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Abstract <

The main purpose of_this study was to eyaluéte‘ithe
uéefulness of two conqebts of disguise ;n Lhe structured
self-report asseésment of* psychopathology. Using the Bas;c
Personality Inventdry with gamgles of university‘students,‘é
disfinction was made between the concepts of' face validity
énd item s&bﬁlety. Face validity was viewed as the
contextual relevance of structured test iégms phereas item
subtlety was conceptualized: as the lack -of .an obvious
substantive link between test item content' and . its
underlying construct. Under normal test-taking conditions
wheré honest” self;repoqt was encouraged, greater face '

vali@ity ,and lower levels of subtlety were assogfgied

- empirically with higher item ékéﬁerién validity.

Scale desirability, construct desirability, construct
-accessibility, construct unity, and item-construct
subspantiveness were examined as  possible moderating:

variables of the relationships of face validity and item
. [}

- subtlety tq'criterion validity. Analyses indicated that

construct accessibility might mediate the relationship of
item subtlety to criterion validiéy whereby _with the more
accessible constructs, subtle items tended to demonstrate
greater empirical validity. ‘

Next, the relative validities of subtle versus obvious
and Sface valid versus non-face valid scales were eiamined‘

°under4conditions in which test respoﬁdents were provided

with advance test knowiedge and motivation to distort

ifi -

<

-
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L
se;f-presentation, ‘Results -indicated that, in general,

scores under faking donditions proved to be less valid than

* 3

~

in the case where honest - self-report was encouraged.

o e

Furthermore, tpe di;guised,sqales préoved not fo be any more
valid than the transparent’ scéles under conditions where
faking was 1induced or where information concerning the

" nature of the test'was supplied.

»

Results of these studies were interpreted as supporting

S~ \ -

a ggational stﬁategy of test consﬁruction emphasizing the use
/ ° y N

: ! .
of rélevant teste item content. Data, in general, failed to

support the utility gf obscured approaches to the assessment

of psyéhdpatpolbgy’and it was suggeéte& that the onus of

pfoof must switch)to those who advocate the use of disguised

strategies for structured measurement. -

)
-
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

{

.The formal assessment of psychopathology has a history
which dates back to the early part‘of the 20th century. .
While psychological testing, per se, may have its roots in
ancient China (Dubois, 1970;  Jackson & Paunonen, -1980;
Wiggins, 19739, the systematic application of structured
tesﬁ instruménts for’measuring psybﬁopathology dates only to
the work of Heymans and Wiersma (1906) and their assessment
of emotional malaise (Goldberg, 1971). From this, Woodwortﬂ

(}917) #ith his Personal Data Sheet came to introduce scales

by initiating\fhe combining of test item responses to yield

a single scorgL Structured'personality testing then, more

or less, grew out from Woodworth's pioneering work.

From the psychoanalytic theories of Freud and Jung,
unstructured or projective techniques arose. While

psychologiqal investigation through the use of ambiguous

S~

stimuli may be traced back to the work of Binet and Henri in

the late 19th century (Rabin, 1968), it was not wuntil the
introduction of the Rorgchgbh inkblots (Rorschach, 1921)

that published projective instruments became available.

In some ways, there exist remarkable similarities
between theories o; projective techniques and some
approachés to structured testing, ‘ particu{arly with
empirical strategies of Lstructured test construction

employing a contrasted-groups approach to test \item\




( \
selection, For example, within pr;jective testing there is
an emphasis on responses as being signs of behavior, where
it is believed "... that 1individuals are under social

éﬁﬁag:;;sure and often are compelled by their own personél
experienée to concéai what they actually think or believe or
feel." (Frank, 1948, p. 36). Performance is viewed as én
indicator to be interpreted. Thus, the key aspect of a
projective technique is that ;t.uncovers the private world
and personality process of the éuﬁjecp (Frank, 1948).
Goodenough (1946) states that this .private world of the
individual is covert and jealously guarded(and Frank remarks

that because of this, one must search-for signs rather than

samples of behavior. .

Within structured testing, the emphésis on test

responses as signs rather than samples of behavior has also.

had a strbng following (e.g., Adams & Butler, 1967; Berg,
1957, 1967; Meehl; 19”5): The belief, in this instance, is
that personality tﬁeories had not yet advanced to the point
| where the relationship bétween test item content énd its
discriminating power could be fully comprehended b{ﬁééhl,
1945).  Seeman (1952, 1953), in fact, expounds this notion
that subtlety is an 'inherent aspect of empiricél test item
selection, a feature common to projective techniqués. Thus,
manifested both within theories of projective testing and

empirical rapproaches to structured test construction is the

presence of disguise or subtlety.

D
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What then is the egxact role of subtlety in both normal
personality assessment an& the evaluation of
psychopathoiogy? As stated previously, subtlety appeared to
be an integral component of projective techniques, whereas
this was not the original intent with s}ructﬁied test
construction. In fact, with the introduction ' of the
structured assessme:t of personality, the initial strategy
of test construction focussed on a rational or
correspondence .poiﬁ% of view, advocating a onértqrone
relgtionship - between verbal reports and idtefnal states
(Goldberg & Slovie, 1967; Wiggins, 1973). Thus, item
subtlety was seen as being totally unnecéssary sincéNF;ce’
validity and c¢riterion _validit& were regarded as being
synonymous., 'Rational‘approaches fell into disrepute (Ellis,
1946; Jackson, 1973; Meehl, 1945), however, and two newer
test construction strategies came to the forefront. The
construct approach emphasized intrascale, . interitem
homogeneity, the !;ole of a substantive, theoretical link
among test items' content (Loevinger, 19579, suppression of
response styles, and multi?ariate techniques to uncover"the
structutgl bond (Jackson, 1973). The role of subtlety was
not- add;essed in this approach. The second major new test

construétion strategy was the empirical approach which

emphasized item selection on the basis of Tontrasted groups,

‘maintaining.that face validity was of little consequence and

.

that subtle items (even those "seemingly devoid of’any

substantivg link to a ceriterion) would serve effectively in

personality assessment. This is illustrated most fully in
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the deviaLion hypothesis (B¥rg, 1957, 1967) and a SUPDOSGdég%

corollary that particular item éontent is irrelevant'(Adams
& Butler, 1967). Although this hypothesis is open to a
number of different interpretations (Goldberg & Slovic,
1967; Norman, 1963; Sechrest & Jackson, 1962), {t places

no importance on either face or substantive validity.

2y
In summarizing the role of subtlety with respect to the
major test construction strategies,(major differences are
apparent. Projective testing regards subtlety as a virtue

in ' general and particularly when test knowledge or

.defensiveness may be present, such as in the CaSﬁ of the

assessment of , bsychopathology whéfe' all dimensions are

usually regarded as being highly undesirable. Thus, in

general, one w redict a positive relationship between
subtlety and empirical validity. For the rational approach,
obviousness 2of content is regarded as synonymous with
criterion validity anq, consequently, a rationalist would

~

argue for a negative correlation between subtlety and

4

measures of empirical validity. Empiricists, such as 'Berg- -

(1957, 1967), believe that the nature of test item content °

is irrelevant and would predict a zero correlation between
subtlety and criterion validity. Finally, construct
oriented test constructors would argue the merits of scale
homogéneity‘ but would not directly address the ob&iousness

of content.

This dissertation has four primary purposes. The first

is to define more clearly the concepts of face validity and




B
item subtlety. This wiil involve theoretical definitions qf
what(-theée two c;ncepts are and, perhaps Jjust as.’
importantly, Qhat they are not. The 'second is ‘ﬁo
investigate empirically&;the reliable measurement of these
concepts aﬂa their relationships with criterion variables
- under conditions whepe honest self-report is encouraged.
This wili‘ involve the evaluation - of a free-response
technique for the measurement of face validity and item
subtlety as well as tﬁe determination of individual item
criterion . validities based - on roommate report.
Additiomally, an, éthination of a number of moderator
variables | that may be related to test respondents'

cognitions regardfng test contert and desirability will be

undertaken. The third purpose is to contrast the relative

valiﬁit? of subtle and obvious scales under conditions of

-

advénde fest knowledge and ‘métivation to distort

-

self;presentation. Toward this end, the ~criterion

validities of disguised aﬁd undisguised subscales will be

i

compared under a variety of faking and information -
conditions. Finally, the fourth is to examine the

implications these findings have for test construction and

v

future research.: .
“@¢

>
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TERMINOLOGY
4

Previous research on item subtlety and face validity
has largely left many of its terms undefined and
undifférentiated (Holden & Jaekson, 1979, 1981; Jackson &
Paunonen, 1980). For exaﬁple, many view face validity and
item subtlety as complementary terms f(e.g., Burkhart,
Christian & Gynther, 1978; Burkhart, Gynther & Christian,
1978; Christian, Burkhart & Gynther, 1978; Duff, 1965;
Gynther, Burkhart & Hovanitz, 1979). Mischel (1971) treats
the_;grms content validity and face'validiQy as synonymous.
Lawshe =~ (1975) ‘confusés content validity witH’suBstantive
validity. Consequently, in view of this ternminological
confusion, it becomes essential to specify clearly the exact
meaniﬁg of at least; four terms --- content validity,
-substantive ‘validity, face validity, and item subtlety.
This is not intended to redefine these concepts but merely
to make more expliéit prgxiops interpretations'iﬁ terms of
their discriminant meaning.

Content Validity |

-

-

Quite simply, content validit& referé to the degree to
which test item content is sampled representatively from a
universe er domain of',oontent, implied by a theoretical
definition of the behévioral dimension being measuréa
(American Psychological Association,. 1974; Cronbach &
Meehl, 1955; Dick & Hagerty, 1971; Holden & Jackson, 1979;

Jackson, 19f1; Lennon, 1956). It should be .apparent from
. - . 6 . -




this definition, that conteﬁt validity is not a pr%ggrty of

.individual items, but g characteristic of a collection of ‘

items. To measugg‘individual items with respect to content
vélidity (e.g., ;Lawshe, 1975) is totally inappropriatef
Furtpermore, from this definition, a prerequisite toward an
evafzation of content validipy is a -necessarily thorough
undergtanding of the dimension ‘'being measured‘(Holden &
Jackébn, 1979). As a consequence of this cons?deration, it
may be suggested that the best judges of _content validity
might be those who are well versed in the psycholog;cal

theory of concern (Guion, 1977).

Substantive Validity ) -

/
A
Vi

-

Distinct ‘from content wvalidity, is the notion of
substantive validity. Rather than dealing with a collection
of items, substantive validity refers to a proberty that is
‘characteristic of individual items. Loevinger (1957)
clearly makes thié distinction. Items possess substantive
validity to~.the degree to which the§ possess a theoretical

link with the éoncérned, underlying dimension. Thus, it

should be .apparent that a substantive component is a-

necessary but not sufficient condition for content validity
to exist. ConsZZer the instance in which a test is composed
of a number of [repetitions of the same item. Although the
. ited may possess a substantive, theoretical link with an

underlying, behavioral dimension, the content of a single

item is hardly an adequate representation of the universe of

situations implied by a definition of the construct of “~"

~
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concern., However, like those of content validity, judgﬁénts
"of substantive validity are best méde by those who have a
\high- degree of ;roficiency in the area”of psychological
theorizing. In this regard, Lawshe's (1975) quantitative

‘approach would appear to he more approﬁriate.

~

-

Thus, in review, evaluations of both content validity

"and substantive validity are deséndent upon an understanding
of the uﬁdeflying construct being measured. Quite distinct

from thi% are evaluations based on the - judgments of

relatively naive individuals who possess 1little or no

: 'proffgigsiiérif> paxchélogical theorizing.\ .Of particular.
interesf, re judgme£%§ of test item ébntent b& tést

" respondents. Such judgments possess greater' ecological

,validity in that they are moere similar to typicai assessment'

)situations. Related to these judgmem{EJ;reAthe concepts of

face validity and item subtlety.

Face Validity

Py

4

A number of investigators ‘have notéd the desiﬁébility
of empioying tests which possess an appearance of measuring
whaé, in fact, they do measu;e ‘(American Psychological

" Associatiom,e 1974; Dick & Hagerty, 1971; Mosier, 1947)."
Typically, phis' would be desirable in the field of
employment testing (Cronbach, 1970) but this may also be
extended ‘to other areas of testing. ’Cﬁonbao; . (1970)
suggests that this allows for better public relat}oﬁs (e.g.,

_Dewey, {981; Sobelq 1980) and gives the test~ respondent a

g
. 'sense of having undergone a fair, relevant.evaluation.
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However,; in instances where testing is concerned with  the
measurement of undesirable traits" (e.g;, sadism), it has
been suggested that a test displaying an unclear

relationship with its items may bée more appropriate (Dick &

Hagerty, 1971; Jaékson, 1971). The purpose of using subtle

items 1is to prevént the respondent from éscertaining,the
?ndesirability of the particular measure and, thﬁs prevent
the respondent from an;wgring in a defensive manner wpich
would tend to invalidate . .the assessment. ‘From these
considerations, it would seéem éhai the'test con;tr&etor may
be put in the predicament of wanting both to disguise the
nature of the test and yet make its content as obvious as

possible, This apparent quandary may be resoived, however,

by the careful consideration of the definitions of face

L4

AJ

validity and item subtlety.

Mosier (1947) has provided a rather comprehensive

review of the term, face validity (but see Turner, 1971 for

a more philosophical approach). He haéﬁquite approprigtefy
remarked that a confusion in meaning éan often’legdfto
completely erroneous interpretation of gxperiméntal results.
Mosier, - himself, cites at least four different

interpretations of face validity. Finally he suggests that

» .
due to this ambiguity, the term be .dropped from use.

However proper such a suggestion may have been, the last 30
years have® not seen the demise of the term and it may be

suggested that perﬁéps, rather than deletiﬂg its use, 'phe

éerm may be acceptably employed, provided that it is clearly
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and specifically defined. Dick and Hagerty (1971) refer to
face validity as whether or not a test appears, from
examining its items, to measure what one wishes to measure.
This definition appears to be obscure in at least two
respects. First, it is not apparent whether this definition
implies a dichotomy (i.e., a test either has or hasn't face
validity) or a continuum (i.e., a measurement of a degree of
‘face validity). Secondly, it is not clear as to whom face
validity should apply. This definition suggests that it
ought * to apply to the test constructor, yet logically, it

‘would,seem that it must apply to the test respondent.
" Perhaps Wiggins (1973) offers a more acceptable definition
by stating that face validity refers to the degree to which
a test respondent views the content of a'test as relevant
for the situatioh being considered. It should be noted that
this definition” implies that the test respondent has
generated hypq&heses concerning relevant criteria and their

-

relationship to the test.

Extension of this concept to individual items and
behavioral scales would suggest that the face valiéity of an
item is the degree to which it appears relevqné' to some
iﬁplicitly hypothesized behavioral scale, as judged by the
iﬁdividual answering the item (Holden & Jackson, 1979)., "
Item Subtlety

{
As has been previously stated, item subtlety has often
» been confused with face validity (e.g., Duff, '1§65).

Possibly Jackson (1971) best: demonstrates a clear ~
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understanding of subtlety. He has argued that items are
subtle in that the indiviaual is unaware of .hhat specific
traits they measure and remarks that once given a
substantive definition of a particular trait, the average
respondent may be qhite capable of relating item content to
that trait. It4§s of interest to note that this definition
of subtlety emphasizes content rather than Qhee usual
interpretation in terms of freedom from a first factor
(e.g., desirability). Furﬁhermore, this notiqn of subtlety
is theoretically based and-empirically quantifiable and is
not dependent on idiosyncratic misinterpretation (e.g.,
Meehl, 1945; Seeman, 1952, 1953)~..Consider, for example,
the item, "I would enjoy the occupation of being a butcher.”
By itself the nature of the item's underlying construct may
be rather obscure,; however, given a theoretical defin}tion
of the dimension of sadism, the item's substantive link may

become quite apparent. _
yé ~

i

Thus, whereas fage validity concerns itsélf with the

abilit§ of a test respondent’ to relate item content to any
\ ¢ ‘
hypothesized. behavioral dimension, item subtlety is

concerned with the test ﬁ;spondent's ability to relate an
item fo its actual, keyed saale. Therefore, with respect to
; \ -

. <
the test respondent, face ¥alidity may be conceived of as

the contextual\relevance an item while item subtlety may

be viewed’ as thé ck of an obvious, substantive link

between an item and its ~underlying construct (Holden &

Jackson, «1979). Items, as a consequence, may be subtle

#
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-

because a respondent is unable to relate them to any

hypothesized scale (i.e., 1lack face validity) or relates

them to an inappropriate, implicit dimension.
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CHAPTER III T
REVIEW OF PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Before continuing,’an examination of previous studies
of the roles of item subélety and face validity and their
relationships to measures of critérion validity . is
appropriate. The purpose of 'this review is primarily to
evaluate methodologies employed in the measurement ofa face
validity énd item subtlety and secondarily to reinterpret
previous findings. r

¥

McCall (1958), in an analysis of items on the D scale
of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI),
postulated that the‘most dfscriminating items/would ‘be those
that were closest to describing phe known symptomatola%y of
depression. Arbitrarily, McCgll divided items into
categories of face valid, congruent, and irrelevant items.

In. his analysis, MecCall noted that face valid items

possessed the greatest discriminating value (for depressives )

~and non-depressive psychotics), followed by congruent items

and lastly by irrelevant items. As qﬂépnclusion, MeCall
states that for the D scale, discrfminating power - of the

items is proportional to their face validity.

Closer examination of McCall's study, however, reveals
a number of ambiguities and methodological problems.  No
reference is made to the diagnostic purity of the\depressive

and non-depressive groups, a point stressed by Rosen (1958).

Furthermore, it is not apparent whether McCall has sbught'to

) 13




cross-validate HTs results or has based his.analysis on data
which may have been used. to differentially diagnose the tdg
groups. Most importantly, McCall has failed to make
explici€ his basis for segregating itemgavinto face wvalid,
congrueqt, and irrelevant groups. A sihgle individual's
arbitrary decision based upon thé proximity of item confent
to known symptomatdlogy not only may be unreiiaple, but, in
thié case aﬁpearé to concern itself more with substantive
validity qéban face vglidity. Therefore, the superior
discriminating power qf what McCall refer;ed to as face
valid items may actually be interpreted as suggesting the
importance of a substantive link between item content and
the underlying soale-and does not direct itself towards an
evaluation of- face validity nor item subtlety per se.
wAdditionally, ﬁhe lack of any discriminating power Tor t@e

irrelevant items.seems not only to support the need for

subégg;tive validity,- but speaks out agéinst the inclusien

of theseﬁbarticular items in thamMMPlt Jackson (1971), in

fgcf, has argued that most of the MMPI's subtle itéms

(ﬁiener,‘19u8) may actually be irrelevant items, " included

due to sémpling errors related to items and -subjects.

Duff (1965) has attempted to examine the relationship

of item subtlety and discrihinating power.with .regard to the
EX’ gg; and Sc¢ scales of the MMPI. Duff hypothésized that ;
there.shqyld_be an inverse relatiénship between subtlety and

‘power of discerimination. 1In thié‘study, fzem subtlety was

mgﬁgured in terms of the percentage of graduate psychblogy'

-«

.s-—-\ g
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students who could accurately judge an item's scale and its
keyed pathological response. Items were then trichotomized
in terms of their degree of subtlety and correlated- with
empirically determined . measures of item discrimination.
Correlations were significant for all three scales,
suggesting that the more obvious items served to offer more

effective discrimination.-- ‘

There exist, however, a number of methodqlogical and
conceptual problems with Duff's study. First, he has

confused face validity‘and item subtlety. No distinction is

drawn between ‘the twg, and the terms are used as
gomplementary concepts. Additionally, item subtlety has
been viewed in terms of graduate psycbology students rather
than test respondenté. Although thdis avoids the conceptual
problems of @easuring face validity or item subtlety with
regard to the téﬁt constructor, it fails to take into

account differences -in the accuracy of the implicit

personality theories of graduate students and layépefsons.
Indeed, Stricker (1969). has noted that wide and reliable
individual differencés exist with regard to test-wiseness.
Duff, bimself, appropriately has remarked for the need to
consider item s!!tlety in iepms of the test respondent.
Finally, Duff, 1like MecCall (1958), failed to measure
adequately either face validffy or item subtlety. Measures
were'j;ased ‘"wpon subjects_ being asked to relate items to
their particular‘ scales, thus failing to consider the

indi?idual's ability to ggnerate'implicit scales. Again,

\
&
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¥

therefore, it appears that this study. has concerned itself
with the relationship of item substantiveness to a measure

of criterion validity.

In a study which has not restrained response options to
the same degree as the aforementioned investigétioﬂs,
Mehlman and Rand (1960) examined subtlefy with regard‘to‘fhe
MMPI. Clinicians, graduate psychology -students, and
undergraduates in psychoiogy were asked to generate the MMPI
scales from which items had been chosen. Results indicated
that for a random selection of U5 items, reéresenting a
subset of 177 MMPI‘items keyed for only one scale, judges
were able correctly to relate items to .their appropriate
scales to a greatef degree than expected by chancg.
However, although greatér than that expected by 'random
assignment, judges were only able to rglate corracﬁly 25% of
the items to their sca%es. FQrthermore, according to
Mehlman and Rand, approximately 25% of the items were
inacqurgtély identified by all graduate student judges (N =
13). d%fortuna@ely, however, no cpmparisoh was made bgtween
criterion validities for cérrectly identified items and
those 1inaccurately related to their scales. This study,
showing the reliability of group consensus, does point out
the stability of judged item content measures and the
procedure more élosely approximatés an approach which does
not limit tﬁe numbeér of implicitiy generated categories on

which to group items.

e e ey X BT B S 3 B T TR T e ok
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N Goldberg and Sloviec (1967) have: provided a rather
comprehensive analysis of the relationship of what they term
féce validity (actually substantive validity) to criterion
validity. The relationship was studied with regard to the
criteria of grade point averagé, sociometric status,
achievement, sorority Jjoining, yielding, and dominanceé.
"Face validity" was determined from the judgments of 56
undergraduates, rating items on a Statement Reaction Test,

~after haviné been given detailed descriptions of the six

criterion variables. Thus, judges were not asked to
generate hyﬁotheses as to what criterion an item was
related, nor were they required to make a selection as to an
appropriate criterion, but were asked merely whether a
particular item was a valid predictor of a particular
criterion. Judgments  were then trichotomized into.
categories of high, medium, and 1low "face validity", and
correlations with criterion va;idities were evaluated. More

importantly, péint bisérial correlations for the entire

group of "items were also determined. Reéults indicated that

i ? ' items of 1low "face -validity" generally had low criterion
i . validity coefficients while highly "face valid" items had a
wide range of coefficients of criterion validity. It would

-~ appear, therefore, that this represents strong evidence for
the role of high "face validity" in the development of an

item pool. Adams (1967), however, has pointed out that the

finding of a mean correlation of .19 be}wéen "face validity"

and criterion validity suggests that over 96% of Phe total

variénce (Adams considers neither the percentage of reliable

& '
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variance for Jjudgments nor the stability of criterion
validities assoéiated with the sample of about 150
university coeds) is no%’determined by "face validity" and
thus, the relationship is of 1little practical use for
prediction. While Adams' criticism maya not be totally
justified when éonsidering reliable variance, the Goldberg
and Slovie study does have some faults. For example,
Goldberg and Slovic have not sought to examine the stability
of the uncovered relationship for measures of obscure or
undesirable traits or for -differentially motivated
populations. Interestingly enough, the instance where a
non-significant correlation ‘betw?en "face validity" and
criterion validity did occur was for abasement predictor
items, a trait which intuitiveiy may appear to be the least
desirable dimension measured in the study. The procedure of
this investigation, however, has not "lent ‘itself to an.
examination of what impliciﬁ hypotheses are génerated for
each item by individual test reépondents. As with thé
previously cited studies, a measure of the substantive
validity of test items appegrs to be what has actually been:
investigated. However, this was‘ the prime purpose of
Goldberg and Slovie's study, for they were primarily
concerned with an evaluation of a corollary of Berg's (1957)
deviation hypothesis relating to the rélativg unimportance
of particular test item content. Thus, again it has been
sﬁbstantivenesg and not face validity or item content

subtlety which has b€en related to measures of criterion

validity.
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In a 'series of studies purpbrtihg to Qéxamine item
subtlety. and face validity, Gynther and his colleagues at
A&burﬁ ‘have eiamined the MMPI. _ In an initial study,
dissatisfied with previous distinctions of subtle and
obvious items on the MMPI ke.g., Wiener, 1948), Christian,
Burkhart, & Gynther (1978) had 138 undergraduate students
rate MMPI items'élong a 5-point scale for the indicativeness
of' a psychological pfoblem. In a followup study, Burkhart,
Chﬁistian & Gynther (1978) related tﬁeir subtle-obvious

distinction on the MMPI to faking. Results indicated that
while the obviously pathological -items could . be readily
faked, the subtle items demonstrated a paradoxical movement

in a direction opposite to that expected by the induction of

a -particular faking set.

While the lack of movement of subtle items toward the
intended direction of faking might seem fo suggest that
subtle items would be useful under conditions wﬁgre faking
may be a problem, an alternative explanation exists.
Although the endorsement pattern of MMPI subtle items was
not in the direction of intended faking, it was

‘ éigﬁificantly distorted in the opposite direction. As a
conclusion, Burkhart et al., suggest that, in fact, the
MMP4's subtle items may be unrelated to their supposed
dimensions and may be m;re indicative of a cénstrucp of "
sooiél astuteness. Jackson's (1971) suggestion that most of

the MMPI suStle items are irrelevant and findings of

negative correlations between many of the subtle and obvious
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subscales (e.g., Burkhart, Gynther, & Fromuth, 1980;
RN ”

Edwards, 1970; Gynther, Burkhart, & Hovanitz, 1979) of the

same MMPI dimeﬁsions would also seem to support this notion

of no relation of subtle items to their intended dimensions.
¢

Burkhart, Gynther, and Christian (1978) pursuing the
idga that subtle MMPI items are relatéd to social
astuteness, examined the relationsﬁips between‘ subtlety
scores and both 'psychological mindedness (using the
California Psychélogical Inventory , - Psychological
Mindedness scale, Gough, 1968) and #intelligence (as measured
by the Americdﬁ‘Cbllege Test). qu intelligence, results
failed to indicate any significant relationship between
American College Test sScores and subtlety scores either
under standard conditions or under faking instructions.
With respect to psychological mindedness,- higher scorers
endorsed more subtle and fewer obvious items under standard
conditions. There were no significant relationships under
fake-bad instructions and, under fake-good instruetions,
highly psychological minded subjects endorsed ‘fewer subtle
items. While these results do argue for an alternative
interpretation of MMPI subtle items, they do not'precludq_?n
interpretation “of péychopathologiéal meaningfulness. That
ié, there may ‘well exist a relationship between ' social

astuteness and psychopathology.

In a more recent study, Gynther, Burkhart, and Hovanitz
(1979) evaluated the concurrent validity of subtle versus

face valid scales for the MMPI's Pd scale. The Gynther et
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al. criterion consisted of 30 self-report "non-conformity"
items, including those concerned with stealing, 1lack of
responsibility, and social bréshness, similar in content and
desirability level to certain ;gg scale items. Results
indicated that obvious items coﬁ%ributed greater predictive
.power to the Pd scale than either neutral or subtle items.‘
There was some evidence, however, that subtlé items did
contribute some significantly uniqﬁe variance to criterion

prediction for males. This finding could not be replicated

with females. The authors conclude that although obvious

items may offer superior concurrent validity, there may yet
be a wunique contributory aspect of subtle items to

Lo discriminatory power.

Using the Ma scale of the MMPI, Hovanitz and Gynther
0) examined subtle and obvious scale concurrent
validities using a variety of eritérion variables. Criteria

- consisted of Zuckerman's (1977) Sensation Seeking Scale
(Form V), an Activity-level Biographic Questionnaire, and
the Porteus\ Maze Test scored both for errors and for time
., taken for completion. Results of the analysis indicated
that the obbi us Mggscale was superior at predicting some
criteria while \the subtle Ma scale was superior at
predicting othe criteria. Furthermore, the hypomania
criteria failed ¢ intercorrelate substantially. As a
: conclusion, the authors state that hypomania may not be a
homogeneous construct| and that tﬁgxsubtle scale of the Ma

scale has definite predictive validity.
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In the Auburn group's most recent study, Burkhart,
Gynther, and Fromuth (1980) examined the relative predictive
validity of subtle versus obvious items on the MMPI
Depression scale. Criteria consisted of the Beck Degression
Inventory (Beck, 1967), the Profile of Mood States (M&Nair,
Lorr, &'Droppleman, 1971) and.an abbreviated version of tﬂe
Pleasant Events Schedule (MacPhillamy & ‘Lewinsohn, 1974).
Results indicated that not only was the obvious Depression
scale vastly superior to its subtle counterpart, the subtle
Depression scale significantly correlated in the reverse
direction with two of the three criteria. Again, as a
conclusion, the authors stress the relative merits of using
°

face valid items.

4

The findingg of Gynther and his associates are indeed
interesting. They do not, however, address the usefulness
of item sub?lety. Ratings of MMPI items were for general
psychopathological content and were not iq,t nms of specific
dimensionsﬁ: as Jackson (1971) has suggested.  Not
surprisingly, therefore, Christian et al.'s (19785 ratings
show that items from the Mf and Si scales are the most
subtle-. This does not mean that these items are the most
subtle with respect to the specific scales on which they ére
keyed, ' but that they are subtle with regérd to
psychopathology. For example, based on Christian et al.'s

ratings, Mf items are subtle indicators of psychopathology

" but not necessarily subtle with respect to a

masculinity-femininity dimension. As a result of these
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éonsidergtions, it is not clear that Gynther et al. (1979)
have given an evaluation of subtlety in terms of specific
content. For the Pd scale (Gynther et al., 1979) subtlety
in terms of general psychopathology, not subtlety based on
the specific dimension of psychopathic deviance, was related
to a sgpecific criterion of nonconformity.. A similar

argument exists for the studies using the Ma and D scales.

Rather than defining subtlety in terms of a specific
dimension of psychopathology, it was defined in terms of
general psychopathology in the Gynther et al. (1979)"
evaluation of the criterion validity of subtle and obvious
items. Therefore, this study must be viewed as indicating
that more face valid (i&?" contextually‘relevant~for a
psychopathology assessment situation) items ‘are more
empirically valid. Item subtlety, however, is viewed as the
obviousness of a substantive link bet&een test item content
and 1its keyed dimepsion (Jackson, 1971}.‘ Thus, while
éynther's studies do address themselves  toward the
usefﬁlness of face valid scales, they fail to speak toward

the role of item subtlety.

Holden and Jackson (1979) sought ‘to approach the
measurement of face validiﬁy and item subtlety in a manner
consistent with the typical ;ssessment situation in which
respondents are not advised as to the particular personality
dimensions being measured. Concerned with the priming of.

constructs (Higgins, Rholes, & Jones, 1977; Rosenberg &

" Sedlak, 1972), a free-sort procedure (Stricker, Jacobs, &
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Kogan, 19T74) was employed. Ninety-three undergraduates were
asked to sort 80 items, 16 from each of the Abasement,
Achievement, Affiliation, Autonomy, and Dominance scales of
the Personality Research Form, Form E (PRF, Jackson, 1974).
Subjects were asked to sort into groups those test items
that referred to the same personality trait or to its direct
opposite. Items not deemed relevapt to a personality
inventory could be placed in a "miscellaneous" category. No
restriction was placed on the number of groups a subject
could choose to uqF or on the number of items that could be
placed into a group. Following the sorting task, subjects
were asked to write down their rationale for each of their
item groups. Subjects were then presented with a list of
the 20 PRF content scales along with descriptions of higﬁ\
scorers and.aefining trait adjectives for each of the trait
scales and were asked tq equate, if appropriate, their group
- descriptions with single PRF scale namés. Face validity
scores for each item‘ were based on the proportion of
subjects who related the item to any hypothesized dimension,
rather than placed it in a "miscellaneous" category.
Subtlety scores foﬁ' each item were determined by the
proportion of gubject§ who failed to rélate the item to its
keyed scale. Using a variety of self-repo;t measures,
_results indicated that, in generai,:across all items, there

was a tendency for the more facé valid items to -have greater:

criterion validity (r(78) = .50). Furthermore, there was

also a trend for less subtle items to have greater empirical

validity (r(78) = -.36). | ' ]

e = r———r . ® o % R

»
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In a subsequent study, Holden and Jackson (1981) sought

to examine the relative usefulness of subtle versus obvious

= scales under conditions of faking and of advance test

knowledge. Using the same item subtlety judgments as in the
previous study, items for each scale were subjected to a
median split and dichotomized into subéle and obvious
subscales. Results demonstrated that subtlety as a factor
did not interact with either-.faking instructions or advance
information aboué the test to produce a more vaLia
assessment (as measured~ by a number of self-report
eriteria). -The authors state that this not only suggests
that subtlety is not a’virtue under conditions of hones§
self-report, but wpere distortioﬁ:is present an& disguise

7

may intuitively seem to be advantageous, subt;e seales are

- . {
not superior to obvious ones,

While the work of Holden and Jackson (1979, _1981)
appears to support the notion that, in general, item content
subtlety is not a virtue, their results have yet to be
extended to the domain of psychopathology. Furthermore,
Holden and Jackson examined only a small number of scales,
all of which were of moderate désirability and which
represented relatively accessible dimensions to lay persons.
An extension of previous work into the area of
psychopathology would provide for a number of important
extensions. 1Initially, it would serve to replicate prevtious
general relationships. Additionally, both by itself and in

coﬁjunction with previous work, it would allow for an
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examination of the moderating varjiables that may influence
the general relationships. For example, the relationship of
item subtlety with criterion validity may, be moderated by
variables related to test transparency and desirability
(e.g., Curran & Cattell, 1976) such as construct
accessibility,- unity of the trais, substantive
representation of the trait by its items, d€Sirability ‘of
the ' trait, and/or desirability of the scale. Simi¥ap
hoderator effects may be present for the relationshib
between face validity i and criterion validity. By
incorporating a greater number of scales; these moderating
effects may be analyzed with greater power. Furthermé%e,
the results from a study with psychopéthologicél constructs

may be combined with Holden and Jackson's (1979) previous

findings to lend even greater power to this analysis of
. N

moderating variables. '




CHAPTER IV .
THE BASIC PERSONALITY INVENTORY

-~
¥
’

The major test instrument used in the brésent series of"
studies was the‘Ba§ic Personalitx Inventory (BPI; Jackson;
1976). Accordingly,'a review of some of the psychometric .
properties . of this relatively new inventory 1is highly

appropriate.

Development of the BPI

Thp'BPI is a 12~-scale, 240-item, true-false inventory
measuring relatively uncorrelateé ~ components of
psychopathology similar to those undérl%ing the MMPI, The
- 12 scales of the BPI inclﬁde Hypochondriasis, Depression,
Denital, Interpersonal Problems, Alienation, Pérsecutoqy
'Ideas, Anxiety, Thinking Disorder, Impulse .Exbression,
Social Introvérsion; Self Depreciation,-\;nd _Deviation.

. Scale names and corresponding descriptions of low and high

scorers appear in Table 1.

The constructs undeflying the” BPI (exGept Deviati®h)

" are based on a multimethod . factor analysis of the
Differential Pefsonality ingentory (DPI; Jacksog & Méssiqy,
1971) and the MMPI. Briefly, the development of the BPI
constructs was based upon a sampie \of.‘282 white male
psychiatrid’ patien;s admitted at Minnes&ia State Hospital;
Willmar,iﬁfﬁnesota-(Hoffmanﬁ, Jackson, & Skinner, 1975).
These patients ‘were administered 41 measures-(the stanaarq

\

3 MMPI clinical.and validity scales and the 28 DPI scales).
®
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SCALE

Hypochontriasis

2

~

Depression

Denial

——————

Interpersonal
Probienms

Table 1%

BASIC PERSONALITY INVENTORY

SCALE DESCRIPTIQONS

LOW SCORER

Is without excessive bodily
concern or preoccupation
with physical complaints.
Absenteeism due to ili
health likely to be below,
average.

Reports a usual feeling of
confidence, cheerfulness,
and persistence, even when
experliencing disappointment.
Has an 6ptimistic attitude
about his future.

Accepts his feelings
as part of himself;
rot afraid to discuss
unpleasant topics.
Can answer questions
about himself frankly;
avolds, impression
management. °‘Shows
normal affect,

Experiences less than
average irritation
frop noise, changes
in/routine,
dipappointment and
miBtakes of others;
respects authority
and prefers clearly
defined rules and
regulations; cooperates
fully with leadership
and readily agcepts
ceriticism from.others.

D

HIGH SCORER

Frequently thinks

he is sick.

Complains regularly

of' peculiar pains

or bodily dysfunctions.
Discusses such

topics, frequently
revealing a
preoccupation

with his complaints.

Inclines to be
down-hearted and

show extreme
despondency;

considers himself

to be inadequate;

may be listless,

remote and preoccuplied;

. looks at his

future pessimistically.

Lacks insight into
his feelings and
the causes of his
behavior. Avoids
unpleasant,
exciting or violent
topies. Relatively
unresponsive
emotionally.

Is often extremely
annoyed by little
inconveniences,
frustrations or
disappointmants;
will freguently

be uncooperative,
disobedient, and
resistant when faced
with rules and reg-
ulationss reacts
against discipline and
criticism.
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SCALE

Alienation

Persecutory Ideas

//’ﬂr_‘\hnxiety

N

Thinking Disorder

Impulse Expression

LOW SCORER

Ordinarily displays
ethical and socially
responsible attitudes
and behavior; reports
a sense of obligation
toward society and its
laws.

Trusts others and doesn't
Accepts

feel threatened.
responsibility for the
events in his life

and doesn't attribute
maliciousress to others.

\
Remains calm and
unruffled even when

confronted by unexpected

occurrences. Takes
things as they come
without fear or
apprehension. Main-
tains self control even
in a erisis situation.

Has no difficulty 8is-

tinguishing his daydreams

from reality. 1Is able
to concentrate normally
and to maintain csensiblie
conversations.

]

Appears to be even-tem-
pered and level-headed;
carefully considers the
future before acting;

generally has the patience

to cope with a_lengthy
anq tedious task.

HIGH SCORER

Expresses attitudes
markedly different
from common social
codes; is prone to
depart from the
truth and behave

in an unethical

and untrustworthy
manner; feels
little or no guilt.

Believes that certain
people are against him
and are trying to

make his life diffi-
cult and unpleasant.
Inclined to brood.

Easily scared. Little
things, even an idea,
can throw him into a
frenzy of anxiety.
Afraid of novelty and

of the possibility 54

of physieal or
interpersonal
danger.

Is markedly confused,
distractable and dis-
organized. Cannot
remember even simple
things from day to
day. Reports that he
feels he is living in
dream-like world,
that peqple appear
different to him and
that he feels differ-
ent from then.

Lacks ability to think
beyond the present and
to consider the conse-
quences of his action;
is prone to under-
take risky and reck-
less actions; inclined
to behave irresponsi-
bly; finds routine
tasks boring.

29
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SCALE
Social Introversion

£

Self Depreciation

Deviation

LOW SCORER

Enjoys company. Likes to

talk and knows many people.

Spends much of his time
with others.

Manifests a high degree
of self-assurance in
dealings with others.
Not afraid to meet
strangers; speaks with
confidence about 2
variety of topies;
believes in his own
ability to accomplish
things.

Generally shous behavior

patterns similar to those
of a majority of people.

Tends to be free from un-
usual symptoms and modes

of thought,

TN

HIGH SCORER

Avoids people gener-
ally. HEas few friends
and doesn't say much
to those he has.

Seems to be uncom-
fortable when around
others. Prefers aso-~
cial activities.

Degrades himself as
being worthless,
unpleasant, and un-
deserving. Generally
expresses a low
opinion of himself
and refuses credit
for any accomplish-
ment.

Displays behavior
patterns very dif-
ferent from most
people's, Admits

to unusual and path-
ological character-
isties.

% Copyright 1976 by pouglas N. Jackson. _Reproduced with permissicn.
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A complete componenﬁs analysis of the %ﬁﬁflwas performed and
o ghe factor loadings were rotated s%éﬁﬁfhat only one scale
maximally loaded on each ortﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬂl factor, Such an
orthogonalizing transformation / highlights the unique
contribution of each MMPI sca@e to the battery and is
statistically advantageous as it eliminates the item overlap
problem (Hoffmann, Jackson, & Skinner, 1975). Next, a
prinéipal components analysis of the DPI was undertaken.

N .
Although a common factor é%lution of the DPI would generally

interpret only six or seven factors, an eleven factor
solution accounting for 77.89% -of the total variance was
extracted in an-attempt to account for additional reliable
scale variance, These 11 DPI principal components were then
rotated to an hypothesized pattern based on theoretical
links of the DPI constructs to individual MMPI scales.
Finally, based on implicit factor scores, an

intercorrelation matrix was calculated between the 13 MMPI

and 11 DPI factors and this matrix was factored. The first

11 factors (eigenvalues exceeding unity) were then extracted

and rotated to a varimax criterion. The results are

&

displayed in Table 2. These hypothesized higher-order DPI
factors then served as the constructs underlying 11 of the

BPI scales.

\ ) Once these BPI constructs had been defined, orthogonal

factor scores derived from +the analysis together with a

ninimum redundancy item analysis were employed as the

criterion for selecting DPI items to develop new scales

. | -

B d

4




Results of Rotated Solution of MMPI Orthogonalized Scales

Table 2%

and DPI Hypothesized Factors*#%

- I
MMPI
L -12
F 28
K ~-18
Hs -15
D -04
Hy 08
Pd 59
Mf -09
Pa =27
Pt -20
Se 18
Ma 29
Si ~-11
DPI
Denial -07
Depression 05
Hypochondriasis 09
Interpersonal conflict 8U
Social alienatfon 05
Persecutory ideas 09
Anxiety -08
Cognitive
" disorganization =07
Impulse expression -02
Desocialization =06
Self-depreciation 06

After Hoffmann, Jackson, and Skinner {1975).
Salient scales are underlined.

Decimals omitted.

II

58
19
-10
-06
02
-05
..23
-57
-07
-20
ol
-03
02

89
-01
07
02
-02
02
-07

-02
02
-09
05

-07
00
89

-09
13
01
00

05
~-11
-03

01

FACTOR

Iv

-07
=13
32
00
~02
-10
21
=21
-16
18
24
-12

&1

-0l
02
~02
-06
~05
13
06

-10
07
17
81

-18
25

=01

08
=01
-02
-06

85
01

01
10
02
-1

-0l

12
-01

Viil

2y
12
00
05
-06
09
-09
22
09
18
11
07
-10

05
00
03
09
05
08
06

o
-03
12

IX

_3!4
-01
-03
15
02
-30
=10
-28
29
14
00
12

~01
-0l
05
03

o4

-0l
01
00

-01

X

-01
-02
01
-12
-03
15
02
-09
26
37
=07

09

-10
00
05
09
18

-08
03

10

-02
-02

32
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(Jackson, 1975a). This minimum redundancy item analysis was

a variant of a previous technique (Jackson, 1974) whe;e, in

rs

this case, there was an attempt to maximize the ratio of the
relevant item-factor score correlation to the sum of the
squares of the irrelevang item-factor score correlations.\
Unlike previous procedures (e.g., .Jackson, 1974) no

differential weighting based on inter-scale correlations was

employed.

-

- . After these items had undergone this selection

procedure, revisions were undertaken for a number of

L3

reasons. First, items were rewritten to enhance their -

substantive reflections of their underlying construets, to
simplify them, and to eliminate item overlap with the DPI.
Then items were wmodified in order to shorten them, to
introduce greater substantive clarity, to simplify them, and

to balance each of the eleven 20-item scales with equal

numbers of true-keyed and false-keyed items. Finally, an
additional scale, the Deviation scale, was added. This
final scale, not used in the present series of studies, does
not represent a proper construct but includes 20 true-keyed
| rationally developed items designed to assess diverse
critical pathological behaviors.

Internal Consistency

With the emphasis on high relevant item-factor
correlations for item selection, it would be expected that
the scales of the BPI should show substantial internal

consigtencies. Furthermore, with an emphasis on construct

t L *
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identification and careful item revision, homogeneity should
be fostered to a greater extent. Table 3 reports KR-20's
for a number of samples. Reddon's (1980) random sample is
based on 1444 public high school students (838 females; 606
males) in the province of Alberta. Holden, Burton, and
Conley (1981) based their data on 196 adults (102 females;
94 males) selected randomly from a voters' list in a small
southwestern Ontarié community. The data of Holden, Helmes,
Fekken and Jackson (1982) are based on 123 first-year
university students (70 females; 53 males) while Holden,
Helmes, Jackson and Fekken (1982) employed U435 inpatients

from a provincial psychiatric hospital.

In general, all these reliabilities are quite
acceptable and lend credence to the notion that; at least at
a gross level, items within a scale Treflect a similar
construct. This becomes particularly evident with the
psychiatric sample where the variance of scale scores is

0

greater and reliabilities are higher (mean = .78).

Test-Retest Stability

Two studies of the stability of test scores have been
undertaken with the BPI. Holden, Helmes, Fekken, and
Jackson (198é7 used a one month retést i;terval with 123
first-year university students (70 femalesy 53 males).
Kilduff (1979) using an identical interval employed 168
university undergraduates (97 females; 71 males). Results
from these two spudies showing acceptable stability for all

scales are reported in Table U,




Table 3

Basic Personality Inventory

Coefficient Alpha

Reddon* Holdenk* Holden¥* %%

N=1444 N=196 N=123
Scale -

Hypochondriasis 7 .81 .15
Depression .80 .84 .86
Denial .61 .68
Interpersonal Problems .72 .69 .68
Alienation 72

Persecutory Ideas .73 .76

Anxiety .57 .78

Thinking Disorder .65

Impulse Expression .68

Social Introversion . 17

Self Depreciation . .63

Deviation ' .64

Mean .71

After Reddon (1980).

After Holden, Burton, and Conley (1981).

After Holden, Helmes, Fekkén, and Jackson (1982).
After Holden, Helmes, Jackson, and Fekken (1982).

Holdenk®#k#

N=U435

.80
.88
.65




Table 4
Basic Personality Inventory

Test-Retest Reliability

Holden* Kilduff*#
Scale
N=123 N=168
Hypochondriasis .73 .74
& Depression .85 .85
Denial .63 .67
Interpersonal Problems LT ‘ 1,82
Alienation CT7 .81
Persecutory Ideas .78 7 LT
Anxiety .78 .75
Thinking Disorder .71 . .éﬂ
Impulse Expression \ .78 | .78
Social Introversion BT ¢ .82
Self Deprec}ation LT7 .62
Deviation ’ .69 ’ .70

* After Holden, Helmes, Fekken, and Jackson (1982).
*¥*  After Kilduff (1979).
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Item Factof Structure gg the BPI

Holden, Reddon, Jackson, and Helmes (1982) have
examined the factor structure of the BPI at the item level.

Employing samples of 182 normal adults, 352 psychiatric

inpatients, and 1485 high school students and three randoml

data sets of correspohging sample size, the BPI items were
intercorrelated,\‘ subjected to a principal components
analysis, and orthogonally rotated to a target matrix which
was based on the scoring key of the BPI. Table 5 shows the
mean absolute factor loadings of keyed and non-keyed 1itefs
in ‘the rotated factor loading matrices. Table 6 displays
the number of keyed items loading in the targeted direction
in the rotated factor matrices and Table 7 shows the degree
of congruence (Harman, 5976) between the rotated item
factors and their respective targets. 1In general, one can
appreciate that these data demonstrate both convergent and
“discriminant validity for the BPI at the item level.
Validity '

~X

To date, two main studies 'have examined the validity of
the BPI scales. Jackson (1975a) used peer-rated 1item
responses, self adjective ratings, and peer adjective
ratings as criteria for a university undergraduate sample.
Subjects were 96 university residence roommate pairs
consisting .of a total of 102 females and 90 males. Jackson
(1975a), rather than providing yalidities in - terms of

scale-criteria correlation coefficients, reports the results

of a multimethod factor analysis (Table 8). From this

o

%
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Table 6%%

Number of Keyed Items Loadings in the Targeted Direction

in Rotated Matrices

Adult Psychiatric High School
Sample* Sample Sample
Real Random Real Random Real Random
_Scale Data Data Data Data Data Data
Hypochondriasis 20 14 20 17 20 12
Depression 19 1L 20 16 20 13
Denial 20 18 20 15 20 16
Interpersonal ’
Problems 20 11 19 13 20 16
Alienation 19 16 20 16 20 15
Persecutory
Ideas 19 15 20 -~ 15 18 15
Anxiety 20 15 20 12 18 15
Thinking
Disorder 19 13 20 10U 20 - 15
Impulse ‘
Expression .19 13 19 13 19 15
Social . L e
Introversion 20 14 20 16 20 15
Self
Depreciation 16 14 20 17 20 10
Total 211 157 218 164 215 157
Percentage 96% 72% 99¢ 75% 98% 71%

® PBased on 219 items as one item for Self Depreciation showed no
variance for this sample.

#% After Holden, Reddon, Jackson and Helmes (1982).




v Table 7%

Congruences of Rotated
Matrices with Targets J

Adult Psychiatric High School
Sample Sdmple ) Sample
Real Random Real Randonm Real - Random
Scale Data Data Data Data Data Data

Hypochondriasis .66 .26 .75 .26 .Th .22
Depression .66 L1 .60 .23 .67 .13 )
Denial . U8 .28 .53 .22 U5 .21
Interpersonal - "

Problems U3 .1 A5 .13 .67 .16
Alienation Luy .20 .51 .20 66 7 .21
Persecutory :

Ideas U7 .26 .63 .15 - .50 .21
Anxiety .55 .15 .53 .15 L3 .15
Thinking ' '

Disorder .40 .12 .52 .19 .61 .18
Iﬁpulse )

Expression .u8 . .53 4 .62 .20
Social

Introversion 59 .16 .72 .16 .79 T .15
Self %

Depreciation .34 w16 .55 .22 .53 .09.
Mean .50 .18 .57 .19 .61 L7

% After Holden, Reddon, Jackson, and Helmes (1982).

o




- Table 3¢

. .

Rotated Factor Matrix of Inplicit Correlations imong Factor Sceres:

Psychopathology Heasured by Four Methods

I 1o oIy VI vII vIiIr Iix X b4

.13 . .
Rypochondriasis &1 52 =22 -0d -1 30 15 " 15 =01 N
Gepression o0 77 09 07 15 20 03 1% 18 1 0
. Denfal 05 -09 59 -03 -2 -20 237 06 25 -7 B
Interpersonal
Problens -10 07 -3 29 35 §2 08 -1 33 10 05
4 AMienation -5 19 -08 -03 &7 AT .31 13 13 0% -0k s
Persecutory
Ideas =01 M1 216 =20 27 59 18 15 18 0% -13
Anxiety -06 %2 -17 -18 -15 25 69 0% 03 02 -03 .
o Tninking <
Disorder 03 38 -28 -30 09 31 -0 25 22 -06 .18
Ispulse .
Expresafon -16 21 <16 06 12 21 .05 10 65y =23 15
Social
b s Introversion ,0% 57 10 -15 26 00 09 13 =07 & 02
elf .
Depreciation =23 57 26 -1k 18 17 16 26 17 06 10
Judged BPI ’
Hypochondriasls S8 01 -12 07 O 22 18 37 -2 -05 N
Depressfon” 27 13 05 27 Q2 30 05 3% 05 37 56
Denfal . =26 15 3t -38 -193 11 -32 -06 11 O 0%
Interpersonal v
Prodtlems 07 22 <03 76 13 03 .05 26 -02 -08 -13
Mienation -02 <01 =08 56 a9 19 -0% 39 08 11 06
Persecutory .
Ideas ¥ =01 11 X0 05 37 2% 33 16 1t X0
Anxiety 3} -11 <20 08 "-12 31 55 30 -09 ©0F" 38
- Thinking
Disorder / 16 08 15 20 25 11 .07 53 -1 .01 5
s Ispulse / .
Expll‘ession / 09 -13 -29 35 18 -28 20 51 « X .08 05 .
1a ' i
. {ntroversion -05 18 03 1% .09 33 -05 2. -18 63 31 N
elf
] * Depreciation 19 <09 -07 13 06 29 0§ 3% 09 37 59
. Self Raling '
Fypochondrissts 68 38 ~15 06 05 -05 06 -30 03 06 00 o
Depresesion 20 75 0% o2 1" o0 07 -07 03 26 ¢ - -
~ Denfal 05 81 22 =20 M -m 13 -t% .03 16 27
Interpersonal - ?
Mrodlens 03 25 -16 33 25 271 -01 -2% 3 .12 5 <
. . Alfesation 06 20 15 -12 5 01 -08 -22 19 -10 16 . '
| } Paraeoutory ‘o -
ldeas 26 29 13 07 3 3B 16 -30 01 0t 18
- ' Anziety -07 3% 06 -12 07 02 63 -26 08 .07 29
¢ Thinking - ’
. Disorder -0t L¥4 01 -12 01 .ON .02 O3 57 .13 3% . p S
Impulse -~
Expression -16 28 08 09 19 08 .05 -05 61 .28 36
fal .
SJrrn.l'cner:uorx 01t ~ 8 0§ .07 23 16 03 -18 .07 63 N
: L. Doprecjation -07 60 25 -11 06 11 36 -02 05 00 37 ~
Rooznate Rating Nt 3 . .
. Hypochondriasis 77 -10 17 09 00 g 11 ' 17 -05 06 0t
Dapression 35 09 25 35 13 18 13 05 5% 2
. . . Denfal | -05 -th 32 33 o8 33 28 oF 06 3t 15
L \ Interpersonal .
* Problems 17 17 1% 67 02 O o7 18 12 08 -28
~ Alfenaticn 12 -28 26 3% L1 ] 27 03 20 30 1t 05 *
Peraecutory
ldeas 10 0t 26 &6 16 83 23 13 =21 22 Ot *
Anx{ety 28 -31 12 18 0% 13 6% 11 - 09 06 05 o . .
Thinking .
. . Disorder 20 -26° 32 20 17 <12 30 ¥ 312 ®
. Impulse
t- - Expresaion 15 <02 09 %0 17 =15 05 W 51 11 02 N
Soclal
£ Introverson 06 05 18 11 -19 20 1% -10 05 7% 28
] ‘ Self .
. . Depreciation 35 12 21 02 -07 12 10 18 271 W W
® After Jackaon (1975s). ~ . .
o y) B ‘. s .
N . ) .
. - »
- ¢
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table, it is apparent'.that the- BPI scales define factors
that are also defined by relevant and only relevant
criteria. That is, the BPI scales demonstrate convergent

—

* and discriminant validity with appropriate criteria.

& Holden, Helmes, Jackson and\Fekken (1982) have-examined
the validity of the BPI in terms of diagnostic efficiency.
U31é§ 352, psyohiatric inpatlents (205 males; 147 . females),
an attempt was made to predlct each patient's diagn051s

(ICDA - code system) on the basis of scores from the twelve

-

BPI scales. Classification rgsults are reported in Table 9*
While a hit rate of 33.2% may appear somewhat low, th1s:‘
represents a‘significant increase over an unadjusted chance,
rate of 1H.3;. Furthermore, it fails to consider both ~the
unreliability of psychiatric diagno;es (‘Schmidt,L Fonda, &
Lester, 19554 erersak, 1981) and the lack of empirical -
-validity' for the entire nosological system (seetSkinner,

1979). .

Summary \ . :
- : - "
< - ,

In summarizing the various properties of the BPI, a
number of tentatiib\sonolusions may be drawn. At the scale
-level, the BPI shows evidence of test-retest reliability,

empirical _ validity ‘and diaénostic efficiency. More
importantly for the preeent thesis, BPI scales demonstrite

. ' content validity aﬁd~‘internal coneisténcy while at the‘
“ individual item level there is strong 'evidence;‘ for
convergent. and discriminant validity. Thus, in general, it

Ry

apbears that BPI items.are relevant 'for their own scales and
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irrelevant with respect to non-keyed scales.
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CHAPTER V \
STUDY I: THE DESIRABILITY OF THE BPI CONSTRUCTS

This study was undertaken to ascertain the r%lative
desirability of the BPI constructs (as opposed tp/fhe BPI
scales). While desirability may be minimized /rﬁ//terms of
its correlations with BPI scales (e.g., Jacksﬁn, 1;%“), the
underlying constructs ought to evoke relativgly _ immutable
judgments of their social desirability; ThY;/may or may not
have importan§ implications wi}h regard to test-taking
behavior. If test item content ean inform a test respondent
of which behavioral dimension is being assessed, then the
desirability of that construct, independent of the
desirability of the scale, may c<possibly affect _the
respondent 's self-presentation.

Method

.Subjects Subjects in this Study consisted of 22
studéﬁis (13 .females; 9 males) enf;lled in a second year
undergraduate_psychology class and 22 graduate psychology
students (13 females; 9 males) from a variety of academic
years and areas of specialization. Mean age of the total

sample was 24,41 years (S.D. = 3.04 years).

* Materials Materials consisted.of a 1list of the 11 BPI
traits along with accompanying descriptions of low and high

scorers on each of the traits. A copy of the materials and

instructions is inclfed in Appendix B.
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Procedure Subjects were requested to read over a 1list
of the 11 BPI +trait names along with the descriptions of
- high and low trait scorers. Following this, subjects were
asked to rank order the trait names in terms of the
desirability of the traits. Wiﬁg the undergraduate sample,
all 22 subjects were tested in a single group while for the
graduate sample, subjects completed the form individually at
their own-convenience.

Results W L

&
Y Results of this study are displayed in Table 10.

Rankings by undergraduates correlated .53 with rankings by

. graduates while rankings by males correlated .87 with those

of females. As well as the more common rank order

~ correlations, Spearman's rank order correlations and

Kendall's coefficients of concordance were also computed

(Marascuilo & McSweeney, 1977) for the subgroups and total

sample. A1l these values proved to be highly significant
(all p's & .01).

Discussion

In general, judgments of the rank order of the
desirability of the BPI traits appear to be quite reliable.
This is particularly impressive when one considers that it
was the construet name .(i:e., one entire pole of the.
dimension) that was being evaluated and not any specific
position along the pole. Relationships of constructs with
desirability may not be linear (e.g., Hamsher, 1969) but<ma;;

- vary as a function of dimensional range (e.g., along a
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= wTable 10
BPI Construct Desirability Rankings

Undergraduates Graduates Males Females Total

(N=22) (N=22) (N=18) (N=26) (N=HU)
-3
Construct
Hypochondriasis 10 6 9 8 8
. Depression 8 7 7 1 7
! Denial 1 5 4 1 2
, ™ Interpersonal Problems ] 8 6 5 6
Alienation 5 10 8 10 9
Persecutory Ideas 9 9 10 9 10
! Anxiety 6 2 5 4 ]
; Thinking Disorder 11 1 11 1 1
Impulse Expression 2 3 2 3 3
Social Introversion 3 1 1 2 1
Self Depreciation 7 /] 3 6 5
Split~Half Rank .
Order Correlation .97 .63 .82 .80 .92
i
| Average Rank
i Order Correlation oM .19 .09 12 .12
: Kendall's Coefficient .
of Concordance .15 .22 14 .15 .1
x* (10) C. 3T 49.32  25.69 38.68 60.50
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-

cynicism-interpersonal trust dimension, interpersonal trust
may be sSeen as being deéirable. Hoﬁever, trust in an
extreme fprm may be seen as gullibility and, therefore, as
being undesirable). Nevertheless,< in this study, the
reliability of the judgments suggests not only that these
rankings represent stable .properties of the traits but also
that judges evaluate the desirability of the behaviorél
dimensions from some implicitly common point or range along

~.

the dimension.




CHAPTER VI
STUDY II: BPI ITEM SORTING STUDY

The purpose of this investifation was to determine the
relative face validity and item subtlety scores for the BPI
items. In this instance, preference was given to a
procedure which would allow for the unconstrained generation
of implicit hypotheses concerning underlying item
dimensions. Emphasis was also placed on a method which
would permit an evaluation of the reliability and accuﬁécy
of judgments.

2Method

Subjects Subjects were 100 undergraduate students (59
%females; 41 males) enrolled in a first-year psychology
course, In return for their participation, sub jects
received credit toward a course requirement. Mean age of

this sample was 19.52 years (S.D. = 2.12 years).

-

Materials In addition to the 220 BPI items, materials
also included the Social Desirability and Infrequency soa{es
from Form E of the PRF (Jackson, 197U4) and. the WAIS-Clarke
(Paitich & Créwford, 1970), a vocabulary test. The
WAIS-Clarke is a U0-item multiple-choice vocabulary test
based on the items of the WAIS (Wechsler, 1955) vocabulary
sqgtest. Paitich and Crawford (1970) report a correlation
oé .92 between this test and the WAIS subtest. Furthermore,
the authors regard it as a short measure of " verbal

intelligence ,and it may be wused to estimate Verbal I.Q.

49
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(e.g., Evans, Csapo,~Gliksman, & Covvey, 1974). Holdeﬁf
Helmes, and Howe (1979) report correlations of .72 , .78,
.76, and .70 with the WAIS vocabulary ‘scale score, Verbal
Total score, Verbal 1I.Q. and Total I.Q., respectively.
Using a 1.25 year mean interval (S.D. .z 1.02 years),
Holden, Helmes and Howe (1979) report a test—retest

reliability of .70 for the WAIS-Clarke.

Procedure A free sort brocedure similar to that of

Holden and Jackson' (1979) was employed. Subjects were
presented with individual decks of cards (18.8 em x 8.2 cm)
on which individual BPI items were printed. The order4of
item presentation was random. Subjects were informed that
these Mere items that might be found on a test of
psychélogical dysfunctioning énd were asked to sort into
groups thége items that belonged together because they
referred to the same psychologicgl problem or to its direct
opposite. Instructions are shown in Appendix C. No
restrictions were placed on the number of item groups or the
number of items a subject could have in a group.
Additionally, if it was félt that -an item was not
appropriate for any grd , subjects were instructed to place
it into a miscellaneou' category. When finished sorting the
items, subjects were quested to write a brief description
stating the basis or psychological disorder underlying each

of their groups.

Fol;owing this, subjects were presented with a list of
~
the 11 BPI scales along with descriptions of low and high

&

—
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scorers for each of the scales. Subjects were asked to read
over this information and were requested to write down below
their group descriptions the name of any scale which was
similar to their group description. A maximum of two scale

names could be chosen and the most appropriate one was to be

underlined.

Scoring of face validity and item subtlety was based

upon the individual subject's group descriptions and chosen

scale names (using the underlined scale if two scale names
were selected). All items placed in 'a miscellaneous
category were scored as being not face valid (i.e., not
contextually relevant for a test of psychological
dysfunctioning); All other items were regarded ' as being
face wvalid. Face validity scores for each item were then
based upon the percentage of subjects who related an item to

any implicit dimension. For the scoring of item subtlety,

any item that was placed in a group which was not related to

its keyed BPI scale~was scored as being subtle (i.e., lacked

an obvious substantive 1link to its appropriate construct).
Items sorted into a group thch was correctly related by the
subject to its appropriate scale were regarded as being
non-subtle. Subtlety scores for each item were determined
from the percentage of subjects who failed to relate the

item to its keyed scale.

.

k]

After having finished , the sorting and  group
identification portions of the study, subjects completed the

-~ WAIS-Clarke and Jackson's Desirability and Infrequency




scales. -

Results
-

The‘mean number of total gréups used by subjects for
sorting items was '10.86 (S.D. = 4.75,'range of 3 to 24).
Excluding the miscellaneous category (used by 69 subjects),
the average njmber of item groups was 10.17 (S.D. = 4,68,

)

range of 3,to 2

Inter judge iéliabilities In judgments of test item

content, it becomes imperative to demonstrate a degree of

consensus -across

e

ndividuals, showing that ratings are not
merely idiosyncratic . interpretafions but stable
charact s of the items. Interjudge reliabilities were
calcdlated in two ways for each of the item subtlety and
face validity sets of judgments. Based on an odd-even split
of sorters, corrected split-~half reliabilities for judges
were calculated. In addition, KR-20's in terms of judges
rather than the usual computatiops in‘fé?ms of scales were
also computed. These reliabilities estimaééd at the level
of items on individual scales and also based on items across
all scales are displayed in Table 11. For the most part)
with the exception of item subtlety judgments of Self
Depreciation, reliabilities are substantial enough to
suggest that individuals shé;e some common interpretation of
test item content. Where there exists a 1lack of ' common
conceptualization (i.e., low reliability),‘it may\Be due to

factors such as idiosyncratic interpretation of the scale

name, a lack of construct unity, or inaccessibility of the
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Table 11

Item Sorting Reliability of Judges (N=100)

Face Validity Item Subtlety
Split-Half  KR-20 Split-Half  KR-20
' Items
i Hypochondriasis .58 .55 .97 .95
ﬁ' Depresasion .56 U5 .91 ’;.86
! Denial 7 .78 .43 .20
Interpersonal Problems 47 .25 .91 .85
Alie;ation .27 .81 .91 .9l
Persecutory Ideas . TH .73 .92 .87
Anxiety ' .51 .69 .90 .88
Thinking bisorder .81 .81 G ..98 .98
Impulse Expression .87 .83 .95 95
Social Introversion .84 .79 .80 .82
Self Depreciation A5 .46 —-1 -.07
All items 7 .78 .97 .97

* Since this value was negative, it was not corrcectéd with the
Spearman-Brown fornmula. - -

V4

$3
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construct associated with its lack of specificity, its lack
of social desirability or its lack of common occurrence in

everyday behavior.

Sorting Ability An analysis of variance was performed

on the number of items correctly sorted by judges. Using a
between-within design (SPF-2.11, Kirk, 1968), sex™nd scale
were treated as fixed factors and subjects as a random
factor. Mean number of correctly sorted items is shown in
Table 12 and the ANOVA is displayed in Table 13. The only
significant effect is for scale (F (10,980) = 54.13, p &
.01), supporting the suggestion that indiYiduals may not
have equal access to all trait categories and offering
strong support for the current free sort method of obtaining

judgments,

Accuracy Correlates Correlates of the ndmber of items

correctly identified were examined with respect to age, sex,
Desirability and Infrequency scale scores, and verbal
intelligence (i.e., WAIS-Clarke score). These are displayed
in Table 14, For the most part, only verbal intelligence
was  consistently related to  the accuracy -of item

identification (r (98) = .u1).

Face Validity and Item Subtlety Scores Face validity

scores for each item were based on the percentage of sorters

!
who related that item's group to any hypothesized dimension.;

Subtlety scoreé for each item were computed in terms of the

percentage of judges who failed to relate an item's group to

© o —— s m———

\.‘

]
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) , .Table 12
Number of Correctly Identified Items :
(Maximum of 20 per scale)
o
Males Females Total
(N=41) (N=59) (N:109)
Scale X S.D. X S.D. X s.D.
| Hypochondriasis 13239  6.95 . 15.89 §5.52 14.87  6.24
[ Depression 7.78 71.12 7.86 6.us5 7.83 6.70
Denial 1.05 2.93 75 1,93 .87 2.38
Interpersonal b R —~
Problems 4,15 5.20 3.12 4.3%4 3.54 5.7
Alienation 5.00 5.51 5.68 4.91 5M0 - 5.15
Persecutory . .« e N N
Ideas - 4,88 5.71 §,68 4,81 4,76 5.17
: Anxiety 3.54 4,11 .17 " bL.96. 3.91 4,62
Thinking ’ )
Disorder 9.49  6.90 10.93  5.77 10.34  6.27
Impulse 0
Expression 8.00 6.11 7.00 6.25 7.41 6,18
Social .
Introversion 9.59 . 6.98 8.27 17.10 8.81' 7.05
Self . ) ’
: Depreciation 4,12  4.83 5.63 6.13 5.01 5,65
3 .
¥ N mo )
I (Vg

A




56

.

'9U3 Y3ITM pue 4sd) -

! :
| gh'se 086
6E°L  2€°SE ot
HxEL°hS gLT9LEL 0l
L 280", g6
,u 22" 6861 !
. '3 SH © da
SWeqI POIJTIUSPI AT308440) JO
]
. €1 81qel’
- ’ - c~ N
. <&

. [ N
*(898L ‘HJIN) 3883 - J SATIBAJISSUOD IENOYURDJDH~JIEET3

d pJepuels B 3T Y30q L0 P d 54

g

¥ -

[

-2/ . \
LL°SL6h2 " X8§/8308[qns. X eTe0S
mm%ﬂmm ¢ X9 X oTed§
£8°L9LEL | N . oﬂwom
gl * 0068 . x8g/s3oefqng

.. 68761 . . X9g
L Y | | @ouanog .
JBQUNN 103 YAOQ ,

_ ,&ww....
v A ]
v .
\
L 3 . * J‘
AP ]



' Mswz.

. : 91

- 81°

,vtNW.

) / ) suct’
00°~

, aE2°
wnb2*

#nb2*

/(‘,mpmw

sE2°
#x6€°

9jae1d
=SIVM

€0~

Y2k

Lo =
tw—.l
- 60°-

LLe

€0° .

gL
go°
oL
80°

f

oL*~

Loushboajur

&
Y Y

] S

60" c0°

Lo* gLe 00°~
6o~ 60°-  GO°~

s0° 80°=  qi--
xl2° L TLe-

. 90° L0° ° 20°~-
G0~ S 20°-. Llo°-

yo- Lo* ° €0

go0° LL°=  60°-

RO* . go'- . aLr-
00°~ 10° go*-

otL* »02* .90~
£37T11qRATER(Q ,.xmw o8y

eTqpIJeA

(00L=N) .-
Swall DPITJTIUSPI AT3084a0)
JO JaqunN YJIM SUOTIRTISJII0)D

yl oTqBl

.

- suajyy [TV
co«uwaomnwon JI98

. UOTSJ9A0J4UT TRID0S

uoresaadxyg ssTnduy

48pJIOSTQ BUINUTUL
Aqa1xuy

seapT humuswanom

. . co«udrm«ﬁc

swafqoad Truosuasdasjur

Tetrusq
uoyssaadaq
syseyJapuoyoodAy

8Teong .




58

it§ keyed 'scale. Thesé scores are presented in Tables 15
through 25. Table 26 summarizeg the mean item scores and
shows the correlations between ~item facew validity and
subtlety scores both within and across scales.

’

Discussion

M i

v Results from'this sorting task suggest a number of
important points.~ First, i§ appears . that relatively
consistent ju%gments of item content are possible. $econd,
it\is suggested that not all these behavioral dimehsions are
equally accessible. This would suggest that any method
which does hét allow for the free gener;tion of sorting
categories (e.g;, Christian, Burkha?t, & Gynther, 1978;

- Duff, 1965; Goldberg & Sloviec, 1967; McCall, 1958)
introduces a’bias into the measuyement of item~ subtlety.
Thirﬁ, stable fﬁdividual differences appear in the ability
to ﬁncovqp corredtly the meaning of test'item ‘content. Not
surprisingly, some of these differences reléée substantially

o t§ verbal intelligence. Finally, face validiti and item
subtlety scores are presgnted. Whiiesétem subtlety scores
show a fair range (12 to 99), faceg vé&ihity scores shéw
.soméwhat restricted variance (range froﬁ 76 to 100). This
limited range in face v;lidity may be due to the BPIgs
emphasis .on a rational iteﬁ‘ wr;%ing procedure.f ~The
correlations between face validity and item subtletj are
also to be noted. To some'dégree these are spurious in that
items.which are not face valid .must -bé subtle énd itéms
which are not subtle must be”féce valid. Nevertheless,.

© a

\'
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these ‘o,o'r'r'elations do not appear to be overly sub%tantial,
. M

although this too may be attributable to the restricted ,

. range of the *face validity 'scores. ‘ ' ‘ | ’/

’
i s ! c »
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CHAPTER VII ' s
;  STUDY III: BPI ITEM VALIDITY INVESTIGATION

/

< The determination’ of individual item validityr

coefficients was %he prime pdypose of this particular;study.
Although individual items may have limited reliability, this
. Should not - preclude éxaminations' of the properties of
sp;cific'items; Items represent the basic Building blocks

of personality inventories and it cannot be expected that

N

“.scales will possess suitable ps&chometrié properties wunless
theif basic components also possess_c@mparable,attributes
(Helmes & Jackson, 1977).

lgggggg .

[}

4

Subjecﬁs Subjécts consisted of 45 sets of roommate
. > . \

pairs solicited from a 'university residence. This sample of
90 included 70 females ana 20'males. Mean age of the sample!
was' - 19.18 years. (S.D. = 0.84 years). Roommates had known -

_ \ . _
each other for an average of 14.43 months - (S.D. = "21.U6

- L]

months) and claimed to interget with each other a mean of

44.57 hours per week (S.D. = 32.15- ‘hours ber week). In

return for taking bart in this study, subjects were paid forv

their participation. ‘ . T ¥
. ‘ . ;- ) .

Materials Materials consisted, of the BPI, the

»

.Desirability scale of Form E oﬁ_%hexPRE (Jackson, 1974),

four criterion measures, and a degree of acquaintance rating
é . ! -

forq} The four criterion measures included a self rating

' form, a self.adjeective jﬁhgment‘ form, a .roommate"rating




form, and a roommate adjective judgment form.
J

" Thé self rating form consisﬂ%d of 22 9-point rating
séales (2 per BPI construct) on which individuals were‘asked
to evaluate themééives. Endpoints of these scales were
definea in terms judged to represent polar extremes for each
BPI construct. These scales were not balanced in terms of
direction.of keying. For the roommate rafing form, the séme
scales were used, however, judgments Were\made\in térms of

"the foommateprather than the self. A

The self 5ad§ectivé judgment form coﬁsiqted of 66
_5-point wadiective rating scales (6‘per9§£ﬁ g%ﬁbthuct) on
which individuals were asked to - 1oéate themselves.
- Adjectives fdf the fori ‘were selectéd on a rational basis

and each construct was assessed by three adjectives for each

@

.

pole. In the case of roommate adjective judgments, the same
forms were used with instructions to evaluate the rbommate

in terms of the adjectives.

b

A degree of acquaihtance rating‘form was also included
*in order to demonstrate thaé ;foommates' knew each other

fairly well and thus, had a basis on which to make relevant-
‘judgments,;  This acquaintance rating' form as well as the
\ f - b | ‘
‘ four criterion measure forms are-contained in Appendix D.

<«

\ . Procedure Subjects first completed'the BPI and . then
\ the PRF Desirability ‘scaleiqubiterLa concerning the gelf

\ < . @ . . N ’
' were administered next followed by the roommate ratings and

finally, the acquaintance ratipgs,




S

74

Results

Reliabilities _(KR-?O's) of the BPI and the four
criterion measures ‘are displayed in Table 27. Critefion
intercorrelations for each- of the BPI constructs are shown
in Table 28. iIn order to assess the correspondence between
the self c iteria-and the roommate criteria, within~2ach of
these two\ methods the raping and adjective forms ué%m»
stapdardize énd summed resulting in a self criterion score
and a ro?mmate criterion score. The cgr{elations between

h Y

these two criteria are located in Table 29.

The convergénce of-_thé self and roommate criterion
measures with their qoqreSbonding EPI scales was evaluated
employing Jackégg's (19755, 1977) multimethod factor
analysié. . Within each methoq, trait Qcores weré'factored
and,drthpéonally rotafed so that a; sing1e trait measure
loaded * highly on ‘a given dimenéiop. - Implieitly, the

component sgore interéorrglation matrix wés calculated and

~

\ this matrix was refactored. Table 30 displays the reshlts
using anjbrthogonal Procrustes rotation with 11 hypothesized -

,?abtors. Note that, in general, variables loaded most

highly on the hypothesized factors. The - Denial ‘gcgle

‘loading for the BPI was the oneggkception.

The relative independence of -the: criterion measures was

-

analyzéd by reversing theg multimethod factor analysiq

procedure so as _to factor .monotrait-heteromethod = bloeks

'separately and then® Pefactor the implicit component scqre.

i <F, T
NI e Mt Ak
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Table 30

Rotated Factor Matrix of Multitrait-Multimethod
Factor Score Intercorrelations: 7Trait Factorst

Variable -

Basic Personality
Inventory

Hypochondriasis
. Depression
‘ Denjal
Interpersonal
Prodblems
Alienation . ™~
¢ Persecutory
deas
Anxiety
_Thinking
Disorder
Inpulse
Expression
Social
Introversion
Self
Depreciation

Self Criterion

Hypochondriasis
Depression
Denial
Interpersonal
Prodlens
Alfenation
Persecutory
Ideas
Anxiety °
Thinking
Disorder
Inpulse
- Expression
- -Social ,
 Introversion
.- Self
Depreciation

Roommate Criterion

Hypochondriasis
Depression
Denfal
! Interpersonal
Problens
Alienation
Persecutory
‘ Ideas
Anxiety
Thinking
Disorder
a2 Impulse
. Bxpression’
Social
o, Introvergion
Self
. ) Depreciation

® Predicted saliences are underlined.

78
20
-.03

.06
.01

-.05
:05

»13
-.09
.01
.03

5

-.07

:03
-.05

.05
-06

-.01

.09
-.01
=01

.08

.01
* .05

-.25
04

-.08
-0l
-.05
7:03

-11 .08
.78 -.06
403 -2

00 -.12
-.08 N

7,03 -.13
05 .32

=03 -.17
-.01 .02

M2, .36
=10 -.22

-.06.. .01
.87 .03
=03 .65

.03 .06
.05 -.08

=12 -, 14
%01 .02

.03 -.00
-1 .03
.05 .13
~.01 -.09

o
KL

«.05 -.09
.11 -.18

L4 .33
.18 -.20

-2 .16

18 <.00
201 2,18
28,06

“Factor

-1 .09 -.12 .13 -.05 .12

~03 .03 .08 -.03%-:03 .00
S12 13 4016 .12 23 w2
A .
81 .29 -.02 .03 -.03 .00
-.06 .62 .58 -,12 .06 .08
02 28 61 .33 -2 .12
A1 .11 2 72 .15 -0
07 =17 .16 =06 .57 -.09
2,05 a5 .01 .20 .82
.06 =02 ~.08 2,02 -.06 .06
05 .19 =.06 .06 .19 -,
S <01 <12 .06 -.08 -.08
-.05 .05 .31 .03 .00 .03
A1 .05 .07 .02 13 .06
9 =01 .08 -.09 .16 .01
T 25 -.26 2,09 417 .12
S8 .31 .76 .01 .01 -,02
0 3 B B4 -.02 .20
~03 L1102 .12 64 L1
01 08 .02 ~.18 .10 .79
-.01 1,02 .05 .01 2.03 ~.02
-.02 .01 .02 .06 -.12 -.06
4
12 =010 =01 -.04 14 ~,08
206 .01 -.10 .24 -.09 .03
—otl 13 115 .08 .11 .10
.50 =15 .32 .09 -.03 .16
.68 .65 .01 -.22 .08 .M
a9 17 - 15 .10 =.23
a3 e B A3 12 19
.06 .08 -.05 .19 .75 .17

4 ~
OF 17 .00 .09 -.12 .63
-.08 00 ,12 -.13 -.09 -.08

-.45 =.20 .01 -.06 .06 .09

»

10 11
.02 -.03
~.06 A7
.03 -.26
-.02 -.16
-.06 .06
.20° .08
-.18 .13
.03 -.19
-.01 .07
. I8 -.02
23 .67
.0l .ol
-,00 .02
60 22
-.07 -.02
.02 .05
.03 .00
-.03" ,03"
02 .25
-.00 -,02
.89 .06
-.09 82
- 10 -.02
20 .02
(BT =21
.%ﬂ9 .05
o4 -, 02
=15 =10
.07 -.05
-.08 .08
-.15 -.13
<
65 .03
-.07 6
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intercorrelations. This was computed only for the self and

roommate criteria. Such an analysis would be expected to
yield two method factors, one for each criteria, Table 31
presents the orthogonal faqtor loading matrix rotated t6 a
targeted criteriob Evidence in this table supports a
method variance interpretatipn. Clear, independent factors
emerge distinguishing the self criterion from the roommate —

. !
criterion.

Validities for 'the BPI scales were calculated. by

correlating BPI scale scores with scores on the self and

»*

roommate criteria. In addit}on 4 global criterion 'measure,
based on summing' standardized self and roommate criterion
scores, was also employed. These  scale validity

£
coefficients are reported in Table 32. It should be noted

that these validities are not corrected for attehuation and, .
cénsequently, are reduced Dboth by the imperfect
reliabilities of the BPI scales and by the modest criterion

reliabilities. Furthermore, these validities do not take

[}

into account other criterion- imperfections (e.g., lack of
content Galidity). Scale correlations with desirability are
displayed in Table 33.

At a finer level, a number of BPI item ptat{§tics were
t ~ computed. Table 34 shows item-total correlations of each
" BPI item*with its own scale. Item validity coefficients,

"computed by correlating itgg“ responses with the global

criterion 'scores for an item's corresponding scale, are

reported in Table 35. Across all items, the mean_vélidity'
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Table 31 ¢ .

Rotated Factor Matrix of Multimethod-Multitrait
Factor Score Intercorrelations: Method Factors¥

Variable Factor

1 2
Hypochondriasis
Self .55 -.12
Roommate Lot .68
Depression
Self W .16
Roommate -.16 .81
Denial
" Self 55 -.01
Roommate N -.09 W13 a
. Interpersonal Problems
Self ' .63 -.06
Roommate - L08 1
Alienation
Self .50 -.16
Roommate 15 .65
Persecutory Ideas :
Self 63 o .0b
Roommate -.09 .69
Anxiety ‘
Self - .72 .01
Roommate -.08 75
Thinking Disorders
Self .67 .01
_ ' Roommate w13 .63 -
Impulse Expression ,
-Self . L2l ‘-, 10
Roommate 31 +29
Social Introversion
Self .38 AT
Roommate -.31 LU5
Self Depreciation | -
Self .66 -.06
Roommate -.07 .81

s
LN . '

¥Predicted saliences are underlined
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inﬁerest were variables related to test respondents'’

cognitions of test scale desirability j (e.g.,—— scale
desirability, construct desirabilipy) and content'(e.g.,
construct accessibility, construet unity, iteﬁ-cénstguct
substantiveness), Tﬂese variables were examined by
éorrelating them across BPI §cales with the z-score form of,
Qhe corfelationg of item subtlety.and_face validity with
oriteri&n’validit&. Sincé some ‘of these variables were

rankings, boﬁ% parametric and non-parametric statisties were

- calculated (see Table 37).

Scale Desirability The mediating effects of scale

desirabi}ity were examined both linearly and nonlinearly.
In the nonlinear case, it was conceivable thagﬁ—éxtremg
/ desirability or undesirability could be of importance;
| Thus, scale correlations with desirability (Table 33) were
squared and correlated with the face validity-item validity

and 1tem subtlety-item validity correlations. No effect was

£

found, however. . With the linear correlations, there was a

slight tendency for the more face valid items to show
]

greater ’ eriterion validity as scgles became more

ry

undesirable. Iggm sub®™lety showed no such effect.

=

ConstrucézDesirability nstruct desirability based on

the rankings of the total group (Table 10) failed to

demonstrate any type of moderating effects,

{i Construct Accessibility +For this' measure, construct

accessibility was evaluated in terms of the number of

‘;ﬂe . ’
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- o - W Coe . ‘Table-35 |, T
o - - '« " BPI Iten Validity Coefficiertst y
- , . p ‘ . ~.
BPI Item - Scale and Validity =~ BPI Item  Scale and Validity
) Number Keying .  Coefficient ¢ Number - Keying Coefficient
~ . '’ gp- {0 .29 25 HYP- S TR
) 2 DEP+ * -.02- 26 - DEP+ . .26
3. * DEN- " -- . .06 R * DEN- .03
e ‘e ko INPs .23 28 INP+ .29
.5 ALI+ .16 29 ALI+ .33
6 - PER- . - .13 30 _ PER- . .28
' . T ANX+ - © .10 31 ANX+ - .55
8 . THD= 15 32 THD- -.08
- 9 IMP+ - b 33 IMP+ .60
10—~  SIN- .12 3 SIN- .20
. 11 SDE+ . <09 3 (SDE+ ' -.02
| 13 ' T .04 37 HYP+ .25
3 . E LI DEP- .26 x 38 DEP- . ' .29
_ 15 DEN+ -.10 39 DEN+ -.26
G . 16 INP- - .28 bo © INP- - .l
17 ALI- .48 : y1 - ALI- S 1
. 18 - PER+ i 42 PER+ .o.22
- 19 . ANX- Ly 43 ANX-~ . .54
! 20 . THD+ .09 4 THD+ -.04
- 21 . IMP- | .28 s - IMP- ., .07
- .22 SINe . .23 46 SIN+ - A7
23

. SDE- .1k u7 SDE- . =e01

: & HNegatively keyed items have been*refleched
Eachleriterion is based on the sum of four standardized
~oriteria (i.e., Self Ratingy Self Adjective, Roommate Rating,

and- ﬁiommate Adjective scores).

8

LA Thf$ item showed no variance for this sample.
Y . ‘.;:L i -
! ‘HYP “=*Hypochondriasis , ANX = Anxiety .
¢ DEP = Depression , . THD = Thinking Disorder
| . DEN = Denial - IMP = Impulse Expression
. INP = Interpersonal Problems SIN = Social Introversion
. ALI = Alienation ‘SDE = Self Depreciation
. : PER = Persecutory Ideas oL . .
\y\
\ -
\ - »
\ .,
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Table 35 (cont'd.) . Tt
BPI Item Validity Coefficients® .
BPI Item Scale and Validity BPI Item Scale and Validity
Nunber Keying - Coefficient Number Keying * Coefficient

Lg HYP- .34, 73 © HYP- .01
50 DEP+ .06 . 7 DEP+ W42
51 " DEN- -.15 , 75 DEN- : - 12
52 INP+ ,03 * 76 - INP+ .38
53 . ALI+ U7 - - T7 ALI+ .36
54 PER- . .19 78 PER- . .33
55 ANX+ .13 79 ANX+ . .30
56 . THD- : .16 80 THD~ 22

Y { IMP+ . «37 81 JIMP+ L1
58 SINs <039 82 ~ SIN~- .15
59 ) SDE+ Nt 83 SDE+ . .03

_ 61 HYp+ .10 85 HYP+ .09
62 DEP- ST 86 DEP- . R
63. DEN+ .10 87 «  DEN+ . -.01
6l INP- 40 88 INP- . .03
65 ALI- A6 89 ALI<" . .23
66 PER+ L .19 .. %0, PER+, .20
67 ANX- .36 : 31 ANX- .25
68 ’ THD& -.12 . 2 . THD+ - .21
69 - IMP- .50 O 93 IMP- ..25
70 SIN+ e, 12 9y SIN+ - -,00
™ SDE- M 1 . 95 SDE-  _  _ .09

»

*Negatf&ely keyed items have been ref;ected.
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BPI Item
Number

106
107

109

110.

RAR
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119

.

® Sca&le and

Keying

HYP~
DEP+
DEN-
INP+
ALI+
PER=-
ANX+
THD-
IMP+
SIN-
SDB+

HYP+
DEP-
DER+
INP-
ALI-
PER+
ANX-
THD+
IMP-
\SIN+
SDE=-

-

0

¥Negatively Kkeyed 1tegs have been reflected.

@

]
. i} §%
Table 35 (econt'd.) i} ‘,
BPI Item.%alidity Coefficients® 5 N
Validity , BPI Item  Scale and = Validity
Coefficient Number Keying Coefficient
~N .

19 121 . RYP-~ .24
A7 i 122 DEP+ .33
-.02 123 DEN- 17
51 124 = INP+ .18
.0l 125 ALI+ .30
.26 126 PER- .03
.10 127 ANX+ .13
.23 . 128 THD- .00
U3 129 « IMP+ Ay
07 W - *430 SIN- .20
30 131 - SDE+ A7
AT . 133 HYP+ . . .13
LY 134 DEP- .32
-.00 . 135 DEN+ ~, 10
45 - 136 INP- .37
.10 137 ALI- .24
+16 138 . PER+ -.00

.18 139 ANX- v 827 !
.01 - 1k0 “THD+ .08
.26 141 IMP- - .27
.51 142 SIN+ .16
.38 143 - SDE- .22

2 hd ~

"
-
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Table 35 (cont'd.)
BPI Item Validity Coefficients® ..
4 - . \ P
BPI Item Scale and Validity BPI Item ~ Scale and Validity
Kumber Keving Coefficient Number . Keying - Coefficient
{
145 YHYP- .26 169 HYP- .20
' 146 DEP+ .12 170 DEP+ A6
A 147 DEN- -.24 171, DEN- 18
C : 148 INP+ A7 17 T OINPa . 22
. 149 ALI+ .24 73 ALI+ . .13
4o 150 PER- .32 174 PER-~ .06
& - 151 ANX+ .43 175 ANX+ .07
: 152 THD- .29 176 THD- . L W21 ,
. 153 IMP+ .34 197. IMP+ LY
y I 154 SIN- Sh : 178 SIN- .33
- 155 SDE+ '-.01 179 SDE+ . 23
157 .- - HYP+ .18 181 HYP+ .23
- 158 DEP- . =05 182 . DEP- .50 - ’
159 ° DEN+ .07 183 . ' DEN+ ~.32
160 - INP- ’ .05 . 184 t INP- +30
. 161 ALI- .18 185 ALI- .32
’ ' 162 PER+ .16 186 PER+ ' .15
, , - = 163 ANX~ .38 187 ANX- .26
v 164 THD+ .25 188 THD+ .22
o 165 . IMP- .38 189 IMP- .38
: ’ 166 SIN+ .54 . 190 SIN+ .26
. . . 167 SDE-~ RON 191 SDE- A7

*Negatively keyed items'have bean reflected.

’
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'Negative1§ keyed items héﬁe‘been reffected.

e Eh b R AP A . o

i

‘89
RN [ \ . . . - -
Y - . ' o '
. - . ’}. Erd N
tgew .
Table 35 (cont'd.) N ‘
. . . »_th ‘
BPI Item Validity Coergie,;énts! .
BPI Item Scaie and Validity BPI Item Scale and Vaiidﬁty
Number Keying . Coefficient Number Keying ° Coefficient
193 HYP= J46 . 217 HYP- .22
. 194 DEP+ .12 218 DEP+ .26
195 DEN- .08 219 DEN- -.20
196 INP+ .28 220 | INP+ Ll
197 ALI+ A 221 ALI+ -.02 |
i © 198 PER-~ .12 222" PER-. .08
169 ANX+ .23 223 ANZ+ =01
200 THD~ Lol 224 THD=- .08
201 IMP+ Y 225 IMP+ .38
202 SIN- .50 226 SIN- .06
203 SDE+ .22 227 +SDE+ .31
205 HYP4+* .29 229 BYP+ | ~.38
206 DEP- .55 230 DEP- -.05
207 . DEN+_ -.04 231 DEN+ -.01
208 INP- ) L8 232 .. __INP- Yo.32
‘ 209 - ALI- _ .30 233 *ALI- .1
< > 210 PER+ .20 234 PER+ .13
211 - ANX~ . <32 235 - ANX- 27
212 THD+ .23 236" THD+ .09
213 IMP~ .38 237 IMP~ .31
t 214 SIN+ .22 .238 SIN+ . .54
215 . SDE- .03 _ 239 SDE- .29

o
”‘
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\ coefficient was .21 (S.D: = .17)., 0f the 219 items showing .

-

Variance, . 193 " demonstrated positive criterion validities

(p.Z£ .01, sign test, Marascuilo & MeSweeney5¥j977). T g< ,
Discussion | . | " . ’ﬁ\\\_‘/)

A number of comments are appropriate regarding these

.~ results, First, - even when measures were only based on two

items, all instruments appear to possess at 1least moderate

degrees of internal consistency Second, for the criterion‘

gmeasures, self and roommate report demonstrate apprgpriate
" convergent and giscriminant validity. Third, ”withigthe

exception of Denial, all BPI scales demonstrate &at least

moderate validlty This apparent inconsistency with Denial
nay be due to lack of validity in the scale and/or criterion
or due to the fact that Denial may represent both a content

dimension and‘a response style. a}t(may be that high deniers

deny denying while 1ow deniers:admit denying.\ Gonceivably,

‘therefore, response“style and content responding may be
operating-in opposition to one another. Fourth, in general,
at the item 1evel,xsoales demonstrate both strong_itemftotal

correlations as well as acceptable item-eriterion

correlations.k Enoluding the Denial scale itens, oniy 13 of

the remaining 199 items correlated negatively with their

eriterion (p <« .01, sign- test, Marasouilo_ & McSweeney3

’1977).““‘None of these approached statistical significance
(largest was -,12). In-addition, it must be emphasized that

these item- properties represent sample statistics and as

such. are subject to sampling errors related to both subjects




- *

X | - " 91

s o . and eriteria, Thus, while the mean item validity
i~ Nf - -
coefficient was quite acceptable, a range of coeffiéients

- 1 -
a -
- was present. . . N
. .
.
]
<
’ ’
- ]
A
" - i
.
]
- !
13 b ¢ ks
. -
il
}
. L
' s
f
-]
; .
i p
¥ v
i N '
' \
v
.
. Y .
L] © ¢
¢
: (
[ 3
: =
) x <
v . < _
)
L
R e ) .
) -
’ g .
- 3 g
1
~ - .
-
\ !
.
- A

e e = m——— % irm . s N a meean T —




, ' : CHAPTER VIII®

INTEGRATION OF STUDIES I TO LII: THE RELATIONSHIPS OF ITEM.
SUBTLETY ‘AND, FACE VALIDITY TO CRITERION VALIDITY

T
. ,

—— While the first three“invostigations& have examined
specifie pfoperties of the BPI, the puroggﬁ of this chapter.
is to attempt to rﬁlate these properties to one another.
Furthermore, an attempt to examine some moderating effects

.

)/ will also be undertaken.

Sorting Properties and Criterion Validity

The main questions arisigé from, the £first three’
investigat;ons are whether _ or not face élid items are more
_gz&gpnolly vali& and whether or not subtle items have
greater external validity. These were ‘evoluateo by
correloting item subt%fty and face validify with individual
item validities based on the global criterion (i.e.,~the sum_
of the standardized self ‘and -roommate criteria for. each
construct). These correlations ire displayed in Table 36

In general, there is a tendency for the more face valid and
lé%; subtle itemo to have greater empirical validity.

Overall, however, these ~findings .seem to‘ be 'weakeo and

marked by more variability than those of Holden and gqokson

(1979)
'Mediating Influences

. A

Due to the variable nature of the. relationships of item

J ’.'

subtlety and face validity, it was felt that a number of

moderating variables might be 1mportant. of partioular

92 S ’
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*** orrelations are based on an N of 20 items (220 for

All Items).
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. Table 36

93

Correlations of Face Validity and

*—«\;tem Subtlety with Criterion Validity¥k*s

{

o Face
Validity
Scale
Hypochondriasis: .16
Depression . .10
Denial f? é ' -.22
'Interpersonal Problems . A7
Alienation Shxs
Persecutory Ideas .20 c
Anxiet$ ‘ 48
Thinking Disorder . .10
Impulse Expression o ST
Soeial Introversion : 15
Self Depreciation -.19
A1l Itéms .28%%

- ‘ .

S

Itenm
ubtlety

-

LUy
<1

.37 ’
La

N

.:.. 18%%
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N

interest were variables related to test respondents' ’

cognitions of test scale desirability } (e.g.,— scale
desirability, construct desirabilipy) and content’(e.g.,
construct accessibility, construct unity, iteﬁ-cénst;uct
substantiveness), Tﬂese variables were examined by
éorrelating them across BPI scales with the z-score form of,
Qhe corﬁelationg of item subtlety.and.face validity with
criterioh’validity. Sincé some of these variables were

rankings, boﬁk parametric and non-parametric statisties were

- calculated (see Table 37).

— e ——

ot ’ Scale Desirability The mediating effects of scale

desirability were examined both linearly and nonlinearly.

In the nonlinear case, it was conceivable that extreme

i 'desirability or undesirability could be of importance.'
| "Thus, scale correlations with desirability (Table 33) were
squared and correlated with the face validity-item validity

and 1tem subtlety-item validity correlations. No effect was

ra

found, however. With the linear correlations, there was a

slight tendency for the more face valid items to show
)

greater ' criterion validity as scgles became more

-

undesirable. Iggm sub®™ety showed no such effect.

o~

Construct Desirability Bpnstruct desirability based on

the rankings of the total group (Table 10) failed to

demonstrgte any type of moderating effects.

~

hi Construct Accessibility For this™ measure, construct

accessibility was. evaluated in terms of the number of

>

e

o o “ L o AR kB o g o e e —————— T A T Tt 2 B ko d b K L



L

-y

“ Table 37

Correlations of Moderating Variables with
Face Validity Item Validity and Item Subtlety-Item Validity Correlations
(N = 11" scales)

e

Face Validity<item Validity

Pearson Spearman " Kendall ,
) Correlation* Correlation Correlation
Moderator
Scale Desirability
Linear -.53#% -.53#% -.51%
Nonlinear 1 U7 R
‘ Construct Desirability K. 2 .07 .
Construct Accessibility W11 - -.01 .07
Construct Unity .64 .63% .50%
Itém-Construct, . P
2 Substantiveness JT5RE .68% .56%%
: ,Item Subtlety-Item Validity
Pearson Spearman Kendall :
7 Correlation rrelation Correlation
¥ Moderator )
' Bscale Desirabillty “ )
g ~  Linear .02 . 27 -
Nonlinear .37 ~-.50 -.35
Construct Desirability .34 .28 .20
4 Construet Accessibility B N1t Lo
( . .
Construct Unity -.03 -.36 -.26
Item-Construct ‘ .
Substantiveness - 17 -.40 -.28
¥ 2‘1'05 . *

8 p .07 .




-more unitary constructs, . face valid items demonstrated
4 : : .

P

& : ‘.. v

. -

_identified items; for each’ scale (Téble~12) The only effect-

for this moderator was that.with more aecessible eonstruq&s,

!

there was a raghen substantial tendency for  more " subtle
<« ~ . .

e

items td have:kreate? empirical validity.

-

. Construd@ Unity Construct unity, based on BPI scale

KR-20s (Table 27) proved to have a significant effect on the

relationship of- face vaiidity to criterion validity. For

P
=

1Y &

greater empirical validity.

Item-Construct Substantiveness Item-constriuct \

substantiveness based on  the mean item/keyed-scale

"correlation (Table 34) is clearly interconnected with the

scale: KR-20 (r = .91). Not sgprisingly, therefore, this

‘doderaton shoﬁs the same pattern of effeete as does

construet urrity.

|

Integration gg_Holded and Jack§on's'(1979) Fihdings

» L ad .
¢ o VoL
3 i N -

-~

Sl o ¢ ".‘ ’. ) P ‘
In order to lend” greater power to the analysis .of

) . .
moderating variables, At is possible' to ipclude a greater= .

number of scales in the andlysis? Holden and . Jackson

(1979), wusing pﬁocedures*“Similar to  the pfesent study,

evaluated item subtlety and face validity with respect t0

the Abasement, Achievement, Affingtion, .Autonomy, and

Dominance scales of Form' E %§ ‘the PRF {Jackson, 197"):*

While Holden ~and Jacksap did notﬁgabtqin construct

desirability rankings for. tﬁe PRF ecales; other -ecaie

properties were obtained. ?hese tpropertiés démonstrate

] -—

. .
s . .

%

-

~.
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characteristics-of“Jdlitem seales and may be adjusted . (gee

Table 38) to. reflect aspects of 20-item scales that are then

comparablemto BPI..scales. ‘

~ -
-

. Moderating eﬂfects, except for construct desirability,

-

‘Wwere reassessed this time using 16 'scales rather than Jpst

11. Results (Table 39) show only construct aoce331bility as
a significant moderator. Again, With more accessible
constyucts there is a tendency‘fqr more subble items to show

greater~eriterion validity.

Discussion

. ¢

97

The . integrated. findings of the ‘first three

inveStigations _support the efficacy of a rational approaohA

to test construotion. Replicating the findings of;‘Holden

”‘and Jackson (4979), these data suggest .that the . face
validity or contextual releVance of test items is

signifioantly related “to their eriterion validity. This

relationship, does not support the conten;ion TAdams &

Butler, 1967) that  particular test - item -content is -

Q

irrelevant. Adam33 (1967)y 1in defense of the deviatfon

hypothesis, admitted that'. although the most, valid test
instruments may be those’ with oontent validity, nothing "was
implied aboqt face validity. It appears, therefore, that

this argument has been' refuted. In a set of * items

possessing content- ‘validity, _the more face valid items

/

o

’ﬁ%

generally demonstrate greater eriterion validity. 'This

relationship also appears to be independent of a number of

possible moderating variables. - o L
‘2 _ ’

”»
. »”

-



Table 38

I3

Adjusted Holden and J§ck§s§ (1979) Data

Face Validity Item Subtlety Number of
Item Validity Item Validity Identified
Correlation Correlation Items .

LY

Seale
Abasement . A3 .16 ’ R

Achtevement -.19 , 02 9.33.

Affiliation - .25 -.é9 , 9.65

Autonom& o 52 -.55 4,32

Dominance o2 ] .29 . 7.89

ESEN

. ' Mean e
Scale . . Item-Total - -
-Desirability X KR-?OJ Correlation

Scale

Abasement PN 1 ) i < 70 .37
© N K ’ ~

Achievement S .9
_AffiliatTon 55 .83

Autonomy. . ::09 ’ .76

Dotinance 426 .88

<4
.

ST

o

s
S5

S s
BT
T

o
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f ‘ ' Table 39

: ’ Correlations of Moderating Variables with
Face Validity-Item Validity and Item Subtlety-Item Validity Correlations
. (N = 16 scales) N

*

Face Validity-Item Validity

~

{
i
; -~
. ' Pearson Spearman Kendall
§ - Correlation Correiation Correlation
f Moderator . - - . .
i -
{ Scale Desirability i
} . Linear -.35 -.36 -.32% -
. Nonlinear .23 .26 . .26
i « -
; Constrict Accessibility -.08 . -7 o =07
. ‘ Construct Unity .36 . 25 .19 N
3 Item-Construct B -t X
¢ - Substantiveness 24 . .28 < .22
i = Item Subtlety-Item Validity -
. _ Pearson .Spearman . Kendall '
% . Correlation Correlation Correlation
£ Moderator . : . o
{ Scale Desirability - e
R S * Linear .08 22 15
. ) Nonlinear -.26 -.27 -.19
-£; i ' ) Construct Accessibility N 11 .63%% TR
‘Construct Uity “ .10 -.05 -.03
' . ‘ Item-Construct . .. ‘
. bstantiveness oo W10 -A3 - ~.08
' * p L .05 ' i . .. )

'_.' 2 4.01 . ' . . ; ¢
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With régard to item subtlety, the relationship, in

T : general, favors néh-subtlé items. Content most closely

related to the copétruct beihg assessed appears to ' be most

valid. However, some indication does% exist that when

readily accessible constructs. are being ass@ssed subtle

items ma§ serﬁe\to offer superior validity.

AN

In , sumfary, when dealing with normal structured

self-report,. face valid and non-subtle items generally offer
-

. . . the -most valid means of assessing a AWide variety of

ot
gl

* dimensions, Such results offer support for a rational
{ .f,‘ AN N .

el . approach to test construction and fail to support the

theories of test cqnétruction underlyiné.eitheﬁ empirical or

AP .projective‘techni%Pes. The next phase of this invéstigation
Z??I"ﬁ will be to examine whether similar conclusions can be drawn
’;(% . 27 : for condition§ in which subjects are asked to distort their
i self-presentation.




|
Method !

o

j CHAPTER IX
) STUDY IV: INFORMATION AND FAKING EFFECTS

While it may be tﬁe case that obvious items;, "in
general, tend to possess greater empirical validity under
normal testing conditions, it By no means follows that thq
same is true in other instances. It is well known that most
structured inventories can be "faked" (e.g., Hoffmann, 19683 "

Holden & Jackson, 19813 Kilduff, 1979; Kroger & Turnbull,

'1975).. It is alsg’ lore that disguise is an essential aspect

of assessment (Hamsher, - 1969). For example, Curran and
Cattell (1976) argue that merely by being obvious, items are

fakable. The present study examined the relative uséfulness

s ! ¢
of subtle versus obvious and face valid versus non-face

valid scaleskgﬁigz\bindim;ﬁuals who have been instructed to
distort self-presentation and who havéN been provided with
~ - .

. information as po the precise nature of the test.

|
! -~

/

v

. Subjects The éample was composed of 186” university
students (90 females; 90 males) who in return for their
participation received credit toward én introducﬁory
psychqlogy coufse requirement. Mean aée of the sample was

2

19.76 years (S.D. = 3.12 years). - ' .

~

: 35‘.Materials Materials for this investigation consisted
of the 11 construct scales of the BPL' and the same
self-rgport criteria as used in Stué; ITI. aUsing the item
subtlety judgments and face validity'judghenis from Study ‘

-

101




P
102
II,Qgﬁﬁh BPI scale was subjected to .a median split and
"dichotomized into a’subtle,and obvious scale and into a face
vaizd and non-face valid scale. Mean item subtlety and fgcg
validity scores for these sugscales are reported in T;ble
‘ 40. In addition to imdividual scales and criteria of the
BPI chstructs, a general .psychopathological index and
criterion were cqnstructed by summing scales and criterig,

respectively, across constructs.

~

Procedure All sub jects completed the criterion
méasures prior to any experimental manipulation. Only the
self-report 'criteria were used and instructions were

identical t6 those used in Study III.

With the presentation of‘tpe BPI, subjects within each’
sex. were éssigned randomly to one of six groups. .The six
groups consisted of three faking conditions crossed\with two
infofmation conditions. Faking conditions included fake
good, straight take, aﬁd‘}ake bad .groups. Standard faking
instruétions (e.g., Braun. & Asta, 1969; Hofoannz 1968;
Holden & Jackson, 1981) adapted from Kilduff (1979) were
employed (see Appendix E). Although item subtlety and face
validity ‘had been defined in terms of content, 1§ was
Qeqided that a faking manipu&ation in terms of desirability
"would initially be most appropriate. Such a manipulation is
more common in the literature (e.g., Braun & Asﬁa, 19§9;‘
Hoffman;, 1968; Jackson, 1974), on a rational basis has

. greater . ecological validity, and, furthermore, content at a

personal construct level (iggependent of measuremenﬁ scale =

L

e
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broperties) stréﬁgly implies a level of desirabjlity.

Orthogon§% to this faking manipulation was a variation
in }nformation conditions (no information  versus
inﬁoq@ation). Subjects in the no information groﬁp received
no additional data on the nature of the test; wﬁile subjects

! in the i%formation category .were supplied with an
informaéion sheet (see Appéndix E) that stated which
persogéiity.traits or characteristics were to be assessed.
In addition Fo scale names, descriptions of‘high and low

scorers were supplied for each scale..

Results

As a check solely on .the effeétiveness of the
experimentél manipulations, scale scores were examined
initially. Tables 41 to 43 report the mean;, standard
deviations, and KR-20's, respectively, for the face valid

-and non-fage valid scales. Means,»staqgfrd\ deviationé and
KR-20's, respectifely, for the ob;ious and subple scales are
presented-@n Tables U4 to HB; .Examination of scale standard
deviations and KR-20's, - in parﬁipular, sd:gest the
possibility of both eeiling’and floor éffects for the fake
bad _ and fake good conditions, respectively. This is
pgnticularly exeﬁplified by the calculétion of négatiQe

KR-20's under a number of the'experimental conditions.

Consideration of. the problemsﬁgésociated "with ceiling (
and floor -effects suggested that univariate analyses of

- " “variance for each trait scale #ou;d be appropriate. . Egp-\\

.
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! - " . Table 41

PR

Scale Means as a Function of Face Validity

Condition®

Fake Good Straight Take Fake Bad
\ ' No Info 1Infé- No Info Info No Info -Info
Scale '
Hypochondriasis .
. . Face Valid 1.17 .27 1.70 t.23 7.77 9.10
- Non-Face Valid 1.03 .27 1.90 1,47 7.60 8.73
-Depression
Face Valid .93 U3 1.90 1.27 8.57 8.97
Non-Face Valid .73 .50 1.90 1.43 8.47 9.40
~ Denial :
Face Valid 5.87 6.03  2.83 3.10 3.20 2.60
, , Non-Face Valid 4,70 S5.47 ° 3.00 3.30 3.07  2.77
! LT Interpersonal Problems
| Face Valid 2,47 1.77 . 3.67 4.03 7.63 T7.87
. . . Non-Face Valid 3.13 - 2.50 h,07 U.63 7.13  6.77
. : enation lom ; . -
; . ‘ace/Varid 1.67 .90 2.20 % 1.77 7.40. 7.93
! “Face Valid . 1.67 1.33 2,77 2.10 -+ 6.83° 7.67 /
: Persecutory Ideas . .
< Face Valid 2.03 .90 2.53 1.83 8.20 8.177
{ Non-Face Vali 1,60 1,23 2.03 1.73 8,03 T.90
Anxiety - .
o “Face Valid - - 1.63 1.13 2.97 3.07 7.70 8.50
- Non-Face Valid 2,03 .97 3.40  3.07 7.93 -8.97
Thinking Disorder~ .
Face Valid. .90 .33 1.33  1.07 . 8.37 8.17
Non-Face Valid 2.20 1.43 1.80 1.83 7.53 7.93
Impulse Expression :
Face Valid ) 2.27 1,23, 2,50 3,10 _7.97 17.50
. Non-Face Valid 3.27 1.73 7~ 4.10  3.67 7.23 T.47
- . Social Introversion )
Face Valid 1.40 .53 2.67 1.80 8.33 9.10 ..
-Non-Face Valid 1.80 1.0 - 2.87 2.07 7.57 8.10
Self Depreciation
- + Face Valid 5% 17 .57 .37 8.30 8.90
Non-Face Valid 17 .63 1.33  1.17 7.83 8.U40
¥ General Psychopathology . .
Face Valid 20.87 13,70 24,87 22,63 83.Y%43 87.40
Non-Face Valid 22,93 ,17.47 29.17 26.47. 179.23 84.10
% Eagh mean is based on an N'of 30, '
~ e
' k!
N {
3 -
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Table 42

Scale Standard Deviétions as a Function of Face Validity

Condiq;on*
"g . Fake Good Straight Take Fake Bad S
No Info Info No Info Info. No Info Info
Scale ;
Hypochondriasis .
Face Valid - . 2.03 L4 1.70 1.3t 2.53 , 1.81
Non-Face Valid 1.64 .57 1.78 - 1.28 . 2.58 2.11
Depression .
Face Valid 1.84 .92 2.09 1.29 ,2.55 2.1
Non-Face Valid 1.12  1.06 1.45 1.3 2.32  1.23
Denial . ’ »
Face Valid 2.59 2.44 1.85  1.47 2.18 1.05,
Non-Face Valid 2,00 1.63 1.46 1,68 2.02 1,26
Interpersonal Problems
Face Valid 1.88 1.48 1.85 1.78 ., 1.99 2.39
Non=Face' Valid 2.35 1.65 2.25 2.65. 2.32 2.28
Alienation
‘Face Valid 1.68 1.04 1.82  1.87 g.ﬂ9 2.29
. Non-Face Valid 1.56 1,66, 1.67 1.72 -~38_ 2,51
Persecutory Ideas N =
Face Valid ' 2.07 .87 2.26 ,1.68 - 2.30 1.45
Non-Face Valid 1:54 .88 1.30 1,39, 1.8 2.24
Anxiety . .
Face Valid 1.91 1,28 1.94 2.16 1.83 1.50 , N
Non-Face Valid 2.20 1.54 2.01 1,91 2.31 1.28
Thinking Disorder . -
Face Valid 1.49 .70 1.27  1.12 2.07 2.82
Non-Face Valid - 1.80 1.17 1.%0 “t.42 - ~2.58 -2.45
Impulse Expression N
Pace Valid 2,65 1.59 2.03 2.40 r.96° 2.78
. Non-Face Valid 2,11 1.91 1.87 2.23 2.04 1,96
Social Introversion - - . . * N
Face Valid - 1.47 .85 2.61  1.62 2.07 2.23
Non-Face Valid .95 .84 2.43  1.59 2.20° 1.94
Self Depreciation h -
Face Valid , 1.86 .58 . 1.20 .84 2.80 72.15
Non-Face Valid 1.73 L1 147 1.32 2,49 2.23
General Psychopathology- N .
Face Valid 13.60 4,37 10.20 7.63 15,14 .16.12 -
‘Non-Face Valid 11.82 5.80 9.04 T.46 16.4Q 15.69°

A

* Each standard deviation is based on an N of 30.
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Tabie 43

' Scale KR-20's as a Function of Face Validity

N Condition®
~ Fake Good Straight Take Fake Bad
- No Info Info No Info Info No Info Info
Scale :
HBypocliondriasis .o
Face Valid .81 -.23 .61 .51 .82 .84
s Non~-Face Valid LTH .26 .61 .35 , .82 .84
Depression
Face Valid ) .84 .60 .79 U5 .91 .89
4 Non-~Face Valid .56 .66 A7 .50 .85 .T0
N Denial
Face Valid .80 79 .60 Ay 10 =032
Non-Face Valid .50 .34 .16 .34 .58 -.08
Interpersonal Problems
"Face Valid .62 .u% L49 LUl .63 .80
Non-Face Valid .73 A .62 I5 0 TH T4
- k! Alienation
b d . Face Valid .58 .30 .60 .67 .80 .79
) Non-Face Valid .52 .67 43 .56 L7082
i & Persecutory ldeas \ =
' Face Valid ) .73 .18 17 .57 .83 259
Non-Face Valid .52 «.23 .36 U5 . bl 7
Anxiety : :
N . Fac'e Valid o?l‘ .55 ‘63 071 -57 -53
. Non-Face Valid .76 .Th .62 .57 .78 .51
) Thinking Disorder .
Face Valid .72 - U0 10 .37 17 .91
Non-Face Valid .63 .32 49 .52 .B2 .82
Impulse E;pression
’ - " Face Valid .85 .68 .69 .76 .66 .85
Non-Face Valid %69 T4 .49 .68 .62 62
Social Introversion . )
Face Valid 51 LB .84 57 «T7 .93°
Non-Face Valid ~.12 -.21 TT .51 .71 .70
N Self Depreciation ? -
oy Face Valid .95 .59 T3 .56 © .92 .88
o d Non-Face Valid .86 .05 58 .51 .82 .83
General Psychopathology .
Face Valid -~ W94 60 .86 7 .91 .96
Non-Face Valid .91 .69 .80 .72 .94 .95

-

. ' # Fach KR-20 is based on an N of 30.

1
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Table 44
Scale Means as a Function of Item Subtlety

. Condition*

{
Fake Good Straight Take Fake Bad
No Info Info No Info Info No Info 1Info
Scale
Hypochondriasis *
Obvious 1.07 .27 1.43 .03 « 7.73 9.07
Subtle . 1.13 27 2.17 1.67 7.63 "8.77
N Depression
' Obvious .57 27 1.30 .83 B8.60 9.00
Subtle 1.10 .67 2.50 1.87 8.43 9.37
Denial . )
Obvious < 4,87 5,10 2.63 2,53 3.43 3,03
Subtle 6.00 6.40 3.20 3.87 . 2.83 2.33
Interpersonal Problems
Obvious 3.10  2.13 3.97 - 4.10 7.17  17.40
Subtle 2.50 2.13 3.77 4,57 - 7.60 7.23
Alienation A
Obvious 1.60 .93 2.23 1.43 6.70 7.50
Subtle , 1.73 1.30 2.73 2.43 7.53 8.10
o Persecutory Ideas -
= Oby Lous 1.80 Ny 1.47 1.00 B.77 8.57
’ Subtle - 1.83 1.47 3.10 2,57 7.47  8.10
Anxiety
. Obvious 1.63 .90 -3.77  3.23 7.83 8.97
' Subtle 2.03 1.20 2.60 2.90 7.80 8.50
( . ’ Thinking Disorder. J .
Obvious” .87 .30 .97 .70  8.60 8.27
' Subtle 2,23 1,47 2.17 2.20 7.30 7.83
* ' Impulse Expression
. Obvious 2.63 1.47 3.30 3.43 7.77 7.13
Subtle 2.90 ',1.50' 3.30 3.33 7.43  7.83
Social Introversion -
Obwfous 1.13 .70 2.97 1.87 8.20 8.90
- . Subtlew 2.07 1.23 2.57 2.00 7.70 8.30
A Self Depreciation - .
: Obvious A7 .20 . .83 737 ' 8.20 8.80
Subtle - .83 .60 1.07 .80 7.93 8.50
General Psychopathology ¢ )
Obvious 19,43 12.93  24.87 20.90 83.00 86.63
Subtle . 24,37 18.23 29.17 28.20 79.67 84.87
% Each mean is based on ar N of 30.-
“ -
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Scale

Hypochondriasis
Obvious
Subtle

Depression
Obvious
Subtle

Denial
Obvious
Subtle

- Interpersonal Problems

Obvious
Subtle
Alienation
Obvious
Subtle
Persecutory Ideas
Obvious
Subtle
Anxiety
Obvious
Subtle
Thinking Disorder
Obvious
Subtle
Impulse Expression
Obvious
Subtle
Social Introversion
Obvious
Subtle X
Self Depreciation
Obvious
Subtle
General ngchopabhology
Obvious™
Subtle

J

vl
Scale Standard Deviations as a Funétion of Item Subtlety

Table 45

+

Fake Good
No Info 1Info
1.95 L4l
1.73 . .63
1.1 .63
1.76 1.16
2.25 1.64
2.39 2.39
2.04 1.89
2.34 1.31
1.98 1,26
1.71 1.42
1.83 .83
1.81 .92
2.06 1.60
1.82 1.30
1.65 .59
1.75 1.23
- 2.58 1.82
2.10 1.75
1.18  1.01
1.39 .96
"1.82 .60
1.77 .66
13.20 5.29
12.11 5.05

Condition®
Straight Take
No Info. Info

1.45 1.17

2.03 '1.45

1.81 1.04

2.01 1.75

1.58  1.57

1.82 1.52

2.20 2.18

1.89 2.62

1.87 1.82

1.93 1.91

1.77 1.18

1.80 1.61

2.16  2.17

1.60 1.80

.30 1.13

1.51 1.74

2.35 2.42

1.83 2.23

2+54 1.67

2.64  1.75

1.24  1.09

1.37  1.01

9.26 7.01

9.70 8.32

* Each standard deviation is based on an N of 30.

I3
{

Fake Bad
No Info Info
2.73  1.91
2.143 1.98
2.32  1.95
2.9 1,33
2,00 ‘1,30
2,25 1,07
2.53  2.67
1.86 .1.98
3.12- 2.99
1.91  2.10
f
1.69 2.0
2.22 1.5
2.37 1.30
.1.87  1.29
2.36 3.09
2.50 2.25
2.12  2.93
1.93 2.12
2.09 2.26
2.2 1.92
2.88  2.20
2.37 2.13
16.38 17.80
"13.95

-

-
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Table 46 - .

.

s§ca1e KR-20's as a Function of Item Subtlety

~
, Condition®
i . ' . * . Fake Good Straight Take Fake Bad
' - No Info 1Info No Info Info ©No Info Info
{ ’ Scale . ' T .
Hypochondriasis - ’ -
- Obvious ‘ 84 - .23 .52 49 .86 .86’ s
_Subtle - .75 U1 .68 C .43 . .78 . .81
! Depression - ,
’ Obvious .82 11 .79 A2 .87 .85
_Subtle 17 .63 .70 .65 .88 .15
" A Defiial . ' ‘ -
R Obvious .6l «36- .34 .34 .64 .11 .
Subtle .74 L17 .55 .36 .69 .29
Interpersonal Problems )
Obvious | .63 .65 .66 . .67 7 .84
- Subtle .78 .28 - 43 L4 - .56 .64
2! Alienation ) : -~
| . Obvioys - .72 58 T 64 73 .87 .88
i Subtle .60 .53 .60 .59 +59 .78
: ¢ " Persecutory Ideas . ] .
; Obvious .65 .15 .70 b2 70 ¢ .78
: Subtle . .65 <17 .57 N TR £ A7 T
Anxiety ‘ .
Obvious N . .78 .79 .66 .. .68 .79 .53
Subtle .62 .58 L5 .55 .62 .31
. Thinking Disorder . !
' . Obvious .80 .22 58 = .56 .88 .95
v Subtle .60 .36 .46 .64 75 .75
- Impulse Expression B _ ~
! Obvious .81 3 W77 8 .70 .87
N . Subtle . .72 .72 .51 .70 .58 .72
A . Social Introversion i L= e
! Obvious .34 .47, .81 .59 .76 .90
T ~Subtle JA2 - .28 .83 .63 .73 T
i Self Depreciation - . '
: Obvious ‘ .96  +52 62 . .56 .92 .87
Yo - Subtle ..85 .02 .60 .35 . .80 .82
! "o General Psychopathology o
, ; : Obvious +93 .72 .83 .Th 95 . 96
' i Subtle ot o91 061 .82 .77 093 * ‘9" .
A T - “ . ' N
. * % Each KR-20 is based on an N of 30. .
i
‘ . K
1

<y
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each scale, +faking condition, information conditlon, and
face validity or subtlety were treated as fixed effects

while subjects, :nested within ‘faking and\ information

conditions, were regarded as a random factor. Tablesju7 and N

48 present the F-ratios of these analyses of variance for

‘face validity and item subtlet res ectivel . '\
o . y t : Yy, ) P ‘Y {/_/\\

Across all dimensions, substantial effects were notéi\’//-

. - Q . .
for faking, while . there were no main  effects for
. <&

-

\‘f"

information.. However, the presence o'f‘ts some faking by
hinformation interactions does sunport 'the, notion of an
’effective manipu&gtion_ of ~ informationi‘ While these
particular effeéts are interesting, -fhey serve merely to
~:demonstrate 'the- ’presence of important ' %ZSt-taking
influences..‘ More interesting are the interactions of face
validity and item subtlety with faking and information. As
éf’mplified by the findings with the General Psychopathology

Index (see Figures t and 2), in  general, non“face valiid
items 'and‘ _subtle items séZ;- less sysceptible to faking.
'While admittedI?; at a simple level, such findings seem to-
argue against some of the preliminary conclusions of Chapter
VIIE. these results merit further consideration. While
items from the content scales of the BPI were written to
emphasize content and substantive vaIidity, any set of item -
responses fOr any set of items. will contain irrelévant
variance. It is quite possibfe that although the non-face
b

valid and - subtle items show content and substantive

avalidity, they also show greater amounts of irrelevant
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variance. , This would make them 1less susceptible to~

experimental faking and information manipulations. Thus,

the fact that non-face valid items and:subtle items are less'

easily faked may not spéak for their su;eriority but might
argue f;r their: relative irrelevance. That is ‘not to say
that they are irrelevant items but that they show a smallerv
proportion of relevancé in their vqrianéezﬂﬁln consideration
of this,‘validity coefficients rather than scale scores
should be the appropriate kunit of analysis (Holden &
Jackson, 1981). \

Validity scores based on correlations of. scale séores
with ¢criteria, for the different éxperimental conditions are
reported in Tables Y49 and 50 for ‘face\svglidity .and item
subtlety, respectively. Criteria were basbq on }he sum of
the standardized rating scale and adjective self reports.
In order  to assess the effects of the experimental
manipulatiéns on the validity 6f the scale scores, the
validity coefficients were »convefted"po z-score form and
subjected to analyses of variance. F;r each of face
validit& and ited subtlety, the analysis was based on a 3 x
2 x 2 x 11 (Faking x Irformation x Face Validity or . Item
Subtiety x' Trait) design where there was no pgpiication
facﬁor. All” factors were Eréated as fixed effects. Because
no -repliéation }actbr . was avaiiable; “the four-way
interaction ferm (Faking x Informafion x PFace Validity or

Item Subtlety x Trait) was treated as an espimator of the

error term. Such an estimator would be expected "to yield
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Table 49
Validity Coefficients as a Fupction of Face Validity¥*.
>
' Condition
N Fake Good Straight Take Fake Bad
No Info Info No Info 1Info No Info Info
- Scale
Hypochdndriasis )
Face Valid .63 -.00 72 43 .05 ~-.02
Non-Face Valid .48 .00 . .68 .23 -.00 -.36
Depression .
Face Valid . .23 «39 .83 .65 .28 -.03
¥ Non-Face Valid .25 <31 .71 .59 14 -.10
. Denial .
Face Valid .20 ~.03-. -.07 =,03 .03 .20
Non-Face Valid .26 7 .15 .12 .22 -.12
Interpersonal Problems
Face Valid .29 .10 .40 .79 ~-.18 .04
Non-Face Valid .37 © .36 .53 .74 -.24 .07
Alienation .
Face Valid . .01 .15 .31 .11 -.10 -0l
Non-Face Valid 10 - 15 -,01 .30 - 11 -.03
Persecutory ldeas ; . . ’
Face Valid .U45 .03 .26 17 .11 -.18
Non-Face Valid .49 -.01 .36 .20 -.08  -.10 h
J— Anxiety '
g Face Valid .02 .18 .70 .84 07 =-.25
! Non-Face Valid - .08 .38 .61 .52 .13 -.0%
Thinking Disorder o -
Face Valid ol 7 .20 .53 ~-. 10 .04
v Non~Face Valid ° .0l .17 .09 .33 .03 =.05
Impulse Expression
Face Valid .18 .0 A7 .62 -.36 * =.08 =
Non-Face Valid .07 .29 .23 .50 -. 40 .03
Social Introversion ) .
Face Valid .36 .02 .90 57 .05 .10
. Non-Face Valid .31 U3 .7§ «55 .05 - .19
Self Depreciation T e .
Face Valid .13 .18 .56 .39 -.12 .02
* ---~ Non-Face Valid .21 L1H . .51 U -.09 ~.12
General Psychopathology .
Face Valid .28 24+ .78 .64 A1 =3
Non-Face Valid .30 .34 .57 U9 .03 -.35
Mean N
Face Valid .24 157 51 U8 -, 01 ~-.08
Non~Face Valid - .25 . .%} 43 A4~ 02 -.08 -
~ - . . . -7
% Each validity coefficient is based on an N of 30. One-tailed
significance levels of .05 and .01 correspond to correlations
of .31 and uzkkrespectively.
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Table 50

N

Validity Coefficients as a Function of Item Subtlety®

Fake Good—

Scale

Hypochondriasis

Obvious ~ .66

Subtle A5
Depression

Obvious ’ .28

Subtle ' .18
Denial - .

Obvious .23

Subtle .22
Interpersonal Problems

Obvious .24

Subtle .39
Aliemation .

Obvious .19

Subtle -.12
Persecutory Ideas

Obvious R

Subtle .u8
Anxiety

Obvious .16

Subtle -+ 10
Thinking Disorder

Obvious .07

Subtle .12
Impulse Expression

Obvious . .14

Subtle > .12
Social Introversion

Obvious .18

Subtle . iyt
Self Depreciation -

Obvious .16

Subtle .18
General Psychopathology

Obvious 31

Subtle .26
Mean

Obvious . .26

Subtle .22
*

-7
12

-39
038

.14
~.01

17
«32

.03
.26

.15
-. 1

-32
.24

.20
i

+39
.29

-.00
.ho

.20

013 i

.29

. 032

.18

.21

Eondition
N

.64
‘7“

07"‘
NA

.15

T -,08

.35
.61

37
-.07

A2
.18

.66
.72

006
.20

46
.16

25091
o Th

.56
.54
.64
.75

.50
L3

Straight Take

No Info Info WNo Info Info

.48

.20

.49
.64

.00
.10

.58
.81

.18
.21

.12
27

TLT4
.68

A
.34

.70
'uo

.63
U3

56
.67

.19
762

e
.us

Each validity coefficient is based on an N_Jé 30.
significance levels of .05 and .01 correspond to correlations
of .31 and .U2, respectively.

~ .

Fake Bad
No Info Info
.00 -.09
Lo .32
.19 -.02
.24 -.10 .
.22 -.02
.02 ~-.23
- -.24 .06
~.18 .04
-.16 .04
»00 -.13
.o -.22
.05 ~.02
.18 -.10
.01 ~. 24
-1 .05
.05 -.07
= by -.13
-.31 .09
-.08 .12
A7 .16
-.10 -.01
-.12 -410
04 .30
009 -038
~-.0l -.05
.01 -,11
One-tailed

| a2
N
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congservative tests of significance. The analyses for face
validity -and item suptlety are reported in Tables 51 ana 52,
respectively. The results reveal no effeets for either face
validity or item subtlety; neither d% main effects nor és

interactions.

& - 4
" Since the general psychopathology index was derived by

summihg scale scores as was its criteriofi® it was sSubjected -
to independent analyses of variance. The %ity‘
coef%icient analyses examining face valldlty"and item
subtle%y as factorg are reported in Tables 53 and 54,
respectively. For these analyses, the three-way interaction
term (Faking x Information x Face Validity or Item Stbtlety)
was used as an estimator of the error term. Results of
j these analyses indicated no effects for item subtlety. With
‘ respect to face validity, a main effect indicated that, in
general, face valid scales showed greateg'criterion validiéy
(r =-".34) than non-face valid ‘'scales (r = .25). More
interesting is the finding of an interaction between faking
and -face validity._ This finding is displayed‘ég Figure 3.
Examination oﬁrthe simple main effects (see Table 55) shows
that the face valid ‘index has greater empirical validit&
under the s;raight ‘ take_ éonditign. No  significant
differences were' presen£ for either the fake good or fake
bad conditions.

-

Discusgsion

%
~

.

The resu%ts of tﬁis faking study demonstrate a ' numbe
of important points. First, with the BPI, results indicate

X . ’ &
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Table 51 - " °

Scale Validity Coefficient ANOVA: ey
- ) : Face Validity as a Factor - - )

R

Source of Degreés of Mean = . . o
Variance Freedom .Square . E-Ratio .
Trait (T) 10 - 22 12.35%%
Faking (F) 2 3.7835 22}.26%%
Information (I) 1 ©.0480 . 2.81 h
Eaci Validify (FV) 1 .0087 ;Sf‘ =
T x F 20 © 1121 6}5645“»;t,
h TxI 10 .1595 ° 9.33%%
T x FV 10 0238 1.39°
T FxI 2 - .0047 .27
F x FV 2 L0471 2.75
I x FV 1 ~ .0136 .80
TxFxI 20 . .0490 " 2.87s
TxFx FV 20 ..0183 1.07
Tx1Ix FV 10 0120 .70
’ FxIxFV 2 .0039. .. +23
TxFxIxFV .90 0171
-
wp 207 ) A _
| | Cd
! - ) b
¥ - \ - |
¥
. ; <
. _ .
I \
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Tabie 52

Scale Vatidity-Coefficent- ANOVA:
‘Item Subtlety as a Factor -

o .
P L
PR SOOI, PRI NS

G A —— it e -
“

.~ .

T So}irc"e of Degrees of * Mean .
Variance Freedom Square F-Ratio
Trait (T) 10 L1869 8.50%+
_~  Faking (F) . 2 '3.5290 160, 41%%
Information (I) ) 1 0592 © © 2,69
LK o+ .- -
Subtlety (S) 1 .0162 Th
4 : . '
TxF 20 1113 5.06%%
= T x I 10 U7 6.69%%.
T xS 10 .0237° 1.08
ST P 2 .0026 12
? F xS v, . 2 .0157 71
Ixs 1 .0051 .25
TxFxiI 20 © 0460 3.09
x F x 20 . .0325 1.48
R ; |
T IxXS 10 . ,0091 ey
FxIxs ) .2 -.0322 1.46 .
< . TxFxIx$ 20° .0220
IR ,
& .05 .
. . »
( e, .«
~ -,
) - . [ -
’ " . Py - - N )M
o S, i ‘ é}? ,
! ]
AP B ‘ h , ;

*



- Source of .
Variance

Faking (F)
; ‘ Information (I)
Face Validity (FV)
Fx1I
Fﬂx FV.
va FV b
. . Fx IxFV

v
7

© % & .05
**B £'01 0

4y

- »

Table 53

General PRsychopathology Index
Validity -Coefficient” ANOVA:
. Face Validity as a Factor

Degrees oﬁa'

Freedom
2
1

N n

v Mean
Square
.7890
.1226°
.0307
L0424
.0367

.0077
.0012

E g

F-Ratio
657.70%*
102, 17%%
25.58%
35.33%
30.58*
6.42
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’ Table 54
~ . General Psychopathology Index
Validity Coefficient ANOVA:
Item Subtlety as a Factor
Source of Degrees of Mean .
. Variance Freedom Square F-Ratio
¥ Faking (F) 2 . 7854 221, §o**
Information (I) o1 . 1355 38.71%
Subtlety (S) 1 .0081 2.140
FxI 2 .0ush 12.97
. F xS - 2 0153  3.51
LY . ‘ .
I xS 1 .0005 - .14
b FxIx$8 , 2 .0035
%
H *p 4 .05 . :
g *¥p 2,01 ~ _ ) ’

. %
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128

- FAKE STRAIGHT FAKE
. GOOD TAKE BAD ®
CONDITION ™

_Figure 3: Percentage of Criterion Variance Accounted for as a
) Function of Faking and Information Condition: Face
Valid vs. Non-fFace Valid Measure of General Psychopathology




Table 55

Simple Main Effects Test

129

for Face Validity x Faking Interaction

Source of
« Variance

Face Validity at
Fake Good Condition

W

Face Validity at
Straight Take Condition

Face Validity at
Fake Bad Condition

Error

*¥p L.05

Degrees of
Freedom

Mean
Square

7 .,0011

. 0240

.0011

.0012

F-Ratiq

.88
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that it is quite possiblp to exberimentally‘manipulate test‘

-
scores., Such distortions are possible both through
-~

manipulating faking | instructions and through altering

information conditions. Furthermore,.these distortions may

.be so extreme as to introduce both ceiling and floor

effects. Consequently, interpretative caution is necessary

in considering further analyses.

A

Second, there exists a flaw in the reasoning that

states that less eééily fakéd items or scales will be more

valid under faking conditions. The complement of this whiZh

states that the most valid items are those\which are not

readily distorted and are non-obvious does not follow at
»

all. Irrelevant variénce not only may prevent intended

faking'but might cause the item to be less relevant.

Third, the appropriate evg}uatién "of the relative
efficacy of faee valid versus non-face valid and subtle
versus obvious itéms is in terms of validity coefficients,

not scale scores. The covariation of scales with relevant

criterion is.the key to evaluating utility. This paﬁticular'
‘\study. has employed a number of self-report criteria.

Although it might be argued that this nature of the c¢riteria

invalidates them, evidence from Study III,(see Tables 28,
29, and 30) supportsrthe notion that these criteria: show

appropriate convergent and discriminant validity and that

Eﬁeyr,correspond"with more objective criteria such as

roommaté ratings.

.
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Fourth, results of the analysis of the scale validities
for the 11 BPI constructs under the various experimental
conditions suggest no effects féf either .face validity or
item subtlety. In terms of utility, these results qodld
supporé a face valid and obvious approach to test itemy
writing . and selection. With an emphasis on content
validity, the production of more remote  and f%scure
manifestations of trait exempiars is both more cé#ﬁly and
time-consuming. Nevertheless, at the individual scale

levél, one must be aware that these findings may be affected

by manipulation ceiling and floor effects.

Fifth, at the level of a general psychopathology index\

and, consequently, not subjectlto.the same floor and ceiling

effects, results -argue for ‘a face valid apgroaéh. In

general, and particularly under straight take conditions,
face valid items prove to be empirically superior to the

N

non-face valid items.

P 3 . @
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CHAPTER X
GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The present series of studigs has sought to approach
the / measurement of face validity and ikem subtiety in a
manner consistent with the typical assessment situatioﬁ in
which respondents are not advised as to the paréicular‘
personality diﬁensions being measured. Whereas prévious
studies have typically provided subjects with substantive

.

definitions of traits and/or criteria, this study allows for

the unconstrained generation of behavioral categories.
Using such a procedure i; has been possible to demonstrate
that personality categories are differentially accessible to
judges. Despite the use of an uqbiased, free Vresponse
technique, however, reliable judgments of test itgﬁ content

were found.

Y

- &= N\ . .
" The findings support the efficacy of a rational

approach to test construction. - —The face validity or
» contextual ?elevance of test items is significantly‘ related
toA éheir criterion- validity. This relationsh}p does not
support the contention (Ad;ms & Butler, 1967.) that
particular test ifem content is irrelevant. Adams (1967),
in defense of 'the‘ deviation hypothesis, admitted that
although fhe most valid test fﬁstruﬁents may be those with

*

conteht validity, nothing was implied about face vaiidity.

——— v - .

It appears, therefore, thgt this argument has not been borne

out. In a‘set of items possessing content validity, the
- more face® valid items demonstrate greater criterion

132 )
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validity, at 1least for those criteria employed in the

present study.

With regard to item subtlety, the relationship 1is not
as .straightforward. As Jackson (1971) has suggested, the
interpretgtién of subtlety is apéropriately made in terms of
a _pa;ticular personality, dimension, a point distinct from
common interpretations of subtlety that emphasize
desifability. The presentl results support the idea that
subtlety should take . into account not onl& item
characteristics but. characteristics ofl the traits be;ng
measured; items varied, in subélety not only within scales
but ialso between ' scales. Possible influences affecting
tFait heterogeneity in item subtlety. might include ‘trait
desirabilitz) trait accessibility, the unity oq the trait,

and the frequency of occurrence of trait exemplars in the

real world.

g_.
These results are inconsistent with a strictly

empirical approach ’tohtest construgtion. Blind, empirical
item development and‘ selection without regard for item
contextual rélevance, although bossibly\ effective, are
clearl& less efficient than a'mone theo;eticaa approach. In-
adhition, blind development and selection ignoreé any

theoretical, substantive "considerations (ef. Ashton &

Goldberg, 1973; Jackson, 1975¢).

This study.also emphasizes that face validity and item

subtlety are distinet econcepts” that are not mutually
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exclusive. Face validity refers to the contgxtual relevance
of test items, whereas subtlety refers to the lack of an
obvious substantive link betwegn test item content - and® its,
underlying dimension. . The #esults provide little support .
for the beiief (Dﬁ?f, 1965) ‘that face validitx and item
subtlety are bipolar- concédpts -~ the correlation between
measures of these concepts in this study was -.30. Although
this value will obviously vary as a functioh of the
particular traits, items, persons, and -situations sampled,
it does‘\suggest only a moderately strong relationship. As

has been previously noted, the use of face valid items gives

thé test respondent a sense of having undergone a fair,

“relevant evaluation. But a degree of disguise of content

may be essential to reduce the possibility of faking.

“ : o

It mlght be argued'that the construct-oriented scale
contruction strategy used in developing the BPI might have
set the stage for the subsequent finding > that face valid

.. . items are the most criterion valid because the inelusion of
| subtle items was never considered.ﬁ}But, if anything, thQ
use of BPI items would lead to a restriction of %angg for
face validity (see Tables 15 to 25). This restfiction of -
range would lead to an attenuation of the correlation of
face validity and criterion validity, suggegtingﬁ that - this
study obnsepéative;y evaluates | this  relationship.
Furthermore, a pérusgl of Tables 15 to 25 re?eals a

substaﬁ%ial degreé of subt;epy,\'as well as an extensive

range, in the pool of items employed. ' g
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Although some authors have implied that subtle items
may be more appropriate in the measurement -of undesirable
traits, this study found no consistent evidence that
desirability mediates the relationship of either face
validity or item subtlety with criterion validity. (In
- fact, contrary to expections, data suggest tha% with more
undesirable dimensioﬁ% items with greater face validity do
show some evigfnée of greater empirical validity.) The
mediating variable that did - prove to influence criterion
valid}ty was construct accessibility.' With the more
accessible constructs, the more subtle items demonstrated
greater ‘empirical validity. This finding is- éertainly

worthy of further investigation.

Desirgbility and construct accessiﬂility were aléo
examinég experimentally by manipulating faking instructions
and i fbrmation conditions, Results indicated that boph
factoprs may affect the validity of self-report. In ?ermsES?
specific traits neither of these factors interacted " with
eitpeﬁ face validity or item subtlety. This finding clearly
contradicts the th;oretical notion that where distortion in
terms of desirabiiity is preéent, d;sguise is an asset. At
“the level of gene:gﬁfpsyphopathology, a face vg;idity by
faking interaction revealedn not only that during normal

stra;ght:take‘conditiqns, face valid items were empirically

supefior, but perhaps more importantly, under conditons of’

\

faking, non-face valid items did not emerge as having
.- « T

greater  criterion validity. Again, such findings are
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qontrary.to the expectations of those who advocate the role

of disguise in assessment. Although it might be argued that

— the criteria used in the faking study are inadequate.in that’
they are also self-descriptive, it must We pointed out that
these criteria have been° shown to possess substantyél

convergent and discriminant validity with more objectibé

peer evaluation (see Tables 28 through 30).

Therefore, in .general, it‘ appears that with the
structured ass;ssment-of psychopathology, little utility is
N S — to;bewgained through the deliberate use of disguise in test

items. The onus of proof must shift to those who would
advocate the use of. Heceptive approacges to structured
personality measurement (Hamsher, 1969). Although this
research has yet to be extended to clinical samples or into
the domain of unstructured assessment, research (Albert,
. Fox, & Kahn, 1980) tentatively suggests that somewhat
simiiar disappointing results fo; disguise méy be found with
projective testing. It might be even suggested Ehat
self-report tesfs be used oply when test respondents are
moti;;ted to answer honestly (Tﬁornton“‘& Giérasch, 1980).
Thus, it might be concluded that with structured assessment
the most valid fesults may:be obtained through the éﬁse of
direqt questions with cooperative subjects. Furthermore
when motivétioq to distort self-report in . terms of
| ' desirability occurs, the subtle contigé‘ éf self-report

questionnaires appears not to be any‘ less susceptible to

faking.
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Conalusions
:Face validity'(%ge.y_contéxtual relevance) énd,item
éubtlety (i.e., lack of an obvious substantive link)
refer to relatively independeﬁt concepts.
Behavioral qihensions are differentially accéssible té“
individual judges. : ? ]
In general, éhé most emgirically %alid_items were
obvious and face valid itenms, howev:r, some evidence
suggested that construct accessibility mighﬁ mfdiéte the

relationship of item obviousﬁess " with criterion

-

o .
No evidence was found. to suggest that subtle or non-face

validcapprééches to structured personaiity assessment )
are superior in- instances iho which diétorpién Aéf
self-presentation occurs, Lt
Although yet to be extended tg clinical populations pf
to other areas, such as projective testing, data suggest
that the onus o} proof_mdst shift to those whojw_ouide
advocate . disguised .'approacheig to personélity

measurement . . .

1 1
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construct availability and Eonétruc accessibility (e.g.,
Higgins = & King, 1980). References to construct
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MEMORANDUM
. July 21, 1980

T0: *_ Ron Holden T ) &

FROM:  W. J. McClelland ‘

SUBJECT: RESEARCH INVOLVING SUBJECTS .

) N N ) [ \
Your Yesearch protocol titleds "Personality test
' " qtem identification" ’ .
' ) t ' I3 /\ -7 —
has been examined on  July 14, 1980 ;
and ¥ recommend _Proceed as outlinéd - .
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’ . r Janvary 22, 1981.
- T0: Ron Holden - )
' FROM:  W. J. McClellend . -
s » A
. SUBJECT: RESEARCH INVOLVING :H SUBJECTS ? -
. = .9
¢ fout research ?ou;col titled: Valids¥on of the -
P . a o
Walitvﬂnventoxy . - .
. . R . . ] o
\ , : ' N °
R has been examined on “Jafzugq 2:1:}331 :
. . - ’ end I recommend Proceed as outlined with every effort to *
& T . preserve confidentiality of responses. . ’ .
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THE UNIVERSITY OF WESTERN OVTARIO :
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- Your reagargh‘.protocol titléd: Instructional effects i
. ., on gerﬁé”onaligy_assg’sgéﬁeht -
' - et ’ ¢ \ - - -
: A : S . w
. has been exanmined on November 17, 1980 | 2 . N
. . : —
- -

and 1 recommend  Proceed.as outlined with particular care-on '

annonyomity of AresP'opden‘ts. ¢
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Desirability. Judgments

»

Sex ' * Age

Dear Colleague; ~
]

4

As part of my interest in the assessment of ¢
psychopathology, I am interested in people's conceptions of
the relative desirability » of vé?ious psychopathological
constructs In this regard, I hope that you will spare 5 to

15 minutes of your time to complete a small task.

On the following two pages you will find a list of 11
trait names, each accompapled by descriptlons of high and

low trait scorers. Please read over these trait names and

- descriptions’ carefully. When .yo have completed ‘this, I

would like you to turn _to e next page and rank order the

trait, names in -terms of the desirability.of the traits.

. This ﬁay be done by writing in the trait names in the spaces

. .
provided. '

« Thank you for your cooperation.

o = .
- "Ron Holden

T SSC 6406
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SCALE

! _ Hypochondriasis

.

Depression

' Denial

Interpersonal
- Problens

N

£
BASIC PERSONALITY INVENTORY

SCALE DESCRIPTIONS

LOW SCORER

Is without excessive bodily
concern or preoccupation
with physical complaints.

Absenteeism due to i1l

health likely to be below ™

average.

Reports a usual feeling-of
confidence, cheerfulness,
and persistence, even when
experiencing disappointment.
Has'an optimistic attitude

about his future.

Accepts his feelings
as part of himself;
not afraid +to*discuss
unpleasant topics.
Can answer questions

. about himself frankly;

avoids impression
management. Shows
normal affect.

Bxperiences less than
average irritation
from noise, changes
in routine,
disappointment and
mistakes of others;
respects authority
and prefers clearly,
defined rules and

regulations; cooperates

fully with leadership
and readily accepts
criticiem from others.

.
Y

v

HIGH SCORER

Frequently thinks

he, is sick.

Complains regularly

of peculiar pains

or bodily dysfunctions.,
Discusses susgh

topics, frequently ,
revealing a
preoccupation

with his complaints.

Inclines to be
down-hearted and
show extreme
desporndency;
considers himself
to be inadequate;
may be listless,
remote and preoccupied;
looks at his

.

future pessimisticallf.—

Lacks insight into

"“His feelings and

the causes: of his
behavior. Avoids
unpleasant, .
exciting or violent
topics. Relatively
unresponsive
emotionally,

Is often extremely

,annoyed by little

inconveniences,

. frustrations or

disappointments;

will frequently

be uncooperative,
disobedient, and
resistant when faced
with rules and reg-
ulations; reacts
against discipline and
eriticism,

\

7



SCALE
Alienation

LOW SCORER

Ordinarily displays

ethical and socially
responsible attitudes
and behavior; reports

.. a sense of obligation

Persecutory Ideas

Anxiety

- \

Thinking Disorder

& Impulse Expression

toward society and its
laws.

Trusts others and doesn't
feel threatened. Accepts
responsibility for the
evénts in his life

and doesn't -attribute

maliciousness to others..

Remains calm and

" unruffled even when

confronted by unexpected
ocecurrences. Takes
things as they come
without fear or
apprehensionp Main-
tains self control even
in a crisis situation.

Has no difficulty dis~
tinguishing his daydreams «
from reality. 1Is able

to concentrate normally

and to maintain sensible

- qonversations,

-

Appears to be even-tem-

-pered and level-headed;

carefully considers the
future before acting;

generally has the patlence

to cope with a lengthy

and tedious ‘task.

HIGH SCORER

Expresges attitudes
markedly different
from common social
codes;. is prone to
depart from the

truth and behave:

in an unethical

and untrustworthy /
manner; feels ’
little or no guilt.

\

Believes fhat certain
people are against him

and are trying to

make his life diffi-

cult and unpleasant.
Inclined to brood. . 4/

Easily scared. Little

sthings, even an idea,

‘éan throw him into a
frenzy ®f anxiety.
Afraid of novelty and
of the possibility

of physical or
interpersonal

danger.

Is markedly confused,
distractable and dis-
organized. Cannot
remember even simple
things from day to
day. Reports that he
feels he is living in
drean-like world, hid
that people appear
different to him and .
that he feels differ-
ent from them.

Lackswability to think
beyond the present and

to consider the conse- *
quences of his action°~
is proné to under~’

take risky and reck-

less actionsi inclined :
to behave irresponsi~
bly; finds routine
tasks.boring.

'
2
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SCALE

Social Introversion

.

Self Depreciation

AN

LOW SCORER

Enjoys company. Likes to
talk and knows many people.
Spends much of his time
with others.

Manifests a high degree
of self-assurance in
dealings with others.
Not afraid to meet
strangers; speaks with

confiden about a
var;gey’g? topies;
beljeves in his own

ability to accomplish
things.

s

——

HIGH SCORER

Avoids people gener-
ally. Has few friends
and doesn't say much
to those he has.

Seems: to be uncom-
fortable when around
others. Prefers aso-
cial activities,

Degrades himself as
being sworthless,
unpleasant, and un-
déserving. Generally
expresses a low

-opinion of himself

and refuses crediy
for anyvaccomplish-
ment,

\
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Please write the trait ndies in the spaces'you Judge to
M

;pe appropriate.

Most Desiréble 1.

3.
u.

2
5

6

N 7'
8,

9.
10.

Least Desirable 11.

Y
-
Thank you .for your help.
-,
’-;3 N
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"5 L ‘ INSTRUCTIONS )
g— N \ . . . .
% . You are.being presented with a series of items- that.
g . - might be found on a psychological test designed to assess
% psychological or psychiatric disorders. -
% - ) _Your job is to sort thesé items into groups. ~
% e, - . Each item will be on a 'card~ Go through the items and
& sort into groups those items that belong together because
1 they refer to the same psychological problem or to its
o \' - “ ‘ e Al eee——
5 direct opposite. For example, "I am clever", "I am stupid",
; ~ T . .\\ )
and "I am of average intelligence" would all belong together
: in one group. MI am craiy" ané "I am sane" would belorig
% “ togeﬁher in another group. You may have a§<many_or asf few -
% groups asryou wish, and you may have .as many or as few items
g - in a'group as you wish. If an item does not seem tot'fit N
h into any of the groups, you may put it into a
‘?.. ) :

"miscellaneous" group. > ' . o '

‘-
¢

Now once you have finished this, please write a ‘dbrief

]

description of each group ‘bf'c'iféms‘- (exceptf‘-the:
“ "miscgllaneous" groﬁﬁ) stating the  basis or psychologieal
disorder along ﬁhiph you grouped the items, Pléa%g‘place

each desgription with its bbrg%gponding group of items.'s

Please work quickly, but carefully.

~
?

When you have finished this, ﬁaise your ﬁgnd and the-

7 “experimenter will present yeu with furthér(inétrucpibns.

¥ . - ’ » ) a
— T { - -
\ .
o . . .
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vt . q' N
w ¢ . . ‘ : Lot
5 Now without re-sorting ,any of the items: or changing .
: N « 0, . . . 2

your group degcriptions, look through the "accompanying
sheets and see if any of: your group descriptions (except the
"miscellaneous" gréup) might ‘refer to a particular scale. .
For eadh group description, if you feel that it refers“to a
particular scale, write down ‘the name o%afhat scale "below
your group description, or if your "group description "does’
not appear t& refer to any of the scales, writev"none" below .
’your group description._ Please‘ choose _a maximum ~0f two )
scale names for each grouptdﬁscription and underlihe the,;

most appropriate one: ' . . o . A

o * This material was presented to subjects only after :» .

completion of ﬁhe task on the previous page. - ) e
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. ‘ . Y ) ] 1697 .
.‘ Y &£ ' - 3, ) ’ - N - - . ¥i ‘:‘,-q .".'; S
R N . “ s . ~ c‘ . A, v ‘. E
. ) . . T v i Y \': . 5— ' r%% " - 7 \ )
m‘;' «Z * \ = ) ' v ' A &
. ° , T . BASIC PERSONALITY INVENTORY =~ . .. “- .
. ) . -, ;
SV PN ~ ®F. .7 SCALE DESCRIPTIONS™ .~ ~ '
:. R X . . - ) } Lk T . ¢
PR .. . TSCALE Lov scomeR ‘HIGH SCORER ™ - ' ]
: ) , - v . - ) T .
: & ¢ R ] . a . ¢ . , - “
- A . *  Bypochondriasis Is without excessive bodily  Frequeiitly thinks « . !
K. o ' . ., eoneern’or preoccupation he is 'sick. s
e =, o . "With nghysical‘ complaints.  *” Complains regularly . .
iy L v P ‘Absenteeism due tc ill ) ofL geeuliar pains -
1 ‘ ' . ) o " health likely to be below . . odily dysfuncti,ons. -
A LI * ., e average. N cusses .such '
S ' . . ics, fiaquently ot
N ' . . vea'lingta ] ; :
A N . ' . ﬁ . preoccupation . o ‘ _‘
N . o v s il . with his eomplaints. . !
AT Cor C Depi’eqston I "Re'“ports a usual feeling of *'Inplines to be . - A
' . - t. confiderice; cheerfulness, down-hearted and . A
. s .+ ' . ‘.and persistence, even when shoy, extrene, Lo
- ' e et . exgeriencing disappointpént. despondendys. . : _—
’ :‘ ik @ h - N «, oHds an opt}ﬁlsﬁ‘ic attitude considers himself R .
ARLE SR N P abouwhi,a future. " (to-be inadequate;’ .
N A - N oD , cen® : © may -be JXistless : Lo
‘ o A o R = Ay v N , remote and preoc’:eupi ol
’ S LT ‘ N > looks at his' - PIRS
o e Y e e - 'future peasimistically.
h x\r" E - * N . o - s . . . \ . . ;
P A .. « Denial - Accepts his feelings e Laqks J.nsight inte -, - I
SRR ' R . . '@s part.of ‘himself; . . . his; feélings and : x :
g I MR P riot afraid te disolss the causes bf his ) o,
AOUREE PR : . . ,* . ‘unpléhsant topied, "betiayior. fds v 7~ 0 e 0 7
J T R S ' Can, ariswer- questions ‘unpleasanty® et e
ST SO SR . ' about ﬁim&elf frankly, exciting or v@élent W R R
O e T “avoids. impneasion ot topies. ” Relativel ‘,w.f“ Lot
"o, S ‘(‘ * E RN PO . managéments, . "Shows - . unrespohsiye { N )
LN we e B nomal a‘rfeat. ‘ emotlonally, hK e A
vor ke o R S ' e ; VR . . i AN
o ? LA . Interp,grsonal - «Experfences less than * ., xIs often extremely. ' o
R R S LI .problems . ~av9mge drpitation: » .-annoyed-'by little. e T
] } e S P fromqnoisa,},nha‘nges " inoonveniencqs, VAR '
LI SR - : *if. routine, . . “frustrations ‘or’ R
U2 P S Ay ' disﬁppointment and |, disg polntme ts; I
A IR R R < » . ulgtakesiof othens;. - widle A
£ R ST S !‘espects authority” : B beé}m operative, S
X . Uand“ pl‘efers cleal‘lx vos /disob"ediént:,fgand, T S
‘ detined rules and ,regxatqnt swhen facéd - .o
- regulations} -cooperates o ;wifthi.rules and rez-r S s
Lukly with -1eadership _ ... =~ ‘ulationss; Feadfs ' o !

- cni‘t’icism *trom o h?%'j

g < . (“', 3 __(l.

-ang madily adeépts L
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. SCALE : LOH SCORER , HIGH SCORER b
. . —— —_— y— N - e—— . '
AT : Alienation Ordinarily %isplays - Expresses ‘attitudes <
BRI | - ' . ethical and socially ' markedly.different .
@ a P responsible-attitudes . - from common social. | .
N and behavior; reports . codes;- is prone to
. . a“sense of bbligation . depart from the
L oo - , ‘toward- societry and its- truth and béhave - b
* . N ‘ . laws. ) in an unethical :
° .o . and ‘untrustworthy
. . i ‘ v " °  manner; feels =
ot ' " . 1ittle or no guilt. . - -
3 - v S . -
e, . Persecutory, Ideas Trugts others and deesn't . Believes that cértain
. , . . - feel threatened. Accepts people are against him
”, ) e . ’ respopsibility for the . and are trying to . e
' , . .events in his life. s make his 1ife diffi- ,
o * . and. doésn't attribute. * eult and unpleasant. '
) Y e, o . _ malidiousness to others.. - Inc~lined to_brdod.: ,
) . *Anxiety . . Remains calm and o Easily -seared. Little
- . - . unruffled ‘even when ‘ things, even' an. idea,
N . ‘ . . gonfronted. by, unexpected ¢an throw him into,a -,
o . o - ocecurrences. Takés- o ;frf;enzy of oanxiety. ’
o . ) - o " ‘things-as they come- rafd of novelty and

~ . ) - without fedr or . \, “of the.possibility - -
’ © . : . prehension.. Main=-- . . of_physiecal or . - .
. Cot . N ot tains self Jeoptrol even inEerperSOnal L ‘
. . T . " ,/ in avcris : itﬁa;;gn. . danger. R o
R <% Thinking Disorder Has no ift‘iculty dis~e . . -Is mankedly confused, : L
T, . e 3112 j ing his daydreams °  distractablg and d1§~ . ’
5 . A A fr'om' eality: Is able . organized. _JCannot’ " - o, 4
U LU I +to congentrate normally‘. . nmremember" even .simple - )
. ',a i Taese 0 and ko maintainssensible . ,things from-.day-to . e .
. . . L conversations. . q».f“’"“ “day .. *Reports that he - 0
= P e b L A . +feelshe”is livi%g in -
i ot ST LT s e Tt edr-e;mx--like ~woz'1d, _ : oo
; DN K - o RIS . . w ¢ .- M ‘:. - ﬂ"ﬁhaw people appear S y' ~ N - N o ‘
¥ oo . T e o © . # différent to ‘himtand: .., . 7L
A . LU S .:m .+ . *that she; Teels ~differ- : Coe e
i R v ¥ 7 . . . ' e A‘ - : Ad T .,' ‘o ‘ent from thema . . ; . !
X . o~ <. " ,;’ - L ; ‘»‘ v - :\. e B 3
o < * _ . Impulse.EXpression Appears “Tto ‘be. ev? tem- " Lacks«abinty to think .
& B O I ~peréd.and: level-tleaded;u,‘ w-mﬁbeyS’hd the' prgsenb.ﬁand N . ,
T P *  ‘carefully. considers“the L .sbo8on51der, ‘the, conse~: s
= I PN e T e - AT A Juture bafore»acf,ipg s quencés of hisu aqtion; s S
< R T ) T oreg generall “ha§ ther»patience v .is)proneeston unden;-w, ;,r. Y v
E" ¢ * ; : Lo fto cope with a 1engt‘hyﬁ? ,@w ake *rigky and’r Pecketi, s R
2 : achions;* inc],(ined - L e
“‘1rrespon t B
x« ,.rou tine: ~ R
Y ‘1‘ N ﬁl\{y‘é;?'
R e
- o
S , <
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. CEEN 7 . ' v
. H . s
.

v o : ’ N ’ " '.a’ ' . N . .
- o L - |
*LOW SCORER . . HIGH SCORER - '

. Enjoys company. Likes to , Avoids people- gener-
talk and knows-many people. ally. -Has few -friends |
<'Spends mugh of his time - and .doesn't.say much . .
with others. . ' to-those he has. JR—— ’
) o SECMS to be uncom= -~ )
' . fortable-when around ‘
. others.” Prefers aso- .. .
- : - efal activities. . :

Manifests a high degrée ~ Degrades Himself as . :
- ~of -self-assurance in being wor-thless, .
. .«dealings with others.. unpleasant 4and une L

L ‘ ) . . "Not -afraid to meet . .  deserving. Generally -

strangers~ speaks with . expresses ‘a-low, .

oon‘tidence ‘about” a - ‘.« opinion of himself: :

variety 6f ‘topigs; .- . and refuses credit .

believes.in his owm & i for’ any accomplish- ) -

ability té aceomplish ’ ment. . g ' R
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. . \ . Room-mate Rating .
. .7 Below are listed.a series of scales with a pair .of .deseriptive
. phrases at each end. 7Your task is to rate your room-mate on each scale.
- _Look .at. this Examples N
playful 1 2.3 5 6 7 8 Q@ serious
. -~-noisy 1 2 3 5.6 7 B 4. ,‘_quiet
| N This person circled a "9" i{ndicating that he/she consider‘s his/her
! . " room-mate. to be extremely serious; and nlin indicating that the room-mate
i . is somewhat noisy. You may "have ‘used diff‘erent categories for your _
- room-mate. n oo N
- S C~
! \ -In a similar manner, cirele on this form the number corresponding to ..
i your rating of your room-mate. Try to use all nine scale points. Do not
o . leave .any scales blank. ... - 2 \ - ,
: ) o S S o
“ : oo c T ST ' frequently Coit- "
. v enjoys good health 1 2 3 y 5 6 7 8-9 plains of dllness - ' T
séd_, depressed - 123 4 5 6 T 8.9 happy, and sat1sried .
‘ i . frank in discus- - . ‘ “”":» lacking self-under- ‘ .
sions‘ about self -1 &“3 _ll : 5 6/ 7 8 9 =standing or insight N ;
) R conf'orms- to )
. rebellious 1.2 3 4 5, 6 7 8 9\ authopity )
. trustworbhy ahd T e devioué, ‘
) - responsible. 12 3.4°5 fé 7 8 9 unethieal
. suspicious of - , . tf‘usts '
ohher's . 1 2 3% 5 °6.7'8 9 .others ,
v o . . . o N ) ‘
. ealm; =~ =~ - 12 3 F.5 67 89 xious =
— . = ° "y . .'. (_q;\ .ol .}’, . " AR
Lo confused, I T ... .. BO od R
dtatractable a1 2 345 607 8; 9" ‘concentration i -
SRR -reokless, s N BN ',:',”level-headed,
. 1mpulsiVe -1 2 3 45 67 Q& 95 ’careful e . . -
' S e avoids people N 1.2 3 ‘45 6 18- § joys company“ . .
B self-assurgd, o
' sy o con’f;dent & 1
"“)'; 13 £933 "’. . Lo '
., 7 % preoocupi d with .
s RS f' . ,bodily ‘problens R
c e 2 despondenth., ce o WL ' I e
e r Maless DL 2 3 s 6’ 1. ,8 9. ohéenful .. - giu XU T
A ;g o, W ':-"T*V:‘:“«'T‘,::-- ST e ~ ” = \J T = \ 7
T ST deided emohiongl - 5 :,A.’-’;.« e T o
LR mfsreaotions Do g~ ﬂelf-aooepting,,, Ly T
i i!ﬁ, “ . -#‘_v ) l' - . ™ :';:-’ ;"E .,"yw" """_3‘1'7 v"'“' W ot ,v“‘:‘ . "." tu } 4
-’,‘é‘- ’ X v *m;’.“":" e « , . ‘.
. Q" e - ,:r - . ,. ' ¥ o, . \ kﬁ;}:‘
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T e & ~ . ' ’
. seldom irritated SO ‘
g or angry 1'2 3 ‘l' 5 .6 7 8.9 easily annoyed -
¢ ! prone to depart - " conséientious, .
from truth. -1 273 l! 5 6 7 8 9 5;, nest-r . -
wr . . . . v - s . -
, believes in ’ Hary, expects sthe
" other's sincerity 1 2 3 b 5 6 7 8 9 worst from people .
. ) ea_sily becomes - | ' ”f
: afraid, nervous 1 23 4 5 6 7 8 9 self-composed
s ‘extremely inatten-:. ’ . ;
tive and forgetful, . . ’ (0 &
daydreans o
o ' frequently 1 "‘2 3 45 6 7.8 9 Pealistie -
o _patient, planful @ 1 2 3‘ ll 5 6 7T 8 9 bored by routine
. unconfortable with '\
, others 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 sociable, outgoing
o self-abusing, : i '? i} has high &egree
T self~blaming = 1 2 3 'J 5 6 7,8 9 of self-esteen RS
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-~ Room-mate AdjectiVe Judgment%- .
~ 0""—»“"‘“’” ’ ] " '
. » o e A -
’ You are to use a 5-point rating scale to indicate how well each of-. ‘
‘ the following adjecti@ea describes your rocn-mate “The 5-point rating
N ﬁ; o scale ranges from 5 - extremely characteristicﬁ%ﬁ - not at all '
. characteristic. You are to rate how characﬁeristic or uncharacteristic .
' ’ v 4 .
. each adjective is for your room-mate, as indicated below. _
- j o -5 -~ Extremely characteristic ’ T §§
- ' h 4 - Very characteristic B
L . © % 3 - Moderately characteristic : - .
) , 2= Slightly characteristic ) .
! 1 = Not at all chabacteristic o i —
Y e Please place eachtrating in the space beside each adjective” When .
‘ - ) making your ratings try to tou gallrgoints of the scale. N
t . P N .
; . ;" . . . . ST T . . ) -
* 7 1. tired o 23. headachy 5. sickLy . )
: - e "2, hopeful. . 24, smiing - 6. .glad - o -
P . ) . . ‘._‘ . A ) ) . ) - ' A
. - 3. frank ' ° 25, defensive 7 - L u7u‘stub53rn« o '
P S 'm_ll. gr,gpp:_entaibive s 26, .,diso'f)&édi‘en't':f ’ _‘3148. respectful . . :
N L s, uhusﬁaf\~g 77 27, dverage 9. unconforming - o 0T
6 innocent .o . 28 unsuspecting /‘250 doubting . :
;-qﬁ‘tensa 51 T 29 worried ‘ 51 panioky ',. ‘ X f
8. disorganized &géiaét%cntive 5§L- ‘:;5“:
9. cautious L 8 -
) 4Qf;withdrgwn

T ’ﬂ:‘.“,”?,:x"‘:bu‘
"11¢vundess
- 7 \,'f’l

T,

12, 8trong;, ~
; “T: e ve:u~\m) & _“'} .
13.‘ discouraged B .“.
T . T
EAR ,
o - 4
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A0 ‘ 20.q£dventurous 42, risky. .+ 64, slow o ‘
‘ 21. friendly 43, alone . 652 neighborly . . ‘
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' any scales blank. . . $
e . - ) i frequently com-
er\l_,joy,s good health 1 2 3‘ h 5 6 \7 8 9 pla-ins of illness
"V sad, depressed 12 3 §i'5 6 7, 8 9 happy and satisfied -
.'imf:;.‘m e e o trankdin diselSmesi . . e - wﬁ_.lacking self-under~- - w..ﬂ\..mwp.. o

PR

. S ) R L 1

‘Self Rating

’

. s
[

,Below are iis'ted a séries of scales with a pair‘of descriptive
t ha -

“ phrases at each end: Your task -is to-‘rate’ yourself-omeach—scate,— -

- 1) A
Loo\‘k at this example:

%
w/

 r— . o~ ) plgyruﬁ 1 ‘e '3 y 5 6 7 8@ serious
notsy* 1 2 3@ 55 7 8 9 quiet’

w

. “

himself/herself extremely serjous; and "4 indiéia_ging that this person

is somewhat no’:léz. You ma.);\ ‘have used di;‘f'ex'{ent c‘ategories for yourself.
3 . ~ e ]
- L3 . '

.~ In a similar manner, eircle on this form the number Ncorresponding to

your rating of yourself. Try to use all nine scale points. Do not leave

. v+ sions about self 12,3 4 5 6 7 8 9. -standing-or insight

. o o ognforngs-_.to
- nebellious o1t 273 18‘85 67 8 9 authori‘ty ' X
. 1 - h -7 .
"trustworthy and . %evious, ¢ ‘
. responsible .1 2 34 56 7 8 9 unethical 0
' St suspicious of R o trusts RE L
: others ‘ L1253 B +5. 6.7 8 9 others  <lLcala
__,s" T 9a_1m., L1723 % 5 6.7 819 anxious\
. f N o . 0™ . s
VA confused, -~ , - B i _.good i .
T R distraotable .12 34 56 708 9 '_concentrat%h Ce
seo, rédkless,y . ., " . dever “headed, - ST
o - 1mpulsiva oo 1 2 3 4 5 6 T 8 9 eareful‘ - !
avolds people ‘ g2 3'4 5 6 1 8 9 enjoys cggtpﬁriy. ¢
\ . .” . ) >~\
)‘ ’: h ‘ b A
& 4 oo ‘] " . i“ Lt
. . N \ v ¢ - -
- LT - NS
- .
4 ° - *
N v ‘. - . ¥ ¢

This person circled ngn indicating ‘that  he/she ‘co.nsiders‘

»
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; self-assured, ‘
! confident 1
‘ : preoccupied xith
bodily prob 1
ot - ) despondent , .
‘ listless 1
“ denies emotional
reactions ] 1
. ‘seldom irritated
] or angry - 1
: * prone to de art
from truth R 1
’ believes in \
. other's sincerity 1
, A easily beeomesM
- j -afnaid, nervous 1
~- extremely 1natten-
tive and forgetful,
daydreams
3 . frequently 1
. f patient, planful: 1
: - tncomfortable with *
R - others’ ‘ 1
? gelf-abusing,
< Mmm'nw“self-blaming U
4 . s
. - ‘ * -
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feels J
8 9 worthless
is seldom
8.9 sieck- .,
8 9 cheerful
8 9 self-accepting g /ng‘
.8 9- easily annoyed N
' conscientious, |
8 9 honest
* wary, expects the
8 9 worst from people
B 9 self-composed ..

L4

8 9 realistie N S

8.9 bored by routiné
e 7 - & * .
P . . ’
8 9, soeiable,‘butgoing-

has high degree

8,9 _of self-esteem =
N,
”\ -"h.‘, b
.. .
! toe ¢
N
W“i: &
“
g .
.
LA
[N a
"t .
4
o o,
-
\ ¢
-4
N . %,
RN
. n ) Lt
I .
-t
.-
. —
. . ' \
' . en B ‘L‘\ -
R - -
. .
o,
. ¥ ’ .
. \\&,, e
. N f
Lt ’ N o Ny ma \
= . . %
P Lol



. ’ YT mmmemmem e o T : 3? | T
% ¢ )
N ; ¢ 1979
; , i
| -~ -
: - :
] ! . _ . ,oA )
\ s
. . Adjective Judgments Tl eag .
Y
T i ' .
' You are to use a 5-point rating séale to indicite how well each of
T the following ac‘ijécti’*’?es describes you. The 5-point rating scale ranges
from 5 - extremely characteristic to”1 - not at all characteristiec. .
You are to rate how characteristic or uncharacteFistic each adjective °
’ is for you, as indicated below. o ' , v
N Y -
. ! 5 - Bxtremely characteristic
4 = Very characteristic A
3 - »Mbderately characteristic e
; %' - Slightly characteristic
R : 1 - Not ab all characteristic-
- e
- ©+  Please place each ratdng in the space beside each adjective. 'When
,\-: 2 . ; o - . i : . .
A . " making your ratings try to use all points -of the scaler-:- - - .
‘d# . ] ' . ) '
N ) - 1. tired e . 23, headachy 45, sickly s .
o 2. hopeful _ 24, smiling 46. glad RN
. 4 : o & . . o '
. % 3. :Fra_nk .25. defensive 47, stubborn. *
: : ‘ N argumqntaﬁ}.ye B ’26.‘-“’18‘1301;961@3; 48, respectful )
ey [ . ’ 5. unusual’ -27. average ' 49, unconforming e
- . H . . . e 2 . ’ -3 *
! —— 6. innocent . 28, unsuspecting 50° doubting
. : . 1. tense 29, worried 51. panicky .
v t . 8. disorganized 30. :fifXed-up 52, attentive
* . 9. cautious 31. responsible 53 -fast-acting '
L 10. yithdrawn 32, private . \ 54, talkative
’ g 11. undeserving - . 33, ,t-mat"re:id“ ! 55. secure
. . - . ' L .
e 12. strong 34, well 56. it
. LI ' . ) -, ' T 2o ]
)_ A 13. discouraged *+35. gloonmy, YA “5T. blue” .
v ' 14..0pen , ‘365 denying . o 58, sincefe “
k2 l" : . ’f' (‘ ’ :' .
- ‘e N v, ° L
v " . PR . -
N o , . ' A ; . . > i
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- 15. agreeable 37. uncooperative
16. conventional . 38. different
-17. unconvinced 39. trusting
18. relaxed °~ . 40, cool .
19, sensible 31, scatter-brained
20. adventurous -~ b2 risky
21. friendly 43.. alone
22. hesitant~— 44, doubtful
-
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patient
traditional
threatened
easy-going

logical

64, slow
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. Degfee'of Acquaintance
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1. How well do you know the person you have just rated?

Not at all 1.2 3 4 5 67 8° 9 Extremely well

2, The person-I have just
familx‘member.‘ ,

Not at all True 1 2 3 -4 5 6

.

. 3. How many months havgnyou known the p

*  havejust rated? - , _months.: .

-

Please circle your answer on*the scale below. -

.
.

-
B

‘

-

¢

-

ratéd is gs close-to me as A

v

-

e -y ——— g NS Rt DA b Bt I P s St S 3 et s s ]

'

.

4, On average, how many hours pe; week do.you intéiact .

with ¢

- N

-

s
.

+

np%person’you'v

el

-

e just raéeﬁ?

hours/week - .
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. ¢ a
-Directions for the Basic Personality Inventory (BPI)

e ' . . ‘ :
Please remove the answer sheet from tne center of the

- ] . g . |
attached test booklet. Please answer all gquestions on the

* answer sheet and do not méke any marks on the test booklet.

-

« ™~

Please read the following instructions twice.

We are’ cpnducting research on ,a new personality
4 -

o‘rﬁﬁqntory and would appreciate your cooperation.
* <

Assume that you are in a situation \where it would
benefit y8®u - greatly &£o appear very ﬁeli-adjusted on this
questiognéire. As you read the items on the'following pages
of this test booklet,,respon& so that you present yoprsélf
as someo;e without psychglogical problems or persogality
faults. In other:words, try to fake this test so that the

_results will show that you are better than you really are.

Although you may feel, that you wouldl never réprééent

- ‘ yourself'dlshpneSQIy,,please try to do so for this study.

However, beware that ’the inventory has certain features

. @ (which you want to avoid) .designed to detect "faking;.- Do
your best to fake out the invenﬁory.

-

- /
\ When ansvering the inventory, please place Ctheck _marks

[aY

in the corresponding places on the answer sheet. Please

ANSWER EVERY STATEMENT. - G
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~ \

Directions for the.Basic Personality Inventory (BPI)

P;ease remove the answer sheet from the center of éhe
éttaehed test Dbooklet. Please answer all ﬁﬁestions on the

answer sheet and do not make, any marks on the test booklet.

Pléase read the following instructions twice.

On the following page$ of this test booklet you Will
find a series of statementg' which a person might use to
describe himself. Read each statement and dgcide whether or
\ not it descé{?es you. Thgn check your answer on the

separate answer sheet, If you agree with a statement or

~

-

decide that it describes you, answer TRUE. If you disagree
with a statement or feel that it is not descriptive of you,
an3wer FALSE, in marking your answers on the answer sheet,
be sure that the number of the statement you have just read

is the same as the number on the answer sheet.

ANSWER EVERY STATEMENT either true or false, even if

you are not completely sure of your answer.

b
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DireEtions‘?GP the Basi
: T :

Please remove the answer sheet from the center of the

,;Personality ;nventony (BPII'

attached ~test— booklet Please answer all questiohs on the

-

answer sheet and do not- make any marks -on tEE\test booklet.

~ ~.

Please read the foildwing instruction§ twice.

-~

-

We are _conducting - research on a new personality

inveritory and would appreciate your codperation,

Assume that you are in 'a situation where' it would
bepefit you greatly to actually appear mentally disturbed on
this questionnaire\ As you read the items on the " following
pages of this test booklet respond S0 that you_ present
yourself as someoneiwith serious psycho/ogical problems. In

:others words, try to fake this test so that the results will -~

-

show that you are worse than you really are. Althopgh you

may feel - that . you would nmever represent yourself

dishonestly, please try to do so for this - study.:  However,

beware that the inventory has certain features (which you
want to avoid) designed to, détect "faking". Do your best to

fake out the inventory.

When answering the inventory, please place check marks

in the corresponding plaoes on the answer sheet. Please

\ »

ANSWER.EVERY\STA?EMENT. [

. -
.
N |
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Before beginning to'answer the ‘series of statéments in

the attached test booklet, please ' read the foliowing
Jjinformation twice. ® l ' ‘ . ‘

L A

.The qtdtemenﬁs »in the. attached téét‘ booklet  are

~ .

desigréd to measure 12 - different personality traits or

characteristics; - Hypochondriasig, Depression, Denial,

Interpersonal Problems, Alienation, Persecutory Ideas, .

LY

Anxiety, = Thinking Disorder, | Impulsivity, Social

Introversion, Self-Depreciatioq, and Deviation. Please read

the followiqg scale names arid éescniptions.

o AT BTN B vr s

L8

-

»
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A BASIC PERSONALITY INVENTORY
SCALE DESCRIPTIONS
’ - P ‘ . . -~ ‘
- ) SCALE ) . LOW SCORER - HIGH SCORER
Hypochondriasis Is without excessive bodily Fréquently thinks
) coneern or preoccupation he is sick.
. with physical complaints., Complains regulariy
N Absenteeism due to il1l of peculiar pains
health likely to be below or bodily dysfunctions.
average. Discusses -such

- - : topies, frequently
) . revedling a
- ’ preoccupation
: . with his complaints.

\gepression Reports a usual feeling of Inelines to be
confidence, cheerfulness; down-hearted and
and persistence, even when show extreme

experiencing disappointment. despondency;
Has an optimistic attitude considers himself

> about his future. . to be inadequate;
. oot may be listless,
remote and preoccupied;
+  looks at his .
L. future pessimistically,
3 o M
Denial Accepts his feelings - Lacks ‘insight into
. as part of himself; - his feelings and
not afraid to discuss the causes of his
’ unpleagsant topies. behavior. Avoids
‘ Can- answer questions ) unpleasant,
. about himself frankly; exciting or violent
- avoids impression -topiecs. Relatively
. . management., Shows . unresponsive
) N normal affect. emotionally. *°
Interpersonal Experiences less than . 1s.-often extremely
o Problems . average irritation annoyed by little
, - . from noise, changes inconveniences,
! . in routine, frustrations or
! ¢ disappointment and disappointments;
- mistakes of others; . will frequently ‘
. respects authority ™~ be uncooperative,
- and prefers tlearly disobedient, and
defined rules and - resistant when faced
- . btegulationss cooperates with rules and reg-
- . fully with leadership ulations; reacts
and. readily accepts " against disciplin
. . erit{cism from others. eriticism. ﬁ
e
R e
P , ORI
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Thinking Disorder

'fﬁ

- * -

T

on -

_ SCALE LOW SCORER
Alienation Ordinarily displays

ethical and socially

' . responsible attitudes

. and béhavior; reports
a. sense “of obligation
toward society and its ~.

laws. ,

Persecutory Ideas
feel threatened. Accepts
’ responsibility for the
events in his life:
and. doesn't attributé:
maliciousness to others.

Remains calm and
“ . unruffled even.when
confronted by unexpected
=oceurrences; Takes
things as. they come
‘without fear -or
~ -apprehension. Main- |
tains self control.-éven
- in a crisis gituation.

* His no difficulty dis-
tinguishing his daydreams
from reality: 1Is able
> concentrate normally
d to maintain sensible
‘conversations.

Anxiety

£

3

%

~

Impulse Expression Appears to be even-tem-
pered and level-headed;

carefully considers the .

. future before acting; .
generally has the.patience
to cope with a lengthy
and tedious task,

¥ o e R

.irnsts others aﬁ@ doesn't -

HIGH sconsn '

Expresses attitudes
narkedly different
from common social -
codes; is prone to °
depart from the -

«~ truth and behave

in an unethieal
and untrustworthy
anner; feels

+1ittle or no guilt.

"Believes that certain

people are against him _
and are trying to

make his life diffi-
cult and ‘unplédsant,

inelined‘to brood.

bésily scared, Little:
things, even an idea,

- can throw him into a

frenzy of anxiety.
Afraid of novelty and
of the poSsibility A
_of physical or:

’ interpersonal -
danger.\

- Is markedly confused,
+ distractable and dis-

organized. Cannot
remember even simple .
things from day to
‘day.- Reports that he
feels hé is living in
dream-1ike world,

~that people appear
~ different to him-dnd

that he feels differ-

~ ent: from then.

Lacks ability to think
beyond the -present and.
to consider -the conse~
quences of-his detion;
is prone to under-
take risky and reck-
less actions;: inclined
to behave irresponsi-
bly; finds routine - .7
tasks boring. ‘

-
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e B SCALE < LOW SCORER HIGH SCORER D
f . . ’ . ’ Social- Introversion Enjoys company' . Likes to Avoids people gener- .
S R . talk and- knows many people. ally., Has few friends
S ) . Spends much of his time and doesn't say miich,
. - e with others. . to those he has.
L ’ A " .  Seems to Qe uncom-
< . ’ ' N . . fortable. when around
h ) others. Prefers aso-
. . cial activities.
¥
Self Depx‘eciat{%n Hanifests a high degree Degrades'himself as
- of ‘self-assurance in being worthless,
. dealings with others. unpleasantsy; and un- .
‘ . Not afraid to meet desepving. Generally
s . & : strangers; speaks with expresses a low
L : N N confidence about a -opinion of himself
R - ' s varlety of topics; w.and refuses credit . e
i - believes in his own “for .any accomplish- . .
Ced . Y . ability to accomplish ment. ; ~ =
i . X . . s L things:
?,ﬁ K ‘ N - - '
. - A, ) , ' - 9
» * “ 4 - h
z S~
- . p N -
~ - A . ’ )
~ L '
- X \ . -
. - 5
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| ' L Self Rating ‘ . ‘
¢ “ "/1 - - .
Lo ' l' ‘¢ <t Below érg listed a series of scales with a pair of descriptiye, '
: -~ i <t phrases at each end. Your task is to rate yourself on each scale. B
‘ ’ . Look at this example: .
» . I - .
: i . playful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 @ serious - .
! notsy 12 3@ s 6.7 8% qutet o
‘ ’ This person circled "9"  irddicating that he/she considers’
‘ oo ' himgelf/herself extremely sérious; andhﬁul indicating that this person
‘ £ is gomewhat noisy. You may have used different catEgories for yourself.
- e .
* In‘a similar manner, circle on this form the’ number c%rresponding to
‘ - your rating of yourself. Try to use all nine scale points. Do not leave -
) ' any scales blank. B . . .
- x \: "

enjoys good health 1 2
sad, depressed 1 2
frank -in dlscus;
sions about self 1 2
rebellious ) 1 2
trustwsrthy and
responsible 1 2
susplcious of
others 1.2
calm ' 1 2
eonfused, ’ .
distractable 1 2
reokless;' N
impulsive .12
avoids people 1 2
: ~
A .

W,

(W1 9

=

frequently com-

6 8 .9 plains of illness
6 7-8 9 happy and satisfied'
lacking self—under-
6 7 8 9 standing or 1nsight
bonforms to
"7 8--9 authority
‘ devious, s
6 7 8 9 wunethiecal :
. trusts -
6 17 8 9 others
6 7 8 9. anxious

sood

6 7 g 9. concentratlon

.

level-headed,’
6 7 8 9 careful.s .

6 1 *8# 9 enjoys company .~
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self-assured, ) - feels
confident . 1 2 3 4 58 6 7 8 9 _uorthless
predccupied with ' . T is seldom
bodily problems 1 2 3 4 5 6.7 8 9%sick °
despondent, i . .
listless- ) 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9.cheerful ’
denies emotional ) ’
' reactions. .2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 self-accepting
seldom irritated
or angry . 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 easily annoyed
prone to depart - - conscientious,
from truth 1 2 3 4 58 6 7 8 9 honest
believes-in - , wary, expeets the
other's sincerity. 1 2 3 1 5° 6 7 8 9 -worst from people
easily becomes . ,
-afraid, nervous 1 2°'3 4 5 6 7 8 9 self-composed -
extremel&-iﬁatten- . ] )
tive and forgetful, . '
daydreams ’ .
frequently 1.2 3 14 5 6 7 8 9 realistie
~ .
patient, planful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 879 bored by routine
unconfortable with
‘others . 1 2.3 4°5 6 7 8 9 sociable, outgoing
self-abusing, ) ‘has high degree
self-blaning 1 2 3 4 5°6 7 8 9 of self-esteem .
i '
) oL . .i )
- ' . . % . .. ) . I’ ‘.‘
= - = T
*;, . / .
- ) -,/“
. ) ‘j. -
. " v Looe B -




Y Adjective Judgments -

-,
o - ' T ‘
) . . ) You are to use a Sapgihtlratihé scale, to indicate how well each of<:7{/\
. *4? . . the following adjectives describes you. The Séboint rating scale Tranges
. T from 5 - extremely characteristic to 1 - not at all characteristic.
- You aregto ratighoy éharacter&sti; or unchgraéteristic égch adjective
g ‘C . - : is for‘you, as indicated below. T
. . .5 - Extremely characteristic ' <
N 4 - VYery characteristié o
_ ‘3.- Moderately chgracteristic
N - 2‘-'siightly chéractéristic‘ ) )

o Vo 1 - Not at all characteristic

Please place each rating in the ;pgpe’beside each adjective. When

£

making your ratings try to use zll points of the scale.

1. tired
2. hopeful
3. frank )
4, argumentative
5. unusual -
6. innocent
7. tense
8. disorgéﬁized
9. cautious
1b. withdrawn
11. undeserving
ﬁz.ﬂstﬁong ‘
13.. discouraged °

14, open ,

23. headachy
28, smiling )
25. deféqsf?e"
26. disobedient

27, average -

28. unsuspecting

29, worried .
%. nixed-up
31, responsible
32, private
33. unafraid
34, wéIl
ﬁg.igloqmy"‘
.36.'denyipé

48. respéctful

" 49. unconforming

‘53.'fast—actipg-

B o

-

5. sickly , e
46, glad
47, stubborn

50. doubting
51. panicky -
52. attentive

54, talkative
55. secure

56. fit

58. sincere

.
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' 37. uncooperative

38. differept

15, agreeéble

. '}
16. conventional

17. unconvinced ¥ 39. trusting™
18. relaxed 4 40, cool
19, sensible 41, seatter~-brained
' 20, adventurous ’ k2, risky
21, griendly 43. alone
22, hesitant 4y, .doubtful .
a .
- t
- \ -t

59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.

patient
traditional
threatened
easy-going
logical v
slow
neighborly

’
sure
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