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ABSTRACT

This study involved the construction of a new object
sorting task, and a scoring system to be used with it., Pre-
liminary stsndardization or normative data were derived. The
ultimate purpose is the ereation of a more sensitive and ade-
quate instrument than now exists for measuring or characterizing
the conceptual behavior of normal adults. The form of the task
was modeled sfter Rapaport's Revised Object Sorting Test. The
scoring system was developed by scaling McGaughran's two dimen-
sions of his conceptual ares schema--"order of conceptual classi-
fication" and "extent of social agreement.” A third dimension of
“gssentiality" was also introduced.

Two potentially equivalent forms of the task, passive
phase only, were administered to an adult standardization sample
composed of 15 males and 15 females. Data derived from these
protecols were analyzed to assess interscorer agreement, equiva-
lence of task forms, independence of scaled dimensions, and the
variables of order effect of presentation of task forms, and sex
and age.

A satisfactory degree of interscorer agreement was
achieved, although with extensive collaboration of the judges

during scoring. It was found that the order of object groupings



in terms of difficulty, as well as some of the object groupings
within themselves, need to be rearranged im order to attain
greater equivalence of task forms.~ In their present form, the

scaled dimensions are not sufficiently independent,
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CRaMITR X

HATUGE OF TUL PROBLEM

This study comprises & part of the preliwminary work for an
gm;mipumé larger and extonded project. The alw of the study is to
develop 8 more adeguate wmethod than now existe for weasuring certain
gepects of counceptual behavior, using the conceptualizations of "noge
wal” adults to derive basic standavdization measurcs. For this pur~
pose, the study involves (1) the construction of a wore complex snd
sengitive object sorting task and, based upon performances on this
devised task, (2) development of sa adequate scoring system by
scaling ths two dimensions, designated publie-privete and ¢losed-
open, created by Mclfaughran in bis conceptual area schema for order-
ing object sorting behavior.

The general forw of the constructed task is like that of
Rapaport's (1943) revised object sorting test; it is cowposed of
two parts--an gctive aund & pessive phase. Only the pesasive phase
of the devised tesk wes utilizmed ia the present study; howaver, the
sealing systen for the two independent dimensions was developed to
be used with both pheses of the taesk.



CleTEr 11

BACKCROUD OF T PROBLEM

The gystewstic guslysis of individual and group differences
in conceptusl behavior has received little attention in psychology.
The ra&méxﬁh that has baen done in this area has occurred laergely
within the last 10~13 years. This is pavticularly true in regard
to conceptualization or concept formation in novmael edults. o ade~
quate method exlsts to wegsure ways in which morwal adulits differ in
congepiually ovdering theiy separately-perceived worldsi should such
a wethod be developed, it could conceivebly be employed also to dif-
ferentiste conceptual perxformence among elinically “doviant" groups.
Bather, the work that has been Jdove has concentrated primavily upon
fdentifying forus of “sbnorual” conceptualisaetion preswuably charac-
teristic of such clinical groups as brain-damaged persons, schizo~
phrenies and mental retardates,

A subtle, but wajor, barvier to progress in ths adequate
lovastigation of differsnces in conceptual processss bas been the
consistent and tenaclous use, in wost previous studies, of a dicho-
touous distinction between “soucrete” and “ehstract” forus of “think-
fug.” These two terns have been generally eccepted and employed une

questioningly, although they have never sequired a clear, congeasually-



validated mﬂn@. Certain "dovigat” groups bave been (and eve) suto-
watically characterized a3 completely concrete in theler thioking, as
contrasted with novmsl adults, who ave by definition capable of achiev-
ing the “abstract attitude.” In this context, "abstract” thinking has
gcquirved the connotation of “good" or "desirable” conceptual performance.

The lack of adequate procedures for mcasuring differences in
eongeptual behavior in sovwal adults sppiles equglly to satisfactory
tasks or “tests” c¢onstructad for this purpose and to edequate messur-
iog or ssoring systenms,

Gelb and Goldstein {1941} were ploneers im the developuent of
an object sorting teet to éhwwa deficits in conceptunl perfotwance by
brain-danaged patieats} bowewor, it wes alao they who initiated the
liuiting shetract-consrete dichotomy. Their work with brala-injured
patients after World War I led them to the qualitative distinction be-
tueen sbstract end conerete behgvior) they vepresented these two types
of behavior ez unitary, ebsolute individual treits, mutually exclusive
of eusch other, In their words, “"there is & proncunced iins of dewarca~
tion between these two attitudes which does not vepresent & gradugl
ascent from wmove sisple Lo wore cowplex sental sets” (Coldstein and
Scheerer, 1941, p. 22). The sbstract approach demands behavior of a
new, cuergent quality, geverically different from concrets eonceptu~
alization. Tasks which presupposed the sctivetion of the sgbstract pere
foruance level could not be "genuinely" solved &8 long ss the subject

operated on tha eoncrete level. Therelfove, the tost was devised to



"ascergain u@quimally tha corvegponding spprosch vequived . . "
. 22).

The test wes composed of & number of common, every-day obe
jects, and fovolved mostly “active sorting™ (i,e., in which the subject
selectod and grouped objocts which he considered as "belongivng to-
gothor'), Weigl introduced a "coercive" (passive) phase, in which the
subject was asked to glve the basis of @ grouping prasented by the ex-
asiner. %he analysis of test behavior was couwpletely qualitative; it
was based on the scceptability or unacceptadbility of the “basis of per-
tinense” given for the sortiug, end upon whether or not the sudject
showod the capacity to accomplish ebstract behavior volitionally and
purposely.

Coldstein end his followers oviginally wmade these generaliza-
tlons from observations of perforvmence within a very linited group (L.e.,
brein-damaged). Unfortunately, their views have subgequently been ex-
teuded to characterize the gonceptual behavior of echisophrenies, young
children end mental defectives, smong others.

Rapaport (1943) kept the basic form of tha Goldsteln test;
however, he gimplified and standavdized aduinistrative procedures and
object-groupings to be used. Tie test material consists of 33 common
objects; the gdministration is divided into an "active phase,” which
calls for seven separate sortings chosen by the subject, and a "pas-
give phase,” which i3 compozed of tuwelve separste groupings ervanged
by the examiner. In esch of the two phases, the subject is asked to



explain the eémptual bwim for each grouplng.

Rapaport devised a loosaly quantitative system for evaluating
test behavior based upon (a) "adequacy” (L.e., tha degree that sortings
or verbalizations gpprouluste or deviste from the norm for em item);
(t) “conceptual lewel” (l.e., whethey a definition is on en "abstrace,
functional or concrete” level); and (¢) "concept span” (i.e., vhather
the subject omitied eppropriate cbjocts or inscluded too many, or
vhether his definition did not sccount for sll objects grouped, or ac~
counted for objscts not in the grouplog).

Rapaport employed the object sorting tashk primerily to identi-
£y "sbnormality” in conceptualizstion., Viewing ell weantal disturbance
a8 the result of "encroschment of unconscious idess™ on consciousness,
andfor a defevss of comsciousness sgainst such encroschwments, be postu-
lated that “eouncept forwation is one of the main channels through which
waladjustuent encroaches upon thiaking, and « + « in it we way ba gble
to discover early treces of iwpending maladjustment” (p. 388). In
Rapaport's systma, the abstract-concrete dichotomy 48 explicitly maine
talned in the “"congeptual lovel” portion of the scoring system, since
"abstract-conceptual” definitions {(as opposed to “comcrete" or “fung~
tional”) are the only completely acceptable ones. An “abstract-con-
ceptusl” response expresses the essential ebetrvact-conceptual common
content of a grouping in a4 generic term. "Congrets"” vesponses sre de-
fined werely as those which empress belongingness of objects “becauss
of a eoncrate gttribute they heve in comuon” (p. 403).



The object sorting tost and scoring system developed by
Repeport have been frequently used with certain “devient” groups (e.g.,
childron, schisophrenics, bwiw&méseﬁ); bowaver, the requirements of
the test ave too slmple for gouveral uwse with mormal adult groups.

In an sttespt to bregk through the concrete-sbstract dicho-
tomy, particularly as concerns the absence of definitive weaning for
"eoncreteness” (e.g., Rapaport characterised "syncretistic™ vesponses
a8 "’cmmwm” even though they ave so gyer-generglised that everything
way belong with everything, such as "all cowe from plants” or “all be-
long to wen"), MeGaughran (1354) developed a claseificatory and general
deecriptive system of scorivg based upon what he tersed eonceptual
Yaveas.” This form of vlessificetion is based upon two postulated di-
wensiong: “order of conceptusl classificstion” (closed-apen) sad
*amount of soclal agreement” {publie-private) (NeCaughran and Moran,
1936).

The “closed-open” dluension 4s defined in torms of the de-
gree to vhich & concept perwits the potential inciusion of additional
objects within {ts limits; degree of potential inclusivensess is de-
pendent upon the nusber of coumon gttributes among the objocts that
are expressed or "used up” ia the collecting principle. Thoe greater
the nunbey of attributes used in the gollecting principle, the foewer
the degrees of freedom ressining to include other objeets within the
class., In other words, ¢class principles that lead towsrd greater
restrictivesess arve concepts of & lower ovder of congeptual classifica~

tion (i.e., more “eclosed").



Taa "public-privete” diuension is defimed by the extent to
vhich an oboerver can predict ov correctly soticipate the limits of
group membersbip of & concept; the more “publie” the eoncept, the more
freely its limits sve shoved end communicated within a social group,

By iatorsecting the public-private end ¢losed-open diumensions,
one can form four quadrants or "conceptual avess.” HcCGsughran dee
£inad thess four conveptual svess as ¢lopad-pubile, open-publie, closed~
private and open~private. Luploying the conceptusl aves schoma to
scove behevior on the Bapsport test, Melaughran found signiflicaent group
diffevonces in varicus studies with schizophrenics and novmals, end
schizophrenice emd bralo-dasaged subjects (eCaughran and Norvan, 1356;
reCGaughran end loven, 15573 leveuthsl, teGsughrsn and fovan, 1939).

In sddition to proposing these disensiousl variables,
Velaughren and Movan (1958) suggested two other potentially woasurable
varisbles thet could be derived fros the esalysis of deseriptive terns
proposed by others (e.g., Coldstein, Rapsport) as criterie for abstract
behavior as opposed to woncrete behavier. Thege varlables ave gssonti-
811ty of the given econcept and the yerbglisgtiosn of & generic temm.
YEesentiality” has been futvoduced {uto the present study as a third

varisble, A comgeptual tesponse is comsidered to be “cssential” if

the concept 15 at the lowest level of abetrsction nocessary to deliwit

adequately the coamon attribute of the objeet grouping in questiocn.
Vaile appavently overcoring sone of the liniting featuvres of

a siuple dichotomous snalysis, lisGaughran's conceptual arca system 1o



stiil at the pé@aenk tivwe only @ double dichotomy. OSince each ve-
gponse is scored fa terue of ong of tha four areas, which {s defived
by both of the diwensions intovactively, the two dlsensions lack com=
plete fndependsuce., Thus, theve 18 & need to quantify the two dinen-
slons independently in owder to obtaln @ "¢lean” rating of responses
{a tares of each dimeasion.

&s B. Silverstein (unpublished papew), using the Rapaport
tost, has veceatly undortakon to quantify MeGsughran's two dimensions
with the ailm of develepling Boales that can be uged to desoribe cone
coeptual processes wove sonsitively. Ia eontrast with the method de-
scribed in the present study, he {s uslng expert judges’ ratinge of
protocols to form the basis of scale unite; the judges base their
vatings oun NeCsughran's definltive examples and dascriptions of types
of responses which fall fnto cach of gthe four avess, end assign a

given responsa a position elong &n arbitrary peint scals,



CHAPTIR I11

METHODS 4D PROCEDUBES

Thie chapter will doal seperately with procedurcs followed
{a the prelicinary s‘eud.y and tha standevdizetion study,

In the construction of & now chjeet sorting task, & totsl of
77 hoterogenecus, famfller Ltous was {ivet sssembled; thess ineluded
objects, pictuves, snd words oy phvases (priuted on 3" x 5" index
cavds). A list of these “objects” is given 4n Tsble 1. The imtent
was to creste a sufficiently grester asount of object diversity to obe
tain a desirable amount

of vaziance {n responses smoug novadl sdults
than 48 possible with enisting object sorting tasks. 7The plctures end
prioted words were inciuded to help ¢o achieve this purpose.

In the development of the passive phese of the task, an fond
tial serivs of 13 concepiual groupings of the objects 1isted in Teble 1
was coustructed. An pttocpt vas wsde to arvange this series in such a

way that the groupings woye progressively movre couplen, Degree of
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proswsed conplexity or difficulsy was incressed by fucreasing the
usabey of objects in later groupings end by fncluding certain objects
that possessed the velevant attrilute, ss judged by the experiueuter,

ia a wore obscurs way.

Afzer the initisl eonstruction of the

scriss of groupings, the object sorting task wes presented to & emall
group of subjects. All task cbjects were placed in view of the sudbe
jeet, The subject was givea the following typed instructione to vead
before tha task was aduinistered.

1 will put oug difforent groups of objects in front of

you, Ia eech ¢ass, tyry to tall we why they all belong

togethor, Thors is @ voason., If this veason doosn't

occur to you after & peviod of tise, I'13 ask you to

give we g9 fow voasons ae pousible that seen good and

appropriste to you. You way touch o handle the obe

jects, as you 1iks,

Responses weve recovded vorbotic. Vo tiwe 1liude was luposed.

The subpets were prescnted with each of ths 13 groupings in
the serice. Sioce it was intonded to cveate equivaleunt forws of the
tosk, with cach form consisting of nine groupings ordeved by degres of
difflcuity, the presentation wes broken down fnge twe forws of nine
groups pelected from the original seriss on an odd-even Lusis. All
odd-nuwbered groupings were given to a subject during ons ssesion, and
#ll even-mumbered groupings were sdainistered during a second session,
in oxder to gesess the compavativae difficulty of the tuo sete of groupe
fogs.

On the basis of the subjecte' perforvwances, the 13 groupings



Tabils 1

i1

Total List of Cbjects Used in the Objeet Sorting Tesk

Zippew

Hook aad eye

Bugton

Door hook

Ploce of alusimes foll
Balrpin

Bicycle ball
Thozuondter

Ruler

tegguring sposn

Tay wateh

Tin con

Clgus jar labsled "For lyssa”
Bayor aspiris bex

Toy sugar bowl

Paiv of shoo lsces (ous bwohon)
Ice toa spoon (birokea)
Crayon

Saall candle

Ball of yazn

Toy mouse

Larger candle
Cizarette

Steing of pearls
Initation lewom (screw top)
Inftation ovangs
Laitation rose
Imitation eigay
Pencll (lead broken)
Spocl of thread

Toy cup

Planer fork

Toy foxk

Toy spoon

Toy U. &, flag

Bottle top with “Dx"
Swall bottle top

Toy warshal’s badpe
Wesher {for faucesl)
Suall powder puff

G4k stoppery

Twe sugar eubas

Wood block with nail ia top
Buffale nickel

Seall hour gluss

Toy 1iom

Exssey

Tes eup (broken)

Coub (bruken)

Kitohen wateh

Lizht buld (ursod out)
Kax paper (folded)
larze nail

Teabag

Part of printed page

Postage stasp (4¢ cancelled)
Playing card (jack of hearts)
FPicture of two candles
Picture of caducous

two pilctuves of epples (identical)

Pleture of shivt aud tle
Pleture of kitton
Deauing of sus, tree
Pleturo of ball and jacks
Picture of supgar bowl
Flcture %g Ye 8, Saal

Card labeled “"ball of wax"
Card labsled "V

Card labeled “sugay’

Card labeled “deep”

Cazd labeled “anchor”
Card labeled “gilvey”
Card lsbeled “yelliow bird"
Card laboled “paper sack"
Cavd lasbealed “erans®

Card labeled “wetsl compass”
Card labeled "moon”



wore vedistributed fote a secand set of two forws of nine sroups
each; 4t wea found that the orxiginal ovdar of the groupings 414 not
produce the deeived dopres of propvessive difficuity, nor did the
forus gppear to be equivalent. The changes that wore fotroduced were
{agoadad Lo vovvect both of thase difffcultiea. o changoes appeared
to be mocessary in the eouposition of the individusl grouplogs. The
£ivpl groupings for Forme 1 and IXI, e» later used fa the study with
the standardization group, are ghown in Tables 2 and 3, vespectively.

In keeping with the definitions
of reGaughran's two dizensions, an previsusly described, the criteriom
for scaling the publicusas-privetennss of @ response was (a) the extent
that the concept was judged to be shaved and emmunicable (consensually
validazed) by the ecultursl wajority end, thus, (b) the extent to which
the conceptual group 1iuits could be publiely predicted., Judguent of
(h) was based upon the extent teo which the judges would be unsure in
anticipating whether additional objects would be aceopted into or ex~
ciuded from the subject's conceptusl group iislts, Frizery emphasis in
later scoving was pleced upon this criterice of predictability of con~
ceptusl limits in terus of scceptance/rejection of sdditionsl objects.
ds utilised, "lisits” fuplics no divection (f.e., tha liuits way be very
brggd bue still relatively predictable).



13

The éritaricm for scaling the ¢losedness-openncse of a re-
spouee was the extent to which & consept bound the possiblie (total
svailable) perceptibls sttributes of the objeet groupinge ov, in other
words, the mmber of degrees of freedow ¢onswmed by the concept. There-
fore, the fewer the sttributes included and, ecorrespondingly, the more
dogrees of freedon left available, the wore the response would be of o
higher ovder of sbetraction aud, thus, smore open (2.g., one siugle st~
tribute comon to all objects and potentially inclusive of a varying
vusber of sdditionsal objects would approsch maxisel openness; @ con-
eapt based on sbsolute identity of all objects oxr using all of their
perceptible attributes and exhausiing the degrees of frosdom would de
wezically closed).

In keeping with the defimition previcusly set forth, s re~
gponse was scorved @8 "essentlal” if it was the sawe as the terw desig-
nating the object grouping, ovr juiged to be on an equivalesnt level of
abetrackion (1.e., of a winlual degree of ebstrsction negessary to in-
corporate adequately all cbjects in the grouping in terus of s single,
common sttribute).

An feitial scoring wanual was developed by derxiving and
deeiguating independent vational sets of scale polnt designstions for
the two diuensions, public-private snd closed-open. leCaughran's ve-
vised instructions for couceptual sres scoring (1956) served as &
source guilde for developing the scale points. Sowe designations were

rvotained, with thelir sesnings basleally unchanged; othevs were changed,
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Teble 2

Cbject Croupings Cowposing Form I of
the Cbject Sorvting Task

(Food)

Orange Lamgn

Pleture of apples Sugar cubes

(Rubber)

touse Eraser Washer Cigar

Pleture of baell Ponsil Etoppey Rose

(Heasuring Devices)

Broken spoon  lNeasuring spoon Watch Card “"=etal coupass”
Toy cup Hour plass Theraoueter

(Containsre)

Toy cup Leuon Tin can Glaas jar

Pleture of sugar bowl Tea bag Aopivin box Card "paper sack”
Broken spoon

{Sybols)
Pleture of caduceus Playing card Plag
Card" " Badge Bottle cap with "Rx"

Picture of Heal

(Table eontinued on next page)
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7

8,

9,

Table 2 (Continued)

15

(lectangles)

411 ecaxds Playing gard Alusious foll Rulex

A1l plctuvce emcept Printed page Wax puper Flag
gpples, Seal end Tostazs stamp dopivin box Wood block
caduceus Sugsy ¢ubes Glass jar

{Round)

Pioture of ball Stopper Leson Vood block

Card “woon" Bicyele bell Toy sugar bowl Pearls

Waghew Tin can Thread Cigarette

Ylag

(Toys)

Toy sugar bowl Fletuve of ball Tin can Swall candle

Toy eup Cravon Wateh House

Tay fork Flavivng savd Badge Cigar

Toy epoon Flag Lion Hour glass

{Svittla)

Toy sugar bowl Butten Feuedl Fleture of

Toy cup Ruiew Crayon cand les

Hour glass Hateh Flag

Pleture of sugayr bouwl
Coub

Heasuriag spoon

Swall candle Class jar



1.

2.

3.

4.
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Table 3

Cblect Groupings ﬁmra;maixag Form I of
the Cbject fortlag Task

(ellow)

Theead Lomon
Pencil Spoon

(iood)

Fencil Flag
Drawing of twee Throad
(Broken)

Large cup Shoe lace
Spoon Conb
(Fasteneys)

HBook end eye Thread
Door hook Zippe
Button Hail

{(Sources of Light)

Cigarw Pleture of candles
Clgavetie Swall candle
Hateh

Plecure of candles

Yood block
Hatoeh

Light bulb
Peuell

Gard “sachor”
Bottle cap with "RY"
Hairpin

Stopper
Shoa lace

Card "woon”
Dravieg of sua, tree

{Table continued on next page)
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8.
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Table 3 (Continued)

(Faper)

All eards Yostane staup Class jov Cigar

411 pleturas Playlng sard Crayon Thraad

Priuted page Yoz papey Cigarette Flag

Chubers)

Thornosttoy Hsasuring spoon Postage stoup Aspirin box

Watch Pencil Hickel Thread

Buleg Evasow Pleture of Seal

{Faivs)

Toy fork FPleture of caducaus Smell bottle cap Shoa laces
Diovey fork Sugar cubss Swall candle Nadl
Broken spoon  Pletures of spples Larger candle Block with
Toy spoon Bottle cap with “"Ry” Picture of candles nail

(iovable Parts)

Thernosetey Bieyele bell Efpprer lamon
Vatzsh Door hook Hook sud eye Stopper
Hour glass Badgs Aspirin box Caxrd "cram”
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and eond vew oned were addod. Fovr exawmple, "Fallures,” which wove
seoved in the concoptusl aves of ﬁlﬁ@ﬂé*@%&lﬁﬂ. wore replaced by the
broador ¢lassification of “Denfals” (to be discussad below), elnce it
was anticipated thet souws of the “Fallure” responses wight differ
from others in texms of dogres of closedness end of publicoess.

&s another emaxple, it was felt thet the conceptual grea
étapa&itiau of "Heterogeneous” respouses (l.e., wove tham one concept
used in a response) might not sdequately reflect the nature of vari-
ous types of these resposes obtained on each of the two dimensions,
Therefore, several specific designetions in the scales were wmade to
deal with “"wultiple” responses.

A tentative scale for each dimension, using the scale poisnt
designations developed, was thea counstructed. Although the final
forue of the scales weve developed late in the procedure, they are
preconted at this tise for the seke of elavity., The finel foru of
the scaled Public~-Privete diwension is ehown fu Table 4, sod the

scaled Clogsed-Opon dimension {8 shown in Table 5.

%&mw ‘ 611‘%7 2z .5
the suall group of subjecte, plus sppromimsately ona-half of the re-

eaponses. Besponses obtained frow

spouses given by the stasdardisstion group, were used to create @& pool
of ftew vesponses. Each response wae considered scparately in detsil,
énd woalyeed in relation to the definitions for the scale point desig-~
pations. Host of the definitions were found to cover adequately the

regpouses obtained.
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Table &

Publie~Frivate Scale for Scoring Beepouses
on the (bjeet Sorting Task

Exact Replicates

Species

Reciprocal Cofunctionality

Single Noun -« Fungtional or Non-functional (gensrie or superordinate)
rultiple BRestriction (attribute or adjective)

Singls Attribute (adjective -- verbalized or fuplied)

Functional or Location -+ qualified noun or phrese

Species Object kediation

Closed Radial

- Obhject Naming

Patternad Ouisslons

Universal, Dichotowy, Hypersbstraction, Metouyuile
¥ultiple (Vpublic") Geoeric

Multiple Epecles or Other Closed and Cenerie

Open Radial

Iuplicit Confabulation

Counfabulation ~~ fnappropriste to ous or two cobjects

Unpatterned Omissious ~- less than § of objects osltted

(Table continued on mext page)
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22.
23.
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Table &4 (Continuved)

Confabulation ~~ ingppropriaste to wore than two, less then )
of objecta

Unpatterned Omiseions ~- more than %, less than all objects
ouitted

Coufabulation -+ insppropriste to wore than %, less than sll objects
Representation, Osen Construction or Design

Judgwental, Incorrect Denotatlion, Heologlsms



1,
2.
3.
4
5.
6
7.
8.
9.
10,
11,
12,

13,
i4%.

13,

16.
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Table 3

Clesed~Cpen Seale foy S¢ét1ag Responses
on the Cbject Sorting Task

Exact Replicates

Chbicct Naming

Species

Reeiprocal Cofunctionality

Closed Radial

Bolationship betweaen two objects (species level)
felatlionship between twe (plus) Palrs (specics level)
Species Object Mediastion

Relstionship emong three (plus) objects (species lewsl)
Patterned Omissions, Multiple Restriction

Hultiple Species oy Other Closed and Generie

Confabulation -~ inappropriste to more than %, less than all
objects (gngll groups)

#12 for larze groups

Serlalized Judgwental, Representation (on narvative basis -~ no
overall) (suall or layse groups)

Confabulation -« fnappropriste to more than two, less than § of
objects (g=all gvoups)

#15 for large groups

(Table ecutinued on next page)
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25.
26,
27,
23,
29.
30.
31,
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Table § {Continued)

Hultiple Gensrie (grall groups)

Confabulation -~ inappropriste to ens or two objects; Open
Radial (guall groups)

Functional or Location

Unpattorned Omissions

Representation, Judgsental (location or culturai functionm),
Judgrental (personal or feeling), Open Construction or Design
(overall responses) {(guall groups)

Single Cenerie, Incorrect Denctation (gmall groups)
netonynic (smell groups)

#17 for larme groupe

#18 for largs groupe

#21 for lgrpe groups

#22 for lsrge groupe

§23 for large groups

Hypavabetraction

Dichotouy

Universal
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A general deseription and defiaition of the scale point
desigrations es finally developed is a6 follows, those having the saxe
meaning for both dimensions being set forth first, folloved by those
which differ sowevhat for the tve divensions:

sock Replisates, The cbjects gre velsted on the basis of

gbsolute tdentity of attributes (o.g., two sugey cubes =~ “exactly
alike").
The stated velationship of the objects is at the

species or "salling-nmse” level, 4.e., each ineluded abject Lis commone
1y 4dentified or called by the sane tevs (2.g., toy #poon, brokea spoon,

weasuring spoon ~- “all spoons™).

The objests sre related at the
species level on the baeis of a one to one yesiprocal velstionship
(.., "use the watch te light the candle”).

(The above three scale points ¢an be scoved ouly in the
petive phase of the Task., If such vesponses cccuxr in the paseive phese,
they ave sutomatically scored st asnother scale point due to the nature
of the groupings presented (i.e., depending upon the wrhulmua#
given, such vesponses would be scored as "Denials” or &t aowe other

Ylower” scale point on both diueansions).

supepordinate). The basis of the relationship of the objests 18 in
terss of & supewordinste, unitavy principle, whether verbalized (noui-
nal) or fuplied (e.g., "all food;” “all give off light;” “all hold
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things together" (l.o., fasteners). Thie seale polnt is desigrated

norie on the Closed-Open dinencion,
gegtion. The relationship of the objects is

statod by a qualified moun or phrase expressing & culturally recog-
nized "fungtional aves™ (e.g., "things used in the kitchen"), or “epa-
tially enclosed area" (e.8., "equipment that eould be found {a & teol
box"), The concept may fnclude one object which is not grossly inape
propriats,

The objects ave related by means
of @ non~present wedlating object, identified st the specles level,
which {8 suggested by the natuve of one or movre of the ohjects {naluded
in the grouping (e.g., tin ean, fork and epoon =~ “take thae beans out
of the can, and eat them with these"). 1t is suticipated that & ve-
sponse in the passive phase would rarely be scoveble under this scale

point.

One pbject is used as o functlonal counecte
{ng link to relate the objocts to sach other (8.g., "need the wateh o
iight the candles, eigar, ciguvetta”).

Obiect Uaming, o collecting principle of any sovt is stated.
The objects are mevely nued or designated indopendontly of sach ether,
They usy be designated in terms of their culturally resopnized func~
tions (@.g., "this ene 18 used for writing, ete.”), or ia terws of
their culturally recognized ioccatlion (o.g., "this one goes in a sewiog
box, ete."),.



Patterned Onivsions. A collesting concept is stated; how-
ever, vevious avallable objocts appropriste to the verbalised eoucept
are onitted from the sorting, the mm\m gbjects being restricted
or lizited in & "pattern” or masuner obvious to the observer (e.g.,
large candle, szall candle, piece of wex paper »~ picture of candles,
eard labeled "ball of wax" ocuitted -» “gll wax"). A response meeting
the eriteris for this scals polut could be given only in the sctive
phase of the Task since, in the paesive phase, such response would be
scored by snother scale point (e.g., Denial, Iaplicis Confabulation).

Hyperabstraction, The ebjects arve velated by a unitsry prine
elpla which 48, however, over-gonsraliced snd wore iuclusive than is
necessary to conceptualize the group of obiects adequately in gemeric
terns (¢.8., “all ove manufactured;” “all useful").

Universal, The stated priseiple 1o & waxisal “Hypsrabstrac=
tion” 4 the eeuse of belng epplicable, iu the judguest of the ob=
gerver, to all known objectn (e.g., "ell ave Cod's creations").

Pichotomy, The basis of the velationsbip £s a “Hyperabstrace
tion” explicitly stated in dichotomous tewvns (e.g., "these sve mane
wade and these are nature's products™).

Vetonveic., The stated principle distorts the mesning of an
essential concept, being similar end related to it but clesrly distine
gulshable frem 1t (e.g., “cooking utensils” for “sating utensils}”
“geomptry” for “arithmetic”).
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3 _or Othey Closed and Generie. HMultiple
groups ave implisitly erested by the use of two or more mixed generic

aud species relationships (e.g., “f@u@ are fruit and the sugar is to
swecten the lemon juice"™).

Cpen Radisl. This scale point is scored if the basis of the
relationship of the objects finvolves the reuse of oue or wore of the
grouped objects by making use of other of fts (or their) sttributes
(e.g., "thread with the hook and eye for sewing, and the hook and eye
goes with the door hook because they both exe hooks and the thread
can go with the pencil becauss beth are yellow").

Confabulstion, The basis for the velationship {s & generie
principle which 1s appropriate to, or fits, soxe but not all of the
grouped objects., The vesponse vlaarly indicates or states that all of
the grouped objects are being included in the concept (e.g., "ell are

round” -» inapplicable to wouse, eraser snd vose in grouping of eight

objects).

Thise scale point is covered by the

spions (above) with the distinetion, how-
evar, that the objects, ia this case, are not imcluded or cmitted in
aay vestricted or purposeful meuner discernible by the chserver (e.g.,
swall candle, card lsbeled "ball of wax,” plece of wax paper ~- pig~
ture of candle, large candle onitted -~ "all wex").

Some or all of the grouped

objects are spatially arvanged to ¢reate g visual vepresentation
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identifled gs a design or replication of something (e.g., button,
bottls cap, orange -- gpatislly grranged -~ “fellow with ear muffs").

ation. 4 single, overall concept s ox-

pressed which ¢an be judged by the cbserver to be completely Lnappro-
priate to all grouped objects (e.g., silverware grouping «- “all
blue’™).

Heologiszs., Used in the usual sense of the word, this
designation refers to vesponses consisting of non-exlstent texms ov
phrases (e.g., "all are holyseonsrs").

The following designations differ as applied to the two
disensions:

Deniale. The subject “denies" {f he (a) coupletely fails to
give eny veason for the groupiag (e.g., "I don't huoow;" "they just
don't go together™); (b) states that a1l of the objects do not belong
together, but procesds to give e qualified vespounse (e.g., “they don'e,
but these two go together and these three go with esch otheri™ “they're
all toys except these two").

The scoring systeus of Deniale for the two dimensions ave
shown 1a Table 6. As may be peen, sove distinctions appeaxed necessary
fo the Public-Private systes than in the Closed-Open, in erder to
characterize sdequately the wavious responses. Also, the publicness-
privateness of a “"they don't go together” response was deemed impossi-
ble ko evaluate, sand these rosponses wers put at the wmeau; whereas, on

the other disensioen, ttz{ey were concidered teo be nmaninally closed.
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Table 6

Systeus for Scoring Denial Responses
Given in the Object Sorting Task

.

PRI nLe |

Score at the Hean:

A, 1 don't know

B, Don't (siumply dou't go together)
Seore 0.30 ghove the Hean:

A, Don't, but these (any pavt or psrtsi sultiple groups) do =~
"publie” responss (i.e., scale point 9 or above)

B All do, excep® these

Score 0.30 below the appropriate category for the content of
the response:

A, Dou't, but (overall, single "public” response)
Score 0.30 sbove the lowest sppropriate category fov the gontent
of the response:

A, Don't, but (multiple “private” reaponse -~ see II(A) above)
B. Den't, but (single, overall “private” responsae)

Clogad-Open Dimensien

Scorve at scale point 1 (sexiows closed):
A, Don't (simply don't go togsther)

(Table continued on next page)
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Table & (Continuaed

Score st scale point 10:

A, I don't kunow

Score 0.30 gbove the appropriste category for the content of
thoe vesponse!

4, Doam't, but these (asny part or paves; multiple groups) do

B. Dom't, but (overall, single response)
C. All do, exeept these
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This desigoation is wade only on
the Publiec-Private dicension, snd refers te "Confabulstion” cousitted
by owlssion, The glven yesponse m;mmy relates sowe of the
grouped objects, but fails to weke any reference (by Denial or other-
wisae) to the vesainder eof the objects (e.g., "these grve vound" »e
uakes no veference to two vomslining objects).

Thils designation refers to snother type of

"Hyperabsteaction” in whizh ooe or wove objecta {5 used in the given
responsd to represent ov stand for & wore general soncept which wafn-
talne sowe vecognizable velatiomehip to the eliciting object or ob-
jects (e.g., badge »~ suthovity; toy flag »= patriotiss; pencil ~- a
tool of leaening; bour glass -« the pesscage of tiue).

A dlstinetion was made in the Closed-Open seale betwoen the
move ¢losed nsture of Representations which melotaived the objects as
largely soparate entities, usually empressed {n a narrative type of
tesponse and of @ wove pevscnsliized natuze (e.g., asplrin box -
“aspirin tells how long you've had 8 headache;” hour glass ~- “"repre-
sents tize in school®), énd Repressentations using ebjecte to express

a singla, overall concept of s higher (and wore open) ondey.

A slight distinction was wade fn the Publie-Privete ecale beo-

tween the wove privete nature of Bopresentations of & pereonsliszed

gort, vhich would be scored undey Judpmental (e.g., glaes jar == "reproe

sents all the koowledpge I stored up in schesl™), end Peprasentations
a8 initially definsd mh have @ wove yemote, neutral velationship be-
twoan the expressed convept and the elieiting object ov objects.
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Judmrental. The basis of the relstlonship clearly vaflects
{odividusl subjectivity, which way be expressed in terws of personal~
fazed, fdiosynevetic judgeent or wi&m {0.2., "all require the use of
bond and are;” “everything Lo sovt of domestically fesinine”), or
personal feeling or experience {(8.8., "sll seesn discasteful to me;"
“gheos renind me of wy grandeother”).

As with Representations, & distinction L8 wede 4n the Closed-
Open scale between the wore open nature of a Judguontal vesponse which
expresses a eingle, oversll concept, and one which deals with the obe
Jects wore discretely, usually ia narvative fors, thus meintainiog to
a large extent separate object sutities. A second distinction is
wade in this scale fo deal with Judscentsl

tion) wesponses which are sstually Hyperebstractions, but are of &
lover oxdar of conceptuslization (and, thus, less open) than true
Hyperabetractions (e.g., "all are ussful household objects;” “all
could be found arvound the bouse™}.

The pool of item responses was then scoved and vescored a
suber of times by two judges {(tha writer end aenother person) in s
stteupt to determine move procisely where sech scale point should be
placed along esch dimension, Substautial changes were found to be
uecessary in the sealing of sach disension,

On the Publie~Private dismension, for emasple, the designa-
tione Unfversal, Pichotomy, Hvpera u and Metonynls were folg
to reflect an equal degree of publicness, as judged by the scoring
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rvatiovale. They were also felt to be more public than had been anti~
clpated Lo the original sealing, end were moved to 4 lower scale
point, Confabulation was expanded m both scales into three separate
scale points, bssed upon appropriateness of vesponss to wumbey of obe
jeets in a given grouping.

Move difficulties wore sutountered with the Closed<Open
scale, and more changes were decued necessary to characterize the re-
gponses adequately, The major change was the shifting of the emphasis
of the scale (i.0., move poluts of distinction) towsrd the open pole,
sinca Lt appeared that the goneral tendency in the sasple responses
wvas in this divection. Ia addition to changing the location of scuwe
of the scale points, Sesle Folnks Nos. 13, 16 snd 24 through 28 (cf.
Table 5) were included to provide for mors epea scorings when the
larger groupings were {nvolved (Groups 1 through 5, 43 revised {n the
fioa) forms, were designated as enall, and § through 9 were desfguated
a8 large). It was declded that the larger number of objects {u o
grouping initially created more dogrees of freedon, since any oversll
type of response given had to sccount for 4 larger sbsolute number of
abject attributes,

Alse, 1t becase appavent that various responses which were
"orivate” on the Public~-Private disension (lavolving instances ef
Representation

Judomental, ete., as wmentioned) weras actually velse

tively elosed {n terms of degrees of freedom exhausted or order of
conceptual classification; and changes were wede accovdingly (ef.
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Seale Polnt No. 14, Teble 5, for exasple).

On the final scales, "essential” responses wors scored at
Scale Polats & or 6 on tha Public-Private dimenston, and 22 or 27 on
the Closed-Open disension,

The subjects used io the study were 30 vhite adults ob-
tained theough various sources, buk weve primarily students et various
¢ollege levels vho wers taking courses during the sumer seselon, All
subjects participated wolunterily sftor belng contscted lndividually
by the weiter. An effort was sede to secure ae wide @ yange as possie
ble regavding age, education and ccoupation; however, the group turned
out to be unbalenced due to the oldor age of the fowsla subjects, and
the eoparatively large nwbor of public school teaschers and college
studenta.

The group was couposed of 15 males end 15 fensles, who
vanged in sge frowm 34 to 13 yours) their wean sge was 30.6. The wesn
age of the femule subjecte was 33.6, with s standsrd devistion of 12,.5.
The mean age of the males was 25.3, snd the standavd deviation was 3.6,

Eleven of the subjects weve publie school teachevs; nive
were undevgreduate gollege students with various wajors. The renaeioe
der had diverse occupations, Two of the subjects held Haster's
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degrees; fourteen subjects had Bachelor's degrees. Hine were pre~
seatly undorgraduste college students, five subjects had completed
high school with no ¢ollege work, &Sﬁ oo subject had gone threugh
only the ainth grade.

Moinistratd
. The wethod of aduinistvetion used was the save as that used
with the preliminary eubjects (cf. page 10).

Ssoxing of Data

Fifteen protocels of the subjects were rundouly selected for
scoring by the twe judges. The judges scoved the protocols fn sets of
five, couparing scoring and diccussing scoring probless after ecomple~
tion of each set. Ia svder Lo schieve ss wuch independence se possi-
ble between the two dimensions, the judges scoved all itewns accovding
to the Publie-Private dizension first, and then proceeded to score ac~
cording to the Closed-Open dixension.

It became evidont that the provisions isitislly wmade on the
two disensions for "multiple responses™ (i.e., yesponses that cone
talved wmixtures of diffevent degrees of publicness and/or diffevent
degrees of closedness, such that sepsrate parts of tha total response
were scorsble at different scale points) were not adequate to charsce
terize wany of these complen types of vesponses obtained with the
standavdization saxple., Therefore, & system of weights was developed
for each dimension to suppleueat the scoring of these responses. The
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fingl systens of vweights for multiple vespsuses for esch dimension
are showm in Tables 7 and 8,

All 15 protocols were t:hm; rescoved according to rules
agreed upon, and the smpunt of scorer sgrocuent was again compared,
It was felt that sufficient agressent in {nterpretation had now been
obtatned to conduct & foruwal cosparison of Lnterscover agreeument.
From the reaaioing unscoxed protocels, sets to be scored for this pure
pose were selected by using vandos pusbers {u order to eliminate bias.
I1f a nusber cane up which called for a protocol which had previocusly
been scoved, 4t was discavded and snothey mumber used.

Results of the fovusl comparisen sve given fo tha next chap~

tew.
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Tuble 7

Supplementary Systes of Welghte for Scorlag "Nultiple
Respouses” on tha Fublic-Private Dissnsion of
the Chject Sorting Tesk

Pogitive (i.e,, toward private)

1. One ov move private folliowed by eingle corvect publie:
(score waniwus public and weight 0.30 te private)

2. Single publie to private to sivgle publis:
(score waxiswm public and weight 0.15 to private)

Hegative (l.e., toward publie)

1. S&ingle correct publiec followed by oue or more private:
{score private and weight 0.30 to maximums public)

2, One or move private to single publiie to private:
(score private eod weight 0.13 to maximun publie)

3. Several private subgroups at the gase time:
(scors monimum private and weight 0.30 to winfmum private)

g Welohts

1. Several public subgroups st the same tiue:
(It exhausts objects, score 13 or 14} otherwise 16 or Dental)

2. Seversl publiec ian seguence:

(scove least public Lf all are overall vosponses; otherwise,
Confabulstion)

3, Eixtuve of oversll private and sultiple privete and/ov public:
(score overall private)

4., GSevarsl private in soquence {overall, or youses soue of objects):
(seove waxisus private
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Table 8

Supplecestary Systes of Welights for Scorisg "Multiple
Besponses on the Closed-Open Dimension of
the Objeet Sorting Task

A, Positive (i.e., toward open)

1. One or mors cpuen followed by single covrect peneriet
{score gemeric and welght 0.30 to open)

2., Single gemeric to open to single genarie:
{score goneric and weight 0.13 to open)

3. Single vorvect pensyic followed by cue or wore ¢loesed:
{score closed snd waight 0.30 to generis)

4. Closed to single goosric €o elosed:
{score closed and weipht 0,15 to genorie)

Be ﬁﬁ‘;ﬁagyfﬂ {.0,., tovasd elosed)

i, Single corvect genevie followed by one or wmore open:
{scove open and weight 0.30 to gensrie)

2, Opsu to single govervie to opent
(score open and welight 0.13 to generie)

3. One or wmove ¢losed followed by single correct gemeric:
(score generie and weight 0.30 to ¢losed)

4, Gingle generie to ¢losed to eingle geveric:
(score generis snd weight 0.15 to clesed)

S Mixture of overall open and other multiple conceptst
(score overall and weight 0.30 to meximum ¢loged)

C. NoVeights

1. Seversl subgroups st the sane time (without ovevall):
(score magioun elosed)

2. BSeveral overalls ia sequence:
(seove maxinunm ¢losed)
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FPertinent dewographic wriabma were recorded for esch
subjoct, All testing was dons by the writer} eusch fovwm was adminis-
tored individuslly. Euch subjoct emecuted each forw of the Task on
sepavate occasions, uot sver ome week spert, with & tise fnterval
of st least twe days. In owdor to eontvol for sequence effects, the
exazioey gave Form I firvet ko Subjects 1 thyough 135, and Form IX
first to Subjects 16 through 30.



CHAPTIZR 3V

The results will be set out fivst showing laterscorer agree-
went, followed by presentation of etandardization figures., Date will
then be provided from covpavisons of the two forse of the Task, and
of the three dluensions. Next, vesults of an item snalyels of object
groupings will be set forth; and, last, the effects of order of pre~
sentation of Task fovus, and of sex differsuces will be econsiderved.

Product-monent ¢orrelation of degres of scorer egreement be~
tween the two judges for Public-Private, Porw I (heveinafter referred
to as P/P I) was based on 1l protosols, and for Fublic-Frivate, Form
II and Closed-Open, Fovm II (heveinsfter veferved to s P/P II end

C/0 11, rvespectively) ou 10 protocols. 7The revalues were as follows:

P/P 1 +96
p/e 11 .99
/o 11 +95

The initial correlation for Clesed-Open, Form I (heveinafter referred
to 88 C/0 1) based upon 10 protocols was .67 therefore, an additional
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gset of five protocols was sgoved to see if more agreowsnt were possi-
ble, and the obtained corvelation was .28, The coxbivation of both

sets (15 protocols) of scorings yielded a r-value of .83,

The wean scores and standerd deviations for s1l subjects for
both scaled dizensions end for eseentislicy Chereinafter veferred to

#8 E) on both Task forms gve shown in Table 9, broken down into totsl

group, wale group sud foemale group.

Resulte for the two Task forae were exaniuved to essess
amount of equivalence betwsen the forms for all three seoring dimens
siong, Table 10 gives Product-uonent correlations and extent of mean
differences for the three disensions. HNo tevalue approsched the ori-
ginally set .03 probability level of significance; therefore, no
pvelues ave shown, As =ay be seen, considering the figures generally,
current degvee of equivalence 13 mot extensive betwoen the two foras.
The largest uwean differeece wae found between E I and £ II scoves.

In @n edd-even iten cowpavison, combining the two Tesk forme,

corvvelations wers a8 follows:



Tahie 9

Hean Sceres gnd Stendard Deviations of Subject Performsnces
on the Three Dizensions for Both Task Forss of the Object Sorting Task

(i =30)

Form % ' Form 1L

Total ¥ales Females Total ¥ales Females

Yeun S.B. | Boan SeDe | Hoan 5.0, Yiesn B.D. Hean 8.0, Miean 8.0,

B{P 14.6 4.8 | 15.3 6.0 | 13.9 a3 16.1 | 4.3 16.9 | 4.3 15.2 4.4
c/o 19.3 2.4 | 19,2 2.4 | 19.8 2.3 12,5 | 2.6 18.7 2.6 20,2 2.4

4 3.2 1.9 2.8 1.9 3.5 1.9 2.7 | 1.8 2.4 1.9 3.0 1.6

13



fable 10

Couparison of Bquivalemee of the Two Forms of the Object
Sovting Tesh by Interxcorvelations and Diffevences o
kean Scores forx the Three Diseneions

G = 30)
Pisension 4 2
B/P I wve., PP 11 +53 3,20
ﬂiﬁ 1 vs. G/O X 43 0.4

Biw,EIX o3 1.80

42
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p/e -84
c/o «79
g +59

Thus, it appears that the lack of equivalence between Pora I eud
Form 11 reflected by the lover correlstions shown ia Tuble 10 is, in
large part, dus to differences in set, ov orvder effects, between the
first and second adufuistration of the Task forus.

The two scaled dimensions were compaved to assess thely

{ndepondence from each other. Alse, essentiality scores were come
pared with scales scores o ascertain the yelationship between mumber
of essential vesponses given and subjects' performances in terne of
publiconss/privatencss and ¢losedness/openness. Product-moment corvee
lations between the thres disensions on Form I and on Form IX are pree
sented {n Teble 11. 4s shown, there was @ substantial ioverse rela-
ticnahip 10 this sauple between publicness and openness on Form II,
sod @ lesser one ou Form X, There was also @ large loverse reletione
ship between degree of publiccess and essentiality, and & sweller
direct relationship between degres of epenness and essentiality.

A tally vas made of the smumber of subjects who gave essen~
tisl vespouses to each of the nine object groupings of each Taek form.



Table 11

Intercervelations ZAmong the Three Dimensions on Each
of the Two Forus of the Objeet Sorting Task

= 30)
Fora 1
p/e ¢l E
?]P - w.&ﬁ 83
¢f0 n% hd Q&ﬁ
4 *‘uﬁa -ﬁﬁ -
Fora IX
p/P ¢/0 g
F,? - =81 w, 85
c/o 81 - +87

E o83 87 -



1t was considered that such gn {tom essentiality check would pro~
vide another index of the equivalence of Task forms {n texms of obe
Ject groupings., .

The vesults of the tally are given ia Tsble 12, showing
absolute nuwber, as well gs peresutage of totsl, of subjects who gave
esgentisl responses. A4s way be seen, the ebject groupings of the
two forms show a general lack of equivalence in terms of comparable
difficulty, with Form I gppearing to be easier than Form IX, In
addition, the object groupings within esch form do nmot reflect the
intended propressive fncrease in difficulty from Item 1 to Item 93

sxz0 of the middle and later groups evoked more essential responses

than eaviier ones,

As mentioned in Chapter III, Subjects 1 through 15 were
given Fore I firet; end Subjscts 16 through 30 were given Form Il
fivet, in order to balence possible effects which the movelty of the
first session wight have ou the subject's performance, Firvst, t-tests
were computed to assess differences in perforsance of the two groups
on the sawe Task form ueasure (f.e., P/P I vs. P/P 1, ete.).

Tuble 13 shows wmean gcoves, standard deviations and t-values

for these two groups of subjects. As may be seen, the wean differences
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Toble 12

Item Analysis of the Two Test Fores of the Object Sovting
Task in Torus of Buwber of Essential Respovses
Given to Each Object Grouping

{1 * 30}
Fem.k Fora 11
Huuber  Percentags tusber Percentage
of of of of
Iren Subjects fotal Subjects Total
i 2 30 14 46
2 i1 +36 13 43
3 19 +63 ) .30
4 18 +53 19 .63
3 10 «33 13 43
6 7 .23 12 .40
7 i3 +43 o "
8 1 .36 1 .03
T o =

96 36 81 +30



Table i3

Differences iv Mesn Scores for the Sasme Disenslion and Tesk
Forz 88 a Fuoetlion of Orvder Effects in Adeinfstration of
Forus I eod I of the Object Serting Task

(5 = 30)

Dizmension Before "Warw~up” After “Yarm-up®

Hesn 8.0, Hean 8.8, 4 P
fj? 4 5.7 é:& 1&@5 5.1 6&22 fd
c/o 1 19.35 2.3 19.5 2.7 - -
g : 302 2!3 3&1 2.5 9“‘!3 -
v/e 11 14.7 3.3 17.3 5.0 3.37 <81
€/0 13 20.6 1.6 18.3 3.0 «5.1% <.001
g II 209 :a? 2:& 1!1 1:53 -

Ly
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were not significant on Form I. On Porm 1I, the group which bad had
a first "warm-up® session was sigoiffcantly wore publice, wore open
and showed less veriabllity awong @jwta.

The tweo groups weve thon compared in terws of their per-
formances during the same session (1.0., .t‘m: or gecond); this 4o~
volved corparing different Task fovss on the saud Jisension (4.e.,
P/P I vs. P/P II, ete.), These results are given ia Tabla 14,

Comparison of first-scosion performances showed the group
which received Form I first to be significantly wove public and more
open, with less veriability awong subjects. Couparison of second
sessions revealed no significant mesn differences on the P/P dimens

sion; however, on the C/0 disension, the group which was given Form

11 second was significantly more open with less {ntersubject varia-
bildty.

Male and fewmale subjects were cospared as groups to detere
wine possible differences in performence of the sexas. Table 13
shows wean scores and standerd deviations of the two groups, and
tevalues of wean differences. Tha fomales were more publie and more
opan on both forms than were the males. The essentislity scores
were also higher for the fenale group. However, the fouales were
significantly wore public and more opém only oa Form Il they weve
eignificantly more essential only on Form I.
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Table 14

Differences in Hean Scores for the Same Dimension on
Different Task Forzs as a FPunction of Ordur Effects
in Aduinistration of Forms I and IX of the
Cblect Borting Task

(= 30)
Dimonsica and Fovw Pirvse $§sam | Second Session
L P i 4
P/ L vs. Bf¥ 11 =2.87 <01
€/0 X vs. C/0 1X | 2.46 <03
P/P IX ve, P[P X 0.23 -

C/0 X1 vs, C/OX 2.76 01



Table 15

Differences in Begn Scoves of Fale Subjects and Pexale Subjests
for the Ssse Divension and Task Fore of the Object Sorting Task

¢ * 30)
Disension Hales Fouwales
Heas .0 Mean 8.8, £ - <]

?’? I 15.3 4»9 3.3 fﬁai 1,59 -

ﬂf& ) o 1’9‘2 2:# i?:@ 2&5 1033 -

£1 2.8 1.9 3.3 1.9 2.10 <05
BPfP 11 16.9 4.3 15.2 4.% 2.11 <03
c/o 11 18.7 2.6 20.2 2.4 3.26 <01
E II 2-‘ 109 306 106 1189 -

0%
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Fwéz&bie differences botween meles snd fewplss ia the
degree of consiatency of perforweuce oo the two Task forus were in~
veatigated, Produwet-uoent a;wwlaﬁm for each group between
forus on both dimengions sre given la Table 16, The feualeo showed

the greater consistency, with the highest correlation eppearing on
the P/? dinension.



Teble 18

Corvelations Showing Conglstemey of Perforuarce of
tale Subjects and Yeuasle Subjects ou the Two
Task Pores of the Objeet Sortivg Task

& * 30

52

Diveusion end Porw ¥

Fales Fauales

Vl? 3 wva. ?I? 11 24 74

C/0 T va, C/0 IX 31 43



CUMPTLR V¥

DISCUSSICH OF RESULIS

This study was prisarily ea explorstory ove involving &
£irst evaluation of & newly doveloped object sovting task and an
sssociated scoring system. The discussien, therefore, will focus on
shorteosings sod subsequent chenges veeded In the Task, gpparent
bases for scme of these wesknesses, end posvible emplavations of vari-
ous vesults obtalued with the sanplae used,

fny contlusions concerning the cognitive behavior of the
sasple would have to be, at this peing, ia the natuve of speculations.
Only further vefivement of methodological teehnique and subsequent
further stendardization can shed more light upon the present vesults.

The results will be discussed im the order of their pre-

sentation is the previous chaptos.

intergeorey lpreere

Righ interscorer correlations were obtained in the final
couparison of judpments, which domonstrates thet very rellable agree-
meut 1a possible betwoen judges using the present scoring eystem,
However, this degreo of sgreccent was echieved lsgboricusly, although
both judpes weve thovoughly fariliar with the scorving systes sud
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Object %‘»wamg Task ia advance of eny discussions held after scoving
of stendardization protesols was begun. Therefove, the scoring sys-
tes appears to need wevision ian the direction of clavification and
simplification. This {9 particularly truve for the C/0 dlwension.

Hot much can curreutly be sald ebout the norwative dats ob-
tained, particularly in the nature of generalizations, us polnted out
fn the beglaning of this chapter. Houwever, the sauwple used {e con-
gldeved to be & suall but diverse sanpling of the novual adult popue
lation; and, in this regerd, it ey be noted that ¢he wesn scores are
modevately private snd woderately open. 49 a basis for eocparison,
the wean score for nioe eseential responses om P/P 1 would have been
6.3; on P/? 11, 7.0; and en ¢the C/0 disension, 22.2.

It 48 tempting to sssune that the behavior of the sexple o
representative of @ nornal adult population, and this 13 not an fr-
possibility. However, the sasple was a blased one, particularly ree
gardiog the variables of spe end ecoupation. Iutellizence was not
eontrolled for. Therefore, gonsrsiisations will have to aweit further

work.

The forws ave obvicusly not suffieiently eguivalent, Ale

though the sean differsuces eve wot significant, the correlations
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betwaen the forms ave lew. Azsin, the €70 disenslon showe up a8 less
relisble then the F/P. Houever, the higher odd-even corvelations bear
out the inconsistoncy in the mbj@m‘ performances froo on® Task forwm
to the other a8 a funstion of order effscts. VWhile there eve scoricg
wegknesses god varfstion staming from objeet groupings, the major
difference betwesn the forms appssrs to be due te this varisble of

order effects.

4s evidenced by the high correlations, the independence
sought betwsen the twe scsled dimsusions is not rveflected. However,
it vesains to be seen if this is a function of the Tesk econstruetion
or seoving eystes, or & tvus vellestion of the behavior of the saple
used, The much higher corvelation between the scaled dimensions on
Porm Il would indicste that diffexances ia the fovue {3 8 contributing
factor,

Ap thae two scales ave nov constructed, 4t wmay be that, with
a novual adult population, theve {6 & large built-in corvelation be-
tueen the two diwensions, since the essentiasl public scoves fall at
the numerically lower end of the P/P dinersion and st the mumerically
highery end of the C/0. The large corvelations between essentislity
and the two scaled dimensious mgy be an artifuet also coused by this
suxa factor, since gbseoluts aucber vather thas scale~point value of

esseutial responses was used in the esleulstions,
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hs previously pointed out, the ites snalysis shows that the
object groupings of the tws forus are wot equivelent In general dif«
ficulity, and in progressive difficulty. Porm I L8 eppereutly an
easler task than Porm Il.
_ Considering the individual groupings in move detall, it wes
dlseovered that a few of the groups contaia ons object which tended
to confuse the subjects and, thus, to meke thew vove d4ifficult than
had been intended. Alse, it wus found that a larze absoclute mmber
of objects dows unot necessarily make & grouplog difficult (e.g..
Croups 7 and 8 in Form I aud 6 in Pore II). It appears that the last
three groupings ia FPore II and the last grouping 4n Form I ave much

too obsoure,

The figures relating to this variable tend to support pre=~
vious obseyvations wmede veguarding the Task fowwe end dluensions.
Since pevformances en Fore I showed no significant effects from ovder
of presentatiom, this would fndicdte thet 1t is the easier task, The
lavger wean differences on the C/0 Il dimension, 88 4 function of pre-
sdutation ovder, would supzost that the C/0 scale is not as veliable
as the P/P. This s also reflected by the fact that there were signi-

floant diffevences, {in conparing second session porforwances, only on
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the C/0 disenglon. Agala, however, 12 19 {upossible to know whether
this dodicates inadequa

cles da the scale or reflects the sctual bee
bavior of the sauple. '

Concerning effects of order of presentation on subject pere
forwances, the significant diflevences found with Porm 1II of the Task
show that sequence wes an iopovtant varisble., A fliest, "wermeup"
sesaion led to grester publicuess end greater cponmness. Thus, at
least with this savple, it may bo assuned vhatever ‘'stress” or "anxie
ety” 42 i{avolved in wgertainty ia vesponding to this test, is esso~
clated vith wove private and ¢losed yesponses.

£om and [pe Verlables

Since, se meutionnd, these two variebles were confounded in
thw sauple, thefr effects sve considered togethew., The femele group
was wore public end open, st & lovel of signiflicance on Form 11, than
the nale group; end gave nove essential vespouses, at s eignificant
level on Form I, than the sales, 7The fomales alse showed wore cone
sloteney {n thels pexformances on the two Task forws, Crder of pree
sentation eould not be 8 siznificant scurce of variastion in the ebove
vesults, sioce more feunley voceived Form I firet then Fowm I.

Since the fonule group was slse the older group, it 18 fo»
possible to tell whether the difference in perforwsnce of the two

groups weve dus to sox, @po, or a conbinstion of both,



CHAPTER VI

SUMMARY

This study involved the construction of a new object
sorting task, snd a scoring system to be used with it., Pre-
liminary standardization or normative data were derived. The
ultimate purpose is the creation of a more sensitive and ade-
quate instrument than now exists for measuring or characterizing
the conceptual behavior of normal adults, The form of the task
was modeled after Rapaport's Revised Object Sorting Test., The
scoring system was developed by scaling McGaughran's two dimen-
sions of his conceptual area schema--"order of conceptual classi-
fication" and "extent of social agreement." A third dimension of
“essentiality' was also introduced.

Two potentially equivalent forms of the task, passive
phase only, were administered to an adult standardization sample
composed of 15 males and 15 females., Data derived from these
protocols were analyzed to assess interscorer agreement, equiva-
lence of task forms, independence of scaled dimensions, and the
variables of order effect of presentation of task forms, and sex
and age.

A satisfactory degree of interscorer agreement was

achieved, although with extensive collaboration of the judges
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during 5cariu§. It was found that the order of object groupings
in terms of difficulty, as well as some of the object groupings
within themselves, need to be rearranged in order to attain
greater equivalence of task forms, In their present form, the

scaled dimensions are not sufficiently independent.
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