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Abstract

This study investigated the relationships
betwaeg psychologlcal defensiveness and ton temperament
traits, the stabllity eof defensiveness as a personality
variable, and the impertance of item content as an
important determinant ¢f respoases to personalilty
inventories. Subjects were 126 psychiatric patients
recently admitted for hospitalization. A group of 68
-gub jeots constituted a High defensive greup on the basis
of an MMPI K raw score of 13 or morej 58 subjects with
a raw score on K of 12 or less constituted a group Low
in dafansivonags. graupa were aqnatc@ on the following
variabless sex, sge, formal education, intelligence and
interval between administration of the MMPI end the
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperament Survey, Comparisons were
made between groups on ten temperament factors and three
validity scales of the Guilford-Zimmermsn inventory,
Significant differences between the groups were found
on seven temperament scales and three valldity secales,
Conclusions were that psychologieal defensivensss,(a) is
a stable personality variable, {b) thgﬁnraaponﬁs to item
content, and {c) has a greater internal than external

orientation,
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Chapter 1
Purpese

Responses te persenslity inventeries are Mnown toe be the
result of msny varisbles., Earlier investigations have isolated
some of these influences but the names of these varilables
leads te some confusion., A distinetion based en the rele and
importance of item content can be used to separate and
classify most of the respense varisblez. Under the general
term set? sru’inzludad such eentent determined varisbles as
‘d&astmnlat;em,' "paychologioal defensiveness,” "faking good,®
¥faking bad,” end "social desirability.® Under the general
term ¥atyle? are classifisd the variables considered to be
opsrating independently of item centent such as "acquiescence,™
"sequentisl dependencies,”™ "response style,” and "exireme
response style,"

The pesition adopted in this study was that psychelogleal
defensiveness (PD) is a respense to item content, therefore &
tset? type variable, By PD is meant a psychis process serving
to autematically protect the self from anything perceived as
a threat. In personality inventories like the MMPI or the
Guilford-Zimmermen Temperament Survey (GZTS) the effeect of PD
is such as to either ralse or lower scores on the verious ine
ventory sosles, Thus PD takes either a positive (i.0. self-
enhancing) or negative (i.e. self~debasing) direction. The
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gself-enhancing person typically reacts to item content by
denying personal faults and failings, indiecating by his
denial an unwillingness to admit personal shortcomings. The
self-debasing person does just the opposite and uses item
content as an opportunity to overstate his case presumably in
the hope of gaining sympathy and attention, In either case
the person is attempting to defend himself from some threat
and uses ltem content for this purpose,

One aim of this study was to use two separste personality
inventories, similer in content, to see if PD 1s something
congtant rather than a momentary reaction, If defensiveness
1s neither ®test specific® nor a momentary roaction but a
stable content determined response, then a group tending to
enhance (cr debase) their self image on one inventory should
do likewise on a separate personality inventory.

The subjects in this study were 12% hospitalized psy-
chlatric patients, The K scale of the MMPI wes used a&s the
first personality inventory apd on the basis of the raw
score obtalned on the K scale, the total sample was divided
into high and low defensive groups, The K scale raw score
thus served as the criterion for patient placement and is
thus the independent variable in this study. The hypothesis
tested was?

I. On the basis of the MMPIts K score,
the high K group will score higher




than the low K group on the ten
tenpsrament scales of the
Guilford-Zimmerman Temperement

sSurvey.

The Guilford-Zimmerman Tempersment Survey (GZTS) was the
second personality inventory used to determins the extent to
which hypothesis I was valid. The ten temperament scales
represent different dimensions of a person's tempersment,
Four of the ten scales (Emotional Stability, Objectivity,
Friendliness, snd Personal Relations) constitute a second-
order factor called "Emotionality.," The correlates of
Emotionality (Paector I) indicate that 1t is concerned with a
general lack of emotional maturity, & tendemcy to emotional
vulnerabillty with difficulty in achieving self control, an
expression of emotions that is therefore both inappropriate
and extreme with little concern about others and a fallure
to conform to generally asccepted ways of behaviour, High
scores on Factor I refleect attempts to deny personsl faults

of an emotional nature and low scores on these four seales
reflect 2 subject!s tendeney to readily admit to personal
shorteomings, The econtent of thease scales was felt to be
suech that they would refleet clearly attempts at self-image
distortion,

Four other GZTS scales (Restraint, Ascendansy, Soclasbility,




factor cslled ®"Social Drive® (Factor II). This factor 1s
quite similar to the famillar Introversion~Extroverslion
dimension., The GZTS items in these four scales reflect &
cancern {or lack of concern) for envirommental predictability
and sooial structure, & sustained desire and effort toward
achievement of 1ife goals and the attitudes of others toward
onets own bshaviour., High scores on this factor indicate that
the subject considers himself to be serious minded, delibsrate
and persistent in his affcrts; comfortable in the presence of
others, has many friends and kaqutintoneea; is able to speak
and converse comfortably and is interested in the bshaviour
and interests of others., Low scores reflect & tendency to
deny these positive soclal qualities, The items iIn this
faetor appear to be less ego oriented than Factor I items,

The GZTS was chosen as the second inventory because 1ts
content should be sensitive to the distorting effects of PD
if item comtent is the determining influence, In addition
to the high degree of homogeneity for its seales, the GZTS
was to be used to i1solate specific areas sensitive to ths
effects of psyekalagieal defensiveness, If PD is a response
to item eontent, then econtent plays the role of specifying
the responses, If PD ;a rsaponéing to content then 1t must be
& selective phenomenon, that is, it would not be & random or
haphazard process. As a stable and selective phenomsnon 1t
should be predictibvle, However 1f PD merely reflects a
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tendency to choose & certain response option (i.e. true or false)
regardless of item content then scales approximetely svenly
divided as to thelr T and F answers will fall to differentlate
high and low defensive groups since the tendency to endorse
T 1tems will be negated by the other group's tendency Lo choosze
the F option:

The following hypotheses were proposed to test the sig-
nificance of item eontent in relation to FD:

II, Defensiveness, as measured by the MMPI's
K secore, is positively correlated wilth
the GZYS%s Factor I (Emotionality) and
Factor II (Soecisal Drive), Faector I will
show the stronger relationship being
more ego centered,

IZI, 7ho high K group will be significantly
higher than the low K group on both the
Gross and Subtle Falsification scales of
the GZTS,

IV, There will be a significantly positive
correlation between the MMPI's K scals
and the GZTS's Gross Felsification scale,
and between the K scale and the GZT3's
Subtle Felsification scale, the Gross
Falsifiecation seale will show a stronger
ralationship.
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The Gross (GF) and Subtle Falsification (SF) scales were
used to provide evidence that high K subjects were more cone
corned with creating a favourable impression than low K
subjects, If PD 1s s tendency to choose & true or false option
independently of item content, then on the basis of the dlge
tribution of T and F in the GF and SF scales, the high K group
should outscore the low K group on GF while the low K group
should outscore the high K group on SF, All thirty item on
the K scale are keyed in the False direction, thus a maximum
raw gseore on K of 30 (i{.e. & high K) is the result of choosing
the F option for all X items,

A gearch of the litersture falled to show any previous
use of the GZTS with s psyechistric population, It was con-
sidered necessary therefore to investigate the reliability
of the ten GZT3 scales in order to determine how this sample
compared with the results published in the manual,

A final purpose was to determine the GZTS intercorrelations
to judge the extent to which each scale aschleved independence
snd can he considered to reflect a different aspect of
temperament, The intercorrelations slso would serve to clarify
the relationship between the GZTS and the MMPI®s K scale,
Various multiple corrslations between K and the GZTS Factor I
and Factor II were computed in order to assess the separate
contribution of the GZTS scales to the variance of the X

soale,




Chepter 2

Review of the Literature

In the last dozen years an active area of reseayeh hes
been the study of response sets and styles (Block,1965§ Jeckson
& Messiak,wéa; Messick & Jackson, 1961)¢ As & result of such
investigations into the faetors influeneing responses to per-
sonality and interest inventories, many new explanatory terms
were coined leading to seonfusion a&s to their elassification,

A eonceptual digbinntian between ¥setst and ftstyles? has been
proposed (Rarar.l?ég); the former referring to eriteris focorde
ing to which a subjeect considers and evaluates item content
when selecting his answeri the latter refers to a way of
responding, such &s selecting a particular response option
independently of item content., Sets {defensiveness, dissimul-
ation; social desirability) are & function of tpn maaningru;~
ness of item content whereas styles (yea saying, nay saying,
extreme response bias) operate in the absence of such content,

The present form of the MMPI includes besides its ten
clinicsl scales, three validity indicators, the L, F, and K
scales, As Dahlstrom and Welsh (1950) indicate, L and F wers
formed on a judgmental basis or & priori approach whereas the
K scale was both empirically determined and validated., The X
scale was specifically constructed to detect the presence and
degree of paychologicsl defensiveness in psychiairic patients,




Since defensiveness 1s a protective resction to anything
threatening, the content of the K scale ltems is used to det-
ermine whether the respondent 1s tending to evaluate items in
elther a faking good or bad direction, thus it is called & re-
sponse fgset?t, K items wers chosen using an actuariasl approach
wvith the result that the scale ias extremely heterogensous in
content, In the MMPI, many K items are used in the elinlcal
scales and Wheeler (1951) noted that intercorrelations obtained
from scales with overlapping items hinder factor analytic
attempts to interpret such fastors as sare extracted. This
limitation was specifically applied to the K scale (Lebovits and
Ostfeld, 1967) and the meaning of a high K score is still a
moot question, The relationship between K and the ten GZT3
scales can provide avidnnng relating to the meaning of a .Ligh K,
The willingness of a subject to conceal or exaggerate
personality defects is called PBfaking good" and "faking bagd" and
the K scale of the MMPI measures this tendsnecy (Meehl & Hathaway,
1946). K attempts to deal with attitude variance by suppresasing
the effects of distorting attitudes by statistically weighing
various e¢linical scales, This viewpoint regards attitude var-
iance as distorting the 'true'! pieture by introducing unwanted
error verisnce whiech K seeks to negate, At a later date
Dahlstrom and Welsh (1960) revised this opinion stating that
rather than reflecting something momentary and consoiously held,
such attitudes may reflect & long standing, deeply ingrained
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gelf view, in which case attitudes can indicate personality
variables having e¢linical value, This viewpolnt was supported
by subsequent studies (Gough, 19573 Dickens, 1963, Lebovits &
Ostfeld, 1967) which provided additional evidence supporting
attitude blas as a relevant aspeect of personality, Such
evidence supports the coneiusion that attitude variance need
not and perhaps should not be removed from scales designed to
meagure personality traita, Error variasnce would seem to be
more properly applied to the “"style" (or content independent)
varigblas while the "set" (or content relevant) variaebles merit
consideration in their own right,

The relaticnships tvetween K and a multitude of variables
have been investigated., Van Evra &snd Rosenberg (1963) studied
ego strength in a sample of 98 hospitalized psychopaths and
Tfound a significant relationship between K and measures of ego
strength, High K scores were interpreted as suggesting graatar‘
defensiveness and greater abllity to recognize socially des-
irable personelity deseriptions, Hellbrun (1961) studied the
psychological significance of the K scale in a normsal population
and his 639 collegians were divided on the hasis of their asking
for help with vocational or psrsonal problems or not seeking
such help, Results showed that the positive relationship be-
tween X and defensiveness extends more to maladjusted subjscts
from & normal college population than to defensiveness when

payshologically healthy subjects are considered; Heilbrunt's
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findings confirmed those of an earlier study (Smith,1959).

High K secores have been shown to reflect an attempt to present
a favourable solf image (Lehovits & eatfem,wé?; Shipmen &
Marquotta,19531 and thet this tendency ineresases as a function
of educational level, The Leborits and 0stfeld study 1s esp-
ecially significent both for the size of the sample (1,852
males) and its conclusions, Contrasting high and low K groups
resulted in evidence that signifiagnt differences existed with
high K groups showing less anxlety, greater denial and more re-
pression., They stated that %one of the fundamental findings of
thias study is the difference in the distribution of K scores in
the wvarious educational levels, Subjects with more education
achieved significantly higher scores on the K scale than those
with lesser smounts of edueation®(p.387). The better educated
were believed to pessess more sophistication and ego strength
and pgreater insight Into and Imowledge asbout the significance
of the MIPI statements and their answers to them, These re-
sults shew clearly that reseerch samples must controel for the
educational leval when group comparisons are mede,

The defensiveness associated with faking good or bad means
nore than merely denying or ¢laiming nesative characteristics,
Studies have ralatgd.x scores tq measures of ego strength or
weakneas (ﬁailbrun,lgél3 Kbunge,l?ﬁé) end interpreted as
indicating & capecity to respond in an adjustive fashion when
confronted by threatening situations,
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In surmary there iz considerable evidence that the K
scale measures specific personality variasbles and in particular
defensiveness, in addition to operating as a suppressor agent,

The MMPI?'s K scale is composed of 30 items, the initial
22 selected by contrasting replies given by a special group
of defensive clinical cases with those given by the general
Mimmesota normals, The items were scored so that high raw
scores rgflaet a greater tendensy to cover up personality de-
viations, while low scores tended to exaggerate such defects..
The last elght items were chosen and scored in such a way that
abnormal eages having ?alidly high elinlesal scores would get
higher raw scores on K, these items helped separate faking bad
cases fram those with actual personality diffieulties(Dahlstrom
& Welsh,1960), The f£inal form of K thus consisted of 30 items
found teo differentiaste clinical patients whose scale scores
appeared normal from persons who were actually normal, Its
original purpose was to serve &s & correction scale or supp~
ressor variable for improving the discriminmtion yielded on
the already existing personslity scales, "it was not assumed
to be measuring anything whieh in itself iz of psyehiatric
significance”(Meehl & Hathaway,1946). The relationship between
K and personelity variables discussed eazrlier have shown this
to be untrue and this study was designed to investigate the
relationshlp between K and ten GZTS scales to determine the
gxtent to whieh high and low K groups differed along the ten
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‘t&mperamnnt dimensions,

The reliability of K has been limited to test-~retest coeff-
icients since "the construction of K being what it was, odd-even
or Kuder-Richardson reliabilitles were not computed” (lMeehl &
Hathaway, 1946). Retest rellabilities on normal and ebnormal
adults range from the .50's to low .90's (Dahlstrom & Welsh,
1960), The intervals between retests veried from a few days %o
over a year, The differences between reliabilities of normal
and abnormal a&mmlea over time 1is not notlceably different, As
is to be expected, highsr relisbilitiss are the result of time
intermval between administrations, One obvious difficulty of
reliability with psyehiat»ie smuples is the presumed therapeutic
efforts ocouring bstween administrations, Lewinsoan (1965)
studied 11l psyehlatrie patients focusing on personslity changes
(as measured by MMPI scales) concomitant with ehanges in the
clinical condition of the patients, He sought to identify the
dimensions of individual differences on MMPI scales following
treatment, Relevant to this study wes the significant (,001)
mean change in K between the mean Admission raw score and the
mean Discharge score, K changed from 1,8 (edmission) to 17.7
(discharge). In general the teste-retest rellabilities of K are
only moderately high at best.

The present form of the GZTS 1ls the result of some tweniy
years of refinsment on three previous inventorles. The 300 1tem%
are squally divided with 30 items per scale, Item selection was
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on the basls of intermal consisteney or ltem intercorrelation
procedures {Guilford, 1949}, This statistical method has the
advantage of congtructing a acale which is relatively fasector
pure since it chooses items which best £it together or tdo the
game thing,? The scalets homogenelty thus makes understanding
and interpretation of item content easier, Unlike the MVIPI,
the GZTS item 1s nsed cn only one scale and is scored in only
one direction,

The degree of scale intercerrelation determines the extent
of sesle independence; 1t 1s Guilford®s {19:9) opinion that
the GZTS secales? intercorrelations were "gratifyingly low®
snough to indicate that each ascale represents a different aspeoct
of temperesment, In this recard Ven Steenberg (Burcs, 19L9)
noted that the interscorrelations sre ¥senerally small enough®
to allow ®us to meccept the existesnce of ten separate dimannianaf
of perscnelity. The review of Saunders (Buros, 1959) holds
that the GZTS can prove useful in personality raesearch but its
reliabilitles and interecorrslations make questionable its use
in individual evaluation,

Earlier studies using the GZTS have providad a basis for
the hypotheses in this investipation., Bendlg (1?@0) studied th
effect of age differences en the (GZTS factor structure with rauJ
groups of 100 males, He tentatively ;dﬁntified three mejor
orthogonal factors: Friendliness(Fr.), Soclal Aetivity(SA), and
Extraversion-Introversion(EI), The study indicated the import=
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ance of controlling for age in this study. Age differences
were noted on two (SA and EI) of the three factors identified,
For the third factor (Fr.) the GZTS seales Objestivity and
Friendliness remalned relatively constant as age varled while
Personal Relations tended to inoresse with age, resching a pesk
with the 30-39 years age group. The Bendig results however
show that the broad Fr, factor was quite stable as age varied,
The findings are important here in providing evidence that
Factor I (Emotionality) appears to be relatively stable as
age increases., The Bendig Fr, fector and this study's Pactor
I had the same three GZTS gecales (Objectivity, Friendliness,
and Personal Relations)., While the last soale of Factor I
(Emotional Stability) was not ineluded in Bendig's Fr, grouping,
group results indicated that i1t had no consistent variastion
with age and Emotional Stability had loadings on all of Bendig'!s
second order factors (Fr., SA, and EI), The common factor vare
lance was consistently greatest with the Fr, fasetor which
supports placing Emotional Stability in Factor I of this study,

The two factors identified by Linden (1962) snd used here
are similar to those found in similar astudles, Factor I (Emot-
ionality) is similar to the deseription of Mitchell and Plerce-
Jones (1960) for their "Adjustment by Social Conformity® factor,
and by Kassebaum, Couch, and Slater (1959) for their "Ego
Strength versus Ego Weskness" fastor., The GZTS Socisl Drive
(Fastor II) is likewise similar to the "Social Poise or Extra-
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version® factor of Mitchell and Pierce-Jones (19%@) and the
¥Introversion-Exteraversion¥ fmeter of RKasgebaum, Couch and
Slater (1959).

_0f particular relevence here are Nichols and Sehnellfts
(1953) results hetween the California Psychologlical Inventory snd
the GZTS,., They identified a WWalue Orientation® factor having
signifiecant correlations with Faetor I (Emotional Stabilitys.hli
Objeetivity:, 703 Friendliness:,58; Personal Relations:.S59),

Thelr description of Value Orientation is quite similar to that
of the GZTS Fastor I (Emotionality). They further identified
a PPerson Orientation™ factor judged ss "measuring the familiar
Extraversion-Introversion dimension,® which is similer to
Pastor II (Social Drive) in this study. The Person Orientation
factor correlated positively with two Factor II scales (Socia-
bility,.59 and Ascandanay..él) but negatively with Restraint
(=i}, A weskness in the study is the relatively small mumber
of subjeets used in comparing the two inventories (6L high school
counselors), although the CPI faectors were based on the scores of
500 undergraduate collegians, Their findings do help to confimm
the groupings for Factor I and IT in thia study as shown by the
above correlations, These earlier studies gave evidence that the
GZTS grouping used here would provide new evidence to help in-
terpret the relationshilp between FD and teumpersment,

This study sought to determine the extent to which the ten
GZT3 tempersment factors were related to the MPI¥as K senls.
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Since the mesning of high K scorss is unelear ths homogeneoua
GZTS scales offered one way of determining whish scales were
most closely related to K defensiveness., Murray and Galvin
(1963) reported the sole correlation between the two inventories
and obtained significant correlations between X and the four
Factor I scales (Emotional Stability:.Li5, Objectivity:.51,
Friendliness:.l.2, Personal Relations:.lili). Of the four scales
grouped under GZTS Fasctor II, (Soeial Drive), a significant
positive relationship was found between K and Soeclabillty (.27)
end a significant negative relationship existed with Thought~
fulness (-.30). These results for 2Ll collegians suggested
that in a payahiaﬁrie sample D might well have a stronger
relationship, especially with GZTS Pactor I, This expectation
concurs with the £ihdings of Hamilton (1968) that extreme
responses occur with greater frequenecy in gbnurmal sub jects,
and are related to item content (0'Donovan, 196%), that is,
the item's content is a stimulus whiech is "in some way important
or meaningful to the individual,"

These studies and the content of Factor I led to the
hypothesis here that Factor I scales were more sensitive to
the effects of PD sinece Factor I scales appesred to have a
meore direct snd obvious self orientation, The four Factor II
scales appeared to have an outward or external erientation and
should therefore be less affected by defensiveness.

The GZTS menual (1949) states that intermal or fsotorial
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validity of scores is fairly well assured by its foundation in
factor analytic investigations, In addition, this assurance
reats on the successive item-analyses which were directed to-
ward schleving internsal consistency in the sceles and uniquenesyg
of factor purity, Guilford coneluded that what each score
measures sppears to be falrly well defined and represents a
eonfirmed dimension of personaslity, One notable weakness in
the manual is that while noting that evidence of the GZISts
practical validity 1s extent, few references ere cited. In
most Instances these validities refer to esarlier inventories
rather than to the GZTS, The extensive changes between the
GZTS and 1ts predecessors make questionable applying to the
GZT8 suoh validity studles, Guilford states that the evidence
obtained by the earlier inventories "can be applied with con~
fidence to the scores on the present Survey"” but offers no
svidance to support this statement.

The manual also lacks intermation regarding the effect
of sueh variables as age, sex, education and socio-economic
on scores, The Bendig(1960) study makes clear that certain
GZTS scales are affected by the age factor, Whethar the trait
differences reflect sge changes or differences in early environ-
mental influences is unclesar; what is elear is that group
comparisons must control for the age factor,

The relisbllity of the GZTS ascales in the manual indicate
that they are relisble for personality research but only the
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Guilferd sample is reperted, It would have been most help:ul

1f more information on different Samplaa had been ineluded,
especlally test retest relisbilities., Jackson Ki?@lﬁ apparently
has the only study on GZTS test retest r&liubility. ‘His two
administrations were given 18 months apart and results were

that the GZTS seales are generally stable in what they

measurey Jackson¥s split half coefficients were approximately
of the same magnitude as the Guilford sample, Jackson felt that
the GZTS measures relatively permanent traits but this rust be
qualified by noting that hisz original sample of 9% had dropped
to L9 by the second administration, In most instances where

the GZTS has been used, the scale reliabllity, both split helf
and test retest, has apparently been taken for granted, This
study provided new evidence relating to thaﬂsplit half
relisbility of the ten temperament scales as well a&s their

intercorrelations,
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Chapter 3
Prosedure

Subjects

The subjects were 12& males recently admitted to & psy-
chiatric ward for hospitalization by the Veterans Administration,
Patients over 55 years were excluded as well as those having an
MMPTI F score of more than twenty raw points., Excluded also
were patients whose primary diagnosis was brain damsge., Where
there was reasson to suspeet brain damage the medical records
were examined for evidence since patients are typically sent
for a complete neurological exemination and EEG atudy. The
decislon of the neurologist in hils report was used to determine
the presence of brain damege, Subjeets had a minimm of eight
years of formal edueatian although Dahlstrom and Welsh (19&9)
indicate that a Psixth-grade eduestion is sufficient® to read
and understand MMPI items, |

Once admitted for hospitalization, each patient was ad-
ministered the MMPI mnd GZTS respectively. The booklet form
of the MMPI was used because of ease in edministration and to
familierize subjects with IBM answer sheets, The subjects were
tested individually in a private room and no time 1imit was
imposed on either inventory. A subject was excluded if he
left thirty or more MMPI gtatements unanswered; he was also
exeluded 1f he omitted more than one item per secale on the
GZT3,
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Desipgn
A score on the K scale of 12 or less plased a subject in
a group referred to as the Low defunsivus; while a score of 13
er more constituted a group 6al}ed H;gh defenaives, ILach group
was equated on the basis of sex, age, formal education and
intervel between MMPI and GZTS administrations,

MMPI Data
Mesns and standard deviations for all MMPI scales were

corputed for the total sample., Separate means and standard
deviatlions end i ratios were computed for the High snd Low

groups. For the total sample only the correlations betwesn
the GZT38 and MMPI were reported,

GZTS Data _

For the total sample, means and standard deviastions and
intercorrelations of ten tompersment and three validity scales
were cemputed., Three separste relliability astimatéa and the
standard error of measurement for the ten secales were made,
Rellability of secales was further snslyzed by comparing the
sorrelation of the total score with emch halfl scors to see
1f each halfl contributed equally Yo the total obtained score..

The intercorrslations betwsen the ten temperament scales
was computed to establish thelr independance, The intercorrsl-
ations were necessary to estimats multiple coefficients(R)
between K and the GZTS Emotionallity & Social Drive factors.
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The multiple correlation was used to sssess how much common
and specific K variasnce could be related to the various
scales econtained in the two general GZTS second-order
factors,

For the High and Low group am@wism; means, standard
deviations, stw errors of mam; standard errors of
obtained scores, standard errors of differences between means
and t ratios were computed,
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Results

There were no significant differences batwnanutha High |
end Low dafbaaivn groups with respeot to their age, edusation,
intelligence, mnd interval between inventery administrations,
Table 1 presenta data referring to these variables. Various
measures of intelligence were available for 26% of the Highs
and 24% of the Lows. Only recent test results from the WAIS
and full form of the Quiek Teat were used, When the intelligence
estimate is coupled with the sdusational level a presumption
wes made that the two groups were approximately equal in
intellectual functioning., On the bagis of the data in Teble 1,
it was sonecluded that both groups were properly squated on the
variasbles indicated.

Teble 2 and Pigure 1 present information relating the ex-
tent wherein High and Low groups were found similar on the MMPI
scales, Teble 2 results indieated that significant differences
existed on both the valid&?y indliecators L and F and on eight
of the ten eliniecal scales, all differences except for the .05
on Mf were beyond .01, Significant differences dld not exist
on the Hysterias and Psychopathiec Deviate scales. The t ratio
for the K scale was omitted since 1t was used to divide the
semple and thus introduced an artificial and invalld t value.
The higher Lie score of the High defenaives confirms the
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Table 1
Frequency, Means, Standard Deviations, and i ratios
for Variables Equating High and Low Defenaives

N Mean S.D.

Variable

‘ High Lew High Lew High ILew &
Age 58 as 40.0 39.8 9.11 6.73 .20
Edue, 58 68 11,9 1l.h 2.53 2.9 .90
(Wat’ |
1.Q. 15 15 103.0 102.5 9,88 9,58 .13
Tme

Intervals L1 51 2,9 3.8 3.10 3.2 13

# Refers te the muber of days intervening betwesn
MMPI and GZTS administrations.




2
TABLE 2 b

Tetal and Group MMPI values for 126
High and Low Defensive subjecta.

MMPT Total Total High Def, Low Def. &

Mesan 8.Dh, Mean 8.D, Mean 8.D,

L 3.5 2,17 L 2.33 2.8 1.73  L.3laes
9.7 5.00 7.0 3,65 11.9 L.91  6,26m:
K 12,1 L.66 16,3 2.89 8,5 2.10  ~e--
Hg 17.6  6.30 16,0 L.84 19,0 7.07 2,67
D 28.7 7.40 26,6 7.20 30.5 T7.15  3.02@%

Hy 25.9 6.90 25,3 6.58 26k 7.18 0.80

P4 28.0 5.33 27.8 5.25 28.2 5.43 0.35

Me 26,7 L.73 25,7 L.91 27.6 L. @ 2.29
Pa 13.0  L.57 11,3 L.03 1iL.5 L.50  L.22ex
Pt 3h.1 8.38 32,0 7.55 35.9 8.67 2,69
Se 3.3 10.28 30.5 8,08 37.6 10.88 Ly, 08
Ma 22.h s.74 20.8 L.50 23.8 6.35 @ 3.02:
81 32,7 10.9: 27.1 9.83 37.L 9.55 5,98

#p< .05
#: p < LO1
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the differences en K, since a high raw score on L indicates
that subjects were attempting te felsify thsir secores by always
shoosing the response that plased them in the mest favourable
light, A high L and K score accompany e low F goore in mest
cases sinee lew F indlcstes thet a aubjee‘ain responses werse
rational and relatively pertinent, A high P secore indicctes
that sub Jects may have been carelsss or uusble to comprehend
the items, or bscause extensive scoring or recording errors
were made. The lattsr case does not apply here sines sach ro-
cord was chacked Mu to sveid beth scoring and recording
mistakes. Moreover, & control was used in this study by elinm-
inating records with an F score of over 20 raw peints to in-
sure that MMPI records would be more valid, Dahlstrom and
Welsh ?(1950) indicated thet consern for the F score should exist
enly when reecords having a raw score of 17 or more exist, The
meen value for the Tow defensive group is 11.9 and thersfore
it sppesrs reasonable to asswme that the Low group F meen is
within acceptable linmits,

The signifisent differences on eight of the ten e¢linieal
scales indicated that the Low defensive group hed a greater
degree of pathology. It mmust be remsmbered however that the
two groups were determined by their tendency to either conceal
or exhibit pathelogy. While the actusl degree of patihology may
be reflscted by the MMFI Qau:ma there are other poasible ex~
plenations., One possibility is that if both groups were equal
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in degree of yathalogy; then the K correction 13 not as effective
a suppressor variable as it might be and perhaps greater weighta
should be given to the K correotion factor, A second possibility
is that it 1s easier to aimlato abnemnlity than normality on
the MMPI (Grayson & Olinger, 1957§ Heilbrun, 1961;}. In other
worda, subjeets desiring to look bad on the MMPI are able to do
a better jeb" of 1t then subjects trying to conceal pathology.
Nevertheless, on tha basis of the MMPI results there exists a
greater degree of pathology in the Low defensive group.

Figure 1 indicates the mean profiles for the High and Low
defensive groups en the MMPI seales. Divergence between the
shape of the profiles oseurs on the Parancia (Pa) and Schizo-
phrenisa (Se) scales} the overall pattern of the profiles 1is
however similar end groups were judged similer in this respesct.

Table 3 presents the correlations betwsen the thirteen
MMPI socales and' the thirteen GZTS sealea, With & semple aixe
of 12;6 subjeets, an obtained sorrelation of .17 is significant
at the .05 level and a soefficient of .23 represents significance
st the 01 level, Significant positive relationahips were found
to exist betwesn the MMPI®s X seanle and the Emotionality (Faetor
I) fastor of the GZTS on all four scales (Emotional Stability,
Objectivity, Friendliness, and Personal Relations), Since the
intention of this study was to confine itself to pgyntwlagianl
defensivenass as represented by the MMPI%a K secale, remarks
were limited to sorrelations bearing on this peint, The results
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Table 3
Correlations for 126 male pasvchiatrie
subjacts on the MMPI and GZT8

MMPI G R A 8 E O P T P M @F SF CD

L 08 15 01 08 36 29 21 -16 15 12 36 2 -13

«13 «20 «l; «37 -50 «56 =31 03 -40 -15 =31 =30 51
K 01 18 16 LO 60 63 56 «32 56 25 67 38 -L8
Hs  =ll «05 «07 13 «35 =30 =13 02 <07 =20 «12 =15 38
D «4l 02 <42 49 «58 -3l 06 ~19 00 -17 <22 42 L9
Hy «17 08 «09 =06 =2l «12 10 ~06 11 -1 Ol ~03
Pd 02 ~18 07 00 «18 +19 «40 -1} «09 ~12 05 01
Mf =18 00 =09 -25 -36 -29 =13 10 -08 =27 ~26 -28
Pa «18 «02 ~12 =18 =36 -46 -07 06 ~11 -3l 12 .12
Pt  -31 -10 -35 -39 -48 -36 06 -13 00 -25 -1l -36
Se =27 =20 -2l -38 -51 -52 -16 03 -23 -30 -2, -37
Ma 16 -23 30 10 -1k -36 -50 23 -L1 -22 -27 0% 25
8i -35 -09 -66 -78 -55 -4y ~02 -1l -12 -12 -38 -&0 L6

T ER BN
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in Table 3 shew that a significant relationship exists between
X and three of the four GZTS scales of Factor II (Soolal Drive)s
a significant positive relationship existed between K and
GZTS scales Restraint aend Seeiabllity but net on Ascendancy,
The last Factor II aaalt; Thoughtfulness, had a significant
negative relationship to K. Hypothesis II in this study was
that defensivensss, as measured by the MMPI¥s K scere, would
be pesitively eorrelated with GZTS Pactor I and II, with
Factor I showing a stronger relationship., The results substane
tiate eompletely the positive relationship with Fastor I and
two of the #hrua positive relationships with Factor II are
signifieant, but the relationship between K and Theughtfulness
is not positive but significantly negative. The results also
show that the relationship between K and Fsector I 1s the
strenger in the sense that twice as many GZTS ascales were
significant as between K and Faotor II,

The correlation between K and Factor I (E,0,F,P) s
oconfirmed by the coefficients hgtwaenithu MMPIts L snd the
GZTS scales Emptional Stability, Objectivity and Friendliness,
all of which reach significance except Personal Relations
which did not. The correlations between L and the four Fastor

II scales (Restraint, Ascendancy, Socisbility and Thoughtfulness)

did net reach significance.
On the basis of the results in Table 3 it was oconcluded
that PD as wmeasured by the MMPI?s K scale was more closely
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and clearly related to temperament tralts invelving varisbles
commected with emotions and feelings than variables more external
and social in nature. The orientation and focus of FD was more
inveard then outward and oconsern for self precedes consern for
things external te the self,

The resaults reported by Murrsy and Galvin (1?‘3) between
the MMPI and GZT3 with colleglans are similar to this study, es~
pecially between K and Factor I, To determine i1f this sample?s
relationship (K and Fastor I) was stronger than Murray and Gal-
vints semple the differsnces between the respective Fastor I
scsles were computed, The critical ratio of 2.0L indicated that
the relationship found in this study was significantly greater.,
This suppoerts the eontention that the degree of defensiveness in
psychiatric patients may be stronger than in normala. Sush ev-
idense supports the notion that thers is a greater degres of
defensiveness where there is a greater degree of pathology.

Sinse the GZTS manual (1949) reported results only for the
original sample, this study investigated scale reliability, Each
GZTS total score had half scores established by dividing the 30
1tems aqually., The msnusl notes that each half score may be
sompared to determine the extent to which a subject is self
consistent, The reliability cocefficient indicates how ruch diff.
srence can be talaratod; by determining the atandard error of
the obtained scors, A differense twice &z large as the standard

error gives cause for concern and il the difference exceeds twicel




Table L
Three Estimates of Split-Half Reliability
for Ten GZTS Scales

n

B e e e e e e e it o e

GZTS | 8<B Gut tmen E«R  S.Eep0s.
General Astivity R .8l .8 2.5
Restraint .67 <6l 6l 2.6
Ascendansy .86 .86 R 2.4
Soclability 92 .85 .88 2.5
Emstional Stability .88 .88 .87 2.4
Objectivity .80 .79 .81 2.7
Priendliness .86 .85 .8l 2.4
Theughtfulness .66 .66 55 2.2
Persensl Relations .8l .8l 8L 2.5
Maseulinity 69 .69 .66 2.8

# 8.E, mess, was cemputed using Guttmants valuea,

#




32

the stendard erm; the tetal secore 1s questionable,.

Table L presents three different relisbility estimates
for the ten GZT8 scalea. The Guttman values wsre used to com-
pute the standerd error since they do not requirs the assumption
of squal variances for the half scores (Helmstadter, 1%&). The
values obtained here agree quite clesely with Guilferd, the
lergest difference being .40 fer Restraint, The Kuder-Richarde
son reliabilities in this sample and theose of Guilferd (in parend
theses) when grouped by Fastor I and II weres

I I
Emotional Stability .87(.8l) Restraint +6(.80)
Objestivity «81(.75) Ascendancy .8li(.82)
Friendliness 81(.78) Soelability .88¢.87)

Personel Relations ,84(.80) Thoughtfulness .%5(.80)

The relisbilities on Fastor I in this sample ezceeded those re-~
ported by Guilford while the reverse was true of Factor II, It
was Saunder?s opinion (Bures, 19%9) that for individual evaluat-
ion purposes relisbilities of .8 are the minimm, while for
researsh purposes .5 can be used sinee there is hope of improv-
Ing the coefflclent by lengthsning or purifying seales.
Guilford (19)4.6} folt that seales with relisbilities “as low as
¢35 have been found useful when utilized in batteries.®

One posaible explmnation for the differenses in rellability
on scale Thoughtfulnesas may be that the KR formula is emsmaroﬁ
to %undersstimate™ sctusl relisbility when the seale messures
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a trait assumed go be simple but whieh is actually ceomplex in
naturs {(Guilford, 19&53 gaimntadtar; 196&}. In relation to the
other temperament scales, the variability of the Thoughtfulness
seale was notioeably less, Gulliksen (1956; p.1lli) has stated
®that an inorease in observed atgn&ard deviation will have the
affect of increasing reliability, Af it 1s due to an inersase
in true variability; and will have the effect of decreasing
the reliebility 4f 1t is due to an increase in error variabil-
1ty.® There is no obvious reason to believe that error
varisnce was the cause in this case in view of the scontrols
exsrcised over both testing methods mnd conditions, The moat
reasonable explenation seems to be that the restriection of
reange lowered the reliability ccefficient. To reach the
Guilford reliasbility value, true variance here would have had
to be inereased by approximstely two-thirds,

Table 5 shows correlations between first half (A) and
secend half (B) scores of GZTS scales as well as that between

erch hall and the total scere. Netably low are the coefficients

between the halves of Thoughtfulness (T) as well as the onss
for Restraint (R) and Maseulinity (M).

Table ﬁ shows the intercorreletions between the ten GIZTS
soales for the total ssmple, Its purpose was to show the
degree of independence between scales as well as offering a
comparisen with thoss reported by Guilford (1949), In

comparing the direetion of these L5 coefficients with Guilferd




Table 5

Correlations Beiween Ialves and Toisl

Scores on Ten GZT3 Tewmperamsnt Scales

Anm——

3L

sy

A
.

A
o o

enamttoumnprers]

Sceles A vs. B A vs, Total E vs., Total
Censral Activity «73 93 .92
Restraint «50 .88 .86
Ascendancy .76 9L «93
Sociability Bl .96 .96
Emotienal Stebility .79 .95 5k
Objectivity .66 92 90
Friendliness .75 9l .92
Thoughtiulness .50 .88 .8l
Personsl Relstiens .73 i .92
Mesculinity «53 . 86 .88
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Table &

Intercorrelations of Total Scores
Between 10 GZTS FPactors

¢ -~ -2 52 43 27 10 19 -21 15
R -~ =11 -03 22 23 32 2, 26 oL
A -~ &7 37 27 -32 20 -17 1
8 -~ &0 42 08 09 08 11
o - 66 28 ~05 37 19
0 - 50 <27 57 3
F - =42 65 23
T o «28 «28
P - 16
M
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enly three showed a change in Mmetien; the only notable one was
the -.28 between Perseonal Relations and Thoughtfulness whereas
Guilford reported the coefficient as .22, There wes also & close
similarity between the two samples in regard te the magnitude of
the serrelations. In both samples this was eapecislly trus ef
Factor I (Emotionality) scales Emotional Stability smd
Objestivity f‘(&? in Guilferd) snd Factor II (Soelal Drive) scales
Scciebility and Aseendansy (.61 in Guilferd). The intercorrelat-
ions for the four Factor I seales (Emotional Stability, Object-
ivity, Frisndliness, snd Persenal Relations) ‘are higher then the
Pour Fastor II scules {E‘asw&iu{s, Assendancy, 3ogziubiu’sy; and
Thoughtfulness)}, In this siudy, like Guilferd¥s, no ceeflficiant
scoounts for more than half of the otLerts verisnce. It must
be noted however, that the senles in Faector I do correlate to &
significent degree and the mmtter of lhelir independenve ean leg-
itimately be questioned. The magnitude of the Faotor I coeffice
ients tonds to deny Guilford?s claim thet each scale represents
a "unique® and "differsnt™ aspsct of Lempersment, |

A complets report of the intercorrelations between half
and tetal seores has been pluced in Appendix A, They allow a
Judgment to be made a3 to the extent to whieh eaech half of the
seale contributes te the total score. For axmpm, the dis-
erepansy between scales Thoughtfulness and Persensl Relations
in Guilfordfs sample (.22) and here (-,28) is mminly due to the
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the first half of Thoughtfulness and the second half of Per-
sgnal Relations as well as esach scales second half since the
f£irst halves correlate in a positive direction, |

On the basis of this smmplets intereorrelations the GZIS
scales showed enough indspendancse to be useful in personality
regsearch &lthough the Pactor I scale intercorrelations are
questionably high. In no instance did any interceorrslation
excesd Gullfordts highest valus. The nsgative velues in Table
‘ are the result of differences in seoring procedures, & high
MMPI scere is an unfavourable sign while a high GZTS secore ia
in & favourable direction., All correlations were Pearpenian
valuss end decinmal points were omitted froem some tables. A
complete set of mesns and standard deviations for both halves
end total GZTS scales was placed in Appendix B,

High versus Low Groups on the GZT8 scales

Teble 7 presents the results of the comparisons mmde
betwesn the High and Low defensives on the ten GZTS seanles.
Hypothesis I was that the High would ssore highsr (i.e. in
& favoursble direetion) than the Low group on the ten seales,
Significmmt émomu in the mdietea‘ direction vere found
on ﬁ!.x( {Sociability, Mt&t_mtl Stability, Objnuﬁl‘riw, Friend~
liness, Personal Relations, Masculinity) scales, differences
falled to appear on three scales (Genersl Aectivity, Restraint,
Ascendsney) although scoring was in the predisted direction,
The differense on Thoughtfulness, while signifiecant at .05; was




Table 7

2

Meens, Standard Deviations, and i ratles on .

10 GZ7TS Scales for High and Low Groups

General Activity

17.0

7.6 6,96 572 0.5,
Restraint 17.8 L9 17.0 L.s2  0.98
Ascendaney 150 648 135 6.08 1.3
Seslebility 18,5 6,29 13.9 6.87 3.9e
Emstienal Stebility 17.1 6,37 10.3 5.73  6.33m
ObJectivity 17.6 5.9 1Ll 5.29  6.00me
Friendliness 16.9 5.38 11.9 6.02 L. Bows
Theughtfulness 17.8 3.4  19.8 3.5,  3.02we
Persensl Relations  20.L 5.52 15,3 5.96  5.00me
Maseulini bty 18.5 L.55 16,9 L.35  2.00w
® p <.05
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in the wreng directien., The Thoughtfulness scale was pre-
viously called ®Thinking Intreversion® in sn earlisr inventery
and high scores mesn a tendency to be reflective, more interested
in thinking than evert tatsivity; philesophically inelined and
self observant, There is some confirmatien for this sell view
in the significant differences om Sociabllity (S} which was
formerly ealled ®"Seocial Extraversien®, The high 5 scerer is
deseribed as having many friends and acquaintences smd a liking
for soelal contacts and astivities and & desire to comverse with
others and seek the limelight. It should be noted that the
correlation between Theughtfulness snd Secisbility here (.09)
and in Guilford (.0l) do mot indisats that & common element
exlats, _

In SUemRry, evidence was found te support Hypothesis I
on six posles, three socales were not significant and ons was
significsmt but in & direstien opposite to the predicted one.,
The exsct resson why General Aetivity snd twe Fastor II scales
{Restraint and Ascendansy) failed to reach significsnce is
wnelear, One possible explsnation may be that the cemtent in
these scales is relatively neutral, that 1s, the content
does not have a strong encugh stimulus value to warrant an
attempt te distort 1t, It sheuld be noted that 1t was hypow
thesized that Fastor I (Ewotiomality) would show & strenger
relationship to X defensivensss than Factor II {(Social Drive)
since the formerts content was considered more sensitive teo
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defensiveness being mere lLuward or ego oriented than the latter
factor., Results showed that four Psstor I GZTS scales were
significant while twe of the four Facter II scales were
signifieant, |

The GZTS seales were used partislly becauss of high homo-
genelty of content which sids in clarifying the mesning of FD,
Varicus multiple correlations (R) betwsen the MMPIts K semle
and the GZTS serles weres computed to determine whiech eombination
best ascoumted for K m:.mm The mltigly correlation between
K and Faotor I seales (E,0,F,P) was R = .75, thus eppreximately
36% (4.e. R2) of K variance was accounted for by the four moules.
In terms ¢of the individusl contributions, the &mounts wers 21%
for Emotienal Stability, 104 for Objectivity, 15¢ for Friendli-
nsss and 99 for Persenal Relations, All betas were positive.

In order teo fm'tw slarify the sontridbutiens of individual
soales to K varlence, both the direect mnd indirect cemtributions
were estimated, Direct sontributions of the criterion {il.s. k)
varianse ssseunted for wers 13%' by Emotional Stability, 3% by
Objectivity, 8% by Priendliness, and 2% by Personal Relatiens,
In subtrasting the latter percentages from the former ones, the
indirect oontributions were 8% for Emotional Stability, 7% for
Objectivity, 7% for FPrisndliness, snd 6% for Pergonal Relations.
The shmﬁnrd error of the eatimate for the obtained multiple R
was 3.10, indlecating that two thirds eof the obtained K values
lie within 3 points of the predieted K values,
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The regression equation computed to predict K scores from
the Facter I scales was 2.07 + .2l FEmotionslity + .13 Objeetivity
*+ .21 Friendliness + .12 Personal Relations, Following
Guillfordts ‘!1%5) suggastion, the Index of Forecasting Efficlency
wis computed and results show that predistiens from the regress-
ion squation were 337 better than one made frem the mean value
of the X scale obtained in thls sample. g

Since the multiple R eapitalizes upon chanse devistions,
it was deflated to obtain a less bisased estimete of the R
ex:isting in the astual pgpuhtim. The shrinkage was nege-
11gitle, from .75 te .74, the stendard errer of R had & value
of 0L, For this samplets size, the value of R 1s significant
when R is .27 at the 05 level, and .32 &t the .01 level, On
the basis of the obtained R of .75 there 1s no reason to deoubt
that & gemuine multiple correlation exists in the population at
large,

The amzatim batween K and the remaining GZTS secales
were eoxesmined, as well ss the GZTS intercorrelations, to det-
srmine which combination of GZTS scales would most effestively
and efficiently pmdig:t the eriterion seores, Of the various
coumbinations computed, Emotional Stability and Friendliness proved
to best meet this two fold eriteris., The multiy:;’m correlation
for Emotional Stability and Friendliness was ,72, thus 52%
of K varience was smecounted for by these two serles, Both
betas were positive and the direct and indirect econtributions
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totaled 297 for Emotional Stability and 237 for Priendliness.
The direat centribution of Emotional Stability wes 23% (thus
6% was indirect) and the direct Friendliness eontribution was
184 (thus ﬁ% was indirect). The prediction squation for these
two scales was 3.25 + ,33E + .32 F, The Index of Forecasting
Efficiency was & 317 improvement. Comparison between the
effectivenass and efficiency of the two regression egquations
indicated that the latter grouping would be best sinee nothing
was gained by the sddition of twe more Factor I scales.

Table 8 shows resulis on compsrisons between the High
and Low defenaive groups on the three validity indiees of the
GZT8. The third hypothesls stated that the High group would
be signifisantly higher on both the Gross and Subtle Falsifieation
scales than the Lew defensive group. Significant differences
were found on the Gross and Subtle Falsification scales at ths
«01l level and in the predicted direstion, The Carelesse
Deviansy scale also showed a significant difference at ths
+05 level, Since the variability bebween the *me groups on
the Gross Falsification scals appeared notable, a oritical
retio was somputed end the value (L.22) indicated that the
difference in variability was asignificant at .01, This would
indicate that the High defensive group was more heterogsnsous
on the Grosis Falsification scale than the Low defensive group.
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Table 8
Means, Standard Deviations, and t ratios for
High & Low Groups on 3 GZTS Validity Indices

Maan 8.D.
High Low High Low

GZTS

Jor

Gross Falsifiecation 11.8 7.5 5,01 2.79 6,18
Subtle Falsifieation 22,9 20,1  S.h8 L.08 3,31
Careless-Devianey 3.0 5.0 2,1, 2.70 2,168

#p < .05
# p << L,01
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The correlations between K and the GZTS valldity scales
{Table 3) indicated a significant reletionship existed between
the scalas; that between K and the two falaification scales (GF
and SF) being positive while that between K and the Carelessa-
Devianey (CD) while significant was in a negative direction. The
greater relationship was between K and Gross Falsification, This
is accounted for by the faet that appmximtoly 6% of the GF itenls
are found in the scales constituting Fastor I (Emotionsl Stabil-
ity, Objeetivity, Priendliness, Personal Relatlons), whereas the
Factor II scales (Restraint, Ascendancy, Sociabllity, Thoughtfule
ness) represent 337 of the items in GF (the remaining L7 are
from General Activity and Maseulinity). It was noted earlier
that the scales in Faster I were all significantly related to X
while only twoe of the four in Factor II were significant,

The Subtle Falsification {SF) scale containa 2974 of Pactor I
fitems and ;1% of Fastor II items, The correlstion of SF with K
was significant as well as the t ratio between High and Low
groups, the latter being smaller than between K and GF.

The results shown in Tables 3 and 8§ support the third and
fourth hypotheses in this gtudy, The results indicated that
differences are to be axplained on the basis of item content
and not content independsent variebles.

If reaponses to GZTS scales were a tendensy to choose a
particulsr response option (i.e. T or F) independently of item
sontent, then the High defensive group would be expected to
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score higher on the Gross Falgification scale and lower on
the Subtle Falsificatlion seale, A high K score is the result
of choosing the *falset answer and all 30 K items are keyed
false, While the Gross Falsification scale has 17 (70%) ftems
keyed in a false (i.e. favourable) direction, only 16 (L07) of
the Subtle Falsification scale items are in the false (favour-
able) direetion, Thus i1f sontent is irrelevant the High X (i,e.
false markers) should outscors the Low K (true markers) on GF but
not SF and results show this was not the case,

Additional evidence for the importance of content was
found on the temperament scales. The Sociability and Personal
Relations scales eamch have 15 items keyed #yes? and 15 fnof,

On the assmptim that content is unimportent and only response
tatyleat! eperate, no differences should appear on these two
scules between High snd Low groups. The tendensy of the Highs
to choose 'false! options should negate that of the Lows to
choose Ttruet! optiens., Table 7 results indicated that both
Sociability and Personal Relations were significent {.01) in
degree end in the predisted direction.

The Careless-Deviancy (CD) secale 1s about evenly divided
with 8 (574) items keyed false and 6 (43%) keyed true., A high
seore on CD is an unfavourable sign, Results show that the
High K group was significantly lower than the Lew K group which
mezns the groups went contrary to the tendency assumed to

axlgt on K items, The prediction on CD would have baen to
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expect no difference on the basis of an even distribution of T
and F answers,

The GF end SF scales of the GZTS were congtructed to detect
attempts to present a favourable self image, The Gross Falsific-
ation seale was composed of itams easier to fake in the desired
direction than the BSubtle scale items, The GF and SF scales
wore elfective in separating the High and Low groups in the an-
ticipated direction. The Carelesas~Deviancy scale was designed
to indieate the extent to which earelessness or random marking
may have occurrsd on the GZTS aeales, The difference in this
sample (.05) was significsnt in favour of the High K group.

This i1s interpreted as negative evidence to the content relevant
hypothesis in thiaz study. It would have been better if the two
gr#apa did not separete on this seale thereby indlecating that
random or careless marking did net oscur. A possible alternate
interpretation may be found in the aigniricantlyAhigh correlation
between Careless-Devianey and the MMPI'z F seale, .51. Both
scales were constructed on the same basis, i.e. items were

chosen on the basis that 904 of the normal population choose

a certain response option (the non keved option). The Low
defensive group placed thelr snswers with the 107 group signif-
icantly more often than the High group, the latter choosing again
the favourable direction., If it is recalled that the Low K

group represents attempts to look bad, then these CD results
appear logical, One positive aspect to the GZTS validity scales
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is that the level of signifiocance on CD was .05 while that of

the two falsification scalea (GF and SF) was at the .0l level.
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Chapter §

Discussion

The results of this study indicated that the tendency
to give either a favourables or unfavourable self descriptlion
on personality inventories is stsble and constent, Subjects
wnwilling to admit {0 fallures and shortoomings and those who
exaggerate their faults are alike in presenting a constant
pleture of themselves but different in the way they defend
themselves. Psychologieal defensiveness is a varisble that is
both stable and a phenomenon that remets to item santent,
Sinse it is not a momentary reasction to situational varisbles
it 1s predictible, Defensiveness 1is better viewed as & per-
sonallty characteristic to be measured rather than a source of
error to be eliminated from inventory scores.

The relative importance of content relevant versus contsnt
independent varisbles has been argued pro and con in the past
dozen years. The results of this study indlcated that
defensiveness was not only stable in direction but the result
of a selective process, the selection being determined by item
santent. It was shown that content which relates to oneself
is more Important than content whish is orlented to matters
external to the self, The results sonfirm the gensrally held
opinion that defense meghanisms are 'in the servise of the
ego.' The defensive patient, whether o self enhanscer or a
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self-debaser, tends to foeus on himgelf and his internal
states and is less concerned with his enviromment.

The tendency to affirm or deny appears strongest when
quastigns ralgta to mood rluntuati@gs, feelings such as
sgolism, snger, hautility; self pity, suspiclousness and the
like are asked. Less ooncern is attaﬁhnd‘ta questions &bout
onets pace of aativitita; work efficiency, love of excitement,
and leadership qualities. Vhen less distant relationships
with the environment are involved the degree of defensiveness
inereases, such as the number and type of friends, how ill
at ease does one feel in social gatherings, how satisfying
are matual relationships.

The results indicated that the relationship between
defensiveness and temperament traits is similar in normals
and psyehiatric patients. The relationship between PD and
the general Emotionality(Fasctor I) factor was signifiesntly
stronger in patients however and this wass interpreted as
indicating that defensiveness was stronger when the threat

to self integrity was greater,

The study of the relisbility and independence of the
GZTS seales led to the sonclusion that the respective values
were similar to the original ssmple of Guilford. There is
howaver some questlion about using the GZTS for individual
evaluation although the relisbilities and inbtercorrelstions

offer promise for personslity resesrch purposes. The fact
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that ten of the 13 GIZTS scales had gignificant differences
between the High and Low groups supports its uvse for research,

It would be interesting to duplicate this study in order
to substantiate 1ts conclusions, One unfortunste omission
was the failure to correlate the High MMPI scores with the
High GZTS scores(the szme with the Lows). An examination of
the individusl group relationships would have elarified the
relative eontribution of each group to the significent diff.
erences obtained, It is posslble that one group mey haove
contributed relatively more to these GIZTS differences and
results would have had relevance to other studies indicating
that it is easier to simulate sbnormality than normality on
pergonality inventories.

A second unanswered question relstes to which of the
items on a scale contributed to the differences observed., It
is clear that certein items could be eliminated from the
scales which would both reduce thelir length and improve their
ability to diseriminete.

A further inmportant suggestion would be to investigate
the test~retest relliabllity of the GZITS, an area about which
there is slmost a complete lack of informaetion regerdless of
the population, The GIZTS ia basaﬁ on Guilfordts trelt theory
of temperament and e tralt is, by dafinition; something that
is assumed to be relatively stable. The sbsence of more infor-
mation on the stability of the GZTS over time makes the
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results of this study tenuous,

The results obtained here show that the GZTS scsles are
not pure measures of their trait names., There are quite a
fow substantial intercorrelations among the scales, especially
those grouped under Faatgr I and to a lesser sxtent those of
Factor II, Nevertheless, among soms of the scales thers
appears to bes a quite satisfactory degree of scale independence
and support for the belisf that those scales ares tepping a
unique snd different aspect of onets temperament,
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Appendix A
GZTS Intercerrelations of First Half

Scores with First Half Secores
for 126 Subjects

Gl - =10 45 L9 29 16 -2 1 - 22

R1 -- 06 0L 32 22 27 2 29 03
Al -- 60 29 23 26 11 1 16
S1 -~ 51 33 00 13 ~02 12
El -~ 84 25 o4 32 135
01 —~ L -1 53 26
Fl1 - =32 55 11
T1 -~ 16 -10
P1. - 05
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Appendix A
GZTS Intercerrelations of Second Half
Scores with Second Half Scores
for 126 Subjects

G2 R2 A2 8S2 E2 02 F2 T2 P2 M2

G2 -~ «23 L 30 17 01 -28 21 .23 -02

R2 -- =13 ~06 05 12 26 1l 16 06
A2 -~ 59 36 18 =32 20 .18 07
s2 -~ 57 Lo 15 06 1, 09
E2 - 60 20 -11 27 19
02 -- L0 -32 L& 28
F2 -~ =30 59 26
T2 - =29 22
P2 - 21




GZTS Interecerrelations of First Half

Appendix A

for 126 Subjects

Sceres with Second Half Scores

5k

Gl

Rl

Al

81

El

0l

Fl

Tl

Pl

G2 R2 A2 82 E2 02 F2 T2 P2 M2
- 29 8 L6 38 20 -18 10 -16 17
«09 - 07 02 30 2L, 19 11 30 06
3y -12 -- g4 37 28 -27 o7 -13 08
31 07 67 -- 51 31 01 12 02 00
13 06 28 87 -- 61 28 -15 36 13
-03 16 22 Ly 56 - 41 31 55 30
=31 3L .29 12 24 L4t -~ -38 58 27
20 17 25 «01 03 ~12 =3} .- 1) .26
-20 12 13 -02 3L 39 55 31 .- 12
13 <02 1y 12 16 32 11 -16 16 «-




Appendix B
lleans and Steandard Deviations of Halves
and Total Scores on 10 GZTS Scales

for 126 Psyehiatric Subjects

GZTS Part Yean

55

S.D‘

G 1 Aebivit A €.8 3.32

eneral Aep ¥ 2 el §.£6

Total 17.3 .33

eatra B 9.6 gquﬁ

Total 17.h L.37

Agscendanc A 6.6 3.51

7 B lz.u .20

Total ) .30

Soeiabill A E. 3.66

oe K B Z.g 2.6@

Total 1 00 098

Emotional Stabilit A 6.7 3.84

ona 4 B 6.1 3.1;;

Total 13. 609

) tivit A 5 3.50

Total 1.0 5.93

Friendliness g Z,g 3.%?

Total 1.2 Zah

Thoughtfulness % §.2 g.ég
Total 1 :; 3

Personal Relations A g.z é.gé
Total 17. .

Magculinit A 2,0 2.149

aaed v B §.7 ﬁ.%é

Total 17.7 .50




Appendix C
Key of Abbreviationa
MMPY Seales
L (The ILis Score)
P (An Unnmmed Validity Scere)
K (An Unnsmed Suppresser Veriable)
Hs (The Hypeehendrissis Scale)
D (The Depression Scals)
Hy (The Hysteria Scale)
Pd (The Psyehepathic Deviaste Scale)
M (The Masoulinity-Feminity Interest Scale)
Pa (The Paranoia Scale)
Pt (The Psyehasthenia Scale)
S¢ (The Schizophrenia Scale)
Ma (The Hypomania Scale)
81 (The Soeial Introversion Scale)

GZTS Scales

G (The General Activity Scale)
(The Restraint Scale)
(The Aseendancy Scale)
(The Socisbility Seale)
(The Emotional Stability Scale)
(The Objectivity Secale)

o = @ » W
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(The Friendliness Scale)
(The Theughtfulness Scale)

Lo B -

(The Personal Relations Scale)
(The Masculinity Soale)

GF (The Greoss Falsification Scale)
SF (The Subtle Falsifieation Scale)
CD (The Careless-~Deviancy Scale)
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