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CHAPTER I
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

The Loyola lLanguage Study is a modified form of the Kent-Rosanof{ VWord
Association test in which subjects are asked to predict the most common free
~ssocliations to each of eighty stimulus words., It has been the subject of a
nurber of research projects during the past few years, Scoring norms have
been developed, and its relationship to such variables as =ge, sex, education,
intelligence, vocational choice, and psychiatric condition has been investi-
gated, lowever, some more fudnamental questions rbout this trst remain unan-
swered, and at least in the form of published experiments, they remain unasked,
No one has discovered what skill or quality is measured by the Loyola language
Stugy, If there is such a skill, we do not know how it is related to other
personality and behavioral characteristics, We have only linited knowledge
about the relationship between the loyola Langusge Study and other tests,

The guestion which appears likely to contribute most to our understanding
of the loyola languape Study is the question of its relationship to the whole

area of social perception, and particularly to what has been termed perception

of the generalized other, This latter tern was borrowea from G,H. Mead and
used by Fronfenbrenner et al. (é) to include any collection of persons to
which a perceiver attributes common characteristices,

Interest in this question of the relationship between the loyola language
Study and scciesl perception was stimulated by observing the strikirg similarity

between the Loyols Language Study and the classical methods of mecsuring sociall
1




perception, Bronfenbrenner et al, point out that

sensitivity to the generalized other involves an awareness of the
social norm or Lhe tyvpical response of a large class or group., Thus
it is sensitivity to the gencralized other that is being tapped when
a judge is asked tO predict such phenomena as comrunity attitudes,
the results of public opinion polls, or the "typical resnonse" for
some special class of people, sar college students, on a series of
items on @ personality questionnaire. (6, p. 37)

On the loyola Language Study the judge, or subject, is asked to predict thq
"typical response" of a large class of people to & series of items: the list of

stimulus words, Since sensitivity to the generalized other has practically ac-

quired an orperational definition as the "accuracy score" on such a test of pre-
dictive ability, and since the classical method of testing for this skill is so
sirilar to t he method used in the loyola Lanpuage Study, it is clearly logical
to infer that the loyola languaye Study is in some sensc a measure of sensitivid

Lty to the generalized other, If this is true, then the loyola language Study

would take its place as a formal and standardized measure of this "skill," con-

tributing to our understanding of it as a hypothetical construct, and sharing

in the relat ively large amount of interest and activity surrounding it,
logical as {ke relationship may appear, it remains to be shown empirically

that the Loyola language Stucdy does, or does not, measure sensitivity to the

generaliged other in the traditional sense, And this can only be done by

administering it togethor with a classical measure of such sensitivity, and
observing the sinilarities znd differences between the two measures themselves,
and between their relotionships with other charactcristics,

One major aim, then, of the present research will be to examine more closd-
ly the concept of social perception, particularly that tvpe of group social per-

ception called sensitivity to the gencralized other, to investigate some theo-

vetical formulations about this skill or quality, and then to sece in what ways,
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if any, the lLoyola Language Study can be shown empirically to be relsted to

that general concept.

A second major aim will be to eramine more closely the Loyola language
Study itself, in the light of the relatively extensive methodological research
avout similar measures in the field of social perception, By doing tris and
also by studying the correlates of accuracy on the lLoyola language Study, we
may find relationships which are meaningful in themselves and not dependent
upon any direct relctionships with the other measures of social perception,

In pursuing these aims we nust formulate scre specific hypotheses zbout
the loyola Language Study itself and about its relationshi: to various concepts
in the field of social perception, Then we will subiect the hypotheses to
empirical tests which will allow ds to accept or refect them on the basis of
inforsation we will gather,

The first and most obvious hypothesis which presents itself is this one:

Hypothesis I: The Lloyola languase Study score is =ctuzlly an accuracy
score, measuring t he accuracy with which an individual perceives the general

publie (the generaiized other). It does this by measuring his ability to

cgtimate what words are most frequently associated to those in the stimulus
list, As such an accuracy score it should be positively correlated with other
accuracy scores of this nsture which have bren designed to measure this same

ability to perceive the general public (the generalizec other),

This hypothesis will be tested by zdministering both the Loyola Language

Study and a traditionally accepted measure of sensitivity to the generalized

other to the same group of subjects and examining the corrclation between the

two measures, A positive correlation would strengthen our suspicion that the




Loyola Language Study does measure sensitivity to the generalized other, and

so deserves a place in the field of social perception along with other such
measures.

Pailure to find such a correlation would be open to a mumber of possible
interpretations, which canp be explored later, after a review of the literature.
It would suggest that the Loyola Language Study does not measure accuracy of

social perception, or sensitivity to the generalized other, but we would wani

t0 speculate as to vwhy it does not do so., Perhaps this sensitivity is not
general enough to be measured in a variety of ways. Perbaps word-associations
are not "perceivable” enough to allow for accurate estimates of how others
would respond. Perhaps the Loyola Language Study weasures something quite
different and unrelated to this skill. The review of the literature will help
us select the most meaningful interpretation of our findings.

Another obvious, but heretofore unanswered question about the test is
this: To vhat extent are the Loyola Language Study scores related to the
"typicality" of the subjects' own free associations, and to their tendency to
give these free associations when asked to make their predictioms of group
responses? In other words, we might suspect that people who get high Loyola
Language Study scores dovso because they tend to glve their own free
associations as their estimates of group respounse, and their free associations
happen to be typical of the associations of the group. To the extent that this
is true, we can say that Loyola Language Study scores do not measure a skill

or sensitivity to the generalized other, or at least the skill is not

independent of these other tendencies. This can be put in the form of a
testable hypotheses:

Hypothesis II. The Loyola Language Study score is influenced in a great
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degree by the "typicality" of the subjects' own free associations and by their

tendency to give these free associations as their prediction of the group
response.

This hypothesis will be tested by administering both the Loyola Language
study and a free-association test using the same words, and observing the

correlations between Loyola Language Study scores and these two measurable

tendencies: 1) the tendency to give their own free associations as predictions

and 2) the tendency to have "typical" free associations.

Significant positive correlations between Loyola Language Study scores
and these two tendencies would substantiate our hypotheeis aund give some
indication as to the degree of influence present.

Significant negative correlations would point to the existence of a
genuine skill or ability %o predict group response in this setting, a skill
which is independent of the other two tendencies.

A third question which arises refers to the relationship between Loyola
Language Study scores and the subjects' "typicality" in personality
characteristics. In other words, within a "normal" group of subjects, do
those with high Loyola Language Study scores tend to be more "normal" thap
those with low Loyola Language Study scores? To the degree this is true, the
Loyola Language Study could be considered a measure of "unormality." This,
then, is our third hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1II. The Loyola Lenguage Study score is influenced in great

degree by the subjects' "typicality," or similarity to group norms in overall
personality characteristies.
This hypothesis will be tested by administering both the Loyola Language
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Study and a standard personality questionnaire to the same group of subjectis,

noting the correlation between Loyola Language Study scores and the degree
of agreement with the group's answers to the questionnaire.

A significant positive correlation here would suggest that the Loyola
Language Study is, in a sense, a measure of "normality," and is not a measure
of 2 skill in social perception independent of "normality." Negative findings
would show that something besides "normality” is responsible for higher
Loyola Language Study scores, vhich might lead us to postulate the existence
of & special skill or sensitivity.

In considering this question of "typicality" or real siwmilarity to the
group, we are led to wonder to what degree "typicality” in personality
characteristics is related to "typicality" in free associations. Do those
people vho tend to follow the group norm in their answers to the personality
questions also tend to follow the group nomm in their free associations?
Common sense would lead us to an affirmative answer. The free-association
technique as a projective test devéiopeﬂ wnder this implicit assumption. We
have here an opportunity to test this hypothesis:

Hypothesis IV. The tendency to give free associations which are the same
as those given most commonly by one's peer group is related to real similarity
to the group in personality characteristics (as measured by questions on a
standard personality questionmaire).

This hypothesis will be tested by administering a free-association test
and a personality questionneire to the same group of subjects, compiling group
norms for both, and comparing real similarity on the free-association test with

real similarity on the personality questionnaire, measuring both in terms of
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+he number of responses vhich are identical to the rost common response of the
group.

A positive correlation would be expected here, But failure tp find a
positive correlation would indicate that typical people (personality-wise) do
not necessarily give typical responses on a free association test. This would
make the task of predicting typical free-associations difficult to understand
and assay. Such a finding could have a significant effect on the interpreta-
tion of other findings about the Loyola Language Study.

Past research with the Loyola Language Study has shown us that people
tend, in various degrees, to give their own free assoclations when asked to
predict the most common responses of the group., Similar tendencies have been
studied in social perception research under the label "assumed similarity."

In the case of the Loyola Language Study this label may be misleading since it
implies a conscious or uwnconscious assumption on the part of the subject that
he is similar to the group in that regard. When a subject gives his own free
association as his prediction of the most common response of the group, he is
not necessarily assuming that he is similar to the group. He way have
misumderstood the directions, he may be careless or disinterested, or he may
be unable to think of other associations. We do not know. This leads us to
the formation of another testable hypothesis:

Hypothesis V. The tendency of a subject to give his own free associations
when asked to predict the most common free association to a given word (e.g.,
on the Loyola Language Study) is related to the tendency to assume similarity
t0 one's peers by predicting directly that a majority would sgree with him in

answering questions about themselves.
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This hypothesis will be tested by computing an "assumed similarity" score

for the Loyola Language Study by comparing free associations with predictious,
and comparing this score with a traditional "assumed similarity" score,
compiled by asking the subjects directly what percentage of their peers would
agree with them in answering & number of questions about themselves.

A significant positive correlation here would help explain the tendency
that has been noted in past research with the Loyola Language Study, for
subjects to give their own free associations as predictions. It would suggest
that they are indeed assuming similarity to their group. Failure to find such
a correlation would suggest that some of the other factors are at work, such as
carelessness, inattention, misunderstanding of the directioms. (This
interpretation presumes, of course, that the tendency to assume similarity is
itself a general one,)

Although it does not relate directly to the Loyola Language Study, we are
also interested in the ability to predict group answers to a personality
guestionnaire, and how this ability is related to both real similarity to the
group and the tendency to assume similarity to the group on these same
questions. We can formulate this hypothesis:

Hypothesis VI. The ability to predict how the majority of a group will
answver questions on a personality questionnaire (which has been called

sensitivity to the generalized other) is related to the subject's similarity to

the group on these questions and to his tendency to assume he 1s similar in
this respect, but it is related to & lesser degree than with the ability to
predict word-associations.

This hypothesis will be tested by administering a standard personality




inate vhat

[

Quoaiionﬁaire to & group of subjects, an{ having thexw later es

crcentage of their peers would answer the questions the came as they did.
significant positive correlations between the ability to predict answers

and botk real similsrity and assumed similarity to the group would swlotentiate

our Liypotheses and shov that this ability, or_sensitivity to the generalized

other is nct independent of these two factors. Failure to find such
correlatiocns would strengthen the evidence for the existence of such an
independent skill,

We are also interested in the question of the relationship between Loyola
Language Study scores and various dimensions of personality as they are
measured on a standard personzlity questiounnaire. And we will observe how
they are related to measures of intelligence and school achievement. Rather
than formulate any hypothesis in this area, we will look for correlations as
they appear, report those which are sigrificant, and tiy to meke meaningful'
interpretations of them.,

In summary, them, this thesis proposes to examine the entire {ield of
group sccial perception with an eye toward possible relationships between it
and the Loyola Language Study. Then it will set up empirical tests designed to
reveal evidence of this relationship, if it exists, Finally, it will examine
the Loyola Language Study itself im the light of our knowledge about similar
tests. The final discussion of the results will center around the six basic
hypothescs, but will take note of any other meaningful correlations which

appear among the many relationships to be studied.




CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

THE LOYOLA LANGUAGE STUDY

More than ten years have passed since Olof Johnson and Louis B. Saider
conducted the original research project on the controlled-association test
which has come to be known as the Loyola Language Study. Working at Boston
State Hospital in 1950, they selected eighty yords from the Kent-Rosanoff
list, and gave them to the subjects with instructions to respond not with the
first word that occurred to them, but with the word they believed most persons
would associate with the stimulus word. As a measure of conirolled associationy
it was expected to have someadvantages over free-association tests, and
aroused enough interest to become the subject of a number of research papere
in the ensuing years. These papers cap be divided roughly into three brosad
categories: (1) Normative studies, to study and determine the effects of such
variables as geographic location, age, sex, education, and occupation upon the
responses of "normal subjects,” (2) Predictive studies, to see if the Loyola
Language Study might be useful in predicting some other faeior, such as
college achievement, or would discriminate between "normal"” and "abnormal"
subjects, and (3) Comparison Studies, comparing the responses ou this
controlled-association test with free-association responses to the same

stimulus words. Some of the studies, such as Johnson and Soider's work (51)
10
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fall in more thap one category. Their work established the first set of nomms

for normal subjects and also furnished results indicating that the measure
could discriminate between "normals" and hospitalized schizophrenics.

To establish the norms, they selected & sample of four hundred men and
four hundred women frowm approximately two thousand records of persons living
jn the Boston area, The samples were stratified according to age and
education, maintaining the same proportion among the various groups as was
found in the general population, using the 1950 census statistics for dhe
Boston area. They used a twelve-celled distributiou, with four equal divisions
with respect to education and three equal divisions with respect to age.

The hospitalized psychotic patients were matched, persou by person, with
normals from the same area with regard to both age and education, because the
possible effects of age and education were not knowm at the start. They werc
all inmates of a state hospital, diagnosed predominately as schizophreuic,
with a small percentage of "manics" and a very small group of involuticnal
patients.

The responses were scored according to a standard score method and it was
found that seventy per cent of the hospitalized schizophrenic females fell
below the tenth percentile of the normal sample, and with one exception, a2ll
the patients fell below the fifteenth percentile.

Another normative study was done by Stavek (56), who followed the same
stratified-sampling procedure, selecting his four hundred men and women from
the Chicago area (metropolitan), using the 1950 Chicago census figures.

Stanek treated each sex separately, and used a twelve-celled distributionm,

with three groups for age, four for education. He used a much simpler scoring
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systen than the standard-score system used by Johnson and Snider. He merely
computed the sguare root of the percentage frequency of each response.

Stanek was able to show that age, sex, and education had & significant
effect upon the character of responses given to the Loyola Language Study.
sora specifically, he found that age of both sexes bears an inverse relation-
ship to test scores. That is, older persons of both sexes tend to give more
unique responses, younger persons more common responses. This trend is
slightly irregular, however. Sex showed a significent relatiomship sunce
females tended to give more common responses, but Stanek suggests that this
may be due to uncontrolled selection of cases. Education showed a direct
relationship to Loyola Language Study scores; greater education leads to
greater commumelity of respouse.

Stanek did not compare his results with those of the Boston sample, but
he collected his data in such a way that comparison would be possible when
hoth sets of raw data were scored by the same method. Sco, although he did not
draw any conclusions about regional differences, he suggested that
geographical factors might influence the test reéults.

In a further investigation of the influence of geographical factors,
Guppy (32) selected a stratified sample of four hundred men and four hundred
wowen from the Seattle metropolitan area, using the 1950 Seattle census data.
Using the same type of stendard score system, he derived norms which could be
compared directly with norms from the Chicago study.

To do this, he selected from the Chicago sample a group of fifty-two men
and fifty-two women, chosen in such & way as to be representative of the

various age-education categories, He matched these booklets with those of
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subjects from the same age-education categories in the Seattle sample. Of s
cour-e, he was also able to compare all the responses in the Chicago sample
with ell the respouses in the Seattle sample with respect to the raw frequency
of specific respounses. A chi-square test was made to determine if the
frequency of the responses to each stimulus word given by the sample of Chicago

subjects differed significantly from the frequency with which the same

regponses to the same stimulus word were given by & sample of Seattle subjects.

These two appraisals, using different approaches and different approaches
apd different statistical procedures, forced Guppy to two conclusiocns not in
perfect agreement with one another:

1. Some of the stimulus words in the Loyola Language

Study excited some responses given by stratified samples of wen

and women from Chicago and Seattle that differed in raw frequency

of appearance. This difference was significant at or beyond the

.01 level of confidence.

2, With but cone exception, the comparison of mean

Chicago and Seattle standard scores ... failed to show a

significant differance ....
Thus it may be said that wher the frequency of all

responses to & stimulus word are taken into comsideration in

scoring, as is the case where standard scores are used, the

standard scores computed for those responses, whether given by

persons in Seattle or Chicago, are essentially the same. (32 pp. 63-Gi)

Another normative study designed to explore the possible influence of
geog-aphic location on test responses, and also to extend the norms to
slightly younger age groups, was that of Swmola (51). Using the standard-score
method of scoring, he administered the test to five hundred senior boys from
five privete high schools in four lerge cities, in Ohio, Michigen and Jllinois.
There was as much difference between the two schools in Chicago as there wasg

between the two schools most distant from each other. Since ncne of the
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gifferences was significant, Swola concluded that geographic location has no
sign. . ficant systematic effect upon the test scores. This is in agreement with
cuppy'e later finding.

Smola also found a low positive correlation (r= .11l) between Loyola
Language Study scores and intelligence, using the Heuman-Nelson test on one
hundred subjects from one school. He founu a slight negative correlation (r =
- .21) between Loycla Language Study scores and scholastic achievement as
indicated by grade-point average.

The question of the relationship between Loyols Lenguage Study scores
and intelligence and school achievement was also taken up by Stewart (58). He
selected one hundred male and one hundred female freshman students from Loyola
University, and adwinistered the Loyola Langusge Study as part of the freshman
guidance examinations. The booklets were scored using Stanek's geometric-
progression scoring systuun. At the end of the academic year, the total hours
and grade~points earned and the quantitative linguistic and total scores on the
American Council on Education Psychological Test were obtained for the two
hundred students,

o significant correlations were found between Loyola Language Study
scores and ACE scores, linguistic, quantitative or totval. As a further check,
"discrepancy” scores were computed between linguistic and quantitative
standard scores, and the experimental sample was split on the basis of high vs.
low discrepancy score. Bub agaln no relationship was fowmd with Loyola
Lengunge Study scores. It wes concluded that the Loyola Language Study cannot
be used to predict scholastic success during the freshmen year of college.
These negetive findings were considered to be valuable nevertheless, since they

indicate that IQ and scholastic achievement probably do not affect Loyola
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Language Study scores and so will not be likely to vitiate results in future

expe iments.

Another factor found to have no significant effect upon Loyola Language
study scores is occupation. Dinello (18) found that vhile accountants tended
to be slightly poorer at every age and educatiocunal level, the differences were
sll swall enough that future samples probably need not be watched for
pccupation. In his study age wes found to be negatively correlatved and
education positively correlated with Loyola Langucge Study scores.

The original question brought up by Johnson and Suider was taken up again
by Del Veechio (17), who set out to test the discriminatory power cf the
Loyola Language Study in cchizophrenia. He selected samples of 108 normals
end 108 hospitalized schizophrenics, matched as to sex, age, and educatgion.

He adninistered the Loyola Language Study and analyzed the results with the
Chi-Square One~Sample test method, using the Wilcoxon latched-Pairs Signed-
Renks technique to test for significant differences.

His results were generally positive. He found that the Loyola Lenguage
Study does discriminate between normal and schizophrenic populations, both male
and female. He found less commumality of response among males than among
fomales in each population. He found that education does not affect the
discriminatory power of the test, but age does. The discrimivatory power
increases with age in females, decreases with age in males.

Much of the research up to this time was summarized in an article by Herr
(37). He discussed several systems of scoring which have been used, along with
validity and reliability studies.

The original scoring method was the standard-score method, in which all
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the responses to a given stimulus word were aligned on a descending scale,
gccording to the amount of agreement among the normative group in choosing each
response. Then the mean root frequency and the standard deviation for each
stimulus-response distribution were calculated, aud standard scores computed.
Each booklet could then be given a single score, based on these standard scores,

Obviously, this method was costly in time and effort. One simpler method
devised used double-root percentage-frequency values, which gave each response
o value absolutely determined by its féw frequency, without taking into account
the relationship between any given frequency and the other frequencies in the
same distribution, or the varying top frequencies from one stimulus word to am-
other. It was found that with these absolute root-frequency scales, the vari-
ances were proportional to the meaus, which would preclude the use of certain
statistical procedures.

Finally, ap even simpler scoring system was devised, the Herr-Rimoldi
"median" system. Starting with the response of highest frequency, other
responses (in descending frequency) were accumulated until 50% of the

population of responses was included. Then, each response was scored 1 or O,

depending upon whether it was included or excluded from this group.

The correlations among these different scoring systems were high. DBetween
standard scores and double-rooted scores it was .96. Between standard scores
and median scores, it was..93. This substantieted earlier findings by Carter
(10) and Sorenson and Carter(53) that insigvnificant differences result from
different methods of scoring word-assoclation tests. These findings led Uo the
use of an even simpler scoring method in the present experiment.

Herr next summarizes the results of the above studies on the

discrimivatory power of the Loyola Language Study with schizophrenia. He point1
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out that the mean difference between normals and patients was sigunificant !
peyond the .00l level of confidence. But there was considerable overlap on
the extremes. An item analysis was then made, and at least 25 items were found
to discriminate at the .01 level of confidence. GShortening the test to these

o5 items reised its screening efficiency markedly.

The indices of screening efficlency for the shortened tests were computed
by @ method which consists in subtracting the proportion of normals incorrectly
identified from the proportion of patients correctly identified. These indices
of screening efficiency were found to be consistent and relatively high: for
Chicago men, .64; for Chicago women, .70; for Boston men, .70; and for Boston
vomen, .7Tl. Other validity measures produced results which were significant
also, leading Herr to conclude that 'the shortened test seems suitable for
differentiating between various degrees of mental illness." (37, p. 261)

Herr reports two estimates of reliability. By correlating the odd-
numbered items with the even-numbered items for samples of 400 men and 40O
women in groups of 100 each, a split-half reliability study was done. The
estimates, corrected by the Spearman-Brown formulz, ranged from .88 to .94
with a median at .92.

The test-retest reliability, with intervals from four to eight weeks, was

not nearly so high. The correlation for the eighty items was .49, which rose

t0 .55 when the number of items was reduced to those with top screening
efficiency. Herr says, "the values for both (validity and reliability)

presented in this study fall well within the suggested ranges for tests of this

type." (37, p. 261)
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Herr next discusses the releationships between the Loyola Language Study
and age, education, intelligence, The studies he cites have already been
jiscussed here. His summary paragraph provides & succinct resume of what had
peen found up to that time:

The Loyola Language Study distinguishes between schizophreunics

and normals, using any of three systems of scoring, namely

standard scores, doubled-root frequency scores, and wedian scores.

The screening efficiency of the test is increased by using only

high validity items scored by standard scores. Such scores also

permit of parametric statistical operations. There is a tendency

for older persons to make poorer scores, and for this effect to

be counteracted by education. Intelligence, apart from age and

education is not a significant factor. (37, p. 262)

Ve now.come to the pair of research papers most relevant to the prescut
experiment, namely those comparing free and controlled association techniques
adninistered to the same subjects.

In the first of these, Trainor (64) administered the test to fifty male
and f£ifty female subjects unfer both controlled and free conditions. His
subjects were all adults, ranging in age from nineteen to fifty-eight ygars
vho had from thirteen to twenty years of formel education. One group took the
free-association test first, the controlled-association test second. The
other group took the tests in reverse order. Four to eight weeks elapsed
between admiunistrations,

By varying the order of presentation as he did, and usiug statistical
tests, he was able to show that order of presentation was noi a factor which
had to be taken into account when analyzing the differences between free and
controlled association. The two tusts he used were these: A chi-square test of

the number of persons receiving higher scores on the first administration,

whether free or controlled, and the number of persons scoring higher on the
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second administration, free or controlled, was not significant. Rapk-order

correlations were computed to determine whether the coefficients obtained were
gifferent between the first and second administrations regardless of wmethod of
goministration. The differences between these correlations were not
cignificant.

Hoving established that order of presentation has no siguniricant effect
here, he turned to the question of the differences between free and controllied-
association instructions would produce greater communality of respounse.

Trainor first selected one column of words and computed Herr-Rimoldi
median scores for this column in each booklet, No significant difference
between free and controlled-association was found with this mwethod, though the
trend was in the expected direction. Trainor hypothesized that these negative
findings vwere due to the relative crudeness of this scoring wmethod, which does
not distinguish varying degrees of difficulty among items which are knowmto
vary widely in this regard.

He then applied a nonparametric statistical technique called the Wilcoxon
Yiatched-Palrs Signed-Ranks Test to the data, to test for significance of
difference im resuiis of the total test. With this technique, which he felt
was more valid, the difference between free and controlled association methods
was significant at the .02 level of confidence.

A similar stuly was undertaken at the same time by Even (22) using 200
women £rom undergraduate colleges in the Chicago area, Even found a
significant difference in favor of greater communality of controlled associstiog
over free association responses, as was expected. Because she used Stanek's
scoring norms for both sets of data, and they had been derived with the

countrolled-association instructions, she Telt these results might be
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questioned. So she verified the results, using the stondard error of

proportion applied to raw frequeucy counts of only the top frequency wesponses.

Her findings were tﬁét significant differences between free aund
controlled association occurred; (1) for the total test scores uf the entire
sopulation, (2) for the total test scores of each school, and (3) for scparate
column scores on the two sets of tests. Controlled acsociation respouses
yielded a higher degree of communality of thought shown by dirferences in
means and distributions of scores.

These two studies, as seen, support the conclusion that subjects in
general tend toward significantly greater communality o cespouse on the
Loyola Language Study than on a free-association test using the same stimulus
words. However, these studies did not investigate individual differences among
subjects in this regard. They did not question whether subjects with high
free-assoclation scores also got high controlled-asscclaticn scores, and vice
versa. It is this Purther step, along with others, which is uadertaken in the
present research. So, although these last two studies form valuable back-
ground for the present research, they are not in any seuse duplicated by if,

nor are any of the other foregoing research papers so duplicated.

THE GUILFORD~-ZIMMERMAN TEMPERAMENT SURVEY

The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (GZTS) can be traced back as
far as 1930, when Guilford suggested that Spearman’s technique for testing
general, group, aud specific factors might apply to au analysis of personality

traits (29). Here he was merely discussing the conceptis of extraversion-
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introversion, but three years later he published perhaps the first attenpt

to apply the new factor-analytic methods to a personality guestionmnaire in
order to determine what cormon personslity variables right be represented
therein, Thurstone'!s method of factor analysis, which was then in its earliest]
stages of development, was adapted to the problem, and four factors were
tentatively identified.

By 1936, Thurstone had greatly extended and developed his technique of
factor analysis, and Guilford decicded to re-examine his data, utilizing the
irproved techniques, As a result of these factorial stuuies over @z period of
several years, the Guilford-Ysrtin Inventory of Factors STDCR was developed,
and later, the Guilford-Martin Inventory of Factors GAill, It is not
necessary to descri be his ten factors in any great detail here, but their
names give an indication of their nature: Social Introversion, Thinking
Introversion, Depression, Cycloid, Rhathymia (carefree vs, serious), General
Activity, 4scendancy, Yasculinity, Inferliority Feelings, Nervousness.,

Several factor-analytic studies are reported which have identified factors
similar to tlose defined by Guilford, Lovell (Kl) factor-analyzed correlations
found between the subtests of the STDCR and GAYIN and identified four "super
factors" or "second-order" factors, which describe generzl habit systems:
"drive-restraint," "emotionality," Yrealism," and "social adaptibility."
Thurstone (€3) re-factored the correlations reported by Lovell. He interpreted
his findings as indicsting that not more than nine linearly independent factors
are represen ted, Seven of these were given tentative interpretation and the
following nam es: "Reflective,® "Dominant," "Sociable, " "Vigorous," "Emotional

Stability, " "Impulsiveness," and "Active,"
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The Guilford inventories SIDCR and GAMIN have been used in a wide veriety

of practical situations, chiefly in counseling services and research
activities. Steinberg and Wittmer (57) in a differential study of
characteristics of normals and psychiatric patients, statethat, "as a messure
of personality type, the Guilford inventory STDCR wes used (a) because it was
carefully developed on the basis of factor analysis studies and (b) because of
the definite value found in its use over a period of years both with psychotic
patients and with employee personnel at the Elgin State Hospital." (57, p. 129)
Thurstone (63) chose Guilford's schedules for a study of the dimensions of
temperament because "they represent careful amalytic work." Cattell (11) also
praised Guilford's inventories: "...the work of Guilford is outstanding for its
technical skill...and the thoroughness with which the research was carried for-
ward from study to study....” (11, p. 38)

Guilford continued his research and eventually combined the STDCR, GAMIN,
and another of his inventories, the Guilford-Martin Personnel Inventory into a
single instrument, the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey (GZTS). As he
explains in the manual:

There has been a growing tendency to administer the STDCR,

GAMIN, and Personnel Inventory in combination, i» order to

obtain comprehensive plctures of individual personalities. The

time required to administer and score these three inventories has

called attention to the need for a single invenvory vhich would

provide similarly comprehensive coverage in & more economical.

manner, Inter-correlational studies of the 13 trait scores

[included in the three instruments] have indicated that some

practical consolidations and omissions could well be tolerated in

the interests of economy. (30, p.l)

The new inventory yields ten factor scores, of which some represent

exactly the same factors as were Cerived in the earlier inventories, and others

are combinetions of these. In the development of the final form, new item
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analyses were made because a nmmber of years had elapsed since the previous

analyses had been completed. The items are generally reworded and the
positions of the items are changed in the new inventory.
The form of statement of the items is unusual for inventories

of this type. Items are stated affirmatively rather than in question

form, using the second person pronown.... The avoidance of the

personal pronoun should do something to allay resistances and %o

jncrease the operation of the projective principle. The second

person pronoun was preferred to the first-person proncun because

it wvas believed that the statement would seem thus less personal

to the exsminee.... It is a historical fact that the personality

inventory grev out of the interview method. It is, in essence, a

systematic, impersonal interview, which can be scored. (30, p. 4)

In the GZTS, the alternmative responses to each item are "yes," "?," and
"no.  Guilford prefers these to "true and "false" for the resson that with
the latter responses some examinees become too concerned with the actusl truth
of the statements, The specific use of the "?" alternative was determined by
the results of an wnpublished study which suggested that the use of this third
alternative was advantageous. A subsequent study by Linden (42) found that
forced-choice forms provided essentially the same results, however.

In most cases, optimal scores do not extend to the top of the scale, but
are at some moderate positiou between the mean and the top.

Guilford is satisfied with the new form, claiming that "the internal or
factorial validity of GZTS scores is fairly well-assured by the foundation of
factor-analysis studies plus successive item analyses directed toward internal
consistency and uniqueness. It is believed that what each score measures is
fairly well-defined and thst the score represents a confirmed dimension of
personality and a dependable descriptive category.” (30, p. 7) Tetrachoric
intercorrelations of the ten GZTS trait scores computed with data obteined from

266 meles students in a Southern Califorunia university are presented by




Guilford, with the comment: "In general, they are gratifyingly low, indicat%&é
of the prevailing uniqueness of the scores. Only two are uncomfortably high:
those between S and A, two scores pertaiving especially %o social behavior,
and bctween & and O, two scores pertaining to emotional behavior.... In either
pair, however, each score accounts for less than half the variance of the other
so that there is considerable unique contribution made by each."” (30, p. 6)

Jones (38), in an investigation which was part of a larger study to in-
vestigate factors contribution to "the authoritarian personality,” administered
the California F Scale and the GZTS to 628 Naval Aviation Cadets. He obtained
correlations between the ten trait scales and the F scale. Among these, only
those of E, 0, F, and P are significant beyond the .0l level, The E and 0
scales suggest a heavy loading of items related to anxiety, the F and P scales
reveal a common factor of hostility.

Leeds (L40) used the GZTS in his study, which showed that teachers as a
group differ from college seniors in showing more restraint and seriousness,
greater emoticnal stability and objectivity, more friendliness and a more
cocperative spirit in personal relatioms. College senbrs, ob the other hand,
posgess more drive and :bergy and show more social boldness.

Cottle and Lewis (13) used the GZTS along with the MMPI in a study of
differences between counselors and a college student sample. On the GZTs,
counselors scored significauntly higher in adjustment than did the college
student sample.

Murray (45) used the GZTS and the MMPI, along with the Strong Vocational
Interest Blank, in a study of priests and seminarians, finding certain differ-

ences between ccllege groups and clerical groups.
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Gay (27) used the GZTS to confirm his hypothesis that active members of

fraternlties tend to select from the available candidates persons who are,
with respect to certain personality traits, already much like themselves.

Hedoerg and Baxter (36) tried to use the G2TS to discriminate successful
life insurance salesmen. They found uo significant differences between
criterion groups in terms of an item analysis or mean scores on the subscales.
But raw-score distributions revealed a useful difference, namely in heterop-
eneity on two of the scales.

Age was shown to be a factor on some scales by Bendig (L), who tested
different age groups with the GZTS and found that the G, A, S, and M scales
showed significant decrease with incresing age, while scores on the R and P
scales increased with age.

Socioeconomic status was found to heve a significant effect on some
temperament traits in a study of high scheol seniors' responses on the GZTS,
by Singer, Stefflee and Thompson (50).

Several studies sought to establish relationships between intelligence or
school performance and GZTS scores. Webb and Goodling (72) used the GZTS
along with the MMPI and several other tests in an effort to assemble a battery
vhich would predict grades for theology students. Scme multiple correlatious
of value were obtained, but nothing of direct interest regarding the GZTIS.
Witherspoon and Melberg (73) did find significant, though very low, correlationf
between grade-point averages of college freshmen and three of the GZTS scales,
the purposive, personal relations, and masculinity scales. They yielded r's
of .13 or better, significant at the .05 level, Klugh and Bendig (39) found

that "three of the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey Scales,Objectivity,
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Friendliness, and Personal Relations apparently show a low, but statistically
significant, positive relationship with intelligence as measured by the Ace
test."

Two studies were found which dealt with construction of the test: The
first, by Bendig (5) challenged the orthogonality of three of Guilford's
first-order factors, defined by the GZTS O, F, and P scales. He found these
factors to be oblique rather than orthogenal, and found that O and F showed
sone relatiouships to the second-order EI and EM factors defined by the

Extraversion and Neurcticism scales of the Maudsley Perscnality Inventory.

Barrows and Zuckerman (1) challicuged the validity of the M scale. They found
that 1L 410 not correlate with the M-F scales on the MMPI and the Strong

Vocatlonal Interest Blank, which did not correlate with one another. They

conclude that M-F scales need further study and clarificatioun.

Voas used the GZTS and the MMPI in three studies about test-taking be-
hevior. In oue (70) he found that most of the trait scales on the MMPI and
GZTS were strongly affected by three types of blas: the tendency %o use one
category wore than another, the tendency to give normative responses, and
the tendency to give socially desirable responses, 1In a study of reading
speed (68) he found a correlation of .72 between the times required to complete
the GZTS and the MMPI. He also found some correlations between reading speed
and some of the scales on both tests. He used the same two tests in a study
of a procedure for reducing the effects of slanting questionnaire responses
toward social acceptability (69). By allowing subjects to give socially
acceptable responses immediately before or after seli-descriptions, he

reduced the bias in the latter.
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Neither these atudies nor any others found in the literature provide
evidence of external validity convincing enough to justify the use of this
test in counseling or in predicting the performance of individuwals. One of
the major uses of the test has been in personality research, particularly in
master's and doctoral studies, and it is apparently widely regarded as
acceptable for this purpose.

Reliabilities of the scale scores as reported by Guilford (30) range
from 175 to .87. More detailed description of the ten traits represented
by scale scores will be found in a later chapter.

SOCIAL PERCEPTION

In 1950, at his presidential address to the American Sociological Society,
L. S. Cottrell reproached his fellow social psychologists for "ignoring almost
completely...one of the most challenging as well as one of the most critical"
problems confronting the behavioral scientist: the investigation of "empathic
ability." This capacity to perceive what others are thinking and feeling
impressed Cottrell as a very important form of social talent, vital for
success ipn many areas of our existence. He suggested that his owm work, with
Dymond, might indicate a promising approach.

Actually, he was overstating the case a bit. The problem had not been
completely ignored prior to then. Interest in this general area dates bach
much farther than that, and research of the very type he proposed can be
found as early as 1941, when Travefs published his work with college students
(65). He presented his subjects with a set of propositions concerning broad
sociel and political issues. He had each individual express his agreement or

disagreement with every item, and then make an estimate of the percentage of
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the group and of the general population which would agree or disagree with
gach of the propositions. BError scores were computed for each individual by
cubtracting his estimate on each question from the true percentage, and
suming these differences for all the questions answered. Among his findings
which have particular relevance to the present study are these: (1) The

abllity to Judge group opinion had little relstiouship to intelligence (r“-Oh)
but was significantly correlated with measures of personality adjustment.

(2) No relationship was found between an individual's participation in the
activities of the group and his ability to judge group opinion. (3) Individ-
uals tended to over-estimate the percentage of the group who thought as they
did. (b4) Those holding a minority opinion on a question tended to make a
darger error in Jjudging group opinion than did those holding a majority
opinion.

Travers' study is criticized by Wood (T4) because of the academic nature
of the questions employed, the restricted range and high level of intelligence
of his subjects (average IQ about 120), and their lack of social contact with
one another outside of the classroom. These factors which.bake his group
somevhat atypical must be taken into account when evaluating his findings.

Wood attempted to avoid these shortcomings inm his own experiment (T7h4) in
wvhich two groups of high school students completed an opinion questionnaire
consisting of sixty-five statements relating to controversial topies within
the school, Each student indicated his agreement or disagreement with a
statement by encircling "yes" or "po", end in addition made an estimate of the
percentage of his group which would respond"yes". An individual's error on a

guestion equalled the difference between his estimate and the actual group
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gpinion., A meaéure of‘the ability %o judge group opinion was derived for each
individual by summation of his error scores on all of the questionnaire itemé.
A soclometric analysis was made of the two groups by having every student
select other students withwhom he would desire to associate in various
cetivities., Information on the students' age, sex, religious preference,
nationality, extracurricular activities and intelligence scores was obtained
from the studenis themselves or from the school records, The following facts
and conclusions emerged: (1) Individuals tending to make accurate estimates
estimates of group opinion on one set of gquestioms, or on one occasion,
tended to have low error scores on ancther set of questions or at a later date.
Thus a reliable ability to judge group opinion was manifested. (2) The
neasure of the ability to Judge group opi-ion was significantly related to
intelligence, as determined by a standard self-administering mental test.
(3) Individuals receiving a2 large number of zociometric choices were signifi-
cantly better judges of group opimion than students receiving few or no
choices. (U4) The judges consistently over-estimated the number of students
thiﬁking as they did. (5) Students holding the minority opimion were less
accurate Judges of group opinion on any gquestion than students holding the
majority opinion.

Wood was particularly impressed by the consistent overestimation of
group opinion in the direction of the Judge's personal opinion. This finding
was noted in Travers' study also. He offers two hypotheses to explain this
phenomenon and suggests further reseafch to clarify the point. His hypotheses:
(1) The overestimation is a function of projection--the judge thinks most

people in the group would agree with him. (2) The overestimation is a
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function of association with similar-thinking people--the judge bases his
opinion of the entire group on the smaller clique to which he belongs.

In his vext study, Travers investigated the ability of an individual to
Judge group knowledge (66). He asked his subjects, a group of college
students, to estimate the percentage of their group that knew certain words
or certain facts about contemporary history. Among his findinge were these.
Individual judgments of the knowledge of a group are uareliable. An indivi-
dual's estimate of the knowledge of a group with respect to a certain fact
is closely related to the individual's own knowledge or ignorauce of the
fact, It is possible to obtain a measure of an individual's general ability
to julge the knowledge of the group. This weasure of the ability to judge the
imowledge of the group 1s not related siguificantly to a measure of intelli-
gence, but it is related significantly to certain measures of the individual's
personality adjustment.

Travers uext became concerned with the question of whether this ability
to judge group knowledge was & general abllity which extended to larger groups
less well known to the judge. Thus, in his next experiment (67) he asked a
group of students to state the percentage of their student group that they
believed knew the correct meaning of a number of words, then asked them to
make & similar judgment about the word-knowledge of the adult population of
the United States., He found that the ability to wake the former set of
judgments accurately was associsted with the ability to wake the latter set
of julgments accurately.

Another study from this period before 1950 was found to be relevant, but

it is of only passing interest. Wallen (71) bad 281 girls in a small college
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check three statements as to agreement or disagreement and make estimates of
the percentage of girls within the school that would favor each statemeunt. He
found that individuals waking large errvors of estimation ou one queStion were
found o be reasonably accurate judges of group opinion on another. This is
uot surprising, cousidering the small number and the abstract nature of his
statements. This study is unot considered of any further interest for our
purposes.

About the same time that Wood was dolng his work, Dymond was completing
her original preliminary investigation of the relationship between insight
and empathy (19). She attempted tc measure "empathy” with & rather crude
measure derived from TAT stories. Perhaps the major value of this study lies
iz the fact that it drew attention to the importance of empathic ability in
social relationships, and perhaps stimulated interest in empathy as a persou-
ality trait.

Iﬁ 1049 Dymond published an account of her own doctorel dissertatioa (20)
in vhich she made an exploratory study attempiing to develop a test for the
neasurement of empathic abllity. In her test, the subjects were asked to rate
themselvee on a five-point scale on each of six characteristics, such as self-
confidence, superior-inferior, friendly-unfriendly, etc., theun to rate ancther
individual on the same six traits, then rate the other individual as he be-
lieves the other individual would rate himself, and finally to rate himself as
he believes the other individual would rate him. The results of this experi-
ment are not considered of any wvalue for our purposes, but the study has
historical interest since it was the pattern for meny later studies.

During this same year, Dymond and Cottrell published their paper urging
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further research in this area (1h4). 1In it they point out that "empathy” has
been an importent coucept in modern psychiatry, getting particular emphacsis
from Sullivan. Then they discuss the above study briefly, and poiﬁt out
several implications of the findings: (1) It is possible to develop a
quentitative index of relative empathic ability. (2) There are wide differ-
ences in people in this ability. (3) There is a significent relationship be-
tween empathic ability and insight into one's own behavior. (U) There are
interesting and important differences in background and personality charac-
teristics between those who score high end those who score low on the empathy
test.

In her vext article (21) Dymond investigates some of these personality
characteristics, but again we are less interested in her resulis than in other
features of her presentation. This time it is her discussion of "empethy" and
its relationship to other concepts, such as sympathy, insight, identification
and projection. Her experiment dealt with rating of peers on a personality
scale, and comparing good raters with poor ones in several ways. ©She found
the good raters to be warp outgoing, optimistic, emotional pecple, and the
poor ones rather rigid, introverted people. Even Dymond herself viewed this
work as preliminary and inconclusive, and was wmore interested in stimulating
others to develp her ideas.

In 1951 Notcutt and Silva published their study (48) in which 64 warried
couples were given & self-rating scale and uerewthen asked to predict one
another's self-ratings. They found that predictions were significantly
superior to chance, that successes were greater on items where subjects rated

their partners and themselves similarly. They tock no notice whatscever of
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Cymond and Cottrell's work, nor ¢id they appear to be concerned with the
vheoretical problems and implications of their study.

Gince then, many studles have appeared, most of thenm following more oy
Zugs closely the methed adopted by Cottrell and Dymoui. The logic behind thic
cpproach appears sound cnough: By asking 2 "judge" to predict the responses of
cnother person or group of persons on o guestiomnaire or rating scale, we ave
measuring the Judge's "social perception” or his "ewpathy." Bubt this has led
%0 & sort of nalve operationalism, as Crombach points out (15), in which
“cupathy” or "social perception" is defined in terms of an accuracy score,
valch 1s the absolute difference between the actual and the predicted respouses
The deficiencies and faults of this technigue have not gone unnoticed, as we
shall see. But the relative simplicity ov the procedures and the face validity
of the process have wade this method so attiractive that a considerable portion
of the research has utilized it without giving wuch evidence of concern ou the
part of the authors regarding the theoretical or philosophical problems.

The results of the earlier research in this area are reported and re-
viewed in two major articles, one by Taft, the other by Druner and Tagluri.
Taft (60) reviews some 81 articles in his survey. However, not all of these
are relevant for our own purposes. We are interested in cnly one of his Tive
catagories, namely research in the prediction of behsvior or life-history Gata.
Upecifically we are concerned with what he calls the "mass-empathy” test, in
vaich the Judge predicis the combined respouses of a group of people.

He suggests that the "mass-empathy" test may measure a somewhat different

skill than the "empathy" test, which deals with indiviggals. He' qhotes

an o, S
ctudy by Hall and Bell (33) as evidence of this, in thch Kerr* s" wdss-enpathy”
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test and Dymond's "empathy" teet were found to be uncorrelated for 87 subjects.
Taft proposes one explanation for this and some other apparantly incon-
cistent findings about behavioral predictions. He suggests dividiug the

preGictions into analytic and non-analytic Jjudgments, placing the "mass-

cmpathy" predictions in the former class because they require more concep-
sualization and less immediate intuition than do the predictions about
individuals., He would probably classify the predictions made on the Loyola
Language Study, by the wmy, as even more highly analytic, since they deal,
not with feelings or emotional reactions, but with the process of free
assoclation to stimulus words.

T £t has other explanations for the aspparently contradictory findiungs
among the various studies of social perception. He says these may well be due
to differences in specific factors, differences in the subjects used, the
traits being judged, the methedoleogy, the operational definitions, etc.

Despite all the contradictions; Taft concludes that a single general
ability to Judge others does exist and is Justifiably regurded as a person-
2lity trait. The wajor difficulty measuring this trait, and thus finding
correlatcs of it, lies in the widespread tendency for all subjects to assume
similarity between their own reactions and those they are trying to predict.
Thus it is often reported that the'best judge of others is the one who re-
sembles others," & circular statement which tells us little or nothing about
the ability to judge others as ap identifiable skill.

From the research studies he included in his survey, Taft enumerates
thege findings. Found to be positively correlated with ability to Judge

personality characteristics of others: (1) age (in children), (2) high
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intelligence and academic ability (with "analytic" judgments particularly), (3)

specialization in the physical sciences, (4) esthetic and dramatic interests,
(5) insight into one's status with respect to one's peers on specific traits,
(6) good emotional adJjustment and integration (with "analytic" tests only),
(7) social skill (only with tests of ability to predict behavior). Found to
be negatively correlated with ability to Judge persomality characteristics of
others: the Jjudge's social dependence, and his psychasthenia score on the
MMPI. Found to be uncorrelated: age (in adults), sex, and training in
psychology.

When Taft completed his own doctoral dissertation in 1950 (59), he fore-
saw many of the problems he found himself discussing in his review five years
later. For his doctoral study of "the ability to meke accurate social judg-
ments", Taft chose as subjects forty advanced male graduate students at the
University of California. After a week-end of living together, they were
osked to make a number of juigments about each other, and each subject was
scored on an index of ability to Judge others accurately. Two tests were
iﬁcluﬂed in this index: (1) a test of the ability to predict how one's peers,
as & group, would respond to thirty personality questionnaire items, (2) a test
of the ability to rate accurately one's peers on six personality traits.

The scores on this index were correlated with other traits of the subjects)
thus revealing, Taft says, the characteristics that go with ability to judge
others accurately. The following characteristics were found to be related to
the possession of this ability in his subjects: American urban origin, Jewish
origin, previous working experience, being an officer in the Armed Services,

attendance at a large college, having none or few older siblings, being a
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student in the natural sciences rather than the social sciences, having an

over-solicitous mother, high intelligence and academic ability, possessing

an organized, socially passive, serious, unemotional and realistic personality,
being task-oriented rather than socio-oriented, and being liberal but uvot
extreme in political attitudes.

The following characteristics that are ususlly believed to be possesced
by good Judges of others were not found in this study: artistic ability, abil-
ity to play social roles, previous acquaintance with the persons being Jjudged,
gociability, femininity, and ability to judge self.

The overall impression obtained was that the good judges of others are
extraceptive persons possessing a "hard-headed” judging attitude towards their
peers, while the poor judges are intraceptive persons who view other people in
terms of their relationship with themselves: they are socially dependent and
are in the direction of being over-generous in rating their peers.

Taft's study is open to some of the same criticisms made earlier about
Traver's work. His subjects are quite atypical, of high intelligence, and had
only minimal contact with one another before the experiment. His conclusions
are nevertheless interesting, and can be discussed along with other findings
in similar studies. It is his methodology, however, in which we are mos%
interested at present.

The procedure he used was the one first used extensively by Travers,
requiring each subject to estimate the percentage of his fellow graduate
students vho would answer questionnaire items in & specified way. (As a
ceparate exercise, the subjects were also asked to estimate what the responses

of the general population of the U.S.A. would be to the same 1tems.
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Fovr each subject, each set of predictions (prediction of assessment group and
orvediction of general population separately) was scoved cau three indiccs:

(1) Discrepancy-a negative index of accuracy obtained by totaling the amount
of error in each estimate, without regard to sign. (2) Projection-the
albebraic sum of the e¢rrors. A positive score on projection indicates that
the subject has erred by assuming that the opinions of others will be the
same as his own to a greater extent than they really are. (3) Self-Insight-
the pumber of items in which the subject correctly predicts whether the
pajority of his peers (or the general population) sgree or disagree with his owp
opinion.

These scores are similar to, but not identical with, the scores for the
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey in our present experiment, Our Social
Perception Accuracy Score contains elements of Taft's Discrepancy Score as
well as of his Self-Insight Score. It resembles the Discrepancy Score in that
it, too, is a negative accuracy score obtained by totaling the amount of error
in each estimate, without regard to sign. It resembles the Self-Insight score
in that the subject is askéd to estimate the percentage of his peers who would
answer the question the same as he did. The reasoning behind this cholce of
method for the preseunt experiment is that accuracy presupposes a degree of
self-insight, and other research has shown that subjects giving a percentage
estimate such as that required in Taft's Discrepancy score tend first to decide
upon their own answer, then to estimate what percentage of the group would
agree with that answer.

Taft's Projection score conteins elements of both our Social Perception

Assumed Similarity end Real Similarity Scores. Taf't measured the degree of
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"erroneous" projection, whereas we meacure merely the subject's tendency to -~

assume that others will agree with him, without taking into account (in this
measure) whether or not this assumption is correct. Hov much others actually
do agree with him shows up in his Real Similarity Score.

Thus both sets of scores, Taft's and our own, provide similaer bits of
information about the subjects, and many of his findings can be compared
closely with our own despite certain differences between subjects and exe
perimental conditions,

Taft includes a lengthy discussion of the reliability of measures such
as his Estimate of Group Opinion. The discussion is relevant to our owm
problems in this regard, and is woth including here. IHe refers first %o an
early article by Crombach who defines four different meanings for the temm

reliability and points out that each implies a measuring process that will
reuﬁer a different reliability index. We must decide first on non-statistical
grounds in vhich sense we will use the term reliability . Tuft includes

that in a research project such as this, reliability refers to the degree

of accuracy with which the tests measure whatever they are supposed to
measure. But the concept of "accuracy" of weasurement is a hypothetical one
since we cannot observe directly the "true" measure {rom which this accuracy
can be computed. So, Taft Says, we infer the reliability of our measures,
ucing a combination of empirical evidence and logical argument. The empirical
evidence normally takes the form of a "cpefficient of equivalence", computed
by the split-half method. But he dismisses this method as inapplicable here
because of the requirement that each half of the test make a parallel con-

tribution of general and group factors defined by the test. This requirement
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is impossible to meet, he says, partly because in test ability to judge self

and others, a considerable amount of the total variance is made up of interac-
tion between the judge and the trait being Jjudged. Iile sanctions the use of a
test~retest procedure whenever this is feasible.

(Toft way have reached these conclusions after seeing the results of the
two methods as applied to his test for Estimation of Group Opinion. Using the
split-half method, he got insignificant correlatioms of .20 and .22, while
with another group he used a test-retest method and got a correlation of .82.
Nevertheless his point is probably well taken).

A final finding of Taft's should be discussed here because of its impli-
cations for our study. He reports that"predicting the answers to the MMPI
items for the gemeral population is apparently a different task from predicting
those for one's peer group, since the correlation between the accuracy scores
Tor these two predictions was only .31" (59 p. 119) He compares this with a
correlation of .19 which he says was obtained by Travers in his similer study
in 1949 (65). Taft is wistaken in his reference to Travers. Travers dealt
with this problem in a later study (67) and found correlations as high as .47
and .44 between the ability to Julge group-knowledge within a peer-group of
college students and ability to judge group knowledge within the general
population of the United States. He had asked his subjects to estimate the
percentage of their peer group and the percentage of the gemeral population
vho wpuld know the meaning of a series of vocabulary words. Since the naiture
of the task differs somewhat, there is not necessarily o contradiction be-
tween Taft's and Travers findings.

In our study we are following Travers and assuming that predicting
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answers for the peer group and for the general population is essentially the
same sort of task. We justify this approach further by pointing out that our
peer groups differ warkedly from those of Taft, and, to a lesser degree, from
those of Travers. Both of these studies used relatively emall groups of highly
atypical subjects, atypical in intelligence, occupation, background, and other
foctors. Also, the people in their peer groups had not known one another very
long or very well. Our groups on the other hand, were larger aund more typical
in background and intelligence. Our subjects had lived together for more than
ten weeks., Thus we are justified in assuming that we might have found even
higher correlations than Travers did between estimations for the peer group
and estimations for the general population. Se we accept his conclusion that
both types of estimate probably require one general ability and will not make
a differentiation of this sort in our research design.

In the interval between 1950, when he wrote his dissertation, and 1955,
vhen he published the survey article, Taft apparently shifted his owm view-
point somewhat. In the latter article, as we saw earlier, he concluded that
the ability to judge others is a general one, extending over a variety of
different tasks. |

This view is shared, though with less confidence, by the authcrs of the
other survey article, Bruner and Tagiuri:

There is evidence for both specificity and generality of accuracy
{in social perceptioé}...we are inclined to agree with G. W. Allport'g
clain that it would be more errcueous to "consider the ability
entirely specific than to consider it eutirely gemeral". (8 p. O45)

These authors are Jjust as guarded vhen they turn to the interpretation of
this trait and its correlations with other variables:

Studies of "accuracy" of judging others have not progresged to a
point at which firm substantive conclusions can be brought to bear
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upon a theory of Jjudgment. The criteria cemployed have too often
been of a consensual kind: accuracy is mostly defined as agreement
with others regarding & person's characteristics.Given systematic
biases of Juigment...these studies may be seriocusly confounded.
Accuracy may mean simply that a particular judge shares the wmost
copmon bias to be found among his fellow judges. TAken from the
point of view of a theory of Judgment, relatively few firm con-
clusions can be drawn., Tentatively, the most reasonable seem to
be these:

(a) Accuracy is aided by similarity between Jjudge and Jjudged....
2b) Accuracy depends upon having cues to Work ofle...
¢) Certain systematic errors in Judgment---halo effect, logical

error, and the like---account for much of the error involved in
Judgment. Other sources of error are more dynamically explicable,
notably in terms of the tendency to project.

(d) There are systematic relationships between various person-
ality variables and judging ability....
(8 (e) ﬁuA)global or intuitive approach seems to improve Judgment....

e Pe 9

These conclusions are based upon a thorough review of the various studies

up 0 thet time. The authors had divided their review into three areas of
inguiry: (a) the judgment of emotions from facial and other forms of expressioq
(b) the judgment of personality characteristics from various external signs,
and (¢) the formation of impressions of other personslities. They conclude
that "work in ell these areas was very much im its infancy, aund that growth
in each is to some extent hampered by serious problems of experimental method
and design". (8. p. 649) N

These authors criticize the "excess of empirical enthusiasm” and "deficit
of theoretical surmise” in much of this rgsearch, but they encourage further
vork in this general area of social perception because of its importance for
all soecial psychology.

Many of the studies included in their review are counsidered in more detail
‘below, but these authors provide interesting summarics of the findings, up %o

that time, regarding the relationships between accuracy of Judgment and various




other factors. Their summaries illustrate well the confusion and lack of
gefinitive knowledge in this area. They found the evidence on the relation-
chip between intelligence and accuracy to be somewhat ambiguous. If anything
there may be a slight positive correlation between the two, they say, Although
we countinue to assume that experience helps in waking accurate judgnents, they
found little evidence to prove or disprove this. They did find that emotional
detachment was well documented as a characteristic of good Judges. The
relotionship between social adjustment or social adroitness is apparently a
complex one. Some studies have shown the introverted, withdrawm person to be
the best judge, while others have found the sociometric "star”" to be the best.

Many of these same questions have been taken up again in later studies,
as we shall see. But the same methodological problems have persisted, and we
shall find that their conclusions may be as valid today as they were then.

Some of the early research following Dymond and Cottrell was done by
Bender and Hastorf, whose vork is worth noting even though they are concerned
with individual social sensitivity rather than group predictions. In their
first study (2) they foumd that their subjects were poor at predicting re-
sponses of others on personality scales, that they were inconsistent, and that
they sometimes clearly projected their own responses ounto others.

This finding of projectiom aroused their concern and led to the publica-
tion of their next paper (34), the purpose of vhich was "to search out the
psychological implications of this (deviation-measurement) technique for
operationally defining empathic ability". (34. p. 5T4) In this excellent
paper they report a new experiment in which their subjJects first took the

Allport-Vernon Scale of Values and then predicted the responses of a close
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cssociate on the same test. Then, after deriving an "empathy" score by
measuring the deviation between the predicted responses and actual responses

of the associates, they measured the deviation between a subject's predictions
and his own scores, and called this a "projection" score. Using the projection
score, they corrected the "raw empathy" score and arrived at a "refined
empathy” score., They realized at once that their method was iwperfect, but
they regarded it as an important step in the right direction. As they say,

! (34. p. 575) "without some correction for projection, attempts to measure
empathy do not seem to make psychological semse". They suggest further study
of the projection factor and its influence on empathy.

Following their own advice, they next published a study (3) in which each
subject predicted responses of four associates rather than one. They then
derived deviation scores for similarity, projection, raw empathy, and refined
empathy. They found that the raw empathy score was correlated with similarity,
‘waile the refined empathy score was not. They also found a generalized
tendency for some of the subjects to project cousistently and for others to
heve empathic ability. Their findings confirmed their belief in the necessity
to correct empathy scores for projection,

Fthey remained convinced of the deficiencies of the raw empathy score, but
by 1955 they had become disenchanted also with their own refined empathy score,
As they report (35) their closer examination of response patterns in the above

study showed that these latter act through the scoring system to ialluence to

a large extent the refined empathy score. "A subject receives a high refined
empathy score, not necessarily because of his empathic ability, but beconse

of his pattern of response apnd the pattern of response of the associatc he
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ohooses [to meke his predictions abouﬁ]."(SS p. 343) They express their
growing conviction that some other measures of empathic ability must replacc
the deviation-scores technique.

Another pair of authors concerned about the Dymond method, and also aware
of the influence of response patters, were Lindgren and Robinsom. In their
study (43) they used a variation of Dymond's technique, and were impressed
with their subjects' tendency to follow cultural norms in their predictions of
how other individuals would respoud. As a result, they say, until this
tendency to follow norms can be measured separately, or at least accounted for
in some way, "the use of the present revision[§f Dymond's method] as & pre-
dictive measure of insight or empathy appears inadvisable". (43. p. 176)

They realized that "conventional people get good scores on empathy tests
because most of their partners (or referrants) in the test are also conventional
(43. p. 176)

Cronbach was another critic of the studies on empathy, regarding them as
lergely wasted effort, partly because of their "myopic operationism”, in which
they correlate a deviation-type "empathy" score with some other measure of
behavior. His paper (15) continues with a complex theoretical analysis,
pointing out that these accuracy scores are actually the sum of four cou-
ponents, and failure to recognize this leads to confusion in interpretation.
The four components: elevation, differential elevation, stereotype accuracy,
and differential accuracy. Elevation is the average of Judge's precictiouns
over all items and all observers: it reflects his way of using the respouse
scalé. Differential elevation reflects how closely the Jjudge's average

prediction for a referrant corresponds to the referrant's central tendzncy
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of respouse, all items pooled, and the Judge's central tendeucy of respouse
held constapnt. That is, it reports the Jjudge's ability o Judge deviaticns

of the individual referrant's elevation from the average. OStereotype accuracy
describes the Jjudge's ability to predict the norm for all the referraants. I%
might be called accuracy of predicting the geveralized other. Differential
accuracy reflects the judge's ability to predict differences between referrants
on any ltem. This component is averaged over items. This approach of
Cronbach's is a more refined approach to the same questloun of response patterus
and assumed simllarity or projection and the lnfluence of these factors ou
accuracy scores, which hed previously been interpreied by others as pure
measures of ewpathic ability.

In another article, with Gage (25), Cronbach tried to clavify the relation}
chips among the three scores, Real Similarity, Assumed Similarity, and
accuracy in social perception. They say,

Only two of these are independent relations. That is, when two
of these relations are known, the third may be inferred....
What we regard our test as measuring therefore depends on how
we choose to conceptunlize the problem, as has been pointed out
by Tagliuri, Blake, and Brumner. Empirical studies have reported
relations between the scores....But this may result merely from
the linkage represented in the operations defining the scores,
for vhen AS is constant and greater then RS, ACC and RS are
correlated, ©Such & conclusion is a logical necessity, not a
psychological finding regarding any superlor insight on the part
of the more typicel Judge....

While the ACC score has a simple operational definition, it
clearly does not correspond directly to any simple comstruct or
trait. (25 p. b15)

Gage and Cronbach also criticize Hastorf and Bengqr!s refined empathy
score, and present a method for showing the influence of Assumed Similarity
vhen dealing with predictions vwhich range along a2 single continuum. Their

method is based on the fact that all predictions of this sort can be classgified
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under these four headings: (1) Warranted Assumed Similarity, (2) Unwarranted
Losumed Similarity, (3) Warranted Assumed Dissimilarity, and (L) Unwsrracted
Assumed Dissimilarity. Accuracy is mede uwp of (1) plus (3). Real Similavity
of (2) plus (L4O), and Assumed Similarity of (1) plus (2). They go on to
explain that a positive correlation between Vaerranted Assumed Similafity/Real
Similarity and Warranted Assumed Dissimilarity/Real Dissimilarity would chow
that some sort of skill is lufluencing the accuracy scores, and not Jjust
pssumed Similarity. A negative corrvelation between these values would show
the influence of Assumed Similarity. Unfortunately, this methed is not
applicable to a test like the Loyola Language Study, vhere there is an un-
linited number of possible respouses which are not ranged along a single
continuum.

The question of assuwed similarity was also taken up by Fiedler in {two
studies during this period. He foumd, (24) a2s might have been expected; that
people assume more similarity to individuals they like best, than %o those
they like leagt. In an earlier study, with Warrington and Blaisdell (23) he
had found that they also perceive those they like best as more similar to their
ideal self than those they like least. These are, of course, circular sitate-
ments which add little to our knowladge about empathy. Twe hypctheses vhich
he expected to be supported were not supported by his results: (1) Subjects
will actually be more similar to those they like in self-or ideal-zelf-
descriptions. (2) Subjects liked by a group will perceive their fellow
group members in a different manner from relatively disliked subjects.

Gronlund performed an experiment (28) somewhat related to this latter
hypothesis. He first gave his subjects a sociometric questionnaire, then

explained to them that a compilation of their choices would indicate the
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selotlve acceptability of their poers, and asked them to predlet this
prder. The subjects included themselves in the ranking. His results indicated
o positive relationship between sociometric status and the ability o perceive
vne sociometric status of sclf and cothers, though the relationshis is con-
taminated by other factors. The correlation coefficients hetween sociometvic
status and aceuracy of sociometric perception ranged, for the wost pert,

aroung .40, which is significant at the 5% level.

Gage and Exline (26), on the cther hand, found no relationship between
sociometrice status and sociometric perception.

Another study of individual empathy and its relationship to projection
was done by Spilka and Lewis (55). They took the concepte of "assimilative"
and "disowning" projection described in detail by Cameron and Magaret (O) and
gave them operational definitions in terms of a procedure similar to Dyneond's.
Their method was this. Their subjects first answered a personality
questionnaire, then answered the same questionnaire as they thought it would
be answered by a reference perscn well known to them. Finally, the reference
person filled out the questionnaire himself., These are the operational
definitions derived for the various councepts:

Empathy. The score derived was the aumber of items in which the

referent's form actually agreed with the Jjudge's record when the

datter £1lled out the questicnnmire as if he were the reference perscon.

Asgimilative projection. The score was the number of items vhich the

Judge assigned to the referent and which the fommer also perceived in

nimself, but which were not assigned by the referent to himself,

Disowning projection. This was the number of items atiributed to the

referent, but not assigned by the judge to himself, and alsoc not

perceived in the referent in himself.

Error. This was the remaining possibility for relating the judga's and
referent's protocols which did not fall within the scope of the above
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definitions. (55. ». 1)

The validity of this method was inferred from the nature of the inter-
relations among the differevt measures, In thelr next peper, Lewis and Spilka
(41) attempted to relate the measures to a meaningful external critevion,
vamely sociometric choice status. Their subjects were 54 high scheol boys
who served as judges, while their teachers served as referents. They all

£illed out the Interpersonal Check List, which has 126 items of the yes-no

type. Soclometric choices among the bo&s were also obtained, and those of
high and low soclometric status were compared in relation to thelr scores on
empathy, assimilative and disowning projection, and error. Their summary:
"Though there is some inconsistency in the findings, evidence 1s present to
suggest that choice status relstes positively to empathy, negatively to
asgimilative and disowning projection, and is indenendent of the error
measure obtained”. (4l. p. 5) In other words, those who are sociumetric
favorites in their group tend to be more accurate in their perception of
others, ard less prone to projection of any sort.

Cline (12) investigated the persomality correlates of the ability to
rerceive others by having his subjects view sound movies of stress interviews
and then make Jjudgments.abbut the interviewees, He found that the moat
significant correlates of Judging-ability voc be: (a) absence of ethnocentric
and authoritarian attitudes,v (b) superior intellectuval ability, (c) lower
scores on the MMPI scales for Hypochondriesis, Dissimuwlation, Paranoia,
Schizophrenia Psychopathic Deviate, Prejudice and the F (Validation Scale, and
(8) high scores on the MMPI Social Status and Intellectual Efficiency scales.

Spanner (54) utilized Cline's sound movies of stress interviews in an
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experiment designed to reveal wmore about the relationships between enpathy

ond similarity between Judge and referent, between empathy and judge's seli-
seceptonce (used as a criterion of emotional heaith), and between empathy and
judze's emotional health as evaluated by others. Impathy is defined here in
semms of the Judge's ability to predict personality chavacteristics of others,
by predicting their respounses on an adjective check-list. The subjects, 100
military officers, also described themselves oan the sape instrument. Thuco
measures were obtained for accuracy of prediction and similarity of Judge and
referent. Measures were also obtained for emotional health in terms of sell-
acceptance and rating by others. His results (54, p. 215): "Conmtrary to
expectations, accuracy wes found to be unrelated to similarity of Jjudge and
social object, to self-acceptance, and to the rated soundness of the judge.
Accuracy scores were related, however, to & combivation of similarity and
self-acceptance variables,"

A post hoc explanation was given for this last finding, using Cameron ond
Margaret's (9) concepts of disowning and assimilative projJection. Similerity
and self-acceptance in Spanner's study interacted in this way: A self-
accepting Judge tends to be accurate ouly with regard to similar referents,
vhile o self-rejecting Jjudge tends to be accurate only with dissimilar

"

referents. The first assumes "I am & unice person, so are others,"” and is
right when others are similar to him. The second assumes "I am not a nice
person, but others arenot like me," so is right when others are dissimilar to
hin.

Worman (46) was also interested in interrelationships such as these. He

utilized peer-ratings in conjunction with his measures of social perception




and derived the following indices: (1) Net Acceptance, computed as total
sueiometric choices minus sociometric rejectioms by others in the group, (2)
self-Other Identity, comparing rating of self with rating of others {compurable
%o the more common Assumed Similarity Score), (3) two Insight scores, refer-
ving to the subject's knowledge of himslef, and (4) two Reality scores, wh(&hb
are measures of his accuracy in rating other people. He found a positive
correlation between self-insight and sociometric acceptance, and between
self-insight and accuracy of perception of others.

In a later study with Ainsworth (47) he verified these twc hypotheses: (1)
That projection would be regatively related to both reality and empathy, but
that the latter two variables would be positively related ic each other, (2)
That reality and empathy would correlate more closely with adjustment than
would projection. In this study they used the Guilford-Zimmerman Inventory of
Factors GAMIN, having eaéh subject avswer the questions for himself first,
then make judgments about the most common responses of other normal people.
Consistent intra- and inter-test correlations in the direction predicted
supported the first hypothesis. The second was supported by correlatione
giving a hierarch of relation to adjustment from greatest to least of empathy,
reality, and projection.

In 1957 a symposium was held at Harvard University to which were invited
sume twenty-five people who had published research on social perception,
inclﬁding that already discussed in this review. By bringing together the
authors of these independent research studies, this Harvard-Officer of Naval
Regearch Sympogium on Person Perception would hopefully encourage interchange
of results and ideas, and perhaps lead to the developmepnt of a more unified

and meaningful appreoach.
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The papers presented at this symposium were published in 1958 (62) and
—¢present a cross-section of the experimental work in this area, as well as
some cogent theoretical formulations. Only a few of these articles, however,
concern themselves with the type of experiment presented in this dissertation,
and these present criticism of the approach, from both theoretical and
methodological viewpoints, Their ideas may help in the interpretation and
cxplanation of our results.

Bronfenbrenner's contribution to this volume (7) examines, in the light of
theory and method, some recent attempts to employ measures of interpersonal
perception for the study of identification. We are concerned less with the
study of indentification itself than with Bronfenbrenner's evaluation of the
measures of interpersonal perception used. e begins with ap overview:

For an American psychologist, nothing is so attractive as

an operation definition. And when such a definition can be

combined with apn "obJjective" procedure yielding a vumerical

score, the temptation to gether data is virtually irresistible.

Howhere is then tendency more clearly evidenced thav in the

field of interpersonal perception, where the ready availability and

adaptability of questionnaire methods for measuring correspondence

and discrepancy in social perceptions have resulted in the wide, if

not always wise, application of these techniques %o a variety of

problems. A case in point is the use of social perception measures

for the study of identification, where the similarity between a self-

description and, say, a description of one's father, is taken as a

measure of identification with the father. (7, p. 110)

These measures, typically employed in empirical studies of identification,
represent special instances of two more general indices widely used in studiecs
of interpersonal perception (including our own), namely assumed and real
cimilarity. Bronfenbrenner next points out the circularity involved when
mecoures of real and assumed similarity are correlated with measures of

personality adjustment. He explains that

it is a well estoblished fact that people tend to describe themselves




“avorably on questionnaires or rating scales.... ioveover, most
pecple, when asked to estimate the typical response of others,
predict a favorable self-picture. Accordingly, ...the person who
does not assume similarity is typically one who predicts that most
people will rate themselves favorably but nevertheless rates himself
unfavorably.... Moreover, being in fact atypical in his self-
picture, he also has a low real similarity score.... Thus, the
striking correlations frequently reported between measures of real
and assumed similarity on the one hand and measures of social and
psychological malad justment on the other reflect little more than the
simple fact that malad justed persons are deviants from the norm and
describe themselves accordingly. (7, pp. 112, 113)

Having called attention to one of the major problemc imvolved in many uses
of real and assumed similarity measures, he goes on to discuss the concept

r identification itself, and then proposes apn alternative index of correspon-

S

dence, employing a modified correlational fechnique wvhich measures the
parallelism in profile between two sets of ratings. The measure is so
céntructed as to minimize the influence of extraneous responsevéets such as
"expressiveness” oi favorability which act as confounding variables in conven-
tional weasures of real or assumed similarity. Thus he proposes that measures
of real and assumed similarity be discarded for purposes of studying identifi-
cation, because of the distortions and artifacts induced, largely by the
tendency toward favorability and the tendency to follow porms, which have
already been discussed in more detnil earlier in this review. VHis objections
do not necessarily uuply tu the use of these measures in & study like ocur
owvo, In fact, he was at the time he wrote this, engaged in a similar study
of hics own which employed these measures.

The next measure to undergo critical attack in this volume is the accuracy
gscore itself. Tagiuri reports a study (61) in which his subjects named theiv
own sociometrie preferences within their peer groups, then pamed those in the

group who would choose them as sociometric favorites. A parallel set of




questions was asked about dislikes. He does not dicscuss the exact method of
calculating his accuracy scores here, but we can see thet, while they are
quite different from those used in the present experiment, they possese some
gimilarities which make Tagiuri's comments worth considering:

In present-day studies of person perception the issue of
accuracy ir often the focus of interest. Unfortunately, accuracy
in the sense used here is a problem fraught with pitfalls, as
Cronbach shows in this volume and in other writings., Consequently,
the results of these studies have been inconsistent and difficult
to interpret. Xor 2 number of reasons, attempts ot studying correlates
of accuracy have, with very few exceptions, produced negligible
correlations and yielded little insight into processes. First there
is not single satisfactory criterion against which tc match the
Judgments. The criteria used---objective behavicr, sell-ratings,
by the obJect person, ratings by experts, cousensuudl ratings by
peers~---do not always agree ard have very different psychological
implications. Second, the disparity of tasks end abilities subsumed
under the varinus operations called measures of accuracy have been
glossed over. It is also probably that different Jjudgmental skills
may be involved in different situaticms. In addition, most accuracy
scores contain some seven different and not necessarily correlated
components., There is, furthermore, the extreme dependence of results
upon judgmental sets and upon the distributions of the variable that
are to be Judged. Finally, most of the etudies are inconclusive
because of the lack of representativeness in the design employed.
In sum, investigations yield date that are difficult to interpret
and impossible to compara. (61, p. 324)

Is he advocating abandoning the study of social perception, then? lio, he
only suggests a shifting of our attention.

It is the process, rather than its achievement, that one wust
investigate if a broad understanding of the phenomenon is to be
reached. This point cannot be stressed sufficiently. It is also
important to realize that the difficulties encountered in quantitative
studies of accuracy cannot be eliminated by resorting to qualitative
approaches. Such phenomena as real and assumed similarity,

stereotype and differentail accuracy, favorability sets, and
artifactual relstionships, to mention but a few, apply to any kind of
inquiry into person perception. (61, p. 32k4)

Though Tagiuri has successfully described many of the difficulties
invoived with the accuracy score, he does not provide an altermative %o it.

Instead, as we see, he urges researchers to concentiate on the processes,




vileh are, if apything, even more complex. His own study as reported in this
volume will be disappointing to anyony seeking "results" in the form of tables
of correlations between social perception scores and various persouality and
behavioral factors. Instead, he presents finding and observations sbout the
vrocesses of perceiving social relatiouships. And he observes that, even

with a simple design such as he has chosen, the volume of observations and the
variety of points of view are extremely large. He could not hope to exhaus:
them in this paper, nor does he attempt to do so. His study might stinmulate
others to look at their data iv a similar fashion.

A gtrikingly similar approach is takeun by Cronbach in the final peper of
the volume (16). Cronbach begins with another critical appraisal of the
present status of research in social perception:

Contemporary social psychology is properly i coccupied with
interpercsonal relations, interperscnal communicatica, aud perception

of others. 1In the recent epidemic enthusiasm for empirical’ ‘

explorations of these processes, the literature has broken out with

a2 rash of results which are interesting, statistically significant,

and exasperatipngly inconsistent. All this work m2y or may not have

turned up facts vwhich will ultimately be a basis for theory but the

results defy integration now. (16, p. 353)

Cronbach goes on to attack more specifically the "diutance"” score widely
used as = measure of socizl perception. Having pointed out flaws and
suggested apalyzing it into components in hils earlier papers, acw he proposes
eliminating it entively.

Une of the difficulties with the distance score as used in measuring
"sensitivity to the generalized other™ is that it Is a global score, says
Crounbach.

By globel scores we mean those which compress many aspects of

personality into a single index, The chief difficulty with the
global index is that unless there is a clear rationale for the




manner in which traits are comined, significant within-trait effects
obscure each other. (15, 1.355)

As a result, different ccores representing the came construct are found to
hove vegligible correlations, and findings in general cre left in a highly
ambiguous form, when 2 wore penetrating analysis wight have produced
meeningful results.

Cronbach enumerates two specific consequences of using a global indei:

1. Observed effects are interpreted as general, without sufficient
evidence. An effect may be due to one or two prominent dimencions and not
represent any overall reel or assumed similarity, for example.

2, ©Significant relations are overlooked. Different aspects of the
global composite may cancel themselves out and lead to acceptance of a null
hypothesis when & true éelationship actunlly exists:

Again, the student who looks for a2 simple ready-gade sclution to these

problems will be disappointed with Cronbach's paper. He suggests, however,

a more analytic approach, and gives some examples of this approach as applied

t0 sets of data from other experiments., He analyzed responses to a

questionnaire item-by-item and found differences between "favorable" and

"non-favorable" items as regards assumption of similarity, for example.,
ronbach concludes by sayiﬁg he:

might appear to imply that the reseerch to this point has been
unmitigated folly, but that is anwrduly sever judgment. Studies
employing global indices have performed a valuable exploratory
function; analytic methods might have impeded this exploration at
an earlier stage. DBy adopting enthusiastically a methodology which
we guestion today, investigators established enough teasingly
promising relationships to justify a much more intensive study of
social perception. Studying interpersonal percepitlon still seems a
most hopeful line of attack on socelal relationchips. It would be
foolhardy to state what has been shown by studies to Jate, but non-
chance relations of some sort have been found in the majority of
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studieas. If these results are inconsistent from study to study, so

much greater the reason for a deterwined effort to find out vhich ones

are dependable and what they mean, by replication and by intensive

analysis. (16, p. 3798)

The eritical tenor of the articles cited from this volume reflects the
culmination of several years' self-examination on the part of social
nsychologists, wany of vhom agree they should refine their wmethods and
develop new ones where they can. That this is vo easy task can be inferred
from the absence of any report on an extensive "breakthrough," in this
volume or in later literature. In the next study to be reported, (6)
Bronfenbrenner, et al., take note of the shortcomings of the methods, but go
shead to use them, urging caution in the interpretation of their findings.

A major contribution toward the measurement of skill in social perception
we mede by Bronfenbrenner, Hording, and Gaellwey (6). Having taken into

account all the research described thus far, their goals were these:

1. The formulation of a conceptual framework for the apalysis of
skills in social perception.

2. The development of methods for measuring skill in interpersonal
sepsitivity and sensitivity to the generalized other, which are
(a) operationally independent, and (b) uninfluenced by the degree
of similarity between the judge and the person or group being
Judged; or lacking this, accompanied by an estimate of the degrec
to which the measure reflects--over and above such similarity--
bona fide recognition of properties of the "other."”

3. Investigation of the general hypothesis that interpersonal
sensitivity and sensitivity to the generalized other represent
different abilities or skills (i.e., their intercorrelation is
low).

=
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Investigation of the gemeral hypothesis that persons scoring high
on interpersonal sensitivity will exhibit different personality
and behavioral characteristics from those scoring high on seunsi-
tivity to the generalized other.

5. Analysis of the personal biases affecting Jjudgment of others and
the conditions under which such bilases may leac to accurate
prediction.




6. A re-evaluation, in the light of 1 to 5 above, of the problem of o7

measuring skills in social perception, with recommendations of

strategy for future research. (6, p. 4l)

The authors were not consistently succéssful in achieving each of these
goals, as we shall see.

1. Their success in formulating & couceptual fromework for the analysis
of skills in social perception cannot be measured in objective terms, Instead,
the framework itself can be presented briefly, with the perscnal opinioun that
it is meaningful, logical, and capable of translation into operational
constructs, thus useble im psychological research., They divide social sensi-
tivity into several hypothetical skills, according to the social object to be
judged and the type of Jjudgment to be made. As regards social object, they
hypothesize these skills: (1) sensitivity to the generalized other, which
involved an awareness of the typical response of a large class or group,

(2) sensitivity to group differences, and (3) sensitivity to individual
differences., Predicting the responses of a small face-to-face group would
require both (1) and (2). Predicting the responses of a particular individual
would require (1), (2), and (3). As regards the type of judgment to be made,
they distinguish the following (1) Hon-personal sensitivity, by which we make
prediction which have no personal reference., (The Loyola Language Study

would fit into this classification.) (2) First-person sensitivity, by which
ve predict others' reactions to ourselves. (Predicting one's owm sociometric
status, for example.) (3) Second-person sensitivity, by which we predict
others' reactions to themselves. (Predicting others' responses on a
personality questionnaire.) (4) Third-person semsitivity, by which we predict

another's reaction to a third person, or the group reaction to someone outside




the group. (Predicting the popularity of our President in South America, forc
cxomple.) The authors suggest that each of the various combinations of social
object and type of Juigment may represent a separate ckill in social percep-
tion., If this is true, we should not look for a general trait of social
sensitivity. Nor should we be surprised at finding a lack of correlation
between various measures of social perception. They may be measuring skills
vhich are quite different among themselves.

Another part of their conceptual framework involved the process of pre-
diction itself. They point out that accuracy of prediction is a function of
at least four factors: (1) direct observation by the Judge of the objective
properties of the person or group being Judged (the social object). (2)
Previous knowledge not based on personal observation. (3) The feelings of
the judge toward the social object. (4) The judge's own attitudes or
perceptions with respect to the content and the referent being evaluated.

When information is available from either (1) or (2), accuracy of
prediction will be influenced in large measure by the accuracy of this
information. To the extent that previous information is lacking, accuracy
becomes a function of (3) and (4). More specifically:

The more favorable the Jjudge's orientation towards the persocn or
group being Judged, the more likely he is to predict that the attitwles
or perceptions of this person or group toward a particular content
will be similar %to his own; that is, the more the judge likes the
other, the more likely he is to assume similarity. (6, p. 93)

The authors teke no notice here of the circularity of this last statement.
Instead, they go on to discuss in detail the imteractions amond the judge, the
social object, and the content of the Judgments, and how these affect the

results of a test of social perception. These are essentially the same

interactions discussed by Hastorf, Bender and Weintrzub (35), and by Gage and
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Cronbach (25), but presented here in a comewhat different form and in%egrated’
in%o their own couceptual framework:

(a) If the judge and Jjudged have similar views about the same content,
and if the former is favorably disposed to the latter, the Jjudge is
likely to sssume similarity and be correct.

[ Compare Gage and Crombach's Warranted Assumed Similarity./

(b) If the views are similar but the judge is unfavorably disposed,

he is likely to assume dissimilerity snd be incorrect.

[Unwarranted Assumed Dissimilarity./

(c) If the views are dissimilar and the judge is Tavorably disposed
toward the person or group being estimated, the outcome is determinate
only if the predictions are made in terms of a polar scale, i.e., one
which varies along a single continuum. Under such circumstances the

predictor will assume dissimilarity and turu out to be correct.
Warranted Assumed Dissimilarity. (25, P. 93)

Thus, while their conceptual framework is not entirely original, it
performs the service of organizing the contributions of earlier researchers
intoa useful and meaningful outline,

2, In their second goal, the development of a "pure" measure of social
sensitivity, uncontaminated by similarity, real or assumed, between Jjudge and
object, they were no more successful than those who had tried before them.
They tried various statistical maneuvers, for partialing out similarity, for
calculating "level,” "spread," “"profile accuracy,” etc., but found their "pure’
neasure to have as wmany faults as any other measure, They conclude with a
qualified endorsement of the conventional accuracy score as the best of an
inferior lot.

In summary, we have a certain measure of success to weigh

againsta certain measure of failure. For umsuccessful in our

attempt to develop a satisfactory "pure" measure of ability in

sensitivity o the generalized other, we have been able to

demonstrate that iln our experiment the conventional accuracy score

was predominantly a functiom of genuine skill in social perception.

Although factors associated with the judge's characteristic pattern
of response (level and spread) and with his similarity to the group
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affected the accuracy score, these iufluences are always over-

chadowed by the component attributable to recognition of objective

properties of the external social world. In the light of these

facts and in the absence of a zatisfactory "purce” measure, the

eccuracy score must remain our best choice for assessing ability

to recognize the generalized other. Clearly, it is preferable to

such other indices as the simple or partial correlation coefficieant

or the "adjusted" score, on grounds both of reliability and of ease

in computation. Some caution must still be exerciced in its use as

an ability measure, of course, in view of its susceptibility to

extrapeous influences., (6, p. 92)

3. Their results supported the hypotheses that interpersonal sensitivity
and sensitivity to the generalized other do represent different abilities or
skills, The correlation between measures of the two skills was essentially
ZeTC.

4, Behavior correlates of the two variables were also quite differen,
strengthening the evidence for the existence of two different skills rather
than a sipngle generalized ability.

5. The aunalysis of personal biases and how these can lead to accurate
prediction was discussed in the section on their conceptual framework above.

6. Their suggestions fur future research include utilizing social
cituations rather than questiounaires as the context for research operations,
aud securing data on the spontaneous observations and behavior of subjects.

In the next chapter we shall discuss the design of the experiment and the
procedures used., Before doing so we should acknowledge the limitations of
this design as they have been pointed out by Cronbach (15, 16), Gage and
Crombach, (25), Hastorf and Bemder (34), Hastorf, Bender, and Weintraub (35),
Tagiuri (61), and Bronfenbrenner (6, 7). Such sharp criticism might have
tempted us to abandon the design altogether in favor of a better one, if a

better one had been presented. But in the absence of a proven alternative

method we have decided to go ahead, keeping in mind the artifacts and
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cutraneous influevces on the correlations we will compute, and using extrene

cauntion in our interpretations. This same practical conclusion had beern
reached by Bronfenbremner, et al. (6), who after their unsuccessful attempt

to develop a "pure” measure of social sensitivity by partieling out similarity,
gventually returned to the conventicnal methods and the conventional accuracy
score as an accepﬁable approximation to & "pure” measure. They were uot
waware of its shorcomings, but they Justified continued use of it, using
these lines of reasoning Sased on their own experimental results. First, they
pointed out that:

As expected, the correlations between Real Simlilarity, on the one

hand, and Total and Profile Accuracy on the other, are positive and

significant (.21 and .35 respectively). The coefficients are

sufficiently low, however, to suggest that the accuracy scores are
cubstantially independent of the judges' own self-ratings and hence

reflect the operation of genuine seunsitivity to group response. (6. p. 388

Next, they found a "sharp" drop in the average level of their score for
Real Similarity (.66) compared to that for Profile Accuracy (.80). This is
taken as snother bit of evidence that seusitivity or skill influences the
aceuracy score along with similarity to the group.

They also found such evidence in the strikingly high correlation {.37)
vetueen Assumed Similarity and Real Similarity. Although his subjects did
assume similarity, as was expected, they 4id not do so uncritically. The
typical person knew he was typical, and the eccentric person knew he was
gccentric.

Finélly, when they had developed their index of Differxrential Profile
Accuracy by partialing out the Jjudge's similarity to the group, they found
that, besides being relatively high itself (.65), it also correlated

cubstantially with Profile Accuracy and Total Accuracy (r= .69 and .62




wespectively). This led them to conclude that "virtually any type of
accuracy score--including the conventional score~-ic likely to reflect in
cubstantial degree the operation of a genulne abillity in socisl perception”.
(6. pe 91)

There are other reasons for our rvetention of the conventional method-
clogy. One of our major hypotheses is that the Loyola Language Study score
is essentially an accuracy score of the same sort as ihe Couventional accuracy
gecores in social perception studies, We wanted to test this hypothesis by
utilizing methods similar to those used in these same social perception
ctudies. (We will also investigate the possibility that some of the criticisms
of the conventional accuracy scores should be applied to the Loyola Language
Study accuracy score).

Also, we felt that this was not the place to attempt to develop a
superior methodology, a formidable task at which several very competent
investigators have failed in recent years. At best; this would comstitute
a research proJject in itself.

We will keep in mind that most of the ériticism falls upon those who
make unwvarranted interpretations of the correlations because they are unaware
of the artifacts involved. Our awareness of these will prevent such &
mistake, we can follow the suggestions of some of the critics who urge the
divection of attention toward processes and interactions, substituting
discucsion of inter-relationships for blind interpretation of the correlatiouns.

Finally, not all our conclusions need depend upon the correlatious
criticized, Our hypotheses differ from those in many of the studies criticized

because of our focus on the Loyola Language Study.




CHAPTER III

DESIGN OF THE EXPERIMENT AND PROCFDURES

Subjects

The subjects in this experiment wore 137 enlisted men enrolled in the
U.S. Navy Hoepital Corps School, Great Lakes, Illinois, They were being
trained in a lli-week course preparing them for duty as Hospital Corpsmen at
tiaval Hospitals, shipboard dispensaries, and other medical installations, They
ranged in age from 17 to 30, with a mean age of 19 years. The standard devia-
tion of this highly skewed distribution is 2,1, The modal age of 18 is proba~
bly rore representative. Their mean IQ, as estirated from their Navy Classifi-
cation Scores, was 107, with a standard deviation of 13.9 1Q points, Their
educational level ranged from eighth grade through three years of collepe, with
a2 mean grade level of 11,5 years, and standard deviation of 1,13 years, Of
course, 12 years was the modal grade level, They had all completed at least
two months in the Navy before being assigned to the Hospital Corps School,

The School is organized into companies of 25-40 merbers, who follow the
same schedule in the same classrooms for the entire fourteen weeks. Four
companies were chosen to participate in this experiment, FEvery effort was
nade to inciude all the men ir the companies, but & small nurber were unsble,

for various reasons, to complete all the assignrents, and had to be eliminated,

Administration

T The testing was completed for cach company in two sessions, each about

63
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two hours in duration, spaced one week apart., Fach session included one
version of the word-association test, as will be described below, and the
corresponding version of the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey. For
example, the first two companies (and part of the fourth) took the Free Asso-
ciation Study and the GZTS at the first session, and the loyola language Study
and GZTS Prediction Study one week later. The third company (and the remainder
of the fourth) took the same sets of tests, but in reverse order, with the LLS
and GZ7S Prediction Study at the first session, The two groups were approxi-
rmately equal in size (7C vs, 67 members), The purpose of this arrahgement, of
course, was 10 cancel out any effect of the order of rresentstion., Such an
effect would probably not have been serious., Trainor (63) had shown that order
of presentation is not a factor which has to be taken into account when analy-
zing the differences between free and controlled asscciation,

All the sessions were held from 2:00 to L:0C P,Y, on weekdays in lospital
Corps School classrooms, with the students seated st individual desks, This
time was made available by their instructors, and all students were expected to
participate in the experiment, Assurances were given &t esch session that the
results of all the tests would be held confidential, end would not be available
to anyone, However, if any individual wanted %o discuss hils own performance,
this opportunity would be granted at his request. It was felt that this would
help motivatc the subjects to answer honestly and 1o out forth more effort

toward making accurate jud -ments. It was also a token revard for theif efforts|

Measures
1, The Free Association Study. This test consists of eighty stimulus

words (originally chosen at random from the Kent-Rosanoff Association Test
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Dur use iu the Loyola Launguage Stuldy,; wrcescuted in o folder with the following
instructions:

When the people scee or hear a word, they often think of another
word. If you say the word stem, meny people would think of flower.
This study wents to find out what word you think of when you see eack
of the wordes on the next twe psges. Please write next to each of the
words the one word you thiuk or when you sce the word in the list.

2. The Loyola Languzge Study. The same cighty stimulus words as usced

ahbove were presented in the staundard LLS folder with ifts iustructious:
¥When people see or hear a word, they often think of another word.
IT you say the word stewm,most people would think of flower. OSowme,
but not the greatest vumber, might think of pipe, grass, stop, and so forth
This study wants to find out whalt word you think Lthe greatest number of
pecple would be most likely to think of when they see cr hear each of
vhe words on the next two pages. Please write next to each of the words
the one word which you think the greatest number of people would be most
likely to thiuk of when they see or hear the woid. in the list. Take as
much time as you need to think about the word which seems to you to
"go along" with each printed word. Then choose tbe one word which you
think che greatest number of people would be most likely to think of
vhen they see or hear the given word., Write the one word which you choose
beside the printed word. Do not skip any word. Remember, you are not
asked to write down Just any word that comes to your mind. You should
write down the one word which you think the greatest number of people
would be wost likely to think of.

3. The Guilford-Zimmerwan Temperament Suvvey. The design of this
experiment would have pemmitted the use of any set of gucstions which could
be answered by the subjects, who would then be asked %o predict the respoascs
o the group as a vhole to the same questions. It wis decided to use questions
from a nonprojective personality imventory for several reascns: (1) The
questions would have high interest value. People enjoy answering questions
about themselves. (2) The questions would have no "correct" answer in the
usual seuse. They would not be a weasure of intelligence or achievement as
such. (3) The questions would have "face validity" inm the sense that the

subjects would see that they were taking & standardized test through which
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they wight learn more about themselves. (&) sueh a test provide:s scorec ou

various personality traits, which , to the degree they are valid, provide
additional information about the subjecus themselves. (5) Yeats of thic sort
have been used extensively in past studies ou social perception, and one of
the aims of this experiment is to compare the Loyola Louguage otudy with these
past studies,

For these reasons, the questions on a non-projective perscnality
inventory were deemed clearly superior to any cther set of questions which
wight beve been assembled for this purpose. The problems of which personality
inventory to select was not so easily solved. All the available inventories

were cousldered carefully. Among those cousidered and rejected for various

reasons were these: [he Empathy Test, the California Psychological Inventory,

the Califorvia Tesis of Personality, the Edwards Persoval Preference Schedulc,

the Gordon Personal Inventory, the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality-Inventory,

and the Sixteen Personal Factor wuestionnaire,

The attributes sought in an inventory were these: (1) It should be
designed to measure "mormal" people, and not psychiatric patients. (2) It
should not be excessively long. (3) It should be carefully and scientifically
Gesigned, according to accepted standards of test design. (%) It should have
found acceptance as A research tool, as evidenced by its repeated use in other
studies of this general type. (5) It should yield scores which show some
promise of being meaningful in relation to performaence on the Loyola Language
Study. (6) Its validity and reliability must compare favorably with those of
other inventories of the same type.

Without discussing in detail the rejection of each of the other tesis,

we cap point out that the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey meets all
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these requirenents be‘ter than any other inventory that could be found, Some
may surpass it in one or another aspect, but none was fourd to meet all the
requirements as well as the Cuilford-Zimmerman Temperainent Survey,

The test consists of 300 questions sclected from three earlier inventories
vielding ten trait scores identifiec by factor-analytic procedures: General

activity, Restraint, Ascendence, Sociability, Emotioral stability, Objectivity,

Friendliress, Thoughtfulness, Personcl relations, and asculinity. The

questions were administered to the subjecis, using the standard instructions
with one irportant change. The instructions were read aloud to the subjects:

In this booklet you will find a number of st@tements, Read each
statement carefully., TIf the statercnt is true, or if vou agree with
it, makk answer "yes" on your answer sheet, If the statement is more
false than true, or if vou disagree with it, mark ™o", If you can-
not decide between fyes” and "no" you may mark answer "?¥ BUT AVOID
DOING THIS IF POSSIBLE.

At thisspoint tne change was irtroduced., The subjects were instructed
that no "?" answers would be accepted. They were forced to make a choice
between "yes" aznd "no", Iinden (L2) has shown that no serious violerce is
done tc the wesults of the test by making this change, The instructions
contirued:

Be sure to answer every iten. There are ne "right" or "wpong" answers

in the usual sense of a high score belng necessarily the best, The

surpose of this survey will be served best if you describe yoursclf
and state your oninions as accurately as possible, You may notice

that many items are sirilar. Actually, no twe items are exactly
alike, Notice that the numbering of items on the answer shect

follows across the rows rather than down the columns, You may turn
the page and begin with the items now unless the examiner tells
you to wait, . o

Standard IBM answer sheets were used,

. The GZTS Prediction Study. This is the measure in which the subjects
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were asged to predict the respouse ci the group as a whoie (o thc same

guestions asked on the GZTS itself. +This is a task comparable to the Loyola
Language Study, in which subjects are asked to predict the most commoun respouse
to the eighty stimulus words.,

Originully, 1% was planned to follow the same procedure, to ask the
subjects to predict the more ¢common response on each of the 300 GZTS questions.,
But the survey of the literature showed that other studies of this type
followed a somevhat different procedure. It had been discovered that subjects
tend to ask themselves first, "How would I respond?” then they estimate to
what extent people in general would agree with their owo rvesponse. Thus we
find, in studies by Travers (65), Wallen (71), Wood (74}, and Tuft (60) that
the subjectis are askef first to respond to each question, then immediately
afterward to estimate the percentage of the referent group who would answer
the same as they did. This procedure, though much gore difficult and time-
consuming to score, was felt to have several advsntages over the original
method. It gives us the opportunity to observe to what extent théir owi
answers vary from one admiunistration to another. It provides more sensitive
ACCUTACY WSASUres.

Since this is a relatively difficult task, it was felt that 300 guestions
were oo many to include in this measure, Attention and mouivation would be
very difficult %o maintain over such a lengthy task. The tendency to guess
wildly would be increzsed., General accuracy and the validity of the measure
would suffer if all the questions were used. So 1% was decided to use only
100 of the 300 GZTS questions for the GZTS Prediction Study.

Several requirements governed the selection of the 100 questicus to be
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used., (1) The ten scales should be equally represeutcd in the shoriter form,
a5 they are in the standard form, with ten questious chosen from each scale.
(2) The ten questious chosen should discriminate high and lov scores on each
scale as well as the entire 30 questionc discriminate them. (3) The 100 items
selected should have as wide a range of preference ag the entire test has,
without & preponderance of questions:At any single preference level. Fou
example, if & large number of questions were avnswered “yes" by 95% of the
subjects, then anyone with a response set to answer in this way would have a
spurious advantage. (4) To facilitate cowparison with the original form, it
was desirable to use the same type answer sheets., (5) If these sheets wore
used, ii was also desirable to follovw some regular order, rather than asghk

the subjects to skip erratically from one question to ancther in no observable
pattern.

Tulfilling the latter requirements first, every third row on the answer
sheet was selected, giviug, of course, a total of 100 questious. This
facilitated administration and scoring of the tests, and avoided confusion and
complication for the subjects, since their unswer sheets were clearly marked
in this wanner. Then the 100 questions thus selected were submitted to tests
and were seen o meet the former requirements satisfactorily.

Since it was impossible to tell in advance how cur owr subjects would
answer the questious, the figures for discriminetion and preference values had
to be taken from an earlier study in which the GZTS had been shortened.

Linden (42) used subjects about the same age as our own, and found a mean
discrimination value for the entire test of .4ok2., The 100 questions selected

for our Predicticn Study have a mean discrimination value of .4827. He found
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e mean preference value for the entire test of .5795, with a meaun deviation of

.1462, The mean preference value for our 100 questions wes .5885, with a

mean deviation of .1558. Thus, in terms of these variables which might affect
our results, the 100 questions selected for the Prediction Study are comparable]
t0 the 300 questions on the entire test. There is o tendency for the answers
on all the questions to be split rather evenly between "yes" and “mo."

The 100 questions selected for this study were nmimeographed and placed
in & four-page booklet, with the following instructions on the first pege:

In this study you are given 100 questions to answer "yes" or "no".
(Although there is a space on the answer sheet %o mark (?), this space
is not to be used. You must choose either "yes" or "no".

After you have marked your answer sheet "yes" or "mo", write beside
your answer the percentage of male HCS students you think would answey
the same as you did, For example, a question might read: "You have very
few headaches". Suppose you answer "yes". Then ectimate what percentage
of your fellow male HCS students would also answer “yes". If you think
all of them would, vrite 100%. If you think none of them would, write Ou.
If you think they would split somevhere in between, write some perceuntage
between 0% and 100%. If you answer "no" to a question, then estimate
vhat percentage would also answer "no". Always write the percentage you
estimate would answer the same as you did. However, you must not use 50%
for your estimate. If you think it would be an even split, choose some
percentage near the middle, but do not choose exactly 50%. ‘

You will notice that the questious are not in strict numerical
order. They are in groups of five, skipping ten between groups. This
means that on the answer sheet you go across the first line, then skip
two lines to the arrow, go across that line, then skip two more lines, etc
This will not be as hard as it sounds, because the answer sheets are
marked in this maoner for your convenience.

Remember, you must unot use the (?) space in the answer sheet.
Answer "yes" or "no", whichever is more correct for you. And for your
estimate of vhat percentage of male HCS students would answer the same
as you did, you way use any percentage between 0% and 100%, except for
exactly 50%.

Standard IBM answer sheets were used for this test also, with an arrovw

placed beside each line where the answers to the 100 questions belonged.
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After each amswer a percent sign was placed, to remind the subjects and %o

save them the trouble of writing that symbol each time.

Thus, a total of four itests were administered to each subject:.

l. The Free Association Test.

2., The Loyola Language Study.

3+ The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey.

L, The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey Prediction Test.

On the basis of this group's responses to the "self-report” forms of these
tests (#1 and #3), two sets of group norms were assembled to make a total of
six measures.

5. The Word-Association Group Norms. These were assembled by tabulating
all the free-associations of this group to all the words on the Loyola
Ianguage Study. When these tabulations had been completed, the single word
glven most frequently by the group became the norm. Deriving separate norus
for our own group vas deemed desirable because 1% avoided wany problems which
wight have arisen in comparing our group with norm groups in other studies,

The selection of this particular method of tabulation is discussed below.

6. The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey Group Norms. These consist
merely in the percentage of "yes" and "no" answers given for each GZTS question
by our group of subjects.

Relationships found between various combinations of these six measures
will provide us with the scores we are seeking.

A, The VWord-Association Assumed Similarity Score. This score is a
measure of the relationship between (1) and (2), between a subject's free

associations and his predicted association (on the LLS). It was determined

by counting how many times the subject gave the same word both as his own free
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association and as the word association he estimated %o be most common among

hils peers. The nawe "Assumed Similarity”, vhich is the standard name for this
vype measure, wight seem to imply a conscious or unconscious assumption of
gimilarity to the group on the part of the subject. 3But obviously this is
not uecessarily a valid implication, since there are other possible explana-
tions of a high “asauméd similarity" score. For example, lack of interest,
fajlure to understand the directions, failure to wmaintain the proper set,
inability to concentrate, lack of motivation, all might cause a subject ©o
give the same answer both times, and thus get a high "assumed similarity”
score. Nevertheless, this score is usually taken as a measure of a subject's
tendency to project his answers upon the group as a whole, or to assume that
his answer ig the same as that of the majority of people.

To arrive at this score, the sublect's Free Association answere were
placed side by side with his Loyola Language Study answers, and all identical
pairs were counted, using a Veeder-Root mechanical counter. 1In order to be
counted as identical, the two words had to be the same in every way.
Different forms of the same word, such as present and past tense, singular.
and plural number, were not counted as identical. Minor differences in
spelling were disregarded, however, if the words were otherwise identical.
The possible range for these scores was, of course, 0-80, They actually
ranged between & and 5h.

B. The Word-Association Real Similarity Score. This score is a
measure of the real similarity between (1) and (3), between each subject's
free associations and the most common free assocliations of his fellow students.

Before this could be measured, of course, all the free associations had to be
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gabulated. It was decided to do this and derive norms for this group rather

then ucse frequency tabulations from other studies, This avoided the problems
that wight arise from comparing this group with others which might differ in
crucial aspects.

Once the tabulations were made, there were, of course, variocus possible
ways of compariog each individual's free asscclatious with the master lists
to arrive at & real-similarity score. Several scoriung systems have been
described by Herr (37). These include the standard-score method, the
geometric progression method, and the median method. However, clnce all that

wves desired here was scores whick could be compared with one another by

ranking, these relatively complex systems were rejected in favor of one which
merely required comparing each free-association given by each subject with
the one most cowmon free-associetion for the group as revealed by the
tabulations. Even with this simplified method, 21, 920 word-comparisons
were pecessary to derive this and the following score, and it was felt that
the greater accuracy which could be achieved with a simpler wethod would
compensate for any sacrifice in refinement which might have resulted from a
hore complex scoring system. The scores will not be compered with those iu
any other study, but 6n1y ranked among themselves, and there is no reason to
congider the rank resulting from this method as any less valid than the rank
obtaived using a more complex wethod. A pilot study using 25 subjects from
this group showed that this method correlates .86 with the median method,

Of course, for some stimulus words, there was no overvhelming preference
for any one free assoeistion, but there was alwgys one word which was

preferred over the others more often. Each subject was given a score
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inGicating the number of times his own free association was identical to this
nost common association in the group. These scores had a possible range, then,
petween O and 80. They actually ranged between 3 and L3,

C. The Loyols Langusge Study Score. Relating (2) and (3), this is a
measure of the accuracy with vwhich each subject is able to predict the most
common vword associations of his peers. It was determined by simply counting
his predictive successes, that is, coumting how often his prediction was
identical with the word actually found to bejthe most common free association
of his peers. These scores, too, had a possible range of 0-80. The actual
range was 1ll-4k,

D. The Guilford-Zimmerman Assumed Similarity Score.

This is one of the standard measures of the degree to which a subject
assumes that his own answer will be the same as the answers of the others in
his peer group. Although they have thé same name, this score is not
necessarily comparable %o the Word-Associetion Assumed Similarity Score, as
will be seen from the way it was derived. To obtain this measure, each subject
vas asked directly, after each question, "What percentage of your fellow HCS
students do you estimaete answered this question the same as you answered it?"
Dach time his estimate exceeded 50%, that is, each time he estimated that the
majority of his peers answered as he did, he was given one credit. The credits
were then simply summed to determine his GZ Assumed Similarity Score. The
nossible range of these scores was 0-100, the actual range 15-100.

A much more detailed, and possibly wore accurate method of arriving at
this score would be to give each subject credit for the actusl percentage of

people agreeing with him on each guestion. But, again, the subjects were
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cunked on the basis of these scores, and the more complex pracedure would not
pecessarily result in a more valid ranking of the subjects. The method
selected is the one used by Taft (59) in computing his "self-insight" score,
and 1s regarded as satisfactory for our purposes.

E. The Guilford-Zimmerman Real Similarity Bcore.

This score measures the relationship between (L) and (16) above, At the
completion of all the testing, the 137 GZ IBM answer sheets were scored at the
Naval Examining Center, Great Lakes, At the same time the various scale scores
were being recorded, the scoring machines also recorded the number of "yes"
and "no" answers given for each question. With this information, the papers
were all scored again to determine how often each subject gave the same answer
as the majority (over 50%) of his peers gave. The possible range here was
0-300, the actual range 131-232,

F. The Guilford-Zimmerman Accuracy Score (GZ-ACC),

This score measures the relationships between (5) and (6) above, On the
GZTS Prediction Study, each subject was asked to answer 100 GZ questions and
t0 write beside his answer the percentage of his fellow students he estimated
would answer the same as he did. The actual number of auswers having been
recorded above, 1t was a simple matter to determine exactly what percentage
actually answered the same as each subject answered each question. The
predicted percentage was subtracted from the actual percentage for each
question, and each subject was given a score which was the mean difference
between his own estimates and the actual percentages. These mean differences
ranged from 10.87 to 4k.01.

G. Trait Scores on the Guilford-Zimmermen Temperameut Survey.
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Obviously, any set of questicns about perscnality and behavior would
nave been suitable for deriving scores for Assumed Similarity, Real Similarity,
and Accuracy as above. One of the main reasouns for selecting the 300
questions on the Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey was the potential
usefulness of the ten trait scores. These were carcfully identified by
factor-analysis procedures which fairly well assure theilr internal or factorial
validity. The question of their practical validity is discussed in the review
of the literature. The ten traits do represent fairly well-defined dimensions
of personality, though there are a few relatively high intercorrelations,
indiéating some overlap among similar traits. The fact that this grohp of
subjects was forced to answer either "yes" or "no" and not permitted any "?"
answers, might be expected to influence the trait scores. Since the “2"
answers are ordinarily given a weight of zero, they influence a tralt score
in a regative direction. So the forced-choice method might have a tendency
to raise all the trait scores somewhat. In his study with forced-choice
forms, Linden (42) did not find this result. But even if this were true in
our experiment, the trait scores obtained were then ranked for purposes of
comparison and any distortion would vot influence the ranking substantially.
Our mean trait scores were not, as a watter of fact, consistently above the
norms as reported in the manual

The ten scores are deemed to measure the following traits:

1. (@) General Activity. Energy, as opposed to inactivity-slowness.
A high score indicates strong drive, energy, activity.

2. (R) Restraiﬁt. Seriousness, as opposed to impulsiveness. Optimal

scores here fall somevhat below meximum, which show over-restraint., The
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hapy-go-lucky carefree individual gets a low score,

3. (4) tscendancs. Social boldness ©s opposed to submissiveness,
tigh scorers tend to show leader:hip hobits, enjoy speaking in pubiic, and
parsuading others,

he (8) =ociability., Social interest, as opuosce to shyness-seclusive-
ness, The high and low scores indicate the contrast between the persor who
is at ease with others, enjovs their company, and readily establishes
intimate rapport and the withdrawn person who is hard to get to know,

5. (¥) Erotional stability., A ﬁigh score indicates optimisr and
cheerfulness as well as stability, and a very low soore is a sign of poor
mental health, depression, neurotic tendencies,

6. (0) Objectivity. High scorers here are less sensitive and self-
involved., Iow scorer:z are touchy, hypersensitive,

7. (F) Friendliness, This is opposed to hostility in one form or
another, A high score may reflect an urge to please, a desire to be liked,
or even pacifist tendencies,

8. (7) Thoughtfulness., High scores indicate introversion, reflective-
ness as opposed to the thoughtlessness and lack of tack found in many extra-
verts,

9. (P) Personal r:=lations, High scores here indicate 2 genersl ability
to get along with others, tolerance, non-critical attitudes toward othors.

10, (#4) Masculinity, A high score indicates that *he person behaves in
ways characteristic of men, He is interested in masculine activities, not in-
terested innclothes and styles, hardboiled, not easily disgusted, These are

the ten traits identified by Guilford's factor-gznalytic orocedures,

H, Other scores, Besides all the a.ove scores, cortain other variables
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weve thought to have interest becouse of their possible relaviouship to social
serceptice or the Loycla Languange Study. OSuch cther factors as inteiligence
{ce measured by the Ravy Geuersl Classification Test) ond Pimal grades in the
nospital Corps School were recorded and the subjects ranked with respect to

these variables.

Statistical Treatment
The next step, after all these scores were obtained, was to find a way to
cowpere them with one another in a meaningful way, to obtain the correlations
needed for rejection or nonrejection of the hypotheses. The usual measure of
correlation, of course, is the Pearson product-momeut correlation coefficient r

But this statistic requires scores which represent weasurement in at least an

equal-interval scale. And if we wish to test the significance of an observed
value of r,we must not only meet the measurement requirement, but we must also
assume that the scores are from a bivariate normal population.

Since the scores in this study do not clearly meet the first criteriom,
it was decided to use a nonperametric correlation coefficient. The two
measures vhich would be applicable here are the Spearman rank correlation
coefficient rko and the Kendall rank correletion coefficient tau. Both are
suitable for use with variables which can be measured on an ordinal scale.
They are equally powerful in rejecting null hypotheses, having 91 per cent

power-efficiency when compared with Pearson's r.

The Spearmen coefficient was developed earlier, is perhaps better knowa,

and is somewhat easier to compute. It wes chosen over Kendall's tau, not for
any strong positive reason, but because the Kendall coefficient had no

advantage strong enough to outweigh the above assets.

[
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Since the range of many of the scores was conéiderably below 137, the
rurber of subjects, it was obvious at the outsct thst there would be 2 large
nurber of ties, Ties have a negligible effect on the walue of rho, but
even this effect can be corrected with the use of special statistical
procedures, which were adopted here.l

M1l the rho values werc then tested for significence, using the standard
tables for Student's 3.2

The ranking of the various scorcs, once they had been assembled and
recorded, was done by the Machine Accounting Office, U.S, Naval Hospital,
Creat lakes, using standard IBM equipment, IBM data cards were already on
file for each subject, with basic background information already punched in,
New cards were set up for the above scores, which were then placed in rank-
order by an IBY sorter. Ties were noted automastically, and the usual
procedure followed: The tied scores were given the average of the ranks
they would have received if there were no ties, The ranked scores were
then re-sorted into subject number order so that the comparisons could be
made, and the sums of squares for the Spearman formula were computed using

an IBM futoratic Calculator, The rqw scores and ranks are found in Appendix

IX and Appendix X,

T ZX *27 Zé_i

The following formula was used: rho = —
J Z:< E:y

What‘(’. Z,( = \'—'\) __2":
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2The formula for computing t: t = rhoJr;f;;;;




CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION OF THE RESULTS

Tt will be recalled that each subjest in our experiment was administered
four tests:

1. The Free Assoclation Test (using lLoyola lLanguage Study words),

2. The loyola Language Study,

3, The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey.

4. The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey Prediction Study.

On the basis of the group's responsss to the "original" forms of these
tests, (/1 and #3), two sets of group norms were assembled:

5. Lloyola Language Study Group Norms,

6. Guilford~21mmo?mpn Tempserament Survey Group Norms,

Various combinations of these measures will give us the scores which can
then be combined to provide empirical tests of our six basic hypotheses:

A. The Word-Association Assumed Similarity Score, relating (1) and (2).

B. The Word-Association Real Similarity Score, relating (1) and (5).

C. The Loyola Language Study Score, relating (2) and (5).

D. The Soeial Perception Assumed Similarity score, relating (3) and (4)

E. The Social Perception Real Similarity score, relating (3) and (6).
F. The Social Perception Accuracy Score, relating (4) and (6).
In the earlier account of the derivetion of the scores, it was- explained}

that the Soclal Perception Assumed “imilarity Score (D) doses not directly

60
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relate (3) and (4). A different method was asdopted, at considerable expense
of time and enerzy, in the hope that more useful information would be pro-

vided.

It is in the relationships between various combinations of these
measures that we will find the results which will allow us to accept or
reject our basic hypotheses, These relationships can be visualized in
Tavle I., where the Spearman rank-difference correlations are shown for
each pair of measures. The t tests for significance show that correlations
of .167 and sbove are significant at the .05 level of confidence, while
correlations of .213 and above are significant at the .01 level of confidence}

First we will look at our basic hypotheses in the 1light of the
correlations in Table I.

Hypothesis I. The Loyola Language Study score is actually an accuracy
score, measuring the accuracy with which an individual perceives the general
pudblic (the generalized other). It dces this by measuring his abillity to
estimate what words are most frequently sssociated to those in the stimlus
14st. As such an sccuracy scors it should be positively correlated with

other sccurscy scores of this nature vhich have been designed to measure

this ssme ability to perceive the gemeral public (the generalised other).
' Table T shows that the correlation bvetween the Loyola Languégﬁ Study
score and the Socisl Perception Accuracy score is .02, showing essentially
no relationship whatscever. This suggests that the Loyola Language Study
score 18 not a measure of sensitivity to the generalized other, that the
Loyola Languege Study does nmot measure social perception, or at least not
the type of social perception measured in the treditional way. We wvill
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CORRELATIONS AMONG THE SIX BASIC SCORES
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want to diseuss this finding, sinee it doss not support our hypothesis, but
first we will go on to the othsr hypotheses, _

Hypothesis II, The Loyola language Study score ia influenced in great
degree by the "typicality" of the subjects! own free associations and by
their tendency to give these free assooiations as their predictions of the
group response, |

Two eorrelations sre directly involved here: the correlation between the
Loyola Language Study score and the Word-Assooiation Real Similarity Score,
and the correlation between the Loyola language Study score and the Word-
Associstion Assumed Similarity score, These two correlatiocns ure seen in
Table I to be .50 and .48 respectively, indicating a significent and
relatively high correlation, These findings substantiate our hypothesis
and indicate that a considerable portion of the Loyola Language Study score
is accounted for by these two tendencies, This doss not necessarily msan
that no skill is Opox;ating at all here, The fact that thes correlations are
not perfeoct shows that the influesnce of these factors is not overwhelming,
In fact, the even higher dorrelation (.65) between real similarity and
assumed similarity shows that these pecple who are really similar to the
group tend to "assums 2imilarity" more than those who are not really
similar., So they are warranted in their assumption (if it really is en
assumption on their part). Thus we can say that to s considerable degree
the Loyola Language Study measures ¥eal similarity té' the group in wenrd-
association, but there is probadbly Bome skill opersting here, since the
ability to score high involves more than just being similar to the group.

Hypothssis III. The Loyols Language Study score is influsnced in great
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degree by the subjects" "typioaiity" or real sirilarity to group norms in over-|
all personality characteristics,

The correlation involved ﬁaro is the one between the Loyola Language Study
score and the Social Perception Real Similarity score, This correlation is 19
vhich ig significant at the ,05 level, but 4s not very high, We could say our
hypotheais is supported except that the influence of a person's "typicality"
in personality characteristics is not large in a group of "normsl" subjects,
Previovs studies, and extrapolation of our results here, tell us that this
factor of real similarity to the group has an increasing influence as the dis-
persion along this continuum increases. The most "atypical" peopls, hospital-
ized schisophrenics, score much lower than normals, It is interesting to find

that even within our normal group, this relationship remained significant.

So we can say that to a limited degree the 1 oyolas Language Study is a
measure of "normality" or typleality in personality characteristics. But a
large portion of the Loyola Language Study score remains unaccounted for in
these terms, - |

Hypothesis IV. The tendency to give free associations which are the same
as those given most commonly by one's peer group is related to real similarity
to the group in personality characteristics (as measured by questions on a
standerd. personality questionnaire).

Here we are locking for the correlation between the two types of resl
8imilaritys real sinilarity to the group in word-associatiocns, and real simi-
larity to the group in personality charscteristics, Common sense tells us to
expect a significant positive correlation, and this expectation is strengthened
by the fact that the Loyola Languasge Study score was found to be signifieantly
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correlated with both, However, in Table 1 we find a correlation of -.15,
which is not significant, though it approaches significance in a no_gativo
dirantion. This finding is most surprising, and diffieult to account for,
Apparently the Loyola Language Study score depends to a great degree on real
similarity of word associations, and to & mush smaller degree (in this popu-
lation, at least) on real similarity of personality charascteristics, For
these two types of real similarity to be found not significantly related is
possible, dut surprising, We would place the blame for this finding on the
restricted range of our subjects along the personality continuum, From our
common sense and “from what is known of free-assosiation tests, we can hypo-
thesize that this trend would be reversed in a group with wider variations
in personality characteristics,

Hypothesis V. The tendency of a subject to give his own free associations
when asked to predict the most common free ava‘aociation to a given word (e.Z.,
on the Loyola Language Study) is related to the tendency to assume similarity
to one's peers by predicting directly that a m@jority would agree with him in

answering questions about themselves,

The correlation between these two tendenciss, which are both labelled
"gasumed similarity," is ,08, showing oasontialiy no relationship between them,
How we will interpret this negative finding depends upon our own assumptions,
We recall that what we have called the Word-Assoclation Assumed Similarity
score does not necessarily imply any conscious or unsonscious assumption of
similarity on the part of the subject, as does the Soéhl Perception Assumed
Similarity score. The Word Association score bears this name only because it

i8 in effect an "assumed similarity" measure and followes the traditional
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methodology for such measures as found in socilal perception literaturs. We can
consider our empirical test here as a test of whether or not this‘word—
Assoclation Assumed Similarity score does represent such an assumption on the
part of the subjects. The fact that it is not correlated with the other measurp
of assumed similarity can be taken as evidence that it 1s not., We sould infer,}
then, that the tendency to give onets own free associations on the Loyola
Ianguage Study results from such other factors as carelessness, perhaps lack of]
interest or misunderatanding of the direstions, combined with the fact that a
certain proportion of each man's free assoelations are the most common, making
it easy for him to give them often, Of course other interpretations of this
finding are possible, We might infer that the tendency to assume similarity
is not a genersl one and would not be expected to appear to the same degree
with regard to word associations as it does with regard to questions about
one's personality.

Hypothesis VI, The ability to predict how the majority of a group will
answer questions on a personality questionnaire (which ability has been
labelled sensitivity to the generalised other) is related to the subject's simi}-
larity to the group on these guestions and to his tendency to assume he is
8imilar to the group in this respect. But they are so related to a lesser
degree than with the ability to predict word associations,

In testing this hypothesis we are asking if the strong relationships we
found between real similarity, assumed similarity, and accuracy on the word-
assoclation test are also to be found between these measures on the social
perception study using the psersonality questionnaire, (We remember that the

methods used to derive these measures are somewhat different alse.) The
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correlations between accuracy of social perception and real similarity and
between accuracy of social perception and assumed similarity are .10 and ,19
respectively. The latter is aignificant at the .05 level, the foﬁpr is not
significant at all, Both are so low that we would infer that there is little
or no' relationship shown in our experiment between these two tendencies and
accuracy of social perception, This leads to the further inference that those
people who were acourate in their perception of how others would answer the
perscnality questionnaire were displaying a skill in soclal perception which
is relatively independent of their own real similarity to the group, and to a
lesser dezree independent of their tendency to assume similarity te the group.
In the language of the social psychologists they were utilizing their sensi-
tivity to the generalized octher,

We next turm to an attempt to integrate these findings and interpret them
in the 1light of past research, One general aim of this dissertation waes to
see wvhat relationship, if any, exists between the Loyola Language Study and
the ability to predict group response as it has been studied under the label
sensitivity to the generalised other. We originally hypothesized that the
Loyola language Study was just another measure of this generasl ability to
predict group respomnse, but our findings would not support this hypothesis,
We are now preparsed to ask why this 1s so,

We note that three elements are involved in the hypothesis: (1) measure-
ment, (2) a general ability to predict, and (3) group response, Our failure
to find the expected correlation must be attributed to one or mcre of these
elements,

First we will emmsider (3), the respcnees themselves, In the Loyola
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Language Study, the subjeois are asked to predict the most common free asso-
ciation to a number of atimﬁlus words, In the social perception study the
subjects are asled to prediet how many people would snewer a number of
questions about themselves in a certain way. Certainly both of these are,
in a broad sense, group responses to stimull, but there are several differencep
between them, which may help to explain our findings,

First of all, they can be considered as differing in their degree of
"observability", and some of owr findings can be c¢ited as indirect evidence
of this, From a logical standpoint we can say that a person's free associa-
tions are not very observable, How can a subject come to lmow what responses
would be given as free associations? On what will he base his predictions
a8 to the most common of these? Bronfenbrenner et al., (6) have pointed out
four possible bases for prediction of others! responses: (1) Direct observa-
tion by the judge of previocus responses, (2) Previous knowledge not based
upon personsl observation, (3) the feelings of the judge toward the social
object, that 1s, the person or persons making the responses, and (4) the
Judge's owm attitudes or perceptions with respect to the content and the
referent being evaluated. (By gontent they mean the response itself, by
referent they mean whatever or whomever the response refers to, Some
responses have no referent.)

In the case of the Loyola Language Study we can all but rule out factors
(1) and (2). Direct observation and previous knowledge sbout othera! free
associations are not readily available to the judge, Factor (3), the
feelings of the judge toward the group, may enter in to a degree, affecting,

for example, his tendency to assume similarity to the group, but the influence
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is probably minimal. This leavesfactor (4) as probably the primary factor in~

fluencing the predictions on the Loyola Language Study. And since no referent
is involved, we would say that the subject's prediction of the noué common
free-association must be influenced to a very great degree by his own atti~
tudes and perceptions regarding the gontent of the predietion, the frea-asso=
ciation itself, In other words, lacking previous knowledge, from observation i
and other sources, and in the absence of strong feelings toward the group
being judged, the subject bases his pradiction largely on his own free asso-
ciation to the stimulus word. This logical inference was expressed earlier as
Hypothesis II, and was supported by our empirical findings.

What about our "“soeial perception” study? Is the sawe thing true rngard-5
ing those predictions? I think we would be inclined to answer that, if it is,
it is true to a much lesser degree than with the Loyola Language Study.

Factor (1) is involved, since some of the questions in the personality ques~
tionnaire relate: to behavior, which is open to direct observation. The re-
mainder of the questions relate to feelings and attifudes, which are often ex-
pressed in behavior, and so are indirectly observsble, involving factor (2).
Of course factor (3), the feelings of the judge toward the group, is also in-
volved. And factor (4), his own attitudes toward the content of the prediction
is no doubt influential,

The difference batween the Loyola Language Study and the social perception
study, we could say, is in the degree of "observability" of what is being pre-
dicted. Word-associations are much less "observable”, than personality char-

acteristics, foreing the judges on the Loyola Language Study to rely more on
factors (3) and (4). Bronfenbrenner et al. (6) point out that to the exten¢

previous information is lacking from (1) and (2), accuracy becomes a function
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of (3) and (4). It it is true that (3) and (4) have a laesser influence in the

“social perception" study, this should be reflected in reduced influences of
Assumed Si-ilarity and Real Similarity scores on the accuracy score (Hypothesis)
V1), which is precisely what we found.

This difference between the responses being predicted on the two tests
may have affected the ability to pfcdict them, and influenced our findings of
no relationship. Taft's (1950) discussion suggests another way of looking at
the responses, which would provide an alternative explanation, He divides all
predications about others into analytic and pnon-analytie judgments. He places
all "mass-empathy" judgments (judgments about group response as opposed to in-
dividual response) in the former class, because they require less i{mmediate ine
tuition and more conceptualization. Now ewen though both of our tests are
"mass-empathy" tests, and their predictions presumably would be labelled by
Taft as analytic judgments, there is some justification for considering word~
association judgments more analytic than personality judgments. The fact that
they are more abstract and obscure forces the judge to conceptualize, to try to
find reasons for picking one word rather tihan another. On the personality test
there is more opportunity for intuitive judgments. Perhaps this can be cited
as a difference between the two tests sufficient to account for our negative
results., However, if this classification of the tests is valid, it would lead
to the inference that ability to predict word-associations is dependent upon
the ability to reason and coneceptualisze, making Loyola Language Study scores
more dependent on intelligence than “social-perception scores’ which was not
found to be true in our study. The correlations between the Loyola Language
Study scores and Navy GCT and GCT/ARI scores, both widely accepted measures of

intelligence are ~.17 and ~.05 respectively, the former significant at the .05




91

level. The social perception accuracy scores correlate .09 and ,17 with the
Navy GCT and GCT/ARI scores, the latter being significant at the .05 level.
Although all these correlations are very low, they can be 1nt¢rpret§d as not:-
substantiating the inference that Loyola Language Study scores are more depen-
dent upon the exercise of reason than are our social perceptions scores. So
we would probably not be justified in adapting Taft's conceptual framework to
explain our negative results.

Continuing our focus on differences between the responses themselves, the
objects of our judges' predictions, we call attention to our finding with re-
gerd to Hypothesis IV and its possible implications. We found that real simi-
larity to the group in free association responses was not significantly related
to real similarity to the group in personality-questionnaire responses. If we
accept this finding at face value, we would conclude that there are "typical'
responses to the frse-association words, and them are "typical" responses to
the personality questions, but they are not necessarily given by the same
people. People who ars "typical®, personality-wise, do not necessarily have
“eypical® fres associations, If this {s true, then predicting one type of re-
sponse may be a different takk from predicting the other, calling for two
types of predictive ability whieh are not necessarily correlated with one
another,

Ve have discussed several ways of conceptualizing the differences between
the group responses the judges are asked to predict on our two different tests.
Howawer we choose to explain them, the differences can account in large measura|
for ocur failure to find agr-emaiit between the tests.

We turn now to element (2) in the whole process, the "general ability to

predict group response” which we are attempting to measure on both tests. Ve
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have good reason to presume such an ability exists, but there is by no means
unanimous agreement among social psychologists on this point. We recall that
the two major survey articles which reviewed the earlier litaraturé on the sub-
ject, concluded that the ability is more likely to be general than specific.
But Bronfenbrenner et al. (6) hypothesized just the opposite, that the ability
was specific, that there are many types of "social sensitivity," and they are
not necessarily related. In their study, for example, sensitivity to the
generalized other showed littlg correlation with sensitivity to individual
differences. Ewen Taft (59) originally held, as we saw, that the so~called
"mass-empathy” tests measure a different skill from the "empathy" tests, and
cites a study by Hall and Bell (33) to support this contention,.

Bronfenbrenner, et al. (6) postulate the existence of as many as twelve
different varieties of social sensitivity, classified according to the social
objeet and referent of the predictions, This refined classification can best
be illustrated by reproducing their chart (see Figure 1 p, 93) and fitting our
measures into their theoretical scheme., Note that the more specific predic-
tions require-more abilities. Predicting the response of an individual, for

cxhnple, requires (1) sensitivity to the generalized other, plus (2) sensitiv-

ity to group differences, plus (3) sensitivity to individual differences.

In their conceptual scheme our two measures would both be considered

measures of gensitivity to the gsuaralized other, but measures of different
forms of this sensitivity. The Loyola Language Study secore would be considerad
a maasure of non~ggrsonai sensitivity, because it asks the judges to predict
word associations, which have no personal reference. The socisl perception
study would be considered a measure of gecond-person sensitivity, since it

asks the judges to prediet responses which refers to the group making them,
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Bronfenbrenner's theoretical framework,
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(First-person sensitivity would be measured by questions which refer back to
the judge, third-person sensitivity by questions which refer to a third person
or persons, someone who is neither the judge nor a member of the group giving
the responses.) Our failure to find correlations, then, might be attributed
to the fact that what has been called gensitivity to the generalized other does
not exist as a general ability. It is merely a name which refers to several
specific abilitiesnot necessarily possessed to the same degree by any one per-
son. In other words, perhaps the lack of correlation should have been expect-
ed because of the nature of the ability (or abilities) being measured in each
case.

What about element (1), the measure themselves? Would refinements or
changes in the mathodology of either one or both of the measures by likely to
produce a positive correlation? We can look i{nto this possibility.

Outxsnthod of deriving Loyola Language study norms deserves some disdus-
sion. We did not follow exactly any of the scoring methods which had been used
in the earlier ressarch reported in the literature. We choose to take only the
single most ccmwon association as the norm word, rather than using the median
method or other methods described in the review of the literature, Ve felt
justified in this decision because Herr (37) had found that variations in
scoring method 4id not have a significant effect on the Loyola Language Study
scores themselves., And our subjects ultimately received ranks rather than
absolute scores. No comparison was made with any other groups. To test Harr;i
contention, we performad an experiment using both scoring methods (our npthdd \
and the wmedian method) on a group of 25 subjects. The correlation batween the

tvo scoring methods was .86, The norms used i{n scoring were derived from our
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own subject population, thus avoiding any problems of comparability of our

group with & norm group. An informal check revealed, however, that norms from
earlier studies eould have been used with confidence, because the words were
identical in most cases. So it is not likely that a different method of ascor-
ing the Loyola Language Study itself would have affected ocur findings.

The Real S8imilarity and “Assumed Similarity" scores ware derived in a very
straightforward and clear manner, leaving little to criticize in the method of
derivation, What these scores mean is, however, open to considerable discus~
sion. It is obvious that the high correlations are, to & degree, "built~in,"
For one thing, the thres measures, real similarity, assumed similarity, and
aceuracy (the Loyola Language Study score itself) are not independent. Any
tvo of them will determine the third, A man who i{s really similar to the
group and who assumes he is similar to the group is bound to be accurate. We
do not know for sure thatibhe is exarcising any skill or ability to predict
others' responses. Perhaps the combination of his other two tendencies acci-
dentally gives him a high accuraey scors. Or perhaps possession of the skill
happens to be correlated with resl similarity to the group, making it neces-
sary for him to "assume similarity™ to be acecurate. High correlations among
these three scores do not provide us with their own interpretation. But we can
speculate about them on the basis of other findings. Our finding with regard
to Hypothesis V led us to conclude that our Word-Association "Assumed Simi-
larity" score did not measure any conscious or unconsgious tendency to assume
similarity. We felt that s high "essumed similarity" score was probably due
largely to carelessness, inattention, orumisunderstanding of the diuctionn.

This conclusion was based on our finding that Word-Association "Assumed Simi-

larity” seores were not correlated with a standard measure of assumed
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similarity. We can cite here another small bit of evidence in support of this
contention. One of the few significant correlations between our six basic
measures and the factorially-derived scale scores on the Guilford-iiunetnnn
Temperament Survey is a correlation of -.29 (significant beyond the .01 level)
between our Word-Association "Assumed Similarity"” score and the GZTS Restrainte)
Seriousness scors. Thi-‘tcorc is described in the manual as measuring the sub~
ject's serious-mindedness, his capacity for persistent effort, deliberate
action, and self-control. Low scorers are described as happy-go~lucky, care«
free, impulsive individuals, not suited to positions of responsibility. These
are the people who tended to get high Word-Association "Assumed Similarity"
lcoris. and we submit that it is probably not becsuse of a real tendeney to
assume similarity,

The Word Association Real Similarity score pretty clearly measures the
degree to which a subject's free associations are similar to those of his peer
group. But vhat does this mean? We saw that real similarity to the group in
this respect {s not relatsd to real similarity in personality chtrleterioticz.
at least not in our group. Turing to its relationships with the factorially-
derived scale scores and other measures, we find an interesting pattern of
correlations. It has low negative eorrelations with Restraint-Seriousness,
Thoughtfulness~Reflectiveness, GCT, and CGT/ARI (~-.17, -.20, -.20 and ~,20,
respectively.) All these are significant at the .05 level. And it has a
significant ’olic£§u correlation (.19) with Emotional Stability. This pattern
suggests that it was the rather carefree, impulsive, unreflective, and not-as-
bright, but steady indivlduni who tended to give free associations which were

similar to those of the group. Of course these correlations are all low, and

we should beware of over-interpreting them,
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So we are faced with a problem of interpretation in the case of all three
word association measures, and this problem will be discussed further., But the
methods used in deriving the measures are probably legitimate, and there would
be no advantage to altering those.

So much for the three measures involving word associations. We turn next
to the three measures involving social perception. It is in this area that
great controversies sbout methodology have raged, and no methodology we could
have selacted would be immune to sarious criticism, We have tried, in general,
to select mathods which have been used extensively, to enhance the "cowpara-
bility" of our results with those of other studies. We also hoped thus to
avoid the problems inherent in.using a relatively new method which is untried.
The fact that the methods most used were perhaps the ones most crit;cized was
an unfortunate, but as far as we could see, unavoidable circumstance. We will
try here to lessen the impact of the methodological shortcomings by calling
attention to them and keeping them in mind when we interpret our findings.

First of all we will consider the social perception accuracy score, which
was compared to the Loyola Language Study score in our first basic hypothesis.
There are a number of possible methods of measuring the subjects' ability to
predict how the group would answer the series of personality questions. Per-
haps the simplest would have been to ask the subjects to prediet the majority
answer to each quastion, just as we asked them to predict the majority response
to each free association word. This would have been more easily scored and
more easily compared to the word-association study. We chose instead a more
refined method, one much harder to score and interpret, because we thought it
had a number of advantages. The first advantage, we thought, would be in ra-

finement of the accuracy measurement itself, By asking the subjects, not just
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whether the majority would answer "yes" or "no", but what percentare would
answer in a given way, and comparing this estimate each time with the actual
vercentage, we would have a bettor mezsure of their a-ility to prediet., This
method has been used many times before in this type of social perception study,

The score:thus derived is called a "difference" score, because it measures
the difference between the predicted percentage and the actual percentage,

The "difference" score is found in studies by Travers (€5), Taft (59), Cottrell
and Dymond (1hi), and others. Cottrell:and Dymond were among the first to
recognize and try to correct for the influence of "projectionyt or "identifi-
cationj" or what we are calling "assumed similarity" between a subject's own
responses arnd his predictions of the group responses, Others followed them

in attempts to refine the "difference" score, by partial corrclation methods,
etc, But the refinements introduced artifacts of treir own and were judged to
be little better than the original difference score., Probably the best refine-
ment is Gage and Cronbach's (25), which unfortunately is not applicable to our
method,

This has all been discussed in the review of the literature. Suffice it &
to say here that the "difference" score as a measure of accuracy of social
perception is recognize: as being influenced by the tendency to assume simi-
larity, whatever we choose to call it., But so is every othcr accuracy score
that has been introduced to replace it. And we have chosen to follow Bronfen-
brenner et al.(€), who returncd to the conventienal score, concluding that
"virtually any type of accuracy score-—including the conventional one-—is like-
ly to reflect in substantial degree the operation of a genuine ability in socidl

perception,” (6, p. 91) Incidentally, as we shall see later, the contaminating
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correlations which form the basis of the criticism are not nearly s high in
our study, a finding for which we have no ready explanation,

Although it is not likely that 2 different method of measuring‘accur:cy
would affect our final results, thiere might be sone advantages tc having the
subjects estimate the majority answer itself rather than what percentage wouid
answer that way, One advantage would be in simplicity of scoring, A second
advantage would:ilie in more direct comparability with Lovola Language Study
scores, 4 third would be in the opportunity to utilize Cage and Cronbachts
correction for assumed similarity, The sacrifice in refinenent of measurerment,
which refinement might be espurious anyway, would probably be outweighed by the
advantages,

Some other pproblems were encountered in the use of our method, To get
the predicted percentages, it will be remembored, we had the subjects repeat
their answers to 100 of the Cullford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey questions,
and make their percéntage estimates at this time, There was a one-week interval
between the two administrstions of these 100 questions, e found that as many
ﬁg L9, and an average of 25 of the 100 answers w.re changed by each subject
from one administr ation to the next, Our immediate surmise was that the sub-
Jects had changed thelr answers to agree with the majority enswer or with what
they thought was the majority answer, But perusal of a nunber of the answer
sheets showed this was not tpue, The subjects did not show an overwhelming
tendency to change in any one direction, either towards or away from the majorit
ty answer or their estimate of it, This led us to do & correlation study with
the entire population to see with what, if anything, this tendency to change

answers was correlated, Our new hypothesis was that since the changes did not
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follow a predictable pattern they were probably due largely to carelessness,
inattention, and failure to approach the task seriously. This hypothesis was
supported by a finding of significant negative correlations between the tenden-

cy to change answers and the trait scores for Restraint-Seriousness @nd Thoughts

fulness-Reflectiveness on the Guilford-Zimmerman Terperament Survey (r = -,23
and -,38, both significant beyond the ,01 level), The tendency to change
answers was also negativély correlated with intelligence as measured by the

GCT/ARI score (-.18), with tﬁe Ascendance-Social Boldness score (-,19), and

with the ¥asculinity score (-,27). This pattern of scores gives us a picture
of the subject whosefénswers were unstable as a happy-go-lucky, unreflective,
dependent, and leas'iﬁtalligemt person, The correlation between the tendency
to change anawéfgygnd the Soéial Perception Assumed Similarity score is -,23,
significant beyond the ,01 level, This is tasken as further evidence that the
changes weré%ﬂot made as part of a consclous or unconscious effort to bring
their own answers in line with the majority answers, The highest of all the
correlations was a negaﬁive}correlation between the tendency to change answers
and our Sodial Perception Reai Similarity score (~-.5h). This is interpreted as
a sign that aﬁypical people tended to change thelr answers more often than the
more typical ones did, MNone of the remaining correlations was significant.,
Finding so many changed enswers raised.the question, of course, as to
which of the contradictory answers to acceplt as the subjects! true self-descrip
tion, We chose to acbept the answer given under the standard administrotion
procedures, where no prediction was asked, Sometinmes this was the first
adrinistration, sometimes the second, Use of a different rethodology §-

puting the Social Perception Accuracy Seore could have avoided these
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problems,

The Social Perception Assumed Similarity score consistec merely of & count
of the percentage estimates which e>ceeded 50%4. In other words, whenever a
subjected estimated that more than half his peers azgreed with his answers he
was scored for "assmming similarity," This is a standard metlod of calculating
this score. Now it might be argued, however, that en estimete of 51% agreemert
is not a very strong assumption of similarity, So another ranking was done,
taking 75% as the cut-off point, and scoring for assumed similarity only when
the subject's estimate was this high or higher, This did not change the
results appreciably and it introduced other problems, so the original rethod
was retained., The argument that an estimetion of 51% zgreement is a weak
assumption of similarity could be countered by saying that scoring an estimate
of Th% as assuming dissimilarity is just as misleacding., Of course there are
other possible methods of scoring which might avoid both these problems, but
we felt justified in utilizing the standard method,

The Social Perception Real Similarity score consisted of a count of how
many of the subject's self-description responses agreed with the answer given
by more than 50% of his peers, The same argutient was considered here, that
51% is not 2 very clear majority, So another ranking was made, using 75% as
the cut-off point, But this created more problems than it solved, and the
original standard method was again retained. The major problems with the 75%
method centered around the fact that a 75% majority occurred on only 62 of the
300 questions, So the Real Similarity score would be based upon only one-fifth
of the total test, the one-fifth on which the group srowed the least variation.

Thus the range of Real Similarity scores was necessarily quite restricted,
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Also, the questions were not representative of the entire test. And since
these €2 questions did not necessarily include any of the questions on which
a subject's Assumed Sirilarity score was based, some very strange aﬁd confusing
relaticnships appeared. So, even with its faults, the standard practice of
using 507 as a cut-off point is clearly preferable here.

What about the correlations between these scores und the other scores in
our experiment®? Ve have already noted that the correlations between accuracy
and real gimilarity, accuracy and zssumed similarity, and between real and
agsumed similarity are all very low--much lower then the corresponding correla-
tions on the word-associations study., We can prebably attribute this fact in
some measure to the differences in methodology, but it is not possible to
know the degree of this influence. On the word-association study, high
"assumed sirilarity” scores could result from carelessness and other factors
as well as from a tendency to assume similarity, This is not as true on the
social perception study, The method of measurement assures a better chance of
validly measuring a conscious or unconscious tendencv to assume similarity.
Improving the measurement in this way may have tended to reduce the corralationi
with real similarity and accuracy, But we must look for more fundamental
explanations of these lower correlations, One interpretation is that the
accuracy score is measuring a skill which is relatively independent of the
tendency to assume similarity, This finding is different from those of compa-
razble studies reported in the literature, 21l of which have reported higher
correlations bétieen accuracy and real and assumed similarity. This, in fact,
has resulted in the criticism based on the circularity of the staterent that

"typical teople tend to be more accurate in their predictions," which tells us
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nothing about the skill itself, Why our own correlations are lower than those
found by others is not readily apparent,

In seeking more knowledge about the skill itself, we found a few signifi-
cant correlations with some of the other measures in our cxperiment., The
highest of these correlations is between accuracy of social perception and the
Ascendrnce s8cale score of the Guiiford-Eimierman Terperament Survey (r = ,59),
This score is described in the manual as a rmeasure of social boldness, the
quality possessed by good leaders, people who enjoy persuading others, public
speaking, etc, There is a lower, but significant (zt the ,05 level) correla-
tion between accuracy of social perception and intelligence as measured by the
GCT/ARI (r= . 17). tone of the other correlations with social perception is
significant, This pattern of correlations agrees basiczlly with what hag been
reported in the literature, although others have found more relationchips with
measures of sociability, emotional stebility, and the like,

Another significent correlation of interest to us is betwcen our measure

of assumed similarity in persorality characteristics and the Personsl Relations

scale score on the Guilford-Zimmersan Temperament Survey (r = «20)e This

score is described as a measure of the ability to ot alo g with others as a

result of showing greater tolerance and a less critieal attitude toward others,

This fits our concept of the qualities which lead subjects to assume similarity
The Social Perception Real Similarity score shows the following signifi-

cant positivé correlations with scale scores on tie Guilford-Zimmerman Tempera-

ment Survey: with Ceneral Activity: .37, with Restraint-Seriousness, .22,

with Ascendance, ,h6, with Emotional Stability, .17, with Thoughtfulness, .55,

with Personal Relations-Cooperativeness, .19, with Masculinitz, 33, A




10k

significant negative correlation was found with Friendliness (r = -,27),

This over-all'pattern of cerrelavions. all but one of vhich are significant

beyond the ,01 level, gives a gencral picture of the group itself, sinece

sirilarity to the group iscorrelated with those personality characteristics.
Teble II, page 105, presentc the significsnt correlations found between

our six basic measures end the other parameters obtained,
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CORRELATIONS AMONG OTHER SCORES

105

Word- Word- L1S Social Social| social
Assoclation|Associa- | Scores |Perception Percep| Percep,
Assumed tion Real Assumed Real | Accuracy
Similarity |Similarity Similarity|Simil,
General Activity «37
Restraint-Seriousness -9 -el7 «22
Ascendance o5 «59
Sociability o2k o7
Bmotional Stability «19
Objectivity
Friendliness -e27
Thoughtfulness -2l 55
Personal Relations «20 «19
Masculinity «33
acT e 20 -o17
Tendency to change from
one admini stration ) oSl
to another ;




CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The Loyola Language Study is a modified form of the Kent~-Rosanoff Word
Association test in which subjects are asked to predict the most common free-
associations to each of eighty stimulus words. Considerable research about the
Loyola Language Study has left unanswered some fundamental questions about it,
such as what skill or quality is measured by it, what personality and behav-
ioral characteristics are related to it, etec. The most promising path to a
theoretical understanding of the Loyola Language Study appears, on logical
grounds, to lie in the direction of the field of social perception, where con-
siderable research has already investigated the ability to prediet group re-
sponse to various situations. This ability has acquired a label: sensitivity
to the generalized other, and an operational definition: the ability to predict
the typical response of a given group of subjects to a series of questions.

The fact that this operational definition so closely describes the Loyola
Language Study has led to the present investigation. Its purpose is to see in
vhat ways, if any, the Loyola Language Study can be shown empirically to be re-
lated to this concept, thereby providing an answer to the most fundamental
question about the Loyola Language Study: what does it measure? A second pur-
pose is to look more closely at the Loyola Language Study in the light of what
is known about similar measures from the research in social perception. This
portion is not directly depend§n: upon the empirical relationships found in the

166
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first portionm,

In pursuit of these aims we set up six basic hypotheses to be tested em-
pirically: |

Hypothesis I. The Loyola Language Study score is actually an accuracy
score, measuring the accuracy with which an individual perceives the general
public (the generaliged other). It does this by measuring his ability to esti-
mate what words are most frequently associated to those in the stimulus list.

This hypothesis was not supported by our findings, sinece no correlation
was found between the Loyola Language Study and a standard measure of gensi-
tivity to the generalized other (r = «.02). We have already reviewed a number
of possible interpretations of this finding, and we are now prepared to draw
some conclusions. We still regard the original basic hypothesis as logically
and theoretically valid. The Loyola Language Study is in theory a measure of
social perception, Its failure to correlate with other measures must be at-
tributed to shortcomings in our experiment, shortcomings in the methodology of
the test itself, and to the fact that the ability to perceive others is prob-
ably not a general trait, at least not general enough to extend to such diverse
areas,

1f we were repeating our own experiment we would want to find a less ho-
mogeneous population, with greater dispersion in factors which tend to influ-
ence these scores. We would probably also change the administration of the
social perception study to conform as closely as possible to the Loyola Lan-
guage Study method, for purposes of closer comparison.

Our study has served to point up what is considered a major shortcoming

in the methodology of the Loyola Language Study itself. In asking subjects to

estimate the most common free-associstion of others, the Loyola Language Study
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encourages subjects to put down their own free-associations, and has no way of
knowing to what extent they have done so. In this sense, it not only shares the
common fault of measures of social perception, it mskes this fault wors§ by ig-
noring it and subtly fostering it. As we have seen, the task given the subjects
is an extremely difficult one, largely because of the lack of opportunity to ob-
gserve what they are being asked to predict. Given no aids or guidelines, the

subjects are forced to fall back on their own free-associations. In fact, the

less ability and motivation each subject has to understand and carry out the ina
structions, the more he will tend to do this. As a result, the responses given
on the Loyola Language Study are an admixture of free-associations and predic-

tions, occurring in different proportions with each subject. Under these condi-
tions, it is not surprising to find the responses correlated more with the sub-

jects' own free assoeciations than with, any, other measures of social percep-

tion,.

The tendency for a subject to give his own free-associations could perhaps
be minimized, and the Loyola Language Study improved as a test of social per-
ception (1f this be considered desirable), by any of several changes in meth-
odology. A multipie-choice form would have the advantage of providing the sub-
ject with soms guides. He could then be asked to select the most common re-
sponse or to estimate the percentage of agreement on each of several responses,
or to list them in descending order of popularity. The basic problem of "ob-
servability" would remain, of course, and subjects would still be influenced by
their own free-associations, but these guides would tend to direct their think-
ing towards the more common responses and would reinforce the correct response

set, Another, revision, combining the Loyola Language Study with a free-asso-

ciation test, would have the advantage of quantifying each subject's tendency
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to use his own free associations, Heretofore this tendency has gone unmeasuredj

and sometimes, it appears, unrecognized.

(It may be argued by some that the Loyola Language Study was ﬁcvor intend-
ed to be a msasure of social perception and that we have been engaged in the
toppling of straw men. To this we would reply that the family resemblance is
unmistakable, whatever the intention of the authors of the test, and that the
relationship merits furthar exploration.)

So, in summary regarding our basic hypothesis, we must admit that the em-
pirical results of our experiment have failed to support it. However, our
deepening understanding of the Loyola Language Study in the light of social
perception research leads us to look for reasons for this fatlure outside the
nature of the test itself, bescause we are aven more convinced that the Loyola
Language Study belongs in that category. Its assets and liabilities are best
understood in that theoretical framework, and the most meaningful refinements
and improvements are likely to result from research in that area.

Hypothesis II. The Loyola Language Study score is influenced in great
degree by the "typicality" of the subjects' own free-associations and by their
tendency to give these free-associations as their predictions of the group re-
sponse. This was strongly confirmed by our findings of high positive correla-
tions between the Loyola Language Study score and our "assumed similarity" and
real similarity scores (r = .48 and .50 respectively). From this we conclude
that as a measure of the ability to predict group response, the Loyola Language
Study is badly contaminated by these tendencies, as much if not more so than
other similar measures. It -ighg almost as well be regarded as & measure of
real similarity itself (as it probably has been, traditionally).

Hypothesis III. The Loyola Language Study score is influenced in great
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degree by the subjects' "typicality" or real similarity to group norms in over-
all personality characteristics. Our findings show the Loyola Language Study
to be influenced, but in relatively small measure by this "typicality"

(r = .19). Ve would conclude that the Loyola Language Study can be properly
regarded as a measure of "normality" where there is a wide enough dispersion
along that continuum, but that its limitations make it a relatively poor choied
among measures of this type. There are more sensitive measures and there are
measures which provide more and more meaningful information than the Loyola
Language Study used for this purpose.

Hypothesis IV. The tendency to give free associations which are the same
as those given most commonly by one's peer group is related to real similarity
to the group in personality characteristics (as measured by questions on a
standard personality questionnaire). Finding & negative correlation here
(r = -.15), even though it is not significent, was a particularly surprising
one in that it not only failed to suggest the hypothesis, it suggests that a
negative relationship exists. Unless we blame this finding on defects in the
sample, or in the methodology of the experiment itself, we are forced to cone
clude that these two types of similarity are at best, unrelated, which would
tend to becloud even further the meaning of Loyola Language Study scores. If
this is a true measure of the relationship, or the lack of one, then those who
regard the Loyola Language Study scores as measures of "normality" are on
shaky ground, at best. We would hope to find this relationship reversed in a
larger and more diverse sample, but we can only accept it as it stands here and
conclude that we are even more puzzled about the meaning of Loyola Language
Study scores.

Bypothegis V. The tendency of a subject to give his own free-association
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to a given word (e.g., on the Loyola Language Study) is related to the tendency
to assume similarity to one's peers by predicting directly that a majority
would agree with him in answering questions about themsélves. The .ﬂnding of
no relationship here (r = .08) {s not a surprising one in the light of what we
have already seen above. We choose to conclude from this that the Word Asso-
ciation "Assumed Similarity" Score is not necessarily a measure of the tendeney
of a subject literally to assume that others are answering the same as he does.
We have noted that a relatively large number of free associations are given as
predictions, but we attribute this to carelessness, lack of interest, inability
to make any bestter prediction, ete.

Hypothesis VI. The ability to predict how a majority of people will an-
swer questions on & personality questionnaire (which ability has been labelled
sensitivity to the generalized other) is related to the subject's similarity to
the group on:these questions and to his tendency to assume he is similar to the
group in this respect. But they are related to a lesser degree than with the
ability to predict word associations. Our: findings of no correlation between
accuracy and gimilarity (r = .10) and a low but significant correlation between
accuracy and assumed similarity (r = .19) leads us to conclude that our messure
of sensitivity to the generaliged other is less contaminated by these relation-
ships than is the Loyola Language Study. As a measure of this sensitivity,
then, it is closer to the ideal. It also gives some support to the conclusion
that the sensitivity itself is more indepéndent of such factors as real simi-
larity than whatever is being measured by Loyola Language Study scores.

Having found essentially negative results regarding our basic hypothesis

of a close relationships between the Loyola Language Study and measures of

sensitivity to the generalised other, we sought reasons for the failure in
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various places, including our research design, the measures used, the hypo-
thetical constructs involved, relationships with other measures included in the
experiment and the basic idea itself. We concluded that our failuré to find
positive correlations should not be taken simply as evidence of no relationship]
and that all the other findings serve to point up problems, in theory as well
in measurement of whatever factors are involved. If we have failed in our goal
of determining once and for all what is measured by the Loyola Language Study,
we have certainly succeeded in pointing out many important aspects of this
study heretofore not discussed.

What about suggestions for future research? We have already suggested
some wethodological changes and changes in research design which might make a
more meaningful study similar to this one. But in addition, several other
topics present themselves:

1. Our measure of social perception was based upon the personality ques-
tionnaire rather than on behavior itself. We asked the subjects to predict how
others would answer quastions about themselves, instead of asking them how
others would behave. And we used these answers, rather than behavior itself,
as a criterion of their predictive success. Perhaps a study using behavior it~
self would provide more meaningful results.

2, We have measured only linear trends. Is it not possible that there
are non-linear relationships among some of these factoxs? Perhaps, for example]
the most typical and the most atypical people would both show good sensitivity
to others.

3. To find out wmore about predicting free-assoclations of others, we
might ask for individual predictions. For example, a subject might be asked to

predict the free-associations of his best-known friend, or his best-liked and




leasted~liked acquaintances. This might give us more Insight into the process

of "assumed similarity” with the Loyola Language Study.
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APPENDIX I

LOYOLA LANGUAGE STUDY FNRM

REVISED

LOYOLA LANGUAGE STUDY

Instructions

WHEN PEOPLE see or hear a word, they often think of another
word. If you say the word stem, most people would think of
flower. Some, but not the greatest number, might think of
pipe, grass, stop, and so forth.

This study wants to find out what word you think the
greatest number of people would be most likely to think of
when they see or hear each of the words on the next two pages.

Please write next to each of the words the one word which
you think the greatest number of people would be most likely
to think of when they see or hear the word in the list. Take as
much time as you need to think about the word which seems
to you to “go along” with each printed word. Then choose the
one word which you think the greatest number of people
would be most likely to think of when they see or hear the
given word. Write the one word which you choose beside the
printed word. Do not skip any word.

Remember, you are not asked to write down just any word
that comes to your mind. You should write down the one word
which you think the greatest number of people would be most
likely to think of.

Important: please fill out the information blank on page 4.

Copyright 1954, by LOYOLA UNIVERSITY, CHICAGO
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Beside -each of the words printed below write the one word
which you think the greatest number of people would be most
likely to think of when they see or hear that word.

soldier
hungry
butterfly
long
head
anger
afraid
“fruit
dark
red
loud
bath
eating
joy
rough
heavy
high
white

command

sour
king
deep
sleep
black
hammer
table
thirsty
quiet
hard
blue
sweet
stomach
working
comfort
soft
short
beautiful
cold

whiskey
yellow
window
scissors
foot
doctor
wish
house
justice
river
sickness
mountain
stove
girl

salt
man
cheese
baby
moon
spider
bread

e e S A iR NS R TS TS

e s oW ITaeTs s

whistle
carpet
needle
hand
thief
dream
trouble
religion
street
health
ocean
bed
child
tobacco
woman
cabbage
citizen
earth
lion
butter

music

Turn to page 4




APPENDIX II

FREE ASSOCIATION TEST FORM

NAME

BILLET NUMBER

LLS FREE ASSOCIATION STUDY

Instructions

¥hen people see or hear a word,
they often think of another word.
If you say the word stem, many
people would think of Fflower,
This study wants to find out
what word you think of when
you see each of the words on
the next two pages., Please
write next to each of the words
the one word you think of when
you see the word in the list.
Do not skip any words,
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whiskey whistle
Busiae caci of the words printaed below, write

the onc word you think of when you scc that word, yellow carpct
soldicr sour window necdle
hungry king scissors hand
butterfly decp foot thicf
long slcep doctor drcam
head black wish trouble
angcr hammer house rcligion
afraid tablc Justicc strcet
fruit thirsty river hcalth
dark guiect sickness ocean
red hard mountain bed
loud bluc stove child
bath sweet girl tobacco
eating stomach salt woman
Joy working man cabbagc
rough comfort ehecsc citizcn
heavy soft baby carth
high short moon lion
white beautiful spider butter
command cold brcad

WRSi G



APPENDIX III

MOST COMMON FREE ASSOCIATIONS GIVEN IN THIS STUDY

NAME

BILLET NUMBER

LIS FREE ASSOCIATION STUDY

Instructions

¥hen people see or hear a word,
they often think of ancther word.
If you say the word stem, many
people would think of flower,
This study wants to find out
what word you think of when

you see each of the words on
the next two pages. Please
write next to each of the words
the one word you think of when
you see the word in the list.
Do not skip any words,
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i i i nnise
: ; whiskey drink whistle
Besiae cach of the words printed below :

write
the onc word you think of when you sce j’that word, yellow Colep carpct  rug
soldicr axrmy sour sweet window glass necdlc  thread
hungry food king queen scissors cut hand arm
butterfly  insect decp  water foot, shee thicf  cresk
long short slecp  rest doctor nurse drcam wish
head face black  white wish dream trouble Ppolice
angcr mad hammcr hnail house home rcligion G':d
afraid scared table  chair justice law strcet  read
fruit apple thirsty water river water hoalth  gaed
dark night quiet neise sickness ill occan water
red colar hard soft mountain hill bed sleep
loud noise  bluc sky stove heat child baby
bath weter sweet sour girl bey tobacco  smnke
cating focd stomach foed salt pepper woman man
Joy happy working laber man weman cebbage  foed
rough tough comfort relax ehecsc food citizen  persen
heavy ight soft hard baby small carth dirt
high Low short  leng moon night lion animal
white black beautiful girl spider web butter bread
command crder cold het breed butter wagic ‘

sound




APPENDIX IV

GUILFORD-ZIMMERMAN TEMPERAMENT SURVEY
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The Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey

DO NOT WRITE IN THIS BOOKLET

INSTRUCTIONS: In this booklet you will find a number of statements. Read each statement carefully. If |
the statement seems to be true, or if you agree with it, mark answer "Yes" on your answer sheet. If the statement :

is more false than true, or if you disagree with it, mark "No.”" If you cannot decide between “Yes" and "No,” you |
may mark answer "?" BUT AVQID DOING THIS IF POSSIBLE.

’ Be sure to answer every item.

There are no "right” or “wrong’’ answers in the usual sense of a high score being necessarily the best. The
purpose of this Survey will be served best if you describe yourself and state your opinions as accurately as
possible.

You may notice that many items are similar. Actually, no two items are exactly alike.

Notice that the numbering of items on the answer sheet follows across the rows rather than down the ‘
columns.

You may turn the page and begin with the items now unless the examiner tells you to wait.

Copyright 1949, Sheridan Supply Company, Beverly Hills, California




2. You would rather plan an activity than take part in ft. ... oo it i i it ieeei i eeraennnnna.. H
; 3. You have more than once taken the lead in organizing a project or a group of some kind............ 3 "
2 4. You like to entertain guests. ... ...l i e i e e e i e, 4
5. Your interests change quickly from one thingtoanother........ ... ..ottt 5 ‘
z 6. When you eat a meal with others, you are usually one of the lastto finish. ................. ... ..., 8
’ 7. You believe in the idea that we should "eat, drink, and be merry, for tomorrow we die” ........... .7
8. When you find that something you have bought is defective, you hesitate to demand an exchange
2o - U (=1 1D o T 8
9. You find it easy to make new aCqUAINIANCES. .. ...ttt ittt it anaaa, 9
10. You are sometimes bubbling over with energy and sometimes very sluggish...................... 10
| 11. You are happiest when you get involved in some project that calls for rapid action.................. 11
}'/‘ 12. Other people think of you as being very serious minded. ............coiiiiiiiiii i, 12
! 13. In being thrown by chance with a stranger, you wait for him to introduce himself................... 13
. 14. You like to take part in many social activities. ...t i i i it it et e, 14
" 15. You sometimes feel “just miserable” fornogoodreasonatall......... .. ..o i, 15
E 16. You are often so much “on the go’ that sooner or later you may wear yourselfout.................. 16
17. You like parties you attend 10 be Ively. . oo ii ittt i i i i i e tarenennreenascnsnnnn 17
18. If you hold an opinion that is radically different from that expressed by a lecturer, you are likely
to tell him about it either during or afterthe lecture. . ... ..o ii i i i e e eean 18
19. 1t is difficult for you to chat about things in general with people........c.o ittt i, 19
20. You give little thought to your failures afterthey are past. .. ...ttt i it e ieeaenann 20
21. You often wonder where others get all the excess energy they seemtohave......................... 21
22. You are inclined to stop to think things over before you act........... .. .. oottt 22
23. You avoid arquing over a price withaclerk orsalesman. ..........coiiiiriiiiiiiiennnnieennnnsas 23
24. You would dislike very much to work alone in some isolated place. .......ccovviiiiviniinn .. 24
25. You often find it difficult to go to sleep at night because you keep thinking of what happened
during the day ......ccviiiiiiiiiininennnnnnnnns ettt neese it a e e e s e 25
26. You find yourself hurrying to get places even when thereis plenty of time.............cvviveattL, 26
27. You like work that requires considerable attention todetails...........ciiiiiniii i iienen... 27
28. You are satisfied to let some one else take the lead in group activities. .......ooviveviiiineernnens. 28
29. You enjoy getting acquainted with PeOPle. .. ..ovritii it i ittt ittt itrereereeantaanaannes 29
30. It takes a lot to get you emotionally stirred up orexcited. . ...ttt i e, 30
31. You work more slowly and deliberately than most people of yoursexand age............c.ovvunn. 31
32. You are a carefree Individual. . ...t i e i iieiet e aaeaan, 32
33. When a person does not play fair you hesitate to say anything about itto him..................... 33
34. It bothers you to have people watch you at your Work. . ...viiin ittt iiiteeeennnereerenaoenns 34
35. You have usually been optimistic about your future. ... ...ooet ettt ettt inenaraaenns 35
36. You like to have plenty of time 10 Stop and TeSt. . . cu ittt ittt it ettt eriennerrenenans 36
37. You take life Very SeHOUSIY. ..ottt it e e e e e e e e ea e 37
38. You enjoy applying for @ JOb In PerSOn . . .o vttt et e ettt e e e e e e e 38
39. You would like to be a host or hostess for parties at a club. . ... ittt eeenn 39
40. You offen feel grouchy...... ..ottt i e e e e e 40
4]. You are the kind of person who is “on the go” all the time. . ... ...ttt ininans 4]
42. You often crave excitement ............oiiiiiiiii e e

43. The thought of making a speech fHIGhIENS YOU. . .t ttt ittt et e et aieennis

44. You find it easy to start conversation with strangers
45. You often feel quilty without a very good reason for tt. .. v v ettt e eeesaeneeeeesenannnnas 45
46. People think You are a VEry energetic DEISOM. . . ... v et tn e et et e e e e e e et e e et eaaes 46
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You find it difficult to ask people for money or other donations, even for a cause in which you
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You are so naturally friendly that people immediately feel atease withyou............covvnn....
You daydream a great @eal. v eeci ittt it ittt ettt e e i e et et
You are quick In yOUr ACHONS. ..t vt ittt ittt ittt it ieeaeeeeneneneneaesnsnraenesnessnsanes
You have a habit of starting things and then losing interestinthem............. ... i,

You have frequent ups and downs in mood, sometimes with and sometimes without apparent cause. .

You always seem to have plenty of vigor and vitality......... ... i it Cereraeaee
It is difficult for you to understand people who get very concerned about things...................
When a clerk in a store waits on others who should come after you, you call his attention to the fact. .
You would be very unhappy if you were preveﬁted from making numerous social contacts..........
There are times when your future looks very dark. . ... .cio it i i ittt iinienans
You sometimes wish that people would slow down a bit and give you a chance to catch up.........
Many of your friends think you take your work too seriously.......coveriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiierinnns
You hesitate to walk into a meeting when you know that everyone's eyes will be upon you.........
You limit your friendships mostly to members of your own sex...........coiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiienn
You almost always feel well and strong. . ... i ittt it iiiiittr e eieiintrieneranenns ves
You seem to lack the drive necessary to get as much done as other people do......... b e
You make decisions on the spur of the moment......... ... ..o iiiiiiii i, e
You are rather good at bluffing when you find yourself in difficulty............. ..ot Ceean
After being introduced to someone, you just cannot think of things to say to make good

COMVETSA Ol & ittt ete et e ieeeenesacsnessnsassonessscasssesesssanessesensonosessasnsananons
You feel lonesome even when with other people. . ... v i ittt tiiiaenaneas
You are able to work for unusually long hours without feeling tired............... oot .
You often act on the first thought that comes into yourhead....................it, Ceereeeeaas
At the scene of an accident, you take an active part in helpingout................. .. ..., rereene.
You have difficulty in making new friends. ... ...coiiiiii i e
Your mood often changes from happiness to sadness, or vice versa, without your knowing why......
You talk more slowly than most people. . vttt it riieeictesaisasnnans
You like to play practical jokes upon others........... Ceereas Ceerena. e et ieeieeraeeaeeaa,
You take the lead in putting life intoadull party......cooviiiniiai il e teeeeaeeea, ..
You would like to belong to as many clubs and social organizations as possible.....................
There are times when your mind seems to work very slowly and other times when it works

very Tapidly coiviie ittt ittt ta s Ceereens e ettt e
You like to do thinags slowly and deliberately................c.oot. e ereceteaaaenes eteeanas
You are a happy-go-lucky individual.......oiiuieeiiiiiiii e
When you are served stale or inferior food in a restaurant, you say nothing aboutit....... ..........
You would rather apply for a job by writing a letter than by going through with a personal interview. .
You are often in low SpiritS. .. ...ociv et iiereniiiraiiiinnn A
You are inclined to rush from one activity to another without pausing enough forrest...............
You are so concerned about the future that you do not get as much fun out of the present as

you might ............ et eeeeaste et e e et e tereeeeeeeeneeeaan
When you are attracted to a person whom you have not met, you make an active attempt to get

acquainted even though it may be quite difficult. ...l Ceeenan
You are inclined to limit your acquaintances to a select few............... Cereeeeeeaes B,
You seldom give your past mistakes a second thought..............ooiiiiinii, Ceeeaeceanena
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92. You often stop to analyze your thoughts and feelings......coiveviiiieteeriirieniniveentennana.,
93. You speak out in meetings to oppose those who you feel surearewrong............... ..o,
94. You are so shy itbothers you..........covvvenvvinne, e e ee e e et ae e ettty
95. You are sometimes bothered by having a useless thought come into your mind over and over......
96. You get things done In @ MUy . ..ot ii ittt ittt ittt etnereeesoreeesunsnossorsonsennennas,
97. It is difficult for you to understand how some people can be so unconcerned about the future.....,.
98. You like to sell things (thatis, to actas asalesman) .. ...covvviiiiiiininriiienrrenrncarennnens. .
99. You are often the “life of the party’ . ...t i it i i i tttteerinenarrennnsasetannaneas
100. You find daydreaming very enjoyable. .....c.coviiiiiiiiiiieiiiii ittt ittt e i,
101. At work or at play other people find it hard to keep.up with the pace you set......................
102. You can listen to a lecture without feeling restless........... e e e e ee et e,
103. You would rather work for a good boss than for yourself. ........coviiiiiin ittt iieeinenn,
104. You can express yourself more easily in speech than in writing. ... coovvvi ittt iiiieeen,
105. You keep in fairly Uniform SpImitS. .o vttt ittt ittt ittt ittt ittt i tte s ennesoneessnnenneennnans
106. You dislike to be hurried In your Work. .....vtitiiiiiiiiiieniiiieieaneeeterseereenereeoesannnns
107. You sometimes find yourself “crossing bridges before you come tothem’'.........................

108. You find it somewhat difficult to say “no” to a salesman who firies to sell you something you do not
=YY 1YY |

109. There are only a few friends with whom you can relax and have a good time........... e,
110. You usually keep cheerful in spite of tTouble. . oo vt ittt it er it i iiietenneserrnnnns
111. People sometimes tell you to “slow down' or "take it @asy”.....ccvvivit i iiiiirin i iiiieieennnnn.
112. You are one of those who drink or smoke more than they know they should.......................

113. When you think you recognize someone you see in a public place, you ask him whether you
have met him before. ... ..ot et e ettt e e e e,

114, You Dprefer 10 Work @lome. .....uviiiiei ittt ittt e teeeeesssoeeessoneneeennnnnnnnunnns
115. Disappointments affect you so little that you seldom think about them twice.........covvevvvnnn...
116. You are slow and deliberate in MoOVemMeONt. ... ovvtiiv ittt r s te e tsee e nanteeensannannesenas

117. You like wild enthusiasm, sometimes to a point bordering on rowdyism, at a football
o) g ot T 1=y o YD Tt T

118. You feel self-conscious in the presence of ImMpPortant PEOPIE. .. v vttt it i iereeeere et eeereannnnnes
119. People think of you as being a very social type of POrSOm. . ..vvevreeer v e eeee s e ienenncnnens
120. You have often lost sleeD OVEr YOUT WOITIOS. ¢ ottt it ettt tetee e rener e e ree e eneresnnnessanenas
121. You can turn out a large amount of work in @ sShort Hme. .....vvrireiinn et iieeriret et raennenns
122. You keep at a task until it is done, even after nearly everyone else has given up............cu....
123. You can think of a good excuse When You Need One. .. vvuertiettirenne et eae e eanranenanss
124. Other people say that it is difficult to get to know you well. . ...oviuentinnt i ieeearnenns
125. Your daydreams are often about things that can never come true. . ......vootrrerreneeeneenneaness
126. You often run upstairs taking two steps at @ HImMe. . ..o ttenernee e eeee et eneeeeneanesaneesnnenanes
127. You seldom let your responsibilities interfere with your having a good time.........oovvvurenenns
128. You would like to take on important responsibilities such as organizing a new business... ..........
128, You have hesitated to make or to accept “dates” because of Shyness. ......ouvverenrerenrneneennnns
130. Your mood is very easily influenced by people around You. ...vueeeeenrenineeneneeneenraeananes
131. Others are often amazed by the amount of work you turn out. .. ...eueenoenereenenrrnrnernrnenns
132. You generally feel as though you haven't a care in the World. . .. ..vvoevr oo et reeeeneenensaenns

133. You find it difficult to get rid of a salesman to whom you do not care to listen or
give your time

...............................................................................

134. You are a listener rather than a talker in SoCial CONVErSAtONS. ... verene s rensenereeeaeeneneansnns
135. You almost always feel that life is very much worth HVING. . ... vover e teeieeeren e enranoannss e




....................
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[ 137. You usually say what you feel like saying at the moment............ P 137
T 188. You like o speak in public............ooooiii i 138
139 You like to be with people..................ooooi T 139
140. You generally keep cool and think clearly in exciting situations...................... ... .. 140
41 Other people regard you as a lively individual...................................... 141
142. When you get angry, if you let yourself go you feel better......................... P, 142
143. You seek to avoid all trouble with other People. ... 143
144. People seem to enjoy being with you.................coeeiiiiiiiiii 144
145. You sometimes feel listless and tired for no good reason............ ... 145
146. It is hard to understand why many people are so slow and getsolittledone.................... .. 146
147. You are fond of betting on horse races and games, whether you can afford it or not..... ........ .. 147
148. 1f someone you know has been spreading untrue and bad stories about you, you see him as soon
as possible and have a talk about it............o.oviiiiii 148
149. Shyness keeps you from being as popular as you should be................oooooiiii i 149
150. You are generally free from worry about possible misfortunes.................................... 150
131. You nearly always receive all the credit that is coming to you for thingsyoudo................... 151
152. You would like to tell certain people a thing of tWo. ...................................... 152
153. You would rather spend an evening reading at home than to attend a large party................. 153
154. You would change a lot of things about human nature if you could have your way about it........... 154
155. You would like to go hunting with a rifleforwildgame........................ 155
156. In group activities you get your full share of everything............................ ... 156
157. In most cases it is important to get what you want even if you have to fighttogetit................ 157
158. You often try to analyze the motives of others................. 158
158. Most public office holders generally put public interests ahead of their OWIl. ittt iiiiiiinnnnnn. 159
160. The sight of blood frightens you. ......... e 160
161 People talk about you behind your back.............c.o.oooeveinii 161
162. Money is important mostly because it gives its owner O L 162
163. It is easy for you to act naturally wherever you are..................o o 163
164. Most people are stupid.................ooo 164
165. You feel deeply sorry for a bird with a broken wing............... 165
166. Other people often blame you for things you didn'tdo.............oi 166
167. You hate to lose in a contest. ... 167
168. You like a job that requires attention tomany details.................o . 168
169. Most people fulfill their duties even when not being watched. ....... et te e e et 169
170. You can look at snakes without shuddering.................................... ... 170
171. You often become bored when the subject of conversation shifts away from your own experience,
hobbies, or inferests...............cooo 171
172. You hate to lose an argument even when the issue is not very important. .......................... 172
173. You are usually too busy to spend time in reflective thought....................... ... ..., 173
174. Most people know what to do without beingtold. ... 174
175. When a parent, teacher, or boss scolds you, you feel like WeePING. ...ttt 175
176. You are touchy about some things...............cooooeeeiee T 176
177. You know someone whom you would particularly like to see “put in his (or her) place”............. 177
178. You are more interested in athletics than in intellectual things.......................... ... ... 178
179. Most people are paid as well as they should be for what they contribute to society.................. 179
. 180. The idea of finding a bug or a worm crawling on you makes you shudder..................... .. 180
. 181. You often feel that one of the main characters in a movie or a play is like YOU.....viiiii i, 181
x You hesitate to tell people to mind their own business............................ . 182

d 182.
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8 184. In most places the traffic laws are in great need of improvement............... ... oo 0L,
185. You would rather study mathematics and science than literature and music

= 186. You get into scrapes which youdid not seektostirup............ oL,
’ 187. You resent having friends or members of your family give you orders............. ... ... .. ...,
' 188. You are philosophically inclined, that is, inclined to philosophize about things.................. .. 188 .
p 189. Most people keep to the “straight and narrow path” only because of the fear of being caught....... 189
. 190. You especially dislike to get your hands dirty OF Greasy....ovverenueneenniaeenneneneneanennnn.., 190
" " 191. You are inclined to think about yourself much ofthe time.......... ... i L, 191
, 192. You have frequently felt like telling ‘“nosey” people to mind their own business......... ........., 192
)‘ 193. You are frequently “lost in thought' . ... .. i e 193
- 194. Far too many people try to take as much as they can and give as little as possible back to society.... 194
-y 195.. You like to read true stories about love and romance............. ... o i, 195
N 196. You get over a humilating experience very quickly........ooiii i i i it it ines 196 -
' 197. In group undertakings you almost always feel that your own plans are best....................... 197
g 198. You like to discuss the more serious questions of life with your friends............................ 198
199. Most people today try to do an honest day’'s work foraday'spay......cco i, 199
200. You pay little attention to styles in clothing. . ... oo i 200 !
201. Almost everything that happens seems to have some relationshipto you.............. ... ... ... 201
202. When people become bossy or domineering, you want to do the opposite of everything they ’
o T o < YA 202
203. You often would like to know the underlying reasons behind the actions of other people. .......... 203
204. There are far too many useless laws which hamper an individual's personal freedom... .......... 204
205. You would rather be a forest rangerthan adress designer. ..ottt 20§
206. Certain people deliberately say or do things to aNNOY YOU. . .uvterenerreientenaninenrarernnnnen. 208
207. Some people become so rude that you feel the urge to "sit on them" or to “tell them off”.... ........ 207
208. You sometimes have a peculiar feeling that youarenotyouroldself............................... 208 :
209. Most people who get ahead today do so because they have “pull”........ ... ... ... . ... 209
210. The sound of foul language diSgUSES YOU. .. cv it ittt ittt it ittt ittt ettctetieranennsann 210 -
211. There are many kinds of work that you would not think of doing because they are not good .
ENOUGH JOT Y OU . ittt ettt ittt ee et eeetase s tannaasaaeseasanas cesanenneeesnnunoseeennns 211 -
212. You get into fights or arguments in defense of your friends or members of your family............... 212
213. You enjoy thinking out complicated problems. ....... oot i e e 213 '
214. Most people learn quickly to avoid making the same mistake twice................ ... .. ... ... ... 214
215. You are only mildly disturbed when you see or hear of animals being treated cruelly............... 215
216. People offend you without knowing it because you hide your feelings from them................. 216
217. You get a lot of satisfaction from making other people do as you want them to.... ............... 217
218. You often take time out just to meditate about things.............o it i i, 218
219. You have received about all the rewards in life that youdeserve...... ... ... ... .. .. 219
220. You would rather be an interior decorator than an architectural engineer........................... 220
221. You have felt that certain persons are secretly trying to get the betterof you....................... 221
222. You are likely to talk back to a policeman or other person in authority over you if you feel like it.... 222
223. You find it very interesting to watch people to see whatthey willdo........ ... i L, 223
224. The number of "two-faced” individuals you have known is actually very small...... .. e 224
225. You feel very badly if someone does not approve of what you are wearing......................... 225
226. You very often seek the advice of other people........cooiiiiiiiiiiii i i 226
2927. When someone is not playing fair, you like to see him beaten at his own game...... .... e 227
2928. You are constantly alert to ways of improving yourself........cocoiiiiin ittt i 228 .

229. Most groups of people behave like a bunch of sl:xeep, that is, they blindly follow a leader:............ 229 ﬁ
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It is difficult to hurt your feelings. .....ouuriniir ittt it e 231
Anyone trying to take away any of your lawful rights will have a real fight on his hands

Wt YOU PerSOnally . . oottt i e ettt r e 232
You are inclined to steer clear of complicated problems that call for thinking................... ..., 233
In general, people higher up tend to assume their share of the dirty work, not leaving it for

Lo Y04 T=) ¢ (o T L= S P 234
The sight of ragged or soiled fingernails is repulsive to you............o.ooiii it 235
There have been times when you have been bothered by the idea that someone is reading

D 0100 G U+ T ¥ L § o £ 236
It pays to “turn the other cheek” ratherthantostartafight.......... ..o it enenanen. 237
You try to sense what people are thinking about as they talk to you...........cccoeiiiiiiiiianaa, 238
You have had your share of good JucK. . oot iiiiiii it i i e i iitirasararaanresasoanss 239
You feel deeply sorry for a mistreated horse. .. .coviiiiiiiiiiir it it ie s it aenaes 240
You have been seriously slighted meore than once. .....ciiiiiii it it iaerearertasnnaonas 241
When you resent the actions of anyone, you promptly tell him so...........coiiiiiiiiiiieeneenn 242
After a critical moment is over, you usually think of something you should have done

but didn't o, ..ot i i i i e e e ittt eeee e i a e 243
If you want a thing done right, you must doityourself. ...... .. oot 244
You can handle a loaded gun without feeling at all jittery. ...ttt 245
Other people too often take the credit for things you yourself have done.............cooovvenntn. 246
You know or have known someone personally whom you would like to see behind prison bars ..... 247
You are much concerned over the morals of your generation.............ciiiiiiiii i 248
Large business corporations are a good thing. ..ot ittt ittt iiieitraerenrsnaansensnas 249
You Cry rather @asily. . ..ovuiiiiiiir it ieieteenensensoeanaensotoncsasonsaanasnsnassssosass 250
When things go wrong, it upsets you very little. . ... ivii i iiiiiiiie i ieitiienentonaeansnanns 251
You see to it that people do not take advantage of you......cciviiiiinie it iiiiiinnaaanns 252
You are inclined to ponder oVer YOUT Past. . vvi et tverenteencareeneensasasssesosssascocsanas 253
Some people pay more attention to your comings and goings than they should.... ............... 254
The sight of large bugs and spiders gives youa “creepy”feeling.......... ... it 255
You often feel that a speaker is talking about you personally...........cooiiiiiiiiiiaiiinneen 256
You are unhappy unless things in an organization go pretty much as you want them to .......... 257
You enjoy analyzing your own thoughts and feelings. ........coiiiiiiii e iiieiinaraeannas 258
Most people use politeness to cover up what is really “cut-throat” competition..................... 259
You would rather be a building contracior than @ NUIse. .......ccvriviir i iiiiin i irsonseeneanoes 260
You have days in which it seems that everythinggoes wrong............ccciiiiiiiiiiinninenenss 261
You feel the urge to stir up some excitement when things become dull............. ..ot 262
You would rather put plans into action than to spend time working themout........ ....cviveieentn 263
The educational system in this country is all right inmost ways. ......coviiiiiiiiieriernraneanns 264
You feel sorry for a fish thatis caughtona hook. .. ... i i i i enes 265
You often unburden your troubles 1o others. . ... oo ittt ittt e it et ee it 266
You would like to have enough money or power in order to impress people who think they are

better than You @re. ...ttt ittt ittt ittt et e e eeannaaasaneiaanar s 267
You frequently find yourself in a meditative state. ... ... ittt ittt iieernenensssossesasannns 268
People today have just about as many chances for success as in your parents' day................. 269
You feel strongly against kissing a friend of yourown sex and age.......coviviiriinrernctaieanes 270
You are too sensitive for YOUr OWN G00d. . o i. ittt ittt ittt iereeroarocesneresneensnssnnaanoass 271
You have often found it necessary to fight for what you believe toberight........ccivveriiienen.. 272
You often watch others to see what effects your words or actions have upon them..... .......coo0n. 273
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It is difficult for you to become interested in the problems of others when you have so many
Of Y OUT OWI. ittt ittt ittt it ettt ettt e aaaeaasesaneeteenesonsns neenenennaenonsonneneaan,

It bothers you to have other people tell you what youshoulddo.......... ... ... oo oL,
You often wonder about why human life exists and what its future is............. ... .. ... ... .. ...,
Some people deliberately make things hard for you. ..o it i i,
Odors of perspiration diSgUSt YOU. « . vttt ittt it ettt e tte ittt ettt ea e aaeneeraennennan.
Criticism disturbs you very Httle. . ..ottt i i ettt tr it et et i,
It bothers you to see someone else bungling a job that you know perfectly well how to manage ..,
You are inclined to live in the present, leaving the past and the future out of your thoughts..........
Most people will tell a lie now and then in ordertogetahead............. ...,
The sight of an unshaven man AISGUSES YOU. .ot vt ittt ittt it et ettt it et et ci e

When you lose something you often begin to suspect someone of either having taken it or

having miSPlaced Tt ...ttt e it ittt e e e e e e e e e
There are some people whose actions seem continually to irritate you............... ... ... ... ...,
You like to have time to be alone with your thoughts. ........ ... i it i i i,
There are entirely too many employees who deserve higher pay than their bosses.................
You like love SCenes in a mMoOVIE OF Play ... ettt eie it et te ettt ettt eiieaennss
There are times when it seems that everyone is against YoU. . ..ot ivie it ittt et ie e
If anyone steps ahead of you in line, he is likely to hear from you aboutit.........................
You often wonder why people behave as théy o [ TS
Nearly all people try to do the right thing when givenachance............ .. .. ... ...
When you become emotional you come tothe pointoftears. ....covi it ittt ee i,

BE SURE YOU HAVE ANSWERED EVERY ITEM
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3025 #3328 i 362 i 392 i 422 i 452 ¢ 482 ¢ 512:% & 542
303 | 333: i 363i ' 393i i 423 i 4531 | 483% | 513! | 543!
3041 3341 i 364! | 304i | 424! | a54i | 484! | 514" 1 5441
3050 | 335! i 365i | 395i . 425 i 4550 i 4857 | 515! ! 545!

T F T F T Fr T F T F T F rF T F T
306 i 336 i 3661 i 396 i 426 i 456 i 486 i 516i i 546 i
307 | 3370 | 367i i 397i i 427 i 4570 i 4870 | 5170 [ 5471
308i | 338 ! 3681 | 3987 i 4287 i 458! i 488 | 5181 I 548
309 | 339 ¢ 369 i 399 | 429 i 459 i 489l ! s519i | 549
3104 ¢ 3401 | 370 | 400i i 430 | 460i | 490 ! 520! i s50i

T F T F T F T F T F T F T F T F T
3116 6 3414 i 3714 i 401 i 431 6 461 i 491 i 521 i 551
’ 312 i 3425 0 372% 0 o402 o432 U a2 @ ge2f I s22i H 552

313 | 3431 | 3738 § 403% i 433% @ 463! i 403l i s23i i s53i

314 | 344 i 374  404i | 434! | se4i U 494l | s24i I B4

4

3151 i 345 | 3750 | 405i 435! i 465! i 495! ! 5251 I ss5i
BE SURE YOUR MARKS ARE HEAVY AND BLACK.

ERASE COMPLETELY ANY ANSWER YOU WISH TO CHANGE.

T F T F T F T F T F T F T F T F T

316 i 346 {376 i 406 I 4361 | 466 | 496 : 526 i 556

rarr o
Part S,

rar n
Part P =

3178 o847 {3778 i 4070 @ oa37i o467 i 497! i s27i ! g7l

3181 | 348% ¢ 3781 i 408 i 438 | 4681 | 498 i 5281 I 558l

3198 i 349% i 3790 | 409i i 439 | 4697 ! 499i U s29i i 559l

3200 #3501 380 i 4108 i 440i i a70% ! s00i i 530! I seof |
T F T Fr T F T F rr T F rr T F T F

321 o351 0381 qoanti P oaari D oa7md §osord Hos3rd i sepd

se2l U oss2l ©o3s2l | ar2l ¢ aa2? 0 oaz2i P oso2i | osal i seal

3231 i 353i | 383% i 4131 i 443 i 4738 ¥ s03i U 53zl | se3il
{ 324 1 3541 @ 384 i 414 i 444’ | 4747 504! ! 5380 I 564
3251 [ 3550 i 3850 i 415 | 445 ! 475% U s05f ! s35f i &5
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3260 | 356 | 386l ! a16f | as6 | 476! | 506! | 5350 | spgi |

3270 357 i 3870 o417 i oaa7i 0 o4770 § s078 i 537
3281 | 358 388! : 418° | 448 | 4787 ! s08! ! 538

3201 i 350 | 389 ! 419! ! 440! ¥ 470% 5091 i s394
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il L UMD DL

Instructions DLTE

In this study yourarc given 100 questions to answer Yes or No. (Although
there is a spacc on the answer sheet to mark (?)s this space is not to be
uscd, You must choose cither Yes or No.)

After you have marked your answer sheet XEE or ggf write beside your
answer the percentage of male HCS students you think would answer the
same as you did, TFor example, a question might rcad: "You have very
fow headaches," Suppose you answer "Yes", Then cstimate what percentage

of your fellow male HCS students would also answer Ycs., If you think

all of them would, write 100%. 1If you think none of thcm would, writc

0%. 1If you think they would split scmewherc in between, write somc
percentage between 04 and 1009, If you answer No to a question, then
cstimate what percentage would also answer No, Alweys writc the

percentage you estimate would answer the question the same as you did,
However, you must not use 50% for your estimate, If you think it is

an even split, choose some percentage ncar the middle, but de not

choose exactly 50%.

You will notice that the questions are not in strict numcrical crder,

They arc in groups of five, skipping ten between groups. This necans -
that on the answer shect you go acrcss the first line, then skip two

lincs to the arrow, go across that line, then skip twe moere lines, etc,

~ This will not be as hard 2s it sounds, because the answer shcots aro narked
in this manner for your convenience,

Remember, you must not use the (?) in the answer sheet. Answer

ZEE or N23 whichever is more correct for you. /nd for your estimate

of what percentage of male HCS students would answer the same ns you did,

you may use any percentage between 0F and 100%, except for exactly 50%.

(Youur rospromens will never be shuwil O anvone connected 391m farer crosr wrddia TrAe N



19.
20.
31.

32,
33.
3l
35.

hé.,
lJ‘?.
L8.

b9,
50,

61.

62.
63.

6l;.
65.

76.
7.
78.
19.

80,

10U WOULG- rather plan al aCuvlvivy uldll Ldke parv ill ibu. »
You have more than once taken the lead in organizing a project

or a group of some kind.

You like to entertain guests.

Your interests change quickly from one thing to another.

You are often so much "on the go" that sooner or latcr you may

wcar yourself out,

You like parties you attend to be lively.

If you hold an opinion that is radically diffcrent from that
expressed by a lecturer, you are likcly to tell him about it

either during or after the lecture.

It is difficult for you to chat cbout things in general with people,
You give little thought to your failures after they are past.

You work more glowly and deliberatcly than most people of your

sex and age,

You are a carefree individual,

When a person docs not play fair you hesitete to say anything about it
to him,

It bethers you to have people watch you at your work,

You heve usually been optimistic about your future.

Pcople think you ard o vewy cacezotic porsun,

You somctimes make quick decision? ithat you later wish you hedsfd nede,
You find it difficult to ask for woney cr other donatiocns, even for

a cause in which you 2rc interested.

You are so naturally fricndly that people immediately feel at ecase with
you,

zou daydream a great deal,

You. someii0r3 vish that people would rlow dovm a bit anc give you a
chance to caich up.

Many of ycur friends think you take your work toc seriously.

You hesitate to walk intc a mecting when you know that cveryone's
eyes will be upon you,

You limit your friendships mostly to members of your own sex.

You almost always fecl well and strong.

You talk more slowly than most people,

You like to play practical jokcs upon < thers,

You take the lead in putting lifc into a dull party.

You would 1lkke to belong to as many clubs and sceial organizations
as possible,

There are times when your mind seems to work very slowly and other
times when it works very rapidly.
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_f

ok,
95.

106.
107,
108.
109.
110,
121,
122,
123,
100,
125,
136-
137,
136,

139.
140,

156,
157,

158,
159.

160,

171,
i72.
173.

17L.
175.

186,
187,
188.
189.

190,

You are sc shy it bothors yai.
You are sometimes bothered by having a uscless thcught
wne into ycu mind over andover.

You dislike to be hurried in your work.,

You emmetimes find yourself tcrossing bridges before you ccme to them*

You find it somewhat difficult te say "no" to a salesman who trics
to sell you somcthing vou 4o not reclly want.

There arc only a few friends with whom you can rclax and have a
geod tirme,

You usasliy keep cheerful inspite of trouble,

You can turn oubt alarge amount of work in ashort timc.

You kceop at o task vntil it is done, cvin after nearly everyone
cvlse has given up,

Tou can think of a good excuse when you nced one,

Other pcople say that it is diffacult to got to knoew you well,
Your deydreams are often about things that can never come truc,

It irritates you to have to wait at a crossing for 2 long freipht
train to pass.

You usually say what you fecl like saying at the moment.

You likec to speak in public,

You likc to be with ppople.

You generally keep cool and think clearly in exciting situctions.

In gboup activities you get your full shar: of everything.

Tn most cases iv is important to get what you want even if you
have to fight to get it,

You often try to analyze the motives of others.

Most public office holders generally put public intcrests ahead
of their owm.

Thac sgght of blood frightens yai.

You often become bored when the subject of conversation shifts
away from your cwn experience, hobbies, or intcrcests.

You hate to lose an argument even when the issue is not very
important.

You are usually too busy to spend time in reflective thought.,

Most people know what to do without being told,

When a parent, teacher, or boss scolds you, you feel like weeping.

You get into scrapes which you did not seek to stir up,

You resent having friends or members of your family give you orders.
You arc philosophically inclined, that is, inclined to phidosophize
about things.

Most people keep to the straight and narrow path only because of
the fear cf being caught.

You cspecially dislike to get your hands dirty or greasy.




203.
208,

205.

216,
217,

218.
219,
220,

231,
232,

233.
23k,
235.

2Lé.
2h7.

2L8.
2lg.
250,

261-
262,
2630

26U,
2650

2760
271.
2178.
279.
280.

291.

292.
293.
29k,
295.

V4o everythling they telil you 1O 4o,
You often would like to know the underlying reasons behind the actlons b3

of other people, o
There are far too many useless laws which hamper an individual's

personal freedom,
You would rather be a forest ranger than a dress designer,

People offend you without knowing it because you hide your feelings
from them,

You get a lot of satisfaction from making other people do as you
want them to,

You often take time out just to meditate about things.

You have received about all the rewards in life that you deserve,
You would rather be an intcrior decorator than an architectural
engineer,

It is difficult to hurt your feelings.

Inyone trying to take away any of your lawful rights will have a
real fight on his hands.

You are inclined to steer clear of complicated problems that call
for thinking,

In general, people higher up tend teo assumc their sharc of the
dirty work, not leaving it for others tc do,

The sight of ragged or sciled fingernails is repulsive to youry

Other people too often take the credit for things you yourself
have done,

You know or have known someone pcrsonally whom you would like to
see behind prison bars.

You are much concerned over the morals of your generation.

Iarge business corporations are a good thing.

You cry rather easily,

You have days in which it seems that everything goes wrong.

You feel the urge to stir up some excitement when things bccome dull.
You would rather put plans into action than to spend time working
them out.

The educational system in this country is a1 right in most ways.

You feel scrry for a fish that is caught on a hook,

People have criticdzed you unjustly to others.

The opinions of most people are worthless.

You are inclined to be introspective, that is to analyze yourself.
Mmost anyone, even though poor, can get & square dcal in courts of law,
You would rather be a miner than a florist.

When you lose something you often bepin to suspect someone of cither
having taken it or having misplaced it,

There arec some peoplc whose actions seem continually to irritote you.
You like to have time to be alone with your thoughts.

There are entirely too many pmployees who deserve higher pay than their
You like love scenes in a movie or play, bosses,
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G-Z SURVEY OF OPINIONS OR G-Z TEMP. SURVEY

SEX.

AGE

NAME

MIDDLE

FIRST

LAST

71

YOUR GROUP

lam761

81

P91

DA

101

115
116
—i21
126 i
131
=136

141 :

Yes :

Yes |

Yes 2
r.,,,m HE

Yes 2
Yes ?

Yes ?

Yes 2
Yes 7
Yes 7
Yes 7
Yes
Yes ?
Yes 2
Yes
Yes
Yes 2
Yes
Yes 7
Yes 2

Yag 7

Yes ?
120
Yes ?
©  Yes ?

22 i

Yes 2
274 i

Yes ?
o32i
Yes 2
37 i
Yes ?
420 i
Yes ?
%47

Yes

821
Yes ?
57 &

Yes

62 i
%%
67 i
Yes ?

72;% i
Yes ?

BE SURE YOUR MARKS ARE HEAVY AND BLACK.
Y ANY ANSWER YO

g
.,

ERASE COMPLETEL

77 i
% yes 2
82
Yes ¢
87
Yes ?
C%QZY‘:;S
9711 i
Yes ?
1021
Yes ?
o407
Z4 Yes ?
112
Yes 2
1174 &
Yes ?

122
% Yes

1274
ves 7
132
Yes 2
137
7 Yes ?
142 ¢

Yes ?

No

No

g

13

d 18

© Yes !

23

28
%33
38
431
53 i
58 !

3

?  Yes ?

68
Yes

73 i
Yes

83
Yes

88 i
Yes

<593
Yes

98 :
103 |
2108 |
113

118

128 |
133 i
24138 |
143

Ys.

Yes :

Yes ?
Yes

Yes
Ygs ?
Ygs ?
a8
BYes ?
Yes ?

Yes !

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Y.eI:s
24231

Yes ¢
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes

» No

? No

? No
? No
2 No

? No

109 i

9
Y‘s

Yes

Yes
39
Yes
A4
Y’gs
49
% Yes
54
Y'gs

59 i
Yes

%5411 !
€s

69
Yes

74 i
Yes

=79

84
Yes

89
Yes

04
Yes

99
Yes

104 :
Yes

Yes
114
Yes
119
Yes
2124
Yes
129 i
Y‘gs
134
ves
2439 i
ves

144 i
Y'gs

2
?

?

?

5

No

U WISH TO CHANGE.

Yes ? No

10
15 i

20

© Yes ?

25

35 |
40

45 i

55 i
60 !
5

70

75 i

2.80 '

> Pl
Yes

85 :
90
205
100

105 i

115
120
125
130 :
135
240 !

145

Yes

Yes

Yes 2
Yo 2
Yes 2
Y:s
Yes 2
Yes 2
Yes 2
Yes 2
Ye;:s
Yes 2

Yes ?

Yes 2
Yes 2
Yes 2
Yes 2
ves 7
1100
o ,AY'?S ?
Ve 2
es 7
Yes 2
Yes ?
Yf:s
Ves ?

Yes ?



156 i
161
166
171
176 |
181 i
186
191
196
201 i
206 i
211
216

221 i

226
231
236 i
241
246 i
251 i
256 |
261 '
266 !
271 !
276 |
281 i
286

291

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Y
Yes
Yo
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Yes ?

Yes 7
Yes
Yoo
Yes
Yes 7
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes 7
Yes
Yes 2
Yes
Yes

Yes ?

157
% Yes

162
Yes
167
Yes
%172
Yes
177
Yes
182
Yes
24187 i
Yes
192 i
Yes
197
Yes
02
%2 s
207
Yes
212
Yes
%217 i
# Yes
222

227

%232

Yes ? No

* 237
) YFS
242 i

Yes
247 i

# Yes

252 i
Yes

257 i
Yes
©5262
Yes

267 i
Yes

272 i
Yes
277
Yes

282 i
Yes

287 i
Yes

., 292 !
% Yf,s

?

.?.

.?.

?

Yes ? No

BE SURE YOUR MARKS ARE HEAVY AND BLACK.
ERASE COMPLETELY ANY ANSWER YOU WISH TO CHANGE.

Yes ¢ No

No
No
No

No

183
Yes
=188 i
e

193
Yes
198 ::

es

25203 i
Yes

208 i
Yes

213
Yes

18 i
72 Yes

223
Yes

228 i
Yes

%233 |
Yes

238 i
Yes

243 i
Yes

27248
Yes

253 i
Yes

258 i
Yes

%263 i
Yes

268
Yes

273
Yes

%278
Ygs

283 i
Ygs

288 i
Yes

%5293

Yes

?
?

,?.

?

?

No

No

159 :
*® Yes

164
Yes

169 i
Yes

2474
Yes

179 i
Yes

184
Yes

22189 i
Yes

194
Yes

199 '
Yes

%204 i
Yes

209 i
Yes

214
Yes

%219
Yes

224
Yes

229 i

%5234
Yes

239 ii
Yve‘:s

244 i
Ygs

G249 i
Yle:s

254 i
Y.els

259
Y‘e_s

264 i
Y‘(‘es

269 i
Yle's

274 i
Yf,s

F279 i
Ygs

284 i
Ygs

289 ::
’ Yﬁ:s

%394

Ygs

?

?

?

No

Y’e;s ? N,O

No

No

160 i °
7 e
165 i
Yes
170
Yes
H75 ¢

Yes

180 i
Yes
185 i

Yes
190

e

195 i

Yes
200 i
Ye
<205 i
Yes
210
Yes
215
Yes

2220 ii

%2 e
225 i

Yes

230 '
Yes
’z’z" 35 i
Ygs

240 i
Yes
245 i
Yes
250 '
Ygs

255 i
Ygs

260
Yss
%265 i
Y_e_s

270 i
Ygs

275 i
Yss

280 i
Ygs

285 i
Ygs

290
Ygs
2295

Ygs

?

?

?
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SEX

AGE

g a i { 3l 0 a3 i aaf 35}
: Yes ? No Yes ? No Yes 2 No Yes ? Mo Yes ?
36 | i va B agf o @ 39i & § AQ

Yes 2 No Yes ? No Yes 7 Mo Yes 2 No Yes 2

. i a2b YR 44\; i 450 |

Yes 7 No Yes ? Mo Yes 2 Mo es ? No Yes ?

46} i a7f st aof ¢ sof

Yes 7 No Yes 2 No Yes 7 Mo Yes 7 No Yes ?

518 ; s i 4 g3 i & s4i o § 553‘: ‘.

Yes No Yes ? No Ylt}s " Np Yes ? No es ?

§ sek g 570 i | sgi i | st i § 5°j
- Y‘jes No Yes ? No Yes > No Yes ? No es ?

YOUR GROUP

Ygs 2 N

6

7k

Yés ?
? No
? No

No

Yes ¢
Yes ?

Yes ?

o

N.o

62 i
Yes

67}
Yes

721

?

?

!

N.o
N‘0

|

Yes ? No

Yes
esl

Ygs
734

Yes

?

?

No

L,
N‘o

No

64t
Ylgs

69
Yes

74 i
Yes

?
?

?

Ro
i

No

BE SURE YOUR MARKS ARE HEAVY AND BLACK.
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APPTIDIX IX

RAW SCORES AND RANKS FUR WOED=ASSOCIATION STUDY

Column 1 Word-Association Assumed Similarity Score
Column 2 Word-Associstion Assumed Similarity Rank
Column 3 Word-Association Real Similarity Score
Column li Word-Association Real Similarity Rank
Colurn 5 Ioyola Language Study Score

Colurn 6 ILoyola Language Study Rank

(The ranks should be understood as having a decimal between the last

two digits.)
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LPPDIY X

RAY SCORES AND RANKS FOR SOCIAL PERCEPTION STUDY

Column 1 Socizl Perception Assumed Similarity Score
Column 2 Scocial Perception Assumed Similarity Rank
Column 3 Social Ferception Real Similarity Score
Column Li Socisl Perception Reai Similarity Rank
Columm 5 Social Perception Recuracy Score

Column 6 Social Perception Accuracy Rank

(The ranks should be understood as having a decimal between the last
two digits,)

(The Social Perception Accuracy Score is a "difference" score, hence
the Social Perception Accuracy Rank as shown here is actuzlly an
Inaccuracy Rank, amxd was reversed for the computation of the

correlations,
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