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ARSTRACT

This «tudy attempted to determine whether 1(‘ft~h<md(.wi and
riyht-handed individuals could bo found to differ in t);ir
personality orgenisation on thp.hasis of thovcun(ept of a” ective
paychological differentiation.

Ciohty-four undergraduate university males and females were
'hoted.  Subjects were assigned to one of four groubs_on the b is.
of ~x and their <cores on the Fdinbgrgh Handodnnsstnvontory.
There were 22 left-handed females, 21.left-handed males, 21 right-
handed males and 20 right—hgngga\fem§1es.

A modified form of Jourard and Lasdkow's Self-Disclosure
Questionnai?e was utilized to assess the extent of affective
psycho1ogica1'differentiation. Additional péréonality measures,
proposed as correlates of affective differentiation, incTﬂded&
self-acceptance (measured by Berger's [xpf%ésed Acceptance of Self
Scale), extraversion and neuroticism “measured by the fysenck Per-
sonality Inventory)rand locus of contro} (measured bvaotter's
I-£ Séa]e). Additional data with regard to inté11igence, ége,
birth position, fémi]y éize, socioeconomic status and rural/urban
residence was acquired.

Ana]ysﬁs of variance,procedufes were conducted on ea&h of
the main hypotheses. -No significanf differencos were found .to -
exist on any of the scales with regard to handedness, §1th6ugh
significant sex differences were apparent in the extent of se]f-
disclosure to others, female subjects scoring higher. Sighificant

v



interaction effects were obtained in the :jKﬂF;ur«'sf Tocus of central,
rural/urban residence and <ociovconomic index.

Several poxsib]ofoxp]nndtions tor the findings were hypothesized
and discusced. In particular, issues were raiced reaarding the
adequacy of <elf-disclosure as a viable measure of affective
ditferentiation. The author concluded that fufther resoarch s
necessary to dusess the‘fmpact that social class and diffefring

parenting stvles have upon the development of-personality in the

left-handed i dividual.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT ION

Tntroduptjon to the Study

The phenomenon of 1eft—handedneés in man has been evident from
the beginninqs of reeorded history. "Sinistrals" (the scientific
term denoting dominant left- handers) comprise a very small and unique
cegment of society, commonly cons1dered approx1mate1y ten percent
The interest shown by scientists in th1s phcnomenon has arisen, in
part, due to a persistent and re]at%ve]y unchanging proportion through-
out severa1 centuries. ' ' .

The 1nvest1gat1ons of sc1ent1sts and theoret1c1ans have not led
to a s1ng1e, unitary theory of sinistrality. In fact, contained
within the literature are many different causal explanations rang1ng
from the rankest of conjecture to the mos”® empirica]]y and scienti-.
fically scund (Wi]e, 1934; Barsley, 1967; Gardner 1964; Burt, 19613

t

Herron, 1976).

- Unfortunately, even todqy,‘scientists are not in full agreement
regard1ng the genes1s of hand preference. One commonly held view has
been that left- handedness is patho]oglca1 (Buet, 1961). That %s,
in view of the fact that»90 percent or more of society dseright— |
handed, right-handedness is normative and proper; left-handedness
therefore is a deviation from the horm. Operat%ng from such a frame
; of reference, many researchers have tried to explain the factors
which prevent s1n1stra1 individuals from deve10p1ng norma]]y into

right-handers. Research 1n this past century with the mentally

]
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retarded and the educationally disabled has done much to fuel the fires

of these theoreticians, for frequent]y, a disproportionately large number

of. handicapped youngsters have di iayed Teft-handedness. Inasmuch

as these youhgsters manifest soﬁe form of neurological dysfunction, the

appearance of left-handedness has become associated as one of the more

overt signs of brain damage (Burt, 1967; Bakan, 19715 Herron, 1976).
Todéy, the most cursory review of the literature reveals voluminous

material which relates the maﬁifestation of left-handedness to a

variety of neurological anomalies. 1In view of this vast amount of

research into the intellective and cognitive aspects of differiﬁg manual

dohinance, it is surprising to note the dearth of.investigation in

print dealing with the psycho]ogy‘of left—handedness. Yet an equally

viab]e‘topic for investiéation is the impact of being left-handed in .

a society designed and adapted for the right-handed majority.

Nature of the Study

It is the intent of this thesis to investi@ate‘whether sinistrals -
do differ'psychoiogica]]y and emotionally from their dextral counter-
parts. This study is uﬁdertaken for two reasons: firstly, as noted,
examination into the psychology of 1eftehandedness has been minimal;
secondiy, there afe confusing and contradictory fihdings in the few

v

studies that have appeared.

Overview of the Study

In Chapter II of this study, a review of the related 11terature
prov1des evidence of the manner in which 1eft handedness has been

defined histu.ically, as avsymbo] of the impious and irreverent

l;



blasphemer and'psycho]ogically, as a consequence of an aberrant per-
sonality. - The ways in which many cd]tures and societies interpret
sinistrality is discussed. It will be seen that a well-entrenched
social and cultural bias exists agajnst the use of the left hand
even to the present day.

Chapter T1I presents a theoretical basis upon which/deft-.
handed persons might be expected to-differ from right-handers as a
consequence of d]fferent1a] soc1a11zat1on practices and Chapter IV
prov1des five d1rect1ona] hypotheses which have been formu]ated
~to test the adaptive changes in the organization of personality that
wou ld be predicted as a result. ‘Chapteer details the assessment
procedures, the. instruments utilized and the method of analysis of
the data.- Chapter VI presents the results of the research and

Chapter VII is a discussion of the implications of these findings

for the personality of the 1eft—hander.

Limitations of the Study
This study, as or1g1na11y designed proposed to set a precedent
in research in this area by assess1ng both s1n1stra1s and dextra1s
of both sexes across for foyr age groups from lower e]ementary to
adult. This was intended to reveal whether any d1fferences would
appear stable over time as well as from one sex to another Unfortunate]y,
the exigencies of time and financing have precluded such an 1nvest1gat1on
Part1a11y due to the ava11ab111ty of and access1b111ty to 1arge groups,
the study has been restr1cted to the un1vers1ty setting as being the

most expedient.

—ar —— -
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CHAPTER 11

RELATED LITERATURE

. Oraanization and Overview
In the sections_that follow, a report of the investigation into
rausal explanations of ;inistraiity is pﬁosented. The first detai]s
how historYcally, left-handedness has been vinwed from Biblical times
Lfonvara. The second reveals how scientists have attempted to account
for the éppearance of sinistrality as a nsycholoaical anomaly. In the
concluding se&tiOn, further evidence is presented which serves to

demonstrate fhat the manifestation of 1éft—handedness continues to he

"reaarded in a neaative -context in many different societies.

2. Historical Interpretations of Left-Handedness

A. The Coming of the Bronze Age
Blau (194F), Hécaen and Ajuriaauerra (1Q§43, Linksz (1973), Barsley

(1967) and fRardner (1964), all make reference to this theory which
propdses that, in Paleolithic times (roughly 100,50ﬁ years B.C.) a
culture existed which was predominantly encaged in activities such.as
huntina, fiéhind and in the gathering of wild plants and berries. . The
stone'tooisruséd weré simple an& each individual is assumed to have,
used‘these tools at his convenience without any form of social |
convention. Men we%e assumed ambi]atérai,'or able t6 use both hands
equally wei]_(or, eqﬁai]y clumsy). In_Neoiiinc times, when stoné
kniies began to aﬁpear, their constructionirevea]edvtﬁat the implements

were intended for unilateral use, but no one consistent side was

evident. The decisioh appears 'to have been hased upon chance or

3

4



accident. With the comina of the Bronze Aae (rouchly 3,000 years B.C.S
man learned how to smelt copper and to add tin to it to make bronze.

The precision and ;omp]oxity of the tools increased and, as tools came
to be desiqned,fér Qse in one hand over the other, it became necessary
for the owner of the too] to use it in the same way as its crafter had
made it. Manual ‘nwlfercnce was born and it is presumed to have passed

throuqh the m119nn1a by means of social rules and other customs.

B. Primitive Warfare Theory

Clark (1957), Gardner (1964), Rarsley (]067) and Linksz (1973),.
note that Thomas Carlyle (1795 - 1881) is considered the father of
this theory. Linksz' contemporary view regarding the aenesis
,Of hand preference can be traced directly haci to;Car1y1e. ‘Apparently
Carlyle elaborated on this theory after contracting a disease in his
right arm in his 75th year neceSsitating‘thé enforced use of his Jeft
arm and hand. Essentially, Carlyle éonsidered ‘that the riah£ hand was”
the hand of aﬁqreésion It was the hand that he]d the sword, stick or
kn1fe, while the Teft hand held a shield over the heart for protect1on
Right-handedness then predominated for the law of Natura1 Selection
resu]ted in. left-handers rapidly fa111nq 1nto the minority, That is, in
- that their shields 1ef£ their hearts uncovered to aggressive atﬁack,
most became exterminated. Clark (1957) squésts that this theory is .
inadequate for an attack and injury to the Tiver (not protected in
either warrior) might equally prove féta1' Later qenetic stud1es
which compr1sed the bulk of study into left-handedness have debunked

this theory as being Tittle more than an historic cur1os1ty
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C. Plato and Aristotle

Plato considered man to be natura]]y ambilateral, hﬁt that fdﬁlty
parenting caused one hand (the Ifo) to lose its natural ability and
to wither. OF this, Plato has written:

In the use of the hand we are; as it were, maimed by the

folly of nurses and mothers for althouah our several limbs

are, by nature, balanced, we create a difference in them

by habit (Plato, Book VII, Laws) .

Handedness was unknowingfy fostere<r1n the infant by the manner in
wﬁich the mother held it in her arﬁs. Fgr Plato, the mother was
thought to hold the infant in her stronger arm--the right--and the
chi]d'srright arm would be then %ree to exercise while them]eftqwas
restricted égainst the mother's bédy. Blau (1946) notes thdt any close
examination of motﬁer-chf}d behaviour reveals that right-handed mothers
typically hold their infants in their left arms so that their more
proficient right arms may tend to the child. This beina so, if Plato's
theoryvis‘assumed cor}ect, then each second qeneration should be
predominantly left-handed. | |

Ariciotle, in contradistinction to Plato, maintained that

pre’oence for tHe right was a cosmic principle. For example, Aristotle -

referred to the preference of the crab to use the larger, more agile

right'pinceg, nd h~ saw, in the drawings of Early Man, a cOnsjstent
nreference 1. nt hand in their artwork, a]tﬁouqh Barsley
(1967) would -r ha11ehqe this last point today.

D. The “ibi o e

Many authors i c1 (1957 “ardner (1964), Barsley (1967),
Hécaen and A uriaguc: = ) Linke  (1973) make referencé to

the Israelite tribe »f ¢ .« “~ who:



were numbered at that time out of the cities twgnty and six
thousand men that drew sword....Amona these people there were
seven hundred chosen men left- handed, every one could sling
stones at a hair's breadth, and not miss (N1d Testament,

Judges 20:15, 16). '

Clark (1957) notes that in the Bible this is the first reference
made to Teft-handed people. Some theorists propose that left-handed
persons today'are descended from the members of the tribe of Benjamin.
The story of Fhud, a RBenjamite warrior, and "a man left-handed"
renowned ahong his peopie for his exploits on their behalf, ix(?ﬁe of
very few positive references made to 1eft—handedness.

According to scripiure, Eﬁud had been sent by God to free his
‘ peop]e; the Benjamite tribe, from 18 years of en§1avemént at the hands
of the Moab tribe Fhud, requesting an audienee with the King of
Moab, carried a 1ona sword strapped to his body beneath his clothina
on' the opposite side of the hody thgt Weapons weré usually worn. As
the story aqoes, because of this, the King's quards did not detect the
weapon when Ehud was searched prior to hisvaudience with the King.
Fhud thén saw the king, killed him (with his 1eft~5and), escaped and
subsequently led his people to victory and to freedom from the Moabs.

Elsewhere in the Bible, however, some 16NN references.are made to
the left-handedness (Barsley, 1967), each with a negative connotation.
The righk: was‘associated with faith, goodness and lack of sin. The
following words, taken from the Book of St Matthew, Chapter XXV
reveal:

~ Then shall the King say unto them on h1s right hand,

Come: ye blessed of my Fathers, inherit the Kingdom
prepared for you from the foundation of the wor]d



Then <hall he say also unto them on the left hand,

Depart from me ye cursed into everlasting fire,

prepared for the devil and his anqgels... and these

shall ao away into everlasting punishment; but the

righteous into Tife eternal.
The belief that the right represents good, and the left, the evil,
impure and sacreliaious is seen not only in the Bible, but in the
religious customs of many other groups. Robert Hertz (1960) wrote

of the powerful social and reliqgious sanctions placed against the

left and the left-handed. His work will be elaborated in a later

section.

E.  Sunworship or Circumambulation Theory

For Hf]é (1934) man developed not only a preferred hahd, but
a preferred-side. Sunworship, which is considered oné.of the
earliest forms of worship in primitivefmah, involves an instinctua1
turninq toward the source of 1iaht As man's eyes traced the path
of the sun through the sky from left to right, "man faced east,
his anxious eyes following the sun throUgh its course via the south
to its g1orious.extinction in the west" (w11é, 1934, p. 143). Right
movement came to be associated with sanétity and piety.
In.Modieval times, circumambulation theory (or, the notion that the
earth's rofation'around the sun is in a clockwise--rightward--direction)
‘was a deeply held belief esbecia]]yvameng early Scots (Bars]ey,

1967).

~ Motion or progress, in correspondence w1th the sun's apparent
course is accounted natural--perhaps involving a religious
act in following it with the gaze from below. But to move in
the opposite direction, against the course of the sun,
inferred respect for Satan, and became an attribute of
necromancers (Barsley, 1967, p. '54).



Throuahout history, many civilizations have viewed circling
toward the right as a sacred ritual. The contemporary Buddhist's
prayer wheel, the Wheel of Life, revolves from left to right in a
clockwise motion, and the Turks, Muslims and Brahmans all have
rigidly defined religious rites that specify  some form of circling
motion which, in a clockwise direction is sacred, -in a counter-clock-
wise direction, blasphemous and evil.

Concluding how circumambulation associated the left with death,
~evil and other exclusively hegative connotétions, the Count of
Goblet d'Alviella wrote:

When the reqular march of the sun was identified by

circumambulation by the right, it was natural that the

reverse of nature should be associated with the idea
of malign influence and death or evil, like all the
ceremonies of the Liturgy, when they are executed back-
wards....Here then, .is a rite which, devised .by our
distant pre-historic -ancestors is still celebrated
before our eyes in official liturgies and in popular

Customs, after having passed through at-least three
successive religions.” (Barsleyy 1967, p. 58).

™

&

F.. "Vulgar Errors'
"In 1648, an English doctor named Sir Thomas Browne, and a man

reputedly 200 years before his time, published Enqyiries Into Very

Many Receiv'd Tenets and_Commonly Presum'd TRUTHS which examined prove

but VULGAR ERRORS. With regard to 1eft—handedness, Sir Thomas resiéted

the superstitious sunwors' in theory. prevalent at that time. He queried:

" What substance is inere that in that auspicial principle
and fundamental doctrine of Ariolation (fortune-telling)
that the left hand is ominous and that good things do
pass sinistrously upon us because the left-hand of man
respected the right hand of the Gods, which handed thei
favors ‘to'us? (Barsley, 1967, p. 195). :

For Browhe,'neither sunworship, nor what has today been termed



Primitive Warfare Theory made much sense. PRather, Browne
preferred two quite radical explanations. The first was a Centre

of Gravity principle (elaborated by Buchanan some 200 yecars

later); the second was perhaps the earliest reference to a re]ation—;

ship between cerebral dominance and handedness .

Alexander Buchanan (1798 - 1882), professor of Physiology at the
Univeﬁsity of Glasgow, is associated with éach of the%é theories.
The Mechanical theory, first e]aborated.in 1862, held tﬁat when
the child begins to use his Timbs together, he imnediately becomes

~'aware' that theﬁe is a certain mechanical advéntage possessed
by the right sfde. Buchénan did not explain why.this advantaae

came aboutz only that it led to a qgreater development of the muscles

-

‘ Qn‘the right side of the body. In 1877, a modified theory appéared

which.is térmed the Centre of-Gkavity Theory. In this theory,

it is hé]d tﬁat within the organism, certain visceral organs

ar> shifted to the right side of the" body (1iver,'etc.) which
'_Eésentia11y cause the person to "list" to the right side. Iﬁ order
fo offsef this jmbalance the subject must lean more on his left
footefor balance. The rfght foot was then considered té become .
the foot of motion. ,Subsequeﬁt1y,'the right hand came into use
more often because of this centre bflgravity. In this Way,

footedness was thought to determine handedness. Left-handed

10
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persons, ac;ordinq to the theory were those in whom the internal
visceral orqané had been,transposéd to the opposite inne; side of
the body. Ambidexterity was seen as the result when the centre of
aravity was neithef in the right nor the left. Anatomical findinags
have not confirmed Ruchanan's theory.v'Left—handers do not have

transposed viscera.

3. Psycholoaical Theories .

A group of “psycho]oaica]”-tﬁéories havé characterized the left-
handed individual as backward (Bhrt;€7961);'menta11y defective
(Rarsley, 1967), neaativistic and rebellious (Blau, 1946), sickly and
néurotic (Shields, 196?), “"slightly schizophrenic" (Linksz, 1973) or
‘, criminally disposgﬁ (Lombroso, 1903). Each of these theories view
1eft-handedness as a deviance from the ﬁorm; fhat‘being piqht—handedness.
In‘consideration of the poweffu] influence:of society favoring | .
dextrality err-sinistra]ity,‘why is it that some persons pérsist in
remaining left-handed? Each of these authors, maintaining an
environmentalist position, disregard the 1mpact‘of‘géﬁetié inheritance
and subsequently Took within the individual's personality to find the |

answer.

AL Burt
Sir Cyril Burt, én eminent professor 6f Psychology at the Universfty
Qf,Londdn; originally published arwork entitled Ihg}ﬁégﬁygﬁg_QQilg;
in.1937. Burt'svtheory proposes that"édﬁcatidn and socia]jzatioﬁ wi11
normélly train all individuals to use the righf‘hand. ‘Bﬁrt asserts:

. that right—handedness is the norma],'we11Fadjusted type of reaction,
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while left-handedness is a revolt aaainst and completely at varince
with the best interests of the individuai since society is based
upon right~handodnn<s. Allmwing no phvsiolooical hasis for left-
handedness, and dismissing any suagestion that soie hereditary
mecﬁanism may be at work in i* ‘transmission, Rurt's theory 1S a

psycho-patholoaical explanation,

B. Blau
Abram Rlau, professor of Psychiatry at New York 'Ilniversity
College of Meditine, cons idered that .previous epproached to the

subject of preferred laterality have been "seqmental, isolated and

static". Rlau held that: \

N

it 'seems that out of our own special learninas, each
investigator--educator, psychologist, psychiatrist,
neurologist, ueneticist--musters some strong facts |
to his side and cvolves a theory that dovetails best
with his chosen speciality.. (Blau, 1946, p. 5)
Rlau étates,,hOwever{ that there -is no innate hasis for laterality,
rather that it is brouaht out by traininc - d -~ducation. It is
individually acquired and becomes an habitual recponse due to <ncial
conditioning. Sinistrality is considered to be the failure to'hcquire
dextral habits (%ﬁf}norma1 Tearning .process leads to right—handeanES)
and is formed on the hasis of some handicap that interferes with t e
individual's adjustment to one or moré of three essentials of the

learning process.. 'Thus three different types df s}nistra1ity are

possible:

1. Inherent Deficiency. There are those with physical defects and
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of some post-natal tra&mé. In the former group the subject has little
choice but to bécome 1oft~handed if the right is impaired. Cfarlier,
Thomas Carlyle was noted as the originator of the Primitive wérfére i
Theory following the loss of use of his right arm at age 75. The
latter grouping was credated by Blau as studies which appeared after
the turn of the Céntyry found that Teft-handedness was three té four
times higher in schools er mental defectives than in schools for
normals. Blau held that theqe Tatter individuals were more correctly
termed "ambilateral™ rather than left-handed for their limited mentai
powers prevented them from picking up the “generally direct and

tly inherent" cues in the environment leading the~infant to

demonstrate right preference.

2. Ffaulty Fducation. Blau's second explanation éan be described
as a result of faulty education'which hoids that "sinistrality springs
from either an absencé of addequate educationaﬁ opportunities or from.
a direct encouragement of sinistral tendencies" (1946, p. 89). Blau
felt th;t model1ling was important; for example, left-handed parents
more oftén had left-handed children fhan right-handed parents. Also
deft-handad téachers-had been reported as unconsciously influencing .
their students into the use of the left-hand. Next, Blau felt that
parents had-been misled by psycho]ogfsts "of a aenetic persuasion”
who admonished péreﬁts'nOt to force their chi]d}en into right-
haf%dedness if they evidenced a preferehce for the left-hand, for'thére
would be grave imp]ications for twisted personality deve]opmeﬁt

otherwise: _ —
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(

(These) authorities claimed that the child should be left
free--as if this were possible--to choose the side for
himself, so that the "instinctive dominance" would thus
be allowed to emerge unadulterated by outside influence
(RTau, 1946, p. 90).

:

Rlau could not disagree more with these individuals, writina:

In my opinion there is nothing progressive about this
attitude. It is nealectful, harmful and has tended
to counteract many of the normal cultural influences
of dextrality. - Many over-anxious parents put too
high an estimate on the sigq ificance of the normal
sinistral inclinations durina infancy and go on to
encourage sinistrality. Sinistral tendencies should
really be discouraged and the child trained to adjust
himself to this right-handed world. (1946, p. 90)

Related to the above point, ‘Arthur Linksz (1973) maintained
that by permissively allowina the child to develop left-hand preference,
aarents, rather than preventing personality problems, were unwittinaly
creating them for their children who became victimized by the social
bias and prejudices against them. Barsley (1967) sharoé this opinion
writing: “ ‘

to the left-hander, who has to grow up in this world and
become accustomed to it, the prejudice is always present.
The curious eyes which follow a left-hander as he writes
in school or in a post office, or at a hotel desk, or
when sianinag autoqraphs, are unconsciously resenting the
odd boy or odd man out (p. 1).

3. HNeaativism.

This theory stated simply, is that sinistrality is the
nroduct of a contrary attitude on the part of the infant °
»nd younag child. 1In other words, sinistrality is thus a

_ symptom or manifestation of an attitude of. opposition
or negativism along with such other sians as disobedience,
refusal to eat, temper tantrums, rebelliousness, etc.
In place of a wish to comply with the social and cultural
pressures toward the use of the right hand, there exists
an active attitude of opposition or negativism which
manifests itself in the development of sinistrality. It
is though the child says, "Since you want me to use my
right hand, I won't! 1'11 spite ydu by using my left!"
(Blau, 1946, p. 91) S
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Why does the child become neqativistic, vindictive and spiteful?

Negative sinistrality may be explained as a part of an
infantile psychoneurosis characterized by a reaction

of contrariness which is a type of defiance against

a restricting parent or due to other frustraf}ons...
many sinistrals ...{are) characterized by an Jssociation
of negativistic features of a psychoana]yti;qéna1 and
obsessive-compulsive character. Some of t#e out-
~tanding features of this character type are obstinacy,
inordinate cleanliness, parsimony, riaidity, a tendency
to over-intellectualization, self-wilfullness, etc. ' '
(Blau, 1946, p. 122)

Assumina that individuals have both the menta] and physical

capacity to develop dextrality, only a psychological variable such

as emotional negativism can account for persistent left-handednesc

according to Blau. Moreover, negativism neatly explained for Blau,

why twice as many boys were left-handed as coimnared to girls.

more

h

manual superiority, but that social convention ahd custom teaches the

cthd to becoine right-handed. For Ltinksz, however, the child does not

It is also well-known that boys have -a much qrecater
tendency than girls to take an oppositional and
rebellious stand. This can be attributed to our
cultural attitude which, in a child's very ecarly years,
expects and encourages more activity and aagressiveness
from boys and more passivity and submissiveness from
girls.. (1946, p. 71) ‘ > ' :

Other writers support this position and state that dirls beina
”susceptib]e“ to social .conditioning evidence decreased’1eft-

Iness.

C. Linksz
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_Arthur Linksz (1973), like Blau, maintains that there is no i1.nate

‘become Teft-handed because of an intra-psychic "stubborn streak";

Rather it is a result of faulty "too-permissive" education of parents

who have been led to believe that interfering with ”cefebré]_dominénce"
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will cause their child to become disoriented and confused, possibly
becomﬁng a stutterer and dyslexic chiid. Of this point, Gardner
(1964) has written:

Thirty or fouxty years ago, parents were told by

psychologists that all sorts of nervous disorders,

especially stammering, m1ght result if a left-

handed child was taught to use his .right hand for

rating and writing. Not only would the changeover

put a child in a state of emotional stress and

rebellion, but (some“authorities maintained) his

brain would become confused as to which side was

dominant, a confusion that would implicate the
brain's speech centre. (p. 79)

Linksz maintains that what is termed "brain de xue“; "confused
laterality", "faulty egocentric 1oca1izatioh”, "belated development

of hemispheric dominance" in the left-handed child is "sheer induced
schizophrenia". L%nksz holds that parents should not permit the child
fo continue to use .a hand which he coﬁtinua]]y'héars is "not right".
By mistakenly pérmitting the child to continue being Teft—handed,

hé becomes subject to discrimination because of his "handicap", he
evidences a Towered self-concept and becomes a prob1em student as a
result.. Further, greater phoblems‘ensue'if a child is permiited

write 1ef§ihanded than in forcing 'him to change. Linksz believes that

teachers, in their ignorance, only amplify the prbb]ems that a
)

‘Teft-hander experiences. If teachers are to successfully help the

left-handed student's writing, they must be sufficiently trained to

'understand_ihe kinds of problems a left-handed student encounters.

Linksz concludes:

we are not doing any prima facie harm or dawaqe if we

try to redirect a seemingly left-handed child's writing.

We are doing a child an injustice if we let him develop
. into a Jeft-hander if he shows only slight indications

of left choice. We don't have to be so permissive.

We dd not have to be so guilt ridden.

16
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Qur civilization is a civilization of the right hand,

the aggressor hand, and we cannot change that.

(Linksz, 1973, p. 183).

D.- Lombroso

A variety of authors have related left-handedness to delinquent
youth; normal, bright and dull neurotic children; epileptics; the
insane, truant, incorrﬁgib]e; mentally defective; psychopaths and
psychotics (Burt, 1961; Blau, 1946; Gardner, 1964; Shields, 1962;
Bakan, 1971). The notion of the left-handed as a rather scurrilous lot
can be traced back to the 19th century theory espoused by Cesare
Lombroso (1903). Lombroso, an Italian psychiatri<t and noted
criminologist was convinced that a higher proportion of left-handers
were to be found in prisons than.in the general population. He wrote
extensivelycof his view_thaf left-handedness was one of the more
‘prominent degeneracy signs of the "born criminal". Gardner (1964),
in summarizing Lombroso, classifies his theory pseudo-scientific,
but curioﬁs]y goes on to state: ’
before parents .cveloped permissiveness about left-
handedness in children, there may have been many bitter
conflicts between strongly left-handed youngsters and
parents who tried to beat them into the use of their
right hand. It is easy .to understand how such conflicts

might have led to difficulties that would predispose a
person toward crime (p. 85). A ,

4. Cultural Bias |

.Robert Hertz (1960) has carefu]Ty detailed the manner -in which
mahy different sdcjeties have defined cbncepts of left and right as a
‘moral dualism. He;tz was petp1exed as to why, in his time;‘98 per
cent of the population was right-handed and only two percent left-

handed. For Hertz,’a prime ingredient in the explanation of the
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iﬁba]ahce was.g un%versaT dualism or reliaious polarity. DNualism
refers to "the one fundamental opposition (that) dominates‘the
spiritual world of primiti?e men, that (being) between. the sacréd
and the profane" (Hertz, 1960, p. 94). Aécording to Hertz, all

. o) .
men, especially primitives, think in terms of these absolutes:

Certain beinas or objects by virtue of their nature

or by the performance of rites are, as if it were

impreanated withe a special essence which consecrates

them,sets them apart and bestows extraordinary powers

on them, but which then subjects them to a set of rules

and narrow restrictions (Hertz, 1960, p. a4).

Many examples from nature illustrate this fundamental dualism:
-Tight and'dark; day and night; east and south in opposition to west
and north; sky and earth; high and Tow; aood and bad; right and
wrong; strong and weak; active and passive; male and female. Embedded
within this fundamental dua]iém are the religious and cultural
connotations ascribed the right and left. Hertz can trace back in many
societies that the right has come to represent the-'déa of sacred
c-power:

—

reaular and beneficent, the principle of all effective

activity, the source of everything that is good, favorable

and legitimate; for the left, the ambiguous conception

of the profane and the impure, the feeble and incapable

which is also maleficent and drecaded (Hertz, 1960, p. 1n1).
" The Maori for example, believe very strongly that the right side
~1s ‘the sacred side, the seat of gbod and creative powers and ‘the side )
of "Tife and strength". The left conversely is the seat of the profane,
‘possessing disturbing and suspect powers, the side‘bf “death and
weakness“. For the Maori, the preponderance of the rightlhand is

obligatory, imposed by coercion and guaranteed by sanctiops.‘.Contrarily;

a powerful prohibition weighs on the left hand paralysing it.- For fhis
\ -
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socinty, children evidencinq any independent 1of£4handed activity have
their left arm completely bound to teach them not to use it.

For the 'Northern Aﬁerican Indians,” the rfght hand symbolizes . .
bravery, powér and vfri]ity. The Teft represents death, destruction and
burial. The gods are on their right, so they turn to the right to |
bray. As Hertz illustrates from culture to culture, -- the Hindus,
the Celts, the MNew Guinean tribes -- all can be seen to be]ievé the
left hand representative of clumsiness, as somefhing to be despised
\and @ymi]iated:

“whose domain is in a dark énd i11-famed region...whose
powers are occult and illeqitimate, which inspires
terror and repulsion....whose movements are suspect and

. corrupt....A left hand that is _too gifted and agile is
the sian of a nature contrary to right order of a perverse

and devilish disposition: every person left-handed is
~a possible sorcerer, justly to be distrusted (Hertz,'
1960, p. 106). : -
While ﬁany of today{s industrialized societies no longer tonnofe
evil with sinistrality, many of today's.cuétoms ref]éct this heritaae:
the right hands are joined_ﬁn marriagé, the fight hand takes the oath,
cdnc]udes contracts, shakes and’greets dthers, Tends assistance, etc.
In Western Society, right means "correct". In Cermahy, recht means
"Taw" and links mééns "awkward" and "left". - In France, gégébg_ R
means "érooked”, "awkward" and ”1ef£”'and carries‘a similar connofation in
‘Fnglish. Droit in France means "right”, “straight" and "righteous” as
the word qugqhgques in Spain. Zurdas in Spanish refers to "1effwafd”
and the ”wronngay“. In JTtaly, words referring to Teft are stanca |
(fatiguedj, manca (defective) and mancini (evil). ‘Sinister in English,
“refers to "left" and “disastfous‘anq evil thinés. vThe Second Edition of

Webster's ‘New Intérnationa] Dictionaryr.ties-the preferred meanihg of



sinister to the left hand and then moves on to-:

misleading or detrimental. .malicious, prejudicial. .wrong,
as springing from ind1rect1on or ob]1qu1ty, underhand
dishonest; corrupt. .disastrous; injurious; ev11, indicative
of Turking evil or harm, boding covert danaer...ominous.

A "left-handed compliment" is a sarcastic remark; "a daughter of
-~ . ’
the left hand" was once an illicit child; "to give the left hand in
friendship" once meant to be hostile to another; "the Teft hand of

fortune" today still refers to bad Juck (Herron, 1976).

5. Current Research into the Left-handed Personality
As noted earlier, research in%o the psycho]ooy of left-handedness
..has been minimal. Unfortunately, the f1nd1ngs of the research that has
.been done conflict one with the other. The following is a se]ect1on
of some of the studies that are now in print.
‘Young and Knapp (1966) became interested in. the fact that 1eft—.
~handers seemed to suffer d1sadvantages in a world des1aned for r1qht—
handed persons. They noted that there would appear to be def1n1te
preJud1ces against sinistrals and c1te that, in- Italy, for examp]e,
were left- handedness incurs considerable d1sapprova] Teft-handed
chl]dnen are forced to wr1te w1th the1r r1ght hands In America, this
type of overt‘coerc1on is not'cons1dered to occur. Young and Vnapp
therefore queried whether these d1ffer1nq ch11drear1ng pract1ces
would. Tead'to measurab]e personality d1fferences " The researchers‘
tested Ita11an—1mmigrant schoo]chi]dren and Italian- American school-
children in Boston. They found that the Italian- Amer1can ch11dren
whether left or r1ght handed did not d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y 1n any of

<

the measured persona11ty characteristies. For the Ita11an 1mm1grant
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group however, the left and right handers did differ signi: cantly.,
The sinistral youngsters were found to be nore demanding, impatient,
’lsubjective, dependent§3nypochondriacal, hypersensitive and self-
prooccupied;

Finn and Neuringer (1968) attempted to.evaﬁuate the relationship
between left- handedness and oppositional tendencies through the frequency
of reference to the White Space (S) response on the Rorschach
Inkb]ots. Reference to this white--or blank--space is considered by
Rorschach (195;) to be a consistent and reliable indicator of negativism
and oppositﬁona]]y. Oppositionality has been defined as embracing the
concepts : "contrarircess”, "stubbornness", "emotional resistence",
“autonomousnesg” and ”argumentatiVeness”Q(Stein, 1973). Finn and Neuringer
(1968) teeted 30 Teft-handed and right-handed undergraduate psychology
md1es.with the Rorschach and found that the 1eft~handed subjects gane
significantly more "S" responses‘than did the riqhtéhanded samp]e'

Domhoff (1969) a psychoanalyst, noted that many of his dysfunctional
patients ton stor1es wherein reference to the 1eft was frequently made.
They ]a1dvon their left sides while on the couch and had fantas1es and
dneams about injury or oamaée to the left sides of their bodies. Domhoff
' noted that Freud was well aware of the symbo11sm of the Teft and r1ght
(the 1ett connoting fem1n1n1ty passivity and weakness)

Interest]ng1y, Domhoff found that as his clients 1mproved in therapy,
they began to lay on their right s1des more frequently while on the psycho-
analytic couch, and references to-the left-in their fantasies and dreams
ceased. Notino the clearly detined moral and religious dualism at ached

'to;right and left as seen in anthropo]ogfcal studies, Domhoff endedvoured

PERNG

NP
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to determine whether "civilized America” maintained this belief.

Administration of Osgood's Semantic Differential (0Osgood, 1952) to 158

w

university undergraduate men and women revealed that the left is con-
sistently regarded in a negative context. Domhoff concludes that the
nanifestdtion of left-handedness is symbolic of an unresolved Oedipal
complex.

Etaugh (1972) assessed 89 male and female college students with
Cattell's 16PF (Cattell, Saunders and Stice, 1950) to determi
whether any personality correlates could be associated With le 'ad-
ness. Initially, 550 students were administered a 14-item panerr'ndw
pencil handedness preference qdestionnaite developed by.Crovitz and
Zener (]962).: Etaugh's results revealed that dominant Jeft-handers,

as identified by the handedness questionnaire, scored significantiy

the 16PF's Factors L and B respectively. The value of her ]atter findingi
is equivocal however, in view of ‘reports by Wittner (1971), Adock and

Webberly (1971) and Bouchard (1972) who note that Cattell's Factor B

 does not correlate well with any other recognized tests of mental ability.

Arbet {1973) conSidered that strongiy estabiished laterality,
whether right or 1eft ‘was indicative of superior brain functioning when
compared-to ambilateral indiViduais.’ His research revealed that low-
manuals were more anxious, mentaiiy siower and more inttdverteddtnan high.
manuals (either right or 1eft) In addition, strongly pronounced Teft-
handers ‘were more easily frustrated and neurotic than strongly pronounced
right—handers Arbet accounts for this 1atter finding as the result of

differentia1 adaptation to the environment of right and ieft handers.

/
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Kovac (1972) tested 85 male and female Czech Lniversity students

with Eysenck's Personality Inventory (EPI). (Eysenck and Eysenck,

1968) and the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Sca]el(MAS) (Taylor, 1953).

The left énd right-handed subjects had initially been selected for
assessment‘oh the basis of Kovac's Overall Lateral Preference Test

Kovac and Horkovic (1970a, 1970b). Both right and left-handed

females were found to be significantly more neurotic-and anxious than

the males. And, as a total group, theA1eft-handers wére found to be

more neurot{c énd ankious than the right-handers. Kovac and Brezina
(1973) subsequently tested 578 male and fema]e Slovak schoolchildren,
ranging in age from']O to 15 years. The administration of the Junior
Eysenck Personé]ity Inventory (JEPI) (Eysenck, 1963) and thé Taylor
Man{fest Anxiety Sca]é,(MAS) revealed heuroticism to be highest in strong
left-handers and Towest in strong rigthhanders; anxiety to be h%ghest -
in strong 1eft—handérs and lowest in strong right-handers. Both |
right and Teft-handed gir]s were found tolbe significant]ynhigher’in
‘neuroticism and anxjety than any-of the males. > ,

Final{y, Stein (1973) investigated whet??r left-handers could be
differentiated from rightehande?s in their mode of adaptation to soéiety
"~ and their phys{ca1 environment based_upon-Whité‘s.gg@gg}gggg,(white,

1959) and Shapirfo's style (Shapiro, 1965). Stein identified 20 male
Teft and riéht-handed vo]Untpers on the basis 6f Harris' Tests of
.Laterai Dominance (Harrif,‘]958).\ He administered Gough's Adjective
Chetk]ist (Gough and Heilbrun, 1965) to assess self-concept, the 2
Réréchach to test negativism and oppositiona]ity and a_modif%ed"Thematic

Apperception Test (Murray, 1943) to-asSéss'whether left-handers
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and right handers differ in their tendency to compensate for a phfsica]v
defect. Multiple Eorre]ation analysis revealed that Pereoné]ity
differences did e*ist between the two groups. 06 the self-concept
nwasure, 1éft—hahder5 rated themselves significantly higher on |
autonomy than right-handers; on the negativism measure, left-handers
scored significantly higher on two;thirds of the items; and riqht-
handers were fouhd to be significantly kigher than ]eft—handefs in
their tendency to compensate for a physical defect. Stein conq?uded
that sinistrals experience more intense challenges to their competence
and autonomy than dextrals and therefore respond with éubt]e adaptive
and measurable personé]ity chénges. Stein considered that there may
be more pe%sonaTity variab]es‘which may be incorporated into.the ’

left-handed personality style.
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CHAPTER 111

PSYCHNLOGICAL DIFFERENTIATINN -

Description
In 1948 re1nz Werner elaborated a theory of menta1 or cognitive
oeve1opment which has been termed d]ffereQ§uUUon Heinz Werner
. recognized the stronq influence on gestalt psycho1oqy in his
"organismic-holistic" approachvto cognitive development which neces-
sitated an examinotion of the organism within its vital field or
Umwe]t\ Unique to Werner's theory however, was that cogn1i1on was
'genet1oa11y determined, and secondly, that an important te1eo]og1ca1
aspect was evident. Werner,-adapting Kantian philosophy, formulated
'his ”orthogenetic princip]e“ —.a central theme to his theory Here,-
it is considered that wherever a deve]opmenta] progression occurs, it
proceeds from a relative lack of d1fferent1at1on to a state of
1ncreas1nq d1fferent1at1on, art1cu1at1on and h1erdrch1c 1nteQrat1on
As differentiation occurs, there is. considered to be an order1ng,.
lqroup1nq and. centra11zat1on of act1v1t1es uh1ch result in a decrease
in independent parts of the system, hence an increasing subord1nat1on‘
Werner considered differentiation eo occur a]ong_fjve

dimensTons: | ]

“ from the oyncretic to the disérete

- from the difque to ehe articulate
- from the rndefinite to the definite

- from the rigid to the flexible

- from the labile to the stable

- 25



F09 WErner, cogn1t1ve funct1on1ng was thought to occur on
»

qua]1t4'1ve]y d1fferent yet funct1ona]?y analogous ]eve1s (ar
processedN. He set forth what he considered to be his main tasks:

- to grasp the characteristic patterns of each genetlc
1eve1 and the structure pecu]]ar to it

- to estab1lsh the genetic relationship between these
fevels and the dlrect1on of deve]opment

,

He caut1oned aga1nst y1ew1ng the Former, or previous Jevels as.

incomplete forms of later cogn1t1ve functioning. For Werner, each
level had a definite form and integrity at its own level. Each
genetic 1eve1 or. analogous - process was considered as perm1tt1ng

- relationships with the Unwelten in one of the three wayé

1. Relationship on éﬁ§eﬂ§pfj;¢pﬁpr;Jeygl. At fﬁis level .
_cognition is based upon dn undifferentiated g1e5a1 type&of awarenees
of re1ations en1y. S Its menfa]vactivity is charactefizedjby syncretic
"‘diffusioh, syneesthesia, animism and mabic. '-

2. Relationship on a perceptual ]eyel,f Here, there is an aware-
\&ess wherein the te1§tidn of two parts is based upoh some aspect of
concrete sameness or concrete difference.

3. Rel§§j9n§bjj{jy1 the Tevel of conceptuai abstractibn There
) ‘afe considered to be four ubstages rang1ng from a sensor1 motor type to

K

- a truly comp]ex and non- p1ctor1aL representat1on of some obJect or «,.

t

event. Language is considered to bekan 1mportant element w1th1n th1§
. \ ’ ' +

Tevel.

For Werner, previous levels of ment functioning are'ﬁoF lost, but.
are cOatafned within each'éucceeding 1eve1.‘ Thisﬁjs an 1mpoftént aspect -’
that Piaget, for example, does not make (Piéget, 1952).’ Figure I is a

graphic representation of this principle. - 55
i o
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0inensions of Psychological Diffgrentiation
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Differentiation as a Personality Construct

Herner's théory of djffcrentiatién has becen used primarily within
the perceptual-counitive domain where 1t s cumMon]y reoresented by
the divension of field-de « fenge/field-independence, and referred
to as one variety of coanilive style (8erry, 1974).

Witkin (197N0a) notqg however that there is a c1oar1; evident
anplicability of the theory to the area of affective psychological
functionina and even to So@iaTlre]ationships. . The research of Witkin,
Lowis, Hertzman, Machover, RBretnall-"eissner, and YWapner (1954) and
Witkin, Dyk, Faterson, Goodobpugh and Karp (1962) has identified
three major charécteristicé of the hiahly differentiated individual:

1. field-independence. Articulated versus global cognitive

functioning. An articulated dimension of counitive fanctioninn

is seen:

in a field independent mode of perceiving where parts of

~the field are experienced as discrete from oraanized back-
ground (Witkin, et al, 1962, p. 114). -

2. An articulated body concept. .According to Witkin (1970a)

body concept is the individual's systematic impression of his body's

"cognitive and affective, conscious and unconscious" realms. ‘ &

“Individuals with an articulated bndy concept are seen:

to‘expef?ence their bodies as having definite limits or
~boundaries and the parts within as discrete yet inter-
related and formed into a definite structure (p. 199).

. § . N . N ‘ . -
3. A sense of separate identity as revlected inm more autonomous

jgnggjdgiqg. A "sense of separate identity" is considered an integral

part of the notion of differentiation and imb]ies a feeling of

separateness from others and a minimal reliance on others for guidance

and support -(Rerry, 1974).
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Persons with an articulated cognitive style give évidencc

of a developed sense of separate identity - that is to say,
they have an awareness of needs, feelings, attributes which
they recognize as their own and which they identify as '
distinct from t' ~se of others. 'Sense of separate identity'
implies experit of the self as segregated. It also
implies experience of the self as structured, internal frames
of reference have been formed and are available as guides

for a definition of the self. The less developed sense of
separate identity of persons with a global cognitive style
manifests itself in reliance on external sources for definition
of their attitudes, judgements, sentiments and of their views
of themselves (Berry, 1974, pp. 201-2).

For Berry, some of the main features of a 'sense of separate identity'

include emphasis upon independence, control and reserve. For this

reason Berry (1974) has utilized an inventory of self-disclosure

adapted from Jourard (1971b). Berry (1974).and Berry and Anﬁis

(1974) consider this inventory to bé a usefu] quage of socfo—emotiona]

differentiation. This measure . has been used with several other ‘:

accepted MGasures of cognitive-perceptual differentiafion: Koh's

Block Design Test (Koh, 1919),’Raveﬁ‘s Progressive Matrices (Raven,.1966)

and found to consistently ?orre]ateiposif*ve1y (Berry & Annis, 1974).
Witkin et.al (1962), Maintaij/jﬁpt individuai differences 1in

.
B ., ~ I N
cognitive style can be attributed to differences in the socialization
practices. Further, an individual's Cognifive style may be used to make
s

inferences about the nature of.the socialization utilized in the home

&

a field -dependent cognitive style is likely to-be predominant
in social settings characterized by insistence up6n adherence
to family and social authority and the use of severe or even
harsh sotcialization practices to enforce this conformance.
(Witkin, Price-Williams, Bertini, Christiansen, Oltman, Ramirez
“and Van Meel, 1974, p. 16). ' ' '

.during his rearing:

o~
(e



Whereas,

encouragement of autonomous functioning.as an emphasis

in child rearing is associated with the development

of a more field-independent cognitive style and greater

differentiation...field dependence and Timited differ-

entiation tend to be associated with demand for adherence
to parental authority (Witkin, et al, 1974, p. 13).

Witkin has summarized his thbughts on the main fcatures of psychological
dgifferentiation writing:

It is now our view that the characteristics which make
up the contrasting constellations described may be
conceived as diverse manifestations of more developed
or less developed psychological differentiation. Thus, .
we consider .it more differentiated if, in his perception
of the world the person perceives parts of his field"
as discrete, and the field as structured. We consider
it more differentiated if, in his concept of his body
“the person has a definite sense of the boundaries of the
body and of the interrelation among its narts. We
consider it more differentiated if the porson has a
" feeling of himself as an individual distinct from others,
“and has internalized, developed standards to guide his
view of the worid and of himself. ' consider it more
differentiated if the defenses the person uses are
specialized (Witkin, 1970a, pp.- 206-7).

Relationship to Handedness:

From tHe Titerature, 1t appears that Fhe éonsiétent and predominant
use of the left hand oVer thebright hand predisposes the individual
to a cultural bias, and to ensuing differential societal and familial
5o¢ia1ization experiences which his dextral counterparts do not share.
From the writing o% Witkin et al (1974l'which relates socﬁa]#zation'
practices to psychb1ogica1 differentiation, it is anticipated that
left-handers might.deve1op a stronger sense ﬁf'sepérate identity which
can be a reflection of a higher level of psycﬁo]qg%ca] (soc}o—emotiona]
or affective) differentiation. Witkin et al (1962), as‘the following

passage reveals, haveﬁc]earTy identified the behavioural .expectations



for individuals with a distinct sense of separate identity:

In what observable ways may we expect a sense of
separate identity to manifest itself? We have
considered three categories of behavioural
manifestations from which extent of development
of a sense of separate identity may be inferred.
First, we might anticipate that, on the basis of

_ better developed inner frames of reference, a person
with a developed sense of separate identity would
he capable of functioning with relatively little
need for quidance and support from others. In
contrast, lack of developed sense of separate
identity would foster a need for guidance from
others in many situations. Second, within limits,
we would expect a person with a more developed
sense of separate identity to maintain more firmly
his own direction in the face of contradicting
attitudes, judgements, and values of others. In
dontrast, the person with a limited sense of
separate identity, lacking developed frames of
reference of his own, and so forced to use the
attitudes, judaements and values of others to
define his own, would be more susceptible to
external influences and pressures. Third, we
would expect a person with a well-developed sense -
of separate 1dent1ty to have a rélatively stable

“view of himself in varying social contexts, since
he needs ‘these contexts less for self-definition.
In contrast, instability of self-view would be
‘expected in persons with an underdeveloped sense
of 1dent1ty, precisely because their self-
definition is more dependent upon these external
contexts (Witkin, et al, ]J962, pp. 134-5).

Sunnary Staterent

Preceding sectioné of this work have endeavoured to preéent
information which reveals that the man1festat1on of left- handedness
has occasioned, throughout history, a negat1ve cu]tura] react1on
Cross-culturally in more primitive societies, it can bé seen that
Teft-marual preference is still deeply rooted in re]igiousmﬁygticism.
Ouf culture is considered to still cling toAa less overt form of |
bias agalnst ]eft handedness. .Rather thén.describing left-handed-

ness-as a harbinger of evil, frequent]y 1eft handedness is termed
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”undesirablq“ as 1t is "awkward", "clumsy" or "unnatural”.

- £ fitionally, an éttempt has been made to illustrate that-
socialization practicés have a significant impact updn the incidence
of 1eft—handédnéss in any society, anﬁ that socialization practices
have clear implications for the deve]bpment of psychological
(affective) differentiation. “

It is held that the nature of our societies' -:attitude toward
1eft—handedness Will promote a greater sense of separate identity.
That is to say that the 1eft—handed individual will, in at least one
way, define himself as-possessfngvan attributé which differs from
that of most others. This heightened sense of separate identity
| 1s tonsidered to be a measure of greater affectivé diffefentiation.;
Moréover, following, from the writings of Witkin, et é] (1962),

Berry (1974),15 left-handed individual is expected to be more
independent; reserved; ControT]ed; secuée; self-assured; with Tittle
néed of guidance ana support from others; more stable in his self-
perception; more resolute in His decisions, values and judgements

"in the face of contradictory opinion.
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CHAPTER IV

HYPOTHESES

’Based upon argument presented in the literature, it is
ahticipated that left-handéd individuals will be higher in'affectice
differentiation thaﬁ right-handed individuals. Hypotheses whfch
follow the firsf are based upon the pe?sona]ity traits which are

considered to be concomitants of affective differentiation.

Hypothesis Number I

It is hypothesized that left-handed individoals Qi]1 scofel ,
significantly lTower in self-disclosure than right-handed individuals,
as measured by a modified form of Jqurard’s self-disclosure inventory.

Measures of affective differentiation that have béen utilized,
include the Figure DraWing Test (Witkin, 1970a, 1970b); an Asch- |
type conformity test (Berry, 1967); a modified se]f—diéé]osure
invéntory (Berry. and Annis,‘1?74; Ber%y, 1974); Articulation of
Body Concept (ABC) ;caie (Witkin,.et al, 1974); and Machovers' k1949)
Praw—A—PerSon Test (W%tkin, 1970a). '

Berry's (1974) and Berry & Ahnisf (1974) studies utilizing

a modified self-disclosure inventory have reported that their sé]f—

. disclosure. measure has consﬁstent]y correlated positively with other

measures of cognitive-perceptual differéntiation, such'és the
Embedded Figures Test (EFT) (witkin,‘01tman, Raskin & Karp, 1971).
Avmddified'form’of Jourard's (1971a) se]f—disé]dsﬁre inventory
hés_been selected for use in the present study. The é;a]e.has been .
used extensively wfth’undergraduate uhiversity populations and the

scale is seen as the most appropriate of those available.
| | 33



Hypothesis Number 2
It is hypothesized that left-handed individuals will score

significantly higher in self-acceptance than right-handed
individuals, as measured by Berger's Acceptance of Self Inventory.

Following from studies by Gruenfeld and Weissenberg (1974),
Witkin et al (1962), Stein (1973), it is anticipated that left-
handed individuals should evidence a greater acceptance of self as a
concomitant of heightenéd differentiation.

Berger's (1952) Accehtance of Self-And Others Inventory, has
been examined and 1f'is seen that the scale has been used with and
normed upon college and university pOpu1ations. It js;sufficient]y‘

brief, self-administering and possesses adequate validity and

reliability.

v

Hypothésis Number 3

It is hypdthes1zed that 1eft.handéd'individué1s wiTl score

significantly lower-in extraversion than right-handed individuals,
as measured by the Eysenck Persona11ty Inventory.
- Research done by Crutchf1e1d and Starkweather (1953), Witkin
et al (19543,1962)’ suggestérthat highly differentiated individuéis
are found to be "cold and distan%.With others", "unaware of socia1 
.stimu1us value", "value tognitfve pursuits and are concerned with
philosophical problems" (Crutchfield and Starkweather); ”sﬁow
distance from others and a lack of intérést in and }mpathy for
people" are ”dfstant and‘aTbof; showing a-qua]itY'of emotional
’remoteness" (Witkin, et al, 1962)‘ |

" In contrast g1oba11y d1fferent1ated 1nd1v1dua1slare termed

‘gregarious, affectionate, cons1derate, tactful, and soc1a11y outgoing

(Witkin, et'al, 1962). The studies of Berry (1974) and Berry and

34



Annis (1974) among otHers, confirm the behavioural descriptions

attached to highly ifferentiated and Timitedly differentiated”persons.
Eysenck”and Eysenck (1968) have deScrfbéd the high scorﬁng

indivigals on the E (Extraversion) Scale of the Eysenck Personality
Inventiory (EPI) as ”outgoing, impu]sive,‘ahd_uninhibited; having
ocial contas s and frequeht]y positive participation in group.
vities" (Eysenck and Eysenck, 1968, p. 6).

The introvert is described as:

a quiet sort or .person, introspective, fond of books

rather than people; he is reserved and distant except

to intimate friends. He tends to plan- ahead, "looks

before he leaps", and distrusts the impulse of the

moment. He does not Tike excitement, takes matters of

everyday 1ife with proper seriousness and likes a well-

ordered mode of life.- He keeps his feelings under close
control, seldom behaves.ifi-an aqggressive manner and does

not Tose his temper easilly. He is reliable, somnolent,

pessimistic and places great value on ethical standards
W(Eysenck and Fysenck, 1968, p. 6)

Considerable overlap is evident in fhé’desc;ﬁptidns of
extraverted dnd‘undifferentiated persons; 1ntkoverts-and highly
‘differengiated persons: It%is'therefore proposed that thé Eysenck
* Personality Inventory be employed as an additfona] meésure of”’ 7

affective differentiation in the present study.

Hl~pthes1s Number r 4

It is hypothes1zed that left-handed individuals will score
significantly lower in externality than right-handed individuals,
as imeasured by Rotter's Locus of Control (I-E) Scale.

In 1966, Julian Rotter elaboratéed his theory which states. that
- the extent to which rewérd of reinforcement influences the preceding

behaviour depends upon whether the person perceives the reward as

contingent upon his behaviour or independent of it. In concérdance
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with Soc%a1 Tearning theofy, Rotter maintains that humans differ

in the extent to which they feel that they are in control of the
éQents that they experience in theijr 1ives. MoreoVer, Rotter

contends that'a'variety of personality traits Ean be ascribed to those
.individua]s_who see themselves as primari]y responsible for these

life evenfs, and those individua1s who'féelathat they have no direct
control of.infiuence over their own destinies. .

When a reinforcement is perceived by the subject as
following some action of his own but not being entirely
contingent upon his action, then in our culture it is
typically perceived as the result of lucky chance, fate,
as under the control of powerful others or as unpre- '
dictdble because of the great complexity of the forces
surrounding him....We have Tabelled this a belief in
external control....If the person perceives that the
event 1is contingent upon his ewn behaviour or his own
relatively permanent characteristics, we have termed

J this a belief in internal control (p. 1). 2

Rotter's research into internality and'externality (I—E) or a
is,mbre,common]y'referred, Locus of ControT, has revealed that jpjgﬁggli
-are: .alert to their environment, ski]]fu],Iachfevement—oriented,
resisténf'to subtle manipuTatjon, surer of thencelves, confident that
they"can contro] themselves and their destinies, p]aée.greaté( value
on ski11'and achievement, are better éducated, richér and more readily -
able to QUit'smokingi

. Contrarily, externa1s are defined as doci]e,,suépicious, feeling
contro]]ed and manipulated by the expectations of po&erfu] others,
make judgements on the basis of external»contfngencjes, respect
indiVidua] rights, and display a more lfberating at?itude in inter-
personé] rg]ations-(Rotter, 1966; Janzen and Beeken;v1973).

The type of person defined as an "internal" appéars to possess
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many of the attributes of a highly differentiated person, particularly
with regard to resistance,to.manipu1ation or reliance upon exterﬁé]

sources for definition of attitudes and judgements. In fact, studies

conducted by Crowne and Liverant (]963), Strickland (1962) and Getter
v) and Gore (1962) concur in their findings that high."internal“
indfviduals are more resistant to influence from outside sources.; 
At-the opposite po]e:’exterha]]y oriented persons would appear to
share a number of attributes in common with global, und.ii‘rentiated
erspns, most notably in "outgoingness" and dependency and.re1ianCe
upon the group, or,external source of reference for definition of

personal attitudes and beljefs.

Hypothesis, Number 5

It is hypothesized that left-handed individuals will score
significantly Tow® than right-handed individuals in neurot1c1sm
as measured by the Eysenck Personality Inventory.

A final area that is considered worthy of investigation dea]s with
emotiona1 stability and instabi]ity. A]though the concept of affective
d1fferent1at1on does not permit a.specific d1rect1ona1 1nference about
neuroticism for e1ther B]fferent1ated or und1fferent1ated persons
some logical reasoning will permit one to be made.

In the United States, Stein (1973) has found left-handers to
display a higher level of se]f—accépfante than right—handers. Berry
(f974) haf considered that a highrlevel Qf differentiation consistently
corre]ates negative]y with fee]ings-of stress and marginality. Moreover,
they are described as self- cgnf1dent and surer of themse]ves Inasmuch

Cas self-concept and neuroticism appear to bear ar inverse relationship,

in the present study, 1t can be hypothesized that “*.nly differentiated
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i

individuals, also higher in self-concept, should be lower in néuroticism
and emotional instabil®ty. Eysenck's Persona]ity Inventory (EPI) contains

an "N" (Neurot1c1sm) scale wh1ch has been ut111zed 1n “the present study

/
/

to-measure ‘the extent to wh1ch left-handers and r]ght handers manifest

emotional instability.

Summary of Hypotheses
A‘projected.persona1ity type can be made for both left-handed and

'night—handed indivigna1s which combine the foreyoing hypntheses.

For Left-Handers: It is anticipated that left-handers will demonstrate
a stronger sense of separate identity which, as a manifestation of
greater affective differentiation, can be measured by diminished
willingness to diéc1os¢ oneself tb others., as we]]ras in a lower
extraVeréion score: Left-handers are expected‘tb be higher in thefr
acceptance of themselves, -to feel confident in théir capacity to '
control and to regulate the course and direction of their lives, and

to display a greater level of emotiona]istability.

;

For Right-Hander<: .Dektra1s,.due to differentiai~chia1ization
practices, are not expected to establish as sirong a sense of separate
ident{ty and therefore are anticipated tocbe 1ower>in affective
differentiation. They aré expected to be more w%]]fng to reveal -
themselves to others; to be more outgoing and sociéb]e, less likely

to feel in control of their destinies, 1ower in écceptance of self and
higher in emot1ona1 1ab111ty

Table 1 summar1zes each of the five main hypotheses
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TABLE 1
LIST OF HYPOTHESES

Number _ | Hypothesis

1 . ' - It is hypothesized that left-handed
‘ individuals will score significantly
lower in self-disclosure than right-
' handed individuals, as measured by a
modified form of Jourard's Self-
Disclosure Inventory.

’ 2 - It is hypothesized that left-handed
: individuals will score significantly
higher in self-acceptance than right~
handed . .dividuals, as measured by
Berger's Acceptance of Self Inventory.

3 : - It is hypothesized that Teft-handed
: individuals will score significantly
lower in extraversion than right-handed
individuals, as measured by the Eysenck
Personality Inventory.

4 v - It is hypothesized that left-handed
: individuals will score significantly
“lower in externality than right-handed
individuals, as measured by Rotter's
Locus of Control (I-E) Scale.
5 - It is hypothesized that left-handed
individuals will score significantly
Jower than right-handed individuals in
"neuroticismy as measured by the Eysenck
Personality Inventory.




CHAhTER Vo
REéEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY-

The Sample |

The subjects F;hfﬁh;s study were drawn from a popu]ation of
approximately 800 undergraduate students in four Educational Psychology
classes at the University of A1t -rta invEdmonton, Alberta. Permission
was gained from the .instructors of the foor classes to administer
the Edinborgh Handedness,Inventory at the beginningwof each class.

Prior to the distribution of the qﬁesttonnaire;”each group of
stodents was informed that the researcher wished’to acquire data
regarding the incidenee of 1ett.and right—handedness in undergraooate
rpopu1at1ons and that some subJects wou1d be contacted at a {ater date
to participate in a ‘more deta11ed research project. Students were
then adv1sed regard1ng the cohrect procedure in comp]et1ng the
quest1onna1re to 1nc1ude f1rst names on]y, age, sex and
te]ephone‘hUmber at ch they cou]d be contacted in Edmonton.

Each of the 1eft handed subJects questionnaires was exam1ned
to assure that on]y those who- had. 1nd1cated exc]us1ve 1eft preference
in each of writing, draw1ng, throwing, cutting with sc1ssorsi and
eating%with'a'spoon would be imcluded in-the'secondfbhase of the study.

A total of 95 subjects werevcontacted by tglehhone between January"

28 and 31, 1977, to request their participation in the second phasecotfl

the study.

40 -
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Procedure In Administrat)
L Eighty-four subjefts (21 left-handed males, 22 left-handed females.
21 right-handed males and 20 right-handed females) were seen at the |
.Counse111ng Centre, University of A]berta A1l subjects were interviewed
by the researcher and were placed 1nto either 'a private testing cubicle
or carrel] tQ ‘work undisturbed.
Each'student was then given a teét package. The Otis Mental Ability
‘Teét was fimed for 20 minutes énd then each subjegt was advised to work '
through each of the remaining inventorieé until completed. -
Students initia11y completed the Personal Data Sheet, followed by
the Otis SeTffAdministerfng Test of Mental Abi]ity, the Locus of Control
~'Sc«a]e,‘the Eysenck Personality Inventory, the Self-Acceptance Scale and
the Self-Disclosure Inventory, in that ;rder.. Total time;for_comp1etion

" of the test battery ranged from 45 minutes to 90 minutes, with a mean

near 60 minutes.
e

Students were invited to return to the Counselling Centre”to meet

with the researcher’within,three woeks to discuss the results of the study

if they so wished. o T ;

-

G

Instruments

The section thatff011ows'describes'the instrumenté which have been
se1ected'for utilization in-the test battery. In eachwinstance, a
rat1ona1e is presented for a test's inclusion. One feature common fo*

a11 however, 1s Lhat each has received extensive use within the university

setting, for wh1ch norms are available. o ‘ ) B
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There are considered to be\two’;ain approaches in quantitatively
Qséessing manual dominance. The first is a motor;skijl me thod where
an indivfdua] performs a variety of unimanual actions, often novel
in nature, with the right and the Teft hand-i These tests are timed
and.an index of handedness is calculated based upon the degree of
proficiency of one over the othef.

A second approach is the se]f—repori paper-and-pencil inventory
wheréin examinees indicate which-hand is preferred in a

variety of "habitual everyday acts". An index of .handedness 1is

;ca1cu1ated upon the extent to which an individual prefers to use

one hand over the other in those activities sampled. Maﬁy inventories
have appeared which foi]ow the se]fireport method: Durost (1934);
th] (1936); Wittenborn (1946); Humphrey'&]951);'Annett (1567; 1970) ;
Dusewizc ;}d Kefshner (1969); Hérfis {1958); 01dfield (1971); Provins .

and Cunliffe (1972a; 1972b); Kovac & Horkovic (1970a; 1970b); Crovitz

“and Zener (1962); Raczkowski & Kalat (1974). Of these, only Harris'
A J .

(f§58) Tests of Lateral Dominance, contain sections which test both

~

proficiency and preference.

Oldfield (1971) suggests that motén)skil1 tests are disadvantaged

. . b
by the amount of time required in -individual administration, as wejl

as the biasing effects of age andAséx.

" "He considers thaf'paper—and-penci1 inventories qdequate]y discrim-
inate between individuals who utilize different hands in 9veryday'
activities and he has shown that .the distribution of handedness scores

for motor-skill tests and self-report invehtories differ markedly.

4?2
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[t is the central thesis of this study that a cultural bias is °
assumed to exist against the use of the Teft-hand and it is considered

HEE S
oA

: qt individuals identifying themselves as left-hand dominant will be

ﬂ:e*gqsed to differential cultural and environmental experiences which
will be reflected in differing and measurable personality characteristics.
One confounding variab]e; fiowever, is fhat a significant number of
"left-Teaning" persons do not identify themselves as left-handed but

a§ right-handed. That is, lateral dominance fest FeseaFcheré consistently
find that significant numbers of subjects will identify themse]ves

as exclusively right-handed although objectiVe tes% results reveal mixed

| handedness with a siight manual superiority of fhe.Ieft hand over the ‘
right. The work of researchers at the University of Alberta, eonfirms.
this finding (Annand, 1971; Irvine, 1972). \'

In view of this 1t is proposed that persons who meet the fo110w1ﬁ@
criteria be se]ected for membership in a 1eft handedness test sample:

1. Readily 1dentify’themse]ves as left-hand dominant.

2. Are scen to reflect left-hand dominance in a variety

* of commonly publicly displayed activities such as
»writing, eating with a fork, throwing a ball, etc.

Members will be sought who'cemprise extreme end-opposing ends of the
handedpess continuum. Utilization of motor—speeded tasks_is~eonsidered
Unnecessary as it-Wou]d identify not on]y Teft and right hand‘domfnénts
but the many who fall between those extremes Recogdizing.fﬁat
there are members of this. latter group who would 1dentkfy themselve

onl riy  -handed, their 1nc1us1on in the sample would_on]y serve to

q&“ S confounding wariable.

B



The Edi;Lurgh Handedness Inventory, developed by d]dfie]d (1971)
has been found to meet each of the following criteria:
1. Brief, easily administered to large groups at one time.
2. Diép]aying'acceptab]evre]iahi1ity,
3. Contains test items sampling a var1ety of frequent]y
displayed unimanual activities (for example, using a

knife versus using a tennis racgue t).

4. Handedness based upon se]f report rather than motor-
speeded subtests. :

. The Edinburgh Handedness InVentory (EHI) (Appendix I) consists
of ten items: wr1t1ng, drawing, throw1ng, use of scissors, toothbrush
knife (without fork), spoon, broom (upper hand), str1k1ng a match and
opening a box. Subjects are instructed to Tnd1cate the strength of
their hand breference for each of the ten items by putting one or twc
"ticks' in ‘the appropriate column, or one tick in eachAco1umn if both
hands are used a]ternative]y. The EHI provides a "Laterality
Quotient" (LQ) which can range from +100 (Total Right—Handedness) to
-100 (Total Left—Handeﬂ.ess). Tables 2 and 3 indicate conversion
charts for'transformjng the LateraTity Quotients into deciles
(O]df%e]d, 1971, p. 109).

R. C. 01dfie1d’deve10ped the EHI by adapting 20 items from
“Humphrey's (1951) scale on handedness. 0ldfield's items wérevadmin—
isteredtﬁo 1,128 male and female psychology undergraduate univérsity
rstudents. Subsequent item analysis revea]ed thac ten of the items
could be dropped w1th no apprec1abTe loss in accuracy O]dfie]d
states that the EHI is free of the biasing effects of sex, soc1o—
econom1c stacus, and d1ffer1ng natjonal and cu]tura] backgrounds
Left- dom1nance was 1dent1f1ed 1n 102 of 01dfield's male sample and

in 5.92% of the female samp]e:~ ' _ . -

a5 RN, 5 - i s s
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Table 2
Decile Values: Right

Edinburgh Handedness Inventory
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Table 3
Decile Values: Left

~ Edinburgh Handedness Inventory "
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McMeekah»and Lishman (1974), pub1ished a sfudy'which endeavoured
to ascertain the test-retest re]iabi]ity of thevEdinburgn Handedness
Inventory. Seventy-three subjects - 35 males and 38 feha]es - ranging
in age from 15 to 64 years were tested. The mean time elapsed between

~initial and representat1on was 143 weeks (range 8 to 26 weeks).
;ﬁe11ab111ty coeff1c1ents were calculated for two groups, those w1th
- Laterality Quotients ranging from 0 to +99 (right-handed) and -1 to ,
-99 (1eft—haneed). For the former group a reliability coefficient
of ,75'wds established, and for the latter group .86. |

-\-/
Locus of Control

.Rotter's 1ocus of control concept has been researched in two mein
ways In the f1rst, an exper1menta1 s1tuat1on is established which is
so designed that the test subject will view the rewards offered as
either d1rect1y cont1ngent upon, or 1ndependent of his act1ons
Phares co]or—match1ng,exper1ment (Phares, - Wilson and Klyver, 1971),

46} illustrative of this type of approach..

The second major way of assessing locus of control has been thrbugh
the use of a 29-item forCed—choice scale developed by Rotter-in 1966
(Appendix é). This scale is yery brief (10 minutes), self-administering
and has been used extensively in the university setting at the under- |

graduate level, with males and fema1es.' The test, which_contains six.

| filler items inc]uded to disguise the true intent of the test is scored
to a ma;;mum of 23. Scores £0ward the loWer end are indicative of an
1nterna] or1entat1on and scores approach1ng the higher end of the

4

scale, suggestive of an external orjentat1on.
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The I1-E scale, as'itfis termed,lhas been and continues to be Wide]y
. researched. Rotter has published re]%abi]ity studies which reveal that
the reliability of thé scale, when uéed with undergraduate university
studeﬁts has ranged from .65 to .76 when determined through an internal
cdnsistency method; and from .49 to .83 when a test/retest method was
utilized. | ' | ‘

The test, in its present form would appear to be suitable for
inc]usion‘in the present study as a measure of oﬁe's resistance to
subtle manipulation ana belief in one's ability to direct his own

destiny (which may'é]so be termed a highly differentiqted personality

pe). -

Eyenck Personality Inventory

The Eysenck Persona]ity-lnventory,v(EPI);has been a very wide]y
researched and well-accepted test document sihce its introduction
iﬁ 1963. It is a modified form of the Maudsley Personality Inventory
(MPI) (Eygenck, 1962) and it differs from the Tatter mainly in the
additioﬁ of avLie (L)'scéle. In its present form the EPI measures
tﬁree constfucts: Extraversion, Neuroticism and Lie. Eitraversion
has been defined.és "tHe outgoing, uhinhibited; impu]sive,’aﬁd éociable
inclinations of a person”, and neufoticiém as "the general emotiona1
over-responsiveness, and labiTlity to neurotic breakdown uﬁder'stress"
(Eysenck and Eysenck, 1968, p. 5). Tﬁese twd dimehéjdné are cohsidered
, to be independent and empfrica]]yvhave been found to be‘so (Eysenck E
and Eysenck, 1968). Norms are avai]ab]é for undergréduate,un%versity‘ ;
students, both male and female. Eysenck and Eysenck (1968) report S | |

that the EPI possesses .test/retest reliability of .85 "even after

HONE
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periods of several months" (p. 5). 'Correlations of the test with sex,

age, social class and rural-urban residence have been found to be

nonsignificant.

The factorial'validity'of the EPI has been empirically demonstrétéd

by Bendig (1960) whose analysis of the ear11er Mauds]ey Persona11ty

Inventory (MPI) revealed two factors which he termed “introver§1on5

~ extraversion" and "emotionalit) ". Factor loadings of from .64 to .78

are noted for the MPI neuroticism scaTe, and from .78 to .79 for~the

MPI extraversion scale.

The concurrent validity of the EPI has been established through

correlations-with several other personality measures which have

reVea]ed correlation coefficients of .74 for the IPAT Anxiety Scale

(Cattell and Soheier, 1957) and Eysencks' 'N' scale; -.57 between

-Neuroticism and the 'Time Competence"subscale of Shostrum's (1963)
'Pérsona] Orientation Inventory (POI); .39 between Extraver- -n .and

_the POI's 'Spontaneity' scale. Both the E and N scales havewbeen

found to correlate s1gn1f1cant1y with severa] of the subsca]es of
Gough s (1957) Ca11forn1a Psychological Inventory (CPI); and Meehl's
(1948) M1nnesota Mu1t1phas1c Persona11ty Inventory (MMPI) (Eysenck

and. Eysenck, 1968)

The EPI has been selected for use in the present study due to

_the overlap of persona]1ty tra1ts as noted earlier, as well as.

the f1nd1ng that Kovac (1972), and Kovac and Brezina (1973) have used A

- the sca]e and .its downward scaled version the Junior Eysenck

Personality Inyentory (JEPI) (Eysenck, 1963), successfu]1y~with left

énd right—handedezech popo]ations.
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Acceptance of Self Scale
Berger's (7952) Self-Acceptance Scale originally appeared as a

combination of two forms: Expressed Acceptance of Self and.Expressed

: Acceptance of Others. Acceptance of Self is composed'of 36 items,

and Acceptance of Others of 28 items which have been combined into
one 64 item fest of approximately 30 minutes. FEach of the items is
resnonded to by selecting one of fiVe Likert-type responses.

| In the present study;'the 36 item Expressed Acceptance of Self
Scale nas been se]ected'(Appendix 3). . Berger has defined'self-‘
acceptance based upon the extensive work done by Scheerer (J949).

The self-accepting person is defined as:

1. Relying pkimari]y upon {nterndlized‘values and standards,
rather than on externa1.pressure as a guide for behaviour.

2. Has faith in his capacity to cope with Tife.

3. Assumes responsibility for and accepts the consequences
of his own behaviour. .

4, Accepts praise or criticism from others objectively.

5. Does not attempt to deny or distort any feelings,
- motives, limitations, abilities or favourable qua11t1es
which he sees in h1mse1f but rather accepts all w1thout

self- condemnatwon . ¥

6. Considers h1mse]f a person of .rth dnwén equal plane
with others. '

7. Does not expect others to reject him whether he gives
them any reason to reject him or not.

8. Does not regard himself as totally different from
others, "queer" or generally abnormal in his reactions.

9. -Is not shy or self-conscious (Berger, 1952, pp. 778- 9)
~ Thus, the se]f accepting person can be cons1dered to possess attr1butes

wh1ch have been ascr1bed to those 1nd1v1dua]s,who have'a1so been termed

highly differentiated.
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Berger initia]]y prepared the scale with 47 items on self-
acceptance which wou]d be used in conjunction with a sca]e measuring
acceptance of others. These scales were administered to 200 first
year studentsvinvpsychoiogj and socio]ogy, aged 17 to 45 years.
Foi]owing an item analysis of the top 25 percent and bottom 25 percent,
36 items'were selected which possessed the best discriminating power.
Norms are avai]ab]e for oniversity undergraduates; the test requires
less than 20 minutes to comp]ete‘ )

The re]iabiiity of the Acceptance of Self Scale has been estabiished

by computing matched- ha]f reliabilities and utilizing the Spearman-Brown

formula to estimate whoie—test reiiabiiity. These estimates ware .894_
or greater for the Seif—Acceptance Scale, except for one group
it was .746 (Berger, 1952).

The vaJidity of the se]f-acceptance‘measure was established\by
having twenty subjects write essays about themselves which'were th
scored by four judges. An average statistically significant interco‘re—
lation on the Self- Acceptance Scale and the essaylratings was .897

(Berger, 1952). . -

Self-Disclosure Inventory

The Self-Disclosure Questionnaire eXists in a variety of forms '/
.at present” (Jourard 1971b). As noted eariier, studies by Berry
(1971; 1974) and Berry and_Annis’(1974), have utilized a modified form
of Jourard's (19715) se]f—dist]osure'questjonnaire as a measure of
afrective‘and emotional differentiation The Se]f Disclosure -
Questionnaire as deSigned for. North American university popuiations,

initially appeared as a 60- item se]f—administering paper-and-pencil
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test which requested the examinee to indicate the extent to which
he had discussed and revealed %ﬁ'specified others (mother, father,
‘male friend, female friend)‘ceftain personal information in each
of six areas: Attitudes and Opinions, Tastes and Interests,
Work (or studies), Mozfy, Pgrsona1ity, and Body (Jourard and
Lasakow, 1958). The Sé]f—Disc]osure Inventory does not require
that the test subject reveal personal information on these topics{
rather, the extent to which.he has revealed this to others. Appendix
4 presents the Jourard Séa]e in its ‘modified form for the’present
- study. ‘

Jourérd and Lasakow (]958) first administered the 60-1item
inventory to 70 unmarried whjie;cd11ege students of both sexes.
The responses of each examinee were divided into halves and the
reliability of the inventory éstab]ished through an odd—éven‘ﬁethod,
‘A reliability coefficient of .94 indicated that the examinees were
responding consistently to the_quest1onna1re<;ver‘a1] target persons
-~ and all aépects.ofﬂfhe'se1f. -J0urard’énd Lasakow conclude that the
SéTf—Disc]osure Questionnairé is "a reliable duestionnaére for -the

assessment of sé]f—disc]dsure"' (1958, p. 98).

-Otis_Se]f—Administering,Teét of Mental Ability-Higher Examination -

The Otis Self-Administering Test of Mental Ability-Higher
‘Examination (Otis;.1956)wis designed for high'échoo] students and college
freshmen. It is tssded in four a]terhative forms. A, B, C, D, all of -
_which ére alike ;fieptlfor content. There are a total of 75 items on

the test wh1ch are of mu1t1p]e cho1ce and are designed to sample both

verba] and mathemat1ca1 reasoning. The "Higher Exam1nat1on - can be
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administered in two ways: a 20 mihute time Timit or-a 30 minute
vtime Timit. Scores of a 2N minute version can be,cehiehted'into a~
30 minute equivalent.

One special feature of the test is that it is comp]ete1y'se1f1

administering. A11 instructions are listed on the front page, and the

examinee respondsvto»e;{inﬁ““'»{on in order,'without.interruption,

The Ot1s~Se1f ',Test— ﬁiaher Examination has been

normed onm 2, 516 studen m 21 co11§bes and, un1vers1t1es in the
Un]ted States. Ten of the 2$°schools used the 20 m1nute time limit

which was then pro-ratec into the 30 minute version.

Otis reports-that the test reliability fu. parallel forms of the 5

test (Forms A and B) -to average .921. Otis has set the mean to be
100 and standard deviation of 12 where 50 percent of the ;cores fall
v'wtthin_i 1 standard detiatioh. Otis does not provide direct cross- -
validation studies. of his test with other measures of 1nte]11qence, P
but cites research which indicates that the Otis Se]f Administering
Tests corre1ate from .55 to .59 with ,scho]arsh1p". In Kuder's
(1969) réview of the Self-Administering Test, he states that the
Higher Examination correlates eé high of higher with eotlege Qrades
than does the Amerﬁcan‘CouhciT'on Edueation Psychological Examination.
‘Personal Data Sheet |
The aequﬁsitieh of additjenal "eontro] data" was made through the
inclusion of a persena] information sheet whfch examinees filled out
prior to beginning the test‘battery (Appendtx‘S); The information

sheets requests the examinee to state;éex; age, major geographic

T e ettt . vt bt
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residence (in .terms of population size of the closest urban centre)

. occupation of the head of the household as well as the number.of
older and:younger sibiings§\\ ‘ |
An attempt wés made to assure anonymity by instructing each
examinee on the personal infonmation‘sheet; to only indicate a ,A
first nfme and to devise a four digit identification code to be written

at the top of each test page. A precedent for the use of the code

‘was provided by Scott and Johnson (1972) and Stein (1973).

Moderator Variabies

It has been necessary to conSider and to control for those
variabies which have been found in past to influence personaii cy and
affective differentiation. In the present study, ‘data has been secured
for each of the following which will permiE a more meaningfui

interpretation of the variables under experimentation.

‘Age

An attempt has been made to se]ecf test subjects who cluster
closely in age. The mediating role that ege.piays‘in the deveiopment
of persona]ify has been revealed in the studies of Jourard and Lasakow
(1958) and Eysenck.and Eysenck (1968). Jourard and Lasakow's research
has indicated that maritai affiiiation as well -as édvancing age
affect the distribution of scores on the Se]f-Disciosure Questionnaire.
CThe Eysencks have shown that both Extravension,and Neuroticism tend

to decline with advancing age.

Inasmuch -as age has been shown to -correlate with three of the

measures ‘to be utilized in the pnésent study, a decision has been made

v
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to select test subjects who approximate university enterihg age
19 -.20), still reside within their parents' homes and are presunmed

to be unmarried (although no actual data was obtained for this latter

item).

Intelligence _

Corah (1965) conducted research into the psych01591ca1 |
differentiation of male and female parents and their offspr1ng His
findings revealed that psychelogical differentiation was sighificanf]y
and positively correlated with intelligence in-120 adult meies and
females. Ih light of th-is findfng, Corah has notea: |

Consequenf]y, it would appear that inclusion of a measure

of. verbal intelligence is warranted in studies of

differentiation so that its effects may be aysessed
and controlled (1965, p. 217).

- In the present study, Otis"(1956) Se]f'Administering Test df_
: Mental Abi1ity - Higher Examination has been-se]ected to formpart

of the test battéry. It has been chesen as the most suitab1e test

available whieh meets each of the following criteria: :

R (1) comparativeiy brief;

(i) c se]f—administering

(iii) possessing adequate reliability and validity -

(iv) vnormediupon univers{ty undergraduate populations

.Sex. ' o . )

A novel feature Qﬁ;tg1s study has been the dec1s1on to 1nc1ude
-
fema]es in the test samp]e No directly re]evant studies pertaining

to left and right-handed fema?és as compared to their male counterparts
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has been uncovered. However, baoed upon Jourard and~Lasakow's work
(1958), it is known that females have been shown to display more
willingness to disclose personal information about themselves to

specified others than do males.

Birth Position

Acgording to Adler (1964) and Drefkurs and go]tz (1964), specié] ’
traits can be ascribed‘to the offspring in any family, based upon the
birth position withtn the family constellation. First, second and
later born chf]dren are found to differ in consistent and predictable
ways as a consequence of the nature of the interaction with parents
and with one anotber, which for each, is unique,

Konig‘(196§)’and McArthur (1956) consider the'first born child
>'to have stronger neurotfc'tendencies than laterborns; they may be
. shy and fearfu] and‘fnvolvementleth and approval of adults i$ a

centra1 theme S

Second bbrn ch11dren enter a family "system" wheve it is evident
that there is an elder, more competent s1b1inq with which to compete e
: The second- born child seems to strive for recogn1t1on through unique - |
and often novel avenues as compared to the first-born ch11§ (Robertson, o
1976). Birth pos1t1onIW1th1n the‘fam11y has consistently been found
lto relate to persona]ity characteristics» In the study, d:ta regard%ng
birth position has been obta1ned by Aequest1ng e@ch examinee to 1nd1cate
. the number ‘of o]der s1b11ngs, and the numbbr of younger s1b11ngs
In this way, 1nformat1on is obta1ned wi-th regard to fam11y s1ze as ., ,

well as o-dinal position. S .

ind N oL E,.
S ey tha s Y op
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Rural/Urban Residence*
Information regarding the ny Af each subject's background,
with regard to rural or urban resigrnce has been requested, as the
university.community is known to draw from both small rural areas as

well as iarge urban centres. To assure fhat each of the groupé are e
comparable with regard to rural/urban upbringing aﬁd to,idedtify
possib]y fe1ationships presumed te exist betwéen,rura]/urban
residence, socioeconomic status, family si;e and birth posit%on"
(Schachter; 1959}, eachjxéspohdent has beenkaskedlto jdentify the
population size of their principal residence during their upbringing.
Provision has bgen made totfespond to one of four choices: population .
"1955 tﬁén 5,0@0; popu]ét{on 5,000-50,000; popu]étion 50,000-100,000; e

population 100,000 +. For‘computer anal. 5 . »oses, numerical

values ranging from 1 to 4 have been ass”gned tg cach category.

3

Sociceconomic Index,

| | , 2
- C: ristopher.Bakare (1974) has found a relationship between social
" ) : &b e

. cia-., socialization practices and incidence of left-handedness. More <
specifically, his researéh“has revealed tﬁ5§_1eft—handedness is morej
prevalent in middie—c]ass families where "relatively relaxed" o
soc1a]1zat1on pract1ces are found to occur. In contrast, he ha$.§h6wh
that ch11dren of workKing c1ass fam111es being products of mgre severe |

soc1a11zat10n préct1ces, rare]y manifest left- handedness,:‘Recogn1z1n§

tﬁe heterOJcneous backgrounds of university students, both geograph1ca]1y

,(;_ ~ ,\
T -

- L3 !
RL and- soc10econom1ca11y it has been necessary to acquﬂre data to contro1

&

.Aﬁﬁﬁ? for‘a s1gn1f1cant d1fference betw%s"gybups 1nve1ther of these areas. ”
sl . . T v >

. - b
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Differential socialization practices have implications for the develop-

ment of affective differentiation and subseauent]y,vupon personality

-

. characteristics.

In this study, socioeconomic status is assigned a numerical value,
based upon the work of Blishen (1967). The Blishen Socio-Fconomic
Index was cOnstrOcted from information obtained from tae 1 51 Canadian

census. It is a rank orde%ing of 320 occupations according to social

!\f

“status. Each nnCUpat1on :s ass1gnod a socio- ecqﬁom1c 1ndex(§core based

upon the 1ncomeJ nd educat1on perta1n1ng to each eccupation. For a
e

fam1]y, the §0q1o econom1c index score is based upon the highest rarking

+ )

: parenta] occupat1on

l.)», .
Tgb1e~4 presents each of the instruments selected for-use in the

3

present study and their corresponding scales.

Analysis of the Data
. ‘ ' o
Descriptive statistics were obtained for the td{al group with

means and standard deviations for each of the scales ca]cu]ated,
\ . .
as well as intercorrel=1 s among all measures. I;tests were

conducted on each of the measures to determlne whether the four

groups cou]d be collapsed 1nto two, d1fferent1ated on]y be handedness.

_ One way anlyses of variance were. conducted for each of thk var1ab1es

found ﬂbt to d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y by sex i Two-way dnalyses of’

variance (sex by handedness) were ca1cu1ated for each of the variables:

where a s1gn1f1cant se§~d1fference was found to ex1st

The resu]ts of the ana]ysesvof variance are d1§%ussed separately

for eachﬁgf the major hypotheses undervexam7nat1on.
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LIST OF ALL INSTRUMENTS AND THEIR
CORRESPONDING SCALES

Instrument

R
Test Scale b

| et

Edinburgh Handedness Invéntory
-

Jourard Self-Disclosure
Questionnaire

)

Rott - Locus of Control Scale

s

.Iira
Berger Acceptance of Self Scale
Cysenck Personality Inventory
Otis -Self-Administering Test of
Mental RAbility - Higher
Exami ‘on

Personal Data Sheet

- 10.
11.
12.

. . Sex

Le

Measures the strength of
preference of one hand over the
other in 10 unimanual tasks.

Measures the extent to which the
subject has disclosed certain
personal information to specified
others. :

Measure of ihferna]ity/ e
externa]ity. .

Measures self-acceptance.

Measures Introversion/Extraversion
and Neuroticism.

‘Measuge of intelligence.
e ‘
Age : A oy

-~

hanas
Rura?/Ukban Rqsidence
Birth Position

Family Size | \

Socioc-economic Index -




CHAPTER VI

RESULTS

.Handedness was determ1ned-through a manual preference, rather

than proficiency, method. The Edinburgh Handedness Inventory was

~utilized for this purpose. -For the sample of 84 subjects, scores

ranged from —IOOfto +100. - The mean and standard deviation for the
1eft—nanded group of 43 subjects was -70.07 and -23. 61"for the
r1ght3handed group of 41 subjects, a mean and standard dev1at1on of
+99.76 and +1.56 were recorded respectively. The proport1on of
g}gly§jxglx;1eft—handed individuals in the sinistral population ig'ﬂ y
much Tess than that apnarent in the dextral population a$ a whole;
This finding has been attributed to the accommodations that many
]eft—handeré make in a world whith'is desjgned for the majority of
right-handers (01dfield, 1971; Stein, 1973). A

Table 5 déta{TS the pereentages of 1eft4handedﬁand rﬂ!nﬁnanded

males and females which were obtajned in the present study. Tab]é 6

presents comparab]e data from 0ldfield's (1971) study on the EHI.

»~

The s1m11ar1ty in the proport1on of males to females’ and of

4

Teft- handers to right-handers in the present study, and in 01df1e1df§
1971 study, conducted in the United Kingdom, is evidént.,'Fema1e
students are segn to over—represent males in each éample by a ratio-

L4

of 2:1,wherea§‘the ma]esvoutnumber the females in their membership

~in the left-handedness group by a rat1o of .2¢1. . As Table 5 revea]s

in th1s present study, 53 out of 715 test subjects (or, 7.41 -percent) -

e W
were predominantly 1eft—handed.

59
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TABLE 5

60

Percentages of Subjects Completing the EHI by Héhdedness and Sex

+ (Right) - (Left)
Males 227 . - 26(10.27%) 253
:'Q[ & ot oy .
Females 435 CREE TS 97(5.84%) 462
Total 662 S 53(7.41%) 715
TABLE 6

Pércentages of Subjects €ompleting the EHI, in
01dfield’s (1971) Study, by Handedness and Sex

A
(N=1,109)
_ Laterality Quotient (L.0.)
+ (Right) ' : - (Left)
Males . 0 © 40(10.0%) 400
Females 667 42(5.92%) 709
Tetal . . . 1027 | 82(7.39%) 1109
. S
— R N - —
.‘:"’ , gro. e
— ‘ a“v_}‘/ &
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- Figures 2 and 3 Eepresent graphic illustrations of sex differencés
in the distribution of'1atera1ity‘quotients tfansformed into decile
équiva1ents. Figufe 2 presents‘data from the present Stuay. Fﬁgure
'3 presents data obtained from Oldfield (1971). "

Apparent jn the bar graphs is the finding that women, moreso than
men; comprise a more.homogen80us gronb with respect to handedness
aréference, whether left or riéht—handed. That is, a greater:proportioﬁ
of right—handed femaTeg are exclusively right-handed as Compared to

,ma1e§; and a gréater préportion of left-handed females are exclusively
.1eft—handed a5°comp;red to their male countérpafts. The greater |
incidence of mixed handedness in the'male popu]aﬁioh as.a who]e.may
be a result-of fheir greater, iﬁvo]vement in sports and other ski]i—
. oriented manual activities in whfch bast experience has'proven that

. one hand may be more adroit for a given activify than the other, more

frequently used hand.
Figurer4 presents the cumuiative perée#tage distribution. for both

sexes obtained in the present study. 01dfield's data is included

4 .
in Figure 5 for, comparison. Agatn, it is apparent-tbat'there is more

homogeneijty amohg rightlhandérs in manual activifies'than in left-,
#

handers.

Table 7 lists the means and sténdard deviations for the total

group .of 84 subjects and for both left-handed and right-handed

subgroups.
Table 8 represents the:intercorre]ations among each of 18 variables

under examination in the present study.v In this tab]e,_VariabTefl
o . o ; .
(Strength of Handedness) is seen to possess very 1ow'corre1ations,
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Present Study<

Sex DifferencesAin tne Distribution of Laterality Quotients:



VLI /TSI LSS LSS
SILTSLLLS S

N SIS LSS SIS

i)

|
T

e

R N d e el
| (///(/727727//7/J

N Vet

N et
(/TSR
};:mw//zzo“

N B 74|
L - EZZZQ“

]
o
—

1000{

LLjl 434 satouanbauy

Left (-ve)

Right (+ve)

.Figure 3 '

63

LATERALITY QUOTIENT RANGES

Qldfield Study

Sex Differences 1n-the‘Dis£kibution of Laterality Quotients:
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10.
Figure 4
LATERALITY QUOTIENT RANGES -
Cumulative Percentage Distributions For Both Sexes: Present Study
Right (+ve)- P
Keoemeneneiens x Left (—VE). ’
Ky
10

- Cumulative Percentage'Dis%ribhtions'For Both Sexes:

Figure 5

LATERALITY QUOTIENT RANGES

01dfield Study
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Means and Standard Neviations for Left Handed and Right-Handed Subjects

"Variable

S g U

Age

. Rural/Urban (b)
‘Residence

Socioecénomics(c)
- Index

[.Q.

Birth Position
Family Size
'Locus of Control
Extraversion'

. Neuroticism

Lie Scale
Se]f—Accéptance

Self-Disclosure:
Mother
Self-Disclosurer
Father '

Self-Disclosure:
Male Peer

Self-Disclosure:
Female Peer

Self-Disclosure:
. Total ‘

145,44

51.58(16.44)

117.5 (8.3)
2.53(1.01)
3.93(2.22)
10.09(4.20)
12.33(3.71)
11.28(3.95)
3.26(1.53)
(16.20)
19.58(

15.0%(7.63)

22.74(0 06)

25.05(7.94)

80.40(27.16) .

10.04) -

54.59(14.88)

116.2 (8.3)
2.27(1.14)
3.98(2.03)

11.07(4.16)
12.51(3.39)
11.05(4 70)

2(1.47)

02( .
141.95(18.07)
(

19.54(8.710)

14.51(7.10)

23.20(8.00) °

26.63(8.23)

81.07(24.39)

143.

Left- Right- Total
Handers Handers Sample
(N=43) (N=41) (N=84)
20.28(2.43)  20.07(1.89)  2D.17(2.16)
2.74(1.42) 2.68(1.35) .71(1.36):

- 53.04(15. 58)

19.

25.82(8.02)

. 80.72(25.53)

Numbers in brackets list standard deviations.

Scores rang1ng from 1 to 4 have been assigned to rura]/
1=<5,000 pop'n; 2= 5,000-50,0N0;

urban resijdence:
no, 000 4= 100 nnn + popu]at1on

- 3= 50, |
c Based.

Blishen's (1967) rating system.

~r
E L

o 3
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 TABLE 8
Intercorre]atjons Among Eighteen Variables Under Examination
Variable 1 2 3 4 s 6 7
~ 1. Handedness 1.00
“2. Sex 029" 1.00
3. Age -016  -138  1.00
4. Rural/Urban =047 . =122 . -007 1.00
&Ssidence ‘
5. Birth Position 118 000 -088 -141 1.0
6. Family Siée 037 -057 033 -5 474
7. Socioeconom® Index 09 -159 058 507 -185
8. 1.0. 137 121 116 227 53 173 121
9. Locus of Control 117 120 035 025 -023 -095 069
10.; Extrave€$ion -027 }‘ 017 -060 I ‘ﬂ;i43 - =110 n2a
1. Neuroticism 017 0897 020" -014 061 014 - 060
12. Lie Scale 085  -096 <001 020 091 181 -077
13.  self-Acceptance 113 091 117 -051  -082 104 046
14. Self-Disclosure 003. 381 -008 -004 -044 - -086 /Kﬁég
~ (Mother) ' | o
15. Self-Disclosfre - -080 . 078 157 074 -112 -175 118
’ (Father) :
16. Self-Disclosure . 028 162 147 102 -123 029  -021
(Male Peer) - - S o A
17.  Self-Disclosure 086 366 -082 140 -111 -189 043’
' _(Female Peer) : L | |
18. Self-Disclosure 006 30 . 057 039 -118 -145 034
_ (Total) - ‘ : ‘
' : S

5

P

N

% A1l decimal poﬁnts omitted ex

¢ept.in Yiagonal
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TABLE 8

o ' (Cohtinued)

Variable o ‘ ST . :
‘ g8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
8 100
9 . -017  1.00
10 -113 0% 1.00
11 087 378 004 1.00 _
12”7 111 -246 -118. =368 1.00
13 . 008 339 11 _634 181 1.00
14 25 -03a 182 -089 137 287 1.00 K
15 © -23¢  -169 311 -096 .126 282 644 1.00
16 023 -012 166 013 -076 177 414 268 1.00 ‘
17 -207- 045 307 100 -137 104 506 422 473 1.0 !

18 - 212 -054 313 -018 022 266 848 751 -697 759 1.60
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maﬁy clustering near zero, with each of the other variables. ‘High inter-
correlations were evident betweén the subscales: Mothér; Fafhér; Male
‘Peer; Female Peer of thé‘Se]f—DiSC]OSUPe Inventory and uui-szs that
persons who are willing to be se]f-revéa1ing to at Teast un othe},

also tend to generally reveal moré of themselves tu uthers in their
enVironment. Additionally, Tab]e 8 reports positive corre]atibns betﬁeen
sex and Sgl%—Disc]osyre tb_ﬂg}bgﬁ_and‘to Egméjg_fggﬁj where 1t is seen

Y .
that females share more personal information 2s compared to males.

A positive correlation between Rural/Urban residence and Sociogconomic

\

Index was seen whfch indicates that peréons resident in iarger Urban\\

' ;tj@n-’crés possess a Higher sqcio'—economi'c status.
‘ * Intercorrelations with Variable 9 (Locus of Control) suggest that

ihqivjdua1s with an "1nt¢rna1“’orientatibn are less neurotic and more
'aécepging of self. Intercorrelations with Varidble 10 (Extraversion)

reveal the outgoing, gregarious and Sdtiab]etind}vidua1s display a
-great WilTingnes%;to disclose personal informétioﬁ to more persons

than shy, and intfbverted persons.

Finally, an invefse re]atiOnship was seen to éxist betweén
neuroticism and'se1f-acceptdncé.%ndicating thaf persohs scor%ng higher
in emotional instability tend to be more Self-deprecatin@ énd more
| dissatisfiéd’wi?h the self-as-perceived. |

. - Tables 9 éﬁd 10 presént the resﬁ]ts'bf the T-tests conducted to
determine whether the four groups (left-handed ma]es;‘1effihanded
\_\\femalegé:right—héndéd males; right—handed'females) could Be co]]apsed

into~tW9‘Proups différéntiated only by handedness.

&

Ivfcén;be'seen in Table 9 that left-handed males and females were

N

[

. . . «,‘}_;y;b

4
- . - . . . . NI e N
-



@

TABLE

\
9.

69

T-tests for Significance of D1fference Between Means
For Left-handed Males and Fema]es

Variable

Age

Rural/Urban
Residence -

Birth Position
Family Size

Socioeconomic
Index

I.Q.

Locus of Control

Extraversion
Meuroticism

Lie Sta]e

Sé]f Acceptance

Se]f D1sc]Bsure
(Mother).

Se]f—D1sclosure

V(Father)

Self-Disclosure
(Male Peer)

Self-Disclosure
(Female Peer)

Self-Disclosure

(Total)

Left-Handed  Left-Handed - Degrees =

Males Females of t' a

(N=21) (N=22) . Freedom = °

Mean S.Q. Meaq_ S.D. - -

20.48 2.29 20.43 3.03- 40.67  0.051 \
2.62 1.50 2.91 1.35 40.38 -0.682
2.76 1.04 -2.30 0.93 40.20  1.532
4.15 1.84  3.17- 1.64 38.45  1.822
50.57 17.6) 53.73 .15.07 39.59 -0.k36

119.4 8.7 116.7 7.5 39.65  1.497
8.14  3.69 -11.83 -3.81 41.84 -3.256 * ..
12.19  4.09 '12.70 . 3.52 39.69 -N.437
11.00  3.99 11.61 3.90 41.46 -0511
3.71  1.62 2.83 1.30 38.7 . 3.9%5

143.48 17.15 147.78 15.22 4~ -0.878"

© 15.52 - 8.46 22.48 10.89 41.00 23377 * -

13.24  8.52 14.82  6.77 38.18 .-0.671
20.90  7.03 24.96 10.50- 38.64 -1.515
22.00 7.66 26.78 9.02 41.79  -1.901

70.29 ¥ 27.50 88.09 24.34 39.86 % -2,244 *

a T-values corrected. for unequa] var1ances | Hé]ch'st
t' adjustment. e : o

* p<.05

A Y <,

¥
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it S TABLE 10 N N
T-tests for Sjgnificancé»of Difference Between Means ~
Right-handed Males and Females '
- e e e e e
) “Right-Handed R1qht Handed Degrees e
Variable Males - Females of £ B
(N=21) . (N=20) | Freedom .. e
- e Mea_rl- _S,'_D,' _-‘"_‘;‘Pie;é_nm__s...[);._‘__m_ﬂ_____ . R
Age 20,48 2.29  19.65 1.27° 31. 48 17436
Rural/Urban 3,14 1.28 2.20 1.28 * 38.99 2.360 *
;Residence_r ! -, o o
2 Jgirth Position 2.05 °0.92 2.50 1.32 33.82 -1.268 .
'Family Size | 3.24 1.41  4.25 1.65 37.43 -2.106 *
~ Socibeconomic 61.21 11.63*" 48.46 15.36 .35.40  2.988" * *
Ifidex ‘ L P
Q. 116.3 - 8.4 116.2 - 8.3 93 0.069
: . B . K . L
5 Locus of Control 12.00 4.0z, 10.10 4. 18 B!
Extraversion ©12.52 2.75 1250 4.03 [
4, Meuroticism 110.57 0. 4.60  11.55  4:87 "38; |
Lie Scale .~ 2.86 1.39 . 3.20 1.58% %37, L
Self-Acceptance = .140.90 16.86 ~ 143.05 19.63, 37.4 S
> self-Disclosure 16.71 . 6.71 22.50 8. 52 7 36, o
(MotHer) L a\w L .
Self-Disclosure ~ 13.19 55y\\~]3;85'“ 7.73ﬁ 37. .
(Father) . e LA ' :
Self-Disclosure 22.29 é%.37 24.15. - 9.49 © 33.00 , -n.735
(Male Peer) - S L3 : ‘ '
Self-Disclosure . 23.76 , 9.52 ' 29.65 5.35 37.80 -2.456 =«
-~ (Female Peer) . o ' L ‘
Y Self-Diselosure.  -73.33 2:.88  87.15 '25.42. 37.53  -1.862
(Total) : R :
’9/)T values corrected for unequa] var1ances _ o '
Welch s t! aﬂJustment . _ :
* pL N5
> = d
* % p<al - L S
',,. ” . « / . . . QA
' : 32 ¢
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' Fam1’)L Sjz

; ﬁNeurot1c1sm Extravens1on, Age, In;elﬁ]gk?.g

T : & : ARES

RN

found to differ significantly (pA<105) in each of three measures:
. 3 ;

Locus of Control, Self-Disclosure : Motheg_and-Selfjﬁﬁscjosgrej__jota1.
More specifica]1y,n%eft~handed males were found to be significant]y‘
more;&ntefna1dfn their locus of control; left-handed females were found

Loy
S
tO»oe s1gn1fnuﬂ!; ~more self- n@vea11ng to Mother and overall.

Tab]e 10 Ri#wn r1ght—handed males ta d1ffer s1gn1f1cant]y from

agh

r1ght handed fema]és in each of five variables: Rura]/Urban Residence,

cioeconomic Index, §e1f—Dlsc1osure: Mother and Self-

. . . ey .
male Peer. The right—handed»ma]es are seen‘to be resident

kS a4

in s1gn7f1cant1y 1arger wrban centves, tosh§§members of sma]]er fam111es i
\} '

ovef&]] 2(p £.05)3 to possess a h1gher soc1o+ecdhom1c11ndex (9_( 0%) ¥
b3 A .,
Add1tiona11y, fema]es are aga1n seen to be s1gn1f1ogntgy;gpre WL1]1ng to.

D1sc1osure

Yoy

) d1sc1ose persona1 1nformat10n to the1r mébhers and’ tovfemale peers

¥
[

L : : «! R ‘g;fv(l’ D
(R< 05) - . : < ‘. o J  wee 3o C .
“For'each of the fo11ow1ng vaNT331es ‘bne—way‘ana]yseégmf variance = “

have been conducted d1fferent1at1ng by handedness Acceptance of. Se]f

P
L i b

"Birth Pos1t1on ”"}" '
4 . ‘ » . - .

‘Ebr each of tho.rEma1n1ng varlab

3 f'woeway an3]yses Var1ance

E@ge been conducted (sex - by handedness) Se1f D1sc1osw;9, Locus»of v
Contro] Rura]/Urban Res1dence, Soc1oeconom1c Index, - Fam11y S}le ?f
. .

.‘ Ni.:esu]ts of these ana]yses are d1scussed w1th1n the f»Qntext of
the five ain hypotheses set out in Chapter IV. C }’« r"
Test of Hypotheses o : T . :

Affect1ve D1fferent1at1on o A

Hypothes1s Nudglr 1. It is hypothes1zed that 1eft~handed 1nd1v1dua1s w111‘

score significantly lqgwer in self- disclosure than” r1ght—handed 1nd1v1dua]s, ‘

as measured by a modified form of Jourard's. Self—Dusc1 Sure Tnventory.

-

- .'
B
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It has beeén hypothesized that individua]s exhibiting a higher level

. 1

of affect1ve d1fFerent1at1on would score 1ower overaT] on measure of
e

'se1f d1sc1osure than wouldy 1nd1v1dua1s Tower in affective d1fferent1at1on
Table 11 presents the findings of the analysis of variance for the

Total Self- D1sc1osure score. "
'ﬁ% .

Left-handed subJects were not found to d1ffer s1gn1f1cant1y in their

-willingness to d1sc1ose persona] prormat1on about themse]ves to
of

- 'significant others w1th1n the1r env1ronmeﬁt A stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant

'Ad1scuss $ersona] 1nform3t1on aBout th.;a f-»

. Hypothesis. Number 2. It rs hypothes:ze-“t

sex difference was found fn the extent 30

» ﬁ1ch females and ma1€s
" f;§§8f53, E,<,o1). Both

.1eft and right- handed females were found to d1scP05e mdre about th&m éﬁq
N

se1vesato each*ﬁf Mothery’ Father,“ﬁaWe Eeer and Fema]e Peer thaf did =

| Loy -

e1ther ofﬁthe 1éft or right- handed ma]e samp]egi Th1sugreater openness )

W )V

"1 of fema]@s has been ‘a cqns1stent feature of Jourard S (1971a) work 1nto

. vy )
se]f d1s€ﬂosure R C? S ‘
i R A ot . X T
E I Loy , . . = o>
__Self-Acceptance ¥ S . : §¥j

I Teft-handed -individuals
will score sign gcantly higher ‘in, self-aceptance, as m,easured by

ngnger 5 AcCep e of Self Inventory, than ¥ight-handed 1nd1v1duals

It was’ hypothes1zed that 1eft handed 1nd1v1dua1s Wou]d fee] more |

> 1 -

" of a sense of separate 1dent1ty and more 1ndependence from&others e

{

and that they wou]d be more ab1e~to res1st externa] 3nf1uence

‘Important features of a sense of separate identity were def1ned as a

competent and capab]e salf, one wh1ch wou]d be ab1e to cope effect1ve1y

’,wwth an1ma1 support of others Accord1ng]y, it was hypothes1zed that '

'

th1s type of persan wou1d ev1dence a higher self regard as a consequence

Tab1e 12 presents the resu]ts -of the ana1y51s of var1ance of se]f— .

‘acceptance. . oo .
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STABLE 11
An¢ ysis of Variance of Self-Disclosure:

Total

Seurce

Sex . 1A)
,Handedneés (B)
‘A xB

Within

e — -~ R SR,

- a An Fv a]ue of 3.96 needed for s1gn1f1cance
t p <.05 1eve1 e . o .

S

* TABEE 12 :
e tE -

* E_< o E . ' _ B

SR S : . :
"Amalysis of Variance of Self-Acceptance -

Y4
. A
VA - . J
¥ . i . B} . . Y ’
- L 9,
UL 7 S S e — .

sourffe df oM F

L]
-

* 6%ups S T s . 0.87
Error . - P } .293.70 ,‘ ‘ ' ;

- ®_ e

e T

a

‘ at p <.05 Jeve] I -
R & X . e L - i .
o I
v ‘ \ .
B e . “ .
. e

o An F va1ue of 3 96 needed for s1gn1f1cance :
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A]though the means in Table 7 reveal left-handed subjects to be
‘higher 1in Se]f—Acceptance'than right-handed test subjects; results in
Table 12 indicate that this difference is not statistically significant

(F=0.87, p<n.s.).

Extraversion

Hypothesis Number 3s It is hypothes1zed that 1eft handed individuals will
score signTficantly lower in’ extraversion than right-handed 1nd1v1dua1s,- L
as measurgﬁbby the Eysenck Persona11ty Invehtory E

The third hypothes1s predicted that left-handed persons wou]d be 1ess LT
outgoing and less soc1ab1e than wou]d r1ght—hand persons. Table 13
reveals: the results of the analysis of this_hypothesisu

Table 13 indicates that 1eft—h3gged'and right-handed test subjects
\m «

iﬁﬂyg@t d1ffer significantly 1p ;he&r degree of outgo1ngness and

!‘-'

¢ o S o {2;0\‘

Locus of Contfol

.prothes1s Number 4. It is hypothes1zed that 1eftehanded individuals w1]1

score significantly lower in ‘externality than right-handed individyals,
as measured by Rotter s Locus of Control (I E) Scale.. * . -

It has been hypotﬁes1zed that 1eft handed 'individuals should” score
. v _
stgﬁwf1cant1y h1gher in the degree to which they fee] themse]ves in,

H
control of the1r ]1ves and 1n the1r résistance to external manwpulat1on -

14
7

as measured by the Rotter I E. S%a]e - Table™14 presents‘the results of
K A ; .

the analysis of this hypotheS1s

- s

-

As the table réVeaTs, ne]ther 1eft nor r1dht handed groups were

glfound to dlffgr s1gan1cant1y in the1r ]ocus of contro] (F=1.35, p< n.s.).

_x- N -. e S...,.\“.u @ T

’A.S1m11ar1y, as a.group, ma]es were not “found to differ s1gn1f1cant1y in

thelr 1oc_us of control. Hoger, a signjkicant 1eve1 of interaction

was . obtained.(F=11,04, p<. An ana1y$is'of the Rotter.mean’ scores

R
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g TABLE 13 '
Analysis of Variance of Extraversion
.;‘)
‘I ":Ib—_' T ‘T’"‘“ Tt -
Source | d-ﬁé‘ MS F
| | : <
Groups ] ' 0.73- 0.06 a
. - N . ",
Error 82 1268 Ay
a An F va]ue of 3.96 need% for s1gmf1cance
. at P05 1eve1 . i
13 - R /
L& TABLE 14
Ana]ys1s of Vamance of@@' of Contro1 B
- .
Source df - MS - F )

o AT RO YR |
.

-
iRy o
v
~

Sex oy 1T . 09 .23
.. Handedness ' (B) 1 0.210 1.35 a
K xB 1., 0ann Con0a *
 Within 8 0,174 | /
ot : iy
. ) - £
« . A\
* P <.01 ’ _ )
- a ‘An f_ a’lue of 3. 96 needed for s1gmf1cance~ L
o .at p <.05 1eve1 s
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on Internality-Externality would suaqest that left-handed ma]es'consider

themselves to be conéiderdb]y more autonorqus than do left-handed fema1es,

whe reas right—handed males and foma’ de not appear to differ appreciably

~y

]

in'this regard.

Neuroticism t' i‘ :x‘v»'”'“” .
_ ] Cuel o 3

Hypothess Number 5. It is hypothes1zed that left- handed 1nd1v1duals
. Will stere significantly lower than. right-handed individuals in

s neurot1c1sm, as measured by. the Eysentk Persona11ty Inventory

i v\ ‘,
© The f1na] hypothesxs stated ‘that there ehoqu be an’ nnverse

2

~<re1at1onsh1p found to ex1st hetween se]f—acceptaqce and emot1ona1

m,;

Y

'1LI¥\ Inasmuch as 1eft‘handers were ant1c1patedlto be hlgher’.

- ot st o
-regard, the{ were exeectéd, to score 10wer' in neurot1c1sm and

. ~ “ PR 'V -7 - L o . . .
d 1ona1 ]ab111ty Co “_ e S *

s Table 15 presents the resu]ts of the stat1st1ca1 ana]ys1s of

-

this hypothes1s A stat1st1ca11y nonus1gn1f1cant d1fference was re-

4(-.

corded (F 0. 06 _R<.n s.).. Left handed subJects and r1ght handed subJects

Lo
v 34v\

have not been found to d1ffer 1n the d1mens1on oi emot1ona1 stab1]1gw

T e
Contro]l Vérﬁab]es . ; B S
T . & ‘ v .
e ' An ana1ysis of‘variance‘was tonducted on' each of the control

var1ab1es to assess. whether they would be found to exert anx notable .

L

] S'

impact upon the man1festat1on of a handedness - Table 16 preseqtibthe/

’data for each of the contro1 var1ab]es\ Age,_Inte111gence and Birth

- -

“Pesition.. ¢

'Tab1e 16 reveals ‘no statistica]Ty sfgnificant differente'between
the mean ‘scores. for Teft and r1ght handers on each of the,measures of

aée, 1nte111gence and b1rth pos1t1on I

~ For each of the contro] var1ab]es 11sted in Table 17 a s1gn1f1cant
'1 ~ ,..-u.'

>




a An F value of 3.96 needed
at p<.05 Tevel

N A

TABLE 16

Analysis of Variance of Neuroticism

L A

-for significance

 One-Way Analyses of Variance of

Age, inte11igencé and Birth Posit{bn

<t

df

d ".g: “’. -
Source
Groups
_ Evror
~
%
-§ource
Age - Graums=
Bl
. Error -
1.9. Groups
Error

-« L ' )
Birth - " Groups

82.

- 82

00 ° 0.46
7
49 1.29 -

Position  prpgy 82 6w
_‘ ¥
s ' ; )
Lo : . s . s
v o
0

LR ‘?v«
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| TABLE 178
Two-Way Ana]yse§ of Variance'o \ Rural/Urban’ Residence,
' SQciqeconomic Index and Family Size o
- , 4@
~..Sburce df MS Fe
Rural/Urban Residence
_ Sex (A) 1% o0.255 1.38
-, Handedness  (B) 1 0.102 1 0.05
AxB. - 10739 4.91 *
Within 81 0.190
S’o'cioeconomic,IndeXn,n _ u%?
Sex. L (A) 1 0.517 2.25
Handedness  (B). ] 102170 0.74. .
AXB | 1 0127 556  ox 7
Within 81 0.242 R \
Family Size 4 . o : |
© Sex (A) 1 0.118 n.25
Handedness (B) 1 0.331 0.00
AxB 1 '0.119 2.66
Within®~ “ 81 .0.457 | L )
* p .05 .~ ‘

®



%B%ﬁgifference was found to occur when testing™®o 'homogeneity‘of
var1ance, thus necess1tat1nq a two way ana]ys1s of variance, sex
by;handedness.

‘As Table 17 revea]s,:no statﬁstica1]y significant difference
was found.between the mean scorestfor males and tema1es, left and
rng; handers on the variab]e'measuring rura1/urban'residence. The
.significant‘interaction effectv(F=4.01,_p< .05) suggests that-ﬁt is
prwmar11y the r1ght handed males who come from the 1argest urban
‘centres obtaining a mean rat1ng of 3. 14 on the Rura1/Urban 1ndex,,
in contrast'to’a'mean rating of 2.20 for r1ght:handed females, while
1eftjhanded males and females didxnot dtffer greatiy, obtaining ;mean‘J
index scores ‘of 2.62 and 2.91 re_"“ | '

A1though no s1gn1f1cant relads

sex or handedness in soc1oeconom1c status, the s1gn1f1cant 1nteract10m
effect (F 5 56, p_< 05) 1s not unexpected\as rura]/urban residence

and soc1oeconom1c status have been shown to bear a re1at:onsh1p

(Table 8). Right-handed ma]es-were found to come from the largest
urban eentres, andmright~h§nded females, tnomgtgg-mgrsggyra1 Fentrest}
t‘Right handed ma1es are seen;to possess the highest soeioeconomtc
1ndex, as measured by the B]1shen (1967) 1ndex and- r1ght handed

"'fema]es possess the 1owest SEI rat1ng of a]] four groups

% On the variaETe ofﬂ{gmilyvsize,-no re]at10nsh1p Was found to
’ ' TR ' - : '

v : . %_.

exist with eithgr sexX of*handedness. e

Summary Statement -

e
&

The results of the stat1st1ca1 ana]yses presented in th1s chapter

PV

79



fai]ed to sd%port any 6f the“five majoﬁ'hypotheseﬁ with Eespect to Teft
and right-handedness. Left-handers, as é group, were not found to .
differ signjficant]y from a corresponding gfoup of right-héanders in
se]f—disc]osure; se]f—acceptance, extraversion, neuroticism or locus

of é@htro1. Moreover,vneither‘grdup was found to differ significant]y

4

on any ofvtheradditiona1‘measures of age, intelligence, birth

position4 fami]y size, rural/urban residence or socioeConomic index.

males, as a total group, and females on the measure of se]f d1sc1osure,l

A statistically significant d1fference was+ recorded between

\J"

<‘,‘.-‘.

where fema]es were found to be consistently more w1¥4ﬂmg to disclose

vd'

personal information to sighificant others than'theﬁm@les.

Fimally, significant'interatti&ﬁﬁéffétts were-ob : betweem
LU ¥ ..

B8 --;J“; n"(""‘ .
sex .and handedness on each of theameasures of Locus* oP rhy, 5' ~
. ) A

X

' Rura]/Urban.Residence, and Sogioeconomic Index.

¥ .

- -
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vemot1ona] d1fferent1a{/on w1th1n our North Amer1can~soc1ety

CHAPTER VII
DISCUSSION

Integration of the Research.Data

As was seen in Chapter VI, none of the main‘hypotheses were

v

supported. Affective d1fferent1at1on, as measured by the Self-
Disclosure Inventory wou1d not appear to be a re]evant concept

in. assess1ng the persona11t1es of left- handediﬁnd r1ght handed
persons * ', ‘ |

Severa] reasons can be presented however, wh1ch may account
> s

~for the present research f1nd1ngs The first .of these focusses

I'I

upon the issue of whether the mod1f1ed Jourard Self- D1sc1osure; Y¢

,Inventory is a v1ab1e 1nstrument 1n the assessment of affect1ve

differentiation. A]though researchers have successf@]]y emp]oyed this 3

measure’elsewhere in other cu1tures (Berry, 1967 1971, 1974,

"Berry and Annis, ]974),v1t ‘has not been suff1c1ent1y researched, nor

does it possess f1rm emp_r1ca1 support as a gauge of soc1o-

- o

A second explanat1on for the f1nd1ngs is the pos§1b111ty that

the se]f d1sc1osure 1nventory in an attenuated form (?b items Versus

'3_ 60 in the or1gtna1) 1nsu?f1c1ent1y d1scr1m1nates between the two

groups Exam1nat1on of the mean scores for left handers and r1ght-.—

' handers (Table- Zﬂggevealed a somewh 1ower a]though non= s1gn1f1cant

score for the snnystrals. There is_the possab11zty that¢the 1onger

r

1
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[

U

) Qﬂ? Acceptanpe of ‘the 1atter proposa] has 1mp11cat1oniﬂfor the

. the 1g

. Vo
»

original, more time-consuming version of the scale would have been

a more sens1t1ve instrument and would have produced a stat1st1ca]]y

significant d1fference between the two groups.
F1na]]y, it cou]d be proposed that the se]f disclosure measure,

as used in its present form, is a useful 1nstrument for the measure-

. . [ ]
ment of affective differentiat*’, and that it has shown that there

@1,
1@ ho s1gn1fﬁ!ant d1fference between s1n1strals and dextra]s 1n

: aextent of se]f d1sclosure, and 1n degree of d1fferent1at1on

)

soundness of the theoret1ca1 base upon which .this study has been

'M\T)‘

founde

4 That is, that there is a cu]tura] bias against the use of

aid arid of the Teft-handed. o

Wh11e D'mhof$ S (]969) reseaﬁph wou]d prov1de support for the-

B4

) ex1stence of the cu]tura1 b1as'1n&North Amerwcan soc1ety, 1t cou]d

o

be conc]uded , 1f the ]atter proposa] is to be accepted that the

;Tmpact of th1s b1as does not appreciably affect thé‘persoha]ityA

nd psychoﬂog1ca] dynam1cs of the” sinistral 1nd1v1dua1 PTaus1b]x5

~

i he man1festat1on of 1e?t handedness does not elicit either negat1ve

.d1scr1m1natory nor preJud1c1a] att1tudes and further, may . be .an 1ssue

o

of relatively m1nor 1mport in the da11y 11ves of _many sinistrals.

The f1nd1ngs of.each of the add1t1ona1 measures, proposed as_ -

. correlates of affect1ve d1fferent1at1on, a]] of wh1ch were

O

nons1gn1f1cant 1ends support to the content1on that ]eft and r1qht

handers may d1ffer 1n few if any cons1stent ways, psycho1og1ca1]y

One novel aspect of the present study has beén the 1nc1us10n

. of female. subJects Wnto the research des1gn An exam1nattonvof the



(=

and rwght handed fema]es revea]ed that Teft- handers to §E h1gher 1n

)

mean va1ues recorded on éach of the main measures in Tablgs-9 and 10

reveals unexpected and contradictory results when the vajues of .

1eft—handed males are compared to right-handed maless and when‘the

values for left-handed females are compared to right—handed femaTles.

 The nigan values recorded’on the measuresaSe]f—Disc]osure,»:'
Acceptance of Se]f'and Extraversion,‘are a]]-ﬁower;for 1eft—handed

males ver§Us right-handed ma]es A]though statistically non-

> .
s1gn1f1cant “they do dﬁvea] a trend which had been predicted in the .

’

hypotheses presented Chapter IV C1ear1y, the statistically

significarn® mean d1fference for the left agd“rightzhanded malées on

~

N ' o ~> ' o D

the Locus of Control measure (left: .8.14, right: 12.00; df=40; )
o o ’ PR S R

t=-3.23; p}é‘O])gindicates that the two ma]e;groups’differ in at

1east one 1mportant d1mens1on © The left-handed ma]es can be cons1dered/

i'un1que 1h .the~extent to which they fee] themse1ves as act1ve1y engaged ‘J}.

in directing the course of events 1n-the1r 1?wes and in their ab111tyw .

to resist externa],manfpu1ation and infTuence from other persons. -

U

The mean va]ues on each of the main measures for left- haqded .

each of the measures of Selfs Dlsc1osure, Acceptance of Se]f

Extravers1on, and Locus of Contro] ' W]th the excg't1on of - the measure

>

/

'Acceptance of Self, these f1nd1ngs were not ant1c1pated by the

researcher and are seen to run counter to those f1nd1ngs recorded ' : e

B4

for the male samp]e These f1nd1ngs cont1nue to ra1se some 1mportant T
PR 4

#%
quest1ons regard1ng the sQundness of the d1fferent1at1on/cu1tura1 s

[

"b1as thes1s It. would. -appear. from the ev1dence presenggd that not

N

on]y are’ the factors wh1ch separate 1eft handers frbM\r1ght handers - j\/ ‘

3
. a4, .
- . .»“

. . e I
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COmw1ox, hut they are further compounded by a squ1f1uan 'ﬁex
d]ffowvnre which had not pICVIOUS]y hoen 1dont1f10d

In an attompt ‘to prov1de a Rynthe%1§ of. the flhd]nqq 01 this

“

qfudv it h(Lohes necessary firstly, to rccogn1ze the 1nadequacy
- of the concept of,péychologica1 differ%ntiétibn ih'accounting for
-the persohé1ity d}f%erénces herhben Teft and righf—hahdod pérsons,_
-'and seeondly to requn}ze that th{ré may be two very different
’mechahismé {nvo1Ved in thé.personality dynamics of Teft-handed

maleq and fema1es

The left- handed Fema1e in contrast to her rfght—handéd

- N o

.
: rounterpart, is seen to he‘more w11]1nq to. d1sc1ose persona1

1nformat1on ahhut herse]f,ito be more sg]f—accept1nq,-to be more
Spciab]e and outgoing anduto‘be'more "e;terna11y or1ented in her
locus of control. Add1t1ona11y, 1eft handed females were fbund to

he somewhat'older,hto come from 1arger-urban centres,‘tO‘possess;

a higheh socioeconomic fndex,ahd_to.be later born members in fémi]ies
of ¢maller size overall!

An exp]anatian which proposes to.account'foh these findings

" suggest that‘]éft;handed females in this étudy may be the phoducfs
of a.more favourab]e socio émot1ona1 env1ronment than r1ght ‘handed
’subJects Accept1ng the pos1t1on that birth order, —fam11y s1ze
:and social c1ass have an impact upon the persona11ty organization of
the child, it may be that the man1festat1on of left- han@edgess in’
‘females is a v1s1b1e 1nd1cqtor of an en1nghtened “1a1ssez-fa1re”
approach to.chiid—r u"ng.yh{ch has been prevalent during their

formative years. Tra. is, if it can be ‘assumed that children born

-
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later into families are less compelled to achieve and to excel in
orde;‘to pleané their parents, and that parents in the ﬁjdd]e qnd
- uppof classes of socigty are 1cs§'punitive in their CH}Tleoarinq
pract{CPC, then ;hé ffcu]t eéfcntfa11y is ihat a bsicho]oqica]ly
more hoa]thy unv1rénment can he pro%umod to exist for the child.
Le ft-handed. foma]vs in this study WLIC rovva]ed to bHe oqua]ly
se]f—disc]osing to fathers and to be more disr-lnsing to mothers
thnh‘were right-handed femates. It mayv ¢ inf rk"that the 1éft—
handed feMaies.posse&s a closer and mor & f]@iionship‘with
/t@eir.parpnts than do fight—handed female. ~drd and Lasakow
| (1958) and Jourard (Tgfaa).have found a consistent félétioﬁship"
- bctween parent cathexis and'wi]1ingness'to self-disclose between
offspring and their parents. As a consequence, the 1é¥t handed
female grows to- become more outgo1ng, soc1ab1e, personally self-
confident, grega%ious, sensitive ‘to others, -and less achievemeﬁt—'
orfented as compqred to thE\right—Eanded female 1n“this study.~
For the 1eft;handed ma1es, the study has revea]ed ;hat they

occupy - n1f1cant]y ‘higher birth pos1t1ons, in families which are
Targer in size overa11 that they come fvom smaller urban centres,
andjpogsess a s1gn1f1cant]y Tower wocibeconomic index than do"
right—handed-ma1es.

. The impqctlof’botﬁ social ﬁ]assd in adthibh to the greater
emphasis fhat-our society-placqs'ubon persohé] ;thjevément for males

as opposed.to females, may account in part *for these findings.

Stein (1973) maintains that:

1



the left-handed individual seems to oxverience mor
intense challenges to his sense of competence and
dutonomy than does the right-handed individual and
seems, therefore, to respond with subtd but
measurab]e divergences in personality style

(p. viii).

It may be seen that the 1eft—handed male sample and the left-
handed female samp1e are not d1re(t1y comparable due to t o dis-
crepancies in rura]/ur1an resldente soewa] c]ass wnd family size
<1 that further, more r1qorous 1nvest1gatlon s requ1red to assess
the exact nature of sex d]ffeyence in 'handedness in the deve]owment

of persona]ity styles for fhe Teft-handed.

v -

Resecarch Imp]i?ﬁt&dgg and Directions for Future Research
The f1nd1ngs of the present study have not supported a clear

relationship between cultural bias and the_deve]opment of

differentiation in left-handed and right-handed individuals. Howe o
o -

, soc1a11zat7on practices as they relate to the family env1roﬁment are

-

presumed to have played a ro]e in severa1 of\the f1nd1ngs presented

Although left-handers and r1ght—handers have been found to dlffer in

several important dimensions, there is a great deal of question
‘pegdrding whether one consistert persdnaTity style can be,delineated
for the sinistral individuala Rather, it is seen_that many factors X

compr1se a compTex formu]a 1n determ1n1ng the extent’ to wh1ch left-

.,handedness w11] be reflected in personality dynam1c of the 1nd1v1dua]

1£ s suggested that cons1derab1e work w1]1 be requ1red to chart the-

exact’nature of the sex d1fferences in the deve]opment of persona11ty

!
\

. for 1eft-handed ma]es and fema]es

-

Further development-of a test instrument measuring affective

86
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\

differwntiatiqn is required and its re]Btionship to other measures o
differentiation established.

Finally, an invastigation Qf the parenting styles utilized
by the parénts‘of left-handed children uld provide very useful
informdtioh regérding whether a more démocratic and emotionally

cupportive atmosphere does in fact exist.

G-
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fFirst Name Phone

Aage Loy

Number

!

Circle one) .

)

1)0

M

Please indicate your prefervnce in the-use of hands in .the following

activities by putting + in the appropr :te colu

mn.  Whe

N

re the

‘proftrtnCe is so strong that you would never try to u?e the ather hand

unler a)<o1utolj forced to put ++.
indifferent put’'+ in both « Jumns.
‘both hands.

Some of: the

acti

In these cases the part of the task,.or object,
which hand preference is wanted is indicated ¥n brackets.

If in any case you are rea]]y
ities require

for
Please try.

to answer all the questions, and only leave a'blank if you have no

experience at all of the object or task.

e e
1. Writina. {':

- hrr1”1_n70 » o ] i/( o e «
2. Drawina I

731*~}%;0w1nq - R - e
4:‘ Sﬁfégofér o R o
E W{o'o‘{h’b}"g’;h e
76.—K;H%A U]E%agg}%rkf-ﬁi‘_Lﬂg“~n~WA;; e -

;. 7Sb6§h ‘ T :/ Lo
3. sreom (upper hand) R e
5.‘ Str1k};§»hgzghm‘E;;;;;S_i‘ - L
10. Opening box (11d) | a

i. Which foot do you };}Z?é} to kick withz | | -
{qi‘"}EGZJTZSZQ‘AB you :;;;;;;;;ruéing only oneij -

[‘P L _J Leave these spaces. blank:

LDECI

LE]

.Jf

B T D
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INSTRUCTIONS” FOR THE I-E SCALE

~

This is a queéstionnaire to find out the way in which certain important
events in our society affect different people. Fach items cansists
of a pair of alternatives lettered a or b.. Please select-the one
statement of each pair (and only one) which you more strongly belicve
to be the case as far as you're concerned. ~Be sure to se}éct-the one.
you actually believe to be more true rather than the one/you think
_you should choose or the one you would like to be true. This is a
measure of personal be] gbviously there ape no right or wrong
answers. - '
Your answers tg the items 0n*th1s i ntoty -are tp be recorded 'by
circling the appropr1ate Tetter, eithep/a or'b for each question.
Please answer these items careful]y But do not spend too much time .on
any one item. Be sure to find an answer for every item. In some
instances, you_may discover that you believe' both statements or
neither one. In such cases; be sure to select the you more ,
strongly believe to be the case as far as you're concerned. Also, try
to respond to each item independently when making your choice; do
‘not be influenced by your previous choices. ‘

‘o

1. a.  Children qet into trouble because their parents punish them

toe much. :
b. The trouble with most. ch11dren nowadays s that the]r parents

are too easy with them.

2. "a. Many of the unhappy th1nqs in peop]e S 11ves are partly due .
i - to bad Tuck. .
b. People's misfortunes result from.the mistakes they make.

3. a. One of the major reasons why we have wars is because peop]e

~+ don't take enough interest in politics.. ,

‘b.  There will always be wars, no matter how hard peop]e try ,f;'
to prevent them. : R

4. a. In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this.

~  world. g |
b. Unfortunately, an 1nd1v1dua1 E QB?%h—effén passes unrecognized
- "no matter how hard he tries. ‘

a. The idea that teachers.are unfa1r to students is nonsense.
b. Most students don't realize the extent to which the1r grades
are influenced by acc1denta1 happenings.. B _ e

. 6., a, Without the right breaks, one cannot, be an effect1v?~
b. “Capable pcople who fail to become Teaders havq 'nd
‘ advantage of their opportunities. ‘

- No matter how hard you try, some peop]e Jjust don t Tike you.
.by People who can't .get others to Tlike them don t"understand -
“*" how to -get a1ong with others
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13.
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Heredity plays the major role in doterﬁininq one's personality. .
It is one's experiences in 1ife which determines what they're
like. . - Y - - ‘

I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.

Trusting.io fate has newer turned out as well for me as

»

making.a. decision to take a -definite course of action.

In the ca: of the well prepared student theye is rarely if
ever such a thing-.as an unfair test.

Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course -
work that studying is really useless., )

‘Becoming a success is a mattenr of ‘hard work, tuck has little

or wothing to,do with it. ] ,
Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the riaght place
at the right tipe. '

-The avgrage citizen can have an influence in government

decisions.
This world is run by the few people in power and there is not
much the 1ittle guy can do about it. : oo :

When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them
work . , ' ' '
It is not always wise to plan too far ahead becausé many
things turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow.

There are certain peo Te who are just no good.
There is some good neverybody.

In my case, getting what”l want has. Tittle or notQipg to do -

with Tuck. o o -
Many times we might just as wel] decide what to do by

flipping a cdin.

Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was Tucky enough
to be in the right place first. '

Getting people to do the right thina depends upon ability,
luck has little or nothing to do with jt.

As far a$ world affairs are concerned, most of us are the
victims or forces we can neither understand, nor control.
By taking an active part in political and social affairs
the people can control world events. L

Most people don't realize the extent to which their 1ives

are controlled by accidental happenings.
Theré really is no such thing as "Tuck".

‘One should .always be willing to admit misfékes.

It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.

It'is'hard'tq know whether or not a person really likes you.
How many -friends you have depends on how nice a person you are.

.~ In the Tong run the bad things that happen to us are balanced

by the good ones. S
Most misfortunes are the_result of lack of ability, ignorance,
Taziness or all three. o
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With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.
It is difficult for people to have smuch control over the.
thinas politicians do in the office.

Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the

grades they give.
There is a direct connection between how hard T study and-

the grades I get.

A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what
they should do. - :

. - i )
A good leader makes it.clear to everybody what their Jjobs are.

Many times I feel that I have little influence over the
things that happen to me. o :
It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays

an important role in my life,

_People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly. -

There's not much use in trying too hard-to please people,
if they.1ike you, they Tike you. .

There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school.
Team sports are an excellent way to build character.

What happens to me is my own -doing. C
Sometimes™1 feel that I don't have enough centrol over the
direction my life is. taking. i

Most of the time- 1 can't understand why politicians behave

_ the way they do.

In the long rAin; the people are respons{b1e for bad ~—
government oh a national as we]f as on a local level.
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S-A SCALE

Th1s is a study of some of youf‘htt1tudes 0f course, there is no
right answer for any statédment. The best answer is:-what you feel 1is
true for yourself. You are to respond to each question in the space
prov1ded by each item according to the following scheme:

BRI 2 | 3 : 4 5 -

Not at all - Slightly _ About half- “ Mostly:- True of
true of my- true of - true of*my- " true of myself
self ™ . © myself self™ . . myself , o

Remember, the best answer:is the one which applies to you.

I’g Tike it il cou]%ﬁfind someone who would tell me how to
solve my personal problems.

I don't question my worth as a person, even if I think others do.”

When people say.nice things about é}; I find it 'difficult to
rbe}1eve they really mean it. - I think maybe they're k1dd1ng me
or .aren't being s1ncere

If there is any cr1t1c1sm or anyone says anyth1ng about me, I
just can't take it. . . ‘

« 1 don't say much at social affa1rs because I'm afraid that
people will criticize me or 1¢ugh Lf I say the wrong thing..

1 realize that I'm not 11v1ng very effect1ve1y but T Just
don't be11eve I've got it in - me to use my energies in better ways,

1 Took on most of the fee11nqs and Imoulses'l have toward people
as being quite natural &nd acceptab1e . .

Someth1ng ‘inside me just won't let me be satisfied with any job
I've done -~ if it turns out well, I get a very smug feeling that -
that this is beneath me, I shou]dn t Be satisfied with this,
this isn't a fair test.

1 feel different from:other people. 1I'd like to have the feeling
“of secuﬁ1ty that comes from know1ng I'm not too d1fferent from-

others.

I'm afra1d for peop]e Hhat 11ke tg f1nd out what I'm really
.11§e or' fear they'd be dis ppo1ntéd in me.

I am frequent]y bothered by fee11ngs of 1nfer1or1ty

‘Becaus€ of other people, I haven't been able to achieve as much
as:I st shou]d have. -

I am qu1te shy and se]f—consc1ous in social situations.

L
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‘T sort of on]y half- be11eve in myseAf ,
“T'm very sens1t1ve Peop]e say things and I h#fve a tendency

& ( W~ R ' : . ) e
¥ ' A 103
In order: to get -along and be Tiked, I tend to be what pe0)1e
~expect me to be rather than anyth1ng else.
I seem to have a real. 1nner Strength in handling th1ngs “I'm 2

on a pretty so]1d fdundation and it makes. me pretty sure of
myself.

1 feel self-conscious when I'm with people who have a super1or
position .to mine 1n bu51ness or at school. -

1 think I'm neurotic or someth1n\ ;L .

Very often 1 don t try to be fr1end1y wtth people because I,
think they won t like me. .

I fee] that I m a person of worth, on.an equal p]ane with others

1 can t aVowd fee]wng quilty ‘about the way 1 feel toward
certain people in_my life.
'\/“"

I'm not afraid of:mgeting new peop]e I feel that I'm a :
worthwhile person’and ithere's no reason they shou]d d1511ke me.

-

to think they're criticizing me or insulting -in some way and
Jater I think of it, they may not have meant anything 1ike that
at all. S . RS

I think I have certa1n abilities and other peop1e say so too,
but I wonder if I'm not giving them an 1mportadte way beyond
what they deserve.< R

1 feel conf1dent that I can do something about the problems g

,that m;ay awise in the future. v . -

I guess 1 put_gn a show to impress peop]e T know I m not the
person I pretend to be. .5'

I do not worry or condemn myself if other people pass Judgement
against me. ' .

I don't feel very normal, but I want to fee] norma] it

When I ﬁ\gn a group I usually don't say puch for fear of say1ng
the wron hqng . , .

I have a tendency to sidestep my problems.

T n vhen peop]é do think well of me, I feel sort of quilty
se 1 kiow I must be foolina them -- that if I were really
ny<e1f they wouldn't think well of me.

hat I{m on the same level as other people and that
he - establish good relations with them. .

. sat peop1e ar- apt to react differently to me than E -
to P jore 1y rezct to other’ peop]e
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I Tive too much by other peop1e'-s'standards.‘ :

When 1 have to address a group<“1 get self-conscious and have
difficulty saying things well. : $. .
If 1 didn't always have such hard luck,
more than I have. . .J .

. s .
frd _accom;;h'sh much -

%
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INSfRUCTIONS

The questionnaire that you have been given has columns with the .
headings, "Mother", "Father", "Male Friend" and "Female Friend".
You are to read each item on the questionnaire and then indicate
in the -appropriate boxes, the extent that you . have talked about
item to each person, that is, the extent to which you have
yourself known to that person. Use the rating-scale that you

that
made

item.

- RATING-SCALE

.see below to describe the extent that you have talked about each

0: Have told the otheh‘person noth1ng about

this aspect of me.

1: Have talked in general terms about this

L

- item. The other person has only a genera]
7 . - idea about this aspect of me.

K1

He/she

o~ , T
'2: Have ta]ked in full and complete detail about
this item to the other persan.

knows

me fully in this respect and “could describe

me accurately.

-
\

T
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X: Have Tied or m1srepfesented myself to the other

- person so that he/she has a false p1cture

ne.

How I wish I looked: - my 1deals for
overall appearance.

What it takes to get ne fee11ng rea]
depredsed and blue. _

My feelings about different parts of-
‘my body - Tlegs, hips, waist, weight,

chest or’ bust, etc.

My per-« ..1 views on $exual morality-

how I .e2el that I and others ought

"to behave in sexual matters.

My persona] views on drinking.

What I th1nk and feel about religion;
my.persona1 religious views.

-

Mother

Eather

Mal:-
Friend

WHEema1e

Friend -

<

£




10.

11.
12.
13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

f lales: My personal
standards of beauty and
attract1veness in women
and what I considersto be
attractive in-a woman.

For Females: The th1ngs
that I regard as desirable
for a man to be - what I
Took for in a man.

For Males:

My feelings about my adequacy in
sexual hehavior - whether or not
I feel able to perform adequately
in sex-relationships.

The aspeéts of my personality that

- I disTike, worrying about, that I°

regard as a handicap to me.

Whether or not I feel that I am
attractive to the opposite sex;
my problems, if any, about get-
ting favorable attention from
the opposite sex.

What it takes to get‘me feeling
real worried, anxious and afraid.
&

My feelings about the appearance
of my face - things I don't like
about my face and head - nose,
eyes, hair, teeth, etc.

“What feelings, if any, that I have

trouble expressing or controlling. %’

What it takes to hurt my fee11nqs
deeply.

The kinds of things that make me
furious-

Whether or not I now have any
health problems, eg , trouble with

‘sleep, digestion, female complaints,

heart condition, a11erg1es, head-
aches, piles, etc.

“The kind of things that make me

especially proud of myself,
elated, full of self-esteem or

-self-respect.

107
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T_g ' ' ‘Male Female
' Mother | Father | Friend | Friend
o '
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18.

20.

Things in the past or present
that I am ashamed and guilty
about. ‘ -

My personal opinions and feelings
about other religious groups

than my own, eg.. Protestants,
Catholics, Jews,. Atheists.

Mylpersona1 views on soft-d?ug

usg.

108
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T

Name (First)

“ Occupation gf'head of your household

PERSONAL DATA SHEET - &

You are requested tO’éﬁﬁvide the following information which will
assist in the statistical analysys of the data. This. information
is considered personal and cgnf13~ntia1 and will be held as such.
You are asked to identify yours f by providing only your first
name and devgsing a 4-digit code. Plecase write ;v first name
and code- number on each questionnaire you fill ot

. RN .

Identification . _
Code (utilize 4 digits)

/ 3 A
5

Sex M F
/ ’ A
Geographic residence of your family during your upbringing.

(Check One) ’ Tess than 5,000 popu1@tion
5,000 - 50,000
SOlOOOl- 100,000 o
ﬂOo;ooo +

Number of older siblings

‘ o
Number of younger siblings
L ‘
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SCORES OBTAINED BY ALL. SUBJECTS ON‘]B
VARIABLES UNDER EXAMINATION
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DESCRIPTION

~

Laterality Qudtient
RQral/Urban'Residence.
BirthiPosition

Family Size
Socioeconomic Index.
Locus  of Control .
Extraversion
Neuroticism

Lie Scale
Self-Acceptance

Self-Disclosure

OF FOOTNOTES

112 -
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”S\ubject L?}m Sex Age

5
}

32 -69 2 21 2 2 3
33 -71 2 18 4 3 3 34.38
3 263 2 19 4 2 3 64.52
3%  -68 2 20 4 3 3 51.88
36 -5 2 20 .4 3 3 70.14
37 =50 2 20 1 2 2 70.14
3 -5 2 20° 2 1 2 75.41
39 -5 2 18 ] 3 4 45,99
0 - 47 2 18 4 3 3 51.88
N -0 .2 25 4 1 4 7014
42 - 0 2 18 T3 4 32.61
43 #1001 19 4 3 4 70.14
CAAN_ H100 1 17 g 2 2 . 70.14
45 ;#1000 1 21 1 ] 6 70.14
46 \ +100 1 2 4 4 4  70.14
47 1 4100 1 19 4 2 3 - 61.75
48 #1000 1 19 4 3 3 42.98
49 #1001 21 12 2 35.05
50  +100 1 24 4 2 3" 5960
51 +100 1 19 4 2 4 °53.85
52 +100 1 20 1 2 .2 ¢ 45.48
53 +10C 1 24 1. 3« 54.74
54 +100 -1 20 . 4 1 40.13
55. 4100 1 18 4 2 3 72.87
56 +100 1 19 4 1 4  62.04
57 #1001 18 2 1 2. 70.14
58 #1000 1. 24 4 2 4 7014
59 4100 1 24 2 2 2 58.29 -
60 #1000 1 24 4 3 4 70.14
61 +100 1 18 -2 4 5 70.14
62 4100 1 21 4 2 6  68.80
63 49 .1 20 4 1 68.80

14

16
12
14
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+ Subject L.Q. Sex Age R/U B.P. "F.S. SEI  1.Q. I-E E

|

64 100 -1 19 4 2. 4 7034 M2 7 16
65 -100 1 19 1 2 3 28.96 132 16 .16,
66 © -100 1 19 1 2 2 3.8 117 6 15
67 -100 1 25 4 4 5 .76.01 133 5 7
68 -8 1 18 1 2 3 51.58 123 14 14
69 -83 1 "21 1 3 3 . 39.54 123 11, 15
0 -79 1 23 -4 3 ®a 7827 127 12 6,
71 -79 1 720 4 2 - 33.49 127 6 16
72 -79 1 21 4 5 5  41.43 130 3 2 °
73 -69. 1° 719 1 2 2. 34.38 119 10 12
74 -6 1 23 4 2 7014 1260 12 11
75 -57 1 18 4 2 3 70.14 118 12 10
76 -5 1 22 4 2 4 7014 122 9 18
g7 -0 1 19 2 2 5 3349119 4 15
\,-AK{§¥/‘78' s 1 19 - 1 4 8 4427 105 4 7
Ne 79 -ar.1 19 4 4 6 .14 117 . 5 10
S 80 -47 1 20 4 4. 4 63.02 101 8 14
81 -44 .-, 19 4 2 4 59.60 120 9. 15
& -4 1 18 1 4 - 10 3505 108 5 10
83 -1, 1 24 T 3 4 3505 108 .9 10
‘g4 - 8 1 25. 1 3 9 29.31 122 4 7
s Ay ’
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i ; S;D Lo 30 I‘S*Ia?e iegﬂe s-pk -
Subject | N'L  S-A Mother Father Peer Peer Total .
L1701 139 T o4 3 29
2 18 2 139 2121 22 22 86
3 19 2 120 124 5 49
4 91 7 4 9 27 33 . 83
5 6 5 160 35 25 . 3 6, 127 |
6 8 1 163 20 6 35 33 94 _ ;
719 3 122 7. < 20 15 32 84 SN
s 82 1% 28 - 10 26 23 87 v
9 9 1 150 32 19 39 33 123
0. 4 4 160  29: 6y 19 32 - 9%
o1 142 ) A 87
21 s 25 2T 20 w3 10
13 6 4 151 17 14 22 21 * 74
w11 3 146 30 20 .17 - 33 100
15 8 1» 173 13 6 17 19 55
16 171 88 w3t & 2 39
17 130 154 18 16 26 26 84’
.18 10 §. 138 34 30 35 33 13
19019 3\u14 4 T2 18 23 47
20 9 2 25 21 33 92
21 1274 139 b 39.- 23 . 1N
22 83 157 23 7 w25 83 X
23 9 3 148 - 22 12 14 17 “ 65 :
¢4 7 2 169 11 8 20 24 "u'jf;/f
25 21 w7 6 9 0 18 73
26 10 313 39+ 15 38 38 130 .
27 111 160 . 0 11 8 . 23 30 N 3
o8 .5 4 169 38 - 29, 26 3% 12 o
20 16 1 s . i3 . 17 28 92 | o
30 . 10 1 158 25 25 ‘29 . 35 Ms



31/ 15
4 5
33

o

38 11
39 17
4 13
41 14
42 9
43 12
44
45 1
46 8

47 0
a8 17
49 14
50 .7
51 16,
52 10
53° 6
54 7
55 9
56 4
o 5‘7_} B
< 58 19
59} 13
060 ’

Subject ‘N L

34

35 11
36\ 19
3;\\\19

1

8
13

12

22

2
4
2
3
0
0
2
0
0
]
2
]
3
5
]
4
o
0
2
2
2
3
2
3
2
1
3
1
1
0
|

S-D
Mother

10
12

13
20
21

9
12

30 .

22
17

23

18
19
10
28
18

15

——— -

.“g"

117

>-D » aéged .§é2a1e 5-D
Father ~ Peér\ = Peer Total
) R A

S R V- 44
'3& S 19 . 66
' 23 33 98
18 25 79
0 23 . 76,
26 39114
18 24 88
37 25 99
24 .3 56 .
0o o3 W7
27 22 .99
38 33 125
| 10 R ):
10 30 2 82
M 18 26 67 .
12 25 26 76
B 2172
16 25 36 . 98
8 30 13 60,

13 19 21 65

9 17 26 - g2
B2 30 26 102

19, 28 15 79

21 21 32 97

n 18 24 71

17 16 --.36 88

10 . 10 0 . 40
29 2§ 36 123

1821 23 80

137 - 720 19 67

<

.,_
l‘l .



3 . B
. (»",‘ . o ’ * - .
.L" ‘. . . ‘( B . N .
T R
: - o // '

s
Sl e A
P -0 gale; ¢ renate - - :
h Peer . - Total

Subject 'N. L S-A Mother Father  “Peer

61 12,0 121 9 9 | 209 47.
62 12 0 138 74 19 27 57
63 9 3 156 11 15 13 20 -, 59
64 12 3 142 32 27 . 23 25 130
65 15 2 130 23 132 29 - 8
66 . 8 2 142 2 10 16 23 61 . ®
67 4 3 .147 3 12 14 15, - a4 SR
68 9 0 158 9 9 17 .13 - 48
69 12 1 149 _18 23 Sk 2 88
70 15 2 13 18 . 24 713 116
71 112 143 4 4 g,
2 96 14 1 12 53
73 55 167 25 - 13 21 76
74 1 3 141 15 15 (21 30 81
| : | L K | -
75- .17 2,93 . 8 T 7 23 %0 - 68, . f ‘
76 8 3 I8 . 8 17 26 22 .73 .-
77,05 2 143 17 237 13 2 U
78 "12-2 154 20 12 22 23 77
79°. 5.5 168° 2 2 7 13 Co |
&g 10 1 s 7 17 . A6 17 - 74
81 16 3 157 © 29 31 23 33 . 16
82 8 3 132 - -8 no 177 53
83 18,41 P 5 4 - 12 12 33
84 ll_éﬁrffagirﬁf 8 .4 20 8 50-
SN . 74 #‘Q“ .
v - .



