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Abstract
The Interpersonal Circumplex Model (ICM; Freedman et al., 1951; Leary, 1957), a
circular representation of interpersonal behaviour, identifies the components of
interpersonal dominance and affiliation that underlie social interactions. The present
study addresses the deficiency of psychometric scales to measure interpersonal constructs
on the TAT by developing the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT Scales.
Twenty-five undergraduate students rated 100 sample TAT stories for the level of
interpersonal dominance and affiliation depicted. Reliability analyses of these ratings
were then utilized to empirically establish anchor points for the interpersonal TAT scales.
Preliminary validity of the scales was ﬁlrther evaluated in a sample of 57 undergraduates.
Results showed that the Interpersonal Dominance TAT Scale correlated significantly with
the self-report (r = .40) and peer-report of interpersonal dominance (r = .33), as well as
masculinity (» = .27). The Interpersonal Affiliation TAT Scale correlated significantly
with self-report of interpersonal affiliation (» = .27), impression management (» = .51),
and femininity (» = .30). The discussion centers on the relationship of interpersonal
variables assessed across measurement domains and future applications of the

Interpersonal TAT scales.
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Assessing Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation on the
Thematic Apperception Test: The Development and Validation
of Two Orthogonal Scales
The Thematic Apperception Test (TAT; Morgan & Murray, 1935) is a projective
instruinent used frequently in clinical research and practice to assess individuals’
psychological functioning. In the TAT, individuals are presented with ambiguous pictures
(black and white) and asked to tell stories that they believe fit, and complete the actions
of the character(s) portrayed. Although several quantitative scoring schemes have been
developed for the TAT, the majority focus on psychodynamic constructs rather than
interpersonal conceptualizations of personality. The relative absence of interpersonal
scales for the TAT limits the type of information that can be obtained by clinicians and
researchers using this projective instrument. The purpose of the present research was to
address the relative absence of interpersonal measures for the TAT and develop two
orthogonal scales based on interpersonal theory (Leary, 1957; Wiggins, 1995).
Specifically, two scales were constructed for assessing the bipolar constructs of
interpersonal dominance and affiliation, which have been identified to underlie human
social interactions (Bakan, 1966; Wiggins, 1982). A second purpose of the present
research was to evaluate the prelimimary validity of the TAT scales, including
concurrent, discriminant, and criterion-predictive abilities. The validity of the
Interpersonal Circumplex Model (ICM) was further examined in the research by
comparing interpersonal variables across the measurement domains of self-report, peer-
ratings, and the TAT.

Interpersonal conceptions of personality and psychopathology have figured
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prominently in the history of clinical psychology since the writings of Sullivan (1940,
1948, 1950, 1953) and explored in both the psychodynamic literature and social cognition
research. Interpersonal theory views personality as inherently embedded in the real and
imagined relations between individuals and significant others, thereby emphasizing the
social meaning of behaviour (Kiesler, 1996). Researchers (e.g., Leary, 1957; Benjamin,
1974) have provided a systematic language for the description of interpersonal
transactions, called the Interpersonal Circumplex Model (ICM), and demonstrated that
this language permits the specification of a set of common variables to the clinical
endeavors of assessment, diagnosis, and treatment. Of particular interest in the present
study are the constructs of interpersonal dominance and affiliation that have been
identified to encompass the ICM. Interpersonal dominance refers to the extent to which
an individual exerts power or status over others (Wiggins, 1995), and ranges on a
continuum from acts of extreme submissiveness (e.g., self-punishment, suicide) to
dominating behaviour (e.g., authority, exploitation, abuse). Interpersonal affiliation is the
degree to which an individual feels a sense of intimacy, union, or solidarity with others
(Foa & Foa, 1974), and ranges from acts of coldness (e.g., anger, threats) to warmth (e.g.,
love, friendship).

The utility of an interpersonal perspective for clinical reséarch and practice has
been repeatedly highlighted over the last fifty years (e.g., Adams, 1964; Benjamin, 1974,
Cantor, Smith, French, & Mezzich, 1980; Carson, 1969; Foa, 1961; Freedman et al.,
1951; Horowitz & Vitkus, 1986; Kiesler, 1991; Lorr, 1997; Plutchik, 1980; Wiggins,
1979a; Wiggins & Broughton, 1985). To date, however, measures for assessing

interpersonal behaviour have primarily been developed in questionnaire format. For
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instance, Wiggins (1979a, 1982, 1991, 1995) has developed the Interpersonal Adjectives
Scales to assess the spectrum of interpersonal behaviour. Although this measure has
demonstrated good psychometric properties, self-report measures have been generally
criticized for being susceptible to response biases, such as lying, faking, or responding in

a socially desirable manner (Edwards, 1957; Paulhus, 1986, 1991; Wiggins, 1964). To
overcome the problems of self-report, researchers (e.g., Leary, 1957) have attempted to
develop alternative methods to asséss interpersonal variables. For instance, Leary (1957)
described a method of scoring interpersonal variables on the TAT. However, Leary’s
TAT measures have been criticized for lacking sound psychometric properties and for
being non-replicable (Wiggins, 1965, 1982).

The present study will overcome the limitations of Leary’s (1957) TAT scoring
system and develop two psychometrically sound ‘scales for assessing interpersonal
dominance and affiliation on the TAT. These scales will provide an invaluable tool for
researchers and clinicians to gain a broader representation of individuals’ functioning, as
well as to explore the nature and consequences of interpersonal behaviour. A discussion
of the theoretical research framework informing the present study will follow in the next
sections, which includes research on the TAT, interpersonal theory, and the Interpersonal
Circumplex Model (ICM). An examination of interpersonal models of personality
assessment will follow in order to provide a frame of reference for the types of
methodological approaches investigators have undertaken to date, as well as the benefits
and limitations of each method. The constructs of interpersonal dominance and affiliation
will then be described, as well as the various domains of measurement and specific scales

available for assessing interpersonal variables (i.e., self-report, peer-report, and the TAT).
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This review provides a context for the selection of measures utilized in the present study

to evaluate the validity of the interpersonal TAT scales.
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Review of the Literature

The Thematic Apperception Test

The Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) is a projective instrument developed by

Morgan and Murray (1935) at the Harvard Psychological Clinic. It is widely used in

clinical research aﬁd practice, and has served as a model for the development of
numerous other assessment instruments, such as the Children’s Apperception Test (CAT;
Bellack, 1993) and the Roberts Apperception Test for Children (RATC; McArthur &
Roberts, 1982). The TAT utilizes projective techniques for assessment, in which
individuals provide responses to stimulus items that are unstructured or semi-structured in
nature. Specifically, individuals are presented with ambiguous black and white
illustrations, and asked to tell stories about the character(s) portrayed. The respondent’s
story is to include a description of what led up to the event shown in the picture, what is
happening at the present moment, what the characters are thinking and feeling, and the
outcome of the plot (Murray, 1943). The essence of the technique is that the stimuli are
ambiguous to some degree and, therefore, require individuals to use his or her
imaginative perceptions (Leary, 1957).

The TAT cards were specifically designed to represent different areas of
psychological functioning and tap specific kinds of psychological conflict (e.g., need for
aggression; Morgan & Murray, 1935). There are four overlapping sets of 20 TAT cards
designed for boys and girls (< age 14), and males and females over age 14 (Anastasi &
Urbina, 1997). Morgan and Murray originally specified that the test be administered in
two one-hour sessions, with 10 cards employed during each session. During the second

session, respondents are instructed to give free play to their imagination and are shown 10
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cards that are more unusual, dramatic, and bizarre. Contrary to the original procedure,
most clinicians currently use brief sets of 10 specially selected cards (Cramer, 1999), with
administration being approximately one hour in length. The TAT is usually administered
as an oral individual test, but can also be administered in written format for group
adminstration.

The TAT is generally considered a fool for assessing personality constructs
grounded in psychodynamic theory. For instance, TAT responses are believed to reflect
an individual’s fantasized and symbolic environment, brought into the story to create a
setting for expression of his or her psychological needs (Aron, 1949). The themes elicited
in the TAT are believed fo reflect a “deeper” picture of an individual’s personality than
those of self-report (Leary, 1957). The traits attributed to the characters in the stories
reflect a subset of a person’s repertoire of interpersonal schemas, e);pectancies, affects,
wishes, fantasies, conflicts, and knowledge (Westen, Lohr, Silk, Kerber, & Goodrich,
1985). Such imaginative expressions and symbols are an indirect form of communicating
to the administrator about one’s private perceptions, opinions, and reactions (Cramer,
1999). Individuals are thought to develop such indirect language in order to avoid the
anxiety associated with public expression, preserve feelings of uniqueness, and maintain
one’s self-esteem (Leary, 1957). Thus, the TAT permits the assessment of individuals’
private or “preconscious” interpersonal themes, which are potentials for future overt
expression. Although it is commonly stated that projective data denote repressed or
unconscious material, this is not necessarily the case. It is important to clarify that themes
appearing in projective tests have sometimes been found to repeat conscious perception,

as assessed through self-report measures (Leary, 1957).
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Early Research on the Thematic Apperception Test

From 1930 to 1980, a limited number of objective scoring systems existed for the
TAT. The three well-known systems available were developed by Aron (1949), Murray
(1938), and Sanford and colleagues (Sanford, Adkins, Miller, & Cobb, 1943). All of these
scoring systems are complex in nature and involve a lengthy scoring process based on the
content of the respondent’s stories. The first step in the evaluation process is to determine
who the “hero” is in the story, that is, the character of either sex with whom the
respondent self-identifies (Murray, 1943). The hero of the story becomes the respondent’s
symbolic self, and the people that he or she interacts with denote the “interpersonal other”
(Leary, 1957). Thus, the themes associated with the symbolic self and his or her
interactions with others are thought to represent the respondent’s symbolic world and are
scored for interpersonal variables. In Murray’s (1938) TAT scoring scheme, which was
later adapted by Sanford et al. (1943), the nature of individuals’ symbolic interpersonal
interactions are assessed for the “needs” and “press” depicted. Individual “needs” include
the need for achievement, affiliation, and aggression; “press” refers to environmental
forces that facilitate or interfere with the satisfaction of these needs (e.g., being attacked
or criticized, being comforted, and exposure to physical danger). To assess the magnitude
or strength of individuals’ needs and press, the examiner notes the intensity, duration, and
frequency of their occurrence throughout the TAT stories (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997).

Aron’s (1949) TAT scoring system is comparable to Murray’s (1938) and Sanford
et al.’s (1943) in its focus on individual needs and motivation. However, the scoring
categories are more diverse and complex. For instance, the following groups of variables

are identified for scoring purposes: 1) variables describing the behavior trend of the hero
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(e.g., need aggression); 2) variables describing environmental forces acting upon a hero
(e.g., human threats); and 3) variables describing beneficial or depriving characteristics of
humanl and non-human objects (e; g., mental health). Aron’s (1949) detailed scoring
method further involves seven procedural steps, which take approximately 30-40 minutes
to gain adequate proficiency to complete. This lengthy time commitment may have
deterred clinicians and researchers from utilizing the scoring system, as it is not
frequently cited in the empirical literature. However, the scales described by Aron,
Murray, and Sanford et al. are all thought to be reliable and valid when utilized
appropriately. |

During this period (1930-1980), researchers also collected a fair amount of -
normative data for the TAT to assist clinicians to make accurate interpretations about
individuals’ personality structuré. Specifically, normative data were developed for
identifying the most frequent response characteristics for each TAT card, the themes
developed, the roles ascribed to the characters, the emotional tones expressed, the speed
of responses, and the length of stories (Atkinson, 1958; Henry, 1956; Murstein, 1972).
These empirical studies >dem0nstrate that specific themes are common for different TAT
cards, such as those dealing with intimacy, achievement, and power (Henry, 1956; Holt,
1999). Despite the availability and utility of this information, few clinicians use these
norms to inform their practice, but rather utilize their own clinical intuition (Garb, Wood,
Lilienfeld, & Nezworski, 2002; Holt, 1999; Schneidman, 1999). This is a very subjective
practice, given that clinicians differ in their interpretation of story content and diagnosis
of personality. In fact, clinicians have been found to over-diagnose psychological

disturbance in TAT response profiles (Garb et al., 2002; Murstein, 1972). Thus, the
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practice of utilizing clinical intuition to interpret the TAT undermines the reliability and
validity of the instrument.

Clinicians’ subjective interpretation of story content and diagnosis of personality
have led the TAT to be repeatedly criticized in the literature (e.g., Holt, 1999; Keiser &
Prather, 1990; Mischel, 1968). In 1968, Mischel provided a landmark critique of the
psychometric properties of projective testing that influenced negative attitudes about the
TAT for over 30 years (Cramer, 1999). Early scoring schemes were further criticized for
not referring to psychologically significant material and for obscuring individual
differences by emphasizing molecular aspects of responses (Aron, 1949). Such criticisms
have resulted in generations of psychologists being “trained with a deeply ingrained
assumption that projective techniques are inherently invalid and unreliable” (Westen et
al., 1990; p. 362). Nonetheless, a camp of researchers has repeatedly emphasized the
clinical value of projective techniques, including the TAT, and have attempted to develop
standardized scoring systems to address psychometric deficiencies (e.g., Cramer, 1987,
1991, 1999; McClelland, 1985; Westen, 1991; Winter, 1999).

Clinical Value of the Thematic Apperception Test

Levy (1963) argued convincingly that psychological instruments fall on a
methodological continuum ranging from projective techniques to self-report inventories,
rather than representing distinct categories. Levy leveled the playing field for projective
and objective instruments (e.g., self-report) by positing that they are both valuable
methods of assessing individual personality and psychopathology. Both techniques offer
different strengths in the assessment process. Projective techniques are thought to be an

effective means for “breaking the ice” during the initial contacts between clinician and
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client, given that the task is intrinsically interesting and often entertaining (Anastasi &
Urbina, 1997). The TAT tends to divert the respondent’s attention away from her or
himself, and offers little or no threat to prestige since any response given is “right.” The
TAT expresses the narrative of the respondent within the intentions, desires, and wishes
of the stories’ characters. Cramer (1999) emphasized that the TAT permits a non-
restrictive representation of the diversity of individual experience, which directly
contrasts the multiplé-choice items provided in self-report measures. This open approach
fits within the narrative mode of thought—an area that is receiving increasing interest
within the discipline of psychology (e.g., Bruner, 1986; Sarbin, 1986). Another valuable
aspect of the TAT is that the respondent becomes absorbed in the task, making him or her
less likely to resort to the customary disguises and restraints of interpersonal
communication (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). Thus, projective instruments are generally
considered less susceptible to faking than self-report inventories because the true purpose
of the latter are disguised.

A strength of self—report measures are that they contain standardized items and are
therefore regarded as more objective methods of assessment (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997).
Self-report also has greatér face validity than projective measures, in that it superficially
appears to measure the construct of interest. However, this chgracteriétic is often
undesirable for personality assessment, as it has been shown to influence the accuracy of |
information obtained. A study comparing projective and self-report techniques for
measuring dependency found a negative relationship between the face validity of the test
and its susceptibility of faking (Bornstein, Rossner, Hill, & Stepanian, 1994). Thus,

projective instruments, such as the TAT, may be more valuable than self-report. In fact,
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investigations have confirmed the effectiveness of the TAT for traditional applications,
including the extent of psychopathology, the use of defense mechanisms, and for
evaluating problem-solving skills (e.g., Cramer & Blatt, 1990; Hibbard et al., 1994;
Ronan, Colavito, & Hammontree, 1993; Ronan, Date, & Weisbrod, 1995). For these
reasons, the TAT continues to be used in clinical research and practice. A survey of 412
randomly selected clinical psychplogists in the American Psychological Association
found that 34 % of respondents frequently or always used the TAT, and 82% occasionally
used the instrument (Watkins, Campbell, Nieberdig, & Hallmal, 1995).
Recent Research on the Thematic Apperception Test

Since the introduction of the TAT, there has been a shift towards utilizing
empirically-defined scoring systems to interpret the test results (Winter, 1999). Although
a number of quantitative scoring schemes has been developed to date, the majority has
focused on psychodynamic constructs, rather than interpersonal conceptualizations of
personality. Westen (1991) developed a TAT coding system called the Social Cognition
and Object Relations Scale (SCORS) to assess an individual’s developmental level of
object relations, as well as the distortion of object relations as it occurs in individuals
with borderline personality disorder. Good inter-rater reliability for the SCORS has been
found in a variety of studies, with coefficients ranging from .75 to .95 for multiple raters
(e.g., Westen, Loh_r,'Silk, Gold, & Kerber, 1990; Westen, Ludolph, Bloék, Wixon, &
Wiss, 1990; Westen, Ludolph, Lerner, Ruffins, & Wiss, 1990). The validity of the system
has also been established through its ability to differentiate between normal adolescents
and adolescents with borderline personality disorder (Westen, Ludolph, Block et al.,

1990), as well as between adult psychiatric diagnostic groups (Westen, Lohr et al., 1990).
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Another objective scoring system for the TAT is the Defense Mechanisms Manual
(DMM; Cramer, 1987), which is designed to assess the presence of the three defense
mechanisms of denial, projection, and identification. The DMM has been utilized in a
wide range of studies with children, adolescents, adults, and psychiatric patients, and
adequate inter-rater reliability has been demonstrated in each (e.g., Cramer, 1987, 1991,
1997, 1998; Hibbard et al., 1994; Hibbard & Porcerelli, 1998). Similar to the SCORS, the
DMM has been demonstrated to reveal meaningful psychodynamic differences between
various psychiatric patients and control groups, as well as within psychiatric diagnostic
groups (Cramer, 1999). Additional coding schemes for the TAT have been developed to
assess individuals’ need for achievement (McClelland, 1985; McClelland, Atkinson,
Clark, & Lowell, 1976) and need for power (McClelland, 1985; Winter, 1992).

The history of the development and applications of the TAT highlights the
absence of scales to measure interpersonal variables. Research in interpersonal theory and
the Interpersonal Circumplex Model (ICM) may provide valuable insight as to the
viability of assessing interpersonal variables. The next section explores interpersonal
theory and the ICM to establish a foundation for scale development in the present
research.

Interpersonal Theory

Humans are social animals who cannot be conceived as existing independently
from other persons (Sullivan, 1953). From birth onward, we find ourselves in
interpersonal situations involving interactions with others. Our early attachments to
parents and significant persons are cognitively and emotionally represented in our

memories as personifications of interpersonal situations (Wiggins, 1995). These
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personifications, in turn, affect the way we think, feel, and behave in our current
interpersonal situations with significant others. Such considerations led Sullivan (1940) to
propose that the basic unit for observing and theorizing about personality is the
“relatively enduring pattern of recurrent interpersonal situations which characterize
human life” (p. 110-111). Sullivan was characterized as “almost secretly” dominating
American péychiatry during the 1940s and 1950s (Chapman, 1976), advocating for the
discipline to use field theory to study personality (Wiggins & Trobst, 1999). This was in
direct contrast to the intrapersonal nomenclature used in psychology and psychiatry
during the first half of the 20™ century.

Currently, a vast literature is available on social cognition and development, as
well as personality. Cf particular importance to the present research, are the
conceptualizations of personality proposed by interpersonal theorists (e.g., Kiesler, 1996),
which accentuate the social impact and consequences of human behaviour. Interpersonal
perspectives emphasize that personality characteristics have communal meaning and
reflect one’s relationships with others (Leary, 1957). For iﬁstance, terms such as
depressed, anxious, and impulsive become more meaningful when the interpersonal
context or impact of the action is designated (e.g., “She is depressed to show her parents
how badly she feels they have treated her.”). Interpersonal theory views personality as
inherently embedded in the real and imagined relations between an individual and
significant others (Kiesler, 1996). Thus, interpersonal behavior refers to “behaviour
which is related overtly, consciously, ethically, or symbolically to another human being
(real, collective, or imagined)” (Leary, 1957, p. 4). Sullivan emphasized the magnitude of

interpersonal relationships by adopting Eldrige’s (1925) general biological principal of
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communal existence. The principal specifies that living organisms cannot live if separated
from their necessary environment, and for humans, that necessary environment is culture
or interchange with others (Sullivan, 1953).

Sullivan proposed that human behavior could be understood in terms of the basic |
coordinates of social life, identified as negotiations for self-esteem and security (Trobst,
1999). Self-esteem (status, power, worth) was conceived as a deeply held conviction of
oneself as a worthy person, who is capable of securing the respect of significant others
(Mullahy, 1970). Security (love, intimacy, integration) is an equally held conviction of
oneself as a loved person, capable of forming intimate and permanent unions with
significant others (Wiggins, 1995). More recently, these coordinates have been cast
within the broader scope of agency and communion by interpersonal theorists, but are
generally referred to as dominance and affiliation (Wiggins, 1991). Sullivan’s account of -
human motivation emphasized the interpersonal nature of human needs, and the concept
of need tensions was put forth to apply to various states of disequilibrium created by
deficits (Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996). Need tensions (e.g., anxiety) are tendencies toward
overt actions, whose goal is to provide satisfaction and return the individual to a state of
relative equilibrium. The kind and degree of satisfaction received depends heavily upon
the existence of “complementary” patterns of motivation in potentially cooperative others
(Sullivan, 1953). For instance, an individual’s need for power can only be fulfilled if he
or she has relationships with others who are willing to be submissive. Consequently, need
tensions arise when individuals’ needs are not being satisﬁed through their interactions
with significant others.

Interpersonal theory (Sullivan, 1953) asserts that each of us continually exerts a
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force field that pushes others to respond to us with constricted classes of dominance and
affiliation (Wiggins & Trobst, 1999). The central notion is that two people will
reciprocally influence each other’s behavior during interactions, as one person’s actions
elicit, evoke, or invite particular reactions from the other (Carson, 1969; Horowitz &
Vitkus, 1986; Kiesler, 1983; Wiggins & Trobst, 1999). Individuals “pull” from others’
complementary responses that are designed to affirm and validate their chosen style of
living and being (Kiesler, 1996). Thus, interpersonal transactions may be thought of as
occasions for “exchangg” in which participants give or take away social resources from
each other (Foa & Foa, 1974). If a non-complementary reaction occurs, a tension will
arise that forces one or both partners to adapt their behavior, or else leave the
interpersonal field (Horowitz, 1996). Unfortunately, many people become trapped or
“stuck” in vicious circles of interacting that lead them to experience repetitive
interpersonal problems (Horowitz, 1996).

Interpersonal conflict arises out of individuals’ interpersonal learning history and
attachment styles. To draw upon attachment theory for further clarification, individuals
have internalized working models of self and others, which pattern their interpersonal
behaviour (Bowlby, 1973, 1977). These working models originate from individuals’
experiénce of being cared for, responded to, and protected by their primary attachment
figure(s). Although not all relationships necessarily replicate one’s primary attachments,
these attachments create the basis fdr what the individual expects of self and other
(Flosheim, Henry, & Benjamin, 1996). An individual’s attachment style functions like a
set of interpersonal rules for engaging with others and are somewhat resistant to change.

Thus, the task of clinical treatment is, in part, to modify these interactional patterns
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within the client-therapiét relationship (Horowitz, 1996). Interpersonal theory provides a
framework for measuring interpersonal behaviour and several researchers (e.g., Leary,
1957; Wiggins, 1995) have described a specific taxonomy, called the Interpersonal
Circumplex Model (ICM). In the next section, the ICM model and its applications are
discussed in order to provide a theoretical frame of reference for the two scales developed
in the present study.
The Interpersonal Circumplex Model

While Sullivan proposed an interpersonal theoretical perspective of personality,
subsequent researchers (e.g., Freedman et al., 1951) developed a taxonomy of measurable
interpersonal behaviours. These variables were found to be intuitively well captured by a
circular arrangement, called the Interpersonal Circumplex Model (ICM; Leary, 1957).
The ICM is a circular display of 16 interpersonal variables, organized around the two
bipolar coordinates of dominance (versus submissive) and affiliation (versus coldness).
The concept of the circumplex was adopted from Guttman’s (1954) mathematical
conception of mental abilities, which empirically demonstrated a strong relationship
among various intellectual tests. A circumplex can be defined as a set of qualitatively
different traits in a given domain that have an order without a beginning or end. Itis a
correlational structure in which the dimensions are reducible to differences in two
dimensions with a constant radius (Lorr, 1996). The circular arrangement implies that
variables close to each other are more similar, and variables opposite each other are
considered end points on a bipolar continuum (Wiggins, 1982).

Thus, the ICM represents the spectrum of interpersonal behaviour and is

organized around the two dimensions of interpersonal dominance and affiliation (Leary,
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1957). The 16 interpersonal variables identified in the model are thought to represent
various combinations of dominance and affiliation (see Figure 1). It is common practice
for the circumplex to be divided into 8 segments (octants), rather than 16, to preserve the

reliability of distinguishing among the closely synonymous words or phrases (Wiggins,

1979a).

Managenal- Autocratic

Competitive~
Narcissistic Responsible-

Hyperormal

Cooperative-
Overconventional

Docile-
Dependent

Self-Effacing-Masochistic

Figure 1. Leary’s Interpersonal Circumplex Model (described on p. 26)

From a psychodiagnostic perspective, the circumplex involves a dimensional
classification in which each categorical membership is continuous rather than discrete.
The interpersonal elements are distributed continuously around the perimeter of a circle,

with each fuzzy category merging into its neighboring categories (Carson, 1996; Wiggins,
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1980). A distinct advantage of the interpersonal circumplex model (ICM) is that it
provides an explicit conceptual definition of the universal content of interpersonal
behavior (Wiggins, 1979b). Any interpersonal behaviour can be represented as a vector
originating from the center of the circle, and, therefore, the system is potentially
falsifiable through analyses of the variance among personality traits. The ICM also alerts
the investigator to noticeable gaps in the interpersonal space of a given set of variables
(Wiggins, 1979b). The circumplex structure (Guttman, 1954) has been empirically
substantiated in a large number of studies (e.g., Kiésler, 1996; Plutchik & Conte, 1997)
and employed in diverse content areas. The interpersonal circumplex itself functions as a
nomological net in which the construct validity of other interpersonal measures may be
evaluated (Gurtman, 1992; Wiggins & Trobst, 1999).

The ICM provides a single framework for interpreting personality scales from a
variety of research traditions in personality, clinical, and social psychology (Wiggins &
Broughton, 1985, 1991). The heuristic value of interpersonal circumplex representations
is sufficiently demonstrated by the approximately 1000 references appearing in Kiesler’s
(1996) review of the literature. Research topics to which the model has been utilized
include the following: personality assessment (Wiggins & Trobst, 1997a), psychotherapy
(McMullen & Conway, 1997), psychiatric diagnosis (Widiger & Hagemoser, 1997),
complementarity (Kiesler, 1983), emotion (Plutchik, 1980), nonverbal behavior (Gifford,
1991), social support (Trobst, 2000), manipulation tactics (Buss, Gomes, Higgins, &
Lauterbach, 1987), agentic and communal situations (Moskowitz, 1994), and attachment
styles (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). Speciﬁcally within the domain of clinical

psychology, interpersonal researchers (e.g., Benjamin, 1993; Carson, 1996; Frances &
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Widiger, '1986; Leary, 1957; Wiggins & Broughton, 1985) have advocated for the ICM to
replace the classification of personality disorders found in the Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM; American Psychiatric Association, 1968, 1980, 1987,
& 1994). The rationale behind this course of action includes concerns about forcing
patients into the Kraepelinian diagnostic categories found in the DSM. Sullivan (1953)
believed that such categories failed to capture the unique patterns of interpersonal
transactions, and advocated for a “factual diagnosis” rather than “formal diagnosis.”
Further grounds for utilizing the ICM to describe personality include the notably
poor reliability of the DSM Axis II personality categories. This finding has been the basis
of extended controversy over whether or not personality can be defined in terms of
categories (Widiger, 1993). In contrast, interpersonal theory describes a dimensional
approach to personality, in which normality and abnormality are viewed as different
points on the same measurement continuum (Leary, 1957). Mental illness is considered a
metaphor for problems in living, particularly maladaptive variants of interpersonal
relatedness (Widiger & Kelso, 1983; Wiggins, 1982). Studies have verified this
conéeptualization by establishing that different interpersonal problems are associated with
different psychiatric disorders (Alden & Phillips, 1990; Roberts et al., 1982). Moreover,
Plutchik and Platman (1977) investigated the applicability of interpersonal traits to
diagnostic labels utilizing a sample of clinicians and found the factor plot to reveal an
assumed similarity afnong diagnostic categories. This similarity resulted in a circumplex
structure, organized around the familiar coordinates of dominance and affiliation. A
circumplex was also obtained when clinicians were asked to indicate the applicability of

emotion terms (e.g., fearful, angry, sad) to categories of psychiatric diagnosis (Plutchik,
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1967). Thus, it has been concluded that the DSM personality disorders emphasize
interpersonal behaviour, rather than symptoms or social evaluations, and these bear close

resemblance to the ICM (see figure 2; Wiggins, 1982).

Compulsive

Narcissistic
Paranoid
Schizoid
Dependent

Passive-Aggressive

Chronic
Hypomanic

Histnionic

Figure 2. The relationship between the DSM-III personality disorders and the

Interpersonal Circumplex Model.

Sullivan’s (1940, 1948, 1950, 1953) work has inspired scholarship for nearly 50
years. Today, a large body of scientific literature on interpersonal theory and the ICM
exists to aid researchers in developing interpersonal systems of personality assessment for
clinical research and practice. These systems of personality assessment have not only

proven effective for describing individuals’ interpersonal behaviour, but also have shifted
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the focus of clinical treatment beyond the individual to the social meaning and
consequences of ‘behaviour (Kiesler, 1996). Individuals’ psychological distress is viewed
as a result of a larger social system that requires changes in interpersonal functioning.
Thus, treatment assists individuals to change their style of interacting within the system,
which in turn, influences their relationships with significant others. Recognition of the
contextual influences in the treatment process also serves to minimize the stigma of
mental illness for the individual client and evokes broader changes in his or her social
environment. These consequences of the ICM approach have substantial utility for the
clinical endeavors of assessment, treatment, and recovery.

Researchers have recognized the value of the ICM and have applied the model to
diverse aspects of social interactions (e.g., Kiesler, 1979, 1987), as well as the building of
existing models of personality (e.g., Lorr & McNair, 1963, 1965). In sum, numerous
models currently exist that have grown out of this perspective. The advantages and
limitations of each approach are reviewed in the next section. This review provides a
basis for the selection of an interpersonal model to inform the present research and the
methodology utilized for scale development.

Interpersonal Models of Personality Assessment

Interpersonal theorists have developed a variety of empirical taxonomies to
capture the realm of interpersonal space. Although these taxonomies differ in focus,
methodology, and populations studied, underlying all is the ICM. The originators of the
interpersonal circumplex (Freedman, Leary, Ossorio, & Coffey, 1951) emphasized the
study of overt behaviour in dyads and groups to assess individuals’ personality. Such

micro-analytic techniques provide a systematic framework for the observation of ongoing
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interpersonal transactions, such as those in small groups (Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996).
Researchers have subsequently expanded interpersonal theory to focus on interpersonal
acts (Buss & Craik, 1983), traits (Wiggins, 1979a), affects (Plutchik, 1980), problems
(Horowitz, 1979), and psychiatric symptoms (Widiger & Hagemoser, 1997). Moreover,
macro-analytic techniques have been employed to study interpersonal behaviour that
endures over time and across situations (e.g., Leary, 1957). The results of such analyses
reflect an individual’s characteristic interpersonal style or mode of adapting (LaForge,
Freedman, & Wiggins, 1985).

Despite the different analyses utilized, a commonality among interpersonal
models constructed to date is the empirical demonstration of a circumplex structure
among the variables studied (Wiggins & Trobst, 1999). The various models also have
similar origins in the historical work of Freedman et al. (1951) and Leary (1957). The
present study also draws upon the work of these researcheré, as well as the most recent

model of personality assessment proposed by Wiggins (1995). Given such, a historical
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- review of the various systems of personality assessment will be provided, highlighting the

advantages and limitations of each model (see also Table 1).
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Interpersonal Systems of Personality Assessment
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Researcher(s)

Participants

Benefits

Limitations

Freedman et al.

Psychiatric Patients

Utilized Multi-

Focus on

(1951) Method Assessment Interpersonal Motives
Leary (1957) Psychiatric Patients  Practical Lack of Bipolarity
Applications Among Variables
Chance (1959, Families in Longitudinal Time Demanding
1966) Treatment Analysis
Lorr and McNair Therapists’ ratings Describes Overt Self-Report Format
(1963, 1965) of Patients Behaviour
Benjamin (1973) Psychiatric Patients  Highly Detailed Too Complex for
Replication
Foa and Foa (1974)  Literature Review Identified Meaning  Cultural Bias
of Interpersonal
Events
Kiesler (1979, 1987) College Students Therapeutic Value Self-Report Format
Horowitz (1979) Psychiatric Patients  Clinical Value Self-Report Format
Wiggins (1979a) College Students Sound Psychometric  Self-Report Format

Properties
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The Kaiser Foundation Research Group. Freedman, Leary, Ossorio, and Coffey
(1951) published the first interpersonal system of personality diagnosis, which was the
collective product of a number of individuals associated with the Kaiser Foundation
Hospital in Oakland, California, during the early 1950s. The research group sought to
develop a descriptive language for summarizing patient interpersonal behaviour during
small group interactions, both inside and outside of the psychiatric setting (Wiggins,
1982). Psychologists were recruited to observe the interactions of research participants
during group psychotherapy and asked to describe the content and attributes of the
individuals in ordinary language. The use of trained professionals as outside observers of
behaviour most likely enhanced the richness and accuracy of the description. Transitive
verbs were employed to describe interpersonal activity and adjectives were used for
describing the content or attributes of participants. Descriptive categories were
additionally déveIoped for a range of terms in order to capture the intensity of the
interpersonal action (Wiggins, 1982). For example, “hostile” transitive verbs might range
from “insult” to “attack’ to “murder.” Although the focus of the system was on grbup
process in psychotherapy, the researchers also wanted to relate interpersonal behaviour
with intrapsycﬁic processes, such as repression (LaForge, Freedman, & Wiggins, 1985).

After conducting their analyses, Freedman et al. (1951) selected sixteen categories
to represent “generic interpersonal motivations,” and empirically demonstrated that these
variables fofmed a circumplex structure. The sixteen interpersonal categories represented
a blend of the primary axes of power and affiliation, and included the following: power
(A), narcissism (B), exploitation (C), punishment (D), hostility (E), rebellion (F), distrust

(G), masochism (H), weakness (I), conformity (J), trust (K), collaboration (L), love (M),
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tenderness (N), generosity (O), and success (P). The letters represent the alphabetical
ordering of the variables around the circumplex in which correlations between adjacent
categories are higher than correlations between nonadjacent categories. In practice, the
Kaiser Foundation Research Group utilized a multi-method assessment appréach of
personality to develop the interpersonal system, despite the initial reliance on outside
observer-ratings (psychologists). Specifically, the researchers correlated observations of
patient behaviour in social situations to self-report, and descriptions made by significant
others (Wiggins, 1982). This use of several sources of information about an individual is
a strong asset of this interpersonal system. This practice minimizes the influence of
measurement error and response biases, as well as broadens. the scope of information
collected about an individuals’ functioning. However, a drawback of this system is the
authors’ emphasis on interpersonal motivations, rather than overt interpersonal behaviour
that is more easily identifiable by observers or significant others.

The Kaiser Foundation Research Group additionally developed a geometric
typology for the circumplex to analyze the various sources of information collected about
an individual (LaForge, Leary, Naboisek, Coffey, & Freedman, 1954). The typology
permitted direct estimates of the contributions of the underlying dimensions of power and
affiliation through trigonometric functions, thereby providing coordinate values. This
interpersonal system permits a patient’s personality profile to be represented as a single
point on the circumplex. The intensity or extremeness of the single-point diagnosis is
computed by calculating an individual’s mean score on all sixteen dimensions and |
interpreted with reference to the distance from the center of the circle (Wiggins, 1982).

An individual is classified as interpersonally maladaptive if his or her single-point score
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differs by more than one standard deviation from a normative population (LaForge et al.,
1954). The sixteen interpersonal variables of the ICM could also be assessed with a self-
report instrument, called the Interpersonal Check List (ICL; LaForge & Suczek, 1955).
The items of the scale were comprised of trait adjectives to describe interpersonal
behaviour, and could be combined into sixteen scales arranged on a circular order (Lorr,
1996). Laforge (1963) factor analyzed data from subject responses to the ICL and
demonstrated that two major bipolar axes—dominance and affiliation—could satisfactorily
account for the circumplex reflexes. The ICL became the standard psychometric device in

“the interpersonal field and was primarily utilized by Leary and associates (Wiggins,
1995).

Leary’s system. Leary’s (1957) Interpersonal Diagnosis of Personality, an
accumulated product of the Kaiser Foundation Research Group, details the construction
of the circumplex. The book also describes a multi-method assessment approach for
interpersonal variables that could be used to identify specific psychological syndromes
and personality types. Leary proposed to gather information about a patient’s personality
from a variety of sources, including self-report, group testing, and the TAT (LaForge et
al., 1985). While Léary’s multi-method assessment approach was comparable to the
Kaiser Research Foundation Group, the major advancement was Leary’s detailed
description of procedures for analyzing such data. Tﬁus, other researchers in the field
cbuld potentially replicate Leary’s system. Indeed, Leary’s work had a major impact on
clinical psychology and was not only introduced as a descriptive alternative to APA
typology (Truckenmiller & Schaie, 1979), but also generated a proliferation of two-

dimensional models of interpersonal behaviour in the scientific literature. Consequently,
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the interpersonal system is generally known as the “Leary System,” despite its collective
construction as an extension of the Kaiser Foundation Research Group (Wiggins, 1982).

It is important to note that Leary (1957) differed from the Kaiser Group in the
number of personality types identified in the circumplex. Leary felt the system was more
efficient for clinical use by collapsing ‘adj acent categories to form octants (LaForge,
Freedman, & Wiggins, 1985). Thus, the following eight personality types are identified in
Leary’s interpersonal circumplex model (see figure 1, p. 17): managerial-autocratic (AP),
competitive-narcissistic (BC), aggressive-sadistic (DE), rebellious-distrustful (FG), self-
effacing-masochistic (HI), docile-dependent (JK), cooperative-over conventional (LM),
and responsible-hyper normal (NO). In the diagnostic application of the system, the
circular arrangement of variables was given metric interpretations within conventional
Euclidean space, in which conventional trigonometric formulas could be applied
(Wiggins, 1982). Thus, the length of a given vector in the interpersonal circle was
expressed with reference to the magnitude of the two orthogonal components of power
and affiliation. The origin of the circle was interpreted as the mean standard score of a
normative population, and the length of an individual’s vector was interpreted as a
deviation from that mean.

Given the metric interpretation of Leary’s (1957) model, a principle psychometric
shortcoming of the system was the lack of bipolarity between variables opposite each
other on the circle (Wiggins, 1982). It has been pointed out (Wiggins, 1979a) that several
of the bipolar contrasts did not make a great deal of conceptual sense, including success
versus masochism, narcissism versus conformity, rebellion versus tenderness, distrust

versus generosity, and punishment versus collaboration. This lack of bipolarity is thought
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to account for why several researchers found noticeable gaps in the upper right quadrants
of Leary’s system (PA and NO) when evaluating its circumplex structure (e.g., Lorr &
McNair, 1965; Stern, 1970; Wiggins, 1979a). Specifically, the tenderness-generosity
octant (NO) did not appear to be an accurate bipolar contrast to the rebellious-distrustful
octant (FG). Lorr and McNair (1965) noted that tenderness and generosity (NO) are too
weak and loving to be placed on the end point of the interpersonal circle. They thought
the NO quadrant reflected a socially exhibitionistic style of behaving (gregarious-
extraverted) and attempted to close the gap in Leary’s system by adding such substantive
variables.

Chance’s system. One of the earliest extensions and clinical applications of the
Kaiser Foundation Research Group was p;esented by Chance (1959, 1966). Chance
(1959) examined the interperéonal experiences of families in treatment to develop an
interpersonal system of personality assessment. However, Chance differed from the
Kaiser Group in postulating that 20 interpersonal categories comprised the interpersonal
circumplex, instead of sixteen. To develop the system, data were collected on 34 families
who were systematically interviewed and tested at the third, sixteenth, and thirtieth
session of family therapy. Interview statements were coded for content, intensity, and
acceptance versus rejection within the 20-variable interpersonal system. Following the
interviews, patients rated themselves, as well as their therapists, on a 60-item Q-sort
version of the interpersonal system. Therapists were then asked to use a Q-sort
methodology to rate the current status of their patients and predict their patient’s future
self-reports during later sessions. The next step of the study was to evaluate the data for

circumplex structure from the perspective of both patients and therapists. Chance (1966)
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found the content of interpersonal exI;erience was best represented by 16 categories,
organized around the underlying axes of active—passive and positive-negative. The 16
interpersonal categories included the following: lead (A), boss-rebel (B), compete (C),
punish (D), hate (E), resent-complain (F), distrust (G), retreat (H), submit (I), conform-
admire (J), trust (K), cooperate (L), appreciate-love (M), sup‘port (N), and give (O).

In the clinical application of Chance’s system, therapists were required to examine
transcripts of psychotherapy and code individuals’ interpersonal experiences according to
the circumplex dimensions. Chance (1966) specified that this analysis must minixﬁally
include a) the classification of the content of experience, b) an indication of its intensity
for the individual, and ¢) an appraisal of the quality of the experience in terms of its
acceptability to the individual, as well as when observed in others. Thus, clinicians first
classified the content of an individual’s experience according to the 16 interpersonal
variables. Then the intensity of the coded interpersonal experience was rated on a 3-point
Likert scale (1 = minimal, 3 = maximum), followed by an indication of the quality of the
experience in terms of self-accepting (+) or self-rejecting (-).

A strength of Chance’s structured system is that it provided a frame of reference
for generating and testing specific hypotheses about interpersonal behaviour, as well as
for evaluating treatment outcome (Wiggins, 1982). The methodology utilized to construct
the circumplex is also an advantage of Chance’s system. The longitudinal analysis of
family therapy sessions and ratings from multiple individuals (family members and
therapists) permits an excellent opportunity to tap into the richness of interpersonal
experience. Although this system may have some value for clinicians, the time involved

to classify and code the content of therapy sessions is a limitation. This system consists of
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a three—step analysis of the data collected on each individual, per therapy session, and
thus, would require a great deal of time to utilize. Nonetheless, it was Chance’s (1966)
conviction that the interpersonal system was clinically useful and had potential
application to clinicians of diverse theoretical orientations. For instance, clinicians have
the opportunity to change the underlying coordinates to fit their modality, such as using
the polarities of activity—passivity and friendliness-hostility for orthodox psychoanalysts
(Chance & Arnold, 1960).

Lorr and McNair’s system. Lorr and McNair (1963, 1965) conducted a series of
investigations to develop a rating instrument for therapists to use to classify their patients
according to an interpersonal circumplex model. Building upon the previous work of
interpersonal theorists (e.g., Leary, 1957), Lorr and McNair (1963) hypothesized that 13
categories of interpersonal behaviour should form a circular order. They provided 10
psychologists with descriptions of the interpersonal categories and asked them to generate
statements describing representative overt behaviours within each category. A set of 171
behavioural statements were comprised to form the first version of the Interpersonal
Behaviour Inventory (IBI), which employed a Yes-No format for clinicians to rate a
patient’s interpersonal behaviour. This behavioural approach to scale construction is the
vadvantage of Lorr and McNair’s system, given that individuals can more readily identify
overt behaviour, as opposed to making judgments about personality dynamics.

To furthgr explore the structure of the IBI, Lorr and McNair (1963) conducted a
second study in which 163 psychotherapists were asked to rate the behaviour of 346
patients according to the 171 items of the IBIL. From the intercorrelations of the items, 14

group factors were extracted, and an examination of the oblique factor structure revealed
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nine scales with the postulated circular ordering. Lorr and McNair (1965) then attémpted
to expand their nine-variable circumplex to include the 16 interpersonal variables
postulated by Leary (1957). They added new items to the IBI and had a sample of 265
psychotherapists rate 523 outpatients. Fourteen factors were extracted, and thus, a third
study was conducted in an attempt to map the full spectrum of interpersonal behaviours
(Wiggins, 1982). Lorr and McNair (1965) had a nationwide sample of 115 therapists rate
525 outpatients on an expanded version of the IBI, which utilized a 5-point Likert scale (1
= “not at all;” 5 = “quite often”). From these studies 15 scales were developed to mark the
interpersonal variables of the circumplex (Lorr & McNair, 1963, 1965, 1966).

A limitation of Lorr and McNair’s system is their questionable research
methodology for scale construction. Rather than retaining the nine variables confirmed in
the second study (Lorr & McNair, 1963), the authors engaged in repetitive data collection
until they obtained the desired results of 15 dimensions to the circumplex. The
researchers should have built upon these originally obtained results, irrespective of
whether or not they confirm Leary’s (1957) circumplex model. Nonetheless, the final
version of the Interpersonal Behaviour Inventory (IBI; Lorr & McNair, 1965) was
comparable to Leary’s model and identified 15 dimensions to the interpersonal
circumplex. These include the following: dominance (A), recognition (B), aggression (C),
mistrust (D), autonomy (E), detachment (F), inhibition (G), abasement (H),
submissiveness (I), succorance (J), deference (K), agreeableness (L), nurturance (M),
affiliation (N), and sociability-exhibition (O). Another limitation to Lorr and McNair’s
personality system was that it relied solely on the use of a self-report instrument for

assessment. Clinicians were to utilize the self-report instrument to rate their patients’
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behaviour and identify his or her personality type within the circumplex. Given that self-
report measures have been found to be susceptible to sources of error (e.g., Piedmont,
1998), it is preferable to gather information about an individual from a variety of sources,
such as from significant others and other assessment measures (e.g., projective
instruments).

There are also several strengths to Lorr and McNair’s interpersonal system. For
instance, it seemed to advance the understanding of interpersoﬂal variables. Lorr and
McNair were the first theorists to emphasize the suspicious and mistrusting nature of the
D category (Wiggins, 1982). Their circumplex model diverged from Leary’s (1957)
model in the N and O vectors, where affiliation and sociability-exhibition replaced
tenderness and generosity. Lorr and McNair also identified the two underlying
dimensions of the ICM as control and sociability, which added qualities to the traditional
dimensions of power and affiliation. The researchers further established a classification
scheme for identifying distinct interpersonal “types” or homogeneous subgroups of
individuals (Lorr, Bishop, & McNair, 196l5). Specifically, the following four profile types
were identified to classify approximately half of all patient profiles: 1) inhibited-abasive-
submissive, 2) agreeable-nurturant-sociable, 3) hostile-mistrustful-detached, and 4)
competitive-dominant-exhibitionistic. The four types represented distinct and meaningful
categories within the general logic of the circumplex.

Benjamin’s system. Benjamin departed from the Leary tradition in the
development of an ICM with separate circular representations for actions, reactions, and
self-actions (Wiggins, 1996). Benjamin (1973, 1974, 1977, 1979) developed an elaborate

Structural Analysis of Social Behaviour (SASB) to classify behaviour in terms of its
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focus. The SASB is considered the most detailed, clinically rich, ambitious, and
conceptually demanding of all interpersonal models because it specifies the subtle and
complex patterns of interacting from three planes or perspectives (Wiggins, 1995). The
complete interpersonal circumplex presented by Benjamin (1974, 1979) consists of 36
finely distinguished points around a circle for each of the three planes. Two of the planes
are interpersonal, and one is intrapsychic (Lorr, 1997). The first plane in Benjamin’s
model is composed of p;‘imarily active behaviour directed towards others (Benjamin,
1979). The second plane describes an individual’s complementary reactions to these
actions and is geometrically represented in a 180-degree rotation to the first plane. Thus,
managing and controlling on the first plane of the circumplex is a complementary
relationship to yielding and submitting on the second plane.

The third plane of Benjamin’s model attempts to specify an intrapsychic plane in
accordance with the psychodynamic concept of “introject.” That is, the plane portrays
what occurs when behaviour on the active or first plane is “turned inwards” (Wiggins,
1982). Thus, if others attempt to actively manage and control a person, the “introject”
reaction to this would be for the person to become self-controlling. Benjamin also
distinguishes antithetical or antidotal responses, which are strategies for eliciting a
response from the other person that is opposite to his or her initial action. The horizontal
axis represents affiliation and ranges from friendly-loving to hostile—attacking. The
vertical axis is conceived as intérdependence and varies according to the plane of
interaction: 1) control versus giving autonomy, 2) subordination, 3) self-control versus
self-emancipation. This conceptualization of the vertical axis as interdependence, rather

than dominance, is another point of discrepancy between Benjamin’s (1974) and Leary’s
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(1957) ICM. Benjamin viewed Leary’s model as incomplete because it contained only
one vertical axis of interpersonal control (dominance—submission), which represented
exchanges of enmeshment. In contrast, Benjamin’s interdependence axis encompasses -
both characteristics of enmeshment and differentiation in interpersonal relations
(Florsheim, Henry, & Benjamin, 1996). Although the SASB model appears to split the
single plane of the interpersonal circumplex, the relationship between the two circumplex
models is largely unknown at present (Schmidt, Wagner, & Kiesler, 1999).

Benjamin (1974) originally identified 36 different variables with a circular
ordering, followed by the development of a cluster form of the SASB in 1993. The
revised SASB model (Benjamin, 1993) identified eight interpersonal variables for each of
the three-circumplex levels. The following clusters were represented on the first level of
the circumplex (i.e., interpersonal behaviour directed towards others): (A) control, (B)
belittling, (C) rejecting, (D) neglecting, (E) freeing, (F) affirming, (G) loving, and (H)
protecting. Benjamin’s SASB model provides a fine-grained analysis of interpersonal and
intrapsychic interactions that are utilized for diagnosing attachment disorders. The
clinical application involves coding interactions according to the SASB and identifying
relational processes as complementary (one person’s behaviour complements the other’s
behaviour), concordant (one person replicates how he or she has been treated by others),
or antithetical in ﬂature (behaviour reflects different personal agendas). Benjamin’s
personality system is primarily concerned with evaluating subordinate or superordinate
relations (e.g., parent-child, therapist-client) and is therefore most suitable in form and
content for clinical settings (Benjamin, 1999; Kiesler, 1991). This system permits a high

degree of specificity, however, it is limited by the sophistication required to understand
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and utilize the system. Benjamin’s analysis of interpersonal interactions is highly
complex and very challenging to replicate in clinical practice.

Foa and Foa'’s system. Foa (1961) conducted a review of the interpersonal
literature and suggested that the nature of interpersonal variables could be illuminated | |
through the application of Guttman’s (1958, 1966) procedures for facet design and
analysis. Such procedures provide a logical framework within which variables are given
systematic definition in terms of more basic sets or “facets” (Wiggins, 1982). Foa (1961)
described the two-dimensional facets of interpersonal behaviour to reflect dominance—
submission and love-hostility. Foa and Foa (1974) subsequently maintained that the
interpersonal variables described by Leary (1957) were best conceived as a set of
cognitive categories for processing social information. Consequently, they developed the
social resource/exchange theory to describe the cognitive organization and underlying
mechanisms of interpersonal exchanges.

Within Foa and Foa’s social eXchange theory, a resource is defined as any item,
concrete (e.g., giving an object) or symbolic (e.g., body posture), which can become the
object of exchange in an interpersonal situation, bringing reward and/or punishmént (Foa,
Tornblom, Foa, & Converse, 1993). Foa and Foa (1974) specified these interpersonal
situations to entail dyadic interactions that have relatively clear-cut social (status) and
emotional (love) consequences for both participants. This operational definition of an
interpersonal situation can be considered an advantage of Foa and Foa’s system, in that it
identifies both the meaning and consequences of interpersonal events, which permits a

clear identification of interpersonal variables. Specifically, interpersonal variables are
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described to comprise the following three facets: object (self and other), resource (love
and status), and directionality (giving and taking away).

According to Foa and Foa, the assessment of individuals’ personality involves the
analysis of interpersonal events and their categorization in terms of the eight possible
combinations of the three facets (e.g., giving love to self, taking status from other).
Following this analysis, an individual’s primary method of processing social information
could be identified on the ICM. Although Foa and Foa present a functional description of
interpersonal events, a limitation of their social exchange theory is that it represents a
market or commercial approach to relationships. The emphasis on cognitive processing
negates the emotional components thét may be motivating one’s desire for affiliation with
others as described in interpersonal theory. This perspective also seems to be culturally
biased to North American ideals, which limits the applicability of Foa and Foa’s system
to individuals of diverse ethnic backgrounds. |

Kiesler’s system. Kiesler (1979, 1987) expanded Leary’s (1957) model to develop
a circumplex to map interpersonal communication during ongoing dyadic interactions.
The two central constructs of the model are “evoking message” and “impact message,”
which describe the messages exchanged in dyadic transactions. Kiesler (1979) identified
one actor in each interpersonal interaction as transmitting an evoking message to the
other, through both verbal and nonverbal channels, which is meant to impose a particular
encoder-decoder relationship. The other receives (decodes) an impact message that elicits
covert affective and cognitive reactions, and in turn, influences the relationship message
that he or she communicates to the original actor. Each part of the message is thought to

occur primarily out of awareness as part of automatic interpersonal transactions (Wiggins,
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1982). However, the decoder’s reactions are potentially available to awareness through
introspection and can provide valuable information about the interpersonal style of an
actor (Kiesler, 1979, 1996). That is, the decoder’s reactions can illustfate the impact an
actor has on significant others. Kiesler (1979) proposed that emotional problems stem
from the aversive counter communications an individual unknowingly elicits from others.
Thus, the major tasks of psychotherapists are to 1) identify the cdvert thoughts and
feelings that the client elicits from the therapist (and presumably significant others), and
2) “metacommunicate” with the client about the self-defeating consequences of the
client’s evoking style (Wiggins, 1982). Identifying and outlining these two major tasks
for therapy is the benefit of Kiesler’s system, as it has potential value for assisting
clinicians with the process of psychotherapy.

Kiesler further developed a clinical measure with these two purposes in mind
called the Impact Message Inventory (IMI; Kiesler, 1987). The inventory was designed to
be suitable for behavioural ratings by using items in transitive verb form (Kiesler, 1996).
To construct the IMI, Kiesler (1987) initially created 15 vignettes to typify the overt
interpersonal behaviours suggested by items from the 15 scales of Lorr and McNair’s
(1967) Intefpersonal Behaviour Inventory. These descriptions were then presented to six
members of Kiesler’s research team with the instructions to imagine themselves in the
company of that individual and record their covert reactions using the sentence stem “He
or she makes me feel” (Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996). A total of 784 items were generated
from this procedure, which defined the universe of content of impact messages. Rating
procedures and content analyses were used to classify the majority of these items

according to the following three categories: 1) direct feelings (e.g., irritated), 2) action
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tendencies (e.g., I want to take care of him or her), and 3) perceived evoking message
(e.g., he or she wants me to put him or her on a pedestal). Fifteen subsets of impact
message items were then aligned to form scales corresponding to the 15 interpersonal
behaviour categories of Lorr and McNair’s tl 965) interpersonal circumplex.

An admirable quality of Kiesler’s system is the creative approach used for scale
construction (i.e., personal reactions to vignettes). However, this model is limited by its
reliance on a self-report inventory for personality assessment, rather than employing
several different types of measurement. Moreover, the psychometric properties of the IMI
are questionable. Early research found the 15 scales of the inventory did not form a clear
circumplex structure (e.g., Lorr & McNair, 1966), whereas subsequent versions of the
scale (IMI; Kiesler & Schmidt, 1993; IMI-C; Kiesler, Schmidt, & Wagner, 1997) have
demonstrated more robust circumplex structure (e.g., Wiggins, 1995).

Horowitz’s system. Horowitz (1979) developed a self-report instrument to
characterize the universe of interpersonal problems addressed in clinical treatment. The
conceptual framework of the instrument originated in Horowitz’s diétinction between
symptoms and interpersonal problems. A symptom (e.g., “I have difficulty sleeping”) was
defined as a complex experience involving interrelated cognitive, affective, and
interpersonal components that lacked an inherent conceptual organization and, thus, could
not be the focus of psychotherapeutic interventions (Horowitz & Vitkus, 1986). However,
interpersonal problems (e.g., “It’s hard for me to get close to people”) were composed of
an underlying circumplex structure that illuminates how a person tends to be drawn into
particular interactions that sustain his or her symptoms (Horowitz, 1979). Horowitz

believed that interpersonal broblems should be the focus of psychotherapy and
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developed an instrument specifically for this purpose, called the Inventory of
Interpersonal Problems (IIP; Horowitz, Rosenberg, Baer, Ureno, & Villasenor, 1988).

The HIP was developed by first identifying problems mentioned by outpatients
during intake interviews for psychotherapy (Horowitz, 1979). The interviews were
videotaped and two observers identified every problem mentioned that took the general
form of “It is hard for me to (do something)” (Horowitz, 1996). These problems were
then submitted to 14 judges to decide whether or not each problem was interpersonal. On
average, 76% of problems mentioned per patient were considered interpersonal (e.g., “It
is hard for me to trust other people) and these problems were utilized to construct the IIP.
The use of the IIP to delineate specific sources of interpersonal distress to focus on in
treatment has benefited clinicians (Horowitz & Vitkus, 1986). However; similar to
previous investigatérs (e.g., Horowitz, 1979; Kiesler, 1979, 1987), Horowitz designed
and utilized a self-report inventory solely for personality assessment. This is a limitation
of Horowitz’s approach, given that research has shown self-report measures can be
inaccurate (e.g., Piedmont, 1998). Nonetheless, the IIP has proven useful in clinical
practice and a subsequent circuinplex version of the scale has been developed (IIP-C;
Alden, Wiggins, & Pincus, 1990) that locates interpersonal problems occurring in the
following octants of the ICM: domineering (PA), vindictive (BC), cold (DE), socially-
avoidant (FG), nonassertive (HI), exploitable (JK), overly nurturant (LM), and intrusive
(NO).

Wiggins’s system. Wiggins (1979a, 1982, 1991) conducted an extensive series of
studies to explore the interpersonal circumplex model (ICM) and to develop an

instrument that reliably assesses its dimensions. The various conceptual frameworks



Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation 40

utilized to guide Wiégins’s research, included interpersonal theory (Leary, 1957), the
lexical tradition of personality (Goldberg, 1981), facet analysis (Guttman, 1966), and
social exchange theory (Foa & Foa, 1974). Based on the lexical tradition, Wiggins
proposed that the universe of significant human tendencies or traits was contained within
the covers of an unabridged dictionary (Wiggins, 1982). Thus, Wiggins’s (1979a)
research began by constructing a taxonomy of interpersonal behaviour in relation to other
domains of human characteristics. Various rating procedures were used to reduce the
universe of trait-descriptive words in the English language (approx. 27,000) to a list of
4063 terms that were relatively familiar. Wiggins then had a team of judges distinquish
interpersonal traits from other categories, such as temperament, moods, and cognitive
traits, based on Foa and Foa’s (1974) working definition of interpersonal traits. That is,
interpersonal traits refer to dyadic interactions with relatively clear-cut social (status) and
emotional (love) consequences for both pafticipants (self and other). The judges
subsequently distributed the interpersonal terms across Leary’s (1957) 16 categories of
interpersonal behaviour, which were revised to reflect genuine semantic contrasts on
variables opposite on the circumplex (e.g., success versus masochism was reconstructed
as afnbitious versus lazy).

Wiggins’s (1979) methodology further entailed evaluating the data for circumplex
structure by administering the 16 lists of interpersonal adjectives to several college
student samples. The results identified eight items in each of the 16 categories to have
optimal circumplex properties. An examination of the factor loadings of each item led to
the following interpretation of the 16 interpersonal variables: power (A), narcissism (B),

exploitation (C), punishment (D), hostility (E), disaffiliation (F), withdrawal (G), failure
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(H), weakness (I), modesty (J), trust (K), love (L), collaboration (M), affiliation (N),
extraversion (O), and sﬁccess (P). Further evaluation of the data revealed the 128 items to
have superior empirical fit to the circumplex model when scored as octant scales. In fact,
the octant scales provided the best circumplex structure in the literature to date (Wiggins,
Steiger, & Gaelick, 1981) and were utilized to formulate the Interpersonal Adjective
Scales (IAS; Wiggins, 1979a). The IAS is a self-report instrument containing scales to
assess the following eight octants of the interpersonal circumplex (see Figure 3):
ambitious-dominant (PA), arrogant-calculating (BC), cold-quarrelsome (DE), aloof-
introverted (FG), lazy-submissive (HI), unassuming-ingenuous (JK), warm-agreeable

- (LM), and gregarious-extraverted (NO).

Assured-Dominant

Cold-hearted

Aloof-
Introverted

Unassured-Submissive

Unassuming-
Ingenuous

Figure 3. Wiggins’ Interpersonal Circumplex Model.
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A shorter version of the IAS was subsequently constructed using item-analytic
procedures, called the Interpersonal Adjective Scales-Revised (IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995;
Wiggins, Trapnell, & Phillips, 1988). The instrument contains 64 items to assess the four
bipolar vectors (eight interpersonal variables) of the interpersonal circumplex and was
demonstrated to robustly assess the two underlying dimensions or axes of the circumplex,
namely, dominance—submission and love-hate (Wiggins, Trapnell, & Phillips, 1988). In
the construction of the IAS-R, the ambitious-dominant scale was renamed assured-
dominant based on Kiesler’s (1983) argument that the contrasting sixteenths of success
(P) and failure (H) were not interpersonal in nature. The IAS-R has been demonstrated to
have robust psychometric properties (e.g., Wiggins, Phillips, & Trapnell, 1989), and
given such, was used as a reference in research for classifying 172 personality scales over
the course of one decade (Wiggins & Broughton, 1991). The exceptional psychometric
research conducted by Wiggins to create the scalevis the major improvement of this [CM
model.

Other interpersonal systems in the literature. Several other researchers developed
interpersonal systems of personality assessment in the literature that were less influential.
For instance, Schaefer (1957) studied the interactions of mothers with their children to
develop an ICM that identified the underlying dimensions of parenting behaviour to be
control and hostility. Terrill and Terrill (1965) studied family interactions and developed
a method for rating the interpérsonal aspects of communication in family discussions. The
classification scheme included eight different interpersonal variables arranged on a
circular continuum, with each variable’s location determined by its relationship to the

circle’s axes. The two axes identified were the bipolar dimensions of dominance—
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submission and hostility—affiliation. Another interpersonal model was Carson’s (1969)
innovative Interaction Concepts of Personality, which provided an elaborate theoretical
integration of the ICM within existing clinical, social, and experimental psychology
domains (Wiggins, 1996). Carson (1969) proposed that the two underlying dimensions of
the circumplex were dominance-submission and love-hate and employed a quadrant
interpretation of the model. In contrast to previous models, Carson only identified four
interpersonal typologies or personality styles, including friendly-dominance, hostile-
dominance, hostile-submission, and friendly-submission.

Other researchers (Meuller & Dilling, 1968) were interested in studying the
process of psychotherapy and used the ICM to examine interpersonal themes during
client—therapist interactions. They developed a scoring system that focused on
reproducing the emotional state the actor desired to estéblish in therapy. De-Raad (1999)
utilized a psycholexical approach to study interpersonal behaviour, which permits a full
and comprehensive account of tﬁe language of interpersonal behaviour. Self-report and
peer-ratings were obtained on a taxonomy of interpersonal trait and behaviour verbs and
subjected to principle components analysis. Results centered on a two-factor solution,
reflecting the two underlying dimensions of the interpersonal circumplex, dominance and
nurturance. More recently, Locke (2000) developed a circumplex scale to measure the
range of interpersonal values potentially associated with adaptive and maladaptive
interpersonal behaviours.

In the literature review a variety of different circumplex models to assess
interpersonal behaviour were described. Among the interpersonal models developed to

date and reviewed in the previous section, Leary (1957) and Wiggins (1979a, 1991)
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present the clearest description and most empirically supported model of interpersonal
behaviour. The various interpersonal models can be distinguished by the populations
studied, measures employed, and theoretical rationales, yet the majority of models
converge in the identification of two latent variables. These two dimensions represent
dominance and affiliation, although the labels differ across researchers. For instance, they
have been referred to as power and affiliation (Freedman et al., 1951; Leary, 1957), status
and love (Foa, 1961), control and sociability (Lorr & McNair, 1963), and interdependence
and affiliation (Benjamin, 1973). The constructs are most commonly described to reflect
the bipolar dimensions of dominance-submission and love-hate, and, therefore, are
labeled dominance and affiliation in the present study. There is widespread agreement
among researchers that these two dimensions give rise to the observed circular orciering
of the ICM (e.g., Wiggins, 1995) and account for a large proportion of the variance in
ratings of pérsonality traits (e.g., Becker & Krug, 1964; Conte & Plutchik, 1981; Foa,
1961; Lorr & McNair, 1963; Schaefer & Plutchik, 1966; Wiggins, 1979b). Thus,
interpersonal dominance and affiliation are crucial and possibly sufficient constructs for
the assessment of personality. Given the importance of these two dimensions, it is
imperative that scales are available to measure them. However, researchers have tended to
develop scales for assessing the 16 dimensions of the ICM (representing combinations of
dominance and afﬁliation), rather than directly measuring the two constructs. It is also
apparent from the previous review that the majority of investigators primarily utilize self-
report instruments for personality assessment in contrast to Leary’s (1957) approach.

To address this deficiency, the present study focuses on the development of two

scales to assess interpersonal dominance and affiliation on the TAT. The Interpersonal
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Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales will encompass the interpersonal variables
identified in the ICM, as well as diverse personality traits.‘The two scales serve to
simplify the description of personality and, therefore, offer a valuable tool for the
assessment of personality from an interpersonal perspective. The creation of two
interpersonal scales for the TAT not only addresses the deficiency of objective scoring
measures available for this projective instrument, but offers an alternative interpersonal
measure to self-report. The benefits and limitations of the various types of measurement
techniques will be described in more detail in a later section, however, the nature of
interpersoﬁal dominance and affiliation will first be explored.
Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation

Two orthogonal dimensions have been identified to underlie the interpersonal
circumplex model, namely dominance and affiliation. Dominance refers to the extent to
which an individual feels strong, powerful, and has an impact on the environment (i.e.,
others; McMullen & Conway, 1997). It is a bipolar construct ranging from acts of
submissiveness to domineering interpersonal behaviour (Leary, 1957). Dominant
individuals tend to exercise power over others in a social context, and describe
themselves as forceful, assertive, dominant, and self-confident (Wiggins, 1995). In social
exchanges, dominance involves the granting of love and status to self, and the granting of
love, but not status to other (Foa & Foa, 1974). Tasks reflecting dominance include
making reasonable requests of others, challenging people when the situation calls for it,
standing up for oneself, expressing one’s needs directly to others, refusing unreasonable
requests, and being aggressive to protect one’s interests (Horowitz, Rosenberg, Baer,

Ureno, & Villasenor, 1988). In its problematic form, this style becomes domineering and
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is evident in problems related to controlling, manipulating, being aggressive towards, and
trying to change others (Wiggins, 1995).

Interpersonal submissiveness represents the other end of the dominance
continuum, and refers to individuals who tend to be timid, fearful, and submissive in
social transactions. Within social exchanges, submissiveness involves the denial of love
and status to self, and the granting of status but not love to other (Foa & Foa, 1974).
Individuals with this interpersonal style tend to avoid situations involving social
challenge, power over others, and being the center of attention (Wiggins, 1995). In its
problematic form, this style is associated with non-assertion and is manifested by
difficulty in making one’s needs known to others, discomfort in authoritative roles, and
an inability to be firm and assertive with others (Wiggins, 1995).

The second dimension that underlies the ICM, affiliation, refers to the extent to
which an individual feels a sense of intimacy, union, or solidarity with others (Foa & Foa,
1974; McAdams, 1985). From a psychoanalytic perspective, affiliation can be
conceptualized as the affective coloring of the object world, ranging from malevolent to
benevolent (Westen, Lohr, Silk, Kerber, & Goodrich, 1985). This is a bipolar construct
ranging from interpersonal acts reflecting love and warmth to coldness, hostility, and hate
(Leary, 1957). Warm individuals tend to be nurturing, sympathetic, and caring in social
transactions, and describe themselves as forgiving, kind, and softhearted (Wiggins, 1995).
They provide material or emotional benefits to others who are in need of help or support.
Social exchanges reflecting warmth involve the granting of love but not status to self, and
the granting of both love and status to other (Foa & Foa, 1974). Interpersonal warmth

becomes overly nurturing in its problematic form, and is manifested in problems resulting
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from trying too hard to please others, as well as being too generous, trusting, caring, and
permissive in interpersonal interactions (Wiggins, 1995).

Coldness represents the other end of the affiliation continuum, and includes
individuals who tend not to be warm, cooperative, or nurturing when such behaviour is
appropriate. Cold individuals describe themselves as lacking warmth, being unkind, and
unsympathetic (Wiggins, 1995). Leary (1957) observed hostility to be involved in
coldness, communicated through subtle attitudes of punishment, discipline, and
provoking guilt, rather than overtly destructive acts. Patterns of social exchange reflecting
coldness are both the granting of love and status to other, but not to oneself (Foa & Foa,
1974). Thus, an individual who interacts coldly may appear indifferent and non-reactive.
In its problematic form, interpersonal coldness becomes an inability to process emotions,
and is manifested in problems expressing affection toWards others, feeling love for
another person, difficulties making long-term commitments, and an inability to be
generous and get along with others (Wiggins, 1995).

A major postulate of interpersonal theory is that two interacting people
reciprocally influence each other’s behavior as they interact (e.g., Carson, 1969; Kiesler,
1983). Kiesler (1983) described that “pairs of interacts, in their daily transactions, are
negotiating mutually satisfactory definitions regarding who is going to be more or less in
control or dominant and what is to be the characteristic level of friendliness or hostility”
(p. 186). Thus, in examining the nature of interpersonal exchanges, research has found
complementary behaviors to occur in the dominance dimension, whereas reciprocal
behaviors occur in regards to affiliation (Carson, 1969; Horowitz, 1996; Lorr, 1996).

Therefore, dominant behavior elicits submissive responses from others, and warm
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interpersonal behaviour evokes reciprocal warmth. Taking both dimensions into account,
hostile-dominant behavior invites hostile-submissive behavior, and friendly-dominant
behavior invites friendly-submissive behavior.

The reciprocity observed for the affiliation dimension cbincides with the growing
consensus among emotion theorists that the central class of environmental events
triggering human emotional sequences is social, interpersonal, and transactional in nature
(Kiesler, Schmidt, & Wagner, 1997). For example, Berscheid (1983) proposed a model in
which emotional interdependence is a vital component of close interpersonal
relationships. The action sequences of individuals in close relationships are closely
intertwined, having frequent, strong, and diverse impacts on each other over long periods.
Given such, interpersonal affiliation is an important variable that has been examined in
clinical research. In general, research has found better therapy outcomes associated with
individuals possessing higher levels of affiliation and warmth, whereas negative
therapeutic outcomes have been related with interpersonal coldness and hostility (e.g.,
Henry, Schacht, & Strupp, 1990; Horowitz, 1996; McMullen & Conway, 1994; Strupp,
1980).

Researchers have also proposed that interpersonal dominance and affiliation are
conceptually related to the broader concepts of agency and communion that pervade the
humanities and social sciences, as well as many contemporary views of personality
(Wiggins, 1991; Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996). A vast amount of literature supports an
understanding of human social life in terms of these two orthogonal bipolar dimensions
(e.g., Bakan, 1966; Wiggins, 1991). The terms “agency” and “communion” were adopted

by Bakan (1966) to characterize the two fundamental modalities in the existence of living
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organisms. Agency refers to the existence of an organism as an individual and
communion refers to individual participation in some larger organism of which the
individual is a part. The positive pole of agency involves themes of power, mastery, and
assertion, whereas its negative pole entails themes of weakness, failure, and submission
(Wiggins & Trobst, 1999). Highly agentic individuals would want to be recognized for
outstanding contributions to the success and survival of their group (Wiggins & Trapnell,
1996).

The positive pole of communion involves themes of intimacy, union, and
solidarity, whereas at the negative pole are themes of remoteness, hostility, and
disaffiliation (Wiggins & Trobst, 1999). Highly communal individuals view themselves
as part of a larger social or spiritual entity, and thus, do not wish to alienate others and
avoid breaking social rules. Wiggins (1991) illustrated the centrality of these concepts to
a diverse range of personality theorists, philosophical worldviews, cross-cultural
psychology, and i)sycholinguistics. In regards to personality theorists, the dual themes of
agency and communion have appeared in various guises that originated in psychoanalytic,
behavioural, and humanistic contexts (Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996). For example, Freud
(1964) identified the central abilities of humans to be love (communion) and work
(agency), Adler (1930) talked about the importance of striving for superiority and social
interest, Horney (1945) specified moving against and towards others, Erikson (1963) put
forth autonomy versus basic trust, and Maslow (1971) specified esteem needs versus
belongingness and love needs.

Investigations examining the relationship between interpersonal dominance and

affiliation and personality characteristics support a broad interpretation of these two
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constructs. Dominance correlates with Bem’s (1974) masculinity scale, measures of
achievement, self-confidence, self-esteem, persistence, vigor, and coordinated planfulness
(e.g., Wiggins, 1991; Wiggins & Holzmuller, 1981). On the other end of the continuum,
submissiveness was shown to correlate positively with scales measuring abasement
(Gough & Heilbrun, 1980), lack of self-confidence (Hirschfield et al., 1977), and fear of
negative evaluation (Watson & Friend, 1969). In addition, negative correlations were
obtained between submissiveness and standard measures of endufance, achievement, and
self-esteem (Phinney & Gough, 1982). Studies of interpersonal affiliation have
demonstrated that the construct is related to nurturance, agreeableness, personality
adjustment, femininity, warmth, and unconditional positive regard (Lamon, 1991;
Plutchik & Platman, 1977; Wiggins, 1991, 1995). Coldness was found to positively
correlate with measures of autonomy and hostility, and negatively correlate with
nurturance (Wiggins, 1966, 1995). These various corrélations in the empirical literature
support the interpretation of interpersonal dominance and affiliation as reflecting the
broader concepts of agency and communion, respectively.

There has also been an increasing realization that the two interpersonal
dimensions are rotational variants of two dimensions from the Five-Factor Model (FFM)
of personality, namely, extraversion and agreeableness (e.g., Trapnell & Wiggins, 1990;
Wiggins, 1995; Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996). Extraversion refers to gregariousness,
assertiveness, activity, excitement-seeking, and positive emotions (Trapnell & Wiggins,
1990). In interpersonal contexts, extraverted individuals keep up their end of the
conversation, are comfortable in social activities, take the initiative when meeting others,

make dates to get together with others, and establish new friendships (Horowitz,



Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation 51

Rosenberg, Baer, Ureno, & Villasenor, 1988). This personality characteristic represents a
combination of both dominance and affiliative qualities. For instance, extraverts’ étrong
desire for social contact is similar to the importance placed upon connection with others
observed among affiliative individuals. Agreeableness is the second factor of the FFM
and refers to individuals who are trusting, straightforward, altruistic, compliant, modest,
and tender-minded (Trapnell & Wiggins, 1990). This characteristic also seems to
represent a blend of interpersonal dimensions. In particular, the compliance demonstrated
by agreeable individuals represents a component of submissiveness. Consequently,
researchers have concluded that the ICM and FFM interpretations of these two
dimensions are complementary, rather than competitive (McCrae & Costa, 1989; Trapnell
& Wiggins, 1990; Wiggins & Trobst, 1999).

It is evident from the previous discussion that the personality characteristics of
interpersonal dominance and affiliation have great relevance to clinical practice.
Individuals at the high or low end of these bipolar dimensions tend to experience
interpersonal problems that may be addressed through psychological treatment. For
instance, individuals with a diminished level of dominance may have difficulty asserting
themselves and making decisions, and consequently tend to get taken advantage of by
others. Conversely, individuals who are highly dominant and/or cold may be acting in an
aggressive or violent manner towards others. Identifying individuals’ level of dominance
and affiliation provides clinicians with the necessary information about how their clients’
interact with and impact others. As previously stated, the focus of the present research is
to develop two scales to assess these important dimensions. The various approaches to

measuring interpersonal dominance and affiliation will now be reviewed, including the
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available instruments that have been constructed to date.
Types of Measurement

Researchers have repeatedly emphasized that interpersonal behaviour should be
assessed from multiple perspectives, and such perspectives require the use of different
types of measurement (e.g., Leary, 1957; LaForge, 1977; Wiggins, 1982). The Kaiser
Foundation Research Group (Freedman, Leary, Ossorio, & Coffey, 1951) proposed that
the same set of interpersonal variables could be measured from different sources or
“levels,” such as behaviour ratings, self-report, and projective instruments. The three
sources of measurement identified were the public level (Level I; behaviour ratings), the
conscious level (Level II; self-report), and private level (Level III; projective instruments).
Leary (1957) expanded this conceptualization to include two additional levels, namely,
the level of the unexpressed (Level IV) and the level of values (Level V), however,
interpersonal researchers have concentrated on the first three levels. Early interpersonal
theorists adhered to the psychoanalytic notion that personality is corﬁprised of multiple
levels, and the organization of these levels creates unconscious conflicts, ambivalence,
and inconsistencies (Wiggins, 1982). Thus, both Leary (1957) and Freedman et al. (1951)
were interested in calculating the amount of discrepancies between levels of measurement
for a given indiv_idual, and utilizing such discrepancies as indices of psychoanalytic
defense mechanisms (e.g., preconscious idealization, displacement, and repression). Inter-
level divergence was thought to indicate the degree of stability of an individual’s
personality and predict potential changes in personality organization over time (Leary,
1957).

Subsequent researchers (e.g., LaForge, 1977) have not adhered to the
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interpretation that “levels” represent domains of awareness, but rather different domains
of measurement. Interpersonal variables can be measured from these various perspectives,
and utilized to establish the construct and _discriminant validity of interpersonal measures
(Cattell, 1957, 1961, 1968; Wiggins, 1982). However, there has been minimal research to
date examining the concordance of interpersonal variables across different types or levels
of measurement. The present study seeks to address this issue by comparing the
assessment of interpersonal dominance and affiliation acrdss the following three types of
measurement: ratings by significant others, self-report measures, and projective
instruments. These three domains will be described in turn, including the available
instruments for each level and the associated methodological problems with each.
Ratings by Peers/Siéniﬁcant Others. This unit of measurement includes behaviour
ratings of a specific individual by observers in social situations, such as professionals or
significant others. Information from this source was proposed to summarize one’s actual
relationships with other people (Leary, 1957). When utilizing this measurement, Cattell
(1957) recommended that the raters have access to the individual at different times and
different situations in order to reduce the effects of impression management. That is,
rater-participant familiarity should be maximized to include routine interactions in the
general course of daily living (Truckenmiller & Schaie, 1979). There are currently
numerous instruments available to assess interpersonél variables through ratings of peers
and significant others. These include the Interpersonal Check List (ICL; LaForge &
Suczek, 1955), the Interpersonal Behaviour Inventory (IBI; Lorr & McNair, 1965), the
Inventory of Interpersonal Problems (Horowitz, Rosenberg, Baer, Ureno, & Villasenor,

1988), the Impact Message Inventory (IMI; Kiesler & Schmidt, 1993), and the
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Interpersonal Adjective Scales-Revised (IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995). Each of these
instruments will be discussed in turn, pointing out the advantages and limitations of each

instrument (see also Table 2).
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Revised

Instrument Authors Participants ~ Advantages Limitations
Interpersonal LaForge & Psychiatric =~ Large Research Poor Psychometric
_ Check List Suczek Patients Base Properties

(1955)
Interpersonal Lorr & Psychiatric =~ Minimize Poor Psychometric
Behaviour McNair Patients Social Properties
Inventory (1965) Desirability
Inventory of Horowitz, Psychiatric ~ Clinically Susceptible to
Interpersonal et al. Patients Useful Response Styles
Problems (1988)
Impact Message Kiesler &  College Clinically Restricted to
Inventory Schmidt Students Useful Therapists

(1993)
Interpersonal Wiggins College Psychometric Limited Use with
Adjective Scales-  (1995) Students Properties Clinical

Populations
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The Interpersonal Check List (ICL; LaForge & Suczek, 1955) was the primary
instrument utilized by Leary aﬁd associates to assess interpersonal dimensions across all
three levels or perspectives (Wiggins, 1982, 1995). The ICL was used in a variety of
studies on the personality assessmeﬁt of psychiatric patients and, therefore, has the
advantage of acquiring a large research base and exposure in the interpersonal field. The
instrument contains 126 trait adjectives and is available in both peer-rating and self-report
format. Both formats are identical, except the instructions are changed to focus on the
“other” in the peer-rating format. A limitation of this instrument is that factor-analytic
studies have shown that three general components underlie ICL data (e.g., LaForge, 1963,
Lorr & McNair, 196‘3; Paddock & Nowicki, 1986; Rinn, 1965), rather than the two
dimensions of dominance and affiliation. Thus, this instrument has questionable construct
validity, as it does not appear to be based on the interpersonal circumplex model.
Researchers have also noted the instrument to be susceptible to a stylistic checking factor
(e.g., Truckenmiller & Schaie, 1979; Wiggins & Trobst, 1997b).

The Interpersonal Behaviour Inventory (IBI; Lorr & McNair, 1965) is designed as
a clinical device for professionals to use to assess patient characteristics and evaluate
therapeutic outcome (e.g., Lorr & McNair, 1963). The advantage of this instrument is the
use of trained professionals as outside observers, rather than family members or friends of
a particular patient. This approach has proven advantageous for minimizing social
desirability ratings (Wiggins, 1982). However, investigations have found that the 15
scales of the IBI do not have clear circumplex structure (e.g., Lorr & McNair, 1966), and
hence, have poor psychometric properties.

The Inventory of Interpersonal Problems (IIP; Horowitz, Rosenberg, Baer, Ureno,



Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation 57

& Villasenor, 1988) permits observer ratings of the interpersonal problems experienced
by an individual. The IIP consists of 127 statements of interpersonal problems (e.g., “tries
to control people too much”) to which respondents rate the perceived degree of difficulty
on a 5-point Likert scale (Horowitz, 1996). Subscales of the IIP describe problems in each
of the eight octants identified in Leary’s (1957) circumplex model. However, a factor-
analytic study of the instrument (Horowitz et al, 1988) obtained a substantial general
factor that was loaded by all items and scales. Although the factor was interpreted as
reflecting an individual’s general tendency to report distress, it was subsequently related
to a symptom-severity measure and self-deception (Tracey, Rounds, & Gurtman, 1996).
Despite such susceptibility to response styles, the IIP has been demonstrated to be a
useful clinical iﬁstrument. It has been used for identifying interpersonal problems
discussed in the;apy (e.g., Horowitz, Rosenberg, & Bartholomew, 1993) predicting
response to treatment (e;. g., Alden & Capreol, 1993), the development of therapeutic
alliance (e.g., Muran, Segal, Samstag, & Crawford, 1994), and projecﬁon in group
counseling (e.g., Kivlighan, Marsh-Angelone, & Angelone, 1994). A circumplex version
of the scale has also been constructed (IIP-C; Alden, Wiggins, & Pincus, 1990) that
permits the additional feature of assigning individuals to typological categories (Wiggins
& Trobst, 1997a).

The Impact Message Inventory (IMI; Kiesler & Schmidt, 1993) instructs
respondents to imagine themselves in the company of a particular person and rate the
applicability of each item to that individual. Each item is presented in transitive verb form
(e.g., “I want to tell him to give someone else a chance to make a decision™) and the scale

has a total of 90 items. There are two items tapping the subcategories of direct feelings,
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action tendencies, and evoking messages for each of the 15 variables of the circumplex
model (Kiesler, 1996). Similar to the Inventory of Interpersonal Problems, an advantage
of the IMI is its suitability for clinical settings, as it permits an assessment of therapists’
covert emotional, behavioural, and cognitive reactions to their patients in psychotherapy
(Wiggins, 1995). The IMI attempts to identify the location of a client’s pattern of evoking
negative responses from others within the interpersonal circumplex (Wiggins & Trapnell,
1996). Both the IMI and the more recent circumplex version of the scale (IMI-C; Kiesler,
Schmidt, & Wagner, 1997) were found to have robust circumplex structure (e.g.,
Wiggins, 1995). Nonetheless, a limitation of this instrument is that it is targeted for use
by professionals within the context of providing psychotherapy to their patients. This
restricts the applicability of the instrument, since clinicians conduct most formal
personality assessments outside of the therapeutic context. Thus, the instrument could not
be routinely administered by clinicians as part of psychological assessment, but limited to
use within the therapeutic context.

The Interpersonal Adjective Scales-Revised (IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995) was
originally designed as a self-report measure, but it can be conveniently employed as an
observer rating form by changing the instructions to rating any specified other. Targets of
such ratings have included spouses (e.g., Buss & Barnes, 1986), friends (e.g., Costa &
McCrae, 1992), and experimental subjects (e.g., Gifford, 1994). Robust psychometric
properties have been found for this significant other-rating format of the measure (see
Wiggins, 1995), and consequently, the IAS-R is considered the best measure for assessing
interpersonal dispositions (Locke, 2000; Wiggins, 1982). While this measure has been

widely used in research, the majority of studies has been conducted with college or
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university students, rather than with psychiatric patients. Thus, this instrument may be
limited to use with university populations, rather than clinical populations. Regardless,
the observer-rating version of the IAS-R is the best measure available to date and will be
utilized in the present study. The instrument will be further described in the next section
(i.e., self-report measures).

It is apparent that several observer-report measures have been constructed to date
to measure interpersonal variables. Although these instruments have proven valuable,
investigators have identified them to be vulnerable to potential sources of error (e.g.,
Cattell, 1968; McCrae, 1982; Piedmont, 1998). In particular, Cattell (1968) presented a
trait-view theory of perturbations in observer ratings that identified both role relation and
cognitive apperception factors to potentially distort observer data. The ;/iew of any
participant’s traits was proposed to be a function of a) his or her other traits in interaétion
with the participant-observer situation, and b) the obéewer’s traits in interaction with the
participant-observer situation. It was concluded (Cattell, 1968) that observer-ratings are
possibly subject to the same misrepresentations as self-report measures, such as sabotage
(e.g., yes-sayers and no-sayers) and distortion. However, McCrae (1982) identified biases
in observer ratings (e.g., halo effects, stereotypes) that do not overlap with the errors
inherent to self-report. Thus, convergence between peer and self-ratings cannot be
attributable to correlated error but to a reliable effect (Wiggins, 1979b). Conversely,
disagreements between the two sources of information may be indicative of some type of
distortion (McCrae, 1994; Piedmont, 1998). It has been concluded that observer ratings
are a useful counterpoint to self-report measures (Piedmont, 1998). In fact, research has

demonstrated the validity of peer ratings in predicting useful outcomes, such as job
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success and marital satisfaction (e.g., Kosek, 1996; Mount, Barrick, & Strauss, 1994).
Self-Report Measures. This type of measurement summarizes an individual’s self-
ratings of interpersonal behaviour obtained from sources such as an autobiography,
psychotherapy, interview, questionnaire, personality inventories, and adjective check lists
(LaForge, Freedman, & Wiggins, 1985). The emphasis of such instruments is to assess
what people do to one another, rather than what immediate effects their actions may have
(Wiggins, 1982). The following self-report inventories have been designed to tap
interpersonal variables (see also Table 3): the Interpersonal Check List (ICL; LaForge &
Suczek, 1955), the Inventory of Interpersonal Problems (IIP; Horowitz, Rosenberg, Baer,
| Ureno, & Villasenor, 1988), the Inventory of Interpersonal Problems-Circumplex (IIP-C;
Alden, Wiggins, & Pincus, 1990), the Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values (CSIV;
Locke, 2000), the Brief Interpersonal Circumplex (BIC; Raffety, 1999), the Battery of |
Interpersonal Capabilities (BIC; Paulhus & Martin, 1988), and the Interpersonal
Adjectives Scales-Revised (IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995). These instruments will now be

discussed.
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Instrument Authors Participants Advantages Limitations

Interpersonal LaForge & Psychiatric Large Research ~ Poor

Check List Suczek Patients Base Psychometrics
(1955)

Inventory of Horowitz et Psychiatric Clinically Useful Susceptible to

Interpersonal al. (1988)  Patients Response

Problems Styles

Inventory of Horowitz et Psychiatric Psychometric Inadequate

Interpersonal al. (1988)  Patients Properties Research

Problems-

Circumplex

Circumplex Locke College Psychometric Assesses

Scales of (2000) Students Properties Values

Interpersonal

Values

Brief Raffety University Brief Format Limited Use

Interpersonal (1999) Students

Circumplex

Battery of Paulhus &  University Indicates Range  No Predictive

Interpersonal Martin Students of Behaviours Validity

Capabilities | (1988)

Interpersonal Wiggins College Robust Limited Use

Adjectives Scales- (1995) Students Psychometric with Clinical

Revised Properties Populations
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| The Interpersonal Check List (ICL; LaForge & Suczek, 1955) is available in
other-rating and self-report formats, as described in the previous section. It contains 128
trait adjectives to describe interpersonal behaviour, which are combined into 16 scales
Iarranged on a circular order (Lorr, 1996). As preyiously stated, this instrument has the
advantage of having developed a large research base in the literature. The limitation of
the instrument is that research has shown the scale to lack sound psychometric properties
(e.g., Lorr & McNair, 1963, 1965; Paddock & Nowicki, 1986; Truckenmiller & Schaie,
1979).

Similar to the ICL, the Inventory of Interpersonal Problems (IIP; Horowitz,
Rosenberg, Baer, Ureno, & Villasenor, 1988) is available in both other- and self-report
format. The measure is used to identify dysfunctional patterns of interpersonal
interactions, such as “It is hard for me to express intimacy” and “It is hard for me to trust
other people” (Gurtman, 1999). While this instrument has proven useful for clinical
research and practice (e.g., Alden & Capreol, 1993), it has been demonstrated to be
susceptible to response styles (Horowitz et al., 1988; Tracey, Rounds, & Gurtman, 1996).
The IIP-C is a circumplex version of the IIP scale that coﬁtains 64 items to assess
interpersonal problems in eight octants. Thevscale was shown to structurally converge
with the IAS-R (Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996; Wiggins & Trobst, 1997b) and define the two
underlying dimensions of the circumplex (Lorr, 1996). Thus, preliminary research
indicates that the scale has sound psychometric properties. Although this is an advantage
of the instrument, further research is necessary to confirm its utility for clinical research
and practice.

The Circumplex Scales of Interpersonal Values (CSIV; Locke, 2000) was
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designed to complement the IAS-R and IIP-C by assessing interpersonal values that may
be associated with adaptive and maladaptive interpersonal behaviors. Thus, a limitation
of this scale is that it assesses personal values, rather than personality characteristics,
which may or may not tap individuals’ current interpersonal behaviour. In the CSIV,
respondents rate the importance of their own interpersonal behaviours (e.g., “I could not
bear to make a mistake in front of them”), as well as other people (e.g., “It is important
that they not get angry with me”) on a 5-point Likert scale. Preliminary research suggests
the CSIV has sound psychometric properties (Locke, 2000), however, further research is
required.

The Brief Interpersonal Circumplex (BIC; Raffety, 1999) is a recently developed
instrument that includes both an 8- and 4-item version. The brief nature of this scale is
advantageous for quick administration, and the circumplex structure of the instrument has
been confirmed by preliminary reseafch (Raffety, 1999). This instrument shows promise
for future investigations of interpersonal theory, but édditional scientific evaluation is
necessary.

The Battery of Interpersonal Capabilities (BIC; Paulhus & Martin, 1988) is based
on Wiggins’ (1979) interpersonal circumplex and designed to assess “personality
capabilities” or functional flexibility. Respondents indicate “how capable” they would be
of acting in a certain manner “if the situation called for it” using a 7-point Likert scale.
An advantage of the BIC is that it indicates a range of interpersonal behaviour that a
respondent may engage in across a variety of situations (Paulhus & Martin, 1988).
However, a limitation is that the predictive validity of the instrument has yet to be

established.
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The Interpersonal Adjectives Scales-Revised (IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995) was
designed to serve as semantic markers of interpersonal space for comparisons with other
assessment systems. It is a self-report instrument designed to measure the two important
dimensions of interpersonal transactions, namely, dominance and nurturance. The IAS-R
consists of a test booklet with a list of 64 interpersonal adjectives, to which respondents
rate how accurately each word describes them as individuals on an 8-point Likert scale
(Wiggins, 1995). Example items from the IAS-R reflecting the warmth category include
softhearted, accommodating, gentlehearted, tenderhearted, charitable, and sympathetic.
Items assessing interpersonal coldness include uncharitable, ironhearted, unsympathetic,
ruthless, coldhearted, and cruel (Wiggins, 1995). The IAS-R has demonstrated admirable
psychometric properties, as research has found the scales to form a circumplex structure
organized around the orthogonal coordinates of dominance and nurturance (Wiggins,
Trapnell, & Phillips, 1988; Wiggins & Trobst, 1997b). It is the most widely used
instrument in the literature, however, as previously stated, a limitation of this instrument
is that it has been predominantly used with university populations. The applicability of
the IAS-R to clinical populations is unknown at present. |

Despite the demonstration of adequate psychometric properties among the
interpersonal measures, investigators have repeatedly highlighted self-report instruments
to be subj ec£ to potential misrepresentations (e.g., Edwards, 1957; Paulhus, 1986, 1991;

‘Wiggins, 1964). In particular, self-report instruments are susceptible to response biases,
such as lying, faking, and responding to items in a socially desirable manner. Socially
desirable responding refers to the tendency to present oneself favorably on self-report

inventories in regards to current social norms (Paulthus, 1991). Wiggins (1979a) obtained
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a relationship between ratings of interpersonal adjectives and social desirability,
concluding that response biases also persist in the interpersonal domain. Impression
management is one component of socially desirable responding that has been identified to
reduce the predictive validity of content measures (e.g., McCrae et al., 1989). Individuals
engaging in impression management purposefully tailor their responses to create the most
positive s_ociail image (Paulhus, 1991). It has been recommended that researchers control
for the influence of impression management when using self-report measures (e.g.,
Paulhus, 1991), particularly when motives arise for conscious distortion (e.g., job
application, custody settlement).

While it is apparent that self-report measures have psychometric limitations, there
is also evidence supporting their validity. Instruments comprised of more direct and
“obvious” items have been demonstrated to yield more honest and accurate responses
from participants (Furnham, 1986; Worthington & Schlottman, 1986; Wrobel & Lachar,
1982). In a large sample of job applicants, it was found that such individuals tended not to
distort their responses in the absence of instructions to do so (Hough, Eaton, Dunnette,
Kamp, & McCloy, 1‘990). Further evidence supporting the trustworthiness of self-report
inventories includes the convergent correlations obtained between self-report and
observer ratings (e.g., Jackson, 1989; Muten, 1991). Thus, it is apparent that self-report
measures are a valuable source of information about individuals, but investigators should
be cautious about the potential contamination of response styles.

Projective Instruments. These types of measures are thought to assess private or
intrapersonal perception, which indirectly comprise the expressions individuals make

about their imagined self in their preconscious or symbolic world (Leary, 1957).
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Information obtained through projective instruments includes the interpersonal motives
and actions attributed to figures in an individual’s waking fantasies, creative expressions,
wishes, and dreams (LaForge, Freedman, & Wiggins, 1985). The TAT Was the projective
instrument routinely administered by Leary and associates to assess interpersonal
variables at the private level. While Leary (1957) described an interpersonal coding
system for the TAT, it has been criticized for lacking sound psychometric properties
(Wiggins, 1965) and it has been utilized in limited form in the literature.

Shore, Massimo, Kisielewski, and Moran (1966) utilized Leary’s (1957) scale of
interpersonal analysis to analyze thematic stories for the level of object relations, but did
not describe specific methodological procedures. Other researchers éoded the
interpersonal themes of TAT protocols according to Leary’s scale, but developed their
own scoring system (e.g., Terrill, 1960; Truckenmiller & Schaie, 1979). Wiggins (1982)
stated that Leary’s system is not replicable, and represents a sketch of an interpersonal
diagnostic system, rather than a validated and psychometrically sound set of procedures.
Recent research addressing interpersonal variables on the TAT has utilized the
Interpersonal Adjectives Scales-Revised (IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995) to score response
protocols (e.g., Colwell, 1998). However, the psychometric properties of using the IAS-R
as a projective measurement have not been demonstrated.

Comparing Variables Across Measurement Domains. In Leary’s (1957)
interpersonal system of personality diagnosis, it was proposed that the interpersonal
circumplex model (ICM) could be reproduced on different “levels” or measurement
domains. That is, both self-report, significant other-report, and the TAT should assess the

same interpersonal constructs. However, minimal research to date has examined this
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proposition by comparing interpersonal variables across measurement techniques. Studies
conducted to date have yielded minimal conclusions. For instance, Leary (1957) found
interpersonal variables corresponded across measurement types in approximately half of
participants. Leary accounted for this discrepancy by specifying that individuals’ defense
mechanisms reduce correlations across the “levels” of personality. Another study (Terrill,
1960) compared the correlational structure of octant scores from the Interpersonall Check
List (self-report format) with TAT ratings in a college student sample. Results indicated a
clear circumplex structure of interpersonal variables among self-report data, but not for
the TAT.

Truckenmiller and Schaie (1979) found partial support for the equivalence of the
ICM across the three types of measurement. A factor analysis of the data revealed three
factors at each level. The first two factors were bipolar and orthogonal in nature, roughly
corresponding to dominance-submission and warm-cold. However, correlations of
interpersonal variables across measurement domains were not significant for the TAT. In
a recent study of interpersonal variables among psychopathic individuals, Colwell (1998)
found that data from all three levels (observer ratings, self-report, and the TAT) did
correlate significantly with each other. In light of such mixed findings, it is difficult to
determine whether the same interpersonal constructs are assessed across objective
(questionnaires) and projective techniques (TAT).

In fact, the issue of criterion validation with projective instruments is presently
vexed in the literature. On the one hand, researchers (e.g., Campbell & Fiske, 1959)
propose a mono-trait view, specifying that the same constructs are assessed across

different measurement techniques. On the other hand, researchers have more recently
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highlighted 6bjective and projective measures to assess different facets of an individual’s
motivational state within a particular behaviour domain (e.g., McClelland, Koestner, &
Weinberger, 1989). In Campbell and Fiske’s (1959) influential article, method variance
was identified as the source of error accounting for weak correlations between scores on
objective and projective tests. Thus, low correlations between variables assessed with the
TAT, self-report, and observer ratings could reflect differences inherent to the various
measurement techniques, rather than differences in the constructs being assessed. The
authors identified numerous extraneous factors that could potentially influence the
accurate evaluation of a variable and proposed that researchers should strive towards
minimizing such influences. Given such possible contamination in measurement,
Campbell and Fiske proposed that a multimethod approach to research was the preferred
method for improving construct validity. That is, assessing variables with several types of
measurement would maximize the likelihood of obtaining accurate information about the
specific variable of interest. Following these recommendations, a central goal of test
development during the 1960s and 1970s was to maximize the correlations between
scores on objective and projective measures (Bornstein, 2002).

More recently, researchers challenged Campbell and Fiske’s (1959) mono-trait
view of measurement and proposed that different elements of a construct are assessed
through the various measurement techniques (Bornstein, 2002; McClelland, Koestner, &
Weinberge;‘, 1989; Spangler, 1992; Winter, John, Stewart, Klohnen, & Duncan, 1998).
Rather than reflecting flaws in measurement technique, the researchers emphasize that
differences between objective and projective measures represent valuable information

about the construct being assessed. In a review of the literature, McClelland et al. (1989)
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found that scores on objective and projective measures showed only modest inter-
correlations for achievement, affiliation, and power motives across a wide variety of
participant groups. The authors proposed this discrepancy to occur because objective and
projective measures assess different facets of an individual’s motivational state.
Specifically, they identified objective measures, such as self-report and observer-ratings,
to éssess individuals’ self-attributed motives. That is, intentions or dispositions to which
individuals openly acknowledge as valuable toi them and characteristic of their day-to-day
functioning. In comparison, projective instruments (e.g., TAT) were proposed to assess
implicit needs or motives that influence an individual’s behaviour automatically and often
without his or her awareness (McClelland et al., 1989). Although both measures assess
the same behavioural domain or construct, they were thought to provide different
information about an individual’s motivational state. In particular, measures of implicit
needs (i.e., TAT) were thought to provide more direct or accurate information than self-
report because they were not filtered through analytic thought, as well as individuals’
concepts of self and other.

McClelland, Koestner, and Weinberger (1989) outlined and provided empirical
evidence for four fundamental differences between self-attributed motives
(questionnaires) and implicit motives (TAT measures). First, the measures were not
expected to correlate with each other, given that they assess different facets of an
individual’s motivational state. As previously stated, the researchers demonstrated low
correlations between projective and objective measures of achievement, affiliation, and
power in the literature. Second, self-attributed motives and implicit motives were thought

to correlate with different types of outcome variables (i.e., differential predictive validity).
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TAT measures were thought to predict individuals’ spontaneous behavioural trends
exhibited across a wide variety of situations or “real world” behaviour. In comparison,
questionnaire measures predict individuals® choice behaviour (i.e., what the individual
would like to do). McClelland et al. (1989) provided evidence for this differential pattern
of criterion-predictive validity through their review of the literature. It was found that
measures of implicit achievement strivings (i.e., TAT) were good predictors of
spontaneous achievement-related behaviour across various situations, whereas self-
attributed achievement measures (i.e., questionnaires) showed greater predictive validity
in situations where the person’s attention was focused on the achievement-related aspects
of his or her actions. Subsequent studies have illustrated similar results between measures
of intima-cy (Craig, Koestner, & Zuroff, 1994), power (Koestner, Weinberger, &\
McClelland, 1991), and dependency (Bornstein, 1998).

Based on these results, McClelland, Koestner, and Weinberger (1989) proposed
that self-attributed motives further differed from implicit motives in that they are
relatively conscious perceptions of what is important to the individual and valued by the
individual’s culture. Thus, objective measures should correlate with other self-attributed
variables, such as self-identity and values. In contrast, measures of implicit motives tap
values that individuals may not be consciously aware of, but rather influence their
behaviour in an automatic fashion. Thus, implicit motives should predict spontaneous
behaviour better than self-attributed motives. McClelland et al. (1989) identify the fourth
difference between the two types of motives to be the timing and nature of their
development. Implicit motives were proposed to develop early in life without the

presence of language, and given such, reflect individual’s primal motivations and
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emotional states. Self-attributed motives require the presence of language, so develop
later on and are shaped by social values and experiences.

Spangler (1992) conducted two large meta-analyses of the literature on
achievement motivation to further evaluate McClelland, Koestner, and Weinberger’s
(1989) distinction between objective and projective measures. Low correlations were
obtained between TAT and questionnaire measures of achievement. This finding lends
partial support to McClelland et al.’s proposition that objective and projective measures
assess different aspects of individuals’ motivational state. However, it is also possible
that method variance acéounts for the low correlations, as suggested by Campbell and
Fiske (1959). To further address this distinction, Spangler (1992) evaluated whefher the
two types of measureﬁlent have differential predictive validity. Correlations of objective
and projective measures of achievement were compared across a variety of outcome
variables and significant results were obtained for both types of measures. However, TAT
correlations were particularly large for outcome variables that were task-related, such as
career success. This ﬁnding lends support to McClelland et al.’s tenet that TAT measures
predict “real world” behaviour better than objective techniques.

The distinction between projective and objective measures of personality variables
was recently put into the wider context of traits versus motives by Winter, John, Stewart,
Klohnen, and Duncan (1998). Similar to McClelland, Koestner, and Weinberger’s study
(1989), the researchers highlight that these two measures assess different classes of
variables within the same behavioural domain. Winter et al. (1998) state that the majority
of personality questionnaires are focused on measuring personality traits, in contrast to

TAT measures, which tap individual motives. Traits refer to individuals’ stylistic patterns
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of cognition, affect, and behaviour, whereas motives involve wishes, desires, and goals
(Winter et al., 1998). To simplify, traits are qualities that people have and motives are
what people do (Cantor, 1990). A similar distinction has also been made in the literature
between the assessment of individual attitudes versus the prediction of behaviour
(Grunert, 1989). Winter et al. (1998) specify that the majority of items in personality
questionnaires assess personality tréits, and consequently, one would nof expect to find a
consistent relationship between objective and projective measures. In regards to criterion-
predictive validity of these types of measures, the authors propose that traits and motives
interact in the expression of behavioural actions across the lifespan. Thus, both objective
and projective measures of personality provide valuable information about individuals’
present and future behaviour. Borstein (2002) similarly endorses an interactional
perspective between implicit and explicit measures of a given construct, emphasizing the
importance of using both measures in a comprehensive personality assessment.

. From the previous review, it is apparent that two views have been presented in
regard to the relationship between the various measures of personality. On the one hand,
researchers suggest projective and objective measures assess different motivational facets
within a particular behavioural domain. Discrepancies between these instruments should
be maximized, given that research has shown differential patterns of predictive validity.
That is, information from self-report measures indicate how an individual views him or
herself and believes he or she will act, whéreas projective measures highlight how an
individual will function in the “real world.” On the other hand, the mono-trait view of
measurement préposes that projective and objective measures éssess the same construct,

with discrepancies between the instruments representing measurement error or method
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variance. Such method variance should be minimized in order to obtgin accurate
information about an individual’s personality. The present study served to further
evaluate this disputed issue by comparing the assessment of interpersonal variables across
measurement domains, as well as differences in criterion-predictive validity. Specifically,
the present study will compare the assessment of interpersonal dominance and affiliation
across ratings from significant others, self-report, and the TAT. From the literature
review, it is evident that Wiggins’ (1995) IAS-R is the most widely used measure for
obtaining both self-report and significant other-report of interpersonal dimensions
(Locke, 2000) and, therefore, was selected for the present research. Individuals’ scores on
the IAS-R obtained through peer- and self-report will be compared to their scores on the
Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales developed in the present research.

The purpose of the study and methodology utilized will now be described.
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Present Study

Various researchers have developed methods of personality assessment based on
the interpersonal circumplex model (ICM), as previously described. Based on the
comprehensive literature review, it is apparent that a replicable and psychometrically
sound measure for assessing interpersonal variables on the Thematic Apperception Test
(TAT) is currently unavailable. The present study addressed this deficiency by developing
two orthogonal scales to assess the underlying dimensions of the ICM, namely,
interpersonal dominance and affiliation. These two constructs have been shown to
characterize human social life (Bakan, 1966), and given such, have broad application for
clinical theory, research, and practice. Support for the widespread clinical application of
these constructs has received considerable attention in the last decade. Interpersonal
dominance and affiliation scales have been utilized to describe personality and emotional
functioning from a relational perspective (Plutchik & Conte, 1997; Wiggins, 1995), to
predict treatment outcome (McMullen & Conway, 1997), and to identify interpersonal
patterns to be addressed in psychotherapy (Horowitz, 1996). The present study also
evaluated the validity of the two interpersonal scales, by comparing scores on the TAT
variables, with those of self-report, peer-report, and observer-ratings.

The present research design is comprised of two phases: scale development and
the validity study. The first research phase began by examining TAT responses collected
previously from an undergraduate student sample and evaluating them for the level of
interpersonal dominance and affiliation depicted. The purpose of this analysis was to
select example TAT responses that could potentially serve as anchor points for the two

scales. Several analyses of participants” TAT responses were conducted and comparisons
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were also made with normative TAT data in order to select 100 example TAT stories, 10
for each of the 10 selected TAT cards. These 100 example responses are to display a vast
range of interpersonal dominance and affiliation. The next step in the scale development
phase of research involved compiling the 100 TAT sample responses into a booklet and
bhaving them empirically evaluated in a participant sample. Undergraduate students were
asked to rate the sample TAT stories for the level of interpersonal dominance and
affiliation illustrated (Collins & Hibbard, 2001). The purpose of collecting these ratings
was to establish that the 1) two constructs are orthogonal in nature, 2) have internal
consistency, and 3) establish anchor rating points for the scales. Reliability and factor-
_ analytic procedures were conducted on these ratings to select example TAT responses
that depicted the two constructs of interest, as well as represented different levels of
intensity of the variables. The final step in scale development was to utilize the
empirically-selected TAT responses to formulate two 7-point scales for assessing
interpersonal dominance and affiliation on the TAT. Given that normative data have
shown each TAT card to elicit different themes (e.g., Henry, 1956), the present scales
provide separate coding schemes for each of the 10 TAT cards.

The second phase of research, the validity study, involved evaluating the validity
of the developed Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales. The validity of a
measure determines what can be inferred from test scores and it is comprised of several
components. The methods of evaluating the validity of the Interpersonal Dominance and
Affiliation TAT scales will be discussed in the following sections and the specific
hypotheses will be presented.

Concurrent Validity of the Interpersonal TAT Scales
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The concurrent validity of a scale is the extent to which the scale measures the
theoretical construct or trait of interest. Researchers (e.g., Leary, 1957; Wiggins, 1995)
have identified interpersonal dominance and affiliation to be the underlying dimensions

~of the ICM that are orthogonal in nature. The TAT scales developed in the present
research were designed to assess these two dimensions, and given such, it is important to
evaluate whether they are indeed independent constructs. To address this issue,

(1) itis hypothesized that a low correlation (v < 0.2) will be ébtained between

the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales.

Concurrent validity also involves establishing interrelationships among
béhavioural measures or theoretically related constructs (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). The
Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales were designed to assess
interpersonal variables and therefore should be compared to other interpersonal measures
to evaluate concurrent validity. In a review of the literature, Locke (2000) pointed out that
most interpersonal circumplex studies use the Interpersonal Adjectives Scales-Revised
(IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995) to assess interpersonal traits and the scale has demonstrated good
psychometric properties (e.g., Wiggins, 1995). The IAS-R was also selected for use in the
present study to examine the concurrent validity of the interpersonal TAT scales.
However, as previously discussed, low correlations have been obtained between
projective and objective measures (e.g., McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger, 1989;
Spangler, 1992). Investigations focusing on the assessment of interpersonal variables
have yielded mixed results across measurement types (e.g., Colwell, 1998; Leary, 1957,
Terrill, 1960; Truckenmiller & Schaie, 1979). Researchers suggest that this discrepancy is

a result of method variance (Campbell & Fiske, 1959), or that objective and projective
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measures assess different facets of an individual’s motivational state (McClelland,
Koestner, & Weinberger, 1989). The concurrent validity examined in the present research
further evaluates the relationship between objective and projective meaéures. In general,
low correlations have been obtained between these two measurement domains. In light of
these findings, the following hypotheses were proposed:
(2) a low positive correlation (r < 0.2) will be obtained between the Interpersonal
Dominance TAT scale and the interpersonal dominance factor score of the
IAS-R (S‘elf-report version);

(3) a low positive correlation (r < 0.2) will be obtained between the Interpersonal
Affiliation TAT scale and the interpersonal affiliation factor score of the IAS-
R (self-report version).

To further examine concurrent yalidity of the Interpersonal TAT scales, scores on
these measures were compared to other theoretically related constructs. Previous research
(e.g., Wiggins, 1991) has found interpersonal dominance and afﬁliation to correlate
positively with Bem’s (1974) measures of masculinity and femininity, respectively. This
finding makes conceptual sense, given that the traditional masculine gender role involves
the dominating qualities of assertiveness, aggression, and competitiveness. Similarly, the
traditional feminine gender role involves the affiliative components of warmth,
tenderness, and compassion. The concepts of masculinity and femininity have also been
operationalized (Taylor, 1984) to reflect the (;haracteristics of instrumentality and
expressiveness, respectively. Instrumentality involves engaging in goal-oriented
behaviour and has been related to social power (Gibbs, 1985). Expressiveness refers to

one’s level of emotionally expressive behaviour (e.g., discussing feelings) and has been
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related to social weakness. In light of previous research and thé conceptual similarity
between these constructs,

(4) it is hypothesized that a positive correlation will be obtained between the

Interpersonal Dominance TAT scale and the Masculinity scale.
(5) 1t is hypothesized that a positive correlation will be obtained between the
Interpersonal Affiliation TAT scale and the Femininity scale.

Criterion Validity of the Interpersonal TAT Scales

Another step in the psychometric testing of the two TAT scales involves
examining criterion-predictive validity. Criterion-predictive validation procedures are
utilized to indicate the effectiveness of a measure for predicting individuals’ performance
in specified activities (Anastasi & Urbina, 1997). As previously discussed, researchers
propose that different elements of a construct are assessed through objective and
projective measures (Bornstein, 2002; McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger, 1989;
Spangler, 1992; Winter, John, Stewart, Klohnen, Duncan, 1998). In particular,
McClelland et al. (1989) demonstrated that projective measures assess individuals’
implicit needs, whereas self-report measures tap individuals’ self-attributed motives.
They further provided evidence that the two measurement types are related to different
outcome variables. Scores on TAT measures were found to predict individuals’
spontaneous behavioural trends (Bornstein, 1998; Craig, Koestner, & Zuroff, 1994;
Koestner, Weinberger, & McClelland, 1991; McClelland et al., 1989). Following such
research, the present study examined the criterion-predictive validity of the Interpersonal
Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales in relation to individuals’ spontaneous

interpersonal behaviour.



Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation 79

Conducting leaderless group discussions has been found to be an effective method
for assessing individuals’ spontaneous interpersonal behaviour within organizational
settings (L. Couts, personal communication, September 10, 2001). This method permits
the opportunity to observe individuals’ interpersonal behaviour without the influence of
ascribed social roles or explicit awareﬁess of the behaviours desired by the experimenter.
This approach also is in concordance with Sullivan’s (1953) mandate to utilize field
theory to study personality. Thus, leaderless group discussions were conducted in the
present study to assess participants’ spontaneous interpersonal behaviour. Independent
observers rated participants’ level of interpersonal dominance and affiliation displayed
during the leaderless group discussions and given such, they were labeled as observer-
ratings in the present study. Observer-ratings will serve to evaluate the predictive validity
of the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales. As previously stated,
McClelland et al. (1989) obtained significant correlations between scores on TAT
measures and individuals’ spontaneous behaviour. Similar relationships are expected
between the TAT measures and observer-ratings in the present study.

(6) 1t is hypothesized that at least a moderate positive correlation (r 2 0.35) will
be obtained between scores on the Interpersonal Dominance TAT scale and
observer-ratings of interpersonal dominance during leaderless group
discussions.

(7) 1t is hypothesized that at least a moderate positive correlation (r = 0.35) will

_ exist between scores on the Interpersonal Affiliation TAT scale and observer-
ratings of interpersonal affiliation during leaderless group discussions.

Researchers emphasize the differential predictive validity of projective (TAT)
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versus obj ecti\)e measures (questionnaires). Specifically, stronger correlations have been
obtained between projective measures and “real-world” behaviour (e.g., Spangler, 1992),
as opposed to that between self-report and spontaneous behaviour. The present study will
also examine this distinction by comparing the relationship between the Interpersonal
TAT scales and observer-ratings with that obtained between self-report interpersonal
variables (i.e., IAS-R) and observer-ratings.

(8) It is hypothesized that a stronger correlation will be obtained between the
Interpersonal Dominance TAT scale and observer ratings of interpersonal

' dominance than that obtained for the interpersonal dominance factor score of
the IAS-R (self-report version,).

(9) 1t is hypothesized that a stronger correlation will be obtained between the
Interpersonal Affiliation TAT scale and observer ratings of interpersonal
affiliation than that obtained for the interpersonal dominance factor score of
the IAS-R (self-report version).

Validity of the ICM

In Leary’s (1957) interpersonal system of personality diagnosis, it was proposed
that the interpersonal circumplex model (ICM) could be reproduced on different “levels.”
Subsequent researchers interpret these “levels” to represent different domains of
measurement that permit the opportunity to test the validity of the ICM (e.g., Cattell,
1968; Wiggins, 1982). As previously stated, research addressing the relationship between
various measures of interpersonal variables is presently mixed (e.g., Colwell, 1998;
Leary, 1957; Terrill, 1960; Truckenmiller & Schaie, 1979). The present study evaluated

the validity of the ICM by comparing interpersonal variables across measurement types.
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Specifically, interpersonal dominance and affiliation were assessed with the TAT scales,
a self-report measure (IAS-R), and with peer-ratings (IAS-R). Scores on these three
measures were compared to address the general research questions of variable consistency
across measurement domains. In light of the inconclusive results of previous research, no
specific hypotheses were made. However, in accordance with Leary’s description, one
would expect that significant correlations would be obtained between these three
measures of interpersonal variables and this finding would serve to validate the ICM.
Discriminant Validity of the TAT Interpersonal Scales

It has also been proposed by Campbell (1960) that concurrent validity involves
demonstrating that an instrument does not correlate with theoretically unrelated variables.
The absence of ;d relationship with dissimilar variables is referred to as discriminant
validity, and this type of validity was also evaluated in the present study. Speéiﬁcally, the
Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales were correlated with the personality
construct of self-concealment (Larson & Chastain, 1990). Self-concealment was chosen
because it is theoretically unrelated to interpersonal dominance and affiliation. Self-
concealment refers to the active concealment from others of personal information
(thoughts, feelings, actions, or events) that one perceives as negative or distressing
(Larson & Chastain, 1990). The process of self-concealment is viewed as a special
instance of boundary regulation in the maintenance of privacy (Derlega & Chaikin, 1977),
and it can also be viewed within a model of self-presentation or image management in
which sociai interactions present opportunities to disclose distressing or negative personal
information (Schlenker, 1980). Self-concealment has been shown to correlate positively

with physical symptoms and depression, and correlate negatively with social support
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(Cepeda-Benito & Short, 1998; Kelly & Acﬁter, 1995; Larson & Chastain, 1990).

The personality characteristic of self-concealment is distinct from the
interpersonal concepts of dominance and affiliation. In comparison to dominance, the
tendency to actively conceal information from other people is unrelated to the amount of
power or status one exerts over others. Individuals may engage in self-concealment
regardless of whether they tend to be timid and submissive in their social transactions or
assertive and forceful. That is, a person’s style of interacting with others is separate from
his or her propensity to share personal information with others. Interpersonal affiliation
refers to the affect tone of one’s interactions with others, ranging from coldness to
warmth. The process of personal boundary regulation involved in self-concealment may
occur irrespective of the feelings people have towards others. For instance, both hostile
and warm individuals may choose to withhold negative personal information from others.
Given that self-concealment is theoretically unrelated to the constructs of interpersonal
dominance and affiliation, it should not correlate with the two TAT scales and serve to
establish preliminary discriminant validity of the interpersonal scales.

(10) It is hypothesized that a low correlation (r < 0.2) will be obtained between

the Self-Concealment Scale and the Interpersonal Dominance TAT scale.

(11) 1t is hypothesized that a low correlation (r < 0.2) will be obtained between

the Self-Concealment Scale and the Interpersonal Affiliation TAT scale.
The Influence of Response Biases

Impression management has been identified as a potential contaminant of self-

report data that should be controlled for (Paulhus, 1991). Such a response bias involves

the purposefully tailoring of individuals’ selections to questionnaire items in order to
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create positive social images. Impression management reduces the validity of a self-report
measure because participant do not answer honestly to item content. Wiggins (1979a)
demonstrated that response biases also persist in the interpersonal domain and given such,
a measure of impression management was additionally included in the present study.
Collins and Cramer (2000) found the best measure of impression management to be the
Impression Management scale of the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding
(Paulhus, 1991). Scores on this scale were correlated with the self-report measures of
interpersonal variables in order to evaluate the accuracy of information being assessed.
Response biases are generally considered to be only an issue for self-report measures.
However, the relationship between impression management and the Interpersonal
Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales were also explored in the present study to assess

the influence of response biases on projective measures.
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Method
As described in the previous section, the present research consisted of two phases
of data collection, 1) scale development and 2) the validity study. The purpose of scale
development was to collect ratings of example TAT responses from a small
undefgraduate student sample. The purpose of collecting these ratings was to establish
that the constructs of interpersonal dominance and affiliation are orthogonal in nature and
have internal consistency, as well as to establish anchor rating points for the scales.
Although the undergraduates’ ratings of sample TAT stories were collected_ previously
(Collins & Hibbard, 2001), they were analyzed in the present study and utilized to
develop the two TAT scales. In the second phase of data collection, the validity of the
Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales were tested in another
undergraduafe student sample. The TAT was administered to participants and scored with
the TAT scales developed in study 1. The purpose of study 2 was to evaluate preliminary
validity of the two scales by testing the various hypotheses. The methodology of the two
phases of data collection will now be described in turn.
Scale Development
Participants
Twenty-five undergraduate stﬁdents (4 men, 21 women) enrolled in an
undergraduate psychology course participated in the study. All individuals attend the
University of Windsor, and were offered partial course credit for their participation in the
study. The mean age of participants was 25, and the ages ranged from 19 to 58. The
average level of education completed for participants was second year of university (24%,

n = 6), whereas the most frequent level of education completed was first year of
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university (28%, n = 7). Participants reported an average family income within the
$60,000 to $74,999 range. The ethnic composition of participants was Caucasian (88%, n
= 22), Black (4%, n = 1), Asian (4%, n = 1), and other (4%, n=1).

Materials and Measures

Demographic Information. A questionnaire was administered to assess
participants’ gender, age, level of education, socio-economic status, and ethnicity (see
Appendix A).

Instructional lecture. The researcher gave a brief lecture to participants informing
them about the purpose of the study, the nature of the two bipolar constructs (i.e.,
interpersonal dominance and affiliation), and provided specific instructions for
completing the questionnaire booklet (see Appendix B).

Sample Responses from the Thematic Apperception Test. Participants were asked
to rate 100 TAT sample items for the degree of interpersonal dominance and affiliation
depicted, utilizing a 7-point Likert scale (1 = submissiveness, 4 = neutral, 7 = dominance;
1 = coldness, 4 = neutral, 7 = warmth) respectively. The sample items were actual TAT
responses given by an anonymous group of undergraduates collected previously by Dr.
Stephen Hibbard at a mid-sized university in the United States (see Appendix C). The
100 TAT items were selected by the present investigator to represent the full range of
responses elicited by each of the TAT cards and illustrate various levels of interpersonal
dominance and affiliation. Ten sample responses were selected for each of the following
ten TAT cards: 1, 2, 3GF, 3BM, 4, 6GF, 6BM, 8BM, 13MF, and 18BM.

Procedure

After obtaining ethical approval from the Department of Psychology Research
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Ethics Committee, the participants were requested to meet at an arranged location and
sign their name on a consent form in order to receive partial course credit. The consent
form outlined the general purpose of the study, the voluntary nature of participation, and
the confidentiality of individual scores (see Appendix D). The researcher then provided
an instructional lecture (approx. 15 minutes) to the participants about the nature of the
two constructs of interpersonal dominance and affiliation, as well as instructions for
filling out the questionnaire booklet (see Appendix C). Following the lecture, participants
were asked to complete the questionnaire booklet containing the sample TAT responses
and demographic measure. Written debriefing was provided to participants upon the
collection of data (see Appendix E).
Results

The data were entered into a microcomputer and analyzed utilizing the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). Given that there are no prior investigations
available to guide scale development for the TAT, the analyses chosen in the present
study follow the general recommendations available for scale construction (see Anastasi
& Urbina, 1997). Participants’ ratings of the sample TAT responses were treated as scale
items in the present analyses and therefore, will subsequently be referred to as items in
the discussion. Descriptive statistics were first calculated for each of the 10 TAT cards by
summing the interpersonal dominance and affiliation ratings for the 10 sample items
provided for each card (i.e., total sample items = 100). Table 4 displays the mean,
standard deviation, and range of pérticipants’ ratings of interpersonal dominance to the
sample TAT items for each card. It is apparent that the ratings were within the average

range of 40 for each card, with the highest dominance ratings given to TAT card 6GF (M
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= 52.9) and the lowest ratings to card 3BM (M = 39.2). Table 5 similarly depicts the
descriptive statistics for participants" ratings of interpersonal affiliation for each TAT
card. The statistics indicate that the ratings were within the average range of 40 for each
card, with the highest affiliation ratings given to TAT card 4 (M = 45.1) and the lowest to

card 6GF (M = 32.4).
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Table 4

Participant Ratings of Interpersonal Dominance: Descriptive Statistics for All Sample

TAT Items

TAT Card Mean SD Minimum  Maximum  # of ltems o
1 447 6.2 33 60 10 45
2 445 4.7 30 52 10 -11
3GF 40.6 8.5 25 55 10 .65
3BM 39.2 4.9 31 49 10 -.08
4 43.4 6.1 34 ~ 64 10 36
6GF 52.9 7.0 37 63 10 .59
6BM 43.5 7.1 28 60 10 .54
8BM 52.3 . 6.6 40 66 10 .50
13MF 40.7 9.0 19 62 10 .69
18BM 43.7 45 30 50 10 .00

Note. o= Cronbach’s Alpha; SD = Standard Deviation.

N=25
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Table 5

Participant Ratings of Interpersonal Affiliation: Descriptive Statistics for All Sample TAT

Items

TAT Card Mean SD Minimum  Maximum  # of Items o
1 35.6 5.1 26 47 10 .61
2 40.8 5.4 32 55 10 47
3GF 39.1 7.1 28 55 10 .56
3BM 38.1 5.8 24 49 10 43
4 451 6.4 33 58 10 .56
6GF 32.4 5.7 23 44 10 .62
6BM 42.5 5.7 33 53 10 47
$BM 413 6.6 32 57 10 73
13MF 36.6 7.3 22 51 10 .67
18BM 421 6.2 30 54 10 .67

Note. o= Cronbach’s Alpha; SD = Standard Deviation.

N=125
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The consistency of ratings to the TAT sample items was then examined to
evaluate the preliminary inter-item reliability of the interpersonal TAT scales. Cronbach’s
alpha was utilized to calculate within card inter-item reliability and results indicated that
the reliability levels varied significantly across the 10 TAT cards for both interpersonal
dominance (see Table 4) and interpersonal affiliation (see Table 5). While some cards
demonstrated satisfactory reliability for both interpersonal dimensions (a > 0.5), other
scores were problematic (o < 0.5). This was particularly evident for the reliability of
interpersonal dominance, which demonstrated near zero and negative reliability levels
(e.g., card 2 =-.11).

Steps were then taken to improve the inter-item reliability for each TAT card.
Item-total reliability was calculated for all sample TAT responses within each card (see
Appendix O). Sample items that did not demonstrate adequate item-total reliability (» <
0.3) were deleted from the item pool for each TAT card. Cronbach’s alpha was then
utilized to re-examine the internal consistency of the sample items for each TAT card.
The inter-item reliability for the majority of cards still did not attain an acceptable level (a
< 0.5) for both interpersonal dominance and affiliation. Given such, further items were
deleted as necessary to achieve a consistency level greater than 0.5. The deletion process
involved calculating inter-item reliability for the various combinations of items within
each card with the goal of maximizing both 1) the level of reliability and 2) number of
items selected for the TAT scales. It was important to maximize the number of sample
items selected for the TAT scales in order to increase the descriptiveness of the coding
manual, as the sample TAT items would serve as anchor points in the scales. The results

of these reliability analyses yielded a varying range of items being selected for each card
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across interpersonal dominance and affiliation (see Tables 6 & 7). The final selected
items were then utilized as anchor points in the development of the Interpersonal
Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales.

Table 6 displays the mean, standard deviation, range, number of selected items,
and reliability coefficients for the interpersonal dominance items for each TAT card. It is
apparent that all 10 TAT cards demonstrated satisfactory internal consistency (or within-
card reliability) once the unreliable items were removed, with reliability coefficients all
above the .50 level. Table 7 similarly displays the descriptive statistics for the
interpersonal affiliation items for each TAT card. The inter-item reliability was adequate

for interpersonal affiliation, with coefficients ranging from the .52 to the .78 level.
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Table 6

Participant Ratings of Interpersonal Dominance: Descriptive Statistics for Selected TAT

Items

TAT Card Mean SD Minimum Maximum # of Items o
1 34.4 6.1 20 47 7 .66
2 22.7 5.0 12 32 5 61
3GF 23.7 6.9 10 36 6 69
3BM 17.2 4.7 4 27 4 62
4 30.0 4.9 21 43 7 57
6GF 32.4 6.6 15 41 6 79
6BM 26.7 5.9 9 36 6 67
8BM 26.8 6.1 11 34 5 68
13MF 19.5 6.7 5 32 5 85
18BM 21.9 4.6 10 31 5 57
Total

Ratings 2552 40.9 131 327 56 89

Note. SD = Standard Deviation; a = Cronbach’s Alpha.

N=25
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Table 7

Participant Ratings of Interpersonal Affiliation: Descriptive Statistics for Selected TAT

Items

TAT Card Mean SD Minimum Maximum # of Items a
1 22.6 3.9 14 30 7 .69
2 15.0 4.9 9 31 5 .69
3GF 134 4.5 5 21 4 .63
3BM 18.0 4.6 9 30 5 52
4 26.4 5.6 15 36 6 .67
6GF 10.4 3.9 6 21 5 .66
6BM 18.2 3.5 11 24 4 .61
8BM 34.3 3.8 26 51 8 71
13MF 21.1 5.6 10 30 6 78
18BM 14.8 4.3 7 24 5 .70
Total

Ratings 194.3 28.2 155 274 55 .80

Note. SD = Standard Deviation; o, = Cronbach’s Alpha.

N=25
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| Inter-item reliability was also evaluated for the total ratings of TAT items across
the 10 TAT cards. This analysis permitted an examination of the between-card reliability
of the TAT scales or the consistency of ratings across the 10 TAT cards. Composite
variables were first calculated by summing participants’ ratings for the items selected for
each TAT card. Cronbach’s alpha was then utilized to examine the consistency of
selected items and participants’ ratings across the 10 TAT cards. Satisfactory internal
consistency was demonstrated for both dimensions, with a reliability coefficient of .89
obtained for interpersonal dominance and .80 for interpersonal affiliation. Hence, the
objective of selecting TAT sample items that were internally consistent both within and
across the 10 TAT cards was achieved in the present study.

In addition to the reliability analyses, a factor analysis was conducted to evaluate
the underlying factor structure of selected TAT items. The purpose of this statistical
procedure was to verify that participants were indeed rating the sample TAT items on the
two dimensions of interpersonal dominance and affiliation. A principal axis factor
analysis was conducted on participants’ total ratings of interpersonal dominance and
affiliation across the 10 TAT cards (total variables = 20). The variables were first
inspected for the assumptions of normality and it was observed that several of the ratings
were skewed. The dominance ratings for TAT card 3GF were positively skewed (.07),
whereas the dominance ratings for cards 2 (-1.2), 6BM (-.11), and 8BM (-.33) were
negatively skewed. In terms of affiliation ratings, results indicated cards 2 (.92) and 6GF
(.40) were skewed in a positive direction, whereas card 18BM was negatively skewed (-
.10). However, given the purpose of the present study, no deletion of variables or

transformations was conducted. An examination of bivariate scatterplots also indicated
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that curvilinearity did not exist between variables. The results of the factor analysis
showed five factors with eigenvalues greater than 1 and significant regression weights.
However, an examination of the scree plot indicated that a two-factor solution best fit the
data. Moreover, there was a significant reduction in regression weights after the second
factor. Both the first factor (28.8%; eigenvalue = 5.75) and second factor (21.9%;
eigenvalue = 4.30) explained a moderate portion of shared variance. The results of a two-
factor solution suggest that the goal of creating two scales that are orthogonal in nafure
was attained.

Table 8 displays the rotated factor loadings for all 20 variables. The majority of
dominance ratings loaded on factor 1 and affiliation ratings loaded on factor 2, and given
such, were interpreted to reflect interpersonal dominance and affiliation, respectively.
However, it is important to note that several of the factor loadings were problematic.
Specifically, the affiliation ratings for card 1 and card 6GF did not load primarily on the
affiliation factor, and the dominance ratings for card 4 did not load on the dominance
factor. The loadings of participants’ ratings to these cards imply that they do not
‘adequately assess the dimensions of interest. Consequently, it was decided not to include
these cards in the creation of the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales.
The interpersonal affiliation scale would be based on the use of eight TAT cards, whereas

the interpersonal dominance scales would require nine TAT cards.



Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation 96

Table 8
Exploratory Factor Loadings of Participants’ TAT Ratings Following Orthogonal

Rotation

TAT Ratings Factor 1 Factor 2
Card 1 Dominance 71 -.19
Card 1 Affiliation -37 -12
Card 2 Dominance 78 -34
Card 2 Affiliation -.13 .80
Card 3GF Dominance 82 .00
Card 3GF Affiliation -.23 T2
Card 3BM Dominance 78 -.19
Card 3BM Affiliation .00 73
Card 4 Dominance .00 59
Card 4 Affiliation .00 77
Card 6GF Dominance 79 d1
Card 6 GF Affiliation -18 13
Card 6BM Dominance .78 12
Card 6BM Affiliation 20 .60
Card 8BM Dominance 81 .00
Card 8BM Affiliation .00 .66
Card 13MF Dominance 67 29
Card 13MF Affiliation .00 74
Card 18BM Dominance 73 -16
Card 18BM Affiliation -.16 49

Note. Primary factor loadings are displayed in boldface type.



Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation 97

The inter-item reliability for total scores on the Interpersonal Dominance and
Affiliation TAT scales was then re-calculated to examine the effect of removing the two
cards for affiliation (card 1 and 6GF) and one card for dominance (card 4). The results of
Cronbach’s alpha was .91 for the interpersonal dominance scale and .85 for the
interpersonal affiliation scale, indicating a superior level of internal consistency. Thus,
the exclusion of these three specific TAT cards from the interpersonal TAT scales
improved the overall internal consistency of the scales.

To summarize, the results of reliability analyses (within and between-card)
indicate that the sample TAT items selected for inclusion in the interpersonal scales
assess the two dimensions in a consistent fashion. The factor analysis provides evidence
that the selected TAT items should produce relatively orthogonal scales, in accordance to
the purpose of the scale development phase of research. The final step in scale
development was to use the sample TAT itemsvto construct the coding manual for the
Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales. The mean rating of each sample
TAT item was calculated and used to indicate its placement along the 7-point scales. The
descriptive statistics for all the selected TAT items are provided in Appendix P. Once the
sample items were placed as anchor points on the scale, the main themes were
- extrapolated from the items and written into the coding manual.

The developed Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales identify the
typical subject matter of responses given at each point along the 7-point scales, for each
of the TAT cards (see Appendix J). The Interpersonal Dominance scale utilizes 9 TAT
cards for scoring (1, 2, 3GF, 3BM, 6GF, 6BM, 8BM, 13MF, 18BM), whereas the

Interpersonal Affiliation scale utilizes 8 TAT cards (2, 3GF, 3BM, 4, 6BM, 8BM, 13MF,



Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation 98

18BM). Coding for both scales is based on a 7-point Likert scale, with total scores on the
dominance scale ranging from O to 63 and scores on the affiliation scale ranging from 0 to
56.
Validity Study

Participants

Fifty-seven undergraduate students (26 men, 31 women) enrolled in a psychology
course at the University of Windsor participated in the study. A small sample was chosen
for the study because of the labour intensive nature of scoring TAT protocols. The
individuals were offered partial course credit for their participation in the study.
Participants ranged in age from 19 to 36, and the mean age was 22. The average level of
education chpleted for participants was the first year of university (21%, n = 12), and
the most frequent level of education completed was high school (28%, n = 16).
Participants reported an average family income of within the $60,000 to $74,999 range.
The ethnic composifion of participants was Caucasian (82.5%, n = 47), Black (5%, n = 3),
Asian (2%, n = 1), and other (10.5%, n = 6).
Measures

Demographic information. A questionnaire was administered to assess
participants’ gender, age, level of education, socio-economic status, and ethnicity (see
Appendix A).

Thematic Apperception Test. The Thematic Apperception Test (TAT; Morgan &
Murray, 1935) is a projective instrument containing a series of ambiguous pictures (black
and white) on stimulus cards. Respondents are instructed that this is a story-telling test

and they should tell a dramatic story that completes the actions portrayed by the
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character(s) depicted in the TAT cards. A response form was utilized for group
administration that contains the following instructions: a) describe what has led up to the
events shown in the picture; b) what is happening in the story seen in the picture; ¢) what
the people are thinking and feeling; and d) what will the outcome be (see Appendix F).
Administration typically involves the use of ten TAT cards and can be conveniently
administered in 1-2 hours.

Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales. The Interpersonal
Dominance and Affiliation scales developed in the present study were used to assess
interpersonal variables on the TAT (see Appendix G). In the present study, three graduate
psychology students independently rated participants’ TAT responses on the scales. The
Interpersonal scales fequire the administration of the following ten TAT cards: 1, 2, 3GF,
3BM, 4, 6GF, 6BM, 8BM, 13MF, and 18BM. The Interpersonal Dominance scale utilizes
9 TAT cards for scoring (1, 2, 3GF, 3BM, 6GF, 6BM, 8BM, 13MF, 18BM), whereas the
Interpersonal Affiliation scale utilizes 8 TAT cards (2, 3GF, 3BM, 4, 6BM, 8BM, 13MF,
18BM). Coding for both scales is based on a 7-point Likert scale, with total scores on the
dominance scale range froin 0 to 63 and scores on the affiliation scale range from 0 to 56.
Interpersonal dominance is a bipolar construct ranging from submissiveness (1) to
dominance (7), and interpersonal affiliation ranges from coldness (1) to warmth (7). A
score of (4) represents a neutral or balanced response bn the two dimensions, and
responses that do not contain interpersonal situations (real or imagined) are scored (0).
The coding manual includes sample responses for each anchér point on the scales across
the various TAT cards. The level of dominance and affiliation scored on each card varies

with respect to the nature of common responses given to each card. The scales have
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- demonstrated good internal consistency, with reliability coefficients of .91 for
interpersonal dominance and .85 for interpersonal affiliation obtained in the previous
study.

Interpersonal Adjectives Scales-Revised (Self-Report Format). The Interpersonal
Adjectives Scales-Revised (IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995) is a self-report instrument designed to
measure the eight interpersonal variables of the ICM, as well as the two underlying
dimensions, namely, dominance and nurturance. The IAS-R consists of a test booklet
with a list of 64 interpersonal adjectives, to which respondents rate how accurately each
word describes them as individuals on an 8-point Likert scale (1 = Extremely Inaccurate,
8 = Extremely Accurate). The IAS has demonstrated admirable psychometric properties,
with internal consistency coefficients ranging from .73 to .87 in both adult and college
sample (Wiggins, 1995). The structural validity of the instrument has also been
demonstrated, as the scales were found to form a clear circumplex structure organized
around the orthogonal coordinates of dominance and nurturance (Wiggins, Trapnell, &
Phillips, 1988; Wiggins & Trobst, 1997b). College student and adult norms have been
developed for the instrument and are utilized for scoring the instrument. Extensive
procedures are involved for converting raw scores into the underlying factor scores for
interpersonal dominance and affiliation. These steps are described in the manual for the
instrument (IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995) and an automatic computerized scoring system has
also been developed. The total factor scores for interpersonal dominance and affiliation
range from —5.8 to 5.8, with the sign of the number indicating the vector length on these
bipolar dimensions. Given the statistical analyses used in the present study, the factor

scores on this instrument were further converted into one continuous positive scale, with
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scores ranging from 1 to 117.

Interpersonal Adjectives Scales-Revised (Other-Rating Format). The
Interpersonal Adjective Scales-Revised (IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995) was also administered to
assess peer-ratings of participants’ interpersonal behaviour. The measure is conveniently
employed in peer-rating form by changing the instructions to rating the specified other.
The other-format of the measure has demonstrated good psychometric properties
(Wiggins, 1995), and has been utilized in numerous studies to date (e.g., Costa &
McCrae, 1992; Gifford, 1994). The factor scores for interpersonal dominance and
affiliation were calculated in the present study and used for the analyses. The steps
involved in these calculations are described in the manual for th¢ instrument (IAS-R;
Wiggins, 1995). Similar to the self-report version, the factor scores were further
converted into one continuous positive scale, with scores ranging from 1 to 117.

Bem Sex-Role Inventory. The Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI; Bem, 1974)
assesses the two independent constructs of masculinity and femininity. The inventory
contains 60 items phrased as descriptive characteristics (e.g., assertive), to which
respondents’ indicate the extent to which each describes themselves on a 7-point Likert
scale (1 = Never true, 7 = Always True). There are 20 items to assess masculinity, 20
items for femininity, and 20 neutral items that are not utilized for scoring. Total scores for
masculinity and femininity range from 20 to 140. The psychometric properties of these
scales have been adequately demonstrated in the scientific literature (e.g., Bem, 1974;
Chung, 1996; Kolbe & Langefeld, 1993).

Impression Management scale. The Impression Management scale of the

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR, Version 6; Paulhus, 1991) contains
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20 propositional statements to which participants respond on a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
Not True, 7 = Very True). The scale is balanced for keying direction, and only extreme
ratings (1-2 & 6—7) are assigned one point. Thus, total scores range from 0 to 20. Internal
consistency of the Impression Management scale has ranged from .75 to .86, and a test-
retest reliability coefficient of .65 was obtained over a five-week period (Paulhus, 1984,
1991; Mellor, Conroy, & Masteller, 1986).

Self-Concealment Scale. The Self-Concealment Scale (SCS; Larson & Chastain,
1990) is a self-report inventory that contains 10 items phrased as self-statements.
Respondents indicate their level of agreement to each item on a 7-point Likert scale (1 =
Not True, 7 = Very True), and total scores range from 10-70, with higher scores
reflecting higher levels of self-concealment. Larson and Chastain (1990) found the scale
to have good internal consistency (o = .83, N =306). Test-retest reliability was assessed
over a 4-week interval in an independent sample of female graduate counseling
psychology students (N = 43) and a high correlation was obtained (» = .81).

Leaderless group discussions. Leaderless discussions were conducted with groups
of same-sex participants to assess their spontaneous interpersonal behaviour. The average
number of participants in each group was five, with a total of twelve groups being
conducted. The format of the groups entailed a) 5 minutes of individual preparation to
read the written instructions provided, b) 10 minutes for individual statements (2 minutes
each), and c) a 20-minute group discussion. Participants were provided with written
instructions for the exercise (see Appendix H), which contained background information
on the nature of student evaluations, types of measures available (i.e., objective,

subjective, or combination), and learning techniques required for each type of measure.
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The written instructions also described the format of the discussion, including that the
purpose was for participants to pretend they are a psychology professor and arrive at a
consensus concerning what methods of evaluation to use in their course to be fair to all
students.

Participants’ spontaneous interpersonal behaviour during the leaderless group
discussions was rated on a 5-point Likert scale for the level of interpersonal dominance
and affiliation displayed. The group discussions were audiotaped and videotaped to assist
with the rating process. Five undergraduate psychology students at the University of
Windsor were recruited to independently rate participants’ interpersonal behaviour during
the discussions according to the criteria provided (see Appendix I). The criteria for
evaluating participants’ behaviour are based on the description of interpersonal
dominance and affiliation provided by Wiggins (1995). The raters were instructed to
focus on the process of the group discussions, rather than on the verbal content per se.
Procedure

After obtaining ethics clearance from the University of Windsor Research Ethics
Board, the validity of the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales were
evaluated in a sample of undergraduate students enrolled in a psychology course at the
University of Windsor. Participants met at an anaﬁged location and were requested to
sign their name on a consent form in order to receive partial course credit. The form
outlined the general purpose of the study, procedures, the voluntary nature of
participation, potential risks, compensation, and the confidentiality of individual scores
(see Appendix J). Participants were administered the Thematic Apperception Test in

group format, in which the TAT cards were shown on an overhead screen and participants
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wrote their stories on the response forms provided (see Appendix F). Group
administration of the TAT is a common procedure utilized in research because of its
convenience and efficiency. The participants also completed a questionnaire booklet
containing the various self-report measures and démographic questionnaire. The order of
the self-report measures was counterbaianced within the test booklet to minimize the
effects of exhaustion.

Participants were further requested to meet on a second occasion to participate in
a leaderless group discussion. The individuals were offered various time slots for this part
of the study based on the restrictions of their sex (female or male-only groups) and
number of individuals (approximately 5 per group). The group discussions were run in
same-sex format in order to minimizg the influence of status on participants’
interpersonal behaviour. Research has demonstrated that a power inequality exists
between men and women in social interactions (Webster, 1975), in which men tend to
dominate group discussions. This inequality may potentially interfere with the accurate
assessment of participants’ spontaneous interpersonal behaviour, and given such, steps
were taken to eliminate this variable. Participants met at an arranged location during their
assigned time slot and were asked to engage in a leaderless group discussion on the topic
of student evaluations in undergraduate courses at the University of Windsor (see
Appeﬁdix H). Of the 57 participants, 55 individuals (96.5%) returned on the second
occasion to continue their participation in the study. The investigator executed all the
discussions in a standardized fashion, and they were both videotaped and audiotaped for
future analyses. A total of 12 group discussions were conducted (female-only = 6; male-

only = 6) and the total time required for each was approximately 40 minutes.
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In addition, participants were asked to recruit a person who interacted with them
on a daily basis to complete the observer-rating version of the Interpersonal Adjective
Scales-Revised (IAS-R). Participants were given a sealed envelope to give to their
selected individual that contained a consent form (see Appendix K) and the IAS-R. The
participants were asked to return the completed questionnaire during the second meeting
time (i.e., group discussion) and 55 individuals returned the peer-rating questionnaire out
of the total 57 participants (96.5%). Following the collection of data, written debriefing
was provided to participants detailing the purpose of the study (see Appendix L).

Another component of the procedure entailed recruiting research assistants to rate
participants’ interpersonal behaviour during the leaderless group discussion and score
participants’ TAT responses. Signs were posted in the psychology department requesting
voluntary assistance from undergraduate psychology students. The undergraduate student
raters could not be compensated for their time, but rather were provided with research
experience to assist them in future academic endeavors (e.g., completion of an Honours
Thesis). Four individuals volunteered their time and were asked to independently observe
and rate participants’ interpersonal behaviour during the videotaped group discussions.
The investigator of the present research also served as a fifth rater. Written criteria was
provided for rating the level of interpersonal dominance and affiliation displayed by
participants (iuﬁng the discussions (see Appendix I), as well as sheets for recording these
ratings (see Appendix M). The investigator met independently with each rater for
approximately 1 hour to familiarize the undergraduates with the scoring criteria and
procedures, and train them on how to judge participants’ interpersonal behaviour. Two

graduate psychology students at the University of Windsor were further recruited to code
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participants’ TAT protocols and they were offered monetary compensation for their time.
The present investigator also served as a third rater. The three individuals used the
Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales developed in the present research to
code participants’ responses (see Appendix G) and recorded their ratings on the scoring
sheet provided (see Appendix N). The investigator also provided approximately 1 hour of
training to the graduate students as to the application of the interpersonal TAT scales.
Participants’ TAT stories were presented to raters in a randomized fashion to minimize
order effects.
Results

‘The data from all sources were entered into a microcomputer and analyzed with
SPSS. Composite scores were computed for all variables examined in the present study.
Table 9 displays the descriptive statistics for these measures, including the reliability
coefficients. Cronbach’s Alpha demonstrated that all the self-report measures had good
internal consistency, with reliability coefficients all above the .80 range for the
Impression Management scale, Self-Concealment scale, Femininity, and Masculinity. The
reliability coefficients could not be calculated for both the self- and peer-report versions
of the IAS-R, given that a series of statistical alterations are performed on the scale items
in order to calculate the factor scores of dominance and affiliation. Table 9 also displays
the inter-rater reliability for the observer-ratings of interpersonal dominance and
affiliation, which was assessed through Intra-Class Correlations. It is apparent that the
agreement between the five independent raters of dominance was superior (ICC = .91),
whereas the reliability of interpersonal affiliation ratings was poor (ICC = .34). In light of

the poor reliability for affiliation, the correlation matrix of observer-ratings was examined
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- prior to forming composite variables for further analyses.
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Table 9
Descriptive Statistics
Variable _ Mean SD Min Max #ltems o  #Raters ICC
1. Self-Report of

Interpersonal Dominance o4l 3 80 820 o4 " B B
2. Self-Report of 609 95 40.0 85.0 64 * - -
Interpersonal Affiliation

3. Peer-Report of 64.7 9.7 43,0 85.0 64 * — -
Interpersonal Dominance
4. Peer-Report of 63.7 105 32,0 85.0 64 * - -
Interpersonal Affiliation
5. Observer-Ratings of 3.1 .8 1.2 4.8 - - 5 91
Interpersonal Dominance
6. Observer-Ratings of 3.2 4 1.67 4.0 - - 5 .34
Interpersonal Affiliation

7. Masculinity 105.7 143 58.0 138.0 20 .88 — -
8. Femininity 103.2 126 68.0 130.0 20 .83 - -
9. Self-Concealment 251 93 100 46.0 10 .88 - -
10. Impression 5.1 3.1 0 12.0 10 .80 - -
Management

11. TAT Dominance 306 46 203 41.0 9 27 3 .88
12. TAT Affiliation 31.9 177 440 8 46 3 .94

5.6

Note. o= Cronbach’s Alpha; SD = Standard Deviation; Min = Minimum; Max =

Maximum. * The factor scores were used to assess these variables and given such,

reliability could not be calculated.

N=157
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Table 10 displays the correlations between the five raters of interpersonal
affiliation. Results shéw that negative and low correlations were obtained for video raters
3 and 5, whereas adequate correlations are found between the other 3 raters.
Consequently, the interpersonal affiliation ratings of rater 3 and 5 were excluded from the
analyses. A satisfactory Intra-Class Correlation was subsequently obtained across raters
1, 2, and 4 (ICC = .58). Composite variables of observer-ratings were then formulated by
averaging the five ratings of interpersonal dominance and three ratings of interpersonal
affiliation. Table 9 displays the mean, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum

values of the composite variables of observer-ratings.

Table 10

Intercorrelations of Observer-Ratings of Interpersonal Afﬁlidtion

Rater 1 2 3 4 5

1 —

2 23 —

3 -.09 -.24 —

4 A44%* 27* -.11 -

5 21 .05 -.10 17 —

*p<.05; **p<.01
N=157
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The inter-rater reliability of the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT
scales created in Study 1 was evaluated through Intra-Class Correlations and displayed in
Table 9. The agreement between the three raters for both the dominance and affiliation
TAT scales were excellent, with a coefficient of .88 and .94, respectively. The mean of
the three ratings of interpersonal dominance and affiliation were then utilized to form
composite variables for the TAT scales. The descriptive statistics for these scales are also
displayed in Table 9. The average score of participants on the Interpersonal Dominance
TAT scale was 30.6 and the mean score on the Interpersonal Affiliation TAT scale was
31.9.

The internal consistency of the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT
scales was also evaluated in the present study. Cronbach’s alpha indicated both the
dominance (a = .27) and affiliation (o = .46) scales had poor inter-item reliability across
the TAT cards (see Table 9). In light of the poor reliability coefficients, the inter-rater
reliability for each card within the interpersonal scales was evaluated. Table 11 displays
the descriptive statistics for all cards included in the TAT scales and the Intra-Class
Correlations for each card. Satisfactory inter-rater reliability was obtained for all the cards
within the interpersonal scales (>.70 level). Thus, there is a discrepancy between the
internal consistency across the items of the interpersonal TAT scales versus the inter-rater
reliability of each item within the scale. This result suggests that homogeneity exists
among the variance for each card within the scale, but not across cards, which is
consistent with previous research highlighting the various TAT cards elicit unique
" themes. Thus, the levels of dominance and affiliation vary across the TAT cards included

in the scales, as expected.
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Table 11

Descriptive Statistics for the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales

TAT Scale Mean SD Minimum Maximum 1CC

Dominance
Card 1 32 14 0 53 .89
Card 2 3.7 1.5 0 7.0 .94
Card 3GF 32 1.5 | 0 6.0 .86
Card 3BM 2.7 1.3 0 53 79
Card 6GF 4.0 1.0 1.3 6.3 .79
Card 6BM 3.7 1.0 1.7 7.0 .88
Card 8BM 3.3 1.8 0 6.7 .89
Card 13MF 4.0 1.5 1.0 7.0 | 81
Card 18BM 2.8 - 1.0 0.7 5.0 .70

Affiliation
Card 2 3.6 1.2 1.0 6.0 90
Card 3GF 4.2 1.4 0 7.0 93
Card 3BM 3.8 21 0 7.0 .93
Card 4 3.8 1.5 1.3 ' 7.0 92
Card 6BM 4.7 1.2 1.0 7.0 .92
Card 8BM 3.7 1.5 0 7.0 .95
Card 13MF 4.1 1.8 1.0 7.0 92

Card 18BM 3.9 1.3 1.7 7.0 81

Note. SD = Standard Deviation; ICC = Intra-Class Correlations. N = 57



Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation 112

To test the hypotheses in the present study, correlations were calculated between
variables. An alpha level of .05 was set for evaluating the significance of all correlations,
which ensured sufficient power of the study with the present sample size (N = 57), even
at low effect sizes. Table 12 displays the inter-correlations of all variables included in the
present study. The results of the analyses for concurrent validity will first be presented.
As hypothesized, a low correlation Was obtained between the Interpersonal Dominance
and Affiliation TAT scales (» = .01). This confirms that the two scales are independent
and orthogonal in nature as hypothesized (1.

The influence of response biases on self-report was evaluated prior to examining
concurrent validity between the Interpersonal TAT scales and the IAS-R (self-report
version). A strong significant correlation was obtained between the Impression
Management scale (BIDR, Version 6; Paulhus, 1991) and the self-report of interpersonal
affiliation (» = .41), but not for the self-report of dominance (r = -.17). Given such, the
influence of impression management on the self-report of affiliation was controlled for by
conducting a partial correlation between the self-report affiliation and the Interpersonal
Affiliation TAT scale. A low partial correlation was obtained between these two
measures when the influence of impression management was controlled for (pr = .08),
whereas a significant correlation was obtained between self-report and TAT affiliation (r
= .27) without this control. Despite the low partial correlation, the significant positive
correlation between scores on the TAT Affiliation scale and self-report affiliation is
contrary to expectation (Hypothesis 3). The concurrent validity of the Interpersonal
Dominance TAT scale was also examined in relation to self-report. A moderate positive

correlation was obtained between the TAT and self-report of interpersonal dominance (r
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=.40). This result directly contrasts the relationship expected between these two variables
(Hypothesis 2).

The concurrent validity of the TAT scales was also evaluated in relation to
masculinity and femininity. A significant positive correlation was obtained between the
Interpersonal Dominance TAT scale and Bem’s (1974) Masculinity scale (+ = .27),
thereby confirming hypothesis (4). A significant positive correlation was also obtained
between the Interpersonal Affiliation TAT scale and Bem’s (1974) Femininity scale (r =

.30), confirming hypothesis (5).
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Correlations were also utilized to evaluate the criterion validity of the
Interpersonal TAT scales (see Table 12). Contrary to expectation, a moderate positive
correlation was not obtained between the Interpersonal Dominance TAT scale and
observer-ratings of interpersonal dominance during the leaderless group discussions (» =
.06; Hypothesis 6). Similarly, a moderate positive correlation was not obtained between
the Interpersonal Affiliation TAT scale and observer-ratings of affiliation (r = -.11;
Hypothesis 7). To evaluate the differential criterion validity of the TAT versus self-report
of interpersonal variables, the correlation between these variables and observer-ratings of
participants’ interpersonal behaviour was compared. A stronger correlation was not
observed between the Interpersonal TAT dominance scale and observer-ratings of
dominance (r = .06) in comparison to the correlation between the self-report of
dominance and observer-ratings (» = .23; Hypothesis 8). In fact, a significant positive
correlation was found between the self-report and observer-ratings of dominance. The
differential criterion validity of the TAT and self-report of affiliation was also evaluated
and hypothesis (9) was not confirmed. The correlation between the Interpersonal
Affiliation TAT scale and observer-ratings of affiliation (r = .16) was not stronger than
that obtained for self-report of affiliation (r = .17).

The validity of the ICM model was examined by comparing the correlations of
interpersonal dominance and affiliation across the measurement domains of self-report,
peer-report, and tﬁe TAT. For interpersonal dominance, a significant positive correlation
was obtained across all measurement domains, thereby supporting the validity of the ICM
for dominance. Spectfically, a significant positive correlation was obtained between the

Interpersonal dominance TAT scale and self-report of dominance (r = .40), as well as for
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-peer-ratings of dominance (r = .33). The self-report version of dominance also
significantly correlated with peer-ratings (r = .49). In regards to the dimension of
interpersonal affiliation, a significant positive correlation was obtained between the
Interpersonal TAT scale and the self-report of affiliation (» = .27), but not for peer-ratings
of affiliation (» = .13). A significant positive correlation was also obtained between the
self-report and peer-report of interpersonal affiliation (» = .88). Thus, the findings lend
partial support for the ICM for interpersonal affiliation.

To address the discriminant validity of the Interpersonal Dominance and
Affiliation TAT scales, the relationship between these two variables and a theoretically
unrelated construct was examined, namely, self-concealment. A non-significant
correlation was obtained between the Interpersonal Dominance TAT scale and the Self-
Concealment Scale (» = .18), thereby confirming hypothesis (10). However, a significant
correlation was found between the Interpersonal Affiliation TAT scale and self-
concealment (» = -.25). Thus, the results provide preliminary discriminant validity for the

Interpersonal Dominance TAT scale, but not for the Interpersonal Affiliation TAT scale.
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Discussion

In the present research, two scales were developed for the Thematic Apperception
Test (TAT) to assess the constructs of interpersonal dominance and affiliation, which
have been identified to underlie the Interpersonal Circumplex Model (ICM; Freedman et
al., 1951; Leary, 1957; Wiggins, 1995). Dominance refers to the extent to which
individuals feel that they are strong, powerful, and have an impact on their environment
(McMullen & Conway, 1997). The dimension ranges from submissiveness to a
dominating interpersonal style. Affiliation refers to the extent to which individuals feel a
sense of intimacy, union, or solidarity with others (Foa & Foa, 1974; McAdams, 1985),
and ranges from coldness (hate) to warmth (love). Although researchers have emphasized
the importance of these dimensions, objective scales for measuring interpersonal
variables on the TAT are currently unavailable, thereby limiting the type of information
that can be obtained from this projective instrument. The creation of the Interpersonal
Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales in the present study addressed this deficiency and
provided a tool for assessing individuals’ functioning from a broader perspective (i.e.,
interpersonal style).

The purpose of the present research was to 1) develop two orthogonal scales for
the TAT, 2) evaluate the preliminary validity of the scales, and 3) test the validity of the
ICM by comparing interpersonal variables across measurement domains (i.e., self-report,
peer-ratings, the TAT). The results of the present research will be discussed in turn,
beginning with the scale development phase of research and then examining the results of
the validity study. The clinical value of the Interpersonal TAT scales will then be

considered, followed by the limitations of the present study and directions for future
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research.
Scale Development

The Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales were developed in the
first phase of research. Psychometric techniques were applied throughout the scale
development process in order to maximize the objective properties of the interpersonal
scales. The first step in scale development involved selecting sample TAT responses to
potentially serve as anchor points for the two scales. Previously collected data of
anonymous TAT responses were used for the selection process. Participants’ responses
were evaluated for the level of interpersonal dominance and affiliation depicted by
comparing story content with that of normative data for the TAT (e.g., Henry, 1956) and
Wiggins’s (1995) description of interpersonal variables. One hundred TAT responses
were selected (10 per TAT card) and empirically evaluated for the level of interpersonal
dominance and affiliation illustrated iﬁ an undergraduate student sample (Collins &
Hibbard, 2001).

The purpose of collecting undergraduate ratings was 1) to establish that the two
constructs were orthogonal in nature, 2) had internal consistency, and 3) to select anchor
points for the scales. Using a group of participants to rate the sample TAT stories ensured
adequate psychometric properties of items being selected for inclusion in the two scales.
Other researchers have similarly relied on external ratings to develop interpersonal
measures of personality. For instance, Lorr and McNair (1963) used a group of
psychologists to identify interpersonal items for the IBI, whereas Horowitiz (1979) and
Wiggins (1979a) utilized a team of judges. These procedures ensure greater objectivity in

item selection in comparison to using one’s own research group (e.g., Kiesler, 1987).
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Reliability and factor-analytic statistical procedures were conducted on
participants’ ratings of the sample TAT responses for the next step in scale development.
The purpose of these statistical analyses was to select items that depict the two constructs
of interest, as well as represent different levels of intensity of the variables. The results of
the reliability analyses indicated that the interpersonal dominance and affiliation ratings
had adequate internal consistency (o > .50 and ICC > .50) both within and across the ten
TAT cards. Moreover, the factor analysés demonstrated that a two-factor solution best fit
participants’ ratings, thereby providing preliminary evidence that the two interpersonal
scales were orthogonal in nature. However, several of the interpersonal dominance and
affiliation ratings were problematic in the factor analyses. The affiliation ratings for card
1 and card 6GF Were found not to load primarily on the affiliation factor, and the
dominance ratings for card 4 did not load primarily on the dominance factor. These
findings suggest that these cards did not sufficiently assess the constructs of interest and
consequently, were excluded from the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT
scales.

Giving consideration to the nature of the illustrations for TAT cards 1, 4, and 6GF
may shed some light on why they did not adequately tap the constructs of interpersonal
dominance and affiliation. Card 1 dépicts a single young male with a violin and typically
evokes themes of achievement (Henry, 1956). Achievement is a dominant or power-
related construct, which suggests that card 1 is better suited to tapping interpersonal
dominance, rather than affiliation. Card 6GF depicts a young woman sitting on a coach
with an older man approaching her from behind. Common responses to this card involve

power struggles between the two characters (e.g., male boss sexually harassing the female
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employee), which are primarily based on the construct of interpersonal dominance. Thus,
similar to card 1, card 6GF appears to assess dominance to the exclusion of affiliative
components. In contrast, card 4 was found to be better suited for tapping the dimension of
interpersonal affiliation. Card 4 is typically referred to as the “Hollywood Card” because
it depicts a young man and woman in an emotionally dramatic exchange. The young man
is turning away to leave the young woman with an expression of anger on his face, and
the young woman is pulling the man back towards her with a facial expression of sadness
and desperation. Thus, card 4 seems to be more relevant to the affiliation dimension,
rather than interpersonal dominance.

It was found that the exclusion of cards 1 and 6GF from interpersonal affiliation
and card 4 from interpersonal dominance improved the internal consistency of the TAT
scales. The between-card reliability for interpersonal dominance increased from .89 to .91
after card 4 was excluded from the analyses. Similarly, the reliability coefficient for
interpersonal affiliation rose from .80 to .85 after the ratings to card 1 and 6GF were
excluded. Thus, a high level of internal consistency was demonstrated for the sample
TAT responses selected as anchor points for the interpersonal TAT scales. The mean
score on the sample TAT responses was then utilized to order the items along a 7-point
Likert scale for each TAT cafd. The developed Interpersonal Dominance scale utilizes 9
TAT cards for scoring (1, 2, 3GF, 3BM, 6GF, 6BM, 8BM, 13MF, 18BM), and the
Iﬁterpersonal Affiliation scale utilizes 8 TAT cards (2, 3GF, 3BM, 4, 6BM, 8BM, 13MF,
18BM). Coding for both scales is based on a 7-point Likert scale per TAT card, with total
scores on the dominance scale ranging from 0 to 63 and scores on the affiliation scale

ranging from O to 56.
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The coding manual for the scales specifies that only responses containing
interpersonal interactions (real or imagined) should be assigned a score, whereas
individual behaviour is coded zero. The provision of separate coding schemes per TAT
card accounts for the different levels of dominance and affiliation elicited per card. For
instance, the coding scheme of card 13MF for interpersonal dominance identifies more
extreme levels of submissiveness to be coded (1) and (2) in comparison to card 6BM. A
score of (1) and (2) to card 13MF requires the hero to be engaging in self-blaming or
punishing acts (e.g., suicide), whereas responses coded (1) to card 6BM involve the hero
being controlled by other characters.

Validity Study

In the second phase of research, the validity of the Interpersonal Dominance and
Affiliation TAT scales was evaluated in an undergraduate student sample. The purpose of
the validity study was to examine whether the TAT scales assess the constructs of interest
(i.e., dominance and affiliation) by comparing TAT scores with those of related variables.
Participants’ were administered a variety of measures, including the TAT, and three
graduate students scored TAT protocols with the interpersonal scales. The use of the
Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales in the validity study represents the
first application of these measures. Thus, consideration of the feedback provided from the
graduate student raters taps the practical utility of the interpersonal TAT scales.

It was found that the time required for scoring the 57 TAT protocols in the present
study varied across the raters, ranging from 40 to 60 hours. Based on this time range, it
would be reasonable to suggest that practitioners using the interpersonal TAT scales on

the first occasion would require an average scoring time of one hour per TAT protocol.
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The 1-hour scoring time is highly efficient in comparison to the time required to learn and
apply other TAT psychometricall-y-based measures (e.g., SCORS, DMM) and score other
projective instruments (e.g., the Rorschach). In regards to feedback about the process of
coding TAT responses, a consistent remark from the raters was that identifying
participants’ level of affiliation was easier than dominance. Participants’ TAT responses
often described characters engaging in complementary levels of dominance, which made
it difficult for the raters to determine which character participants were identifying with in
the story (i.e., submissive versus dominant role). In contrast, the raters found that
participants’ stories described individuals to have reciprocal levels of affiliation. The
distinction found between the complementary nature of dominance and reciprocal nature
of affiliation is consistent with previous research (Carson, 1969; Horowitz, 1996; Lorr,
1996).

In regards to the difficulty of scoring dominance, the general scoring rules for the
interpersonal TAT scales specify that ratings should be based on the actions of the hero
(i.e., character to whom the participant has identified with) in the story and several cues
are described for identifying the hero (e.g., the hero’s feelings, thoughts, and behaviour
are described in the second-person). Moreover, it is noted to base ratings on the overall
tone of the story if the hero in the story cannot be identified. Further comments about the
Interpersonal TAT scales from the graduate raters entailed that the inclusion of response
examples to mark the points of the scales was particularly advantageous for scoring. The
examples served to highlight the nature of the point on the scale and increase the
confidence to which participants’ TAT responses were scored.

Examining the agreement of participants’ scores on the Interpersonal Dominance
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and Affiliation TAT scales across the three raters further speaks to the utility of the
scales. In the present study, an excellent reliability coefficient was obtained for the
interpersonal affiliation scale (ICC =, 82) and satisfactory reliability was demonstrated for
the interpersonal dominance scale (ICC =. 69): These adequate reliability coefficients
serve to estéblish the preliminary inter-rater reliability for the TAT scales. The higher
level of reliability obtained for interpersonal affiliation suggests that the concordance of
graduate student ratings was higher for interpersonal affiliation than dominance. This
finding is consistent with the feedback obtained from graduate students who identified the
Interpersonal Affiliation TAT scale was easier to score. In summary, the results of
reliability analyses suggest fhat the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales
can be scored in a consistent fashion and the feedback from graduate students highlights
the practical utility of the measures. |

In the present study, the validity of the Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation
TAT scales was examined in relation to several related variables and specific hypotheses
were made. Specifically, the construct, concurrent, criterion-predictive, and discriminant
validity of the TAT scales were addressed in the study, as well as the influence of
response biases on self-report and TAT measures. The results of each of these
investigations of validity will be discussed in turn. In regards to construct validity, scores
on the interpersonal TAT scales were correlated with each other in order to examine the
independence of the two scales. Results demonstrated a low correlation between the
Interpersonal Dominance and Affiliation TAT scales, thereby confirming hypothesis (1).
The low correlation between dominance and affiliation suggest that they are indeed

orthogonal constructs, as described in research on the Interpersonal Circumplex Model
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(ICM). This finding also serves to confirm that the purpose of scale development was
attained, namely, that the scales created are orthogonal in nature.

In regards to the concurrent validity of the Interpersonal Dominance and
Affiliation TAT scales, results demonstrated a significant moderate positive correlation to
exist between both the self-report and TAT measures of interpersonal dominance (r = .23)
and affiliation (» = .27). These results suggest that the Interpersonal Dominance and
Affiliation TAT scales assess the same constructs as the dominance and affiliation factor
scores of the Interpersonal Adjective Scales-Revised (IAS-R; Wiggins, 1995). The IAS-R
is a well-established measure of interpersonal variables with a substantial research base to
support its ability to tap dominance and affiliation (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1992; Gifford,
1994; Wiggins, Trapnell, & Phillips, 1998; Wiggins & Trobst, 1997b). Thus, the
significant correlations between the TAT and self-report measures in the present study
serve to establish preliminary concurrent validity of the interpersonal TAT scales.
However, these results are contrary to hypotheses (2) and (3) that predicted that a low
positive correlation (r £.20) would exist between TAT and self-report measures of
interpersonal variables.

The hypotheses related to the concurrent validity of the TAT scales were based on
previous research identifying low correlations to exist between objective and projective
measures of specific variables (McClelland, Koestner, & Weinberger, 1989; Spangler,
1992). The issue of concordance between objective and projective méasures, however, is
currently unresolved in the literature. Investigations comparing measures specifically of
interpersonal variables have yielded mixed results in regards to whether high correlations

should exist (e.g., Colwell, 1998; Leary, 1957). Moreover, while McClelland et al.
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emphasize low correlations to exist between TAT and self-report measures, the mono-
trait view of measurement (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) argues that high correlations should
be attained between measures of the same constructs. The significant correlations
obtained in the present study address this issue and suggest a mono-trait view of
interpersonal variables. That is, within the interpersonal domain, objective and projective
measures appear to uniformly tap the same constructs. While projective measures are
generally considered to tap private or “preconscious” individual themes, it is possible that
individuals have greater awareness about their interpersonal behaviour and consequently,
there is agreement between their self-report and private themes as assessed with the TAT.
Perhaps, having feedback from others during interpersonal interactions and/or noticing
their non-verbal cues facilitate insight into one’s levels of interpersonal dominance and
affiliation. This interpretation is consistent with symbolic interaction theory (Cooley,
1902; Schrauger & Schoeneman, 1979) that identifies reflected appraisals (i.e.,
perceptions of others’ appraisal) to be important determinants of one’s self-concept.

The influence of response biases on the measures of interpersonal variables was
also evaluated in the present study to evaluate the accuracy of informatibn being assessed.
A significant correlation was obtained between the Impression Management scale (BIDR;
Paulhus, 1991) and the self-report of interpersonal affiliation (IAS-R, self-report version;
Wiggins, 1995). However, a significant relationship was not observed between the
Impression Management scale and the self-rep