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PREFACE

Interpersonal trust is an important factor in man's societies.
This study was done in an attempt to gather information regarding the
usefulness of the Children's Interpersonal Trust Scale in measuring
trust in children. If the CITS is found to be a valid instrument for
measuring trust, it would be useful in predicting behavior in many
~ situations.
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'CHAPTER I
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to collect validity data regarding
the Childreﬁ's Interpersonal Trust Scale. Criteria used to measure va=
lidity were the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust
walk. The Ckhildren's Interpersonal Trust Scale (CITS) was developed by
Hochreich (1965) to measure trust in children. The scale is based upon
Rotter's definition cfbtrust; Rotter (1967} defines interpersonal trust
as "... an expectancy held by an individual or a group that the word,
promise, verbal or written statément'&f'énéther individual or group can
be relied upon." ' |

Man lives in societies and is therefore in close contact with other
people. Cooperation'and tfust'éfe neCéssary for a society to function
smoothly. Rotter_(1971)_has pointed out that the importance of trust
increases with the complexity of the society.

People differ in the degreeé bfzfrust they‘place in others. Rotter
(1967) developed the Intefperéonél Trust Sdale to measure trust in an
adult populatioh. His scale cohsists of.fOrty items using a Likert for-
mat. A wide variety of social situations and objects were utilized in
order to tap a variety of social situations with which an individual

might have experience.



Data gathered by Rotter (1967) through the Interpersonal Trust
Scale indicate that trust may vary predictably. Individuals who have no
religious preference or whose parents are of differing religions tend to
show a lesser degree of trust in others. Also generalized trust tends
to decrease as one travels down the socioeconomic ladder (Rotter, 1967).

In a six year study, Rotter (1971) administered his Interpersonal
Trust Scale to incoming college freshmen. His results indicate that,
although the population samples have remained very similar in composi-
tion, every year shows a significant drop in the mean trust scores.
Rotter (1971) feels these decreases in interpersonal trust may be harm-
ful to our society.

Children vary in degrees of trust also. The amount of trust a
child has in others can affect his behavior in many areas. How a child
behaves in school and how much he learns may be affected by how trust-
worthy he perceives teachers to be. Much of man's learning is based
upon statements_made by other peopié ahd ﬁhat ié learned is affected by
how much he believes what he is told,(Rotfer, 1967). A child's peer
relationéhips are.affected by how trusting he is of other children. A
non=trusting child would be difficult to treat in psychotherapy because
.he would tend to not believe what the therapist tells him. The Ygenera~
tion gap" may be due, in part, to a lack of trust of children in their
parents. If a child feels his parents cannot be trusted, it would be

difficult for meaningful communication to develop.

Development of the Children's

Interpersonal Trust Scale

The Children's Interpersonal Trust Scale consists of twenty=two



items which depict stick figures in a variety of situations. Twelve of
the stick figures depict male children and ten depict female children.
Eachvitem consists of a statement being made to the child in the pic=
ture. The child taking the test is to choose one of four statements
offered in multiple choice form which best represents what he would be
thinking in the situation. Two of the statements represent a trusting
response and two represent a non=trusting response (Hochreich, 1966).

Hochreich (1966) originally included twenty-five different situa-
tions with four additional test items. Two items were designed to de=-
tect over-compliance in a child's test taking behavior and two were to
detect negativistic attitudes toward the scale. The original CITS stick
figures were on 5"x8" cards. The cards were presented to subjects one
at a time. The examiner read aloud the statement made in each situation
and the subjecf replied verbally with his idea of what the child in the
situation might be thinking to himself. Following the administration of
the free-response CITS, the Children's Social Desirability questionnaire
was filled out by each subject. Each child's responses were scored as
either irrelevént to trust, tfusting 6r non-trustihg by Hochreich and
her.assistants. A child's percentage of trusting responses was his
score on,the:scale.

Hochreich (1966) found‘a .075 biserial correlation between trust
scores and Children's Social Desirability scores. Hochreich (1966) has
stated that this low correlation does not indicate that social desire-
ability was not a variable in test~taking behavior as the validity of
the measure of social desirabilify has not been fully explored. The
four items designed to detect over-compliance and negativistic attitudes

were not included in the later multiple-choice form of the CITS because



inappropriate responses on these items showed no relationship to extreme
trust scale scores. Also eliminated from the later scale were items
which elicited resmonses irrelevant to trust and items which showed a
strong tendency to "puil" responses in either a trusting or non~trusting
direction. 'Multiple choice statements used in the twenty~two item

scale were taken from the free responses given most frequently by child-
ren in the twenty-nine item scale (Hochreich, 1966).

In collecting her preliminary validity data, Hochreich (1966)
applied the delayed choice paradigm and a situation using water pistols
which involved the child's belief in a statement made by the experi=
menter. The délayed choice situation involved the experimenter's offere
ing the child a one cent candy bhar which he could have the same day or
a five cent candy bar which he could have a week later. Hochreich {1966)
defined a trusting response in this situation as one in which the child
chose the delayed reward. The water pistol criterion for trust in-
volved the uze of three water pistols which were placed before the
child. The experimenter told the child that two water pistols were
filled with water and one wag empty._ The empty water pistol was point-
ed out by the experimenter and‘the child was asked to pick it up, point
it at his own face, and pull the trigger. Hochreich (1966) hypothesized
that a child'who hesitated or‘gave other indications that he did not be-
lieve the experiﬁenter's statement that the vistol was empty would tend
to be less trusting of other people.

Hochreich's (1966)‘result5‘iﬁdica£e that the CITS has an uncorrect=
ed split-~half reliability coefficient of .78, and when corrected by the
Spearman-Browﬁ prophecy formula, a correlation of .88 was found. Item

reliabilities indicate that 19 of the 22 items are correlated at less
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than a .01 level of mignificance with the fotal score. The author's
hypothesis that children who scored higher on the CITS would tend to
choose the delayed reward was not fully supported by the data, but the
results were iﬁ the predicted direction and statistical significance
was approached. Hochreich's (1956} results indicated that the use of
the water pistols did not seem to be a good behavioral measure of trust.
As the author suggests, her results may have been affected by contami-
nating factors such as the children’s being in the protected environe-
ment of the school or attempts by the children to not appear greedy by
choosing the greater candy reward. Hochreich {1966) found no signifie
cant sex differences in CITS scores for her subjects.

Trust is an important facet of our sociefy. i measure for trust
in children would be a valuable tool in predicting ranges of behavior
of individuals. Hochreich (1964) and Rotter {1971) have suggested that
further rgsearch is needed before the value of the CIIS can be deter-
mined. More research is needed in the area of interpersonal trust and

its predictability.

Review of the Literature on the

Prisoner's Dilemma Game

The ?risoner'S'bilemma Game has been useful in studying competi=
tion and cooperation. The game is regarded as a mixed motive game be=
cause the piayers have to choose between increasing the total gains of
both players and increasing their own immediate gains {Bixenstine,
Potash, and Wilson, 1963). Deutsch {1960} has supggested that trust is
a factor in whether an individual plays the game cooperatively or com=

petitively. A player who attempts to maximize his gain will cause both



players to lose, however, a player making cooperative choices risks
maximum loss unless he can trust the other player (Deutsch, 1960).

The general form of the Prisoner's Dilemme Game is illustrated in

Figure 1.
Player II
A B
X (Xq4%,) (X yX)
Player I ™ 23
Y (Kg4,) (X, 0%y,

2X17X2+X372Xh, X37X1, X37X2, X47x2
Figure 1. Prisoner's Dilémma Game Form (Evans, 1964)

then the sumbols in Figure 1 are explained as specific choices made by
vlayers, the game procedure is clarified. Two people play the game
vhich consists of a mumher of choices hetween two colors of poker chips
with differing point values resulting. For example, if red poker chips
are defined as a cooperative choice and b»lue pcker chips are defined as
an uncooperative choice, the following results would occur. If both
players choose red poker chips'(2X1), they profit egually in terms of
points; and, if this response is continued, in the long run both play=-
ers will attain a greater score. A choice of a red chip by one player
and a blue chip by the other (X2¢X3) gives points to the blue chip play-~
er and no points to the red chip player. If both players choose blue
chips (2X,), neither individual earns any points. The game positions
of X3?K1, XBjXZ, and xq;xa are illustrative of one player's choosing a
blue chip and earning points while one player chooses a red chip and
earns none.

The game has been applied in many studies and many factors have
been found which cén influence whether an individual plays cooperative-

ly or competitively. One influence of game behavior is the type of
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rewerd given. Honetary rewards have been found to increase cooperative
playing (McClintock and McNeel, 1965a; Radlow, Weidner, and Hurst,
1968). Rapaport and Dale (1966) found that there is an "end" effect
vhen subjects know how many trials to expect. They suggest that play-
ers are cooperative initially, followed by a decline in cooperation
which remains constant until the end of the game when cooperation
ceases.

Sequential choices rather than simultaneous choices may also affect
cooperation (Kee and Knox, 1970). Kee and Knox (1970) indicate that
meaningful incentives as well as sequential choices increase the game's
applicability to studies of trust. These authors differentiate two
types of trus£ evident in game playing. "Subjective trust" is one's
decision that someone is trustworthy and “behavioral trust" is the
amount of trust one must féel he has in someone before a trusting deci-
‘sion is actually made. Swinth (196?) also supports findings that se=-
quential choiées‘can increase trusting or cooperative playing.

Knox and Douglas (1971) have foﬁnd additional variables which in+
fluence”game'béhévior. 'SubjectS’tend'tQ play‘éimilarly and competitive=
ly when they receive lbw incenfives. With large incentives, Knox and
Douglas (1971) found_moré variance. Subjects were found to become
either more céoperative or more competitive. These authors have also
stressed the importance of the subjéct's understanding instructions for
the game. McClintock and McNeel (1956b) also conducted a study of re-
ward levels and their results indicated subjects who received high re-
wards were more cooperative than subjects who received low rewards.

A study by Oskamp and Perlman (1965} offers further support for

the hypothesis that larger rewards increase cooperative playing. Other



results of this study indicate that friendship between subijects does

not inerease cooperative playing, a small amount of social interaction
“at the beginning of the game may increase cooperative playing, and com=
petitive playing may increage within a span of thirty trials. Swinth
(1967) supports the hypothesis that communication in terms of expected
trust may increase trust between players. The explanation offered for
these results is that trust may be established,between the players if
they are able to expose their Yselves" to each other and the exposure

is met with acceptance (Swinth, 1967). If an enforceable promise of
cooperative playing is made and followed, cooperation and trust feelings
are increased (Evans, 1964). Evans (1964) suggests trusting responses
in the Prisoner's Dilemma Game are difficult to establish if the player
fears his opponent will not act on his promise of cooperative playing.
Horai (1969) has also found that cooperative playing is increased if
promises made are kept; Lven under circumstances where people may not
be overtly concerned with others' welfare, mutual trust may occur if one
expects one's trust to be fulfilled CDeutsch, 1958).

In a study by Bixenstine, Potash, and Wilson (1963), no changes in
the number of cooperative reéponses were found in relation to the nume
ber of cooperative or competitive responsea made by the subjgct's part=
ner. However, if the subject's partner maiched the subjecf's responses,
cooperation increased.

Some controversy exisis concerning the dynamics of the Prisoner's
Dilemma Game and'its>value in reséarCh; Deutsch (1960) suggests that
the aspects of personality which the game‘taps are ... internaliza-
tions of a reciprocal pattern of interrelationships' rather than one=

sided internalized orientations or expectations. The possibility exists



that the game taps behavior specific to a laboratory situation
(Hochreich, 1966). Also the game may be irrelevant to the study of
trust or it may produce competitive reactions because of its character-
istics (Rotter, 1971). Knox and Douglés (1971) warn that caution
should be exercised in generalizations using the game and relegate its
usefulness to the position of a parlor game.

| Despite thesé criticisms of the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, it has
been widely used in studies of coopération and trust. The question of
whether or nof the game is relevant to studies of trust has not been
resolved. Its use in the present study will allow a more direct com=-

parison with past research results.
Review of the Titerature on Versonal Space

Personalvspace is an area of psychology which has been widely
studied. Hall (1959) has said, while physical boundaries separate all
living things from their environment; some animals also have non-
physical boundaries which enclose their territory. Territoriality plays
an important role in the lives of many animal species, including man
(Ardrey, 1967). Sommer (1959) differentintes territory and personal
space by the mobility of personai space. He says that persohal space
is carried with the organism while territory is stationary. Little
(1965) defines personél space as "... the areé immediately surrounding
the inaividual in which the majority of hig interactions with others
take place." Dosey and Meisels (1969)‘an& Horowitz, Duff, and Stratton
(1964) éee personal space as actingbas a‘ﬁuffer zone between the indivi=
dual and his environment.

Many studies have been carried out to gain more information about
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personal space. Research indicates that people may display a variety

of reactions such as avoidance, fear, embarrassment, and anger when
their personal space is invaded (Garfinkel, 1964). Felipe and Sommer
(1966) found that people may initially react to invasions of their per-
sonal space by attempting to adapt; but, if the tension created by the
invasion persists, they will leave exhibiting a "flight reaction." A
study by Hartnett, Bailey, and Gibson (1970) suggests that females will
allow deeper penetration of their personal space than males due to their
more passive upbringing. Dosey and Meisels (1969) have also found sex
differences in personal space. They account for their findings that fe-
males approach closer to same sexed persons than those of the opposite
sex while the appreach distance of males is the same for both sexes by
suggesting females have a cultural norm to be distant with unknown
males. Research also indicates that personal space boundaries are
narrower with neutral inanimate objects than with people (Horowitz,
Duff, and Stratton, 1964).

Kuethe (1962a) found that subjects arranged felt figures on a board
in an organized fashion although the figures could be placed any way.
Kuethe (1962b) also found that the content of the figures determined how
the subjects arranged them in that figures of two women were not placed
as closely together on a boérd as a woman figure and a man figure.
Perceived personal space may also vary with the particular setting and
how well acquainted people are seen as being (Little, 1955). The
affective tone and formal nature of a situation can also affect percep~
tion of distanceé between people (Littie, 1968) .

Other variables have been found to influence personal space.

Culture affects the distance at which individuals feel comfortable with
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‘others (Watson, 1970). Further vériables'acting on an individual's per=
sonal space are drives, individual history, and interpersonal occur=-
rences (Horowitz, Duff, and Stratton, 1964). Emotionally disturbed
children may see humans as less trustworthy and supportive so they place
pgreater distances between human figures (Weinstine, 1965). Childreﬁ who
feel accepted by their parents tend to see human pairs as being closer
together than they actually are (Weinstine, 1967). Horowitz, Duff, and
Stratton (1964) found that personal space distances tend to be greater

for schizophrenic subjects than for noneschizophrenic subjects.
Review of the Literature on the Trust Walk

Little information is available regarding the trust walk. The
trust walk is a variation of the blind walk used in sensitivity traine
ing. The blind walk consists of one person's leading another person
whose eyes are closed. The walk may last for ten to thirty minutes and
no talking is to be allowed auring fhévﬁélk (Gunther, 1968). The blind
walk's major concern is the sensory experiencé of the person who is
being led. The trust walk'proqedure is the same as that of the blind
wallk, hﬁwever the primary concern of the trust walk is that the person
being led is dependént upon his leader to safely walk with him
(McHale, 1971).  The ease with which he can accept this dependent sit=~

nation is defined as trust.
Surmary of the Problem

Trust is an important factor which affects man's behavior toward
others. A scale which could measure interpersonal trust in children

would be useful in predicting a child's behavior in many areas such as
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school, psychotherapy, and peer groups. The validity of such a scale
needs to be clearly established before it is practically applied.

The Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust walk
seem to have the potential to be satisfactory criteria for validation of
the CITS. The literature concerning the Prisoner's Dilemma Game indi-
cates some controversy as to its usefulness in researchj; however, be-
cause it has been widely studied and many factors affecting its
dynamics are known, it could be of use in studying trust. Personal
space can be affected by the feelings of trust an individual has as well
as by culture, environment, sex, and many other variables. By measuring
a child's personal space boundaries, information regarding his trust in
other people may be obﬁainedn The trust wallk can bring out differences
in behavior which are indices of trust. The author has observed that
an individual whq is relaxed rather than rigid and hesitant during the

trust walk seems to he more irusting of the person who is leading him.
Statement of the Hypothesis

The hypothesis of this study is that positive correlations be~
tween CITS scores and criterion measures would occur and therefore the
validity of the CITS would be supported.  The present study involved the
administration of Hochreich's CI@S to éhildren of elementary school age.
One weelt later, further measures of.trust were- taken using the
Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust walk. It was
predicted that children with low scores on the scale would be less coop=
erative in the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, have broader boundaries of per-
sonal space, and behaviorally indicate distrust in the trust walk; and,

that children with higher scores on the scale would be more cooperative
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in the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, have narrower versonal space boundaries,

and be relaxed during the trust walk.



CHAPTER II
METHOD AND »YROCEDURES
Subjects

The experimental subjects were 32 fifth and sixth grade boys from
6 Boy Scout troops and 1 church youth group in a southwestern city with
a population of 50,000. Permission from the parents of prospective sub-
jects was necessary before the boys could participate in the study.
Seven boys did not participate due to their parents' withholding their
permission. All subjects were Caucasian and were naive in regard to the

purpose of the study.
Ekperimental Assistants

Four male Cauéasian experimenial assistants aideé in the conduction
of the experiment. Male assistants were used in order to control for
any variation in a child's performance which might be due to sex differ-
ences. One assistant administered the CITS. The other three assistants
aided the authér&in the‘Priséner's Dilemma Game, the personal space
study, and the trust walk. Each assistant's task was randomly assigned
to him and he retained that task throughout the study. The assistants
differed in size and appearénce. The administrator of the CITS was 25
years old, 6 feet tall, slender, with short hair and a moustache. The
assistant»for'thevPriéoner's Dilemma Game was 22 years old, 5 feet, 6

inches tall, slender, with hair of medium length. The personal space

al.
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acsistant was 26 years old, 5 feet, 7 inches tall, slender, with short
hair. The trust walk assistant was 22 years old, 6 feet, 2 inches tall,
heavy, with long hair and a moustache. All assistants were dressed

casually and similarly throughout the study.
Procedure

Each assistant was given an opportunity to practice his_tésk prior
to the actual study. To familiarize the assistants with the study, a
group meetiné was held and the entiré procedure involving their tasks
was discussed. The tasks were then randomly assigned and each assist-
ant was instructed as to his exact duties. Following these instruc-
tions, ench ssmistont nracticed his tésk three times with the author
acting az a subjeet, “hen no uore qﬁestions were raised as to pro-
cedure, the practice mession was ended.

The, suhjgcts were .cen at the locatians of their group meetings.
For each.g?ogpAof'boys uged, the study was.carrieqvqut_iq a room sepa=
rate from boys who were not participatiﬁg in the study. The number of
subjects in edch group varied becaﬁse of differencgs in the meeting
groups. VSqme groups had Jew boys of the desired age, group sizes varied,
and sone boys were unabvle to participate due to a lack oprarental per-
mission. A total of 7 groups of subjects were usedf The number of boys
in each meeting groupr and under study at one time were 3 boys in the
first group, % boys in the second group, 6 boys in the third.group, L
boys in the fourth grouwp, & bhoys in the fifth group, 3 boys in the
sixth group, #nﬁ 6 boys in the seveﬁth group.

The CITS was administeied to the hoys as a group. The Prisoner's

Dilemma Game, personal space; and the trust walk were administered
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indiyidually. These three oriterion measures were grouped in their six
possible combinations, and these orders of presentation were randomly
assimned to individual subjects. Each assistant actiiely participated
i only one gart of the studr to prevent trusting or non-trusting re-
latistshine from developing in terus of a perticulsr individual. This
procedvse was included to control for possible sequence effects in terms
_of contact with the assistants.

Instructions for the written test were adapted for use with boys
from Hochreich's (19¢5) study. The instructions which were read to ihe
subjects were!

i'm from Oklahoma State Uhiversity.

I'm interested in learning something about boys! opinions,

and T'nm poing %o ask your help in doing this. This is not

a test, and there are no right or wrong answers. You all

. know that people very often havé different opinions about
things. 8o I'd like you to put down what you really think.

The test booklets and péncils were then passed out to the subjects.
They were then asked to follow along as the examiner read the test in-
structions aloud. These instructions were:

Je are interested in Tinding out the dirferent ways in
which young people think about things that could happen to
them in their everyday lives.

On the following pages, you will see a series of car-

- toons. ' In each of these cartoons, people are talking to
each other. First, read what one person is saying to the
other. Then look at the four sentences listed below the
cartoon. These are the kinds of things that the child in
the cartoon might be thinking to himself. Choose the sen-
tence which you feel says best what ycu would be thinking
if you were that child, and circle the letter of that sen=-
tence (a, b, ¢, or d). You should circle only one answer
for esch cartoon. Please read each one carefully, anﬁ do
not skip any of the itens.

THié&re are no right or wreng answers; all of the an-
swers are all right. PFick the one that comes closest to
vhat you would really he thinking. ¥emember that we are
interested in what vou would be thinking ¢r sayving to youre
self ... not what you would really say out loud or what you
would do, but what you would bte thinking Lo yourself.
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There was no time limit on the test. The scoring procedure ine
volved a score of 4 for the most trusting response on an item, a score
¢f 3 for a less trusting response, a score of 2 for an untrusting re-
sponse, and a score of 1 for the most untrusting response. Hochreich
(1966) scored the CITS by scoring 1 for a trueting response and O for an
untrusting response. The scoring procedure for the present study was
devised in order to give further differentiation between scores. The
scores of 1, 2, 3, and 4 were seen as providing sufficient different-
iation for the study. This scoring procedure was developed by having
3 individuals independently evaluate the answer éhoices on the test.
Buch individual rated the test answers from least to most trusting (1,
2, 3 or 4). When at least two of the three persons agreed on a point
value for an answer, that value was used in the scoring procedure. For
each subject, a total test score and a score using only the items with
male figures were derived. This step was taken to enable the author to
find if the sex of the stick figures affects the accuracy with which the
test measures trust.

One week after the administration of the CITS, the subjects parti-
¢ipated individually in the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, the personal space
study, and the trust walk. Equipment used in the Prisoner's Dilemma
@Game consisted of a card table, two chairs on opposite sides of the
table, 24 blue poker chips, 24 red poker chips, and a barrier measuring
18 x hﬁ x 12" which was placed on the table between the assistant and
the subject. The subject and assistant were asked to be seated at the
table. The poker chips were divided between the subject and the assist-
ant with both players receiving half the blue chips and half the red

chips.
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Instructions, as adapted from Tedesco (1971), were read to the sub-
ject by the author. These instructions were:

There are two of you who are going to play a game in

which you can either win points or lose points. Here is how

the game is played. There are two of you, and how many points

you win or lose is determined not only by what you yourself

do, but also by what the other person does.

-If you and the other player both choose red poker chips,

you both get 9 points. If you choose a red chip and the

other player chooses a blue chip, you get O points and the

other player gets 10 points. If you choose a blue chip and

the other player chooses a red chip, you get 10 points and

the other player gets O points. If you both choose blue poker

chips, you both get O points.

After you select a poker chip, keep it hidden in your

hand until I tell you it is all right to show your choice.

When I tell you to, show the poker chip which you have cho=-

sen. Are there any questions?

A color coded diagram showing the scoring procedure was provided
for the subject and was taped to his side of the barrier for easy view-
ing. The experimental assistant gave a set response on each trial.
Thirty trials were given and thirty responses had been randomly deter-
mined for the assistant prior to the actual study. The assistant's
responses were written on his side of the barrier so he could play the
game identically with every subject. The subject’s score for the
Prisoner's Dilemma Game portion of the study was the number of red
(cooperative or trusting) poker chip choices he made in thirty trials.

Each subject also participated in the personal space portion of the
study. The equipment involved in this criterion study was a sheet of
paper measuring 72" x 24" on which vertical lines 1" apart were drawn.
The lines were enumerated in 3" groups and a jagged line crossed all
vertical lines so the measuring sheet appeared tobe agraph. This step

was taken so the sheet of paper would be less obvious as a measuring

device. The paper was taped to a wall of the room in which the study
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was carried out. The assistant stood at the O" line of the paper and
the subject was led to the 72" mark so he stood 6' away from the assist-
ant. The subject and assistant faced each other and instructions were
read to the subject. These instructions were, '"Walk slowly towards the
other person; when you reach him, stop and wait until I tell you to re=~
turn; then return to your position" (Dosey and Meisels, 1969). The
assistant's eye contact was controlled by having him look into the sub-
ject's eyes for 1 second and down at the floor for 1 second. At what-
ever point the subject stopped while approaching the assistant, a
neasurenent was taken to the nearest 1" mark on the paper sheet. The
subject's score in personal space was the final distance he stood away
from the assistant.

Every subject participated in the trust walk. Equipment used in
the trust walk was a blindfold and a stopwatch. ZEach subject was blind-
folded and led about the testing room by an assistant for 3 minutes.

The assistant led the subject by placing one hand on the subject's left
forearh and one hand on the back of the subject's right shoulder leaving
the boy's right arm free.

The subject's behavior while walking was observed by the author and
another assistant. The subject's behavior was independently rated by
the author and an assistant. Behaviors which were rated were feet
shuffling, the free arm's being used to feel space, body angle (the
lower portion of the body preceding the upper portion), and the sub=
ject's having to be pulled alongside the assistant who was leading him.

Each subject began the trust walk with 10 points. For feet shuff=
ling, free arm out, and body angle, 3 points for each behavior present

were subtracted from his score. The scores of the 2 observers were then
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averaged. Only 1 point was subtracted from the subject's score if he
had to be pulled by the leader and this behavior was rated by the lead~
er. This behavior was assigned 1 point to avoid giving too much weight
to a single judge in the scoring procedure. Behaviors were determined
to be present if, in the subjective opinion of the judges, they were
being exhibited. Instructions which were read to the subject by the
author were, "I am going to blindfold you for a while. You will be led
about the room for a time and T will tell you when to stop." The sub=-
ject was 1éd by an assistant in a rough figure-eight patterm with furni-
ture in the room present as obstacles which he was helped to avoid by
his leader.

In summary, the scoring procedure for each subject involved re-~
cording his score on the CITS (total score and male items only), the
number of times he chose a red poker chip in the Prisoner's Dilemma
Game, the final distance between him and the assistant in personal
space, and his remaining points following the 3-minute trust walk. The
higher the subjects' scores on the CITS, Prisoner's Dilemma Game, and
the trust walk, and the lower his score in personal space, the more
trusting he was seen as being.

Statistical methods used to study results were the Pearson product
moment correlation, measures of central tendency, and ranges of scores.
The Pearson product moment correlation was implemented to determine the
degree of relationship between the CITS scores and scores on the criter-
ion measures. The measures of central tendency and ranges of scores

were used to evaluate the distribution of the variables under study.



CHAPTER IIIX

RESULTS

A Pearson correlation coefficient was obtained for the 32 subjects'
scores and criterion measures. None of the correlations were signifi-

cant. Table I shows the correlations between these scores.

TABLE I

CORRELATIONS OF CITS SCORES AND CRITERIA

CITS Prisoner's Dilemma Personal Space Trust Walk Total Criteria

Score Score Score Score Score
Total .12 .16 -.01 .07
' Male Items ~.08 .08 .00 .03

Correlations were also derived to measure the relationship between
the criteria. These results were also not significant. Table II shows

the criteria correlations in matrix form as suggested by Roscoe (1969).

21
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TABLE II

CORRELATION MATRIX FOR PRISONER'S DILEMMA
GAME, PERSONAL SPACE, AND TRUST WALK

Criteria Prisoner's Dilemma Personal Space Trust Walk
Prisoner's Dilemma 1.00 -.16 -.16
Personal Space -.16 1.00 .04
Trust Walk -.16 .04 1.00

The measures of central tendenc& and the range of scores for the
CITS and criteria are shown in Table III. Frequency polygons illustrate

the distribution of scores for the CITS and criteria in Figures 2, 3, 4,

5, and 6.
TABLE III
MEASURES OF CENTRAL TENDENCY AND RANGES OF
SCORES FOR THE CITS, PRISONER'S DILEMMA GAME,
PERSONAL SPACE, AND TRUST WALK

Measures Mean Mode Median ~ Range
CITS (total score) 60.40 55,65,70 63 235-76
CITS (male items) 33.40 24 34 16=42
Prisoner's Dilemma 15.02 15 15 : =21
Personal Space 5 1 L 0-16

Trust Walk 7.78 9 8.5 310
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In regard to the internal consistency of the CITS, the uncorrected
split~half (odd-even) reliability coefficient for the complete test was
.62. Corrected by the Spearman~Browh prophecy formula, the correlation
was .77. The uncorrected split-half reliability coefficient for the
CITS using only male-figure items was .68. Corrected by the Spearman-

Brown prophecy formula, the correlation was .81.



CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION

The present research was designed'to‘invéstigate thé validity of
the Children's Interper.éonal Trust Scale. Criteria used té study the
scale were the Prisoner's Dilemme tame, personal spa¢e, and the trust
walk. None of the criteria correlated significantly with the CITS
scores or each other. Utilizing only male~figure items of the CITS made
no significant difference in correlations wifhvthe criteria. The hy-
pothesis that the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the
trust walk would correlate positively with scores on the CITS was not
supported.

The nonsignificant correlation'betwéen the Prisoner's Dilemma Game
portion of the study and CITS scérés is ccpsistént with the opinion of
Rotter (1971) that this measure is not relevant to the study of trust.
Characteristics described by him as‘pbjectionable, such as incentives,
were shown by Knox and Douglas (1971) to increase compétitive behavior
when low. No incentives were included in the present application of
the Prisoner's Dilemma Game in ordef to prévent active encouragement in
the direction of trust. By not encouraging trusting responses with in-~
centives, competitivé responses may have been increased due to this
lack of incentives. Knox and Douglas1t1971) have also stressed the im-
portance of the subjects' understanding instructions for the game. Two

subjects played the game by alternating réd and blue poker chip choices

Can
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regardless of choices made by the assistant. Although no subjects had
questions concerning the rules of the game, these two boys played in a
style which suggests they were unmotivated to play or they did not under-
stand the game.

Results of the personal space portion of the study were also not
significant. The frequency distribution of scores on this criterion
illustrate that the subjects' scores tend to collect at the trusting end
of the range of scores rather than approaching & normal distribution.

A possible explanation for these results is that the subjects used were
not a random sample, but members of groups which encourage trust. Also
the author noted an uncontrolled variable which appeared to affect the
boys! behavior. This variable was the assistant's arm position.

| Whether the assistant's arms were behind his back, at his side, or
crossed in front of him seemed to affect the distance at which subjects |
halted their approach to him. In future research, body position as well
as eye contact should be controlled so its effect on personal space can
be determined.

The correlations between the trust walk scores and CITS scores and
between the trust walk and other criteria were also not significant. As
shown in the frequency distribution of trust walk scores, the scores
tend to collect at the trusting end of the range of scores. As in the
personal space study, these results may be explained by the type of sub=
jects used in that they were members of groups which encourage trust.
Also the boys with parents who did not allow them to participate may
have been less trusting than those who were able to participate because
their parents may have been untrusting of the stndy.

The frequency of scores on the Vrisgrnerts Dilemma Game was
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concentrated in the middle of the range of scores. These fesults may
have been affected by the variables present in the study which can ine
crease competitive playing such as no incentives. One problem with the
Prisoner's Dilemma Game is that in attempting to create a neutral game
which does not encourage trusting or cooperative responses, one can
thereby encourage competitive responses.

The distribution of the subjects® scores on the CITS is scattered
throughout the range. No clear pattern is apparent in these distri-
butions. The scores on the personal space and trust walk indicate the
subjects may have been a trusting sample. The scores on the Prisoner's
Dilemma Game may have been affected by the variables present which can
increase competitive playing such as ne inecantives and simultaneous
choices. Although the CITS appears to have face validity, these re-
sults indicate the scale may not be a valid measure of interpersonal
trust. Hochreich's (1966) results with the CITS approached statistical
significance, but did not achieve it. Results of this study were also
not significant. The results of these two studies cast serious doubt
on the validity of the scale. However, with no significant results in
the study, further research is called for before the scale is defined
as not being applicable to the study of trust in children.

Several general factors may have had a confounding effect on the
study. Lighting differences, extraneous noise, occasional interrupt-
ions by non-participants, and room sizes are possible contaminating
factors which the author was unable to control. These variables could
prevent a significant relationship from being detected.

A suggestion regarding later studies of the CITS is to rotate the

ascistants as well as the order of criteria. DBecause each ¢riterion in
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this study had one assistant assigned to it throughout the study, the
subjects' behavior may have been affected by a particular assistant's
personal characteristics. By rotating each assistant's tasks, the vari-
able of assistant characteristics can be better controlled.

A specific factor which may be the most important in terme of
later attempts to validate the CITS is Rotter's definition of trust.
Within Rotter's framework, interpersonal trust involves the belief of
en individual in another's verbal or written statement. The CITS is
based upon this definition of trust while the criteria uséd in this
study are not. This situwation could have been rectified by devising
verbal promises for each measure. It would seem that this departure
from Rotter's definition may have had major consequences on the ob~-
tained results.

The trust walk and personal space results reflect scores which one
might expect from a church youth group and Boy Scouts, i.e., to be
trustworthy and trusting. The CITS scores do not reflect this tend-
ency. A possible explanation for this difference is in the criteria's
departure from Rotter's definition of interpersonal trust. The trust
walk and personal space may reflect a broader type of trust than the
CITS, such as a general ability to be close to other people without
feelings of discomfort. These feelings may be ﬁecessary but not suffi-
cient to trust as defined by Rotter. The CITS, on the other hand, may
measure a narrower type of trust which involves an extension of one per-
son or group through a promise or statement and a judgement of that
statement's reliability. If, in future studies, the reliability of the
CITS is established, caution should be taken in generalizing trust

scores on the scale to children's general behavior toward other people.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this study was to gather validity data regarding
the Children's Interpersonal Trust Scale. Criteria used for validation
were the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust walk.
Thirty=-two male fifth and sixth grade students were administered the
CITS. One week following the scale administration, the subjects parti-
cipated in the Prisoner's Dilemma Game, personal space, and the trust
walk. It was predicted that scores on the criteria would correlate
positively with scores on the CITS and the validity of the scale would
be supported.

No meaningful correlations were found to exist between the CITS and
criteria or between the criteria themselves. Differentiation of test
items by the sex of the figure made no significant difference in the
correlations with criteria. The scores on the trust walk and personal
space portions tended to fall in the more trusting range of scores which
may suggest the subjects were not a random sample, but a trusting sam-
ple. Scores on the Prisoner's Dilemma Game fell in the middle range of
scores which may be due to factors in the study which can increase
competitiveness. Scores on the CITS were scattered throughout the range
of scores.

Further study of the validity of the CITS was suggested and poss=

ible contaminants of the present study were discussed. The modification
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of the criteria instructions was suggested as being important in terms
of further study of the CITS. The possibility of different types;of
trust was put forth as a result of the trusting responses evidenced in
the personal space study and trust walk and the more widely distributed

CITS scores.
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APPENDIX A

SUBJECT'S RAW SCORES ON

THE CITS AND CRITERIA
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CITS=- Permonal Trust

Subject Total CITS Male Items Prisoner's Dilemma Space Walk
1 62 35 16 9 7
2 66 38 12 14 10
3 35 20 12 3 2
i 55 - 31 13 3 10
5 73 Lo 15 5 9
6 61 3k 17 3 2
7 70 Lo 17 1 10
8 65 37 18 1 10

9 55 29 13 12 8.5
10 51 28 13 5 6

11 64 34 16 1 8.5

12 Ly 25 17 6 6.5

13 Le 28 | 1k 5 8.5
1k 56 30 15 1 9
15 65 38 13 1 7
16 73 42 15 1 3
17 5k 29 15 1 9
18 68 37 8 0 10
19 75 L2 18 16 7
20 67 37 13 6 9
21 49 27 19 1 9
22 70 1 14 1 6
23 65 3l 14 5 10
2h 72 39 15 9 10
25 57 28 17 S 3
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CIIS= Personal Trust

Subject Total CITS Male Ttems Prisoner!s Dilemma  Space Walk
26 70 39 21 10 7
2?7 55 30 1 5 6
28 48 26 14 1 7
29 68 4o 15 1 9
30 76 b 16 6 6
31 42 16 16 10 9
32 53 3h 16 3 6



APPENDIX B

COPY OF CHILDREN'S INTERPERSONAL

TRUST SCALE



Name

Age
Grade

School

Male or Fbmale

INSTRUCTIONS

We ore interested in finding out the different
weys in which youug people think sbout things that
could happen to them in their everyday lives.,

On the following pages, you will sce a series
of cartoons. In each of these cartoons people are
talking to each other. First, reasd vhet one
person is saying to the other. Then, look at the
four sentences listed belov the cartoon. These are
the kinds of things that the boy or girl in the
cartoon might be thinking to himself. Choose the
‘sentence which you feel says beet what you would dbe
thinking if you were tha% boy or girl, snd eircle
the letter of that sentecnce (a, b, ¢, or d). You
should circle only one enswer for each -cartoon.
Please reed each one carefully, and do not skip
any of the items.

There are no right and wrong ansvers; all of
the answers are all right. Pick the one thet comes
closest to wvhat you would rezlly be thinking.
Remember: that we are interested in whet you would
be thinking or saying to yourself --- not in what
you would reslly say out loud or vhat you would do,
but in what you would be thinking to yourself.

2



next Saturdey insteesd.

I'm really sorry we have to CF X
cancel our fishing trip becesuse T F
that meeting tcmorrow, Son; but f /
we'll plan to go up to the lake 1 {ed

o
i
L

t yd

. L e -

+

| . - e,
1: - I knov you brois
t

{

,-/ Kid. And if you c“*'t Tcl

i vhere you live, I'z s 8Sing to ‘//
\have to teke you o Jeil. -~

1,) a. I bet next Saturday aenother meeting will ' 2.) a.
come up and he'll cance l the trip again., b
b, Okay, I cen wait till then. .
: C.
c. T guess that's ell right. &

d. He's soid that & million times before.

He probebly won't take me to jail.
I'd better tell him where I live.
He won't do anything us me.

‘He reelly might teke me to jail if 1
‘don't tell.

(x:'{']



e e~ . Timmy, 1f that ball comes over
/ Jene, I'd like you'tom into my yard Just once more, you're
!/ vreme this afterncon erd bebysit | _ mever going to see it again!
{ fer your trother foer a few hours / PN

~ i while I 45 some shopping. Then
{7 AN/ meybe there'll be a surgriseJ

\t‘fjou vhen I get bac‘k’./
<4

<

y

el

. "h.) e, I'@ better be careful --- he'll reelly
3.) a. I wonder wvhat the surprise is going to be. take it awey.
b. BHe's jJust trying to scare me --- he won't

b. No matter what she says, there's never .
teke the bell,.

anything for me,

It's the only ball I Bave, so I'd better

¢. She'll probebly forget to bring the _ » C.
be careful from now on.

surprise.

d. That's vhat he said last time, but he won't °

d. Okey, I'll de it e-- I like surprises.
. really do it.
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~ 'Ihis isn't the kind of tire you\
;‘ usually buy, Mr. Royce, but I'll bet

\_this is the best tire on the road today

’_\ T e

o —

5.) @. He's just trying to talk Daddy into buying

it, that's sll.
b. I think he'd better buy it then.
‘€. ‘It must be a good tire if the man says &0,

‘d. Ibet it isn't as 800d a8 the tires ve
usually get.

/ T e e e e e =
How about washing the car ~—— -
For me teday, Soen? Then rmaybe I'1l }
finish work early and we czn rlay s /
& little ball? ~——"
\elette bartr S

6.) =e. He probebly won't finish work early, and
we won't get to play.

b. That sounds like &2 good deal.

c. He won't play bell «-- he's just trying
to get me to wash the car for him.

d. Okay, I'11 do it. I'd like to pley ball

later.

G
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ne )

g If you do one more bad thing,

/ Susie, I'm going to tell your

‘ mother when she gets home.

I'd better stop doing bad things then,

Oh, she's Just & show-0ff ---- ghe won't
teuc . )

She's just saying that to make me be good;
she pever tells my mother emything I do.

I'11l be good --- just don't tell my mother.

-

AL

B.) e.

b.
c.

dl

You only have one little cavity
this time, Jeennie, I'm going to
£111 it for you now. It may hurt e
little bit, but not very much --- [
promise.

SR 2

e

He wouldn't say that if it wss going to hurt
a8 lot.

Ch yeah, I bet 1t won't.
Okay, I guess it won't hurt much.

That's vhat he slvays says, but I thiak it will
hurt a lot. :

o%



9.)

Iet's jump rope first, Amn.
Then after we do that, I'll play
whatever you want to play.

a, Then we probably won't have enough time
to play my game.

b. Okay, that's feir enough.

¢. I'll pley jumprope. and then she'll let me

pick a gere.

d. Will she really play whet I want to play
aftervards?

10.) =.

b‘

c,

d.

A everybody knows his

spelling lesson perfectly
tomorrow, I won't give you eny

homework for W

- She elways ssys that but sonehow we
always get homework. :

I'd better learn it'then.

She's Just saying thet so we'll do our
honework --- she doesn't really mean it.

Thet sounds like = good deal.

&4



This ie the breekfast of chaumplions!
You'll feel stronger, have more pep and
feel tops §f you eat some. every day.

/
C[O\g:j
—— @0 o0
11.) a. I think I'll try tt.

b. That's a bunch of baloney.

e. The guy on t.v. is just saylng that to
get people to buy the ceregl --- it won't
really work.

d. 1I'll have to ask Mom to get some for me

tonmorrow.

,/"_'\_‘
;. Hou, don't be frightened,
; Jimmy. I'm not going to do |

anything thet will hurt you.

Whatever I do will make you
feel better. Okay?

”
_D
) oy

aohﬁe on

12,) a. Well, he didn't hurt me lest time when he
said he wouldn't. —

b. I'm scared --- he'’ll probably give me a
really big shot or something.

C. Okay, I guess I can trust him.

d. I wonder what trick he'll pull on me todey.

8h



If you tell me the truth,
Billy, you won't be punished
as hard for what you've done.

13.) a.

b.

C.

d.

I don't know if I should tell him the
truth or not. :

Okay, I'll tell him what I did.

I'd better tell him the truth, because
otherwise I'll be in real troudble.

I'11 be better off if I don't tell him,

Hey, Little Girl! Get
in and I'11 give you e ride

14.)

a,

b’

C,

d.

He won't really teke me home.
That's great --- I don't feel like walking
anyway.

Oh, I wonder if I should teke.a ride from
himu i

I believe him, but my. mother wouldn't want me
to. '

&Y



/-/ If you don't tell Mom about
this broken plate, then I won't

f.en her what you dfd this afternoon,

Ckay, I vom't tell.
I vonder 1f he'll -keep his promise.
Last time he said that, he 41d tell.

Good, Thet way I won't get yelled at
either, . o

.0f crayons you wanted, but thege are
really much better anyway.

‘.

d.

I'm sorry I don't have the kind

L L]

Ckay, I'll buy them if he says they're better,

They're probebly not as good as the kimd I
usueally get. '

Well, I'll try then them.

Ne's just saying that to sell them to me ---
they're not reslly better,

Wi
[
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Hey, Robby, can I borrov |

\a dime from you? I'll pay >
e

N

4

you back Monday morning befor
school.

17.) a. No, Last time he didn't pay up.
b. Okey, I'11 let him borrow it.
c. He's always pald me back before.

d. I bet he'll forget to pay back the dime.

Ve
e I

P_;." ',.:';
o

— e e

of-
O

18:) a.”

b
c.

d.

e e
" Vhat your teecher, Mrs. Jones, ~\
accuses you of doing is pretty serious,
Billy. But you've never been in
trouble before, snd I promise that 1f you

/Y

(

- ! tell me the truth sbout what happened,
/ TTTT{you won't be punisbed.

‘I always- get puniéhed , even if I do tell
the truth, -

I'11 tell him the truth so I won't be
punished.

If I tell the truth, he might change his
mind end punish me anyway. -

Okay then, I'1l tell him.

LS



e T e TN
///hary. Keep your eyes on your
ovn paper! If you look up Just
once more, you won't be allowed.
to come back to scheol.

//—‘\_ .
o vou will a1l bc very quirt snd o
] -ourselves this morning, I'll have) (N}
Vo2 nic: Jru‘isr fcr you lster :m. »

3

2

19.) a. She'll do it, too.
' 20.) a. Maybe she'll let us play gemes for the

b, She doesn't really mean it. ‘ lagt hour.
¢, She always seys that, but she never b. Sure, she'll read us one of her crumby
does 1t. : stories.
d. Mary had better watch out. ‘ " ¢. I wonder what the surprise will be.

d. She'll find some excuse not to give us &
surprise.

2s



’ e - - e ———— .
If }ou act like thet egein, Susie,V
ycu won't get any presents for your !

h birthdayc /' """" P it N _____/'f
(A T
4 ’("' 0

( p)
. <A ~

21.) a. She'll give me birthdsy presents enyway.
b, I'd better not do it anymore.
c. She'll forget she cver said that.

d. I'll heve to try to be good --- she
" means whet she says.

22.)

a,

b.

c.

4,

C'mon Louise.
Tell me the secret. I won't
tell anyone, I promise.

She’s always been my closest friend ——
she won't tell.

Sure, everyone will know about it by
tomorrow.

I have to tell someone, and I think I
can really trust her.

She can't keep s secret.

¢4



APPENDIX C

DIAGRAM OF PRISONER'S DILEMMA

GAME PRESENTED TO SUBJECTS
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OTHER PLAYER

Red

10

YOU

10

Blue

55
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