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Ph.D. PSYCHOLOGY 

PSYCHOLOGICAlt DIFFERENTIATION AND DEFINITION OF THE SELF: 

l\ MUI.TIDlMENSIONAL SCALING APPROACH 

John David Christian 

, , 
ltbstract 

Maximum likelihood multidi~~nsiona~ scaling o/as ap~lied 

to.s~m~larity judqemGnts of self and 17 signifieant others. 
- , 

Based on the argum~nt that a person's level of differentiation 
, 

would"be refleeted in the numbè~ of dimensions requ~red to f..lt 

/ 

thos~ j~dgements, th'ree hypotheses were tested. The number of 

dimensions a person uses should be: 1. positively rel.~ted t'o 

his stagG of ego development~ 2. negative1y rclated ta per-
\ 

formance on the gmbedded Figures Test: and 3. neqatively rc-

lated to relianee on.external eues for self definition. Rc­

supported' al-l . three~t~eses. The unbiased . 
, 
1 

~tandard error esti~te (corrected f9r dimensionality) was 

related to the. numbcr of dimensions 4S?d, ~tage of ügb deveJ.aF~-
1 

, . 

1 
Results were discussed in' terms 

\ 

ment and external orientation, 

~f their implications ~ socla~-pers~nal~tv and clinical 
\ 

'research. \ 
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Ph.D. PSYCHOLOO lE 4 

DlFFERENTIATION PSYC OLOGIQ,QE ET DEFINITION DE SOI: 
... (> 1 

~PR~H~ AVEC 

,(~ ,- John 

ULTIDlMENSIONAL SCALING 

, 
D vid christian 

Rés é 

"Maximum likelihood mul idimensional scaling" a été-.. " 

appliqué- à dits jugements de simi i tuÇle' de soi, et de 17 autres 
I\~~~ 

pers-onn'es ~ignificatives. Basées sur l'-argument que le niveau 

de différentiation d'une personne era re!lété dans le nombre 

de dimensions requis pour accommooe ses jugements, trois 

hypothèses o~t été examinées. re de di~ensi9n. uti-
, . 

lisé' par, une persp.nne devrait être: ) en relation positive 

avec le, stade dévelowemental de l'é9?! 2) en relatio~ !légat~vé 

avec l'exécution du "Embedded Fl' g res' et 3) en rela-

tion négative avec la dépendance s~r' les ind~C;,es 'e~~r.n:s 
• • e ~ 

pour une définition de soi. L~s résultat ont'QQn't1rmé ces 

- :rOiS hypothèses!"'. /(~'estimation -impartiale du 

':'s ta~àard error Il .'( «?otrigée ;tg,hr la dimensi~nalÜ:é) êtai t, ~n 
" ~ /~ / ' ,~- -. 

r:elation négative a.,"..ec le ?ombre de din'lens~ons, avec le stad~ 
(~, .. 

développemental de l' égo,_ e avec l' orienta..tion externe. Ceci , . 
suggère que les gens peu de dimensions ne 

sont pas seulement à ri stade plus bas dans le développement 

de' l'égo, màisJ leur jugements des personnes qui lui sont 
, 1 
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" significatives .sont'g~néralemènt plus inconsista~ts. La 
t.. 

discuSS10n des-~ésultats ,est en termes de leurs implications 

po~r la recherche CliniqUe.~cer~e de la psychologie de la 

p'èr\onn~.. -
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"," Th.e 90~{' 'o'f ~his- th~si~ i8 to ernpitically ?e:~stral)te 
" , 

" 

, \ 

. tha,t cognitive' ,differentia't1ion is fu'n?amentally relatted to . 

'~" ' Y, l' { \! 
the impo~.tan.t pr?Cesses of 's lf definition, ego development 

J f f' '. 

an~' ,peré~p~~âl style. In ord r to de;> so it will be necessary 
• J t. 

'to'tracè 'the link~ among these co?cepts and to dévelop a new 
'. .-t .. 

1 v 

methodo.logy sui table fçr the systematic i,nvestiga tion of 
~ t ~ ~ • 

differen,tiation. 
,//' ',-

c~n~ra;~ c6gnitive developme~tal theories is the 

c~nstruct ,of ~ognitive differentiation. While the me~ning 
-) 

of differentiationwi,l).'be d-iscussed in,some detail'later, it 
l, 

generally refers to the n~er of cognitive categories witQ 

.f. which an ,ndividual ~rceives an~ives meaning té hi~ world 

': ~-,ginS, R:nner, Clore ,and R~, 1971). In fact,' while 

It ~cog~i~ively oriented e~o theories differ in det~il, their 

: l'::'. ,tj{&~u~ li ty lies ~ri~'the; propositi.O~ that dif fe ren ti.a ti"" ,is 

. f '~ :- d~ " a prime indicato'r of _ egq development~ T'Pe principle- i8 based J.'., ,>'" '~ 

---- f - . # '-~:._,"'" -'on a biOlog.tC~l me'taPh~~ ass~s à 
~~r " , • • ( /,....-- l, • 

4. ychologic'al parallel 

/ 

.1 ' to the differentia'Üoi. a~d integration of 

t -,' Idur~ng biological dev~loprnent ,1Mehrabië:ln, !968). 

~ that oçcur 

, 
pimply, the. 

~, ' \ 

C', 
t 
t 

'> 
i 
1 r / 

( 
--......,........--..""T'l' ___ 

proposaI is that incFeasing leveis of ego devéIopment are 

'hiqhly associated wi th, if n.ot' dependent on, incJ:easLng 

deq:ee~ of cognitive·differentiatio:. 'In Werner's"terms 

\ ~. 
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. , 
. development 

~and lack of 

l' ,. 
'\ '\0' 

.... ~ . proce~~. ~f~om " state of reiative 

differentiation ,to a state of inereasing 

2 

globalîty _ . 

diifer-

entiation, articulation, and hierarchic integration (Werner, 
, , 

1957, p. 126)." . . \ 

" The f irs t proces$ whieh is the'oretieally rele t.ed to 

differentiation is that of self d finition. ' The present con .. 

; . , 
ce-r.n.. is net 50 mueh wi th the answer the question' "Who am 

~ I~ \ 

... 

- ,. 

I?" as it is with the means by Which- that answer is ar-rived . . 
, .. 

at. wh~te not exclusive ta them, mast ego tn orists share 

the view that self definition progr~sses from a 
~ ", , ,,{ . imary 

• \ f>\ of 

.utiliz.,ation. of extern l eues 1 at the e\trliest levê"l.~ f develop-
.l' , ' (- .\..J' , 

men< t6w~rds a gr ter and greater relianeé on intenl'~l eues 
~ , -.., 

, at later levels'.. That is to say that'the emphasis shifts, 

'from 

what 

"1 am what thej.r experie'tfle (of me) says l am" t0 ur am 

my ex~~ienee says + am.~ This progression will ~eeome 
...... 

more evident later whe'l t~v.inge,c and Wessler's (1970) con-
• ~, .. _~,v~... ' ~ 

eeptualization" of ego develop~~t:- is outlined. 
, . <.. . "'-

C~dè~in.9 differentia~ion 'and self dèfin+tion tê:>getn-
.'. .. r '-

er we arrive a~ the,pos'tu~ate that low :i.evel~ of d~ffere~ 
~ " 

tiiitio:n ~a~~ h~~ee .ear~y leve~s Of, ~ene~l JSYC~Oloq~call' 

deve10pment)~are assoc~ated w~th n emp~~on .external ~~es, 

~lf d~finitional pùrpo~és an higher 'levels of differ~ 
\ 

. - e'lf:ati(a.~~ .. ~elated. ta i~r~a.in9' d~ree. of rel~.a""e on 

. .,... 

1 -

, - -- --- -......-. ~- .. 
..., ! ...• 

i 

ft'l 
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internaI in~6~mation. While lhese abstractions forro the 
, ' . 

basis of a normal qeveloproentai sequence, that sequenge aiso 

sèrves as-'a çontinuum on which to v,iew individuai diffe~ences 

at any given age levei (è.g., KohIberg, 1964; Loevirtqer & . . 
WessIer, 19701 p~aget, 1932). 

~" 
The second,concept related to differentiation is that' 
, J 

,?f ego development . The -<concept of ego has had a 1engthy 
, ~ 1 • 

. 
history and therefore it is' necesstry to clarify its ~eanïng . 1 

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

~ is !':lot new and did not originat-e wi ':11, Freud. 'As Loevinger 

and Wesslèr (1970) have made explicit "The truth is that 

...... 
Freud, on purpose, did not use the term 'ego'. He avoid~d 

tI 

terms~j of La tin origin in favour of words chosen from common 

. . 
speech," a preference that has been "ignored by his translators 

(Loevinger & Wessler, 1970, p. 1)." vWhile various writers 

appea, t.~ use te~ such a,s self, the l, the me, to refer to 

essentially the sarne concept, th~ term 'ego' and '~go develop­
{j ~ 

, ~. 

ment' formed an essentiai part of DeW'ey and Tuf;t' s "Ethics" , 

pu~lished ~n 1908. Whether iriténded or not, psychoanalytic , 
'use of. terms like 'ego' l 'superego' and ~ id' came to be 

'. <,0 
" 

l~ , 1 

asc~ibed varying degrees of myth~cal meaning of 'the man ~ri 
, 

the' m~~d 1 sort and ~ t was < partly in resl?onse' to this tha t 

severa.l la ter theorists shifted towards :~erms like r se lf' • 

1 
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i " • ,,'~ / "4" J ( _. , 
1 Adler .(Ansbaçher & Ansbacher 1 1956) has used ~'h~- term ~,~,style 

. , .;. 1,', ' . • 
, ", Io-j I~'. . ~ /' ,,- ; #- t, la ~ 

of lif~' ,in cohjunc:~ion witj,fie1f or e~to 1;:0 refer to th~ , 
ft r 1 ~ , ~ , i' ~ _ _ .... - ~ # 

manher in whioch a p~rson C~fr~~t\ PÉ<:>~I~~S'~.~~~t~~~~~ l:!!,l!lself 

a~ ,bthers 1 and deriJ~~ 'mea?~~g ~~<?m. ~iie-& g~h~ral. " In a .' 

sens~ he was a-rguing '~a 1:; ,th'i-s ~/$ t11~:,' "i~ -rt~t tî\e resûl t of 
, • • '1 • '. '." ,;' ',1 -' J' 1 --, ' ;" ..; 

~om~tliing the ego does but wh~'t!, ·the eqc)' or----sel~ ~. 
" j ' J,' Il ~ -

Piaqet (1932) uses' tb~ term ~?O ';n/, 'réla tiP.~·' ta the ,,/ 
/ /1 ,~ • 

1 ~ .' ,\..J y rI. ... 

person's general cognitive mode of tuncëioning, tn~ manner 
t) . ,( "/ ," 

o / • 

or 'style' in which tne pers0!1 organiz,;s ... and d,erives me~n.tng 
• ç .... A 5 ~~. 1 l"'~ ,. 

f 1om, inf.o~mation availab,le ~bout hLTIself ~rnd ll.iB ~e~qvironment. 
~ 1 r ~ 

Sùl1ivan's (1953) Interpersonal Theory of psychiatry refers 
'. ( 

to the 'self system' which provides a frame o(~eferenéé, 

aga'in ~i th which to m",eaningfully select and ol!'gan"ize informa-' 
• ~ °i 

" 
" . 

tion about one's~~elf and environment. Anxiety, from Sulli-J"", .~, 

van's~point .of view represents precisely the .failure to . , 
'"'" • , • • J l • .. ' 

integrate information into t~t fra~ of reference or self 

system. ' 

These writers are using the terms self and ego such 
~ 0 

, -
"as ta infe,r a holistic ~iew of personality ... This view 

, . . 
acknowledges the existence of processes whic~ may be distin~ 

/ . 
guished at J.east theo~etically, bv-t'emphasizes tJ;eir inter:'" 

relatedness particularly in, W~: of the persor\'s attempts 
1 • l ' 

io es~b-lish me~nÎ:ng in the info~mation av~ilab~e to him. 
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More genera,llYI the. ex~ent, t'o Wbich information about self . ~ 

and tbè ,envir'onment is' fùlly integrat,ed" ü( taken "py many 

• theoris,ts a's t:~e. ITIÇlin ,sign of Psychological' "growth" (e.g., . . 
:ful.(Y f,unctio"rting (Roger!3 .... · i9~lh self actûalization (Maslàw·: 

~ , 

1954 \', interpersonal inte9,ra ti?n (suiU.van, Grant & Grànt, 

~957L Thteg:t'ated. (Ï;oev,ipger '&.Wessler, 1970)). 
'., , '1' ~.. , ". ~ , 

The térm~ s~lf àn~ ego wi~l be us~d in this thesis in 

.,'"the '~'ense ehey' are used by th.é :ab.ove authors A sélf and ego _ 
• "" '.-t " . _ "'" ~ 

wi 11 be tak~n as abstractions ..:.referri'Ag, tq. th~ "pei.s.(;m 1 s 
• , '" "\-,, "', 0 

:7characteristic style of f,;"hct'i'Oning, . of experi~nc~ng 1!imself 

,and others, and more specifical~y t-o the manner o~ sty'l:e' i'n 

o' 

which he organizes available infor~tion about himself ~nd ., 
'his. environment~ It is as.s1lJlled thaf the style oof orgà,n.i~~tion 

»'and integration of info~tion is suëh a"'s to maximize, its . . '~ 
~ ~ .' 1 ~ - f' 

meal,1ing fo1;' the indiY/9,~~1·."'· In partic~la'r, ,the' tè,:t;'l1\' ego 'w-ill 
" 

" , 

ndtbe u~.~d in the sen,se'it'is in'certain PS'ych~pa;ly~ic', " 
" ... , • ! • - ~ ~ ~ 

writipgs:as a derivati'On,'of' instinctu~,l energie~. : 
, ' " .' '. - - ~ , 1. 

Loevinger and Wessler 1 s, (l91o) coi'lceptua'l~.zatiol') 'of 
" ~ ~, ~ ... . ~ 

... 'r \ ~ 

ego development is co~sistent wi th th'E\ pres~nt u:se .of. thtf:~ " 
t • ~ , 

term ego. Tfieir system for sc'oriJ;lg septence ,~omp.lé~i'C?n~, ~ , 
~ ~ \ ,', ,; .. \ ',~ 1 .. 

:follows fram the the'oretical position "1;:hat ". '. • the" s'earch 

for coh~r.ent meanings in experience is the e~se~nCE! ,of 'the "r 
~ . . " 

eqo,oF efJ,o,f'ùnctioning, r~thër than just. one',:amOn9. ~ny 

" 
, , 

;' . ~', " . 
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equally important ego ftmctions (Loevinger & yessler, °1970, 

p. 8).11 'This position stands i~ contrast té that of sorne 
, - / ,~ 

psychoanalytic researchers such as Be11ak, Hurvich and Gediman 

(1973) who view synthesis ~nd integration of inf~rmation as 
·1 

, only one o~ man~ ego .functions. Bellak et al. have studied 

ego functioning PFiparily wi th. the use, of interview techniques. 

ThGir interview questions were transformed into sta€ements 
o , 

suitable ~or questionnaire format in the present work and are 
" .. 

reported in f:he Procedure section. They will serve as a use-

0.. : fuI point of compar~son with the re:r.ults obtained by Loevinger 

& Wes~ler's (1970) system. 

Insofar as the sentencE( completion procedure is con-

., 

ce!ped. the manner or ~tyle in which meani~~ is derived as t 
ç , 

weIl as/the content/C)f that meaning serves as the bas' r-
'..-~ .. 

,assigning a 9iv~n sentence compl~t~on to one of six possi~le 

.. eg,o stages and three transition,al levels. 

" 
This system eneompasses," in large part~ develo 

. 
,ce~ referred to"in terme of 

. j ,=' 
~haracter' development (peck . 

moral developmen (Kolilberg, 1964), , . 
960), interpe~sonal 

\ ' '~ 
intègration '(Sullivan, Grant & Gant, 19. 7) and ~1a;za 11i~y 

" (J ~Is~acs lie Hq99~'~d,' 1956) ~ , L~ ;e these 'nd oth~r coqn' ~ive-

~velopmen~l tluioris,ts, L Wessler 1 s i&tel i8 
) , ' 

'~i~J::'arcl:tical, ai;ld deve10 nt to, proqre7 sequen:iq~lY .. ' 

Inherent in suc~ a i8 gument th" no·~tage can 

~,~. ~ ,~t, ~ ..... I-<';-"' .. ~~_"hr;-4.:C~, ",::,'" v~., '. 
• 'f ~ l ,,~F,..~~ ....... ~, " • . ~ /. ~ /. l' ~ '?, i t ~,rf._ l-~. H1h~" '" _! • 
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be bypassed or "skipped" and more importantly, each ~.uqees-

sive stage is not simply an addition to earlier stag'es but 

represents a rather.~undamental transformation and reorgQn-
i:~ 

ization of earlier leveis. A brief desc~iption of~lach-st~ge 

follows (from Loevinger & Wessler; 1970). 

While the first.stage i8 primarily preverbal and there-

fore n(l)t likely ~o be reflected in sel\tence -completions i t 

requires inclusion hére for completeness. At this, the 
. , 

... 
'autistic' stage, the infant begins to distinguish between , 

objects in the world and in dJing ~o separates out himseilf 

.. 
as an object in that world, globally differentiating between 

the 'me' and tl)e 'not me'. The next is the' impulsive' stage 

and is so called because the primary preoccupation is with 

the ,consequence of impulse expression. Developing sense of 
P • 

self i8 reflected parti~arly by the word 'No,:vwhile 
- Q 

impulses are evaluated in terms'of i~diate positive 'and 

nega ti ve rewarqs. punis~n't i tse If is, typica lly cons trued 
\ .. 

as retaliatory which, if ~xcessive can lead to strong feel-
, ~ 

; 

_:::;::fa:~~::::b::ii:tY·o~:::e:;-::::::,.;::: 
'\ 

me, bad ~ne;' d~n 't
l 

,~ood (nice) and bad are 

/ 
, associated with lean and dirty. 

i8 ~imple "VIhere~ 

persons give to 

frequently 

The 'se f protective' ,stage is reflected in the con-
1 

1 

cern with im Ise control: delay is possible particularly 

- .' -"..... ,,( 
, , 

, \.'.~ ~ ,~·il~i3i-',' 
, ' 

1 ~ ). 

l' 

,.' 
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when it is to one's own advantage~ while the concept of 

- . 
blame is understood,'it is typ!cally externalized to others 

o 

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

felt. Thug, if a person gets into trouble it i5 because he 

was with the wrong people. It is understood that there are 
. 

rules, however, the primary rble for persons at this level 

bis not to get caught. Rules are flexible but only when to 

one ·'s own advantage. There is an intense concern wi th who 

la eontrolling whom, with the consequent preoccupation with 

dominatio~ and competition~ the life philosophy is ~f a zero-

sum sor~ in that what you o/in, l' lose. J , 

'l'he next, ,or 'conformist' stage, represents the major-

ity or ~t least largest minority of most social groups (Loe-

vinger &' Wessler, 1970). Identification is with aut~ority,. 

parents initially, followed by other adults and peers. 

Cognitive simplicity is apparent, there being a right way and 

a wrong way for aIl people at aIl times. ~This' feature is 

particularly evident in terme of sex' roles.~ It is perhaps 
1 

because of a preoccupation with social acceptance, appear-

ance and belonging thàt rU,l~s are accepted on the basis of 

perceived consensus alone. In contrast to primarily bpdily 

f~lingS at earlier levels (e.g., upset, sick), inner states 

are-expressed here in more emotional, although banal, terms 
~. 

" . " ' 
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(e.g., angr~, sad, ~~ppy). There is little distinction 

9 

between what~is and what couid be, or ought to be. Behaviour 

is validated in terms of its social meaning with only minimal 

awareness of psychological causality: self ia defined in terms 

.', of social and role classifications. 

What is characteristieally absent at the 'conformist' 

. 
and earlier levels is characteristically present at the 'con-

\" 

scientious' and later levels. 
Y' 

Thus, feelingsrand individual 

differences are perceived in,hi9hly differentiated terms. 

What 1S and what ought to be are not neces5arily equivalent. 

~sychological ~ausation rather than rules ,per se is the basis 

for ev.aluating both self and others' behaviour. There ls a 

considerable emphasis on psychological growth rather than 

rationalization of one' s pasto Self criticism (in con·trast 
'1 

ta self rejection) is typical, as is the awareness of per-

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

fate. Guilt is experienced when internaI standards have not 

been met rather than because one has been c.aught. Moralizing 

(i~e., social notions of right and wrong) at e~rlier levels 

begirs to be replaced by internaI ethicai standards which 

govern one' s behaviour •. Whi·le concern about achievement is 

not unique-to this level, it i5 measured more with respect 

to internaI standards rather than whether' one has 'WO~' or 

( 
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received social approval. In another sense evaluation shifts 

from quantity to quality. ,0 ,î 
The 'autonomous' s~age refers not only to the realiza- " ,tif of other people'. need for ~utonorny but also to a certain 

detachment from socially determined striving and sense of 

\ 
responsibility. oichotomous moral judgements are replaced 

bX a ~ealization ?f the complexity of'hurnan behaviour and 

human~situations. Respect for'other people is reflected parti-

'-
cularly in terrns of aéknow1edging their need to discover what 

" IR, 

is best for them and hence.to make cheir oWn mistakes. , what 

is best 'for me is not necessarily what i5' best for you.' Ex-

pression of needs for achievement are replaced by concerns 

for self-fulfillrnent. Alon~with greater realization of corn­

ple~ities of one's self ~thers is a greater awareness ~f 

internaI conflict. This ia in contrast to earlier levels 

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

'terms of external situations. 

The last or 'integrated" le",e1 inèludes probably no 

more than one percent of most social .groups CLoevinger & 
1 

wessler, 1970). While it characterizes persons who have 
/. 

managed ta reconcile polarities in particular, it is weIl , 

described by. Maslow's (1954, 1962) eXPo~it\on ~ aelf-actual­

iz ing per's ons. 
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While this outline of Loevinger and'Wessler's (1970) 

system i5 admittedl~ b~~~f, ~o trends are nevertheless 
/ 

apparent. The first i5 that there is a progression from the 

global, a ear1y stages, to the increasiQgly differentiatèd 

feelings nd perceptions of self and othèrs at later stages. 
( 

Secondly, there is a parallel progres~ion from a reliance on 

external sources ~or evaluation of self or~self definition 

at early levels to more internaI evaluation at later levels_ , 

Thus, not only are persons at later lev~ls characterized Py 

the greater use of interha! cues f,)r self defini tion, but 

î that definition of self' is moreJdifferentiated than at earlier 

.. 
.., , -.: ~ 

. :- ~ ;.;:ù~:: ~.I.:~~~ ,-Q 'T 

levels. Therefore it 'should be expected that ego deve10pment 

as outlined by Loevinger and Wessler (1970) will b~' related 
-: 

,to both differentiation ~~d ~f de~inition. 

oThese proposed relationships raise the intr;guing 

'questlôn as to whether the relative emphasis O~I or salience 

• > of, 1nternal or exter~al cues is related to more gene~al per-

ceptual functioning. witkin, Dyk,'Faterson, GOodenough and' 

Karp (~962).' ~ave presen~9 evidence that such a rela tionship 
" 

exists. They found tha, persons who have difficulty perform­
" 1 

ing'o~ perceptual disernbedding tasks (field dependent} tend 

ta rely on exte~nal sources for definition of,attitudes and 

evaluation of themselves. Field independent per$ons, on the 

\ '. , 

·1 1 1 ~ • 
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i 

1 
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( other hand, 

which serve 

, .... 

c 

have oft,n developed internaI 

as guides\fo~ self definition. 

. 12 

frames of reference 

It is this question of pe~ceptual functioning which " , 

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

where perfGrmance 'requ.ires that the person find a simple 

geometric form such as a triangle, represent~d intennally 

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

simple fo~m is perceptua11y embedded. In view of the pre7 

~'" ceding discussion, it would seem to follow that persons who 

....... - - • "'0'1~ -~- -- ,'" 

place considerably more empha~is on external cues ,rather than 

those arising internally would therefore have difficulty 

" uti~izing an internaI cue (the geometric form) ta solve à 

problem invoiving complex external stimuli. In other words, 

an- orientation towards the primary use of extE;r I cues should 

interfere with the demands of the task.TOO 9 eat an external, . ..:.. 
l ..... ~, 

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

ception and utilization of internaI information, with the 

consequent decrement in performance. 

Final1y,t~e reliance on external information for 

evaluatiQn 1 self definition characteristic of earlier lev 

of develop~nt can be considered in_a different light. If 

one ~epends primarily on information from others for self 

definitionaI purposes then the stab'ility of that self def' n-

, 
., , ,. 

'~':':'":.~:.J..; ~ .~_ ~.' .. --1... .. .. ~ 
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" ition is largely dependent on the stability of inf~rmation 

deriving from those others. However, cues.we receive from 

others are typically not always consistent; we are not always 

wi th ~he '1:>ame people nor are the people we are wi th nes,essar­

ily constant in their mood or in their feelings towards us. 

To the extent that eues from others are not always con$istent, 

then it should be expected that there will be more lability 

or instabilH.y in the self definition (\nd emotion of ~rsons 
.. 

functiol}.ing at earlier levels of development than persons 

operating at later levels. On the .)asis of this reasoning 
• f 

a questionnaire was designed which, in summary, simply asked 
. , 

how mu ch the respondent thougnt his notion of'who he was and 

the feelings he had about h~elf, v~ried as a funetion of 

-differing situations. 

It was proposed earlier that differentiation is a con-

...,J 

eept common to most ego theories. However its use has ranged 
tI1 

,from a pri~y emphasis on i ts emotional developmental fea tures 

(Hahle •• Pin~ Bergman. 1975) to an emphasis on perceptual 

factors tYP1eai of witkin's work on field'dependence-indepen· 

dence (Witkin, D k, Faterson, Good~nouqh & Karp, 1962). Its 

use here follows from the preceding discussion of self and 

ego. When it i5 proposed tbat a person'§ style of organizing 

and integrating information is such as to give that informa-
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,.tion persona{ meaning it is possib~e, i,n fact ·probab1e, that 

. indivïdua1s will vary not on1y in the.content'of the meaning , 
1 

they ascribe to,similar information but'they, will vary in 

the number of different meanings '(independent of contept) 
. , ~ 

they ascribEt-'. t~" th~ sarne or similar information. lt is in 
1 ~ 

, . . 
this latter sense that the term differentiation is used here. 

" 

Methodoloqical Considerations 

The concept of differentiation propased here emphasiz-es 
( 

the manner in wbich an ind+vidual organizes information about 

himse1f and the enyironment in whi~h he opera tes. Sorne se~-

ious difficulties lie in the developmeht of ~ suitaQl~.~e~~od-·~ 
. 

olO9y fbr empirica11y a~essing.differentiation. One problem 

concerns specifying the ~oundaries of onc's environment and 

wha.t it subsumes in content. However, it ia reasonable to 
, ( ... , 

that ~ of the information people use 'for self propose 

definition ls derived from interpersonal 

van, 1953), and hherefore a decision was 
~. . 

experiences (Sulli-, 

made t.o restrict '\ 

this work. to a consideration of the interpersonal environment,' 

specifically self and significant others. lt should be noted 

that the methodolosy to be discussed here is a general one' 

and can be applied 'equal~y weIl to most other aspects of the 
" 

person's enviro~ent. 
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Ther,e are a n~er of potential ways to E!tudy the 
" . ". - " 

man~~r in which a perso~ experiençes"and organizes his inte~-

personal environment, mùst common being questionnaire 

techniques. However, the main iimitation of such techniques 

r . t> 
is the frequent assumPfion that concepts or constructs appear-. 

\ 

ing in the qUestionn~re are those the subject spontaneously 

uses outside the test situation •• While sudh constructs may 
• ..1 ' 

be relevant to 'the investigator. there i5 often 'no a priori 

reason ~or assumïng their releJance to the sUhject. Kelly 

(1955) -has argue~ that many' 'objec':ive'. persona1ity tests in 

'fact force the subject to use and make decisions about cqn-

st~ucts which he may use on no other oc~asion. Brigham 

{1~91-), has put forward a similar criticism of 1 one of the most 
• 1 

cbmmonly used techniques, in 'stereotype research: 

tive '<;:;,heck list procedure (Katz & Braly, 1933). 

-

, 
the adjeÇ.,~ ,'" -

~'i~' 
Brigharn' s 

that here again the subject rnay be asked (19~~in point is 

to think~n terms of generalizations and categories he may 

not normally,use. He cites a study by Ehrlich and Rinehârt 

(1965) who c~red results from~an adjecti~~ ChéC~ list to 

fi' 
1. those from an open ended procedure. When subjec;:ts we:s;.e 

1 ... ) ... 'Jo. _ 
.. ~ ~ ... ~ , ....... .',';, 

a110wed to spontaneous1y generaëe responses _(o~n ended) 

they ,,1isted about five traits fC?r e,ach ethnie g)ouI( but in 

responding to the check 1ist eig~ .. to nineteen t~.~Js per 
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grodp were ~h~Ckedl off. 

," , While ,the attraction of questl.onnal.res 
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" 
the 

relative ease <of quantification. they are not/suitable [or v ... ; 

- ' 

work in which the centra'l interest is witl1 the pers,on' 5 o'V{n 

frame of réference, his self. This requires thaç people be 

allc)'..·lCd' t(j) organize info,~mà.tion they h~ve ab0l!t thomselvos 

" and others in any way they wis~. While this presents a 

'potentïal problem for th'er.-'<i2lta analyst ':i.n tnat sorne persons 
r" 

Q 

. 
may insist on orgapi'iing th3. t infoormation idiosyncratically', 

Q \-::1 ~~.I' " 

that sêtm~ ~J'e~éd;~ to organize 0 and Lît"eg.ratESJ inforci~tio'n is' 
Q v.. . 

nece;:;sary 'if' the person is to" reveal his characteristic 
d • 

of integrating information. 
o 

A procedure which would appea'r te), me the present 
\'" 

D (1 ; "" 

rèquirements is mUltidimenSïon~~1. ·Mult~dimens~onal. 

scaling procedures aré part~arly appropria~é becayse they,­j.-----. --. , 

permit a person to fréely'organize inforniatioli while at' the 
0' 

same time provid:i,ng arigoro~s q:~antita,tivè' ~od'el wi th 'wh,iCh ta 
" .... , 

~.... .... .. ~ 

~ ~: ... 

fit tne data. The persan need n0t: be aware of, nor ,artr.icu,-

,late reasoQs for,.making °1;1i5 p.arti~ul,àr 9judgements, , jl:ldgeme~ts 

which'are the,refore relatively uoconfounded by, verbal ahility. 

In these procedures persans are'pre~ented with a list of 

stimuli and are asked ~O make a judgemant ahÇ>ut hO"'1 'sirlülar 

or hO'W diffcront Lhasc stïmuli arc, taken, Lwo al. <,.l ~ime, and 

\ 

~, 
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They are; not as~ed to make thos"e ju~ge-

• 1 

ments accdrding to an' experimenter imposed criterion, but .in ~ 

, ... , , " 

, , 
~ 

_J/ 
.,,-' .?, 1 / o. /' l / 

'$/'</ ./,-1 
any way they wis~~ ~heir judgemept for each pair of stimuli' ." 1 

" ' . //":/-'/') 
is indicatéd on a distance scale, a 9 point scale in the /'/ L// . 

, ' . ~ 
presènt research, which proceeds from 1 (ve~y Sd~i~a'r' • ;:. , 

(very different) . // 

v • 
The 

.... / / ..... , " 

purpose of..·multidime'ns~_on§ll/sca 'ng algorithms 
) 

:ls 

" ta ·represent each of the stimulus" 0 'ects as a point in a k 
.. cr #Il 1". 

dimensional (Euc~idean) ,spaée.... It is assumed that .rélation-
.. \ 9 ~ 

ShiPsr aloong ~he~e pOirtes. c'orrespond, t~ percei.ved 

r~i,ons~i_~s .among: the o~~cts. TràditionallY/,, the purpos€ 

of displaying ~hese,relationships bas ~eeQ ta r~duce the 
./ 

variation in numeri~~l_ magnitudes (or dis tances) arising from 

a myriad of similarity judgements to an ess'ential pattern, 

,th~ aoJ\tent of w~ich lends ;i tself to parsimonious inte rpre-

tation: The number of dimension;s required to display this, 

pattern ha~ beén' usually arrived at through a trade-off be-
l ~ ...... ,c.. , , , 

tween interpretabili ty and "pa'rsimony on the one hand and 

.... 
minim.izing 'bac:Irtess' of' fit' on, the oothe:r. Whi'le this trade-

J:r '-' .. ",: "') ) l ' 

off produ(J.~~me se~iou'8 statiètical problems,. 'the n~rnber. _ '1'. 

'. 

"-

of dimensions per" se ,( i .e~, independent of çContent) requ~re~/( 
ta properly fit the data has rarèly been a matter of P~YC~b­

logical interest. ~t i8 to say, the concern has tra4i)ion-' 
\) ", l ' 
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ally been,with the interpretability of . thê con te'nt, of the ' " 
" ,', ~" . . 

, . " ....... ,,:;.-

tfte pofentiâl' psYC~C?logi-~" 
- , . 

• spa tial r.epresentation o and not wi th 
\ 

cal signifi'cance of th~'dimensionality .Qf' that space qu.ite .. , 
~ . .. /"- '. -' ~ , " 

, .' \ 

. , 
.. • 4 ~ • .J ~ 

. ~ , 

" , ! 

}: JO> ~. t: apa~t from j,ts"content.. ,~, .. ~ 
. ~\ '" ..... ~ 

The, p~ime goal bf '-the présent' w.o;;;''k is the' ~emonstra t~o~'~ .:!:,' '.f 
1) 0 'j ~ _ ,~ ~ ~' • ' •• 

~~':. J. ~ 

of t,lie JtDsy.chological signifié:!anèe or th~' "di.nt~~si<lna,li·ty qf 

thaf s;:':-", ~nd.;',pendent of itS, conteri.t.: .:' ': . .' .. ' ., 

Consider again the notrion of differel'lt.i,a tion in the' 
" 

.ij , ' 

'context bf'rnultid~mens.ional scaling. 
t " 

() 

Di~f~rentiai!o~1 ds ~~ . ~o 
'~.. . "t. 

'will be recalled,'-,~s being taken to refer to the numl?er"or .. ~ 
j~ 

" . . 
,different rneanings a person' a~ribès to a" ÇJi,ven se-t' of infor" 

~ 

~ ~ 1 • 

'rnation; whiC:h is' to- proposé tha t the rnQre a pe'rson consist..ènt-
.. :( .... '. . ~ ,. '. ly organizes, in~or~tj:on in te~ oi ·mu'l tiple mean~n~~ i t may, 

'MV~ for him, the higher will be tl;1e'''dimensionality, of the 
, • , ". , ~ r 

spatial st~ucture'nece~ to prope~ly fit and deSèriQ~ the 
~ 

da ta .ru" On the other should.another person construe 

that information as 9 orlly one OF relatively few" mean- i>:' 
• ... • .1\\ 

• IV * ~ 

ings for him the 
• 

spà,t.i,.aJ.,- st;ucture necessary to property' f -?- t . 

the data wiI"l be correspondingl~ less differentiated and of 

• Q 

~, ~. 
1 owe r dlimens i onal i t:y ., 

For purposes ôf el~oratiori, consider a ye~on whose 
, , 

pri.mary concern i~ the ~voidance of rè)ection and the seeking 

of acc~Pta"n~~. 

'1 

While he may be quïte~capaple of perceiving 
i\ # 
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l '- ~ ,:.. many d'ifferen.ces amongs1t' people the mean"ing h~' ascrib~'s to' . , . 
• • II' .. 

":.'., :,' . those- pcrce'ptians ûnd the' way' in 'which, ho orqanizcs 'th~ni'will 
. 1', .' " " . 

l, 
likcly b0 ln tcrms pf,'Wh;t-\hat pOJ:"ccptunl infJrm<ltion't,clÙ, 
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him âbout \"h~the'r ·t.ho,se ~'c<?ple a,re accept'·tng or rej'c:ct.lnCj. .. , 
~' 

Were dne 'ta .tilk;, a se.t of judgements, thi,s pers.on made amongs t 
• 0 • 

aU ~ossible pairs of pé'rsons siqnificant to hitn," i t phould 

be ~h,~sible', t.a rank orde:r; .. thase persons 'along one line, in a 

way ':7uch, thflt persons towards one pole are Judg'è;d as simil~r 

to each 'other (srnall .distanfe~ be,ONoen th,em) and dissimil~r 
• • ~ 0). 

to those a,t the ather~ end. Th~ ord,'ring of': p'ersons on this . . , 
........ .. 

,1,ine should then refléct·' the degree t~ wh.icl1 t'hey ar~ con-

strued as accepti~'9I- or rejec~ing, Ta. the extetlt that' this' 

pe~son ùrg~nized the infQr~ation he had about these people 

l -~ • . '-. . 
only in t~rms of acccp~ancc-rejectioh and,madé his 1udgcment~ 

P­, oP 

·,:~cc'~rdinglYI tHe ~J?a~ia1 strùcture required ~o fit the data 

would' lack~ comp"iexity" be,ing, in fact, one di.rnensional. 'This; . . ... " 

,in non-technical,tèrms i8 essentiallY,what'mqst n~nm~ 
• 1 - • • 

multidi~ensio~l. sca,ling models dg. They attempt::: _to. fit thè 

interpoint .d~s~a_n~e6 '.in a k dimensiena1 sp~èe 'such that ,t~e 
. .... ~ 

ordering of .those interpoint ~'istànce'$ fits as ·clos~l'y. as 
, . 

P~~~ÜJle . the corresponding similarity j'Udg~men~:, 
, • f fIi" 

,To recapitulate, it is a~gued in tnis th~sis th~t 

" persons differ' in the lavel of differentiation a.t which they 

,;.. 
t .. ~ .... , - ".~ 
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the degree to whi:: h 

'per.sons organize information in ter of multiple,meanings 

sbould be reflected in the number of rimensions required to 

-~~st fi t their data. \ . -' ~~-~-. , 
\ : _t • 

~ 
This 'raises the question ,as to what is the most appro-

1 .. - -----------____ , , 
priat~ model for the ex~l~ation of individual differences. 

• F , 

carroll and chang's (l970) individual difference algorithm 

(INDSCAL) is designed rO reveal dime~sions people have in 

common while providing indicators of inter-i.ndiviQua,~ varia-

tion in the salience of those dimen:Üons. while this i5- . 

certainly.-an advance over group solutions which treat each 

subject's data simply as an unweighted replication, it never-
1 

, , b ' 

theless generates a solution which tends to represent the 

'ideal' or 'representative' sUbject~ and the allowance of 

individual.dif'ferences is with respect to that ideal solution. 

Since the essence of the present work is to permit persons 

to reveal their pote"tially unique frame of reference, a 
d' 
prior~ assumptions'"about communalities between subjects ;"'ould 

be dereating the purpos~. For this reason, separate individ-

ual analyses are essential. 

//·-~-~·~;b-,;ert proposep that differentiation i8 reflected , 

in t~e number of differé~, .. meanings ,that stimuli may have for 

/" 
a person .. It ls crucial then that a rigorous criterion be 

... '\ 
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\ 
developed ~n arder ta determine the number of dimensions which 

best fit each individual's data, since the number of dimensions 

should reflect,the degree of differentiation. 

This problem has been a11uded to earlier as a trade~ 

-off between maiimiz'ing interpretability and minimizing' 'bad- '­

ness of Yit'. It is a ~rade-off becaus, 'badness of fit' 

,(or 'stress' in the case ofMD'SCAL~ Kruskal, 1964a, 1964b), 

continues to décline with an increase in the number of dimen-

sions extracted and reaches its minimum with n-1 dimensions 
\/ 

where the solution fits perfectly"but is highly unstable and 
, 

littl~ more interpretable than tQ~ raw data. Therefore, a 

consideration of the reductionl)of 'stress' alone does not 

permit any clear eut stopping rules. The analyst can nat 

determine, for instance, when a reduction in 's~ress' from 

k to k+l dimensions reflects that the k+l dimensional ~on-

figuration is accommodating real and rneaningful-variation in 

the data or simple error variance. Resort to 'scallops' 

(that ,point at which 'stress' has been declining rapidly with 

increasing dimensions and only slowly thereafter) in the 

declining 'stress' function is only a partial solution 

because the rnajority of weIl over one hundred declining 

• stress', functions analyzed by the author had the discourag-

ing habit of being scallop free. 
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Ramsa~ (1976) has developed a procedu~e for fuaximum 

1ikelihood estimation of the location of the points. This 

type of estimation tends to use .the- data more efficiently 

than other present multidimensional scaling techniques. As 

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

./ 

fi.ul h'ypotheses. , Among these is the hypothesis that a set of 
1 

dissimilarity judgements can,be satisfactorily approximated 

" ~ 
in a k-l dimensional space rather than one of k dimensions. 

Thus, a usefu1 decision ru1e for setting the d1mens10nality 

of the space is made possible. Thi" in addition to the 

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

\ 
the most appropriate tool for the 'analysis of the data for 

each subject in the study. Sorne modifications of the large 

sample dimensionality testing procedure were necessary in . . ~ 
arder to analyze.single subject's data. ,. 

will be described in the Method section. 

.. 
Surnrnary 

These modifications' 
1 

. lr- A --
The central propOsaI of'this thesis }~ that the 

number.of /dimensions required to best fit a person's simîlar­

ity judgements of significant others reflects that peVn:s' 

degree of differentiation.' There were three means by which 

this proposal was tested: 

,.a'. Locvingcr and Wcsslcr's (1970) system for me~s\1ring ego 
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developmenti 

(wiln. b. Embeddèd F"igures Test Oltrnan, Rasokin & Karp, 

1971; and r 

c. a questionnaire measuring perceived lability of emotion 

and self definition. 

The hypothasized relationship,betWèen these variables ean be 

formalized as follows: 

1. If the degree of differentiation is associated with the , 

level of ego developrnent, and if differentiation is 

refleeted in thè 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 levei o~ego devetoprnent. 

2. If low levels of differentiation '(few dimensions) are 
J 

associated with the use of primarily external eues for 
( 

self definition and self orientation then persons who 

use few dimensiGns should have more difficulty perfor-

mi~g on the ~mbedded Figu~s Test where success fs at 

least partl'y dependent' on the ability to find a s~mple 

eue rèpres~nted internally (i.e., in memory) in a eom-

plex external array. The reverse should hold for 

persons using many dimensions. 

l " ' 
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If low levels of differentiation are associated with a 

relative'dependenee on external eues for self definition 

and self evaluation, then persans usinq few dimensions 

should e~perienc~ more labili ty of emoti'on and, self 

definition às a function·ofddiffering social si~uations. 
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:J 
Method 

!' 

Subjects 

Thirty-nine pers ons participated in the present work , 
'on a voluntary basis with,no monetary rewqrd. Of this total, 

21 were female', a'nd ie were male. 
. 

Thirty-one were attending 

previously 9,ra~ated wi th ._ university' full time, while e had 

a bachelor~, 1evel degree. Their ages ranged from 19 to 33 

y~ars with Q median age of 21.5 years • 

. Procedure 
". 

The méasurement too1s associated with each of the three 

main hypotheses will be described here in the following arder: 

similarity judgements of self and significant others,' sentence 
, 

completion test, and quest~onnaire. Following these descrip-

tions the roethod of analysis for data derived from each tech-

nique will be outlined. 

1. Self and significant ethers (Multid~mensional Scaling) 

The list of persons to be judgedftlways involved ~ 

and 17 other significa'nt persons known to the respondent. 

However, it was important to allow respondents freedom to 

choose persons known to them personally, while at .the same 

time ens~ring that in generating their individuaf lists they 
o 

aIl considered an equally broad ran98 of persons. In prder 

t~ aCh~e this, subjects were asked to select from amongst 

1. , ' ~ 

"'" ,/ 

'lt 

, ,1. 



, 

1 
i 
r , 
• 

('" \ , ' 

1 
1 1 

! 
• t 
'\ 

26 

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

ent persons, descriptions which were adapted and modified 
q 1 

fr~ Kelly (1955). The instructions to subjects and 17 des-

criptions were as folloWSt 

Please refer to the descriptions'of 18 different persons 
lis ted b~low, 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 h.as already bee,n' listed" j,ust "make a second 
choice. 

l. 
'2. 
3. 

4. 

5, 

~ 

6. 
7. 
8. 

9. 

10. 

Il. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Your,mother (or stepmother) 
Your father (or stepfather) 
Your brother (or a boy neare~t your.~n age who was most 

like a brother to"'You) 
~-

Your sister (or a girl .nearest your own age who was most 
like a sister to you) 

Your ~ife (or husband) or you~ girlfriend (or boyfri~nd). 
ff this dces not apply, a person you might like ,to be 
your girlfriend (or boyfriend) " 

Your closest friend of the same sex as ~ourself 
Your closest friend of the .opposite sex to yourself 
A.person of the same sex as y~urself who, at the moment, 

is not'a particularty close friend but who you woulq 
like to be closer w1th 

A person of the opposib.~, sex who, at the moment, is not 
a particutarly close friend but who you would like to 
be c laser- wi th 

A persan of the same sex as yourself who you once thoûght 
was ~ good fliend but who strongly disappointed you 
la ter ' 

A person of the opposite'sex to yourself. who you once 
thought was a good friend but who strongly disappoint­
ed you later·~ 

A person known to you personally with whom you would be 
most willing to talk over your personal f,eelings' . 

A person you know who for sorne reason appears to dislike 
yoo -

A person who you would most li~~ to help or tor whom you 
feel sympathy 

A person wi th whom you feel v~ry une omf or tab le 
, . 

"~.'I""'~--'" __ ."." .... ~~ . . 
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16. 
17. 
18 • 

The warmest person you know 
A' person you trust the most 
Yourself 

27 

Once the list was completed in this fashion subjects 
, p 

were instructed as fol'Iows: 

"These descriptions have been provided for no other reasan . 
. ~' than ta ensure 'that every. participant in' this study considered 

an equa11y broad range of persons in generating their own 1ist 
'J: of persons. l am now goin9 to present you witha whole series 

r of pe'rsons taken two at a Ume from -you~ list.· For each of 
thrse pairs your task is ta decide how similar or how .differ- , 
ent those twa people are and then ta indicate your'decisian 

'.-- using the nj,ne-point scale in front of you. For in~tance. if 
you decided that these two people had nothing in cammon then 
you wo~ld indicate this'by usinq a 9 from the scalè (or Very 
Different) • If, on the other l'iand, you feit these two people 
were very much alike then use a,l from the scale' (or very 
silnilar).. The scale is provided to" allow you to indicate the 
degree of similarity-dissimilarity ~ou teel exists between 
two persons, so~lease try to use the· full range of the scale 
in making your judgements. 50, if you feit 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. Remember, 
there are no right or wronq an~ers; what ~ttèrs i5 çhat Y9u 
indicate 'what vou "fee!, for whateve~ reason, is the degrE!'e' of 
similarity ~etween each pair of persons. Do you have any 
questions? " 

°After any points o~ confusion were clarified ,subjects 

were presented ~u~ .2 stimulus persons at a ti~ an~ for each 

pair asked to indcate ,on the 9 point '~cale _ (rangir\9 from 

Very Similar (1) to Very Diff~~ent (9» t~ee ta which 

they felt 'those two persans' were similar or different. This 

process' continue,d until aIl 15"3 (Le.- n(n-l» combinatians ~ 
2 .. ~ 

of 2 persons, in haphazard orde~ had been assign~d_ a ,:sim,ilar., 

ity rating. 

l " 
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2. Sentence completion (Ego Development) 
\ --
1 
~-

The sentence comp1etion test was administered two to --

three weêks after supjects.had made their similarity judge-
..... "'-')1.> 

• 
~ 

t 
ments of self and significant oth~rs.' The author had had 

previous experience wi th tWo sentence cornp1etion tests: tha t 
, 

of A~onôff. (197'1) and r:o~viI'lger and Wess1er ,(1970). -On the/ '\ 

bas;'. of thi. experience s.œms were "hosen from eaC~"test ï:;'~,' 
which haq previously' generàted" a wide range of responses l ' , 

. / 1 
! 1 

The present test then was composed of 49 stems, 26 of ,'ich 
il 

;. 1). Il 
were taken from Aronoff (1971) and 23 from ~oevinger~nd 

. f 
Wessler (1970). Instructions to respondents, and ,'t7 were 

-- ~ 1 

~_~.-J 
as fol1ows. Those s~ems from Aronoff (1971) are rnar d * 

• r 
and those from Loevinger and Wessler (l9~O) by ** 

* 1. 

** 2. 

** 3. 

Below are severai incomplete sentences. please read 
and complete each one. If the suggèsted word occurs, 
in the middle of thé Une place it wher,ever .. you wish. 

l shou1d like to 

Raising a famiIy 
, 

a. (complete only if you are a woman) .. 
When l am with a man ••• 

~._ (complete on1y if you are a man) 
When l am wi th a woman . . . 

* 4. If l cOu1d only • 

** ·5. When they avoided me . . . 
* 6. Most important,: 

'-

c 

~ 6 ~."' ..... ' -! t .... ~ ;' 
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** 7. If my mother 

* 8~ To me, people • • • 
. 

'** 9. The thi~g l 'like about myself is • 

*10. The'main driving force in my life is 

**11. ~at gets me into trouble ia • 

_ *12. _'. Qthe ople are . . . '? . , 
~ ,1 

\ 

**13. My ~ther nd 1 \ . .., 

**14: Education 

,~ 
*15. For sure . . . / 

**16. Women are lucky because 

*17. If I cou1d change anything 1 

**18. When 1 am nervous . . . 
, 

**19. a. (complete on1y if 1ou,~re a man) 
A man fee1a goOO when . • • /' 

b. (complete on1y if you are a woman) 
oman feel~ good when 

When someone won't join in group activities 

*21. AS-... êl chi Id I 
'~ 

When people are helpless . . . **22. 

*23. What bothers me most • 

*24~ rhe people l like best 

**25. Men are lucky because 

**26. 1 feel sorry ••• 

**27. If l can't get wha~' 1 ~ant . . .. 

**28. My father 'i>' 

" 
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*29. The, more,involved one gets .~. 

*30. aei~g l~ 
*31. rf l ~~m put under pressure 

*32. A ~i~nd . 
**:33. My main problem is < . . .. 

**34. l am ,. 

happy when 
l! .. ' /\ . *35. I am . .. . 

*36. A stranger 

*37~ I want . . 
// 

**38. If my father / 

//: . 
, 

**39. When they talked abouy sex I ------

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

- b.-- (complete only 1.( you are a man) 

The woret thing about being a man . 

**41. My conscience bothers me if • 

*42. The future ' .... 

*43. If r were in charge 
~ 

*44. 
, , 

*45. When an' animal is wild . 
*46. , People think r am .. -. .. 

" 

rt's 
. 

*47. fun to dayd~eam about 

*48. My appearance 

*49. ~Tests like ihis 

• • 

çare, 

.. . 

.. . . . 
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'3. E~edded,Figures Test 

The Embedded Fig~rES Test ('EFT) \@S "administered in .;' 
... 

acçordance with instruceions çiven by witkin, oltman, Raskin 

and Karp (1971). 

The materia1s used were as foY1ows; 

a. Cards. There were three sets of card~: one set of 12 

,cards (Form A) ~th a complèx fig~re on eac~;. one set of é 
, 

,cards wi th a simple figure on ea~h; and ,a prac ticè set con-
~ 

sis~ing of one complex figure card and one simple figu~~ cardo 

b. " Stjlus., piovid~d to permit the 'subject ~o, tracè, the out-, 
, , 

1ine of the simple form ~n each complex ~igure. 

c. stopwa-tch. For timing' subject's performancéo,: Equippe'd 

. , 

with sweep second hand whiéh co.uld be started and sto~ped, 
!'f .. 1 

, wi thout ,I)êc~ssarily' res~'tt;irw the ha~d to zero. '\' " 

, " 

The subject was. given thé' followi~g"ins~ruC'"tiions' (-(rom 
, " 

l'! .... ! • 

Wit:k~n et,',al., 1971): 

, 

. , 

, . "~I . am go~ng ,to shaw' you a setie~ of c~lour~d, designs. 
Each time l show you o~, l want you to descri~é ~t 
in any wa''./. ,you wish •. ~ will thèn ShCM, you a, single' , 
forro which is contained in the larger désign:; , You" ," 
will the'n b,e' given that, larger. 4esign again, a'~d' yôü:r' 
job will be ,to, l,b6i?-te the simple fo~ ':in it.,' Let 'us ' 
go thr.ough a" pt.:i;\ctice tria~' to- shCM you hCM' ±t is, 
d,One." 

" 

The subject was shawn'the practice cornplex figure for i~ 
} ,,' " 

seoOnd~(~' Th~ s~mpl~ ;~9~,r~ was tl)en placed on 'top ,of the ; 

complex, figure such that the comple~ fig.ure could not be seen . 
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" ·After. 10 .seconds the subject was instructed further: 
" 

_ .. f' 

, . ~ 

IIt~· Il now show you the cQloured design 'again and 
yo re to find the simple forro in tt.' As soon as 
'JOu ve found thè simple form let me know', and start 
_tl'acing the .simple form with this sty1us.~ Whén you 
are tracing, pleaS'e do not l'et the stylus' touch the 
surface of the card'. Il • 

, The complex figure was exposed again by removing and 

'- . Uturning ove r the' s implè f igu~e ~. Considerable care ,was taken 
, 

~to be-sure. that the subject had n~ opportunity to see the 

""""J com~lex and simple figures sim~ltaneouslY. Finally, after 

. , , 

\ , 
any difficulties arising ~rom the practice trial ha~ been 

i 

<, 
,clarified, subjects w'et'e given 'these instruc,tions: 

. , 

'~This is how we wil~, proceed ort',all trials. ln' every , 
case the simple formwill be present in the larger 
design~ It ~~11 always be '~n the upright. pO$~tiofl,' 
so <3, on" t tl,lrn the 'card ,around. There may be" severai 
of the simpfê forms in the, same d~siqn, but you ';'re 

, - " \ 
t'O find and trace only one. Work' as qûickly as you' 

". 

possibly cano 'siltlce i will be timing you, but' Ï>e sure 
that the" form ,you find. is exactly ~hé same as the 
ori-ginal.sirople forro in shape, size and propo'x:tions. " 

'As soo.n as 'yQu have ',found the form tell:': me 'at onc~. :>..,3';.. v 

and then start to trace it.· Ïf' yO\l ever' fotqet ~lt\àt. ~, :';~: 
the ,simple form looks like, you- nay ClSR to see it aga-in, 
and_you may do s'o- as often as you li]ce. Are ther~ 
any questions?" , 
" . 

A 11,:, 12' test: items of Form A were presented in tl;li s ma n'rie r .. 
. ' , 

,t. 
The timing procedure was as follaWa: '~ 

. ' l j 
a. The stopwatch was started fr~, ze~T:tli.~ moment the 

simple forro was turned over and 
(} 

. '­
" 

',1 • 

, l , 

t}le suJtject. as)ced ta lOcate " 
,"1 . 0', • 

" . 
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b As soon' as the subjtac~ lOcated and ,t'raceca out the'. 
, ' 

simple fa~m ~arrectly the watch"~as' stapped a~d time, recorded. 
, , 

c. If the subject1s: tracing ,was iFl,aacura.te 'or inco'm-
3 • . ~ 

pl~te he'was told, "No, that' s not i t" ,and' asked ta conËil1ue . .. , 

searc}üng" T,q,e wat~h was le'f t~ r~rÙi..in9. .. 
, " 

d 
. ' 

If, aft.er 3: minutes" the 'subject had not beetl 'a'b~e 
" , , . ( ",' ", ~,' J 

the simple form he was. tald "Let' s try anothcl=' one" 
.~ . . ta find 

" 1 • .' 
~nd was started on the n~xt item. Time was recorded.as'3 

, ) 

minutes, 

e. The subject could see the s~mpl~ farm àgain if hé 

fargot it. In this case the watch was stopped for.lO seconds 
, t • 

during,which' time the simple figure could'be examined' {again, ... 
without the complex figure being visible). When the 10 sec-- ... . . . ' , . 
o~d p~riod was up the simple form was rem6ved and the watch 

res~rt:ed. 'Subject'S 'were shawn the simple t'orm as often as 

4. Ouesti~nnaire . 
! 

-, ~he questionnaire'was designed to rne~sure' 12 aspects 
1 

of a person's psychological funct~oning,. 'ALI item;; can be 

found' in Appendix 'Ir where they are grauped accor~ing to the 

psycholoqical process they were intend~d to measure. 
" 

S'ubjects, 
. 

were, presentéd the statements ,i~ ran~um order a~d were asked 
o 1 l • \ 1 ,. 

to indi~ate ,their degr~e. of ,agreeme~t7"'diSa~~eement wi th e~c~ 

• , , 

" 

,. 

" 

1 

). 

! , 
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statement on a 9 point sea1e proeeeding from strongly Agree 
~ 

• 
(1) to ,Strong1y Disagre~ (9). 

The first se~ of 14 items rn Appendix II were designed 

to mcasurc the dcgrcc ta wlll.eh the person t.!lOught hi!:> fccl-

'"ings about himse If, his - a tti tudes and his behav iour w,ere i~-
, 

flu~need by. ~xternal 'sour~es (for example(i ''l'àet qui te differ-

ently ~ith different people"; "When l think ab01:lt it, m)" 
, 

~, . 1 

attitudes and feelings are very easily influenced by ethers"). 
l ' 

These l4.~statements are subsumed under th'e heading: iExternal " a C'l 1 

Orientation. Strong agreement (indicated by a low s'core) with 

the~e statements then would suggest that the persan relies 
f' • heavily. on externa1 ~ues for self orientation / self'evalua-

\ 

tian wi th the implied de-emphasis on interna'l,eues for' this r 
purpose. . 

" 

AlI of the statements in the next Il groups were taken 

and modified from Be1lak, Hurvich and Gedirnan (1973). ~en 

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

ing from a psychoanalytic point of view and the el~venth group 
1 \\ .. 

i,s concerned with superego functioning. \-lhile Bé',llak ct al. 

(1973) relied primarily on interview techniques -the~-r inter-

view questions were transformed in the present work' .to sta te-

ments suitable for a questionnaire format. " Subjects were 

aJ>ked, as be'fore, ta indicatê their degree of agreernent-dis-

agreement with these statements on a 9. point scale. 

-- -- -~ . .---.-
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, The first group of items related to psychoanalytic 

.notions ,of ego functioning concerned Reality Testing. Six 
;;Ir­

statements referred to the person's general ability to test 

the accuracy of his pe~ceptions and in distinguishing inner 

from ~uter reality (for example, "1 often wonder whether some--

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

Five statements were intended to measure the extent ta which 
't 

the person feit his Judgement was adequate, particularly his 

ability to anticipate other people' s reactions ta his own 

bëhaviour (for example, "1 seern to offend people wi thout in-

tending 1:,0."). 

There were 8 ~tatements designed to measure the sub-

jects experiences of himself in 'the world, the extent to which 

he feels or has feit trance-like states and states of alien-

ation from the worid (for exarnple, "l've had the experience 

of'- just not fee ling real. ", and "1 often feel as t/U9h there 

were a glass wall between me and the rest of th~orld. If) • 

These B stat.ments are includea.under th~ ~ng Sense 'of 

~Rea11tY~ellak 
et al.'s (1973) notion of Drive Regulatiop 

(6 s ta teme,nts) refers to a di~ns ion anchored a t one end by 

po or dela~ of reward, ION tolerance for frustration and poor 

control of emotions, and at the other end by inhibition and 

overcontrol (for example, "1 am easily frustrated." and "1 

, 

/ 
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find it hard to 'let go'."). 

The 7 statements included ,under Object Relations were 

directed primarily at the person's ease of relating ta othersi 

the extent to which he perceives himself able to cope with 

emotional attachment or intimacies (for exa'mple / "1 have 

often run away from a relationship -tor fear of being hurt."). 

There were 4 statements èoncerned with Thought processes. In 

this context the concern was particularly with the perso 's 

ability ta maintain an attentianal set,' that is, ,to,be a le 
, 

to fo1low a 1ine of thought without distraction. At one 

extreme is the inability to main}ain an: atteh~ional set, hile 

the other extreme is reflec ted in ar;<inab'iri ty ta roodif or 

change an attentional set as'would'be the case in obsessional 

thinking(for examp1e. "1 have' trouble keeping my mind on what 
, 

l 'm daing because of distraction fram noises, etc. If and '1 'm 

aften troubled by thoughts that stick in my mind 50 that l 

can' t get rid of them."). 

Six statements were directed at the person's 1eve af 

Defensive Functioning. This term, as', i t is used here, r fers 

not ta the specifie defensive styles (denial. projection, 

etc.) a persan may display but to the adequacy 

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

example, "1 am a very anxious person." or "l' have had.th 

feeling that l am going to fal1 apart. "). The next grau of 

. ' 
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concerned a person' s ability to modulàte or dampen 
, 

sensory stimuli. This aspect of egt functi~ning is 
, 

to in terms of Stimulus Barrier and includes 4 items 

" aS""I am overly sensitive to light, sound, touch, etc .JI 
1 

" 

The notion of ego autonomy is somewnat unclear having 

di ferent meanings for different psychoanalytic writers. Bellak 
J 

et 1.'5 (1973) use of the term refers to the ability of the 

per on for Autonomous Functioning (4 statements); that is, 

to intain a course of action independent 'of fluctuating 

moti ational and stimulation levels. This conception lS 

in sta tements such as "l' ve often fel t 50 lacking 

that l couldn 1 t carry through with things that l 
, 

~rdinarily do." Synthetic-Integrative Functioning was mea-

sured by', 4 s taternents • This term refers to the pers on t s 

capacity to integrate new information into on90in9 activity 
. ~\ 

,and to adjust one's behaviour to changing environment~ 

demands . ~n example of items in this group is,' "1 don 1 t 

adapt very easily to sudden changes in my rou,tine." 

Fina~ly, the questionnaire include~ statements in-
1 

tended to as' ess superego Function:i,ng. These statements 

concernéd th with feelings of guilt, low esteem, and .. 
high expecta ions of oneself (for example, "1 often have 

fee-linga of nworthiness." or "1 expect too much of myself."). 

:, .. _" , ~." } . 
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Methods of Analysis ,. 
Similarity Judgements. The .153 similarity judgement 

, 
~.. " 

of self and significant others were analyzed for each subject 1 

by multi~imensional scaling techniques of~Kruskal (1964a, 1964 

-
and Ramsay (1976). ALI individual simi1arity matrices w~re 

ana1yzed first by MDSCAL (Version 5MS in Fortran IV, Kruskàl 

& Carmon •• <~ 1971 ) • The resulting "onfigura tion was then use~ 

as the'starting configuration for Ramsay's implicit eqUati~ 

algQrithm for multidimensi6nal scaling by maximum likelihood. 
" 

"The -p~am was wri tte~ by ',:r. _ o. 'Ramsay in Fortran IV and ~as 
executed ~,.an IBM 360/75 computer in double precision. Iter---.,-, 

ations ~e~~ stopped in this latter procedure when th~lqrgest 

relative change in any coordinate va1uè was 10-3 • In ~he 
-----_.----

rnajor~ty of cases 200 iterations were sufficient for the 

criterion to be reached although a few did require several 
{j -

hundred iterations. 

Testing Dimensronality (Goodness of Fit). The c~itical, 

deçision wa,s whether a k+l dimensional èonfiguration provides ' 
1 

a significantly better fit tD the data than a k dimensional 

donfiguration. With respect to this decision. Ramsay (1976) 

has shawn that -x..2 :; - 2 (log ~-l: - log Lx:) has an asymptotio, 

chi-square distribution if the popula~ion dimen5ionality i5 

log Lx: is the log likelihood ,obtained by fitting ., 

• /0,. .' 
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in k dimensions and where the degrees of freed?m is given by 

the diyference b~tween the number of parameters fit in each 

case, which works out to be n-k. The chi-square test of 

dimensionality has 4n asymptotic distribution which~ppears 

to ho1d where there are several replicates. However, in the 

case of a single replication the actual distribution has a 
\ 

much longe~ tail thad the chi-square distribution (Ramsay, 

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

mation because the -x,2 test of dimensionality in the single 

replication case still provides an upper bound as to the 

most like1y number of dimensions. In other words, the ,,2 , 

statistic provides a safe test that there are no mQre than k 

• dimensions, although the IDoat likely nUmDér, in fact, may be 

less than k. • " 

Ramsay's (.1976) Monte carlo results which were base,d 

on 28 matrices of distances generated' from Independant random 

two dim~nsional configurations of 15 points ShCM that the 

retention of too many dimensions would have occurrad in 7 of ~ 

28 ~ases if -2(log L
k

_
1 

- log L
k

) were used as a ch~-square -

variate. While this is based on a -x,.2 criterion of 24 for 1:2 
, , 

degrees of freedom, a more conservative criterion of 48 

achie~ed ~y simply dOubling the X2 cr,it!=!rion 1.CAll~ lead. to 

the retention of too many dimension~n OnlY}l of 28 cases 

" 
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(or 3.6%) •. While there are -presently no Monte Carlo studies 

- ---..-

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

that·the approxinlatc doubling ~f t~quare crllerion 
, 

provides a reasonable b'asis for a stopping ru1e of dimensi,On-

ality in the case of 18 points. 

'. 2 
Because the critica1 values of 'X: for 16, 15 and 14 

degrees of freedom at the .05 lèvel were rather similar 

(26.30 for 16 df., 25.0p for,' 15 df. ,and 23.68' for 14 df.) and 
, .. 

becausb" there was a Jack of more specifie cri teria which eould 

be based on Monte Car,lo 5 tudies wi th 18 points, a stopping rule' 

was used which requi ed tha t -i (l 

-
order for the k+r di to be retained. How-

ever, ta be reasona~ sure that, the redicted relationships 

between dimen"sionalit and -ether variables were robust and 
~, 

not s tr ie t1y 

t approxima te) 

dependent on this-one stopping 

\ ' 

doubling ~r. the ·x.2 cri terion, 
\ 

ru1e.based on t~e 

a further range 

~of stopping rules was uséd in establishing the nurober of 
\\\ 

~-

ditnensions for eachsubjeçt-. -- The full' range of stopping rules . 

was: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

( 
-2 (- ~k 1 110<] L

k
) > 50 

-2 (~~=l - \log Lk') '> 60 
-2 (log Lk-l 7 cg Lk) > 70 
- 2 ( log ~ -1 - C?CJ Lk) > 8 Q 

Relationsh~Rs between dim-nsionality derived from each of thcsc 
)'J., 

stopping' rulcs and other v riablcs in the sl:~ldy wil1 be repÛl L-

cd in the Hcsults section • 
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~entence completions. Each sentence completion was 

s~ored in accordance with Loevinger and·Wessler's (1970) sys-
11 

.. 
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 Wess1er (1970). Final scores for each sub-

. -
ject were based on a, . tvJ,o-stage scoring procedure whéi>e~y' i4'l 

, 1 
the 'first stage, the raters worked independent1y of each other 

and scored each completion with no knowledge of subject (Le., 

no knowledge of results of the other tests) except where 

gender was revealed in the completions. ALI completions to a 

g~ven stem were scored!across subjects before proceeding to 
. " . 1 

completions for the·next stem. This procedure impressed on 

'the ra ters the full' t'ange 

cular stem, while scoring 
\ . 

of possible responses to ~rti­

out of context (without re r to 

othèr completions from the same subject's protocol) minimi~ed 
the possib'le biasing effects of knowledge of previous respon-

ses by a <Jiv,en subject. The inter-ra ter reliabili ty a t this 

. ' 

stage was .78. 
, , 

The second ~~age'was' co~c~rne~ withl thoae ambiguous 

completions assigned discrepant scores by the two raters-. 

Here~' the c~pletion in question was re-analyzed by both 

( 
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completion was , as a last resort, considered in the,~ight 

of other completions by the subject (i. e., in context). III 
( .. 

on~y a very few cases could no agreement be reached, however, 

sorne completions did remain arnbiguous even in context and 

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

formist). Final scores were then assigneèl ta each subject ...,. 

and are reported in the results section based on this two 

stage procedure. 

EmbJdded Figures Test. ~e.subject's ,time on each of 

12 cards was converted to its co~on logarithm and the log 
-~. 

rnean time as the sUbject's score for the c~st.- Th~se trans­
) 

" fo~med scores ere assumed to correspond to the 1inear model 

'" (Hays, 1963) while the untransformed scores are lognormally 

distributed wi th standard deviation being proportional to the mean. 

Questionnaire. Recall that subjects indicated their 

degree of agreement-disagreement on a 9 point scale ranging 

from Strongly Agree (1) to Strongly Disagree (9). Their 

'score on each of the 12 aspects of psycho1ogica1 functioning 

was based on the total score arrived at by,simply adding their 

responses to each statement in the group. Thus, the higher ëi,''_ 

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

that person has indicated dis21greement with those statements 

while a low total score indicates essential agreement. Be-

" 

.1 
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cause sta teroents relating to psyehoanalytic notions of ego 

re problem oriented, a low score on Re~lity 

~ , 

in psyeh910gieal funetidning. 

difficulty 

~'>' ~ " 

instance, would indicate the persan had 

\ . ' 

One 
'- ' 

thes~ 12 total scores had been comput~d, each 

sta ent was correlated (pearson r) with·the total score ~ 

th~ groùp to which it belonged. These item-total correlations . 
'c,an therèfore be used as a guide in evaluating the validit-y 

of every statèment, in the gro~p. 
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Résulta 

-
Rep9rting of resulta will ~proceed in the order estab-

lished earlier·in the thesis:' muitidimensionai scaling results, 

se~tence completion ~esults, embedded figures results, ques­

tionnaire results and finally the interrelationships amongst 

these variables. 

Multidimensional scaling of similarity iudgements 

Initial analyses of 39 sribjects showed that 5 of these 

subjects had not used a reasonable variety of responses of 
. . 

the'9 point àistance scale. Because the effect of limiting . 
... . 

the range (or categories) of similar~ty judgements can be to 

spuriously increase the number of oimensions required to best . . . 

fit the'data, these sUbjects were not considered for further 
(' .. ...... '. \ ~ 

analyses. This left 34 sub1-ects (19 fema~es and 15 males) 

for complete analyses on JhiCh aIl SubSeq~~~~ "S~tistics ar~._ -
. based. 

complete statistics relating tO,multidimensional scal-

ing results are desctibed subject by subject in Apperidoix l' . 

. Applyinq the stoppinq ,fuIes .set out e.ailier to maximum like'"f 

. . . 

.' . 

lihood multidimensional'scalinq (résults showed that, as pro-
," 

\ . 
posed, there was v~riat;iQn between subjects' in terms of the 

J " ... 

.. " ,.. " 

number of dimensions regu!red to Dest (it their similarity 

( . 

" . " 

.' . 
. . 

'1 __ 

. . 



QI' 

, 
! 

l 
1 , 
\ 

1 
1 

. ~ 

( 

, 

" 

, " . 
~ .-1 ............... --.._~~~. __ ... 

, ., 
, " 

'\ ~ 
jùdgements of self and s~~ni~icant others. Table l shows the; 

. ~ , 
number' of subiec~s using two, three and four dimensions as 

determinèd b'y each of the fo~r stopping rules J 

, . , . 
This table 

can also be 'referred to for summary 'statistics concerning the 
, , 

mean unbiased stan~ard error, (the badness of fit ~~asure • 

coirected' for dimensionality)and mean' iterations to conver-"", gence. 

Table Il p~esents a s~ry.version of Appendix lIt 

" and can be referred to for most of the relationships,discussed 

( 

in this sec tion. 
o • 

Before proceeding it should be pointed out that regard-
. . 

less of the stopping rule applied there were no overall signi-
1 • 

ficant differences be~een males and.femaleê in- the number of 

dimE!nsions used. A consideration of the matrix 'presentèd in 

Appendix III ..shows that th~ correlations between' l:.~e number 

of dimensions arrived at with the use of the four different 
l ",.~,.' . " / '.' 

stopping rules 'range fram .'SO· to .91. While Append'ix III can 

be referred to for relationships between-dimensionality 'cal-

. " 
culated according ~o these four rules and aIl other variables, 

• 
all subsequent discussion of r~sul ts inv<?l~fh~multidimens ion-. 

al scaling will be basèd on stopping rule number three . 
" 

this rule led to ~elationships be~een dimens!onality and 

":çther variables which are riltherotypièal of those relation- o ' 

" 

'\ 

'.', 
" . 
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Table I 

Number of dimens.ions, reta~ed ~e .... 2(109 ~-1 - log ~) "5~ 

1 2 3 4 5 

Number of subjects 4 15 14 1 

~ Unbia~ed standard error , .369 .281 .199 .143 

~ l'}umber of i terations to 73.0 179.5 150.9 
çonvergence 

Number of dimens!ons retained ~ere, -2(109 ~-1 - log ~) ~ 60 

1 2 3 4' 

Number, of subjects 5 16 13 
1 

~ unbia~ed standard 
'/ .360 .274 .188 error 
/ " .-

~numbér of iterations to 
1 

1 98.8 186.7 134.1 
convergence 

/ ' , ~ 

r~tained where -2(1og L
k

_
1 - log ~) ~70 ~umber of dimensions 

1'-
'. 

Number of subj,ects 
J 

, 
" , l , 

1 

1 

~ 

2 3 4 

9 14 11 

125 

5 

5 

! unbfased ~andard: er~or ~ •• 340 .260 .185 ~ , 

,M number of' 1 teratioris to 
, .... ~ convergence " 

{! 

, 
96.7 167.4 141.2 

Number of dime~ions retained where -2 (!-09 ~-1 - 109' L
k

) ~ 80 

NwDber Qf subje~S' ' . ; 

M unbiased standard e~o~' 
- . 1· 

. M' number pf ~ terations to 
~ conyergenée .' 

°1 , , 
r l ' 

\ 
"-1 2 3 '4 

13 

.354 
~ 

112.2 

,. 

.244 

'138.6 

, 
" 

9. 

181.3 

142.3 

" . ,. 
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Table~:I;' 

. 
,~ / " 

'., . • f ,; 

Co~relati?n 'Matd.x " 
",.=t: 

.' " 

", 
'. 

. ' 

~ 

" 

,~ 

," 

!. • 

... ~ 

r. 

1, 2 - 3 ~ 5 6,·1 . ,8 9' 10 Il 12 J.3 14 1~ 16' 17 " . . ~. 

- 1 H Dimen10ns -2 (~Og~~ -~) > 10· , 
\ 2 u. Standard Error ", -902 

:\ 

3 !! eqo developDent ,66 ~3 ,', 

" 

4 M loq EI"l' . -42 -.3.8 43 
·s Ëxternal. ,,-12-66 44 -32 
6 Rea:" Testhg , . 67-58 51-39 70 
7 (J t . .'38-'si 3d-19 39' 73 

~ .:1 "0 1 ... .. 

, ~ Senae' of Reali'éy _ i ~4-o5 03 ·06 32. 53 39 
;lJ ~fDrive Regulation 52-47 28-21 67 68 51 50 

... 
:; 

.', 

," " 10 abject Relations 41-41 49;36 39 54 57 27 49 
Il 'l'hought ," 55-53 30-16 70 81 '60 57 77 51 
12 Defensive Funetioning' 64-61 56-45 69 77 51 41 61 53 67 
13 Sttmulua Barrier 51-50 24-44·33 53 54 $0 51 55 57 50 
14 Au~us PUnct1on!nq ~ -40-44.4~-25 45 63 49 43 45 54 58 63 55 
15 SyIlthatie-Integrative', 49 .. 49' 53 -54, 59 55 2'" 22 40 40 48 60, 37 52 . 
16 TO~6-15) - 0 58-57 45-34 68 90 75 69 19 70 86 82 73 74'59 
17 SUperego 53-38 29~23 64 57 ~1 65 60 45 57 62 53 41 49 70 ~ 
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soips'based On the oth~r three stopping rules. 
.. 1 

The unbiased standard error estimate w~s very strongly\ 

related te the number of dimension~ 'used (~= -.86, ~<.OOl). , 

This is an interesting finding because this particular error 

~~tirnate is cor,rected fqr dimensionality. That is to say, "it 

,dees not behave as does 'stress' in its relationahip to 

dimensfbnality.' As the number'cif dimensions ia increased 
• ~ ,~ 1 ", ';< • 

• stress" decreases whereas the unbiased standard error es~.\.-

mate typicall~ de)ireases with increasing dimensianality until 

the ,~+1 dimensional solu~ion ia )no longer significant, at 

which, time the,error estimate begins to increase with further 
') ,. , 

, inc~-e~ses in di~nSionality. 

This result could be interpreted as saying that not 
,. 

.only do persans using two dimensions have a relatively simple 

1 -

self-other 'space',but their Judgement~ about that spaee 

lacks the precision and consistency of pers ons using four 
_'Ir 

dimensions. 

Measurement of Ego Oevelopment (sentence completion te$t) 

Mean scores w4re ~âlculated for each sUbjeçt after 
- \ l' 

• "'-li, 

assigning alto the firet, level (Impulsive), and ~ 2 to t~e 

second wlevel (Self Protective) 1 -and so on with a 9 assigned 

ta the last, or In1j.egrated level. Loevinger and Wessler 

(1970) have'described a more complex acherne for a~signin9 a 

single sco;J:'e to indicate ,a subject's pr'obable level of ego 
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devel:opment but because their method did ,not lead to any 

stronger relationships with other variables in this study 

than did the sirnpler rnean 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 rep'resents a range from just s1ightly above the Self 

Protective stage to the transitiona1 1evel between Conscien-

tious and Autonomous stages with the mean falii,ng just above 

the co~orrnist stage. 

Embedded Figures Tekt 

Subjects' rnean times performing on the Ernbedded 

Figu~~s 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 -, 1.11 t? 2.12: meah = 1.t44: 

standard deviation = 0.26). 

Questionnaire 

The statements themselves are listed 'in Appendix TI. 

Each statement is fbll~ed in the firet co1umn by the corre­

lation between that statement and' the' total score for the 

group to which oit be,lonqed. These item-total correlations 
1 \\, • 

.' 



( 

\ . 

are followed in column 2 by the mean score' for that statJment, 

an~ in column 3 by its s~andard deviation. 

The correlati~ns between the various groups (Le.I, 

ExternalOrientation, 10 groups measuring various ego'fulc- ' 
• l , 

tions and Superego functioning) are contained in 

presented in Table II. and Appendix IÏI. Consider fir'st 

correlations between the variGus groups of statements 

ed to measure different aspects of ego functioning as , 

strued by Be1lak et al. (1973)., What is impressive 

group of relationships is the overall strength of 

lations (average cor.relation in this set is .53). ----. 

sufficiently high to rais~'-do..ubts as to the utility of 
'--"----. 

ceivin? the ego to be a 

different psychological 

correlation between each 

1 collectiorr'-.,or repos! tory of 
l '''-. 

'-
"-functions. In fact, the avera 

~-. . ~ 
group (Reali ty Testil)g--,~/"JÛdge 

,/"/ 
/-

and so on) and the Total score, obtaj,ne-d-by simply". 

'over aIl 10 ego function gro9Ps, was ~ 76 <.e ~ .001). 
~-

A principal c9m~nent (type PA-l) factor analy of 
1 

..-- . 
the correlatipns in Table II provides another means 0 study-

--
ing t~ese relationships. The size of II) 

,indicated that a two factor solution provided an 

repr:esentation of the data. The varimax rotated 
, 

SOlution/prese~ted in Figure l shows a clear 

• 

,1 
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(~ points~~~ various ego functions. 'l11is finding 
______ ------ ' <P, 

(: 

+ 

wou1d seem to lend support to Loevingér's (1976) argument . , . 
that the ego is best viewed hoiistically rath~r than as a, 

collection of functions which, at least with this question-

nair.e, cannot be satisfactorily distinguisned empirically " 

from each other. In line with questionnaire items intended 

ta measure various different .go functions, External Orienta-

tion statements also correlated sUbstantially with both the 

Total score of ego function statements Cr. = '.68, .E.<..OOl) 

and îndividua~ego funçtions. The &ame can ~ said of state-

ments intended to measure Superego functioning. These as , 

weIl were strongly correlated with ego functioning statements. 
, 

The essence of questionnaire.results appears to be 

that they reflect a respondent's general style rather than 

ex~icating theoretical d~s~incti~ns in terms of ego functions. 

In o'tmer words, persans who reported having difficulty in the -----
realm of Reality Testing reported having diffic~lty in Most 

,areas of eqo functioning. Most certainly respondents showed 

," little evidence of experiencing difficulty in o~e aspect of 

ego functionin9 and no difficulty in other .reis. 

-'·:r·telationships between variables 
" , 

Relati~n$ between variablés will be considered in this 

section and in the order of the three main hypotheses set out 

earlier i~ the Introduction. 
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Re1ationship between the number of dimensions used and 

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

of this analysis strongly suppor~ the first hypothesis of the 

-,. ' 

thesis, namely that 'the number of dimensions used should be 

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

The relationship betw~en these two variables is shown in bar 

\,graph form in Figure III.' Eacn bar in the graph represents 

the mean percent of responses atra given stage of ego deve1op-

ment for subjects using 2 ,(diagonal lined bars), 3 (solid 

white bar~) and 4 (solid b~ack bars) dimensions. Such a 

calculation shows, for example, that the average percent of 

responses at the Impulsive level for persans using 2 dimen-

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

dimensions are at the Self Pr.otective level, 25% at the Con-

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

system indicates a' transi't:.ional level between the self pro~ 
1 

tective and Conformist stages. However, sa few responses 

were actua11y scored at this transitional levei that they 

were inciuded in the Self protective Stage and are reported 

according1y. 
,1 

When focusing on the overaii distribution of responses 

it is cle,ar tha,t 'responses of persons using 2 dimensions are 

~ 
very much skewed towards the lower stages of ego development 

.. -:., .. ,~ " t {.p .. 1 ~h 

' ... ~ .~_~~; :/ -:~~A~:<'_ 
" , . , ' 
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whe~eas the reverse pattern is' '~pparent for persons using 4 

dimensions. Thàt is, the responses of persons using 4 dimen-

sibns are strongly skewed towards the higher ego developmental 

stages Isuch that what represents a relative1y low level re­
l 

sponse (i.e., conformist) for a 4 dimensional per~on repre-

sents the bighest 1eve1 of responding for a person ~sing 2 

dimensions. The responses of "persons using 3 dimensions fall 

primarily between the distributions for 2 and 4 dimensional 

subjects. A considerqtion of'the relationship between the 

number of dimensions persons used and their mean ego stage 

ref1ects these three distributions. The correlation between 

dimensionalityand subjects' mean ego stage was.strong with 

~ = .66 (l?< .OOI), and 95% confidence limits of .41 and .82. 

Another statistic extracted from the maximum likeli-

hood multidmensionâl 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 CE.<..OOl) suggesting that persons operating 

1 

at the lower stages of ego development not only used fewer 
1 

dimensions in making their self-other judgernents but do 50 

in a much less precise way than persons at higher eg~ stages. 

Relationship between the number of dimensions used and 

~rformance on the Embedded Figures Test. The second bypo~ 
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thesis also received substantial support although not of the 

strength'of the first hypot~esis. The secona h~~othesis 

stated that number of dimensions should be inversely related 

to _ performance on the E~dded Figures Test; in other w?rds, 

,that perso.ns using few dimensions should take longer than 

persons using several 4imensions. The Pearson,correlation 

between these two variables was -.42 te. < • Dl). A similar 

relationship existed between roean ego stage and performance 

on' the Embedded Figures T~st {~= -.43, ,e," .Ol}. Thus, the 

higher ~he penson's level of ego development the faster his 

perfor",nce in disembedding the simple figure from the com-

plex figure. 

Relationship between the number of dimensions used and 

" questionnaire seales. The third hypothesis predicted tha€ 

-
persons. using few dimensions should experiènce more labili ty-

of emotion(and self definition (Externa1 Orientation) as a 
<> 

function of differing situations than persons using several 

dimensions,. This proposa! a,a weIl was strongly supported, 
, 

the correlation between the two variables. being .72 (,e, <. .001) •. 

To avoid confusion, it should again be pointed out that a 

low s~re~n questi~nnaire seales reflects essential agree-

• 
ment while high scores.reflect disagreement. Thua, this 

-correlation of .72 suggests that persons using 2 dimensions 

---"-~---r-""""'-
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tend ta agree"with Externa·}. 0ri~!ltat-ion staternents while 4 

q 

dimensional persons essentially disagree. 
,," 

There is a fairly strong suggestion ~hat. this proposed 

labili-t..Y--is in fact 'a gener~l s'tyle not only relat,ed t0r' social 

situations. ,For instance, it . ht be expected tha~ .. if sorne 
" ,~ 0 

persons are generally labile they would be less consistent 

in making theiE' self-othe'~ judgement~. 
,< 

Ta the extent that they are less consistent, then, 

th~re should be a relationship ,petween responses to 'External 

Orientation statements and the Qnbiased standard error de-

rived from the multidimensibnal scaling of those self-other , . 

judgemellts. This relationship is actlJally quite substantial, 

tliere being a correlation of -.66 (I! < .001) between these twa , 

variables. In other words, few, dimensional ,persans experience 

- , 

more lability of emotion and self"definition in differing , 
..J 

social situations, but this is likely part of a more general 

labilitY,which is reflected in their relatively high standard 

error scores in making .their self-other, judgements. 

,. Attention' was drawn earlier to the overall strength 

of correlations between the various groups of statemen~ 

intended ,to measure- different aspects of psychoanalytïc 

notions of ego functioning. wi th the exception Q""f Sense of 
. , 

Rea lit y, these scales were a·lso al1 reasonably related ta the 

-- _._--::, 
. !,. 

" \ 

~ .. " ~w_.,.~., . . . 
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number o~ dimensions, again suggesting that responses to these 

sta tements r~Jlect~.'a g~neral style. In other words persons 

'usi"ng 2 dimensions e~perience âifficu1ty generally in most 

- , . 
areas of ego ~~nc~ioning, p~t just in sorne and not others. 

Four' dimensional persons, oil the other band, experHmc~ few 
• • () T,j 

of these difficulties. The consisteney of these rela t~oiiPi;: 
suggests that.the Total eg9 funct~oti-sçore. can jUstifi~Y'be 

us~d :to reflect this 'apparent s.ty.~e. The ~o,~relâ tio7beti-leean . 

this Tota"! score and the number of dimensions was 18 (,E. Co .0.01). 

A serie~. of· mul tiple iégression analys~s sunlmari'zes these 
o 'fi '" ~ 

resu1 ts. :t'he first series involved th~ sy stema ti~ de~etion 0 

.. 0 \. ~ . ~ 

of variables white the second ana'lysis was based on,. a forward 

cstePWi'~nCl:JlSion.· - The number of dimensions was' ~~a~ed 
as the,dependent'variable while the independent variables 

were'mean ego dev~lopment stage, mean (log) time on t~e Em-
~ 

bedded Figures Test, total'score on the External Orieritation 

subtest' and the total ego function score (Total).' The re- r 
,,) , 

sults of the analyse$ are presented in, Table III ahd it was 

COhsis~ently the cas«=:, that ; the best:: pll'~di:ctoJf~ oof dimension':" 
" . 1 ~ .. ~ 

alit:y were ,the subject 's:s,qore on 'the-Èxternal orienta,tian 
1 • • ~ 

, 

subtest. followe.d by his .mea'n 'ègo ~ev.elo~ment $tage and.·Total 
J ~ , • 

ego function" score. perfor~n~~'o~,the gmbedded~Figures T~st 
0.0. • 

• ~ t \. 

was ~tibstantially,less POWêrful'in<predi~ting dimens1onality. . " " , . ~ 
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• ~1tip1e R,e<Jressioh Ma~ysis vith systematic DeletÎon 

~1 
\ 

} , 
Predictor Beta Coefficient 

. :variables ~ EFT ~ Ego External Total, Multiple R F (Multiple R) 
in Equation 1 2 3 4 

,1 2 3 4 -.08 .38** .49** .05 .• 82 .. 14.55*** 

r 1 2 3 '-'.13 .39** _51*** ' .83 21. 71*** , : 
, 
, , 

J 

U.44*** r; 1 2 4 -.14. .44** .38** .. 77 ... 
l' l 3 4 -.23 ~52** .'19 .77 l4.~7*** 
~ 

t: 2 3 4 - ,.41** , .45** .13 .82 21.27*** 
, ' 

1 

i' 1 2 ·-set** . .69 14.38*** \\1 -.21 '1 
1 1 .~ 
} 0 " , ." 
'-'1 1 3 -.25* .64*** .. 7(;, 21.1~*** " .: , , 
• 1 '"1 4 -.27 .53** .67 12.79*** 

.r} 
, 

r J 
2 3, .43*\ .53*** .8~ 31.65*** 

\' "'" ; . "- 2 4 . ,. .49** .40** • 76 21.04*** 
{ • .J, 

~: 3 4 .5~·* \.24 .74 19.10*** 
.J' , . 

" ~" 

.~ . 
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Table III (con't.l\) 

, 

MUltiple Regression Analysis with Forward (~épwise)'Inclusion 

. '. , , 

'Variables 

in Equatt 
Predicfor Beta Coefficient 

!!. Ego External !l'ot'a-l' . Multiple':R F CMb1Üple R) 

Extern,al 

External 
~ Ego 

External 
'K Ego 
! Eft 

Exte~al 

!!. Eg-o , 
!!. Eft 
"Total 

" 

" 1 • 

~. 

, '. 

'. 
'.' 

'," :: 
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-.13 

-.12 

,; ".-

" _.'.: 

.. ' 

" ; 

.43** 

.39** 
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" "' ....... , " 
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Discussion 

A major finding of this research lies in the signi­

ficant relationshi p bctwecn the nl1mbcr of ~~\lcnSi ons a person 

uscd \lnd hü; ~l<HJt' of ego dC'vclopmcnL uS lndicaLcd by the 

• 
sentence completion test. The first hypothesis, which this 

findi,ng ~upports, was based on arguments tha t conc7pts such 'J • 

.. ~s self ançl e:go"are best taken as abstractions referring to . 

a persdn's characteristic style of functioning, and specifi-

ca'lly to ~he style in which he, organizes available information 
.G-.. il , , 

" , • r 
about himself and h~s environment. This style of organizing 

and integrating information, then, is the very essence of 

ego functionin~ ac'cording to Loevinger '(1969, 1976: LOèvinger 
(} 

& wessler, 1970) and not only one of' many ego functions as 

proposed by sorne psychoana1ytic resea~ch~rs (e.g., Be1lak et 

al., 1973). Given this. definition ~f the eg,o, dimensionality 

can be seen as a statement about' the degree of diffe're,ntiatioh 
, • • • 1 

. . i ' .. . . 
in ,the prccess, of organizing and integ;-atinq th~,t information 

" 

about self and others.' . 
,l,,," 

\. ' ", 

While the n~er of,dimensions a person,ùsed"was ' 
~. .. ~ - .;. " ' 

J 
, ;' 

strongly related to hi~ < probabl~' l~ve'l, of ego deve-lopment; 
• 'i-' 

, 

.1 '. ~ 

so'was the, unbiased standard' érror estiIJ\ëlte' (L'= ,~'.6'~,~ <. .001).· 
~ ~ ... r ' 

.. ", • .r.,f' .. • l," 

In other wcirqs, the feweJ:" the nUmber of ·dimensi,ons a person 
~ l' r v .. .... 

1 • ,i. 
, .' 

used, the .greater was the .error, in fi".tting .bis data. ·Thtts 
,,~ 

,.. 

.. 
, . 

1 
1 

, , 

,j 

"' , 
<., 

. ~. ;' 
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persons using two dimensi9n{ were 1èss precise, less consis-
'// . 

tènt. in makin<l. ~udgemcnts than p;,rsons Ilsing thrc.' or· 

four dimensio9S~' The question this finding raises of course 
/ \ 

// 

is whether i t sirnp1y ref1ects "noisy" data, and that ·two . /" ~ 

. . 
dimensional persons were somewhat çareless in making their 

/ 

, judg:ernent or whether, on- the other hanp, their thinking, 'i'n 

being less precise, is characteristic of their genera1' style 
~ 

o~ cognitive functioning. This question could not be answered 

with the data of this study. HlJ'tlever, there are sorne inter-

éstin9 theoretical leads. 

For instance, Loevin9K (Loevinger & 'wessler, 1979.:' 

Loevinger', 1976) in her description of persons operating a t .' , 

the earlier stages of ego development (i.è., Impulsive anà ' 
. , 

Self Protectlve) points to re!atively. undifferentiated fee1-

in~s, stereotypy and conceptual confusion amang others.as 

being characteristio. Since ,persons who are usinq two,di-
- '. 

'. . 
~nsions are also operating at·theB~ eartier stages, ~~~ rnight 

expect their implied conceptual confusion·~o he .reflected 

statistically. in a higher~error estlmate. 
" 

Viewed from another 'perspectiv9 the tbit~" hypotn{~'is 
stated that persons usinq few dimensions àhould eX~~i~nJe 

D , . 
more lability or fluctuation.of emotion· and self definition 

as a function of differinq environraental c~e_8 (Éx~ernal . .., .. ~ 

orientation)-becaua. of their dependence on external 

j 

t r
)"",,' 
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self definition. While the correlation between these two 

variables supported khe hypothesis, what is of note he~e is 

that there was also a substantial correlation between the un­
". 

biased st~ndard error estimate and Exter~al Orientation 

(~= -.66, ~< .001). That is, pérsons whose standard error . ' . 
estimate was hi9h also agreed with·those items ,in the ques-

tionnaire referring' to lability as a function of social eues. 

50 there is reason to suggest that the high standard 

error estimate is reflecting more than noise or random error 

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

perhaps reflecting conceptual confusi'on. Before this is 
~ " , 

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

nècessary to carry out repeated testin'.ls of particularly thoà'e 

persons using few dimensions in order to determine the reli-

abil~ty of the ph~nomenon. 

An issue related to that of reliability ~ concerned 

with the criterion for dimensionality modi~from'Ramsay 
(1976) for purposes of this work. The justification for 

settin~ the 'cri ter~on of -2 (log ~-l - log ~) '> 70 ma~ hav:.e 

been too conservative; that is, there ia,the possibility that 
'1 . • 

. in sorne cases too few dimensions were retained •. While this 

must remaip a poss1bility ta be .ntertained, the effect of 

this rather conservative test of dimens~~lity appears ta 

have'bèen primarily one of shifting, the 'range of dimensions 

, " 
" 

.' 
,1 
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etained downwards without upsetting the relative position 

f subjects with respect to each other. So the range ~f 
Il 

imensions for all subjects (sing the x,2 criterion was 3 to 6, 

hereas it was from 2 to 4 U~ing the criterion of -2(~og Lk- l 

,log Lk ) >70. 'rherefore, there was probably l,ittle effect 

n subsequent oorrelational analyses. This suggestion is 

upportèd by the results reported in Appendix III where three 
1 

ifferent stopping rules (two less conservativ~~d one more 
\ " 

" <: onservative) led to quite similar relationships with other 

ariables. The range 2 to 4 also bas the probable advan~age • 

f representing more reliable solution sinee instability 

tends to increase wit~ the number of dimensions retained. 

present research bas shawn that dimensionality is 

a person's gener~l style of funetioning. Ooes 
7 , 

this g~neral style inc\ude intellectual functioning? It is 

a difficult question which the author is not really in a 
\ .JI 

po~ition to answer on the basis of this thesis. Loevinger 

<,1976) re~rts correlati~ns of from _Ir. .5 between ego 
, 1 

development and 10 but causal inferenées are hard to make. 

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

upper limit on the maximum possible levei of ego development , . 
, 

èttainable. In other words intellectually retardedlper~ons 
• i., -

; "'t~ .... : • 

'are unlikely to ac:hieve Consçientious- or hiqher levels of 

functioning_ On the other band a high tQ is no guarantee 
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that a' ;igh ego leve! ~ be attained atthough it is perhaps 

more probable. Whi1e the,evidence i8 anecdota1 there are 

many historicai instances of persons of unusually high intelli-

gence whose ,levei of ego and' moral functioning was limited at 
J 

-
best. In this context it is worth ,noting again t~t per&ons 

participating in this study were,either university students 

or graduat~~_~~9~~sti~9 that they.~ere representing a rj'a­

tively limited range of 10 •. It ls therefore improb~ that 

individual differences in dimensionality were strict1y a 

function of variation in IQ. Nevertheless future research 

should include not only a larger sample of'subjects but s~-

jects from a broader IQ spectrum. Multidimensional scaling 

techniques with concomitant IQ measures would then al1CM 

direct statements to be made about the re1ationship between 

dimensiona1ity and IQ. 

The fact that this orqanizationa1 style appears to be 

a prim~ index of ego development bas interestinq implications 

for soeial-pèrsona1ity and c1inica1 research. ~aditionally 

soci~l psychologica1 research has been concerned with the 

content of the n dimensional space with little psychologica1 ,. 
sigpificance beinq attached to the dimensionality of that 

space independent of ils cœtent. S~mplYI the usual ques'tion 

has been what points (representing persons, ethnic groups, 

pe.rsonality trait labels and so on) go together ip that space. 
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f ( what ones do not, and why? While this discovery of content 

t 

1 

'\ 

o pbviously remains an important aspect of multidimensional 

~caling techniques, important infornation is lost if the in-
, ' 

dependent question of dimensionality of the space necessary 

to describe the content is not confronted. 

Most psychological therapies sbire the goal ~~aCili­
tating change in the direction of both increased fleX~ility 

in a person's perceptions of the world,and increased ~f~fti-

bility in reacting and behaving toward\ the world. In 

essence, that gOal can be seen as one of facili tating ego 

development. The methodological schema worked out in this' 

thesis suggests interesting possibilities not only' for' 

initial assessment of clients bu~ also for assessing chang~. 

In the former case, that of initial assessment, the multi-. 
dimensional'scaling pa~adiqm applied here could permit state-

~. 

ments not only about tlU! clfients prObable current stage of 

functioning (based on number of dimension~ used) with the 

\~ ---~. implied concerna typical' of that.s~qe, b~t ~lso about his 

~ ~p:r8ona~ 'a~c~' mapped fr .... thè.coordif!llte8 of 'the 

'~, mu dim~onal 8calinq 801uti()n,,. Whil:e t}.lè ,content C!f 
'-... )' " 

t "s space has, no~ been ~be ~ubjeet of, ~i~~ssion in this 

'", ~ ~cts ~i~ '~n fa~~ ftrid' .it hi9t~~ ~~nj,rqfUl particu-

( "'\ '-... . ~ 
... - 1 . .. ~ ~ 

te copc:e~ t' This would suggest 
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that t content of clients' multidimensional space would be 

useful positi~e and problematical aspects 

of their interpersonal ce' • 

In terms of assessing chan two possibilities exist. 

If the thérapeuti~ efforts are successful en one would 

expect an increase in the dimensions used 

those subjects whoae initial stage of functioninq was low. 

'-Thus, peI:90nS who begin therapy using only two dimensions, . ~ 

say, would hope~ully over time begln usinq three and perhaps 

four dime,nsions. These more differentiated self-other pe~­

cepti~s should be related to increases in the level o~ ego 

functionîng on the Qasis of the present research. , The second, 

not necessarily independent, possibility ia the assessment',of ... 

changes in the content of mul~idimen8ional space. That is, 

do stimulus persons in 'problematical' clusters shift over 

time? For example, do stimulus persons originallY composing 
, 

what might be called an 'overcontrolling' c'luste,f'shift apart 
. . 

as the client comes to deal ~ith probÜ,ms of feelings of 

external control? The'~e are of c'ourse very considerable in-

dividual diff~rence~l'in the psychological meaninq ~f each 
\ . 

---cluster of points. The point ë't'be made here ia whatever 
-

the meaning' of particular clusters for a qiven client one 

wou Id expect changes if in fact therapeutic efforts are 

facilitatinq perceptual and reactive flexibility. 

.1 
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Earlier comments about the uribiased standard error 

estimate have po~ential siqnificance in the ~ljnical context. 

Findings of the present work indicated that not only were sorne 

persans using relatively few dimensions they were also less 

precise or consistent in making their sirnilarity judgernents. 

This was coincident with Loev-inger and Wessler's (1970) des-

crip~ions of earlier stages of ego development which inc1uded 

conceptual confusion. It seems quite possible that related 
"-

conèepts s~ch as cognitive slippage or looseness of associ-
"-

ations which are f~equently used to describe aspects of mo~ -, \ 

severe clinical disorders would reflect themselves "in higher' 

error estimates. In this respect one would exPec~ thought 

disordered clients to have multidirnensional scaling 'solutions 
'"" 

charact~ized by ve~y higq error estimates. From the. point 

of view of assessing change with such clients then a lowering 

error estimate may' weIl be a sign of more orJJanized thought 

patterns. 

From the point of view of future.research there are 

a few sta"tistical c,onsic!erations which require further study. 

probably the most important ~s ta carry out Monte carlo 

studies in orde~ to de termine stopping rules more p~ecisely 

for 18 points fitted to two, th~e~, four and perhaps jive 

dimensional solutions. HeXt. studies where subjeçts WOUld( 

-

. ' 

" 

" 
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repeat complete sets of sIroilar~ty judgements,perhaps once 
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a week for a month are necessary to determine the stability 

of dimensionality over tlme. 'Related ' this of course ls 

the question as to how stable is the'stan rd error estimate 
Î 

wi th repeated testings? The relation,ship betw n the stand-

ard error and othér roeasures such as the External Orie ation 

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

serves moré investigation. 
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Cone lus"ton 

This researeh indieates that in making appar, tly 

simple similarity judgements of self and signifieant 
() 

-
persons are organizing information relevant to th~se 

ments in a way whieh is,eharacteristie of a far more 

style of functioning:- In t:erms of methodol09idll eonsid' '8-

tions, most applications of multidimensional 

que s, have been concerned with the. content of 

sionai space w~thout'investigating ~he psychological 

ficance of the dim~nsionality of that space pe'r se. 

research'indicates that much more information can be extracted 

fram a multidi~nsional scaling paradigm than has 

been recoqnized. In other words there ia, in one 

siona! profile, information about the content of a person ' S '. 

perceptions of stimuli presented to him~ but also ~imensional 

information rela'ting to qui te far reaching statements about 

his general s~yle of psychological functioning., 
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Summary 

Maximum likelihood multidimensional scaling was applied 

to similari ty judgements of self and 17 'significant others . . ' 
Based on the argument that a personls levei of differentiation 

would be reflected in the number of dimensions required to 
• , j 

fit those judgements, three hypotheses wer~ tested. The num-

ber of dimensio~s a persan uses should be: 1. positively 

related to his stage of ego development~ 2. 
• J .... 

negatively ce- J 
t~ 

lated to performance on the Embedde1 Figur~s Test~ and 3. 

negatively related to reliance on external eues for self 

definition. ~sults , supported aIl three hypoth~ses. " 

The unbiased standard error estimate (eorrééted for di~en-

sion~lity) w~s relced to the number of d~~ensions used, 

stacge of ego davel pment and external' orientation. Resul:ts " . 
" 

were discussed in terms of their implications for social-

person~lity and clinical research. 
",' 
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2 No. of 1~eration8 te converq~ée 

.. Unbiaaed ,.~(errox:, ' . 
t··~ -

. 

, 
," 

.. r:" \ 
'ç": . ~,~, 

, , 

15 

.232 

175.7 Log likelu.o,oa'fwl~On:. ,'", ' ',~ 
... 2 (Log L . - LQg,) " " ' 

No. of d~ion. ,eta êd Whex"e -2 (~ 1.. _" ,- L99 1-- ) 
,- > 50 : .. x- ''le. 

> 60 # 4 
>'70 c 3' 

"> 8/ 3 
, 3 Ho. of itftatii. to ~nvexgence 

, ..... 
Unbiuea 8tandard enor 

,- \ " . 
Log .11Jl:e1ih004·· hnotion," 

, ' 

-2 (Log' ~-1 - ~ r;;> 

96 

.249 

167,9 
! , 

" , 

Ho. oï, 41aenalona ,retaJ..ned, where -2 (Log ~-l -.~ X{S 
;. :"50 ; .. -
)- 60a .. ' 
,. 70' ,"4 . 
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4 No. of iteratiorts to convergence 110 

Unbiàsed standard error 

Log likelihood function 

-2 {Log L - Log lL l k-l . k 

.234 

174.7' 

No. of dimensions retained wher,e "'2(Loq L... - Loq lL} , 
> 50 • 4 ,-Jt-l - k -.. . 
> 60 : 4 , ' 
> 70 : 4 
> ao : 4 , .. 

S No. of i terations bO convergence .' 106 57 215 

6 

- 7 

1 , 

Unbiased atanda~d error ' .104 • 316 ~. 290 

Log Likelil100d function -13.8 118;4 141.6' 

-2(~ IL _ :.. Log L.') '" 264.4 46.4 
-k lit ' , 

No. of cUmensiQns retained where -2 (Log .~-1 - Log ~) 
" ... > 50 : 2 

> 60 2 
> 70 f ~ 
> SO ,2 

No. of i terations to convergence ,71 127 165 

Unbi-.ea atandard error .947 .422 .396 

Log 1~e1ihoOd fun~n ' '.59. {il , 1~.1 93.8 

-2(L09 ~ .. i - Log' ~). 266.4 39.4 

No. of 4baeneions retaùle4 vhere -2 (L09 1... 1 .. Log L. ) 
> 50 1 2 ' . . - It- olt 

;>60~2 . 
>-70 l 2·, 

'f 

'>80:2 

, , 
'Ho. of.1terationa tG convergence 

, , , S6 ' ',21. 

Unbiase4 .tan~ .n'Or .360' .222 

, "LOg likelih004 tunction 98.0 1821.'-

, ,.2(~ L. ~ ~~ ~ ", 
":x-l' '~K 

No. of ~OIW, ntdne4 wben -2 (LOg 
, , >50 •• '-'" 

, > 60 J' 3 ' 

168.2 '. 

~-1 - ~.\;) 

. ,. : . 

'> 10 • 3 , 
> ëo .. ' , 

1 ~ 

.'. 
,.;: ___ J .... .:...,. • ~ 

_". ;4. _ :.~ 
,...... "':' ~ 
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403 

.185 

221.6 

9'3.8 

\ \ 
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.197 

211.5 
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177 

.172 
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8 No. of iterations to convergence 

Unbiased standard error 
..... 

1 te h t 1 

2 ' 1 
68 

.213 

Log likelihood 188.9 

-2 (Log L' - Log L ) 
k-1 k 

No. of dimensions retained wher~ -2 (Log L 1 - Log L. ) 
, > 50 : 5 k-, k; 

> 60 4 
> 70 4 
> 80 4 

9 No. of iterations to conver~~nce 

Unbiased standard error 

131 

.251 

Log likelih~d~funotion 164 

-2 (Log' ~-l - Log ~) 
No. of dimenSions retained where -2 (Log L .. Log Ji ) 

> 50': 4 k~1 k , 
>, 60 : 4 
> 70 l 4 
> 80': 4 

" 

la No. 'of itei!rationa to convergenœ " 116 

Unb!ased stal)dard error .236 

4 . 

126 

~160 

244.5 

111.2, 

130 

.204 

206.6 . 
'~5.2 

... ..:J '"' 

., 

SA 

.179 

Log ~ike.lih~ f'flction ~ ~~ ~ ~ '226.1 

-2(~ ~-1- Log ~) . -, , 

No. o~ c!illle~sions te.tained where -2 (Log 1... 1'- Log L. ) 
1 > 50 : 4 ,.k- Je 

.' -> 6Q 2 4 . 

> 10 : 4 
).80 : 4 

11 \ No. ot iterations to c:onft~ce 

Unbiued standard urOr 
, , 

Log ~lkel1hooCl .tuncticm .: 
, , 

58 

.658 

- 3.6 

56 ' 

.362 

91.1 

13$ 

".349 

113.5 

. , 

'-2 (II,'IC) ~ ... 1 ,- L99~) " _ 2~1. ~ . , 32~'8' 
No. of èI1Mn8~one reta1ne4 wh... -2(l,og L. 1 - Log L. ) 

, • ~5012 . -k- J~. 
'>:60 t 2 .' '. ' 
> 10 1 2 

'> 80 ., 2 
.' ( 

-1 , 
" '" . l'-, " 

,., 
.. , -- ,- -

105.2 

i 

\ 
\ 

"', 

) 

, 73 

5 

• 125 

.143 

272.6 

56.2 

95 

.196 

228.2 
( 

• 43.2 

64 

.165 

250.1 
. 

48.0. 
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12 - No. of iterations to convergehce 114 156 159., ", 

Unbiased 'standard eJ:'t'Or' .380 .267 .258 ", 

Log 1ike,1ihood function 89.7 154 .. 3. 170.8 

-2(1oq ~-l - LocJ Lkl 129.2 33.0 

'No. of dimensiona retained where -2(LogL.. l - Log L ) 
> 50 : 3 ' , ~k- k, 

> 60 3 
> 70 f 3 
> 80 3 

1>3 No. of itera~ion. to' convergence 

Unbtased standard errer 
/ 

Log l~kelihood function ' 

87 50 

.369 .258 

94.5 159.2 

129.4 

217 
, .:M3 

17~.9 , 

41.4 

74 

5 

, " 

. 
0 

~ Log ~) 
sions retained where -2 (Loq No. ~-l - Loci ~) 

, , 

>- 50 ,.3 . 
> 60 3 
> 70 3 
> 80 f 3 .. 

14 No. of iterations to con~8hce 122· 

Unbia8e;,.._stan~ error If .248 

LQg Like1ihood function 166.2 
',,' . 

... 2(J,og ~ .. (':':Log"LkJ , 
No:_ of dime~iona retained where -2(Log. ~-i, - Log ~). 

. , > 50 f 4 , ' ,:, 
• > 60 : 4' " 

'> 70 f .4 . -
.'>{ao • 3 
~ 

~î 
~ . 

15 No. of Iterations to converc)ence 103' " 

tJnb~~ed s~daxd error .207 

Log 1ik.1~ 'fun,ction . 193.4 

-2 (Log Lk";1 - Lo9 "t'. f 0 

'No. of 41men81onâ re~ when -2(LoeJ ~-1 - Log-~) 
,'>5014 

> 6c) 1 4 
> 70 1 4 
,. 80 t 4 

, " 

, '~ . ' ' 

-184 

.208 

203.7 

75.0 

81 

.171 

233.6 

80.4 

191 

.200 

221.4 

35.4 

' Q 

154 

.160 

256.2. 

45.2 .. lf 
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16 No. of iterations to convergence ~22 52 

.375 

107 

.360 Unbiased standard er,ror .92a 

Loq 1ikelihood func:tion 

-2 (Log L
k

_
1 

- Log L
k

) 

-55.0 

No. of dimensions retained where -2(Log 
> 50 2 
> 60 2 
> 70 : 2 

::>~,~ 80 : 2 
~ 
, ~~ 0 

"-, 

92.4 108.7 
294.8 32.6 

l;c-l - Log Lk) 

17· No. of lterati9ns to COn~~enc, 395 215 

Unbiased standard e~r 
. ~, 

, .309 .254 

\ Log 11ke1ih~ function 121.5 162.1 

-2(Loq ~-1 - Log ~) ~~. 81.2 

No. of dimension,s retained where -2(Lçq.~_1 - Log ~--l_ 
. > 500 : 3 . :-- ", 

> 60 : 3 '." 
> 70 : 3 \ 
> 80 : 3 

" 18 No. of lterations t? -convergence ·80 66 98 

. 'Unb!ased standard errer .784.356.304 

Log like1i1lodd funœi-on -30.2 100.3 ·134.3 
... 

-2 (Log , ~-l - Log Lt) 261.0 68.0 

No. of dimensions retained wbere -2 (Log L.. - Log L.. ) 
. > 50 1 3 ' ' k-1 '. ~ k 

> 60 : 3 
> 70 : 2 
> 80 : 2 

19 No. of iteratioo8 to convergence U8 537 

Unbiased 8~daxd enar -.. 309 .258 . , 
Log 1ike1ihodd tunœion 121.6 159.2 

-2(Log ~-l 1"" Log ~) ,75.-2 

No. of di&lenaiona retaine4 whue -2(LOg'L.t 1 - Log L. ) 
" > SO 1 3°. ' - 'K 
, ,> 60 J 3 ' 

, > 70 • 3 
> 8P • 2 

,,' 

" ... ,', 

4 

419 

.253 t 

173.3 

22.4 

, " 

87 
.314 

140.7 

12.8 

372 

.249 

U$.9 

33.4 , 

.. 

. 
.~ ........ ", Il J AlI "A.t , ~ 

75 

5 

". 

;,1 



.. 

\, 

,\ 

i , 

\.' 

". 
,-:-

f 

1 
i 

, j 
1 
! 
: 

,"1 

--...... _~ ......... Çt:lJll*"'*"".1Iit.,.4'wl .... -.\ Il''_ 1 .d èS 811_' 1 J J W Il' 1 JI 1 J " . - ._---, ---

, 

4. 

() 

... 

\ 
76 

l 2 3 4 5 

58 311 110 20 -No. of i terations to convergence 

Unbiased standard error ' .178 .148' .138 

Log.like1ihood function 217.3 

.. 2 (Log L
k

_1 - Log Lk' . 
No. of diménsions retained whet'e -2(l-og L . - Log L l 

", > 50 : 4 - k-l ' k 
> 60 : 4' 
> 70 :3::::>. 

, > so :f ..... ;f\) 

21 . No. ff iterations to convergence' 

tJnbiased, standard error 

Log like1ihood functiOri 

214· 158 
\ .34.1 .~84 

106.9 145;3 

-2(Log L.. _ - Log L..) , 76.8 
-kl Jt . . 

No. of dimensions retained where -2(Loq ~-l - Loq ~) 
. > 50 1 3 " 

> 60' :·3 
> 70 : 3 
>80:.2 

22 No. of iterations to convergence ·123 lé6 

Unbiased stanàUd error' .358 .29,7 

'LOg 1ikelihood function 99.1 138.2 

.' 

255.9 

77.2 

. , 
105 

.279 

159.0 

27.4 

278.8 

45.8 

~-"''-" -2(Log L.. - Log L J 79.2 
"k-l k " 

271 

.292 

151.5 

, 26.6 

··~,NO. of dimensions retained where -2 (Log L. 1 - Log L. ) 
~. ~ 50 l 3 -k- ft 

> 60 ~ 3 
~ > 70 t ,3 

'-,.::: l 2 
" 

23 No. of iterations ~.~ , , 132"'\ ,85 

Unbiased stan4a:t:d enor ~~.. .332' .2~2 

Log lile1ihooc1 functi~n' "110.9 '162.8 
, 

~2~L09 ~-l - Log~) ~, . "', >.~ , 
NQ. of dœnsiOQs retained where ';"2 étog IL _.~ 

:> 50 1 3' '-Jé-l' 
> 60 f 3 .". , 
:> 70 t' 3 " . > 

> 80"-1 3 
, , 

, , 

\ .> 

89 

.235 

. 185.4 

. 45.2 

t. 
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," . . 

"1 



1 

j 

{ 

, , 
'. 

1 

( 

,-
t n **'bllhi ! t( ± $ 

f 

24 ,No. of Iterations to convergence 

Unbiased standard errer-

Log 1ike1ihood function .. 
~ (Log Lk-

1 
- Log Lk1 ,. 

No. of dimensions retàined where -2 (Log 
> 50 4 ' 
> 60 4 
> 70 4 
> 80 4 

25 No. of'iterations ~o convergence 

UnbiaseG standard error 

Log 11ke1ihood function 

-2(Log L - T ....... L ) . k-1 ~ k 
No. of dimensions retained where -2 (Loq 

> 50 : .. 
> 60 : 4 
> 70 : -4 
> 80 : 3 

, 1 144 

2 

92 

.299 

'3 

148 

.239 

171.6 

. \ 

88 

.193 

126.8 203.7 

153.8 

~-1 - Log ~) 

t ,1 

26 No. o~ iteration, to con~ence .4 202 

Unbiased stan~d error .367 .324 

Log 1ikEllihood function 95. 5 124.1 

o -:-2 (Log. L
k

_
1 

- Log ~) 58.4 

No. o~ d~si~n;o r~t;ined where -2 (Log ~-1 - Log ~) 

.. N,0:2-.-
~7~.\' 
> 80 : 2 

. " 

4 

49 

.196 

77 

5 

215 

.197 

213.2 223.7 

83.2 21.0 • 

160 

.166 , 

2~5.0 

62.6 

57 

.301 

147.2 

45.0 
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28 No-~ of iterations to comte~gence 

Unbiaséd standard error .237 

172.5 

" 

Log 1ikelihood furtcti~n 

-2 (Log L~1 - Log Lk) ( 
No. of dimensions retained where -2(Log ,V 

> 50 : 4 ,. -1 
""". 

- Log.~) 

> 60 4 1 

> to 4 1 
> 80 4 

, . 
29 No., of i~erà1;.ions·.~ êonv'ergence 

, . 
Unbiased standard error 

Log 1ilcelihood function . ~ 
-2 (Loc} L

k
_

1 
- Log' ~)' 

66 

.297 

128.0 

\., 

63 

.240 

170~9 

85.8 

No. of dimensi~n;,,r~t:;~~ed wh~re -2 (1.1'1 ~-1 - Log' ~) 
, , 

> 60 : 3 
> 70 3 
> 80 : 3 

~ \ ' 

30 No. of iterations to convergence 

Unbi'ased standard err r 

Log likelihood functi , 

-2 (Log Lk_1 - Log ~) 

No. of dimensions ra 
'> 50 
> 60 : 3 
> 70 2 
'> 80 : 2 

l' 

111 412 

.327 ~283' 

112..7 145.6 

65.8 

, 

31 'NO( of iterations to convergence 4~' 136 

\.9Pbiaaed standard errer .356 .275 

Log l~ihood ~ctiOn _' l , 100.1 l49.6 

-2(L09, ~-.l - r..og ~J l,..., 99.0 

No. of ~iona re;Afnl. where, -2 (~~"1 ... Log ~) 
. > 50 ;~ . 

f >'60 i 3 
> 70 : 3 
> 80 : 3 

" 

• tl 

, . 

4 

62 

.193 

215.2' 

85.4 

86 

.241 

180.5 

""'19.2 

112 

.272 

162.2 

33.2 

84 

.259 . 

170.0 

40.8 

78 

5 

129 

.199 
J 

". 
221. 7 

13.0 
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32 No. of itera~)ons ta ~onvergenCe 
, 

Unbiased standard error , 

l 2 

74 

.401 

3 
t' 

71 " 

.342 

Log like1ihood function 81.8 116.9 

70.2 

- Log t
k

) 

-2 (Log, t.
k

_
1 

- Log LkI 
No. of dimensions retained where -2(1.o9L ' 

> 50 : 3 . k-l 
> 60 3 " 

> 70 3 
> 80 2 

33 No. of ilrat~ons to convergence 48 85 

U~ia8ed stândal;d error .298, .216, 

Log 1ikelihood rctiôn 127.4 186.8 . 

-2(~ ~-l - Log ~) , 118.8 
No. of clilIlensio:ps retained where ,,:,2(LQ€lL. _ Loq L. ) 

> 50 : 4 -x-1k' 
> 60 4 
> 70 : 3 
> 80 3 . \ 

;~ , 

34 No. of iterations to convergellC$ 

. Unbiased standard error 
Log likelihood funetion 
~ \ ,,. 

69 175 

~246 

16~.8 

-2(Log L -' Log 1.. } . . '68.6 
~l ~ , ~ 

No. of dimensions retained where ,-2 (Log ~-l - Log-~) 
> 50 : 3 / 
> 60 3 / 

> 70 2 
> 80 2 . ';' 

< : 
" 

-'~.\ 

" \ 
) 

, 

_ ..... !-____ ,,"!"". __ ._, .... 41 

...,. 
-.. 

Q 

r:: 
4 5 -j-
39 

.322 

136.7 

39~6 

177 

,,187 . 
219.9 . 
66.2 " 

239 .. 
.237. 

183,.3 

33.~ , 

, .. 
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, ': ;~ppendix 'rÏ ". 
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, " 
QUestiQtlO~ire ,. 

'. " 

l~' My J!1OOds s~em,t6 shift a lot ,u..e~ ~'ite ' 
, vat'iâble) de~d,in9 on who l am with. 

" 

!. 

ln ,other words r oan feel very 'bigh', ' 
, wi th soma people :aQd very f 1011 1 wi th O~é~S.' , , '. S~ .. ~ . . .. ~ , -, 

,. , 

: 

, - " } :'" '~~" -,~., 
• ~ ••• 1 -

"' .. ..,t .... i ". 
, ' , 

. 
;' 

-\ 

" '80 
" 

., l' 

" 

,!, q s - " \ , 
,1 

/. 
3.94 2.,35 

, . , 
" '2. " l a'ct qu:(.te differ~tly'with diff&rent peopie., .76, :3.91", 2.26 

~ ~, ' , '} , 
\ \ .. ',' J. . " 

3., When l thinJt about i t, i' ~te o,ftea ,do ' . 
. , thin, 98' because, of utemal' pr-e8~es , ' \. ' 

. ' (PU'~~, ,f):'i~d8, eto'~~,. ,". ": " :7~ 5.09' 
" '".' ~ ,: r )~. " ... ;\ 'f' :'~, ~}, • ~.: ' : ~" • " _"jl ~' '';' ~ ~> 

, ~ .. , " t :quite ,olt;.en get, the feel11l9' l ~1II not réally ''', " , 
the 'samé person 1 frall one ;:td. t.lJati-cm, to' _ ' ' :-) , , " .\,' 

an~th~~, or :f,fa. on~ ~~'~~~ ~~~,r~ '; .:,-.' 'l~~ :~8':' -,~~il 
'~. ,':When'X"th.i.nk about i't,:.'iDy attit~es an~.-feeling~, ':' ' .... ':".' 

, ' 
", 

, , 2.44 '. .' ' , " . , . , . 
,.f " l , 

~ J.,: ' _ t l , " t 

~",j3,' ,." .' ' ,'; 
, ' 

" 

.... \ c' Il ) ! ar~ : very' easi'l~ ~,fl~~n.c~"~,:~~er.~~ -;: :.:~, ", :', " ';::~' -' ''::. ~~~~ "';': ~~~s:',' ;' '::, <: : ,~~. 
" . , " .' '1 

,/ l' 
-" 1 

; ,6. l often get ,a t.J:Oubled f~eliliCJ f~ , " ,', , ,,', ~ , " , :;! .. r " • :.: " 

;\ >'N_' , , .' wonder!ng if "my, parents and/o~' ~dén~' , , ',' " ' ' ",:' ~ , ,',,', :', 
','>_~, ' ,", ~gh~ dt8apPro~ o~ ~t'l·.,~~ng ... < .~~ 5~41 ':a~2~,.',:,,"·'-"~ i 

., 't 
1 ' 

, ., :~ ... 

, '. , ' 

" ' 

j , --"" . ,r. 

.. 1 
, 1 
· , , . 

, ' 

.... , /' • • ~ .' ~~, 1/, " ., ~..... \,',. " • • " ~ \ 

.. ' '1\' 1 am ~ry ,é.sily dtstracted.' " , , , "::: ~ .60 4.35 ,;2.36" ',' 
, ~"~\:-) t... " " ' " JI' :!' .. '~' .. ' ; .... , " ~', 

,.~,.~.~,~ '1 ~u;Ld t~l.guilty, if JIlI.i ,~~' ~d/pr, 
,'; ,:, '1 ~ienda told' _ 1 was lett:.1M', tli,. cSwn '. ' '. 

1 '~n any'vaY. ", ,.' ï ,:., ','Ii',: "f .$8: 
.. ~ \ 'S ~ , " • , '" 1 ',,' .:. 1 '.,,' '\. 1 ~r. ,~ • ~ .. p 

,',', (~.l I:,J*tb.e .. f~l' 1;i. a q\dte :cU.ft.~~':- " .. , :.' < ' .. :'; 
': jl- '~r.on ~hen '~JII, vith, '8Q1118'·,~le:tbç".':.",', .,: ',' ',", 

-when . X lm wi~ ~thers.. ..:,' , " ,', .. ' ' ,', '" .. 75 
',1 : I ..... ..r)~,_;j--' ,l. ~/t' .. ~./~' "/J{ 

l ' , • • ' , 0 ~ • 

, . 
" . 

3.79 

.. / , \ .1 

4.47 

:., , 40~ ~ elijpy, being vith' pt?OPl. 'who are x: •• ~oted" ,. ': " :. . , , 
: ,,',, becauq 'l'feel bettêr 1DY'self "hen'I,'_,wit;.b~ ... S',·' 5.56, 
, , ' , '_;, ,~ • 1 ~ '-, 1." 

., Bat_mal 'l'ota,J Score " : 71.,~O 
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. ' ;1 , 

Rea,fity 're~tin9 a , 

'1 .. , -:Il~è oft~, been s:w:Prj;s~s1 to 'find that 'fhllt 
.1 thought 'was qoing on real1y was l'lot. '. 

" ' .. . . .. , ' 
" i 

, 2: r often' Wonder whêth~~ sOJlK!th~h9 really' 
, hap~nesi br wh-ether ,it was just in irrY minc:1. 

, 
,.' .. 

. 
3., 

, ' 
( .. 

l pften tliink that l see wha:t l want ,to s~e : 
rath~~ ~ what ~ s rea11y ther~ - sort 'of " 
l;Ue an' ostrich bury.j.nq it ~s liead ij1 the sand. 

1 j.. • ~ 

". .. " , 

It 'Upsets tùe when l don't Jcnàw'~hat.~s going'on. 
~ e 

" la v ~, • 

~ .- ~ 
• r'"-

" . 
g. " ~J;>,lel' ot:t~n ~~9Jlderst.aJÎd ,,,bat t 'p 'trYing 

. _ ;" . ~ to: tell ,them'. ", '." ' 
" ' 

, " 

A , . ,- , 

o 

',' 

.71 ' 

.77 

il> • 

.79 

.,54 

.88 

.78 

/ ' 

\ 

~a2' 

6 .. 09 

" 

'5.1S 

3.~82 
, 
5.68 " 

.' S.~8 

" " 

~ ; 

2.19 

2.61 , 
1 

2.33 

;~ , 
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5. 1 often fee1 as thou~h there were a glas8 wall 
between me' and the rest of the wè>rld. 

6. People and/or things have looked different 
from what l ~ow them to he. For instancè, 

J :they may have appeared closèr of farther away, 
.larg,er or smaller, etc. . :> 0 . , 

t 
o 

, . 

5 •. 62 

.~ 7. l've oftenrfelt'as ~hough 1 was walking 
arOllnd in a ttance. .17 5.11 

• 
8. {lve' had the experience of just not feeling re~l. .19 

. 
Sense of Rea lit y Total Score 

''\J-' 

Drive Regplation ~ 

1. l often 'have rapid changes in moad, like­
i CJ?ing fram high 'to 10w rather quicklY. 

1 

.74 

2. 
IJ 

1 spand a lot of time daydreaming abont things. < 75 

3. naydreaming'is more pleasant and satisfying 
than reali ty .75." 

4. 1 tend ta be an emotional and excitable peraOn .. ' .41 

5. 1 am easi1y frustrated. 

6. l find it hard to 'let go'. 

DrIve Regulation Total Score 

(j 

Object Relations 
" 

b 

'0 1. lt se~ that no matter how bard 1 try to 
avoid, t;hem the same difficql ties crop up 
in mol!lt important relationships. 

2. • 1 seem to get invol ved wi th the same kind 
of people aven when 1 thought he/she was 
going to be different. 

/ 
3. In close relationships·I olten get to a 

point where thingS are getting tao intimate 
so tlutt 1 will want to break it up. 

1 

4. 1 haVé often run awaY'fran~ relationship 
fear of, beinq hurt. ./". 

for 

, 

5. l generally keep ~istant with pe~le. 

" o-! 

. " 

-1 

.69 

.48 

.63 

c .68 

.62 

'.5' 

• 

8 

5-.29 

45.50 

4.79 
; 

3.79 
r 

6.09 

4.32 

5.12 

2Q.90 

, 
5.00 

5.S? 

5.88 

6.47 

,5 .. 56' 

• 82 

.2.§5. 

2.06. 

<> 2.56 

2.48 

14.30 

2.69 

2.27. 

2.43 

2.50 

2.32 

2~.51 

" 9.35 

-2.19 

2.38 

2.53 , . 

~ 2.34 ". 

~1.45 

,_ . ..J-,.-""""'!"--ft .... ~--.. --•• ~"..-------: .......... ~'~~_.- v ........... 
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6. l pre fer to be with people who talk about 
ideas and stay away from èmOtional topics. 

7. l often try to change the war people are 
and hoW t:hey act So they' d be ·more the way 
l'd like them to be •. 

tJ , " 

. Objeçt Relations Total Scoré 
CI 

1, • 

il 
~, 1. -1 have trouble keeping my mind on what l 'm 

• 

doing because', of distraètion~ from no'ises,etc. 

1 often find th~t 1 have so many thou9h~s 
racing through my head that l C1.' t 
concentrate on any~particular thin • 

'i' 

l, am often troUbled by thoughts t at stick 
in my mind so that 1 can' t get rid of them. 

, Q 

4. 1 often get drrried away hy ~ own ideb-s 
so that i t ~,s hard to come back' to eart~., 

> 

Thought Total Score 

Defensi~e FUnctioning 

1. Things easi1y upset me. 

2. l àJII' a very anxious ~rson 
<l' 

3. l,have had the feeling that 1 am going to 
fall apart. 

C' 

4. l quite often have frighten~ng nightmares. 

5. ~ have sOJ!1e special fears like claustrQphobia, 
fear of travel~' fear of crowds, etc. 

1 

6. 
1 

l lm often conoerned about what other 
people are saying about me~ 

D~fensive Punction1ng Total Score , 

Stimulus Barrier 

.52 

.52 

.63 

.83 

.78 

.54 

.61 

.78 

.68 

.36 

.56 

.72 

·1. l am oyerly senàitive to ~ight, sound, touch etc •• 69 
, . 

2. l often seek solitude when'outside irritants 
gat to be too much. 

\\ 
.73 

• 

\ 

83 

6.91 .1.82' 

6.67 1.B5 

42.40 9.25 

• 1 

2.44 

4.88 2.67 

4.50 2.35 

5.29 2.29 

19.60 6.47 

4.56 2.60 

4.44 2.15 

4.56 2.69 

'\J. 6.62 2.37 

7.14 .. 2.69 

4.71 1.96 

32.03 9.00 

5.12 .2.63 

3.38 2.12 

• 
. \" 
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i i, 
i 

, 

l ,(\ 
1 

-; , 

.' ( 

. . 
3. l've often faIt like jumping out of my 

skin when things got to be taO much. 

4. Excitement 'ralttIes' me. 

Sttmulus Barrier Total Score 

Autonomous Functioning 

1. l-have difficulty with routine thinqs 
(usuai work routine, etc.).' 

~. 1 often qet lost in the middle of what l'm 
doinq SO that 1 have te stop and think about 
what the next step is. 

3. l've often faIt so lackinq in enerqy that 
1 couldn't carry through with things that 
1 ordinarily do. 

4. lt' 5 hard to qet going on somethinq l '\ 
want to do. 

J 
~utonomous Functioning Total Score 

SyPthetic-Inteqrattve Functioning 

1. 1 don't adapt very eabily to sudden changes 
in my routine. 

2. When .r"m busy doing one thing and something 
else comes up that needs te he done, 1 have 
dif~tculty getting bac~to what 1 was 
originally doinq. 

3. 1 don't like to have bits,and pieces lying 
around. 

4. lt 1 S important for me to be able to tie .thingS\ 
together. 

synthe~ic~Inteqrative Punctiofting TOtal Score 

SUperego FUnc~ioning 

1. 

2. 

3. 

My conscience bothers me a lot, 

1 am toc strict'with myself. 

1 often feel qÛU.1ï-y about things which 1 
know are not my' t .. ùlt. 

, , 

.60 
l , 

.59 

.76 

.69 

.70 

.46 

.58 

.69 

'y 
.63 

.51 

"-.70 

.76 

.71 

5.~9 

.6.59 

20.68 

6.15 

5.74 

S.3S 

6.03 

25.27 

6.06 

5.88 

.3.38 

20.00 

, 
5.91 

5.53 

5.21 

--. .,~~ ... _~~ ...... "'-'-- ~~-. , 

2.,54 

2.16 

6.15 

2.19 

2.27 

2.35 

2.17 

8.98 

2.36 

2.01 

2.23 

1. 74 

, 
2.48 

2.64 

2.46 • 
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4. l often have feelings of unworthiness. 

• 5.· I~ too much of ~lf. • 

Superego F~otioning ~tal Score 

# 

'-) ~ 

)\ 
, ' 

·ss 

.69 '5.15 2.56 

.65 ~ 5.26 2.37 . , '. 
~7.06 8.81 . 
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"- Appendix lU 

Complete cor;e1ation Ma~ix, 

~ 

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 la Il 12 13 14JL5 1~ 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 
l N Dimensions -2{loqLx_l-1ogLk»50 
2 U. Standard Error -92 
3 N Dimensions -2(logLk_1-1og~»60 91-90 
4 U. Standard Error '-89 99 -93 , 
5 N Dimensions -2(logLk-1-1ogLk»70 84-84 88-85 
6 U. Standard Error _ -86 97-88 97-92 
7 N Dimensions -2(logLk_l-log~»80 80 83 80-82 87-87 " 
8 . U. Standard~rror -84 96-84 95-85 97-92 
9 M ego development 67-63 69-63 66-63 68-62 

10 M loq EFT -46 41-45 41-42 38-37 34-43 ~ 
Il ËXternal ç}-61 63-61 72-66-65-62 44-32 
12 Reality Testinq 56-55 51-53 57-58 48-~1 51-39 70 
13 Judqement ~ 36-50 39-52 38-51 34-47 38-19 39 73 
14 Sense of Reality -6 3 -3 2 14 -S 2 2 -3 6 32 53 39 
15 Driv~ Requlation 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 'l'houqht • 45-45 40-44 55 -53 50-48 30 -16 -70 81 60 57 77 51 
18 Defensive Function~nq 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 Functioninq 30-38 29-37 40-44 37-42 42-25 45 63 49 43 45 '54 ~8 63 
21 Synth~tic-Int"7'eqrti e 48-47 47-47 49-49 51-49 53-54 59 55 27 22'40 40 48 90 
22 Total (12 - 21) 45-49 44-49 58-57 51-51 45-34 68 90 75 69 79 70 86 82 
23 Supereqo ":-. 34 -28 36 -29 53 -38 38 -30 29 -23 64 57 27 65 60 4"5 57 62 
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,. 

55 
37 52 
73 74 
53 41 

.> 

59 
49 70 
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