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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to obtain an adequate pool of per-

;bﬁa]ity trait descriptors that were (a) highly méaningfu] and (b) wity
thé bias of social desirability removed, towi;p the ultimate purpose of
obtaining behavior ratings by "others" and sé]f—report, with subsequen{
verification of cross-medial similarity.

Firstly, a review of the literature was undertaken in order
to assembT% a pool of personality traft descriptors, adjectives being
chosen for their simp]icity of presentation. Most studies considered
contained shortcomings, however, the work of Nowman (1968) and Anderson
(19682 provided relatively comprehensive pools of traitedescriptors:
Norman's study contained 2800 adjectives and Ande}son's contained 555.

Sécond]f, the social desirability and meaningfulness déta
supplied by these researches were used as a basis for settiné arbitrary

a

cut-offs to.obtain describtors in a neutral range of social desirability,

and in the upper range of meaningfu1ness, fo; both sexes.

'Thirdly; a final list of 200 selected adjectives was ad-
ministered to students enrolled in an undergraduate Esycho]ogy course to
obtain social desirability and ﬁegp}ngfu]ness scale values.

~ The reSults Showeqbggfgélatibns; ranging from 0.62 to 0.86,
with adjectives from both the Norman and Anderson Qtudies deSpité_the ‘
different scales used by the two researchers. A 1ist of 114 adjectiveé
Was ?oupd to'Be'within thé neutra1 range of social de§irabi]ity, 1n‘fhe
upper rénge of meaningfulness, and-to be unbiased with respect to sex.
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The implications of this study for further research were out-

lined, focussing on the future possible use of)these Arait descriptors‘

for behavior ratings. The response style controversy wds revf; ed Yo .
} ) \x\;'
b . 1;
assess the need for further research. L e ‘
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. . " CHAPTER I S B
| R INTRODUCTION

The search for adequate measures of personality, and opera-

tienally. def1ned personality d1mensions has been (a) ]onq cont1nued and |
1 "‘}2

(b) only moderate]y successfu] to date, probably a maJor reason being

‘ )

inadequate samp11ng of var1ab1es (Howarth, 1972).1 Yet persona11ty

testing and test invention has been extensive--Buros (1970) described

o

over 513 persona11ty tests wh11e stating:

In this era oftremarkab]e proqress in science

and techno]ogy, it is sobering to think that our most widely

i used ‘instruments for personality assessment were published
20, 30, 40 and even more years .ago. Desp1te the tremendous
amount of research devoted to these old, widely used tests,
they have not been replaced by: instruments more acceptable
to the profession. Nor has the resedrch’ resulted. in.a con-
sensus amohg psychologists concerning the validities of a ‘
particular test. The vast literature of personality testing
has failed to produce a body of knowledge generally accept- '
able to psychologists. In fact, all personality instruments y

L may be described as controvers1a1 each with 1ts own fo]]ow-,'

L # .1ng of devotees (Buros, 4970, P xxv)

?

, . - Some of the more prOminent (and most of them long standing
R .tests cited were the Rorschach, TAT, MMPI, 16PF CPI, EPI, each hav\ng
A over 54 references. and having been constructed on a var1ety of bases, -
,includinq theoret1cd1 sehemes, 1ntu1t1on, and more~object1ve methods

such as cr1terion studies or from factor analysis. The present study

LI

T A S PR SR A SRR _,fftb;-:

AIHowarth and Browne (1972) in the questionna1renned1um ‘résponded.to th1s '
_previous 1nadequacy by amassing: a sourte pobl of over 3,000 items of
“which 401 were: final]y selected based -on putative. factdr.hypotheses., ~~;
Note that a11 footnotes are numbered “w1th1n chae' B A
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was undertaken within the 1atter framework that of "construct va11d1ty",

because f‘be11eve that a broader app11cab111ty of f1nd1nqs wn]] result .

AN ‘

“from the d1stoV!ry of genuine personality factors. My study then, is
‘
a precursor for !actor investigations ‘of persona11ty d1mens1ons among .\

one of the three med1a——rat1ngs, quest1onna1res, 1ab0ratory tests-—the
latter two hav1ng recent]y ‘been 1nvest1qated on a‘iarge sca]e bm Howarth
(MBR, 1972; CJBS, 1971 etc, ). |

- Some - 1nvest1gators have begun w1th one or the other but

>

the intention, has often been to obtain cross—med1a1 measurements of ;
2

behav1or§ wh1ch could be tapped by one or more methods as convenient |
(e. g. Catte]l 1950). ~If the "pr1pc1p]e of indifference of 1nd1cator"

~(Spearman, 19%7) is app]1cab1e, one wou]d expect to find s1m11ar factors

! . i
* * ey N

‘rln all média. ~f R : .

Which 1s the best s1ng]e method is a matter of preference, /

2, and s1nce 1 have chosen to exam1ne the:

s

'pand sometimes of controversy
persona11ty d1menSTons 1n thh ratxng med1a I be11eve that rat1ngs can

" be defended as we11 as any methop prov1ded that certain 11m1tat10ns are f
ovencome. The purpose of th1s thes1s 1;, then, an 1n1t1af investzgat1on \_? o
5.'1n order to overcome some of the more obv1ops obaect?ons wh1ch ganbe 1"

" made to persona11ty rat1ngs as a method of: 1nvestigat1on. e o
v b

) — - - . ) N -y toad . S . . -
‘ : T , n ' -

2 A who]e body of Jiterature ex1sts in the persona11ty~test1ng doma1n «l‘.
in al media, w1than the more "objective", e.g. factor anafftic, ap-
5‘proach ‘prominent @1y 1nvest1qators are Cattell, Guilford and Ey-

w

.. senck. Their early'@and continuing work has prov1ded the source and - ,‘f e

' impetus of pecent demand for and. research in. confirming .stab]e\factorswKs

““ of personality (e.g.. Howarth, 1970, 1971, 1972, etc.; Sells et} al.. . '~ i

' -"-19705 "Comrey 1970) An alternate approach the "empirically r1ented“ e
“approach -of  Gough (1965) and. Wiggins (1968) sbught continual v 11da- ' USRS
tion of psychoIog1cal scal S, 1n béhavior doma1n. ‘ e

S8R . . e, [




' CHAPTER 11

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
\.

. A review of the relevant literature in the bnrsonality rating
and persohality testing domain is covered in the review of rating studies

and the response style literature. ./

\\> Objectives

The primary objective was to assemble and locate a sou}ce
pool of adjective personalit} trait descriptors.-1 |

A.second objective in accord with the previously mentioned
comments of Buros (1970) was to assegé the validity of recent rating
studies with rg}pect'to length of scales and coveraqe of the domain,
as well as reb&rts on any refinements made for>sty]1st1c,‘response, or
sex biases,,

Lastly, the literature pertaining to response sets, stylis-
A \\
tic blases, ambiguity of ftems, etc. was reviewed for the purpose of

evaluating the need for refinement of scales prior to test administration.?

..

! Adjectives are suggested by the present Study as a viable alternative
to “statement" type personality descriptive items that Howarth and
Browne (1970) have found to comprehensively representative of the 1i-
terature over the past 50 years. Adjectives have, in fact, been used
as a major component of most rating studies.

2 These "biases”, depending upon the extent to which they contribute .

to test variance as well as the extent to which they may reflect genuine ~

personality traits or Attributes, must conclusively be studied %o

assess their importance if personality tests are to become more valid

and relfable. ' : . :

S
[

03



Rating Studies

Allport and Odbert (1936) reported the results of an exhads—
tive rescarch of all "trait names" in the 1925 unabridged edition of
Webster's New International Dictionary, 1isting 17,953 trait names. Sub-
sequently, Allport (1937) divided these into four categories: ({a) "real"
tfa1ts of persona]ié; (totalling 4,504) which are consistent and stable
over time, (b) temp(;rary and specific behaviors, (c) and'(d) pore diffi-
~cult, archaic and se]dom—usedvterms.

. Ap-eariy'study and one 6f the best knmvn@asthdt done by
Caﬁté]l (1945), iﬁ uhich he réduced Ehe Alport-Odbert (1936) 1ist of
17,953 behavior aescf}btoré to 171 personality variables describing the
" whole "persona]ity’sbﬁere", and subsequently by cluster analysis to 35
variables. A factor analysis yielded 12 factors comprising his-A to L
system. Cattell (1947) factored 36 rating scales on 133 men and claimed
to have confirmed 9 of his original 12 factors.

He subsequently attempted cross-medial verification of his
factors, that is, verifying rating factors in the questionnaire and
“laboratory testing domains using a questionnaire containing "marker

items" from é previdus indexed list of factors foﬁnd by various researchers
(Cattell, 1950). With resﬁect to this cross-media Lork. he reported

as few as 6 factors confirmed in theAauéstionnaire domain (Cattell, 1950).
Since Cattell's questionnaire has become widely used (Buros, 1970) it

has caused great concern among many researchers because they have pro-
duced convergent evidence that the test fac§ors are impure, lack cross-

media verification, and are not recovered by'updated methods of factor

.



ana]ysis.3 These shortcomings, along wifh?(gﬁAshort number of scales
employed, eliminated Cattell's work from fu;fher consideration in the
Apreseﬁf study.

. The work of Tupes and Christal (1958, 1961), though based
on C%tte]]'s scales, provided one of the few sources of recent rating
. work as well as stimu]ating further research (e.g. Norman, 1963, 1966).
In brief, Iypes and Christal (1961) analyzed ratings collected on Cat-
tell's 36 scales (1947)[‘ Eight separate samples covered varying aspecfs

\

" as length of acquintanceship, type of subject (high school educéted air-
men tb male énd female univerdity studenés), and type of rater (naive
persdm to experienced clinician). They reported tﬁat "in all solutions
except one, thére appeared to be five relatively strong and redurrent
factors and nothing more of any consequence." (p. 14)

Norman (1963) presented first his verification of the Tupes
and Christal factors (1958) and subséﬁueﬂtly, proposed. that "it i§ time
to return to the total pool of trait names in tﬁe agtural lanquage--there
to search for additional personality indicators not easily subsumed under

one or another of these five Pecurrent factors." He used 20 scales

based on Types' and Christal's work, i.e., their most highly loaded

-

3 See Becker (1961) who reported replications of only 8 factors in Cat-
tell's 16 PF (based upon original rating and questionnaire work).
Levonian (1961), found substantial evidence of within factor hetero-
genefty. Schaie (1962) found low correlations between media salients.

Eysenck (1969) reported low reliability of items and impure
factors in'Cattell marker items. Sells et al, (1970) again found mix-
tures of Cattell's factors in his analysis of Cattell and Guilford' ;
ftems, . Howarth-et. al. (1972) factorized Cattel}l's 16 PF, finding 10%"
interpretable factors with higher intrascale correlations than Cattell's
own factors. : ‘ ' ' . ‘

L" )

’
- ) # F
.



scales for each of the five stable factors. Peer nominations were the

basis for describing the personality on either end of a bi-polar descrip-
tion. Five facfors were extracted bya normalized varimax rotation. 'He
argded that highly stable and relatively orthogonal personal cha(acteris—

tics have been identified. H&Mevzr, it seemed that such a small number

of scales would have only limited use in describing the personality.

Norman saw thg‘need for an "adequate taxonomy of personality
attributes... based not only on a comprehensive source of trait names
Y LI
but also on diverse subject populations using raters with varying experi-
1 ]

ence." However, before continuing into the comprehensive taxonomic ven-

ture, Norman continued (1964, 1966) to demonstrate the stability of these

l
five factors reported by raters of varying 1engths,of acquaintanceshib.
These rating scales (i.e:, personality tests) based on
either doubtfu]Aana1yses and/or limited length and scope (i.e., covefage
of the personality domain) presented prohibitive shortcomings to further
research aimed at a more comprehehsive rating study. Other sources have
been investigated in this thesis but will be iné]uded in a separate ‘

(i.e., following) section since these potential source pools have been

somewhat refined with respect to 1tgm characteristics that can lead

to unwanted sources of test variaqce, namely, social desirability, mean1ng¥

fulness, and sex biases. L

- ‘ /

. a

The Response Style Controversy

This section provides a review of the response style litera-



ture4 which is pertinent to the present study since social desirability
(a response style) ratings were made on personality dascriptor items.5 \
‘Interest in response styles was aroused by\Cronbach's (1941,
1942) statement tﬁat response styles might be an important source of
test variance in objecﬁive examinations and personality inventories.
In the pastithree decadeg, and more especially, in the ear]y:
1960's, a great deal of research has ensued, accompanied by several note-
worthy controversies, which have included: (a) the existence, (b) the
impdrfance, and (c) the kind of response sty]es\found in personality
inventories. Thus, several major papers hayé been devoted to interpre-
tation of the MMPI in terms of'}esponse styles (Couch and Keniston,
1961; Messick and Jackson, 1961; Edwards and Dvers, 1962, 1963; w;ggins
1962, 1968) on the one hand versus the Opposition on the other (e.g. ¢
Block, 1965, Rorer, 1965). - Perhaps the‘be§t known work has been that of
Messick and Jatkson (1962) whbrin a factorial interpretation of several
MMPI scales, identified two major factors: acquiescence and social
desirability responding.6 That is, they interpreted the data in- terms.

of respdﬁge styles rather than in terms of the original "content" con-

”

4 The works cited in this review of the literature are the major papers
occurring between 1960 #nd <1972. The literature itself to be reviewed
comprehensively would require a volume. in itself, however, some ten or
more critical articles adequately recount the heart of the controversy.

In this section the response styles of social desirability and acqui-
escence, popular definitions being: a tendency to give SD responses
" regardless of whethér SD response is true or false and a tendency to
agree regardless of content of item, respectively. (Block, 1965).

Eight previous studies on MMPI items using 11 to 32 different scales,
when reviewed by Jackson (1961) revealed tifyt only two major factors
(and two or three minor ones) were necessary to account for inter-.
relations among the scales. Out of 1L :subject samples, in the eight .
studies, 8 significant correlations were reported between the largest
interpreted factor for each study and Jackson's acquiescence factor.

N



structs that the items of MMPI were purported to measure, i.g., the
acquiescence-invoking properties of items wete,not uniform over all.
scales but were perhaps elicited as a function of item content, ambi-
guity and is moderated by desirability. More emphasis was placed op
SD by.Edwardsiand Diers (1962)'who interpreted an unrotated princip]e
component from MMPI scale factoring as a social desirability factor rather
than acquiescence especially as it correlated with'édward's $D scale.
Block (1965)nc1aimed to have refuted these findings by
presenting evidence sgowing gontenf—re]evaﬁt factors in the MMPI, and
showing (a) that acquiescence'responding\could beyeliminated by appro-
priate keying and scoring techniques, (b) that soéia]‘desirasility inter-
pretations though possible rehaine&'confounded with cohtent and (c) had
not been satisfactbri]y shown to ré1ate.to othef'behaviorlk domains .and
(d) could be eliminated from the méjor factor by using neutral items.’
Rorer (1965) presented a comprehen$ive review of the controversy up to
1965, documentiﬁg his scépgicism as‘follows:' "response styles-are of
no 1mportance¥}h‘determinidg responses to personality, interest, and
attitude inventories" ‘(p. 129). Per contra, he supgprfed a "cqntént"
.1nterpret?tion of MMPI (and: other inventories) since response';tyle in-
1terpretatiohs in the literature revealed (a) confusing definitions gnd
measures, (b) low 1ntercorré]a£ion§'of various "contentless" measures
~of acquiescence and (c) the arbitrary decision to label a factor in
terms of response style rather thap‘ach(ding\to critefion groups that

the test (g.g.'MMPI) was based upon. Using original and reversed items,

Rorer demonstrated that the language properties of inventories could

7 fﬁis is one of the aims of the present study.



account 'for content and keying correlations.
What is important for the present study is thgt Rorer (1965)
supported.theuneed to control for Social Desirabililty, however, he dis-
tinguished‘it as a "set" (imp]yingvépatéﬁt]ess respgndihq): .
"Sets may account for a significant proportion of the
response variance on personality inventories, ahd their

measure and control are essential if -the pkedidtive validity
of personality inventories is to be increased." (p. 151) .

. ~

N

Furthermore, most writers, on either side of the controversy, have con-

tended that social desirability was of sufficient importance to warrant
“

its control (Jackson et. al., 1961; Edwards and Diers; '1963; Goldberg,
.‘1963; Block, 1965). Much less importance, in general, is attached to
achiescence responding, though again most writers have urged its con-
trq].8 ’ .
Sfy]e and Behavior Correlates
This issue cannot Be left without mention of the crucial

question; if response sty]és exist, then what relevance Bé.they héve
to personality traits,‘thaflis, do they réf]éét or obscure sugh traits?

- X ’

(Holtzman, 1968).

h )

4

| McGee has.written three critfcal articles which attempt to

" assess the degree to.which,respdnse styles reflect personality traits.9

-

. o w
It is interesting to note that control is urged, when in general, the
existence or at least significant imporitance of acquiescenceis in ,
doubt. As far as the writer has beenr-able to ascertain, few research-
ers were confident of the proper methods by which to test for it.

8

9 However, this review pertained to the response style®f acquiescen;ef‘
but serves as a major indication of the sentiments about response
styles in general by many researchers. Also, .a review of the litera-

“ture has revealed that authors continually refer_ to the results of

* research on one response style as if it generalj?uqkto several res-

- ponse styles (McGee, 1962). . | * N L

-
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McGee (1962a) reporteo that only a few of the studies (Allison and

Hunt, 1959; Crowne and Marlowe, 1960; Jackson, 1958; and Couch and Keni-
ston, 1970) have related response styles to- outside criterion. Jtherwise
he concluded that _there is "little defensible data to tie response style

.to criteria of independently measured behavior" (p. 293).  Furthker sfﬁp' ‘
dies (McGee 1962b, 1962c) repof%ed that "only scales conta1n1ng similar gﬁ
verbal content in the items were related...there is no qenera] trait of N
response acqu1eseence 1ndependent of spec1f1c 1nstruments used to measure
it and that pred1ct1on of persona11ty traits from response style is not

tenable, that is, they correlate with other psychometric measures but

not with behavioral measures of social responses'.

Further Controversy * ) s o
‘ } / ,
- The controVersy'appeared to diminish somewhat after 1965,

but was revived in 1971 and 197210 in a series of articles in which res-

ponse style protagonists {Bentler et. al. 1971, 72) presented "new evi-

dence" and significant clarifications ;} the "old definition" of acquies-

‘oence~and the antagonists (B1ock 1971, 1972) made swift replies to wh1ch
further rebuttals were made (Bentler, et. al. 1972).

. - In a 1971,artic]e Bent1er et. al. proposed a dua11st1c na-
ture of aoquiescence' (a) the tendency to respond true (agree) and (b) o
the tendency to endorse 1tems (acceptance).. Thesefwere conjectured to
account for variance, a1ther confounded or unacéounted for by a sing]e

'definition, and. furthermore, the two acquiescences were 1ndependent. Morf

-

[

10 Though this revived controversy eoncerns mainly acqu1escence, the
- wWriter feels that the current status: of response styles is worthy
. of note. ' =0T
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and Jackson (1972) by a factor analytic study claimed tq‘have identified
the two types of acquiescence; social desirability and content factors.
Block (1971, 1972) contended that Bentler et. al.'s measure of acquies-
cence as "non-content" re5ponding did‘not indicate acquiescence more ‘
than another interpretation He did say that agreement acquiescence may
be of . minor importance but that acceptance acquiescence was untenab]e
Elaborate experiments based or keying of items, reversals of wording have |
been interpreted by each writer in turn, according to his own preference.
Bentler et. al. 1972 attempted a synthesis to this Tong \and
somewhat futile controversy by noting that Block (1971) in ﬁfs‘denial
of the importance of acquiescence at the same time stressed its control
in inventories, agreed implicitly with the basic tenet of Bentler et.
al. that
‘ "ReSponse styles can obscure cr drastically .
modify the observed interrelationships of content traits, {
and this variance ought to be 1dent1f1ed and controlled."
p. 109)
Similarly, he argued that the controversy wi]l continue
"without understanding (what response styles are, how they
operate, and means to control) attempts at identification and

control of response styles will flounder, content will remain
difficult to ver1fy, and controversy ual] persist.” (p. 112) -

With th1s the writer is 1nc11ned to aqree The response
style controversy is as much an unreso]ved quest1on as it was ten ) {i
years ago. However, I feel confident that thg,general Support'of ‘ :
SD variance in persona11ty 1nventor1es warrants the efforts of the pre-
- sent 1nvestigat1on and. that the .doubtful status of the acqu1escence

response and 'its means of measurement, make test1ng for it at present ‘
t

. . g "
L] . . ’
o . « - g [ :



obscure.11 e o o
From this review, then, attention will be focused on con-
trolling for Social Desirability in construction of a list of personality'

descriptors.

Social Desirability

Since controlling for Social Desirability, as indicated by
the previous review, is a problem facing perSOna1i¥§!test designers, this
section deals with obtaining scaie va]uesqgg social desirability and the

subsequent' source pools investigated.

-

- Obtaining Scale Values for Social Desirability

Ly

ot Given a set of personality descriptors, it is possible to
RN i
obtain a sqcial desirabi]ity scale value of SDSV for each one. Edwards

S

(1970) reported that several sca11nq methods ex1st such as those outlined
‘by Edwards (1957) Gui]ford (1954) Green i?54) and Ferguson (1959).
S1nce a11 these methods - resu]ted in SDSngibhat are.h1gh1y corre]ated with
one another, any one method may be fa1r1y‘re1 1ab;63 *Us1nq one of the
}sca]ing methods it shou]d be pqss1b1e to f1ndethe meaq rating assigned to

each trait as well as the var1ab111ty W1th wh1ch 3udges agree on the SDSV‘

S

» S

of ‘each tra1t ' o o .

!

Edwards (1970) reported that fora large number of person-

ality trait statements (up ton =- 2824 1n Edwards study) that have been

Y

Do

fll The writer notes the advice of Bent]er et al. (1971) to anchor adjec-

tive descr1ptors (use polar-opposites)ato reduce acceptance acquies-
cence versus using single adjective descriptors. . Block (1971) urged"
.use of corrective formulae-(Guilford, 1954) to.reduce acquiescence
bias.” These will be taken up at ‘the- end of the thesis where further
‘ research 1s considered _ . S _ .

12
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measured for social desirability, and that on selected 1ists of them,'
_high correlations have been reported between different groups of students,
over the age ranoe, sex and culture, Ind1vidua] rat1nqs of soc1a1 des1r-
ab1]1ty correlate h1gh1y with normative SDSV as d1d probability of item en-
dorsement (wh1ch bore a linear re]at1onsh1p mth SDSV) ’

When an 1nd1v1dua1 g1ves an SD response to an.item, he is
e1ther attr1but1ng to h1mse1ﬁ a characteristic that is Judged by the ,
average person as des1rab]e or he is denying a characteristic that is
Judged by the‘average person as undesirable, and vice‘versa for an SU
(Undes1rab]e) D response. If few nettral items ex1sted ih a lisy .of items \
of known SDSV's' then- the relat1onsh1p between probab111ty of giving an’
SD response and the SDSV is a V—shaped graph. ,

5 S
Neutra11tems have relat1ve1y Tow probabilities of el1c1t\ng

SD responses compared w1th items with more extreme SDSV's. Because SD-
responses to neutral items tend to be not-h1gh1y correlated with SD res-
ponses to 1tems outs1de the ranqe, an SD sca]e 1n which many jtems:-are
relat1ve1y neutral could be expected to have a low 1nterna1 consistency
coleff1c1ent o

| Using the Kuder-R1chardson Formu]a 21, Edwards prov1ded an
_index of .the degree to wh1ch items in a scale tend to be positive]y in-
tercorre]ated and therefore a measure of the degree. to which the 1tems 1n
the scale are being responded to 1n terms of a common tra1t Qﬂbeause ten- :
dency to qlve SD responses is m1nima1 for neutra] 1tems, 1¢;m1qht be ex-
pected that tratt respbnd1ng contributes greater test varlance on those
items The proportion of neutral items in a sca]e wou]d then be posit1ve1y x‘

- correlated with the K-R 21 va]ue of the scale.‘ But since SD responses con-
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. ,too small a pool ‘of trait descriptors.
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~factors, three (at 1east) which revealed "a strong component of social

-tribute to internal consistency of a scale, when minimized as with neutral
/ | |

M 1tems,'then the K-R 21 value would decrease as the proportion‘of neutral .

items intreases. This has been found to be so (Edwards, 1970).

&
YL
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' Potential Source Pools

From the previ

in construct1on,pf a perso

¢
T
i

ous section, it would a 4ppear to, be advantageous

nality test to use jtems with neutra1 SDSV's.

In searching for a pool of

-tentially useful.

such items, the following sources seemed po-

The Adjective Check List devised by Gough and He11brun (1965)

was ‘investigated since it was composed of a substantial number of adJec~'z“[

tives (n = 300). ~ Parker and Veldman (1969) ‘noting the "lack of-empirical

analysis of item factor structure of the most common1y used persona11ty

measurement 1nstruments" (p. 603) subJected the 300 items ACL to a factor

ana]ys1s using over 5 000 subjects using -a True/Fa]se format, The result

W

‘of'a Pr1ncipa1 Axes solution and Var1max rotat1on resu]ted 1n seven clear

: favorab111ty" (p. 613). He 1nterpreted these three factors as Soc1a1

} P
i

i
4

T e ¥ ol g

b

Fac1]1tat1on Interpersonal Abrasiveness and Social Attract1veness 12 .

WOrk by Bouchard (1968) indicated a substantial amount of item overlap

These stud1es 1nd1cated that further refinement wou]d probabf‘;’"f
& :

- from.Dr. Veldman and- re-~
‘i three.SD factors. o

'which ‘resulted in inf]ation of the correlat1on of ltems between the scales.

o
. . ) )
, o - e .
K ( e to - o

Dr. Howarth obtained an actua1 computer output of the factor solution

interpretation of the sa]ient loadangs revealed g
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A study by Jones and Rorer (1971) used a 1ist of 89 pairs
of pelar adjectives originally from Norman's list (1967). The origina1'.
study of Jones invo]@edlsome 600 adjectives from Norman's 1list but the
study was not completed due to technical diffieuhljes.13 Eighteen re-
sponse bias measures, including scales to measure response stabiljty and \
consistency, acquiescence, social desirabi]ity, yea-saying andvextremel
- respense s%y]e were‘assessed on the 89 pairs ofﬁadjec:ives With res-
pect to socwa] des1rab111ty, subJects who responded i consistently to
1tems tended to respond in a socially des1rab1e fash1on as well as no
usefu1 associations be1ng reported:between persona]1ty characteristics

and response b1ases Seventy eight of the 89 pairs of po]ar opp031tes

showed extreme]y high or ]ow SDSV's. B

‘ A study by Norman (1968) dsing 2800 adjectiVes, by its large
size‘and comprehehsjye foverage of the traif—descriptfom domaih heeame |
one ofhthe‘sources=ﬁsed for the present study; '%eSides devising this
list ‘Norman -had a]ready found SD ratings, mean1ngfu]ness va]ues and
persona11ty ratings. He amassed some 40, 000 terms perta1n1ng to behav1or
' from (a) the Allport Odbert 11st and (b)- webster s Th1rd New Interna-
* ‘t1ona1 D1ctionary, Unabr1dged (1961) Members of the research team .
. acted as judges “and categorized the terms dnto fiftee rubrwcs based
u‘on Judgments of. thdir fami]iar1ty, spec1f1c1ty, and certain broad semant1c
{ crf!bria. Of these, 2800 terms were reported in the study (compr1sing o ;Ar; n

“.categOries one to three), labelled pr1mary, mdderate]y d1ff1cu1t, and

T

4

13 This interpretation was relayed ina. personal commun1cat1on to the
: \writer w1th Dr. Jones, ORI March 2; 1972 VAR




slangy, quaint awkward or cd]oqu1a1 These terms were judged to reflect
stab1e "b1ophys1ca1" tra1ts_and were subsequemt)y d1v1ded into fourteen

lists of 200 terms each. They were adm1n1stered to a d1fferent samp]e of

- fifty male and: f1fty fema]e undergraduate students, in which they were to

_ define or cross- out terms (a mean1ngfulness study), state the degree te

which they were descr1pt1ve of self and three others, one whom one 1iked,

‘dlsl1ked and was 1nd1fferent to and to rate for SD on a n1ne—po1nt

scalé. (See the fo]10w1ng diagram.) -

.~

\ Such a diagram accomban1ed each of the 2800 terms, one for
males and one for fema]es. The label "10-WR" denotes the des1rab111ty
ratings, DP-S, DP-A, DP-B, DP-C refer to rat)ngs of se]f and three others

on a three-point scale. 'The co-efficients )n the 1ower triang)e are
I

product-moment corre]at1ons betw en the respectlve pairs of tasks The
e ‘ ) )

upper triangle g1ves the number of reSpondents ansWerlng each pair. The
k)

three columns to 'the. r1ght give: number of students in examp]e g1v1ng

oA .

_.ratings on each task the medn, and the standard dev1at1on of these rat-

ings. For the present study pr1me terms w1th neutra] Soc1a1 Des1rab111ty

»

ratings were used. 'f- L fw‘

. o

A study by Anderson (1968) wh1ch prov1ded a second source of

»'l1tems for the study was. a]so based on' Al]port 0dbe§ﬂgs 1ist - He: gerected
‘3500 descr1ptors 1n1t1a11y, then these were reduced’ to 2290 by e11minat1ng L

' 1
_(a) extreme words such- as feroc1ous, (b) words defoting temporary states,

7:;(c) words perta1n1ng to physica1 character1st1cs, (d) strongly sex~11nked

gL

_ewords and (e) other words such as honey-tongued fond, etc.

V‘f%( Subsequently, from the‘results of gean1n9f01"ess rat1ngs °b"

talned from twenty subaects, he reduced the 11st to 555 terms.: F1na]1y ’
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,-‘ . ") A |
T EXAMPL£ OF ANALYSIS REPORTE? ON EACH ADJECTIVE-DESCRIPTOR -
Wy }g _ i 7.". T NORMAN (1968) STUDY
- ' :;*7 ; "[»-“
T "',,7{—}
Item No. 10625, Dependent ~
. 4
. |+ Atask 10-WR . DP-S DP-A DP-B DP-C N MEAN S.D.
10-WR 49 49 49 49 49 4.16 2.49
DP-S .28 5 5 50 50 .76 .71
DP-A 26 .39 o 50 50 .44 .67
-B .26 .28 .29 50 50 .68 .73
-+”IDP~C .06 05 -.20 .03 50 .80 .82
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he obtained (1) SD ratings using 100 subjects (half of each sex).on a

seven~point scale (similar to Norwaﬁ's nine-point sca]e); (2) Meaning-

fulness ratings on a five-point scale using fifty subjects (again half f’éiiéé

of each sex). Data was given for a combined male and female sample, since |

between-six differences were.sma11.
| Since this 11st was composed of and yielded somewhat difgerent

- ?gsults than that of Norman, though the two were derived from th same
source for the most part, it seemed justifiable to research this area

more rigorously to obtain a base pool which will contain items rated on

the same set of scales.



.o, CHAPTER III

SPECIFICATIONS OF THE STUDY

4

// S A review of the literature provided a source pool of adjec-
tive personality trait descriptors. This chapter deals with the problem
of "winnowing" these down and with assumptions and actual selection pro-
cedure emp]oyea, for the futqre purpose of obtaining a ]1s£ of adjective

personality trait descriptors for a rating study.
The Problem '

The source pools for the present study were, for reasons in-
dicated ih the previous chapter, those of Norman (1968) and Anderson
(1968), containing 2800 and 555 terms respective]y.1 The first task which
I faced was to’redUEe the number of these terms, using the information

alreadyareported by Norman and Anderson with respect to Social Desirability,

Meaningfulness and Sex Biases. A further set of ratings was then obtained

upon a selected list of 200 adjectives.

Criteria for Selection

- The following assumptions about the ‘collection of data were

1 Because there was some oyerlap between the two studies, preference

was given to adjectives within the cut-offs in both studies (n = 58).



made and provided crité?ia for selection of adjectives:

(a) A&jectives se]ected';hould fall wifhin a ;Lutra1 range
of Social DesiraQﬁlity, using Edwardf{ (19703'rationa1e, that is, greater
test variance could be attributable to‘C6ntent—respond1ng rafher thanjto
reﬁponse style, e.g.: social desirability.

(b) Only adjectives that were highly meaningful as personality
trait‘descriptors‘were to be cogsidered (see below). .

(c) Sex bias should be reduced by selecting dn]y those ad-
jectives within the bounds of (a) and (b) for both sexes (see be]o@).

On the basis of these three criteria the following stepsf
were undertaken: adjéctives were selected'from the combined Normap—j
Anderson studies by establishing arbitrary cut-offs within tﬁe’range‘of
the Social Desir§b1]1fy and Meaningfulness ratings. ‘Thus, in the case
of Norman's study (a) a one-to nine-point scale for Social Desirability
was used within which arbitrary cut-offs were now set at 3.5--6.5;

(b) for meaningfu]ness cut-offs were set at subject responses greater
than or equal to forty‘out of a possible fifty.? Since Norman reported
separate male and female reéponses for each adjective, an 1n1t1a1 cull-

ing of the.list (for the female population) yielded 164 prime terms,

slang, awkwafd; etc. terms, of

140 moderately difficult terms and 619®

-~

¢ Norman(1968) outlined that his meaningfulness data was collected by _
asking subjects to give synonyms or short definitions or cross-out
terms if they had no idea of.their meaning. His meaningfulness re-
sults, though, are not reported-but are "currently being coded to
determine difficulty level, the degree of ambiguity and vagueness,
and the functional synonvms of each term". (p.184) Thus the strategy
of only selecting thosé terms'for which > 40 responses were made
was adopted. - - C : '

S




the 923 termﬁ only the‘brime terms (164) were retained for further use in
the present study.> '
In the case of Anderson's study (a) the cut-offs used here
for Social Desirability withiﬁ:a zero~ to six-point scale were two to four
inclusive; (b) for Meaningfulness (Anderson used a rating scale fdr Mean-
ingfulness similar to the SD scale), the cut-off was set at greater than or
equaT to thrée out of a possible zero to four range. This produced a 1ist
of 174 adjective descriptors.
In addition, any adjective descriptors‘found to be outside
the previous cut-off ranges for ejther sex were omi%ted. With respect
to Norman's list of prihe terms, when the male population wds reviewed,

22*

words from the female data had to be omitted resulting in a list of
142 words. - Anderson reported that his results did not show a substantial
enough. sex differénce to be reported separately (since initial pool con-
ﬁtruction took this factor into account). At this point 142 descriptors
from Norman, plus 174 from Anderson had been selected. There was some

overlap of terms in, the two studies.

3 Dr. Howarth has suggested that one way of obtaining "confirmatory"
results or-a "definitive" solution in a factor analysis of {items re-
presentative of a domain is by generating putative factor hypotheses
(PFH's). (Howarth, 1972). With respect to the stage of the present
study, in an attempt to cover the domain adequately in the selection
of an adjective pool, Dr. Howarth independently formulated a set of
PFH's, and upon comparison, most were found to be contained within the
prime terms selected from Norman's study as well as in Anderson's study.

Since Norman himself separated these prime terms from the
more difficult categories and since a sufficient number are available,’ (
only the prime terms were employed . /

Nine of the 22 words were Iater kept for inclusion in the list since
they were minimally outside the pepge with respect to sex yet were ./’“\\
present in the neutral range in Knderson's study.-
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The third phase, reported in detail in the following chapter

on Research Design, was to examine the Socfal Desirabi]ity,‘Meaningfu17
ness and sex biasés of the chosen descriptors. A 1ist of the combined
Norman-Anderson terms (n'= 267 since 58 items overlap) was avai]agle. It )
was suggested by Dr. Hoﬁarth that this 1ist<Le cut down to 200 for con-
venience of test administration and computation of results. This was done
‘by omitting (a) polar opposites (uéua]]y the positive form of the adjec-
tive being retained, e.g. conventional versus unconventional, moderate

5

versus immoderate, etc.); (b) synonyms™ or near synonyms (e.g. withdrawn

versus withdrawing, solemp versus somber, daring versus daredevil, etc.);
(c) a few other terms that seemed to be of limited application as trait

descriptors (e.g. theatrical, arbitrary, sultry, etc.)
/}\'

/

o ’;
S With respect again,-to PFH's for fagzbfs in the rating domain, one wants
to avoid what Eysenck (1969) labels T Factors (tautologous), so one .
does not want to repeat items, i.e., synonyms, too closely withﬂnﬁeach .



CHAPTER IV

RESEARCH DESIGN

LI A | A

The purpose of this thepter is to describe the subject |

samp1e3 the testing instruments, and to explain the collection and

treatment of the data.

-

Subjects - N

The Social Desirability agdiMeaningfu1ness sea1e‘va]ues

were obtained from two separate subject samples:
(1) The Social Desirability Sample

The Social Desirability data was collected at a mass test-
1ng session comprised of students enrolled in an 1ntroductory psycho-
logy course. Approx1mate]y 260 students: f111ed in a personal data sheet
- (e g.: name, sex, course, etc.), an attitude survey, and a Social De-
sirab111ty form, in that order. Each subject respondeq to either Form
. A or Form B of the Soc1a1 Desirability study. The final sample consisted
of 254 subjects'who had filled out the,Social Desirabi]ity Form correctly.
(The forms rejected for fnclusion ﬁeg]ected (a) to state the se£ of the
subject, or (b) omitted more than 2% of the 1tems, that is, more phan
two 1tems on any given form ) The- samp]e thus resulted in: = |

o

(1 Form A, 56 males
. (11) - Form A, 68 females
e (111). Form B, 65 males |
(iv) Form B, 65 females

\



(2) The Meeningfulness'semple

The Meaningfulness data was collected from a sample of‘48
students enrolled in an undergraduate psychology course. Since the
sample size was rather small, though approximate1y equal to that of
Anderson (1968), separate male and fema;e ana]ysis‘was not made. The

sample consisted of 22 males and 26 females.
The Testing Instruments

Both the Social Desiragi1ity forms and the Meaningfulness

form were paper—and—pencil forms, consisting of three and five pages_
(~rESpect1ve1y (see appendix). The approximate time needed for completion

was about 20 to 30 minutes, taking slightly 1onger for the meaningful-~

ness form, since it consisted of twice as many items as.either forms

of the Social Desirability study. The Social Desirability forms each

contained ha]f ‘the adjectives used in the study, that {s, 100 per fodﬁ'

with 50 adject1ves being presented on each page. The Mean1ngfu]ness

form contained the tota] 200 adjectives, again fifﬁy being presented

per page. |

(1) The Sooial Desirability Form ,

Since 200 adjectives were used 1n the study, 1t was thought
that~1t would be easier for each subject to rate only half the tota]
nunber Subsequently, the adjectives were arranged in a]phabeticaI order,
with every odd .numbered adject1ve confprising Form A and every even nuri-
- bered adject1ve comprising Form B. These forms were packaged 1p alter-
nate envelopes (along with the other tests administered) and ffre ran-
domly administered throughout the testing group Instructions for the '

4Soc1a1 Des1rab171ty forms were written on the cover page of each form

24



Additionally the same instructions were read aloud by the chief adm1n1-
‘'strator of the testing session. An example and c]ar1fy1ng statement
were written on the black-board in front of the testing roomqind were

i
'

also read aloud best administrator. See appendix for the exact

wording. Exagpleé#6f forms A and B are provided in the appendix.

(2) Meaningfulness Form

+Since the rating scale was short for the Meaningfulness
form (only a five-pgjnt scale) and the sample available for testing was
rather small (n=48), tﬁe ZOO'edjectives were administered in one form,
the first one hundred items correSpohding to Form A of the Social
Desirability study, and the second one hundred items corresponding to
Form B. Instructions written on the cover page were also read aloud by
the experimentor. Any questions -were answered. An example of the

form is provided in the appendix. .
Y

Description of the Rating Scales
" :

Rating scales for the Social Desirability forms and the
Meaningfuiness form consisted of the same format. Each interval on '
ithe'ecales~wa§ depieted by a yho]e number; beiﬁg of equal "Semantic |
value". Anderson's (1968) forhat‘for'bbth scales was closely followed.

o For the Social Desirability ratinévscale Anderson only de-
fined the anchor points, 0 being "least favorable or desirable" and
6 being, "most favorable or desdfab]e", which was also done in this
study, however, he did put al] the intermediate numbers on the sheet.‘
for. each point of the sca]e, while in this study just the anchor points
uere def1ned and the range of the sca]e given.

For‘the Meaningfulness rating scg]e Anderson defihed al]'v
A

i ‘



points on the scale, but since only the actual descriptions of the anchor
points were given the writer and her supervisor devised descriptions for

the intermediate points, using the same format as Anderson.

The Social Desirability Rating Scale

The Social Desirabi]ity ForéBA and form B contained identi-

cal instructions and scales. The rating scale consisted of a seven-

h )
point scale, values being the whole numbers rang1ng from 0 to 6 inclusive.

Subjects were instructed that a 0 rating denogpd an unfavorab]e or so-
cially undes1rab]e value, while a 6 denoted a favorab]e or soc1a11y de-
sirable value. Intermediate po1nts on the scale were not def1ned See
the append1x for an example of the instructions. |

The qeqningfulness Rating Scale:

L ' .

| The~Mean1ngfu1ness rating scale consi;ted of a five-point scale,
values being the whole numbers ranging from 0 to 4 inclusive. Descrip-
tive statements were made about each‘noint on the scale following An-
derson's attempt to get a reasonable spread of ratings over the scale
(even though the adjectives were alread} selecxed for meanjngfulness).

Oral instructions emphasized the necessity of rating on meaningfu1ne$s

‘as trait descniptors only and not on a favorabi]ity dimension, since
this tendency was strong]y noted 1n Anderson 's p1lot work on nmaning-

qu]ness"‘ See the appendix for an examp]e of the instructions.

] (. ; . . . .
Scoring | o

L The. Social Desirabi]fty forms and the Meaningfu]ness form

" wWas’ scored by each subject placfng the rating number in the scale in

26
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a blank placed before each adjective on the form itself. This was done
to facilitate scorihg by the subject (so he would not lose sight of the -
word being rated) as well as for ease of compiling data by the resear-

cher. ‘ 4 o

o
it

Treatment of Data

The Social Desirability and the Meaningfulness scale values.

Al

were collected and analyzed by the writer--all statistica]iresu1ts are

reported in the following ‘chapter.

»



CHAPTER V ;

ANALYSIS ANb INTERPRETATION OF DATA
] . This chapter deals with the stat1stica] resu]ts of the
| analysis. AN necessary tables are ‘presented and subsequent 1nterpre-‘

tation of the resu]ts are outlined.

y , ‘
R STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

)
|

* . The results of each study, that is, the whole numbers\ given .
as natfngs in both the Social Desirab1i1ty and the Mean{ngfulness Study,
nere‘directiy punehed'onto compuier cards, two.ca(ds per supject,fthe , | .I
format of the input cards being 5X,75 F'1 . 0/5X, 25 R1.0. The ap-
nrppriate.Fortran drogram resulted in a cemputer output,of'means.(over !

.
\\

subjeCtijor each-adjective rated) and standard deviations. . .

Means and Standard Deviations

E19ht*ana1yses were perfqrmed, wftn'n:ans and standard devi—} 7\\
ations be1ng calcu]ated for each: | '\, -
o
1(a)\ Six. ana1yses on the Socia] Desirabi]ity ata--Form A |
'Males, Form B Ma]es. Form A, Fema]es, F rm B, Fema]es,
Form A, Combined Males and Females; and : m B, Combined
| ;’Males and Females. fs' | ’ L L ,'
f(b)”u'TWQ analyses on the Meaningfu1ness data--one corresponding
“f;to Fbrm A and one to Form 8 of the Social Desirabality |

R »jstudy Separate analysis eflnale andg?enale data was not

L

o




~

A

- 29

made.l | ,“‘Qf

A Y

These: eight ana]yses are recorded in Tables 1 to 8 respec-

tively. The adjective and its number in the study are g1ven in the f1rst

: column ~means ovér subjects are given in.the second co]umn and standard

deviations in the third. Titles of each table give a deta11ed descrip-

tion of each analysis. Each value 1s recorded to two s1gn1f1cant dec1-

fal places.

Comparisons

b

Social Des1rab111ty Data

. Since the ftems for the Social Des1rab111ty study (i.e.
the adjective tra1t descriptors) were obtained from prev1ous researches,
name]y, Nerman (1968) and Anderson (1968) Tables 9 to 14 present the
COmparlson»of the results of the present-researth with those of Norman
and Anderson, respectively. Means and standard dev1at1ons of adject1ves

A ‘

common to th1s research and each’ of the: ethers are g1ven 2 The first g

 column of each tab]e gives the variab]e number (the name of variable

© . can be found in Tables 1 to 6) as corresponds to the present study

EXa

Meaningfulness Data Co I S
Mean1ngfu1ne§s scale va]ues obtajned 1n this study are com-

pared “to those obta1ned hy Anderson (1968) for adject1ves common to

. ( .....

‘
'] . E -
v '

Sample size was too small (n = 48).

2 It might be noted tha{‘h11ab1es 9 to 12, i.e., compar1sons of Brodiev"~‘;¥h;

- to Norman, the scales. used between the . two differ, Brodie's be1ng a

o seven—po1nt scaIe. Norman's-a nine-point scale, Hohever comparisons

- parable magnitude.sz

are still possible, with Norman s va1ues belng of a greater but come -

e

i i’




TABLE 1
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON-SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS

."'a

P T TR
i

R

v

__FOR | LE_(FORM A), n=56
Form A,Variable®No Standard | Form A,Variable No | Standard
and Name ‘Means | Deviations and Name deans | Devigtion
1. absent minded | 2.41 1.52 51. naive 2.48 1.56
2. anxious 2.66 1.30 52. nonconforming | 3.73] . 1.24
3. artistic 4.14 1.34 53. obedient 13.32 1.47
4. austere 2.80 0.88 '54. obliging 3.95| . 1.30
_5. average 3.75 1.48 | 55. opinionated 3.79] 1.46
6. blunt 2.96 1.56 56. orderly 4.07 1.43
7. brisk 3.57 1.43 . 57. outspoken 3.571» 1.37
8. carefree 4.00 1.45 58. particular 3.09 1.43
1 9. casual 4.20 1.31 59.7 perfectionistiq 2.80 1.68
10. changeable 3.27 1.53 60. pers1stent ' 3.63 1.65
{IT. cocky .2.20 1.57 | 61. possessive 2.46]. 1.29
12. complicated 3.25 1.56 62. preoccupied - 2.39 1.00
13. compulsive 2.88 1.11 63. proper :3.30 1.28
14. conventional 2.93 1.29 64. quiet ~ 11 3.82 1.34
15. critical 2.75| 1.44 65. rebelligus 2.68 1.42
'{16. cynical 1.86] 1.45 66. reserved ° 3.411 1.14
17. daydreamer 2.79 1.37 67. restless 2.80 1.15
18. definite - 4.00 1.38 68. retiring 2.751 -1.21
19. demanding 2.57 1.50 69. sad 2.20 1.70
20. dependent 2.91 1.83 70. satirical _ 3.13 1.64
21. 3ignified 3.73 1.51 | 71. secretive 2.21 1.26
22. ‘disciplined 4.18 1.60 72. self-conscious | 2.75 1.31
23. discriminating] 2.63] - 2.01 |} 73. self-denying 2.54 1.62
24. distractible | 2.36|  1.15 74. self-possessed | 1.64| ~1.45
25._eccentric 3.02] 1.54 7% self-satisfied | 3.48{ - 1.71
126.. emphatic 3.45 1.16 76. sentimental . | 3.80 1.33
+127. energetic 4.86 1.07 77. shrewd 3.36 1.57°
28. fearful . . 2.45 1.36. 78. silent 3.36 1.10
29. -fiery ° 3.07 .- 1.71 79. skeptical 12,88] . 1.60
30.. forceful 2.98 1.45. 80. sophisticated | 3716 1.47
31. formal 2.717 1.54 7 } 81. soft-spoken '3.82 1.32
32. frivolous . 2.61 1.09 | 82. spendthrift 2.73 1.27
33; glamorous - .3.05| "1.63 ' | 83. strict . 2551 1.31
34. glib ¢yrw- 1 2.82p 1.32 84. suave ' - l2.80|. '1.26
35. hesitdnt" 2.61 1.09° 85. subtle = 13.79| -1.34
-+ 136. 1idealistic 3,70]. 1.48 86. talkativea 3.27] . 1.30 -
- |37., impartial =~ .3.89] 1.56- 87. temperamental |2.34} - 1.:42
+138." impressionable} 3.64| "1.18 | 88. timid .- 288 1.49
© 39. indecisive  |.2:02 1.24 | 89. troubled 12,951 1.60
l0. inexact .. | 2.13] "1.28 '] 90. unassuming ‘° {3.00| 1.48
1. inhibited 2.09| 1.27 | 91. uncompetative |[2.05 1.48
2...inoffensive. 3.46 - 1.44 -} 92. undecided {2.461 1.36 -
3‘ﬂ1rrellg1ous o 3.200 - 1.52-." 1 93. unhappy = = 2,461 1.62 "
4:;121sure1y 3.95| . 1.47 ] 94. unoriginal 1.91| 1.20 -
- 5. lucky 1.3.701 -1.36 - | 95..unpoised 2.05f 1.23
< 146 materld1ist1c 2.96| 1.54 | 96..unromantic - .. |2.05 - 1.43
7. meditative " | 3,23} 1.49 |.97. unskilled = 12.48( 1.31 .-
o Sﬁ,met1culous 3.00| 1.28 |98 unsuspicious 3.45 1.4% .-
- A9, mild ,4;05“ ".1.26 | 99. wary . 12.881 1l.42
150, moody 2.04} 1 L 100 withdrawn 2:18"1‘1.43~-




\
TABLE 2
QSOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRI¢TORS

o FOR A MALE SAMPLE (FORM B), n=65 Lo
Form B,Variable No Standard |Torm B,Variablc No Standard |
and Name  IMeans|Deviations and Name Means |Deviations)
1. aggressive 3.06| 1.3 51. old-fashioned | 2.18] ~1.31
¢.largumentative [ 2.51 1.42 ‘| 52. opportunist 3.20f 1.62
% 3. assertive 2.89 1.28 53. ordinary 3.23 1.46
4. authoritative | 3.48 1.70 54 . painstaking 2.94 1.62
5. bashful J.11 1.25 55. passive 2.98 1.29 |
6. ac¥ufescent 2.97 1.00 6. persuasive 3.78] 1.49
7. calculating 3.03 1.56 57. philosophical | 3.66 1.35
8.. careful 4I29 1.31 58. precise 3.94]° 1.34
9. cautious 3.72 1.33 59. prideful 3.32 1.74
10. choosy 2.57 1.55 60. protective 3.51] 1.54
- I controlTed §.28 1.58 61. prudent 2.69 1.%59
12. coy 2.97 1.36 62. radical 2.55 1.54
13. conservative | 3.17| 1.28 63. religious 2.98 1_‘_.}8("
14. crafty 2.63] 1.64 64. resigned al12| 1.4Y
15. cunning 2.75 1.71 65. restrained 2.71 1.20
16. daring 397 1.32 66. ritualistic 215 1.39
17. defensive 3.00 1.36 67. sarcastic 1.91 1.75
18. deliberative 3.12 1.28 68. scientific 3.40 1.40
19. demonstrative | 2.88 1.63 69. self-concerned{ 2.35 1.55
20. devout 3.63] 1.64 _ | 70. self-critical | 3.68] 1.50
21. direct 4.51 1.44 71. self~indulgent| 2.38 1.52
. discontented 2.08 1.44 72. self-righteous| 2.02 1.34
. dissatisfied 2.03 1.47 73. sensitive 4.15 1.48
. dogged 2.17 1.44 74. seriou$ 3.97 1.46
. _emotional 3.32 1.43 | 75. shy . \ 3.58 1.30
. excltable - 3.63 1.38 76. silly - 2.347 1.51
. fashionable 4.14 1.42 77. sociable 5.15 0.87
. fierce 2.00 1.44 78. soft-hearted | 4.40 1.50
. flirtatious 2.46 1.58 79. somber 2.66 1.35
. forgetful 2.46 1.53 80. stern 2.35 1.24
. forward 1 3.72 1.31 g&.;itubborn 2.11 1.57
. gullible 2.08| 1.56 2. s%c‘i'ious 3.51|  1.30
. high-strung 1.89 1.53 83. submissive 2.60 1.30
. immodest . 2.03 1.65 84. suggestible 3.38 1.25
. _impractital 2.09 1.42 85. teetotaler 1.77 1.48
. impulsive 3.00 1.51 86. tense 2.2 1.30
. IndiffereAt 2.31 1.53 87. tough 2.32 1.57
. inexperienced | 3.00 1.27 88. unadventurous | 1.50 1.36
. ‘innocent 3.52 1.43 89. unbending 1.76 1.60
._intensg - 3.60 1,48 4 90. uncultured 1.68 1.39
. Jaunty - 3.1 1.30 1. ungraceful- 1.7 1.46
. lonely 3.15 1.57;t 1 92. unhurried 3.37|, 1.28
mathematical | 2.54| 1.427 | 93, unpredictable | 3.11] 1.48
meek 2:42 1.57 94. unpopular 2.22 1.36
._methodical . | 3.34 1.31 | 95. unshakeable 2.94 1.75
. moderate 389 1.39 p unsystematic | 2.48] 1.31
. moralistic 2.82|] 1,64 97, willful ' 3.63] 1.39
nonchalant 3.52 1.40 98. wordy " 2:51 1.43
normal . 4.03 1.56 99. worrier 2.23 1.39
3.78 1.63 100. worldly 3.49 1.68

. obdective



TABLE 3
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON.SELECTED ADJECTIVE TPAIT DESCRIPTORS

X FOR A FEMALE SAMPLE (FORM A), n=68
rbrm A,Variable No Standard pFotm A,Variable No Standard
and Name Means|Deviations and Name Means |Deviations
(1. absent minded | 2.67 1.23 51. naive 2.68[ 1.52
2. anxious 2.59 1.33 52. nonconforming | 3.53 1.53
3. artistic 4.56 1.16 53. obedient 3.36 1.31
4. austere 2.63 1.54 54. obliging 4.50 1.41
5. average 3.43 1.46 55. opinionated 3.49 1.60
€. blunt 3.31 1.3/ 56¢ orderly 3.79 1.55
7 brisk 2.90 1.36 | 57. outspoken 3.21 1.43
. carefree 4.24 1.28 '} 58. particular 3.10 1.46
9 casual 4,13 1.50 - 1 59. perfectionistiq 2.97 1.78
0. changeable 3.06 1.51 60. persistent 3.26 1.29 |
ET- cocig 2.12 1.66 61. possessive 2.61 1.68
2 complicated 3.28 1.68 62. preoccupied 2.00 1.26
. compulsive 3.46 1.53 63. proper 2.68 1.49
. conventional 2.83 1.31 64. quiet 3.22 1.37
15 critical 2.28 1.33 65. rebellious 2.56 1.44 |
16. cynical. 1.81 1.63 66. reserved 2.99 1.34
17. daydreamer 2.66 1.47 67. restless 2.54 1.16
18. definite 4.38 1.48 68. retiring 2.18 1.39
19. demanding 2.41 1.66 69. sad . 1.85 1.43
0. dependent 2.88 1. 83 70. satirical . 12.44 1.71 |
21. dignified §.00 1.55 /1. secretive 1.91 1.44
22. disciplined 4.25 *1.29 72. self-conscious | 2.62 1.57
23. d\scr1m1nat1ng 2.76 1.12 73. self-denying 2.38 1.59
24. distractible 2.19 1.19 74. self-possessed | 1.63 1.66
25. eccentric 3.00 1.66 4 75. self-satisfied| 3.76 1.94
26. emphatic 3.68 1.43 76. sentimental 4.31 1.30
7. energetic¥ 4.75 1.29 77. shrewd 2.85 1.76
28. fearful . 1.97 1.30 78. silent 2.37 1.42
29. fiery -] 3.03 1.70 1 79. skeptical 2.35 1.23
30. forceful 3.00 1.56 80. sophisticated | 3.03 1.51
31. formal 2.18  1.41 81. soft-spoken 3.90 1.58
32. frivolous 2.49 1.75 82. spendthrift 2.41 1.32
33. glamorous 2.78 1.38 83. strict 2.26 1.36
B4. glib 2.16 1.44 84. suave 2.54 1.64
35, hesitant 2.53 1.10 85. subtle 3.82 1.52
36 1dealistic 3.6 1.55 | B6. taTkative 3.90 1.43
37. impartial 3.0 1.66 87. temperamental | 2.07 1.46
.P38. impressionable| 3.2 1.44 88. timid 2.14 1.31
39. indecisive 1.9 1 89. troubled 2.38 1.13
BO inexact 2.0 1 90. unassuming 3.18 1.75
1. Tnhibited 2.1 1 91. uncompetative | 2.50] 1.66
2. inoffensive .8 1 92. undecided 1.90 1.08
3. irreligious .1 1 93. unhappy 1.80 1.36
4. leisurely .9 1 94. unoriginal 1.68 1.37
5. luck 4 1 95. unpoised 2.06 1.28
. materialistic 1 96. unromantic 1.75 1.45
7. meditative .7 1 97. unskilled 2.43 1.52
8. meticulous .2 1 "98. unsaspicious - | 3.60 1,76 .
9. mild .1 99. wary 2.65 1.49
{50. _moody .8 100. withdrawn 2.09 l 64




SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES

TABLE 4

ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS
FOR A FEMALE SAMPLE (FORM B), n=65

fg;h B,Variable No Standard | Form B,Variable No Standard
and Name Means {Deviations and Name Means |Deviations
1. aggressive 2.941 “1.50 51. old-fashioned | 2.86] 1.41
2. argumentative | 2.14 1.34 52, opportunist 3.31 1.78
3. assertive 3.31 1.41 53. ordinary 3.42 1.4
4. authoritative | 2.85 1.44 54. painstaking 3.11 1.2§}
5. bashful 2.85 1.21 55. passive 2.20 1.
6. acquiescent ,2.80 1.18 56. persuasive 3.65 1.10
7. calculating 2.31 1.44 57. philosophical | 3.97 1.45
8. careful 3.98 1.28 58. precise 3.83 1.36
9. cautious 3.77 1.28 59. prideful 3.26f  1.88
0. choosy 2.69] 1.39 60. protective 3.98) 1.54
L\, controlled 4.08] 1.53 61. prudent 3.00] 1.40
2. coy 2.22 1.36 62. radical ﬂ 2.72 1.38
13. conservative | 3.02 1.23 63. religious 3.53 1.53
14. crafty 2.04 1.76 64. resigned 1.98 1.30
L5. cunning 2.34 1.65 65. restrained 2.46 1.30
16. daring 3.66 1.40 66. ritualistic 2.02 1.48
l7. defensive 2.80 1.38 67. sarcastic 1.85 1.61
18. deliberative 3.14 1.31 68. scientific 3.23 1.33
§9. demonstrative | 3.52 1.48 69. self-concerned| 2.40 1.84
P0. devout 3.58 1.67 70. self-critical | 2.72 1.54
P]1. direct 4.83 1.07 71. self-indulgent]| 2.34 1.46
p2. discontented 1.98 1.23 72. self-righteous| 1.95 1.66
P3. dissatisfied 1.91 1.11 73. sensitive 4.51 1.31
P4. dogged 2.05 1.59 74. serious 3.98 1.08
P5. emotional 3.31 1.27 75. shy 3.31 1.25
. excitable 3.68 1.05 76. silly 2.25 1.66
P7. fashionable 3.80( 1.37 77. sociable 4.83] 1.36
P8. fierce . 1.94 1.36 78. soft-hearted 4.86 1.09
9. flirtatious 1.92 1.55 79. somber 2.68 1.33
30. forgetful 2.15 1.24 80. stern 2.51 119
31. forward 3.13 1.52 81. stubborn 2.497. 1.37
32. gullible 2.46 1.40 82. studious 3.62 1.23
33. high-strung 2.00 1.30 83. submissive 1.94 1.04
34. immodest ‘ 1.82 1.50 84. suggestible 2.78 1.33
35. impractical 2.09 1.35 85. teetotaler 2.54 1.70
36. Tmpulsive 3.2 1.43 86. tense 2.1 1.00
37. indifferent 1.68 1.55 87. tough 2.22 1.71
38. inexperienced | 2.94 1.24 88. unadventurous | 1.25 1.13
39. innocent 3.80 1.25 89. unbending 1.54 1.38
‘140. intense 3.86 1.43 90. uncultured 1.98 1.30
1. jaunty 3.69 1.62 91. ungraceful 2.431 1.22
2. lonely 3.62 1.38 - ¢ 92. urnhurried 1 3.52 1.55
3. mathematical 2.94 1.53 93. unpredictable | 3.31 1.45
4. meek 2.71] 1.62 ' 94. unpopular 2.51 1.29
5. methodical 3.29] -1.47 95. unshakeable 3.14 1.41
6. moderate 4.03 736 96. unsystematic 2.4 1.23
47. moralistic 3.12] |/ 1.83 97. willful 3.39 1.39
. nonchalant 3.51]  1.67 98. wordy 2.46| 1.32
9. nomal 3.89] 1.83 «J9. worrier 2.25 1.36
190. objective 14.20 1.35 100. worldly N52 1.98
. ”

-
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. TABLE 5
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS
FOR A_COMBINED MALE AND FFMALF SAMPIFE (FORM A), n=124

Form A,Variable No Standard || Form A,Variable No Standard
and Name _|Means |Deviations and Name Means |Deviations
1. absent minded | 2.52 1.37 51. naive: 2.59 1.54
2. anxious 2.62 1.31 52. nonconformist | 3.62 1.41
3. artistic 4.37 1.26. 53. obedient 3.34 1.38
4. austere 2.70 1.29 54. obliging 4.25 1.39
5. average 3.57 1.47 55. opinionated 3.62] 1.54 |
6. blunt 3.15]  1.47 56. orderly 3.92 1.50
7. brisk 3.20 1.43 57. outspoken 3.37 1.41
8. carefree 4.13 1.36 58. particular 3.10 1.44
9. casual 4.16 1.41 59. perfectionistid 2.90 1.73
10. changeable 3.15 1.52 60. persistent 3.43 1.47
I1. cocky 2. 151 1.61 61. possessive 2.55 1.51
12. complicated 2.27 1.62 62. preoccupied 2.18 1.16
13, compiulsive 3.19 1.38 63. proper 2.96 1.43
14. conventional 2.87 1.30 64. quiet . 3.49 1.38
15. critical 2.49 1.40 65. rebellious 2.61 1.43 |
16. cynical 1.83 1.54 66. reserved 3.18 1.27
17. daydreamer 2.72 1.42 67. restless 2.66 1.16
18. definite . 4.21 1.44 68. retiring 2.44 1.3 |
19. demanding 2.48 1.58 69. sad 2.01 1.56
20. dependent 2.90 1.82 70. satirical 2.75 1.71
21. dignified 3.851 1.53 71. secretive 2.05 1.37
22. disciplined 4.22 1.43 | 72. self-consgious| 2.68 1.46 -
23. discriminating| 2.70 2.07 73. self-denying 2.45 1.60
24. distractible 2.27 1.17 74. self-possessed| 1.64 1.56
25. eccentric 2.98 1.60 75. self-satisfied| 3.64 1.84
26. emphatic 8.57 1.31 76. sentimental 4.08 1.33
27. energetic 4.80 1.19 77. shrewd 3.08 1.69
28. fearful 2.19 1.35 78. silent 2.81 1.38
29. fiery 3.05 1.70 - 79. skeptical 2.59 1.22
30. forceful ' 2.99] 1.51 80. sophisticated | 3.09] 1.49
31. formal 2. 1.49 81. soft-spoken 3.86 1.47
32. frivolous 2.54 1.48 -] 82. spendthrift 2.56 1.30
33. glamorous 2.90( " 1.50 83. strict 2.40 1.34
34. glib 2.32 1.39 ' | 84. suave © 4| 2.66 1.48
35, hesitant 2.56 1.09 85. subtle 3.81 1.44
36." tdeal{stic 3. 1.51 86. talkative 3.61]  1.40.
137, impartial 3.43 1.66 87. temperamental | 2.19 1.44
[38. imphessionable| 3.44] 1.34 88. timid 2.48) 1.43
39. indecisive .| 1.95 1.29 89. troubled 2.64 1.39,
40. inexagt 3 2.08] - 1.29 90. unassuming 3.10 1.63
41. inhibited — | 2.14 1.39 91. uncompetative | 2.30 1,59
42. inoffensive - | 3.65 1.56 | 92. undecided 2.15 1.24
43. irreligious -3.16] 1.62 | 93. unhappy 2.10] 1.51
44\ leisurely 3.94 1.43 94. unoriginal 1.78 1.29
45.\ ucky 3.571  1.52 | 95. unpoised 2.06] 1.25
46. materialistic | 2.73] 1.64 96~ unromantic 1.89]  1.44
47. meditative 3.49 1.50 97. unskilled 2.45 1.42
48. meticulous 3.14 1.46 - | 98. unsuspicious 3.53 1.62
49. mild 3.57 1.43 | 99. wary 2.75 1. 46
~ 150._moody- 1.94] 1.49 | 100. withdrawn 2.13] 1.5

) — o
{\ . N . * L , . - {
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| , TABLE 6 .
SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS
FOR"A COMBINED MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLE (FORM B), n=130

Form B,Variable No | Standard yForm B,Variable No Standard
and' Name Means|Deviations| . and Name Means|Deviations
1. aggressive 2.99 1.42 51. old-fashioned | 2.52 1.40
2. argumentative | 2.32 1.39 52. opportunist 2.25 1.70
3. assertive 3.10 1.36 53. ordinary 3.32 1.46
4. aythoritative | 2.66| ~ 1.58 54. painstaking 3.02 1.47
5. bashful 2.98 1.24 55. passive 2.59 1.41
6. acquiescent 2.88 1.09 56. persuasive 3.72 1.31
7. calculating 2.67 1.54 57. philosophical | 3.82 1.40
8. careful 4.14 1.30 58. precise 3.88 1.35
9. cautious 3.75 1.30 59. prideful 3.29 1.81
10. choosy 2.63 1.47 60. protective 3.75 1.55 o
11. controlTed 4.18] 1.55 61. prudent 2.85] 1.50 Y
12. coy 2.59] 1.41 62. radical 2.64 11.46 h
13. conservative 3.09 1.25 63. religious 3.17]  1.56
14. crafty 2.34) 1.72 64. résigned 2.05 1.40
15. cunning 2.55 1.68 65. restrained 2.58 1.25
16. daring 3.82 1.36 66. ritualistic 2.08 1.44°
17. defensive 2.90 1.37 67. sarcastic 1.88 1.68
18. deliberative 3.13 1.29 68. scientific 3.32 1.36
19. demonstrative | 3.20 1.58 69. self-concerned| 2.38 1.69
20. devout. 3.61 1.64 70. self-critical [ 3.20 1.59
21. direct 4.67 1.27 /1. self-indulgent| 2.36 1.48
22. discontented 2.03 1.33 +72. self-righteous| 1.98 1.50
23. dissatisfied 1.97 1-30 73. sensitive * | 4.33 1241
24 . dogged 2.11 1.51 74. serious 3.98,, 1.28
25. emotional 3.32 1.35 75. shy 3.45 1.28
26. excitable 3.65 1.22 76. silly 2.29 1.58
27. fashiopable 3.97 1.40 77 . sociable 4.99 1.15
28. fierce 1.97 1.39 78. soft-hearted 4.631 - 1.32
29. flirtatious 2.19 1.59 -1 79. somber 2.67 1.24
30. forgetful 3.31 1.40 80. stern 2.431 1.21
31. forward 3.43 1.44 81. stubborn™ 2.30 1.48
32. gullible 2.27 1.49 " | 82. studious 3.56 1.26
33. high-strung 1.95 1.42 83. submissive 2.27" 1.22
134. immodest 1.92 " 1.58 84. suggestible 3:08 1.32.
35. impractical 2.09 1.38 85. teetotaler 2.15 1.63
36. Mmpulsive 3.21 1.48 86. tense 2.20 1.16
37. indifferent 1.99]" 1.57° 87. tough 2.27 1.64
38. inexperienced | 2.97 1.25 88. unadventurous | 1.38 1.25
39. innocent 3.66 1.34 89. unbending 1.65 1.49
40. intense . 3.73 1.46 90. yncultured 1.83 1.35
41. Jaunty 3.40]  1.49 91...ungraceful 2.10 1.38
42. lonely 3.38 1.49 | 92. unMurried | 3.45 "1.42
43. mathematical 2,74 - 1.48  |793. unpredictable | 3.21] 1.46
44, meek - . J 2.56[ ~ 1.59 1 94, unpopular 2.36) - 1.33
45. methodical 3.3 1.39 95. unshakeable 3.04] ° 1.59
- 146. moderate 3.76] 1,40 96. unsystematic | 2.48 1.27
47. moxralistic 2,97 1.74 97. willful 3.51 139
48. nonchalant { 3.52 1.54 98. wordy ] 2.48 1.37
49. normal ; 3.96 1.70 99. worrier. 2.24 1.37
3.921 1.51 100. worldly 3.51 1.83

50. objeetive
EE

4
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MEANINGFULNESS SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIV

TABLE 7

A COMBINED MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLE (FORM A), n=48

TRAIT DESCRIPTORS FOR

b

FORM A,VARIABLE NO STANDARD |[FORM A,VARIABLE NO STANDARD
AND NAME MEANS | DEVIATIONS AND NAME MEANS | DEVIATIONS

| 1. absent-minded | 3.67] 0.56 51. naive 3.56 0.74
2. anxious 3.54 0.71 52. nonconforming | 3.56 0.77
3. artistic 3.02]° 1.06 53. obedient 3.63| 0.82
4. austere 1.35 1.10 54. obliging 3.48 0.71
5. average 2.71]* 1.24 55, opinionated 3.54 0.94
6. blunt 3.48 0.87 56. orderly 3.52 0.77
7. brisk 2.85 1.34 57. outspoken 3.65 0.70
8. carefree 3.63] - 0.61 58. particular 3.10 1.:10
9. casual 3.27 0.92 59. perfectionistid 3.75 0.53
10. changeable 3.52f . 0.97 60. persistent 3.67 0.69
11. cocky 3.00 1.29 . || 61. possessive 3.75 0.53
12. complicated 3.27 0.94 62. preoccupied 3.35 1.02
13. compulsive 3.38 0.94 63. proper 1 2.79 1.27
14. conventional 3.19 0.89 64. quiet 3.73 0.54
15. critical 3.54 0.65 65. rebellious 3.44 0.74
16. cynical 3.33 0.83 66. reserved 3.65 0.56
17. daydreamer - 3.60 0.74 ~ | 67. restlesy 3.56 0.80
18. ‘definite 3.02 1.21 68. retiring 2.52 1.29
19. demanding 3.46 0.85 69. sad 3.29 0.94
20. dependent 3.58 0.68 70. satirical 2.98] . 1.02
21. dignified 3.15 1.09 71. secretive 3.15 1.09
22. disciplined 3.33 0.81 72. self-conscious| 3.75 0.56
123. discriminating{ 3.90 1.08 73. self-denying 3.02 1.14
24. distractible 2.75 1.21 74. self-possessed| 2.77 1.37
125. eccentric 2.85 1.07 75. self-satisfied| 3.13 0.98
26. emphatic 2.85]  1.24 [ 76. sentimental 3.38] 0.70
27. energetic 3.67 0.66 77. shrewd 3.19 0.91
28. fearful 3.2} .1.13 78. silent 3.15 1.24
29. fiery 2.96] " 1.20 79. skeptical 3.35 0.89
30. forceful 3.40 0.89 80. sophisticated | 3.10 0.88
31. formal 3.29 0.80 81. soft-spoken?® 3.48 0.87
32. frivolous 3.08" 1.01 " 82. spendthrift 3.02 1.19
33. glamorous 1 3.92 1.13 83. strict 3.50 0.83
34. glib 1.85 1.47. 84. suave 2.65 - 1.31
35. hesitant 3.40 0.89 85. subtle 3.13 1.08;
36. idealistic 3.4 0.90 | 86. talkative 3.73] - 0.76
37. impartial 3.19] 1.18 -87. tempéramental | 3.52 0.85
38. impressionablel 3.06 1.21 | 88. timid 3.75, 0.56
39. indecisive 3.58 0.68 89. troubled 3.25 0.84
40. inexact 2.96 1.13 90. unassuming 2.67 1.04

41. inhibited 3.6/71  0.52 91. uncompetative | 3.08 1.07 .
42. inoffensive 2.8 1.04 92. undecided 3.100 1.22
43. irreligious 2.42‘ 1.30 93. unhappy 3.50 0.85
44. leisurely 3.13 0.98 94. unoriginal 3.1 1.24
45. lucky 3.35 1.06 95. unpoised 2.6 1.26
46. materialistic| 3.73 0.64 96. unromantic 3.2 0.95
147. meditative 0 3.10  0.97 97. unskilled 3.31 1.09
48. meticulous | 3.400 | 0.98 98. unsuspicious | 3.21§ 0.85
49. mild 3.08 0.98% | 99. wary 3.1 1.12
50. moody 3.71 0.50 100. withdrawn 3.6 0.79




\

* TABLE 8 C
MEANINGFULNESS SCALE VALUES ON SELECTED ADJECTIVE TRAIT DESCRIPTORS FOR
A_COMBINED MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLE (FORM B), n=48 \

Form B,Variable No Standarjgfbrm,VariabTe.No - Standard
and Name Means|Deviatio and Name Means| Deviations

1. aggressive 3.67 0.63 || 51. old-fashioned | 2.9 0.94
2. argumentative | 3.63 0.6 52.. opportunist 3.23 0.95
1 3. assertive - 3.08; ., 1.05 53. ordinary 3.21 1.30
{ 4. authoritative | 3.63] . 0.57 54. painstaking 2.88 1.12
5. bashful 3.56] . 0.82 55. passive 3.20 0.74
'| 6. acquiescent | 1.90] ' 1,42 56. persuasive 2.98 0.50
| 7. calculating 3.02 " 1.12 57.. philosophical | 3.69] 0.70
8. careful 3.42 0.99 58. precise *3.19 0.80
9. cautious 3.67| 0.63 59. prideful 3.38] 0.87
10. choosy 3.38)  0.94: 60. protective 3.54 0.82
11. controlTed 3.19]  0.87 61. prudent 3.31] - 0.83
12. coy 2.56 1.20 62. radical 2.81' 0.93
13. conservative 3.31 0.95 63. religious 3.67) 1.11
14. crafty 3.38] 0.98 64. resigned 3.75| 1.02
15. cunning 3.46 0.77 65. restrained 3.88 0,87
16. daring 3.46 0.85 66. ritualistic 3.06] " 0.98
17. defensive 3.56 0.65 | 67/ sarcastic 3.60 0.62
18. deliberative 2.96 0.99 |l 68. sgientific, 3.52 1.08
19. demonstrative | 3.02 1.10 69. self-concerned| 2.73] 0.84
20. devout 3.08] 1.20 J0. self-critical | 3.35f 0.71
21. direct 3.10 1.10 1. self-indulgent] 3.31I] -0.97
22. disconténted | 3.40 ; 0.87 ‘72. self-righteous| 2.81|- 1.2%5
23. dissatisfied 3.541 ° 0.71 73. sensitive 3.67| 0.56
24. dogged 1.71 1.35 || 74. serious 0 3.75 0.53
25. emotional -] 3.58 0.77 ~75. shy 3.88 0.39
26. excitable 3.63]  0.67 76. silly |- 3.06]  1.06
27. fashionable 3.21} :1.09 " § 77. sociable . 3.60f 0.79
28. fierce 3.08f 1.18 78.°soft-hearted | 3.52]° 0.65
29. flirtatious 3.331- 0.78 79. somber 2.73 0.96
30. forgetful 3.79{ 0.65 | 80, stern 3.35/* 0.91
[31. forward 3.581 0.68 | 8I. stubborn 3.79] " -0.41
32, gullidle . 3.56 0.87 .82. studious 3.73 0.49
33. high-strung . | 3.25{ 1.14 83. submissive 3.58} -0.61
34. immodest -3.12| "/0.98 84. suggestible 2.92 1.05
35. impractical {“3.56]. +0.80 | 85, teetotaler 2.67| 1.58
36. impulsivE 3.63[ "~ 0.67 86. tense 3.33 0.86
37. indifferent ¥ | 3.31|  1.09 87. tough - 3.18 0.98
38.. inexperienced | 3.40 1.09 88. unadventurous | 3.17 1.08
39. innocent 3,38 0.98 89. unbending 3.35 1.04
40, intense 3.35| 0.84 1l 90. upcultured 2.75 1.31
41. jaunty 2.10f T.31 ] 91, ungraceful 2.90]  1.29
42. lonely. ~1 3.52f 0.95 92, unhurried . 3.31 1.07
43. mathematical 3.02{ 1.18 * | 93. unpredictable | 3.73] 0.49
44. meek 3.27 0.84 94. unpopular, 3.31 - 1.01
45. methodical 3.40] 0.92 95. unshakeable 3.14 0.92
46. moderate ) 1.12 96. unsystematic 3.31] - 0.90
147. moralistic 3.23 0.93 " § 97, willful -3.04 1.01
48. nonchalant 3.13 1.00 . 98. wordy 3.25 1.08
" 148. normal - 4 2.60] 1.25 99. worrier 3.63] 0.73

50. objective @ ] 3.02] 1.10 -§100. worldly 2.94) 1.12



TABLE 9

COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL 'DE‘SIRABIL-ITY SCALE VALUES
(FORM A, MALES, n=5

6) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM NORMAN (1968)
ON A MALE SAMPLE, -n=50

[

Form A, Brodic Norman A
variable Standard Standard
No. Means Deviations Deviations
4. 2.80 0.48 1.92
7. 3.57 1.43 1.7¢
8. 4.00 1.45 1.58
9, 4.20 1.31 1.33
10. 3.27 1.53 1.47
1 2.0 1.57 1.90
12, 3.25 1.56 1.61
U 2.93 1.29 1.62
15. 2.75 1.44 . 1.79
16. 1.86 1.45 1.85
10. 2.91 1.83 2,49
24, 2.36 ©1.15 1.40
26. 3.45 1.16 1.30
27. 4.86 1.07 1.03
30. 2.98 1.45 ' 1.75
31. 2.77 1.54 1.76
33. 3.05 1.63 1.38
34. 2.52 1.32 1.75
37. 3.89 1.56 . 1.92
38. 3.64 1.18 1.61
40, 2.13 1.28 0.99
4]. 2.09 1.27 . 1.69
44, i.gs 1.47 . 1.60
46. .96 1.54 4.82 1.51
49, 4.05 1.26 6.46 1.59
50. 2.04 1.40 3.86 1.59
51. 2.48 1.56 3.10 1.46
52. 3.73 1.24 5.44 1.42
54. 3.95 ©1.30 6.30 1.40
85. 3.79 1.46 4.84 . 2.18
5T, 3.57 1.37 5.56 ~1.61
58. 3.09 1.43 6.50 1.33
59. 2.80 1.68 ! 5.70 1.89
“61. 2.46 1.29 4.27 1.69
63, 3.30 1.28 5.76 1.66
64. 3.82 1.34 5.33 1.24
65. 2.68 1.42 4.88 1.79
" 66. 3.4 1.14 5.28 . 1.54
68. 2.75 1.21 4.25 1.27
71, 2.21 1.26 3.69 1.33
74. 1.64 ~1.45 §.02 2.29
.75, 3.48 1.71 5.5 . 2.28
76. 3.80 ~1.33 . 6.08 1.76
77. 3.36 - 1.57 ©5.94 2.02.
78. 3.36 1.10 3.96 1.41
- 79, 2.88 1.60 4,86 1.65
82 2.73° L1 41 1.73 .
83, 2.55 1.31 4.43 ‘1.60"
84. 2.80- ©1.26 6.44 1.34
86. 3.27 . '1.30 5.36 1.28
87. - 2¢34 1.42 - 4.0 .- 1.84
88. 2.88* . 1.49 3.22 S Y
90. 3.00 1.48 5.35 1.73
91.. 2.05 1.48 | 3.48 1.65
98. 3.45 1.45 - 5.70 1.55
99, 2.88 1.42. 6.13 ' 1.41




TABLE 10

COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES
(FORM B, MALES, n=65) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM NORMAN (1968)
' : ON A MALE SAMPLE, n=50

ﬁ)L B : Brodie ‘ Norman
yariable Standard Standard
No. , Means Deviations Means Deviations,
1. 3.05 1. , .10 F  ~ 1.58
2. 2.51 1.42 ' 4.12 1.82
3. 2.89 - 1.28 6.52 1.64
5. 3.11 1.25 3.72 1.28
6. 2.97 1.00 5.11 1.63
7. 3.03 1.56 . 6.76 1.61
9. 3.72 1.33 6.58 1.54
11. 4.28 1.58 6.74 - 1.69
12. 2.97 1.36 5.18 1.61
14. 2.63 1.64 5.26 2.09 §
15. 2,75 .71 ‘ 569 .32 )
16. 3.97 1.22 7.00 . 1.13
18. 3.12 1.28 6.60 1.34
19. 2.88 1.63 5.73 1.70
20. 3.63 1.64 5.71 1.77
27. 2.17 1.44 474 1.97
25. . 3.32 1.43 5.48 1.53
26. 3.63 1.38 5.30 1.84
28. 2.00 1.44 4.42 1.92
29. 2.46 1.58 4.92 1.%0
37. 1.08 1.56 3.10 1.50
33. 1.89 1.53 ! 3.26 1.69
35. 2.09 1.42 3.02 1.49
38. 3.00 1.27 3.92 1.21
40. 3. 1.48 6.02 1.29
41. 311 - 1.30 \\ 6.04 1.44
44, 2.42 1.57 p 4.06 1.38
45, 3.34 1.31 f 6.10 1.46
52. 3.20 ©1.62 5.60 2.11
58. 3.94 1.34 7.35 1.19
60. 3.51 1.54 6.06 - 1.64
. 65. 2.71 1.20 5.24 1.32
66. 2.15 1.39 3.65 1.27
67. 1.91 1.75 4.61 1.68
71. 2.38 1.52 4.63 1.78
72, 2.02 1.34 5.12 2.31
. 75. 3.58 1.30 4.08 1.21
77. 5.15 0.87 7.56 1.15
' 79. 2.66 1.35 4.90 1.34
80. 2.35 1.24 4.66 1.73
- 81. 2.1 1.57 3.84 1.38
82. 3.51 1.30 - 6.46 1.47
83. 2.60 ' 1.30 3.32 1.24
- 84, © 3.38 1.25 5.13 " 1.53
85. L 1.77 1.48 4.11 1.96 -
8y9. 1.76 1.60 4.19 1.84
92. 3.3 1.28 6.06 1.35
93. 3.1 "1.48 - 4.68 1.46
95. 2.94 1.75 5.32° 1.96
96. 2.48 . 1.31 3.44 1.14
97 3.63 1.39 6.50 1
. 1.68 6.58 1.71

ooy



o TABLE 11

COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VﬁLUES‘
(FORM A, FEMALES, n=68) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM NORMA (1968)
ON A FEMALE SAMPLE, n=50

‘ EB?m A ‘ Brodie Norman
ariable r—‘ Standard Standard
| No. Means | Deviations Means Deviatjons

4 2.63 1.54 _ .04 | 1.9
7 2.90 1.36 5.12 1.49
8 . 4.24 1.28 .32 1.47
9 4.13 1.50 46 | 1.14
10 3.06 0 R .32 - 1.52 |
IT- 2.12 1,66 K73 B Y
12. 3.28 .1.68 5.88 1.53
14. 2.83 1.31 - 4.54 1.71
“15. . 2.28 1.33 4.43 1.81
| 16. 1.81 | 1.63 3.46 - 2.06
20. 2.88 U183 4732 2.15
24, 2.19 1.19 3.60 1.16
26. 3.68 - 1.43 6.22 1.22
27. 4.75 " 1.29 8.02 0.84
30. 3.00 1.56 6.16 1.50
31, 2. 18 1T 780 159
33, 2.78 + 1.38 §.36 1.05,
34, 2.16 1.44 4.96 1.96
37. 3.04 1.66 5.92 2.14
38. 3.28 1.44 _5.14 1.17
0. 2.04 1,30 3.56 1.16
41, 2.18 1.49 3.61 1.59
44, 3.94 1.40 . 5.60 1.57
- 46. 2.54 1.71 3.59 1.81
49, 3.18: 1.44 6.02 1.45
50, 1.85 1.56 3786 “T.71
51. 2.68 1.52 4.08 1.66
52. 3.53 1.53 6.06 1.71
54. 4.50 1.41 6.54 1.63
55. 3.49 1.60 3.96 \ 2.20
57. 3.2 1.43 5.02 ;.96
58. 3.10 | 1.46 6.22" 1174
59. 2.97 -1.78 5.92 1,72
© 61. 2.61 1.68 3.60 1.17
63. 2.68 1.49 5.52 1.82
64. 3.22 1.37 5.70 1.36
65. 2.56 1.44 4.66 1.76
66. 2,99 - 1.34 5.30 1.60
68. 2.18 1.39 4.14 0.98
71. 1.91 V1.4 3.92 1.80
78, 1.637 1.66 Y Wy 2
75. . 3.76 1.94 6.45 1
76. 4.31 - 1.30 5.78 1.30
77. 2.85 '1.76 ' 5.20 1.70
78. 2.37 1.4 4.44- 1.49
79. 2.3% 1.23 5.10 T7%
. 82. 2.4} 1.32 3.70 1.42
{ 83. ; 2.22;; 1.36 4.30 1.65
- 84. .50 | 1.64 6.14 1.65
86. 3.90 J~ '1.43. 5.32 - 1.55
87. . 2.07 . 1.46 378 1.8
'88. 2.14 1.31 ‘ 3.77 1.31
90, 3.18 1.75 - 5.9 1.89
91. 2.50 1.66 A 4.30 - 1058
98. 3.60 - 1.75 : © 5,78 1.45
99, 2.65 1.49 5.06 1.63



| TABLE 12 te w
COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES
FORM B, FEMALES, n=65) WITH THOSE'OBTAINED' FROM NORMAN (1968)

. ' ON'A FEMALE SAMPLE, n=50

A

Form B N —_Brodie Horman ]
Variable - Standard Standard
' No. Means Deviations Heans Deviations
1. 2.94 N ¢ 4.62 1.97 ]
2. 2.14 1.34 : 3.98 1.62
3 3.31 1.41 '5.82 1.53
5. 2.85 1.21 4.60 1.00
6. 2.8Q 1.18 4.95 1.49
7. 2.;§$_ 1.44 5.02 1.68°
9. N 3./% . 1.28 6.52 1.36
5 11. 4.08 1.53 6.30 1.97
12. 2.22 - 1.36 5.16 1.59
14. 2.04 1.76 4.04 2.16.
15. 2.3 1.65 §.64 1.96
16. 3.66 1.40 6.40 1.30
18. 3.14 1.31 6.10 1.61
19. 3.52 1.48 y 5.73 1.96
20. 3.58 1.67 6.22 1.80
2. 2.05 1.59 4.28 2.15
25. 3.31 1.27 5.72 .1.83n,
26. 3.68 1.05 . 5.86 1.52
28 1.94 1.36 3.78 . 1.83
29. 1.92 1.55 . 4.80 1.52
32. 2.46 1.40 3.90...¢ 1.42
33. 2.00 1.30 3.72 1.81
35. 2.09 1.35 3.52 1.32
38. 12,94 1.24 3.82 1.19
40. 3.86 1.43 6.17 1.67
41. 3.69 1.62 5.87 1.71
44, 2.71 1.62 3.80 1.83
. 45, 3.29 1.47 5.52 » 1.57
52. 3.31 1.78 4.73 2.21
58. 3.83 1.36 6.52 1.59
60. 3.98 1.54 6.08 1.78
65. . 2.46 1.30 5.18 1.48
66. 2.02 1.48 3.78 . 1.50
67. 1.85 1.61 4.29 1.70
71, 2.34 1.46 3.53 1.74
w;Z.‘ 1.95 1.66 4.31 2.55
?‘ 3.31 1.25 4.38 1.18
777 . 4.83 "1.36 7.46 1.27
79. . 2.68 . 1.33 4.73 1.55
80. 2.51 1.19 - 4.27 1.51
Bl. -~ 2.49 1.37 3.68 1.53
. 82. .3.62 1.23 6.94 "1.16.
83. | 1.94 1.04 3.69 1.51
84. 2.78 1.33 5.16 1.65
85. -2.54 ~1.70-- 3.77 1.64
89. 1.54 1.38 3.00 1.82
© 92, . .-3.52 1.55 - 5,56 1.32
93. .\'I@“ 3.31 1.45 . 5.68 © 1.69
g5, ' ‘3.14 ~1.41 . 5.24 1.68
9. - 2.49 . 1.23 4.0 1.50
97. " 3.39 . 1.39 5.718 . | 2.05
100. _3.52 1.98 6.10 1.88.



M

TABLE 13 .

COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL DESAIRABILITY SCALE VALUES X
(FORM A, COMBINED MALES AND FEMALES, n=124) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM
ANDERSON (1968) ON A COMBINED SAMPLE OF MALES AND FEMALES, n=100 '

Form A, Brodie Anderson
Variable Standard Standard
No. Means Deviations Mcans Deviattions
1. R 2.52 ] 1.37 2.13 1.00
2. 2.62 1.31 2.46 0.95
3. 4.37 1.26 4.00 1.26
5. 3.57 ©1.47 2.84 0.95
6. . 3.15 1.47 2.87 1.28
T0. 315 1.52 2.97 1.0%
13. 3.19 .1.38 2.05 1,10
14, 2.87 1.30 2.60 . 0,98
. 15, 2.49 1.40° 2.43 1" L2
17 2.72 1.42- 2.60 0.98
18, .21 1.3 3.75 0.87 4
19. 2.48 1.58 2.03 0.97
20. 2.90 ©1.82 2.54 1.40
21. 3.85 1.53 3.86 1.02 ¢
22. 4.22 1.43 3.79 111
3. 2.70. 2.07 - 2.83 1.87
25. - 2.98 1.60 2.57 1.26
28. : 2.19 1.35 2.14 0.83
30. 2.99 1.51 2.63 1.28
32. 2.54 1.48 2.37 1.2
35, Z.56 1.09 2.90 0.87
'36. 3.65 1.51 3.84 1.16
38 3.4 1.34 - 2.66 0.95
39, 1.95 . 1.29 2,19 0.95
41. 2.14 » ;71,39 2.24 0.93
42. 3.65 1.5 ~ 3.32 0.35
43, 3.16 1.62 2.34 1.32
45 3.57. 1.52 3.58 1.14
46 .73 1.64 2.60 1.29 .
47. 3.49 1.50 3.66 1.23 .
48, 314 %6 3.46 1.17
51. , 2.59 | 1.54 2.10 1.03
52: 3.62 1.3 3.69 1.15
' 53 3.34 1.38 3.73 1.29
, 54 4.25 1.39 3.89 1.24
55 3.62 1.54" Z.57 1.41
56 3.92 1.50 3.9 0.92
57 3.37 1.4] 3.13 1.33 -
59 2.90 1.73 3.22 1.30
60. 3.43 1.47 3.47 1,29
. T 2.8 1.16 2.16 1.06
64. . 3.49 ©1.38 T L 0.95
65. , . 2.61 1.43 2.58 1.18
66. 318 1.27 3.48 1.00
67, ' 2.66 1.16 R 2.74 0.87
69. 2.01 1.56 2.09 ~ 0,96 ¥
70. 2.75 4N 3.8, 1.09
12. . 2.68 1.46 2.49. -+ 0.96
4. 1.64 1.56 2.727 1.59
R .75, 3.64 1.84 22.60 > 1.41
ﬁﬁ.v' 408 }.33 3,71 1.05
tn. 3.08 - .69 3.28 1.57
1 8. 881 | 1.38 2.28 0.91
79. 2,59 1.22 2.64 1.23
80. 3.09 1.49 3.72 0.98
8l. 3.86 g7 3.80 1.01 !
82. 2.56, 1.30° 2.21 - 0.85
83. \ 2.40 . 1.34 ° 2.66 1.14.
8. . 2,66 1.48. -~ - 3.35 -1.18
) 85, 3.81 . 1:44 3.65 - 1.00 .
85, o 3.61 1.80 3,52 +1.19
87. 19 1.44 2.21 1.05-
88. 2.48 1.43 2,22 . 0.88 .
89. 2.64 1.39 2.35° 0.84 3
sl 92. - 2,15 $1.24 2.49 0.93
- 937 ¥ 2.10 1:581 2.03 0.99
9. - 1718 - 1.29 2.07- 0,90
‘95, - 2,06 1.25 2.06 - 0.87 .
. 96. . 1.89 - 1.4 2.14 1.1§°
. - 97, - 2,45 1.42 2.2 0.84
. 100, - 2.13 1.54 2.13 > 0.69



\l o o TABLE 14 - L
COMPARISON OF OBTAINED SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES

(FORM B,  COMBINED MALES AND FEMALES, n=130) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM
ANDERSON (1968) ON A COMBINED SAMPLE OF MALES AND FEMALES\\; n=100.-

i . . orm 8 ' Brodie K Anderson . . ] e .
' . Variable . . Standard ‘ Standard N
No. Means Deviations’ Means Deviations| ..
\ T. 7.99 1%2 ~3.04 .20 |~
2. 2.32 “1.799 .21 - 1.12.
‘4, 2.66 1.58 . 2,74, 1.35
. 5, 2.93 1.24 ©2.79. 0.81
8. 4.14 1.30 3.90 | & 0,92
9. 3.75 T1.30 NI 088
‘ o 10w 2.63 1.47 ~ 2,72, 1.27
) 13, 3.09 1.25 2.95 - 0.96
1., 2.34 1.72 2.23 .41 |
b o1s. 2.55 1.68 2.62. ' 148
16. . 3.82. 1.36 . 3.50 1.01°
. 71. 4.7 1.77 3.9 1.0%
‘ . 2. - _ 2.03 1.33 2.37. 1.00
. | es. 1.97 1.30 2.39 1,29
: 25, 3.32 o 1.38 ©2.83 .
{ 26. 3 65 1.22 3.17 1.07
27 3.97 1.40 3.87 1.13
30. 3.31 1.40 2.24 0.91
3. 3.43 1.44. ‘3.18 1.06 .
W32 2.27 11.49 2,19 0,94 :
33, 1.95 1.42.¢ 2.08 1.25
] T2 T1.58 2.2 1.27 P«k o
K 3 ‘\ 2.09 1.38 2.13 1.06 :
\ 36. 3.21 1.48 3.07 1.26
, 37. 1.99 1.57 2.02 1.4
\ 38. 2.97 1.25 2.62 - 0.81
\ 5 7.66 1.34 3.32 .13
J 4z, 3.38 1.49 2.56 1.01
43. . 2.74 ¢1.48 3.67 1,00
g , - 1 a4 : 2.56 ipsg 2:38 1717 .
. \ds. . N 3.32 1.39 3,25 1.24
o . : 6. N 3.76 1.90 3.51 0.95 ] . .
. 4%. . 2.97 1.74 3.57 1,46 ’
' S - 48, , 3.52 1.54 3.24 1.11
| a9, .96 1.70 3.62, 1,10 §
50. \ %2 1,51 3.70 1,35 ‘
. 3 P 2.52 1.40 ~2.39 1.18
52, .25 1.70 © 2,70 1.57
53\ 3.32 1,46 2.66 . 0.88 :
5. \\ 3.02 . 1.47 3.45° 1.20 o
55. L) 2.59 1.41 - 2.23 0.99
56, [\\  3.72 1.31 3] 0.56
57, \ 3.82 1.40 3.86 1.33 ‘
58, \ .88 b 1.3 4,00 |77y 103 ;
59, L, Af 3.2 1.81 .13 174 1.4
61, . 2.85 ' 1.50 3.48 | 3 1.3
62 7 R T.46 2,41 *1.07
63. N 17 1.56 3.87 ‘§.39 ‘
64. 2.05 \1.40 2.48- 1.0
67. . 1.88 - 1.68 ‘2.10 1,14
. 68. 3.32" 1.36. . 4.00 1503
e, 2.3 1.6g T 779 . T.28
4l 70, 3.20 - 1.5 ., 3.89 1.24
; = 72. 1.98 ©1.80 . 2.87 Y]
Ce LY i C 4.33 1.4 b 3.58 1.41
. "4, - 3,98 1.28 3.79 0.94
' . 3,45 F1.28 T 2.91 < 0.94 °
76. 2,29 N - 2,19 ¢ 1.24 :
78. 4,63 \ . 3.7 T30
, 80. . 2.43 v 12t , 2.57 1.05° .
83. . 2.27 1.22 V219 0,95 '*
) "85, . 2.20 - 2.5 0195
Y £2.27, 1.64 “2.28 w1432 .
- 88, 1.38 .25 . 212 097 ;
' 90, - 1.83 1.35 2.0 1.00
. fosi. 2.10 1.33 ) 0.93 .
93. 3.1 A |7\ &9 .12
9, o 2,36 133 L o222y ] 0.89 ‘
SR BT h2d8 f .oLan 2.53° | - 0.9 - R
' . 98, . 2048 D N5 L 2.61 . 1.03 .
s 199, C 2.2 S 1:37 -4 1.05 ©1,00 - . ;



both (Norman ‘s mean?qqr§1ness data was nop’g1ven in his study.) An-
derson does not provide & 1ist of the standard deviations for the

| meaningfu]ness data, 'so. subsequent]y, Tab]es 15 and 16 g1veron1y a com-
par1son between the means o of the. two stud1es The first co1umn of each
table g1ves the variable number that corresponds to the’ number assigned

each adjective in the present study (see Tables 7 and 8)

N\

Correlations
!

Using the means recorded in the previous tables (i.e., 9

to 16), corre]at1ons were ca]cu]ated for:.

(a) Socia] Desirability data-—Form A, Ma]es with Norman s Male‘e

sample Form B, Ma\es w1th Norman's. Ma]e sampTe Form A
.Fema1es w1th Norman's Female samp]e, Form B, Fema]es W h
'Norman s Female Sample Form A, Comb1ned Ma]es and Fema%es
with Anderson s Comb1ned Males and Fema]es ‘and - Form B,
~ Combined Males and Fema]es with Anderson 3 Comblned Males -
and Females - " | ' ,
(bs : Meaningfu]ness data--Form A, Males and Fema]es w1th Ander-
i;son s eamp1eyaForm B, S:ﬁes and Females with Anderson s

‘sample, and Combined Form bd Form B with Andersdn’s

, ‘ | e o L
samp]e. P AT & B S A

. "-Tab1es 17, i8 anﬂ 19 disp1ay the cQ§€e1ations and number
: of common adjectives (1n each corre]ation) for Brod1e and Norman. Brodie
and Anderson (for Socia] Des1rab11ity) and Brod1e and Anderson (for 1‘V/

Meaningfu]ness), respective1y

a4



TABLE 15
COMPARISON OF OBTAINED MEANINGFULNESS SCALE VALUES

(FORM A, COMBINED MALES AND FEMALES, ne48) WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM

ANDLRSON (1968) ON A COMBINED SAMPLE OF M

ALES AND FEMALES, n+100

Yorm A, Torm R, |
L Anderson | * | Brodie  Anderson
Jar;{gblc “77  Means Var;gble Means | Means
1. 3.82 56. 3.52 3.60
2. 3.38 57. - 3.65 3.62
3. 3.48 59. 3.75 3.80
5. 3.20 60. 3.67 3.82
6. 3.52 62. 3.35 | | 3.50
10. 3.56 64. 3.73 3.76
13. 3.20 65. 3.44 3.70
14, 3.22 66, 3.65 3.56
15. 3.78 67. 3.56 3.62
17. 3.68 69. 3.29 3.58
18. 3.28 70. 298 | 3.24
19. 3.62 72. 3.75 3.66
20. 3.60 74. 2.77 2.84
21. 3.58 - 5. 3.13 . 3.46
22. 3.46 76. 3.38 3.60
°3. 3.50 77 3.19 3.46
25. 3.36 78. 3.15 3.68
© 28. 3.70 79. 3.35 3.48
30. 3.58 80. 3.10 3.32
32. 3.14 81. 3.46 3.54
35, 3.58 87 T 07 7.5%
36. 3.50 83. 2%20 3.48
38.. 3.46 84. 2.65 3.22
39. 3.76 85. ©3.13 3.20
41. 3.42 ge. 3.73 3.90
42. 3.46 a7. 3.5¢ 3.60
43. 3.08 88. 3.75 3.80
45. ”\\\§.48 89. 3.25 3.60
46. .70 92. 3.10 3.42
47. g 3.24 -93. 3.50 3.76 -
48. 3.48 9. J.15 3.50
51. 3.60 95. 2.69 .| 3.32
52. 3.70 96. 3.23 3.34
53. 3.80. 97. 3.31° - 3.60
54.. 3.34 100. 3.63 3.56
55. 3.56
- . .




(FORM B, COMBINED MALES AND FEMALES, n=48

*TABLE 16

COMPARISON OF OBTAINED MEANINGFULN?SS SCALE VALULS

ANDERSON (1963) ON A COMBINED SAMPLE OF MALES AND FEMALES, n=50

WITH THOSE OBTAINED FROM

EﬁﬁTaS{e | Brodie  Anderson | EZETQE{Q |__Brodic___Anderson
‘ No. Means Means No Means “Means
1. 367 377 51 290 3.%40
2. 3.63 3.54 52, 3.23 3.42
4. 3.63 3.34 53, 3.21 3.32
5. 3.56 3.80 54 . 2.88 3.34
8. 3.42 3.64 55 3.20 3.48
9. 3.6/ 3.64 56 7.98 3.78
10. 3.38 3.34 . 57. 3.69 3.56
13, 3.31 3.52 58. 3.19 3.58
14 3.38 3.42 59 3.38 3.50
15. 3.46 3.44 61. 3.31 3.20
16 3.46 3.58 62. 2 81 3.40°
21. 3.10 3.38 63. 3.67 3.52
22. 3.40 3.58 64. 3.75 3.20
23. 3.54 3.56 67. /3.60 3.70
25. 3.58 3.76 68. 3.52 3.40
76 7.63 3.66 69. 2.73 3.34
27. 3.21 3.44 70. 3.35 3.60
30. 3.79 3.86 72. 2.81 3.10
31. 3.58 3.46 73. 3.67 3.54
32. 3.56 3.66 74. 3.75 3.66
33. 3.25 3.34 75. 3.88 3.76
34. 3.12 3.40 76. 3.06 3.50
35. 3.56 3.64 78. 3.52 3.48
36. 3.63 3.80 80. 3.35 3.56
37. 3.31 3.72 83. 3.58 3.36
38. 3.40 3.44 86. 3.33 3.56
39. 3.38 3.42 87. 3.18 3.36
42. 3.52 3.64 88. 3.17 3.56
43. 3.02 3.26 90. 2.75 3.42
44, 3.27 3.46 91. 2.90 3.50
45. 3.40 3.36 93. 3.73 3.78
_46. ' 3.12 94. 3.31 3.62
47. 3.23 3.10 96. 3.31 3.44
8. | 3.13 '3.56 98. 3.25 3.50
49. 2.60 3.24 99. .3.63 $3.76
50. 3.02 3.52 NS ,

46
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t-test Results

Ly

v
To ascertain 1f there were significant sex differences be-
tween the Male and Female sample fbr any given adjective trait descrip-
tor, t-tests were calculated using the means and standard deviations of /!
Fbrm A, Males ana\Form A, Females; and Form B, Males and Form B, Females.
Tables 20 and 21 present the results of this analysis. Significdnt t's
o

sy .
are starred for p<0.05, and double starred for p<0.01 levels of signifi-

cance. Table 20 reports 18 significant t's; table 21, 17 significant t's.

Refined List of Adjective Personality Trait Descriptors

A refined 1{§t of adjective personality trait descriptors
1s recorded in Table 22. This )1st is the result of omitting all adjec-
" tives that were found to be outside the Cﬁ1teria 1imits set out early in
the thesis. To reiterate:

(a) Any adjective within the arbitrarily defined cut-off range
on Socfal Des1rab1§1ty (2 to 4 inclusive in the rating
scale) was omitted in:

(1) Form A, Males .
(11) Form A, Females
(111) Form B, Males
(fv) Form B, Feﬁa]es,‘A |
These included omissions of 9, 19, 15, 20 adjectives res-
pectively (overlap not considered). ¢ ' ;}’ |
“(b) Any adjective not 1q the upper range of Meaningful#ess - -~

(1.e., >3 out of a possib1e 4 rating) was omitted.. This

* 1nc1u&ed 18 from Form A-and 17 from Form B. -



TABLE 17

CORRELATIONS OF SOCIAL DESIRABILITY
SCALE VALUES BETWEEN ADJECTIVES
COMMON TQ BRODIE-AND NORMAN FOR

SEPARATE MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLES*

r n

Males (Form A) 0.77 - 56
Females (Form A) 0.78 56
Males (Form B) “0.74 Y
emales (Form B) 0.86 52

* Males A and B, and Females A and B
from Brodie study correspond-to ap-
propriate Norman Male and Female
sample; r is the correlation, n is
the number of adjectives in eath cor-
relation.

TABLE 18

. CORRELATIONS OF SOCIAL DESIRABILITY
SCALE VALUES BETWEEN ADJECTIVES
COMMON TO BRODIE AND ANDERSON FOR

COMBINED MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLES*

T n
Form A 0.81 71
FBfm B 0.84 71

* Form A and B from Brodie study are
correlated with corresponding parts
of Anderson's study; r is the cor-
relatign, n is the number of adjec-
tives jn each correlation.

© TABLE 19

) CORRELATIONS OF MEANINGFULNESS SCALE
' VALUES BETWEEN ADJECTIVES COMMON TO
" BRODIE AND ANDERSON FOR COMBINED
MALE AND FEMALE SAMPLES*

r n

orm A 0.72 71

orm B ‘ 0.%0 /1
Combined A and B 0.62 142

N * Form A, B, and A and B are from Brodie
vt study and are correlated with corres-

o ponding adjectives in Anderson study;
s ) r is the correlation, n is the” number
f _ of adjectives in each correlation.

asy



TABLE 20
COMPARISON OF MALE AND FEMALE SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES, FORM A

Variable t test ~Variable t test Variable 't test
No. result ' No. result No. result
1. 0.84 35. 0.41 68. 2.45*
2. 0.30 36. 0.29 69. 1.22
3. 1.84 37. 2.59** 70. 2.29*
4. 1.05 38. 1.54 : 71. 1.25
5. 1.21 39. 0.51 . 72. 0.50
6. 1.31 40. 0.39 73. 0.55
7. 2.65%* 4]. 0.36 74. 0.04 -
8. 0.96 42. 1.26 75. 0.86
9. = 0.28 43. 0.24 76. 2.14*
10. 0.76 44. 0.04. 77. 1.70
11. 0.27 45, 0.86 78. 4.34**
12. 0.10 46. 1.44 79. 2.03*
13. 2.45* 47. 4 1.79 80. 0.48
14. 0.43 48. .01 81. 0.31
15. 1.87 49. .61%* 82. 1.36
16. 0.18 50. 1 83. 1.20
17. 0.51 51. 0.72 ' 84. 1.00
18. 1.48 52. 0.80 85. 0.12
19. 0.56 53. 0.16 ‘ 86. 2.57*
20. 0.09 54. 2.26* 87. 1.04
21. 0.98 55. 1.08 88. 2.
22.- 0.26 56. 1.04 89. 2.
23. 0.43 57. ° 1.40 90. 0.
24, 0.80 58. 0.04 91. 1.
25.  0.07 59. . 0.55 92. 2.
26. 0.99 60. 1.37 ) 93. 2.
27. 0.52 61. 0.56 9. 1.
28. 1.99* 62. 1.92 95. . 0.
@, 29, 0.13 63. 1.53 ‘ %. . 1.
30. 0.07 64. - 2.45* 97. 0.
1. 2.21* 65. 0.47 98. 0.
32. 0.47 66. 1.88 .. 99. 0.
33. 0.98 67. 1.24 100. 0.
3. 1.46 \ * .
\\\W * For N=124, t-1.96 is significant at p 0.05 gtwo-tailedg
** For N=124, t-2.58 is significant at p 0.01 (two-tailed
€’ -



TABLE ‘21
COMPARISON OF MALE AND FEMALE SOCIAL DESIRABILITY SCALE VALUES, FORM B

_ VariabTé |t test “Variable t test Variable ~ t test
No. .result No. - result No. result
1. 0.44 35. 0.00 68. 0.71
2. 1.53 36. 1.63 69. 0.17
3. 1.78 37. 2.33* 70. 0.15
4. 2.28* 8. . 0.27 1. 0.15
5. 1.21 39. 1.19 72. 0.26
6. »0.89 . 40, 1.02 73. 1.47
7. 2.74** - 4]. 2.25% 74. 0.04
8. 1.36 ! 42. 1.81 75. 1.20
9. 0.22 43, 1.54 . 76. 0.33
10. 0.46 44, - 1.04 7. 1.60
11. 0.73 , 45. .20 78. 2Y00*
12. 3.14** 46. ©M24* 79. 0.08
13. 0.68 47. 0.98 80. 0.75
14. 1.98 48, 0.04 81. 1.47
15. 1.39 49, 0.47 . . 82. 0.50
16. 1.30 50. 1.60 Y o 83. 3.20**
17. 0.83 51. *2.85%* 84. 2.65**
18. 0.09 52. 0.37 85. 2.75%*
19. 2.3¢* 53. 0.74 86. 0.59
20. 0.17 . 54. 0.66 87. 0.35,
21. 1.44 55. 3.27** 88. 1.14
22. 0.43 56. 0.57 89. 0.84
23. 0.53 ' 57. 1,26 . 90. 1.27
24. 0.45 88, 0.46 9]. 2.80
25. 0.04 | 59. 0.19 92.. (.60
26. 0.23 60. 1.74 : 93. 0.78-
27. 1.39 61. 1.19 94 . s 125
- 28. 0.24 62. 0.66 - 95. .,  0.73
29. 1.97* ‘ 63. 2.00* 96. < 0.04
30. 1.27 64. 0.57 97. 0.98
31. 2.37% 65. 1.14 98. . 0.21
32. 1.46 ’ 66. 0.52 . - 99, 0.0&
33. 0.4 : 67. . 0.20 100. 0.09
34, 0.76 .

.

* For N=130, t>1.96 is significant at p 0.05 (two-tailed) °
**'For N=130, t>2.58-is significant at p 0.01 (two-tailed)



TABLE 22

51

REFINED LIST OF ADJECTIVES FROM FORM A AND FORM B*

. absent-minded
. anxious

blunt

. changeable

. cocky

. complicated

. conventional
. critical

. daydreamer
10 demanding

11. dependent

12. dignified

13. forceful

14. frivolous

15. hesitant -
16. idealistic
17.. impressionable
18. inhibited

19. leisurely

20. lucky

WONOD DB WN -

. -21. materialistit ..

22. meditative
23. meticulous

. 24. paive
25. nonconforming
26. obedient
27. opinionated
28. out-spoken
29. particular

30. perfectionistic

~ 31. persistent
. possessive
33. preoccupied
34. rebellious
35. reserved

36.
37.
38.
39,
40.
41.
42.
43.
44
45,
46.
a7 .
48
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58,
59.
60,
61,
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67..
68.
69.
70.

restless
selficonscious
self-denying

self-satisfied
"shrewd

sophisticated
soft-spoken

'spendthrift

strict
subtle
temperamental

uncompetitive

unskilled
unsuspicious
wary
withdrawn
aggressive
argumentative
assertive
bashful
cautious
chovbsy
conservative
cunning
daring )
defensive
devout
emotional
excitable
forgetful
gullibie
impractical .
impulsiv

1nexper1ched"

innocent

71.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
81.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
87.
88.
89,
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.

. 97.
98.
99.

100.

101.
102.
103.
104.

105.

intense

Jonely |

mathematical
meek
methodical
moralistic
nonchalant
opportunist
persuasive
philosophical
precise
prideful
protective
radical
restrained
scientific ,
self-concerned
self-critical
self-indulgent
serious

shy

silly

-stern

stubborn
studious
tertse

tough
unhurried
unpredictable
unpopular
unshakeable
unsystematic
willful
wordy
worrier .

. Adject1ves 1- 51 ére from Form A; 52-105 from Form B..
adjectives--fiery, inexact, order]y, satirical,

-,
‘ N

" Also note that

deliberative, discon-

nted, fierce, normal, religious--can beadded to above list as they - a
oh the border]1ne of acceptance. . , :




(c): Any adjective that showed a sign1f¥cant difference with

respect to sex of subject (t>1.96, p<0.05) was likewise

| omitted. , Tﬁ1s ificluded 18 adjectives from Form A (sepa-
rate Male and Female samples) and 17 from Form B (separate,

\
samples).

This refinement then.resulted in a list of 105 adjectives,
~ overlapping adjectives being taken tnto account. The writer felt that
another .nine adjectives could be safely added to this 1ist since these
adjectives were marg1na]1y outs1de the cut off bounds (usually by not‘
more than .05 of a décimal) on on]y one of the criteria. This would

then result in a total 1ist of 114 adjective personality trait des-

.criptors, for which several values were known, i.e., Social Desirability, )

| Meaningfulness and sex bias, and would be available for a factor analy-

A}

tic rating study.
INTERPRETATION

Due to the relat1ve]y stra1gﬁtforward nature of the study,
the 1nterpretat1on will be brief.

"The results of the prev1ous analyses fa]l genera]ly in
11ne w1th expectations, that is, the adjectives tended on the who]e
= to be rated within the arbitrar11y defined neutral rangé on social
desirability and in the upper range of meaningfu]ness ‘

In the social desirab111ty ratings for all of the six groups

(Tables 1 to 6), only one adjective is rated > 5.00 and. one < 1.6 (from

.0 to 6- point sca]e) Less than one-third of the adjectives fel] out-

‘ side the cut-off points (2 to 4 1nc1usive) and these mostly by less
| . .
&

\;"iz N
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than s half a point on the scale. ‘
In the wMpaningfulness study for bath forms, (Tab1e§'7 and

8), only bne;fifth of the adjectives were outside the arbitrarily assigned
cut-off point (that is, » 3 out of a possible 4), of these only 4 adjac-
tives were greater than one scale-point from the cut-off, the rest were
mostly within half a point of the cut~off.'wtess than 'one—ﬂf'th items
revealed significant sex differences, of these only 12 were significant
at p<.01 ]eve]. Out of these three categories, several adjectives over=
lap, i.e., are outside the cut~off points on more than one Cr1teh;9n

~ One point that the writer and her superv1sor were 1ntereste&
in was that in administering an already neutrg] range of adjective des-
cn1ptor§ (aseessed by SDSV's of previous studies), and high scored
meaningfulness, would a "spreading out" of the range be noted when eXtreme
‘reference pb}nts (high or ]ow;jqued SDSV's) were not present. ‘In the
previous studies (Ndrman Andérson) high and low scored items on SD and
high scqred 1tems in mean1ngfu1ness would serve as "anchots" (Just as
the end points of rating scale itself serve as an anchor for ratings
Would then thg'anchor paints be shifted, when only neutral items are
‘rated, i.e., would some of the negtra] items be given more Gtheme .
‘ratings? " ( - - -

From the resu]ts obta1ned (see paragrapgl and 2) this may

<

: have happened on]y to a moderate degree. If so, it could account for .-

. . the only moderate to good corre]ations (.74 to .86 for SD and .62 for

meaningfulness) obtained between the present study and those of Norman

and Anderson.
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\

It must be noted that Norman used a different scale for SD
than the p*esent study. Corre]ations are s]ightly Tover averaging 0 79
versus correlations 0.83 with Anderson who had the same scate as the
present study. This may be especiél]y obvious (i.e., spreading—over
effect) when Anderson (1968) reports that Edwards (Ohio Universityj
using university students reporﬁs correlations of 0.98 between means’ o
of Anderson study and median ratings of his own study. Likewise, Schmidt
and Rosenbaum (University of Iowa), rating 140 nf the adjectives in An-
derson's list, }eport a correlation of 0.98. In addition intra-individual
re]iabi]ity (récorded on twent} adjectives from Anderson's 1ist) cor-
related 0.99 with mean ratings given in his study for‘betweén subjects. Qé'“
This 1mp11nation is welcomed since measures of intra-individual cons#-
tency over time items was not undertaken. Sample size shou]d not be a
confounding variable affecting the correlations obtained since in all

samples compared, the sample sizes are re]ative]y balanced. ' (See follow-

A
\

ing table.) ' "



TABLE 23

COMPARISON OF SAMPLE SIZE FOR SOCIAL DESIRABILITY AND MEANINGFULNESS
STUDIES BETWEEN BRODIE AND NORMAN-ANDERSONY

Study ‘ Form Brodie Norman Anderson
| | Males A | - 56 50. --
, Males B 65 50 ° -~
. Females: A 68 50 -
,Socja] _ ‘ Females B 65/ 50, =~
Des1rabj]1ty Combined Male ‘
T and Female A 124 . 100
'
Combined Male .
and Female B 130 o 100
Combined Male ‘
50 ¢ o-- 50
Meaningfulness | 2nd Female A ;o "
Combined Male ) ,
. an$Fema1e B 50 - 50
T " *Table entries denote sample size

Limitations .
P . L
The present study can be applied oh1y insofar as the mean
ra#ings obtained refer specifically to a sub-populatfoh, that, is, uni-
vetéity undergraduates; the variances refer only to between sybject
variability; and the refined list of-adjectives presented as a result

of the study are only a subset of the available adjectives for person™

ality trait description.
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CHAPTER VI

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH,
SUMMARY, IMPLICATIONS

\

\

SUMMARY | L
!
Purpose of the Study

§

The purpose of the study was to obtain social desirabi11ty

and meaningfu]ness scale values as well as to test for sex b1ases using

a list of selected adjective persona]1ty trait descriptors for the even- -

tual purpose of obta1n1ng a ref1ned list of descriptors for a persona-

lity rating study
Associated Literature

- A review of the literature relevant to the present study

revealed a lack. of adequate persona]ity rating tests (the number of .-

L T¢]

scales being too sma]]), confusion and contradlction W1th respect to

the 1mportance of reSponse styles especia?ﬁy acquiescence though need

TR
to control and account for soc1a1 desirabi]ity was more consistent]y

supported Rating scales were discussed and source poo]s of adject1ve

'trait descriptors were obtained from two separate stud1es Norman

(1968) and Anderson (1968). ".“ R o .




) | | - Y
The Study - SR

The study was outlined, first by stating the assumptionsf’

‘upon which selection of adjective descriptors was made; and secondly,

\

\

butlining the actual cr1teria used.
g The Research Design o \

-'The adjective descriptors were listed on separate forms
for'Social Desirability and Meaningfulness and were rated by separate
samples. The sample, instruments, rating scales, scorings and treat-

‘ment of the data were discussed.
. Analysis and Interpretation

Meahs, sténdard‘déviations, tftests, and correlations
 were computed. Résu]ts were comparaB]e to previbus findings. A refined

list of adjéCtiyevdescriptors was reported. o !
‘ : ‘ a : . ' ‘

= { | |
SUGGESTIONS. FOR FURTHER RESEARCH o

' The resd]ts'of the Meaningfulness study showed only‘a mo-

= -

derate corre]atibn~w1th Andersonv(1968)-i.e,, 0.62. . Since 6n1y ratings =

B of meaningfulness were obtained, in order for a clearer concept of what

each word meqhéﬂdsja personality descriptor, further data (fd]lbw%ng,

“for éxgmple. NOrﬁaﬁ's‘(1968)fstudyfmight Bélemployéd.l However, it

. - "‘

\ -

'; Norman's subjects were asked to give/L synon}m or short definition

. for,each term presented or, alternatively, to xross out a word if.
.~ they -had no idea.of its meaning, the results of which are now being
- coded for difficulty*level, ambiguity, and functional synonyms. :

L3

. + e
EES T
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must be:noted that the 1ist of available deScriptors has been drasticaiiy
cut doun to a‘reasonabiy small number,that can be handled conveniently by
computer, &nd that‘the‘"cutting down" Has been‘undertaken with‘a series of
assumptions about test bias taken into account. It is-probab]y reaspnabie .

to assume that th1s list is as meanianui as any subset of lists that might
. <0

be chosen. "J” ' ‘ ~ ‘ ¢

b

With respect to some work reported in theiliterature, but

not specifically referred to, in the review of the literature, noteworthﬁ
. . K
x » ! . A\

suggestions were offered. Bentler et. al. (1971) presented evidence to’

LY

" show that using “anchored"”adjective descriptions.in.ratings gives higher
content validity than using single adjectives. The adjectives were "an}
‘chored" by presenting‘a pair of adjectives, specifica]iy, the poiar opp}-

sites. The higher vaiidity was obtained due to reduction of acceptance
acquiescence (though agreement acquiescenoe still ex1sted) whiie in 51ng e

adjettive format both types of acquiescence contributed variance. The

higher validity is.of. note regard]ess of the acquiescence 1nterpretation.2

Guilford (1954) also reported‘the usefu]ness of employing anchored,sca]esp
. These findings are 1mportant to the present study 51nce

seVeral polar opp051tes, namely, the negative member of an adjective

pair were omitted in. reducing the rating list’ However, these opp051tes

| were Just as neutral w1th respect to- social de51rab111ty and as meaning-

fui as their poswtive member of the pair, as assessed by Norman. (1958)

and Anderson (1968). These negative adJectives might aiso be further

@2 Biock (1972) suggested that control for acquiescence, or other response
styles which would ‘also increase content vaiidity, by u51ng correction .

_ formulae as. proposed by Gut]ford (1954)
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“tested for Social desivability and included in tTo 1ist.
. \ - \

IMPLICATIONS

-

With an Adequato pho] of Qbscriptors,-refinod with respect
to'hiaq of SD and meaningfulness and sex differences, and with thg hope-
fully added bonus of simplicity of description, bath behavior ratings by
"others” and self-report can be obtained with subsequent verification of
cross-medial similarity. The é%?oth;sis to this last statement being that
the "grain" in botﬁ.n;;ﬁ%llg isgfombably the same3. This follows from an
" early hypotheslggdys%%gé%eng}3§\§poarman (1927) ;a]1ed the Theorem of
the 1nd1ffere§§g-§fsiée fndicator. It was originally postulated wfth
respect to the(ua;;ersa]1ty of "g", a general pervasive intellfgence fac-
tor. In brief, it states that "for the purpose of indicating the amount
of "g" possessed by a person, any tegx,(i.e., the indicator) will do as :
well as any other, provided only that fts correlations with "g" is equally
high. With réspect to personality testiné. if certain traits dominate
the personality then any indicator, either sélf or other ratings, ought

to correlate equally high with the dominant trafits, thus being of the same

~

“grain". Q

As it was the aim of this,(esearch to obtain items of neu-

\
‘tral desfirability, it is here pertinent to indicdte the implications

.

3 An alternative hypothesis has been recently stated by Howarth (1972)%-
" "It appears that (1) there are some five or six factors in ratings,
(2) there are some 10-12 "stubborn" factors in questionnaires, (3)
there are possibly six factors in the objective measures (Howarth,
MBR, October, 1972 study). It appears, in fact, that the "grain"
in rating and objective measures is much coarser ®han that in the
questionndire modes so that if cross-media relations are to be estab-
blished we will have to proceed from second-order factors in ques-
tionnafres to primaries in the other modes. This implies an accu-
rate investigation...of the inter-factor angles."

»
P
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of thqiresearch reviewed carlier in Chapter Il as well as to elaborate
on the issue.

The main conclusions rgached in review of tne response style
Titerature were that confusion abounds across researchers as to (a) the °
existence, (b) the importance and (c) def1h1tions of the various response
styles. It should be noted, though,}that socfal desirability as a res- -
ponse style or set recefved fairly gén.a] rec0gn1t1on. from those of
widely differing points of view (Edwards. 1961, Jackson 1961. Rorer
1965, Block, 1972). " A

The genera] confusion about response styles, in the mafn,
would seem to stem from contr§d1ctory evidence that has resulted from
(a) use of different items, and keying and scoring procedures and
(b) different factor analytic procedures used to identify major sources .
of.varjance (e.g.: Jackson and Messick, 1961; Block, i965).

: Since 1958, D. N. Jackson has persigtently {nvestigated

reSponée styles, related problems of test construction and hgs implemented

the findings into his own Personality Research Form (PRF). Implica-

tions for the present research are discuséed.

.\'—u/

Jackson and ﬂessick (1961), in a major article, reported
findings that suggésted the éelative importance of response styles in
personality 1nventor1e‘s. naniély, for the'MMPI._ This 1s so, particu]arl);
for désira511ity responding to ;tem§ which both previously judged ratings

for deéirabiltty and subsequent correlation of these scales of items to
cdntent-responding were obtained. For acquiescence responding only ., }

L J -

one measure which implied the definfition was made, that is, acquies-

cence was Equdtedﬂyitﬁ‘true responding.

4

(3
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Their results indicated that‘"three-quarters of the common
variance and over half of the reliablepvariance in responses to the MMPI
items was attributable to sty]istic'rbsponse consistencies which are
apparently independent of specific item content." (p. 786).

A factor analysis revealed two factors which were intefpreted
las desirability and acquiescené; respéctive]y. With respect to fontent, {
heterogeneity within the scales did not lend themselves to clear persona-
11ty characteristics. Considerable redundancy existed when oppositely

keyed items are scored éeparate]y. Jackson suggested that response styles

can be controlled or suppressed by proper keying, scoring and multidimen-
4 .

sional scaling. \
- .o A
This sort of rationaléfapplied directly to the present study
since the unwanted source of variance created by large numbers of soci-

ally desirable items needed to be eliminated from the potential pool of . @

test items.

Jackson (1970), as an outcome of his work in constructing
the PRF (see Jackson, 1967, 1968), outlined various precautionary pro-
cedures for increas%ng the validity of personality tests. -These concern .
the need for (a) sound psychologica]»theory, (b) suppression of response
style variance, scale homogeneity and generalizability and (d) fostering
convergent and discriminant v&]idity.~

Since this thesis was devoted to control ‘of response style

variance, the other pﬁocedures must be considered before any final
/’ .

i
H

4 Jackson and Neill (1971) suggested true-false keying with forced-ch®ice
techniques since a]1 things considered, e.g. length of acquaintance-
ship and-correlations with desirability still leave it in an advanta-
geous position, namely, its simplicity and nonipsative nature.



62

-
N\
AR .
at

Tist is administered. .Jackson mentioﬁed; ith respect to desirability,
that since a pool of neutral items might be difficult to obtain or
might be psychologically uninteresting, more desirable items wou]a have
to be used, partialling out the effect.of desirability. .Items with
high content saturation should be used while a compromise must be made-
between desirability and convergent a%d discriminant va]idity.' bn the
present study 114 neutral items were obta1ned,5 many of which form
prior putative factor hypotheses. If necessary, other statistical proce-
durei such as those suggested by Block (1972) will havé go be considered
if items with marked desirabjlity have to be used--but, at least, Fhe
SDSV for each item will be known. oy
« Jackson and Singer (1970) reported findings that are of

interest to the.present research since they pointed to the fact that
most desirability studies obtain a general desirability rating'fsucﬁ as
the preseﬁt study) but that 1nd;2atjons may be that the variance can be
partitioned in terms of subordinate constructs which are distinct though
probably correlated with general desirability. With respect to the present
research. some of the individual and sex differences may be mo}e fully ex-
plainable though several situational*variables on different sub-populations
would indicate what the "true nature" of desirability might be. Still,
a gene;al measure such as\obtained in the present study, doe§ eliminate
the SD factor.

“/f One laét reference will be madé to controversy surrounding

the response style literature. Sihce most of the debate is focused

upon- the MMPI, it is important to note that with the exception of the -
N\ ‘ , :

5 Actually this fiéure also takes_into account meaningfulness values and
sex differences so the actual number of neutral items is higher.
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response style controversy, both Jackson et al (1961, 1967, etc.) and

Block (1965, 1967, etc.) questioned the MMPI on other grounds: That too

much of the‘common variance is e;p]ainab]e by one factor (i.e. desira-
bility, Jacksen; eqo—resijienc},\ﬁlock), its pervasiveness should be
reduced, socially Qeutra1‘ifem5\shou]d be used (or a; Block, 1972 arqued,
correctional measures emb]oyed), and item pools should be increased to
include other dimensions. Again both authors agreed that the MMPI should
be left (a]qng‘with the SD debate) and greater issues attacked.

The writer feels that a debate without withdrawal by'either

-

* side (Bentler et. al., 1971, 1972; B]ock, 1971) indicates on some points

an unw}d]ingnesé to yield at all, bud ke points of convergence are suf-
ficient to allow research to progress frultfully and the implications of
past controversy were considered with respect to the present study. Re-
gardless of the support for desirability both sides admit that unwanted

sources of variance and few adequate psychological (only two factors in

Block, 1965) g;ctors obtained from MMPI thus far warrant research of a

more encompassing nature.
Thorndike Frequency Count
Sinée the adjectives in the refined 1ist (see Table 22) are

. ! Yo
the most meaningful as assessed by this study, are they also most commonly

‘'used in the English language? Thorndike and Lorge (1952) in a classic

study, obtained the freéhency count of words occurr1ng in a vast selection

of English reading mater1a1 over a wide age range. 6,

rd

6 Other studies were investigated but were of (a) a more limited nature
e.g. Eaton (1967) using only 6000 words from Thorndike in a frequency.
count across four languages (similar words: in all four languages); ‘
(b) distributions and general properties of word frequency and did

not. include'specific 11sts of words, e.g. Gowers (1960), Fries (1965),
-and Williams (1970)

63



A
‘The following table gives the frequency of occurrence from

Thorndike-Lorge for the 114 adjectives from Table 22. .In the first column
(G) after ecach word is a number stating the occurrences per million words,
up to 49; an A is 50 up to 100 occurrences per million words. The column
is the summary of the four succeeding columns. In the other fgﬁr columns
are numbers giving the frequency of occurrences in approximately &% mil-
lion words. The second column (T)lis the Thorndike general count of

1931, the third column (L) is the Lorge magazine count, the fourth column
(J) is the %horndike juvenile count and the fifth column (S) is the Lorge-
Thorndike semantié count.7 Adjectives followed by only one numbet indiéate
the occufrence'in 4% million words; a zero indicated they were not cdunted
in adjective form.:

“The figures in the table can be understood in context of?é]l

N
"~

the words investigated by Thorndike-Lorge. Seventy-three percent of the

adjectives occur in Thorndike-Lorge's list of most frequently occunrinS‘
» ’ °

words (including nouns, verlfs, adjectives, adverbs, etc.), another 13%
are included in Thorndike-{orge’s second list of most frequent]j épcurring
words, while the remainifig 13% were not counted in the.a&jective form.
Some 19,000 words are recorded in Thorhdike-Lorge's first
1ist of most frequently oécurring words, and upon graduétion from high

school a student should know at least 15,000 words, this should include

(

s

The (T) count emphasized frequency in readers, textbooks, the Bible,
and the Engli-i classics using 285 sources. The (L) count included
popular magazines as the Saturday Evening Post, Ladies' Home Journal,
True Story an  Reader's Digest. The (S) count included words of multi-
meaning sep~ ‘ting “function and meaning as well as literal forms.

The (J? coun: +ed 120 sources for material used by Grades 3 to 8.

-

7
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. THORNDIKE-LORGE (1952

) FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE COUNT FOR THE 114 REFINED

TABLE 24

ADJECTIVES FROM FORM A AND_B

-

=

' .jv

40, inexperiencéd

18] .

Variable No. and Name G T L J S
1. absent-minded o1 2 26 3 1
2. aggressive 7 28 43 12 51
3. anxious 48 | 213 | 237 | 213 ZQ@
4. argumentative 14 | - - _
5. assertive
6. bashful 7 90 18 8 11
7. blunt : . 9 82 26 | 30 30( -
8. cautious , 8 23 48 56 32
9. " changeable 2 16 9 7 7

10. choosy 0 \

11 " cocky 1 2 (17| 4 2
12. complicated 13 40 88 25 90
13, conservative 19 57 1 106 | 8| 175
14. conventional 9 28 64 21 55
15. critieal 16 43 | 60 23 | 164
16. cunning 28 | 180 64 | 180 86
17. daring 9 50 46 50 26
18. daydreamer 2 4 13 20 6
19. defensive - . 8118 | 55 18 62
20. demanding 0

21. deliberative 10

22. dependent - 13 571 7 22 96
23.- devout 4 | '32 10 10 | . 29
24. dignified. 11§ .70 70 | .26 36
25. discantented 4 16 | 50| 5| 13
26. emotional 9 124 121 2 [*'33
27.. excitable 1 8 7 51 5
28. fierce : 44 | 240 | 114 | 240 | 208
29. fiery 19 {160 } - 35 | .93 | 66
30, forceful 2] 16 23°), 51 8
31. forgetful’ 2 10 9 16, 6
32. frivolous 5] 50| 23 4

33. gullible 0 R v

34, hesitant 17 . :
35. 1idealistic 1 4.1 11| .0 6

I . . ‘
36. imprattical | A1 1 12} 3.6
37. impressionable A 17. A LU N
38. impulsive~ 3 7| 44 7 10
39, inexact 0 -
51 .28 37 | 118 | 13

e



< TABLE 24 (Continued)
t

Variable No. and Name . G T |. L J S
41. 1inhibited ‘ : 0

42  innocent : o 41 | 210 | 210 | 210 | 117
43. intense \ 18 |. 40 94 86 | 110
44, leisurely 8 11 | 59 47 34
45. lonely 35 | 130 | 203 | 180 | 127
46. lucky 24 | 105 | 220 65 49
47. materialistic 1 5 2 0 11
48. wmathematical 5 16 18 | 12 60
49, meditative 2 28 8 9 8
50. meek 7 65 23 18 29
51. methodical 2 12 10 13 9
52. meticulous 1 3 23 0 5
53. moralistic 0

54. naive 2 6 29 1 14
55. nonchalant 1 4 10 0 4
56. nonconforming , 11 2 0 22
57. normal’ W 4 79 | 335 28 | 306
58. obedient 70 |°16 | 40 | -16

. 59. opinionated
60. opportunist
61. orderly 61 33 58

62. outspoken

63. particular

'64, perfectionistic ;
65. persistent P 1

182 | 461 | 247 | 545
a0 | 50 | 25 | 66

B OO W O
i
~N

40 11 13 13
23 15 4 63
16 20 .0 1
17 | 41 10 48

66. persuasive

. philosophical
68. possessive , ~
69. precise
70. -preoccupied -

[

71. prideful

72. . protective

73. radical

74.. rebellious
|.75. religious -

16 62 14 55
" 51 3 | 193

226 \| 162 | 226 | 441

0] 11 10] 19
134 | 126 | .93 | 66

. ‘ 12
57| 173 96 | 306

76. reserved ¢
77. restless
78. restrained

- 79, satirical
80. scientific

n — .
N=Oowmn >N D worn ;M
13,
w

w




TABLE 24 (Continued)

Variable No. and Name G T L J S
81. self-concerned 0.

82. -self-cpnscious 4 1 58 7 8
83. self-critical 0

84. self-denying 0

85. self-indulgent’ 0

86. self-satisfied 11 _ :
87. self-skilled 3 11 8 4 40
88. serioys Al 175 | 498 | 175 | 498
89. shrewd 13 70 77 46 49
90. shy 21 93 | 139 | 105 52
91. silly 30 | 130 | 329 16 72
92. soft-spoken / 0 '
93. sophisticated 4q 14 34 0 14
94, spendthrift 1 4 6 7 9
95. stern 36 | 180 |{ 141 | 180 | 148
96. strict 12 55 | 53 22 89
97. stubborn < 14 1104 | -95 | 24 | 42
98. studious - 3 44 9 .8 9
99. subtle 12 78 42 34 67
100. temperamental 2 5 25 10 85
101." tense ﬁ- 9 7 1125 20 | 16
102. tough 18 57 | 202 21 55
103. uncompetitive 0

104. unhurried 13

105. unpredictable . 6

106. unpopular 10 70 41 30 63
107. unshakeable 10

108. unsuspicious 1 10 1 9 4
109. unsystematic 0

110. wary : 7 50 27 41 18
111,  willful 6 44 26 19 19
112, withdrawn 12 80 (¢ 31 58 63
113. wordy™ 12

114. worrier Qo

67



. } . .
‘words from 2 or 3 occurrences per million words onward. A grade 8 student

would only be required to know words downlpo a count of 6 per million.
Though results of the present study were obtained on uni-

" versity students, the results from Table 24 indicate according to Thorndike-

Lorge that 40% of the adjecfives would be familiar to Grade 8 students

‘while 60% would be fami]iar to hjgﬂ;school graduates.  Thus it would seem

justifiable to assume that the se]gcted list of adjectives occur frequently

* in the familiar reading of a university popu]ation, on which this thesis‘

was based, however applicability to other groups, e.g. younger students

and some adult populations:would imply further investigation.
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Additional instructions given in Social Desifabi]ity.Study-~

Forms ‘A and B':
| : !

Rate each word on the 0 to 6 scale as if it were the

only word you had describing a person.
\

- v

For example: L
If you were told a person was agreeable how favorably -

does that word describe a person?

Write all answers in the booklet and fill out the front
: /

sheet (information).



*

76

FORM A

SDS STuDY

AR MorF (cfrc]ﬁ‘one)

NAME

Course L L Date

\

Instructions

Here is a 1ist of pérsonality traits. Think of a pefson'

.as being described by each word and rate the word according to how

much you would like the person. Use ONE of the numbers from 0 to 6 | (

in each case, with 0 being "least favorable or desirable" and 6 being .

"most favorable to desitaﬂ]e". Try to use all the numbers about

equally often. Rate carefully since you have plenty of Fime. Do not
N . }

omit any of the words, there are 100 in this test. Put the number yau

choose in, the blank provided to the left of each word.

L i



10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

FORM A

21.
2.,
23.
2.

-25.

* [

absent-minded i emphatic
anx fous i energetic
artistic fearful
austere fiery
forceful

averaqe-

A formal
blunt frivolous
brisk glamorous
carefree glib
casual hesitant
changeable , idealistic
cocky impartial
complicated impressionable
compulsive .( }ndecisive
conventional ' ( 1nexact.
critical ( inhibited
cynical t ) inoffensive
daydreamer _;__) 43. iirre]jgious

. definite ) .44, leisurely |

demanding ) 45. Tucky
dependent A .i;_) 46. materialistic
dignified K meditaf%ﬁé
discipliped } met{éulous
discriminating - .- mild
dfstractib]e ' . moody
eccentric



FORM A

naive
nonconformist
obedient
obliging
opinionated
orderly
outspokgn
particular
perfectionistic
pers?stent
possessive
preoccupied
proper

quiet

. -rebe]iigus

.  reserved -
rest]e;S'
retfring

sad

satirical >
secretive -
self-conscious
se]ffggnylpg
self-pqssessed.

, 4 7 -
self-satisfied

. Sop isticat?d \

. -withdrawn

Yortan

78

. sentimental

wrewd

'

. stbtle

. “talkative

temperamental
timid
troubled

. A )
unassuming
uncompetative .
undecided

unhappy .

unoriginal

unsuspicious .

wary -

ES w3
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" FORM B, . , ” ,
R ¥

N

SDS STUDY
NAME . ) , M or F (circle one)
IR e e e o o e e - ‘
. 1! ‘ '
Course ) L ot Date
Iarca - N ‘ e e e ':——q
l\ﬁ } / )
3&; _ InstPictions

Here 15 a 11st of persona11ty trajts Th1nk of a person as:
o‘;-

being described by each word ‘and - race the word accordlng to how much

you would like the person Lse ONE of the numbers from 0 to 6 in each |
case, %1th Q be1ng “least favorab]e or des1rab1e“ and 6 be1ng “most
favorab]e or des1rab]e“ Tny to use a]] the numbers about equa]]y of -
ten. Ra € carefu]]y since yoy have p]enty of t1me Do not omlt any of )
tp@ words, there are 100 in this’ test. Put the number you choose An the

/

blank provided to the. left of each word. , : o Y
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FORM B
A S ’~ ;
() 1. aggressive . () 26, excitable .
() 2. argumentative_ (__) 27. fashionable |
) i(»___)‘ 3. as%ertive B o () 28. fierce
() 4 'autﬁoritat%ve () 29. flirtatious
\‘,"Q(M.) 5. baé'hf\l;]" () 30. forgetful:
). 6. .ﬁcguiescent' | ~ () 31. forward Y
() 7. caTcullal_tjng () 32. gullible
_ () 53.\ céréfu] . () 33. high-strung
- (’_*.) 9 cautious : ‘ () 34 ‘inm(‘dest |
(__) 10. choosy “ ‘ () 35. 1mpract1"ca]
(__) 11. ggontrolied o) | 36. fmpu]sjve
() 12. coy’ ' () 37. indifferent
. () 13. ~ consef\)ative @? (). 38. .inexperie;néed
() 14. crafty ‘ () 39. innocent
) cunm'.ng ‘ () 40. intense
‘daring (__) 41. jaunty
defénsivé () 42. : lonely
detiberative . () 43. mathematical -
demonstrative.. (L) 44. meek 1
dgvpat ' . (. ) 45. methodical s .
diréqt . ' v (__f)‘ 46~. moder,;'ate A ‘
&isconténtgq - L | (____) 47. -,mo.ra‘li‘f‘stfic i
. .',.4diss‘va'tisf1‘;‘éc‘i L (,___) 48. 'nonctpalar}ut” e
dog@é’q- o , ) b Y ‘

;’-“\ _ B _x'- . . .



(X

()
()
()
()
()
()
(_.)
()
()
()
()
()
()
)
()
()
()
.
()
()
)
("
()
:Q'K;;;,)
)

51. ‘old—fashioned
52. opportunist

53. ordinary

54. painstaking
55~, passive

56. persuasive

57. philosophical
58. precise '
59. prideful

60.v protectivg‘

61. prudent

62, radical

63. rgligious

64. r'es;grged

65. restrained

66.- rftua]istic
67. sarcastic .
68. :éc%entific

69. self-concerned
}O. sé]f—critica]
71. géTf~induigent
72. self;righteouiii
73. sensitive

74. serigué“ :

75. shy .

)
()

(__)

)

()

()

()

()

(9

()
()
e
()

()

:(A”J

()

()

()

()
)

-

gt
Bl
)
()

76.
77.
78.
79.
80.
8l.
82.
83.
84.
85.
86.
'

87.
88.

89.
© 90.

91.

92..
. 93.

94,

silly
sociable

soft-hearted -

somber

stern e
L.

stubborn

studious
submissive
suggestible

teetotaler

tense

tough
unadveqturous
unbeoding
uncu]tu;ed
unQracefu}

unhurried *

‘unpredictable '

unpopular

.95, lggshékeéb1e

96.

97.
98.

99.
100.

unsystematic
willful
wordy
worrier.'

worldly

81
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A
§ N
Meaningfulness Study
. _ - ‘
Name o L Mor'F (circle one)
Course . L . Date
' ’ Instructions
- . . . R | ‘o n {
Here is a list of personal1ty~tra1t words. In order to assess :
the meaningfulness of each.word, you are to rate the word on a f1ve point
scale, in relation to how eas 1t wou]d be for you to use the word as
a persona]ify description df an actua person known to you. Use ggg
of the numbers from‘O“to’4Ein‘each~ca§e. The follohing gives %'depcrip~
tionf ealh point on thé scale.
0 "I have almost no idea of the mean1ng of th1s word. " -
1 "1 have a sl1ght understandlng of the mean1ng of this
T word. " B - '
2 "I hagp a moderate understanding of the meaning of this™
,overdt L - .
.%? ‘ 3. "I have a reasonab1y clear understandlng of the mean1ng
of thlS word L ’
) N - R . ,’
4 "I have a very clear and def1n1te uhS%rstand1ng of the 53
, mean1ng of th1s,wqrd," 2 ' | .
‘ ‘ v ‘L"' ‘ ' " Sy
, Do not om1t any of the words, tnere are 200 words in th]S
.
‘list Put the number you choose in the«bTank prov1ded to the left of ‘
rd - *‘vf_ A k o E. , . ‘ g
each wﬂ T f o "f ‘L



g

(

(

(

(_#_)“‘il. cocky
( .

(

(__) 1. ahsent-minded
() =2 ‘anxicuc

(__) 3. artistic
() 4. ausce}e ;

(" ) . average‘

( ) 6. blunt
() 7. brisk -~
) 8. carefree

) 9. casual

(__) 14.  conventiona}
() 15. critical
() ygf ‘cynical

(__) 17. daydreamer

) 18. defiqite
) 19. demanding
)

) 2l.  dignitied

~ 25, eccentric

/!

b
I &

) 10. changeabTe

) 12. complicated

) 13. compulsive

20.. dependent

22. disciplined
23. discriminating

)
)
) o8, c%stractiblé
)

26. emphatic

27. engrgccic’
28, fearful

29, 'fiecy

30. forceful *

31. formal

32j frivo]bus

33. glamorous

34. glib

35. hesitant

36. idealistic

37., impartial
‘ 58. impressfonab]e

39. indecisive

40 1inexact

I

- 417 inhibited

42. 1inoffensive

43¢ irreligious

44. leisurely

- 45. '1ucky_

467 ~materialistic

47. meditative

48.., meticulous - -

49. mild-
50. moody

84
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51.

52,
53.

54..

+ 55,

56.
57.
58.
5.

60.

AJ

. possessive

naiv
nonconformist
, |
obedient
obl1iging
opinionated
order]y
oq}spoken
paflicu]ar»{f
perfectionistic
persistenf

»

preoccupied
proper |
'quigt
rebellious

reserved

. r st1ess

r tirjhg

sad

__satirical

secretive

A
self-conscious
self-denying

se]f—poﬁseséed‘ ¢

»se1¥<fatisfigd'

.
r

. unskilled

-wary

.l‘

. unromantic

unsuspicious -

wffhdrawn -

-

. sentimental.
() 77. Shrewd
(__) 78. silent
(") 79. skeptical
) 80. sophistic#ted
() 81. sbft~spoken
(i__) 1 82 spénaihrift
_(,_;) 83. strict
(#L_) 84. suave -"/;;f’“
() 85. gubtle. .
- () 86. talkative
, .(_*_). 87: temperamental
() 8. timid ~°
() 39. troubled e
() 900 !unASSUming
(_;_) 91. uncombetative
) 2N undedi_d"ed {;l
> ) 93. uphappy. .
) l94- unorigfnél'
,(Jshl\\g?. uanised‘

85



. 108

116.

101.
102.
103.

-

. 104.,

105.

106

107.

"

109.!
110.

111.

112.
lf%q

114,

115.

117.

118.

120.

121
- 122,
”‘QZj;
. 1284..
125

hed

aggreSSive\
argumeptative

assertive
R
¥ oA

authoritative

~ bashful

acquiescent,

B

calculating

Caréfu]
cautious

choosy

~controlled

coy
conservative
crafty

cunni ng.v .

_ daring

- defensive

de]iberétive

'119. defonstrative
o e
‘deyout

\

direct

.digbqnten{éa .
o

, . l L
dissatisfied

‘dogged, . -

emOtionaIN"
b o
o 5
! a g

o

. f‘q

(__:) 7138, inéKPerienced,_ 3:
‘Jk‘*vj :39. ‘1nnocen£ : o
' L"—) &40‘> intehée W
() 541 : jgynty -
(__~)"14Z 10h91y .ﬁ" .
() 183 m5them$£iCajgxi |
) -,"méék‘/ y
) 145 m?tb'dica1‘u "
) e, 609‘ i .

| 150. . objective

!
excitable ¥
'faShidﬁab]e,

f] erée

. flirtatious

forgetful
forward
gillibid -

high-strung

, immodes't

.

impractical
‘V‘ \
impulsive

indifferent

mgralistic

SVARRE
../nonchalant

.‘#norma].;

4

j
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N R ‘ !
(_.) 151. pld-fashioned () 176
() 152, opb;rtunist ' ()
() -153. ordinaty " ey (fﬂ_) 178
() 154, painstaking Voo ()79

« (__) 155. passive ' T ‘(_‘__) :180
(_.) 156. persuasive . ( ) 18
(__) 157, philosophic&] ( ) 182
() i58. precise () i83
() 159. -prideful () 184
(_T:) 160. proteltive () 185
(j__)\ 161. prudent () 186

{ (- ) 162. radical (“y;) 187
(__) 163. religious ~ ) T () 18§
(__) 164, resigned . ) 189
(__) 1%5: kréstrained ( ) 190
() 166. ritualistic (__‘)‘191
() 16;. ‘sarcastic () 192
(__) 168. scientific , () 193

() 169. self-c cgrned () 194
(_) 170. self-critical (__) 195
(__) 171., self-indulgent (__) 196
() ,172. sdf-righteous (;__)— 197
(__) 173. sensitive ‘ () 198
(__) 174, serious ' B () 199
() 175" shy (_) 200

e EwoFTEST .

/
silly
sociable
soft-hearted
somber

stern

. . stubborn

studious
'submissive

Sugbestible

.e teetotaler

tense

~

. ltough
. _unadventurous
. unbending

.. uncultured

ungrdbefu]q
unhurried
unpredictaQJe
unpopular f
unshakeable

unsystematic

. willful

wordy

. worrier

worldly
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