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CHAPTER I 

INTxRODUCTION 

Purpose 

Attempts to de l inea te , understand, and predict man's charac

t e r i s t i c and unique ways of responding and behaving in his environ

ment has a long and r ich history in psychology. Within the c l i n i c a l 

and applied s p e c i a l t i e s , numerous theor i s t s have paid par t icu lar 

a t ten t ion to the person's r e l a t ive ly s t ab le , enduring, slow 

changing modes or s ty les of response to his environment. How the 

person consis tent ly organizes his experiences, his charac te r i s t i c 

ways of perceiving, reTnGmberii^g, conceptualising and associating -

his en t i re cognitive s ty le or mode of knowing, adapting, and 

adjusting to the world about him - have been recognized and 

referred to as the person's l i f e s ty le (Adler, 1927), chai-acter 

trend (Hornoy, 1950), character armor (Reich, 1949), or general 

s ty le of functioning (Shapiro, 1965). 

Of par t icular in te res t and the area of concern of t h i s 

study was tha invest igation of the re la t ionship of cer ta in 

character atti t i^des or s t ruc tura l constants of personali ty 

organization that are manifested in and through the person's 

mode of appraising and dealing with r e a l i t y . Within the more 

t r a d i t i o n a l and c l a s s i ca l psychoanalytic pict-irre of psycho

log ica l functioning, a l l forms of cc,:nitive behaviors are 



interpreted in terms of certain defense structures, having develop

mental antecedents in conflict (Rapaport, 1951a; 1960b), In a 

manner which deviates in theoretical perspective from this more 

orthodox psychoanalytic position, Hartmann (1939; 1951), Rapaport 

(1951b), and more recently Shapiro (1965), offer the thesis that 

not all cognitive behaviors find definition in conflict; but 

rather state that there are "conflict-free" styles of cognitive 

functioning. 

Although defined independent of conflict, conflict-free 

structures are seen as serving a developmentally meaningful 

relationship to defensive structures, Hartmann (1939; 1951) 

states that certain structures, while initially serving a defense 

function, in the process of maturation become secondarily autono

mous and conflict-free; and both Hartmann (1939; 1951) and Shapiro 

(1965) identify conflict-free styles as one of the necessary 

preconditions for the emergence of certain defense structures. 

Finding a theoretical basis in the structural concepts 

offered by Hartmann (1939) and Rapaport (1957; 1960a), Gardner, 

Holzman, Klein, Linton, S Spence (1959), in an exciting and 

exhaustive fashion, have studied consistencies in cognitive 

behavior; and have identified certain regulative and directive 

structures as conflict-free cognitive controls, Vithin this re

search context several investigators (Gardner et al,, 1959; 

Gardner 6 Long, 1962; Holzman, 1962; Holzman £ Gardner, 1959; 

Holzman S Klein, 1956), in speculating on a conceptual similarity 



between defenses and conflict-free controls, have offered eripirical 

support for a relationship between a few defenses and certain cog

nitive controls; and have suggested, further, the more generalized 

hypothesis that a meaningful and demonstratable relationship exists 

between defenses and conflict-free controls. The theoretical 

speculations of Hartmann (1939; 1951) and Shapiro (1965) also argue 

for a defense-cognitive control relationship. It was the purpose 

of this study to investigate whether defenses are indeed related 

to conflict-free controls; and further, to explore the extent and 

nature of this hypothesized relationship. 

Cognitive Control Structures 

Theoretical Background 

In attempting to account for individual differences in 

cognitive behaviors, Gardner (1964), Gardner et al,, (1959), and 

Klein (1951; 1954; 1956; 1958) have postulated several regulative 

or organizing tendencies within the individual. These organizing 

tendencies are viewed as enduring, slow-changing, developmentally 

stabilized structures which impose organizational characteristics 

upon cognitive behaviors, and become manifest and knov/n in and 

through the results of these cognitive behaviors. 

Within this theoretical context, each individual, in 

attempting to appraise and master reality, develops relatively 

constant ways of bringing into harmony his inner imperatives 

and the demands of the external world - the person chooses his 

favorite ways of coping with the stimulus world and resolving 



disequilibrium. To each problem situation the person applies his 

characteristic "stamp" or manner of adapting and coping; and in and 

through these relatively constant adaptive-efforts his ego control or 

cognitive control system is revealed. The central directives of the 

ego control system are said to be inferred from the formal, stylistic 

aspects of behavior in all types of problem situations, including 

neutral and contentless tasks, such as standard psychophysical 

problems, as well as in the so called emotionally-charged tasks 

involving stress and conflict. That is, the individual continually 

brings to b̂ âr in̂  any kind of situatioji his preferred and favorite 

ways of meeting reality; and his manner of coping reflects the 

equilibrium mechanism.s of his ego control system. 

Definition of Cognitive Controls 

For over one decade research attempts have been devoted 

toward investigating individual differences in cognitive be

haviors (Gardner, 1964; Gardner et al,, 1959; Klein, 1951; 

Klein, 1953; Klein et al,, 19 54), In most of these research 

endeavors individual differences were extended across several 

problem situations; and general organizing dimensions were 

postulated to account for the observed inter-individual con

sistencies. In a more recent large-scale factor analytic study, 

Gardner et al,, (1959), in integrating previous research results, 

have provided more precise descriptions and operational definitions 

of several cognitive control dimeraons. 



The following cognitive control dimensions were identified 

by Gardner et al,, (1959), Each control dimension is described in 

terms of an identified organizing principle, and in terms of a task 

which operationally defines the respective control dimension. 

Scanning 

The scanning control (also referred to as focusing) repre

sents the degree ",,,of attention deployment to objects, object 

properties, and events" (Gardner et al,, 1959, p, 82), From the 

point of reference of the extreme scanner, the' control represents 

the degree the subject ",,,actively pursues objects about him and 

is continually searching or scanning the field, becoming awar̂ e in 

this process not only of the field properties relevant to his 

present intentions but also of fringe properties" (Ibid_,, p, 88), 

For example, in the Incidental Recall Test subjects were given 

several pages of words printed in different colors, and instructed 

to read the colors and ignore the words. After completing this 

task, the subjects were then asked to recall as many of the 

"incidental" words as possible. Extreme scanners v;ere able to 

recall many words, suggesting a general tendency to attend to 

many facets of the environment, including those not relevant to 

the task at hand, 

Leveling-Sharpening 

Considering the leveling direction of the dimension as a 

reference, this control represents ",,,a relatively high degree 

of interaction among memories and present percepts, so that the 



elements lose their individuality" (Ibid., p. 100), For example, in 

the Kinesthetic Time Error Test the subject was asked to jud^e whether 

a hand-held comparison v;eight was lighter or heavier than a standard 

weight. In the comparison series, interpolated weights were added 

and the subject was asked to ignore or suppress the impression of 

this weight in making his comparison judgment. On this task 

levelers made more errors in judgment in the direction of the 

intervening weight, indicating they were more effected by the 

intervening weight condition and less able to suppress or ignore 

its impression. This suggested that successive perceptual 

impressions were "assimilated" to each other such that distinctions 

among impressions were blurred. 

Field-Articulation 

The field-articulation control (also referred to as artic

ulation, constricted-flexible, or field-independence-dependence) 

represents the degree to which an individual is able ",,,to respond 

selectively to relevant features of stimulus aggregates containing 

contradictory cues" (Ibid,, p, 99), For example, in the Embedded 

Figures Test subjects were given a series of complex, colored, 

geometrical patterns, in each of which was "embedded" a more simple 

geometric form. The subject's task was to discover the "hidden" 

pattern. Extreme field-articulaters had relatively great diffi

culty in finding the simple figures, suggesting they were unable 

to ",,,cope effectively with tasks in which they were required to 

respond selectively to relevant cues in fields containing contra-



dictory and interfering cues" (Ibid,, p, 99). 

Equivalence Range 

The equivalence range control (also referred to as category 

width) represents ",,,the degree to which subjects judged stimuli 

to be similar. This factor does not represent sensitivity to 

differences but pertains, rather, to the subjective criteria used 

to categorize experiences" (Ibid., p. 105), For example, in the 

Object Sorting Test subjects were given 73 common objects in a 

manner that seemed logical, natural and comfortable. Following 

the sorting, the experimenter asked for the reasons for each 

grouping, and then determined the number of groups categorized. 

Subjects with broad equivalence ranges tended to sort objects 

into a few large groups, suggesting relatively relaxed and 

inclusive criteria of similarity. 

Tolerance for Unrealistic Experiences 

This control represents "...modes of organizing behav

ior in respect to experiences that violate the normal assumptions 

of reality" (Ibid., p. 89). Subjects tolerant of unrealistic 

experiences ".,,tended to organize behavior in teiTns of exper

iences that were inconsistent with their knowledge of reality" 

(Ibid,, p, 890. For example, in the Apparent Movement Test 

subjects were exposed to alternating stimuli in an apparent 

movement situation. After explaining to the subject that an 

experience of movement would be inconsistent with the reality 
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of the test sicuation, the experimenter asked for a report of exper

ienced movement. Subjects tolerant of unrealistic experiences re

ported wide ranges of movement, suggesting an acceptance of stimulus 

organizations that deviated from a known reality. 

Ego Defense Structures 

The Concept of Defense 

The concept of "defense" has been important for the psychol-

ogist in describing personality trends and dynamics, and in elab

orating on therapeutic process, rationale, and technique (Freud, 

1946; Fromm-Reichmann, 1950; Horney, 1950; Munroe, 1955; Reich, 1949; 

Schafer', 1948; Schafer, 1954; Sweney, 1966; Singer, 1965). 

Within the psychoanalyticL,ego psychology framework, "defense" 

refers to the person's relatively stabilized and enduring modes of 

achieving equilibrium between internal imperatives and the demands 

o£ external events^ S]}c.h that threatening events are barred from 

conscious represent at ion_or_jSKpeci.encing. They are maneuvers or 

psychological operations that "...usually entail denying conscious 

representation to ideas, affects, and other impulses associated with 

the threatening impulses, as well as blocking discharge of the 

threatening impulses themselves" (Schafer, 1954, p. 161), 

Defenses are also conceptualized as enduring, developmentally 

stabilized stinictures that determine the person's mode and style of 

response to the stimulus world (Gardner et al,, 1959; Holzman & 

Gardner, 1959; Holzman S Klein, 1956; Klein, 1954; Schafer, 1948; 

Schafer, 1954). They are structural constants in personality 



organization that account for a person's distinctive style of thinking 

and for his relatively constant adjustment-efforts in the face of 

problem situations; and like controls, the manner and workings of 

these ingrained features of character make-up are known in and through 

patterns of cognitive behaviors: 

...a person's distinctive style of thinking is indicative of 
ingrained features of his character make-up. Character is 
here understood as the person's enduring modes of bringing 
into harmony internal demands and the press of external 
events; in other words it refers to relatively constant 
adjustment-efforts in the face of problem situations. The 
modes of achieving this hannony ?re understood to consist 
essentially of reliance on particular mechanisms of defense 
and a selective responsiveness to stimulation associated 
with these defenses. The defenses emphasized may be 
repression, denial, projection, intellectualizat5.on, or 
any of the others described in the psychoanalytic liter
ature. The selective responsiveness to stimulation is 
the attempt to guarantee that life situations will be 
so perceived or organized as to preclude the entrance 
into consciousness of especially disturbing material 
(Schafer, 1948, p. 17), 

Definition of Specific Ego Defenses 

For the purpose of this study, 13 specific defense mechan

isms were defined and operationally identified according to two 

test instruments. (See Test Instruments: Ego Defense Measures, 

Pp. 34-37). 

Defense Mechanism Index (DMI) 

Sweney (1966) states that the DMI was created to measure 

entities in previously established conceptual framewords, and that 

the defenses identified were chosen for their relevance to current 

clinical theory. As based upon preliminary research, Sweney (1966) 

has identified what each particular defense dimension seems to be 
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measuring, and states that "in most cases the defenses are being 

measured fairly close to the textbook definitions for these dyna

misms" (p. 5). 

What follows are brief definitions of each of the defenses 

used in this study. Examples of statements scored for each partic

ular defense on the DMI are also included, A more comprehensive 

treatment of the construct meanings can be found in the test manual 

(Sweney, 1956), An excellent review of relevant historical material 

and a comprehensive review of current research associated with each 

identified defense has also been provided by Hill (1965), 

Compensation refers to a redoubling of one's efforts when 

confronted by frustration. Examples of staterr.ents related to com

pensation include: (#5) If people take advantage of me, I try all 

the harder to get the best of them, (̂ 16) I am glad I'm no longer 

a child. (#20) When things don't go right I just work harder. 

Rationalization refers to the substitution of an ego 

supportive reason in place of an ego destructive one. Statements 

concerning rationalization are: (#25) Friends who can't forgive 

our temper are not worth keeping, (#29) I probably make fewer 

mistakes than most people, (#39) Being bossy is my way of showing 

love or concern for others. 

Negative affect is the expression of hostility in the face 

of .frustration. Typical statements for negative affect include: 

(#53) I get angry when people don't do what I say, (#59) I get 

impatient too easily. (#68) I get angry when people push me too 

fast. 
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Posi t ive affect i s the expression of humor wher exposed to 

con f l i c t . Examples of statements for posi t ive affect a re : (#77) I 

l ike to joke about my superiors , (#82) Most funny jokes arc just a 

l i t t l e b i t d i r t y , (#89) Many of the funniest jokes are about people 

who can ' t r e s i s t temptations, (#92) I often laugh when people jus t 

can ' t make up the i r minds. 

Perceptual defense is defined as " . . . t h e avoidance of a 
•• •• ^ ^ ^ ^ r • • • ! _ • , . M .L J J l l L 

conflict by failing to perceive conponents or to perceive that the 

components are in conflict with each other (Sweney, 1966, p. 6), 

Typical perceptual defense statements include: (#100) Everyone 

seems to like me. (r̂ llO) Ministers seldom sin. (#116) FGV people 

question my judgment. 

Autism^ is the tendency to be naively optimistic in the face 

of self-threatening problem situations. Autism statements are 

exemplified by: (#130) People usually uriderstand when we get into 

trouble about sex, (#134) The entire world will eventually live in 

peace, (î l37) I will probably be more successful than the rest of 

my family, (#142) In the future people's lives will be much easier. 

Projection is the blaming of others for one's own difficul

ties. Typical statements for projection are: (#146) Everyone seems 

to be angry, (#152) I'm often blamed for other people's mistakes, 

(f-163) Most people are thoughtless, (#148) Many people don't have 

the courage to fight back when criticized, 

Rgrression is the tendency to refuse acknowledgement of 

conflicts unless accompanied by excessive Tiontal or psychic effort. 

Examples related to repression are: (#169) f'y nenory fails me when 
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I need it most, (#171) If I have trouble with someone I soon forget 

all about it, (#172) My conscience seldom bothers me, (#186) I remem

ber my successes and forget my failures. 

Phantasy is the indulgence in daydreaming as a substitute for 

behavior or mental acts that would lead to solutions of conflict. 

Typical phantasy statements are: (#197) I often imagine myself as 

President or in some other important position, (#210) I sometimes 

daydream of being rich and influential, (#211) I som.etimes imagine 

m.yself a very wise person, 

Paleologic is "...regression to primitive reasoning when logic 

generates ambiguity rather than solutions,,, Cit is] the tendency to 

ascribe truth to aphorisms or to metaphores just because they are glib 

and seemingly applicable" (Sweney, 1965, p, 7), Paleologic statements 

are exemplified by: (#220) People who live in glass houses shouldn't 

throw stones, (#223) The only secret to success is trying harder, 

(#227) A bird in the hand is worth two in the bush, (#238) Every man 

is as gocxi as he thinks he is. 

Dissociation is the tendency to compartmentalize and to resist 

synthesizing incompatible attitudes, feelings and behaviors. Examples 

of dissociation statements are: (#243) Some people are usually right 

and others are usually wrong, (#245) Some people were just born to be 

damned, (#261) The goal justifies the means. 

Reaction formation is the tendency to deny one's original 

intent or course of action and overly endorse and emphasize an 

opposing course of action. Typical statements for reaction formation 

include: (#265) I avoid fights at all costs, (#269) People who can't 
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control their emotions should be excluded fî om civilized circles, 

(#280) Sex perversion is the worst form of crime, (#268) Punishments 

are not strong enough anymore. 

Repression-Sensitization Scale (R-S) 

Isolation is defined in this study as "...a fragmentation of 

conscious experience that either keeps apart ideas that belong together 

emotionally or keeps apart ideas and affects corresponding to them" 

(Schafer, 1954, p.336), For example, the prisoner who is about to 

be executed may isolate and emotionally insulate himself from the 

painful affect associated with the idea of impending death (Coleman, 

1964, p. 106), or an individual may avoid distress by emotional detach

ment and demonstrate an emotional coolness as a constant character 

trait (Maslow 6 Mittelmann, 1951, p. 89), Isolation is also being 

used here to refer to the dissociation of conflicting attitudes. For 

example, the dishonest businessman who is also the "pillar" of his 

church isolates incompatible values or attitudes. 

The R-S sc^le v/as operationally defined as an index of 

individual preferences for the defensa .nschanism of isolation. The 

rationale of this choice plus a description of the scale are pre

sented on pages 35-36, 

Defenses and Cognitive Controls 
as Separate Constructs 

Defenses are not considered as prototypes of all attempts to 

appraise and master reality; for according to Klein (1954) there are 

also "conflict-free" modes of coping with the stimulus world. 

According to Klein (1954) a useful and experimentally meaningful 



14 

distinction can be made between the concepts of cognitive control and 

ego defense. An ego defense is conceptualized as an intervening var

iable that has reference to a form of thought organization with ante

cedents in conflict among needs or need derivatives. The term is use

ful in referring to patterns or ways of mastering anxiety, and ",,,, 

its identifying mark is its function of resolving conflict and the 

closing of channels of gratification" (Ibid ,, p, 268), Cognitive 

controls, on the other hand, are not seen in terms of need-conflict 

antecedents; but rather, are viewed as "conflict-free" styles of 

regulation: 

The regulative controls in our experiements are not of this 
cloth. They put no particular sanction or restriction upon need-
satisfying objects, and they appear where quite "neutral" stimuli 
are involved. They subjugate need to immediate reality require
ments, but the aim of the need itself is not tampered with. Nor 
is arousal of cognitive attitudes pov̂ rered by conflict among needs. 
We might even call them "conflict-free" styles of regulation 
(Klein, 1954, p, 268). 

The Relationship Betv7een_Defenses_ 
and Cognitive Controls 

Theoretical Background 

Gardner et al,, (1959), Holzman (1962), Holzman S Gardner 

(1959), Holzman S Klein (1956), Klein (1954), and Shapiro (1965) 

have discussed the relationship between cognitive controls and ego 

defense structures in the light of Hartmann's (1939) speculations 

on conflict-free ego structures. In considering cognitive controls 

as conflict-free structures identical to those proposed by Hartmann 

(1939), certain developmental considerations immediately come into 

focus. 
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Hartmann (1939), in speculating within an ego psychoanalytic 

m.odel of psychological functioning, emphasized and drew attention to 

constitutionally given adaptive ego processes that were developmen

tally independent of instinctual conflict. Hartman (1939) states: 

Not every adaption to the environment, or every learning 
and maturation process, is a conflict, I refer to the develop
ment outside of conflict of perception, intention, object 
comprehension, thinking, language, recall-phenomena, pro
ductivity, to the well-known phases of motor development, 
grasping, crawling, walking, and to the maturation and 
learning processes implicit in all these and many others 
(p. 8), 

In terms of defense, Hartman (1939) and Shapiro (1965) 

suggest that the conflict-free ego processes may provide a 

necessary precondition or occasion for the development of pre

ferred ways of handling conflict, Hartmann (1939) proposes 

",,,that the developmental rhythms of these apparatuses is one 

of the determinants of the sequence in which defense methods 

arise" (p, 105); and Shapiro (1955) states that "the individuals' 

style of functioning--of thinking, for instance—characterizes 

defensive operations as well as all others and determines their 

particular shape" (p, 190), 

Gardner et al,, (1959), Holzman (1962), and Holzman 6 

Gardner (1959) also favor the hypothesis that controls provide 

one of the necessary preconditions for the emergence of certain 

defenses. Postulating on a discovered relationship between 

repression and leveling, Holzman S Gardner (1959) ",,.offer 

the hypothesis that other cognitive system principles provide the . 

form for the favored defensive maneuvers; that a necessary but 
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still insufficient condition for choice of a particular defense is 

the characteristics of the ego apparatuses involved in the defensive 

operation" (p, 154). 

Hartmann (1939) also suggests that certain defensive struc

tures may become autonomous and conflict-free, but have their 

origins in conflict: 

An attitude v;hich arose originally in the sei-̂ vice of defense 
against an instinctual drive may, in the course of time, 
become an independent structure, in v;hich case the in
stinctual drive merely triggers this automatized apparatus,,, 
but, as long as the automatization is not controverted, does 
not determine the details of its action. Such an apparatus 
may, a., a relatively independent structure, come to serve 
other functions (adaptation, synthesis, etc); it may also^— 
and this is genetically of even broader significance— 
through a change of function turn from a means into a goal 
in its own right (p, 26), 

Implicit in either of these theoretical propositions is the 

idea that there is a meaningful link between the defensive and cog

nitive control ego structures. That is, if one assumes that, 

developrnentally, particular controls serve a necessary precondition 

for the development of certain defenses or that certain conflict-

free styles are the result of particular ways of defensive coping, 

then one would expect cognitive controls to be related to particular 

ego defenses. Both of these theoretical views suggest a linking of 

these ego structures; and it should thus be possible to demonstrate 

a relationship between conflict-free styles and ego defenses. The 

purpose of this study was to investigate and clarify this assumed 

relationship. 
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Review of Previous Research 

S£aniiinĝ  

Several investigators have demonstrated a relationship between 

defense mechanisms and the cognitive control of scanning; and the re

search of Gardner et al,, (1959) and Gardner £ Long (1962) offer sup

port for a unidirectional view of this relationship. Gardner et al,, 

(1959) hypothc.:,ized that individuals who reveal an extensive reliance 

on the defense of isolation v;ould also reveal an extensive use of the 

scanning control in neutral adaptive tasks. Subjects making conspic

uous use of isolation, as judged from their performance in the 

Ro:r*schach situation, were given a number of criterion tasks shown to 

be indicative of several cognitive control dimensions in a large 

factor analytic study. It was discovered, as predicted, that m3le 

isolators tended to be extreme scanners; and also that this relation

ship was unidirectional; that is, extreme isolators tended to be 

extreme scanners, but extreme scanners were not necessarily con

spicuous isolators. And although isolators did not make significant 

use of any of the other four identified controls, there was some 

suggestion that male isolators tended tov/ard the constricted con

trol of the constricted-flexible control dimension. The results 

with the female sample were not significant, but were in the pre

dicted direction and suggestive of a possible relationship, 

Gardner S Long (1952) offer support for the demonstrated 

relationship between scanning and isolation, and suggest further 

that scavining serves as a superstructure to other defense mech-
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anisms. In their study using female subjects, Gardner & Long (1962) 

found that extensive scanners, as determined by a pooling of criter

ion measures on neutral psychophysical tasks, relied more than 

limited scanners on the defenses of isolation, generalized delay, 

end projection. 

In investigating a proposed independent co-existence of ego 

defense mechanisms and ego coping behaviors, Benfari (1966a) demon

strated a significant relationship betv̂ een scanning and isolation 

in a mixed sample of male and female subjects; however, contrary to 

the results of Gardner et al,, (1959) and Gardner £ Long (1962), it 

was demonstrated that extreme scanners were also extreme isolators. 

One suggested implication was that scanning and isolation were not 

separated functions but highly related ego processes. 

Other studies have also suggested scanning-defense relation

ships, Benfari (1966b) found that extensive scanners differ from 

limited scanners in attention deployment under conditions of in

duced unpleasant affect. Extensive scanners, induced with post 

hypnotic suggestions to feel embarrassed and ashamed in the experi

mental task, were found to react more "adaptively" by "binding" the 

affect arousal with an increased attention to detail, as illustrated 

by fewer errors in a perceptual size estimation task. Limited 

scanners reacted less adaptively by demonstrating relatively more 

errors in perceptual behavior. 

In an indirect fashion both Alker (1966) and Silverman 

(1964) offer further support for a relationship between scanning 

and projection, Alker (1966), reasoning from a model of ego 
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functioning that points toward a unified view of coping mechanisms 

and defense mechanisms, proposed that cognitive controls provide the 

basis for deciding empirically which of several coping mechanisms 

should be paired with a particular defense mechanism. Support was 

offered for the notion that cognitive controls can support the 

"choice" of a particular defense rr.echanism; and also that this 

"choice" v;as not independent of sex. As based on a sample of 100 

boys and 100 girls, it was discovered that only for girls was 

scanning associated with projection. 

In investigating the'underlying determinants and psycho

logical predispositions associated with certain types of schizo

phrenia, Silverman (1964) proposed cognitive controls to be re

lated to the maladaptive defensive behaviors of paranoid and non-

paranoid schizophrenic patients. As based on a male sample, it 

was discovered that paranoid schizophrenics differ from other 

schizophrenics in scanning behaviors, with the paranoid patient 

making a relatively greater use of the scanning control. If it 

can be assumed that paranoid schizophrenic patients rely rela

tively more on the defense of projection, then these results 

argue for a possible relationship between projection and scanning. 

Leveling - Sharpening 

Several investigators have demonstrated a relationship 

between the ego defense of repression and the cognitive control 

of leveling. Gardner et al,, (1959), reasoning that the process • 

involved in leveling is analogous to the process of repression. 
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postulated a leveling control structure to be conducive to the develop

ment of repression as a prominent defense in dealing with inner con

flicts. Individuals judged to rely upon repression on the basis of 

their performance in the Rorschach situation were given a series of 

tasks reflecting several identified cognitive dimensions. As pre

dicted, female repressors tended to be extreme levelers, but not all 

extreme levelers made conspicuous use of repression, Male repressors, 

although responding in the predicted direction, did not make signifi

cant use of the leveling control; and both male and female repressors 

did not make extensive use of any of the other identified cognitive 

controls, 

Holzman S Gardner (1959), in a follow-up study, add further 

support and confirmation for the hypothesis advanced by Gardner et 

al,, (1959), From a sample of female college students, extreme 

levelers and extreme sharpeners were selected on the basis of their 

performance in the Schematizing test. By means of their performance 

in the Rorschach situation, each Individual was also rated on the 

degree of reliance on repression as a defense. As predicted, 

extreme repressors were also found to be extreme levelers; however, 

the converse was not true, for not all extreme levelers relied upon 

repression. 

Gould (1965) has demonstrated that repressors, when compared 

with anxiety reactors, tend to illustrate a more extreme leveling 

cognitive control. Assuming cognitive styles to be related to 

personality structures, individuals were grouped on the basis of the 

MMPI as repressors (extreme repression, minimal anxiety), anxiety 
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reactors (minimal repression, maximal anxiety), and psychopaths (min

imal repression, minimal anxiety). As reflected in their performance 

in a kinesthetic time error task, repressors illustrated a signifi

cantly greater tendency to perceptually minimize differences between 

stimuli than did anxiety reactors, 

Field-Articulation 

In addition to specifying particular defense and field-

articulation control relationships, several investigators have 

suggested that the field-articulation control -dimension reflects 

a degree of individual psychological differentiation, and a 

corresponding degree of specialization of ego defenses, 

Witkin et al,, (1954) suggest that the cognitive dimension 

of field-articulation is related to the V7ay an individual handles 

his impulses and strivings. In attempting to determine the ways 

in which individual differences in perceiving were related to 

differences in personality organization, Witkin et al,, (1954) 

correlated a large number of personality variables to responses 

to various perceptual tasks. As based on a group of young, normal 

adults, and confirmed in studies of children and of hospitalized 

psychiatric patients, it was discovered that the ability to 

separate item from context V7as related to a number of personality 

characteristics, including the nature and effectiveness of impulse 

control. Field-dependent perception was associated with lack of 

awareness and denial of inner life, fear of aggressive and sexual, 

impulses, poor impulse control, and difficulty in regulating 

anxiety. In contrast, field-independent perception was associated 
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with awareness of inner life, tendencies to accept the existence of 

hostile and sexual impulses, and more effective techniques in regu

lating anxiety. Women were found to be more field-dependent than 

men; but, surprisingly, no significant sex differences were found 

in personality characteristics. The authors suggest, however, that 

since their scoring procedures for personality variables varied 

according to sex, real differences may well have been obscured by 

the scoring system utilized. 

More recently Witkin et al., (1952) hypothesized that children 

with a relatively analytical'or field-independent approach, as compared 

with children with a field-dependent orientation, would be character

ized with well-organized and well developed defensive structures. Two 

studies relate specifically to this hypothesis. In the first study 

(Witkin et al,, 1962), a psychologist classified 23 ten year old 

boys according to the degree of defensive structure manifested in 

responses to three projective tests. Although not rated according 

to specific defense utilization, a well-organized system was 

characterized by the use of such defenses as intellectualization 

and isolation, and a less well-organized system by such defenses 

as denial and repression. As predicted, the results of the study 

illustrated a significant positive relationship between the ratings 

of defensive structure and measures of field-independence-

dependence. 

In the second study reported by Witkin et al,, (1962) it 

was hypothesized that the degree of defensive structure, as mani

fested in the extent of ability to manage strong impulses, would 
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be related to the field-dependent-independent dimension. Each of 38 

ten year old boys was asked to produce a story for a particular TAT 

card; and then each story was analyzed and rated in ability to modu

late and channelize aggressive ideas and feelings. The ratings for 

the boys were then compared to their perceptual field-orientation 

scores, A significant correlation was obtained in the predicted 

direction, suggesting that children with a field-independent 

approach also show a greater capacity for impulse control. 

The work of Witkin et al,, (1954; 1962) and Witkin (1955) 

suggests a relationship between field-articulation and the relative 

complexity of defensive structure; other studies have been devoted 

to clarifying this relationship in terms of particular defenses, 

and have offered support for a relationship with the ego defenses 

of isolation, sensitization, denial, and repression, 

Bertini (1965) hypothesized a parallel relationship between 

the capacity to separate elements from a context (field-independence) 

and the capacity to separate an idea from its emotional content or 

to separate ideas that belong together (isolation), On the basis 

of performance in the Rorschach situation and on the Gottschaldt 

test, 80 college students were evaluated in their capacity for 

field-independent perception, respectively, A significant relataDn-

ship was demonstrated between these measures, with isolators 

tending to be field-independent in their perceptual approach. 

In a recent study, Minard (1965) has also demonstrated that 

individuals who are field-independent tend to be relatively un

affected by emotionally-laden words in a tachistoscopic per-
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ceptual recognition task, suggesting a tendency to "isolate" or "split" 

off" the affective influence on perceptual processes. In contrast, the 

speed of recognition in the perceptual task of field-depor/ient indi

viduals vas markedly affected by whether or not the word v;as neutral or 

emotionally charged. 

Field-independent-dependent perception has also been related 

to sensitizing defenses. In an attempt to determine the interrelation

ships between cognitive functioning and interpersonal defenses, 

McDonald £ Hendry (1966) administered the Embedded Figures Test and 

the Repression-Sensitization"scale, as measures of field-independence-

dependence and of interpersonal defenses, respectively, to samples of 

unwed, pregnant women, college females, and college males. The re

sults of the correlational analysis revealed significant correlations 

for the female samples only, with the correlational relationships 

being in opposite directions for each sample. For college females, 

sensitizers tended to be field-independent in their perceptual 

orientation. 

Denial has been related to field-articulation. As previously 

reviewed, VJitkin et al,, (1954) have demonstrated a significant cor

relation between field-articulation and denial. Lack of awareness 

of one's ovm impulses and feelings was found to be related to a 

field-dependent perceptual approach. 

In a more recent study with children, V,'itkin et al,, (1962) 

also relate denial of external stimuli to field-articulation. It 

was proposed that children with a field-dependent approach would be 

more likely than children with an analytical approach to use 
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primit ive denial as a defense. As distinguished from an act ive 

avoiding or evasive maneuver, primitive denial was considered as 

" , , , t h e exclusion from awareness of enviroamental s t i n u l i which are 

threatening or provocative of unacceptable impulses" (p , 159), 38 

10 year old boys ^̂ ?ere administered a ser ies of TAT cards judged to 

commonly e l i c i t s to r i e s involving severe conf l i c t . In analyzing 

the s to r i e s produced by the boys, responses which did not include 

specif ic features of the cards--features considered especially 

provoking—were considered "signs" of denia l . A s ignif icant 

co r re l a t ion , in the expected-direction, was found between the 

number of "signs" and measures of f ield-art iculat i>n. 

There i s a lso scpr.e support for the notion that field-depend

ent individuals use repression as a charac te r i s t i c defense. Witkin 

et a l . , (1962) and Witkin (1965) have shown that field-independent 

persons, when conpared with individuals with a field-dependent 

approach, r e c a l l a s ignif icant ly greater number of dreams. If one 

assumes tha t the fa i lure to remember dreams i s a function of massive 

repress ion , then these r e su l t s support a hypothesis that repression 

i s a common defense among persons with a field-dependent o r ien ta t ion , 

EQUivalence Range 
~ i T I - - - - — • • - ~ ^ 

Two research attempts have related the defense of projection 

and the cognitive control of equivalence range. Proposing that cog

nitive controls support the "choice" of a particular ego defense 

and the"choice" of an associated ego coping mechanism, Alker (1955) 

investigated the correlations between certain cognitive control 

variables and various measures of projection. In offering support 
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for this h3rpothesis, a significant relationship v:as found between 

category width and projection. This relationship Kas not independ

ent of sex; for on a sample of 100 girls and 100 boys, it was dis

covered that category width supported projection only in the boy 

sample, 

A recent study by Silverman (1954) shov/s that particular 

categorizing behaviors distinguish paranoid from nonparanoid 

schizophrenic patients. Theorizing that paranoid schizophrenics 

"cognitively filter" imput sensory information such that only data 

congruent to a particular ideational system is admitted in aware

ness, Silverman (1964) hypothesized a strong disposition toward 

narrow categorizing in paranoid schizophrenics. As based on an 

adult male sample, paranoid schizophrenics were found to differ 

significantly (in the predicted direction) from a control group 

in-categorizing behaviors. If one assumes that per^noid patients 

ake relatively greater use of the defense of projection, then 

this study offers support for the projection-category width 

relationship demonstrated by Alker (1966), The results also 

suggest, however, that the direction of this relationship may not 

be independent of the type of population sampled. 

Hypotheses 

Integration of Previous Research 

A review of the relevant studies investigating a hypo

thesized relationship between cognitive control structures and 

ego defense mechanisms seems to offer support for the notion that 

m 
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particular controls are identified with particular ego defenses. 

Isolation (Benfari, 1956a; Benfari, 1956b; Bertini, 1965; Gardner et-

al,, 1959; Gardner £ Lon<5, 1952; Minard, 1965), projection (Alker, 

1965; Gardner £ Long, 1962; Silverman, 1964), denial (Witkin et al,, 

1954; Witkin et al., 1952; Witkin, 1965), repression (Gardner et al., 

1959; Gould, 1966; Holzman £ Gardner, 1959; Witkin et al., 1954; 

Witkin et al., 1952; Witkin, 1965), delay (Gardner £ Long, 1962), 

and sensitization (McDonald £ Hendry, 1966) have been related to 

individual controls, Extreine levelers and limited fie Id-articulators 

show proclivities for repression, extreme scanners and extreme field-

articulators proclivities for isolation, and extreme scanners and 

limited equivalence range persons proclivities for projection. 

Extreme scanners and limited field-articulators also rely on delay 

and denial, respectively. This suggests that individuals judged to 

be in the extreme ranges of a particular cognitive control dimension 

differ in their proclivities to utilize ego defenses; and also that 

this difference is not independent of the type of ego defense con

sidered. 

The nature of the control-defense relationship has also been 

investigated; and Gardner et al., (1959), Gardner £ Long (1962), and 

Holzman £ Gardner (1959) have offered support for a unidirectional 

view of this relationship. In investigating the relationship between 

scanning, delay, isolation, and projection (Gardner et al,, 1959; 

Gardner £ Long, 1952) and the relationship betv;een leveling and 

repression (Gardner et al,, 1959; Holzman £ Gardner, 1959), it was 

discovered that individuals who show proclivities for certain ego 
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defenses were also those v;ho rely on one particular cognitive structure; 

however, the converse was not true—individuals relying on a particular 

cognitive structure did not necessarily show proclivities for one 

particular or unique defense. More recent research seems to offer 

contradictory findings to this unidirectional thesis; and suggests, 

further, that several cognitive controls may support a single ego 

defense mechanism. Isolation has also been related to field-articu

lation (Bertini, 1965; McDonald £ Hendry, 1965); and there is some 

evidence suggesting that projection and repression may be related 

to equivalence range (Alker, 1966; Silverman, 1964) and to field-

articulation (Witkin et al,, 1954; Witkin et al,, 1952; Witkin, 

1965), respectively. 

If there exists a unidirectional relationship between ego 

defense mechanisms and cognitive controls such that cognitive 

controls serve as superordinate structures subsuming unique defen

ses, then one would also expect m.easures of defenses to correlate 

significantly with only one cognitive control dimension. That is, 

if given the control structures, as in a predetermined factor 

matrix, one would expect measures reflecting defense mechanisms to 

load significantly on only one factor. However, if defenses are 

related to more than one control dimension, defenses would be 

expected to correlate significantly with more than one control 

factor. 

Assuming that several controls may support a single ego 

defense mechanism, one would also predict, as suggested by prev

ious research findings, that extreme scorers on both the leveling-
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sharpening and field-articulation controls would differ in their 

reliance on the defense of repression. Individuals in the extreme 

ranges of both scanning and equivalence range would also be expected 

to differ in their reliance on projection, and those persons in the 

extreme ranges of scanning and field-articulation to differ in their 

reliance on isolation. 

The research also suggests that the relationship between 

cognitive structures and ego defenses may not be independent of sex 

classification, Witkin et al,, (1954), Witkin et al,, (1962), and 

Witkin (1965) have noted significant differences between males and 

females in field-articulation; and several investigators, in relating 

ego defenses to cognitive controlsj have reported significant results 

for only one sex (Alker, 1966; Gardner et al,, 1959; McDonald £ Hendry, 

1955). 

Experimental Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses v;ere consequently formulated for 

investigation: 

1, Extensive scanners differ from limited scanners in their 

reliance on ego defenses, but this difference is not in

dependent of type of ego defense nor of sex classi

fication, 

2, Extensive scanners rely more than limited scanners on the 

defense of projection, but this difference is not inde

pendent of sex classification, 

3, Extensive scanners rely more than limited scanners on the 
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defense of isolation, but this difference is not inde

pendent of sex classification, 

4, Levelers differ from sharpeners in their reliance on ego 

defenses, but this difference is not independent of type 

of ego defense nor of sex classification, 

5, Levelers rely more than sharpeners on the defense of 

repression, but this difference is not independent of 

sex classification, 

5, Extensive field-articulators differ from limited field-

articulators in their reliance on ego defenses, but this 

difference is not independent of type of ego defense nor 

of sex classification, 

7, Extensive field-articulators rely more than limited field-

articulators on the defense of isolation, but this differ

ence is not independent of sex classification, 

8, Limited field-articulators rely more than extensive field-

articulators on the defense of repression, but this diff

erence is not independent of sex classification, 

9, Individuals with narrow equivalence ranges differ from 

individuals with broad equivalence ranges in their reliance 

on ego defenses, but this difference is not independent of 

type of ego defense nor of sex classification, 

10, Individuals with narrow equivalence ranges rely more than 

individuals with broad equivalence ranges on the defense 

of projection, but this difference is not independent of 

sex classification. 
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11, Individuals with extreme tolerances for unrealistic 

experiences differ from individuals with limited toler

ances in their reliance on ego defenses, but this diff

erence is not independent of type of ego defense nor of ^ 

sex classification, 

V 

12. Individual measures of defense mechanisms demonstrate 

salient correlations with only one cognitive control 

factor. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects iicluded in this study v;ere undergraduate studf̂ nts 

enrolled in one of three introductory psychology courses at Texas 

Technological College, As a required part of the course, the 

students in the introductory psychology courses were asked by their 

respective instructors to participate for a given number of hours 

in psychology experiments. Initially, 110 female and 93 male 

students volunteered to participate in this study; and these 

students were given the 127 item Repression-Sensitization Scale 

(Byrne, Barry, £ Nelson, 1963) and the 288 item Defense Mechanism 

Index (Sweney £ May, 1954), From this sample, 53 male and 55 

female students were randomly selected for further testing. The 

majority of both the male and female subjects selected were of 

freshman or sophomore standing, with the mean ages of 20 years 

(range =7) and 19 years (range = 4 ) , respectively. 

In order to treat the data according to several analysis 

of variance designs, subjects were further divided according to 

their scores on five measures of cognitive controls. For each 

control measure, the 13 upper and lower extreme scorers for both 

male and female subjects were selected for the purpose of analysis, 

32 
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For example, from the sample of 53 male and 55 female subjects, 13 

extreme male and 13 extreme female levelers and sharpeners were 

selected to represent the extremes of the leveling-sharpening 

cognitive control dimension. For each cognitive control dimension, 

extreme scorers were selected; and in each instance, the majority 

of the subjects were in the upper or lower quartiles of the dis

tribution of the respective cognitive control scores. 

The data were also analyzed by a factor analytic procedure. 

The subjects utilized for this analysis were the 53 male and 55 

female students randomly selected from the larger population. 

General Procedure 

The 203 subjects forming the initial sample of students 

were given the Repression-Sensitization Scale (Byrne et al,, 1953) 

and the Defense Mechanism Index (Sweney £ May, 1964) in a group 

setting; at this time the students were told that if they were 

randomly selected, they would be contacted to participate in the 

second half of the study. Within one month of the initial group 

testing, each student who had been randomly selected for further 

testing, was contacted, seen individually, and given a battery of 

tests designed to measure five cognitive control principles. To 

facilitate administration of the criterion measures of the control 

principles, several experimenters were utilized, each being trained 

and supervised in the administration of a particular test. Female 

experimenters administered the field-ai^ticulation and scanning 

control tests, while male experimenters administered the equiva

lence range, leveling-sharpening, and the tolerance for unrealistic 
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experience tests. Except for the leveling-sharpening control, v/hich 

had three male experimenters, a single experimenter was associated 

with each cognitive control test. Subjects were randomly assigned 

to one of the three experimenters for the leveling-sharpening test. 

Each test was administered individually and in the same sequence, 

with the majority of the subjects receiving the first four tests 

at one sitting, and the last test v;ithin one week of the others. 

The cognitive control measures, in their order of presentation, 

were as follows: (1) equivalence range, (2) field-articulation, 

(3) scanning, (4) leveling-sharpening, (5) tolerance for unrealistic 

experiences. 

Test Instruments: Ego Defense Measures 

Although concepts of ego defense have remained integral parts 

of most endeavors to delineate dynamic personality constructs, there 

have been surprisingly few attempts to scientifically measure these 

concepts by psycyometric techniques. More recently, however, Sweney 

£ May (1964) and Byrne et al,, (1963) have demonstrated that it is 

possible to empirically delineate conceptually meaningful individual 

differences in defensive strategies. The Defense Mechanism Index 

(Sweney £ May, 1964) and the Repression-Sensitization Scale (Bjrrne 

et al,, 1963) were the two instruments chosen as measures of ego 

defense mechanisms; and the scores derived from each test were 

used as dependent variables. It was assumed that each scale was 

reliably and validly reflecting different ego defense mechanisms,, 
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Repression-Sensitization Scale 

The Repression-Sensitization scale (Byrne, 1961; Byrne, et 

al,, 1963) is a self-administered questionnaire iistrur.ent designed 

to reflect individual differences in modes of response to threat

ening stimuli. Individuals are typed according to their predominant 

response to emotionally-toned or threatening stimuli as repressors 

or sensitizers, where repressors utilize behavior mechanisms of an 

avoiding tjrpe, and sensitizers mechanisms of an approaching type. 

The scale is seen as a continumn reflecting on one extreme re

pressing mechanisms and on the other intellectualizing, and 

obsessional mechanisms, A number of investigators (Byrne, 1961; 

Byrne et al,, 1963; Eriksen, 1963) have offered support for the 

consistency and validity of this dimension of defensive behavior 

in illustrating consistent reactions v/ithin individuals that ex

tend across learning, perceptual, and interpersonal situations. 

In this study the Revised Repression-Sensitization Scale 

(Byrne et al,, 1963) was utilized as an index of individual prefer

ences for the defense mechanism of isolation; for according to 

Schafer (1954) intellectualization is one form of the defense of 

isolation, "Isolation" is used here to refer to "...a fragmentation 

of conscious experience that either keeps apart ideas that belong 

together emotionally or keeps apart ideas and the affects corres

ponding to them" (Ibid., p, 335), 

The Revised Repression-Sensitization scale, itself, consists 

of 182 items, of which 127 are scorable, and 55 serve as buffer items, 

One point is assigned for each item answered in the sensitization 
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direction, resulting in a possible total score range from zero to 127, 

High scores thus reflect preferences for sensitizing (isolation) 

defenses. 

Defense Mechanism Index (DMI) 

The Defense Mechanism Index (Sweney £ May, 1964) is a self-

administered, 288 item questionnaire designed to reflect individual 

differences in certain areas of conflict and in defensive behavioral 

manifestations of conflict. Individuals are seen as manifesting, 

in varying degrees, a number of different ego defensive strategies; 

and this instrument was created to reflect several dimensions of 

defensive behavior. Although this instrument is of fairly recent 

origin, several investigators (Hill, 1956; Sweney, 1965; Sweney, 

1965) have offered research support for the reliability and validity 

of the various defense dimensions measured. 

In this study, various DMI (Form E) defense scales were 

utilized as indicies of individual preferences for 12 different 

ego defenses: compensation, rationalization, negative affect, 

positive affect, perceptual defense, autism, projection, repression, 

phantasy, paleologic, dissociation and reaction formation. 

The DMI questionnaire,itself, consists of 288 items and 

12 ego defense scales; and for each defense scale there are 24 

separate, scorable items. Items are answered in one of four 

ways: agree strongly, agree mildly, disagree mildly, or disagree 

strongly; and these items are assigned points from zero to three, . 

respectively. Thus the total possible score range for each 

defense was from zero to 72, with low scores reflecting preferences 
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for a particular defense. 

Cognitive Control Variables 

The hypotheses of this stidy involved predictions concerning 

defense mechanisms and single cognitive control structures; and thus 

it was imperative that the measures used be "pure" and distinct re

flections of single cognitive structures. The measures chosen were 

those suggested by Gardner et al., (1959) as the best uncontaminated 

estimates of the control principles; these variables, in a large 

factor analytic study, were .found to correlate significantly with 

only their respective "cognitive control factor", Gardner et al,, 

(1959) identified five independent cognitive control dimensions, 

and the measures utilized in this study were those variables which 

uniquely identified each dimension. 

Each subject was seen individually and given a battery of 

tests designed to measure these previously identified cognitive 

controls. The controls measured, in their order of presentation, 

were as follows: equivalence range, field-articulation, scanning, 

leveling-sharpening, and tolerance for unrealistic experiences. 

Equivalence Range: Procedure and Apparatus 

The criterion measure of the equivalence range control was 

obtained from a pencil-and-paper form of the Object Sorting Test 

(OST) originally used by Gardner et al., (1959);in their factor 

analytic study with female subjects, the OST measure correlated -

,80 with the "equivalence range factor". The pencil-and-paper 
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form used in this study was developed by Clayton £ Jackson (1961) 

and has been used by Gardner £ Schoen (1362) as a criterion measure 

of equivalence range. The v;ord list for the pencil-and-paper form 

is presented in Appendix D, 

For this test, each subject was given a list of 50 common 

objects and instructed to simply sort these objects (by listing in 

groups on a sheet of paper) in a manner that seemed natural, logical, 

and comfortable, with the only restriction being that the subject 

have a particular reason for grouping the objects, Aftar completing 

the test, each sijbject was asked to give his reason for each sorting; 

these responses were then recorded verbatim and scored according to 

criteria set forth by Gardner £ Schoen (1962), The total number of 

groups conceptualized served as the criterion variable for the 

equivalence range control, 

Field-Articulation: PrcK:edure and Apparatus 

The criterion measure for the field-articulation control V7as 

obtained from a short form version of the Embedded Figures Test 

(Witkin, 1950), The Embedded Figures Test (EFT) has been used 

extensively by a number of investigators (Witkin et al,, 1954; 

Witkin et al,, 1952; Witkin, 1955) as a criterion measure of field-

articulation; and Gardner et al,, (1959), in their large factor 

analytic study, found measures derived from short forms of the 

EFT correlated ,84 and ,81 with a judged "field-articulation factor" 

with female subjects. For the purposes of this study, one of the 

short form EFT scales developed by Gardner et al,, (1959) was 
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utilized. This form, based on eight test figures, correlated ,81 with 

the field-articulation factor. 

The stim.uli for this test consisted of 8 complex, colored 

geometrical patterns, in each of which was "embedded" a more simple 

geometric form. For each complex figure, the subject was given the 

task of discovering the "hidden" pattern. The stimuli, with their 

identifying numbers, are described in detail by Witkin (1950), 

During test administration, each subject was seen individ

ually and given the following instructions: 

I am going to show you a series of colored designs. Each 
time I show you one of these designs, I want you to describe 
the overall pattern that you see in it. After examining each 
design, I will show you a simpler figure which is contained 
in that larger design. You will then be giyen the larger 
design again, and your job v/ill be to locate the smaller 
figure in it. Let us go through one to show you how it's 
done. 

The subject was then shov/n the practice complex figure 

(P-1) for 15 seconds; and then after removing the complex figure, 

was shown the practice simple figure (P) for 10 seconds. The 

subject was instructed as follows: 

I will now show you the original figure again and you 
are to find the smaller figure in it. When you have found 
the smaller figure, I would like you to tell me immediately 
and then pick up this (blunt stylus) and trace it without 
touching the paper. While you are searching for the figure, 
however, you are not to use this (stylus) or your finger to 
trace lines. 

This is how you will proceed on all trials, I would 
like to add that in every case the smaller figure will be 
present in the larger design. It will alvrays be in the 
upright position. There may be several of the smaller 
figures in the same larger design, but you are to look 
only for the one in the upright position. Work as 
quickly as you possibly can, since I will be timing 
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you, but be sure that the figure you find is exactly the 
same as the original figure, both in size and proportions. 
As soon as you have found the figure, tell me at once. If 
you ever forget what the small figure looks like, you may 
ask to see it again. Are there any questions? 

Each subject was then exposed to the 8 complex stimuli in the 

following order: C-1, F-1, C-2, G-1, A-3, D-2, C-4, and C-5, The 

experimenter recorded the search time required to discover each of 

the hidden figures. If requested, the subject v;as allowed to examine 

the simple figure again for 10 seconds, but this time was not recorded; 

and if the subject had not discovered the figure after 5 minutes, the 

examiner recorded this time^ and went on to the next complex figure. 

The search time for the eight test items, for each subject, 

was converted to a log score. This log score, multiplied by 10, was 

utilized as a criterion measure of field-articulation. 

Scanning: Procedure and Apparatus 

The criterion measure of the scanning control was obtained 

from a modified version of the Incidental Recall Test, a test that 

has been used previously by Klein (19 54) and has been shown by 

Gardner et al,, (1959) to correlate ,52 with a judged "scanning 

factor" in a factor analytic study using male subjects. And al

though a scanning factor did not appear for female subjects, -

",,,the incidental recall measure is the only one that may be 

considered a valid and unequivocal indicator of scanning" 

(Gardner et al,, 1959, p, 114), 

As the name suggests, this test was concerned with the 

amount of incidental material each subject could recall, when 
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during the test period proper, his attention was directed in another 

direction. In terms of the scanning control, the amount of incidental 

material recalled reflects a general tendency to be aware of relatively 

many cues in a stimulus field. 

The stimulus materials for this task consisted of three white 

cards (8 1/2" by 11"), The first card contained 110 colored circular 

spots of 5/15 inches in diameter. The spots were tinted with one of 

four colors—blue, green, red, and yellow—and were arranged in random 

order, with 11 lines of 10 spots per line. The second and third cards 

each contained 30 words, equated in terms of frequency of occurrence 

as assessed by Thorndike and Lorge (1944), The words were printed 

in 3/8" lettering and randomly dispersed in different colors over the 

card. The format and the words for each card are presented in Appendix 

B. 

During the presentation period, each subject was shown the 

first card and instructed as follows: 

On this card are a number of colored spots, Reading fron 
left to right, I want you to name the colors as fast and as 
accurately as possible. To make sure that you have the color 
names correct, read the practice line and stop, (The subject 
reads the practice line,) Now when I give the signal, start 
reading as fast and as accurately as possible, I will be 
ciming you with this stop watch. 

After waiting 30 seconds, the experimenter presented card 

two and instructed the subject as follows: 

I have another page of words printed in different colors. 
As before, I want you to ignore the v;ords and read the colors as 
fast and as accurately as you can, (There were no practice lines 
in this test.) 
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After 60 seconds, card three was presented. The instructions 

were: 

Same thing this time. Here is another page of colors printed 
in different '.Jords, and I v;ant you to ignore the words and read 
the colors as fast and as accurately as possible. 

Immediately following card three, the recall portion of this 

test was administered with the following instructions: 

On the last two pages you read, you know, of course, that 
words were printed in different colors. I realize I asked you 
to ignore the words but wonder if, in passing, you did notice 
the words themselves. Tell me all you remember. 

Following the initial response, the experimenter encouraged 

the subject with: "Try and remember more. Think of as many as you 

can". The total number of words correctly recalled from the second 

and third cards was recorded; and this total served as the criter

ion measure of scanning, 

Leveling-Sharpening: Procedure and Apparatus 

The criterion measure of the leveling-sharpening control was 

obtained from the Kinesthetic Time Error Test, This test has been 

used by a number of investigators as a criterion measure (Holzman, 

1954; Holzman £ Klein, 1954); and was found to correlate .65 with 

the judged "leveling-sharpening factor" for female subjects in a 

study by Gardner et al., (1959), 

In this test each subject was asked, under two<different 

conditions, to judge whether a hand-held comparison weight was 

heavier or lighter than a standard weight. In two conditions a 

third weight, either much heavier or much lighter than the com

parison and standard stimuli, was interpolated between the pre-
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sentation of the standard and comparison v/eights, making the judgement 

more difficult. During testing, the subject was blindfolded to pre

vent visual identification of the stimuli; and seated in a chair 

directly in front of a table 40 inches high. During the presentation 

trials, the experimenter placed each weight to be judged in a pre

determined position of the table, directly in front of the subject. 

The instructions read to each subject were identical to those 

used by Gardner et al,, (1959), and v;ere as follows: 

This is an experiment to see how you judge weights. Rest 
your elbow on this pad, (The elbow of the subject's preferred 
arm was put on the pad,) V/hen I tap my pencil like this 
(demonstration) I want you to lift up the weight that will be 
right in front of your hand. (The subject's hand was then 
directed to the v/eight.) Grasp the weight v/ith all five 
fingers like this (demonstration) and lift it this high 
twice (demonstration) and at this rate of speed (demonstration). 
Keep your elbow on the pad at all times. When I tap my pencil 
again, and this will be just after you put the weight down, 
you will pick up another weight. But this time I v>rant you 
to simply hold the weight for a few seconds. Then, I will 
tap my pencil again, and you will pit the weight dovm, I'll 
then give you another tapping signal, and you will pick up a 
thiixi weight. This weight you will lift twice, just as you 
did the first one, and then put it down. Now after you put 
this third weight down, I want you to tell me if the third 
weight was lighter or heavier than the first weight you 
picked up. Ignore the middle weight, which you will hold 
for a few seconds. After you give me your judgment, I'll 
tap ray pencil again and you'll pick up that middle weight 
again and hold it for a while. Then, we'll start the cycle 
again. Remember, judge only the third weight, and tell me 
if the third one is heavier or lighter than the first weight. 
Let's have two practice runs. 

On completing two practice trials, using 200 grams, 132 grams 

intervening, 184 grams, 200 grams, 13 2 pra.ns intervening, and 216 

grams, the following instructions were read to each subject: 

All right, now we're ready to begin. Remember, lift the 
weights only at my signal, and tell me if the third is 
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lighter or heavier than the first. Try to ignore the nidd]e 
weight. 

Each subject then received 70 sequences of paired weights, and 

was asked to judge the comparison weight heavier or lighter than the 

standard. The first 35 judgments were made with a lighter inter

polated stimulus. During both conditions of presentation, the 

subject first lifted the standard stimulus (200 grams) for three 

seconds; then he lifted the interpolated stiriulus for 10 seconds 

(13 2 grams for the first 35 presentations, and 290 grams for the 

last 35); and then he lifted a comparison stimulus for three seconds. 

Following his canparison judgment, the subject again lifted the 

interpolated stimulus for 20 seconds; and again the experimenter 

administered the standard stimulus to start a new sequence. In 

each condition, each weight was compared with the comparison weight 

seven times; and of the 35 pairs of weights, each pair preceded and 

followed every other one at least once and no more than twice. 

For each subject an assimilation score was computed and 

used as the criterion measure of leveling-sharpening. The assim

ilation score was the difference in time error (the difference 

between the objective mid-point and the subjective mid-point of 

the series of comparison stimuli) between the heavy interpolated 

weight condition and the light interpolated weight condition. 

The method used in computing this score and the sequence of pre

sentation of the v;eight pairs are described by Gardner et al,, 

a959). 
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Tolerance for Unrealistic Experiences: 
Procedure and Apparatus 

The criterion measure for the tolerance for unrealistic exper

iences control was obtained frcm the Apparent Movement situation. 

Various investigators have utilized measures derived from the 

Apparent Movement situation as criterion for 1his control principle, 

and Gardner et al,, (1959) have demonstrated the range of apparent 

movement to correlate ,44 with the "tolerance for unrealistic exper

iences factor" in a factor analytic study using male subjects. 

Apparatus 

With the exception of the electrical circuit controls, the 

apparatus utilized was similar to that described by Orlansky (1940), 

A rectangular wooden box was constructed with the following dimensions: 

length 13 1/8 inches, height 4 1/2 inches, and width 8 1/2 inches (see 

Figure 1), The front part of the box was cut away to provide two 

openings of two inches by 3/4 of an inch; and in each opening a sheet 

of standard 16 lb, white stationery paper v;as inserted. The rectang

ular openings vrere two inches apart, A wooden partition divided the 

box into two equal compartm.ents; and each compartment was illuminated 

by a single G£»NE 83 lamp. Aluminum foil was also inserted in each 

compartment to increase the illumination and to provide a more 

diffuse light. The exposures of the two lamps were alternated by 

means of an electrical circuit composed of astable and monostable 

multivibrators (the circuit diagram is presented in Appendix C), 

The exposure time for each lamp remained constant; and the 
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experimenter varied the time interval between light exposures by means 

of a varnier dial (8:1 reduction). The dial readings were then cali

brated on a Beckman Type R Dynograph and converted into cycles per 

second units. 

The stimuli consisted of the two equal rectangular openings 

covered with white stationery paper. All testing v/as carried out in 

a completely darkened room; and the cutout rectangular openings could 

be seen only when the respective chambers were illuminated. 

Procedure 

Before the actual presentation trials, the apparatus xvas 

explained and demonstrated to each subject. He was told that, al

though he might experience movement, the figures themselves would 

not actually move. Both compartments were alternately lighted to 

illuminate the stimuli and to demonstrate the "stability" of the 

figures. 

Following the demonstration, the subject was seated 5 1/2 

feet in front of the display box, which was positioned on a table 

three feet high. The experimenter was seated three feet directly 

behind the subject; and controlled the alternation rate of the 

lamp exposures by a light shielded dial. The subject was then 

dark-adapted for four minutes, and given two ascending practice 

trials. The experimenter adjusted the alternation rate and in

structed the subject to report when alternation broke down so 

that he started to see movement; and then, to report when move

ment broke down into simultaneity. Following each trial the 
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subject was instiacted to cover his eyes while the experimenter adjusted 

the alternation rate for another ascending trial. After the two practice 

series, the subject was given five ascending series of judgements; and 

after calibration into cycles per second, the difference between the 

averaged judgments for the upper and lower thresholds determined the 

range of apparent movement for the subject. This range, in cycles 

per second, served as the criterion measure of tolerance for unreal

istic experiences. 

Summary of Criterion Variables 

The criterion variables for each of the five controls are 

summarized as follows: 

1, Equivalence range control. The total numbercf groups 

conceptualized on a pencil-and-paper Object Sorting 

Test, 2 

i 
2, F ie ld-ar t icu la t ion cont ro l . The log of the t o t a l time 

i 
•J 

in seconds required to discover simple figures embedded 2 

in a series of more complex figures, j 

3, Scanning control. The total number of words recalled 

in a test involving incidental recall, 

4, Leveling-sharpening control. An assimilation score 

derived from the difference in time errors between 

two conditions of judgment in a neutral psycho

physical weight judging task, 

5, Tolerance for unrealistic experiences control. The 

difference (in cycles per second) between the "threshold 
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of simultaneity" and the "threshold of movement" in the 

apparent movement situation. 

Analysis of the Data 

The data was treated statistically and analyzed according to 

several analysis of variance designs and by a factor analytic pro

cedure , 

Analysis of Variance 

Dependent Variables 

The raw scores derived from the Revised R-S scale (B3rrne, 

1963) and standard scores derived from the DMI (Sweney £ May, 1964) 

were considered as the dependent variables for this study. The 

scores from each respective scale were analyzed separately, and 

discussed under two different types of designs. 

Design Type I 

Since the R-S scale is a dimension reflecting different 

types of defenses on each end of a continumn, the scores derived 

from this scale were analyzed separately. The measure of sen

sitization (isolation) was the number of items answered in a 

scorable direction on the R-S scale. The total possible score 

range was from zero to 127, with high scores reflecting prefer

ences for sensitizing defenses. 

Design Type II 

The dependent measures for the analysis of variance type 
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II design were derived from the DMI, For each of 12 defenses there 

were 24 separate, scorable items, answered in one of four ways: 

agree strongly, agree mildly, disagree mildly, or disagree strongly. 

These items were assigned points frcm zero to th-ree, respectively; 

and each subject received a total raw score for each defense. The 

total possible score range was from zero to 72, with low scores 

reflecting preferences for a particular defense. These raw scores 

were then subtracted from 72 and converted to standard T- scores. 

The standard T- scores served as the dependent measures for the 

type II design, with high scores reflecting preferences for a 

particular defense. 

Type of Design 

Design Type I 

Two 2 x 2 Fixed Effects Model Analysis of Variance Designs ^ 
i 
i 

(Winer, 1952) were used to analyze the data derived from the R-S ^ 
a 

scale. The extreme ranges of scanning and the extreme ranges of u 

field-articulation made up the levels of one factor for each re

spective design. Sex was considered the additional factor for 

each design. Table 1 identifies the factors by type and level, 

B refers to a between factor. 

i 
< 
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TABLE I 

IDENTIFICATION OF FACTORS FOR DESIGN TYPE I 

Factor Type Level 

Cognitive Control B Extensive 
Limited 

Sex B Male 
Female 

Table 2 illust-rates the 2 X 2 Fixed Effects Model in terms of the 

source of variation and the associated degrees of freedom. The 

error term for all effects was the Residual Mean Square, 

Design Type II 

Five three factor 2 X 2 X 12 Fixed Effects Model Analysis of 

Variance Designs, with repeated measures on the last factor (Winer, 

1962), were used to analyze the data derived from the DMI, For each 

design the extreme ranges of one of five cognitive controls (scanning, 

field-articulation, leveling-sharpening, tolerance for unrealistic 

experiences, equivalence range) made up the levels of one factor. 

Sex and Type of Defense were considered as the additional factors for 

each design. Table 3 identifies the factors by type and level, B and 

W refer to between and within factors, respectively. Table 4 illus

trates the 2 X 2 X 12 Fixed Effects Model in terms of the sources of 

variation, degrees of freedom, and error terms for all effects. 
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TABLE 2 

TWO FACTOR 2 X 2 FIXED EFFECTS MODEL ANALYSIS OF 
VARIANCE DESIGN USED TO ANALYZE THE DATA 

DERIVED FROM THE R-S SCALE 

Source df Error Term 

Cognitive Control (C) 

Sex (S) 

cs 

1 

1 

1 

(R) 

(R) 

(R) 

Residual (R) 

Total df = 47 

Factor Analysis 

The data were also analyzed by a Procrustes factor analysis 

(Hurley £ Cattell, 1962; Hendrickson, 1964) with the aid of a 7040 

computer. The 18 variables used included the 12 defense scales of 

the DMI (Sweney £ May, 1964), the R-S scale (Byrne et al., 1963), 

and the 5 cognitive control criterion variables. The converted T-

scores derived from the DMI and the raw scores from the R-S scale 

were used in the statistical analysis. 

Guided by the research results reported by Gardner et al,, 

(1959), a factor matrix was transformed to a predetermined factor 

structure. The original matrix derived by the Principle Axis 



TABLE 3 

IDENTIFICATION OF FACTORS FOR DESIGN TYPE II 
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Factor Type Level 

Cognitive Control 

Sex 

Type of Defense 

B 

B 

W 

Extensive 
Limited 

Male 
Female 

Compensation 
Rationalization 
Negative Affect 
Positive Affect 
Perceptual Defense 
Autism 
Projection 
Repression 
Phantasy 
Paleologic 
Dissociation 
Reaction Formation 

method (Harman, 1960) was transformed to a factor structure such that 

there were five factors, with cognitive control criterion variables 

identifying each factor. The factor structure was developed such 

that each cognitive control variable was maximally loaded on a unique 

factor, and minimally loaded on all other factors. A factor structure 

was determined for both the female and male samples. 
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TABLE 4 

2 X 2 X 12 FIXED EFFECTS MODEL ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 
DESIGN USED TO ANALYZE THE DATA 

DERIVED FROM THE DMI 

Source df Error Term 

Between Subjects 

Cognitive Control (C) 

Sex (S) 

CS 

1 

1 

1 

(EB) 

(EB) 

(EB) 

Subj, w, groups (EB) 
(error between) 48 

Within Subjects 

Type of Defense 

CT 

ST 

CST 

11 

11 

11 

11 

(EW) 

(EW) 

(EW) 

(EW) 

T X s u b j , w, groups (EW) 
( e r r o r wi th in) 528 

To ta l df = 523 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Analysis of Variance 

Design Type I: R-S Scores 

For each of tv.'o cognitive controls, a 2 X 2 Fixed Effects 

Model Analysis of Variance design was used to analyze the data 

derived from R-S scale. The R-S data were scored in the sen

sitization direction and taken as a measure of isolation. 

FieId-Articulation and Isolation 

Table 5 summarizes the results of the analysis of variance 

for the field-articulation control, and illustrates there were no 

significant effects. Since specific effects were hypothesized a 

priori (see page 30), simple main effects were tested for each 

level of sex. An examination of the mean differences between 

extreme and limited field-articulators for each sex group also 

demonstrated no significant effects. 

Scanning and Isolation 

Table 6 summarizes the results of the analysis of variance 

for the scanning control, and illustrates a significant scanning 

by sex interaction effect. Figure 2 shows the graphic repre-

55 



TABLE 5 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF FIELD-ARTICULATION 
AND SEX WITH ISOLATION AS THE 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

56 

Source df Sum Mean F 
Squares Squares ^ 

F i e l d - (A) 
A r t i c u l a t i o n 

Sex 

AB 

(B) 

300,48 300,48 ,79 

,18 ,18 ,00 

23,56 23,55 ,06 

NS 

NS 

NS 

Within Cell 
(Error Term) 

48 18197,85 379,12 0 
i 
< 

Total Sum Squares = 18522,07 

T o t a l df = 51 

U 

i -

I tm Wpi M ^ i a ^ b ^ j a 



TABLE 6 
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCANNING AND 
SEX WITH ISOLATION AS THE 

DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

. A 

Source 

Scanning 

Sex 

AB 

df 

1 

1 

1 

Sum 
Squares 

123,07 

69,23 

1920,31 

Mean 
Squares 

123,07 

69,23 

1920,31 

F 

,27 

.15 

4,22 

P 

NS 

NS 

,05 

Within Cel l 48 
(Error Term) 

21831,08 454,81 
n 
i 
< 

Tota l Sum Squares = 23943,69 

T o t a l df = 51 

I' 

i -

•qu»n»«^tKaam<ci»^ag»ui^«*.—CZji«^ ••.i^<w«mnn e . i w iwa^ta^rm^mt-iam^it *mi^:4 
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sentation of this interaction and illustrates the mean isolation scores 

on the R-S scale for extensive and limited scanners by sex classi

fication. This interaction indicates that the difference between 

extreme and limited scanners in utilization of isolation is not indepen

dent of sex classification. That is, the difference in use of isolation 

betv;een extreme and limited scanners is significantly dependent on 

whether males or females are considered. 

Since specific effects were hypothesized a priori (see page 29), 

simple main effects were tested with an F test-for each level of sex. 

The differences between mean scores indicates a statistically sig

nificant difference (p<.05) in the utilization of isolation of the 

extreme and limited scanning groups under the male condition— the 

limited scanning group tends to make significantly more use of 

isolation than does the extreme scanning group. The mean score 

difference for the scanning groups under the female condition was 

not significant. 

Design Type II: DMI Scores 

For each of five cognitive controls, a 2 X 2 X 12 Fixed 

Effects Model Analysis of Variance design, with repeated measures 

on the last factor, was used to analyze the data derived from the 

DMI, The dependent variables of each design \-jere the standard 

scores (T- scores) derived from the DMI, Raw scores for each of 

12 separate defense scales were converted to standard scores, with 

high scores reflecting preferences for a particular defense. 

file:///-jere
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Figure 2. Mean isolation scores for extensive 
and limited scar:ners ever levels of sex 
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Scanning 
—i^»*i u n a . — — ^ ^ ^ 

Table 7 summarizes the results of the analysis of variance for 

the scanning control, and illustrates a significant scanning by sex by 

type of defense interaction effect. Figures 3a and 3b show the graphic 

representation of this interaction and illustrate the mean defensive

ness scores on the DMI for extensive and limited scanners by type of 

defense and by sex classification. This interaction indicates that 

the difference between extreme and limited scanners in defensive

ness is not independent of sex classification nor of type of defense. 

That is, in order to predict the difference in defensiveness of 

extreme and limited scanners, one needs to consider both type of 

defense and sex classification. 

An examination of the scanning by sex simple interactions 

over the various levels of types of defense by the Newman-Keuls test 

(Winer, 1962) yieJ.ded several significant effects. 

Figure 4 shows the graphic representation of the significant 

scanning by sex interaction effect (p <',05) over the negative affect 

defense. This interaction indicates that the difference between 

extreme and limited scanners in defensiveness for the negative 

affect defense is not independent of sex, A Newman-Keuls test on 

the differences between mean scores indicates a statistically sig

nificant difference (p <,05) in defensiveness between the extreme 

and limited scanning groups over the male condition—the extreme 

scanning group tends to be higher in defensiveness than does the 

limited scanning group. The mean difference in defensiveness 



TABLE 7 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCANNING, TYPE OF 
DEFENSE AND SEX WITH DEFENSIVENESS 

AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 
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Source df Sum 
Squares 

Mean 
Squares 

Between 
Subjects 

Scanning (A) 

Sex (B) 

AB 

32,77 

1277,96 

425,04 

32,77 ,08 

1277,95 3,13 

425,04 1,04 

NS 

NS 

NS. 

Error Betv;een 48 19551,58 407,33 

9 
i 

Within 
Subjects 

Type of 
Defense (C) 

BC 

AC 

ABC 

Error Within 

11 

11 

11 

11 

528 

355,59 

946,63 

427,52 

2005,55 

33720,78 

32,33 

86,06 

38,87 

182,32 

63,87 

,51 

1,35 

,51 

2,85 

NS 

NS 

NS 

.01 

Total Sum Squares = 37456,08 

Total df = 623 
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for the scanning groups ov̂ ,r the female condition was not significant. 

Figure 5 shows the graphic representation of the significant 

scanning by sex interaction effect (p<.05) over the perceptual 

defense level. This interaction indicates that the differences 

between extreme and limited scanners in defensiveness is not inde

pendent of sex, A Newman-Keuls test revealed significant mean 

differences (p<,05) between extreme and limited scanners for the 

female group--extreme female scanners tend to be more defensive. 

The difference between means for the male scanning groups was 

not significant. 

Figure 6 shows the graphic representation of the significant 

scanning by sex interaction effect for autism. This interaction 

indicates that the difference between means for the male scanners 

differs significantly from the difference betv;een means for the 

female scanners. A Newman-Keuls test of the mean differences 

for the scanning groups for each level of sex revealed no sig

nificant effects. 

Figure 7 shows the graphic picture of the significant 

scanning by sex interaction effect for the projection defense. 

This interaction indicates that the differences between scanning 

groups in defensiveness is not independent of sex. Since specific 

effects were hypothesized a priori (see page 29)i simple main 

effects were tested with an F test. Tests of mean differences 

for the scanning groups revealed significant effects for males 

and females. For males, extreme scanners attained significantly 
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greater defensiveness scores (p<,01); while for females, limited 

scanners attained significantly greater scores (p< ,02). 

Figure 8 shows the graphic picture of the significant scanning 

by sex interaction effect for the reaction formation defense. This 

interaction effect indicates that the differences in defensiveness 

between scanning groups is not independent of sex. A Nev/man-Keuls 

test on the mean differences between scanning groups for each level 

of sex did not reveal any significant effects. 

Tolerance for Unrealistic Experiences 

Table 8 sum.marizes the results of the analysis of variance 

for the tolerance for unrealistic experiences control, and illus

trates there v;ere no significant effects. 

Fie Id -Art icu lat ion 

Table 9 summarizes the results for the analysis of variance 

for the field-articulation control, and illustrates there were no 

significant effects. Since specific effects were hypothesized a 

priori for the repression defense (see page 30), certain simple 

effects were also tested with an F test. For the defense of 

repression, neither the sex by field-articulation interaction, 

nor the mean differences for extreme and limited field-articulators 

over each level of sex proved significant. 

•,ii 

^ 
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TABLE 8 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF TOLERANCE FOR UNREALISTIC 
EXPERIENCES, TYPE OF DEFENSE AND SEX 

WITH DEFENSIVENESS AS THE 
DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

71 

Source 

Between 
Subjects 

Tolerance Unreal 
Experiences (A) 
Sex (B) 

AB 

Error Between 

Within 
Subjects 

Type of 
Defense (C) 
BC 

AC 

ABC 

Error V7ithin 

df 

1 

1 

1 

48 

11 

11 

11 

11 

528 

Sum 
Squares 

2U,25 

U18,t+6 

211,17 

15190,19 

309,90 

854,67 

U51,0U 

894,35 

35730,12 

Mean 
Squares 

* 

24,25 

418,45 

211,17 

316,46 

28,17 

77,70 

41,91 

81,30 

67,67 

F 

,08 

1,32 

,57 

,42 

1,15 

,62 

1,20 

P 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

Tota l Sum Squares = 38250,08 

To ta l df = 623 



TABLE 9 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF FIELD-ARTICULATION, TYPE 
OF DEFENSE AND SEX WITH DEFENSIVENESS 

AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

72 

Source 

Between 
Subjects 

F i e l d -
A r t i c u l a t i o n (A) 

Sex (B) 

.AB 

Er ror Between 

Within 
Sub jec t^ 

Type of 
Defense (C) 

BC 

AC 

ABC 

E r r o r Wi th in 

df 

1 

1 

1 

48 

11 

11 

11 

11 

528 

Sum 
Squares 

90.78 

413,56 

906.25 

17979,76 

863,75 

1003,44 

770.07 

397.97 

30710.09 

Mean 
Squares 

*• 

90.78 

413,56 

906,25 

374,58 

78 .52 

91 .22 

7 0 . 0 1 

36 .18 

58.15 

F 

.24 

1.10 

2.42 

1.35 

1.57 

1.20 

.62 

P 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

•i, 
0' 

Tota l Sum Squares = 33745,33 

To ta l df = 623 
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Equivalence Range 

Table 10 summarizes the results for the analysis of variance 

for the equivalence range control and illustrates there was e sig

nificant second-order interaction effect. Figures 9a, 9b, and 9c 

show the graphic representation of this significant equivalence 

range by sex by type of defense interaction. This interaction 

indicates that the equivalence range by sex interactions differ 

significantly for the type of defense considered; or stated in 

another way, this interaction effect indicates that the differ

ences between broad and narrow equivalence range groups in ten

dencies toward ego defensiveness is not independent of sex classi

fication nor of the type of defense considered, A Newman-Keuls 

test, used to test the simple equivalence range by sex inter

action effects for each type of defense level, revealed signifi

cant effects (p<,05) for eleven of the twelve levels of the type 

formation type of defense level was not significant. 

Figures 9a, 9b, and 9c show graphically the significant 

simple interaction effects for the levels of compensation, rational

ization, negative affect, positive affect, perceptual defense, 

autism, projection, repression, phantasy, paleologic, and dis

sociation. These simple interaction effects indicate that for 

eleven of twelve defenses, the differences in defensiveness of 

broad and narrow equivalence range groups is significantly de

pendent on whether males or females are considered. That is, 

of defense factor. The simple interaction effect for the reaction -iJ 



TABLE 10 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF EQUIVALENCE RANGE, TYPE 
OF DEFENSE AND SEX WITH DEFENSIVENESS 

AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

74 

Source 

Between 
Subjects 

Equivalence 
Range (A) 

Sex (B) 

AB 

Error Between 

Within 
Subjects 

Type of 
Defense (C) 

BC 

AC 

ABC 

E r r o r With in 

df 

1 

1 

1 

48 

11 

11 

11 

11 

528 

Sum 
Squares 

99 .36 

1907,50 

1401,00 

20348,01 

258,59 

1170,25 

637.24 

1806.23 

35705,68 

Mean 
Squares 

-

99,36 

1907.50 

1401,00 

423,92 

23 .51 

106.39 

57.93 

164.26 

57 .62 

F 

,23 

4 ,50 

3,30 

,35 

1.57-

.85 

2 .43 

P 

NS 

.05 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

. 0 1 

.1 

Tota l Sum Squares = 39578.58 

To ta l df = 523 
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for each of these defenses, the difference in defensiveness for male 

broad and narrow equivalence range groups differs significantly frcm 

the difference in defensiveness of the female ecu:'valence range groups, 

A NeTrmian-Keuls test on the differences between broad and 

narrow equivalence range groups for each level of sex over each 

particular defense level revealed no significant simple main 

effects. 

Since specific effects were hypothesized a priori for the 

projection defense (see page 30), certain simple effects were also 

tested with an F test. For males, a significant difference in 

defensiveness (p ̂ '.OS) was found between broad and narrow equiva

lence range groups; the mean differences were not, hov;ever, found 

to be significant for the female groups. Figure 10 shows graph

ically the sex by equivalence range interaction for the projection 

defense, and illustrates that the male broad equivalence range v 
t 

c^roup, as compared to the male narrow equivalence range group, 'c.I 

attained higher defensiveness scores. 

Leveling-Sharpening 

Table 11 summarizes the results of the analysis of variance 

for the leveling-sharpening control and illustrates two significant 

first-order interaction effects. The sex by type of defense inter

action indicates that the differences betv.'cen nale and fem.ale groups 

in defensiveness is dependent on the type of defense considered. 

The leveling-sharpening by sex interaction demonstrates that the 
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TABLE 11 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF LEVELING-SHARPENING, TYPE 
OF DEFENSE AND SEX WITH DEFENSIVENESS 

AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE 

Source 

Between 
Subjects 

Level ing-
Sharpening (A) 

Sex (B) 

AB 

Error Between 

Within 
SuK"jects 

Type of 
Defense (C) 

BC 

AC 

ABC 

E r r o r Wi th in 

df 

1 

1 

1 

48 

11 

11 

11 

11 

528 

Sum 
Squares 

70 ,00 

783 ,01 

1703,U6 

18808,97 

288,56 

1346,13 

852 ,21 

561,75 

35711,64 

Mean 
Squares 

-

70,00 

783 ,01 

1703,46 

391,85 

26.23 

122.40 

77.47 

51,07 

67,64 

F 

.18 

2 ,00 

4 ,35 

.39 

1,81 

1,15 

,76 

P 

NS 

NS 

,05 

NS 

,05 

NS 

NS 

v 

•3 

Total Sum Squares = 38760,58 

Total df = 623 

ij <^^w,fc 
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differences in defensiveness between levelers and sharpeners is not 

independent of sex classification, T'.2-''-^re 11 shov;s the graphic 

representation of this sex by leveling-sharpening interaction. 

An examination of the differences in means for the leveling and 

sharpening groups at each level of sex with the Newman-Keuls test 

revealed no significant effects. 

Since specific effects were hypothesized a priori for the 

repression defense (see page 30), certain simple effects were also 

tested with an F test. Figure 12 shows the graphic representation 

of the significant leveling-sharpening by sex interaction effect 

for the defense of repression. As determined by the Newman-Keuls 

test, this interaction is significant at the .05 level, and indi

cates that the mean differences in defensiveness of the leveling 

and sharpening groups is not independent of sex classification. 

An F test of the mean differences between levelers and sharpeners 

for each sex level indicated a significant difference for females 

(p<",01). An examination of Figure 12 shows that for females, 

levelers tend to be more defensive than sharpeners. 

Factor Analysis 

For this part of the data analysis the 12 DMI variables, 

the 5 control variables and the R-S variable were intercorrelated 

and factored by the Principle Axis method (Harman, 1960), The 

squared multiple correlation method (Harman, 1960) v;as used to 

estimate the comunalities. Separate analyses were completed for 
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male and female samples; and for each sample, 5 factors were extracted. 

The correlation and the unrotated factor matrices are presented in 

Appendix A. The total proportion of explained variance accounted 

for by the 5 factors was approximately the same for both samples. 

For males the total explained variance equaled 85.8% and for females 

85,3%, 

The results of the Principle Axis analyses were then rotated 

to best approximations to pattern matrices by a Procrustes program 

(Burdsal, 1968), Pattern matrices were a priori hypothesized for 

both male and female samples, and are presented in Appendix A, 

For each sex, it was assumed that a factor structure existed 

(Gardner et al,, 1959) such that maximum loadings of cognitive 

control variables would uniquely identify each of 5 factors. 

Correlations of ,80 were judged as maximum loadings and zeros were 

entered in the remaining cells of the matrix (Hendrickson, 1964), 

Table 12 shows the results of the Procrustes rotation for 

the male sample. The a priori assumption of a factor structure -̂  

defined in terms of the pattern matrix was not supported. 

Rotation failed to define unique control factors for male subjects. 

Using ,30 as a cut off point for determining salient loadings in a 

factor matrix (Kaiser, 1958; Sweney, 1968), Table 12 shows that the 

control variables failed to load significantly on only one factor. 

Both leveling and field-articulation load significantly on factors 

I and II, and scanning correlates significantly with factors II 

and III. Most of the factors were also highly correlated 

.1 
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TABLE 12 

RESULTS OF PROCRUSTES ROTATION 
MALE SUBJECTS^ 

V a r i a b l e 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

I 

31 
07 
48 
12 

- 5 1 
-19 
-12 
-15 
-14 
-42 
-17 
-12 

19 
05 

-19 
-17 
-08 
-12 

Fac to r 

I I 

-57 
07 

- 1 1 
23 

- 2 1 
64 
05 

-09 
-18 

46 
28 
14 

-05 
18 
32 
69 

-29 
11 

I I I 

32 
11 

-08 
-05 

06 
-23 
-18 

61 
-12 
- 2 1 
-04 
-16 
-15 
- 1 1 

17 
- 3 1 

65 
-16 

IV 

- -02 
-15 
-38 
-24 

63 
-17 

15 
01 
33 
17 

- 0 1 
10 

-08 
- 1 1 
-08 
-22 

06 
09 

V 

09 
32 

-12 
- 2 1 

12 
-19 
-35 
-25 

03 
-20 
- 4 1 
-14 
-16 
-39 
-23 

16 
- 2 1 

48 

^Decimal points were omitted. 

Variables Identif ied 

3 Leveling-Sharpening 
5 Field-Art iculat ion 
16 Scanning 
17 Equivalence Range 
18 Tolerance For Unrealistic Experiences 
* (Remaining variables are identified in 

Appendix A) 

.1 

J' 
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(Appendix A), with the highest correlation being -,80 between factors 

I and II, Even though the factors were highly correlated, the con

trol variables did not demonstrate highly dependable loadings. The 

loadings of the control variables ranged from a low of ,34 with 

equivalence range, to a high of ,60 with leveling. 

Table 13 shows the results of the Procrustes rotation for 

the female sample, and demonstrates that rotation failed to 

define unique control factors. Scanning correlates significantly 

with factors II and V, and tolerance for unrealistic experience 

with factors II, III, and V, The control variables also did not 

demonstrate highly dependable loadings on the specified factors, 

and the correlations ranged from ,34 to ,60, Appendix A also 

shows that the correlations between factors, as with the male 

sample, reached moderately high levels, ranging from a low of 

,19 to a high of ,63, 
• ^ ^ 

^ 
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TABLE 13 

RESULTS OF PROCRUSTES ROTATION 
FEMALE SUBJECTS^ 

Variable Factor 

II III IV 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 3 2 -17 -ay 24 -OB 1 
15 35 -11 -38 -01 11 :i 
16 
17 
18 

19 
43 
26 
36 
08 
70 
68 
01 
32 
40 
34 
36 
50 
32 
35 
13 
34 
27 

51 
-21 
-19 
-17 
22 
-43 
04 
56 
35 
-25 
-14 
-03 
-09 
-17 
-11 
51 
-09 
38 

30 
08 
20 
-32 
41 
-06 
09 
14 
06 
-04 
03 
-16 
-28 
-39 
-38 
27 
06 
30 

26 
43 
60 
29 
14 
49 
16 
10 
19 
55 
42 
33 
13 
24 
01 
16 
15 
15 

21 
-04 
-15 
-01 
21 
05 
51 
36 
33 
-03 
10 
19 
27 
-08 
11 
32 
15 
59 

^Decimal points were omitted. 

Variables Identified 

3 Leveling-Sharpening 
5 Field-Articulation 

16 Scanning 
17 Equivalence Range 
18 Tolerance for Unrealistic Experiences 

(Remaining variables are identified in 
Appendix A) 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Results and Specific Hypotheses 

Various hypotheses were advanced concerning particular 

cognitive control variables, and the following discussion will 

center around the results for each control. 

Scanning 

Three hypotheses were advanced concerning the scanning 

control: 

Hypotheses 1, Extensive scanners differ from limited 

scanners in their reliance on ego defenses, but this 

difference is not independent of type of ego defense 

nor of sex classification. 

Hypotheses 2, Extensive scanners rely more than 

limited scanners on the defense of projection, but 

this difference is not independent of sex classifi

cation. 

Hypotheses 3, Extensive scanners rely more than limited 

scanners on the defense of isolation, but this difference 

is not independent of sex classification. 

Hypothesis 1 was supported by the DMI analysis (Pp, 60-69), 

Extensive scanners were found to differ from limited scanners in 

88 

^ ^ 



89 

defensiveness, but this difference was not independent of sex nor of 

type of ego defense. Significant sex by scanning interactions were 

discovered for the autism, negative affect, perceptual defense, and 

reaction formation defenses. For the negative affect defense, male 

extensive scanners were significantly more defensive than male 

limited scanners; while for the perceptual defense, female ex

tensive scanners were significantly greater in defensiveness than 

female limited scanners. 

Hypothesis 2 was partially supported (Pp, 65-69), Extensive 

male scanners were found to be more defensive for the projection 

defense; however, the reverse was found for females. Limited 

female scanners were significantly more defensive. 

Hypothesis 3 was also partially supported, in that a 

scanning by sex interaction proved significant (Pp. 55-58). 

In a direction opposite to that predicted, however, male limited ^ 

scanners relied more on isolation than male extreme scanners. 

Female scanners did not differ significantly in their use of 

isolation. 

The results for the scanning control offer contradictory 

findings to previous research with projection and isolation. 

Only limited male scanners were found greater in isolation, and 

thus the results contradict the findings of Gardner et al,, 

(1959) and Gardner S Long (1962). Gardner et al., (1959) 

found male extreme isolators to be extreme scanners; and 

Gardner £ Long (1962) found extreme female scanners greater in 

i 
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isolation than limited female scanners, A possible explanation for 

these inconsistent results is that isolation as measured by judged 

responses to the Rorschach (Gardner et al., 1959; Gardner £ Long, 

1962) is not identical to isolation as defined by extreme response 

on the Repression-Sensitization scale. 

For the projection defense, male extensive scanners were 

found significantly greater in defensiveness. Female scanning 

groups differed in the opposite direction, with limited scanners 

demonstrating more defensiveness. These findings are consistent 

with those reported by Silverman (1964) with male schizophrenic 

subjects, but contradictory to the results reported by Gardner 

S Long (1962) with female subjects. Gardner 6 Long (1962) found 

female extreme scanners greater in projection. 

Leveling-Sharpening 

Two hypotheses were advanced concerning the leveling-

sharpening control: 

Hypothesis 4, Levelers differ from sharpeners in 

their reliance on ego defenses, but this difference 

is not independent of type of ego defense nor of sex 

classification. 

Hypothesis 5, Levelers rely more than sharpeners on 

the defense of repression, but this difference is 

not independent of sex classification. 

Hypothesis 4 was partially supported, in that the differ

ence in defensiveness between levelers and sharpeners v/as found 
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to be dependent on sex classification (Pp. 78-81), The hypothesis 

was not completely supported, however, for the leveling-sharpening 

by sex by type of defense interaction did not prove significant. 

Hypothesis 5 was supported by the DMI analysis (p, 81), 

The difference in use of repression between levelers and sharpen

ers was found to be dependent on the sex considered, A significant 

difference, in the predicted direction, was found only for the 

female group—female levelers were more repressive than female 

sharpeners. 

The results for the leveling-sharpening control support 

the findings of Gardner et al,, (1959) and Holzman S Gardner 

(1959)—for females, levelers differ from sharpeners in tenden

cies to utilize repression. The similar findings also offer 

indirect support to the notion that the construct of repression 

as measured by the DMI is identical to repression as judged 

by experienced clinician's ratings cf Rorschach protocols 

(Gardner et al,, 1959; Gardner £ Long, 1962), 

Field-Articulation 

Three hypotheses were advanced for the field-articu

lation control: 

Extensive field-articulators differ from limited field-

articulators in their reliance on ego defenses, but 

this difference is not independent of type of ego 

defense nor of sex classification. 

Hypothesis 7, Extensive field-articulators rely more 

>i 
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than limited field-articulators on the defense of isolation, 

but this difference is not independent of sex classification. 

Hypothesis 8, Limited field-articulators rely more than 

extensive field-articulators on the defense of repression, 

but this difference is not independent of sex classification. 

Hypotheses 6, 7, and 8 were not supported by the results 

(Pp, 55 e 69), Extreme field-articulators did not differ sig

nificantly in defensiveness for any type of ego defense measured, 

not were sex differences discovered. 

The non-significant findings for the field-articulation 

control are not consistent with the results previously reported 

by Witkin and his associates (Pp, 21-25), The non-significant 

findings for the defenses of isolation and repression are con

sistent, however, with the results and theoretical speculations 

offered by Gardner et al,, (1959), Gardner £ Long (1962), and 

Holzman £ Gardner (1959), These investigators have offered 

research support for a unidirectional relationship between ^ 

the controls of scanning and leveling and the defenses of 

isolation and repression, respectively (Pp, 17-20), 

Equivalence Range 

Two hypotheses were advanced for the equivalence range 

control: 

Hypothesis 9, Individuals with narrow equivalence ranges 

differ from individuals with bread equivalence ranges in • 

their reliance on ego defenses, but this difference is 

.» 
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not independent of type of ego defense nor of sex classi

fication. 

Hypothesis 10, Individuals with narrow equivalence ranges 

rely more than individuals with broad equivalence ranges 

on the defense of projection, but this difference is not 

independent of sex classification. 

Hypothesis 9 was supported by the results of the DMI analy

sis (Pp, 73-78), A significant equivalence range by type of de

fense by sex interaction effect indicated that the differences 

in defensiveness of broad and narrow equivalence range groups 

is not independent of sex nor of the type of defense considered. 

Significant equivalence range by sex interactions were found for 

11 defenses: Compensation, rationalization, negative affect, 

positive affect, perceptual defense, autism, projection, 

repression, phantasy, paleologic, and dissociation. 

Hypothesis 10 was partially supported by the DMI analysis 

(p, 78), in that a significant equivalence range by sex interaction 

effect v;as discovered for the projection defense. Differences in 

projection for the broad and narrow equivalence range groups was 

found to be significantly different for males and females, but 

only for males did narrov; and broad equivalence range groups 

differ significantly. In a direction opposite to that predicted, 

the male broad equivalence range group demonstrated a signifi

cantly greater tendency to utilize projection than the narrow 

equivalence range group. 
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The results for the equivalence range control and the pro

jection defense are consistent with Alker's (1966) findings of a 

projection-equivalence range correlation for boys (Pp, 25-26), and 

in a direction opposite to that inferred from Silverman's (1964) 

results with paranoid schizophrenics (p, 26), 

In terms of the proposed unidirectional relationship be

tween scanning and projection (Gardner et al., 1959; Gardner £ 

Long, 1962), the equivalence range results suggest that pro

jection may be supported by more than one cognitive control. 

That is, both scanning and equivalence range groups differed 

significantly in their tendencies to utilize projection. 

Tolerance For Unrealistic Experiences 

The following hypothesis was advanced for the tolerance 

for unrealistic experiences control: 

Hypothesis 11, Individuals with extreme tolerances for 

unrealistic experiences differ from individuals with 

limited tolerances in their reliance on ego defenses, 

but this difference is not independent of type of ego 

defense nor of sex classification. 

Hypothesis 11 was not supported by the DMI analysis 

(p, 69), Extreme and limited tolerance for unrealistic exper

iences groups did not differ significantly in defensiveness 

over any type of defense nor over sex classification. 

The nonsignificant results for the tolerance for un

realistic experiences control suggest that not all cognitive 
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controls are linked with proclivities to utilize specific ego defenses. 

Control Factors 

The following hypothesis was advanced concerning the cognitive 

control factors: 

Hypothesis 12, Individual measures of defense mechanisms 

demonstrate salient correlations with only one cognitive 

control factor. 

The hypothesis was not testable because of the unpredicted 

results of the Procrustes factor analysis. For each sex, it was 

assumed that a cognitive control factor structure existed such 

that measures of defense mechanisms could be viewed in relation

ship to control factors. The results of the Procrustes rotation, 

however, did not demonstrate unique control factors. 

In view of the factors that have already been identified by 

Gardner et al,, (1959) this inability to demonstrate control >i 
f 

factors suggests that part of the explanation may be in the j 
'J 

choice of criterion variables for controls. That is, the measures 

used for controls may not account for a significant amount of the 

variance of a control factor to be utilized as criterion measures 

in a Procrustes analysis. Additional variables may well be needed 

to specify the factor structure in more detail. 

Another explanation for failure to achieve a control 

factor structure may be that such a structure does not exist in 

reality, Gardner et al,, (1959) were able to discover only three 
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control factors for females,and two for males. Reasoning that their 

sample was too small (N = 30) and that previous research had demon

strated similar results with each sex, it was suggested that the gross 

sex differences were artificial. The failure to develop a 5 factor 

structure in this study does not support this assumption, and sug

gests that future research may best be directed tov;ard reaching a 

more definitive identification of cognitive control structures. 

General Implications 

This study as a whole tends to support the theoretical 

speculations that link controls and defenses in a meaningful 

relationship, Hartmann (1939), Shapiro (1965) and the Menninger 

research group (Gardner et al., 1959; Holzman, 1962; Holzman £ 

Gardner, 1959; Holzman £ Klein, 1956; Klein, 1954) theorized 

that conflict-free styles emerged from unique defensive structure, 

or that certain conflict-free styles serve as necessary pre

conditions for the development of specific defensive styles -^ 

(Pp. 13-16), These theoretical positions suggest that a 

particular cognitive style, as represented by an extreme 

position on one of the five control dimensions, would either 

influence tendencies toward specific ego defense utilization, 

or be secondarily autonomous and conflict-free end products, 

having origins in defensive coping. 

This study did demonstrate differences in tendencies 

to utilize certain types of defenses between extreme control 

groups on several control dimensions, and thus offers results 

^ 

J 
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that are consistent with these theoretical views. The exact casual 

influence of the controls was not, of course, demonstrated in this 

study; but the results suggest that future longitudinal research or 

research directed toward an understanding of the development of 

control and defense structures should focus on leveling-sharpening, 

scanning or equivalence range, or on combinations of each of the five 

controls. That is, even though significant results were not demon

strated for the fiela-articulation or tolerance for unrealistic 

experience controls, it may be that preferences for specific 

defensive behaviors could best be accounted for by combinations 

of certain conflict-free attitudes. It this were not the case, 

the results of this study suggest that the developmental and 

casual relationships theorized are supported only for a llT.ited 

number of controls and a limited number of defenses. 

It has also been theorized by the Menninger research 

group that controls serve as a superstructure for specific 

defenses, such that certain defenses demonstrate a uni

directional relationship to specific controls. Although this 

hypothesis was not tested directly due to a failure to estab

lish cognitive control structure in a factor analysis, the 

results do offer some indirect support for this hypothesis. 

If only single controls were to provide the necessary pre

conditions for the emergence of specified defenses (such that 

all repressors were levelers but that all levelers were not 

necessarily repressors), then one would expect to find extreme 

.t 

i 



98 

cognitive control groups differing in unique defenses. This v̂ as the 

case for each defense except projection, where both extrer.es of equiv

alence range and scanning demonstrated significant differences in 

defensiveness. In view of the theoretical speculations, this 

finding suggests that several controls may provide the necessary 

cognitive conditions for the development of a specific defensive 

way of coping. Further research is needed, however, to throw more 

light on this theoretical position. 

http://extrer.es


CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Purpose 

The present study was concerned with the investigation of 

proposed relationships between conflict-free ego controls and ego 

defense structures. Psychoanalytic ego theory holds that certain 

cognitive behaviors find definition outside of conflict, but re

main in meaningful relationship to defense structures. Recent 

theory suggests that conflict-free attitudes or cognitive con

trols serve as necessary preconditions for the emergence of 

certain defense structures, or are secondarily autonomous 

structures that develop from defensive structures. 

The theoretical background of cognitive control and \ 
\ 

defense theory was reviewed, and theoretical speculations on < 

the relationships between controls and defenses were discussed. 

As based on a review of both theory and current research, hypo

theses were advanced involving five conflict-free attitudes and 

13 ego defenses. 

Method 

Fifty-three male and 55 female college students were randofaly 

selected from a larger population of volunteer students, and 

administered the Defense Mechanism Index (DMI), the Repressi:>n-

99 



Sensitization scale (R-S), and five measures identified as criterion 

variables for five cognitive control dimensions. The measures in

cluded 12 defenses from the DMI, the R-S defense dimension, and the 

controls of leveling-sharpening, field-articulation, scanning, 

eqaivalence range and tolerance for unrealistic experiences. The 

criterion variables for the controls involved measures that had 

previously been identified as being uniquely associated X'/ith only 

one control dimension. The measures for the controls were based 

on several test behaviors, which included a pencil-and-paper 

object sorting test, an embedded figures test, an.incidental 

recall test, a weight judging test, and an apparent movement test. 

The data i-zere analyzed by several analysis of variance 

designs. For each control measure 13 upper and lower extreme 

scorers for both male and female subjects were selected for 

separate analysis. Standard T-scores from the DMI and raw 

scores from the R-S scale served as dependent measures of ego ? 

defensiveness in the designs, •* 

The DMI, R-S and control variables for male and female 

subjects were also factor analyzed. For each sex, factors were 

extracted and rotated by Procrusted analysis to approximate an 

hypothesized cognitive control structure. 

Results^ 

For scanning groups there was a significant difference 

in ego defensiveness and this difference was not independent of 

sex nor of type of ego defense. Significant scanning by sex 
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interactions were found for the negative affect, perceptual defense, 

autism, projection and reaction formation defenses. Significant 

simple main effects were discovered for negative affect, perceptual 

defense, and projection defenses, 

A significant scanning by sex interaction effect was also 

discovered in tendencies to utilize isolation as measured by the 

R-S scale. Simple main effects also proved significant. 

Significant differences in ego defensiveness v;ere not 

found for the fieId-articulation or the tolerance for unrealistic 

experience cognitive control groups. 

For the equivalence range groups there was a significant 

difference in ego defensiveness, but this difference .̂ as not 

independent of sex nor of type of ego defense, 11 of 12 simple 

equivalence range by sex interactions proved significant. For 

the projection defense, a significant equivalence range by sex 

interaction effect and a significant simple main effect were 

discovered, 

Levelers differed from sharpeners in ego defensiveness 

but this difference was not independent of sex. For the re

pression defense, a significant leveling-sharpening by sex 

interaction effect and a significant simple main effect were 

discovered. 

For the Procrustes analysis for both male and female 

samples, the a priori assumption of a control factor structure 

was not supported. Rotation failed to define unique control 

factors. 
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Conclusions 

Most of the hypotheses advanced were supported and the re

sults of the study, as a whole, tended to support the theoretical 

positions and the results of previous research. Although the 

results were consistent with theoretical views specifying 

developmental-causal relationships, only longitudinal research 

will allow inferences concerning causal notions of the relation

ships between defense and control structures. The results also 

suggest that research efforts toward understanding the develop

ment of controls and defenses may profitably focus on the 

leveling-sharpening, scanning and equivalence range controls, 

or on a combination of the five cognitive controls. 

i 
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APPENDICES 

A, Factor Analysis Matrices 

Identification of Variables 
Correlation Matrix, Males 
Correlation Matrix, Females 
Unrotated Factor Loadings, Males 
Unrotated Factor Loadings, Females 
Procrustes Pattern Matrices, 
Intercorrelations of Rotated Factors, 

B, VJord List for the Incidental Recall Test, 

C, Circuit Diagram for the Apparent Movement Apparatus, 

D, Word List for the Object Sorting Test, 
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APPENDICES 

A-ppendix A: Factor Analysis Matrices 

Identification of Variables 

Variable Number Variable 

1 Isolation, Repression-Sensitization 
Scale 

2 Compensation, DMI Scale 

3 Leveling-Sharpening Control 

4 Rationalization, DMI Scale 

5 Field-Articulation Control 

6 Negative Affect, DMI Scale 

7 Positive Affect, DMI Scale 

8 Perceptual Defense, DMI Scale i 
9 Autism, DMI Scale 

10 Projection, DMI Scale 

11 Repression, DMI Scale 

12 Phantasy, DMI Scale 

13 Paleologic, DMI Scale 

14 Dissociation, DMI Scale 

15 Reaction Forrr.ation, DMI Scale 

16 Scanning Control 

17 Equivalence Range Control 

18 Tolerance for Unrealistic Experiences 
Control 



no 

Correlation Matric (Males) 

In the following matrix the decimal points were 
omitted. The number of observations equaled 53, 

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 

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

18 
14 
-29 
-01 
-60 
-29 
04 
-16 
-48 
-32 
-44 
-19 
-28 
-38 
-38 
18 
06 

02 
07 
-14 
-01 
-14 
07 
-05 
-09 
-15 
-03 
02 
-20 
-03 
-01 
10 
22 

14 
-27 
-19 
-07 
-14 
-06 
-08 
-05 
01 
07 
-06 
-08 
-10 
04 
-03 

-11 
47 
49 
19 
32 
34 
18 
46 
52 
46 
38 
09 
00 
-01 

-07 
08 
-07 
22 
13 
-03 
01 
-03 
-12 
01 
-21 
09 
09 

44 
12 
14 
52 
36 
40 
34 
53 
44 
43 
-17 
-13 

11 
61 
54 
28 
62 
53 
53 
31 
02 
-12 
-17 

22 
03 
14 
10 
13 
23 
36 
-04 
40 
-06 

19 
-06 
48 
64 
36 
15 
-09 
-16 
02 

44 
48 
19 
32 
33 
42 
-06 
-08 

06 
-02 
25 
19 
10 
-12 
-11 

51 
47 
24 
05 
01 
-03 

• 

54 
20 
-02 
-11 
-16 

31 
14 
-14 
-15 

15 16 17 18 
16 25 
17 09 -22 
18 -17 06 -17 

I I 

J J ^ 
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Correlation Matric (Females) 

In the following matrix the decimal points were 
omitted. The number of observations equaled 55, 

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

-01 
-19 
-37 
12 
-36 
-13 
28 
16 
-31 
-40 
-40 
-30 
-12 
-11 
23 
-05 
12 

30 
24 
-04 
32 
25 
-05 
21 
23 
12 
02 
23 
17 
13 
-08 
-02 
-01 

11 
13 
32 
11 
-01 
06 
31 
24 
23 
08 
23 

-03 
-11 
- 04 
-09 

-13 
45 
30 
20 
45 
35 
34 
56 
48 
52 
36 
-10 
15 
00 

07 
-01 
12 
01 
-01 
-04 
-06 
-12 
-21 
-11 
11 
01 
13 

35 
12 
17 
49 
25 
43 
42 
37 
35 
-19 
35 
06 

12 
38 
29 
41 
43 
54 
34 
25 
-08 
15 
39 

43 
-06 
01 
14 
16 
13 
23 
29 
00 
22 

24 
21 
41 
42 
44 
28 
20 
25 
13 

50 
62 
38 
38 
31 
-12 
07 
01 

50 
36 
23 
10 
-11 
23 
-01 

62 
47 
35 
00 
01 
15 

47 
51 
-01 
08 
12 

49 
13 
02 
-02 

15 16 17 18 
16 -06 
17 13 -06 
18 06 24 -02 
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Unrotated Factor Loadings (Males) 

In the following matrix the decimal points were 
omitted. The number of observations equaled 53, 

Variable Factor 
I II III IV V 

1 -59 40 -10 07 07 
2 -12 09 -11 24 -37 
3 -09 13 02 39 22 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Cumulative Propor-
tion of Explained 
Variance 

64 
00 
73 
78 
22 
55 
65 
35 
70 
62 
69 
50 
28 
-14 
-16 

44,5 

14 
13 
-36 
24 
19 
56 
-32 
-36 
21 
46 
09 
-14 
-55 
19 
-01 

60,4 

-12 
13 
-06 
12 
-64 
22 
04 
-12 
09 
11 
-04 
-35 
06 
-59 
21 

71,0 

27 
-59 
11 
-12 
-08 
-14 
-24 
-16 
-02 
21 
09 
00 
19 
-15 
04 

79.6 

-04 
-14 
-08 
15 
-14 
-17 
-02 
28 
-07 
01 
18 
-10 
-24 
-02 
-40 

85. 



Unrotated Factor Loadings (Females) 

In the following matrix the decimal points were 
omitted. The number of observations equaled 55, 

113 

Variable 

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

I 

-40 
31 
29 
70 
-09 
64 
59 
15 
53 
65 
56 
79 
74 
65 
53 
-11 
23 
11 

II 

-54 
07 
24 
-03 
-10 
26 
-18 
-63 
-53 
23 
20 
-01 
-13 
-09 
-18 
-44 
01 
-38 

Factor 
III 

03 
10 
26 
-21 
38 
14 
25 
00 
00 
14 
24 
05 
-11 
-33 
-32 
15 
13 
32 

IV 

28 
47 
27 
02 
07 
26 
-05 
-02 
15 
-02 
-22 
-33 
-12 
14 
06 
-12 
12 
-15 

V 

-03 
02 
-28 
-09 
-06 
21 
30 
-18 
-16 
-19 
-13 
-16 
17 
-09 
18 
-12 
17 
26 

Cumulative Propor
t i o n of Explained 
Variance 47,2 64,0 72 ,2 79,7 85,3 

» r 

Ml 
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Procrustes Pattern Matrices 

The original factor matrices were rotated to the best 
possible approximations to the following pattern mat*rices: 

Males 

Variable Factor 
II III IV 

3 
5 
16 
17 
18 

.80 

.80 
.80 

.80 

,80 

Females 

Variable 

3 
5 
16 
17 
18 

Factor 
II III 

,80 
,80 

,80 

IV V 

,80 

,80 
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Intercorrelations of Rotated Factors 

Male Sample 

Factors 

I II III IV 

II -,23 

III -,12 -,45 

IV -.80 -.33 .10 

V -,24 .23 -,32 ,19 

Female Sample 

Factors 

I II III IV 

II -,26 

III ,19 ,52 

IV ,43 -,32 ,34 

V ,45 ,63 ,51 -.25 
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Appendix B: VJord Lis t for the 
Ji^W gi * 

Incidental Recall Test 

Card 2 

SAIL NORTH DOOR 

SHOW MARK SHIP 

ROCK CENTER WINDOW 

DISTANCE HORSE SONG 

WINTER PICTURE ISLAND 

Card 3 

BOOK WATER WIND 

NEIGHBOR PAPER TASTE 

NEWS STRENGTH ROSE 

CENT PLACE FACE 

EAR HEAD EARTH 



.17 

ro 
00 

i n 
c^i' 
CvJ 
• f 

(0 
0 
(0 

f^ 

a. 
< 

c 

§ 
> 
o 

^ c 
d) 
u 
fO 
(X 
(X 

< 
0) 

Xi 

o 

ra 
•H 
Q 
+-» 
•H 
o 
u 

•H 
O 

CJ 

X 
•H 

c o a, a, 
< 



Appendix D: VJord List for Object Sorting Test 

113 

lamp post 

television set 

rock 

hammer 

ruler 

gloves 

sx̂ eater 

aspirin 

canoe 

coat 

pencil 

book-end 

lamp 

rope 

a tire 

pistol 

arrow 

hat towel 

golf club 

picture 

wallet 

spoon 

telephone 

pillow 

roig 

screw driver 

measuring cup 

cigarette 

radio 

a match 

dictionary 

a watch 

tree 

postage stamp 

chair 

band aid 

milk bottle c 

window shade 

a bolt 

shoe 

daffodil 

a baseball 

handkerchief 

comb 

a pot toboggan 

nail scissors dime 

shovel 
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