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This study concerns the development of an instrument to allow
cconomical measurement of the seven personality factors isolated by the
authors from Gough's 300-item Adjective Check List. The cight highest
loading words for cach of the scven factors were arranged d'phabLLJLdllV.
and five- polnt rating scales were used to record the responses of 61 undcer-

raduates in teacher cducotion at the University of Texas. Lach subject
was tested twice, with a 1-2 week intervol. :
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Internal consistencies of the seven scales ranged from .69 to
.91 (alpha coefficicnts), ltem total corrclations vevealed no ''bad' items
for any scale. Replication of the original factor structurc was successful,
although some of the new scale scores ware moderately intercorrelated. 105t~
retest reliabilitics ranged from .80 to .92, and substantial evidence of

concurrent validity wuas obtained from LOlFClJthHS WLth another sclf-descrip-
tive _anuxLUJy '

The seven factor variables (somewhat renamed) arc: (1) Social
Warmth, (2) Social Abrasivencss, (3) Lgo Organization, (4) lntroversion/
IExtraversion, (5) Necurotic Anxicty, (6) Individualism, and (7) Social
Actractiveness. The 50-item Lnstrumcnt has been designed as a Digitek
machine-scorcable answer sheet, and is currently in usc as a part of the
roequired asscssment battery of the College of Lducation at the University
of Texas. b nce the instrument appcars to measurc with grcat cconomy . thc
major dimensions of personality 1sulated by other rescarchers, it appears-.
to be a very promising tool for large-scale screening in situations where

personality is known to be hlghly rclcvant to success und/or of crucial
'lmportanco for Lu;dancc o ' :
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ADJECTIVE RATING SCALES FOR SELF DESCRIPTION
Donald J. Veldman and George V. C. Parker

The University of Texas at Austin

Factor analysis of Gough's 300-item Adjecfive Check List
identified eight highest—loadiné items for seven factors of self-
percepticii. These were alphabetized} and presented with 5-point scales
to 713 females in teacher training. Factor analysis of the 56 self-
rating items replicated the original structure, and slmple .s-calé suns
stiowed satisfactory intermal consistency and test-retest stability.
Correlations with anothér sélf—description ihv_ehj:ory evidenced concurrent
validity of the instrument, which should be valtfi;ble for rapid, straight-

forward, quantified self-description.




ADJECTIVE RATING SCALES FOR SELF DESCRIPTION 1

Donald J. Veldman and George V. C. Parker

The University of Texas at Austin

The Adjective Check List (ACL) was developed by Gough and

Heilbrun {1965) to facilitate self-description across a wide variety of
traits. Use of the original form, which contains 300 adjectives, typically
inwlves asking subjects to check the terms that they consid:r to be self-
descriptive. The authors of the ACL have defined a var‘iet\j of scales, the
maj ority of which were of rational or a priori deriwvation, and some factor
analyses of these variables have been reported {Scarr, 1966; Parker & |
Megargee, 1967). To avoid any assunptioné about higher-order trait clus-
ters among the 300 items, Parker and Véldman (1969) carried out a factor

analysis of the entire item pool, using a sample of 5017 university fresh-

" men. They extracted and rotated seven majbr orthogonal factors, at lieast

one of which represented a trait dimension unlike any that had been pre-
viously 1den‘t1f1ed, lzbeled "Cog,nltlve Independence."

~ The present ‘.nvestlcratlon was-prampted by three ma ser consider-

ations. Administration of the entire 300-item ACL is uneconomic if ‘one

wishes only to obtain data for scoring the seven empirical factor var'iables.,. f
There is also reason to question' fhe preéision of measur_émént ?obtainable
with a diéhotanous—-choi.c:e ‘responSé format (e.g., Anaé‘taSi; 195‘_"/’,,- p. 5u43).. :
Finally, we wished to vér:i.'fy the empiricél factor. SfﬁlctUre previously‘

o‘h‘ta_med to deter nine the stabll;l.ty of the factor measures - over time and

to obta:m some’ ev:xdenoe for the valldlty of the techmque.‘ -

]'Thls mvestlgatlon was suppor*ted in part by the Research and Developmcn't:

Center for TPF’C!"CI“L(JUC‘atlon, Unlted Sta*‘es Ofi‘lce of Eclucatlon Cont'nact SR

u—-b-lO-—lOB.




Prccedure

The eight adiectives which loaded most strongly each of the
seven factor variables from the original item analysis were arranged in
alphabetical order. FEach adjective was followed by the numerals 1-5,
with the word "No" over the column of ones, and the word "Yes" over.the

colum of fives. The instructiens at the top of the form were as follqws:
"Circle one of the five numbers after each of the follewing descriptive
words to represent how well each one describes you. Try to describe your-
self as you really are -- not necess arily as you would like to be."

This form, to be referred to subcequently as the ASD, was admin- k'
istered to all students enmlled an the mt*cductoxy (junior year) course
in Educational Psychology at the University of Texas as part of the
psychological assessment program condu.cted by the Dean's Of_fice. Subjects

- in two clacces were retested after a one or 'two- week 'oemod.

The protocols of 713 female students and those of the 61 stu-

dents {8 males, 53 females) who had been tested 1':wice were converted to
punch card form w1th an optical scanning machlne. An iteﬁ 'facf:or analy51s
was carr.Led out with the sample of 713 females, in Wthh sevesl facto

were extracted and rotated by the varimax method. A hypothetlcal factor

- structure was then constructed, conta:mmcr only ones and zeros to represeﬂt
the selection of,».. nmrs for the omg:.nal seven factcr scales. An analy’clcj
‘technique (Veldman, 1367) was then used to re—rotate the emplrlca.u. strug.- o
ture to maximize its fit to the t‘leorvetlcal pattern of 1tem vectors. :

Scale scores were then compufnd for each protou,ol by st.mm.n;r

_ the seven sets of elght item self-ratings. An item analyals was_also e




cenputed which yielded alpha ccefficients of internal consistency and
item-total correlat’ons for each scale. Test-retest stability coeffi-
cients were computed with the sample of 61 students, and the inter-
' correlations .of the seven scales were obtained with the larger sample
of females.
Finally, to gain some evidence mgarding the con'a\mrent

validity of the ASD self-descriptions, Self-Report Inventory (SRI) proto-

cols, which had Lbeen obtained :m the same testing program that produced
the ASD data, were utilized. All but 7 of the 712 females had completed
both instruments. The SRI {Bown and Richek, 1867) was developed as a
screening device and as an adjunct to comseling interviews. It ccnsists
of 48 Likert-scaled items which measure attrtudes toward elght aspects
of the respondent's phencmenological milieu.. Oorrelatlons were camputed ‘
for all pairings of the seven 23D and eight SRI scales. | |
‘ Resul’ts |
Table 1 lists the eight items selected to mecsure each of the |
Vvseven factor vamables dexlned in the omglnal ana1y31s of the ACL. I-‘tlarl
~ each factor-s cale, the alpha coefficient of internal c'ons1stency and the |
test-retest stability coefhc:.ent are 1.nd1cated. : For each item, an est.L—:_-_',"
mate of "factomal f1t" obtained frcm the PmCGSo of emplmcal—theoretlcal o
e ‘structure comparison 1s shown, as well as the cor'relatlon between th\ Ltem B
- and its a;s:.gned scale-sum score. It is apparent fmm these data that : g
the mt‘epr'lty of the seven bets of 1tems is qu1te saulsfactory, and exce‘éd/s.
- that of many other personahtv :mventom.es m commen use cIe:s;p1 te. the

S bu.v;Lty of the Jnstrument. R




Table 1

: ASD Items Grouped as Selected,
With Coefficients of Stability and Internal Consistency

Adjective

Factor I. Social Warmth (o=.85, rt=. 85) - Factorial Fit Item-Total

3. cheerfui - ~.e8 .64
9. gentle : .82 . .72 |
11. good-natured | .90 .70
20. kind | | - o .90 .77
28. pleasant S S . .88 . .68
42. soft-hearted e .66
| 47, sympathetic - ' ;66 . .69 :

55. warm | | | .87 ™

Factor II. Social Abrasiveness (d=.'75, rt=.86)

8. frolish - o e2 ew
15. ingifferent - o ‘ .59 S 1
13. irresponsible o | 76 : ‘,57;"
21, lazy . : . - ',. T R -

25 cbnoxiows e el

3. reddess .88 .06
%. rude . e e
38, shallow e jjﬁﬁffi5f°:

Factor ITI. Ego Grganizétion :(a;,gu; 'rt=-,8v8)' | o
6. efficient | | |
17, ind_ustrioué- |

26, organized .




30. practical ;90 .66
31, precise | - 89 .7
45. stable ' .66 .62
46, steady I .78 .68
51. thorough | o .93 .69

Factor IV. Introversion/Extraversion (o=.88, rt=.92)

22. loud | R ~.69 . -.59
27. outgoing | ».82. _: : ~.75
32, quiet : o .96 .8
35. reserved - R Y A
w0 shy I .96 .79
41. silent : I - - .75
48, talkative Lo ez -.73

52. timid | o RS TN /3

Factor V. Neurotic Anxiety (a=.83, rt=.89)

1. anxious | .,". SEIT ST | 54

- 7. emotior-l | | o ; 7  .. o .87 o ’..59 

23 moody . . .13

2%, nervous | _  f’ T ey SO .73\if
u9. temperamenta1   o 1  “_:' .89 - . 64 -
50. tense = ; o “ BRI M  :’.77
53",. touchy - : | : .‘ o .8'-7 o ‘» 67 l.

' 56. worrying . - ‘ " 5?5‘7 .96 ] 1".75 '




Factor VI. Individualism (o=.64, rt=.84)

5.
13.

1u.

16.

18.
3u.
Ly,

54

camplicated
idealistic
impulsive
individualistic
insightful |
reflective
spontaneous.

unconventional

.71
.79
L] 7”

.87

Factor VII.. Sccial Attractiveness (e=.69, rt=.80)

‘charming

clever
gond-looking

handsome

~ polished

sexy
sharp-witted

sophisticated

.88

- .61
- .95

.96

. .89




Table 2 contains the transformation matrix which carried
the empirical varimax loading matrix into maximum item-vector conti- .
guity with the hypothetical (1-0) s ructure. The “success" of this 1e-v
rotation is reflected in the "factorial fit" coefficients of Table 1,
but it is obvious fram Table 2 that the two structures were ‘very
similar even before re-rotation.
Table 2
Correlations Between Enpi:rical and Theoretical
ASD Factors Before Re-rotation .

Empirical Factors

e 3

In Table 3 may be found the intercorrelations of the seven - :

T II IIr | 1v v VI VII
Theoretical I .99 .04 | -.06 | -.13| .00 | -.06 .00
' Factors I ~07 | .97 | -9 | -a2] .03 | -.02 .C1
B & 05 | .19 | .97 | -.03] -.05 | .05¢ -.03
IV 23| .13| oo .e7] .05 | .o 11
v .00 | -.03 .05 ~-.05 99 | -.01 | -.00
VI .05 00 | -.05 | -.03] .02 | .99 '-;1u
vit | -.on| -o1 | .ow| -1 o0 | .13 L98) -

ASD scales, with their means and sigmas, based on 1-5 coding of the item - S

N ch01ces (5=yeg). Despi
three scales are far fmm independent

ch.strlbutlons pmbably had little effect here, since the most skewed

Skewness of the scale—score

te their strong internal consiétency, the first;'l.:".f i

vamable (Soc1a1 Abras:wenesa) had a relatn_vely synm:etmcal dlstmbutlon

_(mean 13 u medlan =

12 8)




Table 3

Means, Sigmas and Intercorrelations of the ASD Scales

% I I I I v VI VII

I. Social Warmth B —. L .31 | -.09 {-.10 .16 .22

II. Social Abrasiveness -ub dosw | won | w29 | .07 | -.12

IIT. 'Ego.Organization_ .311,f -. 54 o ‘.01 - 24 “ -.04 ‘,19

IV."_Inti:oversi‘on/lﬁxtr‘aversion -.09 01 .01 | g | o _.08 -21

v{l-Neupotic Anxiety .10 .29 | —e2 s | . 'v,13‘ _.07

VI. Individualism a6 | .07 -0 |08 | s f ]
VII. 'Social‘Attractiveness |2 12 | a9 |- 07 ,2#‘ -

o  Means w6 | 13.8 | ans |21.3 |21 | 27,9 25.3

B Sigmas 5.2 | u.1 5.0 | 6.7 6.4 u.s,‘;#n#.ut

~ Table 4 contains the omss-correlatlons between the seven ASD :v_L | |
| and elght SRI variables. ° r_Lthough the pmmary focus of the SRI scales 1s | \
upon attn.tudes toward the "extemal world" rather than aspects of seli ) o
these relationships do affor'd some loglcal Supporlt for. the Vall di ty o f ‘-‘. RO
ASD measures. - : | SRR

The 8001al Warmth scale comelates stmngly W1th SRI at-t:l- e T

tudes toward other people, partlcularly chlldren, but parents only

) Sllgh'tly. It is also relater‘ to optnmlsm about the future

| The Somal Abraslveness scale 1s negatlvely correlated w1th

all of the SRI scales, partlcularly Self and Work o

- The L‘gvo Orpanlzatlon scale 1s very strongly related to attl—

e }tude toward work, as well as self-esteem, authorlty flgures, and Op‘tl-—

’ mism It has llttle relatlonshlp to the measm:es of attltudes "'oward

chlldren or peer's.'



The Introversion/Extraversion scale is related negatively to

attitudes toward self and others, but only mildly.

The Newrctic Anxiety scale is negatively related to all as-

pects of the SRI;héspecially self-esteem, but not significantly with .

attitudes toward children or peers.

The Individualism scale seems to measure an aspect of self-

perceived personality‘not tapped by the SRI scales.

Ihé Social Attractivenéss scale is related to self-esteem and o
optimism, but only mildly.
| R _ Table 4

Slpnlflcan? (p< 05) OOITElathDS

o Between the Scales of the ASD and SRI Instruments A° _  “,  ;o
SRI Scale ‘a,' RO I GRS & mr v, v VI VI
© ser | zee [ —.ssE [ L | -.20% ETOR AT R TS
oters | e |-.ex | o8 |-ooms|oon | 02 |13
Children | .no# [-.22% | .17% |11 12 | .05 .11‘ 
 Authority | .2ee looew | i | o3 |20 -1 | L09
CWork .| .12 |-.39% | .51} .02 -.23*v¥f. ,o2 | ;07.
-7,.Rea11ty ' :" f-;11"_ -.07 | o8 | -.08 -;26§.1 a_;os‘f,‘,,oif;:¢ff
| éanént$ :“   | e | -2ee st | -.07 4516*'f,1;,1é * 5;06 :.;f;
1 lepeff,ﬁf[i.ii' e o7 | o -.13. '-;22* 1 .05 ° 8
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Discussion
The relationships between the emplmcal and hypothetical factor

structures shown in Table 2 confirm the :Lntegm.ty of the trait factors

| ~ derived from the omglnal item analysis of the ccmplete ACL. To a remark-

able extent, this factorial invariance holds across changes in item for-
: niat, as well as subject populations, suggesting that these seQen factor
variables xnay be useful as dimensions of personality organization, at
least among, college students. | | a - L
. The factor scores used for the 1nte=~corvre1atlons shown in Tables |
3 and 4 were computed as the simple sums of the self-ratmgs on the elgh*‘
adjectlve items which loaded each factor most heaV11y in the orlglnal factor
ys1s of the ACL. As Glass and Magulre have noted (1966) , "factor scores"
' calculated 1n this manner are often hlghly correlated, and may. not represent |
the pure factor dimensions very accurately. In a reply to. Glass and Mapulre, . : _‘
Schweiker (1967) pointed out that for- ‘many research purposes the crude sort o
of um.t—welghted factor measures may have advantages over orthononal regres ;1on-. ]
: welghted scores. Among these advantages are ease of compatatlon, less sus- ‘f _' T
: ceptibility to distortion :_.n applicaticn to a newsampleofv subjects_, 'v:l
, ‘more d rect 1nter'pretatlon. g R SR T e

In the context of the present 1nvest1gatlon, orthogonal factor AR

scores seemed less des1rable than the more dJ.rect Lakert-—type scale s\,ores.}fff_,.

x scales the alpha coefflclents and 1tem-—total cor'rela**s.ons supporft thelr
o mtegmty as measures of dlst:mctly dlfferent aspects of self—perceptlon

: However, we d1d calculate regress:Lon—welghted factor scores us1ng the r'e

‘."'.DesPlte the’ rather stmng relatlonshlps that exlst among three of the seven"f




11
ro-tated factor loadings discussed earlier. As "expec:ted. these.-ﬂfactor
variables had nefrligible intercorrelations W When oo mlated w1th the
corresponding scale-sum variables, c.oeffic.Lents ranging fru. 77 to .97
were obtained, but when correlated against the SRI variables , most of
the significant coefficients 'shown in Table 4 were substantially reduced.
As an alternative to standard questionnaixes and self-descriptive

f checklists, the instrwnent described here has a numDer of advantages. First

o ,of all, the traits were extracted from the actual self descriptive behav1or

. ofa la.rge group of subijects, rather than p081ted on, the bas1s of intuition

about personalrw structurc The traits have been 1dent1f1ed reliably on
.the basis of two different measurement procedures. ‘Also, the device 1is
‘capable of fast and stra.whtforward adenistration, and arouses a minimum | |
of subject re81stance. It is eas11y scorable by hand, and could be adapted g
to machine answerksheet requa.rements W1th lthtle dlfficulty

| 'Ihe present mvestigration has confirmed the 1ntegr1ty of

. seven ms jor traits of self*description obtained from the full ACL and has

demonstrated the mternal con81stency and test—retest stabillty of the

' scale Sr*ores.' Ev1dence for the concurrent validity of the measures a,cfa:mst

an 1ndependently derlved and valldated self—descriptive instrument was also
»f reported. E - The: ..ecnnique ‘has many theoretical ~and prectical featu:ces which

'warrant further research regardmg J.ts validity relat1Ve to other psycholog .

, 1cal assessment ,Jroceoures. RN
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