EM"? SAMPLE P1RS0NALITT TRAIT RATING SCALE AS 

" '(Please PrihT) USED i-N TULLM STUBE 

BIRTHDAY 
(Month) (Da75 (YeaT) 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONSs 

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 wordsj these words will help everyone to understand the capital 
lettered words in the same way. 

Now look underneath each set of capital lettered wordsj notice the five 
different categories s — 

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

"Very 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, keeping 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 categories. For example, you may think that the person 
is very rich — You would circle this way;— 

A, RICH1*- lives well, owns several cars 
B„ "POOR - owes many bills, 

Very mucn\ More A Sometimes A More B Very much 
h~_/ Than B Sometimes B Than A B 

Or, you may think that the person could best be described as being both of 
the capital lettered. 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. RIGA- lives well, owns several cars 
J3„ POOR/- owes many bills 

Very much More- A /Sometimes A\ More B Very much 
A Than B L Sometimes By 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. 



(IV) 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

<• much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

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

A. DEPENDABLE:-responsible, faithful, reliable 
B. UNDEFENDABLE:-irresponsible, unloyal, unreliable 

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

A. EXCITABLE:-tense, irritable, anxious 
B. 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 

A. RESOURCEFUL:-makes own decisions, offers his ideas 
B. 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 

A. INSECURE:-fussy, feels lonely most of the time 
B. CONFIDENT:-accepts mistakes, has many friends 

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

A. ADVENTUROUS:-likes meeting people, bold, carefree 
B. SHT:-timid, retiring, considerate of others 

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

A. SENSITIVE:-kindly, gentle 
B. TOUGH:-self-sufficient, realistic 

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

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

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



(IV) 

A. ABSENT-MINDED:-preoccupied, forgetful, inattentive to others 
B. 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 

A. AGGRESSIVE:-boastful, vigorous, self-confident 
B. SUBMISSIVE:-modest, meek, unsure 

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

A. SOPHISTICATED:-polished, experienced, handles people well 
B. SIMPLE:-clumsy, awkward with people, inexperienced 

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

A. EXCITABLE:-tense, irritable, anxious 
B, 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 

A. DEPENDABLE:-responsible* faithful, reliable 
B. UNDEFENDABLE^irresponsible, unloyal, unreliable 

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

A. ADVERTUROUS:-likes meeting people, bold, carefree 
B. SHY:-timid, retiring, considerate of others 

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

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

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

A. PATIENT:-calm, mature, unworried 
B. 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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PATIENT:-calm, mature, unworried 
IMPATIENT:-unstable, immature, worried 

r much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

ery much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Spmetimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

r much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very i 
B 

CONSERVATIVE:-critica?, opposed to changes 
LIBERAL:*BiaKes changes, not strict in ideals 

' much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

(I) 

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 



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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A . 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

DEPENDABLE:-responsible, faithful, reliable 
UNDEFENDABLE:-irresponsible, unloyal, unreliable 

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 
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A. SO(JlABLE:-easy going, co-operative, warm hearted towards others 
B. UNSOCIABLE:-unreasonable, hostile, indifferent towards others 

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

A. ADVENTUROUS:-likes meeting people, bold, carefree 
B. SHY:-timid, retiring, considerate of others 

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

A. PATIENT:-calm, mature, unworried 
B, IMPATIENT:-unstable, immature, urorried 

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

A. CONSERVATIVE^critical* opposed to changes 
B. 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 

A. RESOURCEFUL:-makes own decisions, offers his ideas 
B. 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 

A. ABSENT-MINDED:-preoccupied, forgetful, inattentive to others 
B. 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 

A. JEALOUS :-suspicious, hard, unbelieving 
B, 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 

A. INTELLIGENT:-smart, alert, precise 
B, UNINTELLIGENT:-dull, slow, careless 

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



AFPmi'lt H 

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

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

A. ADVENTUROUS:-likes meeting people, bold, carefree 
B. SHT:-timid, retiring, considerate of others 

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

A. PATIENT:-calm, mature, unworried 
B» IMPATIENT!-unstable, immature, worried 

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

A. CONSERVATIVE:-critical, opposed to changes 
B. 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 

A. RESOURCEFUL:-makes own decisions, offers his ideas 
B. DEPENDENT:-let3 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 

A. ABSENT-MINDED:-preoccupied, forgetful, inattentive to others 
Be 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 

A. JEALOUS ̂ suspicious, hard, unbelieving 
B. 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 

A. INTELLIGENT:-smart, alert, precise 
B. 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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A. 
B. 

A. 
B. 

A. 
B. 

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

Vcy mmh 
A 

More A 
Than 3 

Sometimes A 
Soiiietirnes 5 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
b 

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

Very much More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Semetimez B 

More B 
Than A 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
E 

Very much 
B 

A. DEPENDABLE:-responsible, faithful, reliable 
B. UNDEFENDABLE:-irresponsible, unloyal, unreliable 

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

A. SENSITIVE:-kindly, gentle 
B. TOUGH:-self-sufficient, realistic 

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

A. 
B. 

A. 
B. 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 

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

Very much 
A 

More A 
Than B 

Sometimes A 
Sometimes B 

More B 
Than A 

Very much 
B 
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ABSTBACf OF 

Person Peroeption and Soolal Intelligence of 
Sooial Dellnguentel 

Personality tr&lt r&tings were obtained from seventy-

seven inmates of a maximum seeurity reformatory. Tka person 

stimuli for the ratings were four faoie.1 photograph® of in­

dividuals measured on the Qattsll Sixteen Personality factor 

ffiaeationnaire. The rating scale was constructed using the 

Cattail Sixteen Personality ffaetors. Four form® of the scale 

were used and only those traits which were not rated signifi­

cantly different between th® forms %ere used. The final 

list of ten traits, ratings not being signifioantly different, 

were pooled to ohtain a single score. The score consisted 

of the amount of error in seals position between what the 

individual rated himself on ® trait, and what th© inz&ates 

rated Mm* 

The inmates were also measured for general intelli­

gence, and social intelligeuoe using the Otis beIf Soaring 

feat of Mental Abilities for grades four to nine and the 

Koss-Hunt-Qjnvvake Sooial Intelligence Test respectively. 

1 Haymond jT. Par than, master* s thesis presented to 
the School of Psychology and Education of the University 
of Ottawa, Ontario, May 1963, x-78 p. 
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Also, the grade level aehievaaent in aeho©l and age of eaeh 

inmate were used. These var iables were Included since toeth 

general intell ig©nee and seo le l in te l l igence have been postu­

la ted as r equ i s i t e fa r accurate Judgments ©f personal i ty 

t r a i t s . Also, these few© have b**en found to be highly corre­

la ted in par t research which dicta ted that these var iables 

needed to be control led, tdue&tional level was controlled 

sinee there was a question as to the amount education played 

in developing soc ia l i n t e l l igence ; age, ceoause the wr i ter 

noted possible dlfferenees in soc ia l tac t between younger 

and older i&aatee, was also oontroiled. The oontrol of 

these var iables was s t a t i s t i c a l in nature iaaking use of a 

mul t ivar ia te teohnlque. t h i s consisted of obtaining beta 

ooeffioients and weights associated with the nine va r i ab le s . 

Multiple a*a v>ere then eoffipated from the bete weights, fhis 

technique allowed for assessing ©sen pair of variable® while 

holding a l l others eonstant. The r e s u l t s indicated that 

only two of t he ten t r a i t s were associated with s iga i f lean t 

multiple B*s. The bete weights associated with these s i gn i ­

f icant mult iple R's were taken as a suggestion that the 

soc ia l in t e l l lgenee subtest scores contributed the balk of 

the obtained variances in both oases, with general i n t e l l i ­

gence, age and educational l eve l contributing a email 

por t ion . Aoeordlngly, for these two t r a i t s the hypothesis 



JSPPBJBIX 15 78 

that ©oeial intelligence was not a contributing variable 

to personality t r a i t ratings was not accepted. Likewise» 

th i s hypothesis was not r eac t ed for the remaining eight 

t r a i t s . 


