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CHAPTER 1.
PERSONALITY QUESTIONNAIRES.

The use of standard measurements for the

;appraisement of human abilities is first found in the

pioneer work of Francis Galton, lMacKeen Cattell, and
Alfred Binmet. A new field of psychological study
was opened which instead of preoccupying itself with
the general processes of mind treated in the
abstract, pushed the individual into the forefront
and sought to determine the basis and extent of his |
differences from other indiwviduals. The psychology |
of individual differences, as it came to be called,

stressed the uniqueness and variability of human

nature and soon dominated the scene as an independenti
discipline. Itsfspecial feature was its very close |
alliance with the other new science of statistics
whose formulations it liberally employed in its own
methodology.

Measuring instruments fitting a very wide
variety of human activities were fashioned and
eagerly tried by the educationist and the industrial-
ist. Greater strides were taken, in the beginning,
in the direction of the so-called "general intelli-

gence'! tests and measurements of special abilities
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and skills, The assessment of the comparatively
'more subtle and "implicit' aspects of human personal-
ity like attitude, interest, disposition, tempera-
Iment, etec., was not seriously undertaken. It came,
however, to be gradually realised that the under-
standing of the individual and the prediction and
control of his behaviour could not be achieved unlessi
measures were devised for exploring also the

emotbional life of man, A new departure had, |
| accordingly, to be made which finally led to two

| distinct lines of approach. (1) The first tended in |
the direction of still stronger ties with statistics,
culminating in the methods of "factor-analysis' which |
seek to order the complexities of human nature under
a definite number of statistically determined
elements of personality. The testing and rating
scales of personality with their emphaSiS‘Oﬂ the
standardisation of test situations and quantification|
of individual responses with reference to the |
"average'! tendencies of the group furnish its best
illustrations. (2) The second carried to the

extreme the emphasis on individual differences and
stressed the irreducible uniqueness and incompara-
bility of the personality. The exponents of this |
trend, mainly clinicians, are known for their

distrust of mathematical concepts for the
interpretation of human nature.

of
The questionnaire method personality study



proposed by Rugg.l According to him there are two

D

falls under the category of the rating and testing
methods. In brief, it involves a series of
questions which are combined into a single measuring
scale. The questions relate to some particular
aspect of personality, after which the scale is also
named, like ascendance, aggressiveness, sociability,

and so on. For scoring, a definite numerical weight,

| statistically determined, is ‘assigned to each

| question. The total score made by a person is

interpreted with reference to the central tendency of

. the scores found for a representative sample of the

population.

Since the use of the questionnaire method
extends also to many other branches of human enguiry,|
it might be useful to refer to the distinction
classes of questionnaires:- (1) those eliciting
information concerning facts objectively observable
by the reporter and verifiable by others; and (2)
those touching upon the "subjective'" materials
relating to attitudes, inclinations, tendencies,
thoughts, feelings, etc., of the person answering the
questions. The personality questionnaires belong toi
the second group. Their aim is to provide informa-

tion regarding materials which are given directly to |

the individual in self-knowledge.

1 Rugg, H.0., Statistical Methods Applied to Educa-

tion. P 4],
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The first questionnaire study of personality
:is represented by the Woodworth Personal Data Sheet.
lDuring the First Great War, Woodworth was called upon
| as the Chairman of the Committee for Emotional
iE‘itness, to devise a method for diagnosing cases of
unsuitability to stand the stress and strain of the
!war among the military personnel. He prepared a
ilist of questions each onée of which related to
%symptoms of emotional maladjustment described by
!psychiatrists and clinical psychologists. The

| questions were answerable by checking "Yesg' or "No",
;provided with each question. The checkings were
interpreted as indications of the presence or absence
of the conditions, embodied by the questions, in the
person concerned. The entire set of questions was
first applied to the Columbia College students and
drafted men. Out of the total of 200, 116 questions |
proved in this preliminary try-out to possess fairly
high discriminating value. These comprised the final
set of questions which Woodworth originally named the
' Personal Data Sheet and which later came to be known
|as the Woodworth Psychoneurotic Inventory. But
before this guestionnaire could be used in the army,
the Armistice was signed and its value could not be

ascertained in the intended situation. However,

Hollingworth® used it on the patients in the army

= Hollingworth, H.L., The Psychology of Functional
Neurosis. pp.na7-150.
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ihosPital and reported some interesting results. The
'entire questionnaire is reproduced by him in his
PSychology of Functional Neurosis. The following
items aré cited to illustrate its general character:-
As a child did you like to play alone
better than to-play with other children? Yes No
Is it easy to make you angry? Yes No

Does it make you uneasy to go into a

tunnel or sub-way? Yes No
| Do you think you must do a thing over |
| several times before you drop it? Yes No |
Can you stand pain quietly? Yes No
Do you feel a strong desire to steal j
things? Yes No
The Woodworth Psychoneurotic Inventory
stimulated one of the most prolific movements in the
field of psychological measurements and soon a fairly
large number of questionnaires appeared on the scene.

3

As T;axler remarks, "A fair estimate of the number of
pubiished tests and inventories loosely classifiable
under the heading of personality is close to 500."
‘Revisions and modifications of the Woodworth Personal;
' Data Sheet were undertaken by Matthews, Cadey, Laird, |
House and Ohassell.4 Among the notable additions

and extensions, we have the following:-

3

Y
Texler, A.B., Techniques of Guidance, p: 99.

+ SymondL P., Diagnosing Personality and Conduct,
Pp. 178-184,
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Allport'55 A - 3 Reaction Study - a test for

ascendance-submission. It consists of items which
|represent actual every-day situations of life. The

subject is required to select from a few standardised

| choices the type of behaviour which most nearly
characterises his own usual adjustment to each of the
situations. The following items will illustrate the
nature of the test:-
Jhen you see someone in a public place or crowd
whom you Think you have met or known, do you enguire

of him whether you have met before?

Sometimes
Rarely

Never

Are you embarassed if you have greeted a strangef
whom you have mistaken for an acquaintance?
Very much
Somewhat !
Notiab all =

Heidbreder'ad

Introversion-Extraversion Test. |
| Heidbreder prepared a list of 54 traits that were |
collected by Freyd from different sources, and used

Them as components of a rating scale of extraversion-
introversion. The subjects were asked to check

Themselves against each trait by putting a minus or

E Allport, G.W., "A test for ascendance-submission.”
- Journ. Abn, Soc. Psychol., 1928, 23, pp. 118-136.

Heidbreder, E., "lMeasuring introversion and extra-
version," Journ. Abn. Soc. Psychol., 1926, 21,
Pp. 120-134,
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plus or question mark as the case may be. Some of
the Typical items are:-
Feels hurt readily; apparently sensitive about
remarks or actions which have reference to himself.
Is critical 5f others.

Has ups and downs in mood without apparent cause.

|
7 |
The Thurstone' Personality Schedule. The :
|
questions in this inventory represent efforts of |
various authors, like Woodworth, Heidbreder, Allport,

to summarise in question form the principal character-

|istics of a neurotic personality as it has been |

| described by numerdus psychologists and psychiatristsl
The items are similar to the Woodworth Psychoneurotic
Inventory, except that the question mark is also
added among the alternative choices, for exanple:-

Do you get discouraged easily? Yes No ?

The above questionnaires are intended to

measure a single trait like neuroticism, ascendance-
submission, etec. These have, accordingly, been
described by Allport8 as "unit-trait" tests. Begides
these there are "multi-trait® scales which measure |
more than one trait by putting different "diagnostic |
weights" for different traits. As an example of this

gcale we have the Bernreuter9 Personality Inventory,

7

Thurstone, L.L., and Thurstone, T.W., "A neurotic
;n;entory", Journ. Socl Psychol., 1950, 1, pp.
_Oo

& Allport, G.W., Personality, p.  328.

E Bernreuter, R.G., "The theory and construction of
the personality inventory," Journ. Soc. Psychol.,
1933, 4, pp. 387-405.
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' which has been the most widely used inventory and
|

:reported in countless researches. Using the
idifferential system of scoring, Bernreubter provides
| measures for:- (1) Neurotic Tendency, Bl-N; (2)Self-
| sufficiency, B2-S; (3) Introversion, B3-I; and (&)
| Social Dominance, Bi4-D. The following items are
| quoted from the inventory:- ‘

Yes No *% Do you often feel Jjust miserable?
! Yes No - ? Do you specially like to have

attention from acquaintances when

you are ill?

Yes No ? Do you want some one to be with you

when you receive bad news? |
Yes No 2 Do ydu try to get your own way even:
if you have to fight for 1it?

The method of factor-analysis gave birth to
;still other forms of multi-trait scales. When the
Iinter—correlations between the responses Tto the

component items of a guestionnaire were factor-

' analysed, a number of independent factors was
discovered, which had different loadings in different
| sets of items. By assigning, therefore, differential
Iweights Go the various items in proportion to their
loadings in the factors concerned, the same question- |
naire could be used for measuring all of those

10

factors. Flanagan

10

applied the method of factor-

Flanagan, J.C., Factor Analysis in the Study of
Personality.
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analysis to the responses to the items of the Bern-
reuter and discovered two factors:- (1) Self-
confidence - self-consciousness and (2) Sociability - |
solitariness. He, accordingly, provided two
additional scoring keys for the Inventory designated

by him as Fl-C and F2-S.

Guilford and Martinlt and Guilford and
Guilfordl? |

have compiled three sets of questionnairesI

'on the basis of factor-analysis:- (1) An inventory

of factors ST D C R; (2) The Guilford-ilartin

inventory of factors A M T N; and (3) The Guilford-

Martin personnel inventory. The general character

| of the gquestionnaire items is much the same as that ‘

| £l & 12

of the questionnairesdescribed above and the
responses also are provided in the alternative "Tes",
U No" and " form,

Another personality inventory which deserves
mention on account of its departure from the usual

form is the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality

3

Inventoqx.l It consists of 550 statements, each i

Guilford, J.P., and Martin, "The construction
of the Guilford-ilartin inventory of factors
G= A4~ M I~-N', Jowrn. App. Psychol.,

29, 1945, pp. 298=300.

Guilford, J.P., and Guilford, R.B., "Personal-
ity factors D, R, T, and A". Journ. Abn.
Soc. Psychol., 1939, 34, pp. 21=3%6.

" Personality Factors N and G.D." Journ.
Abn. Soc. Psychol., 19329, 34, pp. 239-248.,

Hathaway, S.R., and licKinlay, J.C., Manual for
the Mimmesota iultiphasic Inventory. .

135
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printed on a separate card. The subject is asked to
|
sort all the cards into three categories:- "true",

"false", and "can not say'. Juite obviously, these

responses are mere verbal substitutes for the

| customary "yes", "no", "2, This inventory also,
|1ike the Bernreuter, Guilford-ilartin and other multi- |
| trait scales, is designed to provide scores not only
!on one trait but "on all the more important phases of
‘personality". There is one special feature of the
inventory. It provides "validity scores'" also

which function as a check on the dependability of the

total score obtained by a person. A few examples may

be quoted from the inventory:-

My memory seems to be all right.

Once in a while I feel hate toward members of my
family whom I usually love.

I wish T could be as happy as others seem To be.|

AT Times I have worn myself out by undertaking
too much.

As we noted above, there are numerous other
!

14
ithem are modelled after the same fashion. As Vernon

Ipublished and unpublished inventories. But most of

observes, "It is probable that a hundred or more of

such tests have been published. But the great
majority are simply modifications or extensions of

three prototypes:- Woodworths Personal Data Sheet,

14 Vernon, P.E., The Assessment of Psychological
Qualities by Verbal lMethods. P.67.
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|

Freyd-ieidbreder's Introversion-Extraversion, and '

|Allport's Ascendance-submission Test'. They possess'

|the same common character. In general, alternative

|choices in the form of “yes', "no" and "?", or their

verbal substitutes, are supplied and the checkings on
them are given literal interprdation. Thus, for :
example, if the subject answers "yes"® to the question;
"As a child did you like to play alone rather than
with other children?" his response is taken on its

face value and is treated to indicate the fact that

this condition was actually characteristic of him
;during his childhood. Or, if a person says "No" to |
.the question: "Are you absent-minded?' he is taken
in fact to be free from this defect. Accordingly,
a person is labelled as introverted, for instance,
|because he responds more often by checking "yes"

| against those questions which describe the trait of

| introversion, and "no" against those which represent

\the opposite condition of extraversion. But apart
‘from this literal rendering of the questionnaire

\responses, it is also possible to interpret them ,

" symptomatically". That is to say, the answers may
ibe used merely to indicate how the various groups o
‘persons - vocational, normal, abnormal, social,

|
‘racial, etc. - respond to a sét of questions, without

considering whether the assertions or denials are

representative of the actual conditions and traits of |
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the persons tested. As Oatte1115 renarks about this
| mode of interpretation, "Here one simply correlates
the response with wome outside performance and uses
it as an index or symptom of that performance,
without regard to its literal meaning'’. Similarly,
Eysenckl6 suggests, "If we look at the behaviourial
act of underlining "yes", rather than "no" without
necessarily drawing any conclusions as to the motives
or underlying reasons which may have prompted this
|reaction, then we are dealing with a purely objective
type of response which may or may not be of importancé

|
in the study of personality." Strong’sl7 Vocational

|
:Interest Blanks have been prepared on this basis, !

The responses are not interpreted as that one
occupational group has a greater liking, for example,
ifor fishing, dislike for hunting and indifference to |
!philately, than another occupational group; but thatl
ione group has a significantly greater tendency to
\respond by checking "1like" against certain items and
L’dlSllke” against certain others. But apart from

|btrong s work, this purely behaviourial wpterpretatlon

has been seldom attempted. As Cattelll observes, '

9 Cattell, R.B., Description and Measurement of
Persopallty, P. 344,

116 Eysenck, H.J., Dimensions of Personality, p. 61.

!17 Strong, E.K., J.R. Vocational Interests of Men and
| Women.
|18

Ibid, p. 344.
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"This audaciously empirical but non-naive use of tThe
gquestionnaire is rare."

We illustrated above some notable personality |

questionnaires and described their general character.
'Besides those, there are other questionnaires which
‘have been designated in the literature on mental
measuremerits as "attitude" questionnaires and
"interest' guestionnaires. These too are to be
included under the general name, personality
questionnaires, as personality covers every aspect of;
human life and behaviour. INonetheless, we have |

decided to use the expression "personality

questionnaire’, in this study, in a restricted sense, |

\that is, as applying only to the type of questionnaires
‘whose examples we have cited above. We have a
precedent for this usage in a somewhat similar treata
!ment suzgested in the classification of the standard
;questionnaires by Symond, Taxler, Cabtell and others.
th is necessary to distinguish this'type of
questionnaire from the attitude and interest
‘questionnaires. In order to achieve this end, it
Imay be useful for us to quote, at the outset, !
‘'examples from some typical attitude and interest
!questionnaires. ' |

| 19 |

The following is an example from Vetter's

119 Vetter, G.B., "A measurement of social and
politicel attitudes and related personality
factors*, Journ. Abn. Soc. Psychol., 1930, &5,

pp. 149.189,
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| measurement of social and political asttitudes. He
lists five opinions defined by him as reactionary,
conservative, liberal, radical and neutral under each
of %6 situations or objects like confiscation of

wealth, gquestion of birth control, question of

|divorce, the socialization of medical care, the
nordic race, etc., and requires of the subject to I
iexpre_ss his attitude to each one of them by checking
|against the opinion with which he is "most in
sympathy' ¢—
| Minimum Wage Laws.
| (1) There should be no interference whatever

with the laws of supply and demand in the deter-

mination of wages. The state should fix or limit

then.

(2) The minimum wage laws should go further than
to guarantee to heads of families a wage sufficienﬁ
for the bare necessities of life. |

(3) The only wage regulation desirable is a
minimun wage, sufficient for a decent living and

guaranteed to every person willing to work.

|
(&) vages should be completely uniform except
for specially skilled and talented persons who are
so urgently needed that they must be given
increased pay. i
(5) Wages should be made uniform for all men and ;

women, from president to charwoman.
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As another example of attitude test, we have
Cason's2o "Annoyance Test". It consists of a list
of 217 items embodying situations or stimuli which

evoke "annoyances, aversions and irritations". Each

the following descriptions:- (a) extremely annoying,

(b) moderately annoying, (c¢) slightly annoying, (4)

iitem is Tto be graded on a five-=point scale containing |

not annoying, and (e) have not been in the situation.

ISome of the typical items are:-

(1) To see a person picking up his nose.

(2) To see a public love making.

(3) To see a person wearing very cheap Jjewelry.

(4) To hear water dripping from a faucet.

Among interest questionnaires we may refer to

the Strong Vocational Inberest Blanks and Allport-
Vernon Study of Values. The special feature of the

21

Strong Interest Blank™™ is that it was standardised

|
'in "terms of the interest of the persons muccessfully
‘employed in the occupations", for which it provides
'scoring keys. The items in the Blank consist of

| lists of occupations, school subjects, amusements,

‘activities, etc., for each of which the subject

expresses his liking, disliking, or indifference.

|20 Cason, H., '""An annoyance test and some research
problems,” Journ. Abn. Soc. Psychol., 1930, 25,
| pp. 224-32¢,

21 Gps clit,
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The Allport-Vernon Study of \Talues22
comprises a list of situations corresponding to
Spranger's description of the six types of values:-
(1) theoretical or interest in the discovery of truth;
(2) economic or interest in the useful; (3) aesthetic
or interest in form or harmony; (4) sociel or
interest in and love of people; (5) political or
interest in power; and (6) religious or desire for
comprehension of, unity® with, the cosmos as a whole.
The following items are reproduced from the scales-

Assuning that you are a man with the necessary

ability, and that the salary for each of the
following occupations is the same, would you prefer
to be: (a) mathematician, (b) sales manager, (c)
clergyman, (d) politician?

If you were given certain topics on which to
write an essay, would you choose: (a) the role of
church-going in religion, or (b) the defects of our
present educational system?

Je take up next the problem concerning the
|basis of the distinction between the personality
iquestionnaires (used in the restricted sense) and the
‘attitude or interest questionnaires. We may suggestI
;offhand that personality questionnaires are those

|
‘which provide measures for "personality traits" like

s Allport, G.W., and Vernon, P.E., "A test for
personal values," Journ. Abn. Soc. Psychol.,
1931, 26, pp. 231-248.
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agscendance-subnission, extraversion-introversion,
:etc., while the attitude and interest questionnaires
' are those which furnish a guantitative description of
"attitudes" and "interests" respectively. But the

question remains how the "personality traits" are

tdistinguishéd from "attitudes"' or "interests"? In
Iorder to angwer this question, we look for the
meanings of these terms and the basis of Their
distinction in the work of some contemporary writers

on the psychology of personality.

i Allport bases his formulation of the "trait"
| concept on the observed consistency and, relative,
!stability of behaviour and experience. He thinks
ithat consistency and recurrence of behaviour can not
|be explained on the basis of the stimulus-response
bond theory of behaviour, for no identical group of
| stimuli can be repeated in the literal sense. When
lan individual acts in the same manner on different
|occasions, he does so because the groups of stimuli
presented on these occasions have the same personal
!significaﬂce for him. This fact leads Allport to
conceive of "generalised tendencies” within the
iorganism which render diverse objects and situations
!encountered by an individual equivalent for him in
fsPite of fheir inherent differences and evoke in him
!r95ponses having the same general character. These

|
"zeneralised dispositions", Allport calls "traits".
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Thus "a trait is a generalised and focalised neuro- |
psychic system (peculiar to the individual) with the
capacity to render many stimuli functionally equi- _
valent, and to initiate and guide consistent (equi- i
valent) forms of adaptive and expressive behaviour”.zj
Allport at first points to the fundamental similarity_
between "traits" and "attitudes" as "underlying i
dispositions within the latent mental organization of
each individual®. Nevertheless, he thinks thab

"attitudes' can be demarcated from traits on the

‘ground of being "bound to object or value"j; traits
|have no definite objective reference. He méintains,
'further, that "attitudes" may be either "specific" or
"general’, while traits are only "general". But
since Allport is opposed to the view that attitudes
|are "specific habits'" and refers them essentially to

"generalised systems" within the organism, it seems to

|be rather misleading to treat them as "bound to

|
definite objects", or to think of a distinction

between "specific" and "general" attitudes. The '

‘conception.of a "specific attitudes" amounts to a

‘concession to the "stimulus-response bond® theory of
behaviour. It seems that Allport really means o
;suggest that attitudes are less general in their

!objective reference than traits. As he says "the

|
more numerous the objects that arouse an attitude, ‘
I
- Ops eits, pPe 295, i

|
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the more clearly does the attitude resemble a trait.

The more an attitude is specific and stimulus-bound,

o1

| the less does it resemble a trait". But such a

distinction is purely quantitative and difficult bto

determine for it raises the problem as to how general |

an attitude should be in order that it might not be

confused with a trait. We do not notice any special |

iformulation in the work of Allport regarding the
| concept of "interest", since he refers to this term
| rather incidentally. |

Murray prefers the term "need', instead of
trait, for he seeks to lay greabter emphasis upon the
| "conerete individuality of every episode of a human
| being" which may or may not recur in the life of an
individual, and aims, accordingly, to "formulate a
single man - environment event".2? He finds "need"
to be more suitable for this purpose, since a need
may be a temporary happening or a persistent
disposition, but a trait essentially implies con-
Isistency, recurrences or repetitions. I seems

hardly possible to make out what Murray precisely

means by "“need?, In some places his use of the term!

| suggests the same general significance which is

possessed by Bergson's concept of the "elan vital™ or

Jung's conception of "libido"., Thus, he calls a

2 Opseity, B. 203,

25 Murray, H.A., Explorations in Personality, p. 712.|
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ineed "an organic potentiality, or readiness to

| - - -
respond in a certain way under given conditions;" "a
|

26

| latent attribute of an organism'. But when pro-

!ceeding with his classification of needs, he seems to
|give the utmost specification to The concept and
‘introduces such odd expressions as ‘"need blamavoid-
|ance", "need harmavoidance", "need infavoidance",
"need noxavoidance®, and so on. One is reminded of
' The confusion that Freud introduced in his treatment |
;of "instinet” which he identified with the '"general
fenergy of the psyche' and at the same time attempted
' to classify under various heads, talking of "part-

| iy
| instinct?, "instinct-components', etc. Nonetheless,

Freud at least posed some definite categories like
"aim', "object', "source', etc., under which he |
;ordered his formulations regarding instinct. But

Murray impresses his readers not only with the |

essential "fluidity" and "dynamic nature® of needs,

but also with the flexibility and transitional ‘
character of the expressions he uses to describe needs,
| Thus, he says, "need is the force within the organismL
"an organic potentiality', and also, '"need is the ‘
process which follows the stimulus and precedes the |
actonal response",27 equating, in this manner, the |
”latent‘dispositioﬂ' and the "need-activity’. i

Similarly, "need is a disequilibrium which stresses |

26
27

Ibid, D. 6ls
0P, Clka, P d5,
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i
A 3 :
toward equilibrium”, and also "every need arises |

|
| : 29 s .
lout of a disequilibrium” (the italics are mine).
|

| Likewise, he Talks of "adience vectors" and "abience
|vectors“ as "modes of satisfaction of nee&‘,5o but

also proposes a distinction between "adient and

ablent needs® 2L  His uses of the berms "attitude

and "interest' are equally ambiguous. He says, "the

'word attitude seems to indicabte a sbtate inbermediate

' between subjectification and objectification”. i |

|

| = e ; : :

'is an 'obvious readiness' to act in a certain way."
|

|

| MAttitudes make up the derm of a personality.”52 Iti
is hardly possible to make any definite sense out of i
these phrases. It seems to us that Murrsgy's chief |

contribution lay in his methodological plan for

|
research in personality; his conceptual scheme, which |
is our object of interest in this study, produces the

impression of a confusion worse confounded. -
Oattell55 defines trait '"as a collection of |
| reactions or responses bound by some kind of unity

which permits the responses to be gathered under one

|
term and treated in the same fashion for most

purposes', Whatever behaviour manifestations presenﬁ
any form of unity or interrelationship deserve, f
i
Thid, p. 67, i
29 Tvid, p. 9l.

50 1pi4, p. 102.

5L 1via, op. 79-80.

52 1pid, p. 113.

22 Op. oites De Gl
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therefore, the name of a trait. A classification of
|
irepresented. Cattell thinks of wvarious forms of

traits, accordingly, rests upon the type of unity

itrait—unities, two of which are condidered more
;importan'b for the purposes of personality descriptiont
(1) dynamic trait unity, and (2) environmental mold |
trait unity. (1) Dynamic trait unity is determined
by the unity of the goal to which the behaviour mani-
festations are directed. When the goal is innate or |
"piological”, the trait unity is called an "erg’. i
When the goal is acquired, it is called a ”metanerg‘.i
 Attitude and interest are subsumed under "metanerg’. |
' (2) Environmental mold unity exists when the "unity ‘
is that of a common effort or purpose from the stand- |
point of society or ph}siCal environment” ., Subse~ |
quently, perhaps, Cattell notices the defect of this |
| classification in calling only the first type of trait
unities as dynamic or goal directed, and includes the |
environmnental mold unities under the "'metanerg"’. :
Metanergs are then treated by him as "secondary
dynamic traits’ acquired under the influence of the
environment, "Attitudes" which are classed under
"metanergs” are taken to be similar to "sentiments",
since both involve "consciousness of objects to which:
they are directed’, "Interest" is used in a very
general sense as aseompanying the functions of all

neuropsychic structures. "An individual is interest-

ed in things to which he attends, whether the
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!attention‘be connected with attraction or aversion, |
Iwith sentiments, attitudes or complexes, with ergs or
!metanergs, with material or subjective objects."’34
|We find that Cattell's analysis of the meaning of
Itrait, attitude, or interest, does not make for any
éclear cut distinction between them, since all

|
abttitudes are traits and all traits when active

|
| ipvolve interest. We do not expect, therefore, to
:apply his formulations to any advantage in bringing ‘
‘out the distinction between the different forms of |
|questionnaires. ‘
We find that among the contemporary writers |
on the subject, Angyal's formulations regarding the |
fundamental variables of personality offer a
Irelatively adequate working plan under which we can |
order the three types of questionnaires and bring outé
their main features without much violence to their |
' conventional structure and mode of classification. I
'Angyala5 proposes to derive all human activities, |
rgther all processes of life, from a fundamental
tendency in the organism, "the trend towards autonomyﬂ
‘which is opposed by the "trend towards heteronomy" ‘

which is the characteristic pattern of the environ- |
|

ment ., The dynamic relationship of the two factors,
the organism and the environment, the subject and The |
object, Angyal calls the state of "biospheric

34
35

Op. cit., p. 202.

Angyal, A., Poundations for a Science of
Personality.
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Itension“, which exists in the “"biosphere” - the field |
lof all biological events. The "biospheric tension"
'1lies neither in the subject, nor in the object, but
I"between thémﬂ. The psychological experience of the
!biospheric tension, &ngyalBG calls "interest'.
Interest "is the experience of a significant biologi- |
;cal relationship which is between the subject and the

objecti. Any biospheric occurrence may be viewed |

'either from the side of the organism or from the side;

of the environment. When viewed from the side of thé

organism it brings to light the various differentia-
| |

itions of the general tendency of the organism - the |
trend towards aubtonomy. These Angyal calls ”drives”4
On the other hand, when the biospheric occurrence is |
viewed from the side of the object, it brings into i
relief the "valences” of the environment, its ;
| features as causes of attraction and repulsion, :

facilitation and obstruction, likes and dislikes. :

|
Keeping in mind Angyal's representation of the

"organismic total process” as involving the subject
and object "poles", along with the dynamic relationship
|

obtaining bebtween them, we can formulate a basis for |

|
the classification of the three types of guestionn-

aires. We can say that they all deal with the same

processes and the difference between them is that of

emphasis only. In the personality questionnaire the|

behaving and experiencing subject is pushed into

56 Op. cit., pp. 126-127.
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prominence and his moods, temperament, needs, traits,

style of behaviour, etc., are brought into the focus.

The reference to the object is minimised and

questions are asked which call upon the subject to

| reflect on his own "inner" states. The attitude

scales, on the other hand, push into relief the
objects or situations to which the individual's
tendencies are directed, with the demand for

atbtraction or repulsion, approach or withdrawal, love

or hate, which the object or situation makes upon the |

subject. That is why psychologists have generally

considered an objective reference as characteristic

of attitudes. Discussing the methods of measuring
attitudes, Droba57 observes, "Attitudes refer to a
rather definite set of phenomena, having a definite

specified object of reference. On Tthis ground he

| excludes from his treatment of the measures of

' attitudes "studies concerning traits without a

definite objective reference, such as introversion,
ascendance, aggressiveness. Similarly, discussing
the nature of attitudes, DrobaBB remarks, "One of the
indispensaﬁle components of an attitude is the

objective reference. It is a concrete goal toward

37 Droba, D.D., "llethods for measuring abtbtitude,"

Droba, D.D., "The nature of attitude,”
Journ. Soc. Psychol., 1933, 4, pp. 444-463.
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iwhich an atbitude is directed. It is a point with
reference to which a man becomes disposed so that he
can act for or against it whenever the appropriate
:motive presents itself". The reference to objects
throws into strong relief the "valences" of the

objects, their "demand qualities', their aspects of
|
| "opportunity” and "contravention", "facilitation" and |

| "obgtruction”., The testee 1s accordingly required,

' while answering an attitude scale, to express his
!annoyances, his preferences, his acceptance or
| rejection, etc., in respect of specific objects or |

definite situsbtions.

The "interest' inventories push into the |
|

focus the subjective representation of the "biological

relationship”, the "biospheric tension", that obtaihs

' between the "subject” and the "object’. In other |
words, they stress the affective aspects of activitieg
or responses, actual or pobential, in regard to an ‘
accepted or rejected object. For example, interest ;

/in an occupabtion or hobby as measured by an interest
inventory, stresses the affective reactions of the
subject, expressed in liking or disliking, not to
objects or situations, but to the patterns of i
activities or performances which comprise that
occupation or hobby. As Strong39 observes, |

" Experimentally, an interest is a response of liking, |

|
39 Op. '

cit., Pp. 6 & 7.
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an aversion is a response of disliking'". "The
' response of liking - disliking is to objects in

' terms of the activities or response-tendencies

involved." (The italics are mine.) The stress on
;the side of activity is the basis of the very close
iconnection that has often been pointed out between

| ability and interest. The former is a capacity for ‘
| an ordered set of responses which ensures success in
a given situation. Interest is attraction or
repulsion for the same set of responses.

We should bear in mind that the distinection

we have proposed between personality questionnaires
- - - - - |
and attitude or interest questionnaires is true only |

in a very general sense, for, in fact, a good deal of
- overlapping exists between themn. Items of the type I
that should belong only to one form are actually |
encountered also in the other.
As we have mentioned above, the problem we
have set ourselves for this study, applies, in ;
strictness, only to the personality questionnaires. !

Our subsequent discussions would, accordingly, be '

centred round the personality questionnaire alone.



CHAPTER 2.
RELIABILITY and VALIDITY.

An instrument of measurement should be ‘
| roliables By itseeliabilits'is. meant that it |
should measure consistently what it measures, thet is,
if repeatedly applied in the same circumstances it
should yield identical or about identical results.

| By its validity is meant that it actually measures
what it purports to measure. The reliability of a
' mental test is indicated by the amount of its self-
correlation, Its validity is measured by the amount |
of its correlation with some outside criteria of the |
variable measured by the test. There are Three
methods for examining the reliability of a test.'

(1) The split-half method, that is, finding the

correlation between the sums of the scores on The
alternate items of the test. In other words, the |
Test is divided into two sub-tests, one containing dU:
| the "odd" itens and the other all the "even' items. |
The scores made by the same group in the two halves

are then correlated. From the correlation between |

the two halves is predicted the correlation of the

1 Ferguson, G.A., The Reliability of lMental Tests,
pp. 7_‘91
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(2) The "btest-retest’ method, or repetition of the
same test. The test is applied to the same group
iafter an interval of time sufficiently long to
iminimise the effect of transfer from the previous
administration of the test. The coefficient of
correlation between the score made in the two
applicabions of the Test is treated as its index of
reliaﬁility. (3) Application of parallel forms of

;the test. Two equivalent forms of the same test

comparable in content and difficulty are applied to
|

| the same group either in immediate succession or with

a limited interval of time and their correlation

coefficient is taken as the measure of each other's

reliability. Virtuelly, the three methods boil down

to one, namely, correlating the scores on two tests
which are either identical or contain comparable

items. The test-retest method has one important

: 2|
total test with itself by the Spearnan-Brown Fornula.

point of difference from the split-half or equivalenti

forms method. The interval of time sepasrating tThe

test administrations may bring about numerous varia-—

tions in the subjective and objective settings of the |

wo testing periods. These might cause variability

in the testee's responses and, thus, lower the
magnitude of the correlation coefficient. For the

same reason, test-retest relisbility is, generally,

expected to be lower than the split-=half reliability,

Mo

-
P S . PEm g s B A
Gerret|, H.@., Statistics in Psychology and Lduca-
—Uj‘on’ P. 390.
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Ithough it is seldom lower than the parallel-forms
|reliability, since the devising of equivalent forms
\'with different components items and still comparable
|in difficulty and content has, in strictness, been a
feat difficult of accomplishment, specially, in the
(field of personality testing.

| There has been disagreement on the point,
namely, which method yields the most satisfactory
iresult. ile are not required to enter into the

fcontroversy. So far as personality tests are

| concerned, few parallel forms of the same test have

| been attenpted and so the comparison lies between the

split=half and the test-retest methods. In the
vriter's opinion, each of the two methods has its
usefulness, since they do not tell exactly the same

story. So far as consistency of responses is

concerned, the split-half method yields certainly the

most reliable result, as the scientific need for the
constancy of the conditions in which the comparable

sets of responses are made is fulfilled only by this

method.  Advocating the split-half method, Anastasi’

remnarks, "The effects of variation in The subjects

during even the short period of the test tend to be

|
equalized by the temporal arrangement of odd and even|

itens. This method seems, therefore, to give most

nearly the religbility of the measuring instrument,

=z

= Anastasi, A., "The influence of practice upon Ttest
reliability," Journ. Educ. Psychol., 35, 1934,
Pp. 321-335.
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ifree from extraneous changes." But, on the other
hand, it is quite reasonable to expect that
iconsistency of responses judged from a single
iapplioation of a test may be the result, wholly or
Ipartly, of some backgroynd influences acting within
!the organism or operating upon him from the outside, l
ie.g., incidence of fatigue, nervousness, lack of |
jinterest,’lack of incentive, etc,, which might not

| recur in future administrations, and may Tthus give a
| spurious split-half reliability to the test. As
:Neprasﬁ points out, "In the use of this method,
there exists always the possibility that a persisting

factor may be biasing the responses to all questions

in a constant direction with the result that, though

all of the responses, and consequently the total i
score, may appear highly reliable and valid, the |
contrary may actually have been the case.” The i
personality tests are still more fallible in this ;
respect. They seek to measure those aspects of the
personality which are highly complex and subtle, ‘
involving implicit processes "within' the organism. |
Further, the dependence of the test responses upon !
the specizl circumstances in which the measurement is‘

|
made has been repeatedly stressed and is an important

vitiating factor - the responses might vary with the

|

Neprash, S.A., "The reliability of quesbtions in the |
Thurstone Personality Schedule." Journ. Soc.
Psychol., 7, 1936, pp. 239-244,
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variation in Ghe circumstances. HolliugworthB has ‘
|

| |

| said that many of the so-called traits of Temperament

|

"refer not so much to traits of individuals as to ‘

| conducts of particular human pairs, or character— |
|

istics of human nature under special circumstances". |
It is important, then, to use a measure of reliabilitf
which shows the test's consistency despite a change ‘
in the external and internal influences operating |
' upon the testees. Phis can be achieved by the test- |
retest method. To bring out the special feature of |
ithe test-retest meliability, over and above the mere ‘
' consistency of responses shown by the split-half [
method, we may call the former a measure of stability:
or constancy of response, the determination of which i
is specially important for ensuring successful pre-

® found considerable variation

diction. Hollingworth
in the response to the Woodworth Personal Data Sheet
before and after the Armistice, a fact which brings |
into strong relief the part played by the background ‘
factors that may remain undetected in a single !
administration of a test.

There is another question connected with the |
problem of test reliability, namely, whatbt magnitude |

of correlation coefficient is to be accepted as a

satisfactory index of reliability. For our guidancej

5 Hollingworth, H.L., Judging Humsn Character, p. 12l.

6 Do. The Psychology of Functional
Neurosis.p.12m
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we nmay safely adopt Kelley's' answer to this questionj
He maintains that when a test is to be used for group
measurement purposes a reliability coefficient of .50
or higher is needed. When the test is to be used

for individusl measurement purposes a reliability co- |
efficient of .94 or higher is needed; We will i
obgerve in the sequel that while for most personalitly |

tests a reliability coefficient of more than .50 has

been quoted, in few cases, within the writer's

knowledge, a reliability co-efficient as high as .94 |
is reported. The acceptance of Kelley's criterion
might disappoint some devisors of personality tests
who are inspired by the hope that their creations !
would be suitable for meking individual diagnosis as

well, The writer thinks that this expectation is
i
perfection of mental test methods. In fact, it is |

due to excessive faith that has been put in the

not possible to claim even of the most skilfully
devised intelligence tests that they can predict in
individual cases beyond a very limited measure of ‘
success. Less so with regard to the aptitude tests,
as Hull8 remarks, while discussing the "index of I
Torecasting efficiency"’, that for differential
prognosis a correlation of .70 to .80 between a test
battery and its criterion can alone be of "decided

T

Kelley, T.L., Interpretation of Educational
lieasurement, pp. 210-211.

2
~ Hull, C.L., Aptitude Testing, p.275.
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| :
wvalue, but is rarely found', and that a correlation

“above .80 is not obtained by present method of
;aptitude testing?. How can this claim be, possibly,
‘substantiated with regard to personality tests? e
may conclude, therefore, that personality tests are
'valuable, if at all, as measures of group trends and |
lcan be assessed only as such. This should give no
'basis for the impression that their use is limited to |
ltheir being mere research tools, as some psychologists
ithink. Group differentiation is of no less practicaf
|

importance than individual diagnosis. For example,
in industrial selection, the cost and labour of |
individual personal assessment may be considered to bé
out of proportion to the advantages accruing there-
from, The method of group differentiation which
gives a rough and ready idea of the dominant
tendencies and traits of segregated groups may, ﬁhen,?
| serve the purpose better. Or, to adjust the i
relations of the workers to the management, it may be |
' useful to have a general idea of the attitudes, |
interests, ideologies and purposes of the workers as
| a group. Wle can think of still higher sdciological |
'purposes to which the knowledge regarding the
dominant trends of masses of people - nationalities,
races, etc., could be turned. We have decided, !
therefore, in agreement with the consensus of opinion|
held by psychologists, that personality questionnaireé

are to be teken as measures of group tendencies and,
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| hence, for the evaluation of their reliability a
correlation co-efficient of .50 or more, as proposed

by Kelley, is sufficient, Viewed in this manner,

personality guestionnaires have a considerably high

|
| reliability, as shown by the following co-efficients |

| of reliability quoted for some of the representative

| personalidy questionnaires:—

Mo Investi- -
Test W Method !
| Hoodworth Personal Illathews Split-half .90
Data Sheet
| Allport's Ascend-  Allport Split-half T
' ance-3ubmission ‘
Test Test-retest .78
Thurstone's Per- Thurstone Split-half .90
sonality iSchedule |
|
Bernreuter's Stagner Split-half ¥ .79 f
Personality |
THYensOry Split-half 8 .67 |
Split-half D o T4 ‘
Bernreuter's Lentz Test-retest I .90 |
Personality _
Inventory Test-retest D .92 ‘
Test=retest S .91 .
Test-retest N .92 ‘
Thurston's Per- Neprash Test-retest « T4—.91
sonality Schedule |
Bell Adjustment Bell Split-half .80-.89
Inventory |

|
The validation of a mental test is more |

difficult then finding its reliability, because we i

are required to find a suitable outside criterion with
|

which the test has to be compared. This criterion,

strictly speaking, should express the function of the
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:same variable as that underlying the responses in the |
| test which is to be wvalidated. For this purpose, it!
!is necegsary to identify the ability or Trait the
Itest is measuring and then to look for other ‘
| restricted area of responses wherein too the same |
| ability or trait is at work. In other words, we
should strive to know first what a test measures and
.then determine what other patterns of reaction are
influenced by that what the test measures. Only,
after these desiderata have been fulfilled that we
can start with the work of validation itself. But

the first requisite is itself too difficult to be ‘
|

supplied, namely, what the test measures, spécially
in the field of personality testing. The mere fact ‘
that a test is labelled as measuring a cerbtain named
veriable, like "extraversion', for example, does not
answer to our need. These Terms remain ever
undefined and seldom mean the same thing to two
psychologists. For iﬁstance, the reactions sub-

submed under " extraversion' according to one test

| designer, do not find a place under it according ﬁo
another, ile f£ind ,Eysenck9 labouring under the same

. difficulty when he notices that according to the
results obtained by him "neuroticism' and "intro-
version' are independent traits, while according to
others they are identical. Or, when he finds that

9

Lysenck, HeJ., Dimensions of Personality, pp. 51—55;
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i"sociability' has been, of necessity, included under
" extraversion” by one group of personality psycholo- i
' gists, but has no place under the latter according to |
' others. We encounter the same difficulty in the use
| of such terms as "adjustment', "emotional maturity",
etc., which have no fixed meanings in the minds of i
| even those who use them to describe their tests. To |
:obviate this defect, some psychologists prefer the

| so-called operational definitions of personality
variables which no doubt achieve definiteness and
ifreedom from ambiguity, but are worthless as defini-
Itions, serving, as they do, as mere short descriptions

of the hundred and odd items composing the test.

Further, the stress these operational definitions put
upon the peculiarities of the component test items !
and the unit responses thereto, makes them so relativ?
to the specific situations represented in the test
that in their case the discovery of a criterion
measuring the same reaction patterns but comprising
different situations remains a still remobe possi- ‘
bility. It seems evident to us, therefore, that no !
test of personality can be amenable to the process of |

validation in the strict statistical sense, as it is |

hardly possible to determine the criterion agains?t

which it cen be validated, far less so in the case of

the personslity questionnaires. !

Beside the strict method of validation against

a criterion, another method which has been frequently
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tried for validating personality questionnaires is
lthat of "internal consistency". It was first used |

10

Iby the Thurstones in the course of their standardi-

sation of the A-5 Reaction Scale.  According to this
Imethod the individuals scoring in the upper and loweri
iextremes of the distribution of scores to the total
test are set in separate groups and the percentages
of the alternabtive responses, for instance, "Yes",
"No" and "7, made to each item by each group are
conputed. If an item shows a considerable difference
in the percentages made by the two groups, it is
presumed to possess a high discriminating value and
the "Yeg"' ar "No' response, as the case may be, in .

respect of which the largest difference is shown, is

alone assigned a numerical weight in the scoring.
For example, if forty per cent. of the high scoring
individuals respond to a question by checking "yes" |
and only five per cent. of the low scoring individual%
respond in the like manner, thabt question is retained!
in the final selection of the test items. On the |
other hand, if an item is checked "Yes" or '"No" as
frequently by the two groups, it is eliminated from ‘
the list, having nofifferential value. An alterna—-
tive method is to find the correlation between the ,

answers to each item and the total scores, or to any

pair of items, and to eliminate those items which fail

10 Thurstone, L.L., and T.W., "A neurotic inventory,"

Journ. Soc. PSYChOlﬂi ls 19320, pp. 3-'“50'
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ito correlate significantly with others or with the |
| total. Thus, the items which are finally retained
!are internally consistent, they "hang together', and
Ithe test is considered valid on this account. But
;the method of internal consistency can not, reason-
iably, be tréated as a method of test validation. It
:can_only determine that the items composing a test ar?
highly sensitive to differences between the persons |

to whom the test is applied, or that their responses

| always go btogether and, therefore, represent the

function of the same variable. But this only
guarantees the efficiency of the test as a measuring
instrument; it does not throw any light on its
validity, as it does not debtermine, by itself, the
particular field in which one may profitably employ
the test for prediction of behaviour. As Bllis™l
observes, "Inbernal consistency of a questionnaire

demonstrates, at best, that it is a reliable test of

something; but that something may still have little ‘

. the test has presumably been designed.” Ellis also |

or no relation to the clinical diagnosis for which

' |
| doubts the correctness of the statistical assumptions|

underlying the use of the technique of internal con- ‘

sistency. He refers to the findings of Jackson and
Ferguson who have questioned whebther it gives even a
e .

True test of reliability, and of Rundquist and s%eli&!

: .

' i
1 m11is, 4., "The validity of personality |
questionnaires,”" Psychol. Bull. 43, 1946,
PP. 385=-440,
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|
|"who have pointed out its dangers as a validation |

|procedure, and have emphasised the difficulty of |
obtaining suitable degrees of separation in the
foriginal criterion group selected for item analysis’.

| similarly, Murphy and Murphy'® point oub that the
|

validity established by internal consistency seldon
' |

'holds beyond the standardisation group. The unity |
y |

demonstrated by the technique is between the given
question and the original list of questions and does
not constitute proof of coherence or "occurring- |
'togetherness” of the traits themselves. Hence,
!though the internal consistency of personality
Iquestionnaires is naturally quite high, as The

Technique forms a part of the standardisation process,

its use as an index of the validity of the question-
naire is open to grave doubts.
Still another method which has played the

major role in the validation of many personality l
questionnaires is the so-called method of clinical ‘
validation, This method is an extension from the i
field of ability and aptitude testing. Inteﬁligencei
Tests, generally, and measures of special abilities
and skills, particulerly, ' have been validated by the

the sphere of performances which they involve. If a

estimation of their power to predict success within

3 |
test has been found to discriminate between groups of

e Murphy, G., Murphy, L., and Newcombe, T.,

Ixperimental Social Psychology,
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persoﬁs known, on other grounds, to be successful and |
| unsuccessful in a given set of activities, that is,
the scores made by the two groups are significantly
different, tThen any person who scores high on the
test is expected to achieve greater success in the
activities concerned than those persons whose scores
are comparabtively low. Obviously, in order %o |
ensure the test's ability to predict success, the |
| criteria of success must be some definite and
objective indices like saving in time, increase in

- -4 P l T . - -
| production, etc. 5 When personality questionnaires

were first devised they were offered as tests of
emotional adjustment and it was, accordingly,
supposed that a questionnaire would be valid if its

scores could mark out the successfully adjusted

person from the unsuccessfully adjusted and, within
the latter, could set apart persons showing the
various degrees of unsuccessful adjustment. And, |
| since abnormality of behaviour has bheen considered to‘
be the expression of lack of adequate adjustment, |
successful adjustment was thought to be tantamouﬁt to |
ndrmality of behaviour. The validity of personality|
questionnaires was, acqordingly, sought to be |
determined by estimating its power of discrimination
between the normal and the abnormal, and, more .

specifically, its capacity to yield a differential

12 g1, ¢., op. cit., pe375-T6-
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idiagnosis_of persons suffering from the various

| psychopathological syndromes. Numerous investiga-
' tions have been made to examine the validity of the

| various personality inventories by this method, but

| the results are far from satisfactory. Supn;}4
iPattersonl5 and Ellisl6 have made very exhsustive

‘reviews of the literature related to the validity of ‘
personality questionnaires. The first two have

coafined.themselves To the investigations conducted |
| in connection with the Bernreuter Personaiity ‘
iInventory, the results of which apply equally well to
.all similar measurements. The third reviewer has !
considered also some of the other personality |
questionnaires. Superquotes a number of studies |
some of which support the power of the Bernreuter

Inventory to make differential diagnosis, while other$

run counter Ho it. At the end of his survey, Super

remarks, "When the data are examined in detail, they i

do appear to reveal differences between normal and |

14 Sppey, D.E., "The Bernreuter Personality Inventory. |

A review of research." Psychol. Bull,, 1942,
591 ppo 94—13‘50

Patterson, C.H., "The relationship of the Bern- "
reuter scores to parent behaviour, child behav- |
iour, urban - rural residence and other back-
ground factors in 100 normal adult parents.”

Journ. Soc. Psgchol., 24, 1946, pp. 3=49. |

Ellis, A., "The validity of personality
questionnaires."”  Psychol. Bull., 43, 1946,
PP. 385-440,

16
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|various groups of abnormal individuals, even though

these differences are not so clear-cut as one would

Spper's, are unanimous in rejecting the claim of any

i
wish." The two other reviews, which came long after

|

|

|

personality questionnaire to serving as a satisfactory
|

. 5 # & £ . |
'basis for clinical differentiation. Patterson refers
x |

To several studies which were. devoted to investigating

; |
' the power of the Bernreuter Inventory to discriminate

' between normals and various groups clinically diag-
nosed as neurotic, psychotic, or maladjusted, and

| ‘
:ooncludes that the "results are not entirely

consistent", Ellis also gquotes the findings of 75
studies related to this problem and concludes that ‘
the majority Sf them show "either negebtive or
questionably positive results".

There seems to Be no element of doubt regardr:
ing the failure of the personality questionnaires to |
show a consistent record of clinical validity. No |
doubt the method of clinical validation also leaves |
much to be desired and it is quite possible that the |
apparent lack oflvalidity of the gquestionnaire may bel
due entirely to the defect of the method of valida- ‘
tion. Unlike occupational or dndustrial success, i
successful adjustment in the emotional field does noti

show itself through any definite and precise

objective marks capable of receiving quantitative

expression. The concept of normality, as is well

known, is purely relative and the distinction between
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'the normal and the abnormal, strictly speaking, is i
|difficult to determine. There are hardly any
!symptoms of abnormality which aré not experienced by
the so-called normal person as well, specially when
the normal is compared to the psychoneurotic. It is
only the psychotic pattern which shows such extreme

| deviations from the average modes of reaction that iti

can present an easily identifiable picture. But the

' questionnaire method, as we will see later, depends
;for its efficacy, above all things, on the ability ofi
the subject To possess insight or self-knowledge, |
which the psychotic notoriously lacks. It follows, [
therefore, that when a personality questionnaire is ‘
aduinistered to two groups segregated on The basis of |
clinical diagnosis as normals and psychoneurotics, it |
may be difficult for the normal to deny in himself |
the conditions which point in the direction of abnor- |
mality, and, conversely, possible for the psycho-
neurotic to express possession of those conditions !
which falsify the verdict of clinical diagnosis. As
one study reports, when the Bernreubter Personality
Inventory was applied to a group of normals and to a |
group of psychoneurotics, the normals made more ;
neurotic scores than the psychoneurotics. The writer
haS‘tangiblé reasons to believe that among the set of |
serious minded inbrospectively inclined university
students who have been usually asked to serve as the

control group for the purpose of clinical validation
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| of nuestionnaires on the basis of normal-sbnormal
differentiation, a fairly large percentsge believe
that they suffer from internasl emotional inadequacies
and lack of satisfactory social adjustment, a notion
which might influence their checkings of the
aquestionnarie items in the unfavourable direction.
That is why personality test holds out a great
temptation to these young men; the incitement is the
opportunity to verify this disconcerting notion

' regarding themselves. And that is what also makes
them so much concerned about knowing the results of
the testing.

There may be another resson also for the failure
of clinical vslidation on the ground of differential
diagnosie, namely, the imperfection of the method of
clinical diagnosis. The syndromes of mental
diseases have such an amount of overlapping that
any system of nomenclature is bound to bresk down
in zctusl practice. The result is that the
classes or categories under which the various groups
of patients may be placed are quite likely to be very
artificial and thus may, reasonably, fail to conform
to the classification suggested by the variations in
the auestionnaire scores. Moreover, the disgnosis
of a case of mental disease, as falling under one
category rather than another, is relstive to and
dependent upon the insight and typical experiences of

individual psychiatrists and, consequently, disagree-
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ment on this matter among the members of this pro-
fession is a very common occurrence, In order to
obviste this possibility, clinicsal validation has been
csought to depend upon agreement on diagnosis which is
to be secured by comparing the diagnostic ratings on
the group concerned made by a number of eXperiénced
nsychiatrists. But few attempts on this line have
been reported in connection with the clinical validat-
ion of personality cquestionnaires.

Allport17 strikes at the very foundation of
clinical validation by dissenting with the prevalent
view that originated from.Kretschmer18 that the
abnormal is just an exaggerstion of the normal.
According to this view, it was expected that the
normal and the abnormal could be assighned places on
the same trait continuum, and, consequently, the
quasntitative expression of the distance between their
pogsitions was supposed to function as the index of
their possession of or freedom from pathological
conditions. In fact this belief inspired the
excessive trust in clinicgl validation as one of the
most adequate methods of testing the validity of
personality sceles. Allport mainteins, on the
contrary, that the mentslly disessed personality is
functionally cquite different from the normsal, He

observes, "Is the normsl personslity simply an

17A11port, G.W., Personality, »p. 73=76.

18Kretschmer, E,, Physique and Chgracter,
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undistinguished edition of fhe mentally diseased?’
We do not hold this view in reference to orgsnic
conditions., There is no continuum of states from
cancer to no-cancer. The patient either has a
melignant growth or else he hasn't; there are no
intermediste conditions. Similarly, a diseased
mind is in many respects functionally guite different
from (and not merely an exaggeration of) the normal
mind." Tikewise, Suprﬁ}g commenting on the failure
of the Bernreuter Percson=lity Inventory to discrimin-
ate between the normal and the sbnormal, remarks,
"But this csn be expected of the inventory only on
the ground that the norméls and the abnormals are on
a single continuum.... The inventory may be adeguate
only to distinguish between normal persons and normsl
persons with abnormsl tendencies". If Allport =and
Supr are right, then this is another ground for
rejecting the clinical method of validating personality
guestionnsries.

Other methods of validstion using the
technioue .of groun #&ifferentiation with reference to
behaviour problems, personnel problems, social
groupings, occupationsl groupings, etc., have met with
eimilar fate =25 the method of clinical validation.
There is one method which has appeared to offer a

more sétisfectory result, namely, validation of

19
“Sopey D.E.,, Op. cit.
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personality cguestionnsires sgainst one =another.
But the weakness of this methed slso has been clearly
brought out by Kuznetaj in respect of the Bernreuter
| Peregonslity :Inventory, which holds for other
questionnaires as well, He found that the Bernreuter
congists almost wholly of the items that constit&é
the other teste that have been usedlin validsting it.
"The number of common items range from 50 with the
Thurstone Neurotic Inventory to 31 with the Allport
A=8S Resction Study. The common items were found to |
determine over 70 per cent. of the varisnce of the
total scores on the neurotic tendency and the self-
Isufficiency sceles, and on the averasge 40 per cent.
of the varisnce cf the total on the introversion -
extraversion and the ascendance - submission scales
of the Inventory. These findings indicste that the
high validity of co-efficients obtained by the
Bernreuter sre to a large degree spurious." A glance
at any two personality questionnaires resdily brings
to one's view such s number of commeon items that any
evidence of correlastion between the questionnaires
becomes more an index of reliagbility than of validity.

Ellisel hes collected the reports of numerous
cstudies on the validity of personality cuestionnzire

using various methods and got a grand total of 259

goKuznetS, G., "An anslysis of Bernreuter Personality
Inventory". Psychol. Bull., 1934, 31, p.585.

2103). cit.



49,
investigations. On sifting the results of each, he
finde 80 positive cor mainly positive, 44 questionsably
positive, and 135 negative or mainly negstive. He
concludes, "Obviously this is not a reliable record
for the validity of paper and pencil personality
cuestionnaires. " Patterson22 takes a very libersl
estimate of validation as that indicated by the
correlation of a given instrument of measurement with
any other variable. He, accordingly, correlates the
Rernreuter with a number of variables "including such
background factors as age, education, intelligence,
age of marrisge, durastion of marriage, income, urban-
rural residence, ratings of the parent-child behsviour
of mothers, and child behaviour asnd personslity".

He does not get any conclusive result and remasrks.

"The fact that the Bernreuter is unable to discriminate

these differences and substantiate these relationships
must be taken as an indication of its lack of
validity". What holds of the Bernreuter Personality
Inventory is equally sppliceble to the other

cuestionnsires, since they have s common kinship.

The questionable validity of personality
inventories stands in stark contrast to their
"notoriousgly high" reliability. Viewed statistically,

this result is not very curious as the relation

22 Op. cit.
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between reliability and validity is not symmetricasl

or reversible. A test, in order to be valid, must

he relisble, s~ince its correlation with the
validating criterion depends upon its reliability

and that of the criterion. If either of them fails

to yield = consistent result, any comparison between
them is idle. But a relisble test may not be valid.
That is, it may give consistent results and at the _
same time its results may not be the function of the !
variasble which the test purports to measure and, |
therefore, f£ail to correspond with any other criteria
of that variable. A question nsturslly arises:

Does this szccount of the statistical relationship
between reliability ond validity tell us the complete
story which coverg sglso the psychological significance
of the relstion? We can answer this by posing another
question: What does the reliability of a test
ps&chologically gignify? When we messure a test's
reliability, say by the split-half method, the two
halves sctually stand as two separate tests which are
compared to one another, The items composing the

two tests are nafurally different, as no item is
duplicated in the total test. But the responses

made by the group concerned to the two halves are
consistent - subjects scoring high on the one score

higch on the other - which is indicated by the high

positive correlation coefficient. Such a conformity

is possible becsuse each person, in the group,
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responds to a set of items composing one half in the
gsame manner ss to that composing the other half.
Psychologically we can express this ss: a certain
group of items in either half provoked, despite their
distinctness, the same tendency of response in the
testees, Hence it f0110ws,_the reliasbility of a
test does not merely show the comparsbility of the
total scores on the two halves of the test, but it
olso indicates the operstion of an underlying
tendency in each subject which accounts for his
cimilarity of responses to the two havles. As a
matter of fact, we can lay down a general principle
that consistency of behaviour, in whatever situation,
if repeatedly shown, slweys gives a clue to a "habit
of response" charscteristic of the person concerned.
Likewise, when a test shows consistent results, this
fact proves that there is something "deep-seated"

in the persons taking the test which is provoked to
function every time similar groups of test situations
are presented. As Stagner25 remarks, "It is
difficult to see just how a high relisbility could
result without some underlying consistency which
caused the individuals ecoring high on one portion of
the test to do likewise on another'". Allport24 also
expresses the same fact when he says, "Religbility of

s many-itemed scsle is prima facie evidence for some

gaStagner, R., Peychology of Personality, p. 125.
24 ==

T
e

Allport, G,W,, Personslity, o».257. FOPEEIT N
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kind of generslity in conduct". As s matter of fact,
the search for reliability is stimulated by the need
to discover, thereafter, the basis underlying the
stability of responses. We do not ascertain a test's
reliability for nothing, but to ensure that the test
has the power to excite some persistent and enduring
"pattern" of reaction in the individual testees, that
the responses to the test items are not governed by
superficial snd varisble factors, or chance influences,
'but there is an underlying unity which so orgsnises |
the great variety of the test situstions and the
responses that follow as to lend to them the same
functionsal significance, or, as Allport25 very aptly
puts it, to render them dynamically equivalent.
This unity is not determined by any wobjective"
similarity in the stimuli provided by the test items,
for, objectively considered, that,is, divested of its
"meaning" to the testee, each item is distinct from
sanother. Allport26 has very conclusively proved, and
gso we need not dilste this point, that consistency of
behaviour can not be interpreted as long as we look
for the interpreta.tion to the objective stimuli;
neither similarity of stimulus, nor the supposition
of "identical elements" within wnstimulus fields", can
account for consistency of response. It seems

evident, therefore, that persistence of the same

25
Ivia, p. 280.
26 .
Ivid, pp. 248-268.
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behaviour, despite the indefinite variagbility of the
situations, evokation of a common way of reaction to
the various aspects of the environment, are definite
indications of enduring trends in the personality
which the dynsmic psychologists have called "traits",
"needs", "attitudes", etc. These are systems of
response tendencies whose eXpressions are not
confined to particular reactions, but cover highly
"ogeneralised fields of responses".

Since the relisbility of s test is determined
by some enduringttrait in the personality of the
testees , a given coefficient of relisbility provides
a clue to the possession by the individuals concerned
of a "generalised trend" or wpattern'" of behsviour.

A test of high relisbility, then, is not to be thrown
out >f its validity fails to be proved. For, its
religbility sugure that the search for its validity
would not be endlessly defeated. As Lent227
observes, "Relisbility study is conceivsble as a step

in the direction of validation, since the absence of |
relisbility necessitates the sbsence of validity,

and the presence of relisgbility mskes validity

possible". 1In fact, the failure to prove the validity of
a reliable test does not amount to its =actusl lack of
vglidity; it merely shows the limitation of the

res-esrch. As the test indicates '"some" enduring

27 Lentz, T.F., "The relisbility of the opinionnaire
technioue studied intensively". Journ. Soc.
Peychol., 5, 1934, pp. 338-364.
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element in the personality of the testees from whom
its reliability has been obtained, the matter of its
validation rests with the discovery of some area of
responses, other than those tackled in the test
| eituations, in which the same underlying disposiiion
is brought into play. The determination of this
area is possible, for the disposition resides in the
persons and not in the tests; 1its manifestations

must extend to the actual life of the persons.

We may conclude, therefore, that every reliable test ig

valid in a general sense, it indicates an underlying
trait of the testees; it may be invalid in s special
sence, if it fails to correlate with the wvariable
ag=inst which we elect to vslidate it. 1In other
words, any reliable test possesses validity, since
its variance ﬁust correspond to that of some other
varisgble of behaviour, ss implied by its consistency,
but its validity may not be proved to us, since that

varisble may have been hitherto undebermined. We

notice, therefore, s reciprocity of relation obtaining

between relisbility and validity, when viewed psycho-
logically. Not only is a valid test relisble, but
2lso a religble test is valid in the sense of the
measure of a "true" psychological disposition, though
it may not be valid in the restricted sense as the
measure of an alleged function.

The reliasbility of personality questionnaries

can slso be interpreted in the same manner, The
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| subject makes the same composite sepres -~ to two
hé%les of the questionnaire, or, during its repeated

| applications, because of the functional equivalence
of its component items, because they excite in him
the same generalised tendency, put into operation the
same pattern of behaviour. The principle of
"functional equivalence" is reflected in the
selection of the questionnaire items and the system
of scoring the questionnaire responses. In devising
the personality scale, the experimenter selects a
wide variety ofitems, but the selection is not random.i
He uses only those items which his psychological
experience and insight suggest to be functionally
connected with the varigble he is proposing to
measure and he . assigns weight in the scoring to those
reponses alone which he deems to be thealternative
modes of eXpression of the same behaviour. For
example, he thinks that situstions of a certain kind -
are most likely to evoke dominant or submissive
behavicur., He substitutes verbal representations for
those situations and assembles the former as a scale
fqr measuring dominance-submission. Considered in
abstraction from the measured traits, the situations
are dissimilar and disconnected, but they sre unified
and treated as ''generally the same" because they
function slike in evoking the same generslised
tendency. The responses too, considered in them-

selves,may be diametrically opposite as "Yes" and
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"Wo". But in scoring, they may be treated
similarly because as exXpressions of the same tendency
| they are eqguivalent. As Allportzs observes, "The
welter of stimuli to which the individual is exposed

fall for him, as it were, into constellations, every

menber of which is effective in producing some
response. Correspondingly, the responses he makes,
throughout infinitely varied, are not as diverse as
they appear at first sight, for many of them are also
equivalent in their personal significance. Thus for

a man with a disposition to be polite innumerable .
|

environmental occasions are equivalent in their power
to arouse this particular determining trait, and at
the same time the polite gentleman finds innumerable
ways of expressing his dominant trait (egquivalent
responses). " If in devising a personality inventory,
the experimenter is not at fault, that is the scale
he has prepared gives a consistent result on sccount
of the fact that the items are rendered equivalent
for the testees Dbecause they evoke the alleged trait
within them - the trait or tendency intended to be
measured, then the test responses are definite
indications of the trait and the scale provides its
"true" measure. Persons differ in their total scores
in the inventory because of the differences between

them with respect to the "degree of generalisation" of

3 Op. cit., p.28B1L.




57.

the measured trait. "The degree of generatlisation

. of such a disposition", as Allportzg puts 14, %“ig

measurable by the range of equivslencel. It "waries |
inversely with the degree to which stimuli and |
responses are discriminated". Putting it more . L
simply, if the trait is highly organised in a given ;
individual, which means that it possesses a high
degree of generalisation, then all items which are
psychologicelly expected to be rendered equivalent by |

the actuation of a given trait are actually male so

and the score obtsined by him is the maximum possible
in the test. If, on the other hand, the trait is
poorly integrated in a certain individusl, the area
of equivalence is likely to be narrow or limited for
him; only a few items would be rendered equivalent
and, therefore, responded to in the expected manner.
In respect of the remaining items, there would be
specific responses to the specific items which would
neutralise esch other like unsystematic chance
influences., The result will be, comparatively, a
much lower score for that person. The experimental
results of the Charscter Education Enquiry conducted
by Harts-horne and May,go which have been so often

quoted in their favour by the exponents of the

"stimulus-response bond" theory of behaviour, can be

o

? Tbid, p.280.

3 5 :

2 Symond, P.M., Diagnosing Personality and Conduct,
Pp. 303-318.
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interpreted in the like manner. Hartshorne and May

failed to identify any '"generalised trait" of honesty

- and other character qualities, and concluded that

ness. But, as Allport

such alleged traits are groups of_sgpecific habits
rather than general traits. Their experimental
results have shown them that a child that was honest
so far as stealing money was concerned did not prove
to be honest when subjected to the test of truthful-
ol and Stagner52 have argued,
this inconsistency in the child's responses indicates
only a lower level of organisation of his traits and
does not disprove the existence of a trsit. In

other words, when a test of honesty, which comprises
items referring both to stealing as well as untruth-
fulness, is administered to 2 child who has not
achieved a higher level of orgsnigation of his hgbits,
he will respond to the "stealing" items in one way
and to the "lying" items in another. The test will
indicste within him the functions of two distinct
patterns of behaviour which due to the lack of
development, defect of training, or asbsence of
appropriste environment, have not been integrated into
one, On the other hand, to an adult with an
integrated trait of honesty, both types of items will
be functionally equivalent and his responses will show

a uniform consistency all through the scale.

51 6p. cit., pp 251-255.

32
Op. cit., pp 153-158,
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ERRORS OF SELF-ESTIMATE,

A proposed test of personality will show
validity if the assumed treit or principle of
behaviour that influenced the formulation of the test
is the actual counterpsrt of the underlying disposition
that works in the responses of the testees. On
the other hand, if the test fails to show validity
but is proved at the same time to possess a high
reliability, as is the case with the personality
aquestionnaires, then we may presume that the congis=
tency of the score ma-de in the test is not the
function of the alleged disposition, but of some
unknown factor in the personality. The test items
stimulate this factor and its operation renders
certain items equivslent for the respective testees
and evokes in them equivalent responses. With
respect to such a =cale, we are entitled to hold that
its comoonent itemslare"ﬁot the measures of the
varigble for measuring which they were selected. We |
are, then, led further to the conclusion that
personality questionnaires profess to measure one
fhing, but sctuslly méasure something else, for all |
of them show a high relisbility against the background
of a2 low validity. If that is so, then thedevisers
of the personality questionnaires have, one and all,

euffered from a gross error of judgment; they have

posed their tests as messuring something other than
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tency of the score ma-de in the test is not the
function of the alleged disposition, but of some
unknown factor in the personslity. The test items
stimulaté this factor and its operation renders
certain items egquivalent for the respective testees
and evokes in them equivalent responses. With
respect to such s scale, we are entitled to hold that
its comnonent items.are'ﬁot the measures of the
varisble for measuring which they were selected., We
are, then, led further to the conclusion that
personality ocuestionnaires profess to measure one
fhing, but sctuelly méasure something else, for all
of them show a high reliability agasinst the background
of a low validity. If that 1s so, then thedevisers
of the personality questionnaires have, one and all,

suffered from a gross error of judgment; they have

posed their tests as messuring something other than
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what it actually measures, the latter being asltogether
| unknown to them. But this assumption seems to be
unwarranted in face of the fact that some of the
notable questionnaires, a few of which we have
mentioned in the preceding chapter, have been devisged
by really able psychologists. They did not belong to
the category of slip-shod investigators to have
defined the tresite they intended to measure according
to one principle, and selected the materisls for

their meassuring scales after another. In truth,

they have invariasbly used their definition of the
trait they proposed to measure as the criterion for
gselecting the materials thsat constituted their tests.
When Woodworth, for instance, prepared his Personal
Data Sheet, he did not bring out a mere collection

of items celected a2d hoc and decreed asrbitrarily to |
be indicative of neurotic tendency. 1In fact, he
constructed his items out of thé numerous symptoms which
psychiatrists and clinical psychologists have laid

bare in describing neurotic conditions. The same

can be said of the other questionnsires. There can

be no doubt, then, that the items reslly represent
situations that call for the asctivation of the alleged
trait. If a man is habitually "troubled with the

idea that people on the street are watching him", he
can not but be judged as extremely self-conscious.

Or, if some one is found usually '"reluctant to meet
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the moet important person present", there can be no
two opinions about his lacking an ascendant disposit-
ion. . There seems no legitimate reason, therefpﬁe,
to believe that the personality questionnaires
betray ahy real divergence between the suggested
variable they sre meant to measure and the choice of
the situations intended to represent it. The real
defect may then lie in another direction, namely,
the discrepancy hetween the suggested situations and
the responses of. the testees. We have already
deescribed the method used in the personality
auestionnaire. The test items are verbal re-presentat-
ions of actual 1life situations and the subject is not
asked to respond to the situations as such but to
express his opinion regerd-ing his usual adjustment
to the various aspects of his environment which are
portrayed by the test items. Accordingly, when the
testee responds to a guestion by checking this or
that answer, his responses ar—e not taken in their

rights as the acts of checking against "Yes" or "No",

as the case may be. They are interpreted as exPressioqs

of his opinions on his typical adjustment to the various

situations encountered in resl life, the ways in which
he actually meets them.It is quite likely that these
estimates of his behaviour may not present a true
picture of how he would really behave if the actual
eituation were presented. There is no guarantee that

the opinion duplicates the fact. The relisbility of
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the test scores can not offer such a gusrantee. There
may be some dispositions at work Auring the time the
subject is answering the questions, other than the
alleged trait, which consistently bring about the same
kind of divergence between the fact and the statement
about the fact »11 through the scale. As Neprashl
points out, referring to the split-half method of test-
ing relisbility, quoted also earlier, "There exists
always the poesibility that a persisting factor may be
biaeing the responses to all questions in a consistent
direction with the result that, though all the respon-
ses, and consequently the total score, may appear
highly reliable and valid, the contrasry may actually
have been the case." How this comes agbout will be
subsequently elsborated by us in greater detesil, for
this is going to be our main problem. We can mention
in passing that the same set of opinions, more or
less, =re expressed by the subjects in regard to
gimilar items in the two parts of the test or on its
repeated applications, irrespective of what their
responses have actuglly been, hence the high level of
consistency shown by the test. But since the
possibility remains that the varisbility in the

expressed opinions of different subjects may not

1 ,
“Néprash: S,A. "The relisbility of questions in the
Thurstone Personality Schedule", Journ. Soc.
Psychol., 7, 1936, pp. 239=244.
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reflect the varieties of their actual adjustment, a
comparieon of the responses with other criteria of
adjustment shows utter lack of correwmpondence. As
Lentz2 has remarked, the reliability co-efficient
answers only the question: "Will he" (the subject)
"give the same opinion under similar circumstances on
a later occasion?" There are other questions
intimately connected with the evaluation of
questionnsire responses, namely, "Has the subject
eincerely expressed his opinion? Will the subject
behave overtly consistently with his expressed
opinion? Does the subject really have an opinion on
this subject and does he know what it is?" It
follows that the lack of wvalidity of questionnaireﬂ,
other than being aseigned to a defect in the content
of the test items, can be alternatively interpreted
as being due to the lack of consistency hetween self-
estimasted sdjustment snd actual adjustment. In
other words, it may be due to the lack of relishility
of self-estimate of persénal attitude and conduct due
to the persistent operation of some constant factors
of distortion. That it is possible for such factors
to he at work in nersonslity meas-urements is borne
out by the inherent difference between personality

questionnsires end tests of ahilities. This has

2 - )
Lentz, T.P., Jr., "Reliability of the opinionnaire
technique studied intensively by the retest

method. " Journ. Soc. Psychol., 5,19%4.,
D0. 339=364,
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| been very clearly brought out by Symond. He ssys,
"In taking a test, one is aware that he is being
tested ond bends his energies accordingly; on the
other hand, he does not take = gquestionnsire, he
answers it. In answering a questionnsire the issue
is not whether a person can answer the questions; but'
whether hé will snswer the questions truthfully. 1In
a test we look to the difficulty of the cuestions and
are interested in the speed with which they sare
answered.....Jn a questionnsire we eliminate difficulty
by making the questions as easgy and simple as possible
and give the person as much time as he wishes to
answer, We place the emphssis on truthfulness of
regpons-e. In answering a questionnaire one may
alter his answers at will, allowing them to portray
one or another picture of the situstion to suit a
.particular purpose. Tests, in short, are designed to
find out what a person csn do, while questionnaires
ere designed to find out what a person has done and

or what he thinks or feels or believes."

will doj;

The divergence between exPreseed opinions on
rersonal behsviour, gttitude, thought, or, belief and
their resl cheracter has been indicated in numerous
investigations related to the evalustion of judgments
on self, snd the tendency toward the desire to make a

favoprable impression has been found, persistently,

Symondh P., Diagnosing Personality and Oonduct,
p. 1 22.
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| to influence these judgments. H017ingworth4
remarked in as early as 1922, "But perhaps the most
important result of this enquiry is the definite

| evidence that self-estimates are misleading and that
this treditional method of judging chsracter lacks
the sccuracy that its practice suggests." Commenting
on the value of personslity questionnaires, he
observes that the method of personslity inventory "is
essentially that of self-estimation, and the
ligbility of self-estimates to distortion we have
already had occasion to consider".5 In the same
year Knight and Franzen® reported the results of an
experiment in which they had 110 junior s-tudents in a
university rate 34 interests, wranging from the
egsential to the trivisl, in order of importance to
themselves, to the ideal junior snd to the typical
junior". They found a2 higher association between
"what the s-tudents believe they are and what they
would like to be than what they believe they are and
what their fellow students believe they are™.
Similarl-y, Shen,’ commenting on the resultspf an
experiment in which 28 persons were required to rank
themselves and one another with respect to eight

different traits, remakrs that "we tend to over-

4 Hollingworth, H.L., Judging Human Character, p.59.

5 Tpbid, p.185.
6.Xnight, ®.B. and Frsnzen, R.H., "Pitfslls in rating
schemes," Journ. Educ. Peychol., 13, 1922, 204-213,

vshens E. "The validity of self-estimste", Jounr.
Zduc. Psychol., 16, 1925, p.105-107.
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estimate ourselves in most traits and underestimate
ourselves in few". Likewise, Thorndike, as quoted
by Symond;a has said, "Adults even as well trsined as
college seniors and even in thesimplest matters of
present objective facts, such as are involved in the
questions: "How tall are you?" and "What is the

circumference of your sister's head?" make gross errors.

| The errors incresse in number and smount when the

report requires memory; increase further when the
fact is a report of subjective condition; and
multiply like bacilli when it involves the general
drift of s series of experiences, "

Frankg donducted an enquiry concerning the
comparative stability of responses to the items of
the Bernreuter Personality Inventory. He classified
the items, on the basis of their cbtained responses,
under three heads: (1) positive, i.e., those which
were answered "Yes" by 75 per cent. or more of his
subjects; (2) negstive, i.e. those answered "No" by
75 per cent. or more; and (3) neutral, the remaining
ltems. He noted that the positive items reflected
behaviour thst is socially approved and the negative
items that which is sociallydisespproved. When he
examined the shift in the responses from one administr-

ation of the inventory to another, he found that

8 Op eik., p. 144,

9 TFrank, B., "Stgbility of questionnaire response",
Journ. Abn., Soc. Psychol., 30, 1936, pp.320-324.
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the, so-called, neutral items "showed not only the

highest index of change, but also a significantly
high esverage change per person'. 1In other words, the
responses to the "positive" and "negative" items

were relatively much more stable. He concludes on
his findings, "The question arises as to what extent
agreement of response and stability of response is a
function of the crystallisation of convention and
focial practice and what part knowledge and judgment
of cocially approved practices play in the motivation
of guestionnsire responses". This conelusion lends
support to the guggestion we have made above that the
stebility of response to the questionnaire items is
not the work of the trsit purported to measure, but
of some unknown disposition that imparts functional
eimilarity to a set of items and thus makes for the
gimilarity of responses to them. It appears in this
experiment that the responses to the "Positive" and
"Wegative" items are influenced by the persistent
craving for social approval and repulsion for social
disspproval, respectively, and, hence, undergo less
change; the responses to the "neutral" items are
unaffected by these urges and therefore show the

largest measure of ehange.

DudyehalO reports a number of investigations

10 Dudyeha, ¢.J., "Self-estimate and dependability",
Journ. Soc. Psychol., ¥, 1940, pp. 39-53.
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on the punctuslity and dependability of college
students., In one of these, he undertook to examine
the relation between "self-estimate and dependability".
For this purpose, he classified his subjects, on
ground of careful observation of objective behaviour,
into the dependable and the non-dependable groups.
He then gave the total group a questionnaire calling
for their attitudes towards dependability in various
situstions. He found that "the dependable students
do not answer the questions in a favoursble manner and
the undependable in an unfavourable manner, but that
both tend to mark the favoursble answers, except that
+ the dependable students, in some questions at least,
mark the less favourable answers'. Here again, we
note the divergence hetween expressed opinion on
personal behaviour and objective behaviour,

As is expected, this tendency to fake
responses is very clearly shown when it Is in the
Interest of the subject to make flattering scores in
order to gain some ulterior purpose. As Bernreuter
has pointed out, "If you are responsible for selecting
individuals for jobs, I think you will very little
benefit from personality trait tests as they are now
devised. The reason is that most of the tests

depend upon complete co-operation of the individual;

11 Bernreuter, R.G., "The present status of Personality

Trait Tests", The Education Record, Supplement
13, 21, 1940, pp. 160-171.



69.
and practically every test of which I am aware is in
a form that enables an individual to give you
inaccurste information, if it is to his benefit to do

s Schottlg applied the Thurstone Personality

80
Schedule to 130 applicants for professionsl positions.
' His results showed "the alleged weakness of the self-
rating scale.....and the scores proved unrelighle as
an index of the degree of emotional adjustment because
the subjects obviously were concerned only with msking
a good impression and accordingly their scores are
better meassures of spphistication than the degree of

13 report

emotional stsbility"., Bennettand Gordon
similar results from the administration of the Bern-
reuter Inventory to a group of nurses at the time of
their selection 2nd subsequently after they had
completed o six-month period of probation. They
found that the mean scores obtained by the group on
the four trasits of the Bernreuter had shifted from
the first to the second administration and that the
shifts were uniformly in the undesirable direction.
The authores comment on this discrepancy, "I these

students snswered without falsification upon the

second sdministration of the test, it is possible to

12 Schott, ®.L., "Personality tests in clinical
practice", Journ. Abn, Soc. Psychol., 32, 1937,
DPp. 236=239,

13 Bennett, G.X,, and Gordon, H.P., "Personglity test
scores snd success in the field of nursing,"
Journ. Appl. Spychol., 28, 1944, pp267-278.
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Iconclude either that they felt less secure and stable
after surviving a probationary period, or, that at
| the time of the first examination, they were asttempt-
:ing to answer the questions in a way they thought would
be most acceptable to the school to which they were
spplying. " They further observe, "In the case of the
students whe are tested as a part of the selection
process there is an apparent tendency to modify
their responses in a favourable direction.
This tendency in itself may conceivably be one of the
causes of the generally poor validity of paper and
pencil personslity inventories."

The tendency to fake résponses is not in
evidence only when the questionnaire is used for
selection purposes. In fact, numerous studies have
shown that the 1%8bility to distortion is revealed
even when the subject does not find himself placed at
a disa@vantage if his scores point in the unfavourable
direction. 1In order to inspire complete confidence
regarding freedom from any responsibility for the
scores, 2 hunber of investigstors asked their
subjects not to sign their names while answering a
pers-onality questionnaire. For example, Knight and
Tranzent® report data from three experiments in each

of which the subjects were told specifically not to

14
Knight, F.B,, snd Franzen, R.H., "Pitfalls in
rating schemes, " Journ. Educ. Psychol., 13, 1922,

Dp. 204-213.
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sign their names. But in each case the results
"illustrate a naive over-rating of one's self, or

'putting the best foot forward' proclivity, or of

underestimating one's fellows". The authors conclude|
|

that in these errors of self-estimate "no conscious
desire to cheat any one else could have operated
greatly". It seems probable, therefore, that the
subjecte are unwittingly influenced by the tendency

to falsify their questionnaire responses, since it is
present even when they are given the opportunity of
revealing themselves without disclosing their
identities., Some investigators report contrary
results. For instance, Olson15 applied the Wood@®orth
Personal Data Sheet to the same groups of subjects
once under anonymous condition and then under
signature and found that they reported more

symptoms when they did not sign their names. But
this result does not prove anything beyond this that
the anonymous condition was more favourable to the
makin;bf frank resp;nses; we can not conclude thst
the responses made under this condition were truthful
in the sense of aﬁﬁroximating to the actual attitude

and behaviour of the subjects. Spencerl6 also used

15 Olson, W., "The waiver of signature in personal
reports", Journ., Appl. Psychol.,20, 1936,
pp. 442-25Q
16 Spencer, D., "The frankness of subjects on
personality measures", Journ, Educ. Psychol.,
29, 1938, pp. <26-35,
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this technique in applying a questionnaire on
"personality conflict", though, unlike Clson, he did
not use the control condition. He asked his subjects

not to sign their names and "convinced them that their!
papers could not be identified". 1In addition, he
required his subjects to indicate, after they had
answered the questionnaire, how they would have heen |
affected had their signature been called for, by
checking against: (1) I would have left some of the
questions unanswered; (2) I would have answered.some

of the questions untruthfully; (3) I would have answr
ered thuthfully but resentfully; (4) I would have ‘
willingly answered truthfully. He foun that 21.90 |
per cent. checked (1),8.90 per cent. checked (2), |
12 per cent. checked (3), and 43.20 per cent, checked
(4). The mean "conflict score" of those who

confessed to the temptation to answer some questions |
untruthfully (2) was the highest, while that of those
who checked ageinst (4) was the lowest. Spencer
concludes, "Therefore it is inferred that had the
instrument -been taken under signatures, not only

would a larger number of the subjects have resented,

evaded end falsified some of the items, but such

deceptions would have been greatest among those
having the greatest amount of conflict. In short,
the purpose of the instrument - the measurement of
confliet - would have been invealidsted". But

Spencer?s conclusion seems unwarranted to us for
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. there is no evidence to show how far the opinions

' expressed_bythe subjects regarding the truthfulness
or untruthfulness of their answers, in the hypotheticai
situation of heing called upon to disclose their
identities while responding to the questionnaire,
agreed with what they would have actually done. It

. eppears to us that Spencer has committed the logical
fallacy of petitioé principii by taking for granted
what he is required to prove. He seems to argue to
the truthfulness of self-ratings made under anonymous
condition on the evidence of the subjects' own i
expressed opinions regarding the likely character of
their réactions under signature. But the question
remains, what guarantees the truth of these opinions?
Moreover, Spencer's results, instead of supporting

his contention, may be tzken to go counter to it. !

He discovered that those subjects who obtained highest
conflict scores slso confessed to the temptation to
distort or falsify their responses had they been
asked to sign their names. On the other hand, those
who made the lowest conflict scores, and these formed
the largest group, professed perfect invulnerability
to any such temptation. Does it not show that a
fairly large percentage were victims of the tendency
to make flattering responses even in the anonymous
condition? For, it may be suggested that this group
which endeavoured to creste the impression of an

unstinted regard for truthfulness, checked the
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questionnaire items in a more favourable manner and,
thus, obtained the lowest conflict scoré. On the

| other hand, the group which frankly sdmitted its

| 1igbility to untruthfulness in the hypothetical con-
dition was not deterred from answering some ouestions
in the unfavourahle manner and, consequently,
obtained the highest conflict score. We have still’
another reason to suspect Spencer's conclusion. He
hee pointed out in defence of the technique that
analysis of the responses made by the subjects
revealed that they gave "unfavourable" answers
relating to many confidential matters in sufficiently

large percentsge. But he used no control group, one

which were asksed to sign their names. It is difficult,

then, to determine =g to what extent the occurrence
of unfavourable responsecs was due to the care taken
in impressing upon the subjects that their answers
' remained unidentified. We feel justified, therefore,
in taoking the view that the anonymous condition does
not ensure truthfulness of the responses, for we have
reasons to believe that the distortions are not always
brought sbout wittingly.

Other investigators also support our view
that the fals~ification of questionnaire responses is
not necessarily s Aeliberate contrivance. It may
come sbhout writhout the subject consciously desiring

- 17 Jie
to do so. Thus, Lastell and Bennet1 make a similar

17 Lastell, H.R., and Bennet, E., "A comparison of
scoresg on two msasuresl%g personality", Journ.,
Abn. Soc. Psychol,, 28, pp. 459-461.
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observation on their results of the administration of
the Bernreuter Personality Inventory to a group of
college students. They remark, "A weskness of the

questionnaire method that was brought up repeatedly

"hy the students who assisted with the experiment

involved the accuracy of report on the items of the
questionnaire, This is the inaccuracy or error of
judgment that may arise (1) from conscious vrotection
of sensitive personality aress with consequent under-
statement of painful admissions, (2) from unconscious
protection of these sensitive areas with consequent

understatement, and (3) from too great awareness of

minor weaknesses of personality with consequent over-
statement. Numerous students felt that one or mare
of these factors had decreased the accuracy of their
reports even thoughthey were in co-operative |
sympathy with the experiment". Similarly, Feder and
Baer,ls while sesrching for the cause of the divergence
between auestionnaire scores and clinical disgnosis,
entered into extensive discussions with their su.z,‘o,jec‘c.s,i
after the latter had taken the Rernreuter Personality
Inventory. They observe, "An interesting point made by
many of the subjects wa.s the fact that they themselfes

were not conscious of the occurrence of certain behaviour

on their parts snd, therefore, gave, without at all

18 Feder, D.D., and Bser, L.B. "Acomparison of test
Records and clinical observations of personality
adjustment," Journ. Educ. Psychol., 1944, po.
133=144,
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intending to, a picture of their behaviour that often

did not square with that which was objectively observed

by their associates."
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DETERMINANTS OF ERRORS of SELF-ESTIMATE.

An excursion into the nature of the relation

between reliability and validity of questionnaire

| resoonses suggested to us that their low validity,

deecpite a high relisbility, is due to the errors to
which the self-estimates of personality are
generally, and often unwittingly, eXposed. We also
noted that these errors are systematic. That is why
they do not affect the consistency of the responses.
In other words, they indicate the operation of some
underlying disposition, or dispositions, which
persistently influence the subjects' responses from |

an unknown =sres of the personglity. We describe

. these influences as "errors'" because they bring about

a distortion of what the subjects' responses would
have been had the varigble that is intended to
messure been alone at work in producing their
responses. Our next task is to undertake a cuest of
these dispositions, determine their character and de-
limit the precis-e sphere of their influence. We .
begin, for this purpose, with an enquiry into the
nsture of self-estimate which, leading through a
consideration of the sources of its inaccurscies,
will finslly take us on to the determination of the
dispositions that underlie them.

Self-estimates are judgmmnts by the individual

on his own self. They are judgments sbout one's own
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thoughts, feelings, beliefs, conduct, ideals,
aspirations, likes and dislikes, aptitudes,abilities,
skills, etc. Like all judgments, they are offered
as truths, statements sbout facts, not as imaginative'
constructs and autistic creations. They are acts of
inference which derive from evidence based on past
experience. The individuel making a self-estimate
searches his mind to determine how he has thought,
felt and behaved in some past situations, so that
these might give him an indication of how he is going
to think, feel or hehave in some future situation.
As we have already pointed out, the questionnaire
does ndt provide the subject to act in a concrete
given situation and then judge, theresfter, how he
acted. Tt suggests verbally to him a hypothetical
situation and calls for an estimate of his behmviour
in that situation on the ground of his experiences of
eimilar situations. The subject can accomplich this
task only if he can succeed in recslling situations
from his past 1life and also what his reactions to
them have in genersl been. TFor this, among other
things, he should possess in the main two capacities:
(1) He should have been able to observe his responses
when they actuslly occurred in situstions similar to
those suggested, and (2) He should be 2ble to recall
them - which presupposes his ability to retain their

memory trades - in order to mske a judgment in their
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|1ight at the time of answering the guestionnaire.
| Observation of one's own behaviour is not as
ieasy a matter as it looks a-t first, specially, when
' the behaviour does not involve only its overt motor
components, but also the underlying subjective pro-
;cesses like intention, inclination, ideas, attatudes,
etec. These latter are the materials one tries
cheifly to tackle in introspection and the difficultieé
of introspection are too well known. These difficulties
‘multiply indefinitely when one's introspection is not
limited to the observation of some of the gross
segmental aspects of sensations and images which |
dominated the so-called structural nsychology for '
some time, but seeksto grasp also the emotional
and conative patternm of the personality for which
Aveling coined the expression: the "orectic factors",
It is the orectic fectors which are mainly salvaged
by the personality inventories - the impulses which
overtake a person in s given situation, the motives
which incline him in one direétion rather than another,
the moods whic? colour his thoughts, the sentiments
which tie him to this or that object, the emotions
which overpower his wits and paralyse his acticns, i
the feelings which spur him on or deter him from a
given course of activity. It reguires a special
gift to apprehend these elements, the gift of self-
observation which is not eaually distrihuted among

all n»ereons.
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Contemporary writers on psychology of
personality have Adesignated the power of gelf-
| knowledge as the cavacity for "insight". "The term
is an extension of the psychiatric usage according to
which a mental patient who knows that he (and not
everyhody else) ies suffering from disorientation and
aberration, is credited with insight. Also in the
domain of normal nersonality insight means freedom

1 Allport reminds us not to

from self-deception."
confuse this usage of the term with the meaning given
to "insight" by the Gestalt psychologists in
connection with their treatment of "l earning" or with
its common meaning, i.e. "clear comorehension". H82
uses another expression, "self-objectification" and
considers "insight" as ite correlative. By self-
objectification Allport means the capacity to view
ones-elf in perspective, with thet attitude of detach-
nent snd relstive freedom from biss which character-
ises an onlooker who is trying to view disinterestedly
the behaviour of other persons, or more properly, a

physiczl or chemical process in the outer world. It

ig the capacity to draw the line between the self as

1 Allport, G.W., Perconality, Dp.220.

¢ Ibid, pp. 220-225.
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the observer and the self as the object of observation;

to hsve s "complete sense of proportion concerning

one's own qualities" and to be "

able to perceive their
incongruities esnd absurdities in other than their
customary frame of reference'. A person who

can attairjeuch a level of self-objectification does
not merely behave but also knows that it is his
behsviour with the totesl setting of impulses, desires,

|
emotions and thoughts under which it asctually occurs. I
|

He possesses a, relatively, adequate consciousnsss of

m

himself with all the stirrings and drives of his |

ersonality, hie inferiorities, jeslousies and unsocia
b ) y J

tendencies. Murray uses the term "objectivity" to
|

indicate the same process. He maintaing that a
person endowed with "objectivity" is "impasrtial, |

detached, disinterested, tolerant, understanding".

"He is aware of and responds to the conditions thst |
actuglly exist. He observes the plain facts, |
clearly differentistes between what is subjéctive ,
(within his self) and vhat is objective (outside his
self), is conscious of his inner feelings and |

inclinations and regerds them with an impartial eye. !

He observes behaviour sccurately and makes reliable inferences

|
as to the probeble inner states of other people. He has

true ingight and is sble to interpret the motives ,

of his acquaintsnces reasonsbly well." Ttiappears

($3)

Murrsy, H.A., Explorations in Personality, p.Z22l.
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!that Murray extends the meaning of "insight" to cover

| 2180 the capacity for estimating the abilities snd
| traits of other persons - to make accuraste judgments |
!about others as about oneself.

That insight plays sn important part in deter-

Imining the accuracy of self-estimate has been stressed
'many a time by psychologists. Thus S_ymon&4 gives
three reasons why questionnaires asre more relisble for |
adults then for children, the first one being "their |
supericr a bility to observe and intfbspect". .
Similarly, Allports pointing out the defects of the |
questionnsire method, remarks, vAnother serious
| limitation is the fact that virtuslly =11 paper and .
pencil questionnsires msy be falsified by the subject
if he chooses to do so, or if he is deficient in
intelligence or insight." BRikewise, Cattell® maintsins
that "the observations by questionnaire live in a
world of their own conditioneﬂby systematic errors'.
One of the sources of errors, he suggests, is "lack l
of s-elf-knowledge on the part of the subjects - i.e. |
lack of correct sppreciation of their own behaviour",

It is difficult to determine what is the

precis-e chasrascter of insight. At first sight, it i
|

4 Symondi P., Diagnosing Personality and Conduct, p.158

5 Op. cit., p. 381.
6 Cattell, R.B,, Description znd Measurement of

Personality, pp.342-843.




appears to partake of the nature of a cognitive
:ability gince it seems to resenble what 8pearman7
ienunciates as one of the three "ultimate qualitstive
laws which prescribe how new cognition is ever
possible”. As he says, "Of these laws the first may

be formulated by saying that a person has more or less
power toc observe what goes on in his mind. He not |
only feels but also knows thst he feels; he not only
strives but knows that he strives; he not only knows |
but knows that he knows." But Spearman is not very
clear about what he really means by this, so-called,
"power of self-comprehension". We can not decide ;
whether he meant by it only the capacity of self-
consciousness, the knowledge of oneself as the

knowing, thinking, feeling subject, or also the power
of self-knowled ge - the ability to comprehend the
contents of one's experience at & particular moment

of consciousness., In the latter case, Spearman's
very clessification of the three laws of neogeﬂesis
breaks down. As WyattB points out, the law of
comprehension of experience cen not have a separate
basis from the second law, nasmely, that concerning the
"eduction of relation®, for comprehension of

experience implies the cognizing of relations between

7 Spearman, C., Abilities of Man, p.164.

8 Wyatt, H.G., Psychology of Intelligence and Will,
pr. 81-85.
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. the items of experience. Wyatt has, further, shown
a gross inconsistency between Spearman's theorétical
formulation of the laws of neogenesis and his
statistical findings. These laws embody the
functions of "general intelligence" or "g® which
Spearman statistically proves to be the irreducible
unitary factor se-turating all cognitive processes.

But how can he talk of three guslitiative laws of

neogenesis and also insist upon the qualitative
sameness or uniqueness of "g"? As Wyatt observes,
"The statistics point to a s~ingle factor, the
analysis to three". In view of this element of
vagueness, therefore, which charscterises Spearman's
formulation of the laws of neogenesis, we do not feel
justified in identifying the capacity of insight with
his "power of self-comprehension" and determining its
nature in the light of the psychological character
assigned by him to the latter.

We may possibly view insight as skin to
Wedeck's® ‘"psychological haility", "an ability to
judge correctly the feelings, moods, uotivations of
individusls". We can not get at these directly; in
order to judge their "expression", "it is necessary
to understand personslity; =end this understanding,

sccording to McDougall, Spearman, Bain and others, is

9 Wedeck, J., "The relationship between personality
and psychological ability", Br. Journ. Psychol.,
a7, 1947,



reached in terms of the judge's experiences of

|
\
|
|
himself. To assess correctly the personslities of

a wide variety of people, the judge must have
attained a high degree of complexity, as well as
insight into his own motives; he would need td have
a high 'psychological ability'." It follows that,
Isince to judge correctly sbout others one should have
ineight into his own experiences, "psychological
ability" is a function of insight or at least the two
sre very closely connected. In order to determine
whether "psychological ability" involves simply

"' seneral intelligence' or also a special ability or
factor", Wedeck devised eight tests involving
identification of tendencies, emotions and traits
portrayed by pictorial representations or character
sketches, discrimination between true and false
utterances and solution of problematic social
situstions. He intercorrelated the scores in these
tests along with those in three non-verbal and four
verbal tests of "g? and subjected the correlation co-
efficients to a method of factor-snalysis earlier
suggested by Spesrman in his gbilitites of Man.

He discovered three factors: (1)."g", which

saturated all tests, (2) "V" or verbal factor which

loaded all except the three non-verbal tests, and (3)%"

which losded two of the verbal tests and gix of the eight

proposed tests of "psychological ability". Four of the
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llatter, all of which were pictorial representations,

were more saturated with "¥ " than with "g" or oV™, .
‘Wedeck concludes that these "must be regsrded as

!providing almost as good a measure of "YW ”as the non-
verbal tests provide a measure of 'g'." He tries to |
explain the common loadings of "v" and "W " in two

of the verbal tests and all of the tests of psychological
ability by referring to the "emotive, orectic, affective-
congtive, or non-symbolic" function ofTIanguage. He
maintains that his subjects' scores in the"y" test do
not merely dndicate their amounts of the psychological
ability but also their degrees of "affectivity or
emotivity".

Wedeck's results do not seem to be very

satisfactory in view of the fact that the Y "factor
has high loadings in only three out of the eight tests

of psychological gbility and O loadings in twe of them,

which he explains as due to the "use of an admittedly | |
complicated rating scheme". The three highly "W " ;

saturated tests are very similar in content, being

pietorial representstions of some transient moods or
feelings or more enduring tendencies. That being so, |
their high ssturstion with"WY" may be aslternatively
explained as due to "overlapping specifics", rather
than any "special", or better, "group" factor (Wedeck
refrains from the use of this expression, which is,

nonetheless, implied in the discussion of his results)
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of "psychological ability". His data, then, fail to
establish the existence of "psychological sbility"
;functioning in the correct judgments "regarding the
Ifeelings, moods, motivation of individusls" and
involving, bes~ide the factor of n"general intelligencel,
a special factor, called"WY"by him. The only result
which Wedeck succeeds in establishing is that the
hypothetical ability involved in judging attitudes | [
and motives of individuals must consist, among other
possible components, of the function of general
intelligence, since all his proposed tests of "psycho-
logical sbility" are uniformly saturated with "g".
In a much earlier study, Vernonlo has taken

up a more comprehensive and systematic investigation
of the charscteristics of a good judge of oneself and

of others., He noted some "definite indications in

the work ofother investigators, which he used in

organising hie own research. He says, "We know thst

he" (rater of other peoplel" must be well acquainted
with the ratee, but not too intimaste with them.....;

and we know that the more intelligent are better able

to rate intelligence, etc.; i.e., that there is some
relation between the possession of a trait and the

ability to judge it. Goodness of self-estimation,

10 Vernon, P.E., "Some characteristics of the good
judges of personality", Journ. Soc. Psychol.,
4’ 1983 9 pp - 4‘2"58.
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' we also know from Allport's, Hollingworth's and

iJackson's work, correlates with raters' "Intelligence',

| "insight', 'sense of humourt, and negatively with I

| 'conceit'". In his own investigation, Vernon, used

| a very wide variety of situafions calling for the
sesessment of qualities and traits of oneself as well
as of others. To examine the correctness of these
assessements, he employed both "subjective", - '"con=-
formity to group opinion" - and "objective" criteria,
though some of his "objective" criteria do not really
seem such to the writer as they involved scores on
the "Study of Velues", "paper-and-pencil test of

 Extraversion-Introversion", '"musical questionnaire,"

etec., which, determined.byﬁhs subject's opinion on
himself, were no less bubjective than the opinion of

others about him. Perhaps, when Vernon conducted

his investigation, the subjectivity of the question-

naire method was not pushed into as strong relief as

it is todgy. He also tried to determine the
characteristics of his judges in the three areas,
namely, intellectual, social, and artistic, whose
bearings on the goodness of judgments on pers—onality |
were indicated in previous resear=ches.

Vernon's results do not indicste any general
factop of "intuitiveness". "The remarksble lack of

agreement between different tests of judging person-

ality suggests that, in an ordinary sample of the
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!population, we are not justified in assuming the
| existence of a general trait of 'intuitive sbility'." |
IFurther, "A judge may successfully judge A's
| 'intelligence', but fail on B's, or he may rate A's
or B's 'sociality' correctly, but give very poor
ratings on their 'efficiency’. His judgments depend
' on his whole past experience with A and B, or with
other people who were like or unlike them in respect
to intellectual, social and efficient activities, |
also on the totel situation at the moment of judging. "
It will be noted that this conclusion is not very
pertinent so far as judgment on self is involved;
the inherent "intimscy" or "closeness" of one's own
' personality contrasts with the intrinsic "foreign-
ness" and "distance" of other personslities which
raise much too high the premium on the "specificity"
of the contact and "context of experience' in the
correct assessment of others. Vernon established
some positive results also which have a more direct
bearing on our problem. He found uniform association
between rating and test of intelligence, rating on
insight, and rating on the sense of humour, on the one
hand, snd goodness of judgment on self, on the other.
He observes, "The good self-raters are characterised
by sense of humor.....Good self-raters moreover possess
superior sbstrsct intelligence. They are neither

Supérior nor inferior in general srtistic level',
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11
Another investigation has demonstrated a

close relation between lack of insight and liability

to projection. We postpone its consideration to a

our own measure of projection.

We note to our disappointment that the sbove
discussions do not take us any headway so far as the

determination of the nature of'"insight" is concerned.

The question whether insight is &an intellectusal

ability or an intuitive function, an innate endowment

of the organism or an acquired capacity, the unique

porsession of some individuals or a common "continuum"

of personality sdmitting of individual differences,

remains unancswered. Nevertheless, we have been able

to secure some definite indications concerning the

more common correlates of insight.

Possession of

insight goes together with wsuperior abstract

intelligence" and "sense of humour", and is negatively

associated with 1liabilityto projection.
Allport12 observes, "Psychologists know that there are
certain correlates of insight, qualitites that people

of good insight possess. TFor example,

Thus,

those who are

aware of their own objectionable qualities are much

less likely to attribute them to other people, that

is they are less given to projection than are those

11 Sears, R,R., "Study of projection", Journ. Soc.

Psychol., 1,936, 7. DP.
12 Op. Cit. p.222.

151-163.
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| who lack insight. Also, people of good insight are
'known to be more intelligent than the average." '"But
the most striking correlate of insight is the sense
lof humor. " As a measure of insight, Allportld

| commends the relation between rating »y self and

rating by others, a criterion which has been frequently
' employed but hecause of its "subjective" taint has |
!seldom produced religble results. As we will be

noted below, our own use of this method has also

proved it to be equally inconsequentiesl,

We have indicated shove that besides one's
limited canscity for "self-observation", which has
been generally descrihed as "lack of insight", there
may be the defects of memory, its unfaithfulness,
which have equsally adverse effects on the reliability
of his self-estimstes. The subject has to recall
his customary conduct or attitude in regard to the
situstions pontrayed by the questionnaire items.

But he may or not be successful at that. He may have
omitted some important aspects of his behaviour,
because his memory failed him, and altered or
modified others. Bartlett,14 in his pioneer work on

remenbering, has deccribed the various forms of

| unwitting Aistortions to which memory is subject, like

13 Ibid. p. 221.

14 Bartlett, F.C., Remembering.
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"omﬁission", "substitutién", "rationalization",

| "importation", ete., which are brought sbout under

the influence of "affective attitudes", "preformed

| tendencieg", "individual and common interests and

feelings". Thege elements of distortion involve
memory as a rule, as Bartlettls remarks, "Even when
materiasl is arranged in a short series, is small in
bulk, snd simple in obhiective structure, and when is
so given that an observer knows that he will be asked
to describe it later, remembering is unwittingly
affected by unwitting transformations: accurate
recall is an exception and not the rule". Bartlett
meaintaine that memory is a process of "active

construction" which does not merely bring about a

| transformstion of the materiasls contributed from the

original experiences, by altering, transpos-ing, and
rebuilding them, but also by "inventing" snd
"importing new material from a different setting'.

For the purposes of recall, present perceptions are

' not merely fitted into already formed apperception

' systems, but the "process of fitting is an active

' process, depending directly upon the preformed

' tendencies snd bias which the subject brings to his

task.“ls The influence of the emotiohal patterns on

memory, which has been made for so mach in recent

15 0p, eit. p.Bl.
16 Ibid, p.85.
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works on memory, specially after the lead given by
IT*‘reudian Peychology, has received its recognition by
Bartlett also. He observes, "Material which is a
‘direct or an indifect stimulus to pre~formed interegts
|is sure to reappear. Probably the affective tone
‘accompanying the arousal of such interests is an
important factor here. The affect is certainly not
always pleasing. On the whole the results indicate,
that, if the interesting material is pleasing, the
change is in the direction of elaboration and develop~
ment; if the affect is displeasing, distortions are
most likely to occur."'”  But, above all, Bartlett's.
chief contribution lay in the strong relief into
which his researches have pushed the social influences
on remembering that prepared the way for the shift of
emphasis in social psychology from the innate factors
‘within the organism, which were much too inordinately
stressed by McDougall, to the environmental fectors
operating upon the individual as the member of a group.
The interpretation of the experimental data which
Bartlett has described in the first part of his

book markedly points to the conclusion that "both the
manner and matter of recall sre often predominantly
determined by social influences. In perceiving, in
imsging, in remembering proper, and in constructive

work, the paseing fashion of the group, the social

17 Ibid. p.90.
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catchword, the prevsiling approved general interest,
| the persistent social customs and institutions set

the stage and direct the action, "18

Further, "What
is initially outstanding and what is subsequently
remembered are, at every age, in every group, and
with nearly every variety of topic, largely the
outcome of tendencies, interests and facts that have
had some value stamped upon them by society."l9
These social determinants are "liable to lead to an
inventive and to a constructive type of remembering
which may disturb the accuracy of r-ecall."80
Bartlett's researches go a long way to stress
the dynamic character of all remenbering, but do not
provide any ussble conceptusl framework which could
be applied to the interpretation of the wide variety
of transformstions that memory of necessity undergoes.
His work is more of the factusl character and though
he seeks to formulate a theory of remembering, the
latter merely reiterates the organisational character
of the memory processes. Moreover, his researches
dealt, directly, with the recall of objectively
obgerved materials, and only indirectly spoly to.the

recall of introspective contents, i.e., the recall,

not of the impressions received from objects or

18. Op. cit., p.244.

19 Ibid, p. 253.
20 Ibid, p.264
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situations, but also of the feelings, attitudes,
ideas, impulsesévoked within the subject by those
situations, These latter are more directly tackled
i by Freudian Psychology, which on this account merits
a more epecial mention.

Freud noted, in the course of his earlier
clinical work, the intimste relsation between psycho-
pathological formations and the disturbances of the
memory function which subsequently resulted in his
formulation of the concept of repression as the
"ecorner stone" of psychoanalysis. Repression has
been described by Freud as a process of "active"
forgetting brought about by a situation of conflict
between antagonistic tendencies within the organism.
The conflict arises, most commonly, from the incom—
patibility between the social standards of morality,
religion snd culture, which every individual builds
upﬁn thé course of his development, and the pressing

' internsl demand for the immediate pleasureable
gratification of crude, primitive, asocial impulses
which, like "the sunshine and the climate", form the
common heritage of menkind. Any sktuation of life
may provide the occasion for thise conflict, but,
according to the more orthodoX psychoénalytical
tenéts, the strongest conflicts have arisen in the
infancy of an individual and these provide the schema

for all later conflicts. Biologically, the most
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appropriate way of resolving a similar conflict due

| to outer stimull making antagonistic demands upon the
findividual, is the so-called abient or avoiding

' reaction to one of the contending stimuli, But when
the scene of the conflict is one's own mental life,
the avoidance amounts to a turning of consciousness
away from the conflicting mental content, as one
turns his back on a disgusting spectacle. This
turning of consciousness away from one's own tendency,
desire, thought, emotion, etc., has been called

' repression. It is the process of withholding for a
certain mental content its access to consciousness.
Since the repressed contents are intrinsically
opposed to the cultural standards, their emergence
into consciousness persistently exposes the individual
to the danger of conflict. Hence, the act of
repression is not a temporary makeshift, but a
permanent measure which precludes the repressed
content ever from the possibility of fubture conscious—
ness. The result is that the memory of that content
together with its associated experiences is lost and
the possibility of its recall is nullified. But

why, one may ask, is the impulse, attitude, desire,

or thought precluded from the possibility of recall
when its mere emergence in consciousness would not
necessarily drive a person to a socially undesirable

course of conduct? All conscious ideas or desires
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are not translated into action; many may only be

;entertained and inhibited. The answer given by

Freud is that the emergence of the undesirable idea

causes a sense of "ghame, loathing and disgust" to

 the individual and would accordingly be painful to

| him, To avoid the pain, the idea is permanently

' withdrawn.

Further elucidation of the process of con-

.flict, the occurrence of shame and disgust, and the

agency of repression, led Freud to consider the
structure of the psychic personality. He conceived
of a tripartite division within the psyche which he
called the Id, Bgo and the Super Ego.r * 22  The Id
is the reservoir of the primitive, anti-social or
asocial, instinctual inherited drives and is governed
exclusively by the need for immediate pleasureable

gratification. The Ego is the system of controlling,

organising, and adaptive functions of the personality.

It is governed by reason and is kept, through the
perceptual system, into close touch with reality.
Consciousness is an attribute of the Ego functions.
The Super Iigo is the precipitate of the social
authorities that have loomed largely during the
infancy of the individual and comprises chiefly of

inhibiting influences operating against the freedom

21

5 Freud, S., Ego and the Id.
2

Freud, S., New Introductory Lectures on Psycho-
analysis: The Anatomy of the Mental Personality,

Pp. T8-106.
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‘of the Ego. Its principal functions, accordingly,
'are to observe and punish the Ego. It demands of
|the latter an unhesitating allegiance to an obsolete
Iand irrational code of morality and culbture which was
|imposed upon the individual as a child and was sub-
sequently incorporated within his psyche as a part of
Ithe Super Lgo system. The Super Ego's punishments
‘are meted out to the Ego not only for the latter's
Iaxc‘cual misdeeds. To the Super Ego, an intention is
tantamount to action, and its penal exacerbations
ensue even when the HEgo allows an "objectionable" idea
to cross consciousness. These are experienced by the
Bgo as excruciating feelings of shame, loathing and
disgust - the feeling of guilt. The Ego's resort to
'repression is to avoid this suffering to itself.
'It, consequently, permanently guards against the
emergence of its "undesirable" inclinations,
attitudes, longings, impulses and their associated
memories. Thus, the individual's inability to recall
those aspects of his past behaviour that are socially
undesirable and morally or ethically despicable, 1s
'explained by Psychoanalysis to be the result of
repression.

But represéion is not the only influence that
wrecks the memory process. There are obher functions

which operate not in the deletion of the contents of

past experience, but in their alteration and dis-
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!figurement. These have been designated as the
|defence mechanisms of the Ego. As we have seen, the
Ego resorts to repression to defend itself against
;ihs exposure to the criticism of the Super Ego. It
;can‘senune‘the same result by hoodwinking the Super
\Ego, i.e., by disguising and disfiguring the undesira-
Ible impulses past recognition. The most common way
Iof doing this is the "dream work" with its use of
symbolic expression and the various mechanisms which
work to transform the "latent unpalatable content"
into the “"manifest" surface formation of the dream,
those of dramatization, condensation, displacement

and secondary ela,borai:ion.23 Another example of the
detour adopted by the Ego to avert the offence of the
Super BEgo is found in the so-called psychopathologies

B4 the various parapraxes like

of every day life,
slips of pen, slips of tongue, etc. Dream-work and
the parapraxes occur on the normal plane. But other
means of defence adopted by the Ego handicap the
individual in his day to day adaptations of life.
These are the so-called symptoms of abnormality - the
psychoneurosgés and the psychoses.

The various mechanisms of defence, which
operate both at the normal as well as the abnormal

levels of behaviour, have not been very clearly

classified by the Freudians and sometimes it is

2 Freud, 8., Interpretation pf Dreams.
* Preud, S., Psychopathologies of Bveryday Life.
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difficudt to determine their precise implications.
Some of the principal ones are;=- Displacement,
condensation, undolng, isolation, reaction-formation,
projection, rationalisation and identification. A
consideration of these will show that they all
operate in the same general direction, namely, the
effacement or disfigurement of some original undesira-
ble mental contents or their replacement by another

Wwhich is more satisfactory and "scceptsble'". Thus
"displacement”25 functions in "transvaluation" of
mental contents., An element that wae originally
prepotent but "“unacceptsble" "surrenderes to znother",
that was trivial and insignificant in the economy of
the individusl's mental life, its "wholelvolume of
cabhexis". The latter sttains an urgency and
imoortonce which originelly belonged to the former,
and is pushed into consciousness as such. Similarly,
condensation,26 which is one of the very common
methods of distortion and is encountered more
frequently in dream-snilysis, operates in presenting
to consciousness =sn image which shares the character-
istics of a host of distinct and disparate ideas and
perceptions fused on grounds of very trivial
similarities, Condensation is the principal
mechanism behind much of the "inventiveners" of

il :
recsll. Tikewis e, reaction-formation functions in

25 Freud, S., Collected Papers, Vol. II, D.39.

»

26 Treud, S., Interpretstion of Dreams, p.269.
27 Freud, S., Collected Papers, Vol. II, p.48.
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the reversal of an impulse, attitude or idea into its
opposite, as, for instance, when the attitude of
repulsion, hatred or egoism may show itself in
exaggerated attraction, love, or altruism. Reaction-
formation is a process of self-deception and its
' purpose is to hide from z person his own unacceptable
| tendencies. Undoing and.isolation28 also serve
| similar functions. The first one consists in the
tendency to treat an event of one's own life as though
it had never happened. In "undoing" the memory of
an unpleasant experience, instead of being transformed,
or substituted, is altogether done away with.
"Isolation" deprives =n unpleasant memory of its
"affective cathexis " and robs it -of its associstive
connections. For instance, the obsessive ceremonials
which the compulsive neurotic is called upon to
repeat.appear to him, because of the process of
isolation, meaningless sequences of behaviour, in
spite of their compelling character. In projection,29
there occurs a replacement of internal perceptions or
feelings by external perceptions. "An internal
perception is suppressed, and instead its content
after undergoing s certain degree of distortion, entereg

conscinusness in the form of an external perception'.

The externsl world is inveested with one's own

28 Freud, S., Inhibitions, Symptons and Anxiety,
pp. 73-36. s
29 Freud, S., Collected Papers, Vol. III p.452.
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undesirable attitudes and tendencies, because their
recognition in oneself causes the feelings of guilt

and shame. Rationalizationao

is the process of
attributing an acceptable motive to a behaviour whose
real motive is concealed from consciousness. It
operates as a "screen' over the undesirable
tendencies of a person and Tthus facilitales their
'inaccessibility to consciousness. Unlike the other
mefhanisms, identification is not only a contrivance
for defence. According to Freud,Bl it provides the
"motif" for the formabtion of the Super Ego. Freud
describes the Super Ego as "the precipitate of
abandoned cathexis’. He thinks that the passage
into the "labtency period' is marked by the renuncia-
tion of "object-cathexis® - the parental love-object,
which is followed by the "internalisabtion'” of the
latter within the psyche. This process, he calls,
"secondary identification" as distinguished from the
earlier primary one which prompts the child to
imitate the parent of the same sex in order to "step
into his shoeg”. As a result of "identification",
and "internalisation' or "introjection", the Super
Ego occupies in the psychic system the position that
was previously vested in the parental authority.
Identification also explains why in the course of

30
Sl

Freud, S., Collected Papers, Vol. IIL, P. 330.
Freud, 3., Ego and the Id., pp. 34-53.
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development, the diverse social influences, effects

of training, education, etc., which are at first

encountered in relation to the outer situations, are

gradually entrenched within the personality and
determine the habitual conformity of the individual's
behaviour to the cultural standards of his group.

The consideration of the Ego's relation to
the Super Ego and of the mechanisms of defence
utilised by the former, shows clearly that the defence
mechanisms are centred, one and all, in the need to
maintain the social and cultural standards which no
longer operate upon the adult individual, generally
speaking, as outer demands, but as endopsychic forces
that beacon to him what is "acceptable" and what is
"unacceptable’ and drive him to seek the former and
avoid the labter. In other words, the need for

social conformity appears to be fundamental about the

defence mechanisms; or, their raison d'etre is The

fulfilment of the urge, engendered in the course of
development, to avoid infringement of the social,
moral, ethical and cultural values organised within
the psychic system.

The need for "social conformity" as a pre-
potent force in personality organisation has been
generally recognised by psychologists.  Thus Angyal32

52

Angyal, A., Foundations for a science of Perﬁonal-
ity, Chap. VI, "The trend toward homonymy,
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| points out "The integration of the individual into
| the social group, the assimilation of its culture,

of ite written and unwritten codes are Just as
essential for the personslity development and
personality organisation as any of the physiological
function". Angyal calls this tendency which leads
the individual to transcend his "autonomous" demands
-~ that drive him to achieve "domination of the
surroundings" - and seek union with larger "super-
individual units", as the "trend toward homonomy".
"The trend toward homonomy - the tendency to conform
to, unite with, participate, and fit into super-
individual wholes - is a powerful motigting force in
behaviour"., The homonous trend does not drive the
individual merely to adjust himself to the cultural
patterns of the group as "outside " factore,it also
brings sbout the assimilation and integration of the
cultural stendards within the organism. "They become
internal factors, a part of the person. The person
thus acouires an individusl culture, his personal
standards and definitions of doing things in the
proper and improper ways.® This organisation of the
cultursl patterns within the individual, Angyal thinks,
"roughly corresponds to what in psycho-snalyeis

ie ealled the 'super-ego'". It seems to the writer

33
to correspond as well to what McDougell — calls the

33 McDougall, W., Energies of Men, pp. 252-235.
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"sentiment of self-regard" and Allport54 designates

as "the desire for self-esteem". Similarly, Murrny55

; refers to a group of needs in the individusl which
are directed toward securing "social approval,
recognition and status, and avoiding humiliating
circumstances, loss of esteem and prestige. He,
thus, speaké of the need to "excite praise and
commendation. To demand respect. To boast and
exhibit one's accomplishment. To seek distinction,
social prestige, honours or high office". He sets
on the other =side the complementary '"need" for
"inviclacy" - to avoid situations of humilistion,
failure, chame and rebuke, the lowering of "self-
respect", the desire to preserve one's "good name",

"to Be immune from criticism", to concesl humiliating

facts snd disfigurement.

TR

Turning to our task, we have noted Bartlett s
emphasis upon the influence of the cultnrzl patterns
on the "manner snd matter of recall". We have also
seen how asccording to psycho-analysis the need to
conférm to the social standsrds engineers the various
mechaniesms of defence that disturb, very conspicuously,
the memoky functions, if the "overt" compliance to
these standsrds is not easily accessible to the

individual. And we have marked 1ikewise that the

34. Op.. cit. pp. 169-173.
&6, Op. e¢it,,; Pp. B8l.
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I"need for social conformity', or "the trend toward
homonomy”, has received common acceptance from psycho-
logists, in one form or another. We look now for itsg
bearing on our own problem - the reliability of self-
estimates in regard to personality questionnaires.

It seens likely to us that those persons who tend to
make flattering responses to the personality
guestionnaires and thus portray a more agreeable
picture of themselves, not only for the experimenter
but also for their own view, are influenced by the
need for social conformity which due to the peculiari-
ties of their development has adopted for its fulfil-
ment a rather unusual channel of expression. In-
stead of prodding them on to seek the more tangible
ways of attack upon "reality' and achieve success in
overt behaviour, it has suggested to them a more
facile method of attaining satisfaction by resorting
to the world of imagination and phantasy, a method
that retains its attractiveness for them in virtue of
its proved value during their infancy. It works in
two ways. Firstly, by its great potentiality for
diminishing the power of "reality testing”, it
facilitates the shutting out from perception and
memory of those attitudes and tendencies which offend
cultural and social standards. It, thus, preserves
the individual's personal integrity and self-esteen,

despite his occasional lapses in the socially
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‘unacceptable directions. le are reminded of
‘Nietzsche's very pregnant aphorism: "Iy memory says
'TI have done it'. Iy pride says 'I could not have

|done it', and remains inexorable. dventually my
‘memory yields." But mere denial or repudiation by

the individual of certain trends and activities does
;not always contribute to his sense of personal value,
iwhich, as we noted above, is inextricably woven with
|social worth and status. We find, therefore, the
second Wway open to him, namely, substitution of the
repressed blemishes and falterings by fantastic
representations of his abilities and prowess which
‘atbain such a strength and vividness as to claim the
factual value possessed by images of real happenings.
We call this process imaginative compensation. ile
‘use the term "compensation" in the Adlerian sense,
which always signifies the restoration of a state of
'inferiority, defect or insufficiency by a condition of
superiority, power and self-sufficiency. Since we
presume a similar process at work in the "falsifica-
' tion" of the gquestionnaire responses, we choose ©o
call it by the same name. We anticipate a possible
objection, namely, the "falsification" may not
necessarily work in the favourable direction. Some
persons give evidence of a marked tendency to put
themselves on the debit side, to under-estimate their

abilities and magnify their disabilities. But we
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find this direction of the "reversal" to be very rare,
as compared to the inverse tendency to screen one's
"unacceptable" desires, inclinations, thoughts and
sctions and paint oneself in the most attractive
coloure. Every investigstion, within the writer's
knowledge, ha.-s shown a preponderance of the latter
tendency, whatever the character and composition of
the group studied. Thus Hollingworth35 remarks,
which can be supported by scores of other studies,

some of which we have already ocuoted in our earlier

discussions concerning the tendency to "fake"responses’

"traite which wé should on the whole chseracterize as
'afmirshle' traits are over-estimated; troits
ordinarily classed sg 'reprehensite' are under-
‘estimated." Our own results also CQHSiBtently point
in the =ame ﬂiréction. Our reason for calling this
process "imaginative" is quité evident. As we have
Inoted, the person whofakes" questionnaire responses
does not seek compensation in the world of reélity,
for otherwise he would not have been motivated to
"falsify" the responses,that is, to credit himself
with gualities snd virtues the oppoosite of which are
true of him as a matter of fact, unless he was dding
co wittingly -nd deliberstely which is not, generally,
the case when ' a subject's co-operation has been

ensured. Tt is his access to tshe avenues of Ifan-

2

35 Hollingworth, H.IL., Judging Human Character, D.5Z%.
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;tastic gratification, which brings about in the
Iindividual The suspension of the function of reality-
| testing and makes it possible for such make-believes
ito flourish,

|
! In conclusion, our enquiry has led us to
ithink of two main determinants of the inaccuracy of
self-estimates. (1) Lack of insight or deficiency

of the power of introspection or self-observation.

.A person may not possess insight and, therefore, his
recollections in the questionnaire situation may lack
definiteness, clarity and detail, and, thus, become
readily amenable to distortion. (2) Need for social
conformity. A person may unwittingly suppress

| certain facts about himself which are inconsistent
with the ideals of conduct and propriety that he
applauds, and, therefore, their recognition may

expose him to a sense of social insecurity by
“frustrating the trend toward homonomy", the trend to
furthering " supra-individual” ends and purposes. 0r,
his memory, more faithful to his need for preservation
of personal integrity than to the claims of reality,
may substitute images of thoughts and deeds which
conform to the standards of efficiency and rectitude
consciously professed by him, The first process we
have named "denial® or "repudiation", though we could

as well designate it as repression, as has ordinarily
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been done. We prefer the first term because the
suppression of "unacceptable factg" in aswering
guestionnaires may be both witting or unwitting, but
represceion is always treated as an unconscious procecs,
while "repufiation" may be conscious as well. The
second process we have called "compensation"
(imasginative), for reasons stated ashove, Purther,
we think that the two processes require to he brought
out more specially than merely subsumed under the

need for sociasl conformity as we have done in the

| above classification. They are more important for

| our purpose than the need itself, since they deter-

mine the manner of its expression in which we are
mainly interested. Had the need for social conform-
ity of necessity adopted these channels of expreesion,
the statement of the need would imply them also. But
the need may also be fulfilled by resorting to overt
activities which sre directed to achievement of success
in the real world. Subjects for whom this mode of
eXpression is customary, may not show any considerable

" % g - H n
influsnce of either "repudiation" or "compensation",

‘while snswering a ouestionnaire. It is only those

| subjects who have no or little access to the

"exnlicit", motor avenues of setisfaction and resort

to the "implicit" imaginative channels provided in

|phantssy 1ife, that might utilize the mechanisms of

"compensation" and "repud-iation" while reacting in
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the questionnaire situation. Also, these two

| processes Uhough stemming from the same source, may

' not necessarily be combined, so that a person's
reactions to self-inventories may be affected more
prominently by the one than the other. Hence, we
lset them as two separate variables, a treabtment which
Iis subject to confirmation by our experimental
‘findings. Thus, we may lay down, finally, three i
kvariables to account for the falsification of
‘questionnaire responses. (1) Insight. (2) Repud-
|iation. (3) Compensation (Imaginative).

In the second part of our investigation we
|deal with the methods we have adopted for measuring
;the variables we have theoretically postulated and
ldetermining how far they are to be taken on empiricall
grounds as systematic factors in the personality
which influence the questionnaire responses of some
persons to the extent of affecting their accuracy.
|As we will see, to.this end we have assembled on
logical grounds a set of measures of each variable

and subjected their results to the test of associa-

| Gion.
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‘ : Aim and Method.

‘ Jur theoretical enquiry led us to postulate
thfee fundamental factors which may be presumed to
affect the reliability of self-estimates, specially,
| in the questionnaire situation. We decided to call

them: (1) Insight; (2) Tendency to Compensation;

| (3) Pendency to Repudiation. Our next task was to
determine how far our theoretical assumptions were
supporved by empirical observations. In other words,

| how far we had bangible evidence of an objective

, charactér o carry us to the inference of correspond-

ing real tendencies or dispositions of the organism

which manifest themselves in a regular, unified and,

hence, predictable manner. The term "real” is used

here not in the nmetaphysical or the crude phenomenal
sense, but as equivalent to "fact' as used in science.

A "fact' in science is an ordered system of originally

| discrete and diéconnected observations of natural
events. At a higher lewd of scientific generalisa-

' tion, “"fact' means the very principle of generalise-
tion and the expression "scientific facts' stands for
conceptual unities or uniformities applicable To
certain classes of experiential data; electrons and

lons are facts in this sense; they are realities

Waich are never to be delivered in sense perception.
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] . 1
| Accordingly, when one talks of "real" dispositions in

ithe personality, he means unities or patterns which
| set order, uniformity and stability in the otherwise
idissimilar, ever-changing, btransient responses of the
| organism. Such unities are not, obviously, to be
?encountered at the level of overt behaviour. They

| are only to be inferred from the sequences of
behaviour manifestations. The basis of this
!influence is, as Gattelll suggests, "covariation" of
|"operationally remote segments of benaviour". " The
!unity of a set of parts is established by their
moving, i.e., appearing, changing, disappearing

 together, by their excercising an effect together,

' and by an influence on one being an influence on all.!

' The quantitative representative of this "goling-

' togetherness” is the statistical concept of correla-

' tion, which, in its turn, is a mathematical statement
of the logical method of "concomitant variation'.
Hence, Cattell2 adds that "a unity can be detected
from the fact that the constituent hehaviour elements
in a trait covary. That is to say, if we take a
number of different individuals and measure them with
| respect to the elements 4, C, K and T, the person who
'has a lot of A will also have a lot of C, K, and T,

while the person who is low in K will also be low in

L Cattell, R.B., Description and lMeasurement of

5 Personality, p. Tl.
Ibid, pl 72-
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S e R In other words, scores in A will correlate
‘highly with C, K, and T scores." But it is possible

for A, O, K and T to consist of very similar elements

of behaviour. If this be the case, then evidence of |
icovariation between them would not indicate a real
i”unity' of behaviour, or, what Allport calls, "a

| higher level generalisation", or Stagner calls "a

| high order habit'. In order to furnish sufficient

|
| evidence for such inference, the elements should in

|
themselves be highly dissimilar, As Oattell5

| remarks, "Our practical standpoint has been in the
:first place that a unity exists when parts appear
|

together, change together, and mutually influence one

another, when viewed in different contexts and from
different angles.” This again reminds us of the two

forms of the method of concomitant variation, namely,

(1) which prewents the variable each time in The same

set of accompanying circumstances, and (2) which
involves instances of the variable under diverse or
changing circumstances. The inconclusiveness of the
evidence afforded by the first form is well known to
any student of logic.

In order to apply the test of covariation to

| the factors postulated by us, we were required to
discover and devise several sets of situstions which

did not have the same contents and which called for

2 Ibid, p. 93.

-
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diverse operations from the subjects. In other

iwords, we had to devise sets of measures of each

variable, which had different component items and
also involved dissimilar types of responses. The
assumption was that if the resulbs of the variant

measures presented an adequate evidence of inter-

relationship, then we could infer that the trait or
Ivariable underlying them was a persistent, stable and
'unified element of the personality.

! To achieve our aim we formulated a number of
ipaper and pencil tests for each variable. The con-

| tents of the tests were different, so were the

' responses called for by them, except that majority of |
' them involved self-ratings by the subjects. AL firsé
'our procedure may appear highly erroneous, since the
main point we have tried to meke in our earlier
discussion is the inherent subjectivity and conseguent
unreliability of the self-rating technigue, the
personality questionnaire serving as its most con-
spicuous example. How could we, then, be justified
in using the same technique in exsmining our hypo-
thesis concerning the factors underlying the unrelia-
bility of self-estimates? Our answer is that The
outer form of the technique should not beguile us

into mistaking its real nature. The fact that two

messuring devices are apparently similar does not
| testify to their real identity, for the nature of a

scale is debermined by the "evidential valuecone
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Iascribes to the resulting scores".4 If the responses
:of a self-inventory are interpreted as statements

' about the real conditions of the subjects, their real
iattitudes, thoughts, inclinations and behaviour, that
iis, accepted at their face value, the measurement is

| tainted with subjectivity and liable to extreme

| errors. But the responses can also be interpreted
!as units of overt behaviour manifested in standard
iobjective reactions - like underlining or encircling =
'to the elements of a given defined situation. In
Ithis case the same scale is converted into a measure

| of objective behaviour very similar to laborabtory
Iexperiments. Our method came under the second
category. We assembled in a test materials of a
certain defined character, for example, a number of
desirable and undesirable trait-names, and asked our
subjects to check themselves against each (Appendix
VI ). Instead of interpreting the checkings
'as indications of the presence or absence of the
traits concerned in a certain subject, we treated

‘them as indicative of the subject's habit of assigning

‘more or less of the undesirable traits to himself.

Thus interpreted, our tests are similar to the
measure of the strength or weakness in a rat, for
instance, of the habit of avoiding en obnoxious

stimulus, indicated by the number of times the

Gysenck, H,J., Dimensions of Personality, p. 6l.
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1
!stimulus is avoided in an experimental set-up. It
|
|

may be remarked here that the analogy does not hold

|

Iin strictness, for the undesirability of = trait is

| & matter of subjective evaluation which may very with
'individuals. Therefore, when for scoring we count
The number of checkings on undesirable traits, the

' units used for this purpose are not homogenous, or of

the same kind, as the electric shock, for example,

which the rat encounters each time is is placed in
the experimental situation. Consequently, it may be
urged, our measures are not as objective as claimed.
But we will see in the sequel that the evaluation of

our items as desirable or undesirable, for instance,

is 80 highly conventionalised as to leave no room for
'disagreement among our subjects with regard to the
respective characterisation of the items as such.

Qur units of measurement are not open, therefore, to

the charges of heterogeneity or lack of objectivity,

which pre-eminently fit the personality inventories.
We feel justified, thus, in claiming for our method
the maximum degree of objectivity that can be achieved
' Tor any method operating within the confines of a
 baper-and-pencil set-up. There was only one
exception to our general procedure, namely, the rating
method which we used in determining the self-other
ratio as a measure of insight (Appendix IV).

Our measuring devices are not only objective,

They possess another peculiarity. They are
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"disguised" measurements which are so devised that
the subject can not get at the purpose for which they.

are used by the experimenter. Such disguised

 measurements are speclally adapted to obviate the
defects of self-ratings. As Symond'observes, wIt is
| probable that disguised gquestionnaires are more valid
:than those which are straightforward in their
:approach. The straightforward atbtack partakes too
!much of the nature of a test and permits the pupil to
| control his responses to fit his purpose. The dis-
guised gquestionnaire, in which the pupil is told he
is doing one thing, but in which the items are so
Iselected that the result yields a measure of something
lelse, is the ideal situabtion for measuring COnduct.”5
(Wie have already noted, self-ratings are invariably
abtended with the risk of the subject's meking a false
| estimate. This risk is maximum in the subjective
|questionnaires- the personality inventories - which
are interpreted as true statements about the subjects’
attitude and conduct. The subject is thrown on his
guard, wittingly or unwittingly, not to give himself
out without reservation. This risk is minimum, on
the other hand, when the situation of the test 1s so
devised that the limiting circumstances apply not to
the real design of the experiment bub to its osten-
sible and fictitious purpose. Accordingly, though

we used the self-rating method, the”variable‘wnlch

Symond, P., Diagnosing Personality and Conduct,
P. 143,
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was intended to be measured in our scales was com—
pletely covered over by the sort of camouflage which

involved the direction as well as the outer form of

our tests. Its expression in the testee's responses
'was thus imnune from the effect of the inhibitory and
‘distorting influences to which the self-ratings are
generally subject. For instance, when we asked our
isubjects To rate themselves on some common lapses of

| conduct (Appendix IX), their attention was diverted from

:the main purpose of the measurement by the emphasis
'on the desired accuracy of their judgments, the
secrecy with which their responses were to be treated,
' etc., the result being that the subjects thought that
information regarding their conduct and disposition
in the suggested situations was solicited and were,
Presumably, motivated by the need for the exercise of
' discretion. By no stretch of imagination could they
Isurmise our real but concealed lack of concern and
indifference to the picture of their personality that
their ratings contrived to put up. In fact, the
'greater the reservation they used in giving out the
truth about themselves, the more their responses ful-
‘filled our objective. e got confirmation of this
View by actual enquiries from some of our subjects,
after they had been through the tests. We found
1nveriably that they were ignorant of the real

purpose of the experiments and accepted them under

The garb in whifh they were presented.



120.

We find AllportG discouraging the use of the
disguised method. He says, ""scales are usually given
a misleading title that veils their true purpose from
the subject; or irrelevant questions (" jokers') may
| be introduced to throw the subject off guard. A few
!scales are so elaborately disguised that their basis
!of scoring lies entirely beyond the subjects' power
!of comprehension or control. But these deceptions
often interfere with the validity of a Test, and on
ithe whole work much better with children or stupid
people than they do with alert adults for whom the
tests are usually designed'. He further adds, "liuch
better than reliance on deceptive tricks is a straight-
forward effort to secure honest and unstinted co-
operation from the subjects." Perhaps, Allport has
made short of the distorting influences which operate
upon many subjects in spite of their conscioud desire
and effort to co-operate with the experiment, Ve
can not, also, see eye to eye with him in his limit-
ing the efficacy of the disguised method to its use
among children or mentally deficient persons. In
fact, the concealment of the purpose of the measure-
ment is to be commended not only with respect to the
paper and pencil personality tests but also in
certain cases when objective measurements in the
laboratory are involved. Test sophistication has

always been noted as a notorious factor .lowering the

. Allport, G.W., Personality, p. 450.
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!efficiency of almost all experiments in psychology.

| Bven tests of ability in which the individual can not
|exercise, to his advantage, much control over his

‘re3ponses, have been noted to be vitiated by sophi<

stication. Sophistication disturbs, more conspicu-

iously, measurements in the emotional field, whatever
|

| the method of measurement applied, ranging from the
tgeientifically imperfect" and "subjective" methods
of clinical appraisements of personality to the most
_”perfect”, tobjective” observations in the controlled
Iset—up of the laboratory. Those subjects who know
labout the purpose, for instance, of the Rorschach, or
| lurray's Thematic Apperception Tests, can hardly be
of much use in examining the diagnostic values claimed
for these instruments. S8imilarly in the field of
leboratory experiments, if a person is aware that a
certain set-up is intended to measure, for instance,
"suggestibility', or "frustration tolerance’, or
"level of aspiration, perhaps he would prove most
unfit to serve as a subject for the experiment. IT
follows that in all such experiments, imespective of
‘the age or mental level of the subject concerned, the
intention of the experimenter has to be most
cautiously guarded.
Jurray7 emphasises the efficacy of the dis-

ZQUised method to the extent of including its recommen-

dation among the principles that were adopted in

lurray, H.A., Explorations in Personality, p. 28.
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organising the experiments reported by him and his
colleagues. He says, "The subject's mind should be

| diverted from the true purpose of an experiment.

This is usually accomplished by announcing a plausible
but fictitious objective. If a subject recognizes
the experimenter's aim, his responses will be modi-
|fied by other motives; for instance, by the desire
To conceal the very thing the experimenter wishes to

| observe,

! The group included in our investigation was
comprised of the psychology students of the First
Ordinary Class of the Edinburgh University. The

 botal strength of the class was two hundred and fifty.
The tests were given on four days, one hour each, at
a week's interval. The groupings of the tests for
the respective periods were made to afford ample time
for each subject to complete the tests. The attend-
ance on the various days ranged between hundred and
thirty-six and hundred and sixty-taree, the average
number being one hundred and fifty-five - one hundred
and fourteen women and forty-one men. Keeping in
View that the tests were not compulsory, the fairly

Ilarge proportion of the attendance bears testimony to
The interest the tests evoked in the students.

The very select character of our sample and,
specially, the fact of our subjects being students of
psychology, do not detract froum the value of our work,

as it might ordinarily be supposed. Rather, the
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fact that our subjects being used to such testing
programmes reacted to the tests less emotionally and
less reservedly than is ordinarily expected, is turned
to good account in view of the aim of our investiga-
tion. If we succeeded in indicating the influence
of the expected variables in a situation where the
tests were taken more unreservedly, we could be
assured of btheir operations in a random group with
little or no psychological enlightenment, and which

may plausibly be expected to take the tests more

' reservedly. As we have incidentally remarked above,

while discussing our methods of investigabtion, the
stronger the subject's defences against making a
truthful unemobional response to the tests, the
greater the chances of his betraying himself with
respect to the looked-for variables.

For scoring, we assigned equal weight Go each
item and thus compubed a subject's score by counting
the number of items checked by him, Qur scores are,
therefore, what have been described as "raw' scores.
Cattell8 calls such measurements as "inbteractive',
which are "“the foundations of all others”. He adds,

“Here the measurement is "raw' score, 1.e., & perior-

'mance reckoned in units of the physical world - e.g.

seconds (reaction btime); energy (blood metabolic
. o )
rate); number of words recognized (scholastic test);

- = -; i 7 '
number of friends visited in one week ('sociability'),

8 .
OP' Citl ] P. l48.



124,

a

| ete.". Jur purpose was only to ascertain the

|

influence of The expected variables on the question~
naire responses rabther than to deterwine, more or

less, definitely the amount of this influence, or to

construct standardised scales for the measurement of

these variables. Hence, it was neither worth while,

| nor permissible within the limitations of our under-
taking to abtbtempt a systematic conversion of the raw
scores into the so-called "normative’ scores, nobt to
' mention the number of measures we employed many of
which were specially devised for the situalbion.

To debtermine sex differences, we scored the
answers of the two sexes separately. For testing
the significance of the differences, we calculabted th?
ratio of the obtained differences to the standard
errors of the differences, generally described as the
l”critical ratiot, or "t". Vernon9 has observed thab
| "it is customary to place very little reliance in a

difference when its t is less than 2, or preferably
3.,  Garrett—O remarks, "For many years it has been
customary for investigators to demand a critical ratio
' of 3 or more before a difference is regarded as sig-
nificant. Phis extremely high standard sets up a
confidence level which is probably not werranted in

many experimental studies." le decided to take an

2 Vernon, P.E., The Measurement of Avilities, D. 95.

e Garrett, H.E., Statistics in Psychology and
Bducation, p. 208.
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obtained difference as highly significant when t was

3 or more and significant when it was 2 or more. e

will note that the method of "critical ratio” is not

| admissible, strictly speaking, in case of some of our
fmeasures, for the distribution of scores in those
lmeasures is not normal. However, we did not get
labnormal distribution in case of those measures that
we had taken from standardised tests, like "self-
'rating on abilities’ (Tables 31 and 33,pp.196+198) and
b'self—rating on lapses of conduct" (Table 53, pQ2728)
Also, in case of many of those measures which we
specially prepared for this research, the scores
 clearly tended to normel distribution, for instance,

"self-rating on desirable traits, List 3 (Table 37,

' D.204 ), "self-ratings on undesirable traits, List 3 |
(Table 58, p. 231),"interest in occupations of high
social standing' (Table 46, p. 215), and "repugnance
scores” (Table 11, p.157 ), though some of the dis-
Tributions were heavily skewed. On these grounds,
it seemed possible to presume that a revision of the
component ibems, refinement of the method of scoring,
and the uss of a random or unselected sample might
have resulted in a normal distribution in respect of
the remaining measures also. Bul it was not possible
within the limitations of this enquiry, to decide This
issue finally. e, accordingly, presumed a normal
distribution, in an unselected group, for those

measures also in respect of which we obtained
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apparently abnormal distributions. Nevertheless, we
| did not feel confident in applying the "product-
:momen " method of correlation for testing the rela-
tionship between the various measures, the determina-
tion of which formed the essential part of our
enguiry. AS Vernon observes, “Product-moment
should be used whenever the variasbles to be compared
show reasonably normsl distributions.” Wle therefore

12
| used the mebhod of chi square for deciding whebher

|a statistically significant association existed

 between the scores made by our subject in the various
| measures.

For applying the chi square test, we used a |
2 x 2 table with split at the median. The advantage
| of arranging the frequencies in a 2 x 2 table was thal
we could also get a definite indication regarding The
positive or negative character of the association
from the pattern of the algebraic signs of the
differences between the obtained and expected fre-

quencies shown in the four cells of the table.

ik ke X . 5o L ]
£ Vernon, P.E., Notes on Statistical liethods in

Common Use in Vocational and Zducabtional
Research, III, Correlation lethods, P. l.

2 Lindquist, B.F., Stabistical Analysis in

Bducational Research, pp. 41-43.
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Measures of Insight.

The correlates of insight, as indicated in
previous investigations (c¢f. p.90 ), are (a) Intelli-
gence, (b) Projection, and (c) Sense of humour. In
addition, Allport suggests a more direct measure of
insight as the ratio between what one thihks of
himself and what ofhers think of him, In what
follows, we have adopted a measure of each one of
these variables, except sense of humour, and detq?~
mined their interrelationships. e could not
succeed in discovering or devising a paper-and-pencil
test of sense of humour that could be.taken by our
subjects, like our other measures, in the form of a
self-inventory, but could nonetheless be amenable to
objective interprégtion by us. Tegts of humour,
that have been used in previous investigations do not

afford any information regarding a person's actual

| reaction to the verbally represented situations of

humour, except under the laboratory set-up, bub only

provide expressions of his opinion aboub his sense of

humour or the various degrees of “dhumourousness” of

the situabions depicted. These opinions, like all
obther subjective estimabes are liable to The saume
errors as those which prejudice the value of the

bersonality questionnaires.
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| Intelligence Test.

As a measure of intelligence, we used the

scores of our subjects in Group Test %3 of the

| National Institute of Industrial Psychology, which is

administered every year to the Psychology Students of

the First Ordinary Class of tThe University of Idin-

burgh. Test 33 is a standard verbal test of
intelligence of proved value, The test is comprised
of five sub-tests: Opposites, Analogies, lixed
Sentences, Completing Sentences, and Reasoning, the
general characber of which is too well known to merit
description. The best has been standardised for
adult use. The quoted reliability co-efficient for
the test is "9 or higher",l2d
We could also use the scores in two other
tests of inbelligence that were applied bHo our sub-
Jjects, during the course of our investigabion, by The
Applied Psychology research unit of the lledical

: Al et ,
Research Council. These btests were Test AH and

| Test AH5, verbal and non-verbal, respectively. Being

very similar to the standard verbal and non-verbal
group tests, these too need no special description.
e used the scores in these tests as a check on the
results of Test 3% as administered to our subjectus.,

The following Table shows the frequency dis-
tribution of the scores in Test 33 made by the male,
the female and the btotal groups:-

12

% Intinated by the psychologist in charge of The
Test Service Section of the Nationel Institute
of Industrial Psychology.
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TABIE 1.

Test Frequency

scores Male FPemale Total Group
130-189 5 6 1L
170-179 7 15 22
160-169 €L &1 48
150-159 9 25 32
140-149 7 21 28
130-139 . 4 if 11
120-129 2 4 6
110-119 1 1
N S 108 199
llean 159.40 ¥ 2.14 157.09 ¥ L.4% 157.83% F 1.19
lied. 161.56 158.63 159.81
SeD. 15.26 14,87 15.05

The following histogram is plotted from the

distribution of the total group:-




Table 2 shows that there is no significant

difference between Ghe lMeans or the S.D's of the two

130.
|
|
|

SexX groups. The critical ratio in either case is

| less than 2.

Table 2.
Obb. Diff. “U'pife, b
Means 2,31 2,57 0.9
| 8.p's 0.39 1.81 0.2

Tables 3 and 4 show the frequency distribu-

| bions of Test Aﬁ4 and Test ﬁH5 respectively.

Table 3.
Test HFrequency
.dcores Male Female Total Group
120-129 4 2 6
110-119 7 10 17
100-109 3 16 24
90-29 9 18 27
80-89 10 26 36
T0=T79 2 16 18
60=69 2 5
50-59 ' 2 2
N 42 95 137
Mean 97.83 T 2.42 90.40 ¥ 1.58 92.68 ¥ 1.35

S.D. 15.68 15.3%9 : 15.86
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The following histogram is plotted from

Table 3:-—
\
\
|

Table 4.

Test : Prequency

Gtenes Male Penale Total Group
56~60 2 2
51=55 2 3 5
46-50 v 9 16
41=45 8 L7 25
56=40 i 21 32
31-35 T 19 26
26=30 4 15 19
2l-25 3 3
16-20 3 3

N | 471 90 171
llean 40.56 T 1.21 36.56 ¥ 0.84 37.81 % 0.71

Sl 7o Th 7.93 8.09




152.

The following histogram is plotted from

Table 4:-

In order to debermine whether the distributiond
of scores in the three tests of intelligence conform
to the normal curve of distribution, we estimated the
degree of skewness of each. As is evident from |

Table 54, the skewness is not significant in any |

casei—-
Table 5A.
Test Sk. 8.8, Sk, t
o. 33 ~2.38 1.63 1.4
st 2.00 1.90 1.05
AR 0.98 0.96 1.02

The distributions of scores in the three tests,
thus, approach closely the normal distribution., For
-dOmPUting their intercorrelation we, accordingly,
used the Product Moment Ilfethod. Correlation co-
efficients betwsen Test 33 and the two other tests

are given in Table 5B3.
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Table 5B,
|
Test N Correlation
Coefficient
H 112 0.58 T .04
N 108 0.61 ¥ .04

i
| The amounts of the correlation coefficients
| are fairly large and compare well with the validity
| coefficients reported for other standardised tests of
intelligence.

Since Test 33 is a standardised test of
?reputed value and came out to be a fairly satisfactory
|

measure.even in our investigation, we could employ
|
|our subjects! scores in this test for the purpose of

' comparison with all the measures we used in this

|

 Tesearch, over and above the special use we made of
it as a measure of insight. Accordingly, Wwe will
Ihaye frequent occasions to refer to the results of
Test 33 in connection with the treatment of the

| results of our obther measures.

Frojection,

Projection is treated in psychoanalytical
literature as one of the defence mechanisms which is
brought into opheration by the Ego when it is exposed
to the threat of Super Bgo punishment for associabing
itself with an unacceptable Id tendency. Bs a

result of this @rocess, as we have already quobed
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from Freud (p.101 ), the "internal" perception is

transformed into an "external perception” and the

;"objectionable" idea or wish, instead of being recog-

| nised in oneself, is attributed to an external

individual and attended to as such. Allportr’

defines projection as "a type of self-deception by
which a person ascribes his own secret thoughts,
wishes and shortcomings to another person, If one

castigates others, one is thereby saved from the

painful duty of castigating oneself.” LMIrayl"uses'

the term in a wider sense as descriptive of "ego-

| centricity in perception, apperception and conception

and calls it projectivity. He remarks, "The S5
(subject) projects into others his own wishes, fears
and interests andpet theories,"” end further adds
some of the "common signg" of "projectivity" which
identify this process with all varieties of illusory

perceptions and delusions encountered, generally, in

pathological behaviour. The opposite of "projecti-

| Vity", llurray calls "objectivity" whick, as we have

'noted above, is similar to Allport's "self-objectifi-

:cation”. Btagnerls also gives a wide meaning o

projection. He says, "Projection:is the term
applied to behaviour in which the '"self" is treated

as ‘not-gelf", or in simpler language, when we

. L el 7))

14
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‘respond to our own (subjective) ideas, feelings and

‘beliefs as though they were the (objective) ideas,
|
| feelings, and beliefs of others." Ve do not feel

Justified in using "projection”, in this wide sense.

“Projection" originated as a dynamic concept and to

‘use it as a description for the installation of any
"subjective" content into the external world treasted
as belonging thereto, would rob the concept of its
dynamic setting.

To avoid confusion, it seems necessary to make
ourselves clear about the distinction between the use
of the term "projection” in relation to the so-called
I"projection tests", like Rorschach's ink blots or
lMurray's Thematic Apperception tests, and its use as
a mechanism of defence. The projection test
involves the use of a technigue which brings about an
unwitting upsurging of the unconscious repressed
impulses of a person when he is called upon to give
structure to an unstructured or partially structured
material visually or auditorily presented. It evokes

' the externalisation of one's attitudes and disposi-

‘tions through the agency of an externally presented
‘medium. The latter provides a "screen" on which
one's hidden ‘thoughts, aspirations, and interests are
thrown and concretized. This process is similar %o
"dream work", which also involwes an extermalisation
of one's "latent' mental contents that are dramatized

on a hallucinatory stage. Projection when used as a
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| defence mechanism involves a human mediun ﬁhich is
;invested with “unacceptable" qualities really
possessed by the projecting individual but without
his consciousness of possessing themn,

Turning to the experimental work on projection,

we find that apart from the clinicael investigations,
there is, within the writer's knowledge, only one
notable statistical treatment of projection which has
often been guoted by psychologists, namely, Sears'l6
Istudy of projection. We propose to examine this
'rather closely before we pass on to the measure of
!projection used by us.

Sears opens his account with the definition of
projection given by Healy, Bronner and Bowers as "a
'defensive process under the sway of the pleasure
principle whereby the Ego thrusts forth on the
external world unconscious wishes and ideas which, if
allowed to penetrate into consciousness, would be
‘painful to the Ego". Sears remodels this definition
as:s "A wish, attitude, or habit hierapchy which is
not compatible with other attitudes or habits of an
individual mey be attributed by that individual %o
‘other persons rather than to himself providing he
lacks insight into the fact that he himself possesses

the trait in question." GSears, then, advances a Aypo-|

‘thesis that "any persistently motivated habit or

Sears, R.R., "gtudy of Projection,"” Journ. Soc.
Psychol., 1936, 7, pp. 151-163.
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attitude may be projected if it is sufficiently
reprehensible to be refused recognition by its
possessor’, To test his hypothesis, Sears selected |
out of 31 "obnoxious non-sexual" character traits,
those which ranked highest when rated for reprehensi-

bility by 36 students. These were the, so-called,

Manal character traits® of stinginess, obstinacy and
|orderliness., The various gradations of each trait,
:ranging from one exteeme to the other, were laid out
on a seven—point rating scale. The descriptions of
' the positions on the scale do not appear to the
writer to be as precise and clear as necessary for a
Ira‘-:ing scale., Sears had 96 students rate themselves
and their associates, in three groups of 37, 38 and
i22 each. Their ratings were converted into measures
iof three variables: (1) the degree to which each
'subject demonstrated a given trait, which constituted
his "true measure" of the trait; (2) the amount of
(‘the trait attributed by him to others; and (3) the
presence or absence of insight with respect to his
Possession of the trait. Sears found no association
in the total eroup between the amount of possession
of a trait and that of its attribubion to others.

But when he split up the group on The basgis of
pPresence and absence of insight, he notieed a tendency
for the group lacking insight to rate others as
falling in the same extreme of the distribution to

s i e : - {
which they themselves belonged, i.e., if Their "true
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amount of a trait lay on the favourable side of the
flistribution, Their average rating of others on that
trait also fell on the same side. lMore explicitly,
persons rated obstinate by others, and, therefore,

presumed Go be such, had a tendency to rate others

also as obstinate, and, conversely, those rated

generous, tended to rate others as such. Projection,

|Sears concluded, therefore, operates in either
!direction and does not involve merely the attributionl
'of unacceptable tendencies but also the abiribution
|of desirable traits.

|

' Beside projection, Sears discovered another
"dynamic process”" which he called it contrast formation'.
‘He noticed a negative relation between the possession
of a trait and its ettribubion to others in the group
‘having insight into their possession of that traib.

| lore explicitly, a stingy person knowing himself to be
Isuch, Tended to regard others as generous, while a
tidy person with the knowledge of the fact, showed a
tendency to rate others untidy. This result seems to
ius to be very curious. Freedon from prejudice while
iaPPréising one's own qualities is not expected ?o
;deprive one of the capacity to the unbiased assessment
(0f others' characteristics. A4S larray'| points out,
what | we have quoted also before, a person endowed
‘With “objectivity' is *impartial, detached, disin-
‘terested, tolerant, understanding'. He "is aware of

=

Lbidy, p« 221.
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and responds to the conditions that actually exist.

He observes the plein facts, clearly differentiabes

| between what is subjective (within his self) and what
|

|is objective (outside his self), is conscious of his
inner feelings and inclinations and regards them with

an impartial eye. He observes behaviour accuretely

and makes reliable inferences as to the probable

| inner states of other people. He has true insight,
‘and is able to interpret the motives of his acquain-
tances reasonably well." Thus, according to Murray,
a person endowed with insight, or "objectivity",
‘manifests its possession not only in relation to his
iown personal qualities, but also when viewing the

| traits and abilities of other persons. loreover,

the occurrence of "contrast formation' is antagonistic

to the function of insight,emen when considered with

|
iregard Go oneself, For, we actually encounter such

'a process in one who is burdened with an exaggerated

|sense of his defects and disabilities - a highly
emotion-laden person, which causes to magnify in his
eyes the opposite virtues of others by way of

contrast; a person according to whom whatever 1is

| - )| £
enviable in personality is "given" to others. Ors.

| . : . :
we may have an opposite case of conbrast formation in

=3 iad e = ] -
one for whom the insatisble need for self-glorification

demands for its relief the perception of others as

"%iny mortals" infeebed with an ineradicable perver-
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: 8
sity and eternal damnatlon.l‘ Undoubtedly, neither
| type can be justifiably credited with insight. This

icurious result mey be the outcome of gome imperfection
&in Sears! investigation. As a matter of fact the
| article in which he reports his investigation suffers
from the lack of some important statistics. He does
;not give us any idea regarding the distribution of
| the scores in the various variables that he uses.
:Most of The correlation co-efficients showing the
associabion between the variables are of negligible
!size, while others, also being rather low, tell us
nothing in the absence of a test of significance.
Above all, the rating method notoriously suffers from |
\numerous drawbacks and does nob produce satisfactory
results unless treated with maximum caution.

To examine the operation of projection, we
devised a situation different from that of Séars'.
A8 we have pointed out (p.116 ) our method of

approach was more akin to the experimental objective

type and, consequently, we were more interested in

'the behaviour of our subjects than the meanings that

ithey put to their behaviour. The conception of The

""true measure’ of a person's trait as determined by
rating was naburally repugnant to our approach.

Moreover, in spite of the wider meaning which has 1n

L Freud, S., Collected Papers, Vo. LIIL. A Case of
Paranoia, pp. 390-416.
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some cases been attributed to projection, we preferred
to use this term in the more restricted sense. As we
have noted above, it seemed more plausible to us thab

| projection is exemplified in abtributing those traits

to others whose possession in oneself is unconsciously
withdrawn from consciousness as it occasions to the
Bgo a sense of guilt and shame or loss of security

and prestige.

To secure a measure of projection we used two

| variables: (1) the attribution of traits to oneself,
and (2) the attribution of traits to anobther person,

(each of which was further classified into: (a) the

| attribution of desirable traits to oneself, and (b)
he attribution of undesirable traits to oneself, on

the one hand, and (c¢) the attribution of desirable

undesirable traits to other persons, on the other.

|
' traits to other persons, and (d) the attribution of
|
|

| For our material, we selected eighty trait names fron
ithe list prepared by Allport and Odbert.l9 We were
!guided in our choice by two principles: (1) the trait-
!name was to be definite and easy to understand, and
I(2) synonyms were to be évoided, for which we asked
;the help of the staff of the psychology department of
the University. The approved trait names were intro-

duced with a simple straightforward direction

" Allport, G.W., and Odbert, H.S., Trait-names, &
Psycho~lexical study. Psychol. lonogr., 1936,
47, po.171-211.
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(Appendix I,). The subject wrote the names of two
persons well known to him and also his own name. He

was asked Go check those two persons and also himself

on each tralt and o encircle the letter "O", printed
Jagainst each name along with "8', if he thought that

| one or both of the persons named possessed the given |

| trait, and to encircle "S" if he thought that the tra%t
belonged To himself as well. Thus, the subject was |
every time judging about his own possession of a

trait along with its possession by another person.

This situation appeared to us to be very favourable

to the operabion of projection, if projection
characterised the individual concerned.

Our list of trait names, to which we will sub-

sequently refer as List 1, comprised of both desir-

' able and undesirable characteristics arranged in a

random order. To identify the two types and set
them apart for separate scoring, we had 24 post-
graduate students rate them as: (1) commonly treated
as strongly reprehensible, (2) commonly treated as
undesirable bubt not strongly reprehensible and, (%)
comnonly treated as desirable (Appendix I1). There

was perfect agreement between all ravers with respect

|ﬁ0 the following desirable traits:-

' 1. Affectionate. 13. Hospitable.
2. Benevolent. 14, Just.
3. Broad-minded. 15, Kind-hearted.

4, Considerate. 16. Level-headed.
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5. Congenial. 17. Open-minded.

6. Courageous. 18. Public-spirited.

T. Courteous. 19, Self-reliant.

f 8. Energetic. 20. BSelf-possessed.

9. PFrank. 2l. Sincere. '
10. Generous. 22. Sociable.
11, Good-humored. 2%. Talenved.
12, Good-tempered. 24, Tolerant.

25. Trustworthy. }
The remaining 55 trait naumes were rated as either
undesirable or reprehensible, except 5 on which there |
}was some disagreement. We prepared another lis?®
| containing these 50 undesirable or reprehensible .
;trait names and added 50 new names possessing both
|desirable and undesirable character. This new list
:of 100 trait names, described as List 2, was presented
!to our subjects for checking against desirsbility,
|undesirability and reprehensibility. The purpose of
| this checking was twofold: (1) to determine,
finally, the undesirable traits occurring in the first
list; and (2) to measure the strength of the tendency
Yo show "repugnance' to the undesirable traits as
determined by the number of a person's ”reprehensibl@ﬁ
checkings; it was intended to examine the relation
of this tendency to the attribution of desirable or
(undesirable traits to oneself or to others. To

|attain precision, a simple description of each of the

three categories was given. (Appendix III).
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The frequency of the "desirable', "undesirable"
and "reprehensible" checkings is shown in Appendix A.I
For comparison between the sexes, the freguencies
have also been converted into percentages with the
decimal values rounded off. As is evident from a
glance at The table (Appendix A), there is no

remarkable sex difference in the characterisation of

| the trait names as desirable, undesirable, or
|

|

| reprehensible.

The following 55 trait names which occur in

\both lists, were finally selected as undesirable

;names. Tt will be noted from Table 6 that they have

been checked as undesirable or reprehensible by more
|
than 95 per cent. of our subjects, which amounts, |

practically, to total agreement. The Table also

shows the frequency of the checking of each itenm

separately under the categories of undesirable and
irepreheﬁsible. Items checked reprehensible in 50
'per cent. of cases or more are marked with an
asterisk, These are subsequently referred to as

|
Ireprehensible itemsgs—
|

Table 6

| i Res ns ndesi hle or
N = ndesir- | Reprehens- | Undeslradle OrI
g 5 able ible Reprehensible

Irait Names f % £ % f %
i
L. Applause-

seeking 89 82 18 16 107 98

2, Arrogant B G2 GIE A 108 = 99

Js Cliquish 90 83 19 17 109 100



145,

: £1%| £ =» e -
| 4. Cold-hearted 60 55 46 42 106 97
| 5. Conceited 60 55 48 44 108 99
:ﬂ 6. Cowardly 4% 39 66 Fl 109 100
!’K 7. Degenerate 41 328 68 62 109 100
8. Distrustful 62 57 46 42 108 99
9. LEnvious T 69 33 40 108 99
| 10. Fault-finding 79 72 20 28 109 100
| 11, Fickle 87 80 22 20 109 100
| 12, Garrulous 88 8l AD 1 LT 107 98
13. Hasty 101 92 6 6 107 98
14, Hob-tempered 86 79 22 20 108 99
(%15, Ill-mennered 39 36 70 64 109 100
1l6. Improvident 92 84. 15 12 105 96
*17. Insincere 44 40 65 60 109 100
18, Irritable 86 9, 231 al 109 100
19. Lethargic 95 85 14 13 107 98
1 ®20. lalevolent 25 23 83 76 108 99
®21. liercenary 54 49 54 49 108 99
22. lioody 96 88 10 9 106 97
23. Over-critical 87 80 22 20 109 100
24, Panicky | 82 95 27 25 109 100
25. Quarrelsome 78 72 31 28 109 100
26. Self-absorbed 96 88 10 9 106 ok
27. Self-centred 71 65 37 34 108 99
28. Self-seeking 64 59 42 38 106 o1
®29. Spiteful o6 24 83 76 109 100
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5 % f % f %

30, Tactless 95 87 14 13 109 100

31. Timid 98 90 10 9 108 99

%72, Treacherous 11 10 98 90 109 100

33, Unpractical 100 92 7 6 107 98
34, Unsympath-

etic 78 72 31 28 109 100

¥35. Dishonest 14 13 o4 86 108 99

Having determined our lists of desirable and
undesirable (includes reprehensible also) trait names,
we calculated the frequency of each item as applied
o oneself and as assigned to others, as shown in

Table 7 and Table 8:-

Table T.

Desirable il s .o | Applied to |Diff. in

Traits Applied %o Self Others Percent-
age

N = 38 llen Fre- Per- | Fre- |Per- |[Between
98 Women quency |[centage fquen- pent- [Self and

C age Others

lialel Fe-|liale] For floldFo-{lialgTo- [liale| Fe-
nale nal Hals nald male

l. Affectionate 26 87 68 89 23 78 60 80 8 9
2. Benevolent 22 50 58 51 22 60 58 61 0 -10
3

- Bread-
minded 33 8% 87 85 29727673 1l 12
4. Congenial 23 64 60 65 30 82 79 8% -19 =19

5. Considerste 29 80 76 82 2882 T4 84 2
6. Courageous 13 30 34 3L 22 48 58 49 -24 -18
7. Courteous 3= N . 7R SRRl (8 5=5
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Male Fe- llaleg e~ fiiale| Fe~ |iald Fe- lial Fe-
nale malg nale mal nale

8. Energetic 20 62 53 63 24 75 63 77 -10 -14 |

9. Frank 27 80 Tl 82 32 80 84 82 -13 0
10. Generous 19 72 50 73 27 84 71 86 =21 -13
11. Good=-

humored' 29 84 76 86 29 93 76 95 0 =13
12. Good-
tempered 30 67 79 64 30 86 79 88 0 =24
ilﬁ. Hospit-
. able 25 T6 60 T8 25 80 66 82 -~ 6 - 4
|14, Just 27 73 TL T4 24 1L 63 T2 8 2
1[5 B itz o
hearted 21 77 55 79 23 87 60 89 - 5 -10
15, Level-
headed 21 58 55 59 35 T4 92 75 =37 =16
|17. Open-
minded 30 79 79 8L 25 T4 66 75 15 6
18. Public-
spirited 17 42 45 43 28 57 5% 58 - 8 -15
19, Self-
relignt 25 58 66 59 26 61 65 68 — @'~ 9
20. Self-po-
ssessed 8 20 2L 31 21 68 595169 =54 =38
2l. Sincere 31 87 82 89 28 8% T4 85 8 = 4
22. Sociable 25 72 66 T3 28 88 74 90 - 8 -1U
23. Talented 10 15 =26 15 20 44 53 45 =27 =30
24, Tolerant 2% 8L 87 83 24 79 63 8L 24 2
25. Trust-
worthy 28 85 74 87 30 8 79 8 -5 2

e ’ . : 2 indee then v
Table 7 shows bhat both sexes judge themnselves

more often than obthers as affectionabe, broad-minded,
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just, open-minded, and Golerant; and obhers more
often than themselves as congenial, courageous,

energetic, generous, hospitable, kind-hearted, Level-

headed, public-spirited, self-reliant, self-possessed,
isociable, and talented. The male group rates itself

|
land others equally often on benevolence, good=humor

|
| and good-temper; while the female group does so only
‘on frankness. The differences between self-rating
;and‘ rating others are in the opposite directions in
.the two sexes for "consideratey "courteous', "sinceret
and "trustworthy', though the amounts of the differ-
ences are rather small. On the whole, both sexes
tend to assign most of the desirable traits more
often to others than to themselves; the female group |

|
ldoes so for 18 oubt of the 25 traits, and the male for

14,
Table 8.
Undesirable Applied to Applied to |Diff. in
Namegd Self Others ercentage
N = 38 llen Fre- Per- | Fre- Per- |Between
I 98 Women | quency jcenbage jquency [centage Self and

Others

lialel Fe- lial e Fe- Jiale|Fo~ flale|Fe—|Male] Fe-
I jnalg jale pale nale hale

1. Applause- .
seelding 17 19 45 19 13 34+ 2% 25 11 =16

2. Arrogant 4 7 11 7 20 22 53 22-42-15
3, Gliguish 9 11 28 i1 15 34 34 35 =10 =k

Ll'c Cold-
hearted 3 4 8 4 5 g 5.9 =0=3



5. Conceited 13 20 34 20 15 324 39 35 - 5 .15
*6. Cowardly 4 16 10 16 3 7 8 7 2 9
:37. Degenerate 2 1 5 1 3 8 i P
| 8. Disbrust-

ful 5 18 13 38 @9 12 2% 12 <11 6

9. Envious 9 26 24 27 8 24 21 24 Y i

{10. Faulf-
i finding 13 44 34 45 12 3231 32 32 2 15
| 11, TFickle 5 18 13 18 5 28 16 29 =~ 5 -1l
12, Garrulous 5 20 13 20 16 45 42 46 =29 -26
13, Hasty 8 33 2L 34 13 22 34 22 -13 12
14, Hot-
tempered 4 23 10 23 8 17 2. 17 -11 6
5, 111~
| mannered 1 4 3 4 6 11 16 11 =13 <=7
.16. Inprovi-
dent o gLl S s SR O WG SR ) ST
17, Insincere 2 3 5 3 B8 21 2l 21 -1 -18
118, Irritable 10 38 26 39 13 22 34 22 -8 17
'19. Lethargic 10 24 26 24 10 14 26 14 0 =10
Tzo. lialevolent 1 1 5 42t g i =i 1
To1. Mercenary 4 8 10 8 9 12 24 12 <l4-4

22. lloody 17 81 WS 4ps 2289 AR5 30 ilp 12

23. Over-
| critical 14 41 37 42 9 20 24 20 13 22
2. FPanicky 7 26 I8 2y 10 2 28§ =21 =4 6

" %Egigel- % 9 .8 919 15 24 dF =6 = 6
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llale|Fo- Jiale|fe~ Jiale| Fo- ficlelfe- fizle Fe-
| lnale e lel lnale 2l d Faqe
| |
absorbed 13 26 34 27 1.1 19 29 19 5 8
|27. Self- '
| centred 12 26 32 27 16 24 42 24 -10 3
| 28, Self-
seeking 6 9 16 9 8 15 21 15-5-5%
¥o9, Spiteful 3 3 4 13 11 13 -11 =10
20, Tactless 8 21 21 21 13 33 34 34 =13 =13
| 31, Timid 2 14 5 14 6 10 16 10 -11 4
%32, Treach-
erous % 2 B 2-8-=2
33. Unprac-
tical 11 12 29 12 7T 1 318 1 1l 1

| 34, Unsym-— i
| oathetic 2 8 5 8 6 12 16 12-11 -4 |

?55. Dishonest® 2 2 % ‘I8 -8 1

iTable 8 shows that both sexes tend more to view others
as arrogant, cliquish, cold-hearted, conceited, fickle,
| garrulous, ill-mannered, insincerse, mslevolent, mer-

;cenary, quarrelsone, self-seeking, spiteful, tactless
treacherous, unsympathetic, than to consider them-
ESelves as such; and, conversely, to view themselves

' as cowardly, envious, fault-finding, improvident,
moody, over-critical, self-absorbed and unpractical
than to assign these characteristics O others.  Sex

|differences are shown in case of such trait names as

degenerate, distrustful, hasty, hot-tempered,

|
irritable, panicky, self-centred, timid and dishonest,



151,

which are more often applied by the male group %o
others and by the female group to themselves.
Similarly, more of the female group think others as
applause-seeking and lethargic; on the obher hand,
more of the male group consider themselves zpplause-
seeking. Except for one trait, namely, cowardly,
the male group tends Vo apply the remaining "repre-
hensible" items more often to others than to itself;
thé female group assigns 6 of the 9 "reprehensib
items more often to others, and the remsining three

imore often to itself.

The ratings on the four variabless; (1) desir-
able traits attributed to self, (2) undesirable traits
|attributed to self, (3) desirable traits zssigned to
others, and (4) undesirable traits assigned To others
were scored separatbtely. The score in each case was

determined by counting the number of items checked.

The following frequency distributions are Tabulated

|-J‘for the scores on the four variables:-
| 0
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Dable 9(a).

Desirable Trait Name
1. Applied to Self | 2. Applied to Others
Score Frequency Freguenc
Male Female Total ale Fenzle ol
Group e
eh=25 1 11 12
geses 4 15 19 £ 21 27
12021 5 21 26 4 >3 27
18-19 6 1.5 19 9 14 23
16-17 4 18 22 7 11 18
‘14_15 8 12 20 £ T 13
12-13 3 8 11 3 T 10
110-11 5 7 12 0 2
8- 9 0 i5 1 0 0 0
6- 7 2 0 2 2 0 2
4=5 0 1 rh 2 z
2= 3 Z 1 2
0- 1 1 i
B 38 98 136 38 98 136
flean  15.55  17.03 16.62 17.40 3.1 18.83
+ T8 F 45 [ .39 + 68 ¥ 42 ¥ 36
o 4,78  4.50 .4.63 ~4.65 418 -a.22
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The following histograms are plotted from the

distributions for the Total Group, Table 9(a):-

1 Table 9(D).

Undesirable Trait Names

| , 3. Applied to Self 4, Applied o Qthers
IScore Frequency Frequency
E llale Female gggi% Male  Femsmle igifé
!22—23 il 1 1 1 >
:20-21 1 1 2 2 &
| 18-19 il 1 3 % A
16-17 il n 5 2 2 /
|14—15 2 4 3 2 i -
‘ 12-13 i 5 6 4 2 8
10-11 2 6 8 2 3 1
Callc 5 12 17 1 T 3
6= T 7 15 22 2 1Y )

>
=
o
(07
'4._
=t

| 4= 5 10 12 22
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o i JJ} : ;1’ 1 | :-ili'.'-._n ¥ | B
Score lMale TFemale pfl*L Male Femple ore
2 L0 LU ErouP

2~ 3 7 20 27 7 17 24
0= 1 5 20 2% 4 20 24
N 38 98 136 38 98 156
liean 6.08 5.93 597 8.566 5.0 54 TS

T 63 F 50 F 40 FL.08 F .55 T .51
| a 3.87 4.99 4.70 6.69 Sa49 592

ciist i
S I 3
woesnsnie srnea

¢

|
gl
|

T

| Both sexes tend to assign more desirable as
!well as undesirable traits to obhers than to them-

|
| selves,

The following Table shows the significance of
‘the differences between the leans and S.D's of the two

isexes in each of the four variables:-
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Table 10.
Variable DitF, puge, b
1. Desirable Self g?g?g é:gg 8:22 é:ﬁq
2. Undesirable Self gﬁg?: f:%g 8;23 ?:ég
3. Desirable Other g?ﬁ?ﬁ é:gf 8:;? 3:52
4, Undesirable Other g?g?z g:%g é:g% é:g

Table 10 shows no significant difference for |
variables 1, 2, and 4 between the leans or the Stan-
'dard Deviabions of the two sexes. [The critical |
Iratio amounts o less than 2 in every case. Table 10
showes a significant difference for Variable 3 between|
The means of the two sexes.

i Analysis of the checkings on IList 2 which con-

|
sisted of 100 trait names, including 50 undesirable

|items from List 1, showed 25 trait names predominantly

:checked as desirable and the remaining 75 as undesir-
able or reprehensible. lile scored the "undesirable”

‘and “"reprehensible" checkings separately for each
subject and compubed their arithmetical means, which
were 48,88 and 24.98, respectively. e then subtracH
ted the total number of "reprehensible’ checkings made
by each subject from his total number of "undesirable”

| checkings. Since“about one third of the subjects had

checked more traits as "reprehensible’ than "undesir-
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able", one third of the resulting differences also .
were expected to be negative. To make all scores
positive, we added 50 To the differences, with their
algebraic signs retained. Thus, those subjects who

checked more traits as undesirable, aboult two thirds
of the total number, scored above 50, while those whol
checked more traits as reprehensible, about one third
of the total number, scored below 50. Subjects

seowing high were taken to show lesser degree of

repugnance to the undesirable traits. On the other
hand, subjects scoring low were treated as giving

evidence of greater degree of repugnance. In other

|words, the latter were presumed to exhibit a greaber
i”sensitivity" to the "offensiveness' of an attitude,
|quality, or conduct, or psychoanalytically speaking,
L a "strong super ego formation'. Table 11 gives the
ifrequency distribution of the "repugnance scores”

| obtained by a group of 109 subjects. The distribu-

|
tions of the scores of the two sexes are also shown

separately in the Table:-
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Table 11,
Frequency
Score lMale Female Total
Group
110-119 2 A 6
100-109 & 10 14
90-99 2 10 12
80-89 7 15 22
70-79 2 12 14
60-69 6 5 1)
50-59 4 . 8
40=-49 4 8 ke
30-39 1 3 %
20-29 1 1 2
10-19 1 2 5
0-9 1 1
N o4 75 109
lfean 71.56 7557 74.68
Fln P ¥2.97 T2.45
S.D. 25.16 25,70 25.59

The following histogram is plotted from the

distribution of the total
o T

pid i ik 8
S _?_...;3‘. ﬂ, |

= "lﬁ = ﬂ

E;I’OU.P:—_ o
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Table 12 shows that there is no significant

| difference bebtween the Means or the 35.D's of the two

seXes.
| Table 12,
Obt. Diff. Diff. 5
| Means 4,01 5,34 0.75
|8.D's 0454 0.38 1.42

Reverting to Trait List 1, we applied the
iChiz test of association to determine the relations

between checking self and others in the following

combinationgs—
| Table 13.
|

chi® &f < Sign N
l. Des. Self: } Teal2 - A XLl + 126
2., Des. Others
l. Des. Self: } 1.447 i3 e 509+20 + 126
4. Undes. Others '
| 5« Undes. Self: Al 1 ¢.05>.02 + 136
2. Des. Obhers
3. Undes. Self: } 10.657 1  ¢.005 + 156
4. Undes. Others

|

Table 13 shows highly significant association
between rating self and rating others on desirable
.traits as well as on undesirable traits. There is
significant association also between rating self on

4 » - - Ame hl
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traits. The association in every case is positive.
There is no significant associabion between rating
self on desirable traits and rating others on
undesirable traits.

Now, projection comnsists of the process of

| ascription of one's own "unaccepbable" btendencies,

| thoughts, desires, and habits to ouber persons and

!the failure to recognise them as belonging to oneself.
‘In our testing situabion, projection was expected to

be revealed by the attribution of an undesirable
|

|
since a sufficiently large and wide assortment of

‘trait to others and its disregard in ouneself, And,
|

| traits was presented for checking, it was further

| expected that a subject's liability to projection
!Would be indicated by the predominance of his
ECheckings on others, with respect to the undesirable
!traits, over his checkings on himself,-the larger

| his amount of checking on others, the lesser his
iamount of checking on himself. A reference to

| Table 9(b), p. 153, shows that the difference between
!the mean checkings on self and the mean checkings on
‘Others is in the expected direction; the subjects
tend on the average to assign more undesirsble
traits to obhers than to themselves, But as shown
:by Table 14, the difference is significant for the

' desirable traits only.
|
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Table 14,
Obt. Diff. Di:Efy @&
Des. Other - Des. Self 2501 55 L)
Undes, Other - Undes. BSelf L6l «65 158

The test of association (Table 13) also does
not fulfil our expectation, for the association is
positive in every case: the tendency to check more

undesirable traits on others is accompanied by a

tendency to check more of those traits on oneself also.

But, the operation of projection demanded the

associabion To be negabive. Hence the group as a

whole does not furnish any evidence of projection;
our findings rather point in the opposite direction.

As we have noted above, Sears also failed 1o
discover the operation of projection in his total
group of subjects. He thenglit them into tThose who
possessed insight and those who lacked insight, and
noticed that projection characterised the latter
group. The criterion of insight that he used was
the agreement between one's admission of a trait in
himself and its ascription to him by others. Ve
have used this criterion as another measure of

insight and its discussion will follow The account of

| projection. So, ab this place, we proposed to

A I -
employ our subjects' scores on Intelligence Test 93;

i 2 e
assuming that those scoring in the upper half of the

distribubion possessed more insight, while those
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}scoring in the lower half possessed less insight.
?we, accordingly, divided our total group of subjects
:into two sub-groups: (1) the more intelligent or
‘more insightful group - those falling in the upper
‘half of the distribution of intelligence test scores;
|(2) the less intelligent or less insightful group -
:those falling in the lower half of the distribution
iof intelligence test scores. The total number of
:subjects who had checked Trait List 1 and whose

| scores on Test 3% were also available was 103. We
dropped the last three, thus reducing the number to
100, for ease of calculation,

Table 15 shows the means, ranges, and
standard deviations of the ratings made on the four
variables by the sub-groups (Fregquency Distribution
| Pables - Appendix B): (1) More insightful, and (2)

| less insightful.
i
|

Table 15.

1) lore Insightful | (2) Less Insightful
Group N.50 Group N.50

Mean Range g~ |llean Range o

1. Des. 16.74 @23 #4.71 16.62 0-23 ~4.69

self - 067 A 066

2. Des.  19.265 12-25 43.30 18.58 4-25 .40
Others T .47 =N

| 3. Undes. 6.74 0-23 5.33 5.5 0-2L 4.7
Self T .75 7 .64

4. Undes. 7.66 0-19 -5.67 _T.l4 0-23 6.01
| Others % .80 7 85
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: Certain marked tendencies are reflected in
'Table 15, Though the less ingightful group, like
| |
the more insightful, attributes, on the average, more
desirable traits To others than to itself, the extent

of the difference is larger for the more insightful

| group, S0 Tthat it may be maintained that the more
!insightful group shows a preponderabting tendency to
assign more deéirable traits to others as compared to
the less insightful group. Similarly, though con-

trary to our expectation, the more insightful group

also, like the less insightful, applies more undesi-
;rable traits to others than to itself, the extent of
This difference is in the reverse direction, that is i
smaller for the more insightful group, so that the .
less insightful group may be presumed to show a pre-
ponderance of the tendency to assign more undesirable

traits to others than to itself. e also note thatb

Ithe difference between the two groups with respect %o
The attribution of undesirable traits to others is
.much smaller as compared bo the difference between
them in the attribution of undesirable traits to self,
Which shows the greabter tendency for the less insighbf
ful group to assign more undesirable traits to ofhers
:and less undesirable traits to itself., HNevertheless,
as is evident from Table 16, which shows the differ-
iences within the groups and those between the groups
\With respect to the various variables, the amounts of

‘the differences, are not statistically significant
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|for the undesirable traits and, apart from indicating

some general trends, do not, therefore, warrant any

Pable 16.
Difference Within Group|Difference Between Groupd
f N = 50 Il = 50 Group(l)-Group(2)
| |
’ Des. Qthers|Undes.Others
minug minus
Des. Belf |[Undes. Self .
Group| Group |Group |Group} Des. |Des. UndesUndes.
(1) (2) (1) (2) |Others|Self |[Otherq Self |
OBB. 252 1.96 0.92 1.60] 0.68 0.12 0.52 1,20
Diff. 0 - ° . « D o L . = .
| Sl
| Diff. 0.82 0.91 1.10 1.06] 0.,78 0,94 L.17 0.99
| _
it 5 2.15 0084 .1.05 0087 Oll2 Oo‘q““‘l‘ 1021 I

i
| The differences in range and standard devia-
tion also, generally speaking, consistently indicate
|

the same btrend. Thus the lower limit of desirable

traits assigned to others (Table 15) is smaller in
| magnitude for the less insightful group than for The

|more insightful, though the upper 1imid is the same

' for both. There is no difference in this respect so

to self is

!far as the atbribution of desirable trails

undesira-

fconcerned. Similarly, the upper limit of

ble traits aspplied to self is smaller in the less

insightful group than in the more insightful group,
but, conversely, the upper limit of undesirable
attributes applied to others is larger for the less
insightful, which, again, supports the tendency shown

by the less insightful group to assign more undesir-
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able traits To others than to itself.
ile also classified for each sub-group, the
ratings made on a pair of veriables by each member of

the sub-group concerned according as falling in: (1)

the lower half of the distribubion of ratings found
|for the total group in a given variable, and (2) the
upper half of the distribubtion of ratings found for

the total group in the same variable. This resulted,

ultimately, in four classes: A. Those falling in uppef
ihalf in both wvariables; B. Those falling in lower
'half in bobh variables; C. Those falling in lower
‘half in the second variable and upper half in the
!first; and D. Those falling in upper half in the
second variable and lower half in the first. The
frequency of ratings in each class or category was
also converted into percentages for comparison

‘between the sub-groups, as shown in Teble 17.

| Table 1T.

: = = - T, o B
N.50 (1)More Insightful V.50 (2) Less Insightful

Glass & %1 LTI U g1 o, LIE I

Des. |Des. [|Undes.undes.pes. Undes. | Undes.

Self |Self |Self [Self Pelf elf |Self

Des. [Undes.Undes.pDes. pes. UL .‘E§es. Peg. |
| ObaecrtherdDtherd0thershtherg0thergivaers Others

| | |

13 265412 24419 38%L3 26414 28%16 32712 247 13 26%
16 3213 26/7 34%13 2645 30%L4 28785 30% 18 36%
| -7

10 20411 225 7 14%ll 22740 20% 9 18% 8 16% 12 247%

U Q@ W &

11 22714 287 7 14713 2671 221 22415 30% T 147
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A = Upper half both wvariables.
B = Lower half both variables.

C = Upper half first and lower half second.

o
|

= Lower half first and upper half second.
On comparing The pairs of variables in the
corresponding columns for Group (1) and Group (2), we

note some important indications which are consistent |

iwith our esrlier findings. Column I does not show |
;any remarkable difference between the two groups.
IIn Column IT, the highest percentage, 32%, of the less
insightful group assign larger number of desirable
traits to themselves and of undesirable traits to
iothers,'while in the corresponding column for The
Imore insightful group we note about equal proportion |
under all four categories. In Column IIT, 30% of

the less insightful group assign more undesirable
traits  to others and less to themselves, while only
16% assign more undesirable traits to themselves and
less to others. Contraeted with this we find in the
'same column for the more insightful group l4%
iattributing more undesirable traits to others and
less to themselves, and 14% attributing more undesir- |
able traits to themselves and less to others. In
‘Column IV for the less insightful group, we find gquite
consistently, the reverse of Column IT for the same
‘&Toup, namely, that the highest percentage, 36%
attribute less undesirable traits to themselves and

less desirable traits to others. The corresponding
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coluun for the more insightful group shows about equal

proportion under each cabegory. Thus the incidence

| of percentages in the various columns consistently
rindicates a dominant tendency among the less insight-

|
ful group to assign more undesirable traits to others
and less To themselves. No such tendency is indica-
ted for the more insightful group.

The Tollowing table shows, for the sub-groups,

the incidence of percentages in the upper and lower
|

halves of the distribution of checkings on each
variable made by the total group:=-

Table 18.

(1) More Insightful | (2) Less Insightful
I Group Group

Upper Half|Lower Half |Upper Half |Lower Half

'_l
.

|
i Desst in 5465 50% 50%
| 3s ggggs. 52 48% 10% 60%
e o el T

; Table 18 shows that for the less insightful
'Sroup, the differences between the percentages falling
|in the two halves of the distribution with respect To
Variables % (Undes. Self) and 4 (Undes. Other) are in
the expected direction; more of the self-ratings on

undesirsble traits fall in the lower helf, while,

. ho n G
conversely, more of the ratings of others on LaOSE
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traits fall in the upper half. In other words, we
note, once again, in The less insightful group the
expected tendency to assign more of the undesirable
‘traits to obthers and less of those traits to them-

gelves.

The following Table gives the result of the
Chi2 test of association applied to determine the

relation between the four wvariables in the two sub-

groups.

| Table 19.

|

| N = 50 | N = 50

I (1) More Insightful | (2) Less Insightful
Group Group

| Chi  lf ® jpgignftt 4f P Sign

| ::‘]q' uq.

!Des.

igZé*= 1,282 1 €.3%07.20 + 1.291 1 €4,502.20 i

|Others

Undes.

|§§é§; 9.T11 1 4.005» 02080 1 SAS0FTO +

‘Others

| Des.

e < D] « 502,20 4

Ofhers

Undes,

§Z§I= 0.080 1 £.80%.70 + 2.000 1 €.202.10 +

:Others

Table 19 shows a highly significant associa-
|tion in the more insightful group bebween assigning

undesirable traits to obthers and acknowledging those
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traits in oneself. The association is positive, thaﬁ
is, the members of this group give clear evidence of ;
g definite tendency to place themselves as well as i
others in the seme half of the distribubtion with

respect To their rabtings on the undesirable traits.

No such tendency is manifested by the less insightful

group as the Chi Sq. value amounts practically to zera
Besides this very significant difference between them,
Teble 19 indicates also obther contrasting tendencies |
of the two groups, though these are not as conclusiveJ

Thus, the less insightful group shows a positive I
associabion between attribubting desirable traits to |

oneself and undesirable traits toothers, while the

more insightful group shows no such association, Chi
Sq. amounting almost to zero. Further, the less '
insightful group shows positive association bebween

attributing desireble traits to others and undesira-

ble traits to self, without any corresponding
association shown by the more insightful group.

The highly significant association demon-
strated in the more insightful group between their
extent of admission of undesirable traits in them—
selves and the amount of attribution of those traits
to others, contradicts Sears' confention regarding a
"contrast formation' bebtween the amount of a trait

known by the individual to be possessed by him and
As we |

that of its attribubtion by him to obthers.

|
- 1 !
have noted above, Sears has concluded from his results

e
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that the more insightful group possesse:s a tendency
‘to "perceive other personalities in contrast to their
own't , We have earlier expressed our surprise at |
this, on purely logical grounds (P.13849) , and now noti
that our logical conclusion has been supported by our
statistical finding. As additional evidence in our |
favour, we may wention the uniformly higher average
ratings made by the more insightful group on all |
variables as compared to the less insightful (Table
15, p.« 161).

o The gbove finding also leads us definitely to

the conclusion that the more insightful group is un-
‘influenced by the tendency to projection. We ex- ‘
lpected projection to express itself through a negative
iI'elation between the attribution of undesirable traits
to oneself and the ascription of these traits to
others, But the more insightful group shows a
:highly positive association between these variables;
|hence, its freedom from liability to projection.

. iJhen we turn to the less insightiul oroup, we
jf‘nd ourselves in a dubious situation. The group
shows neither positive nor negabive association
|between rating self and obhers on undesirable traits.,
|We find, rather, a total lack of association which cah
‘Warrant, at best, only the preéumption that the
iPOssibility of projection is not precluded in this |
IETOUP, unlike the more insightful group which provides

a positive proof to the conmtrary. We have earlier
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marked certain tendencies in the less insightful

group which point to the operation of projection, far |
|

instance, the general trend shown by this group to
assign more undesirable traits to others, or to

attribute less undesirable traits to itself (D 162,1664367)

| But in the absence of any definite evidence of a |

relation between these variables in the expected
negative direction, these indications do not have

muech value.

; Though we have rejected Sears' noticn of a

| o “ z 5
| "contrast formation" operating in The persons .

possessing insight, our result has shown a somewhat

|
‘similar process characteristic of the less insightful |

| group only. As we noted above, the attribution of a|

given amount of desirable or undesirable gualities %0 |

ithe self is reflected in this group by the ascription
| of a similar smount of qualities of the opposite type
|

| Go others. In obther words, our result suggests that

persons with less insight tend to (a) underestimate
|

.others while over-estimating themselves; or, (b)
| overestimabe obhers while under-estimating themselves.
iWe hinted at these processes while reviewing Sears'
| account of projection.  Bub here again we need to
‘remind ourselves that our result is not very corn-

clusive and, therefore, shows only a general trend.

'i-.-u.oI‘eover, our criterion of insight differed from thabt |

used by Sears.
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We turn next to the gquestion proposed above:
whether the degree of repugnance shown by an individr:
val to unacceptable tendencies and habits, defined ini
our testing situation in Terms of the number of traiti
names rabed as "reprehensible", has any relation bo |
his tendency to assign desirable or undesirable traits
to himself or to others. In order to answer this
question, we tried to determine the relation between
the "repugnance scores" (p.15% ) made by our subjects

and their checking themselves or others on desirable

or undesirable traits, as indicated in Table 20.

The association, in every case, is negative.

. Table 20.

|

| ¥ =100. chi® 4§ P sign |
‘Repugnance: Des. Self 1.966 1 ¢.207.10 -

| Repugnance: Des. Others 1,442 1 ¢302.20 =

| Repugnance: Undes. Self 0.040 1 4902.80 -
Repugnance: Undes. Others 4.026 1 (.05).02 -

|

| There is significant negative association between

| . "

"repugnance score' and assigning undesirable traits

!to others, i.e., the lower the repugnancé sScOre made

|

by a person, the larger the number of undesirable

:traits abtributed by him to others and vice versa.
4s we have noted, a lower repugnance SCOTe implies &
higher "reprehensible! checking, or, in other words,
& greaber sensitivity to the noffensiveness” of

undesirsble tendencies. Hence our result shows that




' of "repugnance score", the second in the lower half.

| traits to abtbribute more desirable qualities to

25

persons more highly sensitive to the reprehensibility'
of unacceptable characteristics tend more strongly to
view others as qualified by those characteristics;

no such tendency is shown with respect to their

viewing themselves in regard to the unacceptable

qualities, The Chi 5q. amounting almost to zero. |
The two other Chi. Sq. values are not statistically

significant, being below the 5 per cent. level, butb

nonetheless They also indicabte a general trend among |

persons who are highly sensitive to "obnoxious"

themselves as well as to others.

As we have seen above, 109 subjects checked
our Trait List 2. Of these T had not checked Trait
List 1. Out of the remaining 102, we dropped the
last 2, reducing the number to 100. These were
split up into two sub-groups of 50 each, Gthe first |

|
one falling within the upper half of the distribution

In other words, the firgt group was characterised
with a lesser sensitivity to the "obnoxiousness' of
undesirable traits, while the second with a higher
sensitivity to the "offensiveness" of those traits.
We called the second the "sensitive’ group, and the
first the "non-sensitive’ group, using the term
“sensitive" as qualifying a person's attitude with
The

Tegard to socially undesirable characteristics.

following Table represents the means, standard
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deviations and ranges of the distributions of ratings
of self or others on desirable or undesirable traits
‘separately for the two sub-groups (Frequency

Distribution Tables - Appendix C):-

Table 21.
!
N.50 .50 |
(1) Non-sensitive (2) Sensitive X
|
Mean Range C Mean Range O

Desirable  15.78 0-23 5.15 17.42 6-23 3.88
self + T4 $ 295 ‘
|

Desirable 18,56 LUe25 4.0l 19.18 6=25 4,17

Others ¥ ST ¥ .60

Undesirable T.10 0=-23 5.598 5,58 O=LT 4.18 |
Self + .79 T .60

| Undesirable _6.94 0-23 5.79 _8.02 0=-27% 654359 |
Others + 83 + 91

The above Table indicates some interesting
|
fPoints of differences between the two groups. Group |
|
(1) is less liberal than Group (2) in ascribing

|desirable qualities to self or to others, which is
| nspi i 1 , in tl ting of self by
ore conspicuously shown in the raving 0L B

|

Group (1) - the extent of the difference between

Desirable-Self and Desirable-Other being lerger for
‘Group (1) than for Group (2). The same fact is
|Tevealed on comparing the ranges and the standard

|deviations for the two groups. The lowest number of

desirable qualities attributed to self by Group (1)
| |

i . : ; tra
'1s 0, and that assigned to others is 4; contrasted

wita this, the minimun number assigned to others oF
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to self by Group (2) is 6. Passing on to the i
undesirable traits, we find the conbrast bebween the |
two groups emerging more clearly. ihile Group (1)
assigns almost equal number of undesirable traibs,
on the average, to iUself and to others - the '
difference being only 0.16 - Group (2) assigns more

of these traits to others than to itself - the

 difference being 2.44, which is also statistically

significant as shown by Table 22, t being more than
f2.- Similarly, the highest number of undesirable
traits acknowledged by the sensitive group, Group (2),

is 17, as contrasted with 23 which is the maximum i

nunber of these traits applied to others. Group (l)i
shows no such difference. All these indications !
consistently point to the influence on the ratings |
rade by the sensitive group, whether with regard to
itself or to others, of ibs high sensitivity to the |
offensiveness of the undesirable traits, which deter-

mines the group to overestimate othars on these traits
and underestimate itself. This influence seems to ;
be evidently absent in the case of Group (1), as

expected; the ratings made on the undesirable traits|

| by this group are thoroughly balanced with respect b0

| self and others, t being only 0.1 (Table 2e). e

| may ensitivity to the

presume, therefore, that one's s

| offensiveness of certain personality traits functions
|

|in disturbing his judgments regarding self or ovhers.
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Table 22.

Difference Within Group|Difference Between Groups
Group (1) - Group (2)
N = 50 N = 50

Des. Obther [Undes. Other U
- Des.Self |- Undes.3elf Des.| Des. | des. |Undes.
Self | Otherg Self |Others

Group| Grouyg Group Group

(L) | (@} ) (2

g?}’]:: 25760 1.8 =0.16] 2uibl-1.64 -0usk| 1.52]-1.08|

gj‘_gé ¢ 93 <81 1.14 1.09] 0.92/ 0.83 0.99! 1.23

| & 3 2,34 eui | b anriiace gl s 0.9 |

de further tried to determine the relation in
| each group between rating'sélf and rating others on
| the desirable and undesirsble traits, Table 23 |
gives the result of the Chi 3q. test of association.

Table 23.

ERE0 Group 1) ¥ =20 Group (2)
Chi - ~onf OBL At P sign
3(]_. g[_f P 2lgn Sq.

Des,
S -

| Others

| Des.,
Self: G5 0 ks
|Unﬂes. 0.215 1 470950 + 0.722 1 4&.50».30

| Others

|Undes.
Self . h
| Undeg, 2-T44 1 4005 + }2.006

Others

=

. 20).10

+

Ull{le s,
Self:

O%iérs

]_..I
-+

+ lo.030 4802 .70

2,008 I 205 1p
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de note in the above Table a high positive
assoclation in the non-sensitive group between
assigning undesirsble traits to themselves and to
others. As compared To this, the sensitive group
shows no significant association between any of the
four variables.

e have presumed that the tendency to pro-
jection is expected to be revealed in our testing
situation by a negabtive association between rabting
self and obhers on undesirable traits. Since the
non-sensitive group shows, on the other hand, a
highly significant positive association, we feel
Justified in inferring for this group a comparative

freedom from projection. In other words, our

tive sbout the "offensiveness' of the undesirable

traits is on the average uninfluenced by projection

traits. The sensitive group shows a definite ten-
'dency to ascribe more undesirable traits to others
Ithan to itself and on this account we may presume
that this group is liable to projection.  Bub the
wore conclusive test, the test of significance of
|

association, does not yield a decisive evidence on

|%his point.

result suggests that a person who is not very sensi-

|
while judging oneself and others with regard to these |



We may summarise our study of projection in |
the following manner:-—
our subjects were asked to check themselves ‘

and also others on a list of desirable and undesirable

trait names. They also checked another list against

desirability, undesirability and reprehensibility.
Ve expected "projection'’ to be indicated

among our subjects by a negative relation between

checking self and checking others on undesirable |

traits.
|
|

| The total group gave no evidence of projectio#.
e divided the tobtal group into those

possessing more insight and those having less insight‘

ion the ground of scoring in the upper and lower halve?,

|

respectively, of the distribubtion of intelligence :
test scores. Positive evidence of freedom from

projection was found for the group possessing more

!iusight. Minor indications of liability to pro-
|

‘Jection were noted for the group having less insight. |
A "contrast formation' resulting in the (a) over- ‘
‘estimation o? self, accompanied by under-estimation
‘Of obhers, and (b) under-estimation of self, accom- |
|Panied by over-estimation of obhers, was indicated
ifor'bhis group, and nob for the group possessing more

insight, as suggested by Sears.

The total group was also divided into

‘Sensitive and non-sensitive on the basis of the high |

|
|
L

M4 low degrees of repugnance to the undesirable |
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jection was found for the non-sensitive
but not very conclusive, indications of

projection were noted for the sensitive

traits. Pogitive evidence of freedom from pro-

£T0UD. Clear

liability to

group.
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Self-0Other Ratio.

As we mentioned above, Allport has suggested

that insight as a variable of personality can be
determnined by the ratio between what a person thinks

he is and what others think he is. In other words,

the degree o which his judgment on himself approxi-

nates to the Judgment of others on him ig the index

of a person's insight. i
In order to measure insight in terms of the

"self-other ratio’, we proposed to have our subjects

rate theunselves and five other persons-of their class

on the traits of "ascendance-submission', "self-

confidence-self-consciousness'”, and "sociability-

solitariness”. Accordingly, we prepared a five-point
rating scale for each of the three traits. To

devise suiteble demecriptions corresponding to the
various points on the scale, we referred to the

accounts of those traits in the work of Allport,go '

At and Flanagan.22 For the purpose of

Bernreuter,
scoring, we assigned numerical values to the five
descriptive points, ranging from 1 to 5, the lowest

value being abtbtached to the favourable end of the

20 Allport, G.W., "A test for ascendance-submission.”
Journ., Abnorm. Soc. Psychol., 1928, 23, pp. 118

156-
Bernreuter, R., "The theory and construction of
personality inventory." Journ. Soc. Psychola.,

1933, 4, pp. 387-405.

Flanagan, J.C., Factor Analysis in the Study of
Personelity, pp. 46-4T.

22
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scale and the highest to the unfavourable end. The
rabing scales along with the directions for rating
are reproduced in Appendix IV,

As will be noted in the direction for rating,
in our rabting device we made a slight departure from i

|

the usual practice. We did not present Lo our I
subjects a fore-determined list of persons and asked
them to rate each person against the given traits,

for we felt that such ratings are often forced and

arbitrary so that the rater sometimes fits a person
iunder a description without really being in a
‘position to rate him at all. To obviate this defect

we asked our subjects to indicate five persons in
their chss whom they knew well enough to judge their
character. These persons were not to be their
friends, since "a good rater of other people must be
well acquainted with the ratees, but not too intimate

with them-’.23 The names were to be put down at the

| top of the rating blank and the subjects had to rate

ithem along with themselves on the five-point scale.
Ve expected that given an opportunity to choose their |
own ratees from among those whom they could judge |

ebout with confidence, the raters would be in a

position to offer a more dependable estimate in their
Tatings,

‘ After the ratings had been made, the names of

—

Vernon, P.B., "Some characteristics of“the good
judges of personality.” Journ. Soc. Psychol., &,

19559 PP« 43"570 |
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all persons who rated a given person were sorted out

and ratings on the same person by a number of other

persons were, thus, secured. The position debermined
for a person by the average rabting of others on hinm
was assumed to be his "true" position oﬁ the scale.
For computing the average, we decided at first to use

five ratings on each subject, Bubt it tramspired

subsequently that many of our subjects were rated by
none, their nemes having occurred to no other person;i
while some obther persons were rated by nine or ten.
In other words, we discovered quite a number of
seclusive persons for whom we could secure no rabting
by others. Obviously such persons were useless for

Tthe purpose of computing the self-other ratio, More-

over among those who were rated by others, only a
small percentage were rabed by five or more persons,

as indicated by Table 24, Vie were forced, There-

fore, to lower our standard from five to Three ratingd
;in computing the average. Out of the total nuwaber
of 167 subjects, there were only 76 for whom we could
obtain three or more ratings, the remaining 91 being
‘Tabed by one or two persons only or by mome. The
(following Table shows the freguency distribution of

| the nunber of ratings for each person in the group:-
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Table 24.
Jumber of Rabings frequency
Hemale Male Both ESexes

11 ) :
10 0 ”
9 2 5
8 z ;
i Z .
6 > 2 7
2 15 2 15
L 15 3 22.
2 18 5 2%
- 21 12 33
- 18 6 g
t 0 14 10 ol
i 117 50 167

distribution of the total group.

The following histogram. is plotted from the
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The above distribution ngy be supposed to
represent a continuum of sociability‘-—seclusivene:ss,24
if we presume that those who get the largest number
of ratings, under the peculisr circumstance provided
in our rating scheme, are the most sociable persons
and those who fail to secure any rating are the most
seclusive, But the term "sociability" has been
found to be very ambiguous, as used in psychological

literéture, and some psychologists have felt the

necessity of bringing out the various implications of
sociabllity as separate personality veriables.

Therefore, only when we choose to define sociability

|in terms of the number of acquaintances of a person,

can we maintain that a person reported by a larger

|
|
| L]

nuober as their acquaintance, with a sufficient degree

of intimacy to enable them bo judge his character,
excels others in the trait of sociability. Con-—
‘versely, a person who is mentioned by none of his
|associates as their acquaintance falls in the class
of the very seclusive. To verify this assumption,
we compared with respect to each person the average
Position assigned to him on the sociability-solitari-
ness scale and the number of persons by whom he was

tated. The following Table shows that the associa-

cant, but it tends in the expecbed negative direction,

——

tion between the two variables is not highly signifi—i

|
|

|

3 _
* Stagner, R., Paychology of Personality, p. l44.
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ise.y & person occupying the higher position on the
scale, and thus rated on the average as solitary,

secures a smaller number of ratings than the person

Table 25.

occupying a lower position, and thus rated sociable:~

IRIE Chi® df P Sign

L )
rating score made by the subjects who were rated by

|
‘three associates:~
| Table 26.

The following Table shows for the three ratin

Pemale M=ale

51.Ascend-
| ance — 64 2,74 2,79 10,05 M1 2.735 5.07 0.54%
Submisgsion

E-S?lf—COﬂr
| Pdemoe ~ g5 521 2.5% 0.67 LI 3.09 2.77 0.32
Sciousness

bility — - |
Boiicl.z B4 2.33 2,35 ©.02 L 2.35 245 0.09

|
‘ T Soecia-
A [

| nesg

The above Table represents the arithmetical med

' It was not considered worth while to compute the
|
| standard deviations and the measures of significance

| No. Ratingss Av. Rating 2.573 L <¢.10%.05 - ‘

scales the mean self-rabting score and the mean obthers—

Wlself]| others| Dittl Nl3elf] Others|Diff. |
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of difference, since the range of the scores was very
narrow. It will be noted that the average ratings |
on ascendance-submission and self-confidence - self- |
consciousness approximate to the middle value, i.e., |
the third position, on the scale for both sexes, while
the average rating on sociability-solitariness lieg .
nearer to ‘the second position. Purther, the female
group shows the tendency to .rate itself and also

others on ascendance-submission and sociability-

solitariness as falling within the favourable halves

'of the scales. The male group manifests this
1tendenoy only in respect of sociability-solitariness,
and rates itself lower than others on ascendance-

submission, i.e., as more ascendant. The difference

between the two sexes on "ascendance-submission’ is,

perhaps, due to the gresabter social emphasis pulb on

"agcendance” as characteristic of masculinity and the
consequent over-rating of itself by the male group on
this quality. We £ind the reverse of this in the
Ccase of gelf-confidence - self-consciousness, where
both sexes tend to underrabe themselves, i.e., judge

themselves as more self-conscious, in comparison to

obhers,
c

Ve computed the self-other ratio, as a measure

of insight, for each of bthe 76 subjects - 65 women
|
‘and 11 men, and, in order to avoid fractional scores,

| : +
iﬂultiplied it by 10. One subject had omitted To Pau%

‘himself on agcendance-submission and sociability-
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solitariness, and two subjects had done so on self-
confidence — gelf-counsciousness, Hence we could

compute the ratios for 75 subjects in two variables

cr
D

and of T4 in one. The following Table gives th
frequency disbribution of the self-other ratios
the total group, the male group being too small to
merit separate treatmenti:-

Table 27.

Ascendance - Self-confidence - | Boclability -
Submission Self-consciousness solitariness

|Self-obher Fre- [Self-other Fre- PBelf-other Fre-

14,50 7 |13.50- 1 [p3.50- 18
13.50-14,49 1 [12.50-13.49 1 [2.50-13.49 7
12.50-13.49 10 [11.50-12,49 3 [1.50-12.49 5
11.50-12.49 10 [10.50-11.49 6 [0.50-11.49 8
10.50-11.49 7 | 9.50- 9.49 5 |9.50-10.49

(23 LS5 |

9.50-10.49 12 | 8.50- 8,49 14 |8.50- 9.49
;8.50— 9.49 14 | 7.50- 7.49 17 |7.50- 8.49 15
| 7250~ 8.49 6 | 6.50- 6.49 17 |6.50- 7.49 5

6.50- 7.49 7 5.50- 5.49 7 5¢50- 6.49
| 5505 6.49 1 | 4.50- 4.49 3 |4.50- §.49 2

5e450- 4,49 1
N 75 N T N 75

|

| Ratio 1 guency| Ratio 2 quency | Ratio 3 quency|

'lleal”r‘-lO 60 Med. ={lMean = 8.53’), }'._fed = jean =10, 42 lied.

| 10.28 3,08 10. 5§J

——
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The following histograms are plotted for the

above distributions.

{5 n?‘bﬁ‘f‘,‘ fE '."E.'."."._.':

Since the above sets of ratios obtained from
the ratings on the three scales indicate in each case
fhe same variable, viz., insight as indicated by the
ratio between self-rating and others-rating, a fairly

high agreement between them is expected. The follow
2 test of

ing Table shows the result of the Chi

‘aSseciationz—
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Table 28.

Sets of lieasures o S Significance .. __ |
Compared N~ 74 Gl 2 Level or P s |
2L 6.227 i £.022.01 +
I s % 24993 1 &.209.10 +
2: 3 0.218 1 & 70%.50 % |

Table 28 shows a significant relation between |

the first and the second set of ratios, namely, those
obtained by the self-obtner ratings on ascendance-
submission and self-confidence — self-consciousness.
The relation is also positive. The third set of
ratios, yielded by the self-obher ratings on
soclability-solitariness, does not seem to be
significently associsted either with the first or the
second. Perhaps, this discrepancy may be due to the
fact that this trait, viz., sociability-solitariness,
is not amensble to accurabe assessment by rating.

This might also have made the ratios calculated from

(5 - - - e W 2
tae ratings far from reliable. As Hollingworth 2

|
has observed, the ability to form an accurate estimate
|

of oneself or of others does not vary only from
individual to individusl but also from trait to trait.
In other words, some traits can be more accurately

Judged about than others. Our presumpbion is Dborne

out, firstly, by the fact that the average self and

Otherg? ratings on the trait of sociability-solitari- |

25 o

2 Hollingworth, l. Op. cit., p. 56 and p. 79. |
|
|
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|
|
[
ness shows a sharp departure from the middle value of‘
the scale. The average value, computed from the |
pooling of the individual ratings, is expected to |
gpproximate To the middle value or the third position
on the scale. .Je find this to be true of the average
values in tﬂe ascendance-submigsion and self-confi- |

dence - self-consciousness scales. Contrary to this,

the average value falls near to the second position

on the sociability-solitariness scale (Table 26, p.
184). Secondly, the distribution of the ratios
derived from the self-other ratings on this scale is
extremely irregular. Oven apart from these consid-
erations our results in general are far from conclu-
give; our dabs are rather scanty, and, what is more

important, our "‘true' measure, depending as it does

?upon three ratings only, can be hardly represencative
ofthe actual traits of the persons rated. Above allﬂ
the concept of a "true' measure determinable by
rating is open to grave suspicion and extremely in-
consistent with the methodological framework which we
have tried bo work under in obther parts of our

investigation.

In order to examine how far the "self-other f
ratio really furnished us with a measure of insight,
e compared it with the scores on Intelligence Test

53, We have noted that the self-other ratio is

| -
Presumed bo measure insight in terms of The distance
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rating scale and the position others ascribe to him
on the same scale. It follows, then, that the

wider the gulf between the two positions the less
insightful the person, and the narrower the gulf, the

more insightful he is. Rendered in terms of ratbtio,

the more insightful person would be one whose self-
other ratio borders on unity, or, with reference to
our scoring method, approximates to 10. Bince the
niddle fifty per cent. of the distribution of the
obtained ratios would be nearer to thig value, we
assumed it to represent the area of insight; the
upper and lower quartiles of the distribution,
representing the extreme deviants of the ratios from
the theoreticel middle value, we took to cover the |
area of “"lack of insight”. It is important to note
that according to this assumption the less insightful
group would comprise persons who overrabte themselves,f
i.e., whose self-rating exceeds others' rating on

them, as well as those who underrate themselves, i.e.,

whose self-rating falls below others' rating. The |
mwore insightful group, on the other hand, would
consist of those persons whose self-ratings converge
with others' ratings upon them. If we divided the
total group on this basis into the more insightful
and the less insightful, then, imtelligence belng

another measure of insight, we expected to get among

She more insightful group a larger proporvion oI |
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persons scoring high on intelligence test as compared!
to the less insightful group. If we further divided |
the group as: (l) those scoring in the upper half of !
the distribubion of intelligence test scores and (2)
those scoring in the lower half, we ultimately get
four groups: (a) more intelligent and more iﬂsightfulﬂ
(b) more intelligent and less insightful, (c¢) less
intelligent and more insightful and (d) less intelli-
gent and less insightful. The following Tables,
condensed from a 3 x 2 contingency table, show the
various proportions of a group of 57 male and female
subjects falling in the four sub-groups, with respect
to each of the three rating scales:-

Table -29(a).

Ratio Self-0Other 1 Intelligence

Upper Half Lower Half |

liore Insightful | 13 2% 17 30% |30 |

(Middle 50%) |
Less Insightful 16 28% 1L 19% (27
(Upper and Lower

Quartiles)

| N = 57 29 28 ol
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Table 29(Db).

Ratio Self-0ther 2 Intelligence |
Upper Half Liower Half |
llore Insightful 10 17% | 18 32% | 28
Middle 50%) i
. el Mmoo S g
Less Insightful 19 53% 10 17% 29
(Upper and Lower |
Quartiles) |
|
N =57 - 29 28 57 |

Table 29(c).

Ratio Self-QtTher 3 Intelligence

Upper Half | Lower Half .

lore Insightful 13 23% 14 25% | 27
(Middle 50%)

Less Insightful 16 28% Th 254 0 5o |
(Upper and Lower .
Juartiles) l

‘ =57 29 28 57

| According to our expectation, there should be

a larger proportion in the upper left cells of ©The |
Tables as compsred to the upper right ones; and
similarly, a larger proportion in the lower right
cells than in the lower left. But our results are |
Just the reverse, so that in Tab;es 13(a) and 135(Db)
\We £ind larger proportion of the more insightiul
EPePSOHS'amung the less intelligent group and of the

| less insightful persons in the more intelligent group.|

\lable 29(¢) shows an about squal proportion in all

the four sub-groups, which also is contrary to our
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|
expectation. e feel called upon to conclude, |
therefore, that our measure of insight as determined F
by Tthe ratio between self-rating and rating by others
did not lead to a positive result. We have already
| expressed our suspicion regarding the efficacy of

‘ this measure (p.189 ), since the '"true" estimate of

| a person's position on a rating scale is likely to be

far from determinable by the average of three ratings

only, apart from our methodological disfavour for the
|
concept of a "true' measure based on expression of

o : < o & |
opinion on personality. Nevertheless, the signifi-

| |cant associabtion between the first and second sets of
ratios (Table 27) which is also reflected in the
similarity of the findings represented in Tables 29(a)
and 29(b), suggests that the ratings used in computing
the ratios were not debtermined altogethef by random
unsystematic influences, but were governed by soue
underlying systematic factor, which we could not

succeed to fathom in this study.




We heve presumed thaet the tendency to imeginative
compensetion is one of the factors which bring eboub
distortion of gquestiomnaire responses (p 1iI).

In order t0 explore this factor we wed tiwee kinds
of meesurements: (i) Self-rating on abilities,

(i1) Self-rating on desireble troitenames, (1ii)
Expression of interest in occeuvations of high social
stending. The first consisted of statements con=
cerning those abilitiea end talente the possessiocn |
of which contributes to one's sense of persomel velue

. end enhencement of sociel esteem. The second involved
- nemes of personality trelits of diverse character which

- ere given soecial approvel and acceptence, The

materiels used in the third were names of occupations
which receive the stemp of sooial prestige end are |
esslgned high status, A separate accoumt of each
type of measurement is presented which is followed

by the determinetion of its relation to the intellige~
nee test scores, At the end is given the result of
the Chi Squere Test of essocietion between the
measures under ooneideretion, eml an attempt is made
et interpretation of the indicated relationships,
aesgtinzon Abd Jdtd 08

The meteriels for this meesurement conaisted of
twenty items welated to abilities end personal
prowess, teken from Pert VIII of the Strong Vooetlonal
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Interest Blank,

themselves on each item by checking against 'Yes',

163
The

The subjects were required to rate

'Ho® or '?' as the case may be (Appendix V),
' subjects, 119 women and 44 men took this test.

following Table shows the frequency and percentage of

checkings on ‘'Yes',

‘No' and '?' in respect of each

itemi=-
Table 30.
Yes f " No 7
Fre- rer- ; Fre- | Pere Iro- } Pere-

Item quency centaga'quency centaso quency Loentaga
Halel Fe- [Male re- Male re. hsale Fe- Male re- Male Fe- |
q male male galor palq_ pala|
1| 13|20 29.6 16916 57 36.4 479 14 | 39 31.8 328
2 | 25 | 45 155.3 37815 66 34l 5 4| 8|91 &7
3 | 19| 61 43,2 5L317 32 38.6 269 8 |25 18,2 210
4 | 15| 45 34,1 37813 40 29.6 554 16 | 32 é»s.nT 26.9
5 1223 27.3 19320 52 55.4 43112 | 44 27.3 37,0
6| 13| 14 29.6 11822 80 50.0 673 B |25 18,2 2L0
7| 24|70 ’5&.5'53.5‘12_55 27327. ' 8 |16 J.a.?.[lm
815 & B4l 176 22 (13| T 2515, 9E 2.0
9 | 36|89 8L.8 748 O 8 | 23 18,2193
10 | 35| 95 “'ra.sl 781 3 618 13,6 151
11 | 30 | 80 8.2 57.4 13 | 115 | 2,3/ 126
12 | 20 | 47 pus.u‘ 59.51 16 | 61 35.4| 51.' 8 11 éla.a;; %2
13 | 17 | 41 (38,6 34418 | 47 40,9 393 9 | 31 120.45 26.0
1 | 22 |48 50,0 40,3 4 25:9.j 19.518 | 48 40,9 40.3
15 | 24 | 55 B4.6 46.4 3 | 26 | 6.8 21417 | 38 |38.5§51.9_




196.

jnal e el el inal male 28l e nale

i

e = o T i
Malel Fe-liale | g-llalg F’cgmale Fe-lale| Fe-llolel Fe-

16 19 42 43.2 35.3 9 38 20.4 31,916 37 B6.4 311

17 19 53 %3.2 44.5 13 12 29.6 10.8/12 50 P7.3 42.0
18 20 39 45.4 %2.8 21 65 477 54.6/ 3 15 | 6.8 126
19 14 53 51.8 44.5 17 25 [38.6 21.0/13 41 £9.6 34u
20 23 70 52,3 58.8 17 38 38.6 31.9 4 11 [9.1 9.2

4o len 119 Women

|

Table 30 does not indicate any remarkable sex

differences except for a few items. For example,
uwore of the male group lay claim to initiative and
leadership (Item 1), driving themselves steadily
(Iten 2), self-confidence (Item 6), mechanical ingen-
uity (Item 8), planning work in debail (Item 18),
while more of the female group feel sure of their
ability to fsmoothe out bangles and disagreement
between people! (Item 19).

Table 31 shows the freqmency distribution of

checkings on 'yeg'i-

Table 3l.
Frequency
Score
liale Female Total Group

16-17 1 il 2
14-15 2 1l 3
12-1% 5 12 LT
10-11 12 2 39

8 9 14 38 e |
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Score Male Hemale Total Group
6=T 9 26 25
4=5 1 13 L2
2=3 2 2
o E L il
N L 119 163
Mean 9.45 8.50 8.76
+ .39 T 24 F .21
O 2.50 2.62 2.62

The following histogram is plobted from

Y]

.éa{a

20 i

-
i

e

| distribution of the total group:-

There is no highly significant difference

dicated by Table 32:-

between the means of the two sexes and no significant

difference between their standard deviations as

Table 32.

Obt. Diff. o Diff. 5
Mean 0.95 045 2l
S.D's 0.12 0.32 0. 38
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Table 33 shows the frequency disbribution of
checkings on 'No':-
Table 3%.
» frequency
oeore
Male Female Total Group
15 I 2 3
12 2 i c
1431 2 6 5
10 2 6 5
7 1 9 10
8 4 18 22
i i 18 25
6 5 15 20
5 i 18 25
| b 5 11 16
3 3 7 10
e 3 2
1 2 2 ik
0 il 1
il by 119 163
| Mean 6yle 6. Tk 5458
| T 45 % oA T .52
| & . 2.96 2.65 = 2,75

The following histogram is plotted from the

distribution of the total group:-—




The following Table shows the significance of
the difference between mean checkings on 'yes' and
mean checkings on 'no', for the male, female and the
Total groups:-—

Table 34.

liale Female Total Group

|' Obt. Diff, %429 e 2.18
o~ Diff. 0.59 0. 34 0430
t 5.6 542 Tsd

The difference is highly significant in every case,

Whaich clearly indicates the tendency of the group to
overrate itself on abilities, and supports our hypo-
thesis that the ratings are not determined merely by
objeotive evaluation of one's capabilities and bacy,

but also fulfil, for some subjects, the demand for

inaginative compensation. Murray reports similar

' Tesults from his use of the same bype of materiale.

The following Table shows lack of significant

[

1

Murray, H.A.,, Explorations in Personality, DP. 438. |
[
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associabion between self-rating on abilities and
scores in Test %%5:=

Table 35. |

N Chi Sq.  df P Sign

120 0:132 1 £ B0 TO -

A comparison between the sub-group falling in
the upper half of the distribubtion of intelligence
test scores and That falling in the lower half,
showed no difference between their mean ratings oh
'abilities, as indicabted by the Frequency Distribution
Tables for the sub-groups (Appendix D). We may
presume, therefore, that intelligence played no part
in the ratings. This was also expecbed, firstly,
because few of the items involve superior intellectua%

l

functions; and, secondly, because the need for com-

pensation may not arise necessarily from a sense of

inferiority in the intellectual field.
Our result seems at first to be inconsistent
|with the finding reported by Wrenn, Ferguson and

P = _
'KennedY-l Thesé authors compared the checkings on

the same items as we used for the group falling in
the upper 5% and the group falling in the lower 15%

of the distribution of intelligence test scores.

=y

Wrenn, C.G., Perguson, L.W., and Kemnedy, J.L.,
"Intellicence Level and Personality", Journ. Soc.
Psychol., T, 1936, pp. 301-%08.
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They found that '“the cribtical ratio between the

average number of checks in the 'Yes' column for the

inferior male group and for the superior male group
was 8.5. In other words, there was a well-defined
tendency for the members of the inferior group to
check more in the 'Yes' column than did the members
of the superior group, thereby expressing a much
greaber conBidence in their own ability”. They
further add "this is true only for The men students'.
But we find that there is no real discrepancy between
the results reported by these authors and our own
findings. Firstly, because they compared bhe
extreme groups and consequently it may be argued thab

the inferior group made more checkings on the average

suggested answers (Yes) rather than considered over
bthe alternsbive choices. Secondly, because of the
very small number of our male group having scores in
Test 33 also, further sub-dividion of the group was
1ot considered worth while and, consequently, our
result affords no verificatioa of the finding of
Wrenn, etc., which, as reported, is true only of the

nen students.

because they arbitrarily checked majority of the first

s




| "flabtering responses', for putting up a 'Ffavourable
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gelf-Rating on Degirable Trait-lNames,

The Gendency to rate oneself higher on desire-
ble trait-names has been consistently revealed in
several investigabions and interpreted as expression

of the need for 'social approval', for making

picture of oneself', and so on. e, consequently,
presumed thig measure to be a suitable index of bthe
T

tendency to compensation and prepared a lis

fo
&
o
@
(53]
v
5
|

names, List 3, involving both desirable an
ble characteristics (Appendix VI). The lis
originally contained 50 items. ie selected, out of
these, 15 trait names that appeared to possess
definite desirable significance and 20 which seemed -
to have definite undesirable significance. These
were again mixed up and presented to 25 post-graduate
students of psychology to be rated as desirable or
undegsirable. The classification yielded by th
ratings azreed very closely with that made by us.

158 subjects, 37 men and 121 women rated
thenselves on List 3. The following Table shows the
frequency of self-rating on each of the 15 'desirable]

items:—~




Frequency

Desirable Traits

llale Pemale Male Female
1. Accommodating 30 102 31 B4
‘2. Affable 20 81 54 57
3. Charitable 20 85 54 66
4, Councilistory 16 58 4% 48
5. Forgiving 21 79 B 65
6. Honest 3L 106 84 38
T, liodes 14 49 38 40
8. Outspoken s 52 5 ana
9. Persevering 20 72 o4 60
10. Philanthropic 8 45 22 5T
114 quick 16 46 45 38
12. Reasgonable 23 29 76 T4
13. Self-consistent 12 38 52 31
|14, Self-sacrificing 7 50 59 25
15, Sympathetic 28 96 76 80

Table 36 shows 1o

between the sexes.

remarvkable

A A

e
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e
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The following Table shows the distribution of

fself-ratings on desirable traits:-




Score

Freguency

Male FPemale

Total Group
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irequency digbribution of the

The. following histogram is plob

T

ed from

tobtal group:-—



the means and standard deviations of the two Sexes

are not stabtistically significant.

Meauns 0.82 Q.52 1.6

S.D's 0,14 037 0.28

A comparison betweern self-ratings on desirab

(list 3, shows that there is very highly si
Positive agsociabion between the two veriables in
|

Spite of the dissimilarity between the component

i%ens of the two lists, as indicated by Table 39:-

Chi 8q. d £ P Bign




r

shows no siznificant difference for

as indicsbed in Table 41 :—

| Table 41,

Neither variable has a significant association with
|scores in intelligence test No. 33, as indicabted by
| .
| the following Table:-

Table 40.

N @bi Sg. 4% )i Sign
Deg, Trait Tost 1. 100 ©0.110 L 4£.802.70 +
Des. Trait List 32 116 ©Q.136 L <£30».70 +
Comparison between the means of the sub-groups
felling in the upper and lower halves, respectively,
of the distribubtion of intelligence test scores also

either variable

Obti Diff. .8.B. Diff, t
iaes. Trait List 1 0.12 0«94 0.13%
|Des. Prsit List 3 0.80 .55 Lok
|
The frequency distribution for the two sub-groups are
lsnown in Appendix E.
‘ Je can presume, as in the case of self-rating
‘OD abilities, that the difference in inbelligence
|does not make for any verisbility in the tendency to
|2881gn desirable qualities to oneself




Occupabional Interest.

1

le presumed that the tendency to portray one-

self in the favourable light would reveal itself also |
in the ezpression of one's interest in occupabions

possessing a high social standing. e prepared,

‘accordingly, a list of occupationg in respect of

tlike', 'dislike! ér tindifference’. The occupabions
included in our list were selected from the lists made
by Collinalland by 3*rong.2 Since some ocecupabtions
are meant only for men and some only for women, we
prepared separate lists for The two sexes. The list
for men comprised 56 occupabions and the list for |
women 52 occupations. The two lists and the direc~
tions are reproduced in Appendix VII(a) and Appendix ‘
VII(b), respectively.

153 subjects, 11l women and 42 men, rabted

themselves on the above lists. Thelr responses were
analysed in order to determine the freguency of the
Chéckings'under each of the three categories - like,
dislike and indifferent - for each occupation. The
frequencies, also converted into percenbages, are
shown in Appendix B (Tables 1 and 2).

The following Table shows for the female group |
Ghe occupabions: (1) which were liked Dy more than

———

1 . : .
| Collins, M., The list of occupations is reproduced

in Allan Macdonald's Ph.D. Thesis, Bdinburgh
University, 1939, pp. 80-83.

L

| Strong, E.K., Jr., Vocabtional Interest Blanks

for llen and Women.
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50% of the subjects and (2) those which were disliked
by more than 50%, in rank order of frequencys-

Table 42,

Liked by more than 50% Disliked by more than 50%
liusicilan Factory-worker
Author ‘ - Cinema-attendant
Librarian Waitress
Research-worker Bank Clerk
fSocial—worker Booﬁrkéeper
(Dress Designer Accountant
(Psychologist Shop-assigtant
|
| Doctor Typist
(arbist Clerk
(Book=-seller Film Star
Editoxr Post Office-worker
Fhotographer Telegraph-—operabor
Peinter
Broadcaster
kbancer
éFlorist
|
| Reporter

e notice that the occupations which were more
often liked by our subjects belonged mostly to the
Class of professions or highly akilled activities.

On the obther hand, most of the occupations that were

more often dislixed fell under the cabegory of

clérical, semi-skilled or unskilled jobs.
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Lable 4% shows for the male group the occupa-
tions (1) which were liked by more than 50 per centb.
of the subjects and (2) those which were disliked by
more Than 50 per centb., arranged in order of freguencys

Table 43,

Liked by more than 50% Disliked by more than 50%

Author Cinema-attendant
| (Mlusician Clerk
Eﬂesearcnrworker Salesman
Psychologist (Tailor
(Professor E [nsurance Agent
gﬁditor Factory-worker
(Scientist Policeman
(Artist (Clergyman
Elﬂoto grapher EGommercial Traveller
g' roadcaster (Confectioner _ '
(Surgeon EAccpuntant
(Aviator EAuctioneer
s
| (Librerian (Laboratory Assistant
| (Architect ECivil Servant
lECartoonist
lEﬂeporter
}(Social-worker

Once again, we note that the occupations thab
belong to the class of professions or highly skilled

work, =md are thus attached greater social prestige,
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were more often liked, while those coming under
elerical, gemi-gkilled or unskilled jobs were more
often disliked. The clergyman's oceupabtion was more
often disliked, which is consonant with the unpopu-
larity of the church and the related vocations among
modern youths. The Civil Service was also more
often disliked, which is due to the fact that the name
applies To a group of occupabtions with varioug rauks
and denominations. Thus, Tebles 42 and 4% indicate
a general tendency for both the male and the female_
groups to expresé thelr inbterest in socially more
‘desirable' occupations and dislike for socially less
desirable occupabions.

In order to determine which of the occupations
were to be treated as of 'high' social standing and

which as of 'low' social standing, we asked a control

group of 30 women and 20 men students to rate each |
occupstion as ‘high', 'median', or 'low', with respect
to the degree of social prestige generally abttached ‘
%o 1t (Appendix VIII). The frequency of the ratings
under each category together 'with the percentage is
given in Appendix G.

The following Table gives for the male group
the 1ists of the occupations, which we:finally

selected as 'high' and 'low', respectively, on the

bagig of the ratings made by the control group. The
frequency and percentage of the ratings are also

shown against each occupatbion:-
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Table 44,

Per—

T Fre- e fre- Per-
High quencyhceutage Lo quency; centage
i o Tow|i1 ghlT.ow Highl Tow|aigh |now
i f
Author 11 1|55 5 lAuctioneer 1 13 5 65
frehitect 11 0|55 O [Suilder 0 10| 0 50
Army ’
Officer 8 4l 40 20 |Carpenter O lGI 0O 80
Clergyman 5 2: 40 10 {Cinemna E
[ Attendant O 201 0 100
Dentist 8¢ S| 40, 15 l
Clerk 1 141 5 70
Doctor 15 0 75 «® }
Commercial i
Editor 12 1| 60 5 Traveller © 33} @ 65
|
Judge 20 O 100 0 Confecht= |
ioner 1 12} 5 60
Lawyer 1 LHuES 218 !
Facbory [
lusician & 3|40 15 | Worker Lg LT 5 85
Poet 11 - 41 55 20 {Insurance {
) Agent g A5y O 65
Profegsor 18 L18a .5 | [
Laboratory ,
Research-— Assistant 2 11 | 10 5%
worker 8 1})40 B
iPainter 2 .16 1,10 80
Scientist 12 0} 60 O '
_ Photo- !
sculptor 9 3| 45 15 |} grapher 0 lOi 0. 20
Surgeon 20 0|100 O |Policeman 1 13| 5 65
Sailor 4 12{20 60
Sal esman @ IfT) @ &5
Tailor o 14} O 70O
lale Group N = 20.

As is evident from Table 44, occupabtions rated

I'low! by 20 per cent. or less and 'high' by 40 per
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cent., or more were treated as ‘'high', while occupa—
tions rated high by 20 per cent. or less and low by
50 per cent, or more were treated as 'low?. A coim-
parison with Table 43 will show that eight or 50 per
cent. of the occupations considered 'high' on the
basis of rating were liked by more than 50 per cent.
of our male subjects, while only one (clergyman) or
6 per cent. of such oscupations was disliked by more
than 50 per cent, of the subjects. On the other
hand, ten or 60 per cent. of the occupations treated
as 'low' were disliked by more than 50 per cent. of
the subjects, while only one (photographer) or 6 per
cent, of these was liked by more than 50 per cent. of
the subjects. These differences reveal the general
tendency for the group to show interest in The
socially more desirable occupations and dislike for
the socially less desirable ones.

The following Table gives for the female group
the lists of occupations which were finally treated
as 'high' and 'low', respectively, on the results of

the ratings made by the control group. The fre-

quency and the percentage of the ratings for each

Occupation are also shown:i-
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Table 45,

s Fre— Per- SERNR re- Per-
High gquency { centage e quency centage
HighlLomHigh [Low Hi@#Lmv High| Low
Artist 24 ©0080.00 0 | Book-
: keeper O 12| 0 40.00
suthor 26 186.66 0O
Cinema
Broad— I Abtend-
caster 17 0156.56 0 ant Q 28 0 935,.%5
Doctor 29 0|96.66 O |Confect-
} iopner o 19 B B335
Dress i
Designer 14 1 46.66 3.25| Clerk 0 18| 0 60.00
Bditor 27 0[90.00 0 {Cook 0 22| 0 73%.33
Lawyer 28 0|93.33 0 | Dancer 1 14|3.33% 46.66
Musicisn 24 080.00 O | Dress-
i ' maker 0 14| O 46.66
Poetess 23 1}76.66.535
. Factory
Opera ' Worker O 28| O 93%.35
Singer 25 0} 83.3%% 0
Florist I 271557 Dbe«66
Politi-
cian 26 1186.66 3.33|Fruiterer 0 19| O 63.33
Professor 29 0(96.66 0 |lilliner O 12| O 40.00
Fsycho~ ‘ Post
logist 25 0(83%.33 0 Office
” Worker © 17| O 56.66
Hesearch
Worker 24 0(80.00 O ohop Ass-
igtany. 0 28 9 95.97
Scientist27 0]90.00 0
Telegraph
Surgeon 30 € {100.0¢ O Opepator 0 18| 0 60.33
Typist g 19| 0 63%.32
Haitress O 30| O 100,00
Female Group N = 30.
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Table 45 shows that occupations rated low by
5. 22 per cent. or less and high by 46.66 per cent. or
more were treated 'high', while those rated high by
5:32% per cent. or less and low by 40 per cent. or
more were coungidered ‘low!. A comparison with Table
4% shows that 9 or 54 per cent. of the occupations
considered ‘high' on the basis of rating by the
control group were liked by more than 50 per cent. of
our female subjects, while none of these was disliked
by more than 5¢ per cent. On the other hand, 9 or
54 per cenbt. of the occupations rated 'low! were
disliked by more than 50 per cent., while only 2
('Dancer' and 'Florist'), i.e. 12 per cent. of these
occupations, were liked by more than 50 per cenbt. of
our female subjects. This result supports The
tendency we have merked for the male group as well,
nanely, the general Trend shown by the group to
express inbterest in the socially more desirable and
dislike for the socially less desirable occupations,

Having determined the lisgts of thigh' and
'low! occupations for the male and the female groups,
We counted bthe tobal number of checkings against
'like' made by the two sexes in the two lists. e
dre presenting here the frequency distribution of the
Checkings on the 'higher' or more desirable occupa-
Sions, leaving that on the 'lower' or less desirable
Occupationsg to bé presented subsequently under the

‘tendency to repudiation!. As will be seen in




Table 46, .we have added the frequencies for the two

gex groups Lo yield those for the total group:. ie
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feel Jjustified in doing so in view of th

cally negli

gible differences between the means and

the S.D's of the Two sex groups, as indi

Table 47:-

Table 46.

g agbatisti-

cated in

Higher COccupabions

score Freqguency
liale Female Total Group
16 2 2

- 3
O~ 1
I

llean

10

= E WO O

na

-

i

19
22

115

8.66 P
.31 T

%29

o

n

157

«26

Dk
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Mne following histogram is plotbted from the
|
|
frequency distribu roup: '
] hiadn HiRk ERE] an |
+i 1Y
1 i
"__' ..... |
#} |
Though the lists of upations coubain some
items which ave different for the bwo sexes, we find,

as also pointed out above, no significant difference

™,

vetweenr the means or S.D's of the two sexes, as shown

Teble 47,

0BG, Difi. | ol i =7
Means 021 .61 0:355
S5.D's 0.08 0.43 0.19

Table 48 shows that there is no significant
associatbion between expressed interest for the 'higher!
occupabtions and intelligence Test scores:-

Table 48,

N Chi® df P o

122 0.032 1 490980 B

A comparison between the checkings of those who score
in the upper half of the distributiog of intelligence

test and of those who score in the lower half, shows
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no significent difference between the means as
S

~

indicated in Table 49. The frequency distribution

of the two sub-groups is given in Appendix H

Lable 49.

Obt. Diff, PiEL, 1%

Q.02 Ue DT . 04

Thus, we find no associabtion between expressed
occupational interest and intelligence, so that we
can not presume that the less intelligent show a

greater liking for the more desirable occupations

‘than the more intelligent,
| Je applied the Chi®™ test of association to

|

determine the interrelabtionship of the measures we
employed as indices of the tendency to imaginative
compensation, The results are represented in Table
50.

lleasures ' G o
Compared N Gh12 4 £ i )

Ability vs ok 4
Des. Trait L2 T, 247 1 £ 005

5

Ability vs o T L 00 +
Ability vs
Des. Occup.

155 2,921 L &102.05

-+
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lleasures e s

Compared 5 Lol d.f P Sign
Des. Traitl Vs
Des. Traity 120 38.641 1 ¢£.001 -
1 I L B et
Des. fralul VS 117 0.066 1 T
Des. Occup.
Des, Traits, v B i
Fess Lrallx ve 137" 2,165 1 &20%30 4

des. Occup,

Table 50 shows & highly significant association

G

.

| between self-rabing on sgbilities, self-rabting on

Qﬁ

degirable traits List 1, snd self-rating on desirsble

traits List 3. Bince the components of tThese
measures involve disparate aspects of personality,

hout any underlying basis of connection belween

1
Tthem as actual characteristics of individuals, our

statistical finding regarding their relationship can

|

not be accounted for if we suppose that the self-
ravings made by our subjects represent their

objective evaluations of themselves with regard To
the actual possession or lack of possession of the
traits and abilities concerned. The relationship
can only be explained if we presume thal the ratings |

made by some of our subjects were determined by their

general tendency to 'imaginative compensation' which
Lade them overrate themselves in all the Three
ince by so doing they could present to J

others as well as to themselves a more 'acceptable!

Picture of their personality. Beside the fact of

@
[83)
: 0
@
n
n
]_..
5
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the highly significant associstion between these

measures, bthe tendency to overrate theuselves is

evidenced also by the high self-ratings made by our |

gubjects in regard to Tthe three measures. AS we
have noted, our subjects showed on the average a
greater Uendency to affirm their possession of the
abilities and accomplishments than to deny it (ef.
Pe199 ). Had they been uninfluenced by any factor

other than vhe objective assessment of Cthemselves,

they should have, on the average, as often denied as

affirmed their possession of those abilities.

Similarly, wé would note that in spite of the
greater number of undesirable traits offered for

self-rating,

as compared bto the desirable ones, the
ratings in respect of the latter are, on the average,

twice as large as those in the former, in case of

Irait List 3, and about three times as large in case

of Trait IList 1, as indicated in the following Tablei-

Fable 51.

Trait List3 8. 30 2+92
Irait List, 16.62 597

Here again, the traits presented for seli-rating,

2 o . e P 31
being of extremely diverse character, were as likely
% be actually possessed by a person as nov, and |

consequently an objective evaluation of oneself in
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L

respect of them should have yielded a comparatively
larger average for the group in the undesirable
traits than Gthe desirable btraits. Jut the case is
just the reverse.

Gontrary to our expectation, Table 50 shows a
uniform lack of significant associabion between bthe

expression of interest in more desirable occupations

and the three other measures of compensabion. We
feel justified in inferring, therefore, that express-

ion of occupational interest is not influenced in the
cage of our subjects by the tendency to compensation.
The reason is not far vo seek. Qur subjects be-
longed to a class of undergraduate students of the
university. University education is a peeparation
for the professions and the highly skilled vocations.
Hence if a group of university students express a
liking for the socio-economically higher class of
occupations, they do so not to fulfil their need Tor
compensation, but because by virtue of Their traiﬂing?
they are ear-masrked for them and for no inferior clasg
of jobs. The situation is different with respect to
the other three varisbles. When a random sample of |
abilities, mostly non-scholastic, and of character
traits of an extremely wide variety, are presented %o
these students, they are as likely to acknowledge Thenm

in themselves @s not, since they may or may nob De

actually possessing them. Bub when we notice a wide

Variability among them with respect to their affirma- |
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tion of these abilities and traits as belonging to
themselves, Wwe feel called upon to presune the
operation of some debterminant of their judgment,
other than Their actual possession of the traits or
abilities. When we notice, further, a gignificant
relation between the affirmation of the abilities and
that of the traits, which are very diverse in .
character, we find a reinforcement of our presumpbtion
regarding the operation of this additional determi-
nant, or fachor. But when from a list of occupabions,
of a wide variety, our subjeclts show greater interest
in the socially more desirable ones, they do so
because in virtue of Their higher training they

should have

L

greater preference for them. Therefore,

the expressed interest is determined by the objective

factors provided by the environment and the higher
| braining available to the students, and not by the
tendency to compensation, for one seeks compensation,
on the level of imaginabtion and fantasy, in a position
Yo which he has no bitle im reality. Only he builds

castles in the air who can not build one.on sand.

Summary and conclusions- (1) self<rating on
abilities, (2) self-rating on desirable trait-mames,
and (3) expression of inberest in occupations of high
socio-economic status, were used as indices of tThe

Sendency to imaginative compensationj (4) self-rating

on degirable btrait-names, employed in our measuremnent
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of projection, was also used.

A definite tendency to overrate oneself was
clearly evidenced in respect of all the four variables

lleasures on all The variables showed a congis-
tent lack of association with intelligence test
scores. G was inferred that the tendency to
imaginative compensabtion is not at work only in less
intelligent persons as compared to the more intelli-
gent, since the need for compensation may not be
aroused merely by a relabive inadequacy in the
intellectual realm,

Highly significant association in the expected
positive direction was found between (1), (2) and (4)
It was presumed, therefore, that the ratings in these
cases were not determined only by the objective
appraisement of real abilities and btraits. They
were also influenced by the tendency to portray an
acceptable picture of oneself, what we have decided

to call the tendency to 'imaginative compensation'.

Expregsion of interest in occupabtions of high |
social standing showed no significant assoeiation
Wwith any of the other three variables. It was
supposed, therefore, that the subjects expressed
greater liking for the professions or highly skilled
Vocations, because, in virbue of their higher train-
ing and scholastic attainment, they had earned a
title to an ocecupation of this class, Their ex-

Pressed inberests were not determined by the need for
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imaginative compensabtion, but by their actual
preferences for such occupabtions determined by

opportunity and training,




Eat ]
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Tendency to Repudiation.

Lhe Gendency to repudiation has been treated
| by us as another factor which is responsbile for the
falsification of questionnaire responses. To deter-
‘mine this factor we used four different types of
e tizsh: (&) self-rating on occasional lapses of

'conduct, (b) self-rating on undesirable trait-names,

(¢) self-rabing on interest in occupations having a

low social standing, and (d) self-rating on belief in
' superstitions. All of these variables were presumed
to involve situations which expose the individual to
the danger of loss of social prestige and lowering of
self-esteen. They were considered, therefore, to be
likely to call for, in defence, the operation of the
tendency Go repudiation or denial. 4 detailed des~
cription of each variable is given under a separate
heading. The order of presentation is The same as
adopted in our treatment of the measures of the

tendency to compensation.

Self-Rating on Lapse of Conduct.

: The items for this measure were taken Ifrom the
\liinnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory.l The
authors of the inventory have used these items as a
Check on the truthfulness of the respondents with

regard to the rest of the inveantory. Bach question

Hathaway, S.R., and McKinley, J.G.,_manual for the
liinnesota lultiphasic Personality Inventory.
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relates to a very common laxity in every day conduct
from whicn no one can, strictly speaking, claim per-
fect immunity. As the authors observe, '"The itens
|are all stated in a way that tends to make even the
most socialized subject who answers honestly confess
to deviations from what is usually considered socially
desirable conduct.” Apart from the special use they

made of These items, they also suggest thet the score

in these items "may be of interest in its own right

as a measure of a special personality trend'. We,
!accordingly, included these items among our measures
Iof the tendency to repudiation. The list of ques-
Tions with direction for checking are reproduced in
| Appendix IX.

Table 52 shows for the two sexes and the total
group the freguencies of checkings on 'Srue' and
'untrue', with respect to each item, together with
the percentages of the checkings:-

Table 52.
A7 len. 122 Women.,

True Untrue

| Freguency Percentage Frequencyl FPercentage

{ WiF |7 [N ) T MIE|T}I & T
1 25 51 86 [|67.6 50.0 54.1| 8 46 54 RL.6 33.6 24.0
2 32 93 125 I86.5 76.2 78.6] 2 19 2L} 5.4 13.9 13.2
3 36 114 150 [97.3 93.4 4.3 L 5 6} 2.7 3.6. 3.8
4 31 112 143 83.8 91.8 89.9( 4 7 11 p0.8 3.1 6.9
5 11 30 41129,7 24,6 25.8{18 76 94 B8«6 55.5 59.1
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{
I8 1J rlaofu | 7| o }‘3 L P | o
6 15 45 60j40.5 3T.T 37.T|15 56 TL J0.5 40.9 44.7
7 34 114 148191.9 93.4 93,11 0 1 1{o0 0.7 0.6
- i P o 1 v s i b ..
8 26 103 _'-)‘-rif'\.,'.§ 88.5 B4.3%3| 7 9 16 H8.9 fH.6 10.1
9 13 41 54135.1 33.6 34.0|18 46 64 U8.6 33.6 40.2
0O 52 9% 12518645 T6+2.78.64 5 21 24 | 8.1 15,3 15.1
|
11 34 106 140191.9 86.9 88.1| 2 14 16 | 5.4 10.2 10.1

2 24 1151498009 9% 5057 3 6 9180 4.4 BT

13 35 117 153}97.3 95.9 96.2| 0 4 4E 0 2.9 2.5
14 22 57 T79159.5 46.7 49.7|13 58.7L |35.1 42.3 44
15 31 79 11018%.8 64.8 69.2] 3 23 26 | ‘8.1 15.8 16.4

‘ } Table 52 shows thet men confess more often than
!women to 'thinking things too bad to talk about (1)',
'not telling truth always (2)', 'laughing once in a
While at a dirty joke (10)', 'having inferior table
manners at home then when out in company (14)', and
'being disconcerted at losing a game (15)'; while
women admit more often than men 'gossiping a little
at times (8)', though the extent of the differences in
‘terms of percentages is not large, ranging from 10.16%
- 19.0%%.  The four items most often adnitted by both
'sexes are the following, stated in rank order:-

(13) Once in a while I putb off until tomorrow
Wwhat I ought to do today.

(12) I do not read every editorial in the

lewspaper every day.

(3) I get angry sometimes.
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(7) I do not like every one I know.
Me note that each of these items refers to less con-
lsequential personal failings. The four items least
often acknowledged by both sexes are the following,
loccupying the last four positions:-

(5) If I could get into a movie without paying
and be sure I was notl seen, I would probably do it.

(9) ©Sometimes at elections I vote for men
%about whom I know very little..

. (6) I like to know some important people

because 1t makes me feel important.

|
home as when I am out in coumpany.

(14) iy table manners are not gquite as good at

The total group seems o be more sensitive about these

items than others because, perhaps, they involve a
|
greater amount of social pressure.

; The following Table shows the frequency distri-

‘bution of the number of checkings on 'True':-

Table 53.

I'requency

3core
llale Pemale Total Group
15 ik 1
14 4 4 8
15 1 19 20
L2 11 16 27
11 9 27 56

10 i 23 50
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Male Female  Total Group

) il 12 13

8 0 Lz 12

7 L 6 7

6 1 2 5

> i 1 2

N L 122 159
' ilean 11.14 10.53 10.67
| T 5k R 18 T al6
: o 2. 04 e85 199

. The following histogram is plotted from the

frequency distribution for the total group:-

?y..nﬂﬁ
| Titad v

8

ﬁm""

1

] Pable 54 shows that there is no significant
difference between the means and S.D's of the two

Sexes:—

Table 54.

Ok, DaEt, piff 7
Means g 60 Oo 38 106

3.D's 0.095 Q.27 Ou
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Lable 55 shows that there is no associztion
between admission of personal failings and intelli-

gence Yevel.

Table 55,
N  Chi“ df P Sien
119  0.288 1 ¢.T09.50  +

Comparison between the means of the sub-groups falling

-+

in upper and lower halves of the distribubtion of
intelligence test scores also reveals lack of any

highly significant difference as indicated in Table

v

6.

Table 56.

Obt., Diff. Diff. {7

Q.75 0.26 21

| . f 4 ! S iy "
Thus, it does not seem very probable that less

intelligent persons are more hesitant about admitt

e
"uJ

oceasional lapses in conduct. Freguency distribu-

tion tables for the sub-groups aré given in Appendix

h?




|names in List % that had definite 'undesirable!

Self-rating on Undesirable Trait-Names.

230+

As hes been noted above, we found 20 trait-:

character (p.202

).

The following Table shows the

frequency of self-rating on each of the 20

tundesirable! items:-

Table 57.
158 VWomen Frequency r*TPercentage
37 lMen liale Female | llale Female

1. Avoiding company 10 22 27 18
2. Deceitful % 5 8 L
3. Dogmatic 6 35 16 29

| 4, Bgolstic 12 42 %2 35
. 5. Exacting 5 28 14 23
6. Excitable 10 66 27 o4

| T. Extortionate 0 1 ‘ 0 1
8. Fitful 12 929 52 27
9. Hard-hearted 2 8 ; ) i
10. Indecisive 15 49 i 40 40
|11, Malicious 0 2 0 e
' 12. Overbearing 1 8 | 3 1
13. lMiserly 0 1 0 1
14, Pretentious 2 2 > 5
15, Self-distrusting 11 41 30 34
16, Sly 16 62 45 ok
17. Sluggish 4 11 11 9
18. Stubborn 15 49 40 40
19. Submissive i 15 11 L
20 Vindictive 2 7 2 6
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| Table 57 shows no remarkable sex differences.
The traits of shyness, stubbornness, indecisiveness,
:egoism, self-distrust, receive the top rank ratings
in both groups besides excitability in the fenale
|group and Fitfulness in the male group. On the other
Ihan_d, among the traits most often repudiated by both
|groups are: Miserliness, Extortion and Malice.
' The following Table shows the distribution of

' self-ratings on the undesirable traits:-

Table 58.
Seore Frequency
lale Female Total Group
12 1 1l
17 2 2
10 1 i3
9 7 3 5
8 E 6 T
7 2 8 10
6 2 11 13
5 1 15 16
4 9 15 oh
3 8 24 58
2 5 13 18
1 3 15 18
0 4 7 11
N 37 121 158
Mean el 4,04 3.92
T .38 7T 24 F .20

o~ 2. 34 2.61 2456 ‘
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The following histogram is plotted from the
distribution of the total group:-

i

Table_gé shows that thé'différeﬁées between

' the means and the S.D's of the two sexes are not

significant:-
Table 59.
Obbs: Dirts Diff. t
! J.ul-eal'lS Ol 53 0045 la 2
| S.D's 0.27 0.32 0.84

A comparison between self-ratings on undesira-
'ble traits of List 1 (p.l44-46) and those of the present
| List (List 3), shows that there is very highly signi-
ficant association between the two variables, in
spite of the dissimilarity between the component
items of the two lists:-

Table KO.

N Chi?2 o f P Sign

120  43.901 1 £.001 i

Neither variable has a significant association with
Scores in Intelligence Test No. 33, as indicated by

Table 6l:—
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Table 61.

chi2 4% P N Sign

Undes. Trait List 1 1.448 1 4£,3%302.20 100 +
Undes., Trait List 3 3.452 I £ 102.05 116 +

|Oomparison between the means of the sub-groups falling
'in upper and lower halves of the distribution of

intelligence Test scores also reveals lack of signi-

ficant difference for either variable as indicated in

Table 62:—

| Table 62.

g6, Biff. Doty T
Undes., Trait List 1 1,20 0.99 AL 5
Undes. Trait List 3 0.45 0550 0.9

The frequency distributions for the two sub-groups

are given in Appendix L.
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Self-rating on Interest in Occupations

of Low BSocial Standing.

[
' e have given earlier (p.21! ) the lists of

occcupations for men and women, respectively, which we
|decided Tto treat, on the ground of rating by a control
!group, as having low social sfanding. The following
| Table ghows the frequency distribution of checkings

lon 'Like' with respect to those occupations:-

Table 63.
Ja Frequeﬁ&y s A
Score
Male Female Total Group
14=15 1 1
12-13 2 2
10-11 o 2 >
| 8-9 2 5 7
; 6=7 5 13 18
4=5 11 24 35
| 2=-3 e 56 &7
o-1 12 58 44
N 42 115 157
Jean 1’5:23 . 3:23 = B:gg
o~ 2. 5% - 2,91 2.28

The following histogram is plotted from the

distribution of the total group.
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o.!.lfés j.o;t%z.@;?;’:fg
difference

Deble Gk 4T b e s e tontt
| between the means and standard deviations of the two
!sexes. This fact gave us justification to treat the |
scores of the two sexes together under the total
group:-—

Table 64.

Obt., Diff. S.E. Diff. t

Means @)Ll 0.47 Q.25
S.D's 0.38 0. 34 1L

Table 65 shows a significant negative relation
' between expressed interest in less desirable occupa-

' Tions and intelligence test scores:-

Table 65.
N Chi Sq. Af P Sign
122 I 1 ¢.02%01 -

4 comparison between the means of the sub-groups that
fall in the upper and lower halves of the distribu-
tion of intelligence test scores also shows highly

significant difference, as indicated by Table 66.
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IThe frequency distribution for the sub=groups is

| given in Appendix M.

Table f/4.
Obt. Diff. SF e i 5
1.50 0. 50 3

The difference is on the debit side for the

(more intelligent sub-group, as indicated in the

| association test also. In other words, the less
intelligent persons showed greater liking for
occupations of lower social standing than the more
intelligent. It is difficult to account for this.
Perhaps, a sense of inferior ability, brought home in |
the various spheres of their academic life, led in
the less intelligent subjects to an extension of
|interest in the callings which make less demands on
ability. Bradleyl has concluded from his review of
various studies that "the higher the intelligence of
the individual, the more likely he is to choose a
professional vocation, and the lower the mental
ability, the more likely he is to choose a vocation
from the semi-skilled or unskilled groups". His own
investigation resulted in the findings that "The
higher the pupil's mental ability, the 'higher' is

his choice of vocation." But Bradley's observations

—

Bradley, W.A., Jr., "Correlates of vocational
preference,” Genetic Psychol. lonog., LNov. 19435,
Vol. 28.
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are concerned with occupational choice, and not with
ﬂoccupational interest. In fact, expressed occupa-
Itional interest has been repeatedly found to have
little relation to ability or even to measured

' occupational interest.2 Our interpretation,

| suggested above, is, therefore, not supported by
;previous investigations. Perhaps, the negative
;association found by us between intelligence test

| scores and interest in socially less desirable occu-
pations is indicative of a greater range of interest
among the less intelligent persons which is more
clearly brought out in respect of the activities
which lie below the level of those for which they

are specially preparing.

Berdie, R.H., "Factors related to vocational
interest," Psychol. Bull., 1944, 41, DpD. 137-158;
Beddel, R., "The relationship between self-
estimated and measured interest,” Journ. Apply
Psychol., 1941, 25, pp. 59-66; and lMoffie, Ded.,
"The validity of self-estimated interest,"

Journ. Appl. Psychol., 1942, 26, pp. 606-615.
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!Self—rating on Superstition.

|
| Primitiveness and superstition often go to-

gether. It is not meant that the more civilized
groups are free from the influence of superstition.

‘Wle inbend only to emphasise that among the qualities

'is his comparative freedom from beliefs which are not

which are manifested by an individual who is reared

up in a civiligzed society, one of the most remarkable

substantiated by or run counter to common day
experiences. In other words, the capacity for
:'reality testing! or objective evaluation of ideas
and beliefs, does not only grow with the age of a
child, but also with the progress of civiligzation;
‘or, it is not only bound with ontogenetic, but also
with phylogenetic development. It is not unreason-
able, therefore, to expect of a civilized and
enlightened adult to blush, or to rationalize, if
another person points to his susceptibility to super-
stition. We presumed, accordingly, that though one
nay unwittingly manifest the influence of super-
stitions belief on his conduct and attitude, he would
be more likely to repudiate than admit this influence,
Ve thought, therefore, that if we could prepare a
list of some common local superstitions and ask our
subjects to express their attitude with regard to
them, that would provide us with still another index
of the variable we are considering in this section,

hamely, the tendency to repudiation. le expected
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‘that subjects who are strongly under the influence of
ithis tendency would show less readiness to confess to
la belief in those superstitions and that this fact
would be revealed by the relationship between the
number of superstitious beliefs repudiated by them and
their scores in the other measures we used as indices
'of the tendency to repudiation.

| For our choice of the superstitions used by us,
‘we are indebted to Dr. Wedeck. He had asked his
'subjects, in connection with the administration of
some diagnostic tests of personality, to mention the
superstitions which had influenced them from time to
tine, A wide variety of superstitions were indica-
ted. From among those, Dr. Wedeck provided the
writer a list of 10 superstitions which were mos®
‘often reported. These are reproduced in Appendix X
along with the direction. Dr. Wedeck's subjectshad
mentioned superstitions having identical content, in
different languages. Hence, for using them for our
purpose, we had to translate them in the most
appropriate language. For this we are grateful to
Dr. Collins who gave to each superstition the mos?®
suitable expression.

It will be noted in the 'direction' that the

|subjects had to choose between three alternative
responses: 'Always', 'Sometimes' and 'Never'
(Appendix X). Since 'always' and 'sometimes' were

equivalent for our purpose, we summated the checkings




I
|

240.

under these categories and treated them as the sanme.

Table 67 shows for the male and the female groups the

frequency of checkings on 'never' and 'sometimes or

always', with respect to each item, together with the

lpercentage of checkings:-

Table 67.
Never Always or Sometimes

E Frequency | Percentage | Frequency | Percentage
Male Female Male Feméle Male Femalellale TFemale

1 39 79 !97.50 T0.54 l 55 2.50 29.46
2 29 3 |r2.50 33.04} 21, 75 |27.50 66.96
3 32 76 ES0.00 67.86|] 8 35 120.00 31.25
Ly B35 1,58 i87.50 80.36| 5 22 {12.50 19.64
> 37 75 §92-5O 65.18 3 24 T.50 24.82
6 39 10l . | 9750 9018} 1 11 2,50 9,82
T 57 103 g92.50 91.96 5 9 i T7.50 8.04
S 30 86 i"?5.00 T6.79| 10 26 €25.00 25%.21
9 58 110 |95.00 98.21] 2 2 5.00 1.79
10 23 55 | 49,11} 17 57 |42.50 50.89

| 57.50

N = 40 Men and 112 iomen.

The above Table shows remarkable sex differ-

ences in respect of items 1, 2 and 5, that is, a

relatively much larger percentage of women admit that

they are 'bothered to see the new moon through glass'

(1); that they expect 'good luck if a black cat

Crosses their path' (2), and that they are inclined

'Yo pick up a pin as it brings good luck' (5).

The
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Ilargest percentage in either sex confesses to its
uneasiness 'when required to walk under a ladder' (10)
20 per cent. of the male and 31.25 per cent. of the
!female think that 'it is unlucky to spill salt' (3),
|and 25 per cent. of the male and 23.21 per cent. of
‘the female think that '13' at & table is unlucky (8).
On the whole the female group admits more often the
influence of superstitions than the male, perhaps,
because of tThe greater credulity and suggestibility
of women, and, conversely, the conventional attribu-
tion of more of the critical faculties to man. We
Ican not decide at this stage how far the denial of
the influence is factual and how far it is a self-
defence, for it may be true as a matter of fact tThat
women are more given to superstitious beliefs than
' men, or that men have to put up a stronger defence
because being supersiitious is socially more uncom-
plimentary to them than to women.

The following Table gives the frequency dis-
| tribution of checkings against 'never' for the two

sexes and the total group:-
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Table 68.
2 Frequency
Score
Male Female Total Group
10 15 21 56
9 8 15 2%
8 8 21 29
7 5 16 2l
6 i 16 L
5 2 9 11,
& 0 6 6
5 0 6 6
2 1 1 2
1 0 0
0 1 15
N 40 112 152
liean 8.48 Ta 2% T«56
¥ 528 & o2l F .18
o L35 2.20 2.16

The following histogran represents The
' distribution for the total group:i-

.49__
i .30 :

S AD
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Table £9.

Obt. Diff, S.E. Diff, 7

J;.'\.'Eealls l O 25 . 55 5 ® 6
S.D's 045 o 24 1.9

Table 69 shows that the difference between the
means of the two sexes is highly significant, the
female groups admits susceptibility to more super-
stitions than the male group. There is no signifi-
cant difference between the standard deviationz for
the two groups. In view of the highly significant
difference between the means of the two sexes, we
did not think it proper to combine them under one

total group for the purpose of comparison with the

other variables. We have accordingly treated them

separately, using only the female group, as the

number comprising the male group was rather small.
The following Table shows no significant

relation between intelligence test scores and denial

of belief in superstition.

Table 70.
N Chi 8q. 4 £ P Sign
85 2.580 1 £.207.10 £
85 Women.

Comparison between those who scored in the upper half
of the distribution of intelligence test and those

who scored in the lower half, shows no significant
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difference between the mean checkings on 'never', as
shown in Table 80.

| Table 80.

Obt. Diff. S.E. Diff. t

0.98 0.52 1.9

Pable 81 gives the result of the Chi2 test of
associabtion used to determine the mutual relationship
|

of the measures employed by us as indices of the

' tendency to repudiation:-

Table 81.
lleasures Compared N Chi 3q. df P Sign
Conduct-Lapse vs 119 1.033 1 €.50%.30 %
. Undes. Praitl ’
Conduct-Lapse vs
Todes. Traita 151 2.834 1l & 10%».05 +
Conduct-Lapse vs L2071
Int. in 'Lo®' Occ. <22 1.691 G T
Conduct-lLapse vs 1 309,20 -
Superstition Hap o Lakhe <287
Undes, Traitl Vs
120 43.901 I £.001 +

Undes. 'l’rait5

Undes. Traitl s

4 Faa l . O .50 =
"Low' Occupation G UeiCa S

Undes. Trait, vs 86 0.019 1 &£.902.80 -
Superstition

Undes. Trait3 Vs 127  0.199 1 &£ 70050 -
'Low' Occupation

Undes. "I'rait3 Vs 104 2.476 I &:200:30F ~
Superstition

TowY Detnn,. v T2 @017 L LEORT o+

Superstition
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| Table 8l shows a highly significant positive

| association between self-rating on undesirable trait
;list 1l and self-rating on undesirable trait list 3.
In other words, persons who underrate themselves on
;trait 1ist 1, also underrate themselves on trait list
;5. The association may also suggest that those who
overrate themselves on list 1 also overrate them-
selves on list 3. But sinee the general tendency to
lunderrate oneself on undesirable traits has been
;clearly revealed by the large difference between the
agerage self-ratings on the undesirable traits and
the average self-ratings on the desirable traits

(p. 219 ), the association is more likely due to
underrating on both lists, than to overrating. The
| association can not be interpreted except on the
assumpbion that the self-ratings are not determined
merely by objective evaluation of one's traits bub
also by the tendency to repudiation which influences
some subjects to underrate themselves on both lists,
for the components of the two lists are entirely dis-
similar in content.

Table 81 shows that none of the three other
measures, viz. self-rating on conduct-lapse, self-
rating on superstitions, or self-rating on interest
in '"lower' occupabtions, has Bignificant association
with any obther measure. This may be inberpreted on
the ground that either these measures are not

suitable for revealing the tendency to repudiation
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among our subjects, or our hypothesis regarding the
;existence of such a tendency has no basis in fact.

' The second possibility may be set aside in view of
\the very high positive association between self-
!rating on undesirable traits List 1 and self-rating
Ion undesirable traits List 3. OQur conclusion is

' supported by numerous other investigations also to

some of which we have already referred. These con-

sistently point in the direction of the general

tendency to underrate oneself on undesirable traits,
which can be treated as another expression for the

tendency to withhold the admission of these traits -

 the tendency to repudiation.

The first possibility, namely, the unsuitability
of these measures to indicate the tendency to repud-
iation seems, on closer scrutiny, to be strongly
plausible. Turning to self-rating on lapses of
conduct, we notice that the items used involve such
common failings that a highly sophisticated and
enlightened group like our subjects could not be
easily motivated to deny them. Accordingly, we find
that majority of the items were checked as 'True', by
nost of our subjects and 'Untrue' by very few of them,
Thus, Table 52 shows that 10 out of the 15 items have
been denied only by 16.4 per cent. or less (D.225-26).
Juite obviously these items have little to contribute
to the variance of the total scores made by our

subjects. And since, these form two-thirds of the
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|
‘total number of items, a comparison of the total

scores wWith scores in any other variable is under the
|

|circumstances very unlikely to show a significant

(relationship.

The same is true of the self-ratings on super-

;stitions. We find that our subjects consisted of a
|

Ihighly enlightened group of psychology students who

|were much more likely to be unaffected by supersti-

tious belief than to be influenced by them. Their

denial of susceptibility to superstition may have
been actuated by fact than by any emotional considera-
tion. That being so, the self-ratings could not

serve as a suitable measure for the tendency to

repudiation. Only if the subjects were actually
influenced by the superstitions but refused to admit
this, could the self-rabtings indicate the operation
of The tendency. Our assumption that the self-
ratings were based largely on fact is supported by
the highly significant difference between the average
ratings of the two sexes which is shown only in
respect of this variable. llomen being in fact more
' liable to superstitious beliefs than men, admit,
accordingly, a larger number of these than men.
Expression of interest in occupations of low
social standing also provided no suitable situation
for evoking the tendency to repudiation in our
subjects. As the instruction for rating will show

(Appendix VII (a) and VII (b)), we asked our subjects
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To indicate their like, dislike or indifference with
.regard o the activity involved in the occupations
concerned, disregarding the possibility of their
 Taking them up. In other words, we explicitly
éinstructed Them not to indicate their occupational
 choices, but interest in the sort of activity com-
' prising an occupation. Hence, when, working under
fhis set, some subjects expressed greater liking for
the 'lower' occupations than others, this did not
‘amount Go their confession of something unacceptable
Iin them, as was the case with the self-rating on un-
desirable traits. It only showed the extension of
their interest beyond those lines of activities for
which they were preparing themselves. That the
interest might have been determined by 'curiosity!',
or by the association of the occupation concerned with
a hobby, or any other trivial matter, is shown by the
fact that asmong the 'lower' occupations 'photographer!
was liked by more than fifty per cent. of our male
subjects, and 'dancer! and 'florist' were liked by
more than fifty per cent. of our female subjects.
All the three involve highly interesting activities,
though as occupations they may stand on a lower level.
It seems reasonable, on above considerations,
to conclude that neither of the three measures,
namely, self-rating on conduct-lapse, self-rating on
Superstitions and interest in 'lower' occupations,

Wwas sufficiently potent to provoke, for one reason or
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|
other, the tendency to repudiation in our subjects.

| The ratings are then not to be supposed as determined
' by this tendency and that is why they fail to show a

|significant relationship to any other measure.

| Summary and conclusion:~- (1) Self-rating on
|undesirable traits, List 1; (2) Self-rating on un-
:desirable traits, List 3; (3) Self-rating on common
lapses of conduct; (4) Self-rating on superstitions; |
iand (5) Interest in occupations of low social stand-
ing, were used as indices of the tendency to repudia-
tion.

Highly significant positive association was
Ifou.nd between the first two. It was concluded that
the ratings were not determined merely by objective
evaluation of personal characteristics, but also by
the tendency to repudiation as a defence against
' Llowering of self-esteem.
| No stabistically significant association ﬁas
found between the last three variables. An examina-
|tion of the contents of the weasures showed that they
iwere unfit to evoke the looked for tendency in our
subjects. They could be used with advantage on a
Tandom sample of less sophisticated persons. |

There was no significant relationship between |
intelligence test scores and the other measures,

except for interest in the 'lower' occupations. The|

latter could not be successfully interpreted.
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CHAPTER 5,
FACT(R ANALYSIS.

In applying the factorial method of analysis,

it is necessary that the same group of subjects
should have taken all the tests. We found that 89
subjects hed teken all of our tests. Of these we
left out the last four to keep the number at 85 - 62
women end 23 men. Since the distributions of scores
in some of our tests were badly skewed and irregular
(p.12% ) we preferred to calculate Tetrachoric

correlations, rather than using the Product Moment
method.l In computing tekrachoric correlations we
used Thurstone's diagrams.2 Table 82 shows the tr
between the scores of the 85 subjects in eleven tests.
We did not include the 'superstition test' scores,
since the latter showed highly significant difference
between the means of the two sexes. Neither did we
include the 'self-others ratioAs' (p.196 ) as the
number therewds much smaller. Correlation co-efficients
indicating significant association (5% level) according to

the Chi2 test are merked with an asterisk in Table 82.

= PSR DS S ———

1. Vernon, P.E. Notes on Statistical Methods in
Common Use in Vocationzl and Educational Research,
III, Correlation Methods, para. 40.

2. Thurstone, L.L., Chesire, L., Saffir, M., Computing
Diagrams for the Tetrachoric correlation co-
efficient ®
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TABLE 82,

il 23 4 5 B 7 8 9 10 11

1. Intelligence Test. =100 (116  =.070 =-.500 .00 -.070 186 =-.106 =-.160 274
2. Abilities. -.100 —2100  .279  .030 o434 =040 =.158 =198 .428 -.255
3. Conduct Lepse. 116 =,100 <045 4300 -.165 =-.026 4305 000 .048 150
4. (High' Occupation.-.070  .279 045 245 .168 190 485 L1568 .28l 150
5. 'Tow' Occupatio n.=.500 0,30 300 243 166 .000 -.245 -.163 339 -.165
6. Des, Self 1. «000 o434 =,165 .168  .166 281 -.221  LO70 736 -.244
7. Des. other, =070 =,040 =,026 190 .000  .221 195 - 100 344 .»mo
8. Undes. self 1. o186 =.158 o305 o435 =245 =,221 195 , 468 -.221 .mmm
9. Undes. other, -.105 ~.198 000 158 -.163 2070 =.100  .463 195  ,185
10.Des. self 3. -.160 .428  ,048 281, 4339 756 344 -.221 195 000
11.Undes. self 3. 274 =,285 150 o150 =—.165 —.244 .400 804  .185 000

1, Vernon P.E. Notes on Statistical Methods in common uses in Vocational & Educational Research.
IIT. Correlation Methods, Para. 40.

2+ Thurstone, L. L., Chesire, L., Saffir, M., Computing Diagrams for the Tetrachoriec
correlation coefficent,

(The above refs. apply to page 250,)
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In analysing the above correlation table, we
applied Thurstone's Centroid Method, which has been
designated by Burt as the 'simple summafion.Method'.
For the details of the calculetion, we referred to
the accounts given by‘Vernon? and Guj_lford.4 As
will be noted, in guessing the 'communslities'! of the
various tests, we used the highest correlation co-
efficient in each column, which was inserted in the
diagonal cell at each stage of the factorisation
(Appendix. Re )e 1In view of the comparatively
small size of our sample and the purely theoretical
nature of our enquiry, we did not consider it worth
while to use the method of 'successive approximation',
which calls for repeated revisions of the complete
process of the analysis in order to make the guessed
communalities approximete to the true values.

As will be noted, in our analysis we have
included only those measures which involved the
process of rating, and, thus, left out Test 35. The
analysis was carried to three factors. Table 83

shows the factor loadings:-

3 Op. cit., Factor Analysis, paras. 1-27.

4 Guilford, J.P., Psychometric lethods, pp. 457-496 o



Table 83.
L Pector. . |
I. ITI. T
2e Abilities, o211 - o549 - o266
6., Des. Self 1 470 | -.582 -.110
10 Des. Sef 3 713 -.560 «196
4, '"High' Occup. 0589 -.072 -.229
5. 'Low' Occup. «208 - 337 .390
8. Undes, Self 1 534 794 - 352
11 Undes. Self 3 o452 o727 204
5. Conduct Lapse RlB o167 «292
7« Des. Other. 591 063 2250
9. Undes., Other., 2265 «236 —o291
~2+100, ~1.248
+1,987 1 .32 |
-, =o113% +e 0B4%

¥ The sum of the minus loadings is not equal to the
sum of the plus loadings,as required.l Since our
calculatiohs have satisfied the other checks suggested
by Vernon or Guilford (Appendix R Tables 1 - 5),
perhaps, this discrepancy is due to the fact that the
guessed communalities do not make close approximtion
to the true valuese We notice, accordingly, that the
square of the loading of Factor II in Test 8 is not
less than the guessed communality of that test used

for the celculation of the second factor (Appendix R

Table III)gas it should be.?

e

1. Vernon. op. cit. Para. 17. 2 Opadt:
3. Vetnon. op. cit. Para. 6. 3. opeal

&—_'=__—
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Similarly, Table 84 shows thet the obtained communality
for that test exceeds I, which is theoretically

not possible. But as we have stated above, in

view of the small size of our sample on which

Teble 82 (p.151) was based, and sterting with only

a few significent correlation coefficients, we did

not consider it worth while to repeat the process

of analysis with revised communalities and were

content with intervreting the results given

in the very first analysis.
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Table 84 shows the squares of the loadings

for each of the three factors and their sums.

Table 84.
Test ' K% Kg K% e

2. Abilities. 044 « 301 071 416
6. Des. Self 1 221 «0 9 JOl2 D72
16 Des, Self 3 +2508 o514 038 860
4, High Occup. 347 «008 052 «404
5. Low Occupe. . 0435 114 e 152 «309
8. Undes. Self 1 «285 +630 124 10059*
11 Undes. Self 3 204 528 042 o 174
d. Conduct lapse 045 +028 .085 « 1568
7. Des, Other. o183 004 062 219
9. Undes. Other «070 056 085 21l

Total 1,920 24319 o723 4,962

Average. R T e _o072  .496 |

For testing the significance of the factor
loadings we used the method suggested by Vernon,5
namely, to see whether a certain loading exceeds 3

times the standard error of zero correlation, which is

109 when N is 85. e note that six loadings in Factor

I and six loadings in Factor II exceed this amount.

Only two loadings in Factor III exceed 3 x .109 (Table

83). Hence we may conclude thet the third factor is not

significant.

5. Op. cit., para. 20.
* Footnote p. 253
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Table 84 shows that the first factor accounts
for 19,2 per cent., of the variance of the tests, the
second factor for 23.2 per cent., end the third factor
for 7.2 per cent. Together they account for 49.6 per
cent. of the variance.

We next pass on to the interpretabtion af the
factors. Table 83 shows that the first factor has
positive loadings for all tests. Ite loesdings are
significant for six tests, and non-significant,
though not very low for the remaining four. This
factor mey be interpreted as representing the
'tendeney to make arbitrary and lavish ratings' with
regard to oneself as well as others. It seems at
first sight, to be identifiable with what has been
called the 'halo effect'. Symond6 discusses the
nature of 'halo effect' and guotes, among others,
Webb's observation regarding this process:  Webb
remarks "- - — that the observers in estimating the
intelligence qualities are biased in the direction
of marking subjects who possess other desirable
qualitities too.highly and vice versa."

Hollingworth7 defines 'halo effect' as "the tendency
for the strong impression of one trait to bias the

estimates of all others". It seems, they, that the
'halo effect! is manifested in overrating a person on

6 Symond, P., Diesgnosing Personality amd Conduct,
pp. 111-113.
7 .Hollingworth, H.L., Judging Human Character, p.9%.
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' desirable traits and underrating him on undesirable

traits, or, conversely, in overrating him on undesira-

' ble traits and underrating him on desirable traits,
|
' under the influence of some qualities which are con-

spicuously and definitely indicated in him. But the
 factor which our analysis has revealed expresses the
tendency to rate either oneself or another person in

:the same direction on both desirable and undepirable

gualities. It would not be proper to identify it,
then, with 'halo effect’. In fact, it seems to us
| that the 'halo effect' is more akin to our second
' factor which, as will be seen presently, represents

the tendency to overrate onesglf on desirable traits

and underrate oneself on undesirable traits.

The second factor has significant negative
loadings for tests 2, 6, 10, and 5 and significant
positive loadings for tests 8 and 11 (Table 83). It

has nosignificant loadings for tests 7 and 9, which
| involve rating others. It is thus a bipolar factor
contrasting two groups of self ratings, namely, (1)

those involving desirable traits and abilities, and

(2) those involving undesirable qualities and

attitudes. We find, at first, that interest in 'low!
occupations presents an exception, since it falls |
under the same group with the desirable traits and
abilities. But, in fact, this measure does really
belong to the group under which it falls. 4s we

have noted above (p.248 ), expression of interest in
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occupations of low socio-economic level is not the
same as expression of choice with regard to those
occupations. It does not, therefore, expose the
individuel concerned to loss of social prestige amd
lowering of self-esteem, as we thought earlier.
As a matter of faet it works in the reverse direction.
It enhances one's sense of personal value end fulfils
the need for social acceptance as it affords the
opprortunity for giving evidence of one's catholicity
of outlook, extolment of the dignity of labour,
interest in the lowly and the humble, and disdain for
the 'high brow' foppishness of the 'bourgeois' - qual-
ities on which high premium is being put according to
the modern standards of social values. We can,
therefore, safely interpret the second factor as a
bipolar factor of 'over-—estimation - under-estimation',
manifested in the owverrating of oneself on acceptable
qualities and underrating of omneself on unacceptable
qualities. That this tendency is definitely indicated
in regard to self-estimation only is shown by the
non-significent loadings for tests 7 and 9 (Table 83),
which involve the rating of others on desirable and

undesirable traits respectively.
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» We cen coneclude from the above that our analysig
affords clear indication of a bipolar factor of
"over—estimetion - under-estimation" which affects the
reliability of self-estimetes quite appre ciably;
this factor accounts for 23.2 per cent of the
variance of our total tests. It is now clear to us that
the tendency to compensetion and the tendency to
repudiation which we presumed to influence self-rating
on desirable and undesirable traits or activities,
respectively, are not really separate mechanisms.

Our analysis has shown them to be complementary
processes. They serve the same need for the
individual, viz. to win social approval and preserve
one's self-regard.

The first factor that owr analysis reveals is
also no less importent, thoughjwe did not anticipate it
in the earlier part of our work. It seems to exert
quite a potent influence on the relisbility of
self-rating; it accounts for 19.2 per cent of the
variance of all tests. It appears quite legitamate
to presume that the questionnaire responses lose their
validity also because some testees make lavish,
presumptuous or unsubstantiated ratings. Some check
quite arbitrarily many items on 'yes', others, many
items on 'no' without duly comsidering their actual

possession or lack of possession of the attitude or
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10
behaviour suggested in the item. Lorge

reports a similar finding, He administered a number
of personality and interest inventories to a group

of adults. He found a positive correlation between
the number of checkings on 'yes', or its equivalent,
for the various inventories. Similar positive
correlations were found with respect to the eheckings
on 'no', as well as on'?'s The scoring of the tests
used in our investigation, and iﬁluded in correlation
table (p.251), involved the affirmation or acceptance
of traits, attitudes,abilities and interests. The
positive loading of all the tests in the first factor
supports the finding of ILorge.

Summary and conclusion:=- Tetrachoric
correlation coefficients calculated between 10 of the
measures used by us were subjected to factor analysis.

Two factors were indicated:-

The first factor represented the general
tendency to meke 'uncritical and lavish ratings'.

The second factor represented the tendency
to 'overrate onesclf on desirable and underrate oneself

on undesirable characteristics'.

—— TR e —

10, Lorge, I., "Gen=Like: Halo or reality,"
Psychol. Bull., 1937, 34, pp. 545-546.
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CHAPTER 6.
SUMEARY and CONCLUSION.

#e noted a striking contrast between the
reliability and validity of personality questionnaires;
' their reliability has been consistently reported to
be fairly high, but their validity has been generally
found to be poor. We traced this divergence to the
errors of self-estimate on which the gquestionnaire
responses ordinarily depend. A Tendency to make
flattering and fictitious responses was found to have
been frequently suggested in previous investigations.
It was presumed to account for the errors of self-
estimate.

We noted that the teﬁdency to fake responses
was not of necessity conscious and deliberate. It
also seemed Gto influence a self-rater sometimes with-
out his knowledge. This suggested the operation of
some persistent factors of distortion which affect
the questionnaire responses in a uniform manner and
thus account for their high self-consistency.

A survey of the allied literabture suggested
two probable factors of distortion: (1) Lack of
"insight or the capacity for self-knowledge; and (2)
The need for conforming to the social standards of

attitude and behaviour.
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de failed to determine the nature of insight.

' We could, however, find indications of the correlates

of insight from previous work. Those generally
indicated are abstract intelligence, liability to
projection and sense of humour.

The need for social conformity appeared to put
into operation, when not fulfilled directly in overt
activities, certain mechanisms of defence. Of these
(1) repudiation or denial, and (2) imaginative com-
pensation seemed chiefly at work in the questionnaire
situation.

Repudiation was presumed to blot the memory of
one's own 'unacceptable' thoughts and behaviour while
responding to the questionnaire iteums. The term

‘repudiation’, which may be both conscious as well as

unconscious,was preferred to 'repression' since the

latter always implies an unconscious process.

Compensation was supposed to bring about. a
transformation of the memory of one's pamt attitudes
and behaviour and, thus, work in putting up a
socially, and also personally, acceptable picture of
oneself.

Lhe needfor social conformity was, thus,
reduced to two factors: (1) Tendency to repudiation;
and (2) Lendency to compensation. These two, in
addition to (3) lack of insight, were finally adopted
as the probable factors of distortion.

Three groups of measures were assembled for
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determining each of the three factors. The presence
of a factor was presumed to be indicated by the

inter-relationships bebtween the measures under each

| group.

For testing insight we used: (1) Intelligence

Lest 33, which is a test of abstract intelligence;

(2) A test of projection which involved rating one-
self and other persons on a set of desirable and un-

desirable traits; and (3) Determination of the ratio

 between rating self and the average rating by others

on a five point scale.

The projection test showed some clear trends.

A relbation was indicated between abstract intelligence

cand liability to projection to the extent that those

who fell in the upper half of the distribution of

| I'est 33 were clearly found to be free from projection.

But those who scored in the lower half showed only a
general btrend toward liability to projection.

Je also examined, incidentally, The relation

 between liability to projection and sensitivity to

the offensiveness of an attitude or character quality.
The less sensitive group was definitely found to be
free from projection. But the more sensitive group
showed only a general trend to liability to projection.
Determination of the 'self-other ratio' did
not yield any conclusive result. The reason was a
defect in the measurement. The average of rabtings

by others was based upon three ratings alone, since
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many persons were rated either by none or by one or
two other persons only.

On the whole, our measures of insight did not
offer any clear and direct indication of insight as a
variable of personality.

The two other sets of measures yielded more

definite results.

For measuring the tendency to compensation we
used: (1) and (2) Self-ratings on two dissimilar
lists of desirable traits; (3) Self-ratings on
abilities; and (4) Bxpression of interest in
occupations of high social standing. Highly
significant positive associabion was noted between
the first three, which was interpreted as expression
of the tendency to over-estimate oneself on desirable
traits and abilities. The last measure did not prove,
on closer scrutiny, a suitable index of the tendgncy
to compensation. Its lack of association with the
other measures in this group thus seem.ed well
warranted.

for measuring the tendency to repudiation we
used: (1) and:(2) Self-ratings on two dissimilar lists
of undesirable traits; (3) Self-ratings on some
common deviations frompocialised behaviour; (4)
Self-ratings on belief in superstitions; and (5)
Expression of interest id occupations of low social
standing. Highly significant association was found
between the ratings on the two lists of undesirable

traits, in spite of their dissimilar components.
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e interpreted this as due to the tendency to under-
!estimate oneself on socially unacceptable traits.

‘he last three showed lack of significant association
to any other measure in this group. A eribical
|examination of these measures showed that they were
!not suitable for the purpose of evoking the tendency
to repudiation in the group to which the measures were
applied.

Results of the two groups of measures revealed
definite tendency among our subjects To over-estimate
themselves on 'acceptable' traits and behaviour, and
under-estimate themselves on the unacceptable ones.

Besides determining the interrelationship
between the measures within each group, which was moré
directly related to our enquiry, we also tried To
determine sex differences with respect to each of the
measures. Highly significant difference was found
only in self-rating on belief in supersti.—-tion. We
presumed that this difference was due to the greater
credulity of women.

2esults of each of the measures of repudiation
and compensation were compared to scores in intelli-
gence test, Test 33. No significant association was
found in any case, except for the expression of
interest in occupations of low social standing. The
association was negative, i.e., those whose scores
fell in the lower half of the distribution of Test

33 pxpressed a wider range of interest in the

unskilled or semi-skilled occupations than those
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whose scores fell in the upper half.

Comparison between sub-groups classified on
the basis of scores in Test 33, showed highly
significant difference only for interest in occupations

of low standing.

Tetrachoric correlations were run between all
the measures, except self-rating on belief in supr-
stition, and the 'self-other ratios'. Significant
correlations were found, in some cases, between
measures placed by us within different groups. The
resulting inter-correlation teble was factor-analysed
by the Centroid Method.

The analysis yielded two factors. The
first factor loaded all tests in the same direction.
It was interpreted as representing the 'tendency to
make arbitrary and lavish ratings', while estimating
either oneself or others and with regard to desirable
or undesirable characteristics.

The second factor was a bipolar one since its
loadings contrasted two groups of measurements: (1)
those involving desirable qualities, and (2) those
involving undesirable qualities. Ixpression of
interest in occupations of low socio=economic level
fell in the first group. It also, like the rest of

the group, fulfilled the need for putting up an
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acceptable picture of oneself. We realised, there-
fore, that its inclusion under the measures of re-
pudiation was not justified.

The second factor had no significant loading
for measures involving the rating of others. We
interpreted it as expressing the tendency to over-
estimate oneself on desirable and under-estimete
oneself on undesirable traits and qualities, or,
conversely, to under-estimate oneself on desirable
and over—estimate oneself on undesirable traits and
qualities. In this sense, this factor resembled
'halo effect' influencing self-estimation of one's
own characteristies. However, our earlier results
had confirmed the preponderence of the tendency to
over-estimate oneself on the desirable and under-
estimate oneself on the undesirable. The second
factor was, accordingly, presumed to manifest itself
more conspicuously in this tendency than in the
opposite trend to under-estimate oneself on the

desirable and over-estimate oneself on the undesirsble.

The discovery of the second factor supported
our hypothesis regarding the tendencies to repudia-
tion and compensation. But instead of setting them
apart, it showed them as functions of the same

tendency adopting complementary modes of expression.

We can draw some general conclusions from

our results .
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There are definite factors of distortion vhich
act in a consistent mammer in vitiating the reliability
of self-estimate in answering personality
questionnaires.

The most important factor is the tendency to
make an acceptable impression of oneself, expressed
in 'over-estimation - under-estimetion', with
reference to desirable and undesirable traits,
respectively. Questiomnaire items involve reference
to both desirable as well as undesirable attitudes
and patterns offreaction, providing dichotomous
choice reponses like 'yes', 'no', ete., for checking.
If a person is stropgly influeneed by the tendency to
'self-overestimation - self-underestimstion', he is
likely to check 'yes' afinst the desireble items end
'no! agf‘iinst the undesirable items, and thus make a
high score in the favourable direction.

The other' factor also accounts for much of
the dist ortion. Persons influenced by this factor
are likely to check guite arbitrarily most items as
'yes', or most itemsps 'no', or even as '%', if
question responses are also provided, as usually done.
- The writer has compared, in the course of another
investigation, the numbers of eheckings on '?' in
various sets of questionnaire items, and noticed a
highly significant association. The result is not

included here, as it opens up another problem, nemely,
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why some persons are more prone to check on tyea?,
others on 'no', and still others on '?', It is
possible that this enquiry might reveel same
persoma lity traits like 'confidence', 'diffidence’,
and so on, to account for the differential checking.
The factor of insight which we expected to
form one of the influences affecting thepeccuracy of
questiomnaire regponses did not come out very clearly.
The reason is, perhaps, that the nature.of insight is
very dubious. If it means the capacity for accurate
self-knowledge, a meaning which is akin to its usage
in psychopathology, then insight would involve a very
complex phenomenon embracing all factors which affect
the accuracy of self-knowledge. In this case the
factors which we determined above wouldalso come
under insight, for a person with strong influence of
those factors is likely to suffer from the inaccuracy
of self-knoviiedge and therefore to lack imsight. I%t,
then, seems to be no factor over and above those
involving 'arbitrary rating' and 'tendency to over-

estimation - underestimation of oneself'.

We nave reiterated many times that our eim in
this research was purely theoretical. The success of
ouwr endeavour can be judged from the fact that we have
been able to isolate two persistent tendencies which

are at work in lowering tlevalidity of personality

questionnaires. We have been able to describe some of
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their characteristics also and give them a rough
opational definition. We have also devised some
tentative tests for measwring these tendencies,some
of which have proved quite suitable. There is no
doubt thet they need reformulation and a thorough
refinement . Nevertheless,theymay serve as a

useful starting point.,
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APPENDIX I.
TRAIT LIST 1.

e Christian Name Dete

faink of 2 persons of your own sex whom you know well enough to judge
ppeculiarities of their character. They should not be your friends.
iriend is one with whom you are very inbtimate, whom you desire to meet

iy often and whose company is a source of pleasure to you.) Write their
s in the space below against numbers 1 and 2. Write your own name

gt number 3,

1y )

6] Th
2 % (other)
5. B (self)

Below is a list of character traits with 'S' and '0! prlnted against
« Judge with respect to each trait whether you think it To be

isessed by any of the persons listed by you above, including yourself.

i trait belongs To one or both of the persons, other than yourself,

ircle 0! (othur). If it belongs also to yourself, encircle also 'S!
,RT If it Dbelongs only to yourself, encircle only 'S’ (self). For
mple, if 'Di sbruuuful‘ is true of one or both of The other persons, and
0 of yourself, encircle '3' and '0' in the following manner:-

Distrustful © ©®

If '"Distrustful! is true of one or both of the other persons and is
iirue of yourself, encircle only '0O', as:-

Distrustful 3

If 'Distrustful! is true only of yourself and is not true of the
if persons, encircle only 'S', as:i-

Distrustful 0o ®

Read the above instructions very carefully and mske sure that you

¢ thoroughly understood Ghei,

Tour answers will be held strictly confidential.

List of Traits.

2. Applause-seeking
4, Avoiding-company
6. Broad-ninded
8. Cold-hearted

10. Congenial

12, Courageous

14, Credulous

16. Degenerate

18. Distrustful

dfectionate
rogant
Eeﬂevolent
Uliguish
lonceited
lonsiderate
turteous
Vowardly
Jependable

e
DR2EODODTE D
o
elsisicleleelefs

Turn over




 Dogmatic
 Bnvious
Ixcitable
Fickle
farrulous
Good—-humored
,Hasty
 Hospitable
 Ill-mannered
 Insincere

| Just
,Lethargic

| lalevolent
 liserly
,Obstinate

, Over-critical
, Prudent®

| querrelsome

, becretive

, self—-assertive
, telf-confident
4 Self-distrustful
f Self-reliant
sentimental
 Sincere

l Bpl'b eful
Talented
Tolerant
Irustworthy
lngyupathetic
Dishonesgt

200
22.
24,
26.
23.
30.
520
4.
36.
38,
LIO.
42.
4’4‘0
46.
43.
50.
52.
54.
56,
58.
60.
62.
64 .
66.
68.
70.
72.
T4
76«
784
80.

silajeieilefeisisisiaislaslizieleliclisisiziodsiaialske[[Sisielaf el o]

oot o,

BEnerzelic
Erratic
Fault-finding
Frank
Generousg
Good-tenpered
Heartless
Hot=-TGemnpered
Improvident
Irritable
Kihd-hearted
Level-headed
lMercenary
loody
Open~ninded
Panicky
Public-spirited
Reckless
Self-absgorbed
Self-centred
Self-depreciative
Self-geeking
Self-possessed
Shy

Sociable
Tactless
Timid
Treacherous
Unassuming
Unpractical
Unambitious

= O 0= 0 = 0= Qi

oot bhtitttnunnnnuyuinnnouonniu o o,

COEOOOCLOLOOO0OCODCOODODOCOO OO



name

. Affectionsate

. § Considerate
g Courteous

& Cowardly

§ Dependable

- § Dogmatic

& Excitable

B Fickle

A Garrulous

& Good-humored
Hasty

« lospitable

» Ill-mannered

+ Lethargic
llalevolent
 liserly
 Obstinate

» Over-critical
Prudent

' uarrel some

' §ecre'bive
velf-assertive
Self-confident
Self-distrustful
Self-reliant
sentimental
 Sincere
Spiteful
lalented
lolerant
Irustworthy
lsympathetic
Dishonest

1
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APPENDIX TI.

Caristian Name

Kindly rate the following trait-names as:-

i
4.
6-
8.
lO.
12.
lq‘o
16.
18
20.
i
24 .
26.
28,
50-
52,
4.
36.
58.
4’00
42,
}-I-q-.
450
4‘8.
50.
2.
54.
56.
58,
60.
62.
64,
66.
68.
70.
T2
Th.
T6.
T8+
80,

DUbUUYUbUUYUUbUOUDbbbb B YubU Db oY
;);-_.
e e

1, Commonly treated as strongly reprehensible (R).

2., Commonly treated as undesirable but not strongly reprehensible (U)
5. Commonly treated as desirable (D).
Please indicate your rating by encireling ‘'R',
nst each name, omitting that about which you are doubtful.

"L, or

Applause-seeking
Avoiding-company
Broad-minded
Cold=-hearted
Congenial
Courageous
Credulous
Degenerate
Distrustful
Inergetic
Erratic
Fault-finding
Frank

Generous
Good=-tempered
Heartless
Hot-tempered
Improvident
Irritable
Kind-hearted
Level-headed
Mercenary

Moody
Open-minded
Panicky
Public-spirited
Reckless
Self-absorbed
Self~centred
Self-depreciabtive
Self-seeking
Self-possessed
Shy

Sociable
Tactless

Tinmid
Treacherous
Unassuning
Unpractical
Unambitious

-~0-0=0=0-

bo bd bd el P B g Bl O 0 g ed B0 e g g g b el g g e e 0 g b o R B g e i 0 D B HD e O
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printed

If any name lacks uniqueness of significance, that is, is equivocal
anbiguous, please encircle 'A'.

A
A

=
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AFPPENDIX TIIX.

IRATT LIST 2.

nalie Christian Name Date

Below is a list of words some of which express desirable character-

iics, that is, those gbout which you will be glad if you know that you

gess them, for example, 'truthful'. Some express undesirable

racteristics, that is, those about which you will be sorry if you bthink

§ they belong to you and which you would desire to relinquish, for

ple, 'absent-minded!'. Others express strongly reprehensible character-

iics, that is, those which would occasion strong feelings of disgust and

Rre in you if you realise that you possess them, or, expressions of strong
thest if somebody wrongly atbritbutes them to you, for example, 'deceitful',

You are asked To indicate which of the following words express,
weding to you, desirsble (D), undesirable (U), or strongly reprehensible
| characteristics, by encircling D, U, or R, printed against eafh word.

self-controlled

b Anicable D U K 2. Accommodating D U R
«Applause-seexing B U R 4, Arrogant D U R
% Avaricious B T R 6. Avoiding=-company D U R
flereless D U R 8. Chivalrous D U &
g Cligquish D U R 10, Cold-hesrted D HO R
§ Cool=headed D U R 12. Conceited D ¥ R
§ lonscientious B U R 14. Cowardly D U R
§ Credulous D U R 16. Cultured D U R
4 Cunning D U R 18. Degenerate D U R
§ Dishonest D © R 20+ Digtrustful D U R
4 Dognatic D U R 22. Eccentric B 1 R
| Buobionally-stable B R 24. Enterprising D U R
§ favious i R 26. Errabic B U R
¥ BExcitable D U R 28, Extortionate B I R
. f Pair-minded D U B 30. Fault-finding D B R
& fickle D U R 32, Forgetful D U K
¥ frivolous D U R 34, Garrulous B B R
§ centle D U R 36. Hasty b U R
| leartless D U R 38, Hot-Tenpered D U R
4 Bmorous D U R 40, Ill-mannered D U R
¥ lmprovident D U R 42, Insincere D U R
I ntemperate B @ R 44, Inbolerent D U R
' Irri table D U R 46, Large-hearted 17 R U

| lascivious D U R 47, Lethargic D U R
J lalevolent D U R 50. llercenary D U R
' liserly D U B 52. Modest N4 B
loody D U R 54, Cbsbinate D U R

' Overbearing D U R 56. Over-critical D .G R
anicky D U R 58. FPhilanthropic P B R
Profligate D U R 60. guarrelsome D U R

' iedgonable D 0 R £2. Reckless D U R
xeliable P U R 64. Rude D U R
Sagacious D U R 66. Secretive D U R
Self-gbsorbed D U R 68, Self-zdmiring D U R
Self-centred D U R 70. Pelf-consistent B W R

S D U R 72. Self-deceiving D U R

Lurn over
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| Self~depreciating
' Belf ish
 Sentimental
- Short-tempered
. & Sober-minded
 Straight-forward
. sympathetic
, Tinid
, Inambitious
4 Unjus®
 Inscrupulous
 Untidy
, Upright
, Tindictive

el e M o /o [ s M s i v o M el o S o B o

CJ'

T4
76
T8,
80.
82.

2
LT e

86
88,
90.
92,
94
9.
98.

100.

goadgadaagadg
kg b b O O 0 O O g gk B

seli-digtrustful
Seli-seeking
3hy
3landerous
Spiteful
Suspicious
Tactless
Treacherous
Undependable
Unpractical
Unsymnpathetic
Untruthful
Vergatile
Jell-mannered
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APPENDIX IV.

ne Christian Name Date

Think of 5 persons of your own sex in the Psychology Class with whom
jare well acgquainted. They should not be your friends. (A friend is
g¥ith whom you are very j.ntj_mai,e , whom you desire to meetb very often,
yhose company is a source of great pleasure to you. An acquaintance
2 person whom you know very well because you happen to meet him very

en in the class, club or other places.) Jrite the nanes of these
sons (surname and christian name) in the space below against each of
B, C, D and E. drite your own nasme against F. Remember that you have

wite the names of those persons only in the Psychology Class whom you
i very well.

2 Gy kg =

k=

]

Below is a list of 6 types of descriptions with 4, B, C, D, B and F
Jited under each description. Assign to each person listed by you the
wription which you Judge on the ground of your personal knowledge bo
acterise him most adequately, including yourself. Bxpress your judg-
6 by encircling the letter,or lekters, which mrrespond to the person,
persons, to whom the description usually applies. For example, if
ription Wunder Type 9 (page 2) applies to A, C and F (yourself),

ircle these letters in the following manner:-—

W Liking for coatact with olhers. @ 2 @ » E O

Give your honest judgment. Weigh your Jjudgment very carefully before
F SXpress 1t. '

Rest assured that your answers will be held strictly confidential.

tuzhly understood Ghem.

I Read the above instructions carefully and make sure thabt you have

DESCRIPTIONS.

Under each type one description should be assigned to each person, ’
'3(1 all deéscriptions under a type before you express your judgment.)

TYPE 1.
Srtr_'on tendency to domilnate, lead, organise in dealing with his (her)
Tellows.

e

A B C D

F

Turn over



%ndéncy to dominatbe, lead, organise.

4 B € D ‘B =B
irerage: neither distinctly dominant nor submissive.

4. B & B R R
lendency Go be passive in contact with his (her) fellows.

& B 0 P W
Qsfrong tendency to be passive in contact with his (her) fellows.

A B G B B | F

TYPE 2.

dighly self-confident and exceptionally well adjusted to the environment;

possessing unusual abililfy To Tace facts objectively and deal with thenm
without internal conflict.

A& B @ NE
Self-confident; well adjusted to the environment.
A B €@ B ® F
Jiverage: neither distinctly self-confident nor self-conscious.
(- DO S0 A R
Self-conscious, shy. May have emobtional difficulties.
& B & D B F
ifremely self-conscious, shy and emotionally unstable.
L B &8 B E F
TYPE 3.

Strong liking for conbact with others in the environment. Preferring
Company both while working and during leisure houss. showing a strong
tendency to talk problems over and consult others before executing
decisions.

& B € B E F

iking for coubact with others.

=

A B C D E
Werage: neither distinctly social nor solitary.
A B C D ® F

Turn over




liking for freedom from contact from obthers in the environmuent.
Preferring To be alone bobth while working and during leisure hours.
gshowing a tendency to be contented with own Judgnent in reaching
decisions and formulabting plans.
A B ¢ D B F
strong liking for freedom from contact.

S - TR b ® F

= B = B= 0 - @D
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APPENDIX V.

Christian Name Date

Indicate below what kind of a person you are now and what you have
Enecircle 'Yes' if the item really describes you. Encircle 'No!
it does not describe you. Encircle '?' if you are not sure.

Be frank and honest and do not hesitate in pointing out your weak

nts . Rest assured that your answers will be held suriculy contidential.

Lfes No
Yes No
. Tes No
. Yes Tlo
. Tes Ilo
Yes No
Yes No
Yes HNo
L Yes No
 Tes  No
1 Tes No
L Tes No
Yes No
Yes No
Yes To
Tes No
Yes Io
L Tes No

ITo
fes o

?
?

(EVILEVECES BN UV REES JEES IS SN |

sy 0y

50 w5 22 #4) =) 0 )

Usually start activities of my group.

Usueally drive myself steadily (do not work by fits and
starts).

Win friends easgily.

Usually get other people do what I want done.

Jsually liven up the group on a dull day.

Am quite gure of myself.

Accept Just criticism without getting cross.

Have mechanical ingenuiby.

Can carry out plans assigned by other people.

Can discriminate between more or less important mabbters.

Am inclined to be reticent in confidential and semi-
confidential matters.

An always on time with my work.

Remenber faces, names and incidembts better than the average
person.

Can correct others without giving offence.

Am able to meelt emergencies guickly and effectively.

Can write a concise well organised report.

Have zood judgment in appralsing values.

Plan my work in detail.

Smooth out tangles and disagreements between people.

Discuss my ideals with others.

-0~-0-0~-0=20-



APPENDIX VI.

TRATT' LIST 3.

Below 181 a lig-.t of adjectives. Judge with respect to each adjective
her you think it to be true of ;{jourself Ixpress your Jjudgment by
fing & circle around the letter T35', printed ag gainst each adj ective.

lee your honest judzment. Rest assured thabt your answers will
strictly confidenbtial,

Accommodating
Airtful
lalculating

L Conciliatory

. @ Over-critical
. §Deceitful

. § Bgoistic

. § Excitable

L Fitful

. § Forgiving

. § Hard-hearted
Indecisive

Affable

. AVvoiding-company
. Charitsble

. Conventional
10. Pauntless
12. Dogmatic

14, Exacting

16. Extortionate
18. Flexible

20. Formal

22. Honest

24, Independent

oo =M

ittt
i nthtthhbhb s,

| Introverted 26. Logical

@ lalicious 28. llodest
. Qutspoken 30. Overbearing
Parsimonious 32, liserly

. § Persevering 24. Philanthropic

. 4 Presumptuous %6. Pretentious
quick %8. Reasonable
Reticent 40. self-congistent
.oelf—u._LStI'llStll’lH 42, Self-sacrificing
bengitive 44, Shy
Sluggish 46, Stubborn
Submissive 48, Suggestible
 Sympathetic 50. Vindictive

= Qi i B 0= 0




APPENDIX VII(a).

name Christian Name ~ Date

lndicate after each occupation listed below whether you would like that

Jd of work. Disregard conditions of salary, social standing, fubure
spect, etc. Congider only whether you would like to do what is

nived 1n The occupatbtion. You are not asked if you would take up the

wpation permanently, but merely whebher you would enjoy that kind of

k, regardless of any skills, abilities, or training which you may or
10t POSSEess.

lraw a circle around 'L' if youal_.gike that kind of work.
Jraw a circle around 'I' if you Hndifferent to that kind of work.
Irew a circle around 'D' if you dislike that kind of work.

fork rapidly. Your first impressions are desgired. Angwer all the items

List of Occupabions.

(len) -
‘4 Accountant 29, Farmer
‘A Aetor 30. Hotel manager
"W Advertiser 31l .Insurance agent
'§ Artist 32. Jeweller
‘§ Auctioneer %5. Judge
‘8 Author 34, Laboratory assistant
"N Aviator 55. Lawyer
§ Architect 36. Librarian

37. llanufacturer

irny officer ;
58. lusician

“f Book seller

"§ Botanist 39. PaintGer
§ Sroadcaster 40, Photographer
" Builder 41. Poet
 Carpenter 42, Policeman
4 Cartoonist 43, Politician
« Chemist 41, Psychologist

45, Prinber
46, Professor

' Oinema attendant
 0ivil servant

 Olergyman 47. Reporter

' Olerk 48, Research worker
 ommercial traveller 49. Bailor
Confectioner 50. Salesman

' Dentist 51. Scientist

' Doctor 52. Sculptor

b Bditor 53. Social worker
Ingineer 54. Surgeon

55. ‘Tailor
56. Zoologist

el Sl N Sl A S el e el el el S e A S Ao el
HHHHAHHHHHHHHEHHHHAEEHEHHHHHHEHEHBEHE
UUBUUBUUUY LU U OB UUUB B LY
B T B e B e B e
HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHEHAHEHAHEHHEHRFREHEFEH
HobobbudubbubuububduobuBBBUY

Eactory worker
factory manager

- 0=-0~-0~0-0-=-




APPENDIX VII(DL).

e Christian Hame Date

Indicate after each occupation listed below whether you would like

t kind of work. Disregard conditions of salxry, social standing, future
etce. Consider only whether you would like to do what is

plved 1n the occupation. You are not asked if you would take up the
ppation permanently, but merely whebther you would enjoy that kind of work,
grdless of any necessary skills, abilities, or training which you may or
§ 1ot possess,

Draw a circle around 'L' if you like that kind of work.
Draw a circle around 'I' if you are indifferent to that kind of work.
Draw a circle around 'D' if you dislike thabt kind of work.

Work rapidly. Your first impressions are desired. Answer all the item

List of Occupations.
(Women).

, Accountant 27. Fruiterer
"§ Actress 28. Lawyer
§ Advertiser 29. Librarian
L Arti st 20, Milliner
4 Author 31l. Musician

52, Nurse

%%, Poetess

34. Opera singer

35. Painter

36. Photozrapher

57. Politician

38. Post office worker
39, Professor

40, Psychologist

b Bank clerk
 Book keeper

_# Book seller

M Broad.caster
lartoonis®
laterer

4 Chemist

A Cinena attendant
4 Civil servant

o g e W o o o e o B o B o o o B o 1 g el Ml o B o M o Y s
S
CleiviviviviciCiviclciciciviviwivi vl clch ol e R R R A
gl el e e e o e e W e ol ol el vl e el el o Bl ol el o
HEHHHHEHHHHHHHAHHHHHEH RS
Clel=l-l=lcleivi-li=ivisicl=lclclciclsiciclcivi- =l =)

. I Confectioner 41, Reporter
I Clerk 42, Research worker
1 Cook 43, Bcientist
. § Dancer 44, Secrebary
{ Doctior 45, Shop assistant
. I lressnaker 46, Social worker
s, oiener 4o Deasher
4 i - £ i
.-gactggy worker gg. %;%ggiaph operator
& Farn - Pi
FFilﬁegtar 51. liaitress
 Florist 52. Wireless operator

= 0= 0= 0=0=10 =




APPENDIX VIII(a).
Feychology Department, Bdinburgh University.

Below is a list of occupations with the letbters H, M, and L, standing
pthigh', 'median', and 'low', printed against each. You are requested
indicate the order of social standing, i.e., high, median, or low, bto

b an occupabion belongswith respect to the degree of social prestige
grally attached to it. If an occupation is of high social standing

wge draw a circle around H; if it is of medisn - neither high nor low -
el standing, draw a circle around M; and if it is of low social

iding, draw a circle around L.

Check each itemn.

List of Occupabtions.

(Viomen).
Accountant B M L 27. Pruiterer i M L
Actress H N L 28. Lawyer H M L
. Advertiser H M L 29. Librarian H M L
Artist H M L 30. Milliner H M L
+ § futhor H M 0 %l. Musician H M L
 § Bank clerk H M L 32. Nurse E M L
% Book keeper H' B & %3. Poebess E M I
<& Book seller H M L 34, Opera singer H M L
4 Broadcaster H M L %5. Painter H N L
Cartoonist < S R 36. Photographer H M L
' 4 Caterer H M L 5T+ Politician H M I
Chenmist H M L 38, Post office worker H M L
'} Cinema attendant H M L 59. Professor H M L
Oivil servant H M L 40, Psychologist BE- M
' § Confectioner E M L 4]. Reporter H M L
& Clerk H M L 42. Research worker H M L
¥ Cook 3 R R 4%, Sclentist H M L
4§ Dancer HL 8l 44, Secretary H M I
§ Doctor H N L 45, Shop assistant H WM L
‘¥ Jressmaker H M L 45. Social worker H M L
‘b Ddess designer H M L 47. Surgeon H M L
iditor H M L 48. Teacher E ¥ L
"I factory worker B M 49, Telegraph operatbor H M L
‘¥ Faruer H M L 50. Typist H M L
‘B Fln star H M L 51. Waitress H M L
¥ florist HE M b 52. Wireless operator H M L

~-0=-0-0=-=0=-0-




APPENDIX VIII(b).

Psychology Department, Edinburgh University.

Below is a list of occupationsjwith the letters H, M, and L, standing
sothigh', 'median', and 'low', printed against each. You are reguested
indicate the order of social standing, i.e., high, median, or low, to
ich an occupation belongs with respect to the degree of social prestige
rally atbtached to it. If an occupatbtion is of high socisl standing

ol standing, draw a circle ardund *lI', and if it is of low social
ding, draw a circle around 'L'.

Checlkk sach itei,

List of Occupabtions.
{len).

, lecountant H M L 29. Parmer H M L

Actor o M= E 30. Hobel manager H M L
« § Advertiser H M L 31l. Insurance agent H M L
W Aetist H M B %2. Jeweller H M L
 § luctioneer H M L 33, Judge H M L
. § Author Hi SNl 34, Laboratory assistant H M L
A Aviator BE S 35. Lawyer H M L
& Architect H M L 36. Librarisn H M L

irmy officer H M L 37. Manufacturer H I L

| Book seller B M & 38. Musician H M L
 § Botanist 5 M & 39, Painter H M L
. § Broadcaster He et R 40, Photographer H M I
& 2uilder H i L 41, Poet H M L
- § Carpenter H M I 42, Policeman H M I
§ Certoonist H M L 4%, Politician H M L
' § Chemis® H M L 4u, Psychologist H M L
§ Cinena attendant H M L 45. Printer H M L
4 Civil servant H W & 46. Professor H M &
 § Clergyman E M L 47. Reporter 5
4 Clerk B M D 48, Research worker H M L
. § Commercial traveller H M L 49. Sailor H. M L
- Confectioner H M L 50. Salesman H M L
B Dentist H M L 51. 3cientist H M L
& Doctor H M L 52. Sculptor H M L
& Editor H M L 53%. Social worker H M L
¥ Ingineer H M L 54, Surgeon H M L

 Factory worker H M L 55. Teilor H M L

factory manager H M L 56. Zoologist H M L

- - 0= - 0 -0=
| O () (9]

ase draw a circle sround 'H'; if it is of medien - neither high nor low —
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APPENDIX IX.

e Christian Name Date

;Couptry or Town. Married or unmarried.
(Cross whichever not applicable.)

Below you find a number of stabements about some transitory attitudes
Jictivities. Hncircle 'D' if a statement is true of yourself. EHEncircle
untrue), if iv is untrue of yourself. Encircle '?', if you are nobt

g whether it is true or untrue of yourself,

Be frank and honest and do not hesitate in pointing out your defects.
t assured that your answers will be held strictly confidential.,

fnce in a while I think of things too bad to talk about. L 5 SRR/
I do not always tell the truth. AL ¢ T
I get angry sometimes. S R
Sometimes when I am not feeling well I am cross. (LA T [CRR
If T could get inbo a movie without paying and be sure
I was not seen I would probably do ibt. | S
I like to know some important people because it makes
me feel important. LU ] R
I do not like every one I know. L GRS
I gossip a little at tinmes. 41 U ?
souetines at elections I vote for men about whom I know
very little. 4 i G R
Unce in a while I laugh at a dirty Jjoke. 1L D
it times I feel like swearing. dbg e
[ do not read every editorial in the newspaper every day. S L A
Once in a while I put off until btomorrow what I ought to
do today. AR I
ly table manners are not gquite as good at home as when T
| am out in company. IS TR
# I would rather win than lose in a gane. B U 7

- 0=-0=0=-0=-0 =




APPENDIX X.

ne Christian Name Date

(Town) (Country)

There are some common beliefs which influence most of us. They relate
gome of The every day occurrences of life. A list is given below with
lvays', 'Somebimes' and 'Never' printed against each item. You are to
jicabe 1n each case how have you been affected by it. If you are always
gcted by it, underline 'Always'. If sometimes you have been affected

fected by it, underline 'Never!.

it and sometimes not, underline 'Somebimes'. If you have never been

Before indicating your reactions, mske sure thabt you have made an

nrate estimave.

a ladder which is in your path?

Always

. Does i¥ bobher you To see the new moon sometimes Never
through glass?

. If a black cat crosses your path, do you Always Sonetimes Never
Think that it might bring good luck?

« Do you Think it is unlucky to spill salt? Always Sometimes Never

v If a mirror falls and breaks, would you Alwegys Sometinesg Never
expect "seven years'! bad luck® or a
nisfortune of some kind?

\ Are you influenced by the rhyme: Always Sometimes Never
"See a pin and pick it up

All day long you'll have good luck® ?

« Does the seeing of a solitary magpie Always Somebtimes Newver
suggest misfortune to you?

+1f on returning home you f£ind that your Always Sometimes Never
umbrella is wet, would you have
scruples about opening it?

v Do you think 13 at table unlucky? Always Somevimes INever

« then ordering or buying something new to Always Sometimes Never
wear, would you be reluctant to choose
material of a green colour?

I ire you uneasy vwhen required to walk under  Always Sometimes Never

o e ———




APFENDIX A.

Irequency Percentage
it Names . REpre= | e
el Des. Undes. ﬁggns. Des. Undes. “ﬁéﬁﬁ?
If B M i M i) I i M B B} B
l, Anicable 34 T4 1 100 99 1
Accommodating 50 T2 d B 88 96 12 4
Applause-seeking 1 1 29 60 & 14 3 1 85 80 12 A9
Arrogant 1 13 4% 21 30 1 38 59 64 40
W Avaricious 1 2l 27 55 . ik 2L 128 189 TE
i Avoiding-company 1 5 A0 R 8 7 3 i 88 83 9 9
Careless o Sl e 2 3 1 9L 95 9 44
Caivalrous 7 T 15 L 97 100 5 .
Cliquish 26 "gl 5 14 85 8L 15 19
Cold=hesrted 1 2 s w2 15 Sl 3 5 53 56 44 4]
Cool-headed 2475 100 100
Conceited 1. 38 a2l G 52 1 5% 56 47 43
Conscientious 5 2 2 91 97 6 3
b, Cowardly 11 32 23 42 52 4% 8 5
i Credulous 3 9 28 61 5 a5 9 12 82 81 9 7
W Culbured 34 T4 1 100 99 1
Cunning 4 15 26 19 45 5 44 35 56 60
i, Degenerate 16 25 18 50 47 55 55 67
h Dishonest 5 9 25 65 15 12 85 &Y
v Distrustful 1 20 42 14 32 1 59 56 41 43
Dogmatic 3 4 24 65 T 6 9 5. 70 8F 21 8
l, BEccentric 2B T e S 6 3 82 83 6 9
) Bmotionally stable 30 61 4 13 1 88 8L 2 AT 1
b Interprising 34 75 160 100
Envious i 21 ‘58 13 20 ie 62 T2 38 27
Erratic 1 5 Bl 68 2 4 3 4 9L 9k 16 D
v Excitable 2 5 Bl @l 2 6 g 91 &9 5
Extortionabe 4 29 30 44 12 w39 €8 89
Fair-minded 34 95 100 100
h Feulb-finding 29 v 19 Bl 12 ci2 <6 28
“ Fickle 29 58 e iy 85 77 A5 25
4 Forgetful 34 T4 1. 100 99 il
» Frivolous 2 5 2E OEh P S5 6 T 82 87 B
W Garrulous T il 26 62 T L= 2 1 76 8% 21 1B
W Gentle 50 T2 W 95 88 96 1le &
Hasty 2 3L 70 A 3 6 9L 95, | 58 iR
W Heartless 1 14 30 20 44 L 41 40 59 59
Hot-tempered g 22 64 11 11 5 62 85 22 15
 Hunorous 55 T L 97 100 >
v I1l-mannered 12 27 22 48 35 36 &4 €4
v Inprovident 29 65 A 9 85 84 12 12
Ingincere 12 32 22 43 55 45 B 5T
Intemperate 2 23 45 11 26 3 68 6L 22 39
b Intolerant 1 14 8 20 2b 1 41 6+ 59 NES
Irritable 21 5% 1 o 12 7? 21 i
' Large-hearted 50 Tk © / < 4
ey 8 de 21 5l 23 21 2 6B
 Lethareic 25 68 8 6 75 9123 @




Frequency Percentage
g hemes Des. Undes. “Egégt Des Undes. “ﬁgﬁgf
I I il B M B i B i I B
9, llalevolent ; 5 20 29 54 ik 15 27 BhH Vg
0. Mercenary 1 18 35 15 39 % 55 48 44 52
. Miserly 12 26 22 49 25 25 B85 B
llodest 28 6h 5 8 82 88 L5 Lk
. Moody 5 20 66 4 6 4 83 88 12 8
. Ubstinate % 6§ 28 6L 2 o 9 8 82 81 6 9
« Overbearing 17 46 17 29 50 k1L 50 39
Over-critical 29 58 5 17 a5 7 15 2%
Panicky %0 B2 14 17 59 8% 41 17
Philanthropic A0 62 4 12 1 58 87 12 16 i
Profligate i)t 13 31 19 41 5 383 4L 56 55
Quarrelsome 2k of 175 18 g2 TE 38 24
Reasoziable 34 T5 100 1020
Reckless 4 5 27 6% 3 5 A2 5 79 8 9 8
Reliable A4 T4 1k L00O 99 1
Bude 15 24 19 51 4iy 32 56 (8
« Dagacious a4 70 5 100 9% 7
Secretive 1 2 L 59 2 13 % 5 91 79 5 LT
Belf-absorbed L I 3l 65 2 8 3 1 91 87 5 11
Self-adniring P 2 22 48 10 25 6 5 A5 B4 29 33
pelf—-centred 1 23 48 10 27 3 8 R4 29 36
« Self-consistent 33 73 1 2 97 97 g5
l. Self-controlled 33 75 1 97 100 7
12, Self-deceiving 26 0h B 9 6 - 88 25 12
15, Self-depreciabing 3 10 30 62 1 3 9f L3 88 85 5 S
b, Self-distrustful 4 28 67 6 4 5. B2 89 I8 =3
15 Selfish 14 38 20 36 41 51 59 48
16, Self-seeking 1 2 17 47 16 26 3 5 50 695 47 325
11, Sentimental 11 25 23 46 1 %2 33 68 61 1
18, Bhy ‘1 7 %2 64 1 2 ) g 94 85 & 3
19 Short-tempered 1 24 66 9 9 3 70 83 26 12
5& Slanderous 5 18 29 56 15 24 895 T5
i, Sober-minded 28 58 6 15 1 82 77 18 20 1
g% Spiteful 5 21, 29 5% o7 160 l% 28 85 T2
v Sbraichtforward 33 75 1 '
%_. duspicious 25 48 9 27 97 100 7% 64 26 36
D, Sympathetic T 1 !
5. nggless g7 30 65 4 10 88 87 l1l2 13
g Timid 1 28 7 316 ﬁf{f 1 '33 %_3* ]3_8 ag
%, I'reacherous 5 1 6 ~ 9+
v Unambitious % 5 25 B8O 8 8 9 T A8 80 2§ 11
0. Undependable 22 51 12 25 65 68 35 31
L, Unjust 15 39 19 36 44 52, 56 48
2, Unpractical Lol Bl w9 2 b 5 d=" 91 B2 Gl
3. Unscrupulous 5 1€ 29 ol 15 24 85 76
v Ungympathetic 25 53 9 22 78 TL 26 29
D Untidy 1 29 68 4 7 3 85 9l .1z =9
b - Unbruthful 12 20 22 55 35 27 65 T3




Trait—-names tgken from lList 1 are

marked with an asterisk.

frequency Percentage
o i
it N o i - Repre- it Si Repre—
Trait Naume Des. Undes. et Des. Undes. i e
M F M F M F M P M F UM F
X
Upright 53 T4 1 1 AT 99 3 A
. Versatile 34 72 3 100 96 4
Vindictive 16 26 18 47 &7 35 55 62
. Jell-mannered A4 75 100 100
34 lien.,
75 Women.,




APPENDIX B.
(L)

self-rating on Desirable Traits, List 1.

Group 1 Group 2
(Upper Half Test 33%) (Bower Half Test 33)
score Freguency Score Frequency
22 - 23 9 22 <« 23 5
20 - 21 8 20 - 21 12
18 - 19 6 18 - 19 8
L& = 17 1 16 = 17 7
L4 = 15 6 14 - 15 7
12 = 1% 0 12 - 13 6
10 - 11 i 10 = 11 2
8- 9 1 8- 9 0
6 - T 1 6 - 7 i3
bt L0 0 4« 5 i
2~ 3 1 2 5 0
0=-1 i
N 50 N 50
liean 16,74 F 67 lMean 16.62 T .66
SeD. 4,71 S.D. 4,69
{2)
Rating Others on Desirable Traits, List 1.
Group 1 Group 2
(Upper Half Test 33) (Lower Half Test 33)
score Frequency Score Frequency
24 = 25 5 24 - 25 5
22 - 23 10 22 = 25 9
20 = 2L 9 20 = 21 10
18 - 19 10 18 - 19 10
16 - 17 10 16 - 17 4
i3 3 Big 1
helea 4 10 - 11 10
8- 9 0
6 - 7 i
4 - 5 i
i N 50
lMean 19.26 T .47 Mean 18.53 F .62
B0 56 8.D, 4,40




(

Self-rating on Unde

)

irable Traits, List 1.

0 W

) Group 1 Group 2
(Upper Half Test 33) (Lower Half Test 33)
score Frequency Score frequency
22 - 23 J:
20 - 21 0 20 - 21 il
18 - 19 0 18 - 19 i
16 - 17 4 16 = 17 0
14 - 15 2 14 - 15 1
12 - 13 2 12 - 13 5
10 - 11 4 10 = 11 2
8= 9 6 8- 9 4
6 - T 7 6= T 8
4 - 5 7 4= 2 L
Q= B 8 2 - 3 10
0 - 1 9 0~ 1 9
N 50 N 50
Mean b.7T4 F .75 Mean 5.54 F .64
Balle S50 SeDs 4.57
(%)
Rating Others on Undesirable Traits, List 1.
Group 1 Group 2
(Upper Half Test 3%3) (Lower Half Test 33)
Score Frequency score Freguency
22 - 23 il
20 - 21 3
18 - 19 &4 18 - 19 1
16 - 17 2 15 = 17 Il
14 - 15 4 14 - 15 1
12 - 13 e 12 - 13 3
10 - 11 5 10 = 11 4
8~ 9 2 8- 9 4
6 = 7 4 6 - 7 9
4 - 5 8 b= 5 7
2 - 3 10 2- 3 6
0=~ 1 6 0- 1 10
N 50 N 50
Mean 7.66 ¥ .80 Mean 7.14 % .85
S.D. 5.67 3.D 6. O1




APPENDIX C.
(L)

Self-rating on Desirable Traits, List 1.

Group 1 Group 2
_ (Upper Half (Lower Half
Repugnance Test) Repugnance Test)
Score Frequency Score Freqguency
22 -~ 23 6 22 - 23 7
20 = 21 8 20 - 21 i
18 - 19 6 18 - 19 9
16 - 17 9 16 - 17 5
14 - 15 7 14 - 15 1
12 - 13 5 12 - 13 2
10 - 11 5 10 - 11 %
8 - 9 0 8- 9 1
6 - 7T 1t 6 - T !
] 4 - 5 AL
2= 3 1
0- 1 1
N 50 N 50
lMean 15.783 ¥ 74 Mean 17.42 ¥ .55
S« D, 5. 45 S.Ds e
(2)
Rating Others on Desirable Traits, List 1.
Group 1 Group 2
(Upper Half (Lower Half
Repugnance Test) Repugnance Test)
Score F'reguency score Frequency
24 — 25 4 24 - 25 6
22 - 23 10 22 - 23 11
20 - 21 i 20 - 21 10
18 - 19 10 18 - 19 9
16 = 17 10 16 - 17 2
14 - 15 4 14 - 15 5
12 = 13 3 2Ny 2
10 - 11 3 10 - 11 0
8 - 9 0 Biw 'Y 0
6 = T 6} 6= T 2
4 - 5 ik Iy :
N 50 N 50
llean 18.54 2, BT Mean 19.18 ¥ .60
S.D. 4,01 S.D. 4,17




(3)

self-rating on Undesirable Traits, List 1.

Group 1 Group 2
(Upper Half (Lower Half
Repugnance Test) Repugnance Test)
Score Frequency Score Freguency
22 - 23 1
20 = 21 1
18 - 19 ik
16 = 1 2 15 - 17 2
14 - 15 2 14 - 15 X
12 - 13 L 12 = 1% il
10 - 11 3 10 = 1L 3
3= 9 & 8- 9 8
6= T 7 6 = T 1
4 - 5 Ikl 4 - 5 4
2- 3 7 2 - 3 10
0~ 1 7 0- 1 10
N 50 N 50
Mean T«10 = 79 Mean 5.58 ¥ .60
S. D, S e S.D. 4,18
(%)
Rating Others on Undesirable Traits, List 1.
Group 1 Group 2
(Upper Half (Lower Half
Repugnance Test) Repugnance Test) |
Score Frequency 3core Freguency
22 - 23 i 22 - 25 d
20 = 21 i 20 - 21 2
18 = 185 2 18 - 19 4
16 - 17 I 16 - 17 2
14 « 15 2 14 - 15 i
M 3 12 - 13 2t
10 = 11 6 10 = 11 L
8o 8 4 8- 9 2
6 - T 3 6= T 1Ll
4 - 5 8 4 - 5 4 !
2= 3 1 2= 3 5 f
0- 1 8 0- 1 10 1Y
N 50 N 50 1
liean 6.94 ¥ .83 lfean 8.02 ¥ .91 !
S.D. 5.79 5.D. 6.39




APPENDIX D,

self-rating on Abilities.

Group 1 Group 2
(Upper Half Test 33) (Lower Half Test 33)
Score Frequency score Freguency
16 = 17 1 14 - 15 L
14 - 15 il 12 - 1% T
12 = 15 4 10 - 11 16
10 - 11 15 8- 9 14
8- 9 20 6= 7 18
- 7 12 4 - 5 2
= 1 3 % 2~ 3 1
0- 1 1l
N 60 N 60
lean 8.63 ¥ .34 Mean 8.63 F «33
Sede 2.65 SsD. 2.5%
APFENDIX BE.
Self-rating on Desirable Traits, List 3.
Group 1 Group 2
(Upper Half Test 33) (Lower Half Test 33)
Score Frequency Score Frequency
14 - 15 1 14 - 15 2
12 = 13 > 12 - 135 6
10 - 11 2 10 - 11 1%
8- 9 15 8- 9 10
6 - T 10 6 - T 14
4 - 5 3 4 - 5 10
2 - 3 3 2t 5 0
@l 3
' N 58 N 58
llean T.98 ¥ 43 llean 8.78 * «34
B0, . 5.0,




APPENDIX B

(1)

Uccupatbtion Frequency Percenvage

N = 115 Women B D il % D I
1. Accountant 14 81 20 12,18 TOLA4T 17.40
2. Actress 49 46 20 42.63% 40.00 17.40
5. Advertiser 29 40 46 295%eS 34,80 40,02
4, Artist T2 22 21 B2+ 64 19.14 LB .27
5. Author 88 11 16 76.56 9.57 13.92
6. Bank clerk 5 85 25 455  13.95 21,75
7. Book keeper 11 84 20 9.57 73.08 1T7.40
8. Book seller 72 16 27 62.64 13%.92 23.49
9. Broadcaster 65 20 30 DB D 17.40 26.10
10. Cartoonist Sh 21 40 46.98 18.27  34.80
11. Caterer 39 40 36 %%5+93 34,80 Bl e B
12, Chemist 45 %2 a7 40,02 27 « B84 52,19
13, Cinema AtTendant 10 89 16 8.70 {43 13.92
14, Civil servant 20 51 44  17.40 44.37 38.28
15, Confectioner 34 37 44 29,58 32,19 38,28
i 16. Clerk 8 ) 35 6.96 62.64 30.45
17. Cook 52 40 23 45,27 34,30 20.01
18. Dancer 650 33 22 52.20 28.T1 19.14
19. Doctor 73 2% 19 6551 20.01 16.53
20. Dressmaker 41 40 34 DD o] 30.45 29.58
2l, Dress designer 76 14 25 66k . 12,18 2L 75
22. Tditor 71 18 26 6leTT 15.66 22.62
23, Pactory worker 8 91 15 6.96 T79.17 1%.92
24, Farmer \ 60 29 26 52+20 25.23% 22.62
25. Film stbar 19 69 27 16:5% 60.0% 2%.49
26. Florist 60° 16 39 DHZ«.20 13%.92 35,95
27. Fruiterer 24 33 53 20.88 33%.06 46.11
23, Lawger 4u 40 A 58 w28 54,80 26.97
29. librsrian 78 16 21 AT .86 13.92 17.40
30, Milliner 27 39 49 2349 53.95 42.63
3l. Musician 89 9 17 T7.4% $.83 14.79
| 32. HNurse 50 45 20 43.50 3%9.15 17.40
33, Poetess 45 30 39 40,02 26,10 335.9%
34, Opera Singer 41 40 34 35.6T7  34.80 29.58
36. Phobographer 70 14 31 60,90 12,18 26,90
57. Politician 59 of A9 29.95 A9.59  A6i55
38, Post office worker 4 J0 AL 12518 80,90 2697
39. Professor 41 %5 41 35.67 2847l 55.67
40, Psychologist 6 L5 24 66.12 13.05 @ 20.88
41. Reporter 59 22 34 5l.55 19.14 20,58
42, Research worker il 9 29 66.99 Te83 2525
43, Scientist 50 25 42 43,50 20.01 56.54
45. Shop assistant 16 80 19 13.92 69.60 15.53
46. Social worker 77 21 17 66.99 18.27 14.79
| 47. Surgeon 57 28 20 A9.59  33.06 1740
Bz ‘oooiies 52 39 24 45,24 33,93 20.88
49. Telegraph Operator 15 66 Fr  15.05 ST.42 S dgase




—M

Occupabion Frequency Percentage
L D i L D I
50, Typist 12 76 27 10.44 66.12 23.49
51. Waitress 15 &8F 15 " Ila35l 75:89 @ 15,05
52. Wireless operator 24 44 47 20.88 38.28 40.89




(2)
Jccupation Frequency Percentage

N = 42 L D 1 L D L
1. Accountant T 24 11 16.67 57.14 26.19
8. Actor 158 14 10 42,86 55005 25.81
3. Advertiser 10 1y 15 25481 40.48 55 e 1
4, Artist 25 1laE 5) 59.52. 26.19 14.29
5. Auctioneer by 24 13 11.90 S5T.14 30+95
6. Author B 0 5 88.10 0 11.90
7. Aviator 28 9 9 BT.ll4 2L 43  21.47
8. Architect 295 8 15 54..76 19.05 26.19
9. Army officer 5 19 8 el 45,24 19.05
10. Book seller 16 15 13 38,10 50+95 %0.95
11, Botanist 11 20 L 26.19 4T7.62 26.19
12. Broadcaster e T 10 59.52 16.67 252081
13. Builder 15 16 11 S5 il 38.10 26419
14, Carpenter 18 12 A2 42,86 28.57 28.57
15. Cartoonist 25 10 9 54,76 2581 21l.45%
15, Chenmist 10 157 115 23%.81 40,48 55.TL
17. Cinema abtbtendant 2 36 43 4,76 85, T.L 9.52
18, Civil servant 2 25 17 4,76 54,76 40.48
19. Clergyman g 25 9 19.05 59.52 21.43
20, Clerk 3 55 6 Teld 18+:.57 14,29
2l. Commercial traveller 8 25 9 19.05 5952 21.43
22. Confectioner T 20 41 1667 5714 26 19
23. Dentist T 21 14 16.67 50.00 5599
24, Doctor 24 11 7 57« 14 26.19 16.67
25. Editor 27 0 8 64.29 16.67 19.05
26. Engineer L7 15 10  40.48 5571 2581
27. Factory worker 5 30 9 Tedl  Tlol3  21.43
28, Factory manager 10 15 A7 2581 255,71 40.48
29. Farmer 19 10 13 45.24 23.81 30,95
30. Hotel manager 6 1T 9 28.10 AH0.48 2l.45
31. Insurance agent 2 2l 9 4,76 T73.81L 21,43
32, Jeweller 6 20 16 14,29 4T7.62 38.10
33, Judge 18 16 14 h2.8¢ 23.81 33:.%5
34, Laborabory assistant g 25 XL 15905  ShTh 26019
35. Lawyer 15 16' 1L  35.71 38«10 @6elY
36. Librarian 24 9 9 ST.14 21l.43 21.453
57. lManufacburer 10 16 16 25.81 S8 10 38.10
38. lusician 30 3 9 1.43% Tudlf . 2LJAB
39. Painter 13 1% 130 42,586 30.95 26.19
40. Photographer 25 6 1L 59%.52 1429 26,19
41. Poet 19 5 8 45.24 35.71 19.05
42, Policeman 8 27 s 19.05 64.29 16.67
4%, Politician 20 17 5 47,62 40.48 11.90
44, Psychologist 290 5 lg 69.05 Tl 2381
45. Printer g 15 19 19:05 35«71  45.24
46. Professor o 4 11 B4+.29 9,52 26.19
47. Reporber 22 i 13 5w 16.67 50.95
Research worker 30 8 4  Tl.43 19.05 Gele

48,



Occupabtion Frequency Percentage
L D L L D I
49. Sadlor 18 1% 11 42.86 350,95 26.19
50. Salesnman 6 52 4 14,29 7619 9.52
51. Scientis® 27 9 6 A4.29 21.43  14.29
52. Sculptor 21 12 9 50.00 28.57 21l.4%
53. Social worker 22 4 1 52358 9«2 58,10
54. Surgeon 25: ¥l 6 59.52 26.19. 14.29
55. Tailor I 5L 10 258 T3.8L 23,81
56. Zoologist 15 15 I& 5L 25435

30.95




APPENDIX G.
(1)

Rating of Occupations on Social Prestige Scale (Appendix VIII (Db)).
20 len Students.

Occupation High % Low % led. %

1. Accountant 5 25 alf 5 14 70
2. Actor 4 20 i 5 1) ™
3, Advertiser 3 15 6 30 Fl 55
4, Artist 6 20 2 10 J:2 60
5. Auctloneer 1k 5 15 65 6 30
6. Author il 55 ) 5 8 40
T. Avistor 7 55 5 15 10 50
8. Architect Ak 55 (@] 0] 9 45
9« Army. officer 8 | 40 4 20 3 40
10. Book seller i 5 8 40 11 55
11, Botanist 3 15 il 5 16 80
12. Broadcaster 6 30 i) 5 19 65
13, Builder 0 0 10 50 10 50
14, Cerpenter 0 0 16 80 4 20
15. Cartoonist % 15 7 %5 10 50
16. Chemist % 15 2 10 15 75
17. Cinema abttendant 0 0 20 100 0 0
18, Civil servant 1 5 8 40 11 55
{ 19. Clergyman 8 40 2 10 10 50
20. Clerk 1 5 14 70 5 25
2l. Commercial traveller 0 0 13 65 7 55
22. Confectioner i 5 12 60 1l 25
23, Dentist 3 40 2 15 9 45
| 24. Doctor 15 TS5 0 0 5 25
25, Bditor 2 60 il ) 7 25
26. Ingineer 5 25 ) 15 e 60
27. PFactory worker 1 5 L7 85 2 10
28, Factory manager 5 25 2 10 13 65
29. Farmer 6 30 4 20 10 50
50, Hotel manager 2 10 = 25 13 65
3l. Insurance agent 0 0 13 65 7 55
32. Jeweller i1 5 5 25 i 70
33. Judge 20 100 0 0 0 0
54, Laboratory assistant 2 10 13 55 i 35
| 35, Lawyer 13 65 1 5 6 30
' 36. Librarian 0 0 b 15 17 85
37. lMenufacturer 7 35 2 10 B 53
338. lusician 8 40 3 15 9 45
39. Painter 2 10 16 80 2 10
40. Photographer 0 0 10 20 10 20
41, Poet - il 55 L 20 5 25
42, Policeman e 2 1% 65 6 20
43, Politician 7 25 6 50 7 55
44, Psychologist 5 25 6 20 9 45
45, Printer il 5 9 45 10 50
46. Professor 18 20 1 2 1 2
47. Reporter 0 0 4 20 16 80



Occupation High % Low % led. %

48, Research worker 8 40 i 5 i 55
L9, Bailor 4 20 12 60 & 20
50. Salesmen 0 0 AT 85 3 15
51. Scienbtist® 12 60 0 0 8 40
52. Bculptor 9 45 3 15 8 40
55. Social worker 3 15 2 10 15 75
S4. Surgeon 20 100 0 0 0 0
55. Tailopr 0 O 14 70 6 50
56. Zoologis®h 5 25 2 10 13 65




(2)

Rating of Occupabions on Social FPrestige Scale (Appendix VIII(a)).

20 Women Students.

Occupation High % Low % Med. %
l. Accountant 7 25.33% 2 £.RB 21 70.00
2. Aictress 10 - 3Eeps . 2 6.66 18  60.00
3. Advertiser 3 10..00 3 10.00 24 80.00
4, Artist 24 80.00 0 6] 6 20.00
5. Author 25 86.66 0 0 4 12:35
6. Bank clerk 0 0 3 26466 22 59D
7. Book keeper 0 0 L2 40,00 18 60.00
3. Book seller 0 0] 8 26+ 56 22 T3:55
9. Broadcaster i 56.66 0 Q 13 15435
10. Qartoonist 8 26.66 5 16.66 17 56466
11. Caberer 0 0 8 26.66 22 T5w55
12. Chenist 5 16.66 6] 0 25 BAx53
13, Cinema atbtendant 0 0 28 9%,3%3 2 (.66
14, Civil servant % 10..00 4 L5255 2% T6466
15, Confectioner (0] 0 19 63«55 Il 36+66
16, Clerk O 0 18 50.00 12 40.00
17, Cook 0 6] 22 1252 8 26.66
18. Dauacer 1 5655 14 46.66 15 50.00
19. Doctor 29 96.66 0 0 5} L
20. Dressmaker 0 0 14 46,66 16 e D0
2l. Dress designer 14 46,66 1 955 @ 15 50400
22, Bditor 27 90.00 0 0] 3 10..00
23. Facbory worker 0 0 28 95452 2 65+66
24, Farumer - 8 26.66 5 10.00 19 B %
25. Rilm sbar 12 40.00 1 e 17 56+66
26. Florist L e LT 56.66 12 40,00
27. PFruiterer 0 0 19 63«32 1l 56466
28. Lawyer 28 95455 0 0 2 6. 66
29. Librarian 5 16.66 1 2.33 24 80,00
0. Milliner 0 Q 12 40.00 18 60400
3L, Musician 24 80.00 ¢ Q 6 2000
52. lurse 6 20.00 5 10,00 21 T0.00
335, Poetess 25 T6.66 i 335 6 20400
34, Opera singer 25 83.33 0 0 5 16.66
| 35. Painter 12 40.00 10 BeDD 8 26.66
36. FPhobographer 0 0 2 6.66 28 93433
37 Politician 26 86.65 1 5422 3 10.00
38, Post office worker 0 0 17 56.66 13 4%.00
39. Professor 29 96.66 ¢ 0 1 ¢35
40. Psychologist 25 85429 0 0 5 16.66
41. Reporter 1 D20 1 3.3 28 93433
42, Resgearch worker 24 80.00 G 0] 6 20,00
43, Scientist 27 90,00 0 95 > 10.00
44, Secretary 1 3.3% 2 6:30 27 20.00
45. Shop esssistant 0 0 28 93.35 2 6+66
46. Social worker 6 20.00 24 80.00
47. Burgeon 30 100 .00 o) 0 0 Q L
48, Teacher o2 40.00 8] 9] 18 60.00
49. Telegraph operator 0 v 18 50.90 12 40.00
50. Typist 0 0 19 65.55 * Al 36.66
51. Waitress 0 0 30 100.00 v o
52, Wireless operator 1 %33 %) 10.00 26 86.66




APPENDIX H.
Inberest in Occupabtions of High Sooial Standing.

Group 1 Group 2
(Lower Half Test 33) (Upper Helf Test 33)
Score Frequency Score Frequency
16 - 17 2
14 ~ 15 2 14 - 15 2
12 - 13 9 2 - 13 12
10 - 11 14 10 - 11 12
8~ 9 14 8- 9 15
5 - 7 6 - 7T 16
= 5 10 4 - 5 5
2= 3 3 2= 5 3
N 59 N 63
lean B8.T4 F .42 Mean T2 F <358
!IjiD. 3.25 ;San 2-98
APPENDIX K.
self-rating on Lapses of Conduct.
Group 1 Group 2
(Lower Half Test 33) (Upper Half Test 33)
Score Frequency Score Frequency
15 E:
14 3 14 B
15 9 15 10
12 9 12 11
i 10 s 15
10 1 10 10
9 5 9 3
8 8 8 2
7 % i 3
6 L
5 Al
N © 60 N 59
llean 10.47 * .27 ilean 11.22 7 325
S.D. 211 S Ds 1.79




APPENDIX L.

Self-rating on Undesirable Traits, IList 3.

Group 1

(Lower Half Test 33)

Group 2

(Upper Half Test 33)

Score Frequency Score Frequency
10 - 11 2 L2 w15 1
8 - 9 "6 10 - 11 i
6 - 7 T 8= 9 4
4 - 5 10 6 - T 15
& i 29 &= 5 16
0= 1 10 2= 3 Sk
0=- 1 10
N 58 N 58

llean 2+88 F «36 klean 4,%% F+ .36
SeDe 2411 S.D, 2+ T1

APPENDIX M.

Interest in Occupations of Low Social Standing.

Group 1 Group 2

(Lower Half Test 33) (Upper Half Test 33)
Score Frequency score Frequency
14 - 15 i
12 - 1% L
10 - 11 1 10 - 11 2

8w 9 4 8- 9 5

6 - T 14 6= T 4

4 - 5 14 4 - 5 15

2w B 16 2~ 5 17
0- 1 8 0- 1 22

N 29 N 65

liean 4.57 ¥ .28 Nean 9:07 + «99
S.D. 2.94 S.D. 2,60




APPENDIX N.

Self-rating on Belief in Superstition.

Group 1
(Lower Half Test 33)

Group 2
(Upper Half Test 33)

Score Frequency Score Freqguency

10 11 10 >
9 6 9 >
8 10 8 7
T 4 T 7
6 3 6 2
- 4 > 9
e 2 4 5
% 2 B 4
2 L 2 0
1 0
0 L
N 43 N 42

llean 758 ¥ «35 liean £.60 T 38
S.D. 2.29 S+ D. 2.46
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