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THIRD ANNUAL REPORT

Variables Rolated to Accuracy in Interporsonal Perception
Victor B, Clinc and Jomes M, Richards, Jr,

University of Utah

INTRODUCTION

For tho past thrce yoars rcsecarch has been conducted in tho arca
of person perception at the University of Uteh with grant support from
the Group Psychology Bronch of thc Officc of Naval Roscarch, Tho basic
approach has bcen to usc sound-color movics of pcople in intervicw
sitwmtions as stimulus mitericl for judges in meking cvaluations and
judgments about other pcople., In the thrce yoors that this projceet has
been under wny the number of films usod has been reduced from 24 to 6,
using methods approximiting standard item anclysis., Hetoerogencous groups
of judgos hnve vicwed thesc sound movies and mde o varioty of prodictions
about the reel life, voerba?, ard test bechavior of the subjects scen in
the films. OCne of the mrjor carly findings was thot thore exists a
certain amount of goncrality in ability to judge accuratoly across
Judging instruments, as well as across films, This finding has held up
in some seven independent experiments reported in detail in the first
two Annual Reports (Cline and Richards, 1958, 1959).

Cronbach (1955) has, in the past, strongly criticdzed global
aporoaches to obtaining accuracy of judgment scores, He feels that
global scores are virtually meaningless because they lump togeéher all
sorts of response sets, and to meet this problem he has proposed several
complex mothods of securing so-called "component scores.," In previous

research, analysis of some of these component scores suggested by




Cronbach led to the conclusion that ocven though there is a modest degree
of gencrality in judging ability there arc also at lcast two major types
of judging accuracy ability. The first mojor type of ability was
UScnsitivity te the Gonerelized Othur® (or, in Crontachls torminology;
"Stercotypc Accuracy), and the sccond major type was "Intorporsonal
Scnsitivity" or, in Cronbech's torms, "Difforcntial Accuracy" and/or
"Differenticl Elcvation," These rosults were obtained using the Trait
Roting type of instrument whore judges rated the persons interviewed using
a Likert type six category scale, Bronfonbronncr and his associates (1958)
in a complctely independent study obteincd cssentially the same rosults,
Howaver, difficultics wore repeatedly cencounterced in working with
and interproting some of Cronbach's compononts of accuracy scores (using
ths Trait Rating instrument), In going back over Cronbach's article it
was found that hc appearcd to contradict himsclf in discussing the
meaning and intcrpretation of some of these components, In addition,
the conclusion was reoached that maiking ratings on rathor haphazardly
choscn traits is not 2 voery meaningful judging task, and 1t was thercforc
decided that o new judging instrument wes ncoded which would allow
clarification of the usc and interpretation of these component accuracy
scorcs, Since part of the filmed interviow which the judges saw involved
questions rolating to oncls religlous values and boliofs, a new instrument
called the Beliof-Volucs Inventory was developed, On this instrument,
the judgo is roquired to predict the responscs of the person scen in the
film to such quastions as, "The idca of God is just a fiction;" on a
five catcgory Iikert type seale,

This proved to be a much moro satisfactory instrument than the
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Irnit Rating measurc, and accordingly in tho past yoar a major study of
Beliof-Valucs Inventory component scoros was carried out, This study,
which is rcported in detail later in this rcport (sce pago ), bns

suggested some modificotions in Cronbach'!s analytic soheme,




BRIEF RESUME OF THIRD YEAR'S WORK

'ihird year (1959-1960) cmphasized rescarch in the following arecas:

1, %An intonsive study of thc annlysis of acecuracy scores into
componcnts, using on analytic scheme similar to, but with some
modifications of, the schore suggested by Crombach (1955).

3’} Analyscs of the data of an oxperiment in which a comparison of

the judgnents of individuals versus groups (where group members

collaboratc in deeision and judgment making) is mado,

3. An investigation wus mado of the clinical versus statistical
prediction problem in terms of componcnts of accuracy scores,

l‘+. Sp?nsoring a group dlsqussmn typc symposium ontitled __ox_mmz;g

fgrgon Eorcegtion ROQOﬂrch at the annudl moe tings of tbc 2

]

¥ \ i
Amoricen Psychological Association, Scptembor, 1960, in Chicago,

,/,.« Illinois,

5. Tho developnent of now interviows (to be filmed) was undertaken
_ and” ts-eurrcnily-in-progrosa,
/.

6. The further dovelopmont and refincmont of now judging instruments
wes initiated on the basis of oarlicr rescarch findings with
componcnts of accurncy scorcs, THI® Work also 18 1M prograss.

-~
N

e e s e




-5 -

CHAPTER I

Accuracy Components in Person Perccption Scores
and the Scoring Systen as an Artifact in
Investigations of the Generality

of Judgirg Abllity

The usual procedurc in investigations of accuracy of person
perception is to have a judge predict how some other person has responded
to, or will respond to, some standard instrument, Then the judge's
predictions are compared to the other personts actuwl responscs, and
sonc nmeesure of the degroc of agreerent between the two is taken as a
neesurc of the judges! accuracy of person perception,

A special casc of this proccdurc is that in which the judges make
their prcdictions and the "others" mekc their responscs on a standard
instrument which consists of a2 scries of itens, cach of which has several
possible responscs difforing along o scalo to which numerical walues
can be applied, An oxamplc of such a scalc would be a serics of
adjectives cach of which was rated by the "other" for the degrec to
which it was descriptive of himsclf on o six category senle ranging fron
"Very Like" to "Very Unliko," and with corrceponding numorical scores
assigned ranging frem 1 for "Very Iike" to § for "Very Unlike," The
measure of accuracy of person pereoption used with this typo of
instrumont is btased on the nurerical diffcronco botwoon the judgoe's
prodietions and the "othort!s" actual responscs. The usual proccduro in
invostigations of this typc is to squarc this differcnco scorc for cach
iten and thon overage across items, This average wvaluc is cormonly

callod the "D? statistic.” (Cronbach and Glascr, 1953)
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Cronbach (1955) has strongly criticized treatment of accuracy of
person perception in this globel fashion, and has proposed a more
analytic treatment based on muthematically independent components of
the D? statistic, Cronbach's analysis is most clearly pertinent to
those situations in which judges predict the responses of a series of
"others," rather than a single “other," In this case, Cronhach t:eals
these judgments as a matrix X in vhich the "others" whose resrnoiises are
predicted compoee the columns of the matrix, and the items on which
predictions are made compose the rows of the matrix, Thus, each element,
Xjj, of this metrix indicatcs that "othor" number j was predicted to
have made the rcsponsc with numberical valuc x on itoem number j. There
is one such matrix for cach judge., In ordor to computc the DR measure of
accuracy of prediction and its various componcnts, each such matrix is
comparcd to a criterion matrix §, in which cach clcment cij is the
numbcrical valuc of the acturl rosponsc of "othor" j on item . In
Cronbach's schome, D2 is broken down into four tasic componcnts based on
discrepancics betwecen nrumorical valucs of predicted responses and
numerical values of actual responses, Thrcc of thesc four componcnts can
be further broken down into a corrclation term and a variance t-rm,

These componcnts arc:

(1) Elcvation - This is a measurc of the differcnce between the
mean of the mumericel valucs in the judgment matrix takon over all
"others” and all items and the corrosponding mean of the numerical
values in the criterion matrix, Cronbach states that this component
is primarily a mcasurc of the way in which cach judge uses the rating
scale rather than o measurc of judging ability,

(2) Difforcntial Elcvation ~ This componont is o measurc of the

diffcrence between the mcans of the columns of the judgment matrix and
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the means of tho columns of the criterion matrix, with the contribution
of the elevation component climinated, It is thus a measurc of tho
ability to prodict diffcrcneces between “othors" taken across items,
This componcent can be further broken down into (a) a correlation term
which measures the oxtont to which the judge arranges "othors" in the
same crder in which they arc ordercd in the criterion matrix, and (b)

a variance tcrm which monsurcs the extont to which judged differonces
botween "others" are large or smll,

(3) Stercotype Accuracy - This componcnt is a measuro of the

differcnecoe between the meons of the rows (or items) of the judgment
matrix and the corrosponding means of the eriterion matrix, again, with
the contribution of thc clevetion componcent rcemoved., This component
also can be broken down into (2) a corrclation tcrm and (b) a varizance
tern, and is a mecasurce of how accureately the judge predicts the responses
of the typical "other" and/or pcople-in-gencral to the itens,

(4) Diffcrontinl Accuracy - This componcnt is a measurc of
differcnco botween the scoros for Mothors* on individunl itcms in the
judgment matrix and the corrcsponding scorcs in the eriterion matrix,
where in cach casc an individucl "other!s®™ scorc is taken os a doviation
both from his own nmean and from the item mean, This component can also
be broken down into a corrclation term and a variance torm, and is
averaged across items to obtain mn overall measurc, Cronbach considers
this componcnt and particularly its corrolatiomal term the most
sppropriate measurc of whot is ordinarily meant by accuracy of person
perception,

Recent rescarch by Bronfenbrommer and his associates (1958) and by
the authors (Clinc and Richards, 1958) has suggestod that such an

annlytic scherne is a promising approach in studics of person perception,
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Bronfonbronnor, using a sirdler, but not idontical, approach, found two
rolotivoly independent aspocts of ability to prodict the rosponsos of
othors: first, "Somsitivity to thc gonoralizod othor" (a moasurc similar
to Cronbach's Storcotype Accuracy) which is tho ability to predict the
mean responscs of several pcople on individual itoms, and “"Indjvidual
gonsitivity," (a monsurc sinilar to Cronbach's Diffcront?~) Accuracy)
which is the ability to order corroctly individunls on items, In the
rescarch of the authors, Cronbach's scheme, in its differcnce score form;
was usced spceifically., The judging instrument uscd in this study was
the Trait Rating test, o list of twenty-five adjectives which judgoes
rated on their degroc of simllarity to ton standard Yothers" proscnted
by moans of o sound color novie, The rcsults of this experiment
suggested that over-all judging ability consistsd minly of two indopen-

dent parts: "Stercotypo Accuracy" and "Difforential Accuracy® (using
Cronbach's tcrninology),

The recsults of thesc studics appear at first glance to offor
striking confirmation of cach other, particularly so sincc quite
different procedurcs werc uscd; and in combinmation to confirm the
importance of treating person perccption scores in the way suggestod by
Cronbach, In spitc of thc promisc of thosc results, however, in
subsequent rcscarch the authors oncounterod persistent difficultics in
the interpretation of thesc componcnts, particularly when an attempt
was made to break down Difforential Elcvation, Stercotype Accuracy, and
Differcentinl Accuracy into n correlaticn tern and o variance term, This
difficulty camc, through tho coursc of rmch work, to be focused on the
Difforcential Elcvation component, and its corrclation term, largoely
because Cronbtach (1955) rppearcd to contradict himsclf about the

intcerpretation of thesc mensurcs on the same pago, first stating that
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these measures reflect primarily whether or not the judge interprets
the words defining the scale in the same way as the "others" do, and
that therefore they appear "relatively unfruitful" as a source of
information on his perception of "others," and second, stating that
these scores are measurcs of the judge's sensitivity to individual
differences,

In attompting to clear up these difficulties of interpretation,
the authors felt they nceded an instrument in which the predictions
themselves could be intorpreted more casily than they could using a
typical Trait Rating test. Thoy thorefore developed a new judging
instrument, the Boliof-Valucs Inventory. This judging instrument
recquired the judge to predict "others" rosponses to twolve Idikert typo
itoms dealing with rcligious becliefs and valucs. A samplc item is:

When in doubt, I have found it bost to stop and ask God for

guidance,
A, strongly agrce
B. agrce
C. neither agrece nor disagrec
D, disagreo
E

. strongly disagrco
In the filmed interviow tho "other" had been asked dircet quostions
about his attitudes toward raligion,

Subscquent roscarch with this instrumont indicatcd that tho
difficultics with this type of analytical treatment arise largely
because the scoring system has a difforontial offcct upon the components
involved in a Cronbach typo analysis, With itcms of the type included
in the Beljef-Valucg Inventory, thorc arc two possible scoring methods,
The first of thosc is to scorc "Strongly Agrco" as 1, "Agrce" as 2,
etec,, without rcgard to whether or not on that particular itom,
"Strongly Agroo" is a pro-roligious answor, Thc sccond possible

scoring system is to scorc the most conventional pro-religious rosponse
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as 1, regardless of whother thnt answer is "atrongly Agrce" or

"Strongly Disagrce,® If the first of thesc scoring systems is usod, the

Stercotype Accuracy variance is large, but the Difforontial Elcvation
variancc is madc artificially small, On the othor hand, if thc sccond

of thesc scoring systoms is used, the Storcotype Accuracy verianco is

artifically rcduccd, whilce the Differcntinl Elovation voriance is

moximized, Thesc offcets are illustratcd by Table I, which presents
the rosponscs of three hypothctical persons to itoms of this type, with
cach item score prescnted in both of the two scoring systems, In Table
I, thc first hypothctical person always cnswered with the most
conventionnl rcligious ~nswery the scecond hypothctical person always
answered with the scecond most conventional religious answer, and the
third hypothctical pcrson always gave the middle or ncutral rcsponse,
In this table the comsistiney of responding by oach person is, of
coursc, somowhat exaggorated to mmke the point clenr,

In addition to the cffcets of the scoring svstem on the variance

of Stercotype iccurncy nnd Diffcronticl Elcvation, scveral other things

arc apparcnt from Table I, The first of those is that if thosc three
hypothetical pcrsons were uscd as “others" in our films ond the first
scoring system werc usced (i.c., whoro "Strongly Lgrec" is always
scored as 1, without regard to whother this is in the rcligious or
non-religious dircction) no matter what degreoc of accuracy a judge
attained in predicting their responscs tho Difforential Elcvotion
corrclation componcnt could take no other value than .00, If one then
tricd to rclatc the Difforcenticl Elcewation corrclotion toerm to other
mcasurcs of judging valucs, it is obvious that thorce could be no

rclationship, and ono might crroncously conclude that thore is no
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generality of judging ability., Usc of thc sceond scoring system (i.c,,
where the most pro-religious rosponsc is ~lways scored 1 regardless of
whothor it is "Strongly figroc" or "Strongly Disogrec'), howevor, has a

similar cffeet on tho Stercotype Lccuraey correlation and cgain could

locad to a falsc conclusion that thore is no generality of judging
ability. It will also be sccn from Table I that 1f the first scoring
system were uscd in 2 study of judging ability, Difforcntinl Elcvation
and also Elcevotion would rcflcct primarily the oxtont to which judges
intorpreted items in the same way cs the "others,” but that if the sccond
scoring systcm were uscd Differcential Elcvation would be a measure of
the judges! "scensitivity to individual difforences® in overall
»riigiosity, and Elcvation would be a measurc of the judged average
religiosity of thc group of “others," Thus the npparent paradox in
Cronbach's forrmlation is rosolved, 411 of this, taken together,
strongly suggests that in investigation of nccuracy of porson perception,
and particulerly of its gonir~lity, ncithcr of these scoring systoms

is by itsclf satisfactory, but rather thot the first scoring system

should be used in computing Stercotype Miccuracy and its components

and the sceond scoring system should be used in computing Differontial
Elevation and its components, It should be cmphasized that, in the
hypothetical examplc, the itcms differcd sreatly in their averago degree
of ondorsoment and the persons diffored groevly in their over-nll degroc
of rcligiosity. In studics of accuracy of interpersoncl perception,
both of thesc would be important and yot cither one or the other weould
inovitably be artificially climinated if cithor scoring system alonc
was used,

These two scoring systoms also have another cffect which is not

roadily apparcnt in the hypothctieal exomple, since it eliminntes all

’
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the persons-by-items intcroetion that would occur in a rosl problom,
This cffcct is that the Diffcrential lccuracy componont and its
corrclation and varianco constitucnts will cll take on difforont valuos
dopending on which scoring system is uscd, and the authors arc aware of
no critorion which would indicatc in 2 roal problen which of those values
arc the most appropriate measures of judging abilicy, This led tho
authors to thc conclusion thot nene of the values of Differential
Liccuracy and its constituonts orc particularly good measurcs of judging
agility, and to drop it from further consideration in their research,
They have been roplaced with a new index of judging ability which the
authors have chosen to call Interpersonal iccuracy, Thoere is no
.diffcrencc score fcrm of this ncasurc; it consists only of a corrclation
torm and a variance tcfm. The corrclation term is computed by
deternining the corrolation.boﬁwcon cach judge's precdicted valucs.and
ﬁhc corresponding actunl responsos by "others" on individwal items and
then avercging across items (without converting these scores in terms
of their discrepancy from item and person means as is the casc with
Djffercntisl /iccuracy)., Similarly, thc Interpersomal Lccurncy
variance term involves the conmputation of the variance of coach judgols
predictions on individual itoms; averaged across items, With regard to
how this index fits into Cronbach's scheme, tho authors arc of the
opinion that it is a linocar conbinntion of Djffercential Elcvation and
Difforential igcuracy, It offers the strong adventage ovor other
measurcs that it is invariant under changes of scoring syston,

There arc scveral additional considerations in the interprotation
of this hypothotical cxample, The first of thesc is that thore is a

strong goeneral "roligiosity" factor underlying the quostions, In
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Cronbach's scheme, this genoral factor should be tappod by the
Diffcorentinl Elevation compenent, and this does cccur under the scering
system in which the conventional religious answer is always scored 1,
It might bec objceted, theroforc, that the scoring system in which
"Strongly Lgree" is alweys scorod 1 "randomizes" this genernl factor,
This cffoet of this scoring system is, howevor, excctly the point of
tho hypothcetical cxomple; and it should be omphasized eagain that the
scoring system in which "Strengly Lgrec" is always scored 1 is the only

scoring system which pormits the real differcnces in the average dogree

of endorscment of the itoms (Stérootypc Lceuracy) to appoar, It should
also Sé noted that the naturc of thg questicons proscnted in the
hypothctical cxample was intcntinhally mede such as to omphasize the
inoppropriztoness of this scoring,syétcm for the Difforentinl Elcvation
compenent. In a loss cxtreme, more realistic ceoso, this inapprépriatc-
ness would be less clear, The fret thet thero is a streng general
factor docs contribute greatly to the elarity of interpretation of the

Interpersoncl ccuracy ccenponcnt, and the prescnt authors arc in

agrecrent witﬂ Cronbach's positioﬁlthat‘soﬁorai factorially purc scts
of items annlyzed separately arc pécfcfable to onc factorially complex
got of itens treated in 2 glotnl fashion,

If the argument of the authors is accepted to this point, it is
st111l an open question whether the considerations outlined have any
practical effect on investigations of accuracy of person perception,

A study providing some information with regard to this point has been
conducted, In this experiment 46 undergraduates, both male and femals,
at the University of Utah, predicted the responses of six standard

others, presented through the filmed interview procedure, on the
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Beljef-Values Inventory. Details of the experimental procedure of
using these filmed intorviews are prescnited clsewhere, (Cline and
Richards, 1960 A) Using a program developed for the IBM 650 Computer,
the predictions of theso judges were scored twice against the eriterion,
once with cach of the two scoring systoms discussed above, and the
various judgment scorcs intercorrclated, When this program is used all
correlation torms arc cxprassed in torms of Fisherls Z, Results of both
of thosc analyses arc presented in Table II, In Table II, corrclations
abovc the diagonel wore obtained when "Strongly Agrec" wﬁs always
scorcd 1 regardless of whother or not it represented a pro-roligious
‘answer, and corrclations below the diagonal were obtaincd when the most
conventional pro-rcliglous answer was always scored 1. On the basis of
cither of thesc two groups of corrol_tiono alonc, onc wou¢d have to
conclude that there is no consistcnt pettcrn of gyncrallty in judging
ability, particularly .s rcflected in the three corrclation measures,
but rather an appearance of two rclatively indepcendent factors mcasufed
rcspectively by the ;fforcntigl Elcva tgon corrclation term and the
Storootgpg Accuracx corrclation torm, thus confirming the previous
results of Bronfonbronnor and his associntes (1958) and Clinc and
Richards (1960 A),

A further analysis of thesc data wes made, however, in which
Judgment scorcs woere intercorrclated gcross scoring systems in such o
way that cach component is scorced most appropriatcly., Moro spccifically;
Stercotype Accuracy and its corrolation and variance terms woere computed
using the scoring system where "Strongly igrce" was always scorcd 1, and
Differontial Elevation and its components and Elovntion werce computed

using the scoring system where tho most pro-religious answer was always
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scored 1, Rosults arc prescented in Table III, In this table, there is
a consistont pattern of a significant degroo of gonerality acorss tho
corrclation terms of all componcnts, thus suggosting that judging ability
is, to some degroc, a general trait,

These results, in the opinion of the authors, clearly indicate
that the scoring system may be an important artifact in investigations
of the generality question when using components of accuracy scores,
and therefore strongly supports the argument advanced in the hypothetical
example discussed earlier, It is still most important to avoid over-
. generalization from these results. It is éfill'possible, and even .
:‘nrobable that when using other judging 1nstruments, other Judges, or o

."other pﬂrsona to be judged accuracy of stereotype and accuracy of

';;;fiaudgmentn ‘of indi“idual differences may provo to be reallz independent

':ﬁ“ruture investigators should hcwevcr on the ba31s of the results of .

‘lj;‘this study, guard against a. false conclusion that the two main types of

'=accurocy are independent whcn that 1ndependencc represents nothlng more
}_2than scorlng systcm artifcct “The rcsuitc also suggest that lgﬁgg-.
persona l‘Acc uracy is the most apﬁropriate mccsurc'of'tho cbility~to
judge accuratcly individualndifforcnccc,_at locst in those cases whore
'c strong gcnoral fcctor is prcscnt in the items on which the ratings are

made,
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CHAPTER IIX

A Comparison of Individuals ve Groups in 3udging Porsonality

hs o practical neeccssity men arc continunlly required to
subjectively judgc, asscss, and cvaluate their associates, Frequontly

in the military or in industry this is a prercquisite in initiel

cmployment, promotion, cte, Thore have been various épproaéhos to the

uantlfication of subjective judgments of which pcrhaps the most common

'have boen rﬂtlng procedurecs, Sincc this typc of Judgment and the
dccisions or cours»s of action which rbsults thsrc“rou havo so many.far:' .
; roaching implicatione, any rosoarch which might further gontributo to
,:our knowledgo in fhiq nro: shou1d be of considornblo 1ntrinsic ;‘ g
jimportance. Tho purposc of thc pr09unt study wag to ( ) dotcrmina

-~whether individuals or grouns arc morc likoly to bo "ccurnto in mukins

social juugmcnts (i.c, “prodictions" of the bphavior nnd personality of

.'_other individuals), and (2) at tha samo tine comparc different typos of

group judgment, These judgﬁcnts were made on instruments sinilar to

© two different kinds‘of rating scales comﬁonly uscd in applicd scttings,

- The rationalc of this oxporimont grow out of the recent survey of
studics conparing group performancoe and individurl performance :mdo by
Lorge, Fox, Davitz, and Brenner (1958), The genoral conclusion of this
survey was that o group, on alnost any tesk, will perform bottor than a
typical individunl, but not ncecssarily bettor than o superior

individual on the task in queostion., This finding is truc whethor tho

Weroup perfornance” is nade by a gonuine group or is norely a statistienl

combination of scveril independent individunl porformancos. An

|
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unresolved question is the degree to which these findings can be
attributed to a reduction in the variability of the group performance,
The trend of the studies cited in this survey suggested the hypo-
theses to be tested in this exporiment, These hypotheses are:
1, The accuracy of predictions (about the behavior of cther
persons) made by a group of persons arriving at a consensus predictica

through group discussion will be significantly greater than the average

;.?:i:'accuracy of thc prodictions made by the individuals composing the group,

o ~ﬂirhe average accuracy ‘of. thc prodictions made by the individual composing

Tf;f;tho group will also bc significantly esg than tho accuracy of an
"ifﬁ}"artificial group“ (1 c., c slnglc Drcdiction dorived through a
oot ;statistical combination of their ind1V1dua1 prodictions) and also less

'ﬁ=oﬁthan thc accuracy of prediction of thc best individual among the
"Eﬁindividuals composing the group. ;Fﬁfiﬁ’t . i. . “'." N
' A secondary question has to do with thc presoncc or- absenco of-a |

o consistcnt pattcrn of suporiority in accuracy among predictions made by

) -;z.bost individual judgos consonsus groups, and "artificial groups "

The subjocts woro 186 studonts, both malo and fomale, in the
introductory psychology classcs at tho Univcraity of Utah in the Fall of
1959, The procedurc involved tho proscntation of six filmed interviows
or "standard othcrs." Thesc wero photographed in sound end color, and
were conducted by an actor, a member of the University Theatre staff,
who asked a fairly standard scrics of questions (to insure equivalence
over interviews) probing tho following arcas: (a) personal waluos,

(b) personality strongths and woakncsses, (c) rcaction to the intorview;
(d) hobbics and activitiocs, (c) sclf-conception, and (f) tomper,
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After a filmed interview had been shown the projector would be
stopped and the subject-judge required to fill out paper-pencil judging
instruments, Following this another interview would be shown and so
forth, Details of the development and selection of these films, the
experimental procedures involved, and certain undorlying methodological
and theoretical considerations have becn published elsewhere {Cline &
Richards, 1958, 1960 A),

In this study, two prodiction imtruments were used., The first of

-‘t.hese was thc Adjoctivc Chock List whioh raquired the subject to
determine which of a palr of adgectivce thc intorvicwce had checked

:'":_.:.',f,:':as .being dosc*‘ip*ivo of' himsclf. A sample 1tem, is' :

L KL By _14.“ o '. (a) rcsourceful

(b) chocrful

: Thore wcro 20 such palrs for cach cf thc six i‘ilms making a to‘bal of

"'l".'120. Tho suorc, on vh() AdJoctivo Chcck Liat wvas thO nuibor corrcc'b.

""'.'..JThus the Adjcctivo Chock List is smilar toa forcod-choice ratinv .

R 'procoduro. e

The socond instrumunt uscd was the ___]_g_.__i_‘-\ia_lu_eg Inventory. On
this inetrum0nt tho subjoct wes roquirod to determino (prodict) how the
' intcrvie_wee had rcspond_ed to a likert typo scal-a dealing with religious
" beliofs. bﬁring the courso.of ti'ao interview, the person in the film
had becn asl;cd diroct quostions in this arca., A sample item is:
I fcol quito suro God does not oxist,
(1) strongly agrece
—— (2) Agroo
—_ (3) Ncither agree ner disagree
— (4) Disagree

____ (5) Strongly disagroo
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Thus the Beliof-Valucs Inventory is comporablc to a graphic rating

proccdurc,

There were 12 such items for cach film or interview, Soveral
different scoros bascd on a rocont modification by Clinc and Richards
(scc Chapter I) of an analytic procodurc suggested by Cronback (1955)
worc computed from judges! responscs to this instrumont using a program
. developed for tho.IBM 650 Computer, Thc first of thosc was a total score,
which ras bascd on the average of the squarcd discrepencics {using the
© one to fivc point scalo) between orcdlctod rosponsos by cach judge for
oach intcrviowoo and actual rosoonsos of nach intorviowoo.” This iS»
:1an error soore and in order to make these scores comparable to other ;_”‘
.scores ug od in this study, thc SCOTCS WoTC convvrtcd to aog uracy scoresl
through standard peoroe” ttunsfornution, sotting the moan equal to 50

- fand standard deviation eqw.l to, 10,

The gecond two BVI scores arc corponents of. wnat Cronbach (1955)
;Has callod Sterootype Accuracy. This measures the degree to‘whicn cach
3judge prcdicts‘how the group of inroryiewecs as a whole responds to the
© Judging insorumont, ond involves the dogrce to which the means of items
(averaged across intervicwcos) predicted by cach judge corresponds to
actual item meens, .Tho two scores used in this study arc the (1)
corrclation betweon cach judge'!s predicted item means and obtaincd item
means, converted to a Fisher's Z, ond the (2) variance of ecach judge's
prodicted means, Cronbach has demonstrated thesc two scores to be the
two parameters in Stercotypc Accuracy whon the criterion is hold constant;
and they permit independent ovaluations of the effect of grouping on
accuracy and on veriability of prodiction irn this study.

The last two scores on the BVI arc moasurces of Intorpersonal




Accuracy, This represonts the dogroo to which judgos accuretoly
predict the responsos of interviewces to indjvidual itoms, and involvos
mainly the dogrcc to which judges corrcctly ordor the intorviowoos in
torms of their overall degree of Y“religiosity." It, therefore, is the
best measure of the kind of accuracy thet is the main concern in most

institutionnol rating situations, Intcrpcrsonal Accuracy, like Sterco-

typc Accuracy, has two indopendent paramoters, a corrolation torm

exprassed in terms bf Fisher's Z, and a variance torm, thus permitting
indepehdont ovuluation of accuracy ~nd variability. The corrclation

" seora ls computud by doturmining tho corrclation botwoon oach judge's -

. predicted values ~nd the eorr ponding actunl voluos on individusl

u:itoms, convcrtlng to Fishcr s ﬂnd avcraging across itoms, The
:fvarianco scoro is conputod by doterminlng the variance of cach Judgo's,

. :J.prcdicted scoros.on individucl 1tons and averaging across items,

P*oneduré

. The 186 subjects in this experiment were divided into 62 tnree-

* person groupé. The division was made at the tlme the experiment vas

conducted, and most groups consisted of three persons seatecd next to
each other in the experimental room, Group composition in terms of
sex of group members wes roughly random, The subjects saw each film
and first completed the judging instiumcnts independently. They then
joined together in group discussion fashion and procecded to arrive at
a consensus judgmont for the items on tho judging instruments without
referring back to, or looking at, their carlier independent judgmonts,
The "artificial group" judgment was dorived from the first

individual judgments of the group mombers, Thus, on tho Adjoctive
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Check Iist, thc Martificial group" judgment was determined on the basis .
of a "majority vote® of the judges on cach item (by inspecting their
individual judging protocols). On thc Beliof-Valucs Inventory, it was
calculated by determing the average of tho values predicted by the threo
Judges for cach intcrvicwoec on cach itom, It is important to emphasizo
that this "artificial groug" is not a group in tho psychological sonse,
but on;y a statisticcl combination of the original independeont judgments,
_ Tﬁb "avorage accuracy of individuals composing thc group" was, of
courso obtaincd by computing the mean of.tho accuracy scorcs of the
throo individuals who madc up cach group. It is most important to note

L that this iq not tho samc thing as tho _"artifibial group" procedure

B o 'whero 1t was thc actual prcdictions of the threc group members that wore

.l'aeragod rathvr than thuir accuracy SCOTCS, .

| :Thc “best judge! in cach grqup was sclocfcd on the basis of his
aééuracy.séoros; In interproting the résults:of this study, thoroforc,.
:;it is important to notc that this solbction was donc on an aftcrftho-
fact besis, thus meximizing accu?ac&.scorcé for this condition by
.'capitalizing'on‘chance. It would, theroforc, bc impossible for a "bost
© Judge" sclected 1A advanco fo obtain a higher scorc than this, and such
a "best judgo" would, in fact, probably score somowhat ldwcr; since some.
error would bc involved in any advance sclection, Tho best judges were
sclceted independently for the ACL and the BVI and thorefore werc not
nccossarily the same porson on the two diffeorent instruments, On thoe
BVI, howcver, the "bost judges! salected on the basis of total scare,
wore also uscd as "bost judges" in making the comparisons involving the

other scores derived from this instrument,
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Rosults
The means and standard deviations for each judgment procedure on
each judgment score arc presented in Table 1, In table 1, all scores
are accuracy scores, Since total score on BVI is based on error score,
in Table 1 this judgment score is transformed to a standard score

distribution with moan & 50 and standard deviation = 10,

As a first step in thc statistical analysis of these data, overall
F tests wcre calculated for cach of the judgment scorcs scparately,
The rosults of this analysis care prcsentéd ;n Table 2, No test for ‘
homogenoity of varisnec was made boforc caleculation of these F tests, !
his procedurc was followed heeause the rceent work of Bonoou (1960) |
strongly suggests that F is not significantly affected by hotcrogencity
of variance if thc'samﬁlo sizes arc identieal and rolatively large,
i.c., 20, Both of thecsc conditioﬁs hold in the prosent study., It is
also known that availablc tests for homogencity of variance are affccted
too much by other variables than that involved in the null hypothesis
to justify tﬁ@ir usc prior to an amlysis of variance (Box, 1953).

| Sincc 211 of the F tests in Table 2 are significant at or beyond
the ,01 level of confidence, o tost for aiénificanco of differenco
botwoen individual means was made., This test was made using tho
Multiplo Ranec Togt (Ii, 1957, p. 238), which is thc most appropriatc
procedur2 known to the oxperimenters for making "post-morten® type
comparisons betwoen individual moans after an overall F tost has beon
mnde, Bricfly, the Multiplc Ranpo Tegt involves computing o valuo
which represents how large the diffcrconce botweon two meons must be in
order to bc significant at o stated level, and thon compering tho
obtained differonce to this vnluc, Results of this analysis aro

summarized in Table 3, —~
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Table 1

Means and Standerd Deviations of Judgment Scores

Averago of

Individuals
Composing W"Best Group Artificial
The Group Judge" Consensus Group
Adjectlve Check Iist )
97.27 101.66 102,52 103,32
on 3,51 3.91 3.95 4e55
Belief Values Inventory
Total N ,
X , 43.29 53492 4947 52487
o : 8,61 8,31 11,16 8.02
Belief Valuos Inventory
Stercotype Accuracy 2
X . 1,19 144 ‘ 1,28 l.41
i 028 . .37 A s37
Beliof-Valuos Inventory
Stercotype Accurac _
Var%ance :
! : 035 040 -31 o30
[0 pll o 14 22 15 13
Belief-Values Invontory
Interporsonal Accuracy 2
X .90 1,01 1,00 .98
o 12 14 16 015
Belief-Values Invcentory
Interpersonal fccuracy
Varianco
b'd 1,09 1.06 1,06 91

o 23 28 31 o25




Judgment Score

hdjective Check
Iist Total

Belief Valucs
Inventory Total

Belief Valuos Inventory
Stercotype liccuracy 2

Belicf Values Inventory
Storcotype Liccurcey
Varianco

Belief Values Inventory
Intcerpersonal liccuracy 2

Bolief Valuos Invontory
Interporsonal Accuracy
Variance

= 27

Table 2

Results of Overell F Tests
For Judgmoent Scores

Between Within
Varianco Varianco
d.,f, = 3 d,f. = 244
451,82 13.82

123,02 84.33
«8633 1432
1333 »0282
+1633 . «0213
«3900 0754

32,62

16,87

6.03

4,72

7.67

5.17

«001

.01

01
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Table 3

Tests for Significance of Difference Between
Individual Means for Each Judgment Score

Judgment Average
Score of Ind. |
vs.Best |
Judge

Average

of Ind.

vs. Grp.
Cons.

Average
of Ind.
ve., Art|
Grp.

Best Judge
vs. Grp.
Consensus

Best Judge
vs. Art.
crp.

Grp. Cons.
vs., Art.
Grp.

Adj. Check List
Total Diff. Bet,.
Means 4, 39%%

5.25%%

6.05%*

.86

1.66%

.80

Belief Values
Inv. Tot. Diff.
Bet. Means 10.63%*

6.18%%

9.58%*

4.55%%

e~ e a0 b

1.05

3.40%

Belief Values

Inv. Stereo. Acc.

2 Diff. Bet.

Means . 25%*%

.09

. 22%%

.16%

.03

Belief Values

Inv. Stereo. Acc.
var, Diff. Bet.
Means .05

.04

.05

. 09%*

. 10%%

.01

Belief Values

Inv. Inter. Acc.

Z Diff. Bet.

Means . 11%%*

. 10%*

. 08 ¥k

.01

.03

.02

Belief Vvalues
Inv. Inter. Acc.
var. Diff. Bet.

Means .03

.03

. 18%*

.00 i

. 15%%

< L5%*%

*Significant at ,05 level

**Significant at .0l level
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Di scussion

On cach of the four accuracy mcasurcs, the "best judge" and both
group judgments are significantly superior to the average of the
individuals composing the group, Thus, the major hypothesis of this
experiment 1s confirmed, There is no consistent pattern of significant
differences among the first three procedures mentioned above, As would
be expected, on the two scores representing the amount of variability in
predictions, the "artificial group" mean tends to be lower than the
means of the other three procedures, This tendency is significant,
however, only for the Interpersonal Accuracy variance score, It is
somewhat surprising to find that the "artificial group" is superior to
the "best judge" on the Adjoctive Check Iist. The interpretation of
this finding seccms to bc that if both other judges disagrec with the
"best judge," they are morc likely to be right than is the "bost judge,"
If, on the other hand, only onc of the other judges disagrees with the
"best judge," he is more likely to be wrong than is the "best judge,"

This study clearly implics that satisfactory ratings are least
likoly to be obtaincd from a single individual. In exploring further
implications of those results for an oporational rating sct up, several
othcr considorations conter in, The first of these is that typieally
tho "best judge" would bo difficult to sclcet on an a priori basis,
and (becausc of sclection orror), "best judges" solceted a priori would
probably scorc lower than the "best judges" used in this study, Since
cach of the group procecdurcs produces results roughly equivalent to the
"bost judge" sclocted on an after the fact basis, an cxtensive (and
cxpensive) effort to identify best judgos and usc thom as rators would

appear to bc unnccessary.
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The sccond consideration involvod in applying thesc results is
that by far the most time in this experiment wes consumed in erriving
at consensus judgments through group disenssion, a finding which onc
would certeinly cxpcet bu gorrralize to other sitwmtions, Since the
Martificisr1 croup" procedurc producod rcrulte ag good as or better than
+u results produced by the conscnsus judgment, and rcquired much lcss
timo, it would appcar to bec most appropriatc whon accuracy and time arc
both considercd, Thus, tho best proccduro for using ratings in many
applicd situations would be to obtain scveral indepondont ratings from
different raters for cach ratce, and then combinc those ratings
statistically into a singlc rating. It should bo noted, however, that
the superiority of the #artificizl group® in terms of time required (and
thorcfore oxpensc) might disappcar if only o sirgle sumary roting were
requirod rather than tho many relatively spocific judgments required by
the experimental procedurc used in this study,

A limitetion to thesc conclusions is the fact that cach rater in
this experimont was basing his ratings on thc samc or identizal infor-

mtion (i.c., scoing the samc movics of the interviows)., If diffcrent

Q

raters arc tmsing their retings on diffoerent information, some other
procodurc involving the sharing of this information might be superior.
In addition to the practical implications outlined above, those
results present, in the opinion of the authors, ot least two mere
basic additions to preovious psychological rescarch, The first of thesc
is thc demonstration through both the Sterotype Accuragy corrclation
term and thc Intcrpersonal Accuracy corrclation torm of the Beljef-
Valucg Invontory that accurncy is inercasced through grouping indepcndent

of a rcduction in wvariability (scc Tablc 1), Unlike the other rosults
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of this oxperiment, this would not nccessarily be oxpocted on the basis
of previous studies comparing group and individual performance. The
second major addition is related to the current controversy in the
"interpersonal perception literature over the relative merits of
various different types of accuracy scores (Cronbach, 1955), In the
current study the totel score on the Adjective Check Iist, the total
score on the Belief-Valueg Inventory, and the Sterecotype Accuracy and

Intsrpersonal Accuracy ccrreclation terms all gave consistent results

and, more important, resuits which make sense in terms of previous
roscarch comparing group and individual performance, This would lead
onc to hope that the interprotations of differcent types of accuracy

scores have more in common than previous investigators have thought,




CHAPTER III

Componcnts of Porson Percention Scorcs and the

Clinical and Statistical Prcdiction Controversy

On the basis of expericncc with the analysis of components of
accuracy scorcs reported in Chapter I, Richards (1960) has rocently
suggested a roconceptualization of the clinical and statistical
prediction controvorsy., Briefly, Richards suggosts that previous studies
comparing clinical and statistical prediction have been heavily loaded
on Stercotype Accuracy, and that if comparisons werc mado on a measure
of the Intcrporgonal Accuracy component, the results might well favor
clinicnl predictions,

A study roportcd in detail clscwhere (Cline and Richards, 1960 B)
was conducted to tost this preposed rcconceptualization, The spocific
hypothcses tosted were that on the Belicf-Valucs Inventory, statistical
prediction is supcrior to clinical on Sterootype Accuracy, but that
clinical prediction 1s superior to statistical on Interporsonal Accuracy.
Theso hypothescs were tested using 56 college student "elinieians," who
were testod in tho oxporimental judging situwation in which they medo
predictions about six standard persons proscnted by means of sound-color
movics of an intorview, Tho data support both hypothoscs, An incidental
finding was that thoso student clinicians difforcntiated much more
between intervicwees than the accuracy of their differentiations
justified,

In tho researchors! opintion, theso results holp to clarify some of
tho confusing issucs raisod by Moohl (1954) and others, and further

domonstrates tho powor and utility of componont accuracy scorcs when
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these scores arc both psychologicnlly moaningful and mothodologioally
sophistocated, It is cncourcging to note that this study suggests that
clinical prediction is well suitcd to mony usual activitios of typical

clinicians, c.g. rank ordering a group of paticnts in torms of probable
benefit from psychotherapy,
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