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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Purpose and Scope of the Dissertation 

The term "ego boundaries" was used first by Tausk in 1919, 

who noted that paranoid schizophrenics who believed themselves 

to be influenced by some distant machine tended to include 

elements of body areas in drawings of the influencing apparatus. 

He related the delusion of an influencing machine in these patients 

to a projection of the patients' own bodies, which he termed a 

"loss of ego boundaries." The construct, but not the term, 

appeared in the literature of psychology even earlier (Freud, 

1900; Tausk, 1912), and it became a concept of major importance 

to the theoretical system of Paul Federn (1928ff). 

While the majority of the literature concerned with ego 

boundaries has reflected an interest in the disturbance of these 

boundaries among pathologically disturbed persons, there also 

has been an acknowledgment of the existence of such boundaries 

in psychologically normal individuals (Zucker, 1958; Landis, 1970.) 

Landis (1970) demonstrated that normal subjects could be clas

sified as having predominantly permeable or predominantly imper

meable ego boundaries, corresponding approximately to "openness" 

versus "closedness" of the self or ego to inner experience and 

events occurring in the external world. 



In the past, personality descriptions of subjects with 

permeable and impermeable ego boundaries were derived either 

from theoretical attributes or from the results of projective 

instruments, such as the Rorschach inkblots. Landis (1970) 

developed a scoring system for the Rorschach which was intended 

to identify the predominant ego boundary characteristic of 

normal subjects and additionally developed a number of task-

oriented or "behavioral" measures to assess and describe char

acteristics associated with the predominant ego boundary clas

sification. With this partial exception, no studies were found 

which identified differential characteristics of persons classi

fied as having predominantly permeable versus impermeable ego 

boundaries on non-projective tests. It was felt that if the 

difference between subjects observed on projective measures were 

a real one, it should have been reasonable to expect that dis

tinctive differentiating characteristics of predominantly per

meable versus predominantly impermeable groups would be observable 

on more objective measures. A major objective of this research 

was to attempt to identify differences between groups with 

predominantly permeable versus predominantly impermeable ego 

boundaries through non-projective instruments and derive a 

personality description of these groups as measured by non-

projective instruments. The study had implications both for 

psychological theory and for counseling. From a theoretical 

standpoint, it examined whether or not the personality charac

teristics predicted from theory or suggested by past studies 
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differed among groups defined by previously established criteria. 

From a more directly applied standpoint, it frequently might be 

of therapeutic value to assess the relative openness versus 

closedness to outside experience of a given client without 

investing the time and effort required to administer and score 

projective devices. Zucker (1958) contended that a moderate 

degree of permeability of ego boundaries was necessary for the 

successful author or dramatist to identify with the figures of 

his imagination. Indeed, she felt that flexible ego boundaries 

were an essential quality of the psychotherapist who felt empathy 

for his client while maintaining his own identity. On the other 

hand, an individual with impermeable and inflexible ego boundaries 

might be expected to be excessively insulated from feelings, a 

condition which could become the focal point of therapy. 

Review of Previous Literature 

Theoretical Literature 

Landis (1970) described the "ego boundary" cons truet as 

follows: 

Specifically, the term ego boundaries is a structural 
conception that refers to the boundaries that differen
tiate the phenomenal self in varying degrees (1) from 
those aspects of the personality not represented in 
consciousness, and (2) from the world of reality external 
to the person, as psychologically experienced; the 
latter includes not only the social sphere but the 
realms of nature to which human beings ar*e variously 
related [|p. 1^. 

Writing in 1900, Sigmund Freud observed that during sleep, 

there was a lowering of resistance which guarded the "frontier 



between the unconscious and the preconscious fp. 542) ," allowing 

dreams to have access to the unconscious. In this attempt to 

account for some dream phenomena, Freud seemed to have been 

alluding to the concept later given the title "ego boundaries." 

The term itself was introduced by Tausk in 1919 (Bergmann, 1963) 

in a paper on "The 'Influencing Machine' in Schizophrenia." In 

this paper Tausk was concerned with the loss of ego boundaries 

which occurred in paranoid schizophrenia, particularly with the 

body-projection involved in delusions of being influenced by 

a machine. Bergmann (1963) felt that Tausk properly could be 

credited with originating the ego boundary concept in 1912 as 

a part of a footnote to a paper on masturbation. In that footnote, 

Tausk (1912) referred to the development of "consciousness of 

the self, the consciousness of the individual's own unique 

existence, which has distinct boundaries in relation to all other 

individuals [p. 62] ." 

Paul Federn, possibly more than any other theorist, espoused 

the ego boundary concept. The ego boundary construct was central 

both to his theories of child development and psychopathology. 

Federn (1928) conceptualized an internal and an external ego 

boundary, the former serving as a barrier against disturbing 

drives and memories from the unconscious (boundary between the 

ego and id) and the latter separating internal processes from exter

nal reality. A third boundary, separating the ego from the super

ego also was postulated but the concept seems never to have been 

developed completely by Federn (1928). He did indicate that 

the boundary between the ego and the superego necessarily would 



be a particularly sharp one, bordering simultaneously on conscious 

and unconscious areas of the ego. At one point', Federn (1929-

1935) wrote: 

The term "ego boundary" should be understood in its 
literal sense to mean that we feel how far the ego 
extends, or, more correctly, the point beyond which 
the ego does not extend. As regards the bodily ego 
feeling, this means that the ego boundary does not 
always coincide with the body boundaries--it may 
either not fill them up or may extend beyond them. 
The latter situation is well illustrated by the 
driving motorist who always extends his bodily ego 
to the fenders of his car. Through boundaries of the 
mental ego feeling, on the other hand, we become 
aware that we experience emotions, thoughts, percep
tions of all kinds, memories, and our own speech and 
motion as entering into the ego area from the outside, 
and that they belong to the ego and continue to pertain 
to it until they are in turn replaced by others [p. 331J . 

Federn (1928) felt that for the newborn child, the ego 

boundary coincided with the entire world, since concepts of 

external reality would not be developed. In this stage, which 

Federn referred to as "primary narcissism ^p. 294J," the child 

could not distinguish between his wishes and feelings and external 

reality. Ego boundaries were established gradually as the child 

experienced a distance between feelings and desires and the 

external objects which satisfied those desires. A similar 

theory of the development of boundaries between self and the 

external world was extended by Jacobson (1954), who noted that 

the child probably initially thought of the mother's breast as 

part of himself. A congruent view was taken by Freud (1929), 

who observed that the infant only gradually learned to distinguish 

his ego from the external world as the source of the sensations 



which flowed in upon him. The cognizance of reality was the major 

function ascribed to the ego boundaries by Federn (1949). 

In ideal ego formation, according to Federn (1929-1935), 

the ego boundaries would be capable of changing rapidly and easily, 

but also would be capable of remaining stable when a position 

had to be defended. Hallucinations and delusions might be an 

outcome of collapsed ego boundaries, so that the individual could 

not differentiate between internal fantasies and external realities 

In schizophrenia, ego boundaries might be lost to the degree that 

the individual could not distinguish between himself and another 

person (Federn, 1949). Bergmann (1963) cited an example in 

which a patient who attacked another patient responded by examining 

and rubbing his own leg when the attacked patient was asked 

whether he had been hurt. Bychowski (1952) saw the schizophrenic 

process as one in which the ego regressed to an earlier stage 

of development in which it was segregated inadequately from the 

external world. Zucker (1958) suggested that the loss of ego 

boundaries might be the most important clue to the diagnosing of 

schizophrenia. On the basis of research employing the Rorschach, 
* 

Mosaic, and Figure Drawing techniques, Zucker (1958) concluded 

that ego boundaries of hospitalized schizophrenics were more 

fluid than were those of ambulatory patients. 

Zucker (1958) used the concept of multidimensional ego 

boundaries much as had Federn. Ego boundaries between the ego 

and external world and the ego and the id were used to explain a 

number of psychological syndromes. According to Zucker, hysteria 



was a condition in which the boundaries between the ego and the 

external world were weak, but those between the ego and the id 

were functioning. The Individual therefore identified excessively 

with outside events. In compulsive neurosis, the boundaries 

between the ego and the outer world were excessively firm, while 

those between the ego and id were inadequate. In the psychotic, 

both boundaries were inadequate. Jacobson (1967) stressed that 

the neurotic possessed stable repressive barriers and had well-

defined boundaries between self and object representations which 

were both parts of the individual's inner world. These boundaries 

and barriers prevented drive diffusion and flooding of the ego 

with sexual and destructive forces which might occur in psychosis. 

Gill and Brenman (1959) related the ego boundary construct 

to hypnosis; they incorrectly credited Federn with introducing 

the construct. As the subject became hypnotized his ego bound

aries between self and not-self became blurred. These boundaries 

between self and not-self corresponded to the boundaries between 

the internal and the external worlds. The commands of the hypno

tist were perceived as being the subject's own thoughts and goals, 

and were obeyed readily as an undifferentiated part of the subject 

himself. Gill and Brenman suggested that looseness versus firm

ness of ego boundaries might have cultural implications, pointing 

to the Balinese as an example of a culture in which ego boundaries 

were typically loose or fluid. According to Gill and Brenman, 

the Balinese placed a great deal of importance on orientation in 

time and space and on the status of the person with whom they 
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spoke. Confusion and disorientation resulted whenever any of 

these elements was missing. 

While primarily concerned with human defensive patterns, 

Wilhelm Reich (1945) observed that people popularly were referred 

to as "hard and soft, proud and humble, cold and warm, etc. fp. 145]." 

Reminiscent of the ego boundary concept, Reich pointed to these 

"characters" as being "different forms of armoring of the ego 

against dangers threatening from the outer world and from the 

repressed inner impulses [p. 145j." Armoring of the ego took 

place as a result of the fear of punishment, Reich believed. 

Berne (1961) referred to "permeability of ego boundaries 

|p. 51)" in relation to the "Parent," "Adult," and "Child" constructs 

which he conceived as "ego states fp* 3Q1 ." Ego boundaries were 

felt to function "like complex membranes of highly selective per

meability ^ . 63)," and symptoms such as feelings of unreality 

were thought to be the result of lesions of the boundaries between 

ego states. 

The ego boundary concept has not been the exclusive property 

of the psychoanalytic school. Writing from the viewpoint of 

Gestalt Psychology, Koffka (1935) observed that research was 

needed to investigate the relationship between "openness" versus 

"closedness" of the ego within its surrounding field, particularly 

its social field. He observed that ego boundaries were variable 

and not necessarily the same as actual body boundaries. Federn 

(1928) also had observed that ego boundaries were always in a 

state of change, as had Freud (1930). Landis (1970) pointed out 
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that the existence of variability of ego boundaries did not negate 

the idea that the relative dominance of permeability (openness) 

versus impermeability (closedness) remained relatively stable. 

Kurt Lewin (1935) expressed a theory of boundary development 

which was quite congruent with the psychoanalytic concept: 

. . .Closely related to the slighter differentiation 
of the child's psychological environment into real and 
less real or unreal planes is a second factor: for the 
child, the boundary between the self and the environment 
is less defined than for the adult fp. lo|l . 

Lewin (1935) also observed that the boundaries between 

person and environment underwent a considerable amount of variability 

in different situations. As an example, Lewin (1936) noted that 

the psychological boundaries between a child and its mother were 

less firm than were those between the same child and a stranger. 

Greater theoretical development and complexity was shown in 

Lewin's Principles of Topological Psychology (1936). Speaking 

of the structure of personality, he said: 

The person is to be represented as a connected region 
which is separated from the environment by a Jordan 
curve. Within this region are part regions. One can 
begin by distinguishing as such parts the "inner-
personal" regions (I) from the motor and perceptual 
region (M). The motor and perceptual region has the 
position of a boundary zone between the inner-personal 
regions and the environment Q). 177} . 

Lewin (1936) observed that states of the inner-personal 

regions (i.e. needs, motives, interests, attitudes, and goals) 

could influence the environment only by way of the motor region 

through bodily expression. Boundaries between inner regions and 

perceptual regions and between motor regions and the environment 
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varied as a function of personality and the "momentary state of 

the life space Vp. 178j." Some degree of relative consistency of 

boundaries seemed to have been recognized by Lewin (1935), however, 

when he stated: 

With some persons, it seems to be easy to touch 
certain central places and to injure them like an 
"open wound." Some of these central regions seem 
to be always ready to communicate with the motor 
regions Q). 18Q . 

The degree of impact of the environment upon the individual 

depended upon the "functional firmness of the boundaries between 

individual and environment \̂ . lOTj," Lewin (1935) felt. 

In at least one instance an attempt was made to apply 

systems and information theory to the concept of boundaries. 

Ruesch (1956) spoke of four kinds of boundaries that delineated 

the individual. They included physical boundaries (e.g. skin, 

muscle and bones); systems boundaries (e.g. respiratory, intestinal, 

and genito-urinary systems); biochemical boundaries (e.g. blood 

and spinal fluid boundaries); and psychological boundaries. 

Psychological boundaries appeared to encompass similar conceptual 

territory as did ego boundaries. In a discussion directed by 

Jurgen Ruesch (1956), John Spiegel observed that what is defined 

as "not I" is that which cannot be placed within our boundaries 

on the basis of available information. In the same discussion, 

Karl Deutsch suggested that the boundary might consist of the 

rate and richness of informational feedback about what is included 

in "I" versus "not I." Ruesch pointed out that people might 

include clothing, possessions, or lives and possessions of others 
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in their concept of "self," along with the skin and that which 

lies below the body surface. A similar observation was made much 

earlier by Federn (1929-1935). 

Gardner Murphy (1958) raised the question "whether the self 

ever does become sharply separated from the perceived selves of 

others and consequently whether a sharp delineation of the self 

is ever achieved ^ . 293." He concluded that there are degrees 

of independence of self from non-self, the extremes of which 

might be empirically observed in various types of mental illness. 

The self as experienced might differ from the actual, objective 

boundaries. 

Laing (1969) pointed out that even though one often might 

not experience consciously the boundary between what is inside 

and outside of himself, most persons have a different feeling 

about what is inside and what is outside of their bodies. As an 

example, most persons would swallow readily the saliva in their 

mouths, but few would be willing to spit in a glass of water and 

drink it. The distinction between what is inside and what is out

side is applied to most facets of experience, Laing contended. 

Landis (1970) noted that different behavior outcomes were 

possible as a result of relative openness (permeability) versus 

closedness (impermeability) of ego boundaries, and he therefore 

declined to attach value judgments to either cjimension Relative 

permeability of boundaries could be manifested either in warmth 

and intimacy or in a clinging dependence; relative impermeability 

could be manifested as independence or as aloofness or as fear of 
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other persons. Permeability and impermeability were conceptioalized 

as poles of a single continuum, serving as summary concepts 

expressing relative openness or closedness of the ego. Although 

he saw his own work as concentrating on the assessment of bound

aries between the ego and the external environment, much of the 

difficulty of attempting to distinguish between inner and outer 

boundaries was avoided through the employment of an overall measure 

Closely related to the ego boundary construct is the concept 

of body image boundary. In the introduction to their study of 

body image and personality, Fisher and Cleveland (1958) said: 

Body image is a term which refers to the body as a 
psychological experience, and focuses on the individual's 
feelings and attitudes toward his own body. It is 
concerned with the individual's subjective experiences 
with his body and the manner in which he has organized 
his experiences fp. x^. 

Body image, the body as a psychological experience, generally 

involved narrower conceptual territory than did the boundaries 

of the ego, according to Landis (1970). As an example, Landis 

(1970) pointed out that one might feel attacked personally when 

someone dear was under attack. In such a case, the ego boundaries 

included the other person. In a second example, Landis cited 

the stereotype of the absent-minded professor who became pre

occupied with his work and forgot to care for his hair. In this 

case, a part of the body image was excluded from the ego bound

aries. Freud (1923) seemed to have seen body image as subordinate 

to ego development when he wrote: "The ego is first and foremost 

a bodily ego; it is not merely a surface entity; but is itself the 
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projection of a surface [p. 2?]." In a footnote which appeared 

in the English translation of 1927, it was noted that the ego 

was derived from bodily sensations and was a "mental projection 

of the surface of the body (Freud, 1923, p. 26)." In her system 

of personality assessment from drawings of the human figure, 

Machover (1949) appeared to have failed to differentiate clearly 

between ego boundaries and body-image boundaries. She wrote: 

We build our image of "self" out of our impulses, our 
behavior, and the reality about us, and the represen
tation of the body image in drawings tends to invite 
the graphic expression of any conflict which might 
be experienced in any of these spheres [̂ . 5^7• 

Fenichel (1946) similarly observed that underlying mental 

conflicts would determine how the body image was altered. At 

times, clothing or missing extremities might be included within 

the body image. Landis (1970) suggested that body-image represen

tations might symbolize ego boundaries in projective drawings, 

even though they were not identical. The body and body image 

were only a part of the total "self." Horowitz (1966) felt 

that the body-image included a buffer zone or external space 

which the individual tended to feel was territory belonging to 

him. The territory encompassed by the buffer zone varied among 

individuals. 

Previous Research 

As was observed previously, the literature concerning ego 

boundaries and body-image boundaries frequently tended to overlap, 

Fisher and Cleveland (1958) noted that the body-image boundary 

might extend to include areas distant from the body of the 
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individual, a thought closely akin to the concept of ego boundaries 

Body-image boundaries were projections of a more general attitude 

toward life and reflected the degree to which the individual felt 

vulnerable to outside events or experiences, they believed. 

Fisher and Cleveland (1958) devised a scoring system for the 

Rorschach technique to evaluate body-image boundaries, consisting 

of two categories, "Barrier" and "Penetration fpp, 59-63J." Bar

rier responses were felt to reflect definite body boundaries, 

while Penetration responses were thought to reflect feelings of 

bodily vulnerability or fragility of body boundaries. It was 

anticipated that the two types of scores would be correlated 

negatively, but this was not the case. Fisher and Cleveland 

therefore concluded that Barrier and Penetration responses 

probably did not represent extremes along a single dimension, but 

that two different dimensions might be reflected. They found 

that persons whose symptoms involved the body exterior (e.g. 

rheumatoid arthritis) conceptualized their bodies as surrounded 

by a protective covering, while persons whose symptoms involved 

the body interior (e.g. ulcers) conceived of their bodies as 

being penetrated easily. Arthritics tended to give responses 

that suggested they saw their bodies as vessels which prevented 

the outbreak of impulses, and the experimenters observed that 

these patients had difficulty expressing anger. When the scoring 

system was applied to a group of normal subjects, only the Barrier 

scores showed predictive significance. Personality differences 

between persons receiving a large number of Barrier scores and 
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persons receiving fewer Barrier scores were found (e.g. indivi

duals with higher Barrier scores and presumably with more definite 

body-image boundaries tended to tak'e a more self-steering attitude 

toward life). 

The Fisher and Cleveland system for scoring Barrier and 

Penetration responses was adapted to the Holtzman Inkblot Technique 

(Holtzman, Thorpe, Swartz, & Herron, 1961), and many subsequent 

studies of these dimensions utilized the Holtzman rather than the 

Rorschach. Psychometric qualities of the Holtzman Inkblot Tech

nique, along with the availability of a group form, probably 

account in large measure for the change of research instruments. 

Th^ scoring system developed by Fisher and Cleveland (1958) also 

strongly influenced the system for scoring permeability and 

impermeability of ego boundaries from Rorschach responses developed 

by Landis in 1963 in connection with his doctoral dissertation 

(Landis, 1964). Using his revision, Landis found that hysterical 

personalities showed greater permeability on the Rorschach, 

while obsessive-compulsive subjects showed greater impermeability. 

Shipman (1965) examined the personality traits Fisher and 

Cleveland (1958) had associated with body-image Barrier scores. 

Using a sample of forty psychoneurotic applicants to a psychiatric 

outpatient clinic, he found a link between achievement drive 

and a concern about body boundaries among men. Subjects with 

lower Barrier scores tended to be belligerent, while subjects 

with higher Barrier scores were unusually tolerant of insults or 

attempts by others to dominate. The higher Barrier subjects were 
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more able to maintain their equilibrium under stress. However, 

only two of seven traits predicted by Fisher and Cleveland were 

found. 

Geist (1969) included the group form of the Holtzman Inkblot 

Technique in a study of thirty patients suffering from rheumatoid 

arthritis and thirty controls. While he concluded that the 

arthritic subjects had difficulty expressing anger, he found that 

these patients conceived of their bodies as lacking a defensive 

wall, a finding contrary to expectation. A study conducted by 

Hirt, Ross, and Kurtz (1967) also yielded results contrary to 

those of Fisher and Cleveland (1958), with patients who had 

illnesses located in the interior of the body giving fewer 

Penetration responses and more Barrier responses than did a 

group of patients with illnesses relating to the body exterior. 

This group of researchers expressed doubt about both the construct 

and predictive validity of the Fisher and Cleveland theoretical 

model. 

Although some research has tended to create doubt about the 

validity of the body-image boundary construct, other workers have 

obtained results supporting the construct. Mosher, Oliver, and 

Dolgan (1967) found that prisoners with tattoos had significantly 

higher Barrier scores than did nontattooed prisoners. Fisher 

and Renik (1966) and Renik and Fisher (1968) demonstrated that 

Barrier scores differed depending upon whether subjects were 

instructed to concentrate upon their body interiors or their body 

exteriors. 
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Zucker (1958) designed a scoring system for the Rorschach 

technique to assess impairment of ego boundaries. Also employed 

were the Mosaic and Figure Drawing techniques. Five indicators 

or "facets" of boundary fluidity were identified. The first 

facet. Contamination, reflected a disregard for the boundaries of 

a situation. About this category, Zucker (1958) said: "An 

essential feature of a contamination is that two ideas, which in 

the normal thought process are kept apart and distinct, get 

telescoped into one incongruous concept [p. 42J." A second 

facet, called Fluid Contours, was indicated either by concepts 
4 

which involved intrinsically fluid subject matter (e.g. "a 

jellyfish floating in either direction fp. 46)") or by fusion of 

two different cognitive realms (e.g. "a royal wall or plaza, 

when you garden and see flowers, I think you are warped mentally 

(p. 4/)"). Extension of Ego Field into other Fields, the third 

facet, was scored when the subject responded in a way indicating 

a lack of separation of self from test materials (e.g. "This 

looks like the end of the world; I'm belligerent, not ready to 

die fp. 42^"). The fourth facet, Sensitivity to External 

Stimuli, related to the overemphasis on or absence of use of 

shading nuances of the Rorschach blots. Disturbed Body Image, 

the fifth facet, reflected body-image distortion and was not 

indicated by the Rorschach. Using her assessment techniques, 

Zucker found more extensive evidences of collapsed ego boundaries 

among hospitalized paranoid schizophrenics than among ambulatory 

schizophrenics. Many of the same facets felt to be important 
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by Zucker (1958) appeared to have been included in the Pathognomic 

Verbalization scoring category of the Holtzman Inkblot Technique 

(Holtzman et al., 1961). 

The Rorschach scoring systems of Fisher and Cleveland (1958) 

and Zucker (1958) strongly influenced a method developed by 

Landis (1964) for gauging relative permeability versus impermeability 

of ego boundaries from Rorschach responses. Siller and Chipman 

(1965) used the system to test the hypothesis that permeability 

of ego boundaries was associated with negative attitudes toward 

physically handicapped persons. This hypothesis was supported, 

although a hypothesis that more positive attitudes would be 

associated with higher impermeability scores was not confirmed. 

The Landis scoring system was employed as a part of a study 

of six severely obese adults who participated in a weight 

reduction program at Rockefeller University Hospital in New 

York (Glucksman, Hirsch, McCuUy, Barron & Knittle, 1968). Testing 

was conducted at three points over a twenty month period. Five 

of the six patients manifested increased ego boundary permeability 

during the period of weight loss, but indications of increased 

permeability did not persist after the stabilization of weight 

following weight loss. Concern about alteration of body size and 

sense of self also was reflected by figure drawings. 

Marburg-Goodman (1969) used the Landis scoring system in a 

study which indicated that boundary permeability of subjects 

tended to increase after experiencing success, whereas boundary 

impermeability tended to increase after experiences of failure. 
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Ego boundary permeability also was found to be associated with a 

tendency to perceive wholes, while impermeability appeared to be 

associated with the tendency to perceive parts. 

In a comprehensive recent study of permeability and imperme

ability of ego boundaries, Landis (1970) defined these dimensions 

as follows : 

Permeability is conceptualized as a relative 
openness of demarcation between ego and nonego. It 
expresses the extent to which a person's ego is 
accessible to the world. In extreme cases, the P-
factor Indicates a poorly demarcated boundary zone 
that is weak, deficient, too readily passable . . . 

Impermeability of boundaries is conceptualized 
as entailing a relatively solid, impenetrable "wall" 
between ego and nonego;. . . . Metaphorically, the I-
factor may be regarded as representing a "contracting" 
direction, or a tendency to segregate the ego and, 
more or less, to "close off" one's involvement with 
the world. Conversely, the P-factor may be thought 
of, metaphorically, as representing a "fusing" or 
"dilating" tendency, and as a direction of the ego 
toward the outside world \p. 40^ . 

Landis (1970) assumed that permeability and impermeability 

scores measured two extremes of a single bipolar continuum. 

Using the Rorschach inkblots and a refinement of his 1963 

scoring system, he felt that it was possible to classify 

subjects in terms of dominance of permeability (P-dominant) or 

impermeability (I-dominant) of ego boundaries. While subjects 

were sometimes classified on the basis of only one or two scorable 

responses, he concluded that normal-neurotic populations could 

be divided accurately in terms of their dominant ego boundaries 

through his scoring system. 

In addition to his Rorschach scoring system, Landis (1970) 

developed a number of tasks to differentiate between I-dominant 
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and P-dominant persons. Three tasks were found to result in 

divisions of subjects which agreed closely to the divisions 

obtained through the Rorschach. One of these tasks required 

subjects to draw frames around a number of pictures which had 

vague boundaries. I-dominant subjects drew frames that were 

better delineated, stronger, and more elaborate than were those 

of P-dominant subjects. Landis regarded this as an "expressive 

behavior" task fp. 59T. A second task required subjects to 

arrange acetate figures into specified social scenes (e.g. "two 

people angry [p. 64]"). P-dominant subjects tended to place 

figures in closer proximity than did I-dominant subjects. This 

was considered by Landis to be a task involving "interpersonal 

relations /p. '59]." A second "interpersonal relations" task 

involved arranging figures from the Make-a-Picture-Story Test 

into broadly specified situations (et.g. a man and a woman in 

an attic). While the results on this task were not as persuasive 

as were those for the two previously mentioned tasks, I-dominant 

subjects did tend to place the figures farther apart than did 

P-dominant subjects. 

Landis (1970) successfully differentiated between P-dominant 

and I-dominant groups in two different studies on the basis of 

the Rorschach technique and his validation tasks. Subjects for 

the first study were twenty-five essentially normal married 

couples. In the second study thirty-eight subjects were used, 

consisting of students at Cornell University Medical College and 
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hospital personnel. Landis also attempted t6 relate ego boundaries 

to tension-system boundaries, using interrupted tasks. Under two 

of four conditions, I-dominant subjects resumed tasks which had 

been interrupted significantly more often than did P-dominant 

subjects. The Rorschach scoring system proved to be less applicable 

to a psychotic sample, leading Landis to suggest that fluidity in 

schizophrenics might involve a different personality dimension 

from permeability versus impermeability. Alternately, an Im

permeability-^ Permeability-^ Fluidity continuum was suggested. 

A sampling of Rorschach protocols used by Landis (1970) was 

subjected to clinical analysis by a psychologist unfamiliar with 

the nature of the permeability versus impermeability study. A 

number of personality characteristics were found to differentiate 

the P-dominant from the I-dominant subjects, although differences 

were more nearly a matter of degree than a matter of different 

characteristics. P-dominant subjects saw people and objects as 

constantly in motion and were susceptible to outside stimulation. 

They showed conflict about aggressive impulses and vacillated between 

a rather immature pursuit of pleasure and a fear of injury and 

exposure. Intellectually, these subjects tended to approach 

situations in a global fashion, exploring the task in a flexible 

manner. I-dominant subjects, on the other hand, showed a fear of 

closeness in interpersonal relations and felt a need to maintain 

firm controls. Coupled with these characteristics wa& a fear of 

not being able to maintain a facade. Hostile impulses were on a 

rather conscious level among the I-dominant group, and efforts 
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were made to control these impulses. They tended to attempt to 

manipulate their environment in general. The 1-dominant subjects 

intellectually approached tasks in a global fashion, but then 

they adopted a diagnostic, scrutinizing approach. The test 

interpreter reported, ". . .the I-group differs most radically 

from the P-group in its conscious strivings for external and 

internal control fp. lis]." 

Definitions of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, "ego boundaries" were defined 

operationally as the dimension measured by an adaptation of the 

Landis scoring system for the Rorschach. As Landis (1970) also 

noted, "self-boundaries" might be the more descriptive term for 

what was being measured; but the term "ego boundaries" was firmly 

entrenched in the literature and was retained for the present 

study. 

Congruent with Landis' conceptual developments, permeability 

and impermeability of ego boundaries were regarded as extremes of 

a single bipolar continuum. Following his system of notation, 

relative strength of permeability versus impermeability was labeled 

"P-dominance" versus "I-dominance," respectively. Go^iceptual 

meaning attached to "ego boundaries," "permeability," and "im

permeability" followed the definitions by Landis (1970) cited 

earlier in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER II 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter summarizes the methods and procedures which 

were utillted in the study. Detailed descriptions of subjects 

and instruments are provided. Research procedures, scoring of 

instruments, and statistical procedures are presented, as are 

the alternative hypotheses investigated in tht study. 

Subjects 

Subjects for this study consisted of fifty-eight male and 

forty-one female undergraduate students at Southern Illinois 

University, Carbondale, Illinois. The group of ninety-nine 

subjects ranged in age from eighteen to twenty-five years, with 

a median age of nineteen years. Eighteen of the subjects were 

freshmen, sixty-two were sophomores, sixteen were juniors, and 

three were seniors. The subjects, who were enrolled in an 

introductory psychology course, were required to participate in 

psychological research as a part of the course and received 

research credit for participating in this study. For purposes of 

registration for the experiment, it was labeled "Group Inkblots 

and Social Scenes," but no additional information about the 

nature of the study was provided to subjects until after they 

had completed the Sixteen Personality Factor Test (16PF) and 

tiie Personality Research Form (PRF). At that time, each subject 
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was given a one-page discussion of the experiment. Of the ninety-

nine subjects completing the HIT and the Arranging Social Scenes 

task, ninety-six returned to complete the 16PF and PRF. 

Instruments 
Classification Measures 

Holtzman Inkblot Technique 

As a means of classifying subjects according to relative 

peinneability versus impermeability of ego boundaries, the group 

form of the Holtzman Inkblot Technique (HIT), Form A, was employed 

(Holtzman et al.. 1961). While Landis (1970) developed his scoring 

system for use with the Rorschach Inkblots, it was felt that the 

scoring system would be equally applicable to the Holtzman Ink

blot Technique. The HIT has been found to be valuable in the 

assessment of body boundaries using Fisher and Cleveland's 1958 

scoring system (Gamble, 1972). This scoring system strongly 

influenced the permeability versus impermeability scorings 

developed by Landis (1970). The Ego-Field Extension Tendency 

scoring included by Landis in his scoring system (1970) bore 

a marked similarity to the Pathognomic Verbalization category of 

the HIT (Holtzman et al., 1961). Concerning the general relation

ship of the Holtzman and Rorschach Inkblots, Holtzman has concluded 

". . .the Rorschach and the Holtzman systems have a great deal 

in common as far as the underlying meaning of their respective 

variables are concerned (Holtzman et al., 1961, p. 175)." 

Holtzman, Mosley, Reinehr, and Abbott (1963) demonstrated that 

results from group and individual administration of the HIT 
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were comparable. They concluded: 

The high degree of comparability of the group method 
and the standard individual method suggests that the 
group version may be confidently substituted for the 
more time-consuming individual version . . . [p. 448]. 

A shorter adaptation of the Holtzman group form has been developed 

(Herron, 1963) which is attractive from the standpoint of adminis

tration and scoring time. However, the "Barrier" scale has shown 

a split-half reliability of .26 on the shorter form compared with 

a split-half reliability of .64 on the standard group form (Herron, 

1963), The type of responses scored on the "Barrier" scale seemed 

to be of importance to the scoring of permeability versus imperme

ability, suggesting greater appropriateness of the longer form. 

Landis (1971) expressed doubt that a group-administered instrument 

such as the Holtzman would allow an accurate assessment of the 

boundary make-up of subjects in the absence of an individual 

inquiry. No supporting data, however, were offered. 

For use in the present study, the experimenter adapted the 

Landis (1970) Rorschach scoring manual for use with the Holtzman 

group method. The manual appears in Appendix A. Scoring examples 

were selected from responses received by the experimenter in 

previous individual administrations of the HIT. The boundary 

measures, summarized by Landis (1970), were as follows: 

P SCORES 
P-1: Permeable Score. Responses involving objects 

whose surfaces are readily permeated, soft, amorphous, 
insubstantial. 

P-2: Penetration of Boundaries. Images that express 
or imply a view, through an outer surface, of the f.nterior 
of a human or ctnimal body. X-rays are included. 
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P-3: Disintegrated Boundaries. This category includes 
responses depicting the breakdown of the body boundaries of 
a person or animal through images that involve the destruc
tion of a body surface. 

P-4: Ego-Field Extension Tendency. Responses showing 
an over-involvement with the stimulus to the point of 
instability and unclearness of the self-boundaries. 

P-5: Fluid Contours. Responses involving percepts 
whose boundaries are in flux, or constantly changing shape. 
The content must be intrinsically fluid. 

P-6: Siamese Boundaries. This measure includes 
responses in which two persons or animals share a boundary 
belonging intrinsically to both. 

I SCORES 
I-l: Impermeable Score. Responses with a clear 

expression of the hardness, solidity, or impenetrability of 
an object. 

1-2: Clothing Responses. Responses depicting clothes 
on a person. The clothing must cover a substantial part of 
the body. Clothing by itself is not scored. 

1-3: Silhouette Score. Silhouette responses are scored 
when a uniform surface is seen in sharp contrast to a uniform 
background, and emphasis on the contour of the figure is 
implied or indicated. 

1-4: FK-Vista Response. A response in which the person 
perceives the blot as having depth and perspective--often 
but not always with distance perceived between two different 
forms within the inkblot. 

1-5: Statue Responses. This measure includes the 
perception of a piece of sculpture or a statue, [pp. 48-49j» 

A number of advantages were expected to accrue from using the 

HIT rather than the Rorschach. Not the least among these was the 

availability of an accepted method of group administration requiring 

approximately one and one-half hours. In addition, in contrast 

to the Rorschach, which consists of ten cards to which the subject 

may make any number of responses, the HIT consists of forty-five 

cards, requiring only one response per card. Each subject can be 

expected to give the same number of responses to the HIT, excluding 

rejections (Holtzman, 1968). Along with improving test reliability, 

a uniform number of responses allowed comparison of profiles from 

different subjects. 
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Landis (1970) assumed that P and I scores represented two 

different points along a single continuum. Since different subjects 

could be expected to give different numbers of total responses, 

"net" permeability versus impermeability was represented by a 

difference score based upon percentage of I scores (total number 

of I scores divided by the total number of Rorschach responses) 

versus percentage of P scores (total P scores divided by total 

number of Rorschach responses). However, since a uniform number 

of responses is given by all subjects on the HIT, the dominant 

ego boundary tendency may be represented by a raw score difference 

between P and I responses. Any given response could qualify for 

as many as two scores, giving the P-I scoring system a theoretical 

range of 180 units (P-90 versus 1-90). Such an extreme variation 

of scores would be unlikely to occur in practice, however. Follow

ing initial attempts to score Holtzman profiles for permeability 

versus impermeability, a number of revisions and scoring conven

tions were incorporated into the manual. 

Arranging Social Scenes Task 

As observed in Chapter I, Landis (1970) found a strong 

relationship between three of his "validation tasks" and the 

permeability versus impermeability scores from the Rorschach. Of 

these tasks, the second most predictive and the most amenable to 

adaptation was the "Arranging Social Scenes task" (Landis, 1970, 

pp. 63-65). Subjects were given a selection of cut-out human 
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figures and a number of Sk by 11 sheets of blank white paper. The 

subjects were told that the smaller figures (1 3/4 inches tall) 

represented children, while the larger ones (3^ inches tall) 

represented adults. The figures were to be arranged in various 

specified social scenes and taped into place. Landis (1970) 

utilized figures cut from acetate. In the present study, figures 

were cut from black construction paper. The figures used were a 

graphic reproduction of the ones illuTstrated in Landis' monograph 

(1970). They are illustrated in Appendix C. The scenes selected 

represented a combination of scenes which seemed to be among 

the most predictive in two studies by Landis (1970). They were: 

Scene 1: This scene is to show you and a professor. 

Imagine that you are in this situation. 
Scene 2: This scene is to show a parent with a child. 
Scene 3: This scene is to show you and a person you are fond 

of. 
Scene 4: This scene is to show two children hunting for a 

hidden treasure. 
Scene 5: This scene is to show two people angry at each other. 
Scene 6: This scene is to show two people who know that 

the city will be bombed in five minutes. 

As conceptualized by Landis (1970), the scenes represented 

situations involving relationship to authority, child-parent 

relationships, affection, competition, hostility, and fear. 

Scoring of the Arranging Social Scenes task for this study followed 

Landis (1970): 

The score for each scene is the average distance (cm) 
between (1) heads, (2) arms and (3) legs of the two 
figures: the shortest distances between the respective 
body parts are measured. The final score is the average 
of all the scenes. . . [p. 65J. 

Points at which figures touched or overlapped were scored "0." 
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Landis (1970) found that I-dominant persons tended to place the 

figures further apart than did P-dominant persons. This instrument 

was included in the study as a possible means of validating 

the adapted manual for scoring permeability versus impermeability: 

If groups of subjects scoring differently on the Holtzman Inkblot 

Technique also showed a significant difference on the Social 

Scenes task, it was felt that there would be justification for 

believing that the dimensions measured were similar to those 

measured by Landis (1970). 

Objective Personality Measures 

Perhaps the most unique feature of this study was the inclusion 

of two objectively scored personality measures. Used were the 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionaire (16PF) and the Personality 

Research Form (PRF). These instruments were administered to 

assess differences in personality characteristics between the 

group of subjects classified as having primarily permeable ego 

boundaries (P-dominant) versus the group demonstrating primarily 

impermeable ego boundaries (I-dominant) as measured by the 

classification techniques. 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire 

The 16PF is a paper and pencil questionnaire which yields 

sixteen personality trait dimensions derived from factor analytic 

studies conducted by R.B. Gattell and his coworkers (Cattell & 

Eber, 1962a). A popular research tool, the 16PF has been included 

in. more than 650 publications (Buros, 1972). Forms A and B, 
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each of which consists of 187 items, are designed as parallel 

forms; however, correlations between equivalent scales for Form 

A (1962) and B (1961) ranged from .37 to. .73, with, a mean correla

tion of approximately .48 (Gattell & Eber, 1962b). Forms A 

and B were revised in 1967-1968, but the new forms are regarded 

by some researchers as inadequately validated (Bouchard, 1972). 

Bouchard (1972) has suggested that the 16PF is most suitable for 

group prediction. 

The 1961 edition of Form B was employed in this study as a 

result of theoretical and practical considerations. From a 

theoretical standpoint, the 1961-1962 test revisions seemed to 

be better established than the newer revisions. From a practical 

standpoint. Form B ultimately was chosen because a considerably 

larger number of test booklets for Form B were available to the 

experimenter than for Form A. The 16PF may be administered either 

individually or in a group situation. 

Hie developers of the 16PF have indicated that they feel 

they have uncovered the primary source traits of personality, 

with no important aspect of the personality left out (Cattell & 

Eber, 1962a). Items of the questionnaire concern interests, pre

ferences, and self-reports of behavior. The dimensions of 

personality described by the 16PF appear to be related closely 

to those encompassed by the ego boundary concept. The sixteen 

primary dimensions purportedly measured by the 16PF may be 

described briefly as follows: 
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Fac tor 

A 

B 

C 

E 

F 

Low Score versus 

Schizothymia 
(Aloof, Stiff) 
Mental Defect 
(Dull) 
Dissatisfied Emotionally 
(Emotional, Immature, 

Unstable) 
Submission 
("Milk-Toast," Mild) 
Desurgency 
(Glum, Sober, Serious) 

H 

I 

L 

M 

N 

0 

Qi 

Q2 

Q3 

Lack of Rigid, Internal 
Standards 

(Casual, Undependable) 
Trectia 
(Shy, Timid) 

Harria 
(Tough, Realistic) 
Relaxed Security 
(Accepting, Adaptable) 
Praxernia 
(Practical) 
Naivete 
(Simple, Unpretentious) 
Confident Adequacy 
Conservatism of Temperament 
Group Dependency 
Poor Self-Sentiment 
Formation 

Low Ergic Tension 
(Phlegmatic, Composed) 

(Gattell 6c 

High Score 

Cyclothymia 
(Warm, Sociable) 
General Intelligence 
(Bright) 
Emotional Stability 
or Ego Strength 
(Mature, Calm) 
Dominance or Ascendance 
(Aggressive, Competitive) 
Surgency 
(Enthusiastic, Happy-go-

lucky) 
Character or Super-ego 
Strength 

(Conscientious, Persistent) 
Parmia 
(Adventurous, "Thick-

skinned") 
Premsia 
(Sensitive, Effeminate) 
Pretension 
(Suspecting, Jealous) 
Autia 
(Absent-minded, Imaginative) 
Shrewdness 
(Sophisticated, Polished) 
Guilt Proneness 
Radicalism 
Self-sufficiency 
High Self-Sentiment 
Formation 

High Ergic Tension 
(Tense, Excitable) 

Eber, 1962a, pp. 11-19). 

Four second order factors or summary factors which have been 

derived from the 16PF may be described as follows: Anxiety 

versus Integration; Exvia versus Invia (Extroversion versus 

Introversion); Cool Rationality versus Pathemia (Tough Poise 

versus Responsive Emotionality); and Independence versus Sub-

duedness (Gorsuch & Cattell, 1967). 
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Data have been accumulated on more than ten thousand cases, 

more than twenty-seven clinical criterion groups, and more than 

fifty vocational groups (Ad-16PF-6AA,. n.d.). The 16PF has been 

compared with such other personality measures as the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (La Forge, 1962), the California 

Psychological Inventory (Mitchell, 1963), and the Guilford-

Martin Personality Inventory (1961). Sex differences have been 

observed on a number of scales of the 16PF (Cattell & Eber, 

1962a, b). 

Personality Research Form 

The Personality Research Form (PRF) was developed by Douglas N. 

Jackson (1967). Based upon Murray's theory of needs (1938), 

the instrument was designed "to yield conveniently a set of 

scores for personality traits broadly relevant to the functioning 

of individuals in a wide variety of settings (Jackson, 1967, p. 4)." 

The primary focus of the PRF is upon areas of normal 

functioning. Four forms of the instrument are available: Forms 

A and B are parallel forms yielding fifteen scales. Forms AA 

and BB are parallel forms yielding twenty-two scales. Each 

scale consists of twenty items written as closely as possible 

to Murray's definitions of the needs to be assessed (Jackson, 1967). 

Items were designed to have a high correlation with their parent 

scale and a low correlation with other scales. Scales are bipolar, 

with half of the items expressed in terms of one pole and half 

in terms of the other. The scales included on Forms AA and 

BB are the following (Jackson, 1967): 
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1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 

Achievement 
Affiliation 
Aggression 
Autonomy 
Dominance 
Endurance 
Exhibition 
Harmavoldance 
Impulsivity 
Nurturance 
Order 

12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 

Play 
Social Recognition 
Understanding 
Infrequency 
Abasement 
Change 
Cognitive Structure 
Defendence 
Sentience 
Succorance 
Desirability (p. £] 

The Infrequency and Desirability scales were designed as 

validity scales. Test-retest reliabilities reported for the 

personality scales of Form AA, the form used in this study, 

ranged from .69 to .90 with an interval of one week between 

testing sessions. The median odd-even reliability of scores 

Form AA was reported to be .78 with a range of .48 to .86 

on 

(Jackson, 1967). Jackson (1967) indicated that the scales could 

be organized into clusters on the basis of factor analysis and 

theoretical considerations. However, no data were provided 

which might allow practical use of these categories in scoring. 

The groupings were as follows (Jackson, 1967): 

A. Measures of Impulse Expression and Contrdl 

B. Measures of Orientation toward Work and Play 
C. Measures of Orientation toward Direction from Other 

People 
D. Measures of Intellectual and Aesthetic Orientations 
E. Measures of Degree of Ascendency 
F. Measures of Degree and Quality of Interpersonal 

Orientation 
G. Measures of Test-Taking Attitudes and Validity 

In 1968, Jackson and Guthrie attempted to investigate the 

validity of the twenty PRF personality variables against self-

ratings and peer behavior ratings. Subjects were 202 male and 

^ 
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female undergraduate students from Pennsylvania State University. 

Content scales, self-ratings, and peer behavior ratings were inter-

correlated in a 60 X 60 matrix and were factor analyzed. A high 

degree of relationship to peer and self ratings (convergent 

validity) and discrimination between measures of different 

traits (discriminant validity) were demonstrated by eighteen 

factors. The study (Jackson 6e Guthrie, 1968) employed a pro

cedure developed by Jackson (1966) termed "multimethod factor 

analysis" which focused entirely upon variance common to two or 

more methods of measurement. 

Trott and Morf (1972) included the PRF in a multimethod 

factor analysis which also included the Differential Personality 

Inventory and the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory. 

Applying the instrument to 151 college students seeking psycho

logical services, they found that high scores on the Dominance 

and Affiliation scales of the PRF were contradindications of 

pathology. 

In a review of the PRF, Crites (1969) termed the PRF "a 

well-conceived and well-developed personality inventory, whose 

psychometric characteristics are more than adequate (p. 182j ." 

Anastasi (1972) noted that the PRF appeared to be technically 

exemplary. 

Used in this study was Form AA of the PRF. According to 

norms provided by Jackson (1967), college male and female samples 

differed in means and standard deviations on many of the scales 

of Form AA. 
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Procedures 

Holtzman Inkblots and Arranging Social Scenes 

In the first phase of this study, ninety-nine university 

students were administered the group form of the Holtzman Ink

blot Technique and the Arranging Social Scenes task described in 

the Instruments section of this chapter. Administration of the 

Instruments was conducted on four successive evenings in a 

university classroom. Groups were of approximately equal size 

on each of the evenings. 

Subjects were given a Holtzman Record Form, Form A, and 

were asked to write the identifying information in the appropriate 

blanks (name, age, sex, date, address, telephone number, and 

classification). On the front of the Record Form was an instruc

tion sheet which the experimenter read aloud as the subjects read 

silently. The directions, a combination of those suggested by 

Swartz and Holtzman (1963) and Gorham, Moseley, and Holtzman (1968), 

were as follows: 

You will be shown a series of inkblots, each of 
which will be projected on the screen before you for 
one minute. Using your imagination, write down in the 
space provided a description of the first thing the 
blot looks like to you or of which it reminds you. 

None of the inkblots has been deliberately drawn 
to look like anything in particular. Different people 
see different things in these blots, so there are no 
right or wrong answers. On many of the inkblots, you 
may see more than one thing. However, we want you to 
describe only one thing for each blot. Different aspects 
of the blot are important in what you see: for example, 
sometimes the shape seems more important, while on other 
blots, the color, shading, movement, or some combination 
of these seems important. Include in your description 
the particular characteristics or qualities of the ink
blot which are important in determining your responses--
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i.e., what about the blot made it look that way? Give 
as complete an answer as you can in the time available. 

On the lefthand side of your answer sheet is an 
outline of each inkblot. On this diagram, outline the 
area or portion of the inkblot you used for your response. 

The standard Record Form was modified in the following 

way: In the area enclosing the outline of each blot, the word 

"where?" appeared; in the space in which each response was to be 

written, appeared two of the additional questions allowed in the 

individual administration of the Holtzman (1961): "What does it 

remind you of?" and "What about the blot makes it look that way 

to you?" These additions, similar to those found on an early 

group booklet (Swartz & Holtzman, 1963), were made in an attempt 

to increase the likelihood of obtaining scoring information which 

ordinarily would be elicited during individual administration and 

inquiry with the HIT. From this point, administration followed 

the standardized group method detailed by Swartz and Holtzman (1963) 

Inkblots were projected on a screen using 35mm slides. Room 

lights, controlled by a rheostat, were lowered to a point at 

which subjects still could see the Record Form well enough to 

write their responses, but so that the inkblots could be seen on 

the screen in full detail. 

Upon the completion of the Holtzman Inkblot Technique, 

subjects were allowed to leave the room for approximately ten 

minutes while Record Forms were collected and Social Scenes 

materials were distributed. Each subject was given an envelope 

containing forty 3^ inch cutout figures and thirty-six 1 3/4 

inch cutout figures to allow for all possible combinations of 
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size and position of figures which could fulfill the requirements 

of the specified social scenes. Each subject also received a 

roll of cellophane tape and six sheets of 8^ by 11 inch paper. 

On one side of each sheet was a blank for the subject's name and 

a description of the social scene to be arranged. These were 

written diagonally across the page to reduce the set to place 

the papers either sideways or vertically. [Sometime after this 

phase of the study the experimenter discovered that Landis (1970) 

had presented the paper to his subjects sidewaysT) On the front 

of each packet of paper was paper-clipped a sheet of directions, 

as follows: 

You have been given a number of sheets of paper, 
a quantity of cellophane tape, and an envelope containing 
a quantity of cutout figures. These figures are to be 
arranged by you into various social scenes. The scene 
to be arranged is specified on each sheet of paper. 
Please look at the cutout figures. The small ones 
(1 3/4 inches tall) represent children; the larger 
ones (3% inches tall) represent adults. Note that 
there are four different positions for both children 
and adult figures. Use any two you like for each scene. 
There are no restrictions, so feel free to handle the 
figures in any way you like. Once you have decided on 
the arrangement, please tape the figures in place. 
There is no time limit. 

Please record your name on each sheet of paper in 
the blank provided and read the description of the 
scene to be arranged. Then turn the paper over and 
arrange the specified scene. 

Subjects were informed that they would be contacted in two or 

three weeks for the second part of the study. 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire and Personality Research 
Form 

Approximately three weeks after the administration of the 

Holtzman Inkblot Technique and the Arranging Social Scenes task. 
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subjects were notified by mail concerning the second part of 

the experiment. Four group administrations of approximately 

twenty-five subjects per administration of the 16PF and PRF were 

planned. Approximately seventy-five subjects appeared for group 

administrations. For those subjects not participating in the 

group administrations of the 16PF and PRF, individual sessions 

were arranged. All administrations were standard as indicated 

by the test manuals. Uniformly the 16PF was administered first. 

Scoring Procedures 

Initially all Holtzman Record Forms were scored by the 

experimenter on the permeability-impermeability dimension using 

a preliminary form of the manual appearing in Appendix A. 

Two additional graduate level scorers were given copies of the 

manual preliminary t6 scoring a sample of fifteen randomly 

selected records to determine interscorer reliability and as a 

result of discussion ensuing from reviews of the manual, a 

number of revisions and additional scoring conventions were made. 

In an effort to reduce bias, the initial scorings by the exper

imenter were discarded and the entire group of ninety-nine 

records was re-scored by one of the other scorers. Fifteen 

records were selected randomly for scoring by the experimenter 

and the third scorer to determine interscorer agreement and 

reliability; the scoring form devised by the experimenter appears 

in Appendix B. 
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Scoring of the Social Scenes task, 16PF, and PRF were 

accomplished by an assistant; all subjects were given a numerical 

identification and all materials for each subject were matched 

after all scoring was completed. Raw scores from the 16PF and 

PRF were punched on computer data cards by the experimenter. 

Statistical Procedures 

Interscorer Reliability. HIT 

For the scoring manual for permeability versus impermeability 

of ego boundaries to be of value, it would be reasonable to 

expect that raters with the same information available would 

award similar scores; interscorer reliability should be high 

and raters should be interchangeable. A means of estimating 

the reliability of ratings was suggested by Ebel (Guilford, 

1954). Ebel's statistic, the interclass correlation, yields 

an average intercorrelation of ratings. Both the mean reliability 

for one rater and the combined reliability for several raters 

may be obtained. In the current study, fifteen Holtzman protocols 

were selected randomly from among the ninety-nine employed in 

the study and were scored independently for permeability versus 

impermeability of ego boundaries by each of three scorers. The 

predominant boundary characteristic was obtained by subtracting 

the smaller boundary characteristic from the larger. Three 

scoring possibilities would then exist: some predominant 

magnitude of permeable responses; some predominant magnitude of 

impermeable responses; or an equal magnitude of permeable and 
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impermeable responses (0). if, as assumed by Landis (1970), a 

bipolar continuum was represented, P and I scores might be 

treated in terms of magnitude and direction from 0 or equality. 

One direction might arbitrarily be designated.as positive and 

the other as negative. By adding a positive constant, however, 

a single dimension consisting of all positive scores could be 

obtained for convenient statistical handling. In this study, the 

I-dimension was designated arbitrarily as negative. The constant 

utilized was the maximum I-score awarded plus one, eliminating 

zero scores from the statistical treatment. The constant selected 

was +8. 

It should be recognized that it would be possible for one 

of the three raters to score a particular subject as "I-l," a 

second rater to score the subject as "0," and the third rater 

to award a predominant score of "P-1." While these scores 

represent three scoring categories, they differ by only two 

units when treated as a continuum and suggest fairly close 

agreement. Itius, while an interclass correlation produces an 

overall picture of how reliable ratings are among scorers, 

categorical agreement among scorers is not necessarily demonstrated 

by a high correlation coefficient. Lawlis and Lu (1969) 

suggested a chi square solution to determine whether agreement 

of ratings- among judges was greater than could be expected by 

chance alone. This solution, based upon a \ sampling dis

tribution with one degree of freedom, assumed that every rating 

had the same probability of occurring if the judges' ratings were 



purely random. In the current study, the P-O-I dimension was 

considered to be a three point scale, with judges considered as 

agreeing only if all three assigned a given subject to the SLime 

P, 0, or I category. If the")C2 statistic yielded a significance 

beyond the .05 level, it was concluded that agreement among 

the three raters was not due to chance, but demonstrated that 

they were exercising discriminatory power. The alternative 

hypothesis under investigation was that agreement among the 

three raters would be significantly above chance. 

Independence of P-I Scores 

Although logically it would seem that scores for I and 

P would be independent, it was felt it would be advisable to 

demonstrate statistically that the scores were indeed not inter

related. Twenty-seven I-scores and sixty-three P-scores were 

represented in the analysis. I-scores were designated as negative 

and P-scores were designated as positive. A constant (+8) was 

added to enhance statistical treatment of scores. Means for P-

scores and I-scores then were compared through the use ot a ^ 

test for uncorrelated samples (Ferguson, 1966). If means were 

found not to be significantly different, there would be reason 

to believe that P- and I-scores were not independent, while a 

significant difference would suggest that the scores did represent 

samples from two different populations. The .05 level was 

designated as the minimum level of significance. The alternative 

hypothesis under investigation was that means for P- and I-scores 

would be significantly different. 
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Arranging Social Scenes Task 

Landis (1970) demonstrated that I-dominant and P-dominant 

subjects scored significantly differently on the Arranging 

Social Scenes task. The final score on the Arranging Social 

Scenes task for each individual was the average distance between 

designated body parts for all six scenes. Landis did not report 

correlations of each scene with the total score (the average of 

all the scenes); thus, it was not known to what extent each of 

the six scenes contributed toward the total score, or even that 

the correlation of any given scene was in the expected direction. 

Accordingly, the correlation of each scene with the total score 

was assessed in the current study by means of Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficients (Ferguson, 1966). 

Holtzman Inkblot Technique and Arranging Social Scenes Task 

Landis (1970) compared performance of subjects in two 

studies on the Arranging Social Scenes task and Rorschach per

meability versus impermeability measures. Using a median test 

(Siegel, 1956), Landis found that P-dominant subjects tended to 

place figures on the Arranging Social Scenes task closer 

together than did I-dominant subjects (p<.05). Landis (1970) 

viewed the Arranging Social Scenes task as a behavioral task 

which reflected psychological distance in interpersonal 

transactions. 

In this study, the Arranging Social Scenes task represented 

a means of checking whether the P versus I scorings for the HIT 



43 

seemed to be measuring a dimension similar to that explored by 

Landis (1970) on the Rorschach. The median test did not require 

that the distribution of scores follow a normal curve (Siegel, 

1956). Subjects were dichotomized at the median of total scores 

on the Arranging Social Scenes task. Subjects also were divided 

into P-dominant and I-dominant. While the median was derived 

for ninety-nine subjects, P-I equals (nine subjects) were eliminated 

from the analysis of permeability versus impermeability. These 

data were cast into a 2 X 2 table and compared by means of a 

chi square test (Siegel, 1956). The .05 level of significance 

with a one-tailed region of rejection was employed. The alter

native hypothesis was that I-dominant subjects would place figures 

on the Arranging Social Scenes task above the combined median 

significantly more often than would P-dominant subjects. 

Sex Differences. Permeability versus Impermeability of Ego 
Boundaries 

No sex differences between P-dominant and I-dominant groups 

were observed by Landis (1970); there did not appear to be a 

greater tendency for either sex to score significantly more 

often in a particular boundary direction. Nevertheless, sex 

differences in the realm of permeability versus impermeability 

of ego boundaries were investigated in this study. Males versus 

Females and Permeability versus Impermeability were cast into 

a 2 X 2 contingency table and the results compared by means of 

chi square. P-I equals were omitted from the analysis. The 

.05 level of significance with a two-tailed region of rejection 



44 

was employed. The null hypothesis under investigation was that 

there would be no significant difference in the occurence of P-

dominant scores and I-dominant scores between males and females. 

Permeability versus Impermeability. 16PF and PRF 

Cattell and Eber (1962a) suggested that in research involving 

correlations or determining significance of differences between 

means, the use of raw scores was preferred to using standard 

scores. The same rationale should apply to the Personality 

Research Form; therefore, raw scores were utilized in statistical 

analysis of data from the 16PF and PRF. 

Of primary interest were the differences between means of 

the Permeable group versus the Impermeable group on the person

ality scales of the 16PF and PRF. On the other hand, both 

Jackson (1967) and Cattell and Eber (1962a) have reported sex-

related differences in responding to the PRF and 16PF, respectively 

For example, women averaged three raw score units higher on 

Factor I on the 16PF (Cattell & Eber, 1962a). Even if no sex 

differences were observed in scoring predominantly P versus I 

on the Holtzman, differences between means observed on any 

given scale of the PRF or 16PF conceivably could reflect an 

interaction between Permeability versus Impermeability and sex. 

Accordingly, a two-way analysis of variance design was employed 

(Ferguson, 1966). One variable, designated Treatment A, consisted 

of two levels: 1) Permeability of Ego Boundaries and 2) Im

permeability of Ego Boundaries, as measured by the HIT. The 
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second variable, designated as Treatment B, also had two levels: 

1) Male and 2) Female. Interaction effects between A and B 

would represent effects "attributable not to either of [the] 

two influences acting alone, but to C^he^ joint effects of the 

two acting together (Guilford, 1956, p. 269)." Use of two-

way classification analysis of variance allowed simultaneous 

investigation of both the P-I variable and the sex variable, 

considering interactions between the two variables at the same 

time. 

The two-way classification design required that subject 

size in each cell be either equal or proportional. Random 

elimination of two male and four female subjects was necessary 

to produce proportionality among cells. A total of 48 males and 

33 females, representing 54 subjects with predominantly permeable 

ego boundaries and 27 subjects with predominantly impermeable ego 

boundaries were included in the analysis of variances. Differences 

among variances were assessed by means of ̂  tests; for two 

groups, F = ̂  (Ferguson, 1966). An analysis of variance was 

conducted on each of the sixteen scales of the 16PF and the 

twenty-two scales of the PRF, a total of thirty-eight scales. 

To reduce the probability of falsely finding significance among 

a large number of comparisons (Type I error), the .01 region 

of rejection was employed; the error rate for each analysis of 

P-I, sex, and interaction effects was .03 (Kirk, 1968). Analysis 

was conducted by means of an IBM 360 computer. 
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While a number of directional hypotheses could have been 

proposed concerning the expected differences between P-dominant 

versus I-dominant subjects on various scales 6f the 16PF and PRF, 

the nature of the F distribution is inherently one-tailed 

(Ferguson, 1966). Therefore, the alternative hypothesis for 

each scale of the 16PF and PRF concerning these differences was 

of a general form: There will be a significant difference in 

the means on this scale between P-dominant and I-dominant 

groups of subjects as measured by the HIT. 

In an a posteriori attempt to assess differences between P-

dominant and I-dominant subjects, second order personality factors 

from the 16PF were employed (Gorsuch & Gattell, 1967). Since 

the scales of the 16PF are primary factors obtained through 

oblique (correlated) rotation of data, second order factors may 

be obtained by further factoring the correlation between primary 

factors. The emerging second order factors are weighted com

binations of the primary factors (Nunnally, 1967). Gorsuch and 

Cattell (1967), using a sample of 1652 cases, extracted eight 

second order factors from the 16PF. The four most striking 

factors which emerged were interpreted as 1) Anxiety versus 

Integration, 2) Exvia versus Invia (similar to extroversion 

versus introversion), 3) Cool Rationality versus Affectivity, 

and 4) Independence versus Subduedness. Factor patterns and 
> 

loadings reported by Gorsuch and Cattell (1967) were applied to 

the raw data from the" present study. Since second order factors 

are weighted combinations of primary factors, statistical 
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operations applicable to primary factors are also applicable to 

the emergent secondary factors. Accordingly, two-way classification 

analysis of variance was employed for second order factors as 

previously described for the primary (scale) factors. 

Discriminatory Analysis 

A statistical operation planned but not completed involved 

derivation of a linear discriminant function in an effort to 

provide a means of discriminating typical profiles of P-dominant 

versus I-dominant subjects. Such a procedure would provide a 

means of assigning new individuals to the appropriate ego 

boundary category on the basis of scores on the 16PF and PRF. 

Nunnally (1962) suggested that raw scores could be employed 

appropriately in deriving a least squares linear combination of 

variables for discriminating between groups. The optimal linear 

discriminant function provides weights which maximize the F| ratio 

of between-means variances to within-groups variances (Nunnally, 

1967). 

To avoid artificial inflation of a discriminant function, 

the ratio of subjects to variables should be 10:1 or greater 

(Nunnally, 1967). Variables to be included in the linear 

discriminant function were to be selected from among the thirty-

eight test variables of the 16PF and PRF with those showing 

significance at the .05 level or less between P-dominant and 

I-dominant subjects in the analysis of variance to be included. 

Since only one test variable met this criterion, derivation 
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of a linear discriminant function was not conducted. The alter

native hypothesis to be investigated would have been as follows: 

There will be a set of variables from the 16PF and PRF which 

will discriminate successfully between P-dominant and I-dominant 

subjects by means of a linear discriminant function. The null 

hypothesis was retained by default. 

Summary of Hypotheses 

Hypotheses were divided into two groups: 1) those relating 

to the Holtzman Inkblot Technique and Arranging Social Scenes 

task and 2) those relating to the 16PF and PRF. The alternative 

hypothesis is the one stated in each instance. 

HIT and Arranging Social Scenes Hypotheses 

1. Agreement among three raters scoring the HIT for per

meability vs. impermeability will be significantly above chance 

concerning predominant ego boundary characteristics of subjects. 

2. There will be a significant difference between the means 

of P-scores and I-scores based upon scorings for the Holtzman 

Inkblot Technique. 

3. I-dominant subjects, as measured by the HIT, will place 

figures on the Arranging Social Scenes task above the combined 

median significantly more often than will P-dominant subjects as 

measured by the HIT. 

4. There will be a significant difference in the predomi

nance of P-scores and I-scores as measured by the HIT between 

males and females. 
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16PF and PRF Hypotheses 

5.' For each scale of the 16PF and PRF the hypothesis is: 

Means for the P-dominant and the I-dominant group as measured by 

the HIT will be significantly different on this scale. 

6. There will be a set of variables from the 16PF and 

PRF which will discriminate successfully between P-dominant and 

I-dominant subjects by means of a linear discriminant function. 



CHAPTER III 

FINDINGS AND INTERPRETATIONS 

In this chapter are summarized the results of the statistical 

tests of the hypotheses presented in Chapter II. Reliability 

of P-I scorings are examined, as are means, standard deviations, 

and correlations of items with total scores of the Arranging 

Social Scenes task. Also investigated are sex differences and 

differences between P-dominant and I-dominant groups as measured 

by the HIT and the Arranging Social Scenes task. Differences 

between groups as measured by the 16PF and PRF are explored 

and findings are interpreted and discussed in the final section 

of the chapter. 

Findings 

Reliability of P-I Scorings. HIT 

Three scorers scored a random sample of fifteen HIT protocols, 

using the adaptation of the scoring manual for permeability 

versus impermeability of ego boundaries appearing in Appendix A. 

The total score assigned to a given subject was the more dominant 

boundary characteristic minus the less dominant boundary charac

teristic. Total scores assigned by the first rater ranged from 

1-7 to P-7, with the mean of total scores assigned being +.27 

(P-.27). The second rater's total scores ranged from 1-5 to 

p-4, with a mean of -.27 (I-.27). Total scores assigned by the 

50 
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third rater ranged from 1-4 to P-7, with a mean of +.20 (PT.20). 

Since P-I scores were regarded as different poles on a bipolar 

continuum, P scores arbitrarily were regarded as positive and I 

scores as negative for statistical treatment. Table 1 is the 

source table for variances used to estimate reliability per 

rater and for the three raters combined, using Ebel's interclass 

correlation (Guilford, 1954). 

TABLE 1 

Sources of Variance for Estimation of 
Reliability of P-I Scoring 

Source SS df Var 

27.89 

(not needed) 

1.42 

Total 432.80 44 (not needed) 

From persons 

From scorers 

Remainder 

390.47 

2.53 

39.80 

14 

2 

28 

Reliability per rater (^n) was found to be .86, while 

reliability for the three raters combined (r33) was found to be 

.95. These results suggest that when treated as a unipolar 

continuum, interscorer reliability among scorers using the 

adaptation of the manual for scoring permeability versus im

permeability of ego boundaries is high. It should be reasonable 

to expect that a group of Holtzman protocols would receive 

similar scores when scored by trained persons utilizing the 

scoring manual. 
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Of even greater importance to the current study was the 

extent to which scorers agreed concerning the relative dominance 

of ego boundary characteristics for a given'subject, w"hich would 

determine his ultimate classification as P-dominant, P-I equal 

(0), or I-dominant. If regarded as a three point scale, the 

probability of three judges agreeing on the classification of 

a given protocol by chance alone was (1/3)^ or .111. Using 

the same fifteen protocols scored by the same three raters as 

were used in the preceding estimate of reliability, a chi square 

solution (Lawlis and Lu, 1969) was applied to determine whether 

agreement of ratings was greater than could be expected by chance 

Ratings were regarded as agreeing only if all three judges 

placed the individual in exactly the same category (P, 0, or I). 

Of the fifteen protocols scored by the three scorers, there was 

agreement among the scorers on twelve protocols and disagreement 

on three. The hypothesis of agreement significantly above chance 

was tested by using the following formula: 

(Ni-Np-.5)^ ^ ^2-N(l-P)--3^ 
1^'- Np N(l.p) 

N = No. of individuals rated p = the probability of chance 
Ni= No. Of agreements agreement among judges 
N«= No. of disagreements 

In this study: 

^2 _ Q2-15 (.in-.i!^ ^ 5-15 (l-.ll)-.5]2 
^ " 15 (.11) "̂  15(1-.11) 

\2 « 67.61*** 
(***significance beyond the .001 level) 
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Clearly, the null hypothesis could be rejected and it 

might be assumed that agreement among scorers was not due to 

chance. Scorers were in close agreement both in terms of the 

direction (category) of scores as demonstrated byX^ and in the 

magnitude of scores as demonstrated by the interclass correlation. 

The high degree of interscorer agreement based upon a sample of 

protocols assumed particular importance because the entire 

ninety-nine records were scored by only one of the scorers. 

Independence of P-I Scores. HIT 

The hypothesis of independence between P and I scores as 

measured by the HIT was tested by means of a ̂  test for uncor

related samples (Ferguson, 1966). Ninety subjects were repre

sented in the analysis, with the nine subjects scored as having 

equal dominance of P and I scores eliminated from the analysis. 

P-scores were regarded as positive and I-scores as negative. 

For convenience of statistical calculations, a constant of +8 

was added to all scores, as a constant added to all scores affects 

neither the standard deviations nor the value of t (Ferguson, 

1966). Results are shown in Table 2. Statistically as well as 

logically, the distributions of P-scores and I-scores appeared 

to be independent of one another. 
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TABLE 2 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Significance of 
Difference between Means, P versus I Scores, HIT 

P-Scores I-Scores 

N = 63 N = 27 

Xp= + 2.25 X = - 2.33 
I 

Sp= 1.39 S;[ = 1.38 

t = 14.4*** 

***p^.001 

Arranging Social Scenes Task 

Reported in Table 3 are the means, standard deviations and 

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients of each item with 

the total score on the Arranging Social Scenes task. Results are 

based upon the entire sample of ninety-nine subjects who completed 

the Arranging Social Scenes task. 

TABLE 3 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Each Item 
with Total Score, Arranging Social Scenes Task 

Scene 

Means (cm.) 6.20 3.38 1.09 5.22 7.03 3.68 

Stan. Dev. 3.37 3.10 1.48 5.23 6.74 3.84 

r with 
total .53 .44 .07 .63 .52 .40 
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Scene 3 ("This scene is to show you and a person you are 

fond of") appears to have made a minimal contribution to the 

total score, with subjects rather uniformly placing figures 

close together. Interestingly, Landis (1970) reported that 

Scene 3 reflected the most striking contrast between P- and I-

dominant groups in the second of his studies. He did not 

report the correlation of individual scenes with total scores. 

For every scene but one, subjects in the current study 

tended to place figures more closely together or approximately 

the same distance as did the groups reported by Landis (1970). 

The single exception was Scene 5 ("This scene is to show two 

people angry at each other"), for which Landis reported a mean 

distance of 5.2 cm. for P-dominant subjects and a mean distance 

of 6.4 cm. for I-dominant subjects. The mean of all subjects of 

7.03 cm. might conceivably reflect a greater difficulty dealing 

with hostility among the undergraduate sample used in this study 

than among the medical students and staff used by Landis (1970) 

in his second study. Such an explanation would assume that 

Landis (1970) accurately had assessed what was being measured 

by this gcene. 

HIT and Arranging Social Scenes Task 

Landis (1970) found that I-dominant subjects, as measured 

by the Rorschach, tended to place figures on the Arranging 

Social Scenes task above the combined median significantly 

more often than did the P-dominant subjects. It was hypothesized 



56 

that the same relationship between scores from the Arranging 

Social Scenes task and P-I scores from the Holtzman Inkblot 

Technique would be reflected in this study. The combined median 

distance on the Arranging Social Scenes task was 4.13 cm. 

Distributions for the median test are shown in Table 4. Sig

nificance of differences was tested by means of chi square, cor

rected for continuity. The one-tailed region of rejection was 

employed. 

TABLE 4 

Group Differences, HIT Versus Social Scenes 

No. of Ss No. of Ss 
with average with average 
distance at distance 
or above the below the 
combined combined 
median median 

(Median distance • 4.13 cm.) 

1-dominant Ss (N - 27) 17 10 

P-dominant Ss (N = 63) 25 38 

^ = 3.23 (p <.05, one-tailed) 

Since Scene 3 had a negligible correlation with total scores 

for the Arranging Social Scenes task, calculation of scores was 

repeated for five scenes with Scene 3 omitted. The median 

distance for five scenes was 4.75 cm. Four subjects changed 

direction on the median test, but the changes compensated for 

one another, leaving the value of'X unchanged. 
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The alternative hypothesis was supported. As a group, 

subjects scored as I-dominant on the Holtzman Inkblot Technique 

placed figures farther apart on the Arranging Social Scenes 

task than did subjects scored as P-dominant on the Holtzman 

Inkblot Technique. These results lent support to the assumption 

that the dimensions measured in this study by means of the 

Holtzman Inkblot Technique were similar to those assessed by 

Landis (1970) through the Rorschach. 

Sex Differences, Permeability versus Impermeability of Ego 
Boundaries 

Landis (1970) reported finding no sex differences in the 

occurrence of P-dominant versus I-dominant scores. An analysis 

of sex differences versus P-I dominance as measured by the HIT 

was accomplished by means of "X . The alternative hypothesis 

under investigation predicted that males and females would differ 

in relative occurrence of P-dominance versus I-dominance. Results 

appear in Table 5. 

TABLE 5 

Analysis of Sex Differences 
P-Dominance vs. I-Dominance 

Males 

Females 

36 

37 

16 

11 

X = .002 (N.S.) 
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Chi square was not significant and the null hypothesis was 

retained. Occurrence of P-dominance versus I-dominance as 

measured by the HIT did not appear to be related to sex. 

Permeability versus Impermeability. 16PF and PRF 

A two-way classification analysis of variance was applied 

to raw scores on the scales of the 16PF and PRF to test simul

taneously for response differences between males and females 

and for interactions between sex and permeability versus imper

meability as measured by the HIT. In each analysis, fifty-

four P-dominant and twenty-seven I-dominant subjects were repre

sented. Thirty-three females were included, eleven of them I-

dominant and twenty-two of them P-dominant. There were forty-

eight male subjects, sixteen of them I-dominant and thirty-two 

of them P-dominant. Scores for four females (P-dominant) and 

for two males (P-dominant) were omitted from the analysis to 

retain proportionality between columns. Numbers were rounded 

to the nearest hundredth for presentation of data. 

While neither differences between P-dominant and I-dominant 

groups nor interaction effects attained the .01 level defined 

for significance in this study, sex differences were noted for 

a number of scales of both the 16PF and PRF. Means and source 

tables for the analysis of variance are presented for each of 

the personality scales of the 16PF and PRF. 
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Results. 16PF 

Means and analysis of variance for Factor A of the 16PF are 

presented in Table 6. No significant differences were shown on 

this scale, Cyclothymia versus Schizothymia, as a result of 

permeability versus impermeability, sex, or interaction effects. 

TABLE 6 

Means and ANOVA, Factor A, 16PF 

^ = 9.04 

X Males » 8.38 

8.11 

X Females • 9.24 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

1 

1 

1 

77 

15.43 

14.71 

0.00 

977.88 

1006.03 

15.43 

14.71 

0.00 

12.70 

12.60 

1.22 

1.16 

0.00 

N.S 

N.S 

N.S 

Total 80 

Factor B of the 16PF, Intelligence, showed no significant 

differences as a result of P-I dominance, sex, or interaction 

effects. Means and Variance for Factor B are shown in Table 7. 

Results for Factor C, Emotional Stability versus Dissatisfied 

Emotionality, are shown in Table 8. Groups of subjects demonstrated 

no significant differences on this scale of the 16PF. 
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Table 9 summarizes results for Factor E, Dominance versus 

Submission. No significant differences between P-dominant and 

I-dominant subjects were shown on this factor, nor was there a 

significant interaction effect. Differences for sex approached 

but did not meet the .01 level of significance. It was note

worthy that the difference between the means for males and females 

was in the same direction as that reported by Cattell and Eber 

(1962b) for college men and women. Both means resulted in a 

sten score of 6, in the average range, when applied to the 

appropriate norms tables. The direction of raw scores suggested 

greater dominance or assertiveness for males than for females 

in the sample employed in this study. 

TABLE 7 

Means and ANOVA, Factor B, 16PF 

Tp = 8.91 

J Males = 9.00 

Source 

Columns (P-I ) 

Rows (Sex) 

I n t e r a c t i o n 

Within Cel ls 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

^ I 

T 

ss 

. 75 

.07 

.00 

2 2 7 . 1 3 

= 

Females = 

MS 

.75 

.07 

.00 

2 . 9 5 

9. 

8. 

,11 

.94 

F 

.25 

. 03 

.00 

S i g 

N . S . 

N . S . 

N . S . 

Total 80 227.95 2.85 
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TABLE 8 

Means and ANOVA, Factor C, 16PF 

Tp = 14. 

7" Males = 14. 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within cells 

Total 

22 

71 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

^I 

7 

SS 

.89 

20.00 

1.69 

1722.32 

1744.89 

TABLE 

s 

Females » 

9 

MS 

.89 

20.00 

1.69 

22.37 

21.81 

14. 

13. 

,44 

,70 

F 

.04 

.89 

.08 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Means and ANOVA, Factor E, 16PF 

11.11 

J Males = 12.04 

"!Sj - 11.44 

J Females = 10.03 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

SS MS 

2.00 

79.11 

10.57 

1090.32 

2.00 

79.11 

10.57 

14.16 

.14 

5.59 

.75 

Sig 

N.S 

.05 

N.S. 

Total 80 1182.00 14.78 
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No significant differences between groups of subjects 

were shown on Factor F, Surgency (Happy-go-lucky) versus Desur

gency. Results for Factor F are summarized in Table 10. 

TABLE 10 

Means and ANOVA, Factor F, 16PF 

16.20 

X Males = 15.25 

Xj = 15.74 

T Females - 17.21 

Sources DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Ceils 77 

3.86 

.25 

3.86 

75.30 75.30 

.25 

1620.41 21.04 

18 

3.58 

.01 

N.S 

N.S 

N.S. 

Total 80 1699.81 21.25 

Table 11 summarizes results for Factor G of the 16PF, Super

ego Strength versus Lack of Rigid Internal Standards. Significant 

differences between groups of subjects did not appear on this factor. 

Factor H, Parmia (Adventurous, "Thick-skinned") versus 

Threetia (Shy, Timid) results are summarized in Table 12. No 

significant differences either as a result of main effects or 

interactions appeared for this scale. 



TABLE 11 

Means and ANOVA, Factor G, 16PF 
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12.59 Xj = 12.63 

X Males = 12.54 X Females = 12.70 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

1 

1 

1 

77 

.02 

.47 

14.96 

709.91 

.02 

.47 

14.96 

9.22 

.00 

05 

1.62 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Total 80 725.36 9.07 

TABLE 12 

Means and ANOVA, Factor H, 16PF 

13.76 11.19 

X Males - 13.25 X Females = 12.39 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

1 

I-l 

1 

77 

80 

SS 

119.27 

14.33 

20.58 

2445.04 

2599.21 

MS 

119.27 

14.33 

20.58 

31.75 

32.49 

F 

3.76 

.45 

.65 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
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Results for Factor I, Premsia (Sensitivity) versus Harria 

(Tough, Realistic) are summarized in Table 13. While no signifi

cant differences appeared between P-dominant and I-dominant groups, 

a pronounced sex difference in raw scores was evident. Females 

in this sample were more subjective, dependent, and sensitive than 

were the males, whereas males were more practical and self-reliant. 

When converted to sten scores based upon dame-sexed American 

college students, both means resulted in scores of 5, within the 

average range (Cattell & Eber, 1962b). 

TABLE 13 

Means and ANOVA, Factor I, 16PF 

Xp 11.80 

X Males = 10.35 

Xl = 10.89 

X Females = 13.15 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 77 

Total 80 

14.82 

5.73 

574.68 

14.82 

5.73 

7.46 

1.99 

153.02 153.02 20.50 

.76 

748.25 9.35 

N.S. 

.01 

N.S. 

Table 14 summarizes results for Factor L, Pretension (Sus

piciousness) versus Relaxed Security (Accepting, Adaptable). None 

of the differences found were statistically significant. 



TABLE 14 

Means and ANOVA, Factor L, 16PF 
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^? 8.96 

X Males = 8.96 

3̂1 = 8.22 

Y Females =8.36 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

9.88 

6.92 

4.52 

837.16 

858.47 

9.88 

6.92 

4.52 

10.87 

10.73 

.91 

.64 

.42 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

In Table 15 are summarized the results for Factor M, 

Autia (Bohemian Introverted, Absent-minded) versus Praxervia 

(Practical, Concerned with Facts). Females in this sample were 

significantly more imaginative and wrapped up in inner urgencies 

than were the males, who were more practical and conventional. 

Converting the means to sex-appropriate sten scores yielded a 

sten score of 8 for females and a sten score of 7 for males. Both 

scores indicated the sample used in this study tended to be less 

conventional than the 1962 sample used in development of norms 

(Cattell & Eber, 1962b). 

Factor N, Shrewdness (Sophisticated, Polished) versus Naivete' 

(Simple, Unpretentious), is summarized in Table 16. Neither 
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interaction nor differences between P-dominant and I-dominant 

subjects was demonstrated. A sex difference between the .05 and 

.01 significance levels was observed. The indicated trend sug

gested that as a group, the females in the sample tended to be 

more sophisticated, polished, and insightful than the males. 

The trend was in the same direction as that observed by Cattell 

and Eber (1962b). 

TABLE 15 

Means and ANOVA, Factor M, 16PF 

Xp = 13.55 

X Males = 12.17 

f^ = 13.11 

X Females = 15.21 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

3.55 3.55 .20 

181.38 181.38 10.39 

N.S. 

01 

Interaction 0.00 0.00 0.00 N.S, 

Wi th in C e l l s 77 1344.63 17.46 

To ta l 80 1529.56 19.12 

Conta ined in Table 17 are the r e s u l t s for Factor 0 of the 

16PF. This f a c t o r i s r e l a t e d to Gui l t Proneness ve r sus Confident 

Adequacy. None of the _F t e s t s for Fac tor 0 approached s t a t i s t i c a l 

s i g n i f i c a n c e . 
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TABLE 16 

Means and ANOVA, Factor N, 16PF 

3Cp = 9.76 

X Males » 9.08 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

^I -

X Females = 

SS 

4.50 

30.55 

.23 

482.27 

517.56 

TABLE 17 

MS 

4.50 

30.55 

.23 

6.26 

6.47 

9. 

10 

26 

.33 

F 

.72 

4.88 

.04 

Sig 

N.S. 

.05 

N.S. 

Means and ANOVA, Factor 0, 16PF 

T̂p = 13.20 

7 Males = 12.42 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

Xi = 12.70 

X" Females = 13.94 

SS MS 

4.50 

45.34 

24.57 

1354.48 

4.50 

45.34 

24.57 

17.59 

.26 

2.58 

1.39 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Total 80 1428.89 17.86 
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In Table 18 are results for Factor Q^, Radicalism versus 

Conservatism of Temperament. Significant differences between 

groups of subjects on this scale did not appear. 

TABLE 18 

Means and ANOVA, Factor Qi, 16PF 

9.83 

X Males = 10.04 

9.56 

X Females =9.30 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

77 

80 

1.39 

10.67 

2.50 

621.00 

635.56 

1.39 

10.67 

2.50 

8.06 

7.94 

.17 

1.32 

.31 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S, 

Results for Factor Q2, Self-sufficiency versus Group De

pendency, are summarized in Table 19. Neither main effect was 

significant nor was the interaction. 

Factor Q3 was defined by Cattell and Eber (1962a) as repre 

senting High Self-sentiment Formation (Controlled, Exacting 

Will Power) versus Poor Self-Sentiment Formation (Uncontrolled, 

Lax). Results for Factor Q3 are summarized in Table 20. No 

significant differences were found. 



TABLE 19 
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Means and ANOVA, Factor Qj, 16PF 

Xp = 10.94 

"X Males = 10.83 

X 10.67 

X Females = 10.88 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

SS 

1.39 

.04 

3.03 

421.76 

MS 

1.39 

.04 

3.03 

5.48 

F 

.25 

.01 

.55 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Total 80 426.22 5.33 

TABLE 20 

Means and ANOVA, Factor Q3, 16PF 

^p = 10. 

X Males = 10. 

V 
Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

50 

69 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

^I 

J 

SS 

3.27 

.25 

.55 

832.56 

836.62 

' 

Females • 

MS 

3.27 

.25 

.55 

10.81 

10.46 

10; 

10. 

.93 

.58 

F 

.30 

.02 

.05 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
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No significant differences were shown between groups of 

subjects on Factor Q^, High Ergic Tension (Tense, Excitable) versus 

Low Ergic Tension (Phlegmatic, Composed). Table 21 summarizes 

the results for FactcJr Q^. 

TABLE 21 

Means, and ANOVA, Factor Q,, 16PF 

13.87 

T Males = 13.50 

li = 14.26 

^ Females = 14.73 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

77 

80 

2.72 

29.45 

11.76 

1626.07 

1670.00 

2.72 

29.45 

11.76 

21.12 

20.88 

13 

1.39 

56 

N.S 

N.S 

N.S 

Results. PRF 

Summarized in Table 22 are the results for the Abasement (Ab) 

Scale of the Personality Research Form. None of the differences 

noted for the Abasement scale was significant statistically. 

Scale Ac, Achievement, produced no significant differences 

between groups of subjects. Table 23 summarizes results for 

this PRF scale. 



71 

TABLE 22 

Means and Anova, Ab Scale, PRF 

7.20 

TMales = 6.56 

7.00 

X Females =7.97 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

SS 

.75 

38.72 

6.16 

915.88 

961.51 

TABLE 23 

MS 

.75 

38.72 

6.16 

11.89 

12.02 

F 

.06 

3.25 

.52 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Means and ANOVA, Ac Scale, PRF 

Xp = 13.13 

T Males = 12.54 

12.04 

J Females = 13.09 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

SS 

21.49 

5.90 

.93 

666.23 

694.55 

MS 

21.49 

5.90 

.93 

8.65 

8.68 

F 

2.48 

.68 

.11 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
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In Table 24 are summarized the results for the Affiliation 

(Af) Scale of the PRF. No significant differences appeared either 

as a result of main effects or interactions. 

TABLE 24 

Means and ANOVA, Af Scale, PRF 

15.67 

y Males » 15.54 

Xi - 15.22 

5C Females = 15.48 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

3.55 

.06 

15.00 

3.55 

.06 

.45 

.01 

15.00 1.88 

N.S 

N.S 

N.S 

Within Cells 

Total 

77 

80 

613.60 

632.22 

7.97 

7.90 

None of the differences noted on the Agression Scale (Ag) 

of the PRF was significant statistically. Table 25 summarizes 

results for this scale. 

In Table 26 are summarized the results for the Autonomy 

(Au) Scale of the PRF. No significant differences between groups 

of subjects on the Autonomy Scale were shown. 

Differences on the Change Scale (Ch) of the PRF were not 

significant. Results are summarized in Table 27. 



TABLE 25 

Means and ANOVA, Ag Scale, PRF 

7.11 

X Males = 7.71 

Xj - 7.19 

X Females =6.30 

73 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

1 

1 

1 

77 

.10 

38.62 

28.47 

950.32 

.10 

38.62 

28.47 

12.34 

.01 

3.13 

2.31 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Total 80 1017.51 12.72 

TABLE 26 

Means and ANOVA, Au Scale, PRF 

Xp » 9.07 

X Males - 9.02 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

^I 

r 

ss 

1.21 

.13 

4.80 

766.85 

772.99 

-

Females = 

MS 

1.21 

.13 

4.80 

9.96 

9.66 

8. 

8. 

,81 

.94 

F 

.12 

.01 

.48 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 



TABLE 27 

Means and ANOVA, Ch Scale, PRF 

74 

12.04 10.96 

X Males - 11.25 IT Females = 12.30 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

20.76 

21.68 

.49 

20.76 

21.68 

.49 

2.01 

2.10 

05 

N.S 

N.S 

N.S 

Within Cells 

Total 

77 

80 

794.72 

837.66 

10.32 

10.47 

Contained in Table 28 is a summary of the results for the 

Cognitive Structure (Gs) Scale of the PRF. No significant 

differences were evident. 

Summarized in Table 29 are the results for the Defendance 

(De) Scale of the PRF, on which differences in means between 

males and females were evident. These results suggested that 

as a group, the males in this study tended to be more defensive 

suspicious, and self-protective than were the females. Com

parison of means with sex-appropriate norms (Jackson, 1967) 

yielded T scores of 52 for males and 51 for females. P-I 

dominance and interaction effects were not significant on 

this scale. 



TABLE 28 

Means and ANOVA, Gs Scale, PRF 

75 

Xp » 11.50 

1( Males = 11.90 

Sources 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

Means and 

^i-

Y Females « 

SS 

9.39 

2.83 

2.12 

1097.21 

1111.56 

TABLE 29 

ANOVA, De 

MS 

9.39 

2.83 

2.12 

14.25 

13.89 

Scale, 1 

12. 

11. 

PRF 

22 

52 

F 

.66 

.20 

.15 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

8.44 8.37 

"X Males - 9.44 T Females » 6.94 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

SS 

.10 

122.04 

1.12 

972.47 

1095.73 

MS 

.10 

122.04 

1.12 

12.63 

13.70 

F 

.01 

9.66 

.09 

Sig 

N.S. 

.01 

N.S. 
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Table 30 contains a summary of results for the Dominance 

(Do) Scale of the PRF. Sex differences were significant at a 

.05 level and the F ratio fell short of the .01 level by less 

than .01. Suggested by raw score differences was that the males 

used in this study tended to be more forceful, dominant, and 

controlling than were the females. Conversion to sex-appropriate 

norms (Jackson, 1967) yielded a T score of 51 for females and 50 

for males. No other significant differences appeared on this 

scale. 

TABLE 30 

Means and ANOVA, Do S c a l e , PRF 

10.28 

X Males = 11.25 

Tj = 9.93 

X Females = 8 . 5 8 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns ( P - I ) 

Rows (Sex) 

2.23 2.23 

139.86 139.86 

.11 

6.96 

N.S. 

.05 

Interaction 2.43 2.43 12 N.S 

Within Cells 77 1546.41 20.08 

Total 80 1690.92 21.14 

In Table 31 are summarized the results for the Endurance 

(En) Scale of the PRF. No significant differences between 

groups of subjects were shown. 
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TABLE 31 

Means and ANOVA, En Scale, PRF 

11.81 

T Males = 12.21 

Scores 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

DF 

Xi - 11.85 

T Females » 11.27 

SS 

77 

.02 

17.12 

3.20 

861.24 

MS 

.02 

17.12 

3.20 

11.18 

,00 

1.53 

29 

Sig 

N.S 

N.S 

N.S 

Total 80 881.58 11.02 

Table 32 contains a summary of results for the Exhibition 

(Ex) Scale. Groups of subjects demonstrated no significant 

differences on this scale. 

Results for the Harmavoidance (Ha) Scale of the PRF are 

summarized in Table 33. The only significant difference shown 

on this scale was a sex related one. As a group, the females 

employed in this study were more concerned about personal safety 

and the avoidance of risk of bodily harm. Conversion of the 

raw score means to sex-appropriate T scores yielded a score 

of 49 for the males and a score of 50 for the females (Jackson, 

1967). 
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TABLE 32 

Means and ANOVA, Ex Scale, PRF 

5̂ , 10.76 

X Males » 10.83 

9.15 

1 Females « 9.33 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

DF 

1 

1 

r-l 

77 

SS 

46.72 

44.00 

5.42 

1245.86 

MS 

46.72 

44.00 

5.42 

16.18 

F 

2.89 

2.72 

.33 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Total 80 1342.00 16.78 

7.22 

7 Males - 6.06 

TABLE 33 

Means and ANOVA, Ha Scale, PRF 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

8.19 

X Females = 9.70 

SS 

16.69 

2.46 

MS 

16.69 

258.32 258.32 

2.46 

1300.63 16.89 

Sig 

.99 

.29 

.15 

N.S 

.01 

N.S 

Total 80 1578.10 19.73 
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Table 34 summarizes results for the Impulsivity (Im) Scale 

of the PRF. None of the differences between groups on the Im

pulsivity Scale was statistically significant. 

TABLE 34 

Means and ANOVA, Im Scale, PRF 

10.91 

y Males = 10.44 

7j = 9,78 

^ Females = 10.67 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 77 

22.97 

1.03 

0.00 

916.18 

22.97 

1.03 

0.00 

11.90 

1.93 

.09 

0.00 

N.S 

N.S 

N.S, 

Total 80 940.18 11.75 

In Table 35 are summarized the results for the Nurturance 

(Nu) Scale of the PRF. Raw score differences between means for 

sex suggested that the females as a group were more sympathetic, 

comforting, and helpful than were the males. Converted to 

sex-appropriate T scores, the mean for males yielded a score of 

55 and the mean for females yielded a score of 53. Sex 

differences noted in this study appeared to be similar to those 

observed by the test compiler (Jackson, 1967). 
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TABLE 35 

Means and ANOVA, Nu Scale, PRF 

15.22 

"X Males « 13.96 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

DF 

77 

7j = 14.30 

"X Females = 16.30 

SS 

15.43 

07 

675.40 

MS 

15.43 

.97 

8.77 

1.76 

107.51 107.51 12.26 

.01 

Sig 

N.S 

.01 

N.S 

Total 80 798.40 9.98 

Results for the Order (Or) Scale of the PRF are summarized 

in Table 36. The interaction effects on this scale were signifi

cant between the .05 and .01 levels and an examination of cell 

means suggested that the I-dominant males tended to be more con

cerned with organization and consistency than were P-dominant 

males. Female subjects did not display such a trend. 

A summary of results for the Play (PI) Scale of the PRF 

is contained in Table 37. No significant differences between 

groups were shown on the Play Scale. 

Table 38 summarizes results of the Sentience (Se) Scale of 

the PRF. Main effects for sex were significant at less than 

a .01 level, suggesting that the group of females was more 



TABLE 36 
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Means and ANOVA, Or Scale, PRF 

Tp » 11.44 

7 Males = 12.00 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

Tp = 13.11 

3r Males « 13.02 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

Means 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

^I« 

T Females = 

SS 

54.54 

.07 

62.13 

1195.20 

1311.95 

TABLE 37 

and ANOVA, PI 

^i 

MS 

54.54 

.07 

62.13 

15.52 

16.40 

13. 

12. 

Scale, PRF 

= 

y Females = 

SS 

.10 

.51 

.55 

729.24 

730.40 

MS 

.10 

.51 

.55 

9.47 

9.13 

13 

= 13 

19 

06 

F 

3.51 

.00 

4.00 

.04 

.18 

F 

.01 

.05 

.06 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

.05 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 



82 

aesthetic, sensitive, and open to experience than was the group 

of males. Converting means to sex-appropriate T scores yielded 

a score of 53 both for males and for females. 

Tp = 16.67 

T Males 15.90 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

TABLE 38 

Means and ANOVA, Se Sca le , PRF 

DF 

77 

Ij = 16.04 

T Females = 17.27 

SS 

7.b 

7.25 

384.64 

MS 

7.14 

37.08 37.08 

7.25 

4.99 

1.43 

7.42 

1.45 

Sig 

N.S 

.01 

N.S 

Total 80 436.11 5.45 

No significant differences between groups were observed on 

the Social Recognition (Sr) Scale of the PRF. The results for 

this scale are summarized in Table 39. 

Contained in Table 40 is a summary of the results for the 

Succorance (Su) Scale of the PRF. Main effects for sex were 

significant at less than the .05 level and the trend shown 

suggested that the group of females tended to be more seeking 

of sympathy, protection, affection, and reassurance than was the 

group of males. Conversion of means to sex-appropriate T scores 

yielded a score of 55 for males and 51 for females. 
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Means and ANOVA, Sr Scale, PRF 

11.48 

X Males - 11.17 

Xj = 10.19 

X Females = 10.88 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

r-l 

1 

1 

77 

80 

SS 

30.25 

1.62 

.16 

1397.77 

1429.80 

MS 

30.25 

1.62 

.16 

18.15 

17.87 

F 

1.67 

.09 

.01 

L . 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

TABLE 40 
Means and ANOVA, Su Scale, PRF 

10.24 Tj = 10.67 

X Males = 9.58 X Females » 11.55 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

1 

1 

r-l 

77 

80 

SS 

3.27 

75.29 

1.04 

1201.55 

1281.14 

MS 

3.27 

75.29 

1.04 

15.60 

16.01 

F 

.21 

4.82 

.07 

Sig 

N.S. 

.05 

N.S. 
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Summarized in Table 41 are the results for the Understanding 

(Un) Scale of the PRF. While failing to meet the .01 level of 

significance, main effects for permeability versus impermeability 

were significant at less than the .05 level. The trend suggested 

by the means was that P-dominant subjects tended to be more 

intellectually curious, analytical, and logical. 

TABLE 41 

Means and ANOVA, Un Scale, PRF 

^P = 12.85 

Y Males = 11.77 

Xl = 11.07 

X Females = 12.97 

Source DF SS MS Sig 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

56.89 56.89 

28.11 28.11 

5.17 

2.55 

05 

N.S 

Interaction 9.34 9.34 .85 N.S 

Within Cells 77 847.22 11.00 

Total 80 941.56 11.77 

The remaining two scales of the PRF, Desirability and Infre

quency, are essentially validity and test-taking attitude measures. 

No significant differences were found on either of them and both 

were well within the acceptable range. For none of the scales of the 

16PF or PRF was there statistical significance to justify rejecting 

the null hypothesis concerning differences between P-dominant and 

I-dominant groups 
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Discriminatory Analysis 

The criterion for selection of variables from the 16PF and 

PRF for inclusion in the derivation of a discriminant function 

was that P-dominant and I-dominant groups attain a difference 

significant at the .05 level or less on that variable. Only 

one difference between P-dominant and I-dominant groups on 

scales of the 16PF and PRF met the criterion and the null 

hypothesis was retained: no set of variables from the 16PF and 

PRF which would discriminate successfully between P-dominant 

and I-dominant subjects by means of a linear discriminant 

function was found. 

Second Order Factors. 16PF 

In an a, posteriori attempt to maximize the utilization of 

the data, second order or second stratum personality factors of 

the 16PF were computed and subjected to analysis of variance. 

Second order factors are the resultant of factoring correlations 

between primary factors. Of the eight factors reported by 

Gorsuch and Gattell (1967), the four main ones were utilized in 

this study and the factor weights and descriptions for these four 

were employed. The primary factor patterns for these factors 

appear in Appendix D; weights were applied to raw scores of the 

primary factors. 

No significant differences were evident on second order 

factor I (Anxiety versus Integration). Results are summarized 

in Table 42. Main and interaction effects on second order 
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factor II, Exvia-Invia, were also statistically insignificant. 

These results are summarized in Table 43. 

TABLE 42 

Means and ANOVA, Factor I, 16PF 

5.39 

3c Males = 4.41 

Xj = 6.33 

^ Females = 7.58 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

DF 

i—
i 

1—
1 

1 

77 

80 

SS 

16.00 

197.36 

56.56 

8027.45 

8297.35 

MS 

16.00 

197.36 

56.56 

104.25 

103.72 

F 

.15 

1.89 

.54 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

A summary of results for factor III, Cool Rationality versus 

Pathemia (Affectivity) is contained in Table 44. Since factor 

loadings were predominantly negative, means also were negative. 

Consistent with the findings reported by Gorsuch and Cattell (1967), 

the group of females scored more negatively than did the group of 

males. This might be suggestive of a greater tendency to infuse 

reactions with feelings or affect on the part of the group of 

females. No other differences were statistically significant. 
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Means and ANOVA, Factor II, 16PF 
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23.31 

Y Males = 22.56 

Xj = 21.36 

X Females = 22.81 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

Xp = -10. 

X Males - -8. 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

Total 

03 

91 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

Means 

DF 

1 

1 

1 

77 

80 

SS 

68.39 

1.15 

13.68 

3128.03 

3211.34 

TABLE 44 

MS 

68.39 

1.15 

13.68 

40.62 

40.14 

and ANOVA, Factor III, 

Xl = 

5̂  Females = 

SS 

16.82 

76.20 

2.23 

503.54 

598.79 

MS 

16.82 

76.20 

2.23 

6.54 

7.48 

F 

1.68 

.03 

.34 

16PF 

- 9.07 

-10.88 

F 

2.57 

11.65 

.34 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

Sig 

N.S. 

.01 

N.S. 
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Factor IV, defined as Independence versus Subduedness, is 

summarized in Table 45. No significant differences on this 

factor were obtained. 

TABLE 45 

Means and ANOVA, Factor IV, 16PF 

Xp = 16.08 

!c Males = 16.00 

Source 

Columns (P-I) 

Rows (Sex) 

Interaction 

Within Cells 

DF 

77 

X-, 15.83 

X Females = 16.00 

SS 

1.07 

0.00 

4.11 

964.61 

MS 

1.07 

0.00 

4.11 

12.53 

09 

0.00 

.33 

Sig 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S 

Total 80 969.79 12.12 

Interpretation and Discussion 

The adaptation for the HIT of the Rorschach manual for 

scoring ego boundary measures seems to have resulted in a device 

with adequate interscorer reliability for practical usage, as 

scorers agreed to a great extent both upon the numerical value 

of scores for subjects within the sample and upon the predominant 

ego-boundary classification for subjects. The hypothesis that 

the three raters would agree significantly above chance 

regarding predominant ego boundary characteristics of subjects 
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was supported. Stability or temporal reliability of boundary 

measures was not considered in this study, although Landis (1970) 

found 90 per cent of a group of twenty subjects who took the Rorschach 

for a second time after a three to four month interval scored 

within the same predominant boundary classification as before. 

It might be anticipated that stability of P- versus I-scores 

would be similar for the HIT, although this remains a point of 

conjecture. 

As expected, means of P-scores and I-scores on the HIT 

were significantly different and the hypothesis concerning 

difference between them was supported. Although independence of 

P- and I-scores virtually was assured by the bipolar construction 

of the scale, evidence of statistical independence provided 

assurance that inferences drawn from ego boundary measures were 

not contaminated by effects of intercorrelation between the 

measures. 

It was not clear why the proportion of P-dominant subjects 

to I-dominant subjects was greater than 2:1. The median age of 

subjects used in this study, 19 years, was considerably lower 

than the median age reported in either of two studies conducted 

by Landis (1970). In his first study, the median age was 33 

years and in his second study only the separate median ages for 

males and for females were reported. In the second study, 

median age for females was 27 years, while for males the median 

age was 24 years. In his first study, Landis (1970) seemed to 

have had 23 P-dominant, 21 I-dominant and 6 I-P equal subjects. 
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In the second study, the subjects were tested on a first-come, 

first-test basis until 15 P-dominant and 15 I-dominant subjects 

were obtained. How many subjects were tested before the criterion 

was fulfilled was not reported. 

In the present study, it might be that the sample was 

unusual in that an unusually large number of P-dominant subjects 

were represented. A second possibility might be that the scoring 

system for ego boundary measures produced an inordinate proportion 

of P-dominant scorings when applied to the Holtzman Inkblot 

Technique. Yet a third possible explanation was that greater 

relative permeability or openness of ego boundaires might be a 

real characteristic of college-age students. An examination 

of the norms tables for the Holtzman Inkblot Technique (Holtzman, 

et al.. 1961) revealed that college students did tend to score 

higher on Penetration, Pathognomic Verbalization, and Anxiety 

than did average adults. These three standard HIT scoring 

categories had a great deal in common with categories scored for 

permeability of ego boundaries. However, college students also 

tended to score higher than did average adults on the Barrier 

scoring category of the HIT, a category closely akin to one 

aspect of the impermeable category in ego boundary measurement. 

The basic question concerning why the greater proportion of 

P-dominant records occurred remains unresolved. 

The Arranging Social Scenes task is a novel device developed 

by Landis (1970) and assumed by him to provide a measure of 

how subjects dealt with interpersonal relations. Essentially 
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a projective device, Landis elicited thematic content as well as 

physical measurements. In the present study, the Arranging 

Social Scenes task was employed primarily as a validation task 

which had been empirically shown to differentiate between subjects 

scored as P-dominant versus I-dominant on Rorschach. Unaccountably, 

the scene reported by Landis (1970) to yield the most dramatic 

group contrast ("You and a person you are fond of") yielded the 

smallest mean and standard deviation, as well as a negligible 

correlation with total score in the present study. In the 

present study, 82 per cent placed the two figures in physical 

contact, with 21 per cent placing them totally or almost completely 

overlapping. In the second of his studies, Landis (1970) had 

17 per cent of his subjects placing figures completely or almost 

completely overlapping. 

The hypothesis that I-dominant subjects as measured by 

the HIT would place figures on the Arranging Social Scenes task 

above the combined median significantly more often than would 

P-dominant subjects was supported. Since a similar relationship 

was found between Rorschach P versus I measures, it was felt that 

there was Justification for considering the HIT adaptation of 

the manual for scoring ego-boundary measures to be adequately 

equivalent to the Rorschach for group assessment. There were, 

of course, possible fallacies in such an assunption. The 

Holtzman and Rorschach might share a relationship with the 

Arranging Social Scenes task and have a negligible relationship 

with one another or with the structural concept of ego boundaries. 
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There seems to be little direct evidence at this time as to 

what the Arranging Social Scenes task is measuring, either 

interpersonally or in relationship to ego boundaries. A more 

direct comparison between the Rorschach and HIT ego boundary 

measures could be made by giving both to a sample group, 

scoring them with the appropriate manual, and comparing the 

resulting predominant ego boundary classifications. At least 

operationally, there could be greater assurance that the two 

were measuring (or not measuring) the same dimensions. 

The alternate hypothesis that there would be a significant 

difference in the predominance of P-scores and I-scores as 

measured by the HIT between males and females was not supported. 

This finding was in keeping with that of Landis (1970), who 

also found no sex associated difference in the incidence of P-

scores versus I-scores. Such a finding lent Justification to 

pooling results for males and females when comparing P-dominant 

versus I-dominant groups with other measures that had demonstrated 

no sex associated differences. 

For comparison of P-dominant versus I-dominant subjects on 

the 16PF and PRF, the ego boundary measures based upon the 

Holtzman Inkblot Technique assumed the function of an independent 

variable. Raw scores from the 16PF and PRF were utilized to 

avoid capitalizing on sex differences built into the norms 

tables for each questionnaire. However, since sex differences 

had been observed on both the 16PF and PRF in the past, a 

design was selected which would permit simultaneous investigation 
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of P-dominance versus I-dominance of ego boundaries, response 

differences between sexes, and interaction between sex and ego 

boundary dominance. In no case was there justification for 

rejecting the null hypothesis concerning differences between 

P-dominant and I-dominant groups of subjects, although sex 

differences were noted. In Appendix E are shown the conversions 

of means for sex to sten scores on the 16PF and means for sex 

to T scores on the PRF. Sten scores are standard scores in 

which the population range is divided into ten equal units, 

the mean is 5.5, and units cut off regular half-sigma intervals. 

T scores are standard scores with a mean of fifty and a standard 

deviation of ten. When compared to sex-appropriate norms, the 

male and female samples employed ir this study appeared to be 

quite similar, with samples differing by no more than one 

sten score on any scale of the 16PF and by a T score of less 

than 10 an any given scale of the PRF. 

On the basis of general theoretical considerations and 

more specifically on the basis of personality descriptions 

derived from Rorschach profiles (Landis, 1970), a number of 

specific personality differences on the 16PF and PRF might 

have been expected between P-dominant and I-dominant groups. 

On the 16PF, it might have been expected that P-dominant subjects 

would score lower on Factor C than would I-dominant subjects. 

Such a finding would have suggested that P-dominant subjects 

were more affected by feelings than were I-dominant subjects. 

Instead, the two groups were indistinguishable on Factor C. 
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Cattell and Eber (1962a) associated lower scores on Factor G 

with a neurotic trend, although the factor pattern also had 

been observed among normals. Factor Q3 of the 16PF might also 

have been expected to differentiate between P-dominant and I-

dominant subjects, with the I-dominant group achieving the 

higher mean score. Indicated would have been greater self 

control and social precision among I-dominant subjects than 

among P-dominant subjects. Differences between the groups were 

slight and statistically insignificant. 

On the PRF, P-dominant subjects might have been expected 

to score higher than I-dominant subjects on the Impulsivity 

Scale, suggesting greater spontaneity, emotional expression, 

and rashness among P-dominant subjects. While the means for 

P-dominant versus I-dominant subjects were in the expected 

direction, statistical significance fell well below the criterion 

level for the study. The only scale of the 16PF or PRF which 

approached statistical significance was the Understanding 

Scale of the PRF, with the P-dominant group achieving a larger 

mean than the I-dominant group. The trend suggested greater 

intellectual curiosity and analytical thinking on the part of 

the P-dominant groups. However, the possible meaning of such 

a difference between the groups was difficult to evaluate in 

terms of agreement with theoretical expectation. Landis (1970) 

reported a difference in intellectual approach between P-

dominant and I-dominant subjects, with P-dominant subjects showing 

a generally flexible, creative curiosity and I-dominant subjects 
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showing a more probing, investigative, fact-finding approach. 

The description and trait adjectives provided by Jackson (1967) 

in connection with the Understanding Scale did not allow clear 

distinction between the two intellectual approaches. 

In an attempt to maximally explore the data, second 

order factors from the 16PF were investigated on an a posteriori 

basis. As weighted combinations of primary factors, second 

order factors have potential for capitalizing on differences 

among scores which singly fail to achieve significance. In 

this instance, the search proved to be a futile one. 

No clearcut reasons for the failure to find differences 

between the P-dominant group and the I-dominant group on the 

basis of objectively scored personality measures were evident. 

In any such study there is an inherent risk in the use of one 

personality instrument to define a construct to be then measured 

by another personality instrument. The dimension of permeability 

versus impermeability of ego boundaries was defined' in this 

study on the basis of responses to the Holtzman Inkblot Tech

nique, a projective inkblot test. It might be that nothing at 

all was being measured by the ego boundary scoring system for 

the HIT. Barring a completely chance occurrence, however, such 

an event seemed unlikely. The data suggested that at the very 

least, the HIT scoring system was capable of differentiating 

the manner in which subjects handled paper figures in a semi-

structured situation. What was less clear was that the HIT 

scoring system was related to the construct of ego boundaries 
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or that arranging paper figures was related to interpersonal 

relationships. As an independent variable, then, the P-I 

dimension as defined by the HIT had potential for showing 

differences on a set of dependent variables, such as scores on 

the 16PF and PRF. The difficulty might be in defining what 

dimensions were, in fact, represented by the independent variable. 

As pointed out by Macfarlane and Tuddenham (1951), pro-

jectivists long have claimed to be measuring a different level 

of personality with such devices as the Rorschach than would be 

tapped by paper-and-pencil instruments or necessarily manifested 

in behavior. Such claims generally seemed to assume either 

that a deeper level of personality was being assessed by the 

projective devices or that a more multidimensional picture of 

personality was being obtained. Since the dimensions of person

ality thus measured need not have been reflected in other ways, 

the claim of the projectivists neither could be proved nor 

refuted. Nevertheless, to the extent that their claims might 

have credence, the same thing could be true of the HIT ego 

boundary measure. 

Prior research relating the permeability versus impermeability 

dimension of ego boundaries among normal subjects to paper-and-

pencil personality measures has not come to the attention of this 

reviewer. The two instruments used in this study, the 16PF and 

the PRF, were chosen on the basis of psychometric qualities and 

seeming relationship of test scales to theoretical ego boundary 

qualities. The possibility exists that the instruments chosen 
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were inappropriate or insensitive to the dimensions under 

investigation. Indeed, as a "structural" concept, it might be 

argued that the ego boundary dimension need not be reflected in 

"functions" or behaviors which readily could be measured. 

A final possibility was that the group of subjects used 

in this study was nonrepresentative. It would appear that these 

subjects were younger than any of the groups studied by Landis 

(1970). In addition, the proportion of P-dominant to I-dominant 

subjects might have been reflective of relative homogeneity 

of the sample along the dimension of ego boundaries. 

In this study, emphasis was upon ego boundary differences 

among normal subjects. In spite of the theoretically possible 

range of scores on the HIT of 180 units, the actual range of 

scores was only fifteen units. The observed range of scores 

therefore reflected only a moderate range between extreme 

scores. Additionally, all subjects except those eliminated 

by statistical necessity were used to maximize the available 

degrees of freedom for statistical operations; P-I equals and 

subjects randomly eliminated to fulfill the requirements of pro

portionality in the analysis of variance were the only Subjects 

not included in the statistical analyses. The failure to 

find differences between P-dominant and I-dominant groups on the 

16PF and PRF might have been the result of relative homogeneity 

among subjects. In future research, one means of increasing 

heterogeneity between groups might be to increase the sample 

size and compare differences between the upper twenty-five per 
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cent and the lower twenty-five per cent, representing the most 

P-dominant versus the most I-dominant subjects. 

All of the subjects included in this study were students 

enrolled in an introductory psychology course and approximately 

sixty-three per cent of them were college sophomores. Future 

researchers might increase the probability of finding differences 

between P-dominant and I-dominant groups by seeking more varied 

samples; neurotic subjects could be included. Landis (1970) 

applied the ego boundary scoring system to Rorschach protocols 

of twenty hysterical and twenty obsessive-compulsive patients, 

finding greater mean permeability for the hysterical group than 

for the obsessive-compulsive group. The scoring system was 

ineffective when used with a sample composed of psychotic 

(.•Schizophrenic) patients. Use of a more heterogeneous, less 

normal sample might accentuate differences between P-dominant 

and I-dominant groups both on the HIT and such instruments as the 

PRF and the 16PF. 

Both Landis (1970) and this experimenter conceptualized 

permeability and impermeability as opposite poles of a bipolar 

continuum. Indeed, Landis (1970) found that grouping by net 

permeability versus net impermeability correlated more highly 

with task performance than did grouping by either P-scores 

or I-scores alone. However, Fisher and Cleveland (1958) found 

reason to believe that "Barrier" and "Penetration" scores 

relating to body boundaries represented two different dimensions. 

Should permeability and impermeability of ego boundaries represent 
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two different dimensions, difference scores as used in the 

current study would be inappropriate. Additional research might 

be directed toward establishing whether one or more ego boundary 

dimensions were represented. 

Overall, this study did little to validate the ego boundary 

construct or facilitate the identification of characteristics 

associated with the predominance of permeable versus impermeable 

ego boundaries. On the other hand, the study did not negate 

the possible validity of the construct. Developed was a 

method of classifying subjects concerning relative P-dominance 

versus I-dominance on the basis of a group instrument, the 

group form of the Holtzman Inkblot Technique. The instrument 

and the construct probably warrant additional research. 
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CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The term "ego boundaries" is a structural concept referring 

to the boundaries differentiating the phenomenal self from aspects 

of the personality not represented in consciousness and from the 

psychologically experienced world of reality external to the person. 

This study was an attempt to identify functional or behavioral 

aspects of relative permeability (openness) versus impermeability 

(closedness) of ego boundaries among normal subjects. Developed for 

this purpose was an adaptation of a scoring system designed by 

Bernard Landis (1970) to identify the predominant ego boundary 

characteristics of subjects. While the system developed by 

Landis (1970) was to be used in connection with the individually 

administered Rorschach inkblot test, the adaptation of the system 

used in this study was for the Holtzman Inkblot Technique (Holtzman, 

et al.. 1961) administered to groups. 

Also used in this study was an Arranging Social Scenes task 

developed by Landis (1970), who found that groups of subjects 

scored as P-dominant on the basis of his Rorschach scoring system 

tended to place human figures closer together than did groups of 

subjects scored as I-dominant according to his scoring system. 

Uniquely, this study attempted to explore personality dif

ferences on two objectively-scored instruments, the Sixteen Per

sonality Factor Questionnaire (16PF) and the Personality Research 

100 
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Form (PRF) between groups of subjects scored as P-dominant versus 

those scored as I-dominant on the basis of the Holtzman Inkblot 

Technique and the adaptation of the scoring manual developed by 

Landis (1970). 

A sample of fifteen HIT protocols was scored independently by 

three different scorers, and reliability per rater was found to be 

.86. Reliability for the three raters combined was .95, using 

Ebel's interclass correlation coefficient (Guilford, 1954). 

Hypotheses and results are summarized as follows: 

1. A hypothesis that agreement among three raters scoring 

the HIT for permeability vs. impermeability would be significantly 

above chance concerning the predominant ego boundary characteristics 

of subjects was confirmed. A "X. solution (Lawlis & Lu, 1969) was 

significant beyond the .01 level. 

2. A hypothesis that there would be a significant difference 

between the means of P-scores and I-scores based upon scorings for 

the HIT was confirmed. A _t test of differences between means was 

significant beyond the .001 level, assuring independence of P-

scores and I-scores. 

3. Confirmed was a hypothesis that I-dominant subjects, as 

measured by the HIT, would place figures on the Arranging Social 

Scenes task above the combined median significantly more often than 

would P-dominant subjects as measured by the HIT. A median test 

was significant beyond the .05 level, employing a one-tailed region 

of rejection. Landis (1970) achieved similar results using the 

Rorschach as the instrument for classifying P-dominant versus 
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I-dominant subjects. The results suggested but did not prove a 

high degree of commonality between the P-I scoring systems for the 

Rorschach and HIT. 

4. A hypothesis that there would be a significant difference 

in the predominance of P-scores and I-scores as measured by the 

HIT between males and females was not confirmed. This finding 

was consistent with findings of previous research and would jus

tify the pooling of results for males and females in research 

applications. 

5. Hypotheses that there would be differences on scales of 

the 16PF and PRF between P-dominant and I-dominant groups as 

measured by the HIT were not confirmed. Using a two-way analysis 

of variance design, no differences significant at a .01 level 

between P-dominant and I-dominant groups were found on any of the 

scales of the 16PF or PRF. While sex differences in raw scores 

were found, all were in the direction predicted by the norms tables 

for the tests. 

6. A hypothesis that there would be a set of variables from 

the 16PF and PRF which would discriminate between P-dominant and 

I-dominant subjects by means of a linear discriminant function 

failed by default. Since no viable method of selecting variables 

from the 16PF and PRF for inclusion in a discriminant function 

emerged, no attempts were made to complete such a calculation. 

It had been intended to include variables which differentiated 

between P-dominant and I-dominant groups in the test of Hypothesis 

5 at a .05 level or greater in a linear discriminant function. 
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Only one variable, the Understanding Scale of the PRF, met this 

criterion. Second order factors of the 16PF, explored a posteriori, 

also failed to reveal differences between P-dominant and I-dominant 

groups. 

It appears that the manual for scoring permeability versus 

impermeability of ego boundaries on the basis of HIT responses 

has merit for further research. Interscorer reliability was 

satisfactory and categories appeared to bear a relationship to at 

least one validating task explored in previous studies of ego 

boundaries. The validity of the ego boundary construct itself 

remains in question, however. Immediate practical usefulness of 

the concept appears to be limited. 
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MANUAL FOR SCORING EGO-BOUNDARY MEASURES 
FROM THE HOLTZMAN INKBLOT TECHNIQUE 
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Holtzman Manual for Scoring 
Ego-Boundary Measures 

Adapted by H. R. Bolland 

This manual is an adaptation of one designed by Bernard Landis, Ph.D., 
for scoring Rorschach responses for permeability and impermeability. 
Whenever applicable, verbatim material from Landis' manual was re
tained. Any errors of omission, commission, or changes in meaning 
are solely the responsibility of the adapter. See Landis, B. Ego 
boundaries. Psychological Issues. 1970, ̂ , (4, Whole, No. 24). 

This paper constitutes a manual for the scoring of Holtzman 
< 

responses for permeability (P scores) and impermeability (I scores). 

The score is derived by assigning one point for each P score and 

one point for each I score. A final score is derived by subtracting 

the smaller total from the larger total and deriving a difference, 

labeled with the initial of the dominant boundary characteristic. 

For example, a subject receiving twenty points on impermeability and 

ten points on permeability would receive a final score expressed as 

I-10. This score serves as an indicator of the magnitude and direc

tion of the subject's dominant boundary characteristic. 

Scoring Rules 

1. Responses to blots X and Y are not scored. 

2. Only one response per blot is scored. Should more than one 

response be given to a particular blot, only the first response 

is scored. Elaborations of a response are utilized in scoring, 

however. 
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3. No score is given for a response in which simultaneous indica

tions of permeability and impermeability negate each other. 

^n this regard, Schachtel (1967) has noted that the same per

cept may symbolize both strength and weakness of boundariesj. 

Examples: (24A) a rock that's disintegrating. 

Do not score: (29A) a turtle shell with holes in 

it. 

4. A single response may be given two scores, but no more than 

two. In such cases, the response must clearly meet the require

ments of both categories. 

Examples: (27A) two tin figures of ducks, seen 

in silhouette (because) the 
black stands out against the 
background like a silhouette. 

fScore for Impermeable Score (I-l), 
specific metal and Silhouette (I-3)"|. 

(lA) stone statue of people, with 
billowing clouds overhead. 

fScore for Statue (1-5) and Fluid 
Contour (P-5). Two distinct areas 
are being referred to and organized 
into a single responsej. 

The Boundary Measures: P Scores 

P-1: Permeable Scores: This classification refers specifically 

to responses involving objects whose surfaces are readily permeated, 

soft, amorphous, insubstantial. These responses are held to be self-

referent expressions of the person's own relatively open, permeable 

boundaries and to reflect a structural amorphousness of the dividing 

zone between ego and nonego. 
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An emphasis on Permeable Scores suggests a diffuse quality in 

a person's self-experiences. This quality is exemplified by Koffka's 

quotation from the report of a mountain climber, who, upon awakening 

from a state of unconsciousness in a crevasse, reported: ". . . 

fog. . . darkness, . . whirring. . . grey veil with a small lighter 

spot. . . faint dawn. . ." (1935, p. 323). Koffka observed that this 

was the phenomenal experience of an ego that was hardly articulated 

by the surrounding field. 

The contrast should be described so that it seems intrinsically 

permeable. The response also must include a reason why the area 

suggests or evokes a Permeable Score. The shading of the inkblot is 

often cited as being responsible for a permeable quality, but other 

reasons also are acceptable. A response usually, but not necessarily, 

qualifies for this score if it refers to something that a person 

easily could "put his fingers through." However, the other require

ments must be met. This measure is similar to Fisher and Cleveland's 

Penetration category (1958). 

Examples: (^3A) a cloud of dust (because) it 
looks pebbly and porous; you 
can see through it. 

(42A) pink cotton candy-it looks 
fluffy and sugary. 

Occasionally, "shadow" responses are given. These often have 

some of the figure-ground characteristics of a Silhouette (1-3) to-

gether with some of the insubstantial quality of a Permeable Score. 

In view of this ambiguity, shadow responses are not scored. 
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Animals, skins, and feathers are generally excluded -- even when 

note is made of a soft texture or furry quality -- because the bound

ary significance of such responses is ambiguous; they often have, as 

well, a protective impermeable connotation. However, when specific 

and unusual emphasis is placed on the fluffy, permeable quality of 

an animal skin or feathery covering, a Permeable Score is given. At 

times, it is difficult to decide whether a response should be classi

fied as Permeable Score (P-1) or Fluid Contours (P-5). Most "Cloud" 

responses would be scored for Fluid Contours, unless emphasis is 

placed on fluffy, permeable qualities of the percept. This problem 

is discussed further under the latter heading. 

P-2: Penetration of Boundaries: Included in this classifica

tion are images that express or imply a view, through an outer sur

face, of the interior of a human or animal body. X-rays and fluoro-

scope pictures, which involve a penetration or radiation through the 

body boundary to provide a view of an inner area, are scored for 

Penetration. Also scored are responses in which a skeleton or organs 

are described as visible through the skin. In all Penetration scores, 

the interior perception must occur without the attribution of damage 

to the body boundary (when the body boundary is seen as damaged, the 

response may be scored for P-3; Disintegrated Boundaries). 

The boundary significance of a penetration response relates to 

the person's problem in keeping himself intact -- in sustaining the 

organizational unity of his ego as an entity distinct from the rest 

of the world. Penetration responses suggest ego boundaries that 

easily are penetrable and at times open, so that the demarcation 
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between self and nonself becomes uncertain. The penetrability of 

boundaries connoted by an X-ray percept is also implied in Piotrowski's 

(1957) observation that "X-ray responses probably reveal a morbid 

apprehension about possible bodily harm. Jn. 351J" However, because 

the body boundary remains intact, a Penetration of Boundaries score 

probably is not as intense an expression of openness as a Disinte

grated Boundary score. 

Examples: (12A) X-ray of a penis showing 

internal structure. 
(14A) an X-ray of the chest cavity 

and rib cage. 
(42A) a butterfly, you can sort of 

see through it. 

Transparency responses involving views through inanimate objects 

are not scored. Anatomy responses not suggesting the penetration 

of body boundaries are not scored. Responses to skeletons or parts 

of skeletons are not scored. Many of them (e.g. bones, skull, ribs) 

appear to have an aspect of solidity although at the same time in

volving a previous loss of body intactness. Such responses do not 

connote necessarily the viewer's perception through an outer cover

ing. For the same reason, "medical book illustration" responses 

are also not scored. 

Examples: (7A) part of a skeleton of a cow. 
It has a texture like dried 
bones. 

Do not score: (34A) illustration of two men, show
ing their insides; a stomach 
medicine commercial. 

(39A) anatomical drawing of the 
upper torso of a man. 

p-3: Disintegrated Boundaries: This category includes responses 

depicting the breakdown of body boundaries of a person or animal. 
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These responses express permeability through images that specifically 

involve the degeneration, fragmentation, or mutilation of a body 

surface. 

The production of such responses is held to be a self-referent 

expression of weakened, fragmented ego boundaries, pointing to a 

loss of firmness of personal identity. It implies a difficulty in 

maintaining the integrity of those boundaries differentiating the 

ego from the nonego. 

Responses involving damage to the boundaries of an ob ject are 

not scored. For example: "a torn corset;" "Pea shells broken open;" 

"a ragged, badly cut hide." Preliminary research by Landis (1970) 

indicated that the category of damaged objects did not differentiate 

subjects in a normal population. When the measure was narrowed to 

more literal expressions of the disintegration of an actual human 

or animal body boundary, it was found to be effective. 

As in Penetration of Boundaries, ordinary skeletal responses 

are not scored. However, a score is given to anatomy responses 

which have a vivid "raw-flesh" or "exposed" quality. 

Examples: (HA) a crab outside of its shell --
it's a globby mess 

(25A) two centaurs in mortal combat; 
blood is being splattered all 
around. 

(37A) badly mangled, dissected frog. 

By itself, a blood response is likely to be classified as P-5 

(Fluid Contours). Where blood is perceived in the context of body 

damage, the response is scored for Disintegrated Boundaries. This 

category of Disintegrated Boundaries, which seems to reflect a more 
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serious impairment of ego boundaries than Penetration of Boundaries, 

carries the self-referent connotation of being almost helplessly open 

or exposed to the world -- one important aspect of the overall mean

ing of permeability. The category is similar to one arrived at by 

Arnaud (1959) in a Rorschach study of people's concern with their 

bodies. Arnaud classified as "Mutilation Responses" references to 

"animals, humans, or objects described in some way hurt, injured, 

diseased, dying (but not merely as dead), or damaged." As mentioned 

earlier, the present measure excludes references to damaged objects. 

P-4: Ego-Field Extension Tendency: The EFET score is given 

when the response indicates a substantial involvement with the stimu

lus, up to the point of instability and unclearness of ego boundaries. 

Permeability of ego boundaries is shown in the person's notable open

ness to the stimulus and/or difficulties in separating his ego from 

other entities, including the Holtzman figures. This score is dif

ferentiated from responses in which the person seriously confuses 

his own life with what he perceives in the test material (e.g. "This 

is me at the age of 15"). Responses of this type reflect fluidity 

of ego boundaries, as described by Zucker (1958) in her classification 

"Extension of Ego Field into Other Fields." The present category 

is derived from this measure, but involves an extreme loss of dis

tance. Zucker's measure appears rarely in nonpsychotic Rorschach 

6r Holtzman responses. Holtzman (1961) included such responses in 

his "Pathognomic Verbalizations Self Reference" scoring. An extreme 

loss of distance is often pathognomic of schizophrenia. The essen

tial criterion for scoring is a genuine loss of distance and/or 

real involvement with the card. 
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Examples: (16A) an evil owl. it frightens me. 
(23A) that looks like my gall bladder. 

Score: (30A) the inside of my head -- a 
me s s. 

Do not score: (39A) reminds me of Fluffy, my cat. 
(more closely an association 
than a loss of distance). 

P-5: Fluid Contours: Responses involving percepts whose bounda

ries are in flux or constantly changing shape belong to this category. 

This category, like the EFET score, was derived from Zucker's study 

(1958). She defined two types of fluid contour responses. One type, 

involving an autistic fusion of two different and unrelated ideas, 

is seldom found in nonpsychotic subjects. The second, involving 

intrinsically fluid boundaries, is similar to the measure used here. 

Such responses suggest a lack of firm boundaries between the ego and 

the nonego. Their shapelessness and variability of boundaries would 

seem to be self-referent expressions of a person whose own boundaries 

sometimes tend to be rather formless and sketchy. 

Responses whose boundaries are merely vague or indefinite are 

not scored -- unless their content is intrinsically fluid and 

variable in shape. 

As initially developed by Landis, responses were scored as Fluid 

Contours solely on the basis of vague or nebulous boundaries (e.g. 

"lipstick blot;" or "poorly defined head."). This type of response 

did not prove to differentiate among normal subjects and subsequently 

was dropped. Excluded also were responses involving the "after effects" 

of fluidity (e.g. "dried splash of paint;" "dried bloodstains."). 

These responses are not endowed with "present-time" fluidity. 
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Using the Rorschach, Fluid Contour responses were found by 

Landis (1970) largely in five content categories: blood, water, 

fire, explosions, and radiated light. Similar findings on the 

Holtzman may be anticipated. However, a number of scoring conven

tions have been adopted. Do not score reflections in water (com

mon on 8A), since permeability vs. impermeability is ambiguous in 

such a response. Do not score "fire" in response to the upper cen

tral portion of (12A). In the sample studied, approximately 22% 

gave this response. During standardization of the Holtzman, re

sponses occurring more than 147o of the time were considered "popular." 

Examples: (lA) a burning campfire 

(3A) explosion 
Score: (5A) a dust storm 

(6A) a volcano erupting 
(8A) a tornado funnel 
(13A) paint splattered on canvas 

Do not score: (20A) dried blood 

(26A) Just an inkblot 

Occasionally it is difficult to decide whether a response should 

be classified as a Permeable Score or a Fluid Contour. Implication 

of active motion and variable shape determines scoring for Fluid 

Contours (e.g. "vapors;" "clouds"). 

P-6: Siamese Boundaries: This category includes responses in 

which two living entities -- primarily persons or animals -- share 

a boundary belonging intrinsically to both. Plant life, such as fun

gus or mold, seen as living on the boundaries of an object, is 

included. However, one object perceived as merely "sticking" to 

another object is not scored. 
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Siamese Boundary responses suggest a notable lack of a firm, 

separate sense of identity, which leads the person toward anaclitic 

or even parasitic relationships and toward overidentification with 

others. This implies lack of a differentiated ego system which is 

consistent with one aspect of permeability. 

Halpern (1953) suggested that "Siamese-twin" responses symbolized 

the person's "feeling of being more than one person and of being 

unable to integrate these various aspects of the self, yet at the 

same time being inexorably bound to these various selves in a way 

that is handicapping Tp. 39j." This description implied a marked 

unclarity and sketchiness of the person's ego boundaries. In her 

study of children's Rorschachs, Halpern suggested that Siamese re

sponses were given more frequently by schizophrenic children than 

by any other group -- an indication that such responses did indeed 

reflect ego boundaries that were porous and unstable. 

Examples: (8A) two babies with their heads 

Score: grown together; Siamese 
twins. 

Do not score: (7A) two ballet dancers holding 
hands. 

(38A) an ape clinging to a tree 
limb. 

A response must be a literal example of a symbiotic relationship in 

which entities unite at a boundary rather than mere joining one to 

the other. 

The Boundary Measures: I Scores 

I-l: Impermeable Scores: Included in this category are re

sponses in which there is a clear expression of or emphasis on the 
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liardness, solidity, or impenetrability of an object. Responses must 

be intrinsically impermeable and must refer to a specific area of 

the blot. They also must contain some reason (e.g. color, shape, 

texture) why that area suggests the impermeable quality. There is 

one exception; if an object is described as metallic, or if a 

specific metal is named in describing the object, the response is 

given an Impermeable Score even if the subject is unable to give a 

reason for this impression. Score "wood" or objects made of wood 

if a reason and specific area are identified. 

Impermeable Scores are considered to be self-referent expres

sions of persons who tend to be both unyielding and "hard" in their 

interactions with others and inflexible in their relationships with 

themselves. Their ego boundaries may be conceptualized as unyielding, 

as walling of the ego from the nonego. A stress on hardness in re

sponse content presumably would be characteristic of a person who, 

for example, has insulated his feeling from the rest of his experiences 

To be scorable, responses of animals with hard or scaly skins 

should place the emphasis on the hardness or impermeability of the 

covering or surface 

Examples: 

Score: 

Do not score: 

(18A) a rock formation (because) 
of the shape and the different 
shades of black and gray. 

(22A) a pair of steel ice tongs 
(specific metal). 

(6A) a turtle because of the shape 
of the head part (emphasis not 
on impermeable quality of shell) 

Responses must refer to a specific part of the inkblot and must 

include what it is about the stimulus that conveys an impermeable 
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quality. In general, the object may be expected to be modified by 

one or more adjectives. 

1-2: Clothing Responses: Responses depicting clothing on a 

person or animal are scored. Clothing by itself is not scored. 

Clothing responses indicate an interest in the surface aspect of 

things and suggest a need for outer covering. In part, clothing is 

viewed as reflecting a concern for protection and, at times, for 

self concealment and the need to avoid exposure. Emphasis on cloth

ing also may reflect the importance of facade, social roles and even 

exhibitionism -- another way of fortifying ego boundaries to the 

point of impermeability. 

A considerable amount of literature concerns the assumption 

that clothing responses have boundary-reinforcing significance. 

Rorschach (1921) stated that "Shrouding, covering, and masquerades 

not infrequently reveal a tendency to conceal something \p. 210j." 

Mlale (1959) believed that reference to clothing in its protective 

aspects might suggest a reluctance to reveal the self, with impli

cations of guilt or inadequacy requiring the protective covering. 

She also observed that references to clothing in its exhibitive 

aspects might reflect a self-dramatizing defense against the weak

ness in personal identity. 

In general, unless the response is unusual or particularly 

striking, the clothing should cover a substantial part of the body. 

A figure wearing only shoes would not be scored because this does 

not constitute any substantial body covering. Hats, headdresses, 

wigs, and toupees are not scored for the same reason. Score "masks" 

only if they are seen as being worn by a person or animal. 
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Examples: (lOA) a butler in formal attire 

with puffed sleeves. 
Score: (18A) person in a long robe; proba

bly Greek or something. 

Do not score: (lA) a skirt with big, puffed 
sleeves. 

(29A) suspenders like they wear in 
Switzerland. 

1-3: Silhouette Responses: A scorable Silhouette Response 

must have (1) a uniform dark or light surface, and (2) be seen 

against a uniform background. The crisp, hard edge of a silhouette 

has a clear boundary implication in that emphasis is placed on a 

sharply defined border. This stress on the contour of the percept 

suggests that the subject analogously tends clearly to demarcate 

his ego (figure) from the surrounding world (ground), in gestalt 

terms. A Silhouette Response further implies boundary impermeability 

in that it reduces any content commitment, in effect serving as a 

barrier against emotional involvement with the stimulus. 

A Silhouette Response is scored if the previously specified 

requirements are met, even though the subject does not use the term 

"silhouette" in his response. An 1-3 score may be given only if 

the figure is perceived against a background. 

Examples: (iA) silhouette of two people,stand

ing face-to-face (because) 
they have no features; just 
the black against the white. 

1-4: Vista Responses: In a Vista Response, the blot is per

ceived as having depth and perspective. Usually, one or more objects 

are near the viewer and others are further away. Vista is not scored 

when small size, rather than actual perception of distance, suggests 
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that they are far away. To be scored Vista, distance should be 

perceived between two objects, or between two parts of an extended 

view, such as a landscape. Far-off scenes and aerial views also are 

scored if the subject actually perceives distance in the card, even 

if there is no object in the foreground. 

In terms of depth perception, the Vista Response is the antith

esis of the X-ray response which is a popular type of Penetration 

(P-2) score. Whereas the former usually (but not always) involves 

the use of the shading qualities of the Holtzman to suggest a 

marked Perspective. the X-ray implies the use of shading to repre

sent three-dimensional objects on a flat two-dimensional plane. 

According to Klopfer et al.. (1954), Vista, referred to as 

"FK" in the Klopfer scoring system for the Rorschach, indicates 

"an attempt to objectify. . . C^is] problem by gaining perspective 

on it, by putting it at some distance from himself so he can view 

it more dispassionately fp. 268^." Rorschach (1921) earlier had 

stated that Vista Responses "appear to be correlated with a cautious 

and measured affectivity [p. 20lJ." These observations, which re

late FK-Vista scores to the maintenance of psychological distance, 

are congruent with the meaning of impermeability. Specifically, 

FK-Vista Responses are assumed to convey that the person copes by 

being somewhat detached from his surroundings. 

While Vista Responses in moderate numbers may be related to 

good adjustment (Klopfer, et al., 1954), an extreme emphasis on them 

suggests the person's strong need for protective space around his 

self -- 3 markedly impermeable quality. In this connection, the 
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meaning of Vista seems akin to the concept of isolation as a defense 

process in which mental contents that actually belong together are 

kept apart. 

Examples: 
Score: 

Do not score: 

(lA) an aerial view of an island; 
you can see the hills and 
valleys. 

(13A) nebula of stars, seen from 
the earth. 

(43A) aerial photograph (two dimen
sional surface; no depth and 
perspective in evidence.) 

1-5: Statue Responses: This measure refers to responses 

which describe a piece of sculpture or a statue. "Busts" are not 

scored since such responses are usually conceptual rather than 

perceptual and tend to account for the person's seeing just the 

upper part of a figure. 

Often, but not always, an impermeable substance is attributed 

to the sculpted work, but this is not necessary for a Statue score. 

Statue Responses suggest that the perceiver may be alienated from 

the percept, for the emotional charge of the percept is contained 

by making it lifeless. These responses may imply a tendency to keep 

a certain psychological distance from some aspects of the outer 

world. 

Examples; 
Score: 

Do not score: 

(lA) figurines of two people 
(25A) sculpture representing two 

dancing centaurs. 
(34A) statue of an angel (this is 

a popular response, but "statue" 
probably represents an emphasis 
on the impermeable qualities 
of the percept). 

(45A) bust of man with upraised 
arms. 
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SCORING FORM FOR SCORING 
EGO-BOUNDARY MEASURES ON THE 
HOLTZMAN INKBLOT TECHNIQUE 

126 



Name Score 

' Scoring Form 
Holtzman Permeability - Impermeability 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15_j 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

P-1 P-2 P-3 , P-4 P-5 

• 

I 

P-6 

J 

I-l 

4 , 

[1-2 1-3 

—-

i . ^ • • ^ - • I 1 

1 

1-4 1-5 
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23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

3^ 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

1 . 45_ 
[ Tota. 

CIZZ 
p-1 

L 

nz: -,7-
P-2 P-3 [ P-4 

1 

1 7 

1 

P-5 

• • 

^ P-6 

• 

I 

IT 
I-l 

! 

. 

1-2 1-3 

,̂_ 

1-4 

„ -

1-5 

i 
i 
1 
! 

i 
i 
i 

i 

1 
1 
1 
i 1 
1 

1 

^ 

Total P. 
Larger tendency minus smaller tendency_ 



APPENDIX C 

REPRODUCTION OF HUMAN FIGURES 
FOR THE 

ARRANGING SOCIAL SCENES TASK 

129 



130 

ARRANGING SOCIAL SCENES TASK 

i • 

Figures of Adults 
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ARRANGING SOCIAL SCENES TASK 

Figures of Children 
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SECOND ORDER FACTOR LOADINGS 
SIXTEEN FACTOR PERSONALITY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Second Order Factor Loadings, 16PF* 

Primary Factors I II III IV 

A Social (vs. cool, aloof) .46 -.54 -.73 

B Intelligence 

C Ego Strength -.52 

E Dominance .44 .36 

F Surgency .59 

G Superego Strength 

H Adventurousness (vs. timidity) -.42 .62 

I Sensitive (vs. tough, realistic) -.66 

L Paranoid Suspiciousness .54 ---- ----

M Unconcerned (vs. practical, 

conventional) ---- ---- ---- .38 

N Shrewdness (vs. naivete) -27 

0 Guilt Proneness -70 -

Q. Radical (vs. conservative) -̂ 6 

Q2 Self-sufficency (vs. group 
dependency) -.34 - .41 

Q-i Self-sentiment Control (vs. lack of 
^ J . V - S 4 

i n t e g r a t i o n ) • •'^ 

Q^ Ergic Tension -^^ 

^Fac to r I : Anxiety Factor I I I : Cool Ra t iona l i ty vs 
Pathemia 

Factor II: Exvia vs. Invia Factor IV: Independence vs. 
Subduedness 

*From Gorsuch & Cattell, 1967, p. 217. 
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16PF AND PRF 

134 



16PF, Males vs. Femaleŝ f 
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