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abstract 

varvw I*1! report/our esteras of personality structure 

in ïh*9* n äegr®e of abstractness have been briefly described 

can ;ramr°rk of self theory. A more detailed description 

. c , f°ïnd ln Harvey' Hunt' and Schroder (1961), Harvey 
an, cbroder (1962), Schroder and Harvey (1962), Hunt (1961) 

InfeS™ r\DaV6r' ^ StreUfert (1^)- aÜÎ for 
^6111 Pr°Perties from sentence completion has been 

know’e^e’nf It* ^ ^ SC°red reliably aft®r considerable 
and the°retical Principles involved. A training 

sCo4- ir °f sentGnf;ss together with recommended 

as«^mí\PrVÍded in the *-DPandix for those interested in 
assessment for experimental purposes. The data provided in 

tms report is of the "test-test relationship" variety 

.evera! tests (including the F scale, dogmatism, rigidity 

machiavellianism) which appear to have operations simila^'to 

.-rioUS systems, have been included and in general the 
results are consistent with the theoretical assumptions. 

,^ mfeSUltS lncrease our confidence in the sentence comple- 
tion measures, other tests such as intelligence, verbal P 

validitv UvoiOCia\d!SirabUitY Were alS° included- Construct 
y involving behavioral experiments are not included in 

this report but will be presented in detail in a future 

publication (Schroder, Driver and Streufert, 1962). These 

studies include Streufert (1961, 1962), Driver (1962a 1962b) 

Allen"(1962^625JaniCki (1960)' Brooks (1962>' Davis'(1962),' 
Allen (1962). These studies show that when personality is 

viewed in these terms a systematic relationship exists between 
personality structure and social interaction. 

This method of measuring personality structure is still 

re atively subjective and time consuming and difficult, but 

it is the most effective at this time. The results, of the 

test-test and behavioral variety, are sufficiently confirming 

o warrent more detailed work in the development of alternate 
methoas of measurement. 



Personality Structure 

In personality theory we are conceiving of a system as the 
way in which its parts are organized when it is engaged in 

information processing. System properties will be defined in 

terms of the number of parts and the way the parts are inter¬ 

related. Various levels of personality structure will be 

described as points along a dimension of increasing integrative 

complexity or abstractness of system properties. Any set of 

interrelated parts can be considered as a functioning system. 

In a simple machine system these parts are mechanical units, 

in a group the parts can be viewed as persons who are organized 

in a particular way for decision making purposes. In some 

groups the organization is more simple, for example, each per¬ 

son remains in a fixed dominance-submissive relationship to 

other members, one member's role cannot be substituted for 

another and the relationship between parts or members remains 

constant over changing conditions. Other group structures are 

characterized by greater integrative complexity, for example, 

members can form many alternate relationship patterns, the 

various organizations overlap, generate more diversity or more 

kinds of information and yet can still interrelate so as to 
make decisions. 

The distinction between parts and systems is a relative 

one. Parts can be considered as systems themselves. What is 

a part and what is a system depends upon one's purpose and 

level of analysis. In dealing with personality two classes of 

parts are distinguished (a) dimensions or concepts and 

(b) schemata or higher order programs which provide rules for 

combining dimensions. However, the concept or dimension can 

be considered as a system particularly if one's analysis was 
at the neurological level. 

A dimension represents a system for organizing or grouping 

stimuli. In dealing with system properties it is always 

necessary to refer to a given range of stimuli, e.g., objects, 

people, attitudinal statements, etc. A population of objects 

(stimuli) may be organized with reference to various attri¬ 

butes. A set of people may be dimensionalized on the basis 

of skin color, shyness, or aggressiveness. 

Two operational problems are associated with dimensions. 

The first involves the discovery of the number of relatively 

independent dimensions (readings or interpretations of stimuli) 

which simultaneously combine in some way in order to produce 

a judgment. This is a multi-dimensional scaling problem. A 

reaction to another person could be based on a single dimension, 

for example, the person could be categorized as "colored" and 

reacted to on that basis alone or the reaction could be based 

on a number of dimensions on which the person has been cate¬ 

gorized. More complex rules for integration are required 
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if a number of dimensions are combined in perceiving an object. 

Measurement involves the development of techniques for calcu¬ 

lating or inferring the number of dimensions involved in per¬ 

ception. The second problem involves measurement of the 

discrimination of a range of stimuli along a given dimension. 

For example, a color nlind person fails to discriminate between 

various colors when he is asked to judge objects on the basis 

of the single attribute (dimension) of color. This is a linear 

scaling problem commonly referred to as psychophysical measure¬ 

ment. The term differentiation refers to the number of 

dimensions, and discrimination refers to a within-dimensional 
measurement. 

Schema are rules or programs for combining dimensions. 

Such rules can be simple or complex. When a single dimension 

(e.g., skin color) is used as the sole basis for judgment, 

very simple integrative rules are required. When single 

dimensional instructions are given, e.g., "judge these stimuli 

on the basis of size" the effects of schema are minimized. 

However, most objects permit an observer to utilize a number 

of dimensions or attributes in perception. In everyday life, 

perception is not purposely restricted to a single dimension 

and in experiments general instructions can be given which 

encourage the subject to use any number of dimensions. For 

example, in multi-dimensional scaling the S is asked to judge 

the degree of similarity between pairs of stimuli (persons or 

objects). This judgment can then rest upon a single dimension 

or it can be multi-dimensional. Similarly, in most projective 

techniques a multi-dimensional orientation is encouraged. 

Whenever two or more dimensions simultaneously contribute to 

the perception of an object some rules for combination are 
required. 

The fact that a person can categorize a stimulus on one 

dimension (power) under one set of conditions (at work) and on 

another dimension (intelligence) under another set of conditions 

(at home) does not indicate the presence of integrative schema. 

This represents an important methodological consideration, 

namely that the sheer number of ways a stimulus can be cate¬ 

gorized is not synonomous with the integrative complexity of 

schema. While a number of dimensions are required for the 

possibility of developing more complex integrative rules 

(schema), the number of dimensions used for placing a given 

stimulus can be compartmentalized. The operational problem is 

to develop techniques for measuring the complexity of the rules 
used for combining dimensions. 

System properties. System properties have been described 

as varying in their degree of abstractness (Harvey, Hunt, and 

Schroder, 1961; Harvey and Schroder, 1962; Schroder and Harvey, 

1962). A total system is described in terms of the number of 
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dimensions available for "reading" a given stimulus or range 

of stimuli and the integrative complexity of the rules for 

combining such dimensions in order to generate new perceptions 

and judgments. A system which is characterized by a number of 

dimensions which are compartmentalized is more concrete while 

a system which contains more complex schema for integrating 

the parts is more abstract. Essentially, abstractness should 

be measured when degree of differentiation is held constant 

but in the natural world differentiation and integrative 

complexity are somewhat related in that small degrees of 

differentiation (small number of dimensions) require less 

complex schema for integration. More complex schema are 

possible with increasing degrees of differentiation, but 

increasing differentiation does not necessarily imply the 
presence of more complex schema. The degree of differentiation 

is not an operation for' abstractness but it is necessary as 

a potential for the development of more abstract schema. 

Dynamic or Functioning Referents for Different Systems of 

"Self-Other" Relationships 
This section is based on an earlier unpublished report 

(Schroder and Hunt, 1962) which was jointly prepared as an 
operational basis for research in the areas of child development 

and social interaction. These descriptions of system properties 

were set down so that the terms were equally relevant for gene¬ 

rating hypotheses about stages of development, which has been 

the focus of Dr. Hunt's work, and social interaction which is 

the focus of the research to be presented in this book. 
The problem in this task is to keep in mind the system 

properties at the nodal points selected and deduce the function¬ 

ing characteristics which such a structure would generate in the 

area of "self-other" interaction. In focussing upon the content 

area of "self-other" interaction we have selected those con¬ 

cepts for "reading" self and other and the schema for inte¬ 

grating these as being most relevant. Such concepts and schema 

may not be relevant for other content areas, e.g., religion or 
mathematics. The question of the generalization of the abstract 

ness of system properties across different content areas is an 

empirical one which may vary for different people and for 

different cultures. 

A. Referents for Concrete System Properties (System 1).. 
System I properties are characterized by undifferentiated 

and global schema which generate simple rules for categorizing 

stimuli and for articulating structure. In self-other terms 

the main referent is the lack of differentiation between 

schema for dimensionalizing stimuli relevant to the self and 

concepts which map aspects of the external world (environment 
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and "other"). Delineation of structure is the focus. Aspects 

of the world are viewed as absolute categories, or approaching 

situations in terms of relatively fixed roles and fixed role 

expectations. This absolutistic orientation is characterized 

in the figure below as a system in which the self is an 

undifferentiated part of other environmental forces. 

Self Structure in System I 

The main sub-referents include* 

(1) Compartmentalization: categorical, black-white 

thinking, ¿ixed categories, overgeneralization through 

polarities, absolute value orientation. 

(2) Minimization of conflict: preservation of existing 

standards or existing relationships? avoidance of ambiguity, 

prescription to overcome doubt or uncertainty, minimization of 

alternatives. 

(3) Self definition in terms of external anchors, evalu¬ 

ative points defined by fixed categories. 

(4) Unilateral orientation. 

B. Referents for System II Properties 

System II properties are characterized by the emergence of 

alternate schema for organizing dimensions, and a relatively 

primitive set of rules for integrating schema. Integrating 

rules are conditional so that what is "good" or "positive," 

etc. is not fixed but varies with conditions. But, within a 

given set of conditions interpretations are still fairly 

absolute as in System I. In a "self-other" context it is 

assumed that the most significant step in increasing abstract- 

Note: The categories refer to resolutions (effects of inputs) 

or orientations (the way a person defines or structures 

his environment. 
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ness from System I is the delineation of schema for self and 

the differentiation of self from other. 
The main referent for System II is the delineation of 

self anchoring schema from schema utilized for mapping others 

and the total environmental field. This implies a break with 

absolutism, a pushing against control or absolutism in any 

form. System II structure represents the emergence of con¬ 

ceptual schema within the self which are anchored in or 

developed against .an undifferentiated other or field. That 

is, the dimensional structure of the environmental field or 

"others" is still bifurcated and categorical (as in System I) 

but new and unique dimensions and schema arise within the 

self. These conceptual structures need not be consistent or 

interdependently related. They are integrated only on the 

basis of all serving the adaptive function of delineating the 

self from global pressures. This conceptual structure may be 

diagrammed as follows: 

Self Structure in System II 

" Other 

Anchor for 

self definition 

\ 

! Self 

Undifferentiated 

"other" ! 

~~¡— *'7—Dimensions 

V ,> Dimensional inte- 

Schema gration in self is 

anchored in 

resistance to 

absolutism 

Delineation of 

alternate schema 

The main sub-referents include: 
(1) Absolutistic orientation to "other" in delineating 

the self. Differentiation of self from external standards; 

relevant dimensions based on the demarcation of self (self-not 

self); differentiation within self. 
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(2) Conflict experienced as the dependence of self 

standards upon external standards. Maximum conflict occurs 

when an external agent attempts to change the conceptual 

readings of a subject so as to bring them into consonance with 

his own. Conflict can be tolerated in self standards if both 

(apparently conflicting) schema delineate self from absolute 

control. The person "wards off" dependency or control (exter¬ 

nal) and "wards off" anything that conflicts with his own 

fragile conceptual anchors. It involves a "detached" orien¬ 

tation to others associated with less change in self as a 
result of external pressures. 

(3) The self is experienced and defined in terms of how 

effectively "self" anchored concepts can be kept distinct from 
absolute or externally imposed concepts. 

(4) A negatively independent orientation. 

C. Referents for System III Properties 

System III properties include relatively simple programs 

for "comparing" or matching alternate schema. System III 

properties assume the presence of differentiated schema, how¬ 

ever, at this level both can be compared against a single 

anchor—both can function simultaneously. This simultaneous 

utilization of schema for information processing greatly 

facilitates the potential for the self or system to generate 

new dimensions in the absence of external pressures. At this 

point the rules only permit a few schema to be used at a time. 

In System III the main referent would be the availability 

of conceptual processes for matching or comparing differentiated 

schema of self and other. Referents would include the deline¬ 

ation of dimensions and schema within specific "others" and 

the environmental field. The evolvement of differentiated 

schema within the self provides the necessary basis for the 

differentiation of dimensions within the "other." The emergence 

of schema for interpreting "others" which are independent of 

the "self" anchoring schema opens up the potential to (a) take 

other's intentions into account in such a way that these 

interpretations are differentiated from "own" intentions. 

(b) Engage in "strategy" type interactions in which independent 

interpretations of self and other are possible. The major 

conceptual "work" or the main adaptive orientation in System III 

personality structure is not only the delineation of "other" 

schema, but the matching and working out of interrelationships 
between self and other standards. This "matching" or 

"accomodating" orientation implies a sensitivity to relation¬ 

ships, concern about mismatching, and a continual structuring 

of the situation so as to keep interaction open between self 

and other. This structure may be schematically diagrammed 
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as follows: 

Self Structure in System III 

"Other" <-1-> - Self 

Dimensions 
Differ¬ 
entiation 
within 
"other" 

rrir'v Rules for matching 
or comparing schema 

D. Referents for Abstract (System IV) Properties 
System IV properties are characterized by the presence of 

rules for organizing schema. At this level the effects of 
differentiated schema are not simply compared, rather a number 
of schema can be ordered in terms of a higher order, super¬ 
ordinate principle or set of rules for exploring situations and 
generating information. While conditional aspects can be taken 
into account in a more precise manner, the integrating rules 
are more internal in the sense that rules exist for viewing, a 
situation in a number of complex ways and for integrating such 
diverse perceptions into alternate judgments. The main 
referent is the salience of complex schema. The utilization 
of such standards includes evidence for the differentiation of 
the self from external standards, Differentiation within the 
self and within the external environment including "others" 
and the emergence of differentiated standards which are 
relevant to the self and others. Events are interpreted 
against differentiated "generalized" standards which generate 
alternate and conflicting evaluations. A consideration of 
alternate informational consequences is a step in the integra¬ 
tive process which leads to instrumental action. The deline¬ 
ation of generalized (encompassing self and other) but 
differentiated standards and exploring alternate informational 
consequences, is the focus. This orientation may be character— 
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ized in terras of the following diagrams 

Self Structure in System IV 

v_y ~ Other 

The main sub referents includes 

(1) Integrative orientation. Conceptual functioning 

represent the generation of superordinate schema applicable 

to self and other. Events perceived in relationship to each 

other on a number of dimensione. A relativistic (as opposed 

to absolutistic) orientation, minimization of categorical 

thinking. 

(2) "Optimal" level of conflict is highest compared to 

other systems. More ambiguity or more alternates can be tol¬ 

erated and handled (interrelated) before the system begins to 

close to intake. Orientation is characterized fcy openness 

to conflict, resolutions involve the exploration of inform¬ 

ational consequences, and a lower tendency to "ward off" 

alternatives, and by the preservation of conflict in order to 
generate new integrative schema. 

(3) Self definition is ipsative, minimally anchored in 

fixed external standards, and maximally in terms of internal 

superordinate standards. Ties to objects (particularly 

others) are much more complex than the simple evaluative 

(good-bad) dimensions of System I. 

(4) Interdependent, multi-dimensional orientation. 

The Assessment of Personality Structure Through Sentence 

Completion 

In the sentence completion method of measuring personal¬ 

ity structure the subject is presented with a selected set 

of stems and asked to use each stem as a basis for completing 

one sentence and to write at least one additional sentence 

(see Appendix 1). The stems used in this test have been 
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selected in order to assess the abstractness of conceptual 

structure primarily in regard to interpersonal stimuli. The 

stems may be classified as follows: (a) Those which can imply 

the presence of alternatives (when I am in doubt....; 
confusion....; (b) those which can imply the imposition of 

external standards (rules....; parents....; (c) those which 

can imply interpersonal conflict (when I am criticized....; 

when a friend acts differently toward me,...; when others 

criticize me it usually means...,) and (d) one general 

interpersonal stem (this I believe about people....). 

Ideally one should assess personality structure over a 

specified range of stimuli. For example, a person may exhibit 

differing conceptual structure in adapting to religious as 

opposed to interpersonal stimuli. The relationship between 

measures of personality structure within the same person across 

different content areas is an empirical problem which can be 

approached as more reliable and valid measures are developed. 

Since our interest has been focussed upon the relationship 

between personality structure and interpersonal interaction, 

we have used stems which reflect interpersonal content. 

At this stage the stems selected and the manual for 

scoring completions are research methods and cannot be 

presented as standardized techniques. Research,(Driver, 1962; 

Streufert, 1961, 1962; Lawrence, 1962) offers sufficient 

construct validity for the theoretical variables to warrent 

more detailed work in test development in the future. However, 

at the present time stems have not been classified experi¬ 

mentally into different content or stimulus areas. Selection 

is primarily based on clinical and theoretical grounds. The 

age range with which we have worked is from 15 to 23, the 

manual is based on responses of males attending high school 

and male college undergraduates. The form of the test would 

need revising for younger children and our experience indicates 

that as the population increases in age and education (a gradu¬ 

ate school male population) scoring becomes much more difficult. 

The present method is mainly relevant to high school and 
undergraduate male populations. 

The importance of the above considerations is highlighted 

by our observations over a number of samples that different 

stems provide information which is more or less relevant to 

different personality systems. For example stems implying the 

presence of alternatives (when I am in doubt....) can be 

scored along a concrete-abstract dimension but provide less 

information about System II or System III properties. Stems 

which imply the imposition of external standards appear to 

provide most information for scoring along the concrete-abstract 

dimension and for System II properties and stems which imply 

interpersonal conflict can be scored for all manuals, the 
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concrete-abstract manual, the System IX and the System III 

manual. These considerations will be reflected in the manual 

which will now be described. 

Scoring Manuals 

The scoring manuals for assessing personality structure 

are derived from the theoretical referents for each nodal 

system presented in the last section. These manuals simply 

present more specific operations for inferring structural 

properties from sentnce completions recorded by subjects on 

each stem. While the theoretical referents represent ideal 

definitions of various systems of personality structure, the 

problem of explicating the steps for translating raw verbal 

responses into structural terms remains. The manual represents 

an initial attempt to bridge this gap. 

In inferring structural properties as opposed to "need" 

"value" or "content" properties from verbal responses, the 

manual directs the rater to ask questions regarding the 

differentiation and integration of concepts which generate 

each completion. For example, the manual may instruct the 

rater to ask such questions as the following: to what extent 

can it be inferred that the completion was generated by a 

concept which was undifferentiated as to "self" and "other?" 

To what extent can it be inferred that the completion was 

generated by a concept which serves the adaptive function of 

self delineation? An affirmative rating of the first would 

indicate System I properties and the second System II proper¬ 

ties. 

The theoretical referents for the four nodal personality 

systems have been used to prepare four specific manuals for 

rating personality structure. Although each sentence could be 

scored independently using each of the four manuals we have 

found it more convenient and meaningful to ask the rater to 

take three steps. First, each sentence is scored along a 

5 point concrete-abstract continuum. The operations for 

System I identify the first scale point and the operations 

for System IV identify the fifth point. The second scale 

point is defined as moderately low differentiation and 

integration and the fourth scale point as moderately high 

differentiation and integration. A score of zero is given 

for unscoreable sentences in which information is insufficient 

to make a judgment. As indicated earlier systems of personality 

structure have been ordered in terms of their abstractness or 

integrative complexity. Consequently, from a theoretical 

viewpoint, it should be possible to dimensionalize personality 

systems in this manner. Such a dimensional rating based on a 

summation of all sentences provides a continuous measure which 

can be used for correlational purposes. 
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The second and third steps involve the scoring of selected 

completions using the System II and System III manual resoec- 

AaJf’ 5Stem properties are sc°recl on three-point scales. 
Again, completions which provide insufficient information for 

making a judgment are classified as unscorable. Completions 

which indicate an absence of System II or III properties are 

scored zero, and this rating is averaged in for determining 
overall scores. 

^ This three step procedure somewhat simplifies a complex 

I?1 the rater* A fu-ther advantage of this procedure is 
that the System II and System III manuals can be scored inde¬ 

pendently and the score on the concrete-abstract dimension pro¬ 

vides an added theoretical check on the placement of the systems, 

Theoretically, subjects scoring high on System II structure 

should also be placed around the moderately concrete position 

on the concrete-abstract dimension and subjects scoring high 

on System III structure should also be placed around the moder- 

ately abstract position on the concrete-abstract dimension. 

To tne extent that the systems cannot be ordered in this way 

heoretical modification of the developmental hypothesis 

(Schroder and Hunt, 1962) and/or the ordering of integrative 

complexity would be necessary. While these systems can be 

useful for descriptive and predictive purposes outside the 

framework of developmental theory, they lose much of their 

integrative power if such relationships do not hold. This 

informational check cannot be considered critical for testing 

hypotheses about the positioning of Systems II and III along 

the concrete-abstract dimension, however, because when a rater 

becomes familiar with the theoretical referents he is aware, 

for example, that System II characteristics are hypothesized to 

be moderately concrete and this may influence his rating when 
using the concrete-abstract manual. 

^ Essentially, the rater scores each completion using the 

■Lour manuals. The System I and the System IV manuals are used 

säimultaneousiy to rate the degree of structural complexity over 
all individuals. The scales can also be used for selecting 

discrete groups of subject according to the theoretical defini¬ 

tions. Subjects scoring low on the concrete-abstract scale over 

all stems typify System I properties, subjects scoring high over 

all stems typify System IV properties. Subjects remaining, with 

moderate scores on the concrete side of the concrete-abstract 

scale, who also score high over most items of the System II 

manual typify System II properties and subjects remaining with 

moderate score on the abstract side of the concrete-abstract 

dimension who also score high on the System III manual typify 
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System III properties. In selecting four system specific 

samples some subjects must be discarded. In the analysis 

reported in this report we have not utilized transitional 

systems of personality structure. Subjects scoring high on 

two systems are hypothesized to represent transitional or con¬ 

flicting system properties. (Harvey, Hunt and Schroder, 1961). 

Initial research has been focussed upon an exploration of the 

utility of these structural concepts in the area of social 

interaction. To the extent that these concepts prove useful 

it becomes increasingly necessary to include transitional 
systems in future research. 

Manuals for Inferring System Properties 

A) The concrete-abstract manual 

Four specific concrete-abstract manuals each based on the 

theoretical referents outlined in the last section, have been 

proposed for scoring the four major classes of stems. 

(I) Manual for scoring the concreteness-abstractness of 
completions to stems which can imply the presence of ambiguity. 

When I am in doubt...._Confusion__ 

System I 

In concrete structure the 

focus is upon delineation 

of structure.(a) ¿tobiguitv is 

viewed as an unpleasant 

state and interpreted as a 
flaw or weakness in func¬ 

tioning . Doubt and confu¬ 

sion are viewed as ambiguity 

or conflict which are direct¬ 

ly described as negative 

states or negativity is in¬ 

directly attributed. Indirect 

attribution may be inferred 

when "doubt" as dissonance 

is quickly reduced, when the 

subject "closes" fast on* one 
alternative (erase it, act 

quickly, never let doubt go 

unanswered, never act with¬ 

out reason). That is, the 

aim is fast and unambiguous 

resolution, (b) Also, when 

an S offers a prescription 

for overcoming conflict and 
achieving unambiguous 

System IV 

The focus is upon the deline¬ 

ation of alternatives, (a) Sys¬ 

tem IV completions imply that 

thore is more than one outcome 

(I look up all possible solu¬ 

tions, try to think of all 

choices and possibilities). 

Conflict and ambiguity are not 

viewed as negative events to be 

erased, (b) Alternate means of 

closing for action must imply 

different solutions (as opposed 

to concrete completions in which 

two means, for example, asking 

someone and using reference 

materials, both support each 

other in producing the same 

outcome), (c) The completion 

refers to the delineation of a 

goal which implies that instru¬ 

mental action and solution are 

relative to an end. (Find out 

what is needed and mull over the 

relevant possibilities.) (d) Means 
and solutions are conditional 
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closure concrete structure 

is inferred. (Asking someone 

is the only way, the best 

action is a vigorous one, 

things are obvious if viewed 

with impartiality, reason is 

the only way to reach a de¬ 

cision) . In these examples 

the focus is upon reaching 

a direct solution, upon 

achieving structure, (c) Re¬ 

lated to such prescription 

is the Implication that an 

absolute solution can be 

found. (Ask someone who 

knows the correct answer.) 

(d) Ambiguity is viewed as 

an absolute component of the 

field over which the S has 

no control. It arises when 
one is ignorant, when there 

is diversity, when there is 

a person who does not struc¬ 

ture his world and does not 

know what to expect. Refer¬ 

ence to conformity or asking 

for advice are unscorable 

when they occur in the ab¬ 

sence of other System I 

operations. 

with regard to the situation in 

System IV completions. (The 

larger the problem the greater 

the variety of alternative means 

explored. Instrumental activity 

to explore alternatives (opposed 

to reducing conflict) is more 

prevelant in abstract completions 

since ambiguity is perceived less 

absolutistically. 

Reference to "thinking out" 

in the absence of the other 

operations is unscorable as it 

may or may not imply to the 

generation of alternatives. 

Similarly a simple reference to 

goal delineation is unscorable 

(find out what I doubt) if no 

further operation is implied. 

Any reference to the need for 

fast simple closure is not 

scored System IV, even if 

accompanied by other abstract 

operations. 

Examples from Stem A: When I am in doubt... 

Score 

Concrete 1 

2 

3 

I either ask whoever is around what to do or 

I forget about it. If I find I don't know 

something I ask someone who does, otherwise I 

just don't think about what I doubt. Doubt is 

not a good thing. 

When I am in doubt about something I usually 

go ahead and make a decision one wsy or the 

other and then learn from my mistake. I very 

seldom ask for advice. 

I ara in doubt very often. When I am then there 

are more ways of doing things and it confuses 

me. I like to know what to do and sometimes 

someone will tell me what is the best thing to 

do. Sometimes I learn from my doubt. 
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Concrete 

Abstract 

Score 
4 I usually ask those who may know more. Often 

I get an answer that helps me make up my mind 

what to do. If there would be no doubt we 

would not learn new things. 

5 This happens to me all the time. Most 

questions have many answers and which is the 

best one depends on the situation. When I am 

in doubt I think about the consequences of the 

possible ways of doing it and then try the 

one that seems best. Some of the time I made 

the best decision. 

(II) Manual for scoring the conreteness-abstractness of 

completions to stems which can imply the imposition of external 

standards. 

Parents.c.. Rules.... __ 

System I 

Concrete completions im¬ 

ply the imposition of exter¬ 

nal standards which provide 

structured anchors for ex¬ 

perience and their absence 

produces a state of anomie. 

(a) Rules and parental roles 

are absolute, preserve struc¬ 

ture and are not subject to 

alternate interpretations 

(the role is fixed, it is a 

duty and implies a respon¬ 

sibility, e.g., material 

care, must be reacted to in 

a fixed way, must always be 

followed ),. variât ion in inter¬ 

pretation is equivalent to 

transgression, (b) Are 

viewed as the imposition of 

external control, they are 

unilaterally (less internal¬ 

ly anchored, relativistic or 

functional), focused upon 

specific things parents do, 

for example give advice, care 

for, feed, build character, 

etc. (c) Rules and parental 

roles reduce conflict and 

ambiguity within and between 

System IV 

Abstract completions imply 

that rules and parental roles 

are the products of complex inter¬ 

actions, they develop and are 

subject to alternative interpre¬ 

tations at one time and over time. 

Rules and parental roles are 

minimally absolute and maximally 

conditional and functional, are 

subject to change, are a means 

rather than an end: Note*. This 

does not imply transgression - 

see (d) below, (b) They are 

viewed dynamically - as a product 

of social consequences (more in¬ 

ternally anchored as a means-ends 

process). Completions focus on 

interactions between parents and 

child in terms of common dimen¬ 

sions which encompass both (that 

is, not compartmentalized in 

terms of child vs. parent). Such 

dimensions are anchored in inter¬ 

action or the effects of training 

practices, (c) Rules are viewed 

as broad guide lines, but are 

subject to alternate interpreta¬ 

tions under changing conditions, 

(d) In reacting to rules and 
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people (clarify situations, 

preserve order, reduce doubt), 

(d) In reacting to rules and 

parental roles as absolutes 

they are viewed in terras of 

compliance or transgression. 

Rules are transgressed if the 

they are "bad." (e) Rules 

and parental roles are com¬ 

partmentalized (are made for 

some people but not for 

others, are all good or all 

bad, are only rules if they 

are obeyed). 

Completions stating that 

rules and parents are essen¬ 

tial, that they are neces¬ 

sary in a variety of situ¬ 

ations and that they are to 

be followed in the absence 

of amplifying structural 

operations do not provide 

sufficient information for 

inferring concrete system 

properties. 

parents in an abstract manner, 

completions express minimal 

sensitization to compliance or 

transgression. (Conformity is 

viewed in degrees, as condition¬ 

al and in reference to intentions, 

(e) Rules and parents are both 

differentiated in terms of their 

function and purpose, in terms of 

their differential effects under 

different conditions (are func¬ 

tional, under changing conditions 

fewer are obeyed, each has to be 

dealt with individually). 

Completions implying nega¬ 

tivity are scored more concrete 

if the negativity is absolute. 

Neither compliance not trans¬ 

gression are operations for 

concreteness-abstractness in the 

absence of information regarding 

the adaptive function served by 

the source. 

Examples from stem C: Rules.... 

Score 
Concrete 1 Rules are to be observed or not to be observed. 

Some are necessary and others are not. Certain 

rules are very important, like the ten command¬ 

ments. Other rules don't even apply to you. 

2 Rules govern society and are necessary for 

organized groups. They regulate and control the 

behavior of any group and are necessary. With¬ 

out rules there would be no organization. 

People would be more free without them, but 

chaos would result. 

3 Rules are made for the good of everyone con¬ 

cerned. The phrase "rules are made to be 

broken" is not a good one. Rules should be 

changed when they do not apply. Rules help us 

live a civilized life. 
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Score 
4 Rules are good only when they do what they are 

meant to do. Sometimes they are outdated and 

harmful. Like the rule about smoking around 

school. Other rules help us. People should 

think first whether breaking a rule will hurt 

someone before they break it. 

Abstract 5 Rules are made to protect the weak from the 

strong and the few from the many. Rules have a 

purpose. Rules are to be broken only when 

breaking them does not have adverse effects upon 

their purpose, so chaos is avoided. Rules 

should be made to allow much freedom and still 

protect. 

(Ill) Manual for scoring the conreteness-abstractness of 

completions to stems which can imply interpersonal conflict. 

When I am criticized.... When a friend acts differently 

towards me When others 

System I 

Concrete completions are 

characterized by an over- 

generalized value orienta¬ 

tion. The "conflict" is 

evaluated against absolute 

truth or falsity. The reso- 

tion achieves structure or 

consonance and resolves am¬ 

biguity. 
(a) Conflict is viewed 

categorically. The focus is 

upon the degree to which it 

fits or does not fit an ab¬ 

solute category held by the 

S. Reactions and feelings 

are anchored in who is right 

and who is wrong, (b) The 

resolution reduces conflict 

and rules out alternatives. 

The criticism is totally 

accepted if "good" or con¬ 

structive and totally rejec¬ 

ted if "bad" or unconstruc- 

tive. Reaction is bifur¬ 

cated, and the outcome is 

viewed as a win-lose situ¬ 

ation. The completion im- 

criticize me it usually means.... 

System IV 

Abstract completions view 

criticism or disagreement as the 

presentation of alternative in¬ 

formation which is then considered 

regardless of judgment as to its 

truth or falsity. Exploration 

involves the utilization of more 

than a single frame of reference. 

(a) Criticism is viewed as the 

delineation of alternatives. 

Completions represent the consid¬ 

eration of criticism as informa¬ 

tion evaluated against superordi¬ 

nate dimensions in turn. It 

represents an alternate view. 

(b) Completions express an accep¬ 

tance of alternatives and the use 

of exploratory action before 

making a decision. Criticism is 

assimilated, (c) Since the out¬ 

come of the consideration of the 

alternatives is internally 

anchored, there is a minimum 

of generalization of positive or 

negative characteristics to the 

source. Mild negative self 

feelings may be expressed, but 



plies that the S avoids the 

criticism or plans to avoid 

it in the future, (c) Over- 

generalized reaction. A 

negative reaction to criti¬ 

cism generalizes to all as¬ 

pects of the situation 

including the source. That 

is, negativity is attributed 

when criticism is unconstruc- 

tive and the source is viewed 

as having control of S when 
criticism is constructive. 

Completions simply express¬ 

ing negative self feeling, 

or willingness to improve 

in the absence of informa¬ 

tion for inferring conrete 

system properties are 

unscorabie. 

Examples from Stem E: When 
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must be accompanied by other 

operations to be scored System 

IV. Focus is upon articulating 

the meaning and relevance of 

the difference in the absence of 

immediate conformity or rejec¬ 

tion. 
Completions which express a 

willingness to change - or 

correct the self, cannot be 

scored abstract unless the 

information is sufficient to 

indicate that the change is not 

simple compliance. 

I am criticized.... 

Score 

Concrete 1 

2 

3 

4 

Abstract 5 

I feel guilty. If I know I am in the wrong I . 

try very hard to correct my faults and strive 

not to let it happen again. However, if I feel 

I am right, I speak up and tell them and keep 

it exactly my own way. 

I am usually wrong. Sometimes it is because 

someone else has a different opinion. But one of 

of us has a better answer. Criticism can help 

to find the answer that is best for what we 

want to do. 
I don't know what to do. I feel it is not right 

to criticize. Some people just feel different¬ 

ly about things and it is not right to criticize 

them for it. I don't know if it is good that 

people feel differently, but they do and they 

should not be criticized for it. 

It is probably because we do not understand why 

the other one is thinking or acting the way he 

is. After explaining our viev/points, we can 

probably compromise. 
When I am criticized on any subject by someone 

who's opinion I value, I try to ask myself what 

advantages his viewpont has over mine. Some¬ 

times both views have their advantages and it is 

better to combine them. Criticsm usually helps 

me to learn better ways to deal with others. 
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(IV) Manual for scoring the concreteness or abstractness 

of completions to the general interpersonal stem. 

This I believe about people... 

System I 

In concrete completions 

"people" are categorized in¬ 

to an absolute type or role 

which is bifurcated, (a) 

OverQeneralization of cate¬ 

gories. Completions fit 

all people into a class. 

Exceptions are minimized. 

(b) General categories gene¬ 
rate bifurcated judgments. 

People are viewed as good 

vs. bad and right vs. wrong 

in a value polarity. 
(c) Characteristics are 

absolute and externally 

anchored. Categories are 

fixed and cannot be modified 

by people, people can only 

modify the means of achiev¬ 

ing such characteristics? 

people need control, to be 

taught correct attitudes, 

governed or led. (d) In¬ 

tolerance of differences 

from £elf;description ex¬ 

pressed as difference from 

self. Completion represents 

a presentation of how people 

"ought" to be. A general 

absence of personal inter¬ 

active concern, of condition¬ 

al effects and of diversity. 

Characteristics can be 

positive or negative and 

still be scored System I. 

System IV 
In abstract completions 

"people" are conceptualized in 

diverse but integrative ways. 

Completions express the avail¬ 

ability of alternate concepts 

for evaluations and superordi¬ 

nate schemas for integrative 

purposes, e.g., dynamic explana¬ 

tions. (a) Absence of over¬ 

generalization. Completion 

expresses alternate evaluative 

dimensions for judgment. (Are 

of many kinds, may be viewed in 

many different ways.) (b) Com¬ 

pletions express a tolerance of 

diversity within and between 

people, (c) Utilization of 

superordinate schemas for inte¬ 

grative purposes. Diversity or 

difference is accounted for or 

understood as complex effects 

of biological, environmental 

and training factors, (d) 

People are not viewed as con¬ 

trolling or interfering and in 

order to achieve the highest 

score of abstractness, concern 

is not solely directed toward 

differentiating within other 

people (differentiating from 

System III). Completions are 

superordinate to these concerns, 

viewing people and self along 

similar functional dimensions. 

A mere listing of characteris¬ 

tics provide insufficient 

information for scoring on the 

abstract side of this dimension. 
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Examples from Stem H: This I believe about people.... 

Score 

Concrete 

Abstract 

1 Some are çooc and some are bad. Some are 

friendly and some are ugly. This can not be 

helped but we should try to correct it as much 

as possible. People are self centered and do 

anything for themselves and very little for 

others. This is just human behavior. 

2 All people have their own ways of doing things. 

Most people are good but some are bad. If they 

are not good they have been taught not to be 

good. I like people sometimes, but sometimes 

I wish they would leave me alone. 

3 Most people are nice, particularly if they are 

students. I don't like it if people are not 

nice to each other. Some are not so nice only 

because people have not been nice to them. 

People should not always criticize and try to 

see why others do what they do. 

4 I think that people are very different. They 

have different ideas and you can find out their 

ideas and learn from it. You can be nice to 

them and help them think out their ideas too. 

One should tolerate the ideas of others because 

they come from different experiences. 

5 Some people do some things better, others do 

other things better. I think that nearly all 

can make a contribution to the world. They 

have been raised differently, they know and like 

different things, and I can learn from them. 

I don't think it is wise to judge people only 

by their actions. They usually have a good 

reason for doing things. 

(B) The System II manual 
This manual is used to rate the degree to which completions 

are generated by a System II personality structure. The 

manual is based on the theoretical referents presented above. 

Ratings are made on a scale extending from zero through 3. 

A rating of zero indicates that the completion has no System 

II properties and a rating of 3 indicates dependable and 

clear System II properties. A response which is unscorable 

is not scored and is not included in calculating the mean 

score. Stems which appear most appropriate for providing 

information about System II properties are; When I am 

criticized....; When a friend acts differently toward me....; 
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When others criticize me it usually means....; Rules....; 
and Parents.... 

When inferring System II properties, there is a strong 

tendency for a beginning scorer to rely on the content of 

the response. Negativistic completions are then given a 

high rating on the System II manual. However, negative 

reactions are not generated by System II structure alone. 

The rater should become familiar with the structural operations 

and ask the questions specified in the manual. To be scored 

System II the rater must be able to infer that dissonance or 

conflict is not anchored in discrepancies within absolute 

structure, in what is right and wrong (System I), but rather, 

in an inabiUty to keep the self delineated and in the 

avoidance of dependency, control, or interference of any kind. 

In System II structure self worth is dependent upon the 

ability to keep the self delineated. If this referent is 

not present, regardless of the affect expressed, a score of 

zero is appropriate. When a judgment is made to the effect 

that this major System II referent is present its degree is 
rated on the three point scale. 

Manual for Inferring the Presence of System II Properties 

In the following descriptions the word "source" is used 

generally to refer to the rule, the parent, or person or friend 
criticizing the subject. 

The main operation to be inferred for scoring System II 

is self delineation. This may be expressed in many ways. 

(a) The completion implies the imposition of control or 

indicates that the source is interpreted as influencing, inter- 

igrinq o£ attempting to place S in a dependent role which is 
viewed a£ control. The source is viewed as restrictive 

(rules confine, criticism is an attempt on the part of the 

source to show superiority). If the source is viewed as 

preventing external control this is also a referent for 

System II, e.g., without rules the powerful people would 

control, (b) The completion implies a lack of differentiation 

ffj-thin the source or "other." A lack of differentiation 

within rules or parents; criticism is interpreted categorical¬ 

ly as an absolute against which S delineates or defines him¬ 

self. (This referent should be contrasted with a System IV 

referent where the interpretation refers to criticism as an 

alternate opinion.) Completions imply differentiation of the 

self but a lack of differentiation within any source viewed as 
a potential agent of control. The "other" is still bifurcated 

as in System I. Parents are perceived categorically and the 
source acts globally. 

If perceived as real or potential control the resolution 
implies a "pushing against" the source, (c) Completions 
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express the imputation of malevolence toward the source and 

suspiciousness of all control. Resolutions express a 

"machiavellian" attitude, e.g., by figuring loopholes, one 

can avoid obeying rules; rules or other forms of control are 

brought about by a few self interested people; love is 

controlling, (d) This same resolution may be expressed as 

the externalization of blame, (e) A further resolution is 

non-commitment or avoidance. For example, I do not give it 
a second thought or he can do as he pleases. 

System II resolutions which attribute negative intent 

to the source are consequently unlikely to include instrumental 

or exploratory action, (f) When the source is perceived as 

controlling, completions can involve source deprication. 

When System II properties are present and the source is viewed 

as controlling there is a corresponding lack of acceptance of 

criticism. However, to be scored System II the negation must 

be anchored in the avoidance of control and not simply in 

perceiving the source as presenting a discrepancy from an 
absolute belief (System I). 

Examples from Stem C: Rules.... 

Score 

0 Rules are good for us because they help us to live with¬ 

out conflict. Rules should not be broken. 

1 Rules are made by different people who are not always 

present when the rules are being used. In general I 

think rules are not good because too many situations 

pop up concerning them. At this time rules however are 

necessary because society has grown up using them and 

they wouldn't know how to act without them. 

2 Rules have a purpose but they are generally too strict 

and allow no personal freedom. I think that one should 

not have to obey rules that one does not think are good. 

3 Rules are made by those in control, and they don't care 

about those who are supposed to obey the rules. I hate 

rules. If they are reasonable, it would be all right, 

but they are not. I would like to make my own rules. 

The rules in this school are very unfair and I am glad 

to get out this year. Then I can make my own rules. 

Examples from Stem E: When I am criticized.... 

Score 

0 I pay close attention to what the person is saying. 

There is usually a good reason for the criticism. 

1 If I am criticized for a good reason I don't think too 

much about it. Maybe I improve myself. But if I am 

criticized for no reason at all I can get very angry. 

I like to be criticized when I have it coming to me. 
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Score 

Most of the time I take it the opposite of how it is 

supposed to be taken. If it is given to me by someone 

I better listen to or else, I listen. Otherwise I pay 
no attention and shrug it off. 

3 I hate for people to criticize me. I think that people 

should be allowed to make up their own mind about what 

they want to do or say without being criticized for it. 

People are much too critical. When I get criticized I 

get very annoyed. If they just want to be critical I 
wish they would leave me alone. 

(C) System III manual 

This manual is used for inferring System III properties 

from sentence completions. As with the System II manual it 

is derived from the referents described above and is scored 

independently of other manuals. The scoring system is the 

same as for the System II manual where a score of zero is 

given for completions in which no System III properties can 

be inferred and a rating of 1, 2, or 3 is given for completions 

which express System III properties, depending upon their 
clarity and strength. 

The main difficulty in inferring System III properties is 

the tendency to use socially accomodating or conformity con¬ 

tent as a basis for judgment. As in the earlier two manuals 

the aim is to provide theoretical and operational referents 

which are anchored in structural characteristics. While it 

is difficult to be unbiased by the content of a response the 

intent of the manual is to instruct the rater to ask struc¬ 

tural questions and reach a judgment on this basis. The 

personality structure described as possessing System III 

properties is characterized by the presence of differentiated 

concepts or dimensions for perceiving within and between self 
and others. 

This potential, compared to System II properties, permits 

the person to perceive others intentions and needs independent¬ 

ly of his own, to take on and explore roles and perceive the 

self from another person's frame of reference. Structurally, 

the presence of such differentiated systems of conepts should 

be inferred in order to rate the presence of System III 
properties. 

While the integrative principle of "matching" self and 

other standards is one of the main consequences of this 

structure, the mere presence of compliance or conformity is 

insufficient evidence to assume the presence of System III 

properties. Such responses could equally emerge from System I 

properties. The main decision for the rater using the 
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System III manual is to differentiate between accomodation 

anchored in absolutism (System I compliance in a categorical 

sense) and accomodation anchored in a "matching" or a 

"mutual responsibility" sense (System III). The following 

manual attempts to explicate some of the operations for this 

purpose. 

The four stems which appear to provide most information 

about System III properties are: When I am criticized....; 

When a friend acts differently toward me....; When others 

criticize me it usually means....; and This I believe about 

people.... 

Manual for Inferring the Presence of System III Properties 

In a system specific sense dissonance in System III is 

centrally anchored in relationships. Conflict is experienced 

as a crisis in keeping interaction open which is central to 

self definition, (a) Criticism is interpreted as rejection 

by the source. To be scored System III the resolution must be 

associated with explicit or implicit self blame or a search 

for and consideration of reasons in order to differentiate it 

from System I. (b) One of the main operations is the focus 

upon the source or "other." The source is differentiated, is 

not perceived categorically as good or bad. This differen¬ 

tiation is expressed as an effort to "understand" the source. 

The completion expresses the delineation of dimensions within 

the source. Differentiation between and within a particular 

source is apparent, (c) The resolution aims to keep inter¬ 

action open. Resolutions are more complex than those generated 

by System I and System II properties. This increasing 

complexity is expressed through a concern with the cause of 

the criticism or conflict. It includes a delineation of 

reasons, there is an absence of fast closure as expected in 

more concrete systems. Excuses may be made to accomodate the 

source's behavior, (d) Completions may include the avoidance 

of exhibition of negative feelings toward the source in order 

to keep interaction open and maximize the potential for matching 

standards of self and source, (e) Disagreement or criticism 

is interpreted as kidding or help, although this operation 

alone is a weak referent. 
Another major operation is the implicit or explicit 

presence of internal causation and self blame. This implies 

a consideration of alternative reasons, include self as a 

possible cause and acts to keep interaction open. Since self 

deprication alone could indicate System I properties, com¬ 

pletions scored System III should include evidence about 

"looking inward for a reason" and cleaning up misunderstandings. 

Acceptance of the source can be maintained even though negative 

self feeling persists. 
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Some negativity toward the source may be expressed via 

System III structure. However, these completions should 

include some evidence regarding the differentiation of 

reasons, opnness to self blame, or other resolutions aimed at 

keeping interaction open as a basis for self definition before 

judging System III structure. 

Examples from Stem Es When I am criticized.... 

Score 

0 When I am criticized I have done something for which I 

deserve criticism. The criticism is meant to improve me. 

Sometimes I get mad. But I should listen to the 

criticism. 

1 I usually have done something that the other person does 

not like. Our views may be different. Criticism may 

be useful for improvement. 

2 I don't like to be criticized. I think that criticism 

is unnecessary. It shows that one person does not under¬ 

stand the other. It is usually possible to compromise. 

I don't criticze anyone because I think I can find out 

why a person acts as he does if I just try. 

3 It means that the other person has a point to make that 

I will listen to. Sometimes v/e can exchange our views and 

and come to an agreement. Criticism is good when it is 

constructive and when you can talk things over, but it 

is not good when it is just meant to hurt others. 

People should understand each other's feelings. 

Examples from Stem H: This I believe about people.... 

Score 

0 I don't like people too much. They don't give you peace 

when you want it. People should keep their noses in 

their own business. They always want to interfere with 

what you want to do. 

1 They can consist of many different charcters and in order 

to get along with them you have to adopt various kinds 

of personality to become friends with them. 

2 People think all sorts of things and one can talk to them 

about it. It is good to have people around when you want 

to have someone to talk to. You can ask them what they 

think and sometimes they can help you find things out. 

I like for people to be nice to each other. 

3 People don't realize how much effect they have on each 

other. When one gets mad then the other one does too 

and then they blame each other for it. People should 

try to understand the other's emotions and then they 

would be more satisfied with life. 
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Scores Derived from the Three Manuals 

Eight of the stems in the sentence completion test 

presentea in Appendix 1 are relevant for the data to £ 

useful 0”°St °ther St“3 in the test appear t0 be useful for our purposes with the possible exception of "after 

svns:rr--\rch can be used söLür 
System II properties. All eight stems are scored using the 

concrete-abstract manual, five are scored using the System II 

benideaînf f,°Ur USing the SyStem 111 Although it would 
ideal to have all stems scored with all manuals insuring 

atmthif ^lty °î the range °f stimuli covered by each manual, 
°f teSt devel°Pmentf we favor restricting the 

snffiliTt maïuals to those stems which appear to provide 
sufficient and relevant information. If we were to use the 

System ill manual on stems implying ambiguity, for 

tiltil rnYiCOmpietÍOnS WOUld be unscorable. Perhaps a more 
devel°pment of the «‘anoal or a search for stems which 

^ aCOred using a11 manuals will overcome this problem 

îonfï? fUíUre\ 0nly the three Stems living interpersonal 
confiict have been scored on all three manuals (see Table 1). 

a„ . ratin9s assigned to each scorable response are aver¬ 
aged in oroer to arrive at a score for each system. Assuming 

all responses are scorable the overall concrete-abstract 

score is the mean of eight ratings each based on a 5-point 

scale The lower the mean score the more concrete the system 

1 ^18 18 a continuous measure and can be used for 
correlational purposes. However in most samples, the distri¬ 

bution is skewed toward the concrete end, that is, a greater 

proportion of the subjects, in our high school, college and 

graduate student populations have more concrete personality 

organizations. A typical distribution of scores on the 

concrete-abstract manual is presented in Table 2. 

Comparability of System Specific Scores 

Ratings on the concrete-abstract manual can be converted 

into Astern ! and System IV scores so that they are comparable 

SvJpm s^ales (°' 1» 2, 3) used with the System II and 
System III manuals, in converting into the System I manual 
scores of 4 or 5 on the concrete-abstract dimension are 

assigned a value of zero (an absence of concrete properties) 

a score of 3, 2, 1 on the concrete-abstract dimension become 

scores of 1, 2, and 3 respectively on the System I manual as 
shown in Table 3. The same conversion with directions reversed 
can be made to develop a specific System IV score. 

When system specific groups are required for experimental 
purposes certain cut off points must be defined in order to 

insure comparability of samples from experiment to experiment. 

Theoretically System I individuals are defined as those scoring 
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TABLE I 

Stems Used in Each Manual 

Stems utilized 

When I am in doubt.... 

Confusion.... 

Rules.... 

Parents.... 

When I am criticized.... 

When a friend acts 

differently toward me.... 

When others criticize me 

it usually means.... 

Manual used for scoring 

Concrete System System 

Abstract II m 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

This I believe about 
people.... x X 

Total stems used 

for each Manual 854 

/ 
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TABLE II 

Distribution of Concrete-Abstract, System II and System III Scores 

System II and System III Scores 
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TABLE III 

Conversion of Concrete-Abstract Scores into Specific 

System I and System IV Scores which are Comparable 

to the System II and System III Score Ranges. 

Concrete-abstract scores 

Conversion into a specific 

Systera I score range 

Conversion into a specific 

System IV score range 
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ran9e) on the concrete-abstract manual and low (0-1) 
n the System II and System III manuals. To be selected as 

SvstÎTï? ySte? I]C^ProPerties subjects must score high on the 
System II manual and medium to low (1.5-2.5) on the concrete- 

stract manual; System III subjects are defined as those 

(3°^nLr^T t0 M!diUra high °n the concrete-abstract manual 
(3-4) and high on the System III manual, and System IV subjects 

SC°ri?g hlgh (4“5) on the concrete-abstract manual 
and medium to low on the System II and System III manuals 
(see squares in Table 2). 

The distribution of System II and System III scores over 
the concrete-abstract dimension for a typical sample from our 
work is presented in Table 2. This table indicates that 

subjects scoring high on the System II manual are more 
concrete than subjects scoring high on the System III manual 
as would be expected. Such a distribution, then, permits 

e selection of system specific groups as suggested above. 

The squares on Table 2 demonstrate the selection of four 

system specific groups of subjects. This selection does not 
include transitional groups. 

System specific scores are highly skewed and do not lend 

themselves to correlational analysis over a broad range of 

subjects. For example, only approximately one third of the 

subjects in our samples register a score on the System II 

manual at all. While a high score indicates the presence of 

System II properties specifically, low or zero scores are 

non specific. Subjects scoring low on the System II manual 

couxd be high on any other manual so that a low score on a 
given system has no specific meaning by itself. 

Although transitional systems of personality organization 
have not been used extensively, in the data to be presented, 

tne scoring system has been designed to permit the selection 

of specific groups for experimental purposes. Theoretically 
level i transition systems, would be defined by a score 

pattern characterized by high scores on both the System I and 

ystem II manuals and low scores on the System m manual. 

Similarly, level II transitional systems would be defined*by 

a score pattern characterized by high scores on the System II 

and System III manual and low scores on the remaining manuals, 

eve in transitional systems would be characterized by high 
scores on the System III manual and on the concrete-abstract 
manual. 

When the four nodal systems are used for selecting sub¬ 
jects, which is the typical case in our work to date, there 

is an inevitable loss of subjects who do not fit into these 

systems because they are characterized by transitional proper 

ties. Further, to the extent that the theoretical model is 

not a good fit of reality, a higher proportion of subjects 
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will be discarded. Both problems would be accentuated by noisy 

and inefficient measuring techniques. The first problem can be 

overcome by utilizing more system specific groups in future 

experimentation. The second problem can only be approached by 

carrying out experiments based on theoretical expectations and 

modifying or changing the theoretical model when indicated. 

Sample Identification 

One of the most persistent problems in psychology has been 

the lack of standard techniques for identifying the nature of 

a sample. It is extremely unlikely that two small samples 

drawn from two different countires, two different universities, 

or indeed, drawn by two experimenters from the same college or 

high school are comparable with respect to the distribution of 

scores across system of personality structure. For example, 

in our limited experience the concrete-abstract scores of all 

juniors and seniors attending an eastern and mid western high 

school of equivalent social class were by no means comparable. 

In one school the scores were more abstract and over twice as 

many subjects could be placed in the System III and System IV 

groups. Since research indicates that experimental results 

systematically vary as a function of personality structure, the 

results of an experiment at High School No. 1 could not be 

expected to replicate the results of the same experiment carried 

out at High School No. 2. This problem is magnified in cross 

cultural investigations. 

When social functioning is viewed as the outcome of an 

interaction between personality structure and environmental or 

stimulus conditions it becomes necessary to explicate in 

detail the nature of the subjects used as well as the conditions 

operating at the time of observation. In this way it will be 

possible for one experimenter in a different locality or 

laboratory to replicate the findings of another in such a way 

that the results can be meaningfully compared. Unless cut off 

points and all relevant organismic scores of samples, (no 

matter how large or small) are presented, comparative analyses 

between studies will fail to inform us as to whether differen¬ 

ces are due to systematic sample variations or simple unreli¬ 

ability. 

Reliability Training 

The basic requirement for reliable scoring is a thorough 

understanding of theoretical concepts and their interaction. 

The manual can merely direct the rater to some of the struc¬ 

tural indicators. Most of the time the rater is required to 

use his general theoretical knowledge to translate raw verbal 

responses into inferred structural concepts. In order to 

provide experience in inferring structural properties a 



31 

reliability sample (Appendix 2) has been prepared. The reli¬ 

ability sample presents 40 subjects' responses to all eight 

stems. The completions have been scored by three raters on all 

three manuals. The scores of all three raters on all stems 

are presented in a separate table (Appendix 3). When a 

trainee's rating substantially agree with those presented in 

the tables, it is assumed that he has learned to use the 
manual effectively. 

Relationships within the Sentence Completion Test 

Table 4 presents data relevant to a number of questions 

about the sentence completion measures of personality structure. 

The correlations are based on a sample of 40 high school male 

subjects, which were scored by the three raters. With an N 

of 40 correlations of .26 and .36 are significant at the .05 

and .01 level, respectively. The correlations are based on 

the final scores presented in Appendix 4. The correlations 

obtained using this sample are generally equivalent to those 

obtained using other samples (see Table 5). Some of the main 
implications of this table will be briefly considered. 

(Internal consistency: This question has been 
approached in three ways: 

(a) The degree to which scores on each individual stem 

contribute to total scores based on each manual. Observation 

of the data indicates that for all three manuals (concrete- 

abstract, System II and System III) the correlations between 

individual stem scores and total manual scores range between 

approximately .6 and .8, except in one case. Stem F (When a 

friend acts differently toward me....) does not appear to be 

effective for the concrete-abstract (or System I and System IV) 

manual. In all other cases the correlations support the proce¬ 

dure of using the mean scores as indicators of system scores. 

(b) Another estimate of*internal consistency is provided 

by the correlation of .65 between roughly equivalent halves of 

the stems making up the concrete-abstract manual scores. This 

is probably an underestimate because the test does not permit 

the selection of equivalent halves acorss stem groups. While 

there are two stems in both the "ambiguity" and "external 

imposition" groups there are three "interpersonal conflict" 

stems and only one "general interpersonal" stem. To the 

extent that system properties vary over different content 

areas, such mismatching in creating halves would depress the 

sP1;Lt reliability estimate. As will be shown below, the 

lower correlations between different "groups" of stems supports 
the contention that the split half reliability of .65 is to 

some extent an underestimation. The problem of selecting 

equivalent halves and the small number of stems involved in 

the System II and III manuals argues against the use of the 
split half method in these cases. 
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(c) A third approach to the problem of internal consisten' 

cy is through the intercorrelations between "groups" of stems 

within each manual. The group based on the single inter¬ 

personal stem was not used in this analysis. However, the 

correlations between scores based on stems implying ambiguity, 

external imposition and interpersonal conflict in the concrete- 

abstract manual are .46, .34, and .55. While this suggests 

least generalization acorss concrete-abstract scores based 

on ambiguity and interpersonal conflict stems the correlations 

are sufficient to warrent summation of scores based on 

different classes of stems in order to arrive at a more general 

score. This same assumption is upheld in the System II manual 

where a correlation of .57 was obtained between System II 

scores on "external imposition" and "interpersonal conflict" 

stems. 

(2) Inter rater reliability: As indicated above all 

sentence completions were scored by three independent raters 

using each manual. On all three manuals the intercorrelations 

between scores based on the three raters range from .70 to .98 

indicating that the manuals can be used reliably by different 

raters. In all cases the correlations between the two most 

experienced raters (R1 and R2) range from .93 to .97. These 

figures indicate that considerable experience is required to 

obtain high level reliability. The final scores in Appendix 4 

recommended for the sentences presented in Appendix 2 are 

primarily based on the scores given by R1 and R2. These were 

also the scores used for the computations in Table 4. 

(3) Inter-system relationships: In general we would 

expect increasing positive correlations between systems more 

similar in abstractness and increasing negativity of corre¬ 

lations between systems highly dissimilar in abstractness. 

This general pattern holds for Systems I, III, and IV. For 

example, the correlations between System I and System II 

scores are slightly positive (.08) between System I and 

System III scores moderately negative (-.64) and between 

System I and System IV scores highly negative (-.77). System 

III scores are moderately negatively related to System I 

(-.64) slightly negatively related to System II and positively 

related to System IV (.74). Similarly System IV scores are 

most negatively related to System I (-.77) slightly negatively 

related to System II (-.16)and positively related to System III 

(.74). System II correlations are all relatively low and 

fail to follow the expected pattern in which System II should 

be most negatively related to System IV. Actually the data 

indicates that System II scores have a positive but zero 

order relationship to System I (.08) a slightly negative 

relationship to System III (-.32) and a very low negative 

relationship to System IV (-.16). 
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Obviously the gross and subjective nature of the present 

scoring system does not permit precise predictions regarding 

inter-system relationships. The intervals between referents 

are not consistent and this method cannot provide a precise 

procedure for insuring this. However, the results do suggest 

that as systems of personality become more different in 

abstractness the more negatively they relate and vice versa. 

Some modifications in the conception and/or scoring of System 

II appears to be indicated. 

(4) Relationships between structural measures and some 

typical test variables: Four of the main variables which can 

effect test responses and which may reduce the validity of the 

main measures are IQ, verbal fluency, the set to hold strong 

attitudes, and social desirability. Three of these variables, 

verbal fluency (length of completion), attitude set ( the 

tendency to hold strong attitudes) and social desirability 

(the tendency to respond in a more socially desirable way) 

are not clear cut operations for system specific functioning. 

For example, the tendency to write long completions is 

not a referent for the abstractness of personality structure. 

To the extent that the scoring is effected by this variable 

the validity of system scores is reduced. The "extreme rating" 

score is an estimate of how strongly a person believes in a 

number of fairly central attitudes. Again the scoring should 

not reflect how strongly a person believes in certain things. 

A concrete and an abstract person can both hold strong atti¬ 

tudes (although when a concrete person holds a strong attitude 

he would be expected to discriminate stimuli within the 

attitude less). Similarly, the tendency to respond in a 

socially desirable way should be present in all levels of 

personality structure. From the structural viewpoint the 

process of responding in a socially desirable way should 

differ and have different adaptive consequences and signifi¬ 

cances tor different systems. System II functioning being 

anchored in self delineation could represent an exception 

because the test of s-vicJ desirability does not include 

items which represent this form of independence as desirable. 

None of the correlations between system measures and these 

three variables reach significance although the tendency for 

a negative correlation between System II measures and social 

desirability is present. 

Intelligence, measured via group administration of the 

Otis is significantly related to abstractness of personality 

structure. The correlation between the concrete-abstract 

dimension and intelligence is .57, System I is negatively 

related (-.37) System II and intelligence are essentially 

unrelated (.03) System III is positively related (.30) and 

System IV is more highly and positively related (.53). 
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Since intelligence measures include some items which measure 

the ability to differentiate and integrate and since more 

abstract functioning should increase the potential to learn 

from experience the obtained general order relationships 

between intelligence and abstractness would be expected. How¬ 

ever, many "achievement" type items on intelligence tests 

(e.g., verbal scales) can be handled equally well by concrete 

and abstract individuals. If intelligence test items were 

constructed on the basis of the theoretical considerations 

presented earlier, then, intelligence and abstractness would 

be equivalent. At present most intelligence estimates are 

based on a range of tests. Some of these sub tests could be 

answered in a superior way by a subject characterized by 

highly concrete structure following unilateral training. To 

the extent that intelligence estimates are based on achievement 

scores (verbal, number, etc.) a high order relationship to 

abstractness cannot be expected. 

(5) Relationship betvreen sentence completion me?sures of 

personality structure and other test scores: Table 5 presents 

correlations (N == 147 high school males) between sentence 

completion measures of personality structure, measures of 

personality structure based on the forced choice situational 

interpretation test and other tests which appear to have a 

similar operational or theoretical basis. 

The Situation Interpretation Test 

Although this type of test has been modified in various 

ways (Schroder and Hunt, 1959) the essential features are 

(a) £ is placed in a hypothetical state of interpersonal 

conflict or dissonance (b) the type of dissonance is varied 

through the manipulation of the source and message and (c) 

is forced to choose one resolution from two alternatives. 

Each alternative represents a resolution which is assumed to 

be characteristic of a given system of personality organization, 

(d) The frequency with which S_ selects resolutions character¬ 

istic of the four systems represents his score on System I, 

System II, System III, and System IV respectively. 

Initially S is asked to select two small groups or 

committees composed of persons of his own sex (not athletic 

teams) in which he has played an active part. He should know 

the group members fairly well and the group should have some 

goal and engage in decision making. After writing in the 

names of the two groups in spaces provided after A and B he is 

asked to select three members from each group and enter their 

initials opposite the numbers provided. This format permits of 

many variations of source selection. He could be asked to 

select those he likes most, likes least, leaders, etc. In 

the forms used for the studies to be reported we encouraged 
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S to select three sources over a range excluding the leader and 

the least important members of the group. The aim was to 

arrive at a generalized view of the resolutions £ selects over 

a variety of sources in the hypothetical situation provided. 

When longer forms of the test are used differences in reso¬ 

lution patterns can be calculated as a function of source 
variation. 

In the test situation S, is ashed to imagine one of the 

persons he selects (e.g., person #2) criticizing him while 

they are together with other group members in the relevant 

group (e.g., Group A). Six system specific resolutions were 

written for each of the four systems. These were modifications 

of sentence completions to the stem "When I am criticized...." 

The six resolutions for System I would be scored highly concrete 

on the System I sentence completion manual, similarly the six 

System II resolutions should receive a high score on the 

System II manual, and so on. After imagining the "criticism" 

situation presented, £ reads a series of pairs or resolutions. 

In each pair the resolutions represent different systems. 

That is, on each item S is asked to rate the extent to which 
——Çfo statement is like the view he would hold. The statement 

or resolution pairs are presented in a balanced design so that 

each statement and each system are paired in a counter-balanced 
fashion. The number of times S rates a particular set of 

resolutions, e.g., System I, higher than resolutions based on 

other systems is recorded as the score on that system. 

The following statements represent an example from each 

of the four systems. (1) it would be justified and acceptable 

if he had the proper authority (System I). (2) Even if he is 

the right authority it does not mean that I have to pay atten¬ 

tion to his views (System II). (3) It is more important to 

preserve good feelings than to disagree about who is right or 

wrong (System III). (4) Correct or not, such criticism on 

various issues is the best way for better understanding to 

emerge (System IV). Each test item consists of the presentation 
of a pair of such items. The test consisted of 36 pairs. 

Each S_ received a score from 0 to 18 on each of the four systems 

of personality organization. The first two groups of measures 

(sentence completion measures and situation interpretation 

test measures) yield scores for each of the four systems 
being considered. 

The correlations between measures of systems of personality 
structure based on the sentence completion test are similar to 

those reported for the smaller sample in Table 4. The relation¬ 

ships between sentence completion measures (SC) of each system 

and measures based on the situational interpretation test 

(SIT) are theoretically consistent but relatively low. For 

example, the obtained correlation between System I (SC) scores 
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and System I (SIT) scores are significantly positively related, 

and System I (SC) scores are significantly negatively related 

to System IV (SIT) scores. System scores based on the SC and 

SIT tests are significant for System I, II, and IV (.25, .33 

and .43 respectively) but fail to reach significance for 

System III. in several experiments carried out in this 

laboratory, System III (SIT) scores have proved unsatisfactory. 

The general conclusion is that the present form of the 
SIT test can be used for gross screening purposes for 

System I, II, and IV or prefarably for simply selecting 

extreme groups of more concrete and more abstract subjects 

which was the procedure used by Driver (1962). The relation¬ 

ship between the SIT measures and the F ("authoritarian 

personality") scale and dogmatism tend to support this con¬ 

clusion, since System IV (SIT) scores are significantly 

negatively related to "F" and dogmatism scores. The correla¬ 

tions indicate that abstract subjects score lower on the F 

and dogmatism scales but System I (SIT) subjects do not 

necessarily score high on these scales. The correlation 

patterns between system scores and the remaining tests in 

Tabxe 5 indicate that system scores based on SC and SIT are 

.similar but those correlations based on SC measures are not 
only higher but more meaningful theoretically. 

The remaining tests are: 

(a) The F scale (1950). The scores used in Table 5 were 

based on the original 30 item test uncorrected for response 

set (although the reverse form of the ? scale (Jackson and 

Messick, 1957) was also included in the study. The tendency 

to use black-white ratings (less discrimination within a 

dimension) is considered to be an additional operation for 

concrete personality structure. Therefore, the content of F 

items uncorrected for response set should be more highly 

correlated with concrete personality structure. 

The content of the "F" items was designed to measure, in 

an indirect way, tendencies toward prejudice (presumably to 

any minority group) and predisposition toward a fascistic out¬ 

look. A host of studies have shown consistent significant 

relationships between F scores and measures of ethnocentrism, 

anti-semitism, anti-negro feelings, conservatism, and intoler¬ 
ance for ambiguity. 

However, as Rokeach (1960) has more recently shown, 

authoritarian (intolerant) thinking is not necessarily tied 

to any particular content or ideology. A person can be 

"authoritarian" in regard to leftist or liberal ideology, to 

a particular philosophy or scientific theory as well as he can 

to conservative and rightist philosophies. In presenting our 

operation for concrete structure we have attempted to avoid 

the implication that some ideolioies or some theories are 
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concrete. Rather, any theory or view can be used (in an adap¬ 

tive sense) in a more concrete or abstract way. The same view 

can serve a concrete adpative function for one person and a 

more abstract adaptive function for another. This does not 

mean that persons with more concrete personality structure may 

tend to prefer or hold a particular ideology more than abstract 

persons in a particular culture. The relationship between 

content and structure of attitude may vary from group to group 

and can be understood via a knowledge of the socio-cultural 

conditions (training, environment) in which the attitude content 
was learned. 

Following Rokeach, we assume that many liberal authori¬ 

tarian subjects will not agree with several F scale items and 

consequently will score lower. Such individuals may be more 

concrete but would not be selected by the F scale. This 

problem, together with the variety of test errors associated 

with objective tests of this kind would be expected to depress 

the correlations between the F scale and measures of concrete¬ 

ness and abstractness. However, apart from these problems, 

the theoretical similarity betv/een the "authoritarian personal¬ 

ity" and the concreteness of personality structure as defined 

here would be expected to be reflected in a systematic manner 
in the data. 

Table 5 indicates a significant negative correlation 

(-.34) between F scale scores and scores based on the concrete- 

abstract manual. Subjects scoring high on the F scale tend to 

be more concrete. System I (SC) scores are significantly 

positively (.22) correlated with F scores, System II and III 

(SC) scores are insignificantly related and System IV (SC) 

scores are significantly negatively related to F scores 
(-.40). 

(b) Dogmatism and rigidity tests. Dogmatism or closedness 

of a belief system is operationally defined by Rokeach (1360) 

as the degree to which what is disbelieved is rejected, the de¬ 

gree to which the disbelief system is undifferentiated; and 

the degree to which the disbelief system is undifferentiated 

compared to the belief system. A number of items have been 

generated in constructing the dogmatism scale. These items 

involve objective and indirect measures of (1) the accentu¬ 

ation of the differences between the belief and the disbelief 

system (2) the coexistence of contradictions within the belief 

system (e.g., even though freedom of speech for all groups is 

a worthwhile goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrict 

the freedom of certain political groups). (3) The lack of 

differentiation within the disbelief system, (4) the degree to 

which the person sees man as alone, and helpless, (5) fear of 

the future, a feeling of urgency in making decisions and the 

compulsive repetition of ideas and arguments, (6) need for 
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martyrdom, (7) conflict within the self (8) defense against 

inadequacy, (9) belief in positive and negative authority, 

(10) belief in the cause (e.g., a man who does not believe in 

some great cause has not really lived), (11) intolerance 

toward a renegade and the disbeliever, (12) the tendency to 

make party-line change (e.g., it is often desirable to reserve 

judgment about what's going on until ine has had a chance to 

hear the opinions of those one respects), (13) the avoidance 

of facts incongruent with one's belief system, and (14) the 

extent to which the belief-disbelief system is organized around 
the past or future. 

Many of the above operations are similar to those presen¬ 

ted for the conreteness of personality structure over a given 

stimulus range (belief area). For example, the accentuation 

of ^iffsrences between belief and disbelief and the existence 

of conradictions which would be expected to increase with 

compartmentalized or primitively integrated systems. However, 

there are problems involved in using such a general objective 

measure as this scale as an indicator of concreteness as 
measured by the SC measure. 

First, this test asks the subject questions about his 

beliefs and ideology and many questions have a "political" 

overtone. Closedness in such an area may or may not generalize 

very much to the interpersonal area. Second, the test rests 

on the assumption that a person with a closed belief system 

agree with ideal definitions of the operations for closed 

belief systems (the test items). The same assumption is 

present in the situational interpretation test. In the dogma¬ 

tism test, for example, a person with a closed belief system 

should agree with the item, "It is only natural that a person 

would have a much better acquaintance with ideas he believes 

than with ideas he opposes." While it may in fact be true 

that a person has little acquaintance with ideas he opposes 

he may still believe that he knows everything about those 

opposite ideas and disagree with the item. 

Third, the items in the dogmatism test do not necessarily 

avoid agreement and disagreement with content. To the extent 

that items measure extent of agreement with content they may 

fail to measure the structure of the attitude generating the 

agreement or disagreement. For example, a person could be 

dogmatic and closed and believe that "the United States and 

Russia have just about everything in common." If he did he 

would disagree with the item "the United States and Russia 

have just aboyt nothing in common" and would receive a corres¬ 

ponding "lower" score on dogmatism. This problem shows how 

difficult it is to avoid the impact of content in structural 

measurement when using tests like the F and dogmatism scales 
and the situational interpretation test. 
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Fourth, the items do not all refer to closedness in 

System I from our point of view. While this was not Rokeach's 

intention, it is clear from a survey of the test items that 

some could represent increasing closedness in System II 

(e.g., Kost people just don't give a damn for others) and 

ystem III (Fundamentally the world we live in is a fairly 

lonesome place, or My hardest battles are with myself). This 

being the case we would primarily expect a negative relation¬ 

ship between System IV (by definition not closed) and dogma¬ 
tism. 3 

The correlations in Table 5 indicate a low order but 

significant negative relationship between System IV (SC and 

SIT) scores and dogmatism. In the absence of more detailed 

work it is difficult to pinpoint the reasons for zero order 

relationship to System I in regard to sentence completions or 

situational interpretation measures. While the points raised 
above would be expected to depress the relationship, the 

present results indicate that the F scale scores are more 

systematically related to the conrete-abstract dimension than 
are dogmatism scores. It should also be pointed out that 

using another sample of eastern college males the relation¬ 

ship between System I and System IV scores and dogmatism 

scores was significant and higher (+.25 and -.40 respectively). 

Rokeach suggests that dogmatism leads to difficulties 

in the synthesizing phase of thinking and rigidity (Gough and 

Sánfora, 1952) in the analytic phase of thinking. Consequently 

subjects scoring high on both dogmatism and rigidity might be 
expected to be more concrete than those scoring high on 

dogmatism alone. The data relevant to rigidity and a summa¬ 

tion of rigidity and dogmatism scores are presented in Table 5 

but the combined score fails to elevate the correlation with 
concreteness-abstractness. 

(c) The machiavellian scale. This scale consists of 

two classes of items (1) ten items expressing a machiavellian 
attitude toward other people. For example, "Anyone who 

completely trusts anyone else is asking for trouble." Agree¬ 

ment with these items should indicate an avoidance of control 

and a distrusting attitude toward others and would be expected 

to relate to System II personality structure. (2) Ten items 

expressing an absolute belief in the "goodness" or honesty of 

others. For example, "Most people are basically good and 

kind." The machiavellian score used in this analysis was the 

sum of the "A" type or machiavellian items minus the sum of 

the "B1* type items. A high score indicates a machiavellian 

attitude. The sum of the "A" type or machiavellian items was 

also included as a separte score and is referred to as the 
Mach + Score. 
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The correlations presented in Table 5 show that the 

machiavellian score is significantly related to System II 
scores derived from both the sentence completion and 

situationa! interpretation tests. The same relationships 

are still present but somewhat depressed for the mach + 

scores. In most cases the machiavellian scores are signi¬ 

ficantly negatively related to System III and System IV 
personality structure scores. 

^ £giIgn¿ence-submissior. s.-aigg (Guilford, and 
Zimmerman, 1956). From this the^eTIÏÏal point of view the 
directness or "outgoingness" of expression is a "within 

dlme«sion. The degree of ascendence is a consequence 
the rewards or supports the environment provides for 

ascendent behavior generated by an* system. The nature or 

adaptive signiiicanc® 0f ascendent behavior would be expected 

to vary between systems. For example, ascendence in System I 

is characterized as dominance, in System II as a more direct 

expression of the avoidance of control, in System III as a 

more active pursuit of the delineation of standards in others 

infoin lyste\lv as the generation of increasing amounts of 
information about an environment. 

As expected the data in Table 5 indicates that system 
scores are essentially unrelated to general ascendence. 

Presumably, groups of high and low ascendent subjects can be 

selected within each system - a technique which has been used 

as a basis for subject selection in a number of experiments. 
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Appendix 1 

The first page of the sentence completion test included the 
following instructions. 

Do not turn this page until you are given the signal. 

sentences^ f0ll°Wing pages you wil1 be asked to complete certain 

On each page you will find the beginning of a sentence and 
your task is to complete it. 

For example: I like.... 

When you are given the signal turn to Page 1. You will be 

given 90 secónos for each sentence. After 75 seconds, we will 

say Finish tne sentence," and at 90 seconds we will ask you 

to turn to Page 2. Make sure you complete your last sentence. 

ere are 11 paces in all. On each page write at least two 

sentences. That is, complete the sentence and then write at 
least one further sentence. 

Write sentences as quickly but as clearly as possible. 

The following pages of the test contained a single stem in 
the order given below. 

Page 1. Parents.... 

Page 2. When I am criticized.... 
Page 3. A leader.... 

Page 4. When I am in doubt.... 

Page 5. This I believe about myself.... 
Page 6. Rules.... 

Page 7. When a friend acts differently toward me.... 
Page 8. This I believe about people.... 

Page 9. After an argument.... 

Page 10. Confusion.... 

Page 11. When others criticize me it usually means.... 



Appendix 2 

Reliability Sample 



Stem A 

When I am in doubt 

1. I usually go to someone who knows the correct answer to my 

question. When I am in doubt about school material I go to an 
authoritative reference book. 

2. I either try to solve my problem on my own and if at first 

this does not work I attempt to get advice from the source most 

applicable. I then often adapt it to myself as I think it 
should be. 

3. I usually confer with a close friend. People have many 

doubts of which no one can answer but themselves, some cannot 
be answered at all. 

4. I sometimes look it up or ask someone who I feel will give 

me the correct answer in as little as possible detail. 

5. I do several things. It depends what I am in doubt about. 

If it is s cane thing important then I would probably ask to find 

out the correct answer. If it is something that doesn't 

make much difference, then I would probably take my own judgment 

6. I have been told to ask someone who knows the information 

for it. When this is sometimes impossible, I refer to 

encyclopedias or some other expert source such as that. 

7. I usually try to think in my mind the reason why I am in 

doubt. There has to be a reason and in order to find the 

answer you have to know what makes you in doubt. 

8. I try to do what I think is right. I try to do something 
that is for my benefit alone. 

9. I usually toy with the idea and then move on. I usually 

become disgusted if it is something that is very simple. 

10. It is my practice to search for the roots of my skep¬ 

ticism or ignorance. I feel one should attempt to question 

and in turn endeavor to discover the answer to said questions. 

11. I endeavor to consider all the possibilities known to me, 

ask the advice of others who I feel may benefit my decision, 

and then most important I decide myself. 

12. I try to ask someone who has more knowledge of the situ¬ 

ation. But sometimes have to sit down and think the situation 
out. 

13. I drive slowly around town trying to reason things out. 

I find this very relaxing and the answer to my problem usually 
comes easily; try it sometime. 

14. I sometimes figure something out right away. But when¬ 

ever a particularly hard problem or deep doubt I confer with 
my friends or parents. 

15. I am in doubt a lot of times and have decided the only 

thing to do is just try to think it out as best I can. Or if 

it involves someone else talk it out with them. 

16. I always try to find some person who can help me. 

17. I try to think things through. I weigh all the fors and 

againsts in my mind and if I still come up with indecision I 

try to get help. I will ask someone like my parents or teachers 

who I feel witll have better judgment than my own. 
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18. When I am in doubt I try to seek someone to advise me. 

It depends upon the problem as to whom I seek advice from first. 

My parents are about the best source of advice for most situ¬ 
ations that I am in doubt about. 

19. I usually try to find out why I'm in doubt. When in 
doubt I hope to be understood. 

20. I try to find some person I know I can confide in with 

all honesty and faith. I tell him what I am in doubt about 

and try to work out the correct solution. I am in doubt 

the right thing to do sometimes so I ask advice. 

21. I have a feeling of inferiority. However, I try my best 

to seek out the best answer to the problem or situation in 
question. 

22. I consult an authoritative person or think both sides of 

the situation out and choose the best; or get advice. 

23. I go over and over the problem until I have solved it or 
until time runs out. 

I get nervous about the time I have remaining. 

24. I usually think about the problem a lot until I'm sure 

I've got the best answer for my problem whatever it may be. 
25. When I am in doubt, I wonder about myself. 

When I am in doubt I go for help. 

Whtn I am in doubt I try to assure myself before giving upi 

When I cm in doubt I go to my parents for their advice. 

26. When I am in doubt about something I usually go along with 

someone else about the subject I am in doubt about. 

27. I'm uncomfortable. I feel confused and it is hard for me 

to make a decisive deicision. I usually welcome help from 
anyone who will give me their opinion. 

28. When I am in doubt the first thing I try to do is find out 
what I am in doubt about. 

29. about something, I ask my friends to give me some advice. 

30. about a certain subject I try to find out definite infor¬ 

mation to do research so as to help me form a definite opinion 
so I will no longer be in doubt. 

31. I try to seek advice from an outsider who may by what he 

says straighten me out. I sometiraes consult my parents when 
I'm in doubt. 

32. I go to someone who I can trust and who can give me the 

best advice available. It is sometimes very hard to find a 
person who is of this type. 

33. about a decision I try and think about the different sides 

of the problem. Then I try to do what I feel is the best thing 
to do. 

34. I usually try to figure out things my own self but if in 

doubt I talk with a qualified person who can help me and if a 
person isn't available I use my best judgment. 

35. I am right and I am not doing no wrong I am not in doubt. 

Sometimes I am in doubt and I like for someone to tell me that 

I am doing wrong or right, but I am not always in doubt about 
everything I do. 
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36. I get depressed when I am in doubt of something. It 

worries me so that I am thinking of it all of the time. 

37. I always analyze my problem and try to see if such a 

doubt exists. I try to see what can be done about my doubt. 

I do my best to figure out my doubt. 

38. When I am in doubt I guess. 

When I am in doubt on a test it wastes time. 

When I am in doubt I look around the room I am in. 

When I am in doubt, someone who tells me the right thing is 
a good guy. 

39. I should, but not necessarily do, consider the information 

available which causes the doubt and think over it critically. 

Thus I get the best answer for the doubt. 

40. I consult my parents, close friends, and other loved ones. 

They express how they feel, I combine all my information and 

hope I have decided correctly. 



Stem B 
4 

Confusion 

1. is felt by most people throughout their lives. Confusion 

possibly could be avoided in many cases if a person would 
think before they act. 

2. is quite apparent when people are hurried and made to do 

things which they are unable to fully complete. 

3. is constantly a problem. I am a very poor person when it 

comes to making decisions. I get confused and then I try to 

pass the problem of making the decision to someone else. 

4. is a wonderful thing in athletics especially when the 

other team is in this state. When in this state it is usually 
the best time to score. 

5. is confusing. And so is this test. When someone is 

confused, they evidently don't know what they are doing. I 

don't get confused very often because I wouldn't be doing 
something unless I knew what I was doing. 

6. when people are in a quandary on what to do. If they are 

on 47th Street and are supposed to be on 45th Street some 

people are confused on how to get to their original desti¬ 
nation and are confused. 

7. Is something which some but few people are in a state of 

most of the time. They don't know if they are coming or going 

and it leads to a whole life of confusion. The only way it can 

be straightened out is by the person justly trying to. 

8. This forras the better part of many people's lives. It 

results from not taking time to stop and think about what 
is bothering them. 

9. is a state where bedlum takes place. There is no clear cut 
path to folow in either thinking or actions. 

10. is a principal facet of the world of conflict in which we 

live. Each of us finds it in our lives, but it does not 

trouble most, for man can usually cope with confusion and 
restore some semblance of order. 

11. is natural in our society (dynamic and large). It is the 

wise man who can distinguish clearly what he is after and set 
out to achieve it. 

12. people know this state all too well. Most people are in 

a state of confusion most of the time. You have to hurry, 

hurry, all the time and everything gets messed up. 

13. I am often confused. That is because of the many 

different ways people think I should act. You can't please 
all of them. So I try to please the majority. 

14. is what people cause by doing something the wrong way. 

Some confusion is uncalled for, but some can't be helped. 

15. The state of mind that I am usually in. I can't stand 

to have things around me confused. Everything has its place 
and that's where it should be. 
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16. makes the people ask for help. Makes the people think 

carefully about the problem that produced it. 

17. Is my best attribute. I become confused quite easily 

and usually manage to let some of it rub off. Simple things 

need deep explaining or else it leaves a doubt in my mind. 

If I don't have a complete understanding of something I may 
later become confused. 

18. Confusion is a word which describes the world we live in 

today. With everyone running a rat race against the other 

confusion is everywhere and you just can't get away from it. 

19. is most confusing. But if we didn't have confusion we 
would be most confused. 

20. is a terrible state to be in. You need someone to help 

you out when you are confused. It can be very miserable to 

be confused and undecided. It can upset a person very much. 

It sometimes causes the person involved to do funny and 
different things. 

21. always leaves me frustrated. Because I do not have the 

ability to bring about order, I feel inadequate. 

22. Is mass chaos, or singular confusion, usually concerns a 
group of people. 

23. is when a person cannot make up his mind. Makes a person 
do 

24. is a very hard time or period. You kind of feel helpless 

to do and think about what you are confused about. You can 

try to work out your problem or whatever it is. 

25. Confusion is my way of life. 

Confusion causes a lot of unnecessary troubles. 
Confusion can be straightened out. 

26. When I am confused about something I am mixed up. 

27. is when I don't know which way to turn or what to do next. 

I hate to be confused. I am always uncomfortable when I am 
confused. 

28. Confusion is something I don't do very much except with 
myself. 

Confusion is a hard thing to do. 

Confusion creates problems right and wrong. 

29. is something I often find myself in. I get confused when 

I have to choose between going different places with different 
people. 

30. I feel confusion when I become loaded down with too much 

iü. too short a time. I feel confusion and experience 
frustration. 

31. is typical of people. I don't believe a day goes by when 

someone is not confused by something. If not I don't believe 
he or she is human. 
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sit 

I qet confuL^ïh * be confused because most of the time when 
T d ! people Who understand laugh at me because 
1 don t understand. lots of times I get confused and everyone 
alse knows what's going on but me so I keep quiet. 

thÍnVÍ8>,SO!iethÍngvthat really bothers me. I will sit and 
think about a problem and try to decide what is the best 
thing to do. This is very confusing to me. 

34. I hate this worse than anything. When I am in a state of 

ZJl Ztl i8A“rfle- ÏOUr mlnd actuany L» 
J™* ^ and what's wrong. The only thing you can do is 
down and figure it out in a calm and sensible way. 

35. I usually get confused about things that usually don't 

oncern me. And I think that something is wrong that really 
isn t. And I get all confused about everything. 

ff are ni*ed UP about something. You are not 
sure wnat to do. 

37. Is sometimes quite upsetting especially when you don't 

aC a person is about therefore you get confused. 
Sometimes you never get what you were confused about. 
-8. Confusion is caused by old ladies. 

Confusion is noisy. 

Confusion brings about panic. 

Confusicn gives me a feeling of joy. 

Confusion on the part of a leader makes me feel happy. 

which every Person ^ involved at one time. 

CauseQ by two or more statements which seem to 
conflict with my thoughts and understanding. 

4°. Confusion is when you don't really know what to do. 

sually it's because of too many choices to be made other times 
because of noise or something like that. 
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Stem C 

Rules 
1. have a purpose. Someone has taken time to think out ways 

for people to live together harmoniously. Laws are necessary 

and are not to be broken. 
2. are a necessary part of civilization or orderly living 

with others. They should however be flexible and able to be 

adapted to the situations arising. 
3. sometimes make me sick. Some of them are good and we need 

them but there are many which I believe unnecessary. People 

should be able to govern themselves in some respects. Some¬ 

times rules get in the way of feelings. 
4. are sometimes good for you if they give you liberty and do 

not reflect on your freedom. 
5. especially in this school are ridiculous. It never used 

to be this way. Three years ago we had a wonderful principal. 

Now, our present one is trying to turn this school into a 

military institution or the like. It is very disturbing to 

many kids. 
6. are very good when they are followed. There is one rule 

I think everyone should follow and that is the Golden Rule. 

If this one rule was followed very strictly, there would be 

no use for other rules. 
7. are put into games and government to be put to use and are 

for your safety and well-being. They should be obeyed and if 

obeyed they will bring lasting results toward happiness. 

8. are generally for the benefit of the majority, but when they 

are entirely opposed to the minority, they are unfair. They 

are necessary to mankind. 
9. are necessary to keep a free society such as ours in tow. 

However, I don't always feel they are fair or necessary. 

My belief that laws are important, 
10. are necessities of civilization, and I deeply respect them. 

It is my belief that laws are important, but I find that in 

many instances wording of these statutes is overly complex. 

11. are essential in a society such as ours (dynamic and 

large). They are for the good of the majority. 

12. can be good or bad. Most of them are good but not 
always to obey. Sometimes good rules can be enforced badly 

and mess everything up. 
13. I make my own about everything I do. Of course you need 

your formal miles (the law) and rules of conduct. But as for 

what I should do with my spare time I make my own rules. 

14. are made to be followed, there is a reason for every 

rule or the rule wouldn't be made. Some rules are to protect 

us from harm, some rules are a precaution. 
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15. They are out of it. Rules cannot be held to all the time 

and they shouldn't be. No one set of rules can govern any one 
situation. 

16. They have been made with the purpose that the people 
obey them. 

Without rules we were unable to live in society. 

17. are objects made for the best of all concerned, if 

someone should think a rule is silly and therefore break it, 

they should sit down and think, "just why was this rule made 

up. If I break it, who will be hurt. It might even be for my 
own good, so it would be silly to brea]: it." 

18. Rules must be made in many cases for many things to run 

smoothly. There has to be limitations to almost anything 

but in almost any set of rules there is usually an exception 
to the rules. 

19. should be carried out at all times. Rules are a way of 

living. Without rules this would be a pretty mixed up world. 

Rules are a way of guiding a person along. They help out 
very much. 

20. are a needed guidepost in this world today. Without 

rules our world and its people would be at a loss. People 

may say rules are "for the birds" now, but later they will be 

thankful that they have such rules to keep them from going 

astray. Rules are needed in every phase of life and I 
believe that they are present. 

21. are made so that there will be less conflict among people. 

Rules are necessary in a modern civilisation like ours. 

22. Are made for people to follow. Rules are not made for 

everyone only those that need them. People are supposed to 
abide by rules. 

23. are to be broken and not broken, a little of each under 

certain situations are for our benefit. Keep people from 
becoming a mob. 

24. they are sometimes good sometimes bad. Sometimes 

reasonable and sometimes not. They are good when I agree and 

bad usually if I disagree. But all in all they are necessary. 

25. rules that are given at school are sometimes very strict. 

Rules try to help others in a right pattern. Rules are very 
necessary at times. 

26. I thin]; everyone should obey rules. If there were no 

rules there wouldn't be a world to live in because everyone 
would be dead. 

27. are things we must abide by whether we want to or not. 
They are made for the good or everybody - supposedly. 

28. rules are given to people to be obeyed. Rules are given 

to people so they are not in doubt about one another. Rules 
are not supposed to be disobeyed. Rules are fine. 
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29. are important in this day and age. A person has to learn 

to follow them too. If he doesn't, he usually doesn't get very 

far in this world. There are rules in almost everything you do. 

30. are made for the good of all. Rules are to help us; not to 

hinder us. After inquiry, we can discover that most rules are 

made for a definite purpose. 

31. are made for peoples' benefit. I doubt if there has ever 

been one rule made that hasn't had a good reason behind it 

(for someone's well being). A rule maker is a rule breaker. 

32. are things that I think everybody should have in every 

situation because without rules where would we be now. I 

think rules are a very important part of our life. 

33. are not always easy to follow. Some rules are unfair and 

I don't always go by them. But the ones I feel are for my 

own good I try to follow. 

34. I do not always believe in abiding by rules especially if 

society has made them. I think for myself and don't always 

think what society says is right. It's what you believe is 

what counts. 

35. I just don't like rules because there are so many of them 

that you can't keep track of them and I just can't obey 

them all sometimes I remember them before I do something wrong. 

36. Rules are something I feel you are told to do because if 

you don't it will usually destroy something or upset the run¬ 

ning of something; as a school or office. 

37. there are rules in just about everything there is to do. 

There are rules in education, traffic, laws, society, games, 

conduct, library and etc. 
38. rules are made to be broken. Rules give us standards. 

Rules are misunderstood in many cases. Rules cause us to have 

mental problems. Rules get me in trouble. Rules we live by 

are set up by our 
39. are made to regulate our actions but not necessarily our 

thoughts. In order for rules to be made, a standard must be 

set according to what society thinks and by what society 

calls for. 
40. Rules are made to be followed. They are a set of regu¬ 

lations set up for a group of people to follow - if people 

don't like them they should have the power to change them. 

V. 
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Parents 

1. are very helpful. They guide and direct the paths of 

their young. They have a great influence over the outcome of 
their children's lives. 

2. are very necessary in the upbringing of children. Although 

they often make místales and are somewhat forceful in their 
demands they are helpful. 

3. are wonderful people. They help you when you need them 

and they give you the love you require. Parents must worry a 
lot about irresponsible children. 

4. The parents are the life blcoo of America today. Being 

through a war as mine was I can gain very much from them. 

5. are a wonderful thing to have. Many people would be lost 

without them. However they are a hindrance to some people 

when in growing up they cannot pull away from them. Parents 

are not respected as much today as they should be. 

6. are very good advisors. At times things they say are not 

agreed upon easily, but usually teenagers find that what their 

parents say are for their own good. Since parents are older, 

they have the experience to know what is best. 

7. Parents are the most important people in our lives because 

they teach us to live life correctly and to make good of it. 

They teach us to have responsibility and to learn to treat 
others with respect. 

8. are the primary factor in our lives. They give us our 
basic outlook on life. 

9. are the reason for my existence. They brought me into the 
world. They provide for me and love me. 

10. are interesting individuals. These curious necessities 

are both unique and admirable. Parents give comfort and aid 
without being oppressive. 

11. are responsible for giving their children a good mind 

and body. They should set an example for their development. 

12. always think they're right even when they aren't and they 

won't take any simple criticism or let you prove your point. 

They think kids are stupid like small animals. 

13. I don't live with mine because we don't get along. I 

know its all my fault but I pay my own way so I'll do as I 

please. I have never gotten into any serious trouble or missed 
a day of school since, 

14. are to guide us and teach us right from wrong. Parents 

try to make life easy for us by teaching us what they know. 
Parents love and care for us. 

15. If they would remember how it was when they were kids, 

things would be a lot better off. But they don't. They just 

yell at you when you make a mistake and won't listen to any¬ 
thing you have to say. 



11 

without them we 
16. Parents are a great help for teen-agers, 
are lost In this world, 

17. have a gteat responsibility in raising their children 
ptopTly. Often children will resent their per.ntfíor 

Pí?ííh“ent "rá of fre«d«»» but the parents love their 
children and do everything for their own goS. 

br “fr leÄ r*"“ 
“d their ^ 

19. are people who bring up their children. They look over 

to“i^.Pr°tete n1 th“‘ Th*ï *Uo helP «>“ ^=ooe better 
their b^It ^ 811 Par0ntS children but they try 

20. Parents keep families together. They are the guiding light 

th°L' »»“»S- ».y fact, what they think“|ht 

"h*‘ "ron9' »«y influence the beUefs and actions of 
their children ahd help them to grow up right. 

21. are to be respected. Because they have had the experien¬ 
ces we have not had, we should obey their commands. 

22* are sometimes reasonable, sometimes they are not. in mv 

case most treasonable most of the time, it is a waste of 
valuable time trying to talk to them. 

Him !r! nACe t0 h® With* Are our guardians and protectors. 
Have a tendency to let us enjoy ourselves. 

24. They are very nice people usually and are very helpful. 
They are very difficult sometimes. 

25. Parents can be generous sometimes. 

Parents are the ones that help us through our troubles. 
Parents can see our troubles. 

Parents like to help others. 

1 my par'nts verv "«u. ny father is a very good 
h*, tr^a t0 9t»e me everything I want if reasonable, 

y mother is the same, she gives me the money she earns to go 
to a show, or ball game. » to go 

27. Parents are people who guide us and teach us to do what 

va ^9ht* try to make good stable citizens out of their 
children. 

28. Parents are people to comfort you. 

Parents are people to take care of you. 

Parents are people to understand you. 

29. are responsible for rearing their children properly. 

™ey it: that they are brought up with adequate care, 
30. I like my parents very much. I think I am very fortunate 

aa my parents are so very understanding. Many people I know 

have very serious problems with their parents because their 
parents are not understanding. 
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31. in most cases are generous. Parents are the backbone of 

our society. Some day most of us will be parents. 

32. I think that my parents are very useful and I don’t know 

what people would do that don't have parents. Parents to me 

are the most important thing in the world. I wouldn't even 
be here without my parents. 

33. are very changeable. Some of them are very moody also. 

My parents are not too strict, but at times they are unfair. 

Most parents are understanding, but not all. 

34. I have nothing against my parents except for the fact 

that they could understand me if they tried. I try to always 

see their point of view and recently I have been able to do 
this with 

35. My parents are very strict on me and I just don't like it. 

They sometimes let me do what I want but most of the times 

they say no to me and it makes me very mad. And I beg them 

until they let me do it. But sometimes I like them and listen 
to them. 

36. I feel parents are people who worry and are very concerned 

about you at all times. They are at times (a lot of the time) 
in bad moods and can get very cross. 

37. are unpredictable at times but they can also be very 

understanding. Parents are worry-warts about the hours you 

get in from a date and what may happen to you when you are on 
a date. 

38. Parents are often ugly. 

Parents like to stay up late. 

Parents eat much more than I do. 

Parents spend a lot of money for everything. 

39. are those individuals who regulate our actions from the 

time of birth until the time that they die. In the interim 

they give children advice, guidance, security, regulation, 

and recognition for achievements. My own parents have been 

excellent in these qualities. 

40. Parents try to help you in the best ways they know how. 

They try to help from personal experiences. This help is 

many times very, very significant to us and other times we 
don't agree with them. 
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When I am criticized 

1. I try to take it objectively. It makes me stop and think 

about the problem. I ask myself if I have done my best. If 

not I try to improve what I am criticized about. 

2. I normally slightly resent the criticism at first but try 

to inspect it and apply to myself to decide for myself if it 

is correct and true. 

3. I usually feel like crying but I hate to act like such a 

baby. My parents very seldom criticize me. Some criticism 

I appreciate but too much is discouraging. 

4. I take it with a good slant because through criticism I 

can become a better person in this world of today. 

5. It makes me mad, sometimes. If I am criticized by someone 

who I am very fond of it makes me quite mad but if it is 

someone I don't care much about then it doesn't make too much 

difference to me. Parents' criticism are often hard to take. 

6. I do not usually take it on good humor. Although sometimes 

constructive criticism is usually very good, I do not always 

think that the criticizer knows what he is talking abcut. 

7. I take my criticism with the understanding it will help 

me to improve the mistakes I have committed. It also makes 

me realize that I always can make room for improvement. 

8. I try to rationalize whether I was right or wrong. I try 

to examine if it was an abnormal thing. 

9. I usually become angry but only for a moment when I realize 

that they are telling me for my own good. I try to accept 

criticism with an open mind. 

10. I at first wish to rebel violently, but I instead relax 

and weigh the consequences. It is my opinion that one should 

be able to evaluate good criticism and use it. 

11. I at first get mad but then if I recognize the criticism 

as a legitimate one, I probably will try to learn something 

from it. It may depend on the person. 

12. I try to accept the criticism but get mad when some 

teacher or parent criticizes and don't know what they are 

talking about, 
13. I listen to what the person says and try to validate it 

for what it is worth. Most of the time it makes good sense, 

because they are trying to help me. 

14. I sometimes get very angry. Sometimes I can see the 

point in criticsm though, when it is for my own good, I try to 

take advantage of 
15. I don't mind if it is constructive criticism but when 

it's just tearing me down without giving me a chance to justify 

it is don't like it. 
16. I try to find if the critic is saying something bad or 

good. And if it is something bad in me I try to change it. 

I never put myself against these persons. 
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17. on my part I am very thankful often tim« t 
my own errors r l orten times I cannot see 
at the time An j h&Ve b6en to° grossed with my work 
errors r outsider can judge and help me correct the 

everyday Ufe f°r s™ethin9 1 ’’eve done in 
for my ovn goidí Y "y ieelln9s hurt but 1 « ie 

think about it and^alu^it take the crlttcism and 
I don't Uke to be toíd mí /°í “hf U iS worth- not that 
feelings. Y faults but most criticisms hurt my 

who criticize roe are not ^ht °r ma^be the Person or persons 
to see „hat's rightorLono t IbaVe a talk “ith ^at person 
questioned about^thLg 9' T° ^ 0rltiCUed 18 to be 

doing but later Idealize t> ,Unfair an<S 1 taow what I am 
right and I ™ thaSuî foï ÍÍ ^ Par80n Critlcizi"9 «« w-s 
I realize that he is just tr^in aaVi.ce as to what ls rl9ht and 
really appreciate it in the'loñg «n? aCti°n8- 1 

has criticizeíme 3 However °i bel>elllon against the person who 
was criticized foi ‘ tIy t0 COrr8ct tha thi"9 I 

L^i» Li ^t^vTcuti^sm1/?:;^ ndIconstruc' destructive criticsm. m 1 ■‘■cathe. I ignore 

cL.1 haVe a tendenaY to 9et aa9ry for a moment at the criti- 

í4ãke criticsm SenTL^hLpLÍ ^‘i^ “ iS ^ ”8- 
taste to criticize. P-Ul» It is not always in good 

am * criticiLdL^rv'tiZed 1 S0raetlma8 9et verï when I 
corree“ mylisíakes. 0 ^ ^ faUltS- 1 ^ ““Seized I 

eLethingL ^hink is righfLtLS it°L ^ 1 d° 
to be criticized. * think lt: is ri9ht and I don't want 

Ils sLTZl1^ t0r TaLUP/°r ■ although, I know what 

Other things begin to be discussed!“ 1 ^ thiS aS 

I feel^like “L'lLLr^that 1 a” wrong. But also 
look out for bad points ^ ‘ 1 ^ criticized 1 usually 

fim criticized a^“.“' ' ^ t0 trY ““ ^ «.mgs 
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30. I am happy to find my faults or mistakes on a certain 

subject. Many times I find my feelings hurt, but most often the 
criticism is very helpful to me. 

31. At first I tend to show disapproval toward the one criti¬ 

cizing me. Then I study the situation and see if I deserve to 

be criticized then if I feel I have been treated justly I let 
it drag. 

32. When I am criticized I like to be criticized on good things 

but I don't usually like to be criticized in any way. I don't 

think that it is right for people to criticize other people. 

33. I feel a little hurt. But then I try and change some 

little thing about me so people won't criticize me. 

34. I usually try to understand why I was criticized and see 

for myself if i was doing something wrong. If I honestly 

don't believe that I was at fault I pass the criticism off and 
forget about it. 

35. It makes me very mad because I know what I am doing is 

right and people have so much to say about what I am doing and 

it just gets me to think that people are always telling me what 
to do when I am doing right. 

36. I feel unwanted. I feel as if not only that person is 

criticizing me but everyone else present at the time. I don't 

feel it is right to criticize a person in an angry tone of 
voice. 

37. I sometimes resent the things I am criticized for but by 

the same token I appreciate someone correcting my mistakes. 

I don't mind being criticized for my mistakes. 

38. When I am criticized I dislike that person for a moment. 

When I am criticized it makes me feel embarrassed. When I am 
criticized I turn red. 

39. I often try to take the criticism into account to develop 

my personality and characteristics. Whether the information 

be intended to be constructive or not, it will affect my 
character. 

40. I try to accept criticsm. Sometimes it helps me to better 

myself other times it does not effect me because the people 
who criticize I don't like very well. 
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When a friend acts differently toward me 

If il i^ethina^V0^ °r/aUSe of this reaction toward me. 

the situa^n Y 1 WiU d° ^ ^ to “«ect 

MkiLaíh^ t0 ff”3 °at if some thing is wrong either by 
their? taem directly or bY asking another close friend of 
theirs who is mutual to both of us. 

3. I immediately believe I have done something to make them 

Tse a^Ä*11* t0 aP0l0giZe* 1 sSnVr 

l’heai?a? iS SOmething wron9 with you or me. And then 

worrying!”0 Whât ÍS bUt n0t to the Po^t of- 

I'l do”'t think t0° much about it. It depends on in what 

wouiH Vïï they act* If they act like theY hate me I 
,, Probably wonder what was wrong or think they v/ere in 

a bad mood, if they act like they like me more tLn usuaï 
I might think they want something. * 

6. I would like to know the reason, if the reason is a 
one I will ask their advice on how to correct it. If the9 
reason is not a good one I will tell my friends so and ask 
why they were acting the way they were. 

his Lr6“?0 try t0 go along with the argument or state of 
his being because if he wanted to act thi¿ way he should be 

wiU understand.EUt ^ ^ ^11263 that he iS doing wrong 

8. I try to rationalize whether it was my actions or theirs 
^prompted this reaction, if it was mine, ! try to mSe up 

wí WorryTaJd 1 try to find out why the change for better 

10 i ^ ilcllnl* >et anyone else know of mY search however. 
7°' I ^ lnclined t0 return the feelings which are projected 
toward me. But when a friendship is vital, I often attempt 
to discover the underlying reasons for the change. ? 

irv +1 r°nder What is wrong with hin- However, I should 
ry to look at it from his viewpoint and see what it is I 

am doing to make him so act. 

7 ‘p' to £i"d out why or say to hell with him. if i fina 
ut it is my fault I try to remedy the situation. 
13. I try to figure out why. I want to know if it is some- 

myself?6 °r 1 have done- 11113 13 the way I value 

14. I wonder what I have done to make them mad at me. I 

oÍt°lfTer Vhetber he 15 a 90oa £rlend or not «hen I find out if his reason for being mad is a poor one. 
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15. I forget them unless I consider them really true friends, 

then I try to talk it out. But I don't really believe I 

have any true friends for there is no one that I feel X can 

really confide in. 

16. I try to find out what was the cause which made him act 

in that way. 

It shows me that maybe I have done something wrong. 

17. I become confused and search my mind why. Have I done 

something to hurt the friend's feelings? Did I tear down 

what she saw in me in the first place? Usually if it's a 

good friend I try to talk to her and straighten things out. 

18. When a friend acts differently toward me I try to find 

out why she is acting this way. Usually my feelings are hurt 

and it bothers me until I find out what the difficulty is. 

19. It makes me feel like I have done something wrong. So 

I go to the person and find out what the trouble is. In some 

cases it may be one big misunderstanding. 

20. I try to make the best of it and try to get things on 

a normal basis again. It makes me wonder if I have done 

something wrong to offend my friend or whether he is just not 

feeling "up to par" at that time. I just go on in a normal 

way and see how things turn out. 

21. I wonder what I have done to provoke this change in 

attitude. I wonder if she will get over this attitude. 

22. it doesn't bother me at all, unless it's a real good 

friend. In some cases I welcome this. 

23. I get a little angry with him for a moment, but anger 

wears off. 

I will do the same to him at a later date under similar 

circumstances. 

24. I wonder what I did or what is the matter with them, I 

mean if they are ill or worried or just mad. 

25. When a friend acts differently toward me, I become very 

perturbed at them. 

When a friend acts differently toward me, I try to find 

out why. 

When a friend acts differently toward me, I ignore it, 

26. I think he is not really a friend of mine. 

27. I am concerned. I wonder what I did to offend them. This 

worries me. I do not want my friends to be mad at me. 

28. When a friend acts differently toward me I think there 

is something wrong with him. I think he might be sick. I 

think he might be mad at someone. 

29. I want to know why. I feel that I must have done some¬ 

thing wrong, and I want to correct it. The indifference 

makes me feel bad. 
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30. I feel I have done something to offend him. I try to 

speak to him about his actions and attitudes, and discover 

exactly what I have done to make him act differently toward me. 

31. I sometimes wonder if I have done something to offend him. 

Or maybe he has just had a bad day. But in either case I try 

to find out what is behind it and get it straightened out. 

32. When one of my friends does this I naturally want to know 

why they act different that is only natural. When I find out 

I go and see if I can clear up what is wrong and find out why. 

33. I wonder if I have said or done something to offend them. 

I try and find out what is the matter and then get it straight¬ 

ened out. 
34. I usually figure out that it is something I have done. If 

I don't know what it is I have a talk with this person to see 

what the trouble is. 
35. I usually just ignore them I forget them for a while and 

I go out and find a new friend. I usually don't get mad at a 

friend. I let them get mad at me first. I don't speak to them 

for a while and they forget all about the trouble. 

36. I am in doubt as if he or she still likes me. I try 

extra hard to be friendly and hope they will get over acting 

this way toward me. 
37. I am confused and hurt especially if I become to like him 

very much. This I'm referring to is my best friend. 

38. I want to dislike him for a while. I feel unwanted. 

I feel I should do something to him. 

I want him to bit a 
39. than previous actions, I have to consider what personality 

traits I am sure of that he has and what new traits he is 

exhibiting. This thought is unconscious but is without a doubt 

occurring. 
40. I wonder if I have done something wrong or hurt his feel¬ 

ings in some way and do my best to smooth over any trouble 

between us, so we may again be friends. 
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Stem G 

When others criticize me it usually means 

1. that I have some fault that they do not like. If people 

care enough about someone to criticize them. The person should 

take it constructively. 

2. that in some ■way or another I do not meet with their 

standards of doing things. I attempt to decide whether it is 

I or they who would obtain the best results with their advice 

and whether or not to accept it. 

3. I have done something so terribly wrong that they cannot 

just let it go. Very seldom am I criticized when I don't 

deserve it. The criticism is not always bad. 

4. that I should have done something other than what I did. 

I should take this in a learned value. 

5. that I am wrong. If 2 or more criticize me on the same 

issue it must mean that it is me that is wrong because 2 

people wouldn't see the same thing unless it was really true. 

Therefore, I would probably be wrong. 

6. that they think I have done something that they don't think 

is right. However, it can also mean that they would like to 

help me by giving constructive criticism. This kind of criti¬ 

cism is very helpful if given as such, and not given as just 

tearing down someone. 

7. that I have room to improve my mistakes and should act 

accordingly. I know that I can't become perfect but I can 

make room for improvement. 

8. that they have found faults in the way I do things, and 

that I should try to correct my faults. There also is the 

possibility that they are wrong about me. 

9. they are looking out for ny interests. They want to 

improve me and my ways. 

10« that I have done or said something that does not meet with 

their standards. It is either I, who must correct my fault or 

he, who must adjust his standard of values. 

11. This can't be generalized. It depends on the individual 

and type of criticism. If sincere, it must mean that I have a 

defect or fault which they wish to make known to me. If not, 

it is for their own enjoyment. 

12. they are jealous or there is something really wrong with 

me. I am either oblivious to their criticizing or accept it 

and try to make myself better. 

13. they are trying to help me. Sometimes they are just 

trying to relieve their own guilt about something. 

14. that I have done something that they disagree with. I 

criticize others when they do something I don't like, it 

doesn't necessarily have to be wrong either. 



20 

15. that I am wrong or deserve it. I feel bad about it and 

act hostile towards the person criticizing me. 

16. that maybe I have done something wrong. That I am out of 

the society;s rules. 
17. I'm wrong. My feelings are hurt but still I try to take 

the advice and change. Many times I ignore it. I'm very 

hard headed. 
18. When others criticize me it ususlly means they have a 

pretty constructive reason for doing so in their opinion even 

though others may not think the same way. 
19. one thing. I'm wrong or they are wrong and we must find 

out what's troubling. Some people criticize too much. 

20. that they are actually trying to help me. They usually 

don't mean to hurt you but are just trying to put a point 

across. At first it may make me angry, but I soon realize they 

were right and tend to agree with them. 
21. I have not done something according to the wishes of 

another. 
22. they are joking, jealous or have a serious point. Something 

they have nothing else to do. To some people criticizing is 

second nature. So I ignore all but constructive criticism. 

23. that one of us has got to be wrong. That I had better 

correct or they had better do likewise. 
24. I have done something that I shouldn't have done or I have 

not done something well enough or as good as I could. 

25. When others criticize me it usually means I really made a 

mess of something. When others criticize me it usullly means I 

must correct myself in their way of manner. 
26. I am wrong, or I am right but they don't want to admit it. 

27. They do not like what I am doing and wish for me to change 

my ways. Criticism is hard to take. 
28. When others criticize me it usually means I've done some¬ 

thing wrong. Then I try to find out what it was. If I can ask 

someone who criticized what I did wrong. Then I try to correct 

it. ) 
29. that I have done something wrong. Something that doesn't 

measure up to what they had expected of me. 
30. I have done something incorrectly or not quite as well as 

I could have done it. 
31. that I have done something to deserve the criticism or 

they are just mad and are taking their spite out on me. In 

either case I try to find out what is the matter. 

32. I like to find out why they do this and try to find out if 

it is good or bad. I don't like to be criticized at all even 

if it is good because I don't know what to say. 

33. there is something about me people don't like. I usually 

try and find out what it is. 
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34. there is something that they do not approve of, of which I 

am doing, if i don't agree with them I don't change for them. 

35. trouble because I go right into a rage when someone talks 

about me and tells me I don't do something right or I don't 

look right it really makes me mad? because they just don't 
have no right. 

36. They don't like something I am doing or have done. They 
feel I am doing it wrong. 

37. they don't seem to appreciate me or something. Seems like 

all they have to complain about is something unusual that I've 
done. 

38. I have goofed. 

I have done something to displease them. 

The thing I did was not really too bad but should be watched 
The person who does it is mad. 

39. that their feelings toward me have been altered in some way. 

They are either trying to be constructive or trying to destroy 

a part of me. This may cause me to have feelings of hatred 
toward them for the moment. 

40. if they mean anything to me I try to correct my error, if 

they don't mean anything to me I usually laugh it off as a joke 
depending on who said it. 
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STEM H 

This I believe about people 

1. People were put on this earth for a specific purpose. Each 

of us should try to discover our intended purpose and fulfill 

it. 

2. They are basically helpful and outgoing to someone in 

definite need. If they learn better to understand one another 

they will be much friendlier. 

3. they are essentially alike. Many of them would hate to 

admit this. Some people spend their whole lives trying to 

prove how they are not of the mass but I believe they are. 

4. that you cannot judge a person by his looks or dress. When 

I meet a person either I am disgusted or pleased. 

5. People are wonderful, all kinds, and types. Everywhere I 

have been from California to Chicago, people are alike. There 

are the same types of people all over the world I believe. 

People are terribly interesting to study. 

6. they are a very complicated thing to understand. For 

instance, the American people fought England because they were 

meddling and we didn't like it. Now, in present day, we are 

meddling in other countries' business and can't understand 

why they don't like it. 

7. People are creatures who have set goals to live up to and 

should be obliged to make them. They are very important with 

the way of life is on earth and follow them. 

8. People are generally very kind, decent, and clean living. 

But there are always a few that cannot follow rules. 

9. People are on a whole very kind and good as set by our 

standards. However, I become provoked at them if they don't 

meet my qualifications. 

10. of our troubled world. The human being is troubled, 

complex but miraculous. Man is a mysterious combination of 

discontentment and wonder. 

11. They are easily influenced. They don't learn from their 

mistakes. They don't learn from the past. 

12. They live in a world of too much competition. It drives 

them batty trying to get ahead or keeping up with the Jones. 

13. Basically they are all good. Some just aren't mature 

enough to live in the adult world. Everybody these days has 

an equal chance. 

14. You can't judge them all by the actions of one. There 

are some bad people and good people. I think however that 

there is more good than bad. 

15. They are fine if they mind their own business and let me 

mind mine. But sometimes I wish they would all evaporate and 

leave me alone. But at other times I feel that I have to have 

someone around or I would go crazy. 
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16. Some people only think about themselves, without worrying 

what is happening to others. Others the only things that they 
care is what others do. 

17. People can act in as many or more ways than anyone can 

think of. I get strange thrills out of some stranger smiling 

at me. I feel all is good in the world but many people react 

differently. This only life and how very dull it would be 

if everyone were somewhat alike. The world is filled with 

different types of people and all should be appreciated for 

their individual feelings. 

18. People are funny. They do some of the most idiotic things. 

They are very changeable and are capable of crushing others by 

mere words. Their many behaviors is something that could never 
be written down in a bock. 

19. People are funny! People are funny indeed. You can sit 

and study a person and find him or her very funny. People do 

the most strange things. People are most funny when they don't 

realize you are watching them. 

20. I believe that people are living for themselves and are 

looking out only for themselves. We need our fellowman in this 

world in order to have a leader and followers. People make up 

an interesting place. The difference is sometimes amusing of 
the different types of people. 

21. People are not interested in the welfare of the under- 

priviledged. They feel these people are in this situation 

because they have no desire to better themselves. 

22. Some people are nice, some not so nice. Some people are 

smart, some followers. Some people are dumb, some are smart. 

Some are in between all of these. 

23. They are good under certain situations and terrible at 

other times. Are able to rule country like the U. S. 

24. Some are good some are no good. Most however are very 

nice and kind. However, a lot of them are lazy and would 

rather watch T.V. than read or do something helpful to them. 

25. This I believe about people, that there are some who are 

pretty nice. 

This I believe about people, that they try to help us 

when they are needed. 

26. People are all mixed up, they think they are never wrong 

about something but are always wrong about some things and 

right about other things. 

27. They are of many different personalities, shapes, and 

sizes. They, as a group, can do unfair injustice to one 

person or a minority. They are self-centered and greedy. 

28. This I believe about people they are an odd lot. Not 

only in ways and beliefs. I think every person feels this 

way in one way or another. 
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29. People are good to have around sometimes when you are 

lonely. Some are your close friends; some are not. 

30. All people have qualities. Some people may possess more 

talent or have more ability than others; but they do have 

quality. I believe all people have their good and bad points. 

31. that they are unpredictable. You can never tell from day 

to day how they will react to a situation possibly different 

each day. Some people are cruel and some are kind. 

32. I like people very much. I like all different types of 

them also. People are the most important part of my life. 

If there weren't people around I would probably go crazy. 

33. No two people are alike. They all have different faults. 

Maybe some of their faults are the same, but not all. 

34. I believe people are usually conformist as a whole and I 

dislike this very much. I am whole heartedly sold on the 

individualist! Why conform to other people's ideas if you 

don't believe in them. 
35. I believe people are sometimes stuck up. And sometimes I 

believe some people can get along without other people in this 

world. I know I can. Some people get on my nerves. 

36. They are all or most of them out for themselves. Some 

of them don't even have time for you. Others are as friendly 

and nice as they can be. They want to be recognized. 

37. People are evil, kind, generous, thoughtful, polite, 

spiteful, emotional, thoughtless. People are self-centered. 

38. I believe all people are friendly. 

I believe all people should be of the same church 

I believe all people want to have a God. 

I believe all people live to earn money. 

I believe all people should marry. 
39. that they are regulators and although being a regulator 

myself, I am regulated by what they say. Also people are my 

life-long companions which helps form my characteristics and 

personality. 
40. People are all different but it takes all kinds to make 

the world. If people would really try they could get along 

together very well, but there are some people who don't really 

try. 



Appendix 3 

Scores Based on the Concrete-Abstract Manual 
for Three Independent Raters 

Stem A Stem B Stem C Stem D Stem E Stem F Stem G 
1*2 3 123 123 123 123 123 123 

1111 2 11 
2 5 5 4 3 3 3 
3 4 4 4 2 2 1 

4 111 - 
5 3 3 4 111 

6 111 - 
7 4 4 4 2 2 2 
8 3 2 2 111 
9 3 2 - 111 

10 5 5 1 335 
11 5 4 4 223 
12 - - 1 2 
13 3 2 2 2 2 2 
14 3 - 4 112 
15 4 3 2 111 

16 - 1 1 - 
17 4 3 - 11- 
18 2 2 4 111 
19 4 2 - - 
20 1 1 2 221 

21 1 1 - 111 
22 4 3 2 - 
23 3 3 3 - 
24 3 3 2 - 1 4 

25 1 1 - 112 
26 - 1 - - 1 - 
27 1 2 1 2 11 
28 4 3 4 - 
29 - --1 

30 2 1 1 - 
31 2 2 2 3 3 3 
32 1 2 1 331 
33 4 3 4 --4 
34 4 4 4 1 1 2 

35 1 1 1 - 
36 1 - 1 - 
37 4 4 4 - 
38 1 1 1 - 
39 4 4 4 332 
40 5 5 5 3-2 

•jf 

The numbers 1, 2 

211 331 33 
554 453 33 
2- 4 3 2 2 4 1 1 
11- --2 33 
333 222 11 
112 322 11 
311 111 33 
32- 111 11 
332 221 32 
2-1 -45 33 
-34 211 33 
334 222 22 
334 --2 33 
211 111 22 
214 221 11 
111 - 11 
445 334 33 
22- 335 33 
111 111 11 
112 111 11 
112 111 22 
221 222 11 
334 --2 -1 
222 332 22 
111 --2 21 
111 -1- 11 
221 111 21 
111 111 11 
111 111 
344 -24 33 
322 --1 22 
121 -21 22 
223 223 11 
334 333 22 
223 113 1 1 
12- -2- 31 
- - 22 32 
22- - 22 
555 333 55 
544 444 44 

nd 3 represent three 

4 4 4 4 3 3 3 
2 3 3 3 4 4 4 

111 111 
2 2 2 2 2 2 1 
2 2 3 2 111 
1 1 1 3 3 2 2 
3 - 1 1 3 3- 
1 3 3 4 111 
2 3 3 - 3 3 1 
4 3 3 - 111 
1 4 4 4 2 2 2 

2 2 3 2 2 1 
3 - 3 4 2 2 1 

111 224 
1 111 111 
2 - 111 
3 3 3 4 2 2 1 
4 -- 3 3 2 3 
1 3 3 2 111 
1 4 3 2 1 1 3 
3 - 1 1 - 
1 2 2 - 11- 

111 111 
1 3 3 2 2 2 1 

2 11 111 
1 111 111 
3 3 2 3 2 1 - 
1 2 2 1 3 3 2 

- 1 1 2 2 1 
4 2 2 1 2 2 3 
3 3 3 - 2 2 3 
1 3 3 1 112 

3 3 - 2 2 3 
2 3 3 4 3 2 2 
1 112 112 

12 3 - 2 2 
2 - - 1 1 

111 - 
5 3 3 3 2 3 1 
3 3 3 4 2 3 3 

independent raters 

Stem H 
12 3 

111 
4 4 4 
112 
111 
3 3 3 
--3 
111 
111 
2 2 2 
4 4 3 
111 
2 2- 

3 2- 
3 3 4 
2 2 2 
11- 
5 5 5 
3 3 4 
11- 
12 2 
112 
2 2 5 
112 
2 2 3 
3 3 3 
111 
3 2 2 
11- 
-12 
4 4 4 
3 3 3 
4 2- 
2 2 5 
2 2 ¿ 
2 2- 

2 2 1 

111 
5 5 5 
4 4 3 



Scores Based on the System II Manual 

for Three Independent Raters 

2 

Subject Stem C 

No- 1*2 3 

ï õ~(Tõ— 
2 0 0 0 
3 3 3 3 

4 2 2 2 

5 2 2 2 

6 0 0 0 
7 0 0 0 

8 0 0 0 
9 112 

10 0 0 1 
11 0 0 1 
12 2 2 3 

13 2 2 3 

14 0 0 0 

15 3 3 3 

16 COO 

17 0 0 0 

18 2 10 

19 0 0 0 

20 0 0 0 
21 0 0 0 
22 0 1 2 
23 2 2 0 

24 113 

25 0 0 0 

26 0 0 0 

27 011 

28 0 0 0 

29 0 0 1 

30 0 0 0 

31 0 0 0 

32 0 0 0 

33 2 2 2 

34 3 3 3 

35 3 3 2 

36 110 

37 0 0 0 

38 112 

39 0 0 1 

40 0 1 2 

Stem D Stem E 

12 3 12 3 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 2 2 0 0 0 

0 0 0 1 1 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 1 2 2 2 3 

0 0 1 2 2 3 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 1 

0 0 0 1 1 0 

0 0 0 1 2 2 

0 0 0 2 2 2 

3 3 3 2 3 3 

3 3 3 0 0 0 

0 0 0 111 

2 2 2 2 2 2 

0 0 0 2 1 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 111 

2 2 3 3 3 3 

0 0 0 2 1 1 
0 11 2 2 1 
0 0 0 111 

0 C 0 0 12 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 1 0 

0 C 0 2 11 

1 1 2 0 0 0 
1 1 2 2 2 2 

2 2 2 2 2 2 

11- 110 
11- 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 1 0 
0 0 0 0 1 0 

0 0 1 0 0 2 

Stem F Stem G 

12 3 12 3 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 1 0 0 0 
3 2 2 0 0 0 
0 0 0 011 
1 1 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 1 2 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
111 001 
110 011 
111 110 
0 0 0 111 
0 0 0 0 0 1 
2 2 1 12 2 
0 0 0 - 0 0 
0 0 0 1 1 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 1 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 Q 0 0 0 - 
2 2 - 2 2 3 

2 2 0 0 0 1 
- 0 0 0 0 0 
111 000 
10 0 111 
0 0 0 0 0 - 

1 1 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0-^ 0 12 
0 0 0 1 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 1 1 2 
2 2 3 3 3 3 

0 0 0 0 0 0 
0 0- 100 
1 1 2 0 0 - 

10 0 110 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

* The numbers 1, 2 and 3 represent three independent raters 



Scores Based on the System III Manual 
for Three Independent Raters 

3 

Subject 
No. 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

, 17 
18 
12 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

Stem E 

1*2 3 
2 2 2 
2 2 0 
0 12 
2 10 
0 0 1 
0 0 0 
111 
0 0 0 
2 2 1 
110 
111 
0 0 0 
2 2 3 
0 0 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 3 
3 3 2 
2 2 2 
0 0 0 
0 12 
110 
0 0 0 
0 0 - 
110 
110 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 0 
111 
3 3- 
0 0 2 
0 0 0 
113 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
11- 
0 0 2 
0 0 1 
110 
2 2 1 

Stem F 

12 3 
2 2 0 
2 2 2 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 2 
110 
112 
110 
12 0 
2 2 2 
Oil 
0 0 2 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
110 
12 3 
112 
0 0 0 
2 10 
1 1 0 
0 0 - 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
112 
0 0 0 
0 0 2 
2 2 2 
2 2 1 
2 10 
111 
2 2 2 
0 0 0 
112 
0 0- 

0 0 0 
3 2 1 
112 

Stem G 

12 3 
'112 
2 12 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
110 
0 0- 

0 0 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 0 
112 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
110 
0 0 0 
112 
0 0- 

0 0 1 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0- 

0 0 2 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
110 
0 12 
111 
110 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
0 0 0 
112 

Stem H 

12 3 
0 0 0 
3 3 3 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
110 
110 
0 0 1 
0 0 2 
3 2 2 
112 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
2 2 1 
0 0 0 

110 
113 
0 0 0 
10 0 
0 0- 
2 2 2 
2 2 0 
111 
2 3 2 
110 
0 0 0 
0 0 1 
112 
0 0- 
0 0 0 
2 10 
3 3 3 

* The numbers 1, 2 and 3 represent three independent raters 



Appendix 4 

Final Scoresfor the Three Manuals 

on all Relevant Stems (2) 

S# 

ï 

2 
3 

4 
5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 
23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 
37 

38 

39 

40 

Stem Stem Stem 

, B_C_ 

Stem 

D 

Stem 

E 

Stem 

F 

Stem 

G 

Stem 

H 

C-A C-A C-A II C-A II C-A II III C-A II III C-A II III C-A III 

1 

5 

4 

1 

3 

1 

4 

2 
2 
5 

4 

2 
3 
3 

1 

4 

2 
2 
1 

1 
3 

3 

3 

1 

1 

4 

1 

2 
1 

4 

4 

1 

1 
4 

1 

4 

5 

1 

3 

2 

2 
1 

1 

4 

2 

2 
1 

1 

1 

1 

2 
1 

1 

5 

3 

1 

3 

1 
2 
2 
3 

2 
3 

3 

3 

1 
2 
1 

4 

2 
1 

1 

1 
2 
3 

2 
1 

1 

2 
1 
1 

4 

2 
1 
2 
3 

2 
2 

2 
5 

4 

0 

0 

3 

2 
2 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 
2 
0 

3 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 

2 
1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
2 
3 

3 

1 
0 

1 

0 

1 

3 

4 
2 

2 
2 
1 

1 

2 
4 

1 

2 

1 

2 

3 

3 

1 

1 

1 

2 

0 

2 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

3 

0 

2 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 
0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

2 
1 
1 

0 

0 

0 

3 

3 

1 

3 

1 

1 

3 

1 

2 
3 

3 

2 
3 

2 
1 

1 

3 

3 

1 

1 

2 
1 

2 
2 
1 

2 

1 

3 

2 
2 
1 

2 

1 

1 
2 

2 

5 

4 

0 

0 

1 

0 

2 
2 

0 

0 

1 

2 

2 

3 

0 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

3 

1 

2 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 
0 

2 

2 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

0 
0 

1 

0 

2 

1 

1 
0 

2 

0 

0 

0 

3 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 
3 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 

2 

4 
3 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

3 

3 

3 

4 

2 

3 

1 

1 

3 

3 

X 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 

3 

2 

1 
2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

1 

2 

1 

3 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

c 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 

1 
0 

0 

1 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 
2 
0 

0 

4, 
0 

1 

1 

1 

2 
2 

1 

0 

0 

0 

1 
2 
i X 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

1 

0 

0 

2 

2 

1 

1 

2 

0 

1 
0 

0 

2 

1 

3 

4 

1 

2 

1 
2 

3 

1 

2 

1 

2 
2 

2 

3 

1 

1 

2 
3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

3 

2 

2 

2 

1 

2 

2 

1 

2 
1 

2 
3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

0 

2 
0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

2 
0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

3 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

1 

2 
0 

0 

0 

1 
0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

4 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

2 
4 

1 

2 
2 
3 

2 
1 

5 
3 

1 

2 
1 

3 

1 

2 
3 

1 

2 
1 

2 
4 

3 

3 

2 
2 
2 
2 

1 

5 

4 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

0 

0 

2 
2 
0 

0 

0 

2 
0 

1 

1 
0 

0 

0 

2 
2 
1 

2 
1 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

2 
3 

(1) Final scores were estimated from a 

which the raters expressed disagreement 

(2) A dash (-) indicates an unscorable 
the lack of a system specific referent. 

reconsideration of items on 

(See Appendix 4). 

response and a zero indicates 
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