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IKTROOTOnO* 

l a the allocation of young, mala, f i r s t offenders in 

the Province of Ontario psychological t e s t s are frequently 

used to ass i s t in select ion, l a the Frovlao© of Ontario, 

®ost of the selection takes place a t the Ontario fioforastory, 

Cuelph. One of the psychological tools used in this process 

i s the Ottllford-glsaormtt Toaosraaeat Survey.1 

Guilford considers that a score oa the Survey repre­

sents s "confirmed dimension of personality and a dependable 
Z 

descriptive category". I t Is the purpose of the present 

study to examine the l a t t e r claim la a correctional set t ing 

for a selected group of young f i r s t offenders. 

The f i r s t chapter of th is thesis wil l be eonoaraad 

with a review of the pertinent l i t e r a t u r e . I t wi l l include 

some notions on tha concept of val idi ty particul&rly as i t 

applies to personality Inventories. Two studies in which 

Guilford Personality Factors are validated by means of rating 

scales will be reviewed m& discussed. This chapter will end 

by indicating the lack of validation studies in the field of 

corrections. 

1 3.P. Guilford sad Wayne S. Zloaoraan, The aullferd-
Zimraermaa Temnerajaent Purvey. Beverly Hills, California, 
Sheridan Supply Co., 1949, IS p. Hereaftar referred to a® 
the Survey. 

2 Ibid., p. 6-8, 
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The statement of the hypothesis to be investigated 

will be followed by a description of the experimental design 

of the study. This will include a description of the sample 

and of the Independent and dependent variables. The chapter 

will end with a description of the statistical treatment of 

the data used in testing the hypothesis. 

The results of this study are then presented, Inter­

preted, and discussed. Boms possible weaknesses in the 

experimental design and in the general theoretical framework 

underlying it are considered. The implication of the find­

ings for an Ontario Reformatory is indicated. 

In conclusion, some suggestions for further research 

will be made. Supplementary information relevant to this 

study will be found in the appendix. 



CHAPTER I 

REVIEW OF THE LlTRR̂ TUftT? 

In this chapter the concept of test validity will be 

briefly discussed with specific reference to personality 

Inventories. This discussion will be limited to predictive-

concurrent validity and specifically to the use of ratin® 

techniques as criterion. The two validation studies of 

Guilfora Personality Inventory Factors where retin® techni­

ques were employed as oriterla will be reviewed, and the lack 

of validation studies in the field of corrections will be 

noted. The chapter will conclude with the statement of the 

hypothesis to be investigated in this study. 

1. Motions on Test Validity. 

Anastasi1 quotes Guilford8 as saying, wIa a very 

general sense a test Is valid for anything with which it is 

correlated". Validity, Anastasi emphasizes, is only meaning­

ful with reference to specific criterion, an<3 the validity of 

a test should not be confused with the validity of the "will­

s' -the wisp" psychological processes underlying the 

1 Anne Anastasi, "Tiie Concept of Validity in the 
Interpretation of Test Scores'*, Educational and Psychological 
Measurement. Vol. 10, 1950, p. 74. 

U . P , Guilford, '•Raw Standard® for Test Evaluation*, 
Educational and Psychological Measurement, Vol. 6, (no 
number), 1946, p. 429, quoted by Anastasi, pp. Git. . p. 74, 
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3 4 
test. Cronbach and Meebl analyzed the concept of validity 

as presented in the recoasmendatloas of the American Fsyeholo-

5 
gieal Association and found that Anastasi*e notion of 

validity referred to only one type of validity - that was to 

criterion-oriented validation procedures, or to predictive 

and concurrent validity. In the aforementioned types of 

validity the criterion behaviour is of primary concern to 

the tester. 

Validity of Personality Inventories.- A typical 

personality Inventory asks tha examinee to answer questions 

about himself and his opinions. Anastasi's definition of a 

psychological test - *i* is » device for determining within 

a relatively short period of tiae what could be otherwise 
S 

discovered only by means of a prolonged follow up** - is 

applicable to personality inventories. In the case of the 

personality inventory, the "prolonged follow up** consists of 

the observations and ©pinions of othera who have been fami­

liar with the examinee for a long period of time. 

3 Anastasi, Op. Cit. . p. 76. 

4 Lee 3, Cronbach and ?aul I. Maehl, "Construct 
Validity la Psychological Tests", Psychological Bulletin. 
1955, Vol. 58, No. 4, p. 281-300. 

5 "Technical Recommendations for Psychologi­
cal Tests and Diagnostic Techniques**, Pgyehologlcal Bull©tin 
Supplement. Vol. 5, So. 2, Part S, 1954, p. 1-38, cited by 
Cronbach and Meehl, Qg. Clt., p. 174. 

6 Anastasi, OP. Clt. . p. 67. 
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la aaalyadag the relationship between self reported 

and observed behaviour froa the point of view of personality, 

Guilford and Martin state: 

I t i s &&ld that personality i s at l ea s t tarJO 
things. I t Is f i r s t of a l l ^hat i t i s apart fro® 
say buaaa observer. I t la secondly v/hat a parson 
observes, f ina l ly , i t i s what other people observe. 
The three have many points of correspondence, 
na tura l ly , because the second and third depend upon 
the f i r s t . Because of the points of correspond©*!©® 
we can t ranslate findings froa ose view to another.7 

Guilford maintains that the key to a successful 

va l id i ty Measure i s a good cr i ter ion aessoro. E l l i s , 

however, points out soae ©f the deficiencies of ratings? by 

others as cr i ter ion a©asur©s for tha validation of person-
9 

a l l t y Inventories. nevertheless he finds that assay studies 

use soas sort of rat ing technique to validate personality 

questionnaires - in forty-four studies that he reviewed he 

found posit ive resu l t s la twelve Genes, questlonaMy posit ive 
10 

resu l t s in t en , tad negative resu l t s in twenty-two eases. 

B i l l s therefore concluded that "in no ORso does i t seea that 

say. one of the most popular questionnaires have shown to 

7 3,P. Guilford and Howard Martin, "Age Differences 
and Sex Differences l a Some Xntroversive and Emotional 
Tra i t s" , Journal of General Psychology. 1944, Vol. 31, 
Second Half, p . £26. 

6 JT.?. Guilford, Psychometric Methods. Hew York, 
KeGraw-Hlll, 1954, p . 402. 

9 A. E l l i s , wfne Validity of Personality question­
na i res" , Paraaoloiaoal Bullet in . 1946, Vol, 45, p . 391, 406. 

10 I b i d . . p . 411. 
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have indisputably high validity in any particular area'1.11 

He attributed some of this low validity to the Inadequacies 

of ratings as a criterion; however, it is unlikely that he 

IS 

would disagree with Guilford that for purposes of valida­

tion the rating method with all Its weaknesses will remain 

la use until a better procedure becomes available. Guilford 

states that we are faaillar with many of the sources of bias 

and error where rating scales are vulnerable, but he also 

states that these are to soae degree controllable by the 

application of correction procedures.15 

8. The Validity of the Guilford Factorial 
Personality Inventories. 

A survey of the literature disclosed two studies 

where Guilford Personality Inventory Factors were validated 

against ratings by others. These two studies pertain to the 

Inventory of yaetoxs StDQR. Guilford and XiEsaemas state 

that the findings of the two studies can be applied with 

confidence to the scores of the Guilford-glassraaa Temperament 

11 Ellis, On. Qlt.. p. 4SS. 

12 Guilford, Psychometric Methods, op. Pit., p. 297. 

1» yoia. , p. 298. 

14 , An Inventory of Factors STDOR. Beverly 
Hills, California, Sheridan Supply Co., 1942.Hereafter 
referred to as Inventory. 
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Survey.15 Factors S, T, and E of the Inventory were taken 

over directly by the Survey. the only exception being a 

reversal in the direction of tha scoring on Factor f*. An 

equal number of items from Factors C and t>, froa the Inven­

tory were combined to give Factor 1 of the Survey.16 The 

basis for the choice of the specific items for this factor 

was not indicated. 

The first study was carried out by Guilford at the 

University of Southern California in the summers of 1938 and 
17 

1939. The subjects, fifty and fifty-one respectively, were 

s group of Guilford's psychology students. A nine point bi­

polar rating scale of the adverbial type wae constructed to 

exaaine twenty-six traits.Included in the aforementioned rating 

scale were Factors STDCH. The experiment consisted of each stu­

dent ratiag himself on the rating scale, being rated on the 

same scale by five classmates or "peers** with whoa he was well 

aoquainted, and completing the Inventory. (The exact order of 

the steps in the experiment was not reported.) The "peer** 

rating for each student consisted of the median rating 

15 3. P. Guilford and Wayne S. Zijamerman, The Guilford-
Zimmerman Temperament Survey. Manual of Instructions and 
Interpretations. Beverly Hills, California, Sheridan Supply 
Co., 1949, p. 8. Hereafter referred to as the Survey. 

16 Ibid., p. 4. 

17 Guilford and Martin, Qp. Clt. . p. 2£8. 
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obtained froa the five classmates. So experimental relia­

bility of either the Inventory or the rating scales was re­

ported as having beea established, later-rater reliabilities 

wore reported by the authors for Faetors ®TDC1 respectively. 

These reliability coefficients were obtained on a siailar 

set of ratings la a study conducted on twenty-two Nebraska 

students. With respect to the Southsra California study 

the relevant findings are as follows:(no ratings for factors 

T and 0 were obtained la 1938)} significant relationships 

were obtained for both years for Factors S, T> and 1, with 

coefficients of correlation ranging froa r * .39 to r - .70; 

ao significant correlations were obtained for Factors T and 

0. Guilford and Martin considered the relationships for 

Faetors B, D and E substantial; for Factors T and C mush less 
16 

satlsfaetory. 

Considering the low reliability of the latter traits, 

the authors suggest that the highly impliolt nature of the 

behaviour connected with these traits makes their evaluation 

by aa external observer yield doubtful validity. The authors 

conclude that, based oa the "slender thread of evidence" 

provided by these data, It would seea that ratiaga by others 
19 are to be trusted for some traits, but not for others. 

16 Guilford sad Martin, OP. 01t.. p. 2S7. 

19 ibid.. p. EH8. 
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One certainly fools that the qualification "slender 

thread at evidence" la Justified. Three errors ia the study 

era noteworthy! 1) no oxporlaoatal reliabilities of the 

ratings wore obtainedj ii) by exclusively aooeptlag the 

.median score of the five available ratings as the "poor" 

rating, auch information was lost and the possibility of 

constant errors la ratings thereby Increased; and ill) the 

saall samples may partly account for the fluctuation of so taa 

of the validity coefficients between the two years. 

The seooad study @a the relationship between the 

Inventory, aolf ratings, aad. peer ratings was carried out by 

Carroll. The aaaplo consisted of 123 man who had a median 

age of about twenty-five years. Most of those 125 asm had 

had aoao previous college training and were enrolled in the 

Army Specialized Training Program curriculum ia Personnel 

Psychology. Carroll sitstas that "conditions appeared parti­

cularly favourable to obtain reliable interpersonal ratings" 

iaasmuoh as these asm woro housed together for four aonths, 
21 usually six to a room, end toofc Identical courses. 

Based on the deaoription of the factors gives ia the 

Maaaal of the inventory. aa olevea point graphic rating scale 

20 John B. Carroll, "Ratings on Traits Measurtsd by a 

Z**3*?*i ^^maXt^[JSnVVtrl^ &Wml ;£ Ab̂ oraal, sad,, 
Soaial Psychology. IfSH, Vol. 4? , p . S3S-&3B. 

21 I.HA,.. p. 68*. 
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was constructed as a class exercise. The author points out 

that, while it %as crucially Important thet the rating 

scales be baa@d on the same traits as tha personality inven­

tory, there was no way of knowing whether or not this Heal 

was achieved. Difficulty was experienced in constructing 

the scale because only one pole of the bipolar scale was? 

described ia the Manual of the Inventory. By exaaining the 

scoring of the itams that made ap the individual fe.ctor, the 

author decided what was likely to be at the opposite ends 

of the scales. 

As in the previous study, e&eb man rated himself, 

rated cash of his five room-mates and wue, in turn, rated 

by thea, end filled out the Inventory in tha aforeaantioned 

order. Complete data ware available for 110 men. Scores 

were assigned t© tha ratings by graphic interpolation of the 

aoras of the 388 University of Nebraska students, (the 

staadardlaiag population of the Inventory). The ©ample 

snowed "ainor divergences* froa the norm group. The means 

of tha s&aapls corresponded to the respective 53rd, 49th, 

43rd, 37th, sad 33rd centlle rank value of the standardising 

population, but the author does not coasr&eat about the so 

differences apart from noting tbem. 

The coefficients of internal consistency ranging froa 

r a .39 to r » .91, as reported in the Manual were accepted, 

22 Carroll, Op. Clt.. p. 6S7. 
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and no further estimates of the reliability of the indepen­

dent variable were made. Inter-rater reliability ranged 

froa r • .664 for Factor T, to r = .80© for Factor 3. Thie 

findings most relevant for this study, namely the correla­

tion between the Inventory scores and ratings by others, 

were as follows? for Factor S, r * .37; for Factor T, 

r « .38; For Factor D, r * .27; tar factor 0, r * .26; and 

for Factor S, r s .45. Carroll regards these correlations 

as indicating only very aoderate validity for the personali­

ty inventory. (All correlations significant at V s .01.)23 

In discussing the results, he reports that the tests 

were taken seriously, carefully, and honestly by the testees; 

but because of this, he states that generalisations based on 

the findings should be llisited to situations where falsifi­

cations are unlikely to occur.24 

This study was carried out and reported ©or® care­

fully than the previously described Guilford-Martin study. 

Nevertheless, three criticisas can be made, two of which have 

been previously mentioned in connection with the Guilford-

Martin study: i) failure to present a oeasure of the experi­

mental reliability of the independent variable; ii) selection 

of the Baedian rating as the criterion score, rather than the 

23 Carroll, Oo. Git., p. 630. 

2* Ibid., p. 831. 
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aean of the fiva ra t ings . I t i s not explained why the 

advantages offered by l inear transformations were not u t i ­

l i zed ; H i ) assuaptions underlying Carro l l ' s use of graphic 

interpolation ware not spelled out. 

Personality Test Validation ia Correctional 

Se t t ings . - Deposit ^ad Seashore report that there exis ts a 

dearth of l i t e r a tu re l a the area of tes t ing in correct!oaal 
£5 se t t ings . A survey of the l i t e r a tu re confirms their 

statement, Specifically, no study pertaining to the valida­

tion of a personality inventory in a correctional set t ing 

was found. 

This study is an Attempt to diminish the paucity of 

Information la th is area, The subject of th i s study i s the 

validation of a personality inventory, specifically the 

Oallfora^iaasratatt Taaoaraaeat Survey in a correctional 

In s t i t u t ion . The experimental hypothesis stated in the null 

fora Is as follows: There Is no s t a t i s t i c a l l y significant 

r e l e t ! ©as hip between self ratings on the Gul If or d - Zlaao rm an 

Taaperaaeat Survey by ladlvldusls uader penal custody, sad 

rat ings by custodial treatment staff oa the saae t r a i t s using 

a scale derived froa the Survey. 

£5 Jeroae D. Boppelt aad Harold 0, Seashore, **Psyeho-
legieai Testing in Correctional Institutions*1 , Journal of 
CoaaaellBft Paysholoaar. 1939, Vol. ©, l o . 1, p . e l . 
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In th i s chapter soae notions of val idi ty which have 

a l r so t application to t h i s study were presented. Two studies 

in which Guilford Personality Inventory Factors were va l i ­

dated by ra t ing tsehnlones were evaluated, and aaatloa was 

aade of the laafc of t e s t validation studies ia the field of 

correct ions. Tha chapter concluded vdth a statement of the 

hypothesis to be tes ted . 

The next chapter describes the experimental design 

of t h i s study. 



CHAPTER I I 

Included ia th i s chapter wi l l bo the procedures 

Involved ia conducting the study to tos t the hypothesis 

proposed l a the preceding chapter. 

The chapter begins with the description of the experi­

mental sample, and the independent sad dependent variables , 

the Gailford-Mameraaa Taaoeraaeat Survey sad the Eating Scale 

respectively. This i s followed by the presentstloa of the 

procedures used ia the adala is t ra t ioa aad scoring of the 

las t raaanta . The chapter concludes with the description of 

the s t a t i s t i c a l treatment of the data. 

1 . Staple. 

The Ontario Training Centre, Brampton, is an "open 

institution** by which Is a® ant that the inaates are not 

confined to cells, and the doors are unlocked. A selected 

group of young aalo, first offenders between the a es of 

16-24 yeara, with aa Otis 1.4. or its equivalent of S3 or 

aore, are transferred froa the Oatarlo Beferaatory, Guelph, 

to the Oatarlo Training Centre, Brampton, to serve the 

1 For selection standards for Brampton, see Appendix 
1. For ganaral desarlptloa of Brampton, sao U.K. Hooper, 8. 
Kean, at al.. «fhe Brampton Story", Canadian Journal of 
Corrections. Vol. 4, io. 4, October 19§2, p. BE6-887. Hereafter 
referred to as O.T.C. Brampton. 
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remainder of the i r sentence. These inmates receive training 

la certain trades and they aay in addition follow aa aca­

demic currlculua in the ins t i tu t ion . Physical training i s 

emphasised. The Inmates are referred to as "students*. 

They are housed in five doral tor ias or ha l l s . 

The ra t ing scale , the dependent variable in th is 

study demanded familiari ty on the part of the staff with the 

students. Thus, the cr i te r ion for inclusion l a the sample 

was a t l eas t three months residency at the Ontario Training 

Centre, Brampton. On July 1, 1962, f i f ty -s ix students drawn 

from the five dormitories ia the ins t i tu t ion met t h i s c r i ­

ter ion. Five of the f i f ty -s ix students had to be excluded 

due to aa lasufflelent knowledge of English, aad one student 

was unavailable a t the t l ae of testing* Therefore, the 

experimental sample consisted of f i f ty students. For a des­

cription of the experimental saiaple, see Table I , 

&• Instruments Used. 

a) Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey.- Since the 

Gullford-£lmmerraan Teaperaaent Survey ie the independent 

variable in the present study, a short description of th is 

instrument wil l be presented. 

2 J . F . Guilford and »ayne S. Zimmerman, The Guilford-
^qaaariftan Temperament Survey. Beverly Hi l l s , California, 
Sheridaa Supply Co., 1949 .Herea f te r referred to as the 
Survey. 
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Table I . -

Age, Iduoat loa and Intel l igence® of 
"Experimental Sample. 

mmmmmmmmMmmmmmmm*mmm'mm*tm*+mmm»*mii>*i ,,iu*m» • PUM—I »»—wni»ni«» •»»• nnnnn- n».li»-ww^.^.M.n»i»iiiMMi.iil.M»wni[» nn aim 
*mmammwitmmmm*mm*ammmmm*mmmMm*mmmmwmmmmmmmmmm*mm»0mmm^im\» nnn « W M W W W M W » ' » I ' • «i wm»***k**mtmi >•«inwt—*wwmiwi11wii« w mm 

K f̂~ Bangs 

Age 18.46 2.30 l a -83 

Education 8.6® 1.48 6-12 

In t e l l i gence 99.54 11.S9 81-124 

a As aeasured hy Otis Group I n t e l l i g e n c e 
Sca le . Advanced t x s a l n a t i o n . 
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3 Buros indicated that this instrument ia appropriate 

for iadividuals who have achieved at least a Grade IX 

educational level. The Burvey consists of a test booklet 

containing three hundred questions representing tea factors. 

For eaeh one of the taa factors, the Burvoy contains thirty 

iteas to which the individual, aaswera *yosn, "a©**, or *?**, 

with iaatructions to avoid using the latter if possible. The 

Sarvoy also includes a standard IBM answer sheet with thirty 

itea spaces per column. Five ooluaas ai>D©ar on eaeh side of 

the answer sheet. The iteas la the booklet have beea rota­

ted ia such a manner that the answers for each trait fall in 

the same coiuaa. It is possible to score the answer sheets 

by hand or by Machine* Two stencils are provided for hand 

scoring, one for the five traits on the front page, and the 

other for the five traits on the back page. Scores of zero 

aad one are assiesed to the responses according to the 

scoring stoaoil. The score® for each factor rang© froa ser© 

to thirty, and with the help of a table, they can be con­

verted Into scores on a C scale, a centile rank scale, end 

a X scale. 

In this study only tha raw scores obtained by hand 

soorlag were used. 

3 Oscar K, Euros, (ed.), The Fifth Mental Measurement 
Yearbook, Highland Park, Bew Jersey, The Gryphon Press, 1959, 
p. oo. 
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Ta® Msaual reports internal consistency coefficieats 

betweea r » .73 to r * .87 for each of the ten faetors. 

On data collected by Blua,4 test-retast reliabilities 

wore ooaputad by tMs writer for nine of the factors of the 

Survey. The stability of factor S was reported by Blum. 

The tost-retest s&aple consisted of seventy students at the 

O.T.C. Br&aptoa. where approxlaateiy two to three weeks had 

elapsed between test-retest. The obtained reliability co­

efficients ranged from .010 for Factor 0 to ,?60 for Factor E. 

With the exception of Faetors 0 and F which were not signi­

ficantly different froa aero at V * .05, the others were 

significant at P « .01. See Appendix 2. 

These values are not diraotly applicable to the pro-

seat study because! i) the samples are differentj 11) the 

reliability coefficients are basod on tests adiaiaisterad at 

the raooptioas at the Ontario S«foraatory, Guelph, aad O.T.C. 

Breiapton respectively. TJha aforoaoatloaod eoofflolaata were 

listed ulnae no other reports of the stability of the iastru-

aent were found. 

4 Frank Blue;, personal coaaunication with the author. 

aaster's thesis presented 
Mucetioa bf the T»ai varsity of Ottawa, Ontario, May 1963, 
p. 33. 
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b) Sating Scale Booklet: Construction,- la current 

use at the O.T.Q. Iraastoa is a regular monthly Review Board 
a 

Report which la circulated aaomg the staff aad which claims 

to assess the studenta* progress at the institution. This 

report la ia the fora of a five point adverbial rating scale. 

Many staff aeabers have privately expressed dissatisfaction 

with the Review Beard assort for the following reasons! 

1) its "complicated"and ambiguous descriptive teraa; 11) the 

work Involved la completing the forasj aad ill) doubts con­

cerning the independence of each aaa's report - ia the dormi­

tories one rater, or one rating could, and occasionally did 

influence aaother. la constructing the rating soale used la 

this study, a conscious effort was therefore aade to avoid 

the aforementioned complaints raised agalast the institu­

tional scale. 

fares psychologists, including the writer, sad a 

high school Saglisb teacher participated la the construction 

of the behavioural rating scale for eaeh of the tea Survey 

factors. The laglish teacher assisted by indicating possible 

changes in the wording of the behavioural descriptions of 

the traits, with the purpose of restricting the reading level 

of the soale within the Grade VXII Halts. This was reooasaen-

ded by the resident payohologiat at the O.T.C. Brampton to 

6 The levlew Board Report la a susuaary rating prepared 
aoathly ©» oaoh student to aeasaro his degree of adjustment 
la the institution. 
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ensure the goodwill and cooperstioa of all the prospective 

raters so that the proposed task would not b« looked upoa 

with disfavour due to reading an% comprehension difficulties. 

The construction of the acal® was guides hj the 

description of the taa traits given in the Manual ©f the 

Survey. This was tha basis upon which the behavioural des­

criptions of the taa traits was aado. Criterion for inclu­

sion of any part of tha descriptive paragraphs for a>ach pole 

of eaeh trait o&llsd for unanimous agreement by tha three 

participating psyoholosists. Appsadix 3 contains an illus­

tration of the derived rating scale. 

c) Hating Scale Booklets Description.- The rating 

scale constructed for this study was eleven pagsa in length. 

Th© seal® contained tha &©ae traits us agsfesur̂ d by the 

Survey. The first page was an introduction pegs consisting 

of instructions to the raters and a completed ©xtaple of the 

rating procedure. The following ten panes of the ratiag 

scale ware aade ^xp cf tha tea traits to be rated. "Saeh of 

the ton peges contained the ratings of a single rater for a 

aaximua of ten students on the saae trait. A line drawn 

across the top centre of each p-ge contained tho naaa of the 

rater, taa date he eoaaeneed to rate, aad the date he ooa-

plotod hla rating. Directly below this line was a largo 

7 Gullf«u*-Ziaaoraaa, Manual of Instructions und 
Interpretations. pp. Pit., p. S-5. ""~~" 
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rectangular block consisting of specific instructions to the 

rater cautioning hia to consider only that behaviour which 

he had personally witnessed and reminding hia to put only 

one mark under each number. To tha far laft hand rmrgin of 

the page, four blocks were vertically aliened. Th«* first 

block contained a short description of both the positive and 

negative poles (that is the socially desirable and lass 

desirable aspects) cf tha trait under consideration* For 

the third block the following instructions v»ere -.ivea 

**(...} about half the tiao like the parson in block £, and 

about half the time like the person ia block 4**. Two arrows 

each extend froa blocks two and four. There arrows connote 

that each of these blocks represents two rating categories, 

depending upon whether the student oaaifests the behaviour 

described in tha block "nearly all the time**, or *a lot of 

the time**. Froa block thro® fchare extends only one arrow. 

The body of the rating scale Is composed of ten 

nuabered ooluans of five boxes each corresponding to tha five 

ways the trait can be manifested. All ten trait pages are 

of identical format. The tea "trait pages** were put together 

in a random order, I.e. , the numbers on to tea were pulled 

froa a hat in an attempt to control for the constant errors 

of sequence effect and fatigue. Tha ten randomized "trait 

pages**, faced with an introduction papa, were then stapled. 
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A unique feature of thia rating scale was the fact 

that the naaas of the individuals to be rated aid not appear 

on the rating scale pages. To Identify aad yet aaintain tha 

anonyaî jr;̂ ,- of both raters and ratees, aa Individual rater 

code wae printed on tha introduction page of each rater*s 

booklet. laoh rater was then provided with a cardboard 

Insert containing the names of the students to b@ rated. 

When this cardboard Insert was flttefl over the ten nuabered 

columns, each of the names on the insert was aligned with a 

nuabered coluaa on the rating scale. 

This issthod of anonymity was considered advisable so 

that student help could be utilised in tha clerical prepara­

tion of the raw data for analysis. 

3. Administration aad Scoring of Instruments. 

a) idalni strati on of the Sforvey.- Heviag obtained 

the superintendent's permission to collect the experiaental 

data within the institution, the chairman of the student*s 

eounail introduced the students to the study. It was felt 

that aa introduction by a fellow student would increase the 

motivation aad cooperation of the entire student body. The 

introduction was made ©t the Monday aoraing assembly. The 

student council chairman announced that those students who 

had been at the Training Ceatro for a certain period of time 
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would be asked to p a r t i c i p a t e in a s c i e n t i f i c rtudy to be 

conducted by the r e s iden t psychologis t . 

The s tudent council chairman iap l ied in his address 

tha t by p a r t i c i p a t i n g in t h i s p-cieat i r ic exper ican t , the 

sroup would not only be con t r ibu t ing to science but would 

probably be con t r ibu t ing to % p r a c t i c a l appl ica t ion of the 

f i a i i n g a of the s tudy , acutely, the reduct ion of the lengthy 

t e s t i n g program a t fcba Ontario Reformatory, Guelph, in to a 

shor te r und simpler one. Tha chairman concluded by explaining 

tha t the experiment oonaiets of taking a shor t t ea t Had a 

longer t e s t , iad ha fur ther explained t h a t each of the p a r t i ­

c ipants would be approached Indiv idua l ly conoaraine the s&ost 

s u i t a b l e date for t h e i r t e s t . 

On the evening following the chairman's address , the 

res iden t payeholo$lah aecoap^nied by the chairiaan v i s i t e d each 

of the f ive d o r a i t o r i a s . laoa s tudent in tha experimental 

sample was ind iv idua l ly approached and asked If be would bi 

f ree to take trie t e s t on Friday morning. Th i r ty - s ix of t !» 

f i f t y were free to cose on Fr iday, the other fourteen students 

received indiv idual c a l l s l i p s to rapor t to tha r e s iden t 

p s y c h o l o g i s t s off ice any afternoon froa Monday to Thursday 

of the following week. 

The t e s t was administered by the res iden t psychologist 

to the group of t h i r t y - s i x s tudents i a a classroom. The 

remaining group of fourteen s tudents l a the experimental 
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sample v^ere ^-deiiaieterra the t e s t in rroups of H-5 in th® 

rae ident p sycho lo^ i c fe o f f ice . The i n s t ruc t i ons for the 

Survey war© read aloud by the r e s iden t psychologist in both 

CHSes . 

Before the Survey vta adxinis t^r^d to the exporl ren ta l 

sample, aach student f i l l e d out a s o l f - r a t i n e s c l e . This 

r a t i n g sce le T«as i den t i c a l to th t tillf* out by the r-t»ff 

with tbe exception t h r t tha wh©*e" ¥*©r© changed to **1*s.**, 

and only the responses of one indiv idual were r<*uueetfid for 

each t r&i t on the s c a l e . The s e l f - r a t i n g seals was i n t r o ­

duced to increase the ftoe v a l i d i t y of the expar inent . The 

data obtained from t h i s scale fcfes not ueod in t h i s study. 

b) Administration of the Staff Rating S c a l e . - A 

t o t a l of seventeen s ta f f members pa r t i c ipa ted in th ie study 

as r a t e r s . Fif teen of these r a t e r s were dormitory super­

v i s o r s , and the rereinic*s two were physical t ro inlar ; I n s t r u c ­

t o r s . Tech student in th© Ptudy -ASS rated by five r t a f f 

aeaibers. These f ive rb te ra eonsitt«tf of the two physical 

t r a i n i n g ins t ruc to r©, t*nd the s tuden t s ' th ree dormitory 

superv i so r s . 

The cooperetion of tha s t a f f members p a r t i c i p a t i n g in 

the study was enoourr^ea by the res iden t psychologis t . This 

8 This was t rue in a l l but ten cape*. Rater t> was 
found to be uncooperat ive, so in tha aforementioned eases 
only four r a t e r s in to to rated these s t u d e n t s . 
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was aeeonpliebed by personal ly approaching each prospect ive 

r a t e r approximately two weoks p r i o r to th© eo raise no e meat of 

the study. At th i s time i t was explained to the ra te rs that 

the experiment involved rat ing a group of students known to 

the ra te r for at leas t three aonths on the basis of ten par-

sonal l ty t r a i t s . All of the ra ters appearad willing to 

pa r t i c ipa te . 

On the morning the experisaent was s ta r ted , sevwt staff 

aeabere were approached individually and each wos "iv«n th© 

rat lag scale with the appropriate cardboard inser t containing 

the naaes of the students he was to ra ta . The ra te rs were 

directed to read the instructions oa th© eovar pa^e and to 

proceed froa there . A cheek on the saae afternoon revealed 

What only one of the aforementioned sevaa ra te r s had completed 

the ra t ings ; the other s ix ra te rs claiaed that they could not 

proceed with the rat ings as they failed to eoaprshasd the 

ins t ruct ions . I t was discovered thet the confusion experi­

enced by the ra ters was due to the lack of instructions*, con­

cerning the use of the cardboard inser t of names. As a eon-

sequence, tha r a t e r s failed t o comprehend that the cardboard 

iaaerta were employed as a subst i tute for the printed nsraes 

of the subjects on each Individual rat ing sca le . 

Bus to the aforeaeatio&ed confusion covering the 

ra t lag scale ins t ruct ions , i t was decided thet individual 

las t rue t ioas be gives la the use of the rat ing scale to eaeh 
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rater by the resideat psychologist. Thie instruction con­

sisted of the psychologist rending a copy of the cover page 

while the rater followed it oa his own sheet. The cardboard 

Insert containing the na^es of the students to be rated was 

then plaoed over the nuabers from one to ten on the first 

trait of the individual scale. It was then pointed out to 

the rater that this procedure was to be followed for the 

other nine traits. Any questions that th© rater had we-'-e 

then answered. 

At thie time, it was indicated to the rater thet 

secrecy and anonymity dictated the aoed for placing the 

students* naaee on cardboard inserts rather than printing 

thea oa the iadi«?ldual se&le. Tha raters were requested to 

treat their cardboard inserts as privileged Information; and 

thoy were also waked not to discuss their ratings with other 

staff aembors. The rating booklets were to bn ooapleted as 

sooa as possible and deposited in the resident psychologist's 

locked aall box. 

As a result of this ©xplsn&tioa, the stsff members 

were able to proceed with the experiaent. Within three days 

all the ratings were ecapleted and accounted for. 

c) Reliability Study of the Rating Coals.- The 

"reliability phase** of the rating scale eosaieneed eight days 

following the return of the laet rating booklet. The raters 

were individually contacted as ia the "rate phase" procedure, 
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and asked to repeat the r a t i n g s a second t ime. .'11 the 

r u t e r e consented to repaat the r a t i n g procedure and, on the 

following day, the r a t i ng booklets ware r e - d i e t r i b u t e d . 

Again, within three days, a l l booklets were re turned. 

d) Scoring of the Survey.- The answtr sheets were 

hand scored using two s t e n c i l s , one fo r tha f ive t r s l t e on 

the f ront page aad the other for the f ive t r a i t s on the back 

page. Secnss of 0 and 1 •> ore assigned tc the responses 

according to the scoring s t e n c i l s . 

e) fcoring of the Eating Scf. le .- The raw data froa 

the r a t i n g so&le was scored, checked, an? tabulated by four 

Q.T^C. Brampton s tudents chosen for t h e i r matur i ty , i n t e l l i ­

gence, ari themetic&l a b i l i t y , aad aocuracy. These four s t u ­

dents were experienced in t h i s type of work as they had par­

t i c i p a t e d in th© scor lag of data f roa another p r o j e c t , A 

per iod ic spot-cheek of t h e i r work was aade by the re&ifl^nt 

psychologis t . To maintain anonymity, the dormitory .nd w t o r 

code was pr in ted on each sheet of the r a t i n g sc.-le by th© 

res iden t psychologis t . 

The score rs assigaed raw scores froa 1 - 5 to the 

f ive r a t i n g sculo ca t ego r i e s , with a score of one being 

assigned t o the most negative category, and five t o the most 

p o s i t i v e category, 
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4. Statistical Treatment of the Data. 

a) Rating Saales.- In instances where dlffereat 

raters rate different parts of the sample, Guilford suggests 

9 

weighing the raw acores of each rater. This method is de­

signed to rodueo the constant errors of rating aad allows the 

coabiaatioa of ratings. Therefore the following steps were 

taken: 

1) using the raw scores, the ffiean and standard deviation 

wore calculated for each rater oa eaeh trait of the 

rating soale; 

11) a new aoaa of 2.5 and a new staadard deviation of .0 

were assigned to the ratings of eaeh rater oa each 

trait; 

i i i ) eaeh raw seore for each ra te r oa each t r a i t was 

equated against a new weighted (standard) score by 

aeans of the following formula: 

whore: Xg - now score to be found 
Ma - assigned aoaa (£ .5) 
<*£ - assigned staadard deviation (.8) 
;,1 - ealoulated standard deviation 
Xx - raw score 
Hi - calculated aoaa 

9 J . P . Guilford, Psychometric Methods. Kew York, 
McGraw-Hill, 1954, p . 289. 

10 "Hull 's Method", Quoted by David ^eohaler, The 
ito^ureiaoat o f M a l ^ I a t o l l i a e a a e . Third edi t ion, Baltimore, 
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lv) the. weighted soores for eaeh rator on each trait 

wars then contracted into a five poiat scale la the 

following manner: 

a) all welgated aoorea of -.5 aad below booaae 0, 
b) all weighted scores of -.4 to 1.4 beeaae 1, 
oj all weighted scores of 1.5 to 2.4 beeaae 2, 
dj all weighted scores of 2.5 to 3.4 beeaae 3, 
ej all weighted soores of 3.5 to 4.4 beeaae 4, and 
f) all weighted scores of 4.5 aad above beoaas 5; 

v) for eaeh aoaber of the saaple, the average of the 

weighted ratings of the five raters was calculated 
11 

for eaeh trait. 

The saae procedure as described above was repeated 

for the "reliability phase" of the ratiag scale. 

b) Relationship betweea Sarvey and Rating Scale.-

To justify asiag a Fearaoa Product Moaeat Foraala to test ths 

hypothesis, a graphic check of the independeat aad depeadeat 

variable oa eaeh of the tea traits isdlsated that ao curvi­

linear relationship existed between thea. 

The following foraala was used ia the cal eolation of 

the coefficients of oorrelatioa betweea the indepeadeat aad 

dopoadoat variable oa the tea personality traits: 

*xy = »*ff- fe*H**fl 
/[»£X» -(SX)2][H*Y2 - (ST)2] 

whore: N - 50 
X - Guilford-Zlaaermaa Factor Scores 
T = Average weighted trait scores. 

11 This applied for all except the tea students pre­
viously aoatioaod. See footnote 8. 
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la this ehapter the tools aad procedure used to test 

the hypothesis were deaerlbad. 

The aext ehapter will deal with the fladings of this 

study, their iaterprotatioa, aad their discussion. 
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In this chapter th® finding© of the sxperlaeat will 

be presented, interpreted and discussed. This will be 

followed by a consideration of S O M of the shortcomings of 

the design of the present experlaeat that may have contri­

buted to the acceptance of the null hypothesis for alae of 

the tea traits. A short dlscussioo will be presented of 

eoae of the theoretical issues involved ia the problems of 

cross media validation of personality inventories. In con­

cluding the chapter, the application of the Guilford-

aiamerasn Teaoeraaeat Purvey* la aa Ontario Roforaetory will 

be considered as an example of one use of psychological tests 

ia a correctional setting. 

1. Findings: Presentation and Interpretation. 

a) Split Half Reliability of the Independent 

Variable.- First-half-second-half internal consistency co­

efficients wore calculated for the experimental sample on 

each of the ten factors measured by the Survey. These 

findings are praaanted in Table la. All are significant 

1 J.P. Guilford and Wayne s. Zlaaeraan, The Guilford-
Ziameraaa Toaparaaoat Survey. Bevarly Hills, California, 
Sharidan Supply Co., 1949. fiereafter referred to as Survey. 
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Table l a -
f i r s t Half-Second Half I n t e rna l Oonaietancy of 

Guilford-Ziaaaeraaa Temperataent 
Survey Factors (N-5Q). 

Survey Faotors r t t 

G 

a 
A 

s 
i 

0 

F 

T 

? 

M 

,657 

,746 

,846 

,891 

,849 

.805 

,818 

,670 

,834 

• 7 1 7 

a All coefficients are significant at 
P * . 0 1 . 
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atP : .01, and they ranged fToa .657 for Factor G, to .891 

for Factor S. Most of the**© coefficients are generally 

similar to the ones presented in the Manual of the Survey.* 

b) Stability of the Dependent Variable.- The rate-

rerate reliability coefficients for th© ten traits measured 

2a 

by the rating soale are presented in Table II. These co­

efficients range from .178 for Factor 0, to .878 for Factor 

T. The reliability coefficient for Factor 0 was not signi­

ficantly different froa zero (P • .05). This is probably due 

to the instability of the trait rather than the unreliability 

of the raters. {See Appendix £.) All the other factors were 

significant at the .01 level of probability. 

e) Relationship between the Survey and the Rating 

Scale.- The obtained coeffici nts of correlation between the 

factors measured by th® Survey and the same traits measured 

by the rating scale are presented in Table III. The afore­

mentioned coefficients rang® from .025 for Factor T, to .283 

for Factor R. With the exception of Factor R which is signi­

ficant at the .05 level of probability, none of the other 

obtained coefficients are significantly different from zero. 

Tnus the null hypothesis was rejected for Factor S and 

accepted for the other nine factors. 

Z Guilford and Zimmerman, The Gullford-Zig^eraian 
Temperament Survey. Manual of Instructions and Interpreta­
tions, OP. Clt.. p. 6. gareafter referred to as the Manual. 

2a The six students omitted from the experimental 
sample were included in the "reliability sample*. This was 
done in order to increase th© size of the "reliability 
sample" even though in this way the experimental and the 
"reliability** aaaplos were no longer identical. 
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Table I I . -

Tost-Retest Ho l l ab i l i t y Coeff icients of the Rating Scale 
Traits (H-56). 

Ratiag Scale Traits r« 

G 

R 

A 

S 

I 

0 

F 

T 

P 

M 

• 600 

.830 

.807 

.648 

• 618 

.178 

.726 

,67£ 

.645 

.539 

a All coefficients exoept th«t for Factor 0 
slgalfioaat at ? = .01. Goefficient for Factor 0 not 
significantly different froa zero. (P = .05). 
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Table Hl.-

Obtaiaed Coefficients of Corralation between Guilford 
Personality Traits and B&tiags on the Same Traits 

as Measured by the Rating Soale (H-50). 

Guilford Personality 
Traits r 

G 

R 

A 

B 

x 
0 

F 

H 

F 

U 

.235 

.285° 

.249 

.189 

.040 

.034 

.058 

.025 

.152 

.192 

a Significant at F » .05. 
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I f the f indings of the previous s tud ies of Guilford-
5 4 

Martin, end Carroll are compared with the present study, it 

appears that for a certain universe the validity of the 

Guilford Personality Inventory Traita is minimal. To facili­

tate eoaparlsoa of the present fladings with those of the two 

previous studies of Guilford-Mart In ABA Carroll, Table J? 

presents the pertinent data of the three studies. 

Aa explaaatioa of why tho findings of the present 

study are considerably aore restricted than the findings of 

Guilford-Martin and Carroll will be attempted in teras of 

three kinds of judgments called for la the execution of the 

preseat project; 1) With respect to the rating scale, there 

is ao asBuranoe that it is neasuriag the identically saae 

phenomena as that a?asared ia the Survey - © probiea also 

shared by Guilford-Martia and Carroll. In addition to the 

aforementioned, a conscious bias was present in the construc­

tion of tho rating scale for this study - only that pheaoaeaa 

readily amenable to observation was included, 11) Considera­

tion must be given to the question of whether staff reports 

3 JT.P. Guilford aad Howard Martin, "*go Differences 
aad Sox Differences la Some Iatroveraive and taotloaal 
Traits'*, Journal of General Psychology. 1944, Vol. 51, Second 
Half, p. SU9-229. 

4 John 3* Carroll, *Ra lags oa Traits Measured by a 
Factored Personality Inventory**, Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Fayoaolofty. 1952, Vol. 47, p. 626-632. 



THiDU*"£ J&2 Dli.O'J. -JOK 33 

Table IV.-

Correlatloas Obtained on Three Studies Using Guilford 
Personality Factors and ratings by Others, 

oa the Saj&a Traits. 

Author Types of (N) 
lea tere/rft t eas "F" 

r Coefficients 
C R 

Guilford aad Fear ratings/ 
Martin(1958) Psychology Stu 

Guilford and 
fcartia(1939) 

Peer ratings/ 
Psychology Stu 

50 

51 

,70 .08 ^60 .20 j j 8 

.45 59 

Carroll(1952) T<te>r r a t i n g s / 110 
Psychology Stu 

.37 .52 .27 .26 .45 

Marshall(1964) Custodial Staff/ 50 .19 .05 
Inaates 

.04 .28 

Single underline: Significant at .01 level of 
probability. 

Double underline: Factor 2 (y<rshall*s atudy) constructed 
froa a combination of Factors C and D. 

Triple uaderliao: cignificnt st .05 level of proba­
bility. 



FINDIHGS AND DISCUSSION 34 

aad peer reports with respect to the existence of the same 

phenomena would differ. By virtue of their position as 

authority figures in the institution, staff do not see every­

thing that goes on. Also import's observation besad upon 

various research findings that: 

It is (...) that Makers of the (...) same age 
(...) are ordinarily the best judges of one another. 
Students are as a rule better judges of other stu­
dents than of professors - and vice versa.5 

ili) The validity of the self reports by students - the ques­

tion here is not whether the students deliberately falsified 

their answers, but whether they possess the reflective abi­

lity to correctly assess themselves. This point becomes 

ssania^ful when considered in relation to the one positive 

finding of the study - Factor R. The mean score of Factor H 

for the experimental group was 15.2, with a standard devia­

tion of 5.25. The corresponding statistics for the standard­

izing sample reported in the Manual were 16.9 and 4.94 res-

peotively. The items Miking up this factor sug:«st that 

by asking the person with a low score on this factor to fill 

out a questionnaire about bi&self, one aaks hica to do some­

thing which he is not used to doIn#, i.nd which he furtfterz&or 

5 Gordon W. Allport, Pattern and Growth In Personality, 
How Tork, Holt, 1963, p. 507. 

6 Guilford-21^merman, Manual. Op. Pit., p. 7. 
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does not like doing. It is possible that this fact could 

reduce the validity of the self inventory. 

2, Shortcomings in the Design of the Present Study. 

Some shortcoadngs in the design of the present study 

may la part account for the predominantly negative findings. 

Some of these shortcomings will be grouped with respect to 

the independent variable, and some with respect to the 

dependent variable. The nature of these shortcomings is 

possibly such that they would tend to reduce the coefficients 

of correlation between the test and the rating scale. 

With respect to the independent variable: i) No test-

retest reliability measure was obtained, therefore, it is 

difficult to differentiate theoretically between the stability 

of the behaviour being observed, and the stability of the 

ratings. Thus two different sources of instability may be 

contributing to a decrease in the reliability of tho ratings. 

11) The suggested educational level of the Survey aa indi­

cated by Buros? is Grade IX, yet the educational level of the 

experimental sample was Grade 8.7. Blua8 indicated that the 

7 Oscar K. Buros, (ed.), The Fifth Mental Measurement 
Yearbook. Highland Park, New Jersey, The Gryphon Press, 1959, 
p. 65. 

8 Frank J. Blua, 38a Investigation of the Relationship 
of a Measure of Sxtroversion-Iatroversloa. and Subsequent 
Recidivism for a Selected Group of Young Offenders, unpub­
lished master's thesis, presented to the School of Psychology 
and Education of the University of Ottawa, Ontario, May 1963, 
p. 77. 
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students tend to experience difficulty understanding certain 

words in the Survey. Thus the discrepancy between th® de­

sirable and the actual reading-educational level of the sample 

could reduce the validity of the Survey. 

With respect to the dependent variable: 1) Failure 

to obtain the ratings of the shop instructors. In line with 

Guilford's comments that certain traits enter into th® 

determination of certain areas of behaviour but do not 

affect all or nearly all behaviour9 is the frequent finding 

of the institutional Review Board10 that the behaviour of th® 

students in the shops is markedly different from thjst ob­

served in the dormitories.11 Thus the rating scale disregarded 

situations where different aspects of the trait could be mani­

fested by a failure to sample part of the student's day. ii) In 

the calculation of the averace weighted score for each student 

on each trait of tha rating ac&l@, aqual emphasis was assigned 

to the scores of each of th© five raters even though certain ra­

ters have more contact with the students than others(dormitory 

9 J.F. Guilford, Parsonality. New York, MeGraw Hill, 
1959, p. 74. 

10 This is a board composed of senior staff which 
caeets weekly to evaluate the progress of students in the 
institution. 

11 Scott Kesa, Social Worker, Q.T.O.. Braapton. 
personal oooiaunication. 
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supervisors). Thus different results may have been obtained 

if th© importance placed on each score was in proportion to 

the amount of time the rater spent with the students. 

The theoretical problea: With respact to the general 

problem of cross aadia validation of psychological measure-

sent®, this study has referred to the hopeful rationale of 
1£ 

Guilford, and the cautioning un& so boring oofciaanta of 

Ellis1*5 and Anastasi. More recently Becker15 presented a 

**countar-rationale** to the possibilities of substantial 

cross aedla patchings. He not only criticized Cattell's 

claims of almost one to one correspondence between the 

factorial composition of behaviour ratings ?*nd personality 

inventories on the ground of Cattail's ©.©thod of factor 

analysis, but he also expressed doubts about the possibility 

of one to one matching oa psychological grounds for the 

following ran©one: 

1& Guilford and Martin, Op. Pit.. p. B26. 

15 A. Kills, "The Validity of Personality quest!on-
nalrs*. Psychological Bulletin. 1946, Vol. 43, p. 385-440. 

14 Anne Anastasi, "The Concept of Validity in the 
Iaterprotatioa of Test soores", gduoational and PeyoholORioal 
Measurement. 1950, Vol. 10, p. 67-78. 

15 wesley C. Becxer, "The Matching of Behaviour 
Rating and Questionnaire Personality Factors*, Psychological 
Bulletin. 1960, Vol. 57, No. 3, p. £01-812. 
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(a) defenses of various sorts act to limit seif-
asvareness, (b) the fraae of reference (adaption 
level) for snaking self-Judgaeats will vary froa 
person to person, asking such scores not coapara&le, 
and (c) the experiences to be Judged of necessity 
constitute different saarlas of behaviour for self 
aad other raters.i^ 

5. Testing ia Corrections; Th© Use of the Survey in 
as Cntari© Reformatory. 

The findings of the present study, aad of earlier 

validation studies of the Guilford Personality Inventory 

Factors indicate that Guilford's stateaeat, citod in the 

Introduction, that the factors represent "reliable, doeorip-
17 

tive categories'* has to be considered with quelifi cations. 

Caution in interpreting test findings becomes especially 

warranted if test scores and tfeeir interpretations era to be 

used for selection-screening purposes. Such is the ctee in 

one Ontario reformatory. 

When a first offender between tha age of sixteen and 

twenty-four years and with a reformatory sentence of at 

least three months is selected-screened for placa^ont in 

various institutions, th© selection board, ordinarily con­

sisting of the two superintendents of the two training centres 

18 
for young aala adult first offenders and a psychologist from 

16 Becker, Op. Pit. , p. 210. 

17 Guilford~2i®asrs-ian, Manual. Pp. Pit. , p. 7. 

18 These rafer to th© superintendents of 0*1*11. 
Burtch. aad O.T.G. Brampton. 
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ths Ontario Reformatory, Guelph, decide on the basis of a 

aajorlty vote to which institution tha offender will be 

placed. Before any decision regarding allocation Is made, a 

copy of tho payvhologloal report on each prisoner to be con­

sidered Is given to eaeh aaabor of tha board, aad is read 

aloud. This report is based on various psyehoaetrics and a 

single Interview with the psychologist. Ihlle statements 

"he is unfriendly, iapulslve and unstable** that did on 

occasion appear tea years ago no longer appear, statements 

like **our test findings indicate that he Is unfriendly, 

iapulslve, and unstable" are not infrequent. In spite of tha 

qualifying phrase **test findings*, and the presence of a 

psychologist oa the board, one wonders how statements of this 

nature aay contribute to tha decision of a group where deci­

sion goes by majority vote, and two laymen can constitute a 

majority. 

It is true that until a study similar to th® present 

study is carried out at the Ontario Reformatory, Guelph, one 

could possibly claim that the Survey yields valid descriptive 

laforaatloa at Guelph, but aot at Brampton. However, if such 

claims were aade, it would appear to be extremely tenuous. 

After all Guilford himself says that, <*(..„) instruments 

developed to assess some traits are not applicable to all 
19 

segments of the population". 

19 Guilford, Personality. Op, cit.. p. 73-74. 
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l a t h i s ehapter the r e s u l t s of the study ware p re ­

sen ted , i n t e rp re t ed and compared to two pe r t i nen t s t u d i e s . 

An explanation of the predominantly negative f indings of the 

present study was attempt ad in terms of the Ehorteosrdngs in 

the design aad general t h e o r e t i c a l consid©ratione. The 

chapter ended wi th a suggestion tha t caution be exercised in 

the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Survey f indings in Ontario reformator ies . 

In the next chapter , a shor t resume of the r e s u l t s of 

t h i s study together wi th soma conclusions t ha t can be drawn 

w i l l be presented . The chapter w i l l end with soa® sugges­

t ions for fur ther r e sea rch . 
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l a examining the relationship between the ten t r a i t s 

as aeasurad by the Oailford-Ziaaoraan Teaperaaaat Survey. 

aad the saae tea t r a i t s as aeasurad by a rat ing scale con­

structed on tha basis of the aurvoy. I t was found tha t the 

au l l hypothesis was accepted for also of the tan t r a i t s , l a 

the case of Factor R, the hypothesis was rejected: the 

obtained Fearson-Product Moaeat coefficient of correlation 

was significant at the .05 level of probabil i ty. 

The findings of the present study tend to support 

the previous findings of Guilford-Martin and Carroll , namely 

that the concurrent-predictive va l id i ty of the Guilford 

Personality Faetors i s moderate at bes t . 

With respect to selection purposes in custodial 

se t t ings , t h i s study indicates the naed for aore caution and 

e r i t i c a l i t y i a using the Gullford-Ziaatemaa Tegsosraasat 

Survey as a basis of personality description. 

Suggestions for further research can be presented in 

three categories. 

a) Ifslng Available Data for a Pi lot Study.- i ) Re­

l a t e the se l f - ra t ings which were u t i l i sed In th is study in 

order to increase the face val id i ty of the experiment, to 

Survey scores aad rat ings by others . This would provide 

another aediua by w&lefa the present data could be compared 
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to the previous studies of Guilford-Martin and Carroll. If 

the self ratlags were to be eaployed in a future study their 

stability would have to be established, li) In arriving at 

aa average weighted rating, assign emphasis to the scores of 

each rater ia proportion to the amount of time he spends with 

the students, and see whether or aot the obtained correla-

tioas are thereby changed. 

b) Using Kew Data ia 8&m Setting.- 1) Saploy a 

larger sample and utilize the ratlags of shop Instructors 

aad possibly sehool teachers, ii) Utilize peer ratings, 

that is ratings by other students, as a criterioa. By so 

doing this project would be even more comparable to the pre­

viously cited studies, ill) By using Survey soores as a 

criterion, a multiple coefficient of correlation could be 

calculated whereby it would be possible to evaluate the res­

pective contributions of ratings by dormitory supervisore, 

shop instructors, aoadeaic school teachers, physical 

training instructors aad other students. 

e) Repeating the Study la Different Settings.- As 

the rating scale used la the study appears to be a reliable 

instrument la at least one setting, the present study with 

tho iaproveaeats-exteasioas suggested above, could be repeated 

la other settings, both paaal aad non-penal, to determine if 

wider generalisation of the findings Is possible. 
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SILICTIOI STAKDABD8 FOE TOT OR TAMO TfeAIMIHa 
CFSTER, BRAMPTCU 
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SFLFCTIOS 8TAKDAKHS FOB TBI aSTAi'-IO Ta/j MING 
CBSrXBUS, BRAUPTOK 

AGE; 

IKTTOLIGmCE: 

srarrsBCK: 

CXJOTOBlAL RISK: 

CRIMINAL RFOOiC: 

16 to £4 years Inclusive. 
(1.8. up to their £5th birthday at 
time of saddles! on to Braapton). 

A, An I.Q;. of 85 or higher - less 
thaa 8$ ara fient to O.T.C.« 
Burtah. 

B. Inaatca with an I.-i. of 80 to 84 
may be sent to either the O.T.C.. 
Brampton or the O.T.C.Bur tan. 

Generally speaking an inmate should 
have not less than three months of 
his sentence left to serve at time 
of screening. 

The Inmate ehould be considered to 
be sufficiently stable to adjust to 
an open institution. 

A. Usually the ins&te who has already 
raceived training at the O.T.C. 
Brampton, oa a previous convic­
tion will not be considered for 
further training at that Centre. 

B. At tlise of screening th® inawats 
should not have had more than 
three previous adult convictions 
or have served a sentence of more 
than six months. 

M1KTAL HEALTH: An inmate should be rejected for 
training if there ia evidence of: 
A. ^eychosls 
B. Savers Neurosis 
C. Hc&oeexuality 
v. Arson. 
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TEST-MtTSS*f" RELIABILITY 5TODY 01" TIF. ^UILf0K3-111Wimim 
TRMPSRAiSRNT iAJinriY 

Table V . -
Test-Setesst I l a l i ab i l i t y Utudy of th© Gullford-Zimmerman 

Tegpsraaaat Survey Carried Out a t C / ' . C Prajsptpn 
in 1961. (Guelph-Braiapton) (K;70). 

••.• • i,•.-•:- • • ,7-—, .',,l•••r.l,l .̂l,',•l•̂ :,•.,',̂ ,••̂ ;•.̂ .̂̂ ^ r.:;:vi .;::: ,v:::rrB:;^ia^ ',i,.i.i,il".,i:,,,:„,
l:a=a; 

Survey f ac to r s r 

G .754 

R .57© 

A .755 

B .685 

X .760 

0 .010 

F .040 

T .534 

V .66B 

If . 682 

All coefficients significant at T : .01 with 
the exception of Factors 0 and F which %ere not signi­
ficantly different from zero. 
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j&amLA—.——-——•* 

,,«, /tteurwit-f T»*nni j — — 
£,«• » w « « ' " "^ ! 

I n r t r w ^ o n s 
J OM.S' TM«ASf /&"tfr /*>/«; t&LJU&JS&£j£****iCf* "va #•**"* r*'* sraat-vrbi, a£i 
i jwr 0w,t fjto-"ts we truv M»io.^t^&x^jssi&£MJkiSLM£J^J2l3t^&L 3 

\ Tf fou fi&iA&jr O»A*»«, tisijtf t;-' reins/»'& ejtss* ,"4# antrr* ft#Vi<i fi#n'rn, sn>r >,-i ^ 

rt M r «!*" r u f r '*i« 

&4.fl«.KJL 
ft LOT er'jye Tint. 

*/£/!*Ljf Jit.A TMlTlff 

GodsjHSB&srs 

1 Jongs 
2 Smith 
3 -Brown 

SXPUMATIOK OF m^iPLE 

This paper talks •'bout ( z ao„) of mtudents. On e>*ch page you i r e supposed to say 
how much ea«h student a c t s or t a l k s i n & c e r t a i n i-ny<, We w i l l talk "bout 10 of the 
many ways s tudents c*m net nnd snlk„ <?nd we wi l l use one pngs for e ich of these w<*ys» 

T h i s gives us t en p*t«es «»Jltogether. 

There are f ive blocks of wr i t ing on e ich psge . Read f i r s t the top block a t t he 
r igh t of the page. Shis block gives you ndvlce en what to do0 

Re-'d next , block 1 *vfc t h s top l e f t h-ind aide of the page. This alack t e l l s you » 
l i t t le b i t >*bout whflt blocks 2 , 3 P & ** talk about* Then you should re«d blocks 2e3c & ^ 
at the l e f t hand s ide of the poge„ Slocks 2,3» & ^ **re the important ones. 

Slock 2 t e l l s *>;>out ons kind of "Cting ^nd talking •» student c*m do i n one of our 
ten wayao 

Block U tails us oocut the kind of noting ind t a l k i n g tSwt ia the most d i f f e r e n t 
from block 2„ 

Block 3 i s for t a l k i n g <smd ac t ing t h i s i s ha l f l i k e block 2 and hralf I l ka block U« 

For s t a p l e a student could be ©i"*..i?- cheerful or sad. Then cheerful a c t i ng snd 
talking would be in the 2nd block and 8*d noting -̂ nd t a l k i n g would bs in block **•„ 

We would **lso wrnt to know vhstbar she student «cts »nd t ^ l k s cheerful « l o t of 
the'time or whether he doss i t near ly =>11 of the t ime. On the o ther hand, i f he talks 
and ac t s sadB we would w n t to know vhetbar lie does i t a l e t of the t ime, or near ly 
a l l tihe tlmeo 

Suppose we fixed i t ao th«»t ve could »<irk the kind of t a lk ing %nd <5Ctiqg th<»fc a 
S t u d e n t does, acd the number of time3 he doss I t , Our p^ge would look Sike the s a m p l e 

t the top of th in page,, 

I f #1 (Jones) were cbearful a l o t of %he t ime, c's»l #2 (Smith) wer© s«>d near ly a l l 
t h e t ime, ?nd #3 (Brown) wee cheer fu l h s l f i f the t ime, »nd s»d ha l f the t ime, we would 
mark the page »£ wbove,, I f you r s » n y c»nno'i. ju»ke up your saind„ or i f you d o n ' t know 
enough about the porson In nny one of the t^n d i f f e r e n t ways, c i r o l s th s t iuest ion tn»rk 

Mnke sure you put down n sr.nrk for every student on eve-7y pfge . Put your X - tr««rk 
i n one of the l i t t l e bores unde:* the 'jtucten',63 r.':mber, un less you fae-ve 60 chooee to c i r c l e 
the q u e s t i o n mark. 

-How t u r n the p«ge P M s t a r t on r»ge !» Go on u n t i l you hove ccap le ted p=<ge 10„ 
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-BLQ2E 1 

to 
X 
M 
O 

fASf, BHSaSffiEZOaSLOWSBSS - Oa th is 
pcge wo as-3 talking about ths person 
who has strong firivoso i s energetic 
and .ictivs and ths other kind of 
prrooa ;:ho ia slow and sot ?ery 
cc t ive . 

nivu Cora inscrea Bais DCKPMI&D 

Only thdak eibowS uha$ you yojMfgglf have sees aad heard the etuinnt So, 
not vast other people hate said h® did, Ito_^gtjgongidgr_^g lie i s 
that waye Baaeaber blocks 2 ,3 9 & U are t i e ii^orlaa$~,o5esT" r-ttt only 
oa© BBoi'k under each number. If you rgnlly osflgot stake up yow siind 
or i f you doaBt knot? saou^i about the parson in th i s respsct, c i rcla 
cfe® q^aetioa tm'Sz sudor the parson's number. 

BiCGIC 2 

Ho i s fflosssoa® A o i s alwore oa tha 
go. Eo Ms lo ta of pep. Ke l ikes 
to do th ings , fast sad well* 

BLOCS 3 
iboat Iwtlf the tisae l ike th® person 
i a Diook 2 sad about half ths time 
l ike the person i n block h6 

BLOCK h 

Ke tskss his Urns doing things m& 
r e s t s a l o t , Hs gets t i r e d easily 
and a® doasn51 get siash done. 

Hoarly a l l the time 

& lot of the time 

i A-l«t-o#-*fce-&isi9 

-HeaPly a l l *ne t i ae 
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BLOCK 1 

SBaioui: Mmtjrw.ss ~ HApri ao LUCKY 

On t h i s p&t\o v«® are t a lk ing ©bout the person sfoo i s over-
r e s t r a i n e d , over s e r i ous , and the other kind of nereoit 
who I s haspy-^o-luc&y, earefxe© r*nd Impulsive. 

BLOCK a 

He i s a very ser ious minded person. ?le takes a Ion7 time 
to rsake up h i s .nind and do t h l n ' s , hut once he s t a r t s 
scmetM-lis&t he hardly e^er ' i-ses mp. Me 1-es & l o t of 
se l f c o n t r o l . 

BLOCS 3 

."bout hnlf th® time ll&e she Tisrson In block . and -bout 
half the tin® lis© the person in block 4. 

BLOCS 4 

He l i k e s th ings i f they ©r@ l ive ly ana ©xoit ins . He 
usual ly ac ts f i r s t ..ad thloka l a t e r . He »e ts r ea l ly 
in t e re s t ed in aomethin., and th©u r e t s t i red of i t oefore 
he f i n i s h e s i t , Ae a c t s ass though he hasn ' t a o^re in tne 
world. 
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SLOCK i 

TAKING CHAIiUE - FGLLVMBG - On t h i s page we «re t a lk ing 
about the peraon who l a a l e a d e r , and the other kind of 
peraon who i s a fol lower. 

BLOCK Z 

3e l i k e s to ran th ings *,nd doesn ' t tnke anytbin^ from 
anybody tha t he think® h® shou ldn ' t . H© l ikea ta lk ing 
t o people. He i s a l i t t l e pashy. 

BLOCK «i 

About half the time l ike th® person in blook Z and about 
half the tluae l i k e the person in blook 4. 

SLOCK 4 

He lets people push aiia around. H-; hardly ©?©r takea a 
stand. He lets aoaebody else run things. 
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BLOCK 1 

LIKIBG FOE COMPANY - LIKING FOr> BW.G Al/'t^ - On t h i s 
page we a r e ta lk ing; about the pe r son who i s a t ease 
wi th o t h e r a and enjoys t h e i r company, and the o t h e r kind 
of pe r son ^ho i s r e f e r r e d and withdrawn and hard to a;et 
t o know. 

BLOCK Z 

Be has lot© of friends and likes -.ettin/; ground. He Is a 
,iOOd talker wnd likes to be in on everything. 

BLOCK 6 

About half the time like the person in block '.* and 'ibout 
half the tl&e like th© person ia block 4. 

BLOCK 4 

K© d o e s n ' t have ?©ry is&ny f r i a n d a . Ee d o e s n ' t t a l k 
much. He d o e s n ' t l i k e doing thi&^a with a bunch of 
o t h e r s . He stiekca to himself a l o t . 
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BLOCK 1 

W?m TBEPKRBD - MIXED UP&&: il - On this pug® we are talki*< 
about the person who Is cheerful and ubie to look ©n the 
bright aide of life , and the other kind of r-eraon wno is 
gloomy and depressed. 

He's not a moody person. He's usually cheerful and 
doean't h^ve too many ups and downs. 

BLOCK 5 

About lalf the tiae like the person in blook Z and about 
half th© time like the person'in blook 4. 

SLOCK 4 

He f ee l s r e a l l y good one day, «nd lousy the next. He in 
gloomy. He usual ly thinks the y<oriRt thing of a l l ««ill 
happen. He l e t s th ings s e t hi© dovtn lonr >>fter they've 
happened. 
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BLOCK 1 

THICK SKIBNED - TOUOHIHKSS - On this page «e are talking 
about the peraon who ia thick akinned and the other kind 
of peraon who ia touchy and overly aenaitive. 

BLOCK a 

He i a r e a l l y th ick skinned. He doesn ' t care when people 
talk about him. 

BLOCK 3 

About naif the time like the person in block Z and about 
half the tiae like the person in block 4. 

BLOCK 4 

He is very touchy and very easily hurt. He thinks only 
of himself. He thinks almost everybody Is against him. 
Often he thinks people are talking about him even when 
they aren't. 
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BLOCK 1 

F1IEHDLIMT>8 - HOSfXLITT - On this pa$e na apeak about 
the peraon who deeirea to be liked and who likes to 
pleas® othera, and the other kind of person who haa a 
fighting attitude. 

BLOCK 2 

.fven i f other people are mean and unfr iendly , he la not 
maaa in r e t u r n . He doean ' t alnd being to ld what t o do. 

BLOCK 3 

:ibout half th® tiae like the person in block :i end about 
half the tiae like the peraon in block 4. 

BLOCK 4 

H© dos®n*t l i k e being told anything, and wi l l fle&t for 
th® amalleafc reason. He l i k e s to have hia own way with 
o thera . 
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BLOCK X 

S£OKI*a - BOIKG TELHOS - Oa t h i s page wo are t a lk ing 
about the peraon who tends t o think a l o t about thlnga 
before doing something, and the o ther kind of peraon 
ftfeo ssasis to l i k e ac t ing before th ink ing . 

BLOCK 2 

Ha likes to think about why things happen In life. He 
so ems to think & lot before ha does things. E® seams 
to turn it over in his mind why people do things. 

BLOCK 3 

About half the tiae Ilk© the person In blook Z and about 
half tho time Ilka tho peraon in block 4. 

BLOCK 4 

H© likes Job® where he doesn't haw to think. He llkea 
moving around mora than thinking, la doea not like 
planning thlnga. 
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BLOCK 1 

OSft t ia ALOUO - FAULtFBiDIIiG - On t h i s prt^a wo t a l k about 
the parson who haa the a b i l i t y to gat along with o thera , 
and the o ther kind of person who i s f au l t - f ind ing end 
c r i t i c a l * 

BLOOK 8 

He aeema to faal that people are usually honest and good. 
Ke puta up with other people*a faults. He dooa not aind 
if other people aee thinga differently from him. He can 
got along well *ith othera. 

BLOCK 3 

About half the time like tha person in block & and about 
half tha time ilka the peraon in block 4. 

BLOCK 4 

Mo f e e l s moat people are s tup id , aad follow ©round l i k e 
sheep. He th inks there are too many atupid laws and 
ruloa t h a t got i a a peraon'a way. Ha thinka people help 
taoaoolvoa before anyone ©IIs©, and he doesn ' t get alonp; 
too well with o thera . 
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BLOCK 1 

&/\NLI!0ES5 - On th i a page we are t a lk ing «bout the po/son 
who acta aad haa i n t e r e a t a tha t a re t yp i ca l of man, and 
th© other kind of peraon who i s of & leaa ragged typo. 

BLOCK Z 

Ho llkos rugged work, Ilk© building thinga or hunting, or 
a© slight like studying aoientific things. He aeema to be 
hard boiled. He hardly ever shows his feelings, things 
that aight alckan others a little bit don't bother him 
at all. 

BLOOK 3 

About half the tiae like the person in block Z and about 
half tho time like tho peraon in block 4. 

BLOCK 4 

Ho likes to holp people in trouble. Ho might also 11 Sea 
to take care of animals. He shows hia foolinga if ho likes 
somebody. K© night also ahow it if h© feels aed. He 
likaa clothes and' styles. Eo might Ilk© &ualo, reading 
or even flowers. 
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labia I I . -
f&fale of -rvsw 3mrm, ^ i^ t ted Seeres, and ex t rac ted weighted 3ceres, 

Star 4H Raters on Footer O. 

^ 

B 
C 

D 

P 

6 
H 
I 

J 
& 
I 

if 
0 

v 
Q 

-9.8* 
-7.5 
-6.0 

-7.3 
-7.2 

-8.0 
-9.0 
-9.3 

•5.5 
-5.9 
-6.5 

-10.7 
-H.9 
~&.6 

-7.1 
-7.S 

a 
b 
c 

a 

oe 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Haw 

3 

-5.7 
-4.3 
•2.9 

-3.6 
-4.1 

-5.4 
-5.5 
-5.4 

-2.5 
—2.6 
-3.4 

-7 .1 
-5.6 
-5.0 

-3.9 
-4*4 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

scores. 

, 3 

-1.6 
-1.0 

.3 

0 
- .9 

-2.0 
•2.1 
-3.0 

.6 

.7 
- .3 

-3.6 
-3.3 
-1.4 

— . V 

-1.0 

Welgfefced score®. 
Gontareteted Weighted 

0 
0 
1 

1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
1 
1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

4 

2.5 
a.3 
3.5 

3.6 
2.2 

1.3 
1*4 
1.3 

3.7 
3.9 

0 
1.0 
2.a 

:?«6 
2«4 

scores. 

3 
2 
4 

4 
2 

a 
i 
i 

4 
4 
3 

1 
1 
a 

3 
a 

5 

6.6 
5.6 
6.7 

7.3 
5.3 

4.7 
4.3 
4.7 

6.S 
7.2 
5.9 

3.6 
4.3 
5.f 

5.H 
5.a 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

4 
4 
5 

5 
5 

1 

-10.5 
-«.3 
-7.6 

-7.3 
-7.6 

-4.7 
-10.0 
-6.9 

-0.2 
-6 .1 
—<s*5 

-#.5 
-6.9 
-9.8 

-7.3 
-9.4 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Q 
Q 
0 

0 
0 
Q 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

„n-m& 

-6.6 
-4.5 
-3.S 

ttr 

-3.4 
-4*3 

-1.6 
—6.4 
-3 .1 

-5.0 
-3.1 
-4.8 

-5.3 
-5.6 
—6.2 

-3.3 
-5»£ 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

ssassssssss 
Esteet 

3 

-2.7 
- .3 

0 

.4 
-1.0 

1.6 
-2.9 

. 3 

-1.9 
0 

—4..J-

-2.3 
-2.5 

- .3 

0 
0 
1 

1 
0 

0 
1 

0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

4 

1.2 
3.0 
3.0 

4*<fe 
2.3 

4.7 
.7 

4.6 

1.3 
3.1 
2.6 

.9 
1.0 
1.1 

3.1 
1.4 

1 
3 
4 

4 

5 
1 
5 

1 
3 
3 

1 
1 
1 

3 
1 

5 

5.0 
6.0 
7.6 

5.6 

7.3 
4.3 
S.4 

4.4 
6.1 
6.3 

4.1 
4.3 
4.7 

6.6 
5.0 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
4 
5 

4 
5 
5 

4 
4 
5 

5 
5 

V 

f 

-*-

f r 

*~ 



Xahle f U . -
¥able of itaar Scor* », xelghted Scores, and Contracted Weighted Soores 

For All R&ters oa Factor ft. 

A 
B 
C 

* 
F 

G 
a 

L 

H 

0 

x a 

-5 .7*0* 
-6.« 0 
-6.2 0 

-7.2 
-6.3 

-5.5 
-7.3 
-6.7 

—6.4 
—6.7 
-6.7 

-3.8 
-7.4 

-10.7 

-6.3 
—8.5 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2 

-2.5 
-3.6 
-3 .0 

-40. 
-3.2 

-2.3 
-4.3 
-3 .4 

-3 .4 
-3.5 
-3.6 

-5.7 
-4.3 
-6.6 

-3.0 
-5.1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Teat 
f 

.6 
- .3 

.3 

- .9 
0 

1.0 
-1.2 

0 

- .3 
- .3 
- .6 

-2.7 
-1.2 
-a. 5 

.3 
-1.7 

1 
1 
1 

0 
1 

1 
0 
1 

1 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 

4 

3.S 
2,9 
3.6 

3.2 

4.2 
1.6 
3.4 

2.? 
2.9 
1.8 

.3 
1.8 
1.7 

3.6 
1.7 

4 
3 
4 

2 
3 

4 
2 
3 

3 
3 
2 
1 
2 . 
2 

4 
2 

5 

6.9 
6.2 
6.9 

5.3 
6.3 

7.4 
4.9 
6*7 

5.a 
6.0 
4.9 

3.3 
4.9 
5.« 

7.0 
5.1 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

3 
5 
5 

5 
5 

?. 

—6.6 
-7.3 
-6.7 

-8.1 
—6*7 

-7.5 
-7.5 

- 7 a 
-6.9 
-7.5 

-7.1 
-7.4 
—8.1 

-6.3 
-7.2 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

, , • , -2 

-3.3 
-3.S 
-3.© 

—4»$ 
-3.2 

-3.1 
-4.4 
-3.0 

-4.0 
-3.« 
-4.4 

-3.6 
-4.3 
-4.7 

-3.0 
-3.9 

© 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

6 
0 

-.©test 
1 

0 
- .3 

.7 

—1*6 
.4 

0 
-1.3 

0 

- .9 
- »o 
-1.3 

0 
-1.2 
-1.4 

.3 
- .7 

1 
1 
1 

0 
1 

1 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 
0 

1 
0 

a 

3.3 
3.1 
4.5 

1.6 
3 . * 

3.1 
1.9 
3.S 

2.2 
2.5 
1.9 

3.6 
1.8 
2.0 

3.7 
2.6 

3 
3 
5 

3 
4 

3 
2 
4 

2 
3 
2 

4 
2 
2 

4 
3 

1 

6.6 
6.6 
8.2 

4.3 
7.4 

6.1 
5.0 
7.5 

5.3 
5.7 
5.0 

7.1 
4.9 
5.4 

7.0 
5.9 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

a? 
i 

a Raw scores, 
b Weighted scores. 
o Oo&tr&eted ^eij^ited ©cores. 
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Tahl* of S&w Scores, Weighted Scores, said Contracted Weighted 3eor«a 

£br All listers on fWtor A. 

Hate r i 

4 
S 
C 

& 
E 
F 

0 
H 
I 

K 
L 

M 
0 

P 

—8.2 

- 7 . 1 
- 7 . 1 

- 1 0 . 0 
**©o^ 

-S.9 
-7 .9 
-7 .6 

-#•5 
- 9 . ? 
-7 .2 

- 8 . 8 
-8 .9 

-6 .4 
-7 .9 

a 

f o e 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 

0 
0 

2 

- 4 . 3 
-3 .7 
-3 .7 

-5 .7 
- 2 . 9 

-5 .2 
-4 .6 
-4 .3 

- 5 . 3 
-6 .4 
- 3 . 9 

-5 .4 
-5 .3 
-4 .7 

-3 .2 
- 4 . 5 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Test 

•~,3 

- 1 . 4 
- .3 
- . 3 

- 1 . 3 
. 3 

- 1 . 5 
- 1 . 3 
- 1 . 0 

- 2 . 2 
- 3 . 0 
- . 7 

- 2 . 0 
- 1 . 8 
- 1 . 1 

0 
- 1 . 0 

0 
1 
1 

0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 

4 

2 . 1 

3 . 1 
3 . 0 

3 . 1 
3 . 6 

2 . 2 
2 . 0 
2 . 3 

. 9 

. 3 
2 . 6 

1.4 

2 . 5 

3 . 2 
2 . 4 

2 

3 
3 

3 
4 

2 
2 
2 

1 
I 
3 

1 
2 
3 

3 
2 

5 

5 .5 
6 . 4 
6 . 4 

7 . 4 
6 . 8 

5.9 
5 .2 
5 .6 

4 . 1 
3 . 7 
5 .9 

4 . 7 
5.3 
6 .2 

6 .4 
5 .8 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

4 
4 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

I 

- 7 . 8 
- 7 . 0 
- 6 . 5 

- 1 0 , 0 
- 6 . 6 

- 8 . 9 
- 6 . 5 
- 7 . 0 

- 8 . 3 
- 8 . 3 
- 6 . 5 

- 1 0 . 0 
- 7 . 7 
—8.6 

- 6 . 9 
- 9 . 1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
u 
0 

0 
0 

2 

- 4 . 4 
- 3 . 5 
- 2 . 9 

- 5 . s 
- 3 . 3 

- 5 . 2 
- 3 . 4 
- 3 . 7 

- 5 . 1 

- 3 . 1 

- 6 . 6 
—4*4 
- 5 . 0 

- 3 . 5 
- 5 . 4 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

. ..gotoat. 

3 

- 1 . 0 

. 7 

- 1 . 7 
0 

- 1 . 5 
- . 3 
- . 3 

—1.9 
- 1 . 4 

. 3 

- 3 . 1 
- 1 . 0 
—1.4 

0 
—l.J> 

0 
1 
1 

0 
1 

0 
1 
1 

0 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 

k 

2 . 4 
3 . 5 
4 . 3 

2 . 5 
3 . 3 

3 . 0 

1.3 

3.a 

-3 
2.3 
2.2 

3.5 
1*8 

2 

4 
4 

3 
3 

3 
3 

1 
2 
4 

1 
2 
2 

4 
2 

5 

5 . 3 
7.0 
7.9 

6.7 
6.6 

5.9 
5.9 
6.4 

4 .5 
5.5 
7.2 

3.S 
5.7 
5 . t 

6.9 
5.4 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

4 
5 
5 

5 
5 

> 

1 
*^ 

a Raw scores. 
b Weighted scores. 
c Contracted Weighted scores. 
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Ta&Le of him Scores, #aigijt«d Scores, and Cesttraeted Wei^ted Scores 

For a l l Katera so faotor S. 
MBS an ii'Mimiiwriiin wmmam 

EfiT.sr 1 

4 
£ 
C 

D 
1 
P 

H 
I 

J 

I* 

8 
M 
0 

-7.6* 
-7 .5 
-7.0 

-6 .7 
-4.9 

-5.9 
-4.7 
-7.® 

-7.3 
-7.5 
-9.7 

-6.9 
—0.2 
-9 .6 

—$.1 
-6.9 

& 

e 
© 
© 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
© 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2 

-4.3 
-3.5 
-3.3 

-2.5 
-3US 

-2 .3 
-5.2 
-3 .§ 

-4.3 
-4 .4 
—6.6 

-3.9 
-5.2 
-6.3 

-4.7 
-3.8 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

* 

-1.0 
.4 
•4 

1.7 
1.2 

.3 
-1.7 
- .6 

—1.2 
-1.3 
-3.4 

- .9 
-2 .1 
-3 .0 

-1.3 
- .6 

0 
1 
1 

2 
1 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

h 

2.3 
•rS*'' 

4.1 

a * 

5. t 
4.3 

3.4 
1.7 
2.5 

1*$ 
1.9 

- .3 

2.1 
.9 
. 3 

2.0 
2.5 

2 
4 
4 

5 
4 

3 
2 
3 

2 
2 
1 

2 
1 
1 

2 
3 

5 

5.6 
$.3 
7 .^ 

10.0 
7.4 

6.6 
5.2 
f .7 

4.9 
5.0 
2.3 

5.1 
4.0 
3.6 

5.4 
5.7 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
3 

5 
4 
4 

5 
5 

* 

-7.9 
—8.2 
-8.2 

—4*8 
—4*'S 

—4«s 
—11.5 
-7.5 

-7.5 
-7.4 
- S 3 

-S.2 
-7.6 
-3 .1 

-3.0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2 

-4.5 
-3.6 
-3.6 

-** 
-1 .1 
-1 .6 

-1.S 
-7.6 
-4.4 

-4*4 
—4.2 
—5»1 

-5.2 
-4.5 
-4.7 

-4.5 
-5.3 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

> 

-1.0 
.9 
.9 

3.0 
1.6 

1,2 
-3.6 
-1.3 

-1 .3 
-1.0 

-2 .1 
-1.3 
-X.4 

-1.0 
-1.0 

© 
1 
1 

3 
2 

0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

, , * 

2.4 
5.5 
5.5 

6.7 
4.d 

4.2 
.4 

1.9 

1.9 
2.2 
1.3 

.9 
1.9 
2.0 

2,4 
I . s 

2 
5 
5 

5 
5 

4 
1 
2 

2 
2 
1 

1 
2 
2 

2 
2 

? 

5.8 
10,0 
10.0 

10.4 
3.0 

7 4 . 
4.4 
6.2 

5.© 
5.4 
4.5 

4.0 
5.1 
5.4 

5.9 
5.3 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
4 
5 

5 
5 
5 

4 
5 
5 

5 
5 

a Ka» score®. 
& Weighted scores. 
© Contracted $® i ^ t©d scores. 

P 



fable X,~ 
Tools of .mt Scores, ifeSg^tsd Seoroo, sad Csufcraoted Weighted Bears* 

for All inters <m Factor E. * 

Hatar 1 

B 
C 

S 
E 
F 

6 
8 
1 

J 
£ 
L 

X 
I 
0 

p 
Q 

- 8 . 9 
- 8 . 4 
- 7 . 9 

- 9 . 3 

- 6 . 9 
- 5 . 9 
- 7 . 0 

-8 .3 
- 6 . 7 
- 9 . 4 

- 6 . 5 
- 7 . 0 
- 9 . 6 

- 7 . 9 
- 9 . 0 

a 

0C 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2 

- 5 . 7 
- 4 . 9 
- 4 . 5 

- 6 . 0 
- 4 . 8 

-3 .3 
- 2 . 8 
-3 .7 

-5 .2 
- 3 . 5 
-6 .3 

- 3 . 4 
- 4 . 0 
- 6 . 3 

- 4 . 6 
- 5 . 7 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Tost 

3 

- 2 . 5 
- 1 . 4 
- 1 . 0 

- 2 . 7 
-1 .4 

. 4 

. 3 
- . 3 

—2.1 
- . 3 
- 3 . 1 

- .3 
- . 9 
- 3 . 0 

-1 .3 
—2.3 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
1 
1 

0 
1 
0 

1 
0 
0 

0 
0 

4 

. 0 

2 .4 

.7 
2 . 1 

4 .0 
3 .4 
3 .0 

. 9 
2 .9 

0 

2 ,0 
2 . 1 

. 3 

2 .0 
1.0 

a Raw scores . 
b Weights^ scores . 
c Contracted weighted scores . 

1 
2 
2 

1 
2 

4 
3 
3 

1 
3 
1 

3 
2 
1 

2 
1 

5 

3 . 8 
5.6 
5.8 

4 .0 
5.5 

7 .6 
6.5 
6.4 

4 .0 
6.0 
3 . 1 

5.9 
5.2 
3 .6 

5.3 
4 . 4 

4 
5 
5 

4 
5 

5 
5 
5 

4 
5 
3 

5 
5 
4 

5 
4 

at t r jasa 

1 

-10.5 
-6.9 
-6.5 

-10.4 
-8.5 

-4*8 
-6.5 
-9.5 

-7.4 
-6.9 
-8.5 

—8*3 
-9 .3 
- 8 . 9 

- 7 . 1 
-9 .0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2 

- 7 . 0 
- 3 . 3 
- 2 . 9 

- 6 . 7 
- 4 . 3 

- 1 . 8 
- 3 . 4 
-6 .0 

- 4 . 3 
- 3 . 8 
-5 .3 

- 5 . 1 
- 6 . 1 
-5 .6 

- 3 . 7 
- 5 . 5 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

Retest 

3 

- 3 . 5 
. 4 
. 7 

- 3 . 0 
- 1 . 1 

1.2 
- . 3 
—2.5 

—1.2 
— .6 
-2 .2 

- 1 . 9 
- 2 . 9 
-2 .3 

- . 3 
- 2 ^ 

0 
1 
1 

0 
0 

1 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

e 
0 
0 

1 
0 

h 

0 
4.0 
4.3 

.7 
2.0 

4.2 
2.3 
1.1 

1.9 
2.5 

.9 

1.3 
.3 

1.0 

3.1 
1.4 

i 

1 
4 
4 

1 
3 

4 
3 
1 

2 
3 
1 

1 
1 
1 

3 
1 

5 

3.5 
7.6 
7.9 

4.5 
6.3 

7.2 
5.9 
4.6 

5.0 
5.7 
4.1 

4.5 
3.5 
4.3 

6.5 
4.8 

4 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
4 

5 
4 
4 

5 
5 



Tal&e XI.-
fsble of Law Scoroa, Weighted Seorus* aod Contracted weighted iiccrc: 

Fsr All 8&ters en Factor 0. 

fcefcest 

fid 

A 
B 
C 

0 
L 
F 

0 
H 
I 

4 
K 
L 

« 
0 

ter 1 

- 7 . 5 b 

-7 .3 
—o»8 

-10 .0 
- 6 . 8 

- 6 . 7 
- a . 8 
—6.2 

-6 .4 
-0 .6 
- 9 . 0 

-9 .9 
-5 .4 
- 7 . 1 

a 

0° 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

2 

-4 .3 
-4 .0 
- 3 . 4 

-3 .4 

-3 .6 
-5 .2 
- 2 . 7 

- 3 . 4 
- 5 . 1 
-5 .7 

-5 .8 
-2 .2 
-3 .6 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

u 
0 
0 

3 

-1 .0 
- .7 

0 

-1 .7 
0 

- . 6 
-1 .5 

.7 

- . 3 
-1 .7 
-2 .3 

- 1 . 7 
1.0 

0 

0 
0 
1 

0 
1 

0 
0 
1 

1 
0 
0 

0 
1 
1 

4 

2.3 
2.7 
3 .4 

2 .5 
3.4 

2 .4 
2.2 
4 .1 

2.7 
1.7 
1.0 

2 .5 
4 . 1 
3.6 

2 
3 
3 

3 
3 

2 
2 
4 

3 
2 
1 

3 
4 
4 

5 

5.6 
6.0 
6.8 

6,7 
6.8 

5.5 
5.9 
7 .5 

5.8 
5.1 
4*4 

6.6 
7.3 
7.1 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
4 

5 
5 
5 

1 

- t S t . l 

-7 .5 
-6 .7 

-8 .3 
-5 .0 

- 5 . 8 
- 7 . 1 
-7 .3 

- 6 . 9 
-6 .7 
- 8 . 8 

-8 .6 
- 6 . 1 
-7 .3 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

o 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

2 

-4 .6 
- 3 . 5 
- 3 . 0 

- 5 , 0 
- 1 . 7 

-2 .7 
-3 .9 
- 3 . 8 

- 3 . 8 
-3 .5 
-5 .2 

-5-4 
-2 .9 
-3 .0 

0 
«0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

3 

- 1 . 1 
. 4 
.7 

-1 .7 
-1 .7 

.3 
- . 6 
- . 3 

- . 6 
- .3 
- 1 . 5 

.3 
1.3 

0 

1 
1 

0 
2 

1 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
1 

4 

2 .5 
4.3 
4 .5 

1.7 
5.0 

3.4 
2 .6 
3a 
2,5 
2 .9 

1.0 
3 .5 
5.6 

3 
4 
5 

2 
5 

3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
2 

1 
4 
5 

5 

6.0 
8.3 
3*2 

5.0 
8.3 

6.4 
5.8 
6.6 

5.7 
6.0 
5.9 

4 .1 
6.7 
9,a 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

4 
5 
5 

P 
Q 

-8 .3 
-8 .0 

0 
0 

-4 .7 
- 4 . 0 

0 
0 

- 1 . 1 
- .7 

0 
0 

2 .5 
2,9 

3 
3 

6 .1 
6.6 

5 
5 

-7 .9 
-8 .9 

0 
0 

-4 .3 
-5 .2 

0 
0 

- .72 0 
-1 .5 0 

,;.9 3 
2 

6.5 
5.9 

5 
5 

a i\aw scores. 
b weighted scores. 
c Contracted rfslghted scores. 



Table X I I . -
Table of Raw Scores, Weighted Scores, and Contracted Vfeighted'Scores 

For All >Raters on Factor F. 

l'est [jet egt 
lifter l a 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

A 
B 
C 

D 
E 
F 

G 
H 
I 

J 
K 
L 

M 
U 
0 

p 
q 

- 6 . 1 b 

-8.7 
-7 .2 

-9 .6 
-7 .4 

-3 .9 
-10.2 

-9 .9 

-9 .2 
- 8 . 1 
-8 .8 

- ]1 .7 
- a . ; 

- i i . 5 

-7 .5 
-3 .4 

oc 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
c 

-2 .9 
- 5 . 1 
-3 .9 

-6 .4 
-3.9 

-5.6 
-6 .8 
- 5 . 4 

-6 .0 
-5 .0 
-5 .5 

-8 .5 
-5 .6 
-8 .1 

-4 .2 
-4 .9 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

• . 3 

-1.5 
- .7 

-3 .2 
- .4 

-2 .3 
-3 .4 
- ,9 

-2 .9 
-1 .9 
-2 .3 

-5 .2 
-2 .3 
-4 .7 

-1 .0 
-1 .4 

1 
0 
0 

0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

3 . 5 
2 .2 
2 .6 

- 0 
3 .2 

1*0 
0 

3 . 6 

.3 
1.3 
1.0 

-2 .0 
1.0 

-1.4 

2 .3 
2 . 1 

4 
2 
3 

1 
3 

l 
l 
4 

1 
1 
1 

0 
1 
0 

2 
2 

6.7 
5 .8 
5.9 

3 .2 
6.7 

4 .3 
3 .4 
8 .1 

3.5 
4 . 4 
4 .2 

1.3 
4 . 3 
2 .0 

5.5 
5.6 

5 
5 
5 

3 
5 

4 
3 
5 

4 
4 
4 

1 
4 
2 

5 
5 

-7 .9 
-6 .9 
-7 .5 

-ft. 9 
-7 .3 

-6 .o 
-7 .5 
-6 .9 

-7 .2 
-7.2 
-9 .2 

-10.3 
-9 .0 

-10.9 

-3 .2 
-3 .5 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

-4 .6 
-3 .3 
-3.9 

-5.7 
-3.6 

-3 .5 
-4 .4 
- 3 . 1 

-3 .9 
-4 .1 
-5 .9 

-7 .0 
-5 .9 
- 7 . 1 

-4 .8 
- 5 . 1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

-1 .3 
. 4 

- .4 

-2 .5 
0 

- .3 
-1 .3 

. b 

- .7 
- .9 
-2 .6 

-3 .6 
-2 .8 
-3 .4 

-1 .4 
-1 .7 

0 
1 
1 

0 
1 

1 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2 .0 
4 . 0 
3 .2 

.6 
3 .6 

2 . 8 
1.9 
4 .6 

2 . 6 
2 .2 

.7 

-2 

.3 

. 4 

2 . 1 
1.7 

2 

4 
3 

1 
4 

3 
2 
5 

3 
2 
1 

1 
1 
1 

2 
2 

7 . 6 
6 .8 

3.:* 
7.3 

6.0 
5.0 
8.4 

5.9 
5.'5 
3 .9 

2 . 0 
3 . 4 
4 . 1 

5.5 
5 .1 

5 
5 

4 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
4 

3 
3 
4 

5 
5 

a Haw scores , 
b Weighted scores , 
c Contracted Weighted scores. 



fsfcl* XII I . -
TakXe of >Jmt $COTB&, Weighted Searos, sad Contracted Weighted Scores 

Bar All Saters oo Factor T. 
W I H I I W l l l l l M W W I I I P W I HMiWiWIWii^iW»l|W«tlWI»M^WmwlMW«|ilr«Mil*MWMW^ WiWWW 
«WJWJBWi^»IMMiaWMWWW*««rW«l»IIVII l > » HI I 1 I 111<W^M<MWM»BB»WWWSM««W»*»iî MtW»JMMl<WM«*î ^ 

Test Kstest 

E&tor 1 * 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

A 
£ 
0 

0 

F 

0 

a 
1 

3 
£ 
I, 

M 
* 
0 

P 
Q 

«5ab 

-7.9 
-6.7 

- « , 2 
-6.5 

—4*6 
-7*3 
—6.6 

-5.9 
-6.3 
—6.6 

-9.6 
-7.3 
-#•4 

-5.9 
- S . 5 

0 C 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

-1.9 
-4*6 
-3.5 

- 4 . S 
-3.4 

-1.5 
-4.3 
-3.3 

- 2 . 8 
- 3 3 
-3.4 

-6.3 
-3.8 
-4.7 

- 2 . 6 
-5.0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

1.3 
-1.3 
- .3 

-1.4 
- .3 

1.5 
- 1 . 2 

0 

.3 
- .3 
- .3 

- 3 . 0 
- . 3 
- 1 . 1 

. 7 
- 1 . 4 

1 
0 
0 

0 
1 

2 
0 
0 

1 
1 
1 

0 
1 
0 

1 
0 

4.5 
2 . 0 
2 . 9 

2 .1 
2,g 

4*6 
1.S 
3.3 

3.4 
2.7 
2 . 8 

.3 
3.1 
2 . 5 

3.9 
•X.3L 

5 
2 
3 

2 
3 

5 
2 
3 

3 
3 
3 

1 
3 
3 

4 
2 

7.7 
5.3 
6.0 

5.5 
5.9 

7.7 
k*9 
6.6 

6.6 
5.7 
5.9 

3.6 
6.6 
6 . 2 

7 . 2 
5.7 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
f 

5 
5 
5 

4 
5 
5 

5 
5 

-7.3 
—6»5 
—6.8 

-8.6 
—6.8 

— W . O 

-7.6 
-5.9 

-6.7 
-5.2 
—6.6 

-9.2 
-9.9 
-8.6 

-6.5 
-&3 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

-3.S 
-3a 
-3.2 

-5.1 
-3.4 

-3.5 
-4.5 
—*»,d£ 

-3.5 
- 2 . 1 
-3.4 

- 5 . 8 
-5.6 
- 5 . 0 

-3a. 
-4.S 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

© 
^ 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

— .3 
.3 
,4 

—1*7 
0 

-^.3 
—1.3 
1.5 

- .3 
.9 

- .3 

- 2 . 4 
- 1 . 3 
- 1 . 4 

.3 
- 1 . 4 

0 
1 
1 

0 
0 

1 
0 
2 

1 
1 
1 

0 
0 
0 

1 
0 

3.1 
3.® 
3.9 

1.7 
3.4 

«s*s 
1.9 
ym& 

2 . 9 
4.0 
2 . 8 

1 .0 
3.0 
4**4£ 

3 . 8 
2 . 1 

3 
4 
4 

2 
3 

3 
a 
5 

3 
4 
3 

1 
3 
2 

4 
2 

6*6 
7.2 
7.5 

5 . 1 
6 , 8 

6 .0 
5 . 1 
S .9 

6 . 0 
7 . 1 
5.9 

4.4 
7.3 
5.7 

7.2 
5.5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

4 
5 
5 

5 
5 

a Mow scores. 
b ft'«lghted scores. 
e Contracted Weighted sseres. 



Table I I ? . -
fablo of Raw Scores, weighted Scores, and Contracted Weighted Scores For 

All H&tsrs on Faster P. 

Tost Sstost 

fcstsr l a 

A - 7 . 1 b 1 C 

B -7 .5 1 
C -S.6 1 

E - 9 . 5 1 
f - 8 .3 1 

2 

- 3 . 9 1 
-4 .3 1 
-5 .1 1 

-6 .2 0 
- 5 . 0 0 

3 

- .6 1 
- 1 . 0 1 
- 1 . 7 1 

-2 .9 0 
-1 .7 0 

4 

2 .6 3 
2.3 2 
1.7 2 

.3 1 
1.7 2 

5 

5.8 
5.6 
5.1 

3 . 6 
5.0 

5 
5 
5 

4 
5 

1 

- £ . ? 0 
- 6 . 8 0 
-7.& 0 

-7.3 o 
- 9 . 1 0 

2 

- 5 . 4 0 
-3 .0 o 
- 4 . 1 0 

- 4 . 1 0 
- 5 . 4 0 

3 

—2.0 0 
. 8 1 

- . 4 1 

4 » CM 

- 1 . 0 0 
- 1 . 8 0 

4 

1.3 1 
4 .5 5 
3 .3 3 

2.2 2 
1.8 2 

5 

4.7 
6.3 
7.0 

5.4 
5.4 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

0 
H 
I 

J 
K 
X. 

K 
i'4 
0 

P 
Q 

- 7 . 1 
-12.6 
- 9.2 

-9 .0 
-6 .6 
-9 .2 

- U . 1 
-6 .7 

-10.9 

- 8 . 0 
-9 ,9 

1 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

-3 .9 
-3 .4 
- 5 . 8 

-5 .8 
- 3 . 4 
- 5 . 9 

- 7 . 0 
- 3 . 4 
- 7 . 1 

-4 .3 
-6 .3 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

— .6 
-4 .2 
- 2 . 4 

—2,6 
- .3 
-2 .6 

-4 .6 
0 

-3 .4 

- 1 . 6 
-2.6', 

0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 

0 
0 

2 .6 
0 

1.0 

.6 
2 .8 

.7 

-1 .3 
3 .4 

. 4 

1.6 
1.1 

3 
1 
1 

1 
3 
1 

0 
3 
1 

2 
1 

5.t 
3.4 
4 .4 

3 .9 
5.9 
3 .9 

2 .0 
6.7 
4.1 

4.a 
4.S 

5 
5 
4 

4 
5 
4 

2 
5 
4 

5 
5 

-6 .0 
- 9 . 8 

-aa 
- 6 . S 
—6.8 
-9 .0 

- 9 . 8 
- 7 . 1 

-10.9 

-6 .5 
- 9 . 2 

© 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

- 3 . 0 
-6 .3 
- 3 . 6 

-3 .7 
-3 .7 
-5 .7 

- 6 . 5 
- 3 . 4 
- 7 . 1 

-3 .3 
-5 .7 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
-2, a 

.9 

— ,6 
- . 6 
-2 .3 

-3 .3 
.4 

- 3 . 4 

0 
—2,1 

1 
0 
1 

0 
0 
0 

0 
1 
0 

1 
0 

3 . 0 
.7 

5.4 

2 .5 
-2 .5 

1.0 

0 
4.1 

.4 

3.3 
1.4 

3 
1 
5 

3 
3 
1 

1 
4 
1 

3 
1 

6.0 
4.2 
9.9 

5.6 
- 5 . 6 

4 .4 

3.3 
7.9 
4.1 

6.5 
5.0 

5 
4 
5 

5 
5 
4 

3 
5 
4 

5 
5 

2 
s 

p-

a Haw scores. 
b Weighted scares, 
c Contracted 5*©i#hted scores. 



1W© XV.-
Table of Raw Scores, Weighted Seor»s, aad Contracted Weighted Scores 

For All lusters on Factor M. 

Teat Ketest 
ha te r l a 

A 
B 
C 

£ 
F 

0 
H 
1 

3 
K 
t 

n 
n 
0 

F 

a 

-7.9** 0° 
- 7 . 1 

-aa 

—6.4 
-7 .9 

-9 .7 
- 7 . 9 
- 7 . 1 

- 7 . 8 
-10.4 

- 7 . 4 

- 5 . 4 
- 7 . 0 
—0. o 

-7 .3 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2 

- 4 . 3 
- 3 . 7 
-4*6 

-3 .0 
—4.6 

—6.4 
-4 .6 
- 3 . 5 

-4 .6 
- 6 . 8 
-3 .9 

- 3 . 6 
-5 .4 

-3 .8 
-5 .0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

3 

- .7 
- .3 
- 1 . 1 

.3 
-1 .3 

- 3 . 0 
-1 .3 

0 

-1 .3 
-3 .2 
- .4 

1.0 
- . 3 
-2 .0 

- . 3 
- 1 . 7 

0 
1 
0 

1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
1 

1 
1 
0 

1 
0 

4 

2.9 
3 .0 
2 .5 

3 .7 

.3 
2 .0 
3.5 

2 .0 
. 4 

3.2 

4 .1 
3 .0 
1.4 

3 .1 
1.7 

3 
3 
3 

4 
2 

1 
2 
4 

2 
1 
3 

4 
3 
1 

3 

5 

6.5 
6.4 
6.0 

7 .1 
5.3 

3 .7 
5.2 
7 .1 

5.2 
3.9 
6.7 

7.3 
6.3 
4.7 

6.6 
5.0 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

4 
5 
5 

5 
4 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

1 

- 7 . 3 
-6 .8 
-7 .2 

—6.4 

-a. 5 
- i . 5 
-6 .9 
- 7 . 5 

-9 .3 
-6 .6 

-10.3 

-12.0 
-5 .2 
-7 .8 

-6 .3 

-ioa 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

2 

-4*4 
-3 .2 
-3 .2 

-3 .2 
- 4 . 8 

-5 .2 
- 3 . 9 
-3 .8 

- 6 . 0 
- 3 . 4 

-bk.4 
-2 .0 
—4.4 

- 2 . 8 
—6,4 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

3 

- 1 . 0 
•4 

-.8 

0 
—1.1 

- 2 . 0 
* .9 

0 

-2 .7 
- . 3 
—2.X 

-4 .7 
1.3 

-1 .0 

. ? 
—2,6 

0 
1 
1 

1 
0 

0 
0 
1 

0 
1 
0 

0 
1 
0 

1 
0 

4 

2 .4 
3 .9 
4*6 

3.2 
2 .6 

2 .1 
3.® 

. 7 
2 ,8 
2 .1 

—1.1 
4 .6 
2.4 

4.2 
1.1 

2 
h 
5 

3 

1 
2 
4 

1 
3 
2 

0 
5 
2 

4 
1 

5 

5.3 
7 .5 
8.0 

6.4 
6.3 

4 ,6 
5.1 
7 .5 

4 .0 
5.9 
6.2 

<*.5 
7 .0 
5 . * 

t • / 

4.9 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

4 
5 
5 

3 
5 
5 

5 
5 

& iiaw scores. 
b Weighted acojtsg. 
c Contracted *v&i8ft&ed seores. 
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AJBSTfiACT OF 

A Qoatparlsoa of Self-HoportQa. and Observed F e r s o n a l l t y 
^ " " t r a i t s In a Custodlal io 'HTn^ ' ' ' " 
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A Coaaaarioon of Coif-He ported. *»nd Obaorved ror&oaallty 
Tro l ta In, a Cuotodlpy r^fciaftTr"'"" 

Cullford claim® hi© Personal i ty Factors ar® r o i l able 

deoor lp t ive ca tegor ies of pe r sona l i t y . Tata study was an 

ottoiapt t o evaluate h i s el&ia i a a penal I n s t i t u t i o n , using 

as a c r i t e r i o n a r u t i n s oc&lo consis t ing of tho ataia© t r a i t s 

as aossurod by the C'ullfor*5-£3merman Toarooramoalf.. Gurvoy. 

Hi® &saple consisted of a l l those &tudeut» who woro 

botweea s lxtoan ©ad twenty-four yesrs e ld , with en I . - , of 

85 or Dor©, aad who a*H b©i?.a a t the Ontario Training Cantro, 

Brampton, for ut lon®t thro® moattis pr ior t o July 1 , 1982. 

Bach s tudent i a the saicplo was administered th© Survey. and 

f ive s ta f f ae&bers ^or© askod to r a to Ills on as ra t ing seel© 

C&A9 up of the saae t r a i t s s*s aossured by the Survay. 

Tho hypothesis tha t no s t s t l s t l o s l l y sift&ifle&nt 

r e l a t i o n s h i p e x i s t s between tho t r a i t s as stossurod by the 

iburrey. and th© same trt-iit© ;is aa soured by the r a t i a"** scale 

v*&s ttsaoptt'd for nine of tho tea t r a i t s . Ia too ouse of 

f ao to r B, th© coeff ic ien t of co r r e l a t i on Dotwown the t r a i t 

1 Jacquel ine A. Marshal l , ©as t e r ' s ta®sla presented 
to tho School of Psychology and Education of t,ae Univers i ty 
of Ottawa, Oatar lo , May 1964, v l i i - 6 9 p . 
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as saeeaured by the Sur-yey and %h& sane trait a® measured by 

the rating scale was significant nt the .05 level of 

probability. 

Ihe findings suggest that for a certain universe th© 

validity of the Guilford fareonality Factors is minimal,, 

Possible weaJEne&ees in the design of the study and 

tha •"•aneral theory underlying the study -̂ ere pointed out, 

and sog.^estiona for further research were &ade. 


