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An Alternative Explanation for the Origin and Effects of Sex Roles

Since the onset of the Women's Liberation movement in 1970, psychology
literature has been flooded with studies investigating psychological sex
differences, especially with regard to sex roles, This construct has been
subdivided into the domains of masculine, feminine, androgynous, and undif-
ferentiated, and persons classified under each of these categories have been
examined in terms of how their '"sex role®” influences their overt and covert
behaviors, This ad hoc procedure for studying sex roles is useful in descri-
bing behaviors, one of psychology's professed goals. It may even prove vaiuable
in striving toward the more ubiquitous goal of predicting behavior from preceding
events,

Nevertheless, there is a paucity of research which examines the origin of
sek roles, Available studies have explored parents' sex roles (eg., Hartly,
1964; Orlansky, 1978), parenting styles (eg., Barry, Bacon, & Chil&, 1957; Sears,
Maccoby, & Levin, 1957), and peers (eg., Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp, 1975)., All
of these, however, examine very specific variables without regard to any prevailing
law, theory, or even theme, Thus, it is as Leunney (1979)-termed, "a gigantic,
jumbled jigsaw puzzle, where no one is trying to put the pieces tqgether" (pg. 833).
This phenomenon is most representative of Gergen's (1973) complaint that social
psychology is not a true science, rather, it is a mere cataloguing of contem-
porary, non-repeatable facts, which fluctuate markedly over time, To Gergen,
then, findings in social psychology are simply statements of relationships
obtained at a particular time in history, and cannot be accorded the status of

scientific laws on general principles,



In a rebuttal to this attack, Schlenker (1974) argued that Gergen had
confused an important distinction between '"facts' and general 'laws', Facts,
he states, are merely descriptions of particular data, and as such are indeed
limited both historically and culturally, Laws, in contrast, are abstract pro-
positions which subsume numerous facts and which are stated in general enough
terms to allow for and predict the effects of specific contingencies and/or
social conditions, Thus, while facts are indeed subject to change over time
and space, they are simply the raw material out of which social psychblogy
formulates abstract scientific laws,

In adhering to the position that conclusions of sex role research are
more parsimonious and communicable when stated as laws, this project attempts
to '"go one step further', 1t examines the original defining characteristics
of a "sex role', It is this author's speculation that the questions: 1) What
exactly is a "'sex role'", and 2) How is it acquired, can both be answered (at
least generally) in terms of psychological, universal laws,

The first question is resolved merely via translation. A person is of a
particular sex role if they exhibit those behaviors, determined by society and
psychologists to be characteristic of a given sex-type, Other authors (eg., Bem,
1975,1977) would argue that sex role is an "attitude" that influences behaviors,
This approach, however, cannot adequately explain the origin of that attitude,
The behavioral approach, however provides a more sufficient explanation. By
relabelling "attitude' as stimulué generalization, it can be stated that, in the
presence of various stimuli, judged by a person to have a degreé of similarity,
that person emits similar responses, Thus, it wouyld be apparent that those

responses, in the face of those stimuli, had been reinforced in the past. Herein



arises the second question: How do 'sex roles' develop? Again, behaviorists
would speculate that they are derived from differential reinforcement for
behaving in manners classified by society as being masculine or feminine., An
androgynous person has been reinforced for both sets of behaviors; an undif-
ferentiated person, neither, To test this tentative explanation, the following

study was conducted:
Methods

Subjects and Procedure

Sixty male and female undergraduates participated in partial fulfillment of
course requirement, Each had completed the Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem,
1974) in their introductory psychology classes several weeks prior to experimen-
tation., This questionnaire has subjects describe themselves on a scale of 1
("not at all like me') to 7 (''very much like me') to sixty maséuline, feminine,
and neutral adjectives, From this scale, a person's masculinity, femininity,
and androgyny scores are computed.. |

During testing, subjects completed a consent form and were given a battery
of personality questionnaires, The first of these, the Rosenberg (1964) Self-
Esteem Scale was used here to test the efficacy of Spence and Helmreich's (1979)
asseveration that self-esteem, rather than sex role is the major predictor of
comfort with any given task.

The second scale, a Survey of Prior Experiences was composed via pilot work,
Subjects indicated on a seven point scale ("1" being the least amount of some
characteristic, "7" being the most, with "4" as the neutral point), a) how much

prior exposure (familiarity) to, b) past reinforcement history with, c) feelings



toward, and d) personal perceptions of current reinforcement when partici-
pating i{in each of six masculine-typed and six feminine-typed tasks, The

tasks were derived from Chewning and Walker (1980), and selected for their
high sex-typed value, They were pretested for social desirability differences
by having twent male and female undergraduates (who did not participate in the
later study) rank order the male- and female-related items (separately), in
terms of '"'most to least like to do", An item was deleted if it appeared in
the upper or lower third of the list more than 607 of the time, The resulting

scale appears in Appendix 1.

Results and Discussion

A stepwise multiple regression analysis using self-esteem (SE), prior expo-
sure to masculine tasks (PEM), prior exposure to feminine tasks (PEF), past
reinforcement history with masculine tasks (PRFM), past reinforcement with
feminine tasks (PRFF), feelings toward masculine tasks (FEELM), and feelings
toward feminine tasks (FEELF) to predict sex, masculinity, femininity, and
androgyny was conducted,

Significant predictors, along with their simple correlations, multiple R
drops, and betas are presented on Tables 1 through 4. For sex of subject, famil-
farity with feminine-typed tasks (PEF) and with masculine-typed tasks (PEM), and

feelings toward female-related tasks (FEELF) are significant predictors. Signs

Insert Tables 1 through 4 about here.

of the correlations are the result of males being coded as "1" and females as '2'.,



For masculinity, self-esteem, familiarity with male-related tasks, and
past reinforcement with male tasks are predictors., The self-esteem finding is
surprizing only with regard to its non-significance in the prediction of an-
drogyny. This is noted in light of Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp's (1975) finding
that androgynous persons are highest in self-esteem, followed by masculine, and
then feminine types,

Past reinforcement, feelings toward, and familiarity with female-related
activities are predictive of femininity in subjects, For androgyny, familiarity
with both types of tasks was a predictor,

Evidently, familiarity with, past reinforcement for the participation in,
and feelings toward sex-appropriate and sex-inappropriate activities are predic-
tive of sex and sex role, This study, however is not without flaws,

First, the employed method of scoring androgyny is in its experimental
stages, and its validity, although promising, is still undetermined, That
validity, of course, depends upon the theoretical conceptualization of andro-
gyny that the researcher wishes to adopt,

Secondly, the sample size (N=60) was small, considering the number of
variables used in prediction, Lindeman, Merenda, and Gold (1980) propose a
ratio of 1:20, Here, it was 1:10,

Even so, the incipient analysis presented here was intended to be exploratory
in nature, providing a hint of validity for the notion that it is past reinforce-
ment history (which also determines ''feelings' toward a task and amount of
exposure one wishes to have with it) which determines a person's "sex role".
Indeed, these findings seem to indicate that past reinforcement or familiarity
with a class of activities, are major predictors of sex role., This is an interes-

ting finding, especially since Bem and Lenney(1976) and Helmreich and Spence (1979)



concluded that lack of familiarity was not an explanation for any discomfort

in task performance. This was concluded since both studies had (putatively)
instilled familiarity by providing subjects with written instructions just
prior to task performance, Logically, it would seem unlikely that such a scant
fam{liarization process could instill in one person what it has takes another

twenty years to acquire, To test this position, the following study was

conducted:
Methods
Sub]ects

Fifty-four introductory psychology students participated in partial ful-
fillment of course requirement, Seven were dropped because they had not
completed the BSRI during their class period, and one was dropped because of
confounding suspicion with the experimental procedures. Thus, twenty-two
males and twenty-four females (N=46) were used in data analysis,

Instruments

The Bem Sex Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1974) was used, as opposed to
other measures of sex role self-description, since a major objective of this
study was to offer a more parsimonious alternative to Bem's (1975) near-
ubiquitous theory of sex roles,

During experimentation, subjects completed three additional scales, all of
which were composed of the same six '"masculine" and six '"feminine" tasks. The
tasks were derived from Chewning and Walker (1980), and chosen for their high
masculine and feminine stereotypic values, Subjects assigned a number from

1 (least amount of a given state) to 7 (most amount of a given state), with a



"4" representing the neutral point, to each item on each scale, The first

scale, a Prior Exposure Survey, had subjects indicate the amount of prior
experience that they have had with each task, Following verbal manipulations,
subjects completed a '"Comfort Scale', on which they rated their degree of
perceived comfort in demonstrating each task in front of a group of adolescents.
After further manipulations (instilling of familiérity), a final "Comfort Scale',
measuring subjects' perceived comfort, providing familiarity, was administered.
Procedure

The BSRI was administered to all introductory psychology classes several
weeks prior to experimental manipulation, The tests were scored by an indepen-
dent helper only after all manipulations were complete, To control for sex of
experimenter effects, one male and one female undergraduate served as experi-
menters., They were blind with respect to subjects' sex role and hypotheses,

Both used identical scripts,

Upon arrival at the experimental rooum, subjects were asked to complete a
"survey on college populations' (Prior Exposure Scale)., This scale was collected,
and manipulations began,

Subjects were led to believe that, during the next day of their introductory
class (eg., Monday), a group of children, classified as "slow learmers" would
be in the psychology department; also that introductory students were selected
to be allowed to serve as demonstrators of the various tasks (in partial fulfill-
ment of course requirement)., Subjects were told that they would be selected to
demonstrate one of the tasks (to be chosen at random by the experimenter), and
that they would be allwoed to miss the first ten minutes of their class Monday

in order to participate, Subjects were assured that written instructions would



be provided to them at the time of demonstration, so they "need not worry about
whether or not they know how to perform the task." I should be noted that this
manipulation was identical to the one employed by Bem and Lenﬁey (1976) used to
instill familiarity, Subjects were then asked to complete the first 'Comfort
Scale', "merely for data use in a study to be condicted next semester,"

Eollowing collection of this scale, subjects were informed of an additional
facet of the experiment; that is, that a different group of children would be
on campus ''two weeks from Monday.'' Subjects chosen for this second session |
would be given the written instructions during their next introductory class,
so that they could become well acquainted with the tasks before the presentation.
They were then told that they could leave, "but before you go, you're supposed
to complete this form (Comfort Scale), on the assumption that you'll be chosen
for the second session where you will have been able to practice," The scale
was collected, manipulation checks were issued, subjects were debriefed, and
the necessity of deception was explained.

Results

Manipulation Checks

While subjects were completing the scales, experimenters were instructed
to incoﬁsplcuously report subjects' reactions to manipulations, AS was pre-
viously mentioned, only one person was overly suspicious of the experimental
procedure, and was therefore deleted from the analyses.

Androgyny Score

Bem (1977) has called for the use of regression analysis to take advantage

of the continuum of scores produced by the BSRI. She now decries the categorical



system (masculine, feminine, androgynous, or undifferentiated) as wasteful
with regard to tested differences, Walker (1980a, 1980b) has proposed a new
androgyny score for use in regression analysis, By multiplying the dimensions of
femininity and masculinity, a continuum of scores is produced, High scores on
both dimensions produce extremely high scores (eg., 7 x 7= 49), while low on
both produce extremely low scores (L x 1 = 1), A combination of moderate scores
(4 x 4 = 16) produces a higher score than a high/low combination (7 x 1 = 7).
Thus the continuum would adhere to Bem's original notion of an androgynous
person being hizh in both masculinity and femininity (Bem, 1974)., Masculinity
and femininity are each standardized prior to this multiplication to prevent
one from being more influential in the overall weighting., Variance attributable
to masculinity and to femininity are then statistically removed from the product,
What remains is a score independent of the two original scores which is a measure
of relative coincidental appearance of them, This new score is referred to here as
ANDRO,
Analyses

Means and standard deviations for the BSRI and research questions are
presented for the sexes separately and overall in Table 5, A series of t-tests
confirmed differences between males and females for all variables (p£.05), with
the exception of ANDRO. A separate test provided evidence that the familiarity
manipulation used here was more efficacious than that employed by previous re-
searchers, A significant difference between the initial and post-familiarization
comfort rating (p&.0l1), and differences in means, indicated that the manipulation
used by Bem and Lenney(1976) and Helmreich and Spence (1979) may not have been

adequate for complete familiarization. Correlations between each of the BSRI
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scores and each scale administered to subjects appear in Table 6, Responses

to six separate task items were summed to produce each of the scores prior

Insert Tables 5 and 6 about here.

exposure to masculine tasks (PEMASC), prior exposure to feminine tasks (PEFEM),
comfort with masculine tasks (COMASC), comfort with feminine tasks (COMFEM),
comfort with masculine tasks after familiarization (FAMASC), and comfort with
feminine tasks after familiarization (FAMFEM).

Correlations are presented separately for the sexes, Masculinity for
males is significantly (p<.05) associated with PEMASC (pos.), PEFEM (neg.),
COMASC (pos.), and FAMASC (pos.). For females, masculinity scores were
positively related to PEMASC and COMASC, Femininity in males was associated
(negatively) with PEMASC, COMASC, and FAMASC. For females, femininity was
related only to PEFEM (pos.). Androgyny was related positively to all responses
for feminine tasks for males,

A post hoc analysis, combining initial comfort scores (COMASC + COMFEM)

~indicated that only ANDRO was significantly associated with this general index

(r = .32), Although MASC correlated next highest with total comfort, contrary
to Helmreich and Spence (1979), it was not significant,
Discussion
Patterns of results are of interest beyond the simple :zorrelations in
Table 6. As expacted, the traditional male has apparently 2ngaged in acti-
vities of a male orieﬁtation more often than those with a feminine orientation.

The reverse seems to hold true for the traditional female. Females' masculinity



11

scores are associated with prior exposure to male tasks, Males' femininity
scores, however, are not correlated with prior exposure to female tasks,

with the exception of that part of femininity contributing to the androgyny
score., The same patterns are repeated for the measures of comfort and comfort
providing familiarization,

Previous research has inferred that masculinity in males has an affect
analogous to that of femininity in females, The data presented here indicate
that this may not be the case, This finding could be the result of the scale
utilized (BSRI), although Wiggins and Holzmuller (1978) have noted that at
least androgyny is manifest differentially in males and females,

Other explanations include the possibility that the sample of males and
females was not parallel, or even that masculinity and femininity in the
opposite sex operate differently., The explanation probably lies im all of
these (Bem, Martyna, and Watson, 1976)., Since only incipient evidence is
provided here, that the manifestations of sex-types in either sex are not
parallel, this variable should be examined more closely in further studies,

Nevertheless, it has been demonstrated that males and females are treated
differently for cross-sex behavior (Falbo, 1977). They should therefore engage
in {t more or less frequently, depending upon whether the behavior has been
rewarded or punished, Interestingly, in this study, the males who indicated com-
fort with feminine tasks were high in both masculinity and femininity. With
females, however, comfort with masculine tasks is associated only with masculin-
ity, Initially, this seems to posit evidence for the notion that college women

are more 'liberal" and have broken away from traditional stereotypes more than



12

have college men (eg., Chewning and Walker, 1980; Parelius, 1975), However,
the afforementioned position that masculinity and femininity in the same and
opposite sex operate differently appears, at the present, to be a more real-
istic interpretation of the data., Although the speculation may be premature,
it is likely that social learning is responsible for the differential mani-
festations of sex role, It {s thus logically speculated that differential
reinforcement, in the case of a sex-typed person, yields more prior exposure,
and thus more familiarity with same sex-related activities., Androgynous persons,
then, may have received more encouragemen; to participate in, and therefore are
more familiar with both sex-typed activities, Studies are needed to more tho-
roughly investigate this notion. If indeed this poétulate were to be evidenced
in future research, it may prove well worth therapists' time to employ a lengthy
familiarization process such as the one used by Gulaniék, Howard, and Moreland
(1979). These authors had feminine-typed women undergo a series of assertive-
ness training tasks, role playing, and skills training, all requiring utilization
of the stereotypically masculine role., All of the women's androgyny scores were
significantly raised, even at a six month followup check., Those women who con-
tinued to use their newly acquired skills maintained higher androgyny scores,
while those who discontinued practicing these skills showed avdecrease of the
androgyny scores,

Thus, it is apparent that familiarity with a group of behaviors which are
operationally defined as masculine or feminine is an important predictor of
"sex role', Speaking in general terms, however, 'familiarity'" is merely a

construct representing a person's past reinforcement history for engaging in
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certain behaviors in the presence of stimuli defined as sex-typed. Both stimulus
and response generalization occur, and responses are reinforced, thus making

it more likely that a similar response will occur in the presence of a similar
stimulus, Therefore, repeated experienées with a group of behayiors makes a
person more sure that he or she will be reinforced (or not) for é#hibiting a
given behavior, thus making them feel more comfortable when producing that
response in the presence of a given stimulus,

Despit the generality and universality advantage, translation of sex roles
into laws presents an inherent problem, That is, in both studies, subjects have
been classified as masculine, feminine, androgynous, or undifferentiated, on the
basis of their scores on the Bem Sex Role Inventory. This scale assigns sex
role labels by eliciting subjects' degree of similarity to sixty adjectives
which describe personality (a construct) variables (notice, behavior is ignored),
As behavior is indicative of sex role (or attitude, or past reinforcement with
a given class of activities), then behaviors, not attitudes should be measured,

It was based on this notion that the following examination was conducted:

Methods and Results

Items from the Survey of Prior Experiences derived from the first study
were subjectd to a factor analysis, using a Varimax Rotation with a Kaiser
normalization, Results, presented in Table 7 indicate the presence of two
separate factors within the scale, labelled here as masculinity and femininity,
Variables loading on masculinity were prior exposure to masculine tasks (PEM),
past reinforcement for masculine tasks (PRM), feelings toward masculine tasks

(FEEIM), and personal perceptions of potential current reinforcement for male
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tasks (CURM). Variables loading on femininity were prior exposure to feminine
tasks (PEF), past reinforcemtnt for engaging in feminine tasks (PRF), feelings
toward feminine-related tasks (FEELF), and personal perceptions of potential
current reinforcement for female tasks (CURF). Communalities ranged from
.72 to .93, The two factors accounted for 100% of the variance,
Discussion

Although, as with the initial study, the '"too few subjects" problem
prevails, the results presented here aré at least encouraging, There is an
absence of a scale in the literature which describes and measures 'sex roles"
in terms of behavior, The current findings suggest that the utilized "Survey
of Prior Experiences' may be appropriate for such an endeavor, The test of this
speculation is yet to come. Approximately 1,000 college students across the
United States will complete these scales, data will be collected, and results
published, It is this author's intention to contribute to sex role's liberation
from its cyclical impasse, Defining the construct in terms of directly obser-

vable behaviors is the first step,
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Table 1

Masculinity (2=,855)
2

Predictors Simple r* R™ Change Beta
SE «651 .423 «054
PRFM 721 2212 .026
PEM +659 .041 .025

*p<,05
Table 2
Sex of Subject (R=,918)

Predictors Simple r* R2 Change Beta
PEF 871 706

PEM -.520 «040 123
FEELF .867 .038 "oig
*p<,05

\\



Femininity (R=.695)

Table 3

18

Predictors Simple r¥* R2 Change Beta
FEELF .683 .054 .029
PEF .613 . 346 .027
PRFF .633 .020 .020
*pL,05
Table 4
Androgyny (R=.691)

Predictors Simple r¥* R2 Change Beta
PEF 482 .166 . 049
PEM 2393 .053 .056

*p<.05
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MASC
FEM
ANDRO

Prior exposure
(masc, tasks)
(PEMASC)

Prior exposure
(fem, tasks)
(PEFEM)

Comfort
(masc, tasks)
(COMASC)

Comfort
(fem, tasks)
(COMFEM)

Familiarization

(masc, tasks)
(FAMASC)

Familiarization

(fem, tasks)
(FAMFEM)

Means and Standard Deviations for All

Table 5

Measures by Sex and Overall

X

4,99
4,61

21,36

27.10

13,00

30.15

13,65

35.90

26,40

Males
s

4,45

4,23

5.68

bbb

6.28

_ Females

X s
4,48 o71
5.17 e35
21.31 2,13
17.65 3.98
29,92 5.40
15,65 5.23
28.88 4.66
29,00 6.31
35,65 7.03

19

_ Overall
X -]
4,69 .69
‘ 4,84 59
21,33 2,11
21,87 6,42
22,59 8.82
21.96 8.69
22,26 9.16
32,00 6,51
31,63 7.02
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Table 6

Correlations Between Scores on the BSRI
And Measures of Prior Exposure to and Comfort
With Masculine and Feminine Tasks

Variables MASC FEM ANDRO
males females males females males females

PEMASC 033% W27% =eSl* -.04 -.02 .07
PEFEM -.52% -.13 =20 W43% 035% .10
COMASC 033% o 34% -.38*% -.13 .13 .09
COMFEM -.13 «19 -,03 .21 °28% -.07
FAMASC 033% .06 -ol2% .11 .07 .08
FAMFEM «25 .10 -.09 «25 «35% .04

*p&,05
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Table 7

Factor Analysis of Items on Survey of Prior Experiences Scale

Factor 1 Factor 2

(Eigenvalue=5,4) (Eigenvalue=3,4)
Item Communalities Femininity Masculinity
PEM 286 -e34 .88
PEF «86 .92 -.14
PRM .91 -.17 .94
PRF ' 092 .96 -.06
FEELM 87 -.05 93
FEELF .93 296 -.10
CURM .72 .08 .84
CURF .72 .84 '009

Percent of variance accounted for by Factors

Factor 1 -~ 46,7 %

Factor 2 53.3 %




Appendix 1
SURVEY OF PRIOR EXPERIENCES

Directions: For each of the twelve activities lf{sted below the dot
please respond to the following three questions:

1. How much previous experience have you had with this activity?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
No previous moderate extremely much pre-
experience amount vious experience

2, In the past, I have been:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
strongly neither strongly
discouraged encouraged nor discouraged encouraged

seoin the participatfion of this activity.

3, ¥yl current feelings toward this activity are:

]

22

ted line,

------- S mw--o

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
strongly neutral strongly
negative positive
d4) APPLYING MAKEUP 1, g) MAKING COOKIES 1.
2. 2.
3. 3.
b) PIXING A CAR 1. h) BAITING A FISHHOOK 1.
2. 2‘
3. 3.
¢) SEWING CLOTHES 1l. 1) WASHING A SHIRT 1.
2, 2,
3. 3.
d) KICKING A FOOTBALLL. j) NAILING TWO BOARDS 1,
2. TOGETHER 2,
3 3.
e) IRONING CLOTHES 1. k) CHANGING DI1APERS i,
2, 2,
3. v 3.
f) "SHOOTING" A 1) ASSEMBLING A MODEL
BASKETBALL l._____ AIRPLANE .
2, 2,
3. 3e
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Appendix 2

PERSGNALITY SCALE
Read each question carefully and answer 1t as henestly as possible.

Please answer =zach question using & four point scale with "stronaly
aaree” = 1, "disagree” = 3, "stronaly disagrea” = 4,

1. I feel that I'm 2 person of worth, at least on an equal plane
with others

2. I feel I have 2 number of good quaiities
3. A1l in all, I am inclined to feel that I am 2 failure
4. 1 am able to do thinas as well as most people

5. I feel I do not have much to proud of __

6. 1 take a positive altitude toward myseif ___
7. On the whole, 1 z2m satisfied with mysel?¥
8. Iiwish I could have more respect for myself ___

g, 1 certainly feel useless at times

10. At times I feel I amno qood at aly
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DESCRIBE YCURSELY
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1 2 b $ 6
i g 1 i 1
wovER R USUALLY SQRETIES BUT OCCASIOMALLY OFTEN USUALLY ALHAYS OR
AIMGST FEVZR NOT INPREQUENTLY TRUE e TRE ALMOST
R TRYR TRUB ALY TR
gelf-reliant Reliabdle Yarn
Tleiding aAnslytical Solean
o willing to take
faiplul Eyupathatic » stand
pafends oun Jasloua Tender
nidefs
Hine leadarship Priendly
Choorful | _abilitien . _
Yeoedy 5.“‘::""‘” to tha Aggresaive
Isdspendent Truthful 1 Gullidie
Bt ' Willing to take risks Inefficient
Connsientious Undarstacding Acte ae a leeder
Athlatic Secrative Childlike
. Haokas decizio
Affactionate |__ensily " Adaptable
Theatrical Compassionate Individualistic
r'xr.oec noz use
Acsertiva Sincsre | rsh lan
Flattorable Self-sufficient Unsystemstic
‘ .4 to socthe
Bappy ager to ,°°t " Computitive
atr@ﬁg pcrnon&!tty Concaited Lovas children-
Loyal Dominant Tactful
{Uzpredictadble Soft-spoken Axbitious
1 Ferceful Likasble Cantle
}Egmmno Haccultins : Cowanctml
i .




Nage fex M P

Yr. in School Pr Soph Jr Sr Intended Major

Tzlephone No.

On the next page you will be shown a largs number of
personality characteristics. We would like you to use
those characterictics in order to describe wourself,
That is, we would like you to indicate, on & scale from
1 t'd 7. how true of you these various characteristics

ara. Plesse do not leave any characteristic unmarked.

Exampla: sly

Park a 1 1f it is NEVER OR AIMOST NEVER TRUE that you are sly.

Mark a 2 1f it {s USUALLY FOT TRUZ that you are sly,

Mark a 3 1€ Le Le SOMETIM

; S BUT INFREQUEN RUR that you are sly.
Mark a &4 1f it is OCCASIONALLY JRUE that you are sly.
Mark a 5 L£ [t s DETEN TRUE that you are sly,
Mark a 6 LE 1t ¢4 UAUALLY TRUE that you ave sly.
Mark a 7 1f it is ALJAYS TRUE €3 ALMEST ALWAYS ZRUR that you are sly,

Thus, 1f you feel Lt is somztimes but jnfrequently true that
you sre “sly", never or sloost never truc that you 8re "malicioua™,
aRsays or almoar glways true that you ars "ir¢ésponaible”, aud

often true thst you are "carefree”, them you would rate these

characteristics as follows:

Sly l - | Irresponsible.

IS

Malicious / ce_refrci
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