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SEX DIFFERENCES IR EXTREME RESPONSE STYLE

Unique and conslstent patterms of responding to ob=
Jjective test items are called responge styles, Response
gtyles were Initially viewed as eantamina%ing variebles
having undesirable effects on the rellability and validity
of tests, which should be controlled or eliminated from the
test varlance (Cronbach, 1946, 1950; Helmstadter, 1957 ).
‘Some investigators, however, have suggested the possibility
of exploring the use of response styles as indicators of
certain personality characteristies (Lorge, 1937; Jackson
and Messick, 1958; Wiggins, 1962), Three response styles
have been thoroughly studlied in this respect: sacquiescence
(Bass, 1955; Couch and Keniston, 1960), deviation (Berg,
1957, 1959}, and social desirability (Edwards, 1953, 1957;
Crowne and Marlow, 1964}, A fourth response style-~the
extreme response style--has recelved somewhat less attention

(Parsonson, 1969a, 1969b; Norman,1969; Priest, 1971) and is
the tople of the present study.

The extreme response style is often found in tests
which employ items requiring the subject to reapond along
an intensity dimension, such as strongly agree, moderately
agree, moderately dlsagree, strongly disagree. 1In aﬁeh
situations, some persons have & tendency to use the extreme

alternatives while, others tend to smploy the middle categories,



with greater freqﬁenﬂy. The tendency to use the extreme
categories is defined as "extreme response style,."

Most studies which have attempted to view response
styles in the broader context of general personality theory
have used standard objective personality inventories, partl-
cularly the MMPI (Peabody, 1962; Norman, 1969}, The true-
false or agree~disagree format used in these tests gulte
naturally lends itself to ready demonstration of eontrolled
experimentation with a varlety of response styles, Norman
(1969} has pointed out, however, that this approach to the
study of personallty could meke profitable use of additional
test instruments, both standardlzed and experimental, and
that broader and more comprehensive conclusions about the
nature and meaning of response sets could be developed,
Norman favors using the semantiec differential as a measure
of response style.

In their now famous monograph, Osgood, Suei, and
Tarmenbaun (1957) discuss the issue of seale~checking
‘styles on the semantic differential, Parsonson (1969a)
has broken down the seven-polnt scale of the semantie
differential into thres zones: "extreme" (scale positions
1 and 7), ™aeutral® (position i}, and "intermediate™ (posi-
tions 2, 3, 5, and 6). Osgood, et al,eite a number of
Interesting studies suggesting that various seale-checking
styles can differentiate normels and sehizophrenies (Bopp,
1955) and high- and low-IQ high school students (Kerrick,



195}, Parsenson {1969a, 1969b) and Priest (1971) used a
semantic differential to differentlate normals, nsur@ﬁies;
and psychotiez by eitrema regponse styles, Zax, Gardinsr,
and Lowry (196l) used a semantic differentlal and dis-
covered "maladjusted” subjects tended to use the extreme
categorles more than lIntermediate categorles when rating
projective materials, The sementic differentlial has also
been employed as & test for other personallty attributes
linked to the extreme response style (Mogar, 1960; Arthur,
1966; Neuringer, 1961)., The semantiec differential, bthen
appears to be the instrument of cholece by many investligators
in the area of response style differentistion,

If the tendency to endorse exbtreme categories is a
menifestation of or associated with certain personality
attributes, then exitreme response style scores must be shown
to have consisteney and generallty. The evidence of the
eonsistency and generality of thls tendency 18, in genersal,
quite satisfactory. This is true whether one is considering
test stability, internal eansistenej, or generallity between
tests,

Studies evaluating the stability of extreme response
tendency over time are few, but they all produced highly
similar results, Arthur (1966), testing a semantie differ-
ential at & four-week interval, found a reliability eoefficlent
of 0479 after four days, Zuckerman gt al., (1958), using the
Papental Attitude Researeh Instrument, found after two weeks

a coefficlent of 0,89 and Berg (1953), using two messures,



the Perceptual Reaction Test and the Word Reaction Test,
found after fifteen days & coefficient of (.78 and 0.9
respectively for each test., The reliability of extrems
response style scores, then, ssems to be qulte consistent
at least up to four weeks,

Data on the internal consisteney of extreme response
style measures, using split.half reliabilitiés,have been
reported by Peabody (1962), Ferehand (1962), Klein (1963)
and Souelf (1958}, In general, their findings suggest that
extreme response style measures have a considerable degree
of Intermal consistency,

Several studles have used two measures of extrems
response style, Berg (1953) used the Perceptual Reaction
Test énd the Word Reaction Test; Forshand (1962) used the
Perceptﬁal Reactlion Test and an aetivities cheeckllst;
Arthur (1966) used two févms of a semantie differential;
and Bregelmenn (1959b) used the Personal Friends Questionn-
aire and a word checklist, Thus, these studies afford
estimates of the extent to which extreme response style
generalizes from one test to another, Fop instanee, Berg
(1953) found reliability coefficients between the two tests
mentioned above to be 0,53 and 0,77 respectively and Arthur
(1966} found coefficlents of reliabllity of 0,88 and 0,72
on hils parallel forms of a semantic differential, A number
of potentially bilasing variables are present In any study
of thls type, and probably account for mueh of the variability



of the findings. Hamilton (1968} has pointed out two such
variables which appear te be foremost., First, the amount

of econtent in the sﬁimnlus.items themselves could aceount
for some of the variance and, secondly, the similarity of item
format In the test being correlated, In splte of these
contaminating influences, the findings mentionsd above
Indieate & substantlal degree of cross~test econsistensy.

The evidence that extreme response styles seores are
reliabiie and conaslstent suggests that this response tendeney
is linked to perscnality varisbles, But if so then whieh
ones? Norman (1969) states ", . , that response extremlty
can be viewed as a function of the meaningfulness of the
material to be rated and the rating ecategories themselves
[p. 409J." He further states that the more salient or
meaningful the material the more chance there is for extreme
responses to take plaees. Thls proposition ls supported by
two pleces of research, Flrst, Mitsos (1961) had subjects
rate semantie differentlial scales most personsally meaning-
ful and found polarization was greater on these scales then
on any others. Seecondly, Cromwell and Caldwell (2962)
found greater extreme responding on subject's o -.dimsnsiens,
talkken from the subjects own Role Construet Eepertary Test
(Kelly, 1955} than on dimensions taken from the RCRT!s of
others, O'Donovan (1965) comments on findings such as those
above and his own by stating ", . . that response to mean-

ingful stimuli will tend toward the extreme (polarize),



whllé response to meaningless stimuli will tend toward the
indifferent (dipolarized) [p. 365]." Therefore, from what
has been said about meaningfulness ag it relates to extreme
response style 1t ean be sald that the less smbiguous a
stimulus beeomes to the subjeeb, the mere chanee extreme
response style will show as a varlable,

A number of studles which have dealt with extreme
regponse style have found thet there was a difference in
the response styles exhiblted by sex, Berg and Collier
(1953) found women to be more extreme than men in their
reactions to the Perceptual Reactlon Test, The judgments
eonsisted of evaluations (like muech, like slightly, dis-
like slightly, dislike much) of sixty abatraet geometrical
d signs. Souelf (1958) found the same trend among groups
of students he tested using the Persomal Friends Questien~
alre. Borgatia and Glass (1961) found a similar sex dif-
ferenee among populations of ecollege students and prisoners
in stating the degree of agreement or disagreement with a
serles of value judgments, Females were found to make
more extreme responses on khelsemantic differential used by
Priest (197L) in his study of neuroties and normal subjects,
Non=-significant results have been found in the samples of
the studies by Brengelmann (1960a, 1960b), utilizing the
Porsonal Fpliend Questionnaire; normal children in the
study by Light, Zax, and Gardiner (1965);and by Parsonson
(1969b) in his study of psychiatrie patients with a semantie



differential., Only ons case has been reported in which males
made signifiecantly more extreme response than females
(Brengelmann, 1959b). Parsonson (1969b) in his extreme re-
gponse style study made the comment ", . . that further
research into sex differences in scalew-checking style on
the SD (Semsntie Differential) is desirable [p. 827]." And
quoting Priest (1971), ". . ., sex difference does appéar to
be an important variable in the scale~checking styles of
normal subjeets [h. 11]." It seems, therefore, that sex

1s a varisble of considerable weight in the determination
of response styles,

The main objeetive of this Investigation was to study
the influence of sex on extreme response style as measured
by a semantie differential, The previous studies led to a
general hypothesis formulated as follows, Normal males and
females differ from eaeh other with regard to thelr mean
extreme rosponse style scores with females having the

greater exireme response seores on the semantlie differentisl,

METHOD

Subjeets

The subjeets were 55 undergraduste students enrolled
in peychology eouises at North Texas State Universiiye-
30 males and 25 females, The average age for the subjeets
was 22,56 years--21,56 for females and 23,40 for males--
with a standard deviation of 2.13 for females and 2,36 for

moales,



Instruments

A semantiec diffapeﬁtial consisting of four eoncepts
(My Ideal Mate, College Student, Cellege Graduate, and
Me As I Am Now), utilizing thirty seales (see Appendix A),
was used as the measure of extreme response style. These
specifie econcepts were chosen as being moat relevant amd
meaningful to this populatien of subjeets by s questionnaire
given in a pilet study (see Appendix B) to sollege students,
These four eoneepts were Judged most meaningful by 100 per
cent of the pilet study subjeets., The thirty secales wore
taken from the studies by Kuusinea (1969), Mitses (1961),
and Osgoed, Ware, and Morris (1961), The seales were shewn
by these studles te be high on the faeter (i.,e,, evaluatien,
poteney, or activity) aseribed teo each with regard te un-
ambiguity of meaning (see Appendix C), Ten seales were
chosen as high on the evaluation factoer, ten as high on the
petency factoer, and ten as high on the activity faetor, thus
glving a tetal of thirty different seceles in all, These
faetors were identified by Osgood, et al, (1957), and have
been shown te be a highly general and invariant reference
system whleh deseribes the affective or eonnetative aspects
of meaning of verbal and ecertain other kinds ef consepts
(Kuusinen, 1969),
Procedurs

The study involved the use of a 2 X 3 X L design
invelving two groups (males and females), three types of



seale factops (evaluation, peteney, and astivity), and

four different concepts (My Ideal Mate, College Student,

Me As I Am Now, and Cellege Graduate) with repeated measures
over esoncepts and seale faetors. The sﬁbje@ts vere admine
istered the semantie differential at twe group meetinga,

The instruetions were read aleud te the subjeets as they
read along silently. The instruetlons follewed these sug-
gested by Osgoed, et al., (1957) and Pervin (1967). The
instructions were glven as fellews:

The purpese of this questlieonnaire is to measure
the meanings of certaln things te varicus people by
having them judge them against a series of deserip-
tive seales., A eoneept will be given te you fellewsd
by thirty scales., You are to rate the concept on eaeh
of these seales, in erder, The seales have seven
numbers en them with an adjeetlve on each side, Yeu
are toe dec¢lde which adjeetive most fits the econecept
you are rating and then how strengly you would apply
this adjective to the coneept. Indleate your rating
by sireling one number aleng the seale., The eloser a
number is to elther end of the seale the more strongly
you feel that the adjectlve at that end 1s the one
that most describses the meaning of that concept for
Joua

Please remembey you can eirele any number, one
through seven, and be sure to clearly eirele a number
Ter each seals for every econcepi-~de net omlt any,.
Only eirele ene number on a single seale, Make sach
item a separate mnd independent judgement., Werk at
a falrly high rate of speed. Do not woerpy er puzzle
over individual items, It is your first impresslons,
the immediate "feelings™ about the items that is
wanted, On the ether hand, please de net be carelesa
because your btrue impressions are wanted., Are there
questiens?

Care was Eaken to insure that all subjeets had a elear
idea ef the btask befere they marked thelr answer sheets,

Any questiens were snswered befere the test began with the
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Experimenter paraphrasing that part of the instruetions
dealing with the question. The semantiec differential was
then seored by summing the responses in eategories 1 and 7
| (the most extreme eategories) to achleve one extreme scere
per subjeet for each secale on each eeﬁeept. An analysis of
varianee was then eomputed for between subjeets (males

verses femalea) and within subjects variances,

RESULTS
In the present experiment, only twe maln effeects reached
significence~~Coneepts (B), (F=42,20, p< 0,01} and Seales
(€}, (F=21,60, p<0,01), Sex {(A), as a variable, failed te
*éven approximate significanes, The summary of the analysls
of variance on both within subjeets and between subjects

¢an be seen in Table I,

TABLE I

SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE BETWEEN SUBJECTS
AND WITHIN SUBJECTS

Souree of variation af ' M3 R
Between sub ea%s :
Sex (A) 1 0.12
srvor (=) 53 15.45
Within subjeets
Coneepts (B) 3 208,17 112,20%
AB 6 8.29 1.68
error (b) 159 11,93
Seales (C) 2 33451 21.60*
AC 2 0,60 0,38
ervor (e) 106 1,55
BC 6 87 6 o 2Lit
ABC 6 1, g 1,83
error {(be) 318 0e7
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There was no signifiesnt interaetlon between Sex and
Coneepts {4B) or Sex and Seales (AC), ner was a significant
triple interactien between Sex, Coneepts, snd Seales (ABC)
seen, However, there was a significent interaetien found

between Conesepts and Seales (BC), (F=6,21, p<0.01),

DISCUSSION

The results of the present experiment provided some
evidence contradictory to the findings of Priest (1971)
that females tend o display extreme response style signifi-
cently more often than males on a semantic differentlal, In
light of the results the hypeothesls presented earller in
thils study must be rejected. Males and females appear not
to differ in thelr extreme response étyles on & semantle
differential, These results would alse partially centra-
dict the findings of Soueif (1958), Berg and Celller (1953)
and B@rgaﬁﬁw and Glags (1961) who used other btests of extreme
rogponse style ether than the semantic differential and
found a difference in responding between sexes, Hewever,
the findings do lend support fer the results found by
Parsonson (1969b) In his study utilizing = semantlc dif=
ferential as well as those by Brengelmann (1960a, 1960b)
end Light, Zax, and Gardiner (1965).

What, then, appears te be taking plaee? PFirst, even
though meaningfulness was high, the Ganaepts.ratad may neb

have been ego=-invelving enough for the subjects te respond te
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extremely enough to make a differenﬁe. Secondly, beth
Concepbs (B) and Seales (C) appear to be independent of
Sex (A), there being no signifieant interactiens between
them., Thirdly, the interactien between Coneepts and Seales
(BC) means that the Scales chesen on each Coneept are de-
pendent on the Concept to which they are applied (and vice

versa), This interaction ean be seen in Figure 1,

8.4 00| =
750! -
7400 =
6450| =
6,00 -
5450 -
5.00| =
L450] =
Means .
of 4, 00| =
Extreme
Seeres 3.50[ =
3.00| =
2450 =
2400| =
1.50| -
1400 »
0e50| =

Gl'

(Scales)

Concepts

Pige 1--Interaction of Scales and Concepts
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The feregoing study of exitreme response style suggests

a limited potential wsefulness of it as an Indicatoer ef
persenalibty attributes, especlally sex differences, How-
ever, the study does suggest that further investlgation of
this topic may be frultful, in which case several mesthede-
logical eriticisms ean be considered from the preceeding
experiment.

| Two methodological variables are likely to asccount for
some of ths findings of this study. The most important of
these.is the degres of amblguity in the exireme response
measure, Hamilton (1968) has taken the position that
réspomse styles have maximal oppefbunity to operate when
stimilus content 1s sbsemt., In contrast to this, the present
sbudy had concepts with very high stimulus eontent, Al=-
though contenb probably aannot be entirely eliminated,
"pure" pesponse style measures can be approximated through
attempts to eantrol.and minimize eontent influeneces, Berg's
Perceptual Reaction Test, for example, was developed with
just this purpose in mind, The semantic differential used
in the present study was, of eourse, loaded with econtent
varisnce, and happened o call for responses on a Likert.
type seale, With such tests it cannot be determlned %o
wvhat extent extreme responses represent stylistle tendenciles
of individual or a subject‘s-response to meaningful item
content, Bloek (1965) hasmpresented an extensive analysis

of the problems assocclated with separating stylistic and
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content effscts in aequiescence research, Similar problems
exist when scales whieh have a substantlal amount of eontent
variance are employed as exbtreme response measures., No
gatlsfactory method exists by which the confounded effects
of eontent and style can be distinguished In such guestion-
nalres, Henee, the use of content-free scales as extrems
response indices may be of primary Importance, Moreover,
although there have been some reports of the role of stlmu~-
lus ambigulty on response styles (Banta, 1961), there is a
need for further invéstigation of this topic and 1ts relevance
to the measurement of extreme response style,

A second methodologleal varliable has been the method of
deriving extreme responss style measures from the Likert
type éeales. The simplest and most common method has been
to eount the number of responses in the extreme ecategory at
sach end of the continuum, as was done in the present experi-
ment, Other measures have also been used. Peak, et al, (1960),
developed a "bimodality index," TUsing a nine~point seale,
they defined the bimodality index as the average number of
responses in Categories 1, 2, 8, and 9 minus the measn number
of responses in the iIntermediate categories., Obthers (Mogar,
1960; Heuringer, 1961; Peabody, 1962) have measured extremity
in terms of deviation from the mlidpoint of the scale, Whether
these dlfferences in extremity measures are important or have |
any relationéhip with results is unknown, and a eoﬁparative
study of various measures would be worthwhile..

{
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Tn conelusion, what is needed most in this area of
regearch seems 0 be an intepgrated researeh program, gulded
by a testable theoretleal network, relating extreme response
style to personality attributes. Sueh & resesarch program
should use both experimental and eorrelational approaches,
Sueh a broad approach may yleld a better understanding of
the personality functioning underlylng the extreme regponse

style,
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APPENDIX A

MEANINGFULNESS SURVEY

The purpose of this questiomnaire is to measure the
meanings of certain things to varlous people by having them
judge them against & series of descriptive scales, A concepd
will be given to you followed by thirty seales, You are %o
rate the concept on each of these scales, in order. The
seales have seven numbers on them with an aﬂjaetive on each
side., You are %o decide whieh adjective most fits the econ-
eept you are rating and then how strongly you would apply
this adjective to the coneept. Indicate your rating by
cireling one number along the scale, The closer a number
18 to either end of the scale, the more strongly you feel
that the adjective at that end is the one that most describes
the meanling of that concept for you.

Please, remember you can circle any number one through
seven and be sure to clearly circle a number for each scale
for every concepbe-do not omit any. Only circle one number
on & single scale, Make each item a separate and independent
judgement., Work at a falrly high rate of speed. Do not
worey or puzzle over individual items, It is your first
impressions, the immediate "feelings" about the items that
is wanted, On the other hahd, pleasé do not be careless
becanse your true impressions are wanted, Are there any

questions?

YOUR SEX: FEMALE MALE YOUR AGE:

17
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

MY IDEAL MATE

The concept we are now asking you to rate is an ideal

mate as you would like them to be. We are interested in

your view of an ideal mate, Pleaée, be sure you keep thils

concept of an ideal mate for yourself in mind while making

your ratings.

important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unimportant
successiul 12 3 h 5 6 7 unsuccessful
beantiful 1 2 3 L4 5 6 7 ugly
masculine 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 feminine
strong 1 2 3 b 5 6 7 9weak
powerful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ©powerless
active 1 23 L 5 6 7 passive
excitable 1 2 3k 5 6 7 ecalm
honest 1L 2 3 k 5 6 7 dishonest
falr 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unfair

nice 1 2 3 4 &5 6 7 eawful.
deep 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 shallow
sharp 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dull

hot 1 2 3 k4 5 6 7 ocold
flexible 1 2 3 b 5 6 7 rigid
moral 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 immoral
courageous 1 2 3 L4 5 & 7 timid

eruel 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 | gentle
insecure 1 2 3 L4 5 6 7

self-confident



knowing
gtupid
simple
diligent
reputable
inventive
rational
solitarf
selfish
logical
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(Continued)
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COLLEGE GRADUATE

unknowing
wlse
sophisticated
lazy
disreputable
~uninventive
irpational
soeiable
ungelfish
intuitive

The concept we are now asking you to rate is the role

of college graduate,

By college graduate we mean & person

who has received a Bachelor's degree from & college or

university., We are interesﬁed in how you view those people

who have received a degree., Please, make sure that you

keep this concept of college graduate in mind while making

your ratings,
important
successful
beautiful
masculine
strong
povwerful

active
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unimportent *
unsnccessfuli
ugly
feminine
weak
powerless

passive



excitable
honest
falir
nies

deep
sharp
hot
flexible

noral

courageous

cruel
insecure
knowing‘
stupid
simple
diligent
reputable
inventive
ratlional
solitary
selfish
loglcal
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APPENDIX A {Continued)
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?
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
”
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7

calm
dishonest
unfair
awful
shallow
dull

cold
rigld
immoral
tinid
gentle
self-confident
unknowing

wlae

sophisticated

lazy

: disreputable

uninventive
irrational
gociable
unselfish
intultive
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

COLLEGE STUDENTS

The concept we are now asking you to rate Ls the role
of the student. By role of student we mean the personality,
scademic aspirations, extracurricular actlvities, and fermalr
end informal attitudes of the undergraduate students ab a
college or university. We are interested in how you view

the students attending a university or college.

Please,

make sure that you keep this concept in mind while making

your rabings.

imporbant 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 unimportant
successful 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unsuccessful
beautiful 1 2 3 b 58 6 7 ugly
masculine 1 2 3 i 5 6 7 feminine
strong 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 weak
powerful 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 powerless
active 1 2 3 {4 5 6 7 passive
excitable 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 calm
honest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dishonest
fair 1L 2 3 b 5 6 7 unfair
nlce 1 2 3 L 5 6 7 awful

deep 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 shallow
sharp 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dull

hot 1 2 3 Lk 5§ 6 7 eold
flexible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 pigid



moral
courageous
eruel
insecure
knowing
stupld
simple
diligent —
reputable
inventive
rational
solitary
selfish
logical

APPENDIX A
1 2 34
1 2 3 L
1 2 3 &k
1 2 34
12 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 34
1 2 3 4
12 3 4L
1 2 3 b
1 2 3k
1 2 314
1 2 3 &
12 34

22

(Contimed)

VI W1 W W1 U1 w W vl ul bt Wt o VL

o O~ O o O o O O O O O O O O

-~ =~ =3 =) =] =3 =] =~ =~ ~3 ~} ~ ~3

ME AS I AN NOW

immoral

timid

gentle
.selfnconfidenz
unknowl ng
wise
sophlsticated
lazy
disreputable
uninvent ive
irprational
soclable
unselfish
intultive

The concept we are now asking you to rate ls your self

as you are right now. We ave lInterested in how ycu‘view

yourself.

Please, be sure you keep this concept of your-

self as you are right now in mind while meking your ratings,.

Important
successful
beantiful
mesculine

strong

1
1
1
1

2

2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3

o

5

S EC E C)

6

6
6
6
6

7

7
7
7
7

unimportant
unsuccessful
ugly
feminine
weak



powerful
active
excitable
honest
fair
nice

deep
sharp
hot
flexible

moral

courageous

cruel
insecure
knowing
stupid
simple
diligent
reputable
Inventive
rational
solitary
selfish
logical
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powerless
pasgsive

calm
dishonest
uvnfalr

awful
shallow
dull

cold

ripgid
Immoral
Fimid

gentle
self~confident
anknowing
wise
sophisticated
lagy
disreputable
uninventlive
irpational
sociable
unselfish
intultive



APPENDIX B

MEANINGFULNESS SURVEY

INSTRUCTIONS: TYou are being asked to give your impressions

1.
e

3

Lo
Se

o

Te

of the meaningfulness of the followlng iltems
to your life as you live it each day. Place
an X mark after the word {Meaningful, Feutral
or Meaningless) which best describes the item
whieh it follows. Please do not spend too
much time thinking over each item as it is
your first impression which is most important,
Try to use the neubtral category as little as
possible and do not skip eny of ths items,

Are there any questions?

Cardboard: Meaningful _ Neutral  Meaningless
Higher education is not necessarily a guarantee of higher
virtue: Meaningful _ Neutral _ Meaningless__

The Family Census of 1946: Meaningful _ Neutwal

Meaningless__

Statue! Maaningfu;_“ Neutral _ Meaningless__
New Zealand's Water Rights Law: Meaningful _ Neutral__
Meaningless__

Fh.D's in Soclology wlll never be corrupted by Power:
Meaningful __ Neutral _ Meaningless__

My Tdeal Mate: Meaningful  Neutral  Meaningless _

2l



8.
Fe

10.
11,
12.

13,

ile
15,

25

APPENDIX B (Continued)
Sapcode: Meaningful _ Neutral  Meaningless
Abnormelly Nopmal People: Meaningful _ Neutral

Meaningless

College Student: Meaningful _ Neutral _ Meaningless
Me As T Am Now: Meaningful _ Neutral _ Meaningless__
Letificant: Meaningful __ Neutral _ Meaningless

Socletyts Blotting Paper: Meaningful _ Neutral |
Meaningless__

College Graduate: I&Ieanihgful__M Neutral _ Meaningless__
The Biologlcal Enemy of Freedom: Meaningful  Neutral
Meaningless__



APPENDIX

SCALES FOR SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL

Factor

Evaluative imporbtant 1 2 3 1t 5 6 7 unimporbant
B successful -~ unsuccessful
E besutiful - ugly

Fotency masculine - feminine

P strong -~ weak

P powerful -~ powerless
Activity sctive - passive

A excitable - calm

B honest =- diahonésﬁ

E fair - wnfair

JiX nice « awful

P deep - shallow

P rgged - delicate

A sharp - dull

A hot =~ ecold

A flexible ~ rigid

E moral - immoral

P couvageous - timid

A cruel - gentle

P insecure = self-confident
A knowing ~ unknowing

26



a7

APPENDIX ¢ (Continued)

E stupid - wise

P sophistlcated - simple

A diligent - lazy

B reputable ~ disreputable
P uninventive « inventive
A rational - irrational

E solitary - sociable

P selfish - unselfish

A logical ~ intultlve



. REFERENCES

Arthur, A, A, Response bias in the semantic differentisl,
British %gurnal of Sociel and Clinical Psychology, 1966,
B, 103-107, :

Banta, T, J. Social attitudes and responsse sﬁyies. Educti-
tional and Psychological Measurement, 1961, 21, SL3-557,

Bass, B. M, Authorltarianism or acquiescence? Journal of
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1955, 51, 286-290,

Berg, I. A. Deviant responses and deviant people: The
formulatlon of the deviation hypothesis, Journal of
Coungeling Psychology, 1957, L, 15i-161,

Berg, I. A, The unimportance of item content, In B, M,
Bass and I. 4, Berg (Eds.), Objective approaches to
personality assessment., New York: ven %ostranﬁ;"§959¢

Berg, I. A. and Collier, J. S, Personality and group
differences in extreme response sets, Educational angd
Psychological Measuvement, 1953, 13, 16[-~159,

Block, J. The challenge of response sets, New York:
Applston-Century-Crofts, 1955. '

Bopp, J. A quantitative semantic analysis of word associa-
tion in schizophrenia., TUnpublished Ph, D, thesis,
Unlversity of Illinois, 1955. [Osgood, C. E,, Sucl, G. J.,
and Tammenbauwm, P, H, The measurement of meaning,

Urbana: TUniversity of IIlinols Press, 1G57.]

Borgatta, E, F., and Glass, D, C, Persomallty concommitants
of extreme rosponse set (ERS), Journal of Social
Psychology, 1961, 55, 213-221, . :

Brengelmann, J, C. The effects of exposure time in immedi-
ate recall on abnormmal and guestionnaire criteria of
personallity. Journal of Mental Scilence, 1959, 105,
1h2e-162, {(a) — *

Brengelmann, J. C. Differences in questionnaire responses
between English and German nationals. Psychology, 1959,
16, 339-355. (b)

Brengelmann, J. C, Extreme response set, drive level, and

abnormality in questlonnaire regidity. Jourmal of Mentsl
Secience, 1960, 106, 171-186, (a)

28



29

Brengelmann, J. C. A note on questionnaire regidity and
extreme response set. Journal of Mental Sclenmce, 1960,

Couch, A., and Kenniston, K, Yeasayers anélnayéayers;
Agreeing response set as & personalit veriable, Journal
of Abnormal and Soclal Psychology, 1960, 60, 151-171,

Cromwell, R, L. and Caldwell, D, P, A comparison of ratings
based on personal constructs of self and others, Journal
of Clinieal Psychological Measurement, 1950, 10, 3=31,

Uronbach, L. J. Response sebs and test validibty, Educational
and Pgychological Measurement, 1946, 6, h?E-ﬁ?h.

Crombach, L. J. Purther evidence on response sets and test
design, Educatlonal and Psychological Measurement, 1950,
}.9., 3""’310

Cpowne, D. P,, and Marlowe, D, The approval mobtive. New
York: Wiley, 196l

Bdwards, 4, L. The relationship between the judged desir-
ability of a trait and the probebility that the tralt
will be endorsed. Journal of Applied Psychology, 1953,
31;- 90" 93 . '

Forehand, G. A, Relationships among response sets and
congltive behaviors. Edueational and Psychologlcal
Measurement, 1962, 22, 20(=302,

Homilton, Ds L. Personality attributes assoclsted with
extreme response style, Psychological Bulletin, 1968,
69, 192-203.

Helmstadter, G. C. Procedure for obtaining separate set
and content components of a test scors, [FPsychometriks,
1957, 22, 391-393. |

Jackson, D. M., and Messick, S, Content and astyle in per-
sonality assessment. Psychologieal Bulletin, 1958,
2’ 2,4-3"25'20 :

Kelly, G. A, The gsgcholcgg of personal congtructs. New
York: Norton, 1955.

Kerrick, J., S. The effects of intelligence and manifest
anxlety on atbltude change through communications.
Unpublished doctoral thesis, University of Illinols, 195k
[Hamilton, D. L. Personality attributes assoclated with
extrems response style. Psychologleal Bulletin, 1968,
69, 192-203J ‘ |




30

Kline, E. B. Styllstilc components of response as ralated to
attitude change. Journmal of Persomality, 1963, 3l, 38-51,

Kuusinen, J. Affective and denot%tive sggucturesscfip?r-
sonality ratings. Journal of Personality and Soelal
Paychology, 19%9, ;g, 181188, :

Light, C. S., Zax, M., and Gardiner, D, H, Relationship of
age, sex, and intellligence level to extreme response
stzle. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

19

> _2_’ §07"‘969¢ '

Lorge, I. Gen-like: halo or rveality, Psychological

Mitsos, 3., B, Personal constructs and the semantic dif-
ferentlal., Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology,
1961, 62, L33-h3L.

KOgaf, Re E, Thraé verslions of the F scale and performance
on the semantic differential, Journal of Abnormal and
Soelal Psyehology, 1960, 60, 268265,

Neuringer, C. Dichotomous evyaluations in suleidal individ=
uals, Journmal of Comsulbing Psychology, 1961, 25, Lh5-hLh49.

Noymen, R. P. Extreme response tendency as a funetion of
emotional adjustment and stimulus ambigulty. Journal of
Congulting Clinlcal Psychology, 1969, 33, EbB-ETO‘

OtDonovan, D. Rating extremity : Pathology or meaningful-
neas? Psychological Review, 1965, 72, 385-372.

Osgood, C, E., Suci;‘G, J., and Tannenbaum, P, H, The
Measurement of Meaning, Universlty of Illinols Press,
rbans, Te

Osgood, C., Ware, E, E,, and Morris, C, Analyslis of the
connotative meanings of a variety of human values so
expressed by American college students,y Journsl of
Abnormal Secisl Psychology, 1961, 62, 62-T3,

Parsonson, B, S. Ezxtreme response tendencies on a semantic
?1§ferentia1, Pgychologieal Reports, 1969, 2, 571-5Th.
a

Papsonson, B, S. Sex differences in the sxireme résponse
tendencies of psychiatric patients: A funchblon of sex
prole identification, Psychologieal Reports, 1969, 25,
871-876. (b) |




31

Peabody, D« Two components in bipolar scales: Directlon
and extremeness. Psychologlcal Review, 1962, £9, 65-73.

Peak, H., Muney, B., and Clay, M, Opposites structures,
defenses, and attitudes. Paychological Monographs,
1960, Ik, (8, Whole Noe 195,

Pervin, L, Satisfaction and perceived self-environment
similarity. A semantlc differential study of student=
college interaction. Jourmal of Personality, 1967,

35, 633-63ls

Priest, P, N. The influence of psychlatric status and sex
on semantic differential response style. Fersonaliby,
1971, 2, 9-llte - |

Soueif, M. I. Extreme response sets as a measure of in-
tolerance of ambiguity. British Journal of Psychology,
1958, 49, 329-33kL.

Wiggins, J, 3. Strategic, method, and stylistic variance In
the MMPI, Psychological Bulletdin, 1962, 59, 22h-2l2,

Zax, M,, Gardiner, D, H., and Lowy, D. G, Extreme response
tendency as a function of emotiomal adjustment. Journal
of Abnormal and Sccial Psychology, 1961, 69, 654-B57.

Zucherman, M., Norton, J., and Sprague, D. S. Acqulescence
and extreme sets and thelr role in tests of authoritarian-
ism and parental attitudes., ZPsychlatric Research Reports,
1958, 10, 28-L5.




