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CHAPTER T

 INTRODUCTION

HISTORTICAL Eﬁé‘ii{@i& SUND 4
V*Tth@‘ﬁeveleﬁmeg% of psyehoanalysis ?r@udl ohe

served that ﬁaneﬁa@nal faet@rs @a@f@%ing on vartau& iavels
of conselousness effetted pereeption and behavior. ﬁe
@@m&@i@u§*ﬁg@fﬁﬁﬁéﬁééiéﬂéé”"ﬁiﬁh@a@ﬁ’ﬁﬁ@‘édﬁ@éﬁﬁféffgameﬁi@nm
‘a1 factors below the 16vel of consolousness effecting

ate With Freud he did more to ex-

perespbion did not orig:

plaln the oontent and operation of these undonsclous face

tors then atiy other investigator preceding or  following

hin, Preud*s eontributions in this ared were net fo

however, on experimertal evidence end 16 was left for later

investigators %6 give his theories and observations experi~

mental verification.

%f@ﬁﬁg'ﬁ&éﬂiéét'ﬁwﬁ‘@é@a&és'éxpe@iméﬂﬁéiﬂévi&énée has
led us to believe that en
e Punction 6f external or internal stimull aeting

fndividual’s peréeption L8 mot omly

on various
receptor organ systems whieh then activate responding orgen

systéms bBut 4lse a funetion o6f various psst egperiences,

i@igmnnﬁ Freuds fAn Ou sis {Wew

o 1ine of Peyshoanely
York, 1949) . 08 D2, ZRJRS08NR
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feelings, attitudes, interests, preconceived notions, ideas,
fears, needs, wishes, drives, and other functional factors
which may be currently operative at some level of conscious-
ness in the perceiving organizm,

Marrayz was one of the early investigators to deme
0h$trate the effect of functional factors on perception,.
Murray had a small group of adolescent girls describe some
pictures of men under two conditions-~ before and after the
subjects had played a game of murder. He found that after the
game of murder the subjects fended to see more maliciousness
in the various pictures than they did at the first presenta-
tion.

In an experimental study, Sanford” also demonstrated
the operation of functional factors in perception. In this
study school children were required to complete partially
drawn pictures and also take a word association test under
two experimental conditions~« when hunger was satiated and
when it was unsatiated. He found that many more food-re=
‘sponses were given in the two tasks when the subjects were
somewhat hungry than when the subjects’hunger~was satiated.

In a more recent, although similar, experiment using

%4, A. Murray, Jdr. "The effect of Fear upon Esti=
mates of the Maliciousness of other Personalities," Journal
of Secial Psychology, 4 (1933}, 310-329. |

r 3?. g.PSanford, "Th; Eifects cfEAbsténenc@”f§om Fogd
upon Imagina rocesseés: a Preliminary Experiment, gurna
of Psychology, 2 (1936}, 129-136. ’




gollege students as subjects Levihe, Chein, and ﬁurphy&
found, results very similar to those of the Sanford study.

Bruner and Goodman? in a recent study, had two groups
of children judge the size of various eoins, One group of
children was selected from a slum area of Boston. A second
group of ¢hildrem was selected from a pregressive school
which catered to the children of prosperous business and prow
fessional people, These experimentors found that the group
from the sium area @varesbimaﬁed the- size of the c¢oins sigw
nificantly more than the children of the second group. These
results. led Bruner and Goodman $o propose two hypotheses as’
possible general laws:

1. The greater the soeial value of an.object, the more
will it be susceptible to organization by behavioral deter=
minants.

2+ The greater the individual need for a socially
valued object, the move marked will be the operation of be-
havioral determinants.

Theoretical discussions of how perception is effected

by these wvariocus functional factors have been published by

“ﬁ. LeV1ﬁe, I. Chein, and G, Murphy, "The Relation
of the Inﬁensity of a Need to the Amount of Perceptual Dis-
tortion," Journal of Psycholegy, 13{1942), 283-293,

BJ. S ﬁruner, and Cecile C. Goodman, "Value and Need
as Organiaxng,Fact@rs in Perception," Journal of Abnormal and
Sogial Psychology, 42(1947), 33«bk.
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Wallaché, Bruner and Pestman’, Klein and $eh1esinger3,
Brunswik?, and many others.

. About the time Sanford was conducting his experiment,
as mentioned abeve, a ¢losely related study-of importance was
conducted by $ears§9 In view of the fact that projection was
widely used as an explanatory principle in both normal and
abnormal behavior, Sears felt that the concept warranted
eritieal study. With this in mind he conduected a study to
‘inveptigate the exact nature of projection and the c¢onditions
under which it operated.

Using a graphic rating scale (of seven steps) Sears
had 97 8's rate one another and themselves on three obnoxious
n@nnséxual character traites (which had previsusly been gelected
from a group of 31 such trais) as he was interested in finde
ing out -whether reprehensibleness was requisite to projecs

tion., A fourth non-sexual trait, bashfulness, was used as

. Q%; @Aiia%h, "Some Considerations c@gcernigg the
Relation between Percédption and Cognition," dJournal of
Personality, 18(1949-1950), 6-13. S

73, 8. Bruner, and L, Postman, "Perception, Cognis
fian, and Behavior," Journal of Personality, 18(1949-1950),
14=31. R, sy

A gG; G+ Klein, and H. Schlesinger, "Where is the
Perceiver in Perceptual Theory," Journal of Personality,
18({1949-1950}, 32-47. |

Agﬂgcn Brunswik, "Discussion: Remarks on Functional=-
%Zméin Perception," Journal of Personality, 18(1949-1950)
6u65. goMina. DALY

lgﬁ. R. Sears, "Experimental Studies of Projections

I. Attribution of Traits, "Journal of Social Psychology,
7(1936), 151-163. ' | a |
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a control. From these ratings he obtained two scoreses

the combined or mean rating eash § regéived and the average
r&ﬁing attkibuted-ﬁa others, Using these two scores he also
obtained a orude measure of insight, If a S rated himself in
the same half of the distribution as others rated him he

was thought % have insight and to lack insight if he rated
himself on the other half. Twe of the important conclusions
raaéhed %y Sears in this gtudy were:

l. These subjects whe:lackaﬁ'insight into the amount
of a given traia'they.hh@mSlees possessed tended, on the
average, to attribute a greater amount of that to other
people than did those suﬁjeets who possessed an equal amount
of the trait but had insight.

2., Bubjeocts laeking}insight intoe their own p@ssesaién
of a trait assigned mave'exéxame ratirgs to others on that
trait than did subjects peséessing ingighteas |

‘In a recent study Holtll reached similar conclusions
wiﬁh r@gard to varisus needs.

Ingsmuch as the concept ef’preﬁaeniém has been widely

used (particularly in;p&yeh@@lytical thearie512¥13¥\as an

, 'EiRgIEAVH@lxg "The Accuracy of Self-Evaluations: Its
Measurement and Some of its Personoclogical Correlates,” Journal
of Consulting Psychology, 15(1951), 95-101 N

izSg Fraud,,"Psyeho«analynic Notes upon an Autobiow
graphical Account of a Case of Paranoia (Dementia Paranocides);"
Bollected Papers. Londom, 1950 III, 3874704

L 1. Fenichel, Qutline of Clinicel Psych
New York: HNorton, 1934 pp. 492. -
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explanatory principle in theories of paranocia and sinece
latent homosexuality is alse contained in these same theories,
.an investigation of the p@é&ibla»relaﬁianShips between self-
perception {insight or lack of insight} and judgement, of
masculinity might be worthwhile,
THE PROBLEM
This study was concerned with the various relation-
‘'ships between an 8's "actual masculinity®, and his judge~
ments of "selfemasculinity” and judgements of the "mascue
linityﬂ'of others. Perception will be of central importance
since a judgement of masculinity must be defined as the overt
expression of the perception of masculinitys The study of
Bruner and Goodman seems to justify the first hypothesis
statéd belew. The observations of Rammersl“ and others tends
'ta Justify the second hypothesis, and the Sears study warrants
the third hypothesis.
| I. Males will overate themselves on masculinity.
1I. Males will overrate their friends, fellow stus=
dents and associates,
III, The less "insight' an individual posgesses with
:régaré to hig own "masculinity" the less he will

tend to overrate the "masculinity" of others.

- ,lﬁés g&cted vy Guilford, J, P, Ps
New York, 1936. pp. 277. '



CHAPTER II
METHODS

Twenty~gix white, fraternity brothers served as
subjects (hereafter 8) for this study. BRach 5 was given

ﬁh@.iarmaanilés AttitudesInterest Analysis ?@3@15£hareﬁ

ﬁ*lafter referred to as the Ts Mi)s A week later sach §

raﬁ@d all of the 8's; including himself; as to their rele
aﬁi%s masculinity” using a1graphic rating scales Wﬁen
this first rating was aampleied each S wmade a second fating
'éf himself andeail other 5's.
. THE RATING SCALE

In the ccnstructlon and use of the graphic rating
scale the suggestien& nade by Guilf@rdlé and Thurstoned’
were followed ¢losély: The §eal@ congisted of an unbroken
line six inches long and héléw which three descriptive
phrases were placed-# at the two extremes and at the cen«
teri The two extreme descriptive phrases were not 8o
ext?em@ as to cause S's to avoid using them, The inter-

mediate or average phrase was placed at: the center of the

5L, M, Terman; and €. €. Miles,

Attitude~Interest
Analysis Test: New Jork, 1938, e S :

234 P. Guilford,

o *sychometric Methods:. New York,
19364 Chapi IX. o =

1?L, Li Thurstone, and Ei J. Chave, The ¥
of Attitude; Chicago, 1929: )

egsuroment

w T
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lines in the following mannert

less thge average more than
averagulinity masculinity average
maseulinity masculinity
INSTRUCTIONS TO THE SUBJECTS

Prior to this rating, maseuliéiﬁy was defined for
the S's in terms of attitudes and interests, and the follow-
ing instructions given: "

"I am going to read you some definitions., Please
listen ¢arefully. After I have read these definitions you
will each be given 2 copy of the definitions along with
some other material.®

®Persons in our culture, who are high in masculinity
are likely to enjoy aggressive, and frequently dangerocus
adventure; are likely to be relatively undisturbed by various
sights, sounds, and odorsj are likely to be somewhat insensi=-
tive with regard te the feelings of others; are likely to
be most tolerant of others who make minor deviations from the
aceepted moral and social codesi are likely to be chiefly
interested in out-of-door sports, mechanics, scienge, and
politics; and are likely to be self-confident and relatively
undisturbed by minor frustrations.®

'Persons in our culture, who are low in masculinity
are likely te be over;y'humble; are likely to be emotionally
responsive to various,sights, sounds, and odors usually un-

noticed by others; are 1ikély to be overly sensitive, sympa-
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thetic, and compassionate with regard to the feelings of
others, are likely to be chiefly interested in religion,
gocial life, literature, and the various arts.'

Aﬁﬁeyumasamligiay was defined for the $'s a sample
of the rating scale was presented to them on a blackboard along
with the following instrugtion.

"I have here a list of all of the members of your
fraternity who are participating in this study., Eac¢h of
you will be required teo rate the masculinity of all the
:pérson$‘whe$e names appear on this 1ist., You will notice
that your own name is ¢n the list. Rate yourself along with
all the others. You will make these ratings using rating
scales like this one {demonstrating)., Using a scale like
this one and keeping the definiticns ef masculinity in mind
you will find it fairly easy to make the necessary ratings,
You will now be given a list of those to be rated, a é&py of

ﬁhezdefini@i@n'eflmasauiinzty, and & booklet of rating sealea;ﬁig

“"E8; this point one of the subjects asked the follows
ing question; "On that other test (The Terman<Miles) the in=
structions said that you were collecting results to establish
standards for that test on a college population. HRow inm this
test are you trying to find out something else about college
students as a grouﬁ I mean how they rate sach other?® The
writer wanting to keep the instructions consistent answered,
"Yes, I want you to rate the masculinity of the people on
this list as compared to other college students; that is the
college male population.® This answer involved a rather
gerious oversight on the part of the writer ginge it was
originally intended for the §'s to rate each other §; and
himself, as to his degree of masculinity as cempared with
the distributi@n of masculinity in the general male popus
lation, This change may have been, at least partially,
responsible for the negative results obtained respecting
Hypothesis Il.




After the materials were distributed the instruce
tions continued as follows,.

"You will notice, in the booklet of rating scales,
‘gﬁaﬁ to the extreme léfg of each scale there is a list of
c@d@'numbers, and alse that to the left of each name on
the list of individuals to be rated there is also a code
aﬁmbery JNQW suppose that to the left of the first secale
;;ih y@ué'boekiez the code nunber 422 appeared. To find out
which individual the code number refers to léok at the list
of names and you will discover that A22 is, lets say, John
7@@@; Now you are ready to rate John Doe on the scale to
the right of code nwmber A22."

. "In order to make your rating you will place a check
like this (Vi (demonstrating) any place along the line,
The descriptive phrases below the line will be your guide.
For example; if John Doe seems to you, when you consider
the definitions of masculinity,; to be of about average
.masculinity make a check Gvf/here (demonstrating using
fylaékbaar@ sample)s If it secems to you that he is of more
than average masculinity you may make a check somewhere along
here (demonstrating) depending on how much less than average
you think him to bes Or you may feel that he is very mascus
line in which case you may make a check here or here {demone
.strating] again depending on the degree. Then again, you
may feel that he is not very masculine at all in which case
you may rate him here or here (demonstrating) depending on

the degree.’
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"You will do this with each scale as it appears in
the booklet checking the code numbers carefully each time to
make certain that you are rating the proper S on it. There
will be, of course, only one check mark on each scale. Re«
member, you may place your checks any place along the line.
Do you all understand? Are there any questions?®

Before the 3's started their ratings they were re~
minded to rate themselves along 4iﬁh all the others and
assured that all the data would be handled in a most confie
dential manner.

The order of code numbers in the booklets of rating
scales was different for each § inasmuch as the order was
randomly selected for each booklet other than self rating
which was'four@e@ﬁ@h in each case, The order on the list
of names was also randomly seleoted.

After the rating was completed the second booklet
of rating scales was passed out and the $'s were requested
to continue as before.

SCORING THE RATING SCALE

Scoring the rating seale Jjudgements of masculinity
was accomplished by the use of a six inch scoring stencil
such as the one produced below.

%

T AT ITITITLT] [1 TITTTTIT
-go -70 °£o ~$o 50 |-30 |-20{-10 | 0 |10} sc |50 |qs | S0}se 10 no 130 {14e | 150 ua m 150 'tw
98 46 -5 <YE I VA8 f 5§ 4E 28 5 HE 6 s 76 7‘ 15 lﬁ! n! nS 135 195 160 188 118 m ,qg

6742

*inbetween values were interpolated.
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" The range ~80 to #200 represents the range of the
distribution of T. M, scores for a white, male college
population and 67.42 represents’the mean of the distribution,t?
To score the $'s ratings the point 67.L2 was set at the mids
point (desiénaaea average masculinity) of the rating se&%s
line. The ratings were then directly comparable to T, ﬁm
scores,

DEFINIT IONS
The mean of the fi?stvand second ratings was used
to determine the various scores used in the following def-

initions,

Actual Masculinity. 1. Each $'s T. M. will be considered’
one of the actual masculinity scores (hereafter T. M. score}.

2. The mean rating any given $ receives when rated
by all the other 8's {excluding selferatings) will be con=

sidered a second actual masculinity score {(hereafter R. M.

score) .

' ' Ratin Masculinity rating will refer to the
rating scale score of masculinity any given S assigns to

any other 8. (hereafter M. R. score}.

Self-rated Masculinity. Self-rated masculinity will refer

to the mean rating,aeale score-of masculinity amy given S
assigns himself (hereafter 3. R. M. score}.

ﬂinsigh@.§gggg. Each subject had two (2) Insight Scores.

The first represented by the difference between his S, R, M,

score and his Te. M. score and the second represented by

N vlgferman, ops cit., p. 8
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the difference between his 3. R, M. score and his R, M.

20

seore, Expressed mothamatically as follows,

1

Iﬁ. Se Ro Md - ia{'o M-}

¥

Where Il {first insight score) stands for the dif=-
ference between S. R, M. and T. M. and 1o {second insight)
for the difference between 3, R. Ms and R. M. With insight
86 @efineé it is obvious that the larger a 8's insight score

the less insight he possesses.

mean diffaréne@ of judgements (amount of overrating or
underrating) wﬁll.refe? to the mean of the differences bew
tween any given 3's M. R. of other S's and their actual mase
culinity (using either T. M. or R. M., as the criterion).
There will be two (2) such scores which will be referred to
as Overrating scores 0, and O,
REFINED HYPOTHESES

The hypotheses of this study may now be stated with

greater specificitys

5

) zoit gseemed reasonable to assume that any deviation
of the 8. R M., positive or negative, from the T. M. or

R. M, should be considered lack of insight . consequently,
all Insight scores were pesitive. The writer feels that this
definition was one of the weaknesses of this study and sug-
gests that in further studies insight be defined so that
positive and negative (i, e. overratings and underratings

of self) insight may be considered separately or at least
both aspects included in the definition.
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Ias There will be a significant difference between . the mean
of the distribution of T. M. scores and the mean of the dise
tribution of $, B M, seores in the direction of the higher
Tb. There will be a significant difference between the
mean of th@‘diﬁﬁrihﬁﬁi@p of f. M. scores and the mean of the
distribution of S. R. M. scores in the direction of higher
5. Ro M. scores. ) ‘_ o

II, There will be a signifi é:am; d&fﬁ"‘ermee bé%swe;en

the mean of the distribution of T. M. scores and the mean
of the distribution of K. M. scores in the direction of
higher R. M. scorgs.

1lia. There wi&léb& a significant negative correlation be-
tween &heldistribggié#“éf'il scores and the distribution of
07 secores. |
IIlb, There will be a significant négative correlation’ be-
tween the distribution of I; scores and the distribution of

2 8COTESY.,



GHAPTER III
RESULTS

1. Ine reliabilivy of Ratings.

The retest reliabilities are
given in Table I, for the séif*%atings and the ratings of
others The mean S, Ry M. was 105:14 and the mean R¢ Me wag

?Q;éﬁ'&% calculated from the raw data.

Table I,
THE RELEABILITY OF SELF-RATINGS AND OF RATINGS OF QTHERS

| Secand T Gorrelation?l
ir ,J  Boeff cient

_S.R.M. 26 101.35 32;17 lgrv;,; 1@7 42 29, @s ;'595**
RoMm _’59}__ 77¢@@ - #5 95 et 77#5 ,§552g  u.§88‘$

*ngn;fmeant at 1% level of confidence.

2. ®

potheses of Ia and Ib: The significance of the diff-
erences between the means of the T M: and the 3, R. M, and
between the means of the R. M, and the 8. R. M. are given
in Tables IZa and Ilbs. The correlation coefficients are

also given.,

ZlPearson Product~Moment correlation coefficient

method was used to calculated all correlations in this
study’,

wlb5=
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Table XIla
SIGMIFICANGE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF T.M, AND S,R.M,

Score _ Mean _ o/_ cf,’ v gdiee, b
. : — 18 10442 2. 6%
S R. M. l&ﬁ.l& 32, b? b ?7 b= -86 e
*significant at the S% 1evel aanfidence, ”

Table 11b
SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF R.M. AND S.R.M.

_Rafm; | 7$ax2 ) 36.99 7 71 -

~ i35 8; 1L
32 }4@ 6677 . t‘“ 1 "ﬂv N

*sxgnifi&ant at 1%-leve1 of confidence.

3.32%

34 sjwe[h;;isvggﬁ The significance of the ﬂifferen@es‘betwéen
the means of the B.M: and the R.Mi are given in Table III

along wuth the cerrelatien coefficient.

; Pable III
SIGNIFICANCE OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MBANS OF T:M: AND R.M,

seore e g gf _r gem v

M, 78.02 l»é 13 9.23 «gw 8431 .01

RilMy 78:12 3699 a7 B % 2.64%
V*slgnificant at 5% level of ceafidence o
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b

is Lla and ILIb.. The correlation coefficient be-
tween the distribution of I3 and Oy and between: the distrie

bution of I, and 02 are giveﬁ in Table IV. The significance
- of-the correlation coefficient given was caloulated by the

formalay (22) -

TABLE IV
SIGNIFICANCE OF CORRELATIONS BETWEEN I; AND Oy AND BETWEEN

Ig Aﬁﬁ?az

_Seore k.,‘”ﬂ?_jhﬁ_;tu,,.ﬁw.:
TedOr 13 el
Ip and @2 W30 12

ﬁélnﬁerpre@ed using Fzsher’s table and -2 degrees
of Freedom,



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

The retest reliability coefficients of self«ratings
and of the ratings of others were found to be gquite high--
«95 and .88 respeectively. However, the very low correlations
between the T. M, and the S« Ry M, distributions (r#.18,t2 .86)
amd‘ﬁh@ low correlation hetwéen the R, M. and the S. R. M,
distribution {r 2 .35, ¢ % 1.74) tends to ihdiéateiﬁhat'ﬁhe
ra&iﬁgguof masculinity are more relisble than valid when
bemﬁaneﬁ to the eriteris of masculinity.

o There is; however, a sigﬁi@igant egrgelatian-beawmen
the T. M, and the R. M. distributions (r £ .49, t = 2.64),
j?his tends to indicate that S's may be'usingfinteresss and
attitudes, in part, as a basis for rating the masculinity.

\ There scems to be a more significant relationship
between the B.M, and the 8~ﬁiM§ distributions than between
the 7. M, and the 8. R. M, distributions, This seems to
suggest thats

1s 8's are using some additianal eriteria for rat-
ing self-masculinity and masculinity of others.

2+ S's may be using some criteria soldy for rating
others and possibly some criteria soley for rating the self
and/or some additional factors are invelved W%igh cannot be
a@eeﬁaﬁe& for in this study.

Sinee hypotheses Ia and -Ib are strongly supperted by

~38a
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. the data it would seem that masaglinity is valued by males;

however, the results are not conclusive sincé some individe
uals underrate themselves. This perhaps suggests that difs
ferent individuals value different degrees of masculinity,
Hypothesis II was not supported by the data of this
study. The writer feels that this resulted, at least in
part; from weaknesses in the experimental design, If the
writer had had the S's indicate the five (for example)
friendships, within the group, he valued most and then
compared the ratings assigned these individuals with their
distribution of Ms Ri this hypothesis may well have been
supported at least in part. Or if in addition to knowing
each S's five most valued friendships; the five weakest
friendships were known a comparison ef their two distribu-
tions would be of value here: What was found in this study
seems to suggest that 5's do not overrate all their fellow
students, and associates inasmuch as the writer did not know
who's friendship was valued by whom. (see also footnote (18)).
Hypotheses IXXa and IXIb were not supperted by the
data of this study in fact there was a positive relationship
whereas a negative one was predieted: What was found here was
that the $'s who overrated themselves the most also over-
rated others the most: The writer feels that this too re-
sulted, at least in part, from a weakness in the definition
of lack of insight. 1In this study it was a surprise to find
$0 many $'s underrating themselves {(of the 26 Sts 10 S's
S. R. M. was lower than their T. M. and 7 8's 8. R: M. was
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lower than their R. M.). This may pessibly have been
avoided. or at least been less surprising, if the writer had
made a cbser study of Sear's results.

WEAKNESS OF THIS STubY

1, Afver the data was collected for this study the
writer found out that all the $5's did not kmow all the other
8's even by name. Two of the S's were dropped from the study
inasmuch as they knew less than half of their fraternity
brothers by name. It was impossible to determine the extent
of this in the entire group since the § dis@erseé.shortly
after the data was g@lleatéds |

2+ Another weakness was that information about the
various friendship, mentioned above, was not c¢ollected., This
obriously was an jmportant consideration in Hypothesis 11,

34 The writer feels that insight was inadequately des
fined: If the ideal degree of maseuiiniay that ‘each subjeect
valued had been kaown lack of insight might have been defined
in terms of the extent to which a $'s S.RM; deviated from
his actual masculinity, (T. M. or R. M.) and towards his
ideal: The underrating or projection sc¢ore might then be cone
sidered to be the difference #eﬁween his ideal degree of mas-
culinity.and his mean rating of others.

SUGGESTION FOR FUTURE STUDIES

The writer feels that the following suggestions would
represent improvements in the experimental design of this study
and should be considered in any future study of a similar nature:

1. Each S'shouid be able to identify all other S's



by nanmeé.
2. & survey should be made to determine each $'s
strong and weak friendships.

3. & survey should be taken to determine whabt erie

this incorporated into the definition of masculinitys

L« B's should be asked separately to indicate thé
degree of masculinity he feels is ideal,

5. "N" should be sufficiently large so that 3's
who underrate themselves may be treated separately if
negessary.

The writer believes that this was a worthwhile study

even in view of the negative results and feels that the prob

lem warrants further study.



CHAPTER V
GONOLUSIONS

The conclusions of this study are at present; only
&ppiieable to populations similar to the one from which the
subjects of this séudy'were selected, namely a,whiae;male
¢ollege population, Théy would be more correctly applicable
to white; fraternity college pepulations.

The age range of subjects used in this study was
from 18 to 27 yvears with a mean age of 20,04 years. The
range of years of college attendance was from 1 to 4 with
a mean of 2 years of college attendance. The follewing
gonclusions were reached and should be applicable to simis
lar populations:

‘1, Maseulinity ratings are perhaps more reliable
than valid,

2, Males tend to overrate themselves on masculinity,

% In addition to the above conclusions the writer
feels that the two general hypotheses~+ that males will overw
rate their friemds, fellow students and associates, and that
the less insight an individual possesses with regard to his
own maéculinity;‘the less he will tend to overrate the

masculinity of others-- warrant further investigation,
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