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f Mbstract ' i

? ' Maximgp likelihood multiai@énsiona{ scaling was épplied

zj to.similarity judqéments of self and 17 significant others..

?‘ Based,on the argument that a person's ie;el of differentiation |
- .

would be reflected in the numbér‘of dimensions reqﬁlred to fit
those jpdgeménts, three hygotheses were tested. The number of
dimensions a person uses should be:~ 1. positively related to
» his stage of ego development; 2. negatively related to per- X
formance on the limbedded Figures Test; and 3. negatively re- »
lated to reliance on. external cues for self dgfinition. Re-

sults . supported all thre;\ﬁ?pgtheses. The udbia§ed

i .
standard error estimate (corrected fdr dimensionality) was

related to the number of dimensions Jsgd, stage of ogo develop-

- ! ‘ Lo

- . N ) N T
ment and external orientation. ResulFs were discussed in terms

14

of their implications féi social-persgnality and clinical

1

‘research. . .
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"Maximum likelihood mul idimensional scaling" a été
!

, appliqué a3 de¢s jugements de similitude de soi et de 17 autres

personnes significatives. Basées\sur 1l'argument que le niveau

de différentiation d'une personne
>

de dimensions requis pour accommoce

éra reflété dans le nombre
N
ses jugements, trois -

B

hypothéses ont été examinées. Le nombre de dimensions uti-

« lisé 'par une perspnne devrait étre: ) en relation positive

pour uﬂe définition de soi. .Lﬁs résultat opt‘q&gﬁirmé ces
‘hﬂﬁz;ois hypothé;eij /é}estimation iﬁpartiale du
fsta;dard error"°(9orrigée/éégr la dimensi%nali%é) était en
¢ ‘ N / +
* gelatidn négative avec leléombré de dimensions,avécwle stade

Sy

[4

v

développemental de 1'égo,/et avec l'orientation externe. Ceci

S A
.

se servent de peu de dimensions ne
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et

' . significatives sont’'généralemeént plus inconsistants. La
. : * ¢

v discussion deS-résultats est en termes de leurs implications ’

-

. pohir la rechefche clinique,%’ce]:;le de la psychologie de la ;

i \ personne. - . L }
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.Tne goal. of this-tﬁ?sis is to empirically depégstriie

[ ' . * , A
. that cognitive differentiation is fundamentally related to .

.
'p

and perceptual style.

. ; r.

. thé imﬁortant processes of self definition, ego development

In order to do so it will be necessary

"to- trace the llnks among these concepts and to develop a new

W
*

methodqlogy'suitable for the systematic investigation of

differentiation.

3

= « . -

-

Céntra&@‘% c6gnitive developmental theories is the

P

construct -of cognitive differentiati?n. While the meaﬁing

it

of differentiation will be discussed in some detail later,

|

a

. ' -
generally refers to the number of cognitive categories with

/

which an individual perceives an gives meaning to his world

g
(Wiggins, Renner, Clore and Rose,

1971).

In fact, while

.

“highly associated with,

'/

//bognltlvely oriented ego theorles differ in detpll, their

J‘h

ﬁ%ﬁmunallty lxes 1n ‘the: proposition that dxfferentlatlon is

- \\ i

proposal is that increasing levels of ego dgvélopmént are

if not dependent on, increasing
B~ -

degrees of cognitive differentiation. In Werner's ‘terms

7
& t

&

»

the.

»
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" 'development ". ) . proceeds .from a state of relative globality .

RS
. -

‘and lack of differentiation .to a state of increasing differ~ '

v
o ,

entiation, articulation, and hierarchic integration (Werner,

]

1957, p. 126)." .

o The first process which is theoretically related to

’

differentiation is that of self definition. . The present con=

P
— i

~ cetn-is not so much with the answer the question’ "Who am
A ! .

A

‘§é » +utilization of external cues at the ehrliest 1edél§ f develop-
. ‘ : . ‘ > ’ 4
AN . me towards a grodter and greater reliance on intermﬁl cues
N . at later levels., That is to say that’the emphasis shifts.

from "I am what thejir experief¢e (of me) says I am" to "I am

i
L7
by e

. what my experience says I am.”. This progression will become
o % ' .=

more evident later whe% Loevinger and wessler's (1970) con;

I

ceptualization. of egdAéevelopmgqggis dhtlihed,
e i o AEEiTi bt bl
CShQ;derlng differentiation and self definition togeth-
f ’ " s T ! . . &F" ,
£ . er we arrive at the postulate that low levels of d;ffereRE\\h__’

@

tiatiéﬁ t(and herice earlyvlevels of gene22;§£fyCholo§icaﬂ‘ X *

development)”are associated with gn empha on external cQes.

J

¢ ;for self definitional pﬁrpoéés and higher levVels of differ-

are related, to inﬁreésing degrees of réiianqe on

- i _
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'use of terms like 'ego', 'superego' and 'id' came to be .

- R ‘ ‘ b i
. s N v

internal infdrmation. Whilglkhese abstractions form the

—_ -~ 3
basis of a normal developmental sequence, that sequence also ;
sérves as ‘a continuum on whlch to v1ew individual dlfferences o

at any given age level (é g., Kohlberg, 1964 Loev1nger &

Wessler, 1970- Paaget, 1932).

¢

T L A
N

The second concept related to dlfferentlatlon ig that

r

_of ego development. The«concept of ego has had a lengthy

history and therefore it is’ qecess&ry to clarxfy its meaning

as it will be used in this Qiééussion. The concept of ego

o ~ 7

is not new and did not originate wi"h Freud. As Loevinger

~ s
’

and Wesslér (1970) have made explicit “"The truth is that ' -

J
~
Freud, on purpose, did not use the term 'ego'. He avoided

terms:of Latin orlgln in favour of words chosen from common . 4

’ N .

speech;"a'preference that has been ,ignored by his translators‘

S —

(Loeviﬁger & Wessler, 1970, p. 1)." éWhile various writers .

appeaﬁ to use terms such as self, the I, the me, to refer to .

.

essentially the same concept, tﬁg terﬁ,'ego' and 'ego develop-
o 'Y .
ment' formed an essential part of BéWey and Tuft's "Ethics"” -

published in 1908. Whethei initended or not, psychoanalytic

v .
° . .

S ;
ascribed varying degrees of mythical meaning of 'the man in . - |
the’ mind' sort and it was_partly in response to this that

several later theorists shifted towards Aerms like 'self’'.

- l
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l! / Adler (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956) has used the term_'style -
{ ¢ g

P ’ :

/
of llfe' in conjuncélon W1ty,gelf or ego to refer to the ) .

~s s . -
-

. 3 / -

. manher in whrch a person confront probIems evaluates hlmself “
e, ’ “ ’ ’ - // 4 ‘:‘\ I
;. and .others, and derivés«meaying fiom,liﬁe“i general, In a . -
. , . . : / ) o <.

e

sense he Was arguing tﬁetrfhis style"ls 1 3t the result of

. , ! ! pi
pr R

1

i : g somethlng the ego does but what' the ego o:@self ”g_ R P

'
\
M ‘\Ww.w. LR P SR S

) N . /

. \\ o ,," Plaget (1932) uses the term ego in relatrpn ta the . -
o " ) / , A 2N
- ' " N

b = person's general cognitive mode of functioning. thé manner

S~
.
.
A
1
L}
o

/
o . © Lol .

ks 4 o / . L ]
S \ or 'style' in which the person organizes and derives meaning .

fﬁom.lnformatlon available about hi.nself and hlB env1ronment ”“5

o - .
- . ¥ -

. Sullivan's (1953) Interpersonal Theory of Psychlatry refers - !

- 4

_' ’ to the 'self system' which provides a frame of‘reference,

agaln w1th which to meanlngfully select and organlze informa- T .3§

A tr

tion about one' §\§e1f and environment. Anxiety, from Sulli- K
van's “point of view represents precisely the .failure to

- . .. 1
. R P i

integrate information into that frame of reference or self

i

-

Top dx -

W TR & A

system. . .
. . 1 ! ;
These;nriters are using the terms self and ego such . -~

“as to infer a holistic view of personality...Thisebiew

g .

acknowledges the existence of processes thch may be disting :

guished at least theoretically, Byf<emphasizes'their inter=- -

relatedness particularly in tg;msoof the ﬁersoq{s attempts'

’ (;' go establish meaning in the information availabie to him. ’ )

c L4 . - . ’

Srucss e dsoa b
¥

I e T PAAIA €T W wgrigas g g

b
\rer
A
\
-
Lo o
i
Sl
¥
T

g ot e emineg = e . wwr e = e i o e
T - o v . ; :




AR

3

. Q ;. R L i T T T I . § N AT e I et e e I /
S - N .
!

.and integration of information is such as to maximize its

« . . - )
s - e

r o 5 . :

Maore éenerally, the extent~tb thch information about self

-

. ¥

and Ehe .environment is’ fully 1ntegrated 1s taken»by many
7 / , N

"Jtheorlsts as the main 31gn of pSYChologlcal growth'ﬂ(e.g.,

Iully functioning (Rogers,-1961), self actualization (Mas low,
Y M N . - -

‘1954%, interpersonal integratidh (sullivan, Grant s Grant,

- ..
o

;9525q'1ntegrated (Loev1nger ‘&-Wessler, 1970)) ' ) -

The terms self ahd ego will be used in thls the81s in

nxhe“eense ﬁhey are used by the~abobe authors. Sélf and ego .

‘ Lo ";& - .
will be taken as abstractlons\referrlng to the»person s ) .
. b I - - B h W

Jcharacteristic style of fuhctibning,.of'experiencjng himself . <

and others, and more specifically to the manner or style: in T v

which he organizes available information about himself and -
- - g3 . . - . A
‘his.environment. It is assumed that the style .of orgén;zhtion '

‘e

4 - " - ‘ ! -
<ty
o . [

nmaning for the indiéﬁdpal:" In particulary the term ego W111

. \

’ ‘ »

not be used in the sense it 15 in- certaln psychoanalytlc ‘

- < v

wrltlpgs»as a derlvation,of xnstlnctual energlee.- _ T ‘

P \ .
s

. * ¢ o a e . !
- 1S

Loevinger and Wessaler's (1970) conceptuallzatlon ‘of ot

‘eqo development is consistent w1th thg present use of the ’ .

[
. ,..A '

term ego. Their system for scb;ing sentence §°m91$tfqns" . - :
Qr : 2 . ) . ‘X-I "'& - ';:x . 4
‘follows from the theoretical position‘that “. . . the search

- Tat ‘ ." . ¢
" R e '

for coherent meanlngs in experience is the easence of the ’

'
‘- L
R

ego.or ego functloning, rather than 3ust one amoﬁg many
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- ’ ’ 6 .
o . ,
equally important ego functions (Loevinger & Wessler, 1970,

. 8)." This position stands in contrast to that of some s
p

. - / ‘
psychoanalytic researchers such as Bellak, Hurvich and Gediman
(1973) who view synthesis and integration of information as

i

< only one of many ego functions. Bellak et al. have studied

v

ego functioning priymarily with the use of interview techniques.

o .

e
w7
o

Their interview questions were transformed into statements

»

Q
) R .
suitable for questionnaire format in the present work and are
A ] , ,
. reported in the Procedure section. They will serve as a use-
B . « e ,
ml'ful point of comparison with the rerults obtained by Loevinger - ;

3

& Wessler's (1970) system. l e

AL

it
25
<

L) ®

A s W

a
>

. ) Insofar as the sentence completion procedure is con-

4
e Uy
«

.

. cernéd, the manner or ‘style in which meaning is derived as 11

well as the content«f that meaning serves as the baiiéifor .
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ntal sequen-

(Kolilberg, 1964),

$
7

o M

kharacter development (Peck & Havighurst,

SRR

e

R

\ integration (Sullivan, Grant & Gfant, 1957) and xelata
L Vs _ J
] -, ¢ (1saacs & Haggard, 1956), , Liké these And other cognitive-

1R

. S ‘ o /
. ) 4i\a§velopmant§1 theorists, Loéyinger apd Wess}er'slyédel is

5 gﬁb ', “hierardhical,abd develo n to progreiﬁ/sequentfally.
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be bypassed or "skipped" and more importantly, each glicces~
sive stage is not simply an addition to earlier stages but

represents a rather, fundamental transformation and reorgan-

oa o

ization of earlier levels. A brief description of~;ach"st&ge
follows (from Loevinger & Wessler, 1970).
While the first:stage is primariiy preverbal and there-

fore net likely to be reflected in sentence.completions it

7
requires inclusion here for completeness. At this, the
‘autistic® stage, the infant begins to distinguishwﬁétween
objects in the world and in d§§ng £0 separates out\himséif
és an object in tha; world, globally differentiat&ng between
the 'me' and the 'not me'. The next is the 'impulsive' stagg
and is so called because the primary preoccupation is with
the consequence of impulse expression. Developing sense of
self is réflgct;d partic®larly by the word 'No'; while

‘ DI

- impulses are evaluated in terms of immediate positive ‘and
negétive rewar?s. Punishmgnf itself is typically construed

~ as retalia;ory which, if$g§cessive can lead to strong feel-
ings“of vulnérabilify. /énterpersonal style is §imple whefem

ﬁothgis agggggen as a source of supply: éood persoﬁs give to

me, bad Qne;‘dén'g; ,éood (nice) and bad are frequently

/
- associated with ¢lean and dirty.

The 'self protective' stage is reflected in the con-
. ‘

-




T s S A o

when it is to one's own advantage. While the concept of i

. . ¥
blame is understood,-it is tyﬁically externalized to others

or to some part of one's self for which no responsibility is

4

felt.  Thus, if a person gets into trouble it is because he

-+ was with the wrong people. It is understood that there are
rulés, howgver, the primary xﬁle for persons at this level '
*is not to get caught. Rules are flexible but only when to

; one's own advantage. There is an intense conéern'wi;h who
is controlling whom, with the consequent preoccupation with

~

domination and competition; the life philosophy is .of a zero-
9

sum sort in that what you win, I- lose. ; ] | . E

., The nexE,ror 'conformist' stage, represénts the major-
ity or &t least largest minority of most social groups (Loe-
vinger & Wessler, 1970). Identification is with authority,
parents initially, followed b§ other adults and pe;rs.

Cognitive simplicity is apparent, there being a right way and

a wrong way for all peopie at all times. ’This'feature is

particularly evident in terms of sex roles.” It is perhaps

because of a preoccupation with social aéceptance, appear-

ance and belongihg that rules are accepted on the basis of .
] - ; . . i
perceived consensus alone. 1In contrast to primarily bodily .
a %

! fiflings at earlier levels (e.g., upset, sick), inner states
¥
o ‘ are’ expressed here in more emotional, although banal, terms

] - ¢

1
. .
. . 3
E N . R : R
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(e.g., angry, sad, Happy). There is little distinction

between what-is and what could be, or ought to be. Behaviour

is validated in terms of its social meaning with only minimal

awareness of psychological causality: self is defined in terms

’

2

of social and role classifications.
What is characteristically absent at the 'conformist’

and earlier levels is characteristically present at the 'con-
v
A
scientious' and later levels. Thus, feelings:and individual

v

N

differences are perceived in . highly differentiated terms.
ﬁhat is and what ouéht to be are not necessarily equivalent.
Psychologicalﬂqausation rather than rules per se is the basis
for evaluating both self and others' behaviour. There is a
considerable emphasis on psychological growth rather than
rationalization of one's past. Self criticism (in’contrast

3
to self rejection) is typical, as is the awareness of per- «

s

sonal choice as opposed to seeing one's self as a pawn of

4
fate. Guilt is experienced when internal standards have not
r ' .

been met rather than because one has been qauéht. Moralizing
(i.e., social notions of right and wrong) af earlier levels

begins to be replaced by internal ethical standards which
govern one's behaviouf._»w£ile concern about achieveme;t is

not unique-to this level, it is measured more with respect -

to internal standards rather than whether’  one has '‘'won' or
4

.
a

- s L e e
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received social approval. 1In another sense evaluation shifts

<

v

. from quantity to gquality. o
» (3 v )
The 'autonomous' stage refers not only to the realiza-

/h\ ‘tio of other people's need for ;utonomy but also to a certain

q:\ detachment from socially dete?mined striving aﬁd sense of
responsibility. Dichotomous moral judgements are replacedv
by a realization of the complexity of human behaviour and
human®situations. Respect for other people is reflected parti-
cularly in terms of aéknowiedgfhg their need to éigcover/yhat~

s

is best for them and hence:to mdke their own mistakes. . What
is best for me is not necessarily what is best for you.- Ex~

<

pression of needs for achievement are replaced by concerns

d .
for self-fulfillment. é::;f}with greater realization of com-
plexities of one's self others is a greater awareness of
internal conflict. This is in contrast to earlier lévels
b % N b

where conflict, if ‘perceived, is more .typically explained in

‘terms of external situations.

A%

(%

The last or 'integrated® level includes probably no

'

more tgan one percent of most social .groups (Loevinger &

Wessler, 1970). While it characterizes persons who have
p . .

managed to reconcile polarities in barticular. it is well

,

described by Maslow's (1954, 1962) exposition of self-actual-

izing persons. | -4

R S
.-
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syst?m is ladmittedly bn$gf, two trends are nevertheless

i
apparent.| The first is that there is a progression from the

global, at early stages, to the increasingly differentiated <\
I

feelings Cd perceptions of self and othérs at later stages.

Secondly, there is a parallel progression from a reliance on “/,\J

external sources for evaluation of self or.self definition

&

at early levels to more internal evaluaqion at later levels.

ST W - -
B e ot st

Thus, not only are persons at later levels characterized by
the greater use of interhal cues for self definition, but
. 2
? that definition of self is moré\%ifferentiated than at earlier

. levels. Therefore it should be expected that ego development

‘as outlined by Loevinger and Wessler (1970) w%ll be related

b /

.to both differentiation qnd/ﬁéif definition.

*

.These proposed relationships raise the intriguing
'question as to whether the relative emphasis op, or salience

. 5 : ) * . ,
- : of, internal or external cues is related to more general per- .

.

ceptual functioning. ‘Witkin, Dyk, Faterson, Goodenough and

Karp (1962).- have presengeg evidence that such a relationship

~
- \ -~
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exists. They found thay persons who have difficulty perform-

)
ing -on perceptual disembedding tasks (field dependent) tend .
to rely on external sources for definition of attitudes and

(~’ evaluation of themselves. Field independent persons, on the
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‘T . -~ other hand, have often developed internal frames of reference i
' AJ
which serve as guides|for self definition. . ™

It is this question of perceptual functioningdwhich

motivated the use of the Embedded Figures Test (Witkin, 1950)

where performance requires that the person find a simple B

U

o

geometric form such as a triangle, representéd internally g

(i.e., in memory), in a complex external array in which that

W P T AR s

e

simple form is perceptually enmbedded. In view of the pre-

»

ceding discussion, it would seem to follow that persons who

-

place considerably more emphasis oOn external cues rather than

those arising internally would therefore have difficulty

utilizing an internal cue (the geometric form) to solve a

problem involving complex external stimuli. 1In other words,

. -t - ,\
an orientation towards the primary use of exterpal cues should

-

interfere with the demands of the task.Too gfeat an external .

ta ¥

orientation should compete with, if not preclude, the per- /

ceﬁtion and utilization of internal information, with the

o e Y TR 1M STt Yo e s

aear

consequent decrement in performance.

t

Finally, the reliance on external information for sel

. e M

evaluation / self definition characteristic of earlier levels

©

of development can be considered in a different light. If

one depends primarily on information from others for self

~)

definitional purposes then the stability of that self defin-
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ition is largely dependent on the stability of infermation

deriving from those others. However, cues we receive from

others are typically not always consistent; we are not always -

with Fhe“same people nor are the people we are with nesgssar-
ily constant in their mood or in their feelings towards us.

To the extent that cues from others are not always consistent,
. 3 )

.

then it should be expected tha£ there will be more lability

or instability in the self definition and emotion of rsons

4,0
e

functioqing at earlier levels of development than persons

operating at later levels. ‘on the .asis of this reasoning

PRl

a questionnaire was designed which, in summary, simply asked

kY

how much the respondent thought his notion of who he was and
the feelings he had about hhyself, varied as a function of
. . : N
differing situations.

It was proposed earlier that differentiation is a con-

my—
©

i . )
cept common to most ego theories. However its use has ranged
- . .
from a primary emphasis on its emotional developmental features

(Mahler, Pine Bergman, 1975) to an emphasis on perceptual.
factors typical of Witkin's work on field dependence-indepen-

4
dence (Witkin, Dyk, Faterson, Goodenough & Karp, 1962). 1Its
use here follows|from the preceding discussion of self and
ego. When it is| proposed that a person's$ style of organizing
i

and integrating information is such as to give that informa- °

*
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tion personal meaning it is possible, in fact -prcobable, that

“individuals will vary not only in the.content of the meaning \

o i

they ascribe to.similar information but‘they will vary in ' |
the number of different meanings '(independent of content) °

L ~

Y

'théy ascribe to, the same or similar information. It is in’

s i
N - » ’ v

this latter senée‘éhat the term differentiation is used here.

Methodological Considerations
The concept of differentiation proposed here emphasizes

. R . < . .
the manner in which an individual organizes information about

himself and the enyironment in which he‘operates. Some ser-

ious difficulties lie in the development of a suitable_@e;bodf‘»‘
ology fér empirically assessing differentiation. One problem - .
concernsnspecifying the oundaries of one's environment and
wﬁa& it subsumes in content. However, it is reasonable to
pr0p63e that &of the information people use ‘for self
definition is derived from interpersonal experiences (Sulll—
van, 1953), and lherefore a dec151on was made to restrlct N
this work to a consideration of the in;erpersonal environment,
specifically self and significant others. It should be noted
that the methodology to be discussed here is a general one ° "
and can be appliéd'equally well .to most other aspects of th;

v

person's environment.
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There are a n&hber of potential ways to study‘the

PRV <

CTe - . - . . . L
manner in which a person experiences and organizes his inter-
personal environment, t?e most cofimon being questionnaire

techniques. However, the main limitation of such techniques
[r4

- .
is the frequent assumption that concepts or constructs appear-

ing in the questionnaire are those the subject spontaneously

uses outside the test situation. > While such constructs may
1 4 f M .

be relevant to ‘the investigator there is often no a priori

reason for assuming their releG%nce to the subject. Kelly

’
-

(1955) "has argued that manye'objeciive[ personality tests in

‘fact force the subject to use and make decisions about con-

styucts which he may use on no other ocgasion. Brigham
(1971),bas put forward a similar criticism of}oﬁe of the most
commonly used techniques,infstereotype research: tbe adjegﬁé
tive ‘check list procedure (Katz & Braly, 1933). Brigham';%ﬁv
(IQIiQQi?in point is that here again the subject may be asked
to éhink\gn'terms of generalizations and categories he may
not n;rmaliy\uge. He‘cites a study by Ehrli;h and Rinehart
(1965) who c;;béred results from an adjecti;g check list to
those from aﬂwopen ended procedure. Wﬁen subjects were
allowed to spsntaneously gen;ratb responses _(open endeé)

they listed about five traits for each ethnic group but in

responding to the check list eight.to nineteen tXaits per

'

"
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While the attraction of questidﬁnaires 149é fn the

s
-

relative ease ©of quantification, they are not’ suitable for ,

‘

' .

work in which the central interest is with the person's own -

. ’ (-4

frame of reference, his self. This reqguires ﬁhat people be

- R o
allowed te organize information they h%va about themselves

and others in any way they wish. While this pfeseﬁts a

N - . .

.potential problem for thgxdéta analyst in that some persons

may insist on orgapizing that information idiosyncratically:,
o ¥ ° st ’ ‘ . N

7 o e
» @

Lo 2 . . T AR T
that same freedom to organize and iategrate information is
. . . q . CaFEE .

necessary‘if‘the person iswto’reveal his characteristic s

. of integrating information. .

. 3

A procedure which would appear to.me

o] o . P Y
< L3 » . . - .. 3 . . .
requirements is multidimensional scali 4. Multidimensional

v, L - -
scaling procedures are pifg;guiarly appropriate becagge they.-

e . -

permit a person to fréely organize information while at the S

o

.. same time Providingarigordﬁs qhahtitativé‘@odel with'whiéh to

fit the data. The person need not be aware of, nor articu-
late reasons for making 'his partitcular judgements, judgements ' .

) - .

which-are therefore relatively unconfounded by. verbal ability.

In these procedures persons are presented with a list of .’

stimuli and are asked to make a judgemqnt-about how 'similar

’ ‘ b
A

or how different thesc stimuli are, taken two at a time, and Y

+
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in~all combinations. They are not asked to make those ju&ge*

4 4 <

ments accdrding to an experimenter imposed criterion, but .in . -

- . , RGP

any way they wish: Their judgement for each pair of stimuli ' ;/1s- .
8! P P

is indicatéd on a distance scale, a 9 point scale in the -~ 1.~

2 v * .

[ERNELN

present research, which proceeds from 1 (very Simil%I§;éi}V//. . -

-

(very different). - C e T TN

- . -
) s ~ N . ' «
. - . . ‘Q ~ L -
§ - -
N i3 v 13 -7 > . . -
- h 3

dimensional (Euclidean) spacde. It is assumed that relation- - L,
» \ g . Cos

LY

ng ahoné these points cbrrespond to perceived ‘ ﬁ‘g

# -
.

; r%}atipnships among the ogegcts. Tréditionallyn,the purpose
of displaying theSe‘relatiéﬁships has VYeen to Eéduce the ~

variation in numerical magnitudes (or distances) arising from .
~§ . g9 }

%‘ o . a myriad of similarity judgements to an essential pattern,
the content of which lends itself to parsimonious interbre— -
N .

tation. The number of dimensions required to display this

pattern has beeén usually arrived at through a trade-off be-

o

éb' tween 1nterpretab111ty and par51mony on the one hand and

Y g g

: L .

-,

minimizing 'badﬂess'of'fit' on, the other. While this trade-

3 e © - H £

off producegﬁ%gme serious statistical problems, the number B

4
s . = ry /
of dimensions per se -(i. e., 1ndependent ofqeontent) requlredlp

. A -

to properly flt the data has rarely been a matter of psychd— = e

(.h ‘ logical interest. That is to say, the concern has tradition-'
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ally‘beeh,with the interpretability of “the contéﬁ;ﬁdf the .

o

e

spatial representation.and not with tKe potential psychologi-~ .- “I.
. \ ; ,
cal significance of the-dimensionality of that space quite.

.
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apa;ﬁ from itS“content. .
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2 The prime goal bf the présent work is the demonstratxon;;‘r'

of theipsychologlcal 51gn1f1Cance of thé dlmen81qna11ty of s ‘@;
. / - B ‘
- tha

. space, Qndependent of its content.~~f~f”"? R . e

'
G "
..“ “
t
gy - N

. Con81der again the nocloﬂ of dlfferentlatlon in the
D - o v, 1
"‘context of multldamenslonal scaling. Différentiaﬁion, as it . ° o j
’\!; » . , . . , <%

‘will be recalled 1s belng taken to refer to the number of’ %

- different meanlngs a person aSBrlbes to a’ QAVen set of 1nfor~
‘mation; which is- to. propose ‘that the mqre a peisbn consistént-
. \:‘ Pl - . . . s 9 ,
Iy [

ly organizes. informatien in terms of multiple meanings it may ,

. have for him, the higher will be the ‘dimensionality of the
* ? ) ' " ' [ 3

épatial st;ucture'neceé ry to properly fit and descfibp the . ;

) ' o L4 , {7’5 .. -¥
data. On the other han shouldwanother person construe . - . 1;

I « 13

that 1nformat10n as having only one or relatlvely few mean-,

.

inds for him the spatmal structure neceSsary to properly fit-
the data will be correspondingly less dlfferentlated and of .
¥ BN

, lower %mmeﬁ51ona11ty.

A ' i

-
. Q

For purposes of elqporatiod, consider a person whose

Y, . .
: I3 © ¥ " . . \V » . . A
primary concern is the avoidance of reéjection and the seeking {
i ) ;
. of acceptéﬂce. While he may be %Plte"capable of perce1v1ng B
> v' —
, 5 . Al v
v " :
i A
o ' . F{if STy .
! 1Y ‘ ; 7'&)\ : :‘“f'« f .4 “ ¢ [ P



‘(1) . ’ ‘ ' f ‘o * P . ) [} ' , LI )
o . many differences amongst people the meaning he ascribes to

LY v * ' ©

'.‘phose'porcebtions and the way in‘which, he orqanizes'theﬁfWill .

.

likely be 1n terms of ‘what that pcrcebtual infdrmagion‘hcllé .
\ * * ‘ - . s

” - -

;l § hxm abont whéther ‘those people are acce ptlﬂq or re)chLng. Lo -
- N , ” R
¢ WGre dne'to tgke.a sethf judgements- this person made amongst

Il ' . '
K . . R . . . . - «

all QOSSible pair$s of pérsons significant to him,” it should

be possible ‘to rank order, those persons ‘along one line in a

- B A

'way;such that éersons towards one pole are judged as similar
) “ 1 . ‘ . | N - ‘
to each‘other (small distanées between them) and dissimilar

to those at the other.end. The ordoring of ‘persons on this

.~ ¢ vos

llne should then reflect ‘the degree to which they are con-

( . . . .
. . B
.
,

strued as accaptimg-or rejecting. To. the extent that this

>

‘ / pergon organized the infor@étion he had about these people .

AR . . ¢,

. - ‘ i - ~ . .
o only in terms of aéccptance—rejection and madé his judgements

.~ .
N ] (- - -«

~V?cdqrdingly, the spatial structure required to fit the data
- ‘ wouid'lackicomplexity being, in fact, one dimensional. This;

' A , . : .

Kl ﬂk?zd dn non—technical,}érms is esséntially'yhat'mqst nénmggbée\
multidimensional scaling models do. They attempt to.fit the

l | interpoint distanges in ;yk dimensipnal sﬁébe such tﬁat:the

ardering of tﬁose-inéeréoiné‘disténces fits as'closéIy-as. .

e a ’ B .

p@#élble the correspondxng 51m11ar1ty )udgemehﬁqt

i . N a * e

To recapitulate, it is argued in this thesxs thdt

- b o

.‘E;: R persons differ’'in the 1eve1 of dlfferentlatlon at whlch they -2
& - L . - » ' ) * .7 ’ '

3 '_ . -
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‘persons organize information in ter of multiple meanings L0

) - should be reflected in the nunber of |dimensions required to
o N . '~ \ - ” %--’ I
“best fit their data. i 2 o
. o. E:..

This ‘raises the questiOnfas to what is the most appro-

e

\ .
s priate model for the exp@igéiion of individual differences.

A -

: carroll and chang's (1970) individual difference algorithm |

-

(INDSCAL) is designed go reveal dimensions pedﬁle have in

common while providing indicators of inter-individual varia-

tion in the salience of those dimensions. While this is

ceréainly;an advance over group solutions which treat each

-

subcht's data simply as an umweighted replication, it never-

N . toe ’ g
theless generates a solution which tends to represent the

~ .

'idealu or 'representative’ subject; and the allowance of
individuai,differencés is with re;pect to éhat ideal solutionl
Sinc; the essence of‘the present work is to pérmit personé
'to‘feveal their potentiélly unique frame of reference, a
ﬁ:ior§ assuﬁptions:aboht communalities between subjects.ﬁould
- be defeating the purpos%; 'For this reason, separate individ- i-

o ¥ .
ual analyses are essential.

El

T —— .
o~ T e 4

It has been proposed that differentiation is reflected

in the numbef of differeiit-meanings that stimuli may have for

- N l
(ij a person. It is crucial then that a rigorous criterion be
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deveIOped in order to determine the numbér of dimensiong which
best fit each individual's data, since the number of dimensions
should reflect the degree of differentiétion.

This problem has been alluded‘to earlier as a trade;

‘off between maﬁimizing interpretability and minimizing"bad-”

ness of fit'. 1It is a trade-off because 'badness of fit'

. {or 'stress' in the case of MDSCAL: Kruskal, 1964a, 1964b),
continues to decline with an increase in the number of dimen-

sions extracted and reaches its minimum with n-1 dimensions
v

)

where the solution fits perfectlysbut is highly unstable and

"

little more interpretable than the raw data. Therefore, a
consideration of the reduction’of 'stress’ alone does not
permit any clear cut stopping rules. The analyst can not ;

determine, for instance, when a reduction in ‘stress' from
2]

k to k+1 aimensions reflects that the k+1 dimensional con-

[
N N

a

figuration is accommodating real and meaningful-variation in
the data or simple error variance. Resort to 'scallops'
(that point at which 'stress' has‘been declining rapidly with
}ncreasing dimensions and only slowly thereafter) in'tﬁe
declining 'stress' function is only a paftial solution
because the majority of‘well over one hundred declining
'stress"functions analyzed by the author had the discourag-

<

ing habit of being scallop freé.

-

g
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likelihood estimation of the location of the points. This ;

.a. Locvinger and Wessler's (1970) system for meqsuring ego

i 4
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Ramsay. (1976) has developed a procedure for faaximum
i

type of estimation tends to use .the data more éfficiently I i

than other present multidimensional scaling techniques. As I

a
- o

well, it permits the statistical testing of a number of use-

ful hypotheses, . Among these is the hypothesis that a ggt of

dissimilarity judgements can be satisfactorily approximated

<

in a k-1 dimensional space rather than one of k dimensions.

Thus, a useful decision rule for setting the dimensionality

of the space is made possible. This, in addition to the

!

e

efficiency of the estimates, made Ramsay's (1976) procedure

X

the most appropriate tool for the dnalysis of the data fpr
eacﬁ subject in the study. Some modifications of the large
sample dimensionality testing p&pcedure were necessary in
order to analyég_single subject's data. These modifications’

. . J
will ?e described in the Method section. ! C

. -

Summgrz , - 'mf B
The central proposal of this thesis i# that the
number of dimensions required to best fit a person's similar- ﬁ

ity judgements of significant others reflects that pe%?GK?s

degree of differentiation.” There were three means by which

this proposal was tested:
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development;

Embedded Figures Test (Witkin, Oltman, Raskin & Karp,

©1971; and /

[

a guestionnaire measuring perceived lability of emotion

.

and self definition. '

The hypothdsized relationship‘betWéen these variables can be

formalized as follows:

l.

If Ehe deéree of differentiation iseaésociated with the
level of ego development, and if differentiation is
reflected in thé number of dimensions required to best-
fit the person's data, then there.should be a positive
relationship between the number of dimensions used and
the person‘'s level of} ego development.

If low levels of differentiation (few dimensibns) are

} .
associated with the use of primarily e*ternal cues for

‘self definition and self orientation t%en persons who
use few dimensions should have more difficulty perfor-
ming on the Eﬁbeddeﬁ Figu;gé Test where success is at
least partly dependent on the ability to find a simple
cue répreégnted int;rnéily (i.e., in memory) in a com-

plex external array. The reverse should hold for

persons using many dimensions.

; B
«Wumwmu [
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5 ( 3. If low levels of differentiation are associated with a ) |
‘ relative - dependence on external cues for self definition | T
. K o7 ' ‘
e and self evaluation, then persons using few dimensions ° i
shouléi experience more lability of emotion and self
) definition as a functiori%of,,differing social situations. ’ '
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Subjects

Thirty-nine persons participated in the present work

‘on a voluntary basis with,no monetary reward. Of this total,

21 were female, and 18 were male. Thirty-one were attending
' university full time, while 8 had previously graduated with
a bachelorg.}evel degree. Their ages ranged from 19 to 33

y@ars with a median age of 21.5 years. : !

'Pgocedur?
' The méa§urement tools associated with each of ;he three -
main hypotheses will be éescriﬁed here in the following order:

. similarity judgements of self and‘significant others, sentence
completion test, and &uestionhaire. Folloding these descrip-
tions the method of analysis for data derived from each tech~
nique will be outlined.

1. Self and‘significant Others (Multidimensional Scaling)
The list of persons to be judged always involved gelf
and 17 other significant persons known to the respondent.
However, it was importaﬁt to allow réépondents freedom to
choose persons known to them personally, while at .the same
tiﬁe ensuring that in genera}ing their individual lists they

(f: all considered an equally broad range of persons. In prder

to achizje this, subjects were asked to select from amongst .

L 4 -
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people they knew those who best fit descriptions of 17 differ-

ent persons, descriﬁtions which were adapted and modified

< /

from Kelly (1955). The instructions to sﬁbﬁects and 17 des-

criptions were as follows:

Please refer to the descriptions of 18 different persons

listed bélow, and select from among people you know the person
who best fits each description. Then write the person's name
in the space below each description. - Please do not repeat any
names. If a person has already been listed, just®make a second
choice. ‘

1. Your mother (or stepmother)
‘2. Your father (or stepfather)
3. Your brother (or a boy nearest your own age who was most
> like a brother towou) .
4. Your sister (or a girl nearest your own age who was most
' like a sister to you) .
5. Your wife (or husband) or your girlfriend (or boyfriend).
$f this does not apply, a person you might like to be
your girlfriend (or boyfriend) .
6. Your closest friend of the same sex as yourself
7. Your closest friend of the .opposite sex to yourself
" 8. A.person of the same sex as yourself who, at the moment,
is not-a particular}y close friend but who you would
like to be closer with
9. A person of the opposite sex who, at the moment, is not
a particutarly close friend but who you would like to
be closer with
10. A person of the same sex as yourself who you once tholght
was a good friend but who strongly disappointed you
' later '
11. A person of the opposite sex to yourself who you orice
thought was a good friend but who strongly disappoint-
ed you later.- : ‘ ‘
12. A person known to you personally with whom you would be
most willing to talk over your personal feelings -
13. A person you khow who for some reason appears to dislike
you k
14. A person who you would most like to help or for whom you
) feel sympathy
15. A person with whom you feel very uncomfortable

e . N - b e m—— n i m
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16. The warmest person you know
17. A person you trust the most
18. Yourself :

Once the list was completed in this fashion subjects

t e

were instructed as follows:

"These descriptions have been provided for no other reason .
than to ensure that every participant in this study considered .
an equally broad range of persons in generating their own list
of persons. I am now going to present you witha whole series
of persons taken two at a time from-yout list.  For each of
these pairs your task is to decide how similar or how differ- .
ent those two people are and then to indicate your decision
using the njne-point scale in front of you. For instance, if
you decided that these two people had nothing in common then
you wowld indicate this-by using a 9 from the scale (or very
Different). 1If, on the other hand, you felt these two people
were very much alike then use a 1 from the scale’ (or Very
Similar). The scale is provided to allow you to indicate the
degree of similarity-dissimilarity you feel exists between

two persons, so please try to use the- full range of the scale
in making your judgements. So, if you felt that two persons
had as many similarities as differences then use a 5; if they
are different but not too different, use a 6 or 7; if they

are similar but not very similar then use a 4 or 3. Remenber,
there are no right or wrong answers; what matters is that you
indicate what you feel, for whatever reason., is the degree of
similarity between each pair of persons. Do you have any
duestions? " ‘

‘After any points of confusion were clarified subjects

were presented with 2 stimulus pérsons at a time and for each
pair asked to indicate .on the 9 point scale (ranging from

Very Similaf (1) to very Different (9)) the ree to which

they felt those two persons were similar or different:~_This

process continued until all 153 (i.e, h(n-1)) comblnations \\\\\\
. 2 : .
of 2 persons, in haphazard order had been assigned a similar~

-

ity rating.

-
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2. Sentence Completion (Ego Development) =~ — ‘
< ' T —

The sentence completion test was administered two to ~-

~_
S~

dy
s
.V .

three we&ks after subjects had made their similarity judge-
ments ©of self and significant others. The author had had
previous experience with two sentence completion tests: that

of Agond%ft(IBTl) and ﬁbévinéer and Wessler (1970); ‘on thj;///ﬁr\ .

basis of this experience stems were chosen from each test

. Lo S

which hag previously‘generéted'a wide rangé of respoqsés

The present test then was composed of 49 stems, 26 of

'N ~ /
were taken.ffbm Aronoff (1971) and 23 from Loevingeré%nd

Wessler (1970). Instructions to respondenggJ and,éte were

~ /

’——"”)/
as follows. Those stems from Aronoff (1971) are marked *

£

and those from'Loevinger and Wessler (1970) by **,

Val

-

Below are several incomplete sentences. Please read
and complete each one. If the suggested word occurs
~in the middle of the line place it wherever you wish.

* 1. I should like to . . .

** 2. Raising a family . . .

** 3, a. (complete only if you are a woman)
When I am with a man . . . :

b.. (complete only if you are a man)
When I am with a woman . . . ~

* 4. If I COuld Only e o & Y
** 5. When they avoided me . . . ‘ ~

* 6. Most important.. . .
»

O . .

~ o
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#% 7. If my mother . . . -
- To me, people . . .
**% 9., The thing I like ébout myself is . . .
*10, The main dr1v1ng force in my life is . . .
**11. What gets me Lnto trouble is . . .
_*12. _ pthe .. >
X 4
**13. My mother « .o

**14

Education _,ﬁ?
*15. For sure . . v ’
**16, Women are lucky because . .
*17. If I could change'anything I. .. -
**]18, When I am nervous . . .
} **%19, a. (complete only if you are a man)
| @ A man feels good when'. . . Ve
] b. (complete only if you are a woman)
oman feels good when . . .
*20. When someone won't join in group activities . . .
*21. As_achild 1 . . . '
t **22, When people are helpless . . .
*23. What bothers me most . . .
; *24;~‘The people I like bhest . . .
é . A
. **25. Men are lucky because . . .
**26. I feel sorry . . .
v **27, If I can't get what I want , ..
/‘/e"r’ ' ‘e
. **28, My father . . .

29




¥ ’ \
3
&
?5.
’{ f
3
° ? -’
(’ *29
P - *30.
: *3],
B *32,
**33,
. **34,
E . )
¢
{f *35,
%: ' - » °
¥ *36.
§ : *372”
3
‘ *%38,
. )

. **39,

. ”// )
}
*42,
: .
‘ *43,
v { *44 .,
"‘:i ! * ) _*45-
|
: *46.
P *47,
*48.

i’

§

i \
O
]

}

\-!5’

*49. _Tests like this . . .-

The more involved one gets . .._.

Being L ..
If I am put under pressure‘. . -
a Priend . . .

My main problem is . ‘. .

Iam . . .~ . __
I am happy when . . . o
A stranger . . . ’ ,/
/
< ‘ /
I want . . . ' N .
S/ -
// N
If my father . . . o ”

When they talked about’sex I. . .

a. (complete only if ydu are a woman)
The worst thing about being a woman . . .

b. (complete only if you are a man) .
The worst thing about being a man . . .

My conscience bothers me if . . .

The future ... .

Ll

-

If I were in charge . . .

>

+ ° - ma—

* - Ll c‘are.

.
° -

When an animal is wild . ...

‘People think I am .-. . . C

ti

¢ v

It's fun to daydream about . . . °

My appearance . . . . L

-
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0 .
3 . . . .

¢ (T : " 3. Embedded Figures Test o T ( , ,
’ ' The Embedded Fig@re;Teét (EFT) was ‘administered in .’

N " ‘accordance with instructions given by Witkin, Oltman, Raskin

and Karp (1971). - . roe c
The materials used were as follows: ‘ - s
"a. Cards. There were three sets of caréB: one set of 12 ,1 .

s
‘cards with a simple figure on each; and .a practice set con-

IS

.cards (Form A) with a complex figure on each;, one set of 8 . ; . ?
!
i

sisting of one complex figure card and one simple figure card.

. , ,]Ob will be. tOrlocete the simple form in it. ' Let us
. go through a pract1¢e trial to show you how it is.
done . " - . . : S '

) .

‘ b, stgius.f Provided to permit the subject to.trace the out-, ’ )
L " line of the simple form in each complex figute. Y
I N B
& o ‘ N
c. Stopwatch. For timing subject's performancé. Equipped
. with sweep second hand whi¢h could be started and stopped ’ f*
. without necessarlly resetting the hand to zero¢"; S e
. ! - ‘ ¥ ‘ o
. b b
N L e The subject was glven the follcw1ng 1nstxuct}ons (from R
§ oo .. . ° s L,
f Witkin et 'al., 1971): ' = : e
3 . . . . e ot . -
oo '- ', "M am going to show you a series of coloured, designs.
i . o . Each time I show you one, I want you to descrlbe it
4 SRR _— in any way you wish. I will then show. you a single . . '
: form which is contained in the larger déSLQn. ', You:’ ’ ‘
; w1ll then be given that larger design again, and your - S e

C ") The subject was shown ‘the practice complex flgure for 15

o

seconds. The éimple flgure was then placed on tOp -of the -

wcomplex.fxgure such that the complex figure could not be seen.

PN R —
{ hrl
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.After. 10 secondsthe éubject was instructed further:

v
P

yothare to find the simple form in it.- As soon as

Yo ve found the simple form let me know, and start
tracing the simple form with this stylus.~ When you
are tracing, please do not let the stylus touch the

"Ig:ill now show you the caoloured design again and
u

surface of the card." L

The complex figure was exposed again by removiﬁg_and »

L4 \

2\ ' “turning over the simple figure, Considerable care was taken

o ° -

o be sure. that the subject had nbd opportunity to see the

°

t
x\\J///tomplex and simple figures simultaneously. Finally, after

N

‘any difficulties arising from the practice trial had been

All:12 test items of Form A were presented in this marner.

‘8 s T ' .
+clarified, subjects were given these instructions:

3

"This is how we wilk proceed on all trials. In every
case the simple form will be present in the larger
design. It will always be 1n the uprxght pos;tlop,
sQ gon“ turn the -card .around. There may be. several
of the simple forms in the. same design, but you are
to find and trace only one. Work as qulckly as you
p0531b1y can, since I will be timing you, but be sure
that the form.you find is exactly the same as the

original simple form in shape, size and proportions. ¢
'As soon as you have ~found the form tell.me ‘at once >\.m

and then start to trace it. 1If you ever forget what -
the simple form looks like, you-may ask to see it agaln
and_you may do so as often as you like. Are thereg

any questions?" ) -

-

- . . . ’ N

The timing procedure was as follows: L L

#

a- The stopwatch was started from zer? the moment the

«

simple form was turned over and the suﬂbect asked to locate

I

it in the complex figure. S

.

3
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'

(i o b . As soon'as the subject located and fraced out the".
-’ , ' e - C
simple form gorrectly the watch was stopped and time recorded.

¢ . If the subject's tracing was inaccurate or incom-
b ) L :
plete he was told, "No, that's not it" and asked to coptirue ’

?
o

¥ searching. Tqe watch was left rurning. ' S o

> d. If, after 3’minhté§7 the ‘subject had not beeh:able

to find the simple form he was told “Let's try another one"
* "';'Q ~:- . ‘< -

.. L¥and was started on the next item. Time was recorded. as’ 3
_— A ©

€ o v

’

minutes.

Ca T e . The'subject could see the simple form again if hé

forgot }tt In ghis case the‘watch was étopped for 10 seconds

( . ;T ‘du;ing.whicb'time the siyple!fighrg couldibe e%aminéA'(again,
v without the éomblex figure being visible). When the 10 sec-

ond ;g;iod‘was up ghe simple fbrm was rémdved and the watéﬁ'

restarted. ‘Subjects Were shown the simple form as often as

requested. - . o -
‘ , . .

4. Questiopnaire = ' .
. ( [
The guestionnaire was designed to megsure 12 aspects
: ’ _ : / :
of a person's psychological functioning. ‘All items can be

.

o

found in Appendix II where they are grouped acbbrding to the

»

' psychological piocéss they were intended to measure. Subjects.

+

_ were presented the statements.in random order and were asked °

L ’
e 9
‘.

(:% to indi?ate their degrée.of_agreementrdisagreement with eéch\\ .
L .

L3 ° _
) - . N
. 3
- v é .o
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v

statement on a 9 point scale proceeding from Strongly Agree
L

N -~
[

(1) to Strongly Disagree (9).
The’first set of 14 items in Appendix II were designed

to measure the degree to which the person thought his feel-

‘ings about himself, his-attitudes and his behaviour were iq—

\

flugnced by‘éxternal‘sourges(for example, “T-act quite d;ffar-
ently)with different people"; "When I.think about it, my/
attig;deé and feelings are very easily influenc?d,by’gthers“).
These 14 ,jstatements are subsumed under tﬁe heading: /ﬁxternal
Orientation. Strong agreement (indicated by a low score) with
the%e statements then wouid suggest that the person relie;

~ . o
heavily on external ques for self orientation / self'evalua-
1

tion with the implied de-emphasis on internal cues for this }/

q
]

purpose.

All of th% statements in the next 11 groups were taken

and modified from Bellak, Hurvich and Gediman (1973). Ten

-

of these groups are related to various aspects of ego function-

ing from a psychoanalytic pqin; of view and the eleventh group
s 8
is concerned with superego functioning. While Bellak ct al.

(1973) ré}i;d primarily on interviéw tedﬁniques>the@r inter-
view questions were tfansf;rmed in the present worku£o state-
ments suitable for a questionnaire format. subjéctg'were
agked, aé~before, to indicate their degree of agreement-dis-

<

agreement with these sfatements on a 9 point scale. .

S - . . v . N - .
, . s e e - e N
N “

R PRy
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The first group of items related to psychoaﬁalytic
-notions of ego functioning concerned Reality Testing. Six
statements referred to the persoh's general ability to test
the accuracy of his perceptions and in distinguishiné inner
from outer reality (for example, "I often wonder whether some-

thing really happened or whether it was just in my mind.").

Five statements were intended to measure the extent to which
>

. S e
N
N a

AN

the person felt his Judgement was adequate, particularly his

/ ) ability to anticipate other people's reactions to his own
- behaviour (for example, "I seem to offend people without in-
tending to."). ,

There were 8 statements deéigned to measure the sub-
jects experiences 6f himselé in the world: the'extent to which
he feels or has felt trance-like states aﬁd states of al}en—
ation from the world (for examplé, "I've had the experience

of\just not feeling real.", and "I often feel as though there

D L I

were a glass wall between me and the rest of the world."). :

These 8 statemepts’are included under the heading Sense 'of
Reality. . ] . s,
‘ \\\ Bellak et‘ql.'s (1973) notion of Drive Regulation

(6 statements) refers to a di@gnsion anchored at one end by

poor delay of reward, low tolerance for frustration and poor 1

C

j (, control of emotions, and at the other end by inhibition and ;

overcontrol (for example, "I am easily frustrated." and "I ' ”

N [

S T - .
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find it hard to :let go'.").
The 7 statements included under Object ﬁelations were
direct;d primarily at the person's ease of relating to others;
the extent to which he perceives himself able to cope with
emotional attachment or intimacies (for example,/ "I have
often run away from a relationship for fear of being hurﬁ.");
Thege were 4 statements C6ncerped with Thought processes.

4

this context the concern was particularly with the pérso

"

or

&

of ten troubled by thoughts that stick in my mind so that|I
can't get rid of them.").

Six statements were directed at the person's level of

Defensive Functioning. This term, as it is used here, refers

o

not to the specific defensive styles (denial, projection,

etc.) a person may display but to the adequacy (or its lack)

»

of the person's defensive system regardless of style (for

example, "I am a very anxious person." or "I have had.th

- .

feelinq that I am going to fall apart."). The next group of

-t
W

T
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[ 4 . .
incoming sensory stimuli. This aspect of ego functioning is

)

referred to in terms of Stimulus Barrier and includes 4 items

4
such as“"I am overly sensitive to light, sound, touch, etc.”

R
The notion of ego autonomy is somewhat unclear having

different meanings for different psychoanalytic writers. Bellak

et al.'s (1973) use of the'term refers to the ability of the

pergson for Autonomous Functioning (4 state;ents); that is,
t§‘ intain a course of action independent of fluctuating
motivational and stimulation levels. This conception is
reflected in statements such as "I've often felt so lacking
in energy that I couldn't carry tﬁfough with things that I
grdinafily do." Synthetic~Integrative Functioning was mea-

sured by 4 statements. This term refers to the person's

capacity to integrate new information into ongoing activity

4

.and to adjust‘one‘s behaviour to changing environmental

demands. An example of items in this group is,” "I don't
adapt very easily to sudden changes in my routine."

Finaily, the questionnaire included.5 statements in-
\ ,
tended to asBess Superego Functioning. These statements
)

~a

A » . . .
concerneéd th mpelves w1thrfee11ngs of guilt, low esteem, and

high expécta ions of oneself (for example, "I often have

feelings of unworthiness." or "I expect too much of myself.").

tatements concerned a person's ability to modulate or dampen

¢ watrman
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Methods of Analysis

'Jt .
Similarity Judgements. The 153 similarity judgement

of self and significant others were analyzed for each subject

.-

by multidimensional scaling’techniques of .Kruskal (1964a, 1964
and Ramsay (1976). All individual similarity matrices were
analyzed first by MDSCAL (Version 5MS in Fortran 1V, Kruskal

& Carmone, ~1971). The resulting configuration was then use A

. . <
as the-starting configuration for Ramsay's implicit equati

algorithm for multidimensicnal scaling by maximum likelihood.

- o

The b;bqfam was written by J.AO.’Ramsay in Fortran IV and was
executed gﬁban IBM 360/75 computer in double precision. Iter-
ations were stopped in this latter procedure when the\largest

[

relative change in any coordinate value was 1073, rIn the
o :

majority of cases 200 iterations were sufficient for /the
criterion to be reached although a few did require several

R .
hundred iterations,

Testing Dimensironality (Goodnéss of Pit). The critical,

decision was whether a k+l‘dimensional configuration provides :
a significantly better fit to the data than a k dimensional
donfiguration. With respect to this decision, Ramsay (1976)
has shown tﬁat‘x? = = 2 (log Iy _;. = log Ly) has an asymptotic

chi-square distribution if the population dimensionality is -

k-1, where log L, is the log likelihood obtained by fitting

3

J.I

-
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in k dimensions and where tﬁe degrees of freedom is given by
the difference between the number of parameters fit in each
case, which works out to be n-k. The chi-square‘test of
dimensionality has .an asymptotic distribution wﬁicﬁkgbpears
to hold where there are several réplicates. However, in the
case of a single replication the actual distribution.has a

N\

much longer tail thar the éhi-square distribution (Ramsay,

1976). This should not be taken as a complete loss of infor-

mation because the‘xg test of dimensionality in the single\
replication case still provides an upper bound as to}the
most likely number of dimensions. In other words, umaje
statistic provides a safe test that there are no mqre than k
dimensions, although the most likely number, in fact, kay be
less than k. * : - |

Ramsay's {1976) Monte Carlo results which were based

on 28 matrices of distances generated from independent random

two dimensional configurations of 15 points show that the

~

retention of too many dimensions would have occurred in 7 of >

28 ggées if -2(log Lk-l - log Lk) were used as a chi-square

variate. While this is based on a'X? criterion of 24 for 12
degrees of freedom, a more conservative criterion of 48

achieved by simply doubling the X? criterion yould lead to

J ! . )
the retention of too many dimensions” in only/l of 28 cases

N
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~
-

(or 3.6%).4‘While there are presently no Monte Carlo studies

3

with 18 points, these observations of Ramsay's data suggest

that -the approximate doubling of the chi-square criterion

Q , A
provides a reasonable Yasis for a stopping rule of dimension-

ality in the case of 18 points.

Because the c}itical values of‘X2 for 16, 15 and 14
degrees of freedom at the .05 leéevel were rather similar
(é6.30 for 16 df., 25.00 fo;~15 df. and éé.GSffor 14 df.) and

N
]

becausgwthere was a lack of more specific criteria which could

be based on Monte Carlo studies with 18 points, a stopping rule

was used which requf'ed that -2 (1 Lg.1 = log Ly)> 70 in
order for the k+1° di enéional solutio to be retained. How-
ever, to be reasonably sure that the predicted relationships

between dimensionality and other variables were robust and

o

not strictly dependent\on this-one stopping rule.based on the
approximate, doubling &f the‘x? criterion, a further range
\

-of stopping rules was usdd in establishing the number of
\

v
—

dimensions for each‘subje¢Ev"The full 'range of stopping rules .

was: . [ E ' .
1. -2 -1 ~ \1&’; Ly ) >50 "
2. =2(lodLy ., - lLog Ly) > 60
3. -2(log Lk__l T w09 Lk) >70 )
L 4. -=2(log L, _; - log Ly) >80 : T~

Relationships between dimensionality derived from each of thesc
s ;:i\» ‘

stopping rules and other variables in the study will be repor t-

ed in the Results Scction.
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Sentence Completions. Each sentence completion was

scofed in accogdande with Loevinger and Wessler's (1970) sfs—
tem for the measurement of ego development. Previously, both

raters (% final year honours student and the author) had

¢

thoroughly worked through the self-training procedure provided

by Loevinger and Wessler (1970). Final scores for each sub-

.
I

ject were based on a .two-stage scoring procedure whéreby in

AT A

fhe'first siége, the_raters worked independently of each other
and scéred gach completion with no knowledge of subject (i.e.,
no knowledge of resulfs of the other test;) ex;ept where
gender was revealed in the completions. All completions to a
given stem wefe scorediacross su?jects before.procged%ng to
éompletions for ghe,next stem. This pro?edure impressea on
‘the raters the f;ilgfange of possible responsés to parti-
cular stem, while scoring out of éontext‘(without redard to
other completions from the same subject's protocol) minin&red
the possible biasing effects of knowledge of,previous respon-
ses by a given subject. The inter—raﬁér religbiliéy at this

stage was .78. .
W ¢

The second stage was concerned with‘those ambiguous

completions assigned discrepant scores by the two raters.

7

Here!, the completion in question was re-analyzed by both '

. raters together and if no agreement could be reached the

€ -
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(T . completion was, as a last resort, considered in the .light
of other completions by the subject (i.e., in context). 1In
!

\}>\\ only a very few cases could no agreement be reached, however, AN

some completions did remain ambiguous even in context and

they were consequently assigned an average rating (i.e., con- o

formist). Final scores were then assigned to each subject

a

and are reported in the results section based on this two

4 stage procedure.

-

Embedded Figures Test. The.subject's time on each of

-

12 cards was converted to its common logarithm and the log

as the subject's score for the‘fgst.- These trans-
h }

‘\
ere assumed to correspond to the linear model

[y

mean time
formed scores

RN
(Hays, 1963) while the untransformed scores are lognormally ‘ 3

" distributed with standard deviation being proportional to the mean. . i'

o

Questionnaire. Recall that subjects indicated their

degree of agreement~disagreement on a leoint scale ranging

]

) from Strongly Agree (1) to Strongly Disag}ee (9). Their

a
S R TR
>

‘score on each of the 12 aspects of psychological functioning

< -

was based on the total score arrived at byléimbiy*adding their

* -
o

*

responses to each statement in the group. Thus, the higher a~
¥ ~. - %

[y

person's total score for a given group of statements the more

that person has indicated disagreement with those statements

while a low total score indicates essential agreement. Be-

o

~
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H

re problem oriented, a low score on Reality

“ .
for instance, would indicate the person had difficulty

sta

-/

the group to which it belonged. These item-total correlations

N : . .
¢ \\\\\ ‘can therefore be used as a guide in evaluating the validity .
;: . y . g
H : " ‘ ? '
g of every statement in the group.
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the -9 point distance scale. Because the effect of limiting

. based. . b

- Applying phe stopping rules set out earlier to maximum like- p _
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' Results

4iep§rting of results will 'proceed in Ehe order‘estab-
lished eafiier-in the thesis: multidimensional scaling results,
seétence completion results, embeddeé figures results, ques-
tionnaire results and finally the interielationghips amongst

these variables. : L

Multidimensional scaling of similarity judgements

Initial analyses of 39 subjects showed that 5 of these
subjects had not used a reasonable variety of resﬁonses of
the range (or categories) of similarity judgements can be to

spuriously increase the number of dimensigns required to best .

fit the-data, these subjects were not considered for further

analyses. This left 34 subjects (19 females and 15 males)

for complete analyses on Wélch all subsequent ‘statistics are, LT

?

5

°

_Complete statistics relating to multidimensional scal-

ing results are described subject by subject in Appendix 1I.

lihood multidimensional scaling results showed that, as pro-

Vo,

posed, there was vgriaqiqn between éubjects’in terms of the

number of dimensions required to best fit their similarity

.
Iy
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judgements of self and significant others. Table T shows the
. : N ’ f ’ v
nunber of subjects using two, three and four dimensions as .

s

detérminéd by each of the foﬁr stopping rules: This table

a

can also be referred to for summary statistics concerning the

¢ °

mean unbiased standard error (the badness of fit measure -

corrected for dimensionality)and mean iterations to conver-
gence. ’ .

3 ¢

Table II p:eéenés a sunmary-versibn of Appendix IIT °
and can be referred to for most of the relationships discussed

14
in this sectlon. ’ °

Q

Before proceedlng it should be pointed out that regard—

less of the stopplng rule applled there were no overall 51gn1-

5
ficant differences between males and.females in- the number of

3
: o

dimensions used. A consideration of the matrix presentéd in

-

, Append1x III shows that the correlatlons between’ Ehe number

of leéﬁSlonS arrived at with the use of the four dlfferent

Noone ) PRt

stopping rules range from .80" to .91. While Appendix III can

be referred to for rélationships between-dimensionality cal-

©

culated according to these four'ru}es and all other variables,

e Al

all subsequent discussion of rg@sults <involving multidimension-—.

al scaling will be based on stopping rule number«thiee

(-2(1log L - log L ) > 70). "As can be seen in Appendix ILY

k-1°
Q
thls rule led to relationships between dlmen51ona11ty and

.

-;other variables which are rather-typical of those relation-.

1
s

it
s
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ships based on the oth@r three stopping rules.

The unbiased standard error estimate was very strongly'

related tO the number of dimensions used (r = -.86, p <.001).

This is an interesting finding because this particular error

estimate is corrected for dimensionality. That is to say, °it

does not behave as does 'stress' in its relationship to N

dimensibnality. As the number of dimensions is increased
A T '

b

'stress' decreases whereas the unbiased standard error esti-

9

mate typically degreases with increasing dimensicnality until

4

the k+1 dimensional solution is no longer significant, at

"which time the,errorgestimate begins to increase with further

s -

increases in dfﬁensionality.

This result could be interpreted as saying that not

-

only do persons using two dimensions have a relatively simple

! : ~ ‘
self-other 'space',but their judgements about that space
B B
lacks the precision and consistency of persons using four
S ’

dimensions.

Measurement of Eqo Development (sentence completion test)

Mean scores wére calculated for each subject after
. NG

aséigning a 1l to the first. level (Impulsive), and a2 to the

" second slevel (Self Protective), -and so on with a 9 assignea

»

to the last, or Integrated level. Loevinger and Wessler
(1970) have ‘described a more complex scheme for assigning a

single score to indicate a subject's probable level of ego

X

o o s mpene
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development but because tﬁeir method did not lead to any
stronger relationships with other vafiables in this study
than d%& the simpler mean score, it will not be discussed
further at this time. Subjects' mean scores ranged from a
low of 2.69 to a high of 7.00 with a grand mean of 4,52,
This represents a range from just slightly above the Seif
Protective stage to the transitional level between Co;scien-
tious and Autonomous stages with the mean falling just above

i

the Co§formist stage.

Egbedded Figures Test

Subjects' mean times performing on the Embedded
Figures Test ranged from a low of 16.1 seconds to a high of
141.0 seconds with a grand mean of 51.6 seconds and a stan-
dard deviation of 30.8 seconds. However, for all analyses
between variables, subjects' scores in seconds were converted,

to their common logarithms (range = 1.1l to 2.12: mean = 1.44;

standard deviation = 0.26). ) ‘ \\

Questionnaire ' Coom
"
The statements themselves are listed in Appendix TI.
Each statement is followed in the first column by the corre-

lation between that statement and the total score for the

group to which it belonged. These item-total correlations

\
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and in column 3 by its standard deviation.

The correlations between the various groups (i.e.

External Orientation,

are followed in column 2 by the mean score "for that statfment

1

N

10 groups measuring various ego func-

tions and Superego functioning) are contained in the matrix

presented in Table II and Appendix III.
correlations between the various groups of statements i

ed to measure different aspects of ego functioning as c

strued by Bellak et al.

group of relationships is the overall strength of the ¢
lations (average correlation in this set is .53).

sufficiently high to rais;\dogpts as to the utility of
\\

ceiving the ego to be a

t

different psychological functions.

. .///
correlation between each group (Reality Testipgf/Judge

’

and so on) and the Total score, obta;ned/ﬁy simply s

‘over all 10 ego function groups, was

'collection‘f

Consider first |those

tend-
n-
(1973).. What is impressive in this
rrer-
They are

or repository of

the avera
7

R
In fact,

-

s

o -

:76 (p«<.001).

A principal c9mp6ﬁent (type PA-1) factor anaiy is of
- . - H

the correlations in Table II provides another means o

g

ing these relationships.

¢

/

solution

study-

The size of eigenvalues (Figure II)

presented in Figure I shows a clear c¢lustering of

*
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of dimensions

- \ . Unbiase ndarq error
01 \ . M ego developme
. M Log EFT

. External Orientation
. Reality Testing
. Judgement

. Sense of Reality
. Drive Regulation
10. Object Relations

o

®
e
&)
[
) I
L B
-
—® N\'
WO 3O WLt WNH

’ 'Y . 11. Thought
¢ . 13 i .11 12, Defensive Functioning
’ ® \ 13, Stimulus Barrier
17 \ 14. Autonomous Functiofiing
\

15. Synthetic-Integrative

17. Superego

2 ., _ ,
g O i 16. Total (6-15)
£ . - ' \

- FPACTOR ONE

Figure I: vVarimax rotated two factor solution (Principal components, Type PA-1l)

B N




pou— T e e e A Y ——

?
(V)] ’
W
=
-
<
>
Z
m { \
4

"

H 1 2 3 4 5
N R - | NO.OF FACTORS

Rigure II: Plot of eigenvalues for principal components (PA-1) | ‘
factor analysis of 17 variables




g

7

%

i’ w -
4 i
% 1 . //// 49 0

- / t - V
¥ ‘: pointq/ggpresentiﬁ§'the various ego functions. This finding . 3
i e ‘ @ '
e
L would seem to lend support to Loevinger's (197@) argument \\‘\\\

+ that the ego is best viewed holistically rather than as a

éollection of functions which, at least with this question-

s

naire, cannot be satisfactorily distinguished empirically 3

from each other. 1In line\with questionnaire items intended -

2

to measure various different @go functions, External Orienta-

o

tion statements also correlated substantially with both the

°

B e IR

o Total score of ego function statements (r = .68, p «.001)
and individual,ego functions. The same can beée said of state-

ments intended to measure Superego functioninq. These as

well were strongly correlated with ego-functioning statements.
s The essence o% questionnaire.resulps appears to be

that tbey reflect a respondent's general style rather than

’t v exp%;:ating theoretical distinctions in terms of ego functions;

In other words, persons who repbrted having difficulty in the

_— T T

: realm of Reality Testing reported having difficulty in most
areas of ego functioniﬁg. Most certainly respondents showed
' . little evidence of experiencing difficulty in one aspect of i

ego functioning and no difficulty in other areds. -

: . ‘
- s”

‘»Kelationships between Variables

~
r

“ (i , Relations between variablés will be considered in this |
ki ‘ section and in the order of the three main hypotheses set out
g earlier in the Introduction. AN

P
»
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Relationship between the number of dimensions used and

the person's probable stage of eqo development. The results

.

of this analysis strongly support the first hypothesis of the

- -

‘;‘ ' 3 13 . ~
thesis, namely that ‘the number of dimensions used should be

positively related to the person's stage of ego development.

The relationship between these two variables is shown in bar

. &‘graph form in Figure III.’ Each bar in the graph represents

the mean percent of responses at'a given stage of ego develop-
ment for subjects usiﬁg 2 (diagonal lined bars), 3 (solid
white bars) and 4 (solid btack bars) dimensions. Such a
calculation shows, for example, that the average percent of

responses at the Impulsive level for persons using 2 dimen-

i

sions is 17. Another 16.5% of responses of persons using 2

LY

dimensions are at the Self Protective levél, 25% at the con-

formist level and so on. Loevinger and Wessler's (1970)

-

system indicates a transitional %evel between the self pro=~

tective and Conformist stages. However, so few responses

were actually scored at this transitional level that they
were included in the Self Protective Stage and are reported
accordingly. -

- ]
When focusing on the overall distribution of responses

it is clear that responses of persons using 2 dimensions are

very much skewed towards the lower stages of ego development

-

o
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Figure III: Mean percent of Sentence Completjons at each Ego bevelopment level for persons using

2, 3, and ‘4 dimensions.
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whereas the reverse pattern is apparent for persons using 4

_dimensions. That is, the responses of persons using 4 dimen-

sions are sfrongly skewed towards the higher ego developmental
stages 'such that what representg a relatively low level re7
spdnse (i.e., Conformist) for a 4 dimensional person repre=
sents the highest level of reésponding for a person using 2
éimensions.l The xesponses of»pergons using 3 dimensions fall

primarily between the distributions for 2 and 4 dimensional

subjects. A consideration of the relationship between the
L]

number of dimensions persons used and their mean ego stage

reflects these three distributions. The correlation between

- dimensionality and subjects' mean ego stage was.strong with

r = .66 (p< .001), and 95% confidence limits of .41 and .82.
’Another statistic extracted from‘the maximum likeli-
\hood multidmensional scaling was negatively related to the
subject's mean ego stage. This was the unbiased standard -
error estimate. The correlation between it and mean ego
stage was ~.63 (2;:.001) suggesting that persons operating
at the lowe; stages of eéo development not only used fewer

dimensions in making their self-other judgéments but do so

. {
in a much less precise way than persons at higher ego stages.

a

Relationship between the number of dimensions used énd
performance on the Embedded Figqures Test. The second bypo;

N
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thesis also re'ceived substantial support although nc-:vt of the
strength’ of the fJ\'.rst hypothesis. The second hygothesié
stated that number of dimensions should be inversely related
to.performance on the Enbedded Figures Test:in other words,
that persons using few dimensions should take longer than

’ persons using several dimensions. The Pearson correlation
between these two variablesl was -.42 (p«<.0l). A si;nilar
relationship exiséed between mean ego stage and performance
on' the Embedded Figures Test (r = -.43, p <.0l). Thu'.;, the
higher °t;he pexson's level of eg.o develyopment the faster his
pexrformance in disembedding the simple figure from the com-

plex figure.

o

-

Relationship between the number of dimensions used and

questionnaire scaies. The thixrd hypothesis predicted that
persons using few dimensions should experiencé more lability
of emotion, and self definitilm O(External Orientation) as a
function of differing situations thgn persons using several
dimensions,. This proposal as well was strongly supported,

the cé)rreiation between the two variables being .72 (p < .001) .
To avoid confusion, it should again) be pointed out that a

low s;‘cfreAn questic;nnaire scales reflects essential agree-
ment while high scores reflect disagreement. Thus, this

7

-correlation of .72 suggests that persons using 2 dimensions

o
.
.
i

e s
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tend to agree with External Orientation statements while 4

v

dimensional persons essentialily disagree.

There is a fairly strong suggestion that this proposed

lability is in fact a general style not only related to social

situations. ,For instance, it might be expected that_ if some
. 4 .

persons are generally labile they would be less consistent

in making theie self-othe{' judgemnt;. \\

Tc.a the extent t;_hat they are. less consistent, then,
there should be a relationship ,i)etween responses to External
Or/ientation statements and t;he imbiased standard e:rror de~
rived fr;Jm_ the multidimensidbnal sealing‘ of those self-other
jﬁdgemer;tj_s. This relationship is actyally :auite substantial,
there bein‘g a correlati;m of -~.66 (p <.001) betw\eenl thése two
variables. In other words, few. dimensional .persoris experience
more labi}lity of emotion and self'dtlafinition in differingv
social situa”;:ions, but this is likely part of a more general
lability which is reflected in their relati:rgly high stan;ianrd
error scores in making cthe’ir self—;‘ther,judgeinents.

" Attention‘v:ras drawn earlier to the overall strength
of correlations between the various groups of statements

intended to measure- different aspects of psychoanalytic

notions of ego functioning. With the exception Jf Sense of

L

Reality, these scales were also all reasonably related to the

v
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number of dimensions, again suggesting that responses to these

L]

statements reflects.a generai style. In other words persons

(RN
»

'using 2 dimensions e>§perience difficulty generally in most

3

iy

areas of ego fu_nctioning, not just in some and not others.

Four dimensional persons, oh the other hand, experi“ence few

_;!&

of these difficulties. The consistency of these relationships-

used “’co reflect this "apparent style. The correldtion between

this Total score and the number of dimensions was .

A se;iee: of-;nultiple regression analyses summarizes these

results. The first series involved the sy stematic deletion -

0
- N

of variables while the second analysis was based on.a forward

[3

(stepwi inciusion. The number of dimensions was treated

as the . dependent ‘variable while the independent variables
were' mean €go development stage, mean (log) time on the Em-

bedded Figures Test, total score on the External orientation
[

subtest and the total eqo function score (Total) .. The re- ".g/

&

. sults of the analyses are presented m Table III ahd it was

v

coh31stently the case that the best predlctorg -of dlmenmon-

g .
1 - i M . °

ality were kthe sub.ject's,-sqore on the-g:xternal Orlentat:.on

subtest followed by hls mea“n ego development etage and - Total

D

'ego functio'n‘score. Performance on the Embedded Flgures Test

_was gubstantlally 1ess powerful m predmtmg d:.menslonallty.

8 (p<.001).

i ©
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Discussion ' .
}

A major finding of this research lies in the signi-
ficant relationship betwcen the number of 5§ﬁonsions a person

used and his slage of ego development as indicated by the
i

sentence completion test. The first hypothesis, which this

finding supports, was based on arguments that concepts such . .
. .
as self and ego’are best taken as abstractions referring to -
a person's characteristic style of functioning, and specifi-
. . ,

cally to the style in which he. organizes available information

s [ -

B i

‘B

about himself and his environment This style of organizing s

and integrating information, then, is the very essence of

ego functioning.adcording to Loevinger (1969, 1976:; Loevinger

& Wessler, 1576) and not only one of'maiy ego functions as
prOposea by some peychoaoalytic researohers (e.g.: Bellaknet gﬁ“ "
alt, 1973). Given this-definition of the ego, dimeosionality -

can be seen as a statement about’the degree of dlfferentlatlon s

in the process of organizing and lntegratlng that 1nformat10n

about self and others. . . ' L.
f . A . ., ’ LAY N
¢ ' i ‘J ’ N

While the nugber of-diﬂensions a person,dsed‘was

7 ; P

strongly related to his probable LeVel of ego development, v

-

so’was the. unbiased standard error estlmate (gg— 63 Q;( 001)

'

K4

Vo
In other words, the fewe; the number of dlmensions a pexson AN .

.

used- the. greater was. the erroraln flttlhg his data. -Thhs
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persons using two dimensions were less precise, less consis-

//
tent, in making §BE;r/gudgemcnts than persons using threc or

Ve

four dimensiops. The question this finding raises of course
' 7 .

is whether it simply reflects "noisy" data, and that 'two

dimensional persons were somewhat careless in making their

-

judgement or whether, on: the other hand, their thinkingffn

being less precise, is charactéristic of their genéraljstyle‘
of cognitive functioning.$ Tﬂis question could not be answered
with the data of this study.‘ However, there are some iﬁter-
esting theoretical leads.

For i;stance, ﬁéevin%%r (Loevinger)&-Weésler; 19705
Loevinéer; 1976) in her‘desc;iption of persons operating at
the earlier stages of ego development (i.é.,‘Ihpulsive and

RO

Self Protective) points t6 relatively uhdiffefentiated feel-
ings, stereotypy and conceptual confusion among others/$;
being characteristic. since persons who are using two di-
mensions are also operatiﬁg at these earlier staéés‘gﬁg migﬁt
expect their implied conceptugl confusion-to be:ﬁéflecﬁéd\
statxstically in a higher ‘error estimate. |

Viewed from another perspectlvg the thxtd hypcth?%is
stated that persons using few dimensions éhould exp_e:iem,;&e '

0 .

more lability or fluctuation .of emotion and self definition

as a function of differing environmental cues (External

Orientation) because of their dependence on external cues

j . . \

. e op b MR
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(i sélf definition. While the correlation between these two

variables supported the hypothesis, what is of note here is

that there wagﬁalso a substantial correlation between the un-

biased standard error estimate and External Orientation

a

(r = -.66, p< .00l). That is, persons whose standard error

S .

estimate was high also ag}eed'with-those items,in the ques-

S,

tionnaire referring’ to lability as a function of social cues.

So there is reason to suggest that the high standard

error estimate is reflecting more than noise or random error

o M 2 s ST SRR

" in the data of subjects using few dimensions, and that it is

perhaps reflecting conceptual confusion. Before this is

9

L VO

"y )

accepted as an adequate explanation, however, .it would be-

persons using few dimensions in order to determine the reli-
ability of the phenomenon.
An issue related to that of reliability js concerned

. with the criterion for dimensionality modified from Ramsay
& - N

(1976) for purposes of this work. The justification for
setting the criterion of -2(log Iy .; - log L, ) > 70 may have

been too conservative; that is, there is the possibility that
- ' b4 : . . ‘.
.in some cases too few dimensions were retained.. While this
t * \\

must remain a possibility to be entertained, the effect of

~

€;}:' . this rather conservative test of dimensionality appears to

have-beqﬁ pkimgrily one of sﬁifting‘thelxange of dimensions

\

i necessary to carry out repeated testings of particularly those

BT "
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58 -
retained downwards eithout upsettipg the relative position g
of subjects with respect to each other. So the range of
dimens%ons for all subjects fising the %2 criterion was 3 to 6,

!

whereas it was from 2 to 4 uging the criterion of -2(log Ly _,

e

-.log Ly)>70. Therefore, there was probably little effect

bn subsequent correlational analyses. This suggestion is

supported by the results reported in Appendix ?II where three
different stopping rules (two less conservativé\age one more ~
conservative) led to quite similar relationships wfﬁh other

variables. The range 2 to 4 also has the probable advantage .

of representing more reliable solution since instability
tends to 1ncrease with the number of dimensions retained.

The present research has shown that dimensxonallty is

o

releﬁeé>to a person's general style of functioning. Does

7 ) .
this general style include intellectual functioning? It is

e

a difficult question which the author is not really in a . s

1

K
position to answer on the basis of this thesis. Loevinger

(1976) reporte correlatxons of from .1/;0 .5 between ego *
#

development and IQ but causal 1nferences are hard to make.
)

On the whole the argument seems to be that IQ may place an

t

upper limit on the maximum possible level of ego development

x
Sowaeh

-

attainable. Iﬁ other w?rde intellectually retarded‘pergons
SN
are unlikely to achieve canscientious or higher levels of .

functioning. On the other hand a high IQ is no guarantee
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that a'pigh ego level will be attained a}though it is perhaps

more probable. While the ,evidence is anecdotal there are

T

many historical instances of persons of unusually high intelli-

gence whoseJlevel of ego and moral functioning was limited at
best. In this context it is worth noting again that persons
participating in this study were either university students

or graduates suggesting that they were representing a re)a-

tively limited range of IQ. .It is therefore improbabkd that

individual differences iy dimensionality were strictly a
functioﬁ of wvariation in IQ. Nevertheless future éesea}Eh
should include not only a larger sample of subjects but suﬁ-
jects from a broader IQ spectrum, Multidimensional scaling

techniques with concomitant IQ measures would then allow

" direct statements to be made about the relationship be tween

dimensionality and IQ. w : .
- The fact that this organizational style appears to be
'a prime index of ego development has interesting implications
for gocial-personality and clinical research. adition&lly
social psychological research has been concerned with the
content of the n dimensional space with little psychological
siqéificance being attached to the dimensionality of th;t )
space indeéendent of ilfs content. Simply, the usual question
hﬁs been what points (representing persons, ethnic groups,

peisonality trait labels and so on) go together ;p that space,

T

JR—
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(: what ones do not, and why? While this discovery of content o 4

" obviously remains an important aspect of multidimensional

scaling technigues, important information is lost if the in-

dependent question of dimensionality of the space necessary

to describe the content is not confronted.

§

E
f Most psychological therapies share the goal of facili-
1 . tating change in the direction of both increased fleﬁézflity )
%\ in a person's perceptions of the world. and increased\f exi-

|

¥

bility in reacting and behaving toward%.the world. 1In

essence, that goal can be seen as one of facilitating ego

e

development. The methodological scheme worked out in this-
L Y

thesis suggests interesting possibilities not only for '

initial assessment of clients but also for assessing changé.

In the formér case, thaf of initial assessment, the multi-~

e

i . ~ .
dimensional-scaling paradigm applied here could permit state-

ments not only about the clients probable current stage of
functioning (based on number of dimensions used) with the ~

o $“"\\\ ~ implied concerns typicél‘of that .stage, but also about his

\\\\\ \\\\\ntgspersonal 'space’ mapped from. the coordxnatea of the )

. "

P o . ~ ~
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content of clients'’ multidimensional space would be

D | o
.

'expect an increase in the dimensions used by particu

- ' b

those subjects whose initial stage of functioning was low.

\

]

“Thus, persons who begin therapy using only two dimensions,

say, would hopefully over time begin using three and perhaps ¢

PR 4

four dimensions. These more differentiated self-other per-

ceptiomys should be related to increases in the level of ego

- )

functioning on the basis of the present research. The second,
8 .

4 N

P ' not necessarily independent, possibility is the assessment of

'é- o

v

changes in the content of multidimensional space. That is,

o do stimulus pefsons in 'problematical' clusters shift over

time? For example, do stimdius persons originally composing

what might be called an ‘overcontrolling’ cluste%iﬁhift apart
as the client comes to deal with problems of feelings of -

external control? There are of course very considerable in-

dividual differences in the psychological meaning of each

cluster of points. The point to“be made here is whatever
the meaning of particularxr clusters for a given client one
would expect changes if in fact therapeutic efforts are

facilitating perceptual and reactive flexibility.

.
»
A
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Earlier comments about the unbiased standard error

estimate have potential significance in the clinical context.’
Findings of the present work indicated that not only werc some
persons using relatively few dimensions they were also less
precise or qpnsistent in making their similarity judgements.
This was coincident W}th Loevinger and Wessler's (1970) des-
cripgion; of earlier stages of ego developﬁent which included
conceptual confusion. It seens quiﬁe possible that related

concepts such as cognitiQe slippage or looseness of associ-

ations which are frequently used to describe aspects of more
A

o

sévere clinica; disorders would reflect themselves ‘in higher
error estimates. In this respect one would expect thought
disordered clients to havé multidinensional ggaling>solutions
characterized by very high error estimates. From the point
of view of assessiné'change with such‘clients then a lowering

error estimate may well be a sign of more oqgahized thought

3

patterns.

From the pdint of view of future research there are

>

a few statistical considerations which require further study.

@

Probably the most important is to carry out Monte Carlo
studies in order to determine stopp{ng rules more precisely

for 18 points fitted to two, three, four and perhaps five

)

dimensional solutions. Next, studies where subjects wouldf

Y
.

| )
(o

g
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repeat complete sets of s{milarity judgements,perﬁaéé once
a week for a month are necessary to determine the stability

of dimensionality over time. 'Related to this of course is

b

the question as to how stable is the standard error estimate

-

with repeated testings? The relationship between the stand-

subtest was a strong finding of this study and certainly de-
4

serves more investigation. .
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Conclusion

been recognized.

In other words there is, in one

sional profile, information about the content of a\ person's

pefceptions of stimuli presented to him, but also dimensional
. .

information relating to guite far reaching statements about

his general style of psf&hological functioning.

i
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Summary

Maximgm likelihood multidimensional scaling was applied
to similarity judgements of self and‘l7-significant others.
Based on the argument that a persén'é level of Aifferentiation
would be reflected ip the number of dimensions required to

fit those judgements, three hypotheses were tested. The nuni~

ber of dimensions a person uses should be: 1. positively

related to his stadge of ego development; 2. negatively re- ¥

t
, » _ {
lated to performance on the Embedded Figures Test; and 3.

negatively related to reliance on external cues for self

-

definition. Results . supported all three hypotheses.

The unbiased standard error estimate (corrected for dimen-

sionality) was relgted to the number of dimensions used,

stage of ego devel@pment and external orientation. Results

. were discussed in terms of their implications for social-

e

personality and clinical research.

3
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Aiipendix I .

l Ry ' : i . . - _: ‘ B . [ :
Results of ymyltidimensional scaling by maximum likeélihood for each subject
' _Subject .« - oo Number of Dh:'\'ensions‘ .
" SIS N S Y S
o . . - . N - , - _‘- - rl-,. N v ; . - :
1 No. of iterat;{ons to convergence 228 . 149 ' 214 \’\‘ L ’
4 ¢ ) .” o .V\ ) -

] . Unbiased atandqrd error e 376 .329 313 \,
Log likelikood :unction e .93:.9 122;%3‘ 140.8:
. ' 4 “‘ ~ fen . Y

o “'2(1091 I‘k 1 Ilog Ilk’ . 620 35 8 . -

T ,gp. of adimensions retained where ~2 (Loq Lk M "x’
TN >80 :°3 1

>so:}’ T ’ e
> 702t : L v ST e e

R O T L N .

2  No. of iterations to convergence . . 75 05 . 96

- A

Unbiased standard/exror . < . . .232 ,198  .196
"log likelinood: fwiction | | -, 1757  210.5 224.7°
- "2 - -
{log L, = Log.

y L o 69.6  28.4
No. of dimensions getalned where -2 (Log - S
s ‘ "?"'u.a-m";’ -

> 60 3
>0

¥ > 80

Wb

.3 No. of 1torati 8 to convergence - - - 96 39 300
~ Unbiaged standazd error . 249 .196  .186 °
log likelihood fwnction® .- - 1679 22,5 2336,
~2(log 1, , - Log I'k) " T ae.}z- 40.2
No, of dimami:ns .retained where —2(I.og Ly 3:,09 :{S o
50 . )




i e

ks

‘ 4
4 No. of iterations to convergence

Unbiased standard error
Log likelihood function
) -2(Log Ly ~ o9 L1

No, of dimensions retained where —Z(Log I‘k - Log Lk)

\ ’ >503
360
> 70 :
> 80 :

\". h /

L

5 NRo. of iterations to convergence --

Unbiase& atandard arror
Log Likelihood function

-2

tios By - 109 )
No. of dimensions retained where
> 50
> 60
> 70
> 80

i

" s e
NNNN

Unbiased standaxd error
Log 1ikelihood function
5& "'2 v ' - !
(Log Lyay = 109 L)
No. of dimengions retajined where

|

7 No. of.’iterations to cmvorgonce
Unbiased standard error ..
" Log likelihond fﬂnction
~2(10g e - tog L}

uo.ofdinuimmtain«vhan
>501:4
>60 493 .
> 7013 ¢
>80 43

6 No. of iterations to convergence

L

106
© 704
~13.8

(LY

57
.316

118.4
264.4

f - . > . L N
. . le . + o, f " .
' . R ' - : T e \ i Tt ‘
s ,{ e s - o : .
. , Y ‘ 5 o

3

110
.234

174.7

-

]

215
.290

141.6

46.4

“2(09-1, ) - Tog 1)

77 127 165
.947 422 .39
. -59.17 _ 74.1  93.8
266.4  39.4
~2(vogr, ; - Iog L)
56 - . 214
360,222
9.0 1821
' " 6s.2-
~2(rag Lk»l Log )

4

403
.185
221.6
'93.8

62

.197

211.5
5858

e el b AR St B e o

72

fon

177
.172

2%4.4

45.6
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LY 2 3
No. of iterations to convergence 68
Uﬁhiased standard :rror .213
Log likelihood ' 188.9

~2(Log 1, . -log L )

No. of dimensions retained where -2 (Logx. - Log x.k)
T >85 : 5 ) .
> 60 : 4
> 70 : 4
>80 : 4

No. of iterations to convergence g 131
Unbiased standard error R ‘ .251
Log likelihood function ) 164

20009 Iy, - log Iy)

No. of di.mensions retained where -2 (LogL ~ Log mk)

>80 : 4
> 60 : 4 ! |
>70 1 4
>80 : 4
No. ‘of iée‘rations to convergencde . L 116
Unbiased standard error ©,236
Log likelihood fypction o 173.5
"'2( I* 1""" qu I‘k’ “ a0y
No. of dimensions retained where -2(10ng 1" Log I.k)
. >50: 4 .. ®
L . > 60 : 4
. . >70 : 4
S >80 : 4
No. of iterations to convergence 58 . 56° 73,
Unbiased standard error .658  .362 _ ".349
Log likelihood fnnction - 3.6 97.1 11.3.5 ’
-Z(Iognk 1 mg x.k) o . 201.4-. 32.8
No. of dimensions retained whexe -2(109:.* y - o9 Lk)
' >5 12 ] Y .
, > 60
>7
> Bo

~.“ am o
"*NN»

P

- 73

4 5
126 . 125
1160 .143
244.5 272.6
111.2. 56.2
130 95
.204  .190
206.6 228.2
$5.2  _ 43.2
80 64
179 .165
1226.1  250.1
105.2  48.0.




, ) K ) 74
H - f
§ (. i 2 4 5
P . ' 12 - No. of iterations to convergence 114 156 185, .
i v Unbiased -standard error '  .380  .267  .258 ™ ' 4
: Log likelihood function Co " 89.7 154.3, 170.8 o
~2(log L, - Log LJ . o . 129.2 33,0 ‘
‘No. of dimensions retained where -2(Long_1 - Log Lk’ ‘
>50: 3 < 3
>60: 3 ~
> 70 : 3 . .
1 >80 : 3
i 13 No. of iterations to convergence ‘ 87 | 50 . 217 )
Unbiased st}ndard error .369  .258 . ,243
) ' Log likelihood function 94.5 159.2 179.9 \
. =2(log L.y~ o9 Lk, . . 129.4 41.4
. No. of- 4 sions retained where -2(Log - Log L.) R : .
> 50 1.3 .L“"l " :
> 60 : 3 . . N
>70:3 - ~ e
L >80 : 3 . ‘
) 14 No. of iterations to convergence ' 122. ‘184 . 191
Unbiased standard error . . .48 ,208  .200
| ’ Log Likelihood function 166.2 203.7 221.4
, if : | -2(kog 1, "+ log “k’ . . , "75.0 35.4
| ' No. of dimensions retained where -2(Log I, , - Log L )- *
T "> 50 4 5 .-
> 60 : 4 Y
> 70 : 4 ~
- i A e >(8q s 3 -
‘ . BRI '
. . 15 No. of iterations to convergence 103~ 81 154 ..
Unbiased standard error N - .207 .171  .160
Log likelihood function ° ‘ g 193.4 233.6 256.2.
: , "2(:0\9 Lk-'l - log Lk) . 1 ° : »-‘ ‘ 89.“ ‘5-2 ﬁ‘
) ‘No. of d&imensions retained where -2(lLog - Log-L. ) . S
g v >80 4 : -1 Lkl '
| , >60 14 .
5 5 ~ . ‘ >70 3 4
c Q g, T . >80 14
- - : ' < ]
v L’) | ‘ ! [ "o '
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16 No. of iterat:ions to convergence 122 ©os2 107
Unbiased standard error . .922 «375 .360

N /
Log likelihood function -55.0 92.4 108.7
-2(Log1, - Log L) 294.8  32.6
No. of dimensions retained where -2(Log Lk . Log L)
’ > 50 : 2 -1 k
v > 60 : 2
~ >70 : 2
TR >80 ¢ 2 ’
\\\
. \\\ . -
17 No. of iterations to convergence 395 215 419
Unbiased standard error - .309 .254  .253
| Log likelihood function o~ 1215 1621 173.3
) "2(1409 Lk-..l - Im I‘k) , T - 81.2 22.4
No. of dimensions retained where -2(1.9«;1.,‘ 1 " Log qu\ “
>50.: 3 R ce T
. >80 :3 . T
! >70 : 3 L (
>80 : 3
L
18 No. of iterations to convergencd - 80 66 98 . 87
* “Unbiased sta.nda:d error .784 2356 <304 +314
Log 1likelihood function . =30:2  100.3 134,3 - 140.7
-2(Log. Ly = 1og L) 261.0 68.0 12.8
No. of dimensions retained where -2(logyr, . - )
>50 : 3 -1 T 09 Ny
>60 : 3 o,
> 70 4 2 N LY
>80 2 ' | -

19 No. of iterations to convergence | 178 537 3m
Unbiased standard error 309 .28 L,249
Log likelihodd function . . 121.6 159.2 175.9

« =2{Log Ly = log I'k) _ - 75.2 33,4
No. of dimensions retained where -2(log - Log L)

' > 50 : 3 ) ‘ I.k"'l . Lk )
> 60 : 3 , ' / - ‘
">17 3 3 L .
>80 2 . .

1
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Na. of dinensima retained where 12 (Iog L. 1 \ ¥

7

> 50
> €0
> 70
>80

3
3
1
-3

3
3 ‘
3 . .

. P 2 3
20 No. of iterations to convergence 58
Unbiaged standard error ° .178
Log -likelihood function 217.3
~2(log 3, kel = Log L ) \
No. of dimansions retained where -2(LogL - Log L )
"> 50 : 4 k-1 k
‘ > 60 : 4 : g
> 70 ¢
g -4 - 80 2(%%
21 No. pf iterations to convergence ’ 214- 158
‘Unbiased‘ standard error > .34 2284
- Log likelihood function 106.9 145.3
t -2(Log I‘k - Log Lk) ‘ 76.8
No. of di.wansiona retained where --2l(l.¢:>q:.k - Log Lk)
>50+3 -1
> 60 :-3
>70 3
>80 : 2
22 No. of iterations to convergence -123 186
Unbiased standard error 358,297
. Leg likelihood function 99.1 138.2
. -2(log 1, | - Tog I, ' 78.2
. T No. ‘of dimensions retained where -2(Log Lk 1" Log L)
>50:3 -
> 60 : 3 (
>70 : 3
: 2 N
23 No. of iterations to conve 132 b\ .85
Unbiased standard error L3327 282
Log likelihood function 110.9 162.8
~2{Log L., - Log Lk) b\\\ {03 .8

4

311
.148 -

255.9
77.2

105

.279

159.0
27.4

27
.292
151.5

' 26.6

89

" .235
. 185,.4
M 45.2

76
5.

110

.138

278.8
45.8
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24 -No. of iterations to convergence “é % 148 49 215
Unbiased standard error: _ | T 239 .196  .197
Log likelihood func‘tion ) 171.6 213.2 223.7
“2(log 1, - Log L] - 832 210
No. of dimensions retained where -2(Log Ly - Log'L, )
>50 : 4 ‘ Lokl LY o
>60 : 4 AN
> 70 : 4 ’ _"\ v
>80 : 4
25 No. of iterations to convergence 92  ° 88 ' 160
Unbiased standard error - ' .299 .193 .166
- Log likelihood function 126.8 203.7 235.0
2009 L - logL) . . 1838 626
No. of dimengions retained where -2(Log Loy = Log z.k)
>50 : 4 " -kl . .
>60 : 4 . '
>70 : 4 ¢ 4
>80 : 3 .
i -
\ ,
26 No. of iterations to convergence 24 202 57
Unbiased standard error < 367 - .324 .301 L
Log likelihood function , 95.5 124.7 147.2 )
“2log 1, - Log L] : 56.4  45.0
4
No. of dimensions retained where -2 (Log l'k " Log Lk) , \
>5 ¢ 3 B .
* 0: 2 - t
7 3 » ' L
>80 : 2 . :
- ) @
27 No. of iterations to tonvergence . - 197 - 282 142
- > » - 0
Unbjased standard error P .388, .273 .250
" Log likelihood function °, v 86.8 150.9 , 175.4°
~2(Log. . Ly =0T L) | ‘ 128.2  4gvo
No. of dimensions retained where -2(I-og ng ).
> 5 1 4 L" v = L’E y.o- X
>60: 3 ) L o b\"’f‘s ' .o —
>70: 3 - "
>80:3 o
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‘ 1 2 . 3 4 5
28 No, of iterations to convergence .66 62 129
Unbiased standard error . 1 .237 .193  .199
Log likelihood function " 172.5 215.2° 221.7
-2(Log Lisf - Log L )] ’ " 85.4  13.0
No. of dimensions retained whete -2 (Loq - Log Lk) ,
>50 : 4 -1 -
> 60 : 4 (
% : 4 | \
>80 : 4 . »
. 29 Wo..of i;efétions’,go convergence ‘ 66 63 86 -
' Unbiased standard error c .297  .240 .24
Log likelihood function ©128.0 170.9 180.5
5 \ ‘
"2(1109 L Mg> I.k ‘ N 85‘8 «19-2
1 No. of dimensions retained where -2(lo7 Ly - Log Lk) '
. . >5Q : 3. , -1
>60 : 3
>70 : 3 -
>80 : 3 .
- < ‘ ﬁ
/ 30 No. of iterations to iconvergence oM 2 12
| Unbiased standard errpr o .327 - .283° ,272
Log likelihood function, ) 112.7 145.6 162.2 >
-2(Log L, _, = Log L,) - o 65.8  33.2 o
No. of dimensions retained where -Z(I.ag_x.k i Log Lk)
> 50 . -~ =
» ‘ >60 : 3 2 \ : .
>70 :'2 ) . R
>80 ¢ 2 AN
(9 A
. 1 ‘ s
31 'No. of iterations to cohvergence 47’ 136 84
\)giased standard error _ .356 275 .259
' Log likelihood function c 100.1 }49.6 170.0 ‘
' "'2 K - ’ ’ > \‘ - ' & -
(Log Ty -l L) . o 99.0 - 40.8
No. of dinensions re where -2{log L, , - Log L)
. >50 ¢ 3 : ‘
. ¢ >60 i 3 : .
. ‘ . >70 2 3 ) . .
) >80 : 3 S | f :

L

°
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- ’ N * - o
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+ + -
. . . “
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32 No. of iterat)ons to convergence 74 71 "
'Unbiased standard error .401 .342
Log likelihood function 4’ 81.8 116.9
-2(Log._ L - Log L I 70.2
No. of dimensions retamed where —Z(mgx,k 4 - Log nk)
>50: 3
>60 : 3 s
> >70 : 3
>80 : 2
33 No. of iﬁrat&oas to convergence a8 85
Unbiased standard error .298 .216 .
Log likelihood )Eunction 12‘7.4 186.8 .
-2( 118.8
Log 1y - 109 L)
No. of dimensions retained where ~2 (Im"z,k - Log z.k)
>50 : 4
> 60 :+ 4
> 70 : 3
. >80 : 3 .
- ! VL
s
34 No. of iterations to convergence 69 175
.Unbiased standard error .288 +246
Log likelihood ftmcticn 132.5 1le6&.8
-2(1-09 68.6
) - 1og : .
No. of dimensions ret:ained where -2(Log Ly =~ Tog'L)
> 50 : 3
> 60 : 3 /
>70 : 2
>80 : 2

.

239

? lg
4 2
¥
39
.322
136.7

39.6

177
.187
219.9
66.2 s

.237
183.3

33,8

.
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( ' ~' Questionnaire ‘
" Extersal Orientation - s = M s ' .
L 1." My moods seem to shift a lot .(i.e. quite - ) ‘ o .
- variable) depending on who I am with, , { . .
In other words I can feel very 'high’' . ! o ' P
, with some people-and very 'low‘ with others. ~56 3.94 2.35 ‘;T
2. ' I act quite differently w:lth aifferent people. . .76 3.1 2.26 .
J SN ¢ . ! v } o 'V‘
3, When I think about it, I quite often do L . s
.~ '+ things because of external proasures S ; i
K (paranta, frienda, etc.). .' - .74 5.0 ) 2.44 ‘
‘4. T.quite oft;en get the feel:{ng I'm ot rea;ly C N ' *é;;
] the 'same person' from one; sitmatiqn to. C o N
‘ anothet or. from one time to another, ‘ : g .68 §.71 2.33 . 0
© s, mxen T think about it, iy attitudes zmd feelings Lo s
' a.re .very easily infl‘uenced hy otheraw | ‘» o /';73 , ;03 . 2.05
W, ‘ Ly ’ Co ¥ "‘r : Lo
6. I often get a tmubled feel:lng fr:om : ey RV
RN .+, wondering ig’ my parents and/or- frianda‘ R R AR
N inight disapprovu of what I'm. doing. - +60 5.47 2,29
- "7y I am very énsily distracted. ";' , '-.,:'._'é .60 4.35 2.3
- ,&,q; "y uould feel . gu:l.lty if my parents and/pr ‘ “ _
W { friends told’ me I wag lettiag them dwn . o 0
T ay  dn any'way. . , AL S i 58" 3.79 2,31 :
-% \w( : ¢ ! ’ ot "' \7’ - - , ' ‘j’p‘*
L - K £ gmtimes feél I'ma quite diff‘em‘tﬂ PRI P e =
" * /* ' person when I*m yith some’people. than - .’ o
when x'm wit sathets. B ‘:"- o ,.75 4.47 -32.27,
b 30 1 enjpy being wit:h people who are reapected L
- becauﬂa 1. feel better nyself when I an wif,hwthenHS'l 5.56. | 2.40 . )
.11, I re 1y vqluet sociul reoognition L :~ i - ‘ Lo e
".j-~, (res from others) . K o W80 3.85 3
N u& B ) ,I S e . . . -,
) S :‘\ Ve ! LR , 2
. 12. It's very’ inportant that otﬁer people like .- L 45"'\ ot ‘
: me because it makes me . fee.l good about myself. . .‘70, 4.53 /v, 2.03
T ’ r\ ';: 6 I ‘;

13. I feel very uncamfortable whe T dori‘t lmaw co
how I stand in the eyes of people around ma.‘ |

14 ?éaxten have dreams and/or fantasies .about’
ing someone quite d.i.ffarent from who I ’
think I really am.

Extexrnal Total Score

%

C A

. pia
RIAA NS

.51

.‘ -'t ol
R

4,76

» « " [

: 2.i.3"
IR S
. \'\ -
6.00 °  2.6% '
71.10 22,00
L2
s s
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Reality Testing ' o

‘ ( ‘ . . . 1 " ! - - )
B - 1,. ‘I've often.been surprised to find that ¥hat | | ' \

i - B -I thought was going on real-ly was not. " 271 4\32‘ ' 2.19 -

:‘ B A ) , - . , -, . R i Lo “4

4 - 2. T often wonder whether somet:h .ng really’ Sy . - ;

R . ' ,happened or whether it was just’ in my mind. .77 © 6.09 2.61 ‘

~ H . tQ ( ’ ‘ ° - ) ' N "' ' ‘i
3.1 oft;en think that I see what I want to see . * - o'

- rathér than what's really therg - sort of . ( K s 0
1like an ostrich burying it' s liedd ip the sand .79 5.18 2.33

, 4, It upsets tie when I don't know' what"s going on. .54 © 3,82 2.30
i N Pt | . .. . ', o
IR T ! get confuged easily. e T T, - - 5.68 243 .

( - - s.wpeoplq oftqn misunderstand what 1 an trying S R
' . t:Q'tell them. S _ . .78 _ 5.18 2.33

R A neam:y ';‘esti.ng Total score LT 3080 10.60°

'

—
13
1 ,
. B
L .
A A3
.
-

AT W Tre often done things which, when T thought .. . . - o {2 ,
, S _about, it aftetwards, were dune in,poox judgement‘.se. C 4,47 209
- I shem t;o offend péopie wiﬂmt intandiug to» e SO 9 & B 1,.,_959‘: -

(S

”

e

b . g
T e T ek e e WO
T IT U N
<
N
¢

co ) '] .3, ~I 'm nbt’ very good at antidipqtinq peoplas' R TR .
e D Dy reeponse o me. T Lyt o DT TE L 628 e 2
‘ S ) ’4./ 1 ofz:en Seamwto misjudge pgéple. BT O T - KRN W DO
o " s, i i an careleas vith myself,, my healt:h. et(‘;. ol 609, 239
o : L - Judgemént 'rotal. swra bt . - 54.4;3 _7.857,_3
A PR __VSanu:e of Qﬁiﬁx L R . s

W1+ e 1. I quite often feel’ spaéea: - nqt xeaziy VoD S
C 0 i in touch with mymelfi. .ol "ie3c " s.o1 o z 39

m\,

v 7*:":'2.;‘-' 3 pﬂ:en have thq feeung i:!wp :t'n wm c: tbuch 76" 5.3 2, 43?‘ ;
I . o . " h o " .o '
- TN & often have deja 'vu mimceg - mt m;,q, "jﬂ,’ A

© 7. .. +: are happening which: have happened’bafors., o, L Tl .
C * % that I've been to certain places btfoxcﬁ or " i Mo S
"} .+ heard ox’ ﬂwuqhtoruiamudngmwm c
< T MPP“'# before*, _ J »..5? T 4.24 2,54,

. * T l
.
g " .

A yé‘: 'I‘hinqt and people @;ound me oftm f«l nm:ul, .89 46,.#-;@' v 2613

S
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5. I often feel as though there were a glass wall ) T . 0
between me“and the rest of the world. .80 5.62 2.5
6. People and/or things have looked different 0 . "
. + from what I know them to be. For instance, o
, they may have appeared closer or farther away, °
1arger or smaller, etc. ' .61 6.94 2.06.
N ) . -
7. I've often-felt as ‘though I was walking w, o )
around in a trance. . N 17 §.71 © 2.56
8. I've had the experience of just not feeling real..79 - 5,29 N 2.48
. N Sense of Reaflity Total Score ) 45.50 14.30
. hWagl
Drive Regulation ’ 4 *
1. I often have rapid changes in mood, like
. gqing from high ‘to low rather quickly. ' .74 4.79 °  2.69
Q’ ¥
. - ’ nk
2. 1 spend a lot of time daydreaming about things. .75 3.79 . 2.27.
r .
R "Daydreaming 'is more pleasant and satisfying . ‘
than reality .75, 6.09 2.43
4, I tend to be an emotional and excitable perséh, -+ .41 4.32 2,50 ’
5. I am easily frustrated. , .69t1 4.82 2.32
6. I find it hard to 'let go'. et .48 . 5.12 2.51
. . Drive Regulation Total Score 28,90 < 9.35
o ‘ .
Object Relations ’ : :
e 1. It° seems that no matter how hard I try to . ' o
, avoid them the same difficulties crop up ‘ . , ,
a _ in most important relationships. . .63 5.00 -2.19 .
2., I seem to get involved with the same kind
< of people even when I thought he/she was :
going to be different. . c ,68 5.85 2,38
o A ) i
3. 1In close relationships-I often get to a
point where things are getting too intimate ' ’ . A
so that I will want to break it up. p . .62 5.88 . 2.53
) 4. I have often run away “from relationship for . .
m fear of‘ being hurt. / , . .57 6.47 . 2.34
5. I generally keep distant with peaple. .59 5.56 3.45
s’ - ' ¥ v’
/o | . . .
. ° %
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6. I prefer to be with people who talk about
( ’ . *  ideas and stay away from emotional topics.

e B o S MRS
»
13

(%9

7. I often try to change the way people are

. ) and how they act so they'd be -more the way
' ) . I'd like them to be. .

5‘!

- o object Relations Total Score .

o *

o ‘ TR PR § have trouble keeping my mind on what I'm
- . doing because: of distractions from noises,etc.

I often find that I have so many thoughts
racing through my head that I can't
" concentrate on any particular thing.

N " 3. I am often troubled by thoughts that stick
. in my mind so that I can't get rid of them.

e s N e o
]
.

4. I often get carried away by my own ideas
5 so that it's hard to come back to earth.-

Thoughf Total Score

Defensi%e Functioning

' ' " 1. Things easily upset me.

{ - 2. I am'a very anxious person
N ' * L)

"3. I.have had the feeling that I am going to
. fall apart. .

P

I quite often have frightening nightmares.

P st alaid s ot i dn ol )
o
.

fear of travel;’ fear of crowds, etc.

7

, * 6. I %m often concerned about what other
: ) people are saying about me., ,
i -, . Defensive Punctioninq"l‘otal Score
Dyt Stimulus Barrier ’
é - 1. I am oyerly sensitive to ;i?hff, sound, touch etc.
; ( * .2.~ 'I of;:en seek golitude when -outside irritants

A

[

get to be too much. .

5. I have some special fears like claustrophobia, °

.52

.63

.83

.78

.69

6.91

6.67

42.40

4.94

4.88

4.50

5.29

19.60

4.56

6.62

7.14

4.71

32.03

5.12

3.38

2.44

2.67

2.35

2.29

6.47

2.69

1.96

9.00

e
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3. 1I've often felt like jumping out of my
skin when things got to be too much.

v

4. Excitement 'ra}:tles' me. .

Stimulus Barrier Total Score

‘Autonomous Functioning

1. I -have difficulty with routine things
(usual work routine, etc.).

2. I often get lost in the middle of what I'm
doing so that I have to stop and think about
what the next step is.

3. 1I've often felt so lacking in energy that
I couldn't carry through with things that
I ordinarily do.

4. It's hard to get going on something I '
want to do. °

B

Synthetic-Integrative Functioning

Autonomous Functioning Total Score

1. I don't adapt very easily to sudden changes
in my routine,. » ‘

'2. wWhen ‘I"m busy doing one thing and something

else comes up that needs to be done, I have
diffirculty getting backeto what I was
originally doing.

3. I don't like to have bits and pieces lying
around.

4, It's important for me to be able to tie things
together. -

Synthetic-Integrative Punctioning Total Score

o

Supexego Functioning

1. My conscience bothers me a lot.
2. I am too strict with myself. - o~

3. I often feel gdilty about things which I
know are not my’ faﬁlt; -

—

.60

.59

.76

.58

-t

f

w

5.59
»6.59
20.68

6.15

5.74 -

5.35

6,03

25.27

N

B it et h—

2,54

2.16

6.15

2.19

2.27

2,35

2.17

8.98

2.36
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Complete Correlation Hawrix\

L ) !
p 13

- § - . S - I

T adua Rt o

98

b

R .
. y 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9101112131415 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
1 N Dimensions -2{logLy.j-loglLy)>50
2 U. Standard Error -92 o
3 N Dimensions -2(logLk-.)-logly)>60 91-90 ‘
4 U. Standard Error -89 99-93 -
5 N Dimensions —2(1ong_1-long)>70 84-84 88-85 i
6 U. Standard Error . -86 97-88 97-92 .
7 N Dimensions -2(long_1-long)>8o 80 83 80-82 87-87 _ )
8 . U. standard Error -84 96-84 95-85 97-92
9 M ego development 67-63 69-63 66-63 68-62 ‘ ’ -
10 M log EFT © ~46 41-45 41-42 38-37 34-43 e ) g
11 External 63-61 63-61 72-66'65-62 44 -32 ‘
12 Reality Testing ) 56-55 51-53 57-58 48-£1 51-39 70
13 Judgement ° © 36-50 39-52 38-51 34-47 38-19 39 73
14 Sense of Reality -6 3 -3 214-5 2 2 -3 6 325339 .
15 Driv® Regulation 45-41 40-40 52-47 51-46 28-21 67 68 51 50
16 Object Relations 32-37 34-37 41-41 49-43 49-36 39 54 57 27 49
17 Thought . 45-45 40-44 55-53 50-48 30-16-70 81 60 57 77 51
18 Defensive Functioning 53-54 54-55 64-61 55-55 56-45 69 77.57 41 61 53 67
19 Stimulus Barrier 34-41 33-41 51-50 39-42 24-44 33 53 54 50 51 55 57 50
20 Autonomous Functioning * 30-38 29-37 40-44 37-42 42-25 45 63 49 43 45 54 S8 63 55
21 Synthetic-Integratiye 48-47 47-47 49-49 51-49 53-54 59 55 27 22°40 40 48 60 37 52
A ¢ 22 Total (12 - 21) 45-49 44-49 58-57 51-51 45-34 68 90 75 69 79 70 86 82 73 74 59
23 Superego - . 34-28 36-29 53-38 38-30 2923 64 57 27 65 60 45 57 62 53 41 49 70
N A —————" T 55




