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Prerequisites 

This paper assumes that you are familiar with the paper by Hofstee, de 

Raad, and Goldberg (1991), and with the literature on the five-factor model (FFM) 

generally. Familiarity with the California Psychological Inventory (CPI; Gough, 1987) 

is helpful, but not necessary. Neither the AB5C model nor the CPI is described in 

detail here. 

Reservations about Integrating Incommensurable World Views 

There is a certain amount of danger in attempting to interpret the CPI with 

the AB5C model, namely, infuriating persons in two distinctive traditions of 

personality measurement: The CPI practitioners, who are mostly concerned about 

the pragmatic utility of this inventory, and the factor analysists, who are more 

interested in the psychometric properties of personality tests. Although Harrison 

Gough clearly agrees with the psychometrically oriented on many pOints (e.g., 

structured, objectively-scored tests are more useful than projective tests, 

personality scales ought to demonstrate good reliability and validity, the general 

linear model--particularly multiple regression, but even factor analysis--is useful), he 
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favors the following positions, all of which are at odds with what psychometrician / 

factor analytic-type people tend to believe (summary in Table 1, first transparency): 

Insert Table 1 about here 

1. Internal consistency estimates of reliability are simply not very important, 

and are surely less important than test-retest reliabilty. 

2. Redundancy among scales (due to item overlap or simply empirical 

covariation) is not a problem. 

3. The meaning of scales must ultimately be determined empirically, 

regardless of the original method of scale construction. (This is the Minnesota 

dust-bowl position.) 

4. Although tests should be scored objectively, individual personality profiles 

can can be interpreted clinically. 

5. A legitimate part of the clinical interpretation is the examination of two

scale configurations, which present emergent, qualitatively distinctive portraits not 

apparent from the two scales considered separately. The most well-known 

configurations, described in earlier CPI manuals and summarized in Megargee 

(1972) are Dominance with Good Impression and Achievement via Conformance 

with Achievement via Independence. Megargee noted that only a fraction of the 

possible 2-scale configurations have been investigated empirically; most of this 

configural knowledge remains in the "realm of clinical folklore" (p. 154). Recently, 
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McAllister (1986) has attempted to summarize this clinical folklore in published form. 

Other published, research-based arguments for configural scoring can be found in 

Block and Ozer (1982) configural interpretation of Femininity with Socialization, and 

in Gough's own cuboid model in the 1987 revised CPI. The cuboid model uses 

three structural scales to assign individuals into one of four qualitatively distinct 

categories--alphas, betas, gammas, and deltas, at one of seven levels of self

realization (see Figure 1 transparency). 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

Each of the five positions above contradicts standard psychometric positions 

(particularly the positions of factor analysists) as follows: 

1. Factor analytically-oriented persons (e.g., Briggs & Cheek, 1986) are 

quite insistent that scales show internal consistency, or else confusion reigns when 

the scale is used in research. 

2. Persons developing inventories through factor analysis (e.g., Doug/as 

Jackson) often seek only as many factorially derived scales that can remain 

independent of previously existing scales. These people dislike scales with 

overlapping items because this artificially inflates scale intercorrelations. For this 

reason these people dislike and tend to discard items that load on more than one 

factor in an item-level factor analysis. 

3. Unless contrary evidence is present, factor-analytically oriented persons 

see no reason to assume that the meaning of a scale is anything other than the 

------------------~-----------------------------------------~/ 
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semantic content of items as determined by common-sense. This is obvious from 

the manner in which factor analysts name factors. 

4. Whereas accounts of Harrison Gough's predilection for free-wheeling 

clinical interpretation can be found in print (Megargee, 1972, p. 131), I haven't the 

foggiest idea whether a psychometrician such as Douglas Jackson even attempts 

any sort of individual profile interpretation. My impression is that the 

psychometrically-oriented tend to prefer standardized interpretations of scale scores 

based upon a common-sense reading of item content. This approach leads 

logically to prepackaged output modules for computer-generated narrative reports. 

5. My guess is that psychometricians would be likely to point to devastating 

critiques of configural interpretation (Goldberg, 1968; Mendelsohn, Weiss, & 

Feimer, 1982). 

My Own Biases 

One of my favorite sections of philosopher Stephen Pepper's (1942) book 

World Hypotheses is the section titled, "Eclecticism is Confusing." My own position 

is a confused mixture of the previous two traditions in personality measurement. 

1. I believe that scale homogeneity is important only if one purports to be 

measuring a continuum in which middle-range scores are intended to represent an 

average level of something (frequency of behavior, intensity of feeling, etc.). If, on 

the other hand, one is making a binary decision ("This person is schizophrenic/not 

schizophrenic) I stand by Paul Meehl's statement that counting item responses is 

not like accumulating centimeters in physical measurement; rather, extreme scores 
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merely represent an increased probability or confidence of correct decision making. 

Middle scores represent indeterminancy rather than average anything. There is no 

reason to desire scale homogeneity, as an increase in homogeneity (non

independence) actually decreases probabilistic certainty (in the same way that 

correlated scales are inferior to orthogonal scales in a multiple regression). 

2. Redundancy and item overlap are completely irrelevant if one is making 

predictions based upon a single scale. Furthermore, in a short, unpublished 

handout, Gough presents evidence that item overlap has virtually no influence on 

the factorial structure of the CPI, and that CPI scale intercorrelations are 

comparable to those found on most other omnibus inventories, including those that 

are factorially-derived. I do have a problem with correlated scales--from the CPI or 

any inventory--because intercorrelated predictors account for less variance than 

orthogonal predictors in multiple regression. 

3. I am a card-carrying empiricist on the meaning of item responses and 

scale scores. I have seen too many cases where face valid items completely 

flopped in terms of expected external correlates. However, I am most comfortable 

when the empirical meaning of an item is the same as what one would assume 

from common sense or--even better--psychological theory (an example of this will 

follow). 

4. I am unfamiliar with any evidence indicating that clinical interpretation can 

be consistently superior to actuarial interpretation. 

5. At this point, I also see no evidence that configural patterns represent 

genuine emergent qualities. I am not even sure whether I believe in emergence at 

-----_. 
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all. But I do see a usefulness of looking at two-scale configurations in a weaker 

(non-interactive) sense. This can be accomplished with the AB5C model. 

A Five-Factor Interpretation of the CPI 

To get to an AB5C interpretation of the CPI, one should know about existing 

FFM interpretations of the CPI. These interpretations will be briefly reviewed, 

starting with the most well-known, and descending, in rank order, to the most 

obscure (my own). 

Lanning and Gough (1991) have suggested that the FFM forms a useful 

framework for discussing the shared variance they found between the CPI and 

California Q-set. The first factor they found in their interbattery factor analysis, 

marked by scales such as Dominance, appeared to be a blend of Extraversion and 

(low) Neuroticism. They suggest that E & low N tend to co-occur in normal 

populations. Factor 2, marked by Socialization, corresponded closely to 

Conscientiousness, and Factor 3, marked by Achievement via Independence, to 

Openness/Intellect. Factor 4, marked by Femininity, is very small. It shows a 

family resemblance to Agreeableness, noted by Lanning and Gough in an earlier 

draft of the paper, but now disregarded. Factor 5 seemed to be possibly a specific 

form of Extraversion. 

McCrae, Costa, & Piedmont (1990) in a paper caught in a review time-warp, 

describe a rational analysis of the semantic content of all 480 items of the original 

version of the CPI. Jeff McCrae was kind enough to provide me with these ratings 

for some of the analyses I describe in this paper. At this point, I would note that 

McCrae et al. found almost no Agreeableness content in the CPI items. In fact, 

- .._ ----------------------.._ .. 
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there was only one item which all four raters agreed reflected Agreeableness and 

nothing else, and this item correlated zero with peer ratings of "agreeable - critical" 

in three different samples of my own data. 

Simply for the record, I would like to point out that I did publish an article in 

the Journal of Vocational Behavior (Johnson, 1987) suggesting that the factors 

identified by Megargee (1972) could be interpreted according to the FFM. The 

parallel is not very clear-cut, but is similar to the FFM interpretation of the CPI 

presented by Lanning and Gough (1990). 

The most obscure application of the FFM to the CPI is referred to only 

tangentially in a few published sources (Hogan, et. ai, 1985; Hansson, et aI., 1983; 

Johnson, 1983). Because the present paper uses this FFM interpretation of the 

CPI as a starting pOint for an AB5C interpretation, this obscure study will be dusted 

off and described in some detail. 

During the years I was a graduate student at Johns Hopkins University, 

Robert Hogan was just beginning to consider constructing his own inventory based 

loosely on the FFM. As a starting point, he wanted to explore how well one could 

assess the FFM with the CPI. He and I independently combed the CPI item pool, 

looking for what we regarded as prototypically clear items representing the five 

factors. (Actually, we also looked for items representing two additional dimensions: 

Ambition, a blend of extraversion and purposeful conscientiousness, and Ego 

Control, which, inflected, is very similar to Costa & McCrae's Openness to 

Experience. But a discussion of these two extra dimensions would take us too far 

afield.) Consultation after our initial independent judgments yielded a set of "core 

--- ..• ~--~. ---------------.~-----~ 
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scales" whose item content was clearly and obviously (to us, anyway) related to the 

five dimensions. 

Next, in two archival data sets from IPAR at Berkeley, persons' scores on 

these core scales were correlated with their responses on all remaining items not 

appearing on a core scale. Items demonstrating statistically significant correlations 

in both samples with the core scales were added to each scale. Kuder-Richardson 

reliability estimates for the final scales ranged from about .70 to .90. The scales 

correlated in an expected way with observer ratings of the five factors, academic 

achievement, job performance, and other criteria across many samples (see 

aforementioned references). 

During the past year, I became aware of the McCrae, Costa, and Piedmont 

paper, and naturally became interested in examining their FFM ratings of CPI items 

for the items on each of the Hogan and Johnson scales (hereafter referred to as 

the CPI-HPI scales because they are the conceptual forerunners of the Hogan 

Personality Inventory scales). The items for each CPI-HPI scale with their McCrae 

et al. content ratings appear on the next set of transparencies (see Table 2). 

Insert Table 2 about here 

By McCrae et al.'s standards, the CPI-HPI scales are not very pure markers 

of the Big 5. Sociability isn't bad, although McCrae's raters were in less agreement 

about the items scored in reverse. Likeability looks much more like a IV + /I + scale 

than a pure 11+ scale, to use AB5C terminology. Part of the problem here is that 
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the GPI simply lacks pure agreeableness items; what Hogan and I did under these 

circumstances was to look for IV- items expressing irritability, hostility, and 

explosiveness--qualities that most people would find unlikeable and disagreeable-

and score them in reverse. 

Hogan's original view of Prudence focused on moral rectitude, impulse 

control, and nondelinquency, in contrast to McCrae's view of III as organized 

purposefulness (which Hogan classified as Ambition). In this set of item 

judgements, one can see particularly well the difference between theory-guided 

versus common-sense judgments of item meaning. Because Hogan's theory of 

delinquency states that Prudence is related to positive attitudes toward authority, 

items such as "There is something wrong with a person who can't take orders 

without getting resentful" is a 111+ item. This is not obvious from semantic content 

alone. Nonetheless, the McCrae ratings indicate that the Prudence scale should be 

classified as 111+. The Adjustment scale's IV + I + characterization is a 

consequence of Hogan's intent to focus on interpersonal over personal emotional 

stability (to better fit the social emphasis in socioanalytic theory). Finally, 

Intellectance has a clear V + characterization; the touch of III + is expected, given 

McCrae's theoretical position. 

At this point, a revision of the CPI-HPI scales could have been undertaken to 

make them more "factor-pure" in terms of the McCrae et al. ratings. That possibility 

will indeed be explored in a future project. For the time being, given their 

demonstrated reliability and validity, a decision was made to work with the existing 

CPI-HPI scales. 
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Interlude: Objections of CPI Practitioners to the FFM 

I have grave doubts that a single CPI practitioner will ever abandon 

traditional CPI scoring for the five-factor scoring scheme described above, or even 

an improved version of the five-factor scoring scheme. Objections to the FFM 

seem to involve the perception that the FFM says more about the structure of trait 

words than it does about the personality structure of actual human beings. 

Consider the following quotations: 

1. From Harrison Gough (personal communication, January 25, 1991): 

"One of the fundamental weaknesses in the five-factor model is that it ignores 

structure, being merely a serial listing of five dimensions . .. . But how are these 

to be placed ... in a conceptual scheme that can give us a picture of individuals?" 

2. From Kevin Lanning (1991, p. 14): "A consequence of recognizing that 

personality structures exist with the person rated, and personality constructs exist 

outside of the person rated, is that personality assessment is seen as a mapping 

process. Analysis of the properties of trait words ... [of the kind provided by 

Goldberg] keep us within the domain of cartography. The insight gained into the 

person by this approach can be no more profound than the anthropological 

speculation of the armchair theorist." 

3. And from an anonymous personal communication (March 3, 1991): 

"Lewis Goldberg is a statistician not a clinician, and as a result, populates the world 

with people that he makes up." 

AB5C to the Rescue 

The fact that FFM people never claimed to be doing more than describing 
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the structure of trait words (not the personality structures inside a person's head) 

does not change CPI practitioners' opinions about the non-utility of the FFM for 

interpreting individual personality profiles. CPI pracitioners are very fond of looking 

at patterns of two or more scores at one time, and the FFM provides no basis for 

doing this. 

Strictly speaking, the AB5C model is formally no different from the FFM with 

regard to the internal structure of personality. That is to say, up to this point, the 

AB5C model has been used only to characterize the structure of trait words; it 

differs from the FFM only in that it inserts additional factors between all possible 

pairs of orthogonal factors. Nonetheless, the AB5C perhaps comes a little closer to 

something that clincially-oriented psychologists would appreciate, because the 

factor blends within the AB5C describe quasi-dynamic configural patterns or 

"interactions" between two Big 5 dimensions. I offer the following quote from 

McCrae and John (in press) as an exemplar of this type of thinking: "Open people 

are inquisitive. If they are also conscientious, their curiosity may take the form of 

sustained and systematic study of a topic, if they are low in C, theirs will be an idle 

curiosity, absorbed by the passing interest of the moment. Theoretical elaboration 

of such interactions of factors can bring a more dynamic flavor to trait psychology." 

I think it makes no difference whether the "interactions" in the AB5C model 

are truly interactive in the statistical sense; I am thinking, rather, in terms of using 

the AB5C as a conceptual model for classifying interpretations for personality 

profiles. The problem is essentially this: the FFM suggests that any inventory with 

more than five primary scales is redundant and inefficiently organized. Applying 
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this line of thought to the CPI, we replaced 18 scales with five. The unfortunate 

consequence of this reduction is that a computer-generated narrative report 

indicating whether a person is low, average, or high on the five scales simply looks 

too trivial, and too many persons' reports look the same, including people we know 

to be quite different. Gone is the dynamic, individualistic picture that the CPI 

seemed to give us. 

I ran into precisely this problem when I began writing a narrative report 

program for the Hogan Personality Inventory. So I added to the basic 'five report 

files, in a very unsystemmatic manner, a number of additional report files based on 

combinations of two scales at a time (e.g., high Ambition plus low Adjustment 

produced a "Type A" report). 

A CPI Report Program Based on the AB5C 

Without the benefit of AB5C, my previous efforts to program for 

configurations suffered from two shortcomings: they were unsystematic and 

incomplete, and there was no empirical validation of the two-scale reports. The 

AB5C model suggests that a narrative report program should contain (in addition to 

five report files for the primary scales) a minimum of 40 report files representing the 

quadrants of the 10 circumplexes formed by taking the five dimensions two at a 

time. Scores beyond some arbitrary cutting point on a pair of scales (I used ± 1 

~ will produce a configural report defined by the intersection of those scales. 

Perhaps the most appropriate way to build some validity into the configural 

reports would be to use the following procedure. A set of standardized CPI-HPI 

scores (or factor scores, if one prefers) could be used as axes for the ten 
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circumplexes, and peer ratings from a relatively large set of trait adjectives could be 

mapped onto the circumplexes. Adjectives that possess both a sufficiently large 

distance from the origin and a projection closer to the bisectrix than the primary 

factor dimensions would form the basis of a narrative personality report for that 

configuration. For example, if the peer adjective ratings cheerful, warm, confident, 

and relaxed fall close to the bisectrix of I+ and II + and the multiple regression of I 

and II on these ratings is statistically significant, then one has some grounds for 

presenting to a high scorer on Sociability and Likeability a report that says 

something like "People perceive you as a cheerful, warm, confident, relaxed 

person." 

The alert reader may have noticed that the previous paragraph was in the 

subjunctive mood. I do in fact have plots of adjective peer ratings on CPI-HPI 

factors that I will share in a moment. However, I plan to use repeat this procedure 

after tinkering with the CPt-HPI scales in light of McCrae's data. I will also compare 

these results to those from a German data set that has been collected but not yet 

analyzed. Because immediate feedback in the form of a personality report was 

required for my German subjects, and I did not have time to build validity into my 

report generator before returning to the United States, I was forced in the mean 

time to do something rather clinical. 

Based upon our own knowledge of "clinical folklore," psychology student 

Marion Ledwig and I independently pondered the psychological meaning of each of 

the 40 AB5C cells, and generated a few descriptive statements for each cell. We 

then discussed our thoughts until we concurred on these meanings. Because the 
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computer narrative reports had to be in German, I trusted Marion to write 

paragraph-long descriptions for each cell and then confirmed their appropriateness 

to the best of my weak German ability. A summary of our cell definitions can be 

seen in the next transparency. 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

I can also show you a sample narrative report generated by the AB5C 

scoring scheme (see Appendix transparency). Psychometricians have every right 

to be horrified by my loose, conceptual adaptation of the AB5C model. The 

feedback we gave the German subjects was generated by 5 CPI-HPI scales that do 

not mark the Big 5 purely; narrative descriptions were written from intuition rather 

than hard data; and cut-offs were based on norms for American students, which I 

now know are somewhat different from German student norms. C'est la vie. 

Sometimes the real world forces one to do what is expedient. 

Because the characterizations of the 40 AB5C cells were generated intuitively 

from my understanding of the essential nature of the Big 5, these descriptions can 

serve as hypotheses to be tested later, when I have a satisfactory set of CPI 

marker scales for the Big 5. The results will test the adequacy of my clinical 

intuition. 

In the interest of presenting data, however, let us assume that the existing 

CPI-HPI scales are reasonably good markers for the Big 5. The next section 
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describes what happens when one plots peer adjective ratings on these scales. 

Multi-Method 0- on S-Data AB5C Plots 

Subjects were introductory psychology students taught by myself in the 

years 1984, 1985, and 1987. Composition of the three classes was 33 male, 48 

female for 1984, 35 male, 38 female for 1985, and 30 male, 45 female for 1987. 

This makes a total of 98 male, 131 female, or 229 altogether. Subjects in the 1985 

class were rated by three acquaintances, 1985 by one acquaintance, and 1987 by 

two acquaintances on 49 bipolar adjective ratings scales (BARS; Johnson, 1991). 

Ratings were averaged within the 1984 and 1987 samples. 

Subjects had taken the 480-item version of the CPI (Gough, 1975). Scores 

on the five CPI-HPI scales were generated for each subject. A principle

components factor analysis of these scores, varimax rotated, yielded the following 

solution when five factors are examined (see Table 3). 

Insert Table 3 about here 

Because the factors were marked principally by one scale, scale scores, 

standardized to ~-scores within sample norms for each gender, were used instead 

of factor scores. Peer ratings for the 49 adjectives were plotted on all possible 

pairings of the CPI-HPI scales, where the horizontal distance from the origin is the 

Pearson product-moment correlation between the adjective and the standardized 

CPI-HPI score corresponding to the x-axis, and the vertical distance by the 

adjective's correlation with the CPI-HPI score corresponding to the y-axis. The 
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angular displacement of each adjective from the x-axis is given by 8 = tan-1 (yIx), 

and the length of the vector, which is the multiple R of the two CPI-HPI scores on 

the adjective score, is given by R= (X2+y2)"'. 

Figure 3 (see transparency) presents the ten plots. To reduce clutter, only 

adjectives with vector lengths greater than .12 are projected onto the circle and 

labeled. The arbitrary .12 was chosen because it represents a level of simple 

correlation significant at the .05 level. The numerous small vector values are to be 

expected, given the unreliabilities in each measure, the fact that they represent two 

methods of personality measurement (questionnaires and Likert adjective ratings) 

and two types of data @elf-report and Observer rating data). 

In this, the written version of my talk, I refrain from discussing and 

interpreting these plots at great length, preferring instead to see what kind of 

discussion is generated by the live audience. One or two remarks can be made 

here, however. First, it is clear that these multi-method, multi-datasource plots, just 

like circumplexes generated from adjectives alone, are not equally well-filled. But 

this is not because we find no persons with, say, the low Adjustment (IV-), high 

Intellectance (V +) patterns of CPI-HPI scores. A plot of persons on the CPI-HPI 

circumplexes shows nearly equal number of individuals in all four quadrants of each 

circumplex. So the data seem to indicate, rather, that none of the BARS adjectives 

are apt descriptors for persons with certain patterns of scores (like IV-V +). 

Whether other adjectives might be apt descriptors is an empirical question. 

A second point concerns the degree to which the empirical circumplexes 

confirmed the clinical intuitions of Marion Ledwig and myself. A very informal, 
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non rigorous comparison leaves me with the impression that our hit rate was a little 

better than 50%. Of course our intuitive portraits were based upon a slightly 

different conception of the Big 5 that that represented by the CPI-HPI scales, and 

some circumplex quadrants were empty, presenting no opportunity of confirmation. 

A more rigorous hypothesis testing will take place with the revised CPI-H PI scales. 

For that test, specific predictions will be made about the adjectives falling into the 

40 quadrants. 

Insert Figure 3 about here 

Finally, the present data can be used to evaluate assertions made by 

different Big 5 theorists. For example, I have claimed that the difference between 

an Intellect and Openness interpretation of factor V is a function of whether one is 

talking about V +III + or V+111-. Circumplex 9 supports that view: Intellect adjectives 

learned and intellectual fall into the V + III + quadrant, whereas Openness adjectives 

complex, creative, imaginative, and experimenting fall are found within V +111-. 
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Table 1 Incommensurability of CPI and Psychometric Viewpoints 

Issue 

1. Internal Consistency 

2. Redundancy/Item Overlap 

3. Item Response Meaning 

4. Profile Interpretation 

5. Two-Scale Patterns 

Gough 

Unimportant 

Unimportant 

Empirically 

Determined 

Clinical 

Configural 

Factor Analysts 

Very Important 

Undesirable 

Rationally 

Determined 

Mechanical & 

Rational 

Linear 
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Table 2 CPI-HPI SCales 

I. SOCIABILITY 

1 I enjoy social gatherings just to be 

with people. • ••.•••• 1.00 .13 .00 .13 .00 

4 A person needs to IIshow off" a little 

now and then. .87 -.13 .00 -.25 .25 

52 I usually take an active part in the 

entertainment at parties. 1.00 .00 .25 .13 .00 

102 I like to be the center of 

attention. . •....• .87 .00 -.13 -.25 .00 

163 I like parties and socials.... 1.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

167 I should like to belong to several 

clubs or lodges. ..•••... .75 .13 .38 .00 .00 

168 My home life was always happy. .25 .00 .00 .38 .00 

208 I like to go to go to parties and other 

affairs where there is lots of loud fun. 1.00 .00 -.13 .00 .00 

218 I love to go to dances. •..• .62 .13 -.13 .00 .25 

231 I am apt to show off in some way 

if I get the chance. . ...• .50 .00 .00 .25 .00 

239 I like to talk before groups of people. 1.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

242 I am a good mixer. 1.00 .00 .00 .25 .00 
251 I like large, noisy parties. 1.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
296 I would l ike to be an actor on stage 

or in the movies. .50 .13 .00 -.13 .38 
319 In a group, I usually take the responsibility 

for getting people introduced. . . · . . . . · · · · · . · 1.00 .00 .13 .00 .00 
395 It is very important for me to have 

enough friends and social life. · . · . . · · . · · · . · . . . 1.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

-83 r usuall y feel nervous and iLL at ease 

at a formal dance or party. . . . . · · . · · · · · . . · · .62 .13 .00 .62 .13 

-87 I like adventure stories better than 

romantic stories. . . . . . . · . · . . · · . · · · · · . . · -.13 .00 .00 .00 -.38 
-188 I am quite often not in on the gossip and 

talk of the group I belong to. .62 .00 .00 .00 .00 
-215 I would like to write a technical book. .13 .00 -.13 .13 -.38 

-249 I like mechanics magazines ..•..•• .13 -.13 .00 .13 -.25 
-318 When I was a child I didn't care to be a 

member of a crowd or gang. •••••• .50 .00 .00 .00 .00 
-468 I l ike to eat my meals quickl y and not spend a 

lot of time at the table viSiting and talking. .62 .00 .00 .00 .00 

AVG .69 .02 .01 .04 .00 
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II. LIKEABIL lTV 

45 As a child I used to be able to go to my 

parents with my problems. 	 .25 .13 .13 .13 .00 

127 	 I always try to consider the other fellow's 

feelings before I do something. 	 .25 .50 .00 .00 .25 

198 	Before I do something I try to consider how 

my friends will react to it. 	 .13 .50 .25 -.25 .13 

-29 	 I am often said to be hotheaded. .13 .87 .00 .75 .00 

-44 	Sometimes I feel like smashing things. .00 .25 .00 .87 .00 

-56 I hate to be interrupted when I am 

work ing on something. . .........•.. 	 .00 .50 -.50 .38 .00 


-57 I have sometimes stayed away from another person 

because I feared doing or saying something I 

might regret afterwards. 	 .25 .13 .00 .75 .00· · · · · · . . 
-71 	 I get excited very easily. -.62 .00 .13 .38 -.25 · · · · · . . 
-81 	 I IlIJst adnit I often try to get my own way 

regardless of what others may want. -.25 1.00 .13 .25 .00· ·· 	 · 
-94 	With things going as they are, it's pretty hard 

to keep up hope of amounting to anything. .13 .00 .38 .62 .13· · · 
-153 	 If I am not feeling well I am somewhat 

cross and grouchy. . .00 .38 .00 .62 .00·· · 
-161 	 I am sometimes cross and grouchy without any 

good reason. . . . .00 .62 .00 .75 .00· · 	 · · · · 
-233 A person does not need to worry about other 

people if only he looks after himself. .25 .25 .00 .00 .00 
-270 I often lose my temper. .00 .50 .00 .87 .00· · · · · · 
-293 	Every now and then I get into a bad mood and 

no one can do anything to please me. .00 .25 .00 .87 .00. · · · · · · · · · · · . · · · · · · · · · · 
-364 It bothers me wen something unexpected 

interrupts my daily routine. . ......••••• .00 .38 -.25 .25 .38 
-374 I would never go out of my way to help another person 

if it meant giving up some personal pleasure. .00 .87 -.25 .25 .00 
-428 My home as a child was less peaceful and 

quiet than those of most other people. . . · .00 .00 .00 .25 .00· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · . · · 
-qo3 	 It is hard for me to just sit still 

and relax. . . . . . . · · · · · -.38 .00 .00 .50 .00 
-qo5 I IlIJst adnit I am a high-strung person. .00 .00 -.25 .62 .00 
-qo9 I IlIJst adnit that it makes me angry other 

people interfere with my daily activity. 	 .00 .62 .00 .62 .00· .· · · · · · · · · . · · · · · 
AVG 	 -.01 .37 -.01 .45 .03 
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III. PRUDENCE 

125 There is something wrong with a person who can't 

take orders without getting resentfuL. 	 .00 -.25 .00 -.13 -.13 

149 I 	consider a matter from every standpoint 

before I make a decision. •••••••• 	 .00 .00 .62 .00 .62 

165 I 	do not mind taking orders and being told 

what 	 to do. . ..........••••• -.38 .38 .25 -.13 -.13 


174 I never make judgments about people until I 

am sure of the facts. 	 .00 -.13 .13 -.13 .00 

181 I always tried to make the best school grades 

that 	I could. ......•••..••• .00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 

212 have never been in trouble with the law. 	 .00 .13 .75 .13 .13 

223 	 I keep out of trouble at all costs. .00 .00 .50 .00 -.13 

314 	 I must admit I try to see what others think 

before I take a stand. 	 -.25 .13 .00 -.38 .00 

367 	My home life was always very pleasant. .00 .50 .00 .38 .00 

-77 Yhen I get bored I like to stir up some 
exc i tement • ......•••••••• -1.00 .00 .13 .13 .00 

-93 I would do alrost anything on a dare. -.50 .13 .00 .25 -.13 

-101 I must admit that I often do as little work as 

I can get by with. .00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 

-185 I often do what makes me feel cheerful here and 

now, even at teh cost of some distant goal. · . -.25 .00 .62 .25 .00· . · ·· · · · · 
-214 	 In school I was sometimes sent to the principle 

for cutting up. . . -.38 .13 .75 .13 .00· · · · · 	 · · · . · 
-250 	 I must admit I find it very hard to work under 

strict rules and regulations. . .00 .00 .62 .25 .00· · · · 
-275 	Sometimes I rather enjoy going against the 

rules and doing tings I'm not supposed to. . · · . . . . . . . . .00 .25 .50 .25 .00· · · 	 · · · 
-288 	As a youngster I was suspended from school one 

or more times for cutting up. . . . . . . . . -.38 .13 .75 .00 .00 

-302 I have often gone against my parents' wishes. .00 .38 .38 .00 -.13 
-336 Sometimes I used to feeL that I wouLd Like 

to leave home. . . . . . . -.13 .00 .13 .25 -.13 
-396 I sometimes wanted to run away from home. -.13 .00 .13 .62 .00 

-420 I used to steaL sometimes when I was a 
youngster. 	 .00 .00 .13 .13 .00· · 

-431 	 As a youngster in schooL I used to give the 

teachers Lots of troubles. • ••••••. -.13 .25 .50 .25 .00 

AVG 	 -.16 .09 .40 .10 .00 
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21 	 My daily life is full of things that keep me 
interested. ..•.••..•••...••• 

108 	 I have no dread of going into a room by myself 
where other people have already gathered and 
are tal king. .••...••...•••.. 

200 	 In a group of people I would not be enbarrassed 
to be called upon to start a discussion or give 
an opinion about something I know well. 

245 Most of the time I feel happy. 

259 I usually feel tnat life is worthwhile. 

-12 I often feel that I made a wrong choice in my 


occupat ion. •••..•.•....• •... · 
-38 	 It is hard for me to start a conversation with 


strangers. • . . . . . • . 
 · 
-40 	 I get very nervous if I think that someone is 

watching me. •••.••••..•• •..• 
-54 I find it hard to keep my mind on a task or job. 
-76 I often feel as if the world was just passing 

me by. ••..•.•....••....• 
-111 Yhen in a group of people I have trouble 

thinking of the right things to talk about. 
-124 I am likely not to speak to people until they 

speak to me. · · · · 
-150 	Criticism or scolding makes me very 

uncomfortable. · · · · · · · · · · · · 
-159 	I feel nervous if I have to meet a lot of 

people. ·· · 	· · · · ·· 
-176 	 I commonly wonder what hidden reason another 

person may have for doing something nice for me. 
-177 I am certainly lacking in self-confidence. 
-186 I usually don't like to talk much unless I am 

with people I know very wel l. · · · · · · 
-225 People pretend to care more about one another 

than they really do. · · · · · · · · 
-227 	 It is hard for me to find anything to talk about 

when I meet a new person. · · · · · · 
-232 	Sometimes I feel that I am about to go 

to pieces. · · · · · · 
-257 	 I often feel as though I nave done something 

wrong or wicked. · · · · · · · · · 
-258 	In school I found it very hard to talk before 

the class. · · · 
-284 	 It is hard for me to act natural wen I am with 

new people. . · · · · ·· 
-416 	I don't think I'm quite as happy as others 

seem to be. · 	 · · · · · ·· 
-418 I am enbarrassed with people I do not know well. 
-419 It often seems that my life as no meaning. 
-429 Even the idea of giving a talk in publ ic 

makes me afraid. · · · · 
-452 	 I dislike to have to talk in front of a group 

of people. . . · · · · · · · · · 
AVG 

IV. ADJUSTMENT 

· · · · · · · · · · · 

· · · · 

· · · 

· · · 

· 	 · · 

· · · · · 

· · · · · · ·· 

· · · · · · · · 

· · · · · · · · ·· · · 

· · 	· · · · · · 

· · · · · · · 

· · · · · · · · 

· · · · · · · ·· 

· · · · · · · · · · · 

· · · · · · · · · · · 

· · · · · · · · · 

· · · · 

· 

· · · 

· 

· · · 

· · · 

· · · · · 

· · · · 

· · · · 

· · · · 

· · · · 

· 	 · 

· · · . 
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.62 .00 .13 .50 .38 

.75 .13 .00 .25 .00 

.87 -.13 .13 .13 .25 

.87 .00 .00 .50 .00 

.25 .00 .00 .38 .00 

.13 .13 .00 .62 .00 

1.00 .00 .00 .25 .00 

.00 .00 .00 1.00 .00 

.00 .00 .75 .50 .13 

.13 .00 .00 .75 .00 

.75 .00 .00 .25 .13 

.75 .00 .00 .13 .00 

.00 .00 .00 .75 .25 

.75 .00 .00 .87 .00 

.00 .62 .00 .50 .00 

.25 .00 .00 .75 .00 

.87 .00 .00 .00 .00 

.13 .13 .00 .25 .25 

1.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 

.00 .00 .00 1.00 .00 

.00 .13 .00 .75 .00 

.75 .00 .00 .13 .00 

.75 .00 .00 .25 .00 

.13 .13 .00 1.00 .00 

.13 .00 .00 .50 .00 

.00 .00 .00 .87 .13 

.38 .00 .00 .75 .00 

.87 .00 .00 .25 .00 

.43 .04 .04 .50 .05 
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8 I liked ItAl ice in Wonderlandll by Lewis Carroll. 

17 I would like to be a journalist. 

50 I seem to be about as capable and smart as 

most people around me. 

61 I like school. 
84 I have at one time or another in my life tried 

my hand at writing poetry. . •••..••• 

97 I would like the job of a foreign correspondent 

for a newspaper. 

140 I enjoy hearing lectures on world affairs. 

152 I read at least ten books a year. • •.. 

160 I would like to hear a great singer in an opera. 

166 In school I always looked far ahead in planning 

what courses to take. 


228 I like to read about history. 


269 I like science.•••..•• 

280 I enjoy many different kinds of play and 


recreation. 


283 I like to read about science. 


292 I used to 1 ike it very rruch when one of my 

papers was read to the class in school. 


391 I am quite a fast reader. 


121 I was a slow learner in school. 


-199 	 I would like to be a soldier. 

-281 	 Society owes a lot more to the businessman and 
the manufacturer than it does to the artist 

and the professor. . .••...•.•.. 
-311 I cannot do anything well. . •.•..•. 
-352 I rrust admit I have no great desire to learn 

new things. • ..•••..•••.••• 

-382 SUccess is a matter of will power. 

-401 Most young people get too much educat ion. 
-436 I never cared rruch for school. • •••. 

AVG 	 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

V. INTELLECTANCE 

25 

.00 .25 .00 .00 .75 

.13 .13 .00 .00 .50 

.13 .00 .50 .00 .25 

.13 .13 .62 .00 .62 

.13 	 .00 .00 .13 1.00 

.13 .13 .00 -.13 .62 

.00 .00 .00 .00 .75 

.00 .00 .38 .00 .62 

.00 .00 .00 .00 .62 

.00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 

-.13 .13 .00 .00 .62 

.00 	 .13 .00 -.13 .50 

.62 .25 .00 .00 .62 

.00 .13 .00 .00 .62 

.13 .00 .75 .00 .13 

.13 .00 .13 .00 .00 

.00 .00 .38 .00 .00 

.00 .25 .00 .00 -.38 

.00 .13 .00 .13 .25 

.00 .00 .38 .75 .00 

.00 .13 .38 .00 1.00 

.00 .13 -.62 .25 .13 

.00 .13 .50 .13 .13 

.00 -.13 .62 .00 .25 

.05 	 .08 .21 .05 .40 
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AMBITION 

6 .00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 

53 .25 -.25 .38 .00 .00 

112 .00 .00 1.00 .00 -.13 

171 .00 -.13 .25 -.13 -.13 

179 1.00 -.13 .38 .00 .00 

202 1.00 .00 .50 .00 .00 

216 .00 .00 .62 -.25 .00 

224 .13 .00 .87 .00 .00 

256 .25 .00 .38 -.25 .00 

260 .00 .00 .87 .00 .00 

264 .00 .00 .62 -.25 .00 

320 .50 -.13 .25 .13 .25 
346 .87 .13 .00 .13 .13 

359 .87 .00 .13 .00 .00 

376 .38 .00 .75 .00 .00 

380 .00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 

403 .75 .13 .00 .13 .00 

412 .50 -.38 .38 -.13 .00 

448 	 .50 .00 .62 .00 .00 

-7 .38 -.62 .00 .13 .13 

-31 .62 .00 .13 .38 .38 

-145 .25 .00 .38 .62 .00 

-379 .38 .13 .50 .38 .00 

-385 .13 -.75 .00 .50 .00 

-422 .13 .13 .62 .62 .00 

-443 .62 -.13 .25 .00 .13 

-426 .00 .00 .00 .50 .00 

AVG .35 -.07 .44 .09 .03 
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EGO CONTROL 

14 .00 -.13 1.00 .00 -.13 

24 .00 .00 1.00 -.13 .00 

35 .00 -.13 .38 -.25 -.25 

85 .00 -.13 .38 .00 -.62 

88 .00 -.13 .50 -.13 -.38 
229 .00 .13 .38 -.13 -.62 

230 -.13 .00 .62 .00 -.13 

246 .00 .00 .87 -.13 .00 

328 -.13 .00 .50 -.38 -.25 

361 .00 .00 1.00 -.13 -.13 
363 .00 .00 .50 -.13 -.75 
387 .00 .00 .25 -.25 -.75 
408 .00 .00 1.00 .00 .00 

-99 .00 .00 .25 .50 -.25 

-119-.13 .00 .50 .00 -.25 

-132 .13 .00 .25 .13 -.13 

-143 -.62 .25 .00 .25 .00 

-157 -.13 .00 .13 .13 -.50 

-170 -.13 .00 .38 .38 .00 

-331 .00 .00 1.00 .25 .00 

-456 .00 .00 .13 .75 .00 

AVG - .05 - .01 .52 .04 - .24 
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Table 3 Principle Component Analysis of CPI-HPI Scale Scores 

Scale Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 

Sociability .98 .01 -.11 -.04 .15 

Likeability -.04 .08 .22 .95 .21 

Prudence -.12 .06 .97 .21 .09 

Adjustment .16 .14 .10 .21 .95 

Intellectance .01 .99 .05 .07 .12 
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Figure 2 Pithy Summary Titles Of 40 AB5C Report Files 

I+ I+ 


DOMINEERING PERSONABLE IMPULSIVE ENTERPRISING 

II  ------------+------------II+ 

DISTANT 

I 

HUMBLE 

III  ------------+------------III+ 

APATHETIC 

I 

INDUSTRIOUS 

I+ I+ 

MOODY-MANIC SOCIALLY THOUGHTLESS EXPERIMENTING 
SELF-CONFIDENT LOUDMOUTH 

IV ------------+------------IV+ 

INSECURE STOIC 

I 

V ------------+------------V+ 

LETHARGIC BOOKWORMISH 

I 

II+ II+ 

COMPROMISING INSECUREOTHER PLEASANT 
DIRECTED DEPENDENT 

III- ------------+------------III+ IV- ------------+------------IV+ 


AGGRESSIVE MORALISTIC ULTRA EGOTISTICAL 
CRABBY 

II- II 



Figure 2, con't 

II+ 

GULLLIBLE TOLERANT 

V- ------------+------------V+ 

NARROW CRITICAL 
MINDED 

II 

III+ 

COMPANY MAN CREATIVELY 
PRODUCTIVE 

V- ------------+------------V+ 


FANCIFUL, 
IMAGINATIVE 

III 

DEAD-END 

III+ 


TYPE A PERSISTANT 
WORKAHOLIC 

IV- ------------+------------IV+ 


DROP-OUT SPOILED, 
CARELESS 

III 

IV+ 

DOWN-TO
EARTH 

CLEAR
THINKING 

V- ------------+------------V+ 

SUPERSTITIOUS OVERSENSITIVE 

IV
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