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(1) Page 31, Table III: The t value across sex for
normals (last column) should read 2.65 instead of
2.66.

In the same table the SO for male psychotics should
be 13.60, not 2.81

(2) Page 40: In regard to Hypothesis 3, the data

in Table V were misinterpreted while personal
concepts proved to be the most sensitive discrimin-
ators between male psychotics and male normals, and
male and female normals, these concepts were checked
significantly less extremely than impersonal con-
cepts. This upsets the conclusion on page 44 that
ERS may be evoked by specific concepts representing
certain key (personal) objects in the subject's
environment.

(3) Pages 42 and 43: References to Table VI should
read Table VII.
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conservatism. These hypotheses may be researched by
say, exposing visual stimuli tachistoscopically and
then lengthening the exposure interval to see what
effect different levels of complexity of information
has on cue-dependency and judgemental conservatism.
Along with this could go the presentation of an SD
form including a description supplied with each
concept. The amount of relevant information given

in each descriptive passage could be varied.

6.
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The purpose of this test is to see what certain things
mean to various people by having them judge them against
descriptive adjectives, In taking this test please make
your judgements according to what these things mean to you.
On each page of this booklet you will find a different
thing to be judged and beneath it a number of lines with
adjectives to judge against. You are to judge the thing
on each of the lines., Here is how you judge the lines.

If you feel that the thing at the top of the page is
very like one end of the line, you should put your check-
mark like this

Snail

very quite slig-~ neith-slig- quite very
htly er or htly

both
slow : : : $ s 3 : : fast
or
Rocket
slow : : : : : 2 ¢ fast

If you feel that the thing is quite like one end of

the line (but not extremely) you should put your check-
mark like this:

Car




very quite slig- neith-slig- quite very
htly er or htly

both
strong: 2 - - : $ $ s weak
or
Lead
strong: $ . S 3 3 3 ¢ weak.

If the thing seems only slightly like one end as

opposed to the other (but not really neutral), then you
should check like this:

Politician

very quite slig- neith-slig- quite very
htly er htly

good : : : - 3 : : : bad

or
White Lie

good ¢ : 5 $ 3 - . s . bad

The end toward which you check, of course, depends
on which of the two ends of the line seem better to
describe the thing you're judging.

If you think the thing you are judging to be neutral
as regards the adjectives, or if the adjectives are
completely irrelevant, not related to the thing, then you

should put your check-mark in the middle:
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Rhubarb

very quite slig- neith-slig- quite very
htly ~er htly

Successful Unsuccessful

. .
. . . . .

Important

1. Be sure you check every line of each page of the
booklet - do not omit any.

2. Never put more than one check-mark on a single line.
Work quickly through the test. Do not worry or
puzzle over individual items, it is your first impressions,
the immediate '"feelings' about the items, that we want.
On the other hand, please do not be careless because we

want your true impressions.
VERSITY OF 'fs’[{p
LIBRARY



