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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The existence of response sets in objective personal

ity tests has been one of the most consistently replicated 

psychological phenomena in recent years. Response sets, 

frequently referred to as response biases or response 

styles, are factors which influence responses to a test 

independent of item content (Cronbach, 1946, 1950)» Re

search on these stylistic factors has been largely confined 

to three types of response sets: acquiescence, social 

desirability, and extremity of response. The acquiescence 

response set refers to tendencies to select the "true," 

"agree," or "like" options rather than the corresponding 

negative categories (Cronbach, 1946, 1950). The social 

desirability response set is characterized by the consis

tent endorsement of desirable traits and the consistent 

denial of undesirable traits (Edwards, 1953, 1957). 

Extreme response sets are defined as tendencies to use the 

extreme categories on a response scale (O'Donovan, 1965) <> 

Despite a consensus of opinion that response sets 

exist, there are widely divergent- views regarding the 
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importance of response styles in personality assessment. 

Some investigators feel that response sets are largely art

ifacts of personality measurement and thus are a reflection 

of error variance which limits the validity of objective 

tests (Cronbach, 1946, 1950; Rorer, 1965). Although some 

have attempted to control for these sources of variance 

(Edwards, 1954), others have regarded response sets as 

manifestations of significant personality syndromes (Couch 

& Keniston, 1960; Crowne & Marlowe, 1964; Gage, 1960; 

Heilbrun, 1964; Jackson & Messick, 1958). The thesis that 

response sets are rooted in the underlying personality 

traits of the respondent has been pursued from theoretical 

(Couch & Keniston, 1960; Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) and atheo

retical (Berg, 1959, 1961) viewpoints. Methodological 

support for these different positions has ranged from stud

ying the behavioral correlates of response styles (Crowne & 

Marlowe, 1964) to studying the intercorrelation of person

ality constructs held to be associated with particular 

stylistic tendencies (Couch & Keniston, 1960; Block, 1965). 

Response styles have been shown to aid in the diagnosis of 

psychopathology (Berg, l*:*5i>, --C>i; Jackson & Messick, 1962) 

and have been associated with various defensive modes of 

adjustment (Couch & Keniston, 1960; Crowne and Marlowe, 



1964) . 

Response styles have appeared as the major factors of 

such instruments as the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory (MMPI) (Edwards & Walker, 1961a; Jackson & 

Messick, 1961, 1962; Messick & Jackson, 1961a) and the 

California F scale (Bass, 1955, 1957; Champman & Campbell, 

1957; Cohn, 1953; Jackson, Messick, & Solley, 1957; Messick 

& Jackson, 1957). The dominance of stylistic factors on 

psychological inventories led Jackson and Messick (1958) 

to suggest that 

the major common factors in personality 
inventories of the true-false or agree-
disaqree type, such as the MMPI and the 
California F scale, are interpretable pri
marily in terms of styl^ rather than 
specific item content /p. 24J7/o 

Similarly, Berg (1959) has concluded that the "particular 

content of objective personality and interest tests is 

unimportant /p. 8^«" Christie and Lindauer (1963) have 

argued that response styles "may have as much or more 

relevance to inferences about personality structure than 

the manifest content of most measures /p. 22^o" 

Since one of the goals of scientific inquiry is the 

consistent replication of events, it is somewhat ironic 

that disagreement and confusion pervade the area of 
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response style interpretation. Resolution of this dilemma 

is not assured by recourse to the canon of scientific par

simony, as represented by the descriptive approach of 

Edwards (1957)p since this position is viewed by others as 

stifling and unprofitable (Byrne, 1964; Farber, 1964). 

Farber (1964) points out that theoretical gains have been 

made by considering the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (MAS) 

(Taylor, 1953) as an index of drive despite its high cor

relation (-.84) with the Edwards Social Desirability Scale 

(ESD) (Edwards, 1957), He suggests that studies designed 

to test the Hull-Spence theory, such as eyelid conditioning 

and paired-associate learning, would probably not have been 

conducted if the MAS was interpreted as a social desira

bility variable. Similarly, Byrne (1964) has argued that 

his repression-sensitization scale has stimulated many con

firmatory experiments of this defensive dimension even 

though the scale correlates highly with Edwards' scale of 

social desirabilityc The general controversy concerning 

the interpretation of response sets has been summarized as 

a lack of a "clear specification of the processes presumed 

to underlie . . , response styles /Klein, Barr, & Wolitzky^ 

1967, p. 5077." 

The following section traces the historical develop-



ment of response sets in order to place the issues 

concerning stylistic tendencies in proper perspective. 

Subsequent sections include a selective review of the 

literature on the styles of acquiescence, social desira

bility, and extreme response tendencies. These response 

styles will be considered in the context of the major 

experimental and theoretical articles which have signifi

cantly influenced and altered the direction of research 

in this area, 

A Historical Overview of the Concept of Response Sets 

Although the influence of response sets on objective 

personality test scores had been noted by Lorge (1937) and 

Lentz (1938), the major impetus to contemporary research on 

this problem was given by Cronbach (1941, 1942, 1946, 

1950). Cronbach's (1941, 1942) early research in this area 

focused on isolating the influence of guessing on objec

tive achievement tests. He recognized the fact that a 

student might be penalized if he tended to consistently 

guess "true" or "false" when the number of correct answers 

was not equivalently balanced between "true" and "false" 

alternatives. Cronbach described those individuals who 

tended to guess "true" as "acquiescent", while students who 

responded "false" when uncertain about the correct answer 
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were described as "critical". He demonstrated that stu

dents who were acquiescent received higher scores on tests 

which were predominately keyed "true" than on tests where 

the correct answers were primarily "false". 

Cronbach (1942) found that the reliability and valid

ity of achievement tests were in part contingent upon the 

direction of the item keying. Poor students who were 

acquiescent received elevated scores on tests weighted with 

true responses. These acquiescent tendencies on "false" 

tests lowered the students scores but increased the valid

ity of the achievement instrument since the discrimination 

between the good and poor students was not artificially 

contaminated by acquiescent guessing= In addition, 

Cronbach established the fact that guessing tendencies are 

fairly consistent for each student. This consistency in 

guessing was revealed by correlating the responses of each 

student on various tests. Although there was considerable 

variation in guessing between students, intra-student cor

relations across tests ranged from .36 to o61. 

In two later articles Cronbach (1946, 1950) reviewed 

the literature of response sets. Although he recognized 

that response set variance could enhance empirical validity 

in some instances, his major contention was that response 
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sets interfere with accurate measurement. The "general 

effect" of response sets "is to reduce the saturation of 

the test and to limit its possible validity /Cronbach, 

1950, p. 29/." 

That response sets may lead to the distortion of over

all scores on an objective personality test was recognized 

by the developers of the MMPI (Hathaway & McKinley, 1951). 

Since the validity of the MMPI profile could be seriously 

impaired, four separate scales were eventually developed to 

isolate those subjects whose responses might be suspect. 

These validity scales consisted of a question score (?), a 

lie score (L), a validity score (F), and a K score 

(Hathaway & McKinley, 1951), 

Briefly, the question score (?) consists of the total 

number of items placed in the Cannot say category. The 

question score tends to depress the clinical scales and a 

large proportion of items placed in this neutral category 

invalidates the profile (Hathaway & McKinley, 1951). The L 

score assesses the degree to which the subject falsifies 

his scores by always selecting the response that places him 

in the most acceptable light socially. The L score ante

dates the work of Edwards (1953, 1957) on social desira

bility. The validity score, F, functions as a check on the 
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whole MMPI record. The F score reflects such subject char

acteristics as carelessness, illiteracy, and inability to 

comprehend the items, and it detects extensive scoring or 

recording errors. The K scale, derived by Hathaway and 

Meehl (1946), was designed as a correction factor to 
! 

sharpen the discriminatory power of the clinical scales. 

This score was developed to assess test-taking defensive-

ness by contrasting the MMPI responses of normal subjects 

with the responses of psychopathic hospitalized patients 

who presented normal profiles. A high K score, which 

represents a defensiveness against psychological weakness, 

results from a tendency to fake a normal appearance, A low 

K score, which reflects a tendency to be overly candid and 

self-critical, may result from a deliberate attempt to make 

a bad impression (Hathaway & McKinley, 1951). 

In addition to their concern that response styles are 

sources of validity contamination which must be controlled, 

Hathaway and McKinley (1951) were cognizant of the poten

tial personality interpretation of these sets. They wrote 

that in evaluating the validity scales of the MMPI 
it should be obvious that attitudes of the sub
ject, as reflected in willingness to distort 
his answers, or over-candidness or defensiveness 
in responding, are aspects of his personality. 
If a subject takes the MMPI, rejecting all item 



responses that imply personal faults or that 
relate to his symptoms of personality dif
ficulty, then a validity indicator that 
betrays him in this effort also tells us __ _ 
something about the kind of person he is ^ , 23/. 

The view that response sets may reflect underlying 

personality traits did not receive serious attention until 

the appearance of Jackson and Messick*s (1958) review ar

ticle. Their article challenged the position that response 

sets are artifacts of measuring instruments and stimulated 

research for the personality correlates of response styles. 

A recent dissenting viewpoint, expressed by Rorer (1965), 

suggests that response styles neither reflect underlying 

personality traits nor contaminate the validity of psycho

logical tests. From his review of the literature and his 

own research Rorer (1965) concluded that response styles 

are a "myth" since they are of "no more than trivial impor

tance in determining responses to personality „ , . inven

tories /^, 129/." In reply, Messick (1966) reanalyzed 

Rorer's data and found that the major factors were inter

pretable in terms of response styles rather than specific 

item content. 

In summary, current issues concerning the meaning and 

interpretation of response sets have their antecedents in 

the work of Cronbach (1946, 1950), Hathaway and McKinley 
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(1951), and Jackson and Messick (1958), These issues 

are that (1) response sets are sources of validity contam

ination in psychological inventories, and (2) response sets 

are valuable in revealing the central personality traits of 

the respondent. According to Damarin and Messick (1965), 

the major problem created by the view that response sets 

are artifacts of psychological assessment is "whether 

response styles can be eliminated from questionnaires or 

whether questionnaires should be eliminated from the psy

chologist's measurement repertory /p. i/." Damarin and 

Messick (1965) suggested that 

in the more general study of self-description 
and self-evaluation, one should not prematurely 
throw away response styles as artifacts because 
they may be essential features of the self-
referent processes under study. Thus, when we 
ask how response styles are related to person
ality traits, we are asking in part how central 
aspects of personality affect the way one 
presents oneself to others in a specific type 
of evaluative situation ^ p . 1-2/, 

The influence of these divergent viewpoints can be seen in 

the more recent research on the response styles of the 

acquiescence, social desirability, and extreme response 

sets. 

The Acquiescence Response Set 

The term acquiescent was used by Cronbach (1942) to 
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describe those individuals who tended to select the "true" 

and "agree" alternatives on psychological tests regardless 

of the item content. The acquiescence response set first 

attracted major attention as a result of its demonstrated 

influence on the California F Scale (Adorno, Frenkel-

Brunswik, Levinson, & Sanford, 1950), The F scale was 

developed to assess a "tendency toward fascism" or "author

itarianism, " The interpretation that individuals who score 

high on the F scale are "authoritarian" was seriously ques

tioned as a result of a series of independent studies. 

These investigations demonstrated the contaminating influ

ence of an acquiescence response set on F scale scores 

(Bass, 1955, 1957; Champman & Campbell, 1957; Cohn, 1953; 

Jackson & Messick, 1957; Jackson, Messick, & Solley, 1957; 

Messick & Jackson, 1957), 

The research which demonstrated the influence of an 

acquiescence response set on the F scale was based on the 

fact that all of the items in the scale are worded in such 

a manner that agreement with the statements is scored in 

the authoritarian direction. When the wording of the items 

was reversed so that a rejection of the statements re

flected authoritarian attitudes, the correlations between 

the original F scale and its reversed counterpart were not 
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as high and negative as would be expected if the primary 

response variance was associated with item content (Jackson 

& Messick, 1957) . In light of such results the conclusion 

that the F scale measured "authoritarianism" was regarded 

as untenable by some investigators (e.g., Bass, 1955). The 

initial studies of acquiescence followed the historical 

pattern established by Cronbach by regarding response 

biases as error variance. 

There were, however, some dissenting interpretations 

of the "contaminating" acquiescence response set. Leavitt, 

Hax, and Roche (1955) suggested that the confounding of 

acquiescence in the F scale increased the discriminating 

power of the test.. Their view was based on the idea that 

the tendency to agree with things said in an authoritative 

manner is itself a trait of the authoritarian personality. 

A similar interpretation has been proposed by Gage and his 

colleagues (Gage & Chatterjee, 1960; Gage, Leavitt, & 

Stone, 1957). They have stated that disagreement with 

items requires more self-confidence, ego-strength, and 

personal security than does the act of acquiescing. 

Acquiescence was viewed by Gage as a family of traits whose 

members include authoritarianism, conformity, and obedience 

to authority. Bass (1956) has suggested that a person with 
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a high social acquiescence score is "an outward-oriented, 

insensitive, non-intellectual, socially uncritical indi

vidual; in short a Babbitt—an unquestioning conformer to 

social demands placed upon him/p. 29^." 

Some studies have related F scale scores to cognitive 

functioning and organization. Jackson (1959) demonstrated 

that acquiescent respondents are charac:terized by limited 

personality strength or energy and tend to be conformists. 

Messick and Frederiksen (1958) found negative relationships 

between acquiescence on the F scale and verbal knowledge, 

general reasoning, and deductive thinking. These rela

tionships between the F scale and cognitive variables have 

been partially replicated by Jackson and Pacine (1961). 

One of the first major attempts to explore the rela

tionship between the acquiescence response set and person

ality variables was conducted by Couch and Keniston (1960). 

They combined 681 items from several personality inven

tories. On the basis of a factor analysis of the responses 

made to these items Couch and Keniston (1960) derived a 360 

item agreement factor. This major agreement factor was 

labeled Stimulus Acceptance vs. Stimulus Rejection and was 

interpreted as being related to acquiescence in the fol

lowing manner: 
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The yeasayer accepts stimuli both by admitting 
them to consciousness without censorship,, 
alteration, or assimilation and by agreeing 
with, acting out, and otherwise yielding to 
the pressures of stimuli exerted on him. The 
naysayer tends to reject these same stimuli, 
which may be either internal (impulses, needs, 
whims, sudden moods) or external (suggestions, 
provocations, coercions, excitement, novelty). 
The most obvious manifestation of the general 
acceptance of stimuli takes the form of 
"agreeing" with, marking Yes, or checking True 
to a wide variety of oiJierwise unrelated items 

and statements /p, IIQ/. 

Additional support for this interpretation of 

acquiescence was found by Couch and Keniston (1960) in a 

clinical study of subjects who scored at the extremes of 

the 360 item Over-all Agreement Score (OAS), Each student 

was given an incomplete sentences test and then partic

ipated in a depth interview. After each interview the 

experimenter rated the subject on five separate scales 

designed to assess the theoretical dimension of "yeasaying" 

and "naysaying, " These ratings were "blind" with respect 

to knowledge of the subject's OAS score. In addition, the 

subjects were randomly divided among the interviewers. 

Couch and Keniston (1960) concluded from the interview 

portion of the study that 

the most salient difference between yeasayers and 
naysayers is in their mode of ego functioning. 
Our results suggest that yeasayers have rela
tively "passive" (releasing) egos, as contrasted 
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with the more "active" (controlling) egos of 
the naysayers. This difference appeared most 
clearly in the contrasting strength of 
secondary processes in their personality 
structure. For naysayers, the secondary 
processes of delaying, censoring, rational
izing, sublimating, and integrating were far 
more prominent than in the less active egos 
of yeasayers who portrayed themselves as 
unreflective, quick to act, easily influenced, 
and unable to tolerate delays in gratifi
cation /p. 17 0/. 

The study of acquiescence response sets has also been 

extended to an examination of the MMPI. Investigations 

which preceded the study of response styles identified two 

major factors which account for most of the relationships 

among the MMPI scales (Barnes, 1956; Cottle, 1950; Welsh, 

1956; Wheeler, Little, & Lehner, 1951), Cottle (1950) and 

Wheeler et al. (1951) labeled the first factor "psychotic"; 

Welsh (1956) preferred the label "general maladjustment"; 

whereas, Kassebaum, Couch, and Slater (1959) suggested that 

it is more appropriately labeled "ego-strength vs, ego-

weakness , " 

Recent factor-analytic studies of the MMPI have inter

preted the two primary factors in terms of the test-taking 

habits of the respondents rather than in terms of adjust

ment level, Messick and Jackson (1961a) prefer to label 

the first factor as acquiescence^ Their interpretation is 

based upon the finding by other investigators that a large 
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portion of the psychotic items are keyed true, while the 

majority of the neurotic scales are keyed false (Barnes, 

1956b; Cottle & Powell, 1951; Fricke, 1956; Wheeler, 

Little, & Lehner, 1951; Welsh, 1956), Welsh's (1956) first 

factor, anxiety, has thirty-eight out of thirty-nine items 

keyed true; the second factor, repression, has all forty 

items keyed false. Using normal and psychiatric popu

lations Jackson and Messick (1961) obtained evidence to 

support their claim that the first factor of the MMPI is an 

acquiescence response set and the second factor loads 

heavily on the social desirability response style. However, 

an acquiescence interpretation of the first factor of the 

MMPI has been questioned by a number of investigators 

(Block, 1965; Edwards, 1964; Rorer & Goldberg, 1965a, 

1965b). Edwards (1964), for example, reported high load

ings on his social desirability scale with the first factor 

of the MMPI. The debate as to whether or not the first 

factor of the MMPI reflects an acquiescence or a social 

desirability response set will be considered in the next 

section. 

The Social Desirability Response Set 

The MMPI L scale was a historical antecedent to the 

contemporary research on the social desirability response 
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set. Until recently research on this style focused on the 

correlates of the scale developed by Edwards (1957). 

Edwards' (1953) report of a .87 correlation between the 

social desirability of an item and its probability of 

endorsement stimulated further research with this response 

variable. He found that people tend to endorse those items 

which are socially desirable or acceptable and tend to 

reject those items which are regarded as undesirable 

personality traits. The Edwards Social Desirability Scale 

(ESD) (1957) was constructed by administering 150 MMPI 

items to a group of ten judges with the instruction to give 

the most socially desirable answer on the basis of "true"-

"false" alternatives. From this initial pool of items 

there was perfect agreement among the judges for the social 

desirability content of seventy-nine items. The original 

seventy-nine items were later reanalyzed and a set of 

thirty-nine items was selected which showed the greatest 

discrimination between high and low scoring groups on the 

original scale (Edwards, 1957), 

A large proportion of studies investigating the ESD 

has centered on the relationship of the ESD with the clin

ical scales of the MMPI, The ESD has been found to be 

highly related in a negative direction to the pathological 
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scales of the MMPI and positively correlated with such 

"normal" scales as ego-strength and dominance (Byrne, 1964; 

Edwards, 1957, 1961; Edwards, Heathers, & Fordyce, 1960; 

Wiggins, 1959). Because of these recorded relationships, 

Edwards and Walker (1961a) have suggested that the ESD may 

serve as an efficient "short form" of the MMPI. 

Some investigators have revealed that the ESD has 

multidimensional characteristics (Messick, 1960). There is 

some evidence that social desirability interacts with other 

response styles, such as acquiescence, in determining the 

response variance of objective personality tests (Jackson & 

Messick, 1961; Jackson, 1960). Edwards and Heathers (1962) 

reported a correlation of -.98 between the ESD and the 

loadings of the MMPI scales on the primary factor. This 

high correlation has led these investigators to conclude 

that the major source of variance on the MMPI is accounted 

for by the tendency to give socially desirable vs. socially 

undesirable responses. Additional support for this inter

pretation has been reported by Edwards and Walker (1961b) 

and Jackson and Messick (1962), Jackson and Messick (1962) 

recanted their earlier position (Jackson & Messick, 1961) 

that the major response variance of the MMPI is influenced 

by an acquiescence response set. According to them. 
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acquiescence response sets seem to be mediated by the 

social desirability characteristics of the items. 

The interpretation of the ESD has stimulated consid

erable controversy. Edwards and Walker (1961b) suggested 

that psychometric considerations alone account for the 

correlations of the ESD with the clinical scales of the 

MMPI. Elsewhere, Edwards (1964) maintained the position 

-{• 

that alternative first factor labels of the MMPI, such as 

"psychoticism", are less cogent explanations than Jiis 

social desirability interpretation. 

Block (1965) and Heilbrun (1964) have proposed alter

native explanations for the social desirability response 

set which contrast to that of Edwards. Heilbrun (1964) 

argued that the primary factor of the MMPI is best inter

preted as a psychopathology factor, Heilbrun suggested 

that the high correlation of the ESD scale with the primary 

factor of the MMPI reflects the influence of the social

ization process. Socialization involves learning those 

behaviors which are considered socially desirable. Conse

quently, undesirable behaviors are viewed as a reliable 

index of psychopathology. As Heilbrun notes, Mowrer (1960) 

and Szasz (1960) have also emphasized the importance of 

deviation from ethical standards for defining mental ill-
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ness. Block (1965) has suggested that the first factor of 

the MMPI is more readily interpreted in terms of "ego-

resiliency" than as social desirability. 

It was because of this possible contamination of 

psychopathology with the ESD that another major instrument 

for the assessment of social desirability was constructed 

(Crowne & Marlowe, 1960) . Crowne and Marlowe (1960) noted 

that the ESD is highly correlated with the clinical scales 

of the MMPI but not with the L scale. They assumed that 

normal subjects are responding truthfully when they deny 

pathological symptoms. This assumption provided the basis 

for the development of the Marlowe-Crowne Social Desir

ability Scale (MCSD) (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960), The MCSD 

scale, which was modeled after the L scale of the MMPI, 

consists of thirty-three socially desirable traits which 

are infrequently found in members of this culture. In 

contrast to the viewpoint of Edwards, Marlowe and Crowne 

represent the position that response styles may reflect 

underlying personality traits. More importantly, their 

work has involved studying the behavioral correlates of the 

MCSD scale which they interpret as assessing a need-for-

approval (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964), 

A wide array of behavioral correlates for the MCSD 



21 
scale has been reported (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). A series 

of studies has revealed that high need-for-approval sub

jects differ from low need-for-approval subjects in the 

following ways: They condition more rapidly in a verbal 

conditioning situation (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964; Crowne & 

Strickland, 1961; Marlowe, 1962), they are more suggestible 

in a group pressure situation (Strickland & Crowne, 1962), 

and they respond to a word association test with more 

stereotypical responses (Horton, Marlowe, & Crowne, 1963), 

The need-for-approval construct has also been studied in a 

perceptual defense situation. Barthel and Crowne (1962) 

found that high need-for-approval subjects had signifi

cantly higher perceptual thresholds for sexual stimuli than 

low need-for-approval subjects. In another study, high 

need-for-approval subjects showed greater attitude change 

after delivering an appeal for a position which they did 

not originally endorse (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964). Need-for-

approval has been associated with repressive defenses in a 

situation designed to instigate aggressive responses (Conn 

& Crowne, 1964) and has been found to be positively related 

to early termination in psychotherapy (Strickland & Crowne, 

1963). Other studies have found evidence relating need-

for-approval to such dimensions as the tendency to give 
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fewer and more concrete responses to the TAT, Rorschach, 

and an incomplete sentences test (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964), 

Along with the reports on the behavioral correlates of 

the MCSD scale, some factor analytic studies have appeared 

in the literature. That the MCSD scale is relatively 

independent of psychopathology has been challenged by the 

finding of high correlations between the MMPI clinical 

scales and the MCSD scale (Katkin, 1964; Stone, 1965). 

Some investigators have found that the MCSD scale loads 

highly on a distinctive third factor of the MMPI (Edwards, 

Diers, & Walker, 1962; Liberty, 1965), The third factor 

was described by Wiggins (1968) as a stylistic dimension-

Others (Edwards, Diers, & Walker, 1962) felt that this 

dimension is largely a "lying" factor. 

Similar to other response style measures, the inter

pretation of the MCSD scale is widely disputed. As noted 

above, Edwards and his associates (1962) felt that the 

scale is a measure of lyingo Crowne and Marlowe (1964) 

argued that the scale assesses a "less frankly aware defen

sive kind of self-deception /p, 19£/c" Crowne and Marlowe 

(1964) summarized their position by stating that 

favorable self-evaluation on the M-C scale is 
assumed to reflect an individual's habitual 
response style and the goals and expectations 
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which are aroused in situations of self-
evaluation. . . , The M-C scale supposes that 
a person brings to the test situation a 
habitual pattern or style of evaluating himself 
and that items appropriate to self-evaluations 
will tend to call forth responses reflecting 
his particular style. From this approach to 
the test situation we may infer a closely inter
woven motivational structure centering around 
dependence on the favorable evaluations o^ 
others a.nd a vulnerable self-conception /pp. 
194-195/. 

Recent studies support a defensive interpretation of 

the MCSD scale. The studies suggest that this scale is 

closely related to the concepts of self-esteem and ego-

defensiveness (Breger, 1966; Conn & Crowne, 1964; Jacobson 

& Ford, 1966; Mosher, 1965? Thaw & Efran, 1967), 

The Extreme Response Set 

There has been less systematic research done on the 

extreme response set than on the acquiescence and social 

desirability styles. The tendency to use the extreme 

rating scale categories has been found to be quite reliable 

(Peabody, 1962), Borrowing from the terminology of Osgood, 

Suci, and Tannenbaum (1957), O"Donovan (1965) described the 

tendency to use extreme response categories as "polar

ization". "Polarization" is operationally defined as the 

average distance away from the neutral point of the scale 

and thus refers to the tendency to use extreme response 
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categories. "Depolarization", on the other hand, denotes a 

tendency to place responses in the intermediate categories 

of a rating scale, 

A nvimber of investigators, using assessment instru

ments such as the California F scale, the MMPI, the 

Rorschach ink blot test, and various semantic differential 

scales, have suggested that the tendency to dichotomize 

responses into "black" and "white" alternatives is a cor

relate of pathological disturbance. Berg and Collier (1953) 

reported that the extreme categories on the PRT were more 

frequently used by maladjusted anxious groups than by nor

mals. Zax, Gardiner, and Lowy (1964) found that the 

extreme categories of semantic differential scales were 

used more often by schizophrenics than by controls in 

evaluating the Rorschach ink blots. 

Additional support for the relationship between the 

tendency to use extreme rating categories and various 

psychopathological conditions has been reported. Neuringer 

(1961) found that the extreme categories of semantic dif

ferential scales were more frequently used by suicidal and 

psychosomatic patients than controls on ratings of the 

meanings of such personalized concepts as God-Devil and 

Life-Death, In an earlier study, Wertheimer and McKinney 
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(1952) found that neurotics over-reacted to a standardized 

case history blank by using the extremes of the rating 

device more often than normals. Mogar (1960) found that 

preference for the use of extreme categories on a semantic 

differential scale measuring six socially controversial 

issues was significantly associated with "authoritarianism" 

as defined by the California F scale, Frenkel-Brunswik 

(1949) suggested that the use of extreme rating categories 

is associated with intolerance of ambiguity. Soueif (1958) 

supported Frenkel-Brunswik*s contention by demonstrating 

that intolerance for ambiguity was closely associated with 

the use of extreme categories on a questionnaire. 

Some studies have found that depolarization is asso

ciated with psychopathology (Morris, Eiduson, & O'Donovan, 

1960; 0'Donovan, Morris, & Eiduson, 1959), Morris, 

Eiduson, and O"Donovan (1960) found that responses of 

schizophrenics to a value questionnaire clustered in the 

neutral or indifferent categories, whereas normals tended 

to prefer the more extreme positive categories, Zax, 

Loiselle, and Karras (1960) found that schizophrenics used 

the neutral category more often than normals on a semantic 

differential rating of the Rorschach ink blots, O'Donovan 

(1965) has suggested that a series of studies reporting 
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stereotypical responses of schizophrenics indirectly sup

ports his contention that depolarization is a characteris

tic response style of psychotic disorders. He cited unpub

lished research by Ourth (1963) who found that successful 

psychotherapy was associated with polarizers as compared 

to depolarizers. 

In addition to focusing on the relationship between 

polarization and psychopathology, several investigators 

have reported results suggesting that polarization is also 

a function, of the meaningfulness of the stimuli. O'Donovan 

(1964) found greater polarization for value statements 

checked as meaningful than for those not so checked, 

Isaacson (1962) reported greater polarization for subjects' 

own constructs than for those derived from test instru

ments. In relation to these results, Glixman (1965) found 

that as the meaningfulness of the stimulus domain increased 

there was a significant tendency on the part of the sub

jects to use fewer categories and to polarize their 

judgments. Polarization has also been found to be asso

ciated with the degree of ego-involvement (Hovland & 

Sherif, 1952) and has been demonstrated to be directly 

related to stimulus meaningfulness (Sherif & Hovland, 

1961). 
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Some factor analytic studies have been conducted to 

ascertain the relationship between extreme response styles 

and acquiescence. Schutz and Foster (1963) found an 

acquiescence and a polarization factor. They concluded 

that the response set of moderately agree (depolarization) 

and strongly agree (polarization) were factorially dis

similar and probably related to different underlying 

dynamics. Broen and Writ (1958) found that polarization 

was positively loaded on a primary agreement factor. Their 

second factor, a tendency to disagree, was nearly orthog

onal to the first agreement factor. In their study of the 

personality correlates of acquiescence. Couch and Keniston 

(1960) found that depolarization was more highly related 

with this response style than with the use of extreme cate

gories. 

At least one major attempt has been made to integrate 

the studies of extreme response styles (O'Donovan, 1965). 

0'Donovan has proposed that polarization is contingent upon 

both the meaningfulness of the stimuli and personality 

traits. Polarization, in the case of normal adults, seems 

to be positively related with increments in the meaning

fulness of stimuli. According to O'Donovan, the lack of 

emotional disturbance is associated with the discriminate 
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use of extreme response categories. Emotional maladjust

ment is held to be related to the indiscriminate and 

stereotypical use of particular response categories. 

Polarization is associated with neurotics and psychosomatic 

patients who indiscriminately displace their judgments of 

both meaningful and meaningless stimuli toward the oposite 

extremes of rating scales. Depolarization is associated 

with schizophrenic disorders with both meaningful and 

meaningless stimuli, O'Donovan's description of extreme 

response styles, of course, is not all inclusive. The use 

of a wide variety of assessment techniques and different 

content domains precludes a conclusive statement con

cerning the theoretical referents of extreme response 

styles. 



CHAPTER II 

THE PROBLEM 

From the preceding review it is apparent that response 

styles are important sources of variance in objective 

personality tests. The confounding of response sets with 

item content has been interpreted in a variety of ways, 

extending from the notion that stylistic tendencies are 

sources of error variance to the position that response 

styles are manifestations of central personality traits. 

Consistent with these viewpoints is the fact that it 

appears untenable to assume that every response to the con

tent of personality items reflects an honest and candid 

self-appraisal by the respondent. Despite the prolific 

research in this area it is not clear what psychological 

meaning or function response styles have for understanding 

personality processes. After reviewing the recent liter

ature on response styles, Klein, Barr, and Wolitzky (1967) 

were forced to conclude that the work in this area thus far 

is lacking . , « a clear specification of the 
processes presumed to underlie . . , response 
styles and their searched-for behavioral cor
relates, . . , The consistency, stability, and 

29 
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generality of response styles and their position 
in the broader context of personality are tasks 
for the future /pp. 507-508/. 

One approach to studying the personality correlates of 

response styles is to consider the variables in the assess

ment situation which may influence test responses. It is 

known that the assessment context influences and alters the 

nature of the thing or object being assessed (Heisenberg, 

1930). The fact that environmental variables influence 

behavior is central to the stimulus-response theories of 

psychology. In relation to personality theory, Murray 

(1938) proposed that behavior is a function of internal 

needs and environmental presses or forces. A specification 

of the presses which are operative in the testing situation 

may lead to an understanding of the behavior reflected in 

the assessment instrument. 

Rotter (1960) suggested that the testing situation 

needs to be considered as a determinant of goal-directed 

behavior. Within his framework the crucial question is 

what function do response styles have for the purposes or 

goals of the subject? Rotter (1960) stated that response 

styles or "what we call faking . . . / are_/ only our 

recognition of the fact that the subject is taking the test 

with a different purpose or goal than the one the examiner 
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wants him to have /p, 308/." His thesis is that an ade

quate theory of personality must include a specification 

of the variables in the assessment situation which influ

ence test responses. 

It seems reasonable to assume that assessment 

situations are perceived by most subjects in terms of 

personality evaluation. Response styles, then, may reflect 

certain "defensive processes" which are accentuated when 

the individual is confronted with an ego-involving task. 

This notion of "defensive processes" would partially ac

count for the fact that responses to item content do not 

always portray the individual's "real" self. Symptoms or 

traits may be consciously or unconsciously denied as a 

function of the implications of the testing situation. The 

idea that response styles may reflect important defensive 

processes has been entertained by Couch and Keniston (1960) 

and Crowne and Marlowe (1964) . 

Purpose of the Study 

There have been few studies in the literature which 

have tested a theory of psychological defense to ascertain 

its relationship to response styles. Yet, it appears that 

the distorting influence of response styles on personality 

inventories may reflect certain defensive processes of the 
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respondent's personality. The most prominent theory of 

psychological defense is that of Sigmund Freud, According 

to one writer, Freud's construct of the ego-defense mech

anism of repression is "the most important concept in the 

most important theory of personality in contemporary 

psychology and psychiatry ^^adison, 1961, p. 8/," 

The central importance of the repression construct to 

psychoanalytic theory is illustrated by Freud's remark: 

"The theory of repression is the corner-stone on which the 

whole structure of psycho-analysis rests /Freud, 1914b, 

p. 50/. " He argued that "we obtain our concept of the 

unconscious from the theory of repression. The repressed 

is the prototype of the unconscious^Freud, 1923, p. 5/." 

He insisted that repression was a universal phenomenon, and 

in Psychopathology of Everyday Life (1901) he defended the 

thesis that the repression process, as reflected in jokes, 

dreams, and slips of the tongue, differed relatively little 

from the psychic functioning which was responsible for 

hysterical and obsessional symptoms. Repression was con

strued as non pathological and also as a decisive factor 

for determining normality (Freud, 1905a, 1930), 

Freud's assumption concerning the importance of 

repression supports the idea that this defense may influ-
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ence responses to personality inventories. Because 

repression cannot be observed directly, it is not clear what 

relationship may exist between it and the response styles 

of social desirability, acquiescence, and extremity of 

response. Since different psychological concepts are fre

quently used to describe the same phenomenon, it may be 

possible that repression and response styles are two dif

ferent constructs used to explain the same underlying 

processes. If this is true, then the identification of 

these processes could lead to a way of conceptualizing the 

repression construct in terms of the observable and meas

urable parameters of response styles. 

What processes are involved in responding to objective 

personality inventories? Responses to self-refering state

ments may be manifestations of underlying evaluational or 

judgmental processes. To respond "true" or "false" to an 

item involves making a decision. If judgmental processes 

are involved in responding to personality items, are 

similar processes associated with the defense of repression? 

The phenomenon of judgment has been studied from a wide 

variety of viewpoints and in many different contexts (e.g., 

Helson, 1965; Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957; Sherif & 

Hovland, 1961). Since defenses are evoked m ego-



involving situations, one approach to comparing the simi

larities between judgment and repression processes is to 

examine the research which has studied the relationship 

between judgment and ego-involvement. Such studies may 

encounter repression phenomena, whether it is explicitly 

recognized or not. 

The relationship between ego-involvement and judgment 

has been studied by Sherif (Sherif & Hovland, 1961; Sherif, 

Sherif, & Nebergall, 1965) using a "method of individual 

categorization," Sherif's "method of individual cate

gorization" is similar to the response format of most 

personality inventories. Both allow the subject to accept 

and reject items without having to place a predetermined 

number of responses in particular categories, Sherif has 

demonstrated that the way in which a subject accepts and 

rejects attitude statements is related to principles of 

judgment. His research may provide a framework for 

identifying the judgmental processes involved in responding 

to personality inventories. The judgmental processes 

uncovered by the method of individual categorization may 

resemble repression phenomena. This technique "may ulti

mately provide a concise basis for distinguishing between 

individuals who only consider a narrow range of alter-
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natives and regard everything as either 'black* or 'white' 

/iherif & Hovland, 1953, p, 125/." The perception of 

things in "black" and "white" categories has been inter

preted by others as an effect of repression (Adorno et al., 

1950). 

In summary, a review of the literature has indicated 

that a major portion of the response variance of person

ality inventories may be explained in terms of response 

styles. Although response styles may be interpreted as 

sources of error variance, it may be more theoretically 

meaningful to view these styles as reflecting central ego— 

defenses of the respondent's personality, A cursory exam

ination of psychoanalytic theory has revealed that 

repression is the most important defensive concept. Since 

different psychological concepts are frequently used to 

explain the same behavioral phenomena, the concepts of 

repression and response styles may be manifestations of 

similar, if not identical, personality processes. Unfor

tunately, repression cannot be directly observed or 

assessed. It is not clear what relationship may exist 

between it and response styles. The relationship between 

these concepts, however, may be uncovered by examining the 

processes they share in common. Judgmental processes are 
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assumed to underlie responses to personality inventories. 

If the judgmental processes involved in responses to 

objective tests are similar to repressive processes, then 

there is some justification for viewing response styles as 

manifestations of repression. It may be possible to define 

repression in terms of the observable and measurable para

meters of response styles. In order to pursue this 

argument in greater detail, a more explicit definition of 

repression and an examination of the Sherifian concept of 

social judgment are required. 

The Freudian Concept of Repression 

A clear statement of repression theory cannot be 

ascertained by considering Freud's early or later works in 

isolation. Changes in the structure of psychoanalytic 

theory necessitated changes in the meaning of the repres

sion concept. Several useful attempts have been made to 

clarify the Freudian construct of repression within the 

development of psychoanalytic theory (Brenner, 1957; 

Madison, 1956, 1961), Madison (1956) recounted the 

evolution of the repression concept and concluded that the 

term "repression" had a least four distinct meanings. The 

meanings included the following usages: motivated 

forgetting; the psychological function of rejecting and 
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keeping something out of consciousness; repression as 

synonymous with defense; and repression as the inhi

bition of the capacity for emotional experience^ Madison 

also noted that these usages of repression were not 

developed and then discarded during different stages of 

theory construction, but were often retained and used 

simultaneously. 

Brenner (1957) attempted to clarify the repression 

theory by considering its evolution in terms of four 

developmental periods. These periods were selected as 

transition states in which the construct shifted in meaning 

and ramification. The first stage encompassed the period 

from approximately 1894 to 1896. Freud first used the term 

repression in Studies in Hysteria (1895). The idea was 

introduced in the phrase "the trauma . , . concerned things 

which the patient wished to forget and which he, therefore, 

intentionally inhibited and repressed from his conscious 

memory /Freud, 1895, p, T/o" In the same publication Freud 

explained hysteria as originating "through the repression 

of an unbearable idea as a motive of defense, , , . By 

virtue of its repression the idea becomes the cause of mor

bid symptoms, that is, pathogenic /1895, p. 215/*" The 

following year Freud (1896) revised his theory of the 
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pathogenesis of hysteria by postulating a specific precon

dition for repression; that is, 

repression of the memory of a painful sexual 
experience in maturer years is possible only 
for those people in whom this experience can 
reactivate the memory-trace of an infantile 
trauma /Freud, 1896, pp, 155-15£/, 

In addition to introducing these boundary conditions for 

repression theory, Freud also altered his view that 

repression was a consciously initiated process to the view 

that repression is "the psychic mechanism of (unconscious) 

defense /r896, p. 151/," 

At the end of the first stage of development, Brenner 

(1957) pointed out, the construct was already undergoing a 

shift in meaning. He noted the change from an initially 

conceived process of conscious forgetting to the uncon

scious suppression of memory. The construct was refined 

from a general notion that painful memories were the 

objects of repression to the specific idea that the precon

dition for repression was a sexual experience in childhood. 

Finally, repression was held to reflect a pathological 

mental process which was characteristic of the defense 

neuro-psychoses, 

The second stage in the development of repression 

extended from 1900 to 1906 (Brenner, 1957), This period 
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was marked by the appearance of The Interpretation of 

Dreams (Freud, 1900), The Psychopathology of Everyday Life 

(Freud, 1901), and Three Essays on Sexuality (Freud, 1905a). 

These publications reflected a revolution in psychoanalytic 

constructions. The new ideas introduced in 1900 included 

the concepts of a psychic apparatus composed of the uncon

scious (ucs,), preconscious (pes.), and conscious (cs.); 

of psychic energy and cathexis; of primary and secondary 

processes of mental functioning; and of the pleasure prin

ciple. The major revision of the repression theory was 

Freud's recognition that repression is a nonpathological 

process which is essential for normal development and that 

repressed memories of sexual experiences in childhood were 

often repressed memories of sexual fantasies. The univer

sality of repression was incorporated in the Freudian view 

that infantile repression was caused by sequences in the 

maturation of the psychic apparatus which was a precon

dition for later repression. Finally, Freud postulated the 

presence of organic factors in repression. 

In the third developmental stage of repression theory, 

from 1911 to 1915 (Brenner, 1957), Freud (1911) differ

entiated between infantile repression and later repression. 

This distinction led to the identification of infantile 
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repression as primal repression. The term repression 

proper was reserved for those repressions occuring in 

later years, Freud's conceptual distinction was further 

elaborated in two metapsychological papers "Repression" 

(1915a) and "The Unconscious" (1915b): 

Primal repression , » . consists in the psychical 
(ideational) representative of the instinct being 
denied entrance into the conscious. With this a 
fixation is established; the representative in 
question persists unaltered from then_onwards and _ 
the instinct remains attached to it /1915a, p. 148/. 

On the other hand, "repression proper^ affects mental 

derivatives of the repressed representative /1915a, p. 

148/," In this stage-like conception^ primal repression 

was considered a precondition for all later repression. 

Freud also stated that "the essence of repression lies 

simply in turning something away^ and keeping it at a 

distance« from the conscious /1915a^ Po 147/," A necessary 

precondition for repression is the existence of a cleavage 

between conscious and tmconscious mental processes. 

Repression was not viewed as "a defensive mechanism which 

is present from the very beginning /Freud, 1915a, p. 147/." 

Although absent during the earliest states of mental 

development, repression was, nevertheless, conceived as an 

immature characteristic of psychic functioning^ In 
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relation to instinctual demands, Freud commented that 

flight is of no avail, for the ego cannot es
cape from itself. At some later period, 
rejection based on judgement (condemnation) 
will be found to be a good method to adopt 
against an instinctual impulse. Repression is 
a preliminary stage of condemnation, some- _ 

thing between flight and condemnation /l915a, p. 146/. 

The mature psychic apparatus dispels instinctual demands, 

not through repression, but, by means of a process of 

judgmental repudiation, 

A further shift in repression theory during this third 

phase was the elevation of the role of feelings to a po

sition of central focus and a subsequent de-emphasis upon 

ideas§ "We know , , . that to suppress the development of 

affect is the true aim of repression and that its work is 

incomplete if this aim is not achieved /Freud, 1915b, 

p. 17^," The notion that repression refers to an inhi

bition of capacity for emotional experience was amplified 

in the statement that "in every instance when repression 

has succeeded in inhibiting the development of affects we 

term those affects (which we restore when we undo the work 

of repression) 'unconscious' /Freud, 1915b, p, 178/." 

In the third stage of development, then, Freud 

conceptually distinguished between primal and proper 

repression—the appearance of the latter being contingent 
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upon the presence of the former. He viewed repression as a 

characteristic of immature psychic functioning, dependent 

upon emerging ego-development and conceived as a process 

antedating more mature forms of judgment. Finally, the 

emphasis of the repression construct was shifted from 

ideational denial to an unconscious inhibition of affect. 

The years between 1923 and 1939 brought a final period 

of expansion and revision of repression theory ( Brenner, 

1957) , Freud (1923) altered the clinical concept as a 

result of his theoretical advancement of the structural 

division between id, ego, and superego. The ego, involving 

both conscious and unconscious functioning, was viewed as 

the agency of repression: 

From this ego proceed the repressions . . . 
by means of which it is sought to exclude 
certain trends in the mind not merely from 
consciousness but also from other forms of _ 
effectiveness and activity ^reud, 1923, p. 7/. 

Freud also differentia-ted between defense and 

repression during this period: The "concept of defense 

. . . embrace/ s_/ all these processes of similar purpose— 

namely, the protection of the ego against instinctual 

demands, " and repression should be placed "under this 
« 

rubric as a special case thereof /Freud, 1926, p. 111/." 

His distinction was blurred by the fact that he continued 
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to use the terms interchangeably. Consider the therapeutic 

goal of loosening defenses which Freud translated into the 

repression nomenclature as late as 1937: "/ T_yhe real 

achievement of analytic therapy would be the subsequent 

correction of the original process of repression ^reud, 

1937, p, 245/," It is not clear that the repression con

struct was completely subordinated to a general defense 

construction. 

Another addition to the repression theory during this 

period was the specification that 

repression takes place in two distinct situations, 
namely, when an unwelcome instinctual impulse is 
aroused by an external perception, and when the 
impulse a.rises internally without such provo
cation /Freud, 1926, p. 21/c 

Perhaps the best known revision of repression theory was 

that concerning the etiological factors responsible for 

activating the repression process. The change is reflected 

in the psychoanalytic passage that "it is the anxiety that 

causes the repression, and not . . , the repression the 

anxiety/Freud, 1926, p, 3^," Developments in this last 

period of theory refinement focused on establishing a 

conceptual connection between repression and two additional 

constructs, the ego and anxietyo 

Upon tracing the antecedents of the repression theory 
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it is clear that a concise statement of that theory is not 

possible. At different periods the concept had varying 

referents and during each period the repression notion was 

inconsistently defined. The following factors seem to be 

involved in Freud's writing on repression: Foremost, 

repression was consistently held to be a psychic 

process, the function of which was to turn something away 

and keep it at a distance from consciousness. Repression 

was viewed as a universal phenomenon, the appearance of 

which was contingent upon a substantial degree of ego-

development. Although dependent upon the emergence of the 

ego, repression was viewed as a premature judgmental 

process antedating the appearance of more mature forms of 

repudiation. Repression of affective and ideational 

experiences in adult life was possible only because of 

primal repression in infancy. Although essential for 

normal development, repression was viewed as a potentially 

pathogenic method of defense. As a defense, its function 

was assumed to be ego-protective and activated as a result 

of anxiety. In such pathological conditions, the conse

quence of repression is a constriction of the ego and 

demise of efficient psychic functioning. 
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The Sherifian Concept of Social Judgment 

As in the case of repression theory, the Sherifian 

concept of social judgment can be considered in the context 

of its empirical and theoretical development, Sherif's 

basic concern with judgmental processes had its origin in 

two interrelated research areas--psychophysics and the 

autokinetic phenomenon. From psychophysics came the notion 

of threshold. Traditionally, the threshold construct 

referred to processes of discrimination, A lower thresh

old is the point at which a stimulus value becomes 

detectable, the terminable threshold refers to the point 

beyond which the stimulus ceases to be discernable, and a 

difference threshold relates to increments in one stimulus 

becoming "just noticeably different" from that of a 

standard stimulus. The judgmental principles established 

within the psychophysical tradition were extended to the 

study of the processes involved in the formation of 

reference scales using a graduated series of stimuli 

(Bressler, 1953; Fernberger, 1920, 1931; Long, 1937; 

Volkman, 1951; Wever & Zener, 1928; Woodrow, 1933). 

The principles of judgment uncovered in the early 

psychophysical research were replicated by Sherif, Taub, 

and Hovland (1958). Their study may be considered proto-
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typical of the experiments which investigate the processes 

involved in the formation of reference scales with explicit 

standards of judgment. The basic procedure in this type of 

experiment is to have a subject arrange a series of weights 

from lightest to heaviest. The Sherif et al, (1958) study 

required that each subject rank order weights of 55, 75, 

93, 109, 125, and 141 grams respectively. After a series 

of trials, the subject established a stable reference 

scale, so that, regardless of the random manner in which 

the weights were presented, the subject was able to cor

rectly rank them from low to high. When, after the scale 

was established, a new weight was introduced, the resulting 

effect was a shift in the scale. The direction of the 

scale's shift was contingent upon the degree of discrepancy 

of the newly introduced weight (anchor), A weight intro

duced at the end point of the established scale or 

immediately above or below resulted in a displacement of 

the distribution of judgments in the direction of the 

anchor. Displacement toward the anchor is called an 

"assimilation effects" When anchors were introduced at 

increasing distances from the established scale, for 

instancy 244 grams or 36 grams, the distribution of 

judgments was displaced in the direction away from the 
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anchor and resulted in an over-all constriction of the 

original scale. Displacement in a direction away from the 

anchor is referred to as a "contrast effect," The point 

illustrated by Sherif is that the judgmental process is 

not haphazard, but is predictable from a knowledge of the 

established scale and of the degree of discrepancy from 

that scale of the introduced standards or anchors. This 

conclusion had been substantiated previously by Volkman 

(1936) and Rogers (1941), The stability of a reference 

scale seems to be proportionate to the number of judgments. 

The greater the relative number of judgments, the more 

stable the scale and the less likelihood of scale change 

when discrepant anchors are introduced, 

A second major approach to ascertaining the nature of 

judgmental processes involves the study of the formation of 

reference scales in the absence of a graded series of 

stimuli, Sherif initiated this method in 1936 with the use 

of the autokinetic phenomenon. The autokinetic effect 

refers to the fact that in a completely darkened room a 

stationary point of light appears to move. The subject's 

task, in the absence of external reference points, is to 

estimate the extent of light movement. Summarizing the 

inajor findings of the autokinetic research, Sherif found 
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that an individual, after a series of judgments regarding 

the extent of light movement, tends to stabilize his eval

uations around some reference point. When several 

individuals are tested simultaneously, their judgments tend 

to converge so that a range or norm of the extent of move

ment emerges peculiar to that group. When a member of a 

group subsequently faces the situation alone, after the 

range and norm of his group have been established, he 

perceives the situation in terms of the range and norm that 

he brings from the group (Sherif, 1936; Sherif & Sherif, 

1956). 

On the basis of the autokinetic research, Sherif et 

al. (1965) posited "a general tendency toward stability in 

psychological patterning ^ . xii/." This stabilizing 

tendency is basic to the Sherifian theory of ego formation 

and functioning: 

ego development consists of the person's 
forming stable ties and anchorages with his 
physical and social surroundings. Much of 
the person's strivings in social relationships 
derives from his efforts to maintain and 
enhance the stability and balance of these ties. 
Disruption of their orderly pattern and balance 
is discomforting, even painful, , , . The psycho
logical tendency is toward stability of the 
person's ties and anchors in his social and 
physical surroundings, for these ties are 
intrinsic to the formation of a self identity. 
Conceptually, the person's ties are treated 
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as attitudes defining the bounds of what 
is acceptable to him as a person and 
what is objectionable, and the bounds of 
environmental events to which he is non
committal one way or another. To the extent /to 
whicli/ he must reject by virtue of being 
that person is defined by the bounds of 
a particular attitude, to that extent its 
stability is not subject to striking 
alterations by the ups_^and-downs of 
environmental^ events /Sherif et al,, 1965, 
pp. xii-xiii/. 

Although the processes involved in the formation of 

psychophysical scales are similar to those influencing the 

development of psychosocial scales, the former are pri

marily determined by external anchors whereas the latter 

are dependent upon internal anchors. A discussion of 

psychosocial scales necessitates a consideration of major 

internal anchors—attitudes. The attitude concept provides 

a conceptual link between the individual and the environ

ment: "Attitudes are inferred from characteristic or 

consistent patterns of behavior toward objects," and 

the behaviors from which attitudes are inferred 
are evaluative, in the sense of favoring or 
disapproving, agreeing or objecting, ̂ striving in 
one direction and avoiding another /Sherif et 
al., 1965, pp. 19-20/, 

Thus the attitude construct is related to basic judgmental 

processes. Indeed, "a social attitude may be defined as a 

set of evaluative categorizations formed toward an object 
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or class of objects," and these attitudes become 

constituent parts of / the__/ self (ego) 
system. By definition . . , attitudes have 
emotional and motivational aspects insep
arably intertwined with cognitive content 
Zsherif et al, 1965, p, 2^. 

The importance of the attitude construct for understanding 

psychosocial reference scales is that attitudes are 

internal anchors which influence the judgmental process. 

Central to the Sherifian theory for assessing psycho

social reference scales are the concepts of latitudes of 

acceptance, rejection, and noncommitment, These concepts 

are defined below: 

Latitude of acceptance is the position on an 
issue (or toward an object) that is most accept
able, plus other acceptable positions. 

Latitude of rejection is the most objectionable 
position on the same issue, plus other objection
able positions. 

Latitude of noncommitment / is__/ defined as 
those positions not categorized as either 
a£ceptable or objectionably in some degree. 
/Sherif et al, 1965, p. 24/, 

A major difference between the formation of psycho

physical scales and psychosocial scales lies in the greater 

variability between individuals in the development of 

psychosocial scales. The variability characteristic of 

psychosocial scales is a function of the motivationally 
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relevant categories involved in the establishment of these 

scales. In an early study, Sherif and Hovland (1953) 

employed an "own categories" technique as a means of 

indirectly assessing attitudes toward Negroes. This "own 

categories" technique involved the sorting of pro-Negro 

and anti-Negro items into categories representing varying 

degrees of favorableness or unfavorableness toward Negroes. 

The subjects, differing in their attitudes toward Negroes, 

were free to use as many categories as necessary in sorting 

the items. Although the experiment was represented as an 

"objective" sorting task, the major hypothesis of the study 

was confirmed, that individuals' attitudes influence the 

manner in which they categorize or judge motivationally 

relevant items. Sherif and Hovland found that the more 

extreme the position an individual holds, whether pro-

Negro or anti-Negro, the fewer the number of categories 

he uses, that these categories will be more extreme, and 

that he will place the greatest number of objectionable 

items in the category furthest from his own position. This 

tendency to adopt a constricted scale and to be discrim

inative in accepting items in the case of highly involved 

subjects led Sherif and Hovland to introduce the terms 

"threshold of acceptance" and "threshold of rejection." 
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These terms refer to instances where the categorization of 

an item departs from its actual scale value. The results 

conformed to the theoretical expectation that inter

nalized anchors (attitudes) function in the judgmental 

processes and in the formation of psychosocial reference 

scales. 

The assimilation and contrast effects found in 

psychophysical scales have appeared in psychosocial scales 

(Hovland, Harvey, & Sherif, 1957), The study by Hovland 

et al. (1957) was the first attempt to assess latitudes of 

acceptance and rejection empirically. The assessment of 

these latitudes was approached by presenting subjects with 

a series of nine statements expressing degrees of 

favorableness or unfavorableness to prohibition. Ego-

involvement was introduced by selecting subjects who had 

extreme positions on prohibition—prohibition was an 

election issue in the subjects' states. In the attempt to 

assess a subject's latitude of acceptance and latitude of 

rejection, each was required to indicate the one statement 

which was most acceptable and the one which was most 

objectionable. Each subject was then asked to select 

other statements which were acceptable and to indicate 

those which remained objectionable. Communications for and 
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against prohibition were introduced at varying discre

pancies from a subject's stand. 

As in the 1953 study, Hovland et al. (1957) found that 

subjects strongly committed to the prohibition issue, pro 

and con, tended to be more discriminative in accepting 

statements as characteristic of their position (raised 

threshold of acceptance), but tended at the same time to 

categorically reject all other statements as objectionable. 

These subjects tended to have a very narrow latitude of 

acceptance and a broad latitude of rejection. Hovland et 

al. reported that when the distance between a subject's 

stand and the position in the statement was small, the 

communication was judged favorably, as fair and factual. 

There was a significant tendency for subjects to perceive 

these communications as closer to their own position than 

was actually the case (assimilation effect). As the 

distance between the communication and the subject's 

position increased, there was a significant tendency to 

judge the communication as unfair and biased. Moderately 

discrepant communications were perceived to be further from 

the subject's stand than they were (contrast effect). The 

1957 study was used as a guide for subsequent research 

(Sherif & Hovland, 1961; Sherif et al., 1965), These 
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studies, using different social issues and widely dispersed 

populations, replicated the effects obtained by Hovland et 

al. (1957). In this work the presence of assimilation and 

contrast effe<?ts in psychosocial scales has been validated. 

A Comparison of Repression and Social Judgment Theories 

Because of the different terminology involved in 

repression theory and the Sherifian model of attitude 

change, the relationship between the two concepts is not 

immediately clear. Psychological phenomena common to both 

models may appear when the theories are viewed in terms of 

judgmental processes. The goal of psychoanalytic therapy 

is to remove repression by a process of interpretation. 

Freud's observation that "one must be careful not to 

communicate the meaning of symptom or the interpretation 

of a wish until the patient is already close upon it 

/Freud, 1913, p, 153/" resembles the judgmental principle 

of assimilation described by Sherif (Sherif & Hovland, 

1961; Sherif et al., 1965), In addition, contrast effects 

may be related to Freud's finding that "premature com

munication of interpretations / brings^/. « , treatment 

to an untimely end /1912, po 153/." 

Both Sherifian and Freudian theories are concerned 
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with processes underlying characteristic behaviors. The 

Sherifian concept of attitude is inferred from character

istic behaviors which are evaluative in nature. Underlying 

attitude content is a judgmental process. Similarly, 

Freudian theory assumes that the characteristic behaviors 

encountered in the analytic hour are "resistances caused 

by repression ^^reud, 1914a, p, 258/." Repression is an 

immature judgmental process which is replaced by more 

mature forms of judgmental repudiation in later life 

(Freud, 1915a). According to Freudian theory, repression 

does not occur until the appearance of ego development 

which reflects the emergence of the secondary process. 

This secondary process is basically judgmental, a process 

of discriminating between id wishes and reality, 

Freud implies that rational judgment, a characteristic 

of secondary process functioning, can be implemented 

independent of recognized impulses and affects. In the 

case of repression, however, intervening and unrecognized 

affects interfere with rational judgment. The distinction 

Sherif makes between the judgmental process involved in 

psychophysical and psychosocial reference scales may be 

analogous to the differences between the two processes 

identified by Freud, The formation of psychophysical 
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scales appears to reflect uninhibited secondary process 

functioning (i.e«, rational judgment). In contrast, the 

distortion and variability of psychosocial scales seems 

to be a manifestation of more immature forms of judgment 

as a result of interfering affective factors. This 

impaired judgment was revealed in Sherifian experiments 

(e.g., Sherif & Hovland, 1953) which found that highly 

ego-involved subjects frequently bias objective sorting 

tasks. The tendency of highly involved subjects to use 

fewer categories and to categorically reject unacceptable 

items reflects a similar effect anticipated by repression 

theory. Alexander may have been describing this tendency 

for categorical rejection and scale constriction when he 

wrote of repression that 

Although this process appears to us as a kind 
of unconscious selective judgment, which excludes 
certain definite tendencies from consciousness, 
nevertheless we have to assume that it operates 
schematically, is incapable of subtle differ
entiation and reacts uniformly to certain emotional 
factors in spite of the_ir actual and sometimes __ 
important differences /Alexander, 1932, pp. 101-10^. 
(Italics mine). 

Freud was clear that repression involved unconscious 

psychic functioning. Similarly, Sherif conceded that 

unconscious processes may be involved in discrimination. 

In discussing attitude-relevant items, Sherif commented 
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that reaction to them is a comparison process, whether 

conscious or not. And comparison . . . is a judgment 

/ Sherif et al., 1965, p. !_/," The argument that both 

repression and social judgment theories involve similar 

unconscious processes is further supported by an 

examination of the threshold concept which is central 

to Sherif's work. The term threshold describes a 

boundary between conscious and unconscious levels of 

experience. Thus, the Sherifian dichotomy between 

raised and lowered thresholds of acceptance and 

rejection may be compared to the Freudian distinction 

between conscious and unconscious processes. In 

addition, the processes involved in repression theory 

seem to resemble those judgmental processes described 

by the concepts of acceptance and rejection latitudes 

in Sherifian theory. Compare, for example, the 

Sherifian concept of rejection latitudes with the 

Freudian idea of "mental dissociation . . . as an 

effect of a process of rejection which . • . / i s ^ 

repression /~Freud. 1914b, p. 45V-" Finally, the 

Sherifian finding that highly ego-involved subjects 

tend to place objectionable items into the categories 

farthest from their own positions brings to mind the 
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Freudian notion that "the essence of repression lies 

simply in turning something away, and keeping it at a 

distance, from the conscious /Freud, 1915a, p. 142/." 



CHAPTER III 

PRELIMINARY STUDIES 

Three correlational studies were performed to explore 

the relation between judgmental processes and the concepts 

of repression and response styles. A finding that the 

same processes underlie these concepts would partially 

support the hypothesis that response styles are manifes

tations of central personality characteristics. The 

hypothesis contained the assumptions that (a) the judg

mental processes described by Sherif are empirically 

related to the repression phenomenon described by Freud, 

and (b) these judgmental processes are determinants of 

response styles. 

Several problems had to be solved before the studies 

could be performed. One involved devising a technique for 

measuring the judgmental processes. According to Sherif, 

"categorization is a judgment process /Sherif & Hovland, 

1961, p. 17/," He demonstrated that these judgmental 

processes can be studied by examining the way in which a 

subject categorizes attitude items. An "own categories" 

technique was used in the research reported below. This 

59 
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device provided the subjects with seven response categories 

ranging from -3 through 0 to +3, The subjects were 

instructed to indicate the degree to which a particular 

personality item was "true" or "false" of themselves. The 

frequency with which categories were selected by the sub

jects provided a basis for measuring and studying the 

underlying judgmental processes, A demonstrated rela

tionship between the use of a certain scale category and 

a particular response style would suggest that the style 

is associated with an underlying judgmental process. Such 

evidence would support the assumption that responses to 

personality inventories involve principles of judgment. 

A second problem was the selection of an adequate 

criterion of repression. In recent years considerable 

attention has been focused on the Repression-Sensitization 

scale (R-S) (Byrne, 1961), This scale is composed of 156 

MMPI items and is scored in such a manner that low scores 

indicate repressive defenses (repressors) and high scores 

reflect sensitizing defenses (sensitizers), The R-S scale 

was standardized with a college population, and it has a 

satisfactory reliability coefficient of +.88 (Byrne, 1961). 

According to Byrne, this scale assesses a bipolar dimension 

of defensive behaviors which involves two different modes 
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of adapting to threat. 

At (the repression) end of this continuum of 
defensive behaviors are those responses which 
involve avoidance of the anxiety-arousing 
stimulus and its consequents. Included here 
are repression, denial, and many types of 
rationalization. At the sensitizing extreme 
of this continuum are behaviors which involve 
an attempt to reduce anxiety by approaching 
or controlling the stimulus and its consequents. 
The latter mechanisms include intellectualization, 
obsessive-fipmpulsive behavior's., and ruminative 
worrying /Byrne, 1964, p. 16^, 

The R-S scale has been found to be significantly 

related to dimensions of defensiveness. Byrne (1961) 

reported that the R-S scale is negatively correlated with 

Ullman's Facilitation-Inhibition scale, positively cor

related with self-ideal discrepancy, negatively related 

with the California F scale, and positively related to the 

expression of sexual responses on the TAT for male 

subjects. Although the R-S scale is positively correlated 

with deviant response biases on an adjective check list, 

it is apparently unrelated with measures of intellectual 

ability (Byrne, 1961). Additional research with the R-S 

scale indicated that repressors, in contrast to sensi

tizers, have higher perceptual thresholds for threatening 

stimuli and are more likely to forget threatening material; 

they are less likely to indicate that they are anxious and 
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emotionally upset, but are more likely to manifest physio

logical disturbance in stressful situations; they are less 

hostile and tend to be more overcontrolled and moralistic 

(Byrne, 1964). 

Although the behavioral correlates of the R-S scale 

resemble repression phenomena, there is evidence which 

indicates that this scale is related to the response styles 

of social desirability and acquiescence. Significant 

negative relationships between the R-S scale and the 

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale have been reported 

by Byrne (1964), Feder (1967), and Silber and Grebstein 

(1964), Feder (1967) also reported a significant positive 

relationship between the R-S scale and the Couch and 

Keniston Agreement Response Scale (ARS),. These findings 

suggest that when a paper and pencil instrument is used 

it may be impossible to assess repression phenomena inde

pendent of response styles. Although it would be desirable 

to have an independent measure of repression, the R-S scale 

was selected as a satisfactory repression criterion on the 

basis of its empirical correlates, 

A third problem involved specifying a rationale for 

anticipating a relationship between the use of certain 

scale categories and the concepts of repression and 
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response styles. As noted in the previous chapter, the 

concepts of repression and social judgment appear to refer 

to similar psychological phenomena. It may be possible 

for the Freudian theory of repression to be recast in the 

descriptive statement that repressors 

have raised thresholds of acceptance and 
lowered thresholds of rejection . , . resulting 
in smaller latitudes of acceptance and greater 
latitudes of rejection /Hovland et al,, 1957, 
p. 248/, 

There are several implications in such a reformulation 

of repression theory. The conceptualization of repression 

in terms of "raised thresholds of acceptance and lowered 

thresholds of rejection" leads to the possibility that 

repressors may be more reluctant and more cautious in 

endorsing personality items than nonrepressors. That 

repressors may have "greater latitudes of rejection" is 

reinforced by Freud's observation that a denial from a 

patient 

does no more than register the existence of a 
repression and its severity, . , , If this "No", 
instead of being regarded as the expression of 
an impartial judgment (of which, indeed, the 
patient is incapable), is ignored, and if work 
is continued, the first evidence soon begins to 
appear that in ̂ uch a case "No" signifî es the 
desired "Yes" /Freud, 1905b, pp. 58-59/. (Italics 
mine). 

According to Freud, the essence of repression is keeping 
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something at a distance from conscious levels of experi

ence. Repressors, then, may vehemently deny unacceptable 

personality items and place them into the extreme negative 

categories more frequently than nonrepressors. 

The acquiescence response style, by definition, 

involves a predisposition to respond "true" to a wide 

variety of item content. This leads to the possibility 

that those who tend to be acquiescent (acquiescors, 

yeasayers) have "lower thresholds of acceptance" than 

those who are not acquiescent (nonacquiescors, naysayers). 

In compariŝ on with repression, acquiescence may involve 

opposing psychological processes as reflected in a pre

disposition to accept and endorse items rather than to 

deny and reject them. Repression, in other words, may be 

negatively related with an acquiescence response set. If 

these two concepts involve opposing psychological pro

cesses, then fundamental differences should be evidenced 

in the way repressors and acquiescors categorize person

ality items. On the one hand, repression appears to be 

theoretically related with a tendency to place unacceptable 

items into the extreme negative categories. On the other 

hand, acquiescence may involve a tendency to avoid using 

these categories. If lower thresholds of acceptance are 
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associated with the acquiescence response set, then 

acquiescors would perceive fewer items as objectionable 

and would not displace items toward the negative end of 

the scale. 

The social desirability response style may be 

positively related with the concept of repression, Fromm-

Reichmann (1950) observed that repression occurs "because 

of the anxiety^provoking character of culturally unac

ceptable experiences ^o 83/," Her findings suggest that 

repressors may acknowledge and endorse only culturally 

desirable traits; undesirable traits may be categorically 

denied and rejected by repressors. It may be possible to 

describe those subjects scoring high on social desir

ability scales as having "raised thresholds of acceptance," 

Like repression, the social desirability response style 

may be associated with a tendency to cluster unacceptable 

statements into the extreme negative categories. 

Preliminary Experiment I 

The R-S scale (Byrne, 1961) was administered to 41 

subjects (S,s) enrolled in an upper-division course in 

psychology at Texas Tech Universityo A condition of 

anonymity was established by requiring the S.s to identify 



66 
themselves only by their birthdates, S.s responded to the 

R-S scale with only true-false categories and they were 

assigned four scores. Ŝs received an over-all R-S score 

and three additional scores based on overlapping items from 

the Ego Strength Scale (ES) (Barron, 1953), the Manifest 

Anxiety Scale (MAS) (Taylor, 1953), and the Social 

Desirability Scale (ESD) (Edwards, 1957), Approximately 

one month later 50 of these overlapping items were ab

stracted from the R-S scale and re-administered to the Ŝ s. 

Instead of a dichotomous true-false response category, the 

^s were instructed to indicate the degree to which a 

particular statement was true or false of themselves. The 

categories that were available to the S,s ranged from -3 

through 0 to +3. S,s were discouraged from using the 

neutral category too often. 

The use of seven response categories was an attempt to 

simulate the "own categories" technique used by Sherif. 

^s received three scores based upon the total number of 

items they placed in the extreme negative (-3 & -2) , 

intermediate (-1, 0, & +1), and extreme positive (+2 & +3) 

categories. In an attempt to assess the polarization 

response style, a category width score was computed. This 

score was calculated by summing the average scale values of 
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the items that were accepted and rejected= A large cate

gory width score would reflect a tendency to displace items 

toward the positive and negative extremes of the scale. 

Finally, an acquiescence score was assigned to S,s on the 

basis of the total number of items they endorsed on the 

50 item scale. 

Product-moment correlations were computed to ascertain 

the relationship between the use of certain scale cate

gories and the various constructs incorporated in the R-S 

scale. These correlations were based on the responses of 

all 41 S,s who participated in the experiment and are 

shown in Table 1, 

Inspection of Table 1 lends partial support to the 

hypothesis that judgmental processes are associated with 

the concepts of repression and response styles. The R-S 

scale, for example, was negatively related to the category 

width variable (-.43). This correlation indicates that 

larger distances between average positive and negative 

scale positions are associated with low scores on the R-S 

scale (i.e. the repressive end of the continuum). When 

accepting and rejecting self-refering statements, repres

sors tend to place their responses toward the positive and 

negative extremes of the scale. The tendency to use the 
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TABLE 1 

PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCALE CATEGORIES AND 
REPRESSION (R-S), ENDORSEMENT FREQUENCY (50 ITEM RS), 

ANXIETY (MAS), SOCIAL DESIRABILITY (ESD), 
AND EGO STRENGTH (ES) 

Item R-S 50 Item RS MAS ESD ES 

Sum of average -.43** -.35* -,31* .40** .41** 
acceptable and 
objectionable 
positions (cate
gory width) 

Sum of extreme -.59** -,64** -c45** .57** .47** 
negative cate
gories (-3 & -2) 

Sum of middle .32* .25 .20 -,31* -.25 
c a t e g o r i e s 
( -1 , 0, & +1) 

Sum of extreme , 5 1 * * o70** .44** - , 4 8 * * - . 3 9 * * 
p o s i t i v e c a t e 
gor ies (+2 & +3) 

*p < .05 
**p < .01 
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extremes of the scale suggests that repression is 

positively associated with a polarization response style, 

A strong relationship was found between the use of extreme 

negative scale categories (-3 & -2) and the R-S scale 

(-.59). This relationship indicates that repressors place 

more items than sensitizers into the negative extreme 

categories. This finding is analogous to the notion that 

the essence of repression involves keeping something at a 

distance from consciousness. On the other hand, repressors 

tended to avoid using the intermediate (+.32) and extreme 

positive (+.51) scale categories. These categories were 

used more frequently by individuals scoring in the 

sensitizing direction of the R-S scale. In summary, these 

relationships suggest that repression involves a predis

position to reject personality statements and to displace 

unacceptable items toward the negative extreme of the 

scale. This is similar to Sheriffs observation that 

highly ego-involved S,s tend to displace unacceptable 

attitude items into categories farthest removed from their 

own position. 

As reported in Table 1, the acquiescence response 

style was negatively related with category width (-.35). 

This relationship indicates that acquiescors tend to have 
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smaller distances between their average positive and 

negative scale positions than individuals who are not 

prone to endorse personality statements. The acquiescence 

response style was negatively associated with the use of 

the extreme negative categories (-.64), In comparison 

with nonacquiescors, acquiescors tend to avoid placing 

items into these categories. There was a strong rela

tionship between acquiescence and the use of the extreme 

positive categories (+.70), This correlation indicates 

that acquiescors place more items into these categories 

than nonacquiescors. In general, acquiescence appears to 

be associated with a tendency to respond affirmatively to 

personality statements and to cluster the endorsed items 

into the positive extreme categories. In Sherifian terms, 

acquiescors appear to have "lower thresholds of acceptance" 

than nonacquiescors. 

Two social desirability scores were compared with 

category response tendencies, Ŝs received scores on the 

18 items from the Edwards Social Desirability Scale and 

on the 25 items from the Barron Ego Strength Scale. Both 

ESD and ES were moderately associated with a tendency to 

use the opposing ends of the scale when endorsing and 

rejecting items (+.40 & +.41). These correlations indicate 
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that larger distances between average positive and negative 

scale positions are associated with S.s who tend to endorse 

only socially desirable items as characteristic of them

selves. Moreover, like repression, both ESD and ES 

constructs were positively related to the use of the 

extreme negative categories (+.57 & +,47), Those who 

endorse socially desirable items tend to use the extreme 

negative categories more frequently than £s who tend to 

endorse socially undesirable itemsc 

ESD and ES were negatively related with the use of 

extreme positive categories (-,48 & -•39). These rela

tionships indicate that £s who endorse socially undesirable 

items tend to use the positive extreme categories more 

frequently than individuals who are prone to endorse only 

socially desirable items. In light of the present results, 

the social desirability response style appears to involve 

a predisposition to reject personality statements and to 

displace unacceptable items into the extreme negative 

categories. 

The tendency to respond in the socially undesirable 

direction was assessed by the abbreviated 23 item MAS. 

That the MAS is negatively related to the ESD is evidenced 

by the correlation of -.84 between these two scales 
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(Edwards, 1957). As expected, the MAS appears to assess a 

response orientation which is the opposite of the response 

tendencies associated with Ŝs scoring high on the ESD and 

ES scales; anxiety responding was negatively related with 

category width (-.31), The average acceptable and 

objectionable scale positions tend to be smaller for 

individuals who endorse socially undesirable items. The 

MAS was also negatively related with the use of the 

extreme negative scale categories (-.45), This rela

tionship indicates that those who endorse socially 

desirable items use the extreme negative scale categories 

more frequently than those who endorse undesirable state

ments. The latter, however, tend to use the extreme 

positive categories of the scale more often than the 

former, as revealed by the correlation of +,44 between the 

MAS and the extreme positive category variable. 

In summary, categorical response tendencies appear to 

be associated with the concepts of repression and response 

styles. In light of the present results, repression and 

the social desirability response style appear to involve 

a tendency to reject personality items and to place unac

ceptable items into the negative extreme categories. The 

acquiescence response style appears to be associated with 
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a tendency to respond affirmatively to items and to 

displace the endorsed statements into the extreme positive 

scale categories. This finding suggests that repression 

and the social- desirability response style involve response 

dispositions which are antithetical to those associated 

with the acquiescence response style and that they appear 

to be positively associated with a tendency to polarize 

responses. In contrast, acquiescence appears to be 

negatively related with a polarization response tendency. 

The present results support the assumption that 

repression and response styles are associated with judg

mental processes similar to those involved in the formation 

of psychosocial reference scales. As Sherif (Sherif & 

Hovland, 1961) has demonstrated, motivationally relevant 

items are categorized in terms of the degree to which they 

are acceptable or objectionable to the individual. The 

acceptability of an item is determined by central ego-

attitudes. These attitudes function as major internal 

anchors and influence the way in which a stimulus item is 

categorized. 

In short, one essential aspect of the atti-
tudinal reaction is a categorization process, 
whether or not the individual is aware that he 
is passing a judgment /Sherif & Hovland, 1961, 

p. ̂ . ' 
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Items which are outside the individual's latitude of 

acceptance are perceived as objectionable and are rejected. 

This process results in a contrast effect which is evi

denced by a tendency to displace items away from an 

individual's position. Assimilation effects reflect 

tendencies to accept stimuli which are barely outside 

the individual's latitude of acceptance. 

In relation to the present results, it may be inferred 

that there is a marked difference between the ego-attitudes 

of acquiescors and those who give socially desirable 

responses. This difference was revealed by the way the S_s 

categorized the self-refering statements. The frequency 

of use of the extreme negative categories by repressors 

and those who give socially desirable responses resembles 

the contrast effect phenomenon described by Sherif, For 

these S_s, it appears as though the majority of statements 

in the 50 item R-S scale were outside their latitude of 

acceptance. When compared with sensitizers and those who 

give socially undesirable responses, repressors and those 

who select socially desirable responses may be described 

as having "higher thresholds of acceptanceo" On the other 

^and, an assimilation effect appears to have been asso

ciated with the acquiescence response style. This effect 
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was evidenced by the tendency of acquiescors to avoid 

placing items into the negative extreme categories and to 

use the positive extreme categories more frequently than 

nonacquiescors. This finding suggests that more of the 

items in the 50 item R-S scale were within the latitude of 

acceptance of the acquiescors. When compared with repres

sion and the social desirability response style, the 

acquiescence response style appears to be associated with 

a "lowered threshold of acceptance," 

In short, the present results suggest that repression 

and response styles are associated with underlying judg

mental processes. However, because of the small number of 

S.S and the fact that the experiment was in part a relia

bility study, two additional studies were conducted with 

independent samples in an attempt to replicate some of the 

effects reported here. In the above study the categorical 

response tendencies were based on the way the Ŝs cate

gorized R-S items. In the second and third studies the 

categorical response tendencies were assessed with items 

independent of the R-S scale. The second study focused 

primarily on the relationship between repression (R-S) and 

the use of certain scale categories. The third study was 

performed using response style variables independent of the 
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R-S scale. 

Preliminary Experiment II 

The R-S scale was administered to 37 £s enrolled in an 

upper division psychology course at Texas Tech Uni

versity. The procedure used in Experiment I above was 

followed; a 50 item questionnaire was administered approxi

mately two months after the R-S scale. There were, 

however, two major departures from the first experiment. 

First, the ̂ s did not respond anonymously to either the 

R-S scale or the 50 item questionnaire. Second, the 

questionnaire administered after the R-S scale consisted 

of items selected from a set of 92 self-refering statements 

developed by Butler and Haigh (1954), Twenty items were 

intentionally selected as socially desirable statements 

and the remaining thirty items reflected socially undesir

able traits. As in the preceding study, Ŝs responded to 

the 50 item questionnaire in terms of 7 response cate

gories. Similar category scores were assigned to the S_s 

on the basis of the total number of items they placed in 

the respective categories. 

Product-moment correlations were computed between the 

various scale categories on the 50 item questionnaire and 

the R-S scale. Table 2 presents the results for this phase 
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TABLE 2 

PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN REPRESSION (R-S) 
AND CATEGORICAL PREFERENCES 

Preferences R-S 

Sum of average acceptable and objectionable -.50** 
positions (category width) 

Sum of extreme negative categories 
(-3 & -2) -.49** 

Sum of middle categories .52** 
(-1, 0, +1) 

Sum of extreme positive categories -,34* 
(+2 & +3) 

*p < .05 
**p < .01 



78 
of the study. Inspection of the relationships reported in 

Table 2 reveals a trend that was observed in the first 

experiment. The R-S scale was again negatively related to 

the category width variable (-,50), This relationship 

indicates that larger distances are associated between 

average positive and negative scale positions with £s 

scoring at the repressing end of the R-S scale. When 

accepting and rejecting statements, repressors tend to 

place their responses toward the positive and negative 

extremes of the scale. This tendency to use the extremes 

of the scale suggests that repression is positively related 

with a polarization response style. 

As in the preceding study, the R-S scale was nega

tively related to the use of the extreme negative 

categories (-,49), Repressors tend to place more items 

into these extreme negative categories than sensitizers. 

That sensitizers use the intermediate scale categories more 

frequently than repressors is revealed by the correlation 

of +.52 between this category variable and the R-S scale. 

Although these results follow a similar pattern observed in 

the first experiment, a striking difference was observed 

in the use of the extreme positive categories. In the 

preceding experiment these categories were used more fre-
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quently by sensitizers than repressors. In this study 

repressors tended to use the extreme positive categories 

more frequently than sensitizers,, as revealed by the cor

relation of -,34 between these categories and the R-S 

scale. 

There are several factors which may have influenced 

the observed difference between the frequency of use of 

the positive categories. As pointed out in the first 

study, repression appears to involve processes similar to 

those associated with the social desirability response 

style. Both repressors and Ŝs who endorse socially desir

able items were described as having "raised thresholds of 

acceptance." Since the acceptability of an item determines 

the way in which it is categorized, there may have been a 

marked difference between the acceptability of the state

ments in the two 50 item scales. To explore this pos

sibility, the probability of endorsement for each item in 

these two scales was computed, Edwards (1957) reported a 

high positive relationship between the scaled social 

desirability value of an item and its probability of 

endorsement, and he suggested that the two measures may be 

roughly interchangeable. Considering probability of 

endorsement values of +,50 or above as reflecting socially 
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desirable statements, the results for the present study 

indicated that 20 items were socially desirable and 30, 

undesirable. This result was in accord with the expected 

result, since 20 items were intentionally selected on the 

basis of their assumed socially desirable content. In con

trast, only 14 items in the first experiment had 

probability of endorsement values above +.50, Moreover, 

18 items in this study had endorsement values above +.60, 

whereas only 11 items in the preceding study had values 

exceeding +.60. Over-all, the average probability of 

endorsement value was +,450 for this study as compared with 

an average item value of only +,398 for the first study. 

It appears that the 50 item questionnaire in the present 

study contained more acceptable items than the 50 item R-S 

scale of the first study. This difference in the accept

ability of the items may have influenced the way in which 

they were categorized. More of the items in this study had 

socially desirable content, which may account for the more 

frequent use of the extreme positive categories by 

repressors. In addition, since the S.s did not respond 

anonymously to the 50 item questionnaire, they may have 

been more discriminating than the S.s in the first study. 

This difference between the two studies in the use of the 
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extreme positive categories illustrates the potential 

response distortion which occurs under conditions per

ceived in terms of personality evaluation. 

In summary, the results of the second study lend 

additional support to the hypothesis that repression is 

associated with underlying judgmental processes. Again, 

a contrast effect was observed by the tendency of 

repressors to use the extreme negative categories more 

frequently than sensitizers. It appears that it is very 

important for repressors to strongly deny and reject 

unacceptable personality statements. In addition, some 

tentative evidence was presented which suggests that the 

social desirability content of an item importantly 

influences the way in which the item is categorized. This 

leads to the possibility that the "threshold of acceptance" 

of an item can be defined in terms of its probability of 

endorsement. The "threshold of acceptance" of an item 

may be a crucial determinant of whether or not contrast or 

assimilation effects are observed in the way a Ŝ  cate

gorizes personality statements. 

Preliminary Experiment III 

A third experiment was performed in an attempt to 
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replicate some of the relationships between categorical 

response tendencies and the response styles of acquiescence 

and social desirability found in the first study. In this 

study, however, response styles were assessed independently 

of the R-S scale, A response style inventory (RSI) 

(Appendix A) was administered to 52 Ŝs enrolled in an 

upper division psychology course at Texas Tech University, 

The £s were instructed to complete the inventory outside of 

class and to return it to their instructor during the next 

class meeting. As in the preceding studies, the S,s were 

required to rate the 134 RSI items on a seven point scale 

in terms of the degree to which the statements were 

characteristic or uncharacteristic of themselves. The 

RSI consists of a variety of scales covering a hetero

geneous range of item content. 

In the present study, the £s received six response 

style scores, A total acquiescence score was computed on 

the basis of the total number of items endorsed in the 

RSI, A separate acquiescence scale was assigned each S_ 

on the basis of his response to the Agreement Response 

Scale (ARS) (Couch and Keniston, 1960) , In addition, S.s 

received four social desirability scores. One score was 

based on an abbreviated 20 item Marlowe-Crowne Social 
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Desirability scale (MCSD) (Crowne £e Marlowe, 1960) . Three 

additional 10 item social desirability scales were 

included in the RSI, These scales varied systematically 

from each other in terms of the social desirability char

acteristics of the items. For example, the Dyl scale was 

composed of items with an average probability of endorse

ment of +.20. The Dy2 scale contained items with an 

average probability of endorsement of +.50. And, the Dy3 

scale contained socially desirable items with an average 

probability of endorsement of +.88. 

The results of this third study are reported in 

Table 3. Inspection of the relationships reported in 

Table 3 lends additional support to the hypothesis that 

judgmental processes are associated with response styles. 

There was, for example, a significant relationship between 

the category width variable and the MCSD (+.41). This 

correlation indicates that individuals who score high on 

the MCSD scale tend to have larger distances be'tween their 

average positive and negative scale positions than indi

viduals who score low on this scale. Over-all, the cate

gory width variable appears to be a less sensitive index of 

categorical response tendencies than the other category 

variables. For example, significant relationships were 
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TABLE 3 

PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS BETWEEN SCALE CATEGORIES AND 
RSI SUBSCALES OF ACQUIESCENCE AND SOCIAL DESIRABILITY 

Item TA ARS MCSD Dyl Dy2 Dy3 

Category .19 .25 .41** „08 .04 .16 
width 

Sum of extreme -.56** -.29* .54** -.34* -.60** .26 
negative cate
gories (-3 & -2) 

Sum of middle -.08 -.16 -.47** -.09 .08 -.24 
c a t e g o r i e s 
( -1 , 0, & +1) 

Sum of extreme .67** , 4 3 * * .07 .48** .47** .07 
p o s i t i v e c a t e 
gor ie s (+2 & +3) 

*p < .05 
**p < .01 
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obtained between the extreme negative categories variable 

and the acquiescence and social desirability scales. 

Both the total acquiescence scale and the ARS scale 

were negatively related to the extreme negative categories 

variable (-.56 & -.29). This finding is similar to rela

tionships found in the first study. It appears that a 

contrast effect is associated with individuals who do not 

readily endorse personality traits as characteristic of 

themselves. That is, such Ŝs tend to use the extreme 

negative categories more frequently than acquiescors. In 

addition, the MCSD was positively related to the use of the 

extreme negative categories (+.54), This relationship 

indicates that individuals who respond in the socially 

desirable direction tend to place more items into the 

extreme negative categories than Ŝs who tend to endorse 

undesirable traits. In other words, high MCSD S,s appeared 

to have raised thresholds of acceptance as reflected in a 

tendency to categorically reject unacceptable items 

(contrast effect). The use of the extreme negative cate

gories appears to be related to the "threshold of 

acceptance" of £s. A negative relationship was found 

between this category and the Dyl scale (-.34). This cor-
I 

relation indicates that Ss who endorse undesirable items 
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tend to avoid using the extreme negative categories, Ŝs 

who are prone to endorse items with intermediate social 

desirability values also prefer to avoid using the extreme 

negative categories. This relationship is indicated by 

the correlation of -,60 between these categories and the 

Dy2 scale. Individuals who do not endorse items with 

intermediate desirability values tend to place more 

responses into the extreme negative categories than Ŝs 

who endorse these items. This finding is strikingly 

similar to the relationship observed between the acquies

cence response style and the use of the extreme negative 

categories. 

The intermediate categories, like the category width 

variable, are largely unrelated to response styles. As 

shown in Table 3, the only exception was the relationship 

between these categories and the MCSD scale. The cor

relation of -.47 between these variables indicates that 

individuals scoring high on the MCSD scale tend to avoid 

placing items in the intermediate categories when com

pared with low MCSD S,s. On the other hand, the use of the 

extreme positive categories appears to be highly related 

with an acquiescence response set and with a tendency to 

endorse undesirable items. Correlations of +.67 and +.43 
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were obtained between the two acquiescence measures and 

this category variable. This relationship indicates that 

acquiescors place more items into these categories than 

nonacquiescors. Although the MCSD scale was unrelated 

with the use of the extreme positive categories (+.07), the 

two socially undesirable scales were moderately related 

with this category variable (Dyl +,48; Dy2 +,47), These 

relationships indicate that Ŝs who endorse undesirable 

traits tend to use the extreme positive categories more 

frequently than Ŝs who endorse only desirable traits. The 

acquiescence response style and the tendency to endorse 

socially undesirable items appear to be related to similar 

category response tendencies. This finding is similar to 

Jackson and Messick's (1962) observation that the acquies

cence response set is influenced by the social desirability 

characteristics of items. 

The pattern of relationships observed in the first 

experiment between categorical response tendencies and the 

response styles of acquiescence and social desirability 

have been replicated in this third study. Over-all, the 

acquiescence response style appears to be associated with 

a tendency to avoid the use of the negative extreme cate

gories and to cluster responses into the positive extremes 
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of the scale. A similar relationship appears to underlie 

the response processes of those individuals who are prone 

to endorse socially undesirable statements. Indeed, the 

acquiescence response set may be determined by the social 

desirability characteristics of items. The present results 

suggest that acquiescors tend to have lower thresholds of 

acceptance than nonacquiescors^ Consequently, an assim

ilation effect is more likely to accompany the responses 

of acquiescors than nonacquiescors who have higher 

thresholds of acceptance. This assimilation effect is 

evidenced by the tendency of acquiescors to cluster their 

responses in the positive extreme categories. 

The social desirability response style appears to 

be related with a predisposition to reject personality 

items. That those S_s who tend to endorse items which are 

socially desirable tend to have raised thresholds of 

acceptance was illustrated by the tendency of these ̂ s 

to place unacceptable items into the extreme negative scale 

categories. This use of the extreme negative categories 

resembles a contrast effect. In short, the response styles 

of acquiescence and social desirability appear to be asso

ciated with underlying judgmental processes. The way in 

which these S_s categorized the items in the RSI suggests 
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that fundamental differences exist between the ego-

attitudes of acquiescors and those S.s who endorse socially 

desirable items. 

These three preliminary studies, by replicating 

results with different personality statements and inde

pendent samples, thus supported the hypothesis that 

judgmental processes are associated with the concepts of 

repression and response styles. Moreover, the judgmental 

processes associated with repression resemble those 

associated with the social desirability response style. 

Both repressors and S_s who endorse socially desirable 

items used the extreme negative categories more frequently 

than sensitizers and S_s who endorse socially undesirable 

items. This contrast effect was interpreted as reflecting 

basic differences in the Ŝs latitudes of acceptance. 

Repressors and ^s who endorse socially desirable items 

appear to have raised thresholds of acceptance as 

reflected by their tendency to categorically reject more 

items than sensitizers and S,s who endorse socially 

undesirable items. On the other hand, an acquiescence 

response style was found to be highly related to the use 

of the extreme positive categories. Evidence was con

sidered which indicated that acquiescence may be influenced 
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by the social desirability characteristics of the items. 

Like acquiescors, Ŝs who endorsed socially undesirable 

items tended to cluster their responses into the extreme 

positive categories. The greater usage of the extreme 

positive categories by these two groups resembles an 

assimilation effect. It appears that these S,s have lower 

thresholds of acceptance than nonacquiescors and S,s who 

endorse socially desirable items. Since the way a Ŝ  

categorizes items reflects central ego-attitudes, the 

relationship between the categorical response tendencies 

and the response styles of acquiescence and social 

desirability suggests that these styles may be manifes

tations of central personality processes. The similarity 

of these styles with the category response tendencies 

associated with repression tentatively suggests that these 

response styles may be manifestations of this ego-defense. 

A major limitation of the preceding studies is that causal 

relationships may not be inferred on the basis of cor

relation coefficients. To circumvent this limitation, a 

factor analytic study was performed with the purpose of 

isolating the response variance underlying the concepts 

of repression and response styles-



CHAPTER IV 

METHOD 

The present study was designed to test the construct 

validity of the hypothesis that repression and response 

styles are manifestations of the same judgmental processes 

The basic question of construct validity is: "What 

constructs account for variance in test performance 

/te-onbach & Meehl, 1955, p, 282/?" If it can be estab

lished that repression and response styles are determined 

by the same sources of variance, then it would be possible 

to define repression in terms of the observable parameters 

of response styles. Such a finding would support the 

assumption that these styles are manifestations of central 

personality characteristics. 

The evidence reported in the previous chapter 

indicated that these concepts are associated with similar 

judgmental processes. However, because of the cor

relational nature of the preliminary studies, it was not 

possible to discover the extent to which repression and 

response styles were related to the same processes. In 

the present study, this problem of determining the 

91 
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proportion of common variance underlying these concepts was 

approached through the use of factor analysis. 

Subjects 

A total of 170 S_s enrolled in upper division psychol

ogy courses at Texas Tech University participated in this 

fourth study. The sample was composed of 71 males and 

99 females. The ages of the male Ŝs ranged from 17 to 36 

years; the ages of the female Ŝs ranged from 18 to 48 

years. The average age of the male S_s was 22,4 years, 

as compared with an average age of 22,2 years for the 

female Ŝ s. This difference in average age between male 

and female S,s was not significant. 

Procedure 

A response style inventory was administered to the Ŝs 

under the title RSI, The S.s were instructed to complete 

the inventory outside of class and to return it to their 

instructor during the next class meeting. This test and 

the directions of administration are found in Appendix A. 

Briefly, the S_s were required to indicate on a seven point 

scale the degree to which a particular statement was 

characteristic or uncharacteristic of themselves. The 

response categories available to the S.s were: -3 -2 -1 
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0 +1 +2 +3, In addition, an R-S score was available for 

each S. who participated in the study. Approximately two 

weeks prior to taking the RSI, each £ completed the R-S 

scale in class as a part of an independent research proj

ect by Dreilinger (1969). Although these R-S scores were 

used in the factor analysis of the data, no £ made the 

connection that his performance on the R-S scale was in 

any way related to the present study. 

Instrument 

The RSI contains seven response style scales of 

heterogeneous content. Three subscales measuring extra-

version, neuroticism, and repression were also included. 

These subscales were used to guide the interpretation of 

the extracted factors. For instance, if response styles 

are manifestations of central personality characteristics, 

then they might be related to the nondefensive personality 

dimension of extraversion. Such a finding, however, would 

tend to negate the hypothesis that response styles 

represent repressive processesc On the other hand, if 

response styles function as repressive defenses, then they 

should be negatively related with a nonrepressive measure 

of neuroticism. Finally, a repression scale was included 
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to supplement the R-S scale as a marker variable for factor 

rotation along this defensive dimension. The subscales of 

the RSI are described below in the order that they appear 

on the inventory, 

Extraversion 

The extraversion scale (E) was taken from the Eysenck 

Personality Inventory (EPI) (Eysenck, 1963), Form A. This 

scale consists of a total of 24 items; 16 items are keyed 

true and 8 items are keyed false. The test-retest 

reliability of the scale is +,82. 

Neuroticism 

The neuroticism scale (N) was also taken from the EPI. 

This scale contains 24 items and all items are keyed in the 

positive direction. The test-retest reliability of this 

scale is +,84. 

Repression 

The repression scale (R) of the RSI was an abbreviated 

form of the Facilitation-Inhibition scale developed by 

Ullman (1962). Byrne (1964) suggested that his R-S scale 

is essentially interchangeable with Ullman's scale. 

Twenty-one of the original 44 items from Ullman's scale are 

included in the RSI. These 21 items are the "primary" 

items which were successfully cross-validated at the .05 
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level. The reliability for this short version is estimated 

to be approximately +.88 when a Spearman-Brown correction 

formula is employed to correct for the length of the scale 

(Freeman, 1962)« The total number of items keyed false is 

18; 3 items are keyed true. 

Acquiescence 

The Agreement Response Scale (ARS) (Couch & Keniston, 

1960) was used as one measure of the acquiescence response 

set. This scale is composed of 15 items covering a wide 

range of content. All of the items are scored in the 

positive direction. This scale has a split-half relia

bility of +.86. A second acquiescence score (TA) was 

based upon the total number of items a Ŝ  endorsed on the 

RSI. 

Social Desirability 

The social desirability scale of the RSI was taken 

from the Marlowe-Crowne scale (1960) , Twenty of the 

original 33 items in the MCSD scale were selected; half of 

the items are keyed false and half are keyed true. Apply

ing the Spearman-Brown correction formula to the reduced 

20 item scale resulted in a satisfactory reliability 

coefficient of +.80. 
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Desirability Scales 

In addition to the MCSD scale, a 30 item graduated 

desirability scale also formed a part of the RSI. This 

scale was based on the findings of Jackson and Messick 

(1962) that an acquiescence response set is mediated by the 

desirability characteristics of the items. High desir

ability items were found to be negatively related with an 

acquiescence response style, whereas items of low and 

intermediate social desirability values were positively 

related to acquiescence. The desirability scales of the 

RSI were designated in the following manner: Dyl, Dy2, and 

Dy3. All items of the Dy subscales were taken from the 

results of the first two preceding studies using, the 50 

item R-S scale and the items developed by Butler and Haigh 

(1954). Dyl consists of items whose probability of 

endorsement in the preceding studies ranged from +.14 to 

+ .26. The mean value for endorsement of the Dyl scale is 

+ .20. The Dy2 scale consists of items found to be asso

ciated with intermediate endorsement frequencies. The 

endorsement frequencies for these 10 items ranged from +.40 

to +.59 with a mean of +.50. The Dy3 scale consists of 

items with high endorsement frequencies. These frequencies 

ranged from +.84 to +.94 with a mean endorsement value of 
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+ .88. Each Dy scale was scored separately on the basis of 

the number of items endorsed. 

Nonsense syllables 

A list of 26 nonsense syllables taken from Glaze 

(1928) formed the final part of the RSI. These syllables 

have associational values of 41% and 53%. Thirteen 

syllables were randomly selected from each associational 

value list. This noncontent dimension forms a third 

acquiescence score which is based upon the total number of 

syllables checked as liked or preferred (NSS). This 

noncontent dimension was included to help determine the 

importance of item content in mediating response sets. 

Scoring of the RSI 

Each scale of the RSI was scored separately. These 

scores were based upon a "yes"-"no" dichotomy. In other 

words, the particular scale position of item endorsement 

was disregarded. Several extremity of response scores 

were computed separately for content and noncontent 

(nonsense syllable) dimensions. A negative polarization 

score (ANSP/C) was computed on the basis of the average 

scale position used by the subjects in rejecting items. 

A positive polarization score (APSP/C) was based on the 

average scale position of items endorsed. And, a total 
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polarization score (CW/C) was based upon the sum of the 

subject's average objectionable and acceptable scale 

positions. For the noncontent dimension, these scores 

were based upon the 26 nonsense syllables (e.g. ANSP/NSS). 

Thus, the use of an average scale position across a 

variety of content dimensions makes the polarization 

scores relatively independent from a subject's score on 

any particular scale. Finally, as in the preliminary 

studies, extreme negative (ENC) (-3 & -2), intermediate 

(IC) (-1, 0, & +1), and extreme positive (EPC) (+2 & +3) 

category scores were computed for the 134 content items. 

These scores were assigned on the basis of the frequency 

of use of these categories by the S.s. 



CHAPTER V 

RESULTS 

The major hypothesis stated in the previous chapters 

implied that if the correlations between repression, 

response styles, and category variables were factor 

analyzed, a relatively strong judgmental factor would 

emerge which had high loadings on all of these variables. 

The appearance of these variables on the same factor would 

lend support to the hypothesis that response styles 

represent central personality processes. A finding that 

the extraversion scale and the nonsense syllable variable 

had negligible loadings on this factor would strengthen . 

the assumption that response styles are observable 

manifestations of ego-defenses such as repression. The 

variance that repression and response styles have in 

common might be accounted for by the same judgmental pro

cesses. 

The preliminary correlational studies reported in 

Chapter III provided some support for this inference. The 

results of those studies indicated that the social desir

ability response style and repression were related to 

99 
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similar category response tendencies. Repression and 

social desirability appeared to involve processes which 

were antagonistic with those associated with acquiescence. 

It was anticipated that the acquiescence variables would 

load on the same factor opposite of repression and social 

desirability. In the present study, a factor analysis of 

the RSI was performed with a two-fold purpose: (1) to test 

the hypothesis that repression and response style phenomena 

are related to the same underlying processes, and (2) to 

explore the data in such a manner that unanticipated 

dimensions could emerge which may throw additional light 

on the interpretative significance of response styles. 

The means and standard deviations for the 21 variables 

included in the factor analysis are reported in Table 4. 

Separate values for males and females are reported in 

Table 5 to explore the possible existence of significant 

sex differences on some of the RSI variables. Inspection 

of Table 5 reveals that males and females did differ with 

respect to their average positive scale position and size 

of category width. This difference was maintained with 

respect to both content and noncontent dimensions. 

Although females tend to have more extreme average positive 

scale positions than males, there was no difference between 
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TABLE 4 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE VARIABLES 
USED IN THE FACTOR ANALYSIS 

Total N = 170 
Variables 

Mean SD 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 

13 

14 
15 

16 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Age 
E (Extraversion) 
N (Neuroticism) 
R (Repression) 
ARS (Agreement Response Scale) 
MCSD (Marlowe-Crowne SD Scale) 
Dyl 
Dy2 
Dy3 
TA (Total Acquiescence) 
NSS (Nonsense Syllables) 
ANSP/C (Average Negative Scale 

Position/Content) 
APSP/C (Average Positive Scale 

Position/Content) 
CW/C (Category Width/Content) 
ANSP/NSS (Average Negative Scale 

Position/NSS) 
APSP/NSS (Average Positive Scale 

Position/NSS) 
CW/NSS (Category Width/NSS) 
R-S (Repression-Sensitization) 
ENC (Extreme Negative Categories) 
IC (Intermediate Categories) 
EPC (Extreme Positive Categories) 

2 2 . 3 4 
1 3 . 1 7 

9 . 6 8 
1 4 . 6 9 

6 . 1 4 
9 . 5 4 
1 . 7 2 
5 . 1 5 
8 . 9 8 

6 1 . 6 8 
1 0 . 5 6 

4 . 5 4 
3 . 8 1 
5 . 7 8 
3 . 5 9 
2 . 8 1 
3 . 7 1 
1 . 5 6 
2 . 3 8 
1 . 6 2 

1 4 . 4 5 
6 . 2 4 

1.98 

1.67 
3.66 

1.36 

.34 

.27 

.56 

.73 

1 , 4 2 
2 . 7 8 

5 7 . 5 9 
4 6 . 1 0 
5 5 . 3 6 
3 2 . 1 5 

. 6 0 
1 . 1 1 

1 6 . 1 4 
1 7 . 1 1 
2 0 . 0 4 
1 3 . 6 7 
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TABLE 5 

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR MALES AND FEMALES AND 
COMPARISONS OF SEX DIFFERENCES AMONG THE VARIABLES 

USED IN THE FACTOR ANALYSIS 

Var 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

iables 

Age 
E 
N 
R 
ARS 
MCSD 
Dyl 
Dy2, 
Dy3 
TA 
NSS 
ANSP/C 
APSP/C 
CW/C 
ANSP/NSS 
APSP/NSS 
CW/NSS 
R-S 
ENC 
IC 
EPC 

Males 

Mean 

22.48 
12.66 
9.33 

14.65 
5.96 
9.31 
1.66 
4.73 
8.72 
59.87 
9.46 
1.93 
1.62 
3.55 
1.25 
1.28 
2.53 

57.80 
45.21 
58.68 
29.78 

N = 71 

SD 

3.46 
3.89 
6.51 
3.88 
3.08 
3.58 
1.63 
2.31 
1.84 
15.48 
6.59 
.38 
.28 
.60 
.72 
,57 

1.11 
17.46 
19.08 
22.14 
13.89 

Females 

Mean 

22.24 
13.54 
9.93 
14.72 
6.26 
9.71 
1.76 
5.44 
9.17 

62.97 
11.34 
2.02 
1.71 
3.73 
1.44 
1.51 
2.95 

57.44 
46,74 
52.99 
33.86 

N = 99 

SD 

5.19 
3.73 
5.21 
3.38 
2.61 
3.82 
1.51 
2.39 
1.41 
13.60 
5.89 
.31 
.26 
.52 
.73 
.61 

1.09 
15.22 
15.61 
18.14 
13.32 

t 
\m 

.35 
1.49 
.63 
.12 
.68 
.69 
.39 

1.95 
1.74 
1.35 
1.91 
1.67 
2.12* 
2.06* 
1.67 
2.52* 
2.43* 
.14 
.55 

1.78 
1.92 

*£< .05 
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the two groups in terms of the frequency of use of the 

extreme positive categories. Since the extreme positive 

categories score was based upon the number of items placed 

in both +2 and +3 categories, it appears that females tend 

to place more items into the +3 category than males, 

whereas males may place more items into the +2 category. 

Such a situation would result in a more extreme average 

acceptable scale position for females but would lead to no 

differences in terms of the use of the extreme positive 

categories. In addition, the difference between males and 

females in terms of the category width variable appears to 

be an artifact. Category width was computed by summing 

average acceptable and objectionable scale positions. Since 

the two groups did not differ with regard to the average 

negative scale position, the difference in terms of the 

average positive scale position would account for the 

larger category width associated with females. 

The correlations between the 21 variables used in the 

study are reported in the matrix shown in Table 6. These 

correlations are based on the responses of the 170 S.s who 

participated in the study. The correlation matrix was 

factor analyzed by the method of principal components 

(Harman, 1967). Initial communality estimates were based 
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TABLE 6 

CORRELATION MATRIX OF THE VARIABLES USED IN THE 
FACTOR ANALYSIS 

N = 170 

Variables 

1 Age 
2 E 
3 N 
4 R 
5 ARS 
6 MCSD 
7 Dyl 
8 Dy2 
9 Dy3 
10 TA 
11 NSS 
12 ANSP/C 
13 APSP/C 
14 CW/C 
15 ANSP/NSS 
16 APSP/NSS 
17 CW/NSS 
18 R-S 
19 ENC 
20 IC 
21 EPC 

1 

.01 
-.05 
.04 

-,13 
,07 

-.07 
-.07 
.15 

-.07 
-.01 
.07 
.00 
,04 

-,10 
.10 

-.01 
-.04 
,10 

-.03 
-.08 

2 

-.08 
.14 
.23 
.06 

-.08 
-,05 
.38 
.12 
.12 

-.02 
-.05 
-.04 
.05 
.02 
,05 

-.13 
-.04 
,04 
.00 

3 

-.63 
.57 

-.34 
.50 
,68 

-.17 
.84 
.13 

-.23 
,08 

-.10 
.02 
,06 
,05 
.69 

-,63 
,19 
,52 

4 

-,47 
.39 

-.51 
-.60 
.38 

-.68 
-.04 
.24 

-.10 
.10 
,01 

-.08 
-.04 
-.69 
,65 

-,21 
-.54 

5 

-.31 
,41 
.52 
,02 
.77 
.19 

-.20 
,09 

-.08 
.12 
.15 
.16 
,47 

-.51 
.11 
.51 

6 

-.26 
-.33 
.23 

-.35 
.08 
.25 
.18 
.24 

-.04 
-.12 
-,09 
-.39 
,45 

-.32 
-.11 

7 

.44 
-.34 
.55 
.07 

-.14 
.11 

-.03 
-.01 
.06 
.02 
.47 

-.39 
.07 
.40 
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TABLE 6—Continued 

Variables 

1 Age 
2 E 
3 N 
4 R 
5 ARS 
6 MCSD 
7 Dyl 
8 Dy2 
9 Dy3 
10 TA 
11 NSS 
12 ANSP/C 
13 APSP/C 
14 CW/C 
15 ANSP/NSS 
16 APSP/NSS 
17 CW/NSS 
18 R-S 
19 ENC 
20 IC 
21 EPC 

8 

-.15 
.75 
.03 

-.11 
.18 
.02 
.09 
.12 
.12 
.60 

-.52 
,09 
.54 

9 

.00 

.21 

.16 

.04 

.11 

.05 

.18 

.13 
-.39 
.21 

-.14 
-,04 

10 

.20 
-.18 
.18 

-.02 
.05 
,16 
.12 
.68 

-.63 
.10 
.67 

11 

-.15 
.00 

-.10 
.14 
,33 
.27 
.10 

-.16 
,08 
.08 

12 

.66 

.93 

.17 

.07 

.15 
-.20 
.72 

-.82 
.34 

13 

.88 

.20 

.20 

.24 

.17 

.37 
-.81 
.78 

14 

.20 

.14 

.21 
-.04 
.62 

-.89 
.59 
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TABLE 6—Continued 

Variables 

1 Age 
2 E 
3 N 
4 R 
5 ARS 
6 MCSD 
7 Dyl 
8 Dy2 
9 Dy3 
10 TA 
11 NSS 
12 ANSP/C 
13 APSP/C 
14 CW/C 
15 ANSP/NSS 
16 APSP/NSS 
17 CW/NSS 
18 R-S 
19 ENC 
20 IC 
21 EPC 

15 

.40 

.86 

.00 
,12 

-,21 
.18 

16 

.80 

.10 
-.01 
-,12 
.21 

17 

.06 
,07 

-.20 
.23 

18 

-.56 
.15 
.51 

19 20 

-.75 
-.08 -.57 
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on squared multiple correlations and iterated until the 

communality estimates were stable. One advantage of prin

ciple component analysis is that the components account 

for a maximum amount of variance of the variables. As 

illustrated in Table 7, this procedure resulted in a 

reduction of the correlation matrix (21 x 21) to a 21 x 7 

principle components matrix; the 21 variables were 

describable in terms of seven components of variance. 

The first component accounted for the largest 

percentage (38,60%) of the total variance of the original 

variables. The second component accounted for the largest 

percentage (30.06%) of the residual variance after the 

first component was extracted. The extraction of the prin

ciple components was repeated until the total variance was 

analyzed. As shown in Table 7, the sum of the variances 

of the principle components is equal to the total variance 

of the original variables. Although seven components were 

extracted, the first four components accounted for 91.31% 

of the variance. Components five, six, and seven com

bined accounted for less than 10% of the total variance. 

This finding indicates that the majority of the variance 

of the correlation matrix can be described in terms of the 

first four components. More specifically, the first two 



TABLE 7 

PRINCIPLE COMPONENTS MATRIX 
N = 170 
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Va 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

riables 

Age 
E 
N 
R 
ARS 
MCSD 
Dyl 
Dy2 
Dy3 
TA 
NSS 
ANSP/C 
APSP/C 
CW/C 
ANSP/NSS 
APSP/NSS 
CW/NSS 
R-S 
ENC 
IC 
EPC 

Percent of 
Common : 
Variance 

I 

.10 
,02 

-.83 
.79 

-.69 
.48 

-.58 
-.73 
.28 

-.89 
-.15 
.46 
.04 
,30 

-.02 
-.14 
,09 

-,77 
,85 

-.40 
-.48 

38.60 

II 

.00 
-.01 
.14 

-.10 
.18 
.11 
,13 
.24 
.10 
.27 
.05 
.76 
.91 
.90 
.42 
.37 
.48 
.16 
.42 

-.85 
.80 

30.06 

Principle 

III 

.01 

.18 
-,10 
.14 
.09 

-.06 
-.14 
-.07 
,28 

-.04 
.33 

-.21 
-.22 
-.23 
.69 
.72 
.85 

-.14 
-.07 
,20 

-.19 

14.93 

IV 

,08 
.49 
.05 
.20 
.32 
.18 

-.12 
.01 
.65 
.30 
.23 

-.02 
.00 

-.02 
-.28 
-.05 
-.21 
-.18 
-,06 
-oOl 
.12 

7,72 

Components 

V 

.22 
-.15 
-.01 
-.07 
-.16 
.01 
.02 

-.04 
.02 

-.05 
.13 

-.02 
.08 
.02 

-.49 
.53 

-.03 
.09 

-.01 
.01 

-,02 

4,35 

VI 

,13 
.02 
,09 

-.03 
-.02 
-.20 
-.07 
.14 
.10 
.08 

-.19 
.36 

-.22 
.19 

-.01 
.04 
.02 

-.01 
.02 
.11 

-.17 

2.50 

VII 

,13 
-.15 
.21 

-.01 
-.22 
.19 

-.12 
.09 
.12 
.03 
.10 

-.03 
.06 
.01 
.10 

-.11 
.01 
.06 

-.04 
.05 

-.05 

1.67 

h^ 

.10 

.32 

.78 

.69 

.68 

.35 

.41 

.63 

.61 

.97 

.25 

.96 

.93 

.98 

.98 

.97 

.99 

.69 

.91 

.94 

.95 

99.83 
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components accounted for 68,66% of the variance, and were 

found, after rotation, to account for the majority of the 

variance associated with repression, response styles, and 

category response tendencies. 

The communalities of the 21 variables are shown in the 

right-hand column of Table 7, The communality of a 

variable represents that proportion of its common variance 

which is accounted for, in this case, by the seven prin

ciple components. The communality of a variable can 

approach or equal, but can never exceed, the reliability of 

the variable. The sum of squares of the factor loadings of 

a variable equals its communality. Regardless of the type 

of factorial rotations performed, the communality of a 

variable always remains constant. Inspection of Table 7 

indicates a wide range of communality values for the 21 

variables. Only 32% of the variance associated with extra-

version is accounted for by the seven principle components. 

Seventy-eight percent of the response variance associated 

with the neuroticism scale is explained by the principle 

components. Generally, 60% to 70% of the response variance 

associated with repression and response styles can be 

explained by the seven components. In addition, almost all 

of the variance underlying categorical response tendencies 
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is accounted for by the present analysis. This finding 

suggests that these response tendencies are highly reliable 

phenomena. 

In addition to a factor analysis of the data for all 

the S.S, separate analyses were performed for the male and 

female samples. These analyses revealed similar factor 

structures between males and females. Consequently, only 

the results based on the analysis of 170 £s will be con-

sidered here. The principle components matrices for males 

and females are reported in Appendices B and C. 

The principle components matrix was subjected to 

orthogonal and oblique rotations. The purpose for 

rotating the principle components matrix was to reduce the 

complexity of the variables. This was achieved by rotating 

the reference axis to a simple structure solution. 

Simplifying the factor structure aids in interpreting the 

factors. Basically, this involves maximizing the loading 

of a variable on one factor and minimizing its loading on 

the remaining factors. In order to simplify the principle 

components matrix, an orthogonal rotation was performed by 

means of the varimax analytical solution developed by 

Kaiser (1959). The results of this orthogonal rotation 

are shown in Table 8, The factor loadings in Table 8 
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VARIMAX ANALYTICAL ROTATION 
(ORTHOGONAL SOLUTION) 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Variables 

Age 
E 
N 
R 
ARS 
MCSD 
Dyl 
Dy2 
Dy3 
TA 
NSS 
ANSP/C 
APSP/C 
CW/C 
ANSP/NSS 
APSP/NSS 
CS/NSS 
R-S 
ENC 
IC 
EPC 

I 

.07 

.02 
-.87 
.78 

-.69 
.42 

-.58 
-.78 
.22 

-.95 
-.11 
.19 

-.18 
.03 

-,01 
-.11 
-.06 
-.78 
.71 

-,17 
-,65 

II 

.03 
-.04 
-.07 
.08 

-.03 
.25 
.01 
.04 
.10 
.03 

-.09 
.87 
.91 
.97 
.14 

-.09 
.14 

-.02 
.63 

-.95 
.67 

III 

-.07 
.01 
.05 
.03 
.05 

-.06 
-.06 
.09 
.05 
.02 
.11 
.11 
.04 
.09 
.95 
.32 
.80 

-.01 
.06 

-.06 
.03 

Factors 

IV 

.02 

.55 
-.02 
.26 
.36 
.12 

-.16 
-.02 
.67 
.26 
.22 
.03 

-.06 
-.01 
.04 
.06 
.06 

-.25 
-.01 
-.02 
.07 

V 

.07 

.03 
-.06 
-.06 
.11 

-.10 
.08 

-.01 
.08 
.04 
.30 

-.08 
.11 
.00 
.14 
.90 
.58 
.07 

-.04 
-.04 
.12 

VI 

-.01 
.01 

-.10 
-.03 
.03 

-.28 
.03 
.03 

-.14 
-.05 
-.29 
.30 

-.23 
.08 

-.02 
.01 

-.01 
-.04 
.07 
.06 

-.16 

VII 

.29 
-.07 
.08 
.08 

-.26 
.09 

-.21 
.03 
.29 

-.03 
.04 
.22 

-.06 
.11 

-.19 
.21 

-.01 
-.06 
.08 
.06 

-.19 
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represent correlations between the variables and the 

factors. The square of the factor loading of a variable 

indicates the percentage of response variance which is 

accounted for by the factor. Comparison of the new 

loadings achieved by the orthogonal rotation indicates 

that the factors have been simplified. Whereas 4 variables 

in the components matrix had loadings of less than .10 

on the first component, now 5 variables have loadings of 

less than .10. Although this rotation did not drastically 

alter the loadings on the first factor, inspection of the 

second factor reveals quite a change in the variables 

loading on it. Only 4 variables in the principle com

ponents matrix had loadings less than .10, whereas 

inspection of Table 8 indicates that 12 variables now 

have near zero loadings. Similarly, the third component 

had 6 variables with loadings of less than .10 and after 

rotation 16 variables had nonsignificant loadings on this 

dimension. Although there was a change in the factor 

structure, this rotation had no effect on the lengths of 

the vectors representing the variables. The communalities 

of the variables remained invariant. 

In orthogonal solutions the factors represent inde

pendent sources of variance. Oblique rotations, in 
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contrast, allow for the factors to be correlated. The 

present data was subjected to the promax analytical 

rotation for oblique factors.^ The results of this 

rotation are shown in Table 9. The factor structure 

obtained by this rotation is markedly similar to that of 

the orthogonal solution. The first two factors remained 

relatively independent, correlating +.03 with each other. 

In other words, the two major factor dimensions of the 

RSI represent independent sources of variance. Figures 1 

and 2 show the plots of the test vectors on the first 

two factors for the orthogonal and oblique rotations 

respectively. Since these rotations involved nearly 

identical solutions, interpretation of the extracted 

factors will be confined to the orthogonal rotation 

(Table 8 and Figure 1). No essential changes in the 

interpretation would have resulted if the oblique 

loadings had been used. 

TEXAS TECH FACTOR ANALYSIS — VERSION XV. Texas 
Tech University, Lubbock, Texas: Statistical Library, 
Computer Center (June 28, 1968). 
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PROMAX ANALYTICAL ROTATION 
(OBLIQUE SOLUTION) 
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1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Variables 

Age 
E 
N 
R 
ARS 
MCSD 
Dyl 
Dy2 
Dy3 
TA 
NSS 
ANSP/C 
APSP/C 
CW/C 
ANSP/NSS 
APSP/NSS 
CS/NSS 
R-S 
ENC 
IC 
EPC 

I 

,08 
.04 

-.87 
.79 

-.69 
.43 

-,59 
-.78 
.24 

-.94 
-.14 
.26 

-,16 
,09 

-,03 
-,15 
-,10 
-.79 
.74 

-.21 
-.64 

II 

.02 
-.03 
-.06 
.08 

-.02 
.28 
.01 
.04 
.13 
.04 

-.02 
.81 
.94 
.95 
.21 
.17 
.23 

-.01 
.60 

-.95 
.70 

III 

-.02 
.04 

-.32 
.33 

-.18 
.13 

-.26 
-.22 
.19 

-.32 
.13 
.26 
.13 
.23 
.89 
.48 
.85 

-.30 
.40 

-.27 
-.09 

Factors 

IV 

-.04 
.48 
.36 

-.13 
.66 

-.08 
.15 
.34 
.49 
.66 
.30 

-.06 
.11 
.01 
.16 
.22 
.22 
,14 

-.31 
-.01 
c43 

V 

-.02 
.04 
.50 

-.49 
.53 

-.34 
.37 
.50 

-.01 
.63 
.32 

-.10 
.23 
.05 
.46 
.81 
.75 
.50 

-.42 
.02 
.51 

VI 

-.03 
-.01 
.19 

-.25 
.15 

-.43 
.13 
.21 

-.23 
.16 

-.23 
-.21 
-.62 
-.43 
-.11 
-.20 
-.18 
.16 

-.42 
.58 

-.34 

VII 

.15 

.08 
-.77 
.73 

-.78 
.43 

-.59 
-.72 
.20 

-.93 
-.14 
.25 

-.18 
.07 

-.10 
-.13 
-.13 
-.72 
.69 

-.14 
-.68 
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Factor I 

Mental Health—Evaluative 

Variable Loading 

3 Neuroticism -.87 
4 Repression ,78 
5 Agreement Response Scale -.69 
6 Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability .42 
7 Dyl -.58 
8 Dy2 ..78 
9 Dy3 .22 
10 Total Acquiescence -.95 
18 Repression-Sensitization -.78 

A cursory inspection of Factor I suggests that this 

may be an acquiescence factor. The total acquiescence 

variable loaded -.95 on this dimension. The neuroticism 

scale, all of the items of which are scored in the positive 

direction, correlated -.87 with this factor. Similarly, 

the ARS scale loaded high on this factor (-.69). 

An acquiescence interpretation of this factor, 

however, would be misleading. The Dyl and Dy2 scales 

loaded negatively on this dimension. These scales repre

sented socially undesirable traits and were both scored 

in the positive direction. The Dy3 scale had a positive, 

but minimum, loading on this factor. If acquiescence 

represents a tendency to respond true regardless of item 

content, then, theoretically, the Dy3 scale should have 

loaded on the same end of the factor as the Dyl and Dy2 
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scales. The near zero loading of the nonsense syllable 

variable on Factor I also contradicts the hypothesis that 

an acquiescence response style reflects a tendency to 

respond true regardless of item content. This contra

diction suggests that the response variance accounted for 

by this factor was mediated by the content of the items. 

Finally, the MCSD scale, which controlled for an acquies

cence response style, by having half of its items scored 

false, was moderately correlated with the first factor 

(+.42). 

Rather than representing an acquiescence dimension. 

Factor I may be described as an adjustment or mental 

health factor. The scales which have high loadings on 

this factor (repression, neuroticism, and repression-

sensitization) have been independently related to various 

adjustment criteria (Byrne, Golightly & Sheffield, 1965; 

Eysenck, 1963; Feder, 1967; Ullman, 1962). The inter

pretation of this factor in terms of a mental health 

dimension would be consistent with other research in the 

area of response styles. Heilbrun (1964) proposed that 

the social desirability response style reflects the influ

ence of the socialization process. He argued that 

socialization involves learning those behaviors which are 
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considered socially desirable. According to this view

point, the frequency of endorsement of undesirable traits 

could be used as an index of psychopathology. The loadings 

of the graduated Dy and the MCSD scales on Factor I support 

the position that the social desirability response style 

reflects the presence or absence of psychopathology. The 

high negative loadings of the undesirable Dyl and Dy2 

scales correspond to the loadings of the neuroticism and 

repression-sensitization scales, the latter correlating 

significantly with measures of anxiety and maladjustment. 

The positive end of Factor I appears to represent "positive 

mental health" and is defined by the MCSD scale, the Dy3 

scale, and Ullman's repression scale. 

The interpretation that Factor I represents a 

personality dimension along an adaptability-vulnerability 

continuum is consistent with the findings of Block (1965). 

Block's first MMPI Alpha Factor has high loadings on 

social desirability variables- He argued, however, that 

a social desirability interpretation does not adequately 

describe this dimension. The term social desirability 

connotes a pretense at some level which, as his data sug

gest, cannot be assumed. Based on behavioral correlates 

of the Alpha Factor, Block interpreted it in terms of 
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"ego-resiliency". 

The word, resilient, implies the resourcefulness, 
adaptability, and engagement with his world that 
characterizes the individual placed high on this 
continuum; the word, ego, implies that an 
enduring, structural aspect of personality is 
involved. In conjunction, the term ego-
resiliency, is intended to denote the indi
vidual's characteristic adaptation capability 
when under the strain set by new environmental 
demands. Alpha Highs appear to react to the 
press of new and yet unmastered circumstances 
in resourceful, tenacious, but elastic ways and 
so may be termed ego-resilient. Alpha Lows, on 
the other hand, have small adaptive margins and 
consequently react to their stresses in 
rigidified or chaotic ways. Because they are 
not ego-resilient, they are unable to respond 
effectively to the dynamic requirements of 
their situation (Block, 1965, p. Ill). 

The first factor, then, can be construed as a mental 

health dimension of personality. Inspection of the load

ings on Factor I indicates that mental health or ego-

resiliency is positively related to the defense of 

repression. The association of psychological adjustment 

with repressive defenses is supported by the near zero 

loading of the extraversion scale on this factor. This 

finding suggests that mental health is largely independent 

of such nondefensive processes as those associated with the 

extraversion-introversion dimension of personality. That 

mental health is dependent upon repressive defenses is 

consistent with Freud's observation that repression is 
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essential for normal development. 

The finding that the majority of the response variance 

(Table 8) underlying the concepts of repression and 

response styles was accounted for by this mental health 

factor supported the hypothesis that repression and 

response styles are manifestations of the same personality 

processes. What processes underlie Factor I? 

It has been suggested that these processes are judg

mental. Individuals respond to motivationally relevant 

items in terms of central ego-attitudes. These attitudes 

determine how stimuli are judged or categorized along an 

acceptable-objectionable dimension. Attitudes, in other 

words, mediate evaluative behavior. The first factor 

appears to involve an evaluative process of judging 

stimuli in terms of implicit "me" and "not me" categories. 

This evaluative process occurs along a continuum of 

stimulus rejection vs. stimulus acceptance. Individuals 

with high positive factor scores tended to reject items 

and to place the rejected items into the extreme negative 

categories. In contrast, individuals with high negative 

factor scores tended to endorse items and to place these 

items into the extreme positive categories. The frequency 

of use of the extreme negative and positive categories was. 
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in part, related to Ŝ  differences in evaluative predis

positions. 

Inspection of the loadings on Factor I indicates that 

the social desirability values of the scales determine the 

direction of the evaluative response. As previously noted, 

these values may be used to define the thresholds of 

acceptance and rejection of the S.s. The positive end of 

Factor I represents the stimulus rejection side of the 

continuum. The social desirability scales (Dy3 & MCSD) had 

positive loadings on this rejection side of the factor. 

Individuals who endorse only socially desirable statements 

can be conceptualized as having lowered thresholds of 

rejection. Consequently, they rejected and placed into the 

extreme negative categories those items having socially 

undesirable content. This is the contrast effect phenomena 

described in the previous chapters. The negative end of 

Factor I represents the stimulus acceptance side of the 

continuum. The social undesirability scales (Dyl, Dy2, & 

N) had high negative loadings on this end of the factor. 

Subjects with high negative factor scores can be described 

as having lowered thresholds of acceptance. Such Ŝs more 

readily endorse socially undesirable statements than Ŝs 

with high positive factor scores. Subjects with lowered 
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thresholds of acceptance more readily endorse items with 

intermediate desirability values than S,s with raised 

thresholds of acceptance. This assimilation effect was 

illustrated by the loading of the Dy2 scale of -.78 

on this factor. In short, the first factor may be inter

preted also as an evaluative factor. Similarly, Osgood et 

al. (1957) found that the largest percentage of variance 

underlying meaningful judgments is accounted for by an 

evaluative factor, 

FACTOR II 

Intensity (Content) 

Variable Loading 

12 Average Negative Scale Position .87 
13 Average Positive Scale Position .91 
14 Category Width .97 
19 Extreme Negative Category .63 
20 Intermediate Category -.95 

21 Extreme Positive Category .67 

The second dimension appears to be an intensity 

factor. Significant loadings on Factor II were restricted 

to the various category scores computed for the content 

items. This intensity factor is uncorrelated with the 

evaluative factor. The strength or intensity of response 

is independent of the evaluative predisposition to accept 

or reject stimuli. Factor II resembles the intensity 
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property ascribed to attitudes. Attitudes are conceived as 

having both direction and intensity characteristics. The 

evaluative factor may be described as the determinant for 

the direction of the attitudinal response, whereas this 

factor appears to underlie the intensity of the response. 

Individuals can have the same attitude toward an object 

(direction) but differ in terms of the strength (intensity) 

of their attitudes. The frequency of use of the extreme 

negative and positive categories is highly related to both 

the evaluative and intensity dimensions. These category 

variables are factorially complex. The clustering of items 

into the extreme negative categories is related with the 

evaluative tendency of having lowered thresholds of 

rejection. Consequently, more items are judged as outside 

the latitude of acceptance of S.s with high positive factor 

scores, resulting in the more frequent use of the extreme 

negative categories. The converse is true for the use of 

the extreme positive categories. 

Factor III 

Intensity (Nonsense Syllables) 

Variable Loading 

15 Average Negative Scale Position .95 

16 Average Positive Scale Position .32 
17 Category Width '80 
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The third factor also appears to be an intensity 

factor. Factor III, however, was restricted to the cate

gorization of the nonsense syllables. The way in which £s 

categorized the nonsense syllables was independent of the 

way in which they categorized the content items. Inspec

tion of Table 4 indicates that the £s tended to displace 

their judgments toward the positive and negative extremes 

of the scale (ANSP, APSP, & CW) when responding to the 

content measures. In contrast, when judging the nonsense 

syllables the £s tended to depolarize their responses 

around the middle scale categories. This is similar to 

the relationship reported by O'Donovan (1965) that the use 

of extreme categories varies as a function of the meaning

fulness of the stimulus domain. In terms of a polarization 

response style, the present findings suggest that the tend

ency to use the extremes of a scale varies as a function of 

the stimuli used in eliciting judgments. This may account 

for the discrepant findings associated with the polar

ization response style. The present results suggest that 

item content is highly important in eliciting "response 

styles". This finding contradicts Berg's (1959) assumption 

that item content is relatively unimportant in personality 

assessment. 
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Factor IV 

Extraversion 

Variable Loading 

2 Extraversion ,55 
4 Repression .26 
5 Agreement Response Scale .36 
9 Dy3 .67 

18 Repression-Sensitization -.25 

The fourth factor may be described as an extraversion 

factor. As previously noted, the extraversion variable 

loaded insignificantly on the mental health factor of the 

RSI. The independence of these factors brings to mind a 

controversial and long standing issue centering around the 

extraversion-introversion concept. As summarized by 

Carrigan (1960), the major theoretical and empirical issue 

involving this personality dimension is whether or not the 

extraversion-introversion concept is independent of 

maladjustment. Early researchers and theorists, such as 

Guilford (1934), and later Eysenck (1953) maintained that 

extraversion-introversion is a unitary dimension inde

pendent of psychopathology or maladjustment. Empirically, 

however, early measures of extraversion correlated as 

highly with adjustment measures as they did with each 

other (Carrigan, 1960), The introversion concept has been 

more strongly associated with maladjustment than has the 
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extraversion dimension. 

According to Carrigan (1960), to rule out the 

possibility of an intrinsic relationship between adjustment 

and extraversion, 

(a) factors corresponding to the two dimensions 
should be uncorrelated, and (b) to the extent 
that the same variables appear on factors of 
extraversion-introversion and adjustment, 
indicators of "good" and "poor" adjustment 
should as frequently be associated with extra-
version as with introversion (p„331)o 

The first requirement of uncorrelated factors is 

satisfied by the orthogonal analysis of the RSI, The 

limited number of adjustment variables included in the 

RSI precludes a definitive test of Carrigan's second 

criterion. However, inspection of the loadings on this 

factor points to a pattern of relationships from which a 

tendency toward independency may be inferred. Two scales 

loading on the maladjustment end of the first factor have 

moderate loadings on both the extraversion and introversion 

sides of the continuum. The R-S scale loads (-,25) on the 

introversion side of the factor, whereas the ARS scale 

loads (+o36) on the extraversion side of the factor. 

Although the scales loading on the positive end of the 

mental health factor do not appear on the introversion 

dimension, the Dy3 and R scales load significantly on 
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the extraversion pole of the fourth factor. Although 

inconclusive, these results lend support to the positions 

of Guilford (1934) and Eysenck (1953) that extraversion 

and adjustment are, by and large, independent dimensions 

of personality. Since the remaining three factors, 

accounting for less than ten percent of the variance, 

appeared to be residuals, they were not interpreted. 

In summary, the majority of the response variance 

underlying repression and response styles was accounted 

for by the first factor. This mental health factor was 

also interpreted as an evaluative factor which underlies 

judgments of acceptable and unacceptable stimuli. The 

second major factor of the RSI was interpreted as an 

intensity factor. The strength of response to stimuli 

appears to be independent of the way in which the stimuli 

are evaluated. However, the frequency with which stimuli 

are accepted or rejected is related to underlying eval

uative processes. Subjects with lowered thresholds of 

rejection tend to react to items outside of their latitude 

of acceptance (socially undesirable statements) with an 

intense response resulting in the clustering of statements 

into the extreme negative categories. This reaction 

appears to be a contrast effect. An assimilation effect is 
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associated with £s having lowered thresholds of acceptance 

and results in more frequent endorsement of items and a 

clustering of responses into the extreme positive cate

gories. To illustrate the differences in the evaluative 

predispositions accounted for by the first factor, Ŝs with 

high positive and high negative factor scores were com

pared. Since the R-S scale provides a fairly good measure 

of the first factor, ^s scoring at the repressing and 

sensitizing extremes of this scale were compared in terms 

of how they responded to the other scales in the RSI. The 

results of this phase of the analysis are presented in 

Table 10, 

The responses of 36 sensitizers and 41 repressors 

were analyzed. Table 10 illustrates the idea that S.s with 

high positive factor scores (repressors) can be conceived 

as having lowered thresholds of rejection. Moreover, the 

social desirability values of the scales may be used to 

define these thresholds. Repressors and sensitizers 

differed significantly from one another in terms of the 

number of socially undesirable items endorsed. Compare, 

for example, the difference in endorsement frequency 

between the two groups on the socially undesirable 

neuroticism scale. Sensitizers endorsed an average of 
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COMPARISONS OF SENSITIZERS AND REPRESSORS 
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V 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

ariables 

Age 
E 
N 
R 
ARS 
MCSD 
Dyl 
Dy2 
Dy3 
TA 
NSS 
ANSP/C 
APSP/C 
CW/C 
ANSP/NSS 
APSP/NSS 
CW/NSS 
R-S 
ENC 
IC 
EPC 

Sensitizers 
N = 

Mean 

21,67 
11.89 
15,31 
10,64 
8.03 
7.81 
3.11 
6,89 
7,72 
75,86 
11,86 
1,89 
1.75 
3,64 
1.40 
1,49 
2,89 

82,17 
32,58 
58,72 
42,58 

36 

SD 

4.80 
4.10 
3,78 
3,24 
2,55 
2.94 
2,05 
2.19 
2,19 

10.62 
5.95 
.26 
,25 
c47 
.68 
,50 
,94 

8.59 
11,54 
16,91 
13.94 

Reprei 
N = 

Mean 

22,76 
12.78 
4.78 
17.54 
4,29 
11.98 

.98 
3.00 
9,51 

48.41 
10.68 
2,11 
1.69 
3.80 
1,32 
1,30 
2,62 
39.15 
59,61 
47,29 
26,10 

ssors 
41 

SD 

3,21 
3,34 
3,67 
1,86 
2.50 
3.80 
.91 

2.11 
1.00 
11.54 
67.84 

.42 

.32 
,68 
.68 
,57 

1,10 
4,33 
17,54 
22.16 
12,81 

t 

1,15 
1,04 

12.36** 
11.24** 
6.47** 
5.42** 
5.77** 
7.91** 
4.51** 
10.87** 

.81 
2.78** 
1.00 
1.21 
,53 

1.54 
1.17 
2.72** 
8,08** 
2.56* 
5,38** 

*E < ,05 
**£ <,01 
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15.31 items, whereas repressors endorsed only 4.78 items. 

This resulted in a t value of 12.36 which was significant 

at the ,01 level. 

Sensitizers endorsed more items on the socially 

undesirable Dyl and Dy2 scales than repressors. The 

sensitizers endorsed an average of 3,11 and 6.89 items on 

these scales, respectively. Repressors endorsed an average 

of only ,98 and 3,00 items respectively. These differences 

were statistically significant at the .01 level. 

Repressors, however, endorsed more socially desirable items 

than sensitizers. Note the difference in endorsement 

frequency between these two groups on the MCSD scale. The 

repressors endorsed an average of 11.98 items as compared 

to an average of 7.81 items endorsed by sensitizers. The 

resulting difference was significant (t_ = 5,42; p_< ,01), 

Whereas repressors endorsed an average of 9.51 items 

on the socially desirable Dy3 scale, sensitizers endorsed 

an average of 7,72 Dy3 items. This difference resulted in 

a t̂  value of 4,51 which was significant at the .01 level. 

Sensitizers endorsed a total of 75,86 items on the RSI 

compared with the 48.4, items endorsed by repressors. This 

difference in over-all endorsement frequency resulted in a 

t value of 10,87, significant at the ,01 level. These 
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results suggest that individuals with high positive factor 

scores have significantly raised thresholds of acceptance 

when compared with S.s having high negative factor scores. 

The social desirability values of the items appear to be 

one way of defining thresholds of acceptance and rejection. 

Finally, these differences in thresholds are related to 

the frequency of use of certain scale categories. 

Repressors placed 59,61 responses into the extreme 

negative categories (-3 & -2), Sensitizers, on the other 

hand, placed 32.58 responses in these categories. This 

difference in the use of the extreme negative categories 

resulted in a t, value of 8,08 which was significant at the 

.01 level. Sensitizers placed more items (58.72) than 

repressors (47.29) into the intermediate categories (-1, 

0, St +1), This resulted in a t value of 2.56 which was 

significant at the ,05 level of confidence. As expected, 

sensitizers placed more items into the extreme positive 

categories (+2 & +3) than repressors. Repressors placed 

26,10 items into these categories as compared with 42.58 

items by sensitizers, resulting in a Jt value of 5,38 which 

was significant at the ,01 level. 

These results suggest that an acquiescence response 

set is an artifact of underlying judgmental processesc 
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Subjects who appear to acquiesce may be conceptualized as 

having lowered thresholds of acceptance which result in a 

tendency to endorse socially undesirable statements as 

characteristic of themselves. On the other hand, if the 

majority of items in a test had high social desirability 

values, then Ŝs with high positive factor scores would 

appear to be acquiescent. In addition, the social desir

ability response style appears to be a manifestation of 

the evaluative processes accounted for by the first factor. 

Whether an individual accepts or rejects an item depends 

on whether or not the social desirability value of that 

item falls within his latitude of acceptance. This 

evaluative process of judging the acceptability of items 

is determined by central ego-attitudes. In short, the 

results of the factor analysis suggest that response 

styles, rather than reflecting error variance, are 

manifestations of central evaluative processes which 

function as repressive defenses. 



CHAPTER VI 

DISCUSSION 

The major finding of the present study is that the 

majority of the response variance underlying the concepts 

of repression and response styles can be accounted for by 

the same judgmental processes. Three correlational studies 

provided tentative evidence supporting the inference that 

repression and response styles are related to similar, if 

not identical, principles of judgment. The factor analysis 

reported in Chapter V confirmed the anticipated rela

tionships between response styles, repression, and 

judgmental processes. The four independent studies sup

ported the hypothesis that response styles are 

manifestations of central personality characteristics. 

Rather than regard these styles as sources of validity 

contamination, it may be more meaningful, in light of 

the present evidence, to reconceptualize response styles 

as reflecting repressive defenses. Repression may 

possibly be defined in terms of the observable and measure-

able parameters of response styles. There are, however, 

some basic objections which may be leveled against this way 

134 
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of construing the relationships observed in the preceding 

studies. 

One basic objection is that the R-S scale has been 

reported to be related to response styles (Byrne, 1964; 

Feder, 1967). It would have been desirable to have used a 

measure of repression which was independent of response 

style phenomena. As previously noted, however, it may not 

be possible to objectively assess repression independent 

of response styles. In addition to the problem of inde

pendence, a more basic criticism relates to the criteria of 

repression used in the preceding studies. One of the 

weaknesses of Freudian theory is that its concepts are not 

directly accessible to empirical measurement. Conse

quently, there is a danger in operationalizing 

psychoanalytic constructs to the point that they are no 

longer referents of the phenomena originally described. 

Has defining repression in terms of the R-S scale so 

drastically altered the concept that it bears little 

resemblance to the repression phenomena described by Freud? 

This question has a direct bearing on the construct 

validity of the conclusion that response styles reflect 

repressive defenses. 

There is a growing body of research which indicates 
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that the scales loading on the evaluative factor (R-S, 

MCSD, N, & ARS) of the RSI have behavioral correlates 

resembling repression (Byrne, 1964; Crowne and Marlowe, 

1964; Couch and Keniston, 1960) . This research has found 

that subjects, scoring on the stimulus rejection side of 

the factor have higher perceptual thresholds for threat

ening stimuli; they engage in more selective forgetting; 

they inhibit the expression of sexual and aggressive 

impulses; they are less clinically anxious; they have 

smaller self-ideal discrepancies; and they are more over-

controlled and less impulsive than their controls. In-

depth clinical interviews have shown that these repressive 

subjects differ from subjects scoring on the stimulus 

acceptance side of the evaluative factor in terms of 

secondary process functioning. As previously noted. 

Couch and Keniston (1960) found that for repressors 

the secondary processes of delaying, censoring, 
rationalizing, sublimating, and integrating 
were far more prominent than in the less active 
egos of yeasayers who portrayed themselves as 
unreflective, quick to act, easily influenced, 
and unable to tolerate delays in gratification 
(p. 170). 

Thus, the accumulated research indicates that the scales 

loading on the evaluative factor of the RSI are correlated 

with repression phenomena. 
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If response styles are manifestations of repressive 

defenses, then what is the justification for interpreting 

the first factor of the RSI as an evaluative factor rather 

than as a repression factor. The interpretation of this 

factor, as in all factor analytic research, was admittedly 

arbitrary. The advantages of interpreting this factor in 

terms of judgmental processes may become clearer when the 

study is viewed from the perspective of ego psychology. 

Briefly, ego psychology, initiated by Anna Freud (1936) and 

Heinz Hartmann (1939), focuses on relating psychoanalytic 

theory to the data of general psychology. In contrast to 

classical psychoanalytic theory, ego psychology studies 

the adaptive characteristics of the ego and its functions. 

Anna Freud's (1936) conclusion that "the unconscious" can 

only be studied by the way it manifests itself in various 

ego-functions was an important theoretical advancement 

which helped bridge the gap between psychoanalytic theory 

and general psychology. 

The revision of classical psychoanalysis, a turning 

away from id content to a study of ego-functions and 

defenses, has a direct bearing on the present study. An 

ego psychology approach to the problem led to an 

examination of what ego-functions underlie the phenomena of 
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response styles. It was assumed that responses to 

objective personality inventories may be accounted for in 

terms of judgmental processes associated with ego-

functioning. The fact that response styles represent 

distorted self-appraisals introduced the possibility that 

these styles function as ego-defenses. Approaching the 

problem in this way required examining the nature of the 

ego-functions associated with the defense of repression. 

In other words, repression was not construed as an 

unconscious psychic mechanism which eluded empirical study. 

The concept of repression was viewed, instead, as a 

descriptive referent for a class of behavioral events 

which are affected by identifiable ego-functions. 

A review of the Freudian concept of repression sug

gested that the ego-functions underlying the mechanism of 

repression were judgmental processes. Freud was clear in 

defining repression as a manifestation of a more immature 

form of judgment. Repression fosters reality testing by 

repudiating unacceptable and alien impulses. The 

prevention of an intrusion of these impulses into conscious 

levels of experience and of their interference with the 

reality functions of the ego is essential for normal 

development. The process of rejecting alien impulses 
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(repression) presupposes the presence of an implicit pre-

verbal category of "threatening" or "dangerous" in relation 

to a category of "me". And, categorization involves 

principles of judgment. Although the unconscious nature 

of repression will be discussed below, the important point 

here is that it may be useful to view responses to person

ality inventories as a function of the placement of items 

into implicit "me" and "not me" categories. The studies 

reported in the preceding chapters supported the assumption 

that the judgmental processes associated with repression 

are similar to those involved in responding to objective 

personality tests. What are these principles of judgment? 

Judgments are made with respect to a frame of refer

ence. Evaluations are a function of the relationship 

between a standard or anchor category and the distance from 

the anchor of the stimulus which is judged or evaluated. 

Ego-attitudes are major internal anchor categories which 

influence psychosocial judgments. When the distance 

between the anchor (ego-attitudes) and stimulus to be 

evaluated is small, assimilation effects occur and the 

stimulus category is judged as a part of the standard 

category. On the other hand, there is a contrast effect 

when the distance between the standard category and the 
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stimulus is relatively great. The result is a displacement 

of the stimulus farther away from the anchor category. 

These principles of judgment apparently underlie 

responses to personality inventories. Individuals respond 

to items in terms of their own internal frame of reference. 

The major internal anchor of this frame of reference con

sists of ego-attitudes. According to Sherif, an 

individual's attitudes define 

the bounds of what is acceptable to him as a 
person and what is objectionable, and the bounds 
of environmental events to which he is non-
co.mmittal orie way or another. To the extent 
/ to which^ he must reject by virtue of being 
that person is defined by the bounds of a 
particular attitude, to that extent its stabil
ity is not subject to striking alterations 
by the ups-and-downs of environmenjtal events 
/Sherif et al., 1965, pp. xii-xii_i/. (Italics mine). 

An individual rejects personality items when those state

ments fall outside his latitude of acceptance. The result 

is a contrast effect. On the other hand, an individual 

accepts statements which are near his anchorage category 

of "me". The result is an assimilation effect. The factor 

analyses reported in the preceding chapter indicated that 

repression and response styles are related to the same 

judgmental processes. The manner in which the indi

viduals scoring at the extremes of the first factor 
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categorized the RSI items suggests that fundamental 

differences in ego-attitudes exist between the two groups. 

These subjects evaluated the RSI items from markedly 

different frames of reference. It was found that the 

social desirability values of items may be used to define 

individual thresholds of acceptance and rejection. 

Repressors were described as having raised thresholds of 

acceptance since they tended to categorically reject 

socially undesirable statements. Acquiescors, on the 

other hand, were described as having lowered thresholds of 

acceptance since they tended to endorse socially undesir

able statements. 

The rationale for interpreting the first RSI factor 

as an evaluative one was guided by several considerations. 

First, repression was conceived by Freud as an immature 

judgmental process. It is a concept used to describe 

specific phenomena which underlie more general principles 

of judgment. In addition, the establishment of a rela

tionship between the principles uncovered in a psycho-

physics laboratory and repression provides an alternate 

way of viewing a widely disputed Freudian construct. The 

conclusion that repression is related to such elementary 

principles of judgment does not appear to undermine the 
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dynamic significance of this concept. Rather, it under

scores the point that "unconscious processes" can only be 

studied by reference to ego-functions. To conclude that 

the first factor was a repression, social desirability, or 

acquiescence factor would only add to the confusion that 

already exists around the issue of the significance of 

response styles. Most research in this area has been 

biased by investigators' "response sets" which led them to 

conclude that the major dimensions of objective tests, 

such as the MMPI, are accounted for in terms of response 

styles. Similar criticism could be leveled against the 

present way of conceptualizing the data in terms of 

judgmental processes. However, one function of theoretical 

constructs is to create alternate ways of viewing rela

tionships among apparently unrelated phenomena. To view 

response styles as manifestations of judgmental principles 

opens up a potentially new research area. Instead of 

studying the presence of response styles, it may be more 

fruitful to study the differences in ego-attitudes 

(anchors) between "repressors" and "nonrepressors"^. That 

judgmental processes may have a direct bearing on under

standing psychoanalytic constructs of personality has been 

entertained, in a different context, by Berkowitz (1960). 
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The discussion up to this point may have appeared to 

imply that the Freudian concept of repression can be trans

lated into conscious principles of judgment. Freud, 

however, was quite adamant in his insistance that 

repression involves unconscious processes. Even though 

the scales loading on the first factor of the RSI have 

behavioral correlates resembling repression, it is not 

immediately clear how responses to personality tests can 

involve unconscious determinants. The construct validity 

of the assertion that response styles represent repressive 

defenses requires relating the judgmental principles 

underlying repression to "unconscious processes", if the 

original meaning of the term is to be retained. There is 

some evidence which indicates that judgmental processes 

may be influenced by variables outside conscious levels of 

experience. 

Hovland and Sherif (1952) demonstrated that subjects 

unknowingly biased an "objective" sorting task which 

required them to categorize motivationally relevant items. 

More direct evidence illustrating the influence of 

"unconscious processes" in judgment comes from research on 

the anchoring effects of subliminal stimuli. Black and 

Bevan (1960) found that subjects shocked subliminally 
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judged a set of supraliminal shocks as more intense than 

controls which did not receive the subliminal anchor. 

Judgments of supraliminal shock were also found to be 

influenced by subliminal anchors by Goldstone, Goldfarb, 

Strong, and Russell (1962). Boardman and Goldstone (1962) 

found that subliminal visual figures affected the size of 

supraliminal judgments of these figures. In addition, 

Bevan and Pritchard (1963) reported that subliminal sound 

stimuli influence the judged loudness of detectable 

sounds. And, Helson (1965) found that the effects of 

anchors persist over a period of time and influence memory 

and recall. 

As illustrated in the preceding paragraph, there is 

a body of evidence indicating that judgmental processes 

are influenced by subliminal or "unconscious" anchors. 

Consequently, it appears reasonable to assume that 

unconscious anchors may influence responses to objective 

personality tests. Even though the respondent feels that 

his judgments are consciously initiated and controlled, the 

studies reported above suggest that the way in which self-

refering statements are categorized may be influenced by 

"unconscious" anchors. This notion illustrates the 

significance of the concept of "the unconscious"; 
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apparently, consciously controlled behavior is importantly 

influenced by subliminal determinants. In the preceding 

chapters, an analogy was drawn between the finding that 

the rejecting side of the continuum was associated with 

the more frequent use of the extreme negative scale cate

gories and the Freudian assumption that the essence of 

repression is keeping something at a distance from con

scious levels of experience. In light of the studies 

reviewed above, the possibility is raised that the use of 

the extreme negative categories may represent an empirical 

referent of this Freudian postulate. 

The way a subject categorizes items should be rela

tively consistent and not easily susceptible to 

modification if his judgment of the statements is influ

enced by unconscious determinants. On the other hand, a 

subject should be able to easily change the way he cate

gorizes self-refering items if his judgment of them is 

consciously controlled. The question may be raised as 

to whether or not response styles represent stable and 

enduring personality characteristics. As pointed out in 

Chapter I, response styles were originally regarded as 

sources of error variance, since subjects appeared to 

intentionally control and distort their responses to self-
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refering statements. In the present studies, tentative 

evidence was obtained supporting the other viewpoint that 

response styles reflect central personality character

istics. The finding that response styles loaded on the 

same factor as the repression scales partially confirmed 

the assumption that these styles are manifestations of 

central personality processes. The categorization of items 

was found to be highly reliable. The reliability of the 

various scores was estimated to be high, since the 

communality values for these variables ranged in the 

.90's? the communality of a variable can approach but not 

exceed its reliability. 

More important than the finding that response styles 

represent reliable personality characteristics was evidence 

suggesting that these styles are not easily modified. This 

data has an indirect bearing on the question of the 

conscious control of responses to personality inventories. 

In the course of securing subjects for the factor analytic 

study, an opportunity arose to compare the RSI responses 

between a control and an experimental group of subjects 

who were told that they should change the way they respond 

to personality tests. The R-S scores for the subjects 

used in the study were taken from Dreilinger (1969) who 
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tested the subjects approximately two weeks prior to the 

administration of the RSI, Dreilinger studied repressing 

and sensitizing subjects scoring at the extremes of the 

R-S scale. To summarize his study, sensitizing subjects 

were told that they should be more cautious when responding 

to personality tests, since they endorse items (socially 

undesirable) which make them appear more maladjusted than 

they really are. On the other hand, repressing subjects 

were told that they should loosen up on personality tests, 

since to endorse xindesirable statements was not a sign of 

weakness. Because this feed-back of information could 

have biased responses to the RSI, Dreilinger's experimental 

subjects were compared with a group of repressing and 

sensitizing controls. If no differences between these 

groups appeared on the RSI, then the experimental subjects 

used by Dreilinger could be included in the data analysis 

of the RSIo 

The results of the t test comparisons between the 

experimental and control sensitizing subjects are shown in 

Table 11, The R-S scores for the 19 experimental subjects 

ranged from 72 to 99 with a mean score of 84.47. The R-S 

scores for the 17 control subjects ranged from 73 to 95 

with a mean of 79,59, As shown in Table 11, this dif-
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TABLE 11 

COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL 
SENSITIZING SUBJECTS (Ss) 

Va 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

riables 

Age 
E 
N 
R 
ARS 
MCSD 
Dyl 
Dy2 
Dy3 
TA 
NSS 
ANSP/C 
APSP/C 
CW/C 
ANSP/NSS 
APSP/NSS 
CW/NSS 
R-S 
ENC 
IC 
EPC 

Control S_s 
N = 

Mean 

22.24 
11.53 
15.00 
10.29 
7.88 
8.35 
3.24 
6.82 
7.41 
74.06 
10.12 
1.95 
1,73 
3,68 
1,43 
1,43 
2,86 

79,59 
33.76 
60,18 
40,00 

17 

SD 

6.71 
4.49 
2.50 
3.72 
2.60 
2.64 
1.86 
2.01 
2.43 
9.88 
4.76 
.22 
,24 
,43 
.68 
,63 

1.00 
6,97 
9,28 

15,52 
12,30 

Experimental Ŝs 
N 

Mean 

21,16 
12.21 
15.58 
10.95 
8.16 
7.32 
3,00 
6.95 
8.00 
77.47 
13.42 
1.83 
1,77 
3,60 
1,37 
1.54 
2.92 

84,47 
31,53 
57.42 
44,89 

= 19 

SD 

2,06 
3.82 
4,69 
2.82 
2.57 
3.16 
2.26 
2.39 
1.97 
11.26 
6.58 
.30 
.27 
.50 
.71 
.37 
.91 

9,39 
13,41 
18.39 
15.21 

t 

,64 
.49 
.47 
.59 
.32 

1.07 
.34 
.17 
.79 
.97 

1.74 
1.32 
.43 
.48 
.23 
.62 
.17 

1.78 
.59 
.49 

1.07 
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ference in R-S scores between the two groups was not 

significant. The most striking finding was that no 

differences existed between the two groups on any of the 

variables included in the RSI, Specific instructions to 

"fake good" did not influence the way in which the 

experimental subjects endorsed and categorized the items. 

The t-test comparisons between the experimental and 

control repressing subjects are presented in Table 12, The 

R-S scores for the 22 experimental subjects ranged from 

32 to 44 with a mean of 39.05. The R-S scores for the 19 

control subjects ranged from 29 to 44 with a mean of 39.26. 

The difference in R-S scores between experimental and 

control subjects was not significant. Inspection of Table 

12 reveals a similar pattern of results obtained for the 

sensitizing subjectso The only significant difference 

between repressing experimental and control groups was in 

terms of the number of items endorsed on the Dy2 scale. 

As shown in Table 12, the experimental subjects who had 

been told in Dreilinger's study to endorse more undesirable 

items actually endorsed fewer of the Dy2 items than the 

controls. Since this was the only significant difference 

obtained in the course of 42 comparisons, it was felt that 

the inclusion of the experimental repressing subjects in 
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TABLE 12 

COMPARISONS BETWEEN THE EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL 
REPRESSING SUBJECTS 

Va 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

riables 

Age 
E 
N 
R 
ARS 
MCSD 
Dyl 
Dy2 
Dy3 
TA 
NSS 
ANSP/C 
APSP/C 
CW/C 
ANSP/NSS 
APSP/NSS 
CW/NSS 
R-S 
ENC 
IC 
EPC 

Control £s 
N = 

Mean 

23.37 
12.47 
5.32 

17.53 
4,53 
11.84 

.89 
3.74 
9.68 
50.74 
11.16 
2.15 
1,69 
3,85 
1,35 
1,45 
2,80 

39.26 
58 = 11 
47,53 
27,60 

19 

SD 

3.85 
3.70 
4.31 
2.17 
2,29 
3.73 
.81 

2,16 
.58 

13,69 
6.64 
.34 
,30 
.59 
,63 
.55 
.91 

5.10 
13.80 
17.97 
14.34 

Experimental S_s 
N 

Mean 

22,23 
13.05 
4,31 
17,55 
4.09 
12,09 
1.05 
2.36 
9.36 

46o41 
10.27 
2.07 
1.68 
3.75 
1,29 
1,18 
2.47 
39.05 
60,91 
47,09 
24 c 73 

= 22 

SD 

2,51 
3.06 
3.05 
1.60 
2.71 
3.94 
1,00 
1.89 
1.26 
9.16 
7.04 
.49 
,34 
.76 
.74 
.57 

1,24 
3.67 

20.46 
25.67 
11.49 

t 

1.11 
.53 
.84 
.03 
.56 
.21 
.53 

2.15* 
1.07 
1.17 
.41 
.67 
.09 
.46 
.30 

1.51 
.98 
.15 
.52 
.06 
.72 

'R < -05 
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the analysis of the RSI would not significantly bias the 

results. 

In summary, these results lend additional support to 

the assumption that response styles represent reliable 

personality characteristics. That response styles are 

not easily modified in ego—involving situations suggests 

that these styles may possibly be influenced by 

"unconscious" determinants. Although this inference is 

quite speculative in the absence of direct evidence, it 

seems reasonable to postulate that the evaluation of self-

refering statements would be more susceptible to 

modification if judgment of the items was a consciously 

controlled process. Indeed, the literature on the influ

ence of subliminal anchors on the "rational" judgment of 

physical stimuli supports the view that judgment of 

motivationally relevant stimuli may be influenced by 

"unconscious" affective anchors. 

The Freudian theory of therapy concerns the undoing 

of repression. In contrast to some psychoanalytic 

propositions, this therapeutic goal remained rather 

immutable throughout the course of Freud's work. Compare 

Freud's 1914 statement that 

the aim of these different procedures has of 
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course remained the same throughout: 
descriptively, to recover the lost memories; 
dynamically, to conquer thej:esistances 

caused by repression /p. 15J/, 

with his 1937 position that "the real achievement of 

analytic therapy would be the subsequent correction of the 

original process of repression ^ . 245/." In light of 

these statements, what advantages are there for viewing 

repression and responses to personality inventories as 

manifestations of the same underlying judgmental processes. 

The relationship between personality assessment and psycho

therapy has long been a confusing and ambiguous one. It 

is not at all clear, for example, how responses to person

ality tests are related to therapeutic strategies and 

techniques. 

The finding that repression and response styles are 

manifestations of the same judgmental processes may help 

clarify the problem of relating personality assessment to 

psychotherapy. As described in Chapter II, Sherif (1958, 

1961, 1965) demonstrated that the judgmental principles 

of contrast and assimilation are directly related to 

attitude change in ego-involving situations. The distance 

of a communication from the recipient's position determines 

whether or not attitude change occurs. Communications 
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conducive to attitude change are those which differ only 

slightly from a person's own position. In such instances, 

the communication is assimilated and accepted as closer 

to the individual's own stand than it actually is. 

Assimilation results in an expansion of the limits of the 

latitude of acceptance so that the net over-all effect is 

a gradual shift in the person's attitude to include new 

and previously unacceptable points of view. If a 

communication falls within a person's latitude of re

jection, a contrast effect results. Rather than resulting 

in attitude change, such communiacations are more likely to 

reinforce the person's position. As previously noted, the 

judgmental principle of assimilation resembles Freud's 

observation that "one must be careful not to communicate 

the meaning of a symptom or the interpretation of a wish 

until the patient is already close upon it ̂ Freud, 1913, 

p. 153/." Contrast effects are similar to Freud's finding 

that the "premature communication of interpretations 

l_ brings__/ treatment to an untimely end /Freud, 1913, 

p. 153/." 

In relation to the present study, it may be useful 

to employ the Sherifian concepts of latitudes of 

acceptance and rejection to describe how a subject cate-
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gorizes self-refering statements. The way a subject 

categorizes statements may be used to anticipate responses 

to different kinds of therapeutic communications. 

"Repressors" were found to have more extensive "latitudes 

of rejection" as revealed by their more frequent use of 

the extreme negative categories than "sensitizers". This 

finding suggests that the two groups would respond dif

ferently to the same therapeutic communication. For a 

repressing subject, communications would more than likely 

have to be initially mild and within the person's latitude 

of acceptance. Communications pointing to "undesirable" 

traits and feelings would probably be rejected (contrast 

effect) and create additional resistance. The use of the 

extreme negative categories may be used as a measure of 

resistance and as an index for assessing therapeutic change 

and progress. These are empirical issues which can only 

be resolved by research. They do highlight, however, the 

implications and advantages for viewing responses to 

personality tests as manifestations of judgmental pro

cesses. The use of a Likert type scale appears to assess 

a dimension of personality which is not tapped by the 

traditional "true"-"false" format of most tests. Providing 

a subject with a seven response format creates a more 
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unstructured condition than simple "true"-"false" alter

natives. This requires a subject to impose structure on 

his responses and in this sense resembles an objective 

method of scoring "projective" responses. The cate

gorization of self-refering statements may lead to 

important inferences about the strength and intensity of 

ego-attitudes and the rigidity or looseness of defenses. 

The Likert type of response scale may possibly be used to 

measure therapeutic resistance and progress as well as 

serve as a guideline for anticipating responses to 

different kinds of therapeutic communications. 



CHAPTER VII 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Response styles have been found to be the major 

factors underlying the response variance of objective 

personality inventories such as the MMPI. However, the 

significance and importance of response styles for person

ality assessment has been a disputed issue. Representing 

one position of this argument is the belief that response 

styles are artifacts and sources of error variance which 

limit the validity of objective tests. An opposing 

viewpoint maintains that response styles may "have as much 

or more relevance to inferences about personality struc

ture than the manifest content of most measures /Christie 

& Lindauer, 1963, p. 226/." The controversy has been 

recently summarized as a lack of a "clear specification of 

the processes presumed to underlie , . . response styles 

/Klein et al,, 1967, p. 507/." Despite the lack of agree

ment concerning the significance of response styles for 

personality assessment, a review of the literature revealed 

a convergence of opinion at least with respect to the fact 

that responses to personality inventories do not always 

156 
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represent honest and candid self-appraisals of the 

respondent. 

The distorting influence of response styles and a 

consideration of the evaluative implications of personality 

testing raised the possibility that response styles may 

function as ego-defenses. The most important defense, 

according to psychoanalytic theory, is repression. It was 

hypothesized that response styles are observable cor

relates of repression. However, since repression cannot 

be directly observed, the problem of relating this defense 

to response styles was approached through examining the 

processes these constructs share in common. This approach 

to the problem required identifying the nature of the 

processes presumed to underlie responses to personality 

inventories. It was assumed that responding "true" or 

"false" to an inventory statement involves judgmental 

processes. Viewing the problem of response styles in 

this manner raised the possibility that these styles and 

repression may be manifestations of the same judgmental 

process. Indeed, a review of the psychoanalytic theory of 

repression indicated that this defense is an immature form 

of judgment. Sherif's work on the relationship between 

judgment and ego-involvement provided a framework for 
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studying the processes which underlie responses to person

ality inventories. A comparison of the social judgment 

theory of Sherif with the repression theory of Freud 

revealed important similarities between the two theories. 

Four independent studies were performed to explore 

the hypothesis that response styles and repression are 

determined by similar judgmental processes. In all of the 

studies, judgmental processes were assessed by the way Ŝs 

categorized self-refering statements. Three correlational 

studies were described which provided evidence supporting 

the assumption that repression and response styles are 

related to similar principles of judgment. A major finding 

of these studies was that the frequency of rejection of 

personality items and the placement of those items into the 

extreme negative scale categories was associated with 

repression and the social desirability response style. 

This finding was interpreted as a "contrast effect." 

Repressors and S,s who endorsed socially desirable items 

appeared to have "raised thresholds of acceptance" as 

reflected by their tendency to categorically reject more 

items than the acquiescent and sensitizing S,s. In 

contrast, the acquiescence response style was found to be 

highly related with the placement of responses into the 
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extreme positive categories. This relationship was inter

preted as an "assimilation effect." When compared with 

repressing S,s and S,s who endorsed socially desirable items, 

acquiescors appeared to have "lowered thresholds of 

acceptance." These results suggested that the repression 

and social desirability constructs involved processes 

which were antagonistic with an acquiescence response set. 

On the one hand, repression and social desirability 

responding were found to involve a predisposition to 

reject and deny personality items. On the other hand, the 

acquiescence response set was found to involve a predis

position to accept and affirm personality statements as 

characteristic of oneself. These directional response 

differences were interpreted as reflecting basic differ

ences in the ego-attitudes of these two contrasting groups 

of £s. Tentative evidence uncovered in the correlational 

studies indicated that the social desirability character

istics of the items importantly influence the direction 

of a S.'s responses. This finding raised the possibility 

that social desirability values may be used to define 

individual thresholds of acceptance and rejection. 

Following the promising leads uncovered in the cor

relational studies, a factor analytic study was described 
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which explored the hypothesis that response styles and 

repression are related to the same underlying judgmental 

processes. Two relatively strong factors emerged from the 

analysis of the responses of 170 £s to a response style 

inventory. The first factor accounted for 60 to 70 percent 

of the response variance underlying the concepts of 

repression and response styles. As predicted, this was a 

bipolar factor on which the repression and social desir

ability variables loaded at the opposite end of the 

acquiescence variables. This factor was identified as an 

evaluative factor. The loadings of the graduated Dy 

social desirability scales on this factor supported the 

inferences drawn from the correlational studies that 

social desirability values may be used to define thresholds 

of acceptance and rejection. In addition, the finding that 

the nonsense syllable variable had a near zero loading on 

this evaluative factor was interpreted as underscoring the 

point that item content importantly mediates the phenomena 

of response styles. The second major dimension uncovered 

in the analysis was identified as an intensity factor. 

Significant loadings on this second factor were restricted 

to the various category variables included in the content 

scales of the RSI. Both orthogonal and oblique rotations 
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of the original principle components matrix revealed almost 

identical solutions. The evaluative and intensity factors, 

in other words, were found to be independent of one 

another. These first two factors were described as 

reflecting the evaluative and intensity components of 

attitudes. A comparison of the S.s scoring at the extremes 

of Factor I revealed fundamental differences in the way 

these £s responded to the items of the RSI. Subjects 

scoring at the positive extreme of the evaluative factor 

were found to endorse only socially desirable items and to 

categorically reject and displace unacceptable items into 

the negative extreme categories. In contrast, Ŝs scoring 

at the negative extreme of the factor were found to endorse 

undesirable statements and to place those items into the 

extreme positive scale categories. The propensity of Ŝs 

to use either the negative or positive extremes of the 

scale was interpreted as reflecting "contrast" and 

"assimilation" effects respectively. 

A rationale for viewing repression and response styles 

as manifestations of judgmental processes was discussed 

within the context of ego psychology. The present series 

of studies were viewed as an attempt to relate a psycho

analytic construct, repression, to the data and principles 
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of general psychology. Several advantages were presented 

for reconceptualizing repression and response style 

phenomena. For example, to view responses to personality 

inventories as manifestations of judgmental processes may 

open up a new research area and help clarify the issues and 

controversies presently centering around the significance of 

response styles for personality assessment. The use of 

a Likert type format was discussed as lending important 

additional information to that now tapped by traditional 

"true"-"false" tests. This information concerning inten

sity and strength of attitudinal dispositions was described 

as useful for assessing rigidity and looseness of defenses. 

Finally, the problem of relating personality assessment to 

psychotherapy was discussed. The potential utility of the 

Likert type of response format for assessing therapeutic 

resistance and progress was described. Knowledge of how 

a Ŝ  categorizes self-refering statements was discussed 

as a possible way of anticipating the influence of 

various therapeutic communications. 
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APPENDIX A: RESPONSE STYLE INVENTORY 

RSI 

A disadvantage of many true-false tests is that they do not 
enable one to express the degree to which a particular 
statement is characteristic or uncharacteristic of oneself. 
This test is designed to allow you to express the degree to 
which a particular statement is true or false. You may 
find yourself agreeing strongly with some of the statements 
as characteristic of you, disagreeing just as strongly with 
others, and perhaps uncertain about others. 

This test is divided into three parts. Part I consists of 
a series of questions. You are to answer each question 
according to the degree to which it is characteristic or 
uncharacteristic of you. Part II is composed of a series 
of statements describing personality traits. On the answer 
sheet you are to cross out the number of the statement 
according to the degree it is true or false of you. Part 
III is a list of syllables. You are to indicate on your 
answer sheet the extent to which you like or dislike each 
syllable. 

When you are finished with one part of the test go on to 
the next section. Do not spend too much time on any par
ticular question or statement. Work as rapidly as 
possible. 

Remember, on the answer sheet, cross out the number of the 
item according to the degree it is characteristic or 
uncharacteristic of you. The positive numbers indicate the 
degree to which a statement is characteristic of you (true); 
the negative numbers represent the degree to which a state
ment is uncharacteristic (false) of you. If you are 
unable to decide on a particular item, you may cross 
through the zero. However, past experience has shown that 
the majority of people have found these items to be true or 
false of themselves and have not had to use the neutral 
category very often. Remember, mark through, do not 
circle, the numbers on the answer sheet. 

DO NOT MAKE ANY MARKS ON THIS TEST BOOKLET 
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Part I 

Directions: On the answer sheet cross out the number of 
the question according to the degree it is 
characteristic or uncharacteristic of you. 

1. Do you long for excitement? 

2. Are you usually carefree? 

3. Do you stop and think things over before doing 
anything? 

4. Would you do almost anything for a dare? 

5. Do you often do things on the spur of the moment? 

6. Generally do you prefer reading to meeting people? 

7. Do you like going out a lot? 

8. Do you generally do and say things quickly without 
stopping to think? 

9. Do you prefer to have few but special friends? 

10. When people shout at you, do you shout back? 

11. Can you usually let yourself go and enjoy yourself 
a lot at a party? 

12. Do other people think of you as being very lively? 

13. Are you mostly quiet when you are with other people? 

14. If there is something you want to know about, would 
you rather look it up in a book than talk to someone 
about it? 

15. Do you like the kind of work that you need to pay 
close attention to? 

16. Do you hate being with a crowd who play jokes on one 
another? 
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17. Do you like doing things in which you have to act 

quickly? 

18. Are you slow and unhurried in the way you move? 

19. Do you like talking to people so much that you would 
never miss a chance of talking to a stranger? 

20. Would you be very unhappy if you could not see lots 
of people most of the time? 

21. Would you say you were fairly self-confident? 

22. Do you find it hard to really enjoy yourself at a 
lively party? 

23. Can you easily get some life into a rather dull 
pa rty? 

24. Do you like playing pranks on others? 

25. Do you often need understanding friends to cheer 
you up? 

26. Do you find it very hard to take no for an answer? 

27. Does your mood often go up and down? 

28. Do you ever feel "just miserable" for no good reason? 

29. Do you suddenly feel shy when you want to talk to an 
attractive stranger? 

30. Do you often worry about things you should not have 
done or said? 

31. Are your feelings easily hurt? 

32. Are you sometimes bubbling over with energy and 
sometimes very sluggish? 

33. Do you daydream a lot? 

34. Are you troubled about feelings of guilt? 
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35. Would you call yourself tense or "highly-strung"? 

36. After you have done something important, do you often 
come away feeling you could have done better? 

37. Do ideas run through your head so that you cannot 
sleep? 

38. Do you get palpitations or thumping in your heart? 

39. Do you get attacks of shaking or trembling? 

40. Are you an irritable person? 

41. Do you worry about awful things that might happen? 

42. Do you have many nightmares? 

43. Are you troubled by aches and pains? 

44. Would you call yourself a nervous person? 

45. Are you easily hurt when people find fault with you 
or your work? 

46. Are you troubled with feelings of inferiority? 

47. Do you worry about your health? 

48. Do you suffer from sleeplessness? 

* * * 

Part II 

Directions: On the answer sheet cross out the number of 
the statement according to the degree it is 
true or false of you. 

49. I have not lived the right kind of life. 

50. I am certainly lacking in self-confidence. 

51. I sometimes keep on at a thing until others lose 
their patience with me. 
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52. I do many things which I regret afterwards. 

53. Someone has it in for me. 

54. I do not have a great fear of snakes. 
55. There is very little love and companionship in my 

family as compared to other homes. 

56. Once a week or oftener I become very excited. 

57. Once in a while I feel hate toward members of my 
family whom I usually love. 

58. Life is a strain for me much of the time. 

59. Even when I am with people I feel lonely much of the 
time. 

60. I usually have to stop and think before I act even in 
trifling matters. 

61. Bad words, often terrible words, come into my mind 
and I cannot get rid of them. 

62. People say insulting and vulgar things about me. 

63. Even when I am with people I feel lonely much of 
the time. 

64. I feel unable to tell anyone all about myself. 

65. If given the chance I could do some things that 
would be of great benefit to the world. 

66. At times I think I am no good at all. 

67. It makes me nervous to have to wait. 

68. I do not mind meeting strangers. 

69. I am afraid of finding myself in a closet or small 
closed place. 

70. Novelty has a great appeal to me. 
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71. I crave excitement. 

72. It's a wonderful feeling to sit surrounded by your 
possessions. 

73. There are few things more satisfying than really 
to splurge on something—books, clothes, furniture, 
etc. 

74. Only the desire to achieve great things will bring a 
man's mind into full activity. 

75. Nothing is worse than an offensive odor. 

76. In most conversations, I tend to bounce from topic 
to topic. 

77. I really envy the man who can walk up to anybody 
and tell him off to his face. 

78. I could really shock people if I said all the dirty 
things I think. 

79. There are few more miserable experiences than going 
to bed night after night knowing that you are so 
upset that worry will not let you sleep. 

80. I tend to make decisions on the spur of the moment. 

81. Little things upset me. 

82. Drop reminders of yourself wherever you go and your 
life's trail will be well remembered. 

83. I like nothing better than having breakfast in bed. 

84. My mood is easily influenced by the people around me. 

85. Before voting I thoroughly investigate the qualifi
cations of all the candidates. 

86. I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone 
in trouble. 
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87. It IS sometimes hard for me to go on with my work if 

I am not encouraged. 

88. I have never intensely disliked anyone. 

89. On occasion I have had doubts about my ability to 
succeed in life. 

90. I sometimes feel resentful when I don't get my way. 

91. I am always careful about my manner of dress. 

92. My table manners at home are as good as when I eat 
out in a restaurant. 

93. If I could get into a movie without paying and be 
sure I was not seen I would probably do it. 

94. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something 
because I thought too little of my ability. 

95. I like to gossip at times. 

96. There have been times when I felt like rebelling 
against people in authority even though I knew they 
were right. 

97. No matter who I'm talking to, I'm always a good 
listener. 

98. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of some
thing , 

99. There have been occasions when I took advantage of 
someone. 

100. I'm always willing to admit it when I make a mistake. 

101. I always practice what I preach. 

102. I don't find it particularly difficult to get along 
with loud-mouthed obnoxious people. 

103. I sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive and 
forget. 
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104. When I don't know something I don't at all mind 

admitting it. 

105. I doubt my sexual powers. 

106. I have a feeling of hopelessness. 

107. It is difficult to control my aggression. 

108. My decisions are not my own. 

109. I am a hostile person. 

110. I don't trust my emotions. 

111. It's pretty tough to be me. 

112. I am afraid of a full-fledged disagreement with 
another person. 

113. I am relaxed, and nothing really bothers me. 

114. I really am disturbed. 

115. I express my emotions freely. 

116. Criticism or scolding hurts me terribly. 

117. I certainly feel useless at times. 

118. It makes me uncomfortable to put on a stunt at a 
party even when others are doing the same sort of 
things. 

119. I have periods of such great restlessness that I 
cannot sit long in a chair. 

120. Sometimes I become so excited that I find it hard to 
get to sleep. 

121. I am more sensitive than most other people. 

122. People often disappoint me. 
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123. I have sometimes felt that difficulties were piling 

up so high that I could not overcome them. 

124. I must admit that I have at times become worried 
beyond reason over something that did not really 
matter. 

125. I have a warm emotional relationship with others. 

126. I am a responsible person. 

127. I am liked by most people who know me. 

128. I am sexually attractive. 

129. I am a rational person. 

130. I am ambitious. 

131. I have initiative. 

132. My personality is attractive to the opposite sex. 

133. I feel emotionally mature, 

134. I feel adequate. 

* * * 

Part III 

Directions: Below is a list of syllables which mean 
different things to different people. On 
the answer sheet indicate the degree to which 
you like or dislike a particular syllable. 

135. 
136. 
137. 
138. 
139. 
140. 
141. 
142. 

GOP 
KIQ 
KON 
LOQ 
MIQ 
NEY 
NUR 
SIQ 

143. 
144. 
145. 
146. 
147. 
148. 
149. 
150. 
151. 

SUJ 
TOF 
WOB 
XAN 
ZEB 
BIH 
BUP 
DAK 
FEC 

152. 
153. 
154. 
155. 
156. 
157. 
158. 
159. 
160. 

FEX 
HAQ 
KOC 
LUB 
PUJ 
QIG 
TIS 
VEB 
VUT 
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APPENDIX B: PRINCIPLE COMPONENTS MATRIX FOR MALES N = 71 

1 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Variables 

Age 
E 
N 
R 
ARS 
MCSD 
Dyl 
Dy2 
Dy3 
TA 
NSS 
ANSO/C 
APSP/C 
CW/C 
ANSP/NSS 
APSP/NSS 
CW/NSS 
R-S 
ENC 
IC 
EPC 

I 

.20 

.00 
-.81 
.83 

-.69 
.46 

-.61 
-.71 
.32 

-.82 
-.19 
.49 
.15 
.39 
.04 

-.01 
.02 

-.79 
.88 

-.54 
-.32 

Principl 

II 

.01 

.10 

.20 
-.13 
.33 
.09 
.19 
.25 
.26 
.39 
.20 
.67 
.88 
.84 
.58 
.47 
.62 
.24 
.32 

-.73 
.85 

III 

.09 
-.02 
-.15 
.10 

-.02 
-.25 
-.05 
-.13 
.07 

-.16 
.25 

-.27 
-.19 
-.26 
.59 
.72 
.77 

-.06 
-.12 
.28 

-.26 

e Components 

IV 

.18 

.60 

.13 

.29 

.26 

.09 
-.30 
.06 
.68 
.29 
.29 

-.09 
-.11 
-.11 
-.26 
.12 

-.11 
-.11 
-.05 
,03 
.03 

V 

.10 

.01 
-.09 
-.05 
-.01 
-.43 
-.03 
.16 
.04 
.02 

-.24 
.36 

-.11 
.18 

-.23 
.23 

-.03 
-.05 
-.05 
.13 

-.10 

VI 

-.01 
.02 

-.03 
-.08 
-.03 
.04 
.05 

-.25 
-.16 
-.07 
.18 

-.10 
.13 
.00 

-.38 
.35 

-.06 
.09 
.00 

-.05 
.08 

VII 

.34 
-.14 
.20 

-.10 
-.24 
.17 
.00 
.12 
.03 
.00 
.19 
.10 
.00 
.07 

-.02 
.02 
.00 

-.01 
-.04 
.08 

-.11 
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PRINCIPLE COMPONENTS MATRIX FOR FEMALES 
N = 99 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

Variables 

Age 
E 
N 
R 
ARS 
MCSD 
Dyl 
Dy2 
Dy3 
TA 
NSS 
ANSP/C 
APSP/C 
CW/C 
ANSP/NSS 
APSP/NSS 
CW/NSS 
R-S 
ENC 
IC 
EPC 

I 

.06 

.07 
-.84 
.74 

-.65 
.52 

-.55 
-.76 
.29 

-.93 
-.09 
.47 

-.02 
.27 

-.03 
-.20 
-.13 
-.75 
.84 

-.30 
-.58 

Principl 

II 

.01 
-.19 
.13 

-.14 
.04 
.08 
.13 
.22 

-.21 
.15 

-.19 
.80 
.92 
.94 
.14 
.14 
.17 
.21 
.45 

-.92 
.74 

III 

-.04 
.17 

-.06 
.08 
.12 
.01 

-.15 
-.02 
.24 
.01 
.29 

-.04 
-.08 
-.06 
.81 
.74 
.96 

-.14 
.03 
.00 

-.04 

e Components 

IV 

.03 

.43 
-.06 
.11 
.37 
.19 
.02 

-.05 
.61 
.27 
.20 
.01 
.12 
.06 

-.18 
-.07 
-.16 
-.25 
-.11 
-.05 
.20 

V 

.27 
-.22 
-.04 
-.07 
-.18 
.12 
.03 

-.04 
.11 

-.05 
.22 

-.07 
.09 
.00 

-.50 
.57 

-.01 
.10 

-.03 
.01 

-.02 

VI 

.27 

.04 

.20 
-.09 
-.03 
-.04 
-.08 
.04 
.18 
.12 

-.22 
.28 

-.19 
.07 
.01 
.01 
.01 
.05 
.07 
.08 

-.18 

VII 

-.07 
-.22 
.19 
.03 

-.11 
.12 

-.27 
.14 
.12 
.00 
.01 

-.05 
.10 
.03 
.05 

-.07 
-.01 
-.12 
-.14 
.06 
.04 




