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A COMPARISON OF THE EFFECTS OF PROJECTIVE AND QUESTIONNAIRE
INSTRUCTIONS UPON RESPONSES TO PICTURES OF THE ROSENZWEIG
PF STUDY TYPE

Abstract

The purpose of this experiment was to investigate
the effect of instructions upon responses to pictures of the PF
Study type. It was hypothesized that when subjects are directed to
respond for, and presumably to identify with, pictured characters,
they would give more unfatvorable responses than when questioned
directly as to their own presumed behavior in the depicted. -
situations. It was hypothesized, further, that one type of response
likely to be withheld when the questioning procedure is employed
is a response indicating hostility toward fellow men.

_ In order to test the hypotheses, 58 university
students were given a set of pictures under PF Study instructions,
and an alternate set administered in questionnaire fashion. For
half the subjects the order of presentation of pictures, but not
of instructions, was reversed. All responses were scored
according to the same criteria, and subjected to statistical
analysis in order that the effects of differences in instructions,
pictures, and groups of subjects might be estimated.

The results of the experiment lend support to
both hypotheses, the main findings being as follows:

1. When the pictures were administered under
questionnaire rather than PF Study instructions, the subjects gave
fewer responses indicating that blame for frustration is
aggressively attributed to another person, and a greater number of
responses indicating that, when frustrated, the subject takes it
upon himself to try to overcome the obstacle.

2. The observed differences in frequency of these
two types of response, elicited under different instructions, were
"sufficiently great to produce significant differences in mean
scores for three of Rosenzweig's major scoring categories:
Extrapunitiveness, Ego-defensiveness and Need-persistence.

These results were interpreted as reflecting
differences in the effects of projective and questionnaire
instructions. Questionnaire instructions, by directing the subject
to indicate his own presumed behavior in hypothetical situations,

tend to put the subject on the defensive. Since the subject must
- consciously acknowledge each response as his own, the production
of two types of response is prevented: (a) a response which the
subject is unwilling to acknowledge as his own, and (b) a response



which makes manifest a feeling or wish which does not normally
enter the subject's awareness, that is, a response which the
subject is unable to acknowledge as his own.

The main conclusions and implications of this
experiment were: : ’

1. The type of instructions used with
pictures of the PF Study type may decisively affect test results.

2. One type of response which subjects
sometimes withhold, when questioned directly as to their
behavior in frustrating situations, is a response indicating
that the subject aggressively blames another person for having
frustrated his needs.

3. Gne type of response which is elicited more
frequently by direct questioning than by the use of PF Study
- instructions is a response indicating that, in frustrating
situations, the subject takes it upon himself to seek a
solution to the problem.

‘ 4+ If responses elicited under PF Study
instructions be considered more valid indicators of behavior in
frustrating situations, then the findings of this experiment
suggest that, for some subjects, direct questioning elicits
responses indicating that the subject is less frequently hostile
toward fellow men, and more frequently willing to accept
responsibility for overcoming obstacles, than is actually the
case.

5. Since PF Study instructions do less to
structure the test situation than questionnaire instructions,
the results of this experiment support the hypothesis, which is
basic to most theoretical discussions of projective techniques,
that the revelatory power of a diagnostic technique varies
inversely with the degree of structuring of the test situation.
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CHAPTER I

 INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

The hypothesis underlying the developmént of
projective techniques is that a person's behavior will be more
revealing of his personality characteristics when the test situation
is ambiguous than ﬁhen it is well defined, or highly "structured".
This hypothesis gains theoretical support from several considerations:
(1) a highly structured object, such as a chaif, is, by definition,
responded to in a stereotyped manner by most people, whereas less
structured materials permit more individual modes of behavior;

(2) in familiar situations there are conventional forms: of behavior
which, by guiding the individual, conceal as much as they reveal his
personality; (3) if the situation is ill-defined, the subject is less
likely to discern the examiner's intention in requesting a response,
and is therefore less likely to be guided by a concept of "good
response" than if the situation were highly structured; and (4) to the
extent that the subject's responses are not guided by any concept of
socially-approved or '"good" response, they are determined by his own
personal needs, attitudes and fantasies. In accordance with the

projective hypothesis, the materials of projective tests are made



ambiguous, that is, they are so constructed as to admit of more varied
interpretations than do familiar objects. Also in accordance with the
hypothesis, projective test instructions are designed to provide only

a minimum of guidance for the subject.

In the present study, it was proposeﬁ‘that the
projective hypothesis be tested experimentally by comparing the effects
of projective test instructions and questionnaire instructions upon
résponses to a set of pictures. Sinée the projective instructions do
less to'%tructure" the test situation than do questionnaire instructions,
it was predicted that there would be differences between the responses
elicited by the two techniques. Insofér as fhe results of this
comparison will be relevant to the projective hypothesis, it was felt

that this study would have theoretical significance.

The practical importance of this investigation
derives ffom the fact that if responses elicited by projective
instructions différ from responses obtained by questionnaire
instructions, then there must be factors operating to produce the
the differences which, if not taken into account by the clinician
using the techniques, may lead to invalid interpretations. One such’
invalidating factor is the tendency, on the part of sgbjects, to
censor their responses to.personality tests. This is the tendency to
deny expression to certain thoughts, wishes and feelings, or to allow
their expression only in some distorted form. In this sense, not only

responses to test situations, but any behavior may be "censored". The



problem which is encountered bthhe'psychologist using diagnostic
techniques is that of estimating the extent to which responses
elicited during an interview, or testing session, have been censofed.
If the censorship has not been excessive, then the data obtained may
be interpreted, as is commonly done, by extrapolation from the test
situation to everyday situations. If, however, responses have been
withheld or distorted to an extent which is not charactefistic of the
subject in his reactions to everyday happenings, then this must be
taken into account by the examiner in his interpretation of test data;
The validity of an interpretation of a test record will depend, then,
upon the presumed degree of correspondence between censorship in the
#ést situation and censorship in the evefyday life of the subject. The
issue is accordingly an important one. Research related to the problem

as it concerns various diagnostic techniques has, however, been scanty.

In the present study, the pictures of the Rosenzweig
Picture-Frustration Study ( 29 ) were administered under the
conditions prescribed by its author, and undeér conditions approximating
those of the questionnaire, or inventory, method. The projective
procedure involﬁes instructing the subject to respond'fdr, and in some
sense identify with, the cartoon-like characters in the pictures.
-Since the projective instructions are calculated to turn thé subject's
attention away from himself, they facilitate the production of
responses which the subject might not be willing to acknowledge as his

own, were he questioned directly. The questionnaire procedure involves



instructing the subject to indicate how he believes he would repond
in the hypothetical situations depicted. By so turning the subject's
attention upon himself, the questionnaire instructions encourage
conscious evaluation of responses, and may prevent certain
unacceptable thoughts or wishes from entering consciousness. On the
basis of these considerations, it was predicted that subjects would
censor their responses to a greater extent when a questionnaire

technique was used than when the projective procedure was employed.

Bofh techniques under investigation purport to
reveal the subject's characteristic ways of reacting to frustration
in social situations. Insofar as the behavior being investigated is
social behavior, it seemed reasonable to suppose that one type of
response likely to be inhibited by subjects would be responses
indicating hoétility toward fellow-men. It was predicted,
according}y, that éensorship would be reflected in a decrease in the
number of responses of this type elicited by the questionnaire

procedure.

Specific Purposes of this Experiment

The specific purpose of this experiment was to
compare the effects of projective and questionnaire instructions uﬁon
responses to pictures of the PF Study type. The first question to be
investigated was: If subjects are questioﬁeq about their own behavior,

do they censor their responses td a greater extent than when they are



instructed to answer for, and presumably identify with, pictured
characters? The second question was: When subjects censor their
resﬁonses to questions, what sort of response is withheld, and what

sort of response is offered?

Restating these questions in the form of

hypotheses to be tested in this experiment, they become:

1. If one set of pictures is administered to a
group of subjects under the projective instruptions of the
Rosenzweig PF Study, and an alternate set administered in
questionnaire—fashioﬁ, then the sets of responses so elicited will
differ to an extent not attributable solely to differences between

the two sets of pictures.

2. If subjects are required to respond to a set of |
pictures under the conditions prescribed by the author of the PF
Study, then they will offer more responses reflecting hostility
toward fellow-men than when they are instructed to indicate their own

presumed behavior in the hypothetical pictured situations.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH

Among the large number of personality
questionnaires which have been published, it is now quite
generally admitted that there are few which have much practical
value in individual diagnosis. The years, as Hunt ( 18, p 207 )
says, have not treated these techniques in a kindly manner. One of
their most important failings is their susceptibility to "fakingﬁ or
"lying" in one way or another, as well as their susceptibility to
unconscious self-deception on the part of subjects who may be
consciously quite honest and sincere in their responses. The
possibility of sﬁch factors having an invalidating effect upon the
scores obtained has been mentioned by many writers, including
Adams ( 1 ), Allport ( 3 ), Bernreuter (4 ), Eisenberg ( 6 ),
Guilford ( 15 ), Humm ( 17 ), Kelly ( 19 ), Landis ( 20 ),'
McKinley ( 21 ), McQuitty ( 22 ), Meehl ( 23 ) ( 24 ), Olson ( 26 ),
- Rosenzweig ( 27 ) ( 28 ), Ruch ( 36 ), Vernon ( 38 ), Washburne ( 39 ),
Willoughby ( 40 ) and others. One of the assumed advantages of
projective methods is that they are.relatively less influenced by

such distorting factors, although there have been very few attempts
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to justify this assumption experimentally.

A number of investigators have concluded that
subjects can, and do, censor their responses to personality
questionnaires. Hendrickson ( 16 ), cited by Olson ( 26 ),
reported that a group of teachers earned significantly more stable,
dominant, eXtraverted and self-sufficient scores on the Bernreuter
scales when instructed to take the test as though they were
applying for a position, than when under more neutral conditions.
Bernreuter ( 4 ) found that college students could produce marked
shifts in their Bernreuter scores in the "socially approved"
direction, although he interpreted this finding as indicating the
comparative unimportance of the faking tendency. His reasoning was
that had the need for giving socially approved responses operated in
the first administration to any appreciable extent, the effect of
special instructions to take this attitude should not have been great.
This reasoning seems rather tenuous, inasmuch as the occurence of a
shift merely shows that conscious and permitted faking can produce
greater effects than those which may have been operating in the
tnaive! original testing. The insignificant correlations bepween naive
and faked scores were also used by Bernreuter to support his‘viewg an
argument which Seems very questionéble in view of the probabiy gross’
skewness of the faked scores. What is clear from his investigation is
that people are able to influence their Bernreuter scores to a

considerable extent if they choose to, and that the average student's
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notion of what is socially desirable seems to be an individual who is

dominant, self-sufficient and stable.

Metfessel ( 25 ), Olson ( 26 ) and Spencer ( 37 )
have studied the effects of anonymity on responses to questionnaires
and shown that the requirement of signing one's ﬁame has a definite
‘effect on the scores. Kelly, Miles and Terman ( 19 ) démonstrated
.the.ease with which scores on the Terman-Miles Masculinity-
Femininity TeSt could be "faked" in eithér direction once the subjects

had been let in on the secret of what the test measured.

\

Ellis ( 7 ) made a rather comprehensive review of
forty-two experiments designed to establish this "faking" or "over-
rating" tendency on the part of respondents to personality
questionnaires, and concluded that thirty-six indicated that over-

rating or lying did take place, while only six showed that it did not.

~ The possibility that the problem of censorship of
responses may be of less significance for some types of personality
test than for others seems largely to have been ignored by researchers.
In order to investigéte this possibility, it is necessary to compare
data obtained by testing the same group of subjects by different
techniques. Thus, Eilis ( 8 ) compared the use of direct_phrasing of
questions with the use of indirect forms of the same questions. He
- found that when questions were changed from the direct form, "I get

angry VERY OFTEN PRETTY‘OFTEN etc.", to the indirect form, "Children



who often get angry are VERY QUEER PRETTY QUEER etc.", his subjects
gave significantly more unfavorable responses, especially psychosomatic

ones.

Fosberg ( 9 ) gave the Bernreuter test to thirty-
seven subjects under standard conditions, under instructions to make
good impressions, and under instructions to make bad.impressions. He
then gave the Rorschach Test to fifty subjects under similar consitions,
and found that whereas the Bernreuter scores showed shifts in the
desired directions, fhe Rorschach protocols were not significantly
changed. In a later study, Fosberg ( 10 ) asked fifty subjects how they
had gone about the task of giving "good" and "bad" personality
impressions, when instructed to do so. A comparison of the list of
explanation§ revealed that, in general, to make a 'good" imbression
subjects tried fo please the examiner, to appear to be extraverted,
erudite, humorous and ihtelligent, and to avoid mention of sex,
destruction and aggression. To appear to be "bad", subjects tried to
annoy the examiner, to act stubborn, to give sexual and anti-social
responses, and to be vague. Since these factors did not appear to
influence the Rorschach scoring, Fosberg again concluded that subjects
who were unfamiliar with the scoring system could not distért the picture

of the basic personality structure which the Rorschach Test yielded.

Fosberg's study would suggest that one reason why
subjects are unlikely to produce "distorted" Rorschach protocols is that

the subjects are unaware of the significance which their responses have
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for the examiner. Other possible explanations are: (1) the subject
is less self—conscioﬁs-than he is while responding to inventory
tests. As Rosenzweig ( 32, p. 63 ) says, instead of taking himself

as the object of observation, the subject, in cooperation with the
clinician, " 'looks the other way' at some ego-neutral object" ; and
(3) the Rorschach test is so far-removed from situations of everyday
life that the subject is guided to a lesser extent by convention than

. when he is taking a personality questionnaire.

Whatever the justification, on theoretical grounds,
for supposing that projective methods are less susceptible to |
"distorting" influences, the problem of censorship in test situations

"is one which deserves much experimental investigation..There is reason
to believe, for example, that some projective techniques are influenced
by such factors. A subject who, on the TAT, identifies with a hero
involved in some relationship with a mother figure might well be

guided by convention in attributing characteristics to the woman.

Such a possibility has been mentioned by Rosenzweig ( 33 ). The need
for research in this area, although urgent, has been largely
unrecognized or ignored, as a survey of the current literature

reveals.



. CHAPTER III

EXPERIMENTAL MATERIALS, SUBJECTS AND DESIGN

Materials

The'twentyafour pictures of the Rosenzweig
' Picture-Frustration Study ( 29 ) wére divided arbitrarily into two
sets of twelVe pictures each. In an attempt to improve the

(undetermined) reliabilities of the instruments being developed,
eight new pictures were added to each set. These additional pictures
are similar to those of the PF Study insofar as they have the
- following characteristics:

1. each is a cartoon-like drawing depicting two or
more persons who are involved in a mildly frusﬂrating situation of:
common occurrence;

2. the figure at the left of each picture is shown
saying certain words which either frustrate the other individual or
help describe what is frusfrating him;

3. the persbn on the right is shown under a
blank caption box;

L. facial features are omitted,Aand other

expressions of personality, such as stature and posture, are shown

11
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as indefinitely as possible.

The two sets of pictures, consisting of twenty
drawings each, can be said to be parallel only insofar as (a) the
number of "superego-blocking" situations (situations involving:
accusations and insults) is the same for each set, and (b) the
number of male figures shown being frustrated is the same for each

set, as is the number of frustrated female figures.

The new pictures were interspersed among pictures
from the PF Study in the manner shown in Figure I, and bound in

booklet form, as shown in Appendix I.

Responses to all the pictures were scored for both
Direction of Aggression and Type of Reaction, in accordance with
Rosenzweig's ( 31 ) criteria:

Under direction of aggression it is
considered whether the subject turns his aggression outward
upon the environment (extrapunitiveness), turns it inward
upon himself (intropunitiveness), or avoids expressing it
by smoothing over the situation (impunitiveness). Type of
reaction is classified according to whether the subject
appears to be blocked at the very outset of the problem
(obstacle-dominance), whether he.dwells on the question of
who is to blame for the frustration (ego-defense), or
whether he directs his attention toward a possible
solution (need-persistence). ( 31, p. 364 )

Subjects
Fifty-eight subjects were obtained, on a
voluntary basis, from an elementary class in psychology at the

University of British Columbia. Thirty were male students, twenty-



FIGURE I

COMPOSITION OF THE TWO SETS OF PICTURES

Picture Set I

Picture Set II

Source

Number Source Number
1 PF Study, Item 1 1 new
2 " 2 2 "
3 " 303 "
4 " Lo u
5 new 5 PF Study, Item 5
6 " 6 " "6
(S " 7 " "
8 " 8 " n 8
9 1 9 1 n 9
10 " 10 " * 10
ll .N ll " i) ll
12 " 12 " "o12
13 PF Study Item 13 13 " "o21
M i 11 M lll— 1t " 22
15 " 15 15 " 23
16 L vo16 16 " LA
17 " u 17 17 new
18 " 18 18 "
19 n n 19 19 1
20 0 " 20 20 ’




eight were female students. Their ages ranged from sixteen to
thirty-three years, the mean age being 20.0 years, the standard
deviation, 2.76. At.the time of testing, no lectures on |
psychometrics had been given in the course in.which they were

enrolled.

Design of the Esperiment

In designing the experiment, several

considerations had to be taken into account:

1. In order that the reliability of the
experimenter's scoring might be taken into account in the
interpretation of the experimental results, ten records, randomly
selected, were rescored by the examiner after three weeks. A
measure of agreement between the two sets of scores, based on 400

responses, could then be calculated.

2. In order to determine whether another rater
would agree with the experimenter's scoring, ten records were
selected at random from the protocols of all subjects, and scored
by a second rater. The percentage agreement between these two sets
of scores could then be calculated and used as an estimate of inter-

scorer reliability.

3. The relative stimulus "card-pull®" of the two
sets of pictures was unknown. One set might, for example, elicit

more extrapunitive responses than the other, when conditions of
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administration were-the same for boﬁh. The experiment was therefore
designed so that the effects of this extraneous variable might be
contfolled, Half the subjects were‘given Set I under PF Study
instructions, while the remaining.subjects took Set II under‘these
instructions. Similarly, half the subjects took Set I under
questionnaire instructions, while the oéhers were given SetvII

under these instruvtions.

L. In order that theveffects of the main
experimental variable, namely, type of test instructions, might be
invesﬁigated, it was necessary that each subject respond to the
pictures under two different sets of instructions. It seemed
possible that the initial projective instructions might induce a set
which would carry over into the second administration of pictures,
and so conceal or minimize any difference in the effects -of the
instructions. Pictures were always to be administered first under
PF Study instructions. In an atfempt to remove the set which these
instructions are designed to induce, before the administration of
the second set of pictures a questionnaire consisting of fourteen
items from the Allport AS Study ( 2 ) was given to each subject.

The items chosen were considered typical of personality tests of
the questionnaire type insofar as they require that the subject
indicate how he believes he would behave in a variety of
hypothetical situations. It seemed that, by so turning the subject's

attention upon himself, the possibility of continuance of any
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"projective" set might be -effectively removed.

The two sets of instructions are presented in

Appendix B, the Allport AS Study items in Appendix D.

5. The order of presentation of pictures might
influence the responses made to them. In an attempt to control
this variable, the sets of pictures were administered in one order

for half the subjects and in the reverse order for the others.

6. Randomization of the subjects taking the
pictures in.the different orders had to be effected. This was
accomplished by stacking the test materials in a random order,

i.e. an order derived from a table of random numbers. Chance factors

then determined which order of pictures any individuwal received.

The resulkts of this randomization, so far as age
and sex are concerned, were found to be as follows: (a) one group
consisted of fourteen male and fifteen female students, ranging in
age from seventeen to twenty-five years, with a mean age of 19.45
years and a standard deviation of 1.92; (b) the other group consisted
of sixteen male and thirteen female students, ranging in age from
sixteen to thirty-three years, with a mean age of 20.52 years and a

Standard deviation of 3.31.

7. It was considered important that all subjects
be fully aware of thevphrasing of each set of instfuctions. The tests

were therefore administered individually, with a demonstration of
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the first item of the first test as described by Rosenzweig ( 29 ).

In brief: the experiment was so designed as to -
permit the two sets of pictures to be given to the two experimental
groups in two orders of presentation and under two setsvof
instructions, without any bias as to the arrangement of the subjects,

the groups, or the orders.



CHAPTER IV

RELIABILITY OF THE SCORING

Intra-examiner Reliability

In order that the consistency of the
experimenter's scoring might be estimated, ten records, randomly
selected, were rescored by him after three weeks. Table I
presents the results of a comparison of the two séts of scores.
The examiner disagreed with his original scoring on 28 items, or
7 per cent of the responses rescored. The disagreement was
considerably higher for the new items ( 9.5% ) than for items

from the Rosenzweig PF Study ( 5.5% ).

Since each response actually received two scores,
one for Difection of Aggression and one for Type of Reaction,
separate measures of disagreement were calculated. Table I shows
that the examiner disagreed with his original scoring, as to
Direction of Aggression, in 3% of the cases, as to Type of Reaction,
in 4% of the cases, and as to the unscofability of the response,

in 1% of the cases.

The values for percentage agreement obtained by

comparing 400 original scores with scores assigned after a 3-week

18



- TABLE I

COMPARISON OF SCORING OF 400 RESPONSES BY THE

EXPERIMENTER AFTER 3 WEEKS WITH ORIGINAL SCORING

A. Total Disagreements

Items
Disagreed Number of Percentage
Upon Disagreements Disagreement
PF Study
Items 13 5¢5
New Items 15 9.5
All Ttems 28 7

B. Disagreements Involving One
Scoring Dimension Only

Type of Number of Percentage
Disagreement. Disagreements Disagreement

Disagreement as
to Direction of
Aggression 12 3

Disagreement as
to Type of '
Reaction 17 4

Disagreement
as to :
Unscorability L 1

19
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interval were considered suff;ciently high to make further
rescoring unnecessary. Since the records of responses were
scored in a random sequence, it can be assumed that discrepancies
in scoring due to the examiner's inconsistent application of the
scoring criteria'havé cancelled out, i.e. did not appreciably

distort the means.

Inter-examiner Reliability

In order thét an estimate of scorer agreement
might be obtained, ten records were scored by a second examiner,
and his scores compared with those assigned by the experimenter.
Table II shows that ﬁhe two scorers disagreed on 69 items, or 17%
of the responses scored. The disagfeement was lower for PF Study
items ( 15% ) than for the new itéms ( 21% ). The former figure
agrees with that reported by Clarke (5, p. 369 ), who
calculated the percent agreement between two examiners who scored

100 normal PF Study records.

Since disagreements commonly involved only one
of the two scoring dimensions, separate measures of agreement
were calculated for Direction of Aggression and Type of Reaction.
Table II shows that the two scorers disagreed, as to Direction of
Aggression, in 8.5% of the cases, as to Type of Reaction in 9.5%

of the cases, and as to the unscorability of the response in 2%

of the cases.
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TABLE II

COMPARISON OF EXPERIMENTER'S SCORING WITH
SCCRING BY A SECOND EXAMINER FOR 400 ITEMS

A. Total Disagreements

Items
Disagreed Number of Percentage
Upon Disagreements Disagreement
PF Study
Items 35.5 15
New Items 33.5 21
All Items 69 17
B. Disagreements Involving One
Scoring Dimension Only
Type of Number of Percentage
Disagreement Disagreements Disagreement

Disagreement as
to Direction of
Aggression 35 8.5

Disagreement as
~ to Type of
Reaction 38 9.5

Disagreement
as to
Unscorability 8 2
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Although the values reported in Table II
suggest that subjective factors played a part in the scoring of
responses, perhaps the agreement, rather than the disagreement,
should be stressed. It would seem that the criteria for placing
responses in one or another scoring category were sufficiently
well defined to reduce differences in interpretation by

different scorers to a small figure.



CHAPTER V

THE DATA AND THEIR TREATMENT

The basic data on the mean scores and
variability obtained by fifty-eight university students under two

conditions of picture administration are presented in Table III.

From Table III it would apbéar that, for both
groups of subjects: (a) higher Extrapunitive scores were
obtained when the pictures were administered under PF Study
instructions than when they were administered in questionnaire
fashion; (b) higher Ego—defeﬁsive scores were obtained when PF
Study instructions rather than questionnaire instructions were
used; and (c) Picture Set I elicited more Impunitive and Need-
persistent responses, and less Intropunitive ana Obstacle-dominant
responses, than did Set II, regardléss of the conditions of
administration. The data suggest, too, that the group of subjects
receiving pictures in the order I, II differs from the other group
with respect to Extrapunitiveness and Ego-defensiveness. The

question is: Are these differences statistically significant?

Since three main variables were operating in this

23



TABLE III

MEAN SCORES AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 58
UNIVERSITY STUDENTS RESPONDING TO TWO SETS OF PICTURES
UNDER TWO CONDITIONS OF ADMINISTRATION

Mean Score and Standard Deviation

Order of
. PF Study Questionnaire
Presentation Instructions Instructions
of Pictures M S D ' M S D
Extrapunitiveness
I IT 8.19 2.64 8.10 2.25
Intropunitiveness
I II 5.35 1.64 6.8, 2.00
IT T 5.49  1.90 5.13 1.62
Impunitiveness ,
I II 6.6 2.06 5.06 1.69
I I Lebt 1.78 6.61 1.76
Obstacle~-dominance
I II : 3.26 1.76 L.73 2.13
IT I L.45  0.72 2,96 1.40
Ego-defensiveness '
I II 10.32 1.73 8.99 1.62
II I 10.91 1.83 9.80 1.99
Need-persistence . .
I II 6.42 1.98 6.28 1.73

IT 1 4e63  1.67 7.24 2.15
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experiment, namely, instructions, pictures and groupé, the analysis
of variance technique seemed to be the most practical method of
treating the data of Table III. The application of this technique
to the 2 by 2 Latin Square design has been described by Grant

( 14 ), and the analysis of the data proceeded in the manner which

he describes.

The Problems Treated

Problem 1. Were the subjects' mean scores significantly affected

by the form of instructions?

Table IV presents the analysis of va}iance applied
to ﬁhe data of Table III. It shows significant F-values for three
scoring factors: Extrapunitiveness ( 4.78 ), Ego-defensiveness
( 16.51 ) and Need—pefsistence ( 26.21 ). It may therefore be stated,
with respect to Extrapunitiveness, that there are less than five
chances in a hundred that a difference as large as the observed
difference for "instructions" would be caused by chance factors.
Regarding Ego-defensiveness and Need-persistence, it may be stated
that there is considerably less than one chance in a hundred that a
difference as large as the observed differénce for "instructions!

would accidentally occur.

Another way of interpreting the three significant

F-values is to say, with respect to each of the scoring factors



TABLE IV

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCORES FOR 58
UNIVERSITY STUDENTS RESPONDING TO TWO SETS OF PICTURES
UNDER TWO CONDITIONS OF ADMINISTRATION

- Source of Sum of Mean Level of

Variation . df  Squares Square F  Confidence

Ekirapunitiveﬁess

 Order 1 29.91  29.91  5.54 .01

Pictures 1 21.29 21.29 3.9, low
Instructions 1l 25.79 25.79 L.78 .05
Ss within order 56 380.83 6.80 1.26 low
Error 56 302.52 5.40

Total 115 760.34

Intropunitiveness

"Order 1 17.77 17.77  5.35 .01
Pictures 1 24.77 2h.77  T.46 .01
Instructions 1 9.16 9.16 2.76 low
Ss within order 56 -189.46 . -:3.38 1.02 low
Error 56 186.12 3.32

Total 115 = 427.28

Impunitiveness

Order _ 1 1.57 1.57 0.5, low
Pictures 1 91.63 91.63 31.27 .01
Instructions 1 L.29 4.29 1.46 low
Ss within order 56 223.87 4L .00 1.37 low
Error ’ 56 164.62 2.93

Total 115 485.98




TABLE IV (CONTINUED)
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Source of Sum of Mean Level of

Variation df Squares Square F Confidence
Obstacle-dominance

Order 1 2.46 2.46  1.59 low
Pictures 1 63.31 63.31 L40.85 .01
Instructions 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 low
Ss within order 56 207.12 3.70 2.39 low
Error 56 86.73 1.55

Total 115 359.63
Ego-defensiveness ' ,

Order 1 14.00 14.00 5.36 .01
Pictures 1 0.36 0.36 0.13 low
Instructions 1 43.09 L3.09 16.51 .01
Ss within order 56 229.00 4.09 1.57 low
Error 56 146.37 2.61

Total 115 L32.83
Need-persistence

Order 1 L.92 L.92 2.89 low
Pictures . 1 5L.76 54.76 32.21 .01
Instructions -1 NV LL.57 26.21 0L
Ss within order 56 319.13 5.70  3.35 low
Error 56 95.35 1.70

Total 115 518.73
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represented, that, with the influence of pictures and groups
elimiﬁated, the mean scores for PF Study instructions are
significantly different from the means for questionnaife
instructions. This assertion can be made with greater confidence
for Ego-defensiveness and Need-persistence than for

Extrapunitiveness.

Since the results of the analysis suggest that
the form of instructions affected the subjects' mean scores for
Extrapunitiveness, Ego-defensiveness and Need-persistence; each of

these scoring categories will be considered in greater detail:

(a) Extrapunitiveness: Extrapunitive responses
are of three types:

i. obstacle-dominant extrapunitiveness ( the
presence of the frustrating obstacle is insistently pointed out),
scored E!'; |

ii. ego-defensive extrapunitiveness (blame,
hostility, etc. are turned against some person or thing in the
environment), scored E; and

iii. need-persistent extrapunitiveness ( a
solution for the frustrating situation is emphatically expected

‘'of someone else ), scored e.

The question which arises is: which of these

types of extrapunitive response was most affected by the form of
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the instructions? Table V shows that, when the pictures were
administered under questionnaire instructions rather than PF Study
instructions, the subjects gave fewer E' responses, fewer E
responses, and a greater number of e responses. When these
differences were tested by the analysis of variance technique,
only one, that for ego-defensive extrapunitiveness, proved to be

statistically significant ( level of confidence = .0l ).

(5) Ego-defensiveness: Ego-defensive responses

are also of thfee types:

i. ego-defensive extrapunitiveness ( defined
above ), scored E;

ii. ego-defensive intropunitiveness ( blame,
censure, etc. are directed by the subject upon himself ), scored I;
and

iii. ego-defensive impunitiveness ( blame
for the frustration is evaded altogether, the situation being
regarded as unavoidable; the frustrafing individual is absolved ),

scored M.

The question is: Which of these types of ego-

defensive response was most affected by the form of instructions?

1. The analysis of variance for the nine minor scoring
‘categories E', E, e, I', I, i, M', Mand m is
presented in Appendix E. The F-values for "instruct-
ions" are contained in Table V.
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TABIE V

FREQUENCIES OF RESPCNSES OF 58 UNIVERSITY
STUDENTS TO PICTURES ADMINISTERED UNDER TWO CONDITIQNS,
CLASSIFIED ACCCORDING TO NINE SCORING CATEGORIES

_ ‘ Number of Responses Difference Level
Scoring in Number p
PF Study Questionnaire of o

Category Instructions Instructions Responses F Significance

E! 1n 95 -16 1.87 low
B 330 276 =54 8.97 .01
e 92 102 . 410 - Low
I 50 58 +8 - - low
I 12 121 -21 3.18 low
i 121 170 +49  11l.47 .01
M! 60 68 + 8 - low
M 147 147 0 - low
m 107 123 + 6 1.51 low
1160 1160

1. The analysis by which these F-values are derived is
presented in Appendix E,
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Table V shows that, Wheﬂ the pictures were administered under
questionnaire rather than PF Study instructions, the subjects
‘gave fewer E responses and fewer I responses, while the
frequency of M responses did not show any change. An analysis
of the variance of I scores showed that the obtained difference
in frequency of these responses was probably spurious
( Appendix E ). The change in frequency of ego-defensive
extrapunitive ( E ) responses, then, seems to have produced the
observed difference in Ego-defensive scores as well as the
above-noted difference in Extrapunitive scofes.
(c) Need-persistence: The three ﬁypes of
need-persistent response are: | J
i. need-persistent extrapunitiveness ( a
solution for the frustrating situation is emphatically
expected of someone else ), scored e;
ii. need-persistent iﬁtropunitiveness
( amends are offered by the subject, usualiy from a sense of
guilt, to solve the problem ), scored i; and
iii. need-persistent impunitiveness
( expression is given to the hope that time will bring about a

solution of the problem; patience and conformity ), scored m. -

The question here is: Which of these types of
need-persistent response was most affected by the form of

instructions? Table V shows that, when the pictures were
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administered under questionnaire rather than PF Study instructions,
the subjects gave more e responses, more i responses, and more m
responses. Of these differences, however, only the difference in
frequency of i responses was significant statistically, reaching

the .01 level of confidence ( Appendix E ).

In summary: the observed differences in mean
scores for Extrapunitiveness, Ego-defensiveness and Need-persistence
apparently reflect differences in frequehcy of two types of
response: ego-defensive extrapunitiveness ( E ) ;nd need-persistent

intropunitiveness ( i ).

Problem 2. Were the subjects' mean scores significantly affected

by differences between the sets of pictures?

Table IV indicates that differences in pictures
effected significant differences in mean scores for four scoriﬁg
féctofs: Intropunitiveness, Impunitiveness, Obstacle-dominance
and Need-persistence. Each of the four F-values was

statistically significant at the .0l lewvel of confidence.

Problem 3a. Did the order of presentation of pictures produce

significant differences in scores?

Problem 3b. Did the two groups of subjectsfdiffer sufficiently

to produce differences in their mean scores?

Although the combined effects of these two
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variables may be investigated, the design of the experiment does
not permit a separation of the variance due to each. The F-values
for "order", in Table IV, accordingly represent the resultant
efféct of order of presentation of pictures and differences
between groups of subjects. They are statistically significant

for Extrapunitiveness, Intropunitiveness and Ego-defensiveness.

It may be stated that, with the influence of
pictures and instructions eliminated, the mean score for the
group of subjects receiving pictures in the order I, II differs
significantly from the mean score‘for the group taking the

pictures in the reverse order, for three scoring factors.

Resume of the Findings

1. When the pictures were administered under questionnaire rather
ihan PF Study instructions, the subjects gave fewer ego-defensive
extrapunitive responses ( scored.E ) and a greater number of
need-persistent intropunitive responses ( scored i ). The
observed differences are both statistically significant at the

«0l level of confidence.

2. The differences in frequencies of E and i responses, due to
instructions, were sufficiently great to produce statistically

significant changes in three major scoring categories:
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Extrapunitiveness ( significant at .05 ), Ego-defensiveness

(significant at .0l ), and Need-persistence ( significant at .0l ).

3+ Differences between the two sets of pictures produced
significant differences in mean scores, for four major scoring

categories.

4. Even with the influence of pictures and instructions
eliminated, the mean score for the group of sﬁbjeqts receiving
pictures in the order I, II »differs significantly from the mean
score for the group taking the pictures in the reverse order,

for three major scoring factors.



CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION: OF THE RESULTS

Since statistically significant differences
were found for instructions, pictures and orders of presentation
of pictures, it may now be asked why they occurred and what
they mean. Becaﬁse the main independent variable in this
experiment was the difference between the two sets of
instructions used, differences attributable to it will be dealt

with more extensively than the other observed differences.

Interpretation of the Instruction Differences

It was found that the subjects of this
experiment gave significantly fewer E responses, and a
significantly greater number of i responses, when the pictures
were administered ﬁnder quéstionnaire rather thap PF Study
instructions. The differences in frequency of these responses
may be attributable maiﬁly to (1) temporal position of

instructions and / or (2) differences in instructions.

The subjects responded first to pictures under

PF Study instructions, then to pictures under questionnaire

35
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instructions. It is logically possible, therefore, that the
temporal position of the task, rather than differences in
instructions, was the principal factor influencing the responses.
There seems- little reason, however, for believing this to be the
case. Clinicians have found that, when a patient is given
continued testing by projective techniques, there is a tendency
"for his defenses to "break down" toward the end of the testing
session, facilitating the production of responses of an
unfavorable nature. Frank ( 11, p. 58 ) refers to this
phenomenon as the "cathartic! functibn of projective techniques.
Had such a factor been operating in the present experiment,
however, it could not account for the observed differences in
responses becauée it would have resulted in the production of
less acceptable rather than more acceptable types of response.
Fatigue, although it frequently operates temporally in
psychological experiments, cannot readily be held responsible

for the observed differences in this study.

Since there is little reason tb believe that
the difference in temporal position of the instructions was
responsible for the observed differences in responses, these
would seem to be attributable to differences in instructions.

- PF Study instructions, then, seem to facilitate the production
of responses indicating hostility toward fellow men, or more

specifically, responses in which the person aggressively blames
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someone else for having frustrated his ﬁeeds;l Questionnaire
instructions, on the other hand, seem to encourage subjects to
give more responses indicating thata in the face of
frustrating circumstances, the subject takes it upon himself
to find a way of removing the obstacle. A comparison of the
two types of instructions will aid in the interpretation of

these results.

PF Study instructions direct the subject to
respond for the pictured characters, and to write down the
first reply that comes to mind. Insofar as the subject responds:
in the manner intended, there is little opportunity for him to
censor his responses. Responses which might have been withheld,
had he been quesﬁioned directly,‘are given, since (a) his
attention is turned away from himself to the test materials,'
and (b) he gives first associations rather than carefully

evaluated responses.

Questionnaire instructions, on the other hand,

1. The writer has omitted "or thing" from
Rosenzweig's definition of ego-defensive
extrapunitiveness, as given on page 28, above.
Responses indicating that blame is aggressively
attributed to "things" in the environment were
very rarely given to the pictures used in this
study. In a few cases, aggression was directed
at institutions or rules. For example: when
rules forbid that more than two books be taken
from the library (picture 6, Set II) the

frustrated person may direct aggression at the
library.
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by directing the subject to indicate his own presumed behavior
in hypothetical situations, tend to put the subject on the
defensive. Since the subject must consciously acknowledge each
response as his own, the production of two types of response is
prevented: (a) a response which the subject is unwilling to
acknowledge as his own, and (b) a response which makes manifest
a feeling or wish which does.not normally enter the subject's
awareness, that is, a response which the subject is unable to

acknowledge as his own.

It may be asked why only one of the three
extrapﬁnitive scores showed a significant change; since all
three types of extrapunitiveness involve hostility. The answer
seems to be that, since the total number of responses to a set
of pictures remains cénstant, a lowered frequency of one type
of response implies an increased frequency of the other types
of response. If, for examplé, response A‘is more iikely to be
inhibited thaﬁ response B, and B is more likely to be inhibited
than C, then the A score ( based on the frequency of A responses )
will be lowered, and the C score will be raised, whereas the B
score may remain constant. This reasoning shows that it is
possible for only two scores to show significant changes: the
score representing the moét likely to be inhibited response, and
the score representing the most favored response. Applying

these considerations to the results of the present eXperiment,
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it is possible to account for the fact that only two scores

were significantly affected by the form of instructions.

In brief: The findings of this experiment
suggest that when subjects are required to respond to pictures
under PF Study instructions, they censor responses to a
" lesser extent than is the case when pictures are administered
in questionnaire-fashion. If responses elicited under PF
Study instructions be considered more valid indicators of
actual behavior in frustrating situations, then it may be
stated that, for some subjects, direct questioning elicits
responses indicating that the subject is less frequently
hostile toward fellow men, and. more frequently willing to
accept responsibility for overcomihg obstacles, than is

actually the case.

Integpretation of the Pictures Differences

The obtained mean score differences for the
two sets of pictures are explicable in terms of differences
between the "card pull" of the two sets. Although it is
conceivable that two sets of pictures could be So constructed
as to be '"parallel" with respect to the frequencies of the
various types of response elicited, it was not deemed
necessary to do so in the present study since this factor

was controlled by the experimental desigh.



Interpretation of the Order of Presentation of Pictures

Differences

It was found, by statistical analysis, that
the méan score for the group of subjects receiving pictures in
the order I, II differed from the mean score for the group
taking the pictures in the reverse order, for three major
scoring factors. Although it is logicélly possible that the
observed differences are attributable mainly to the difference
in order of presentation of pictures, it seems more likely
that, despite attempts at randomization, subjects in one group
differed from those in the other group with respect to the
three characteristics being measured, This interpretation
seems particularly plausible in_view of the small number of

subjects in each group.

4O



CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The purpose of this experiment was to
investigate the effect of instructions upon responses to pictures
of the PF Study type. It was hypothesized that when subjects are
directed to respond for, and presumably to identify with, the
pictured characters, there is less censoring of responses than
when subjects are questioned as to their own presumed behavior in
the depicted situations. It was hypothesized, further, that one
type of response likely to be withheld when the questioning
procedure is employed is a response indicating hostility toward

fellow men.

In order to test the hypotheses, 58 university
students were given a set of pictures under PF Study
instructions, and an alternate set administered in questionnaire
fashion. For half the subjects, the order of presentation of
pictures, but not of instructions, was reversed. All responses
were scored according to the same criteria, and subjeéted to

statistical analysis in order that the effects of differences in

41
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instructions, pictures and groups of subjects might be

estimated.

\

The results of the experiment lend support

to both hypotheses, the main findings being as follows:

1. When the pictures were administefed under-
questionnaire rather than PF Study instructions, the subjecps
gave fewer responses indicating that blame fér frustration is
aggressively attributed to another person, and a greater
number of responses indicating that, when frustrated, the
subject takes it upon himself to try to overcome the

obstacle.

2. The observed differences in frequency of
E and i responses, elicited under different instructions, were
‘sufficiently great to producé significant differences in mean
scoreé for three major-scoring categories:.Extrapunitiveness,

Ego-defensiveness and Need-persistence.

Before drawing the main implications of this
ekperiment, it should be emphasized that variables other than
the main experiméntal variable were found to have been
operating in the experiment. Therefore, although it was
possible, by the application of statistical techniques, to
consider the effects of each in isolation from the others, the

findings are not as conclusive as would be the case, had these
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extraneous variables not been working to produce statistically
significant effects. Keeping these considerations in mind, theﬁ,
the major implications of this experiment are: |

1. The type of instructions used‘with

pictures of the PF Study type may decisively affect test results.

2. One type of response which subjects
sometimes withhold, when questioned directly as to their
behavior in frustrating situations, is a response indicating
that the subject aggressively blames another person for having

frustrated his needs.

3. One-type of response which is elicitéd
more frequently by direct questioning than by the use of PF
Study instructions is a response indicating that, in fruétrating
situations, the subject takes it upon himself to seek a

solution to the problem.

L. If respbnses elicited under PF Study
instructions be considered more valid indicators of behavior in
. frustrating situations, then the findings of this experiment
suggest that, for some subjects, direct questioning elicits.
responses indicating that the subject is less frequently
hostile toward fellow men, and more frequently willing to
accept responsibility for overcoming obstacles, than is

actually the case. It would seem that subjects who tend to censor
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their responses, when questioned directly about their behavior
in hypothetiéal situations, do so to a lesser extent when they

are required to answer for pictured characters.

5+ Since PF Study instructions do less to
structure the test situation than questionnéife instructions,
the résults of this ekperiment support the hypothesis, which
is basic to most theoretical discussions of projective
techniques, that the revelatory power of a diagnostic
technique varies inversely with the degree of structuring of

the test situation.



CHAPTER VIII

IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The conclusions and implications of the present
study should be taken as tentative, and as requiring for their
final confifmation fﬁrther‘experimentation. Since sevéral
variables were found to havé operated in the experiment, it is
possible that there were interactive effects among them which
have gone undetected. It is suggested, therefore, that the
experiment be repeated (a) with larger groups of subjects, and
(b) using a design which permits control of the témporal |
position of test instructions. If, by such a procedure, these
variables could be effecfively controiled,tthen any observed
differences could be attributed to the main indepgndent variable

with more justification than was pbssible in the present study.

The present study has provided some support’
for the commonly held assumption that responses are censored to
a lesser extent whenApfojective rather than questionnaire'
methods are employed. However, even if this'assumption be correct,

the question remains as to the possible invalidating effects of

45



censorship upon the interpretation of data obtained by the
Picture-association and other projective methods. It is
suggested that this problem be investigated by éomparing
findings from these techniques with observational data.
Findings from the Rosenzweig PF Test, for example, might be
compared with data obtained by observing the behavior of

subjects in a number of frustrating situations.

The problem of censorship of responses is
must be subjected to much more experimental investigation
before personality tests can be expected to be fully

satisfactory diagnostic instruments.
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PICTURE SET I
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Name Age Birthday
Address Education
Institution Present date

ROSENZWEIG P-F STUDY

(Revised Form for Adults)

Instrudtions

In each of the pictures in this leaflet two people
are shown talking to each other. The words said by one
person are always given. Imagine what the other person
in the picture would answer and write in the blank box
the very first reply that comes into your mind. Avoid

being humorous. Work as fast as you can.

Copyright, 1948, by Saul Rosenzweig



I’m very sorry
we splashed
your clothing
just now

though we tried
hard to avoid
the puddle. |

T O
1'-5(5,2%_\ /\(

How awful!
That was my
mother’ s
favorite vase
you just
broke.

yrd

pyé

It’s a shame
my car had to
break down and
make you miss
your train.




I know youtve

bean over twice

to fix my
radio, but
there’s still

too mucp static

1 You can't go

on board to
see your

1 friends off
without a
spcclal pass.

&

(=)

4

You cheated

and you-
know iti

o

“between 12
-and 2 o'clock

I know it's a
cold day, but
hot meals arc
gcrved only




- TN
Your reserva-
tion seems to
have béen can-
cellsed, and
there isn't an

in the hotel.

57

%‘

~ I e ) ~

availsgble room _

Pretty tight
4 with your
money ,
aren't you.

~ c@fﬂ

Here are the

lecture~notcs
you lent mei..
I'm sorry the
rain made the

ink run.
Z ."-
P
| ]

“ [ [
It would look
better if you
painted it
grcen.




I can’t see you
this morning

She should
even though we have been here
made the .

10 minutes
arrangement ago
yesterday. go-

y 7 e
< Q )
)
{ 20 Yhoe 1/
, ‘? . S/
\ S/
¢ /%
2 S /
( ]
}ﬂ ¢ ? —~
\ e
13,\\ 14
Too bad,
partner. We'd
have won after You had no
your swell right to try
playing if I and pass me.
hadn’t made
that stupid
mistake. v—
Y

~
@
N

15




I’m sorry--
This is a fine : we just sold
time to have the last one.
lost the keys!
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PICTURE SET II
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— ~
Wetve been here
five minutcs
now, and shc
still hasn't
come to take
our order.

You would 1lose T_
the. ticketsi ..
and thcy are
sold out now.

( ) [ Rl ]
I can't cash I wonder why
your checque she didn't
without bettemn say hello
proof of your to us.
identity.
4

R

JL VJ
% |

|

1

\

../\
:Q/‘
F

%)

»
-

—
i
c/—

C-
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This is the third
time I’ve had to
1bring back this
brand new watch
which I bought
only a week ago--
it always stops as
soon as I get home.

The library
rules permit
you to take
only two books
at a time.

L

Aren’t you
being a little
too fussy?

J

Your girl
friend invited
me to the
dance tonight--
she said you.
weren’t going.




Perhaps you do
need your ‘
umbrella but you!
will have to wait
until this after-~
noon when the

manager comes.

1l

I

You're a liar
and you know
it!

\

f

gl

"

Pardon me--
the operator
gave me the
wrong number,

VED

If this isn’t your
hat, Fred Brown
must have walked
off with it by
mistake and left
his.




[ The woman about
whom you are
saying those
mean things was
in an accident

yesterday and Did you hurt

is now in the yourself?
hospital.
Y
It's Auntie. .
She wants us to Here's your | .'
wait awhile until newspaper I
she can get here borrowed--
to give us her | I’m sorry the
blessing again. _ baby tore it.
N
¢

&7

24,



Oh, deari .,

| your cigarecttd

ash has burned

| a hole in our.

| new chester-
fiecld,

e ~
' It's hard to -
study while
other pcople
are talking.

The way you !
drive, this
car won't
last longi

I'm sorry‘I_—W B
knocked those '
parccls out’
of your arm.
J
. ! 43/,
I >Q\
U
18, d@ 20.
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THE INSTRUCTICNS
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INSTRUCTIONS FRCOM THE
ROSENZWEIG PF STUDY

In each of the pictures in this leaflet two people
are shown talking to each other. The words said by one
person are always given. Imagine what the other person
in the picture would answer and write in the blank box
the very £12§§ reply that comes into your mind. Avoid

being humorous. Work as fast as you can.
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QUESTIONNAIRE TYPE INSTRUCTIONS

| Many of the pictures in this leaflet will remind
you of your own actual experiences. Write in the blank
box in each picture the answer which represents your
usual reaction. Do this spontaneously and truthfully.
If the situation has not been experienced, endeavor to
feel yourself into it and respond on the basis of what
you believe your reéction would be. Avoid being

humorous.
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Name Score

Agse

A-S5 REACTION STUDY

Directionss: " "Most of thesc situations will represent to you
your own actual oxpdrioncos, Reply to the questions spontancous-
ly and truthfully by chocking the answer which most nearly™
represents your usual reaction., If a situation has not been -
expcericnced, cndecavor to feel yourself into it and réspond on
the basis of what you belisvc your reaction would be.

l. At church, a lecture, or an entertainment, if you arrive
~after the program has commenced and find that thero aro
. péople standing, but also that therc are front sdats
~available Wiich might be securcd without "piggishnéss® or
discourtesy, but with considcerable conspicuousness, do
you take the seoats?

habitually 

. occasgionally

. never - .

2, a) At a reception or tca a8 you seeck to moet the
important porson proesent?

usgaiiy""f

occasionally

never

b) Do you feal reluctant to meoet him?

yos, usually

sometimaos

no-
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3, 4 salcsman takeés manifest trouble to show you a

guantity of merchandise; you are not cntirely suited;
do you find Jt difficult to say NoH®

yes, as a rulc

gsonctimes

no

4, a) A profcssor or lecturer asks any onc in the audienco,
say of 20 or morc ncodple, to voluntcer an idea to

start discussion. You have what appecars to be a good
idea, do you speak out?

habitually

occasionally

rarely

ncver

b) Do you feecl sclf-conscious when you speak under such
circumstances?

vory

moderately

not at all

5 You have hcard 1nd1rcctly that "&n acquaintance has bean
sgroadlnn rumors about”you which, though not likely to

bt serious in“consequcnce, arc nevcrthcloss ungustlfled
and distinctly uncoqpllnontary. The acquaifitancc is an
cqual of yours 1n cvery.way. Do you usually

"have it out® with the person

lot it pass without any fceling

tako rovenge indirccetly

feoel disturbed but let it pass




6.

Te

8.

9o

Som@one tries to push ahedad of you in line. You have
boon waiting for some time, and can't wait much longor.
Suppose thé intruder is the same scx as yourself, do
you usually :

remonstratc with the intruder

#look daggers™ at tho intruder or make
cledrly audiblce comments to your
neighbor

docido not to wait, and go away

do nothlng

Do you fecol self-conscious in the prescnce of
superiors in the acadcmic or busincss world?

markedly

somewhat

not at all

Somc posscssion of yours is being workcd upon at a°
remair shop. You call for it at the time appointed,
but the ropair man informs you that he has "only Just
bcgun work on it", Is your customary recaction

to upbraid him

to oxpress dlssatlsfactlon mlldly

to smothor your fcclings contirely

You arc at a nixed party where about half the pcople arc’
Triends of yours. Tho affair bccomcs véery dull, and sSomg-
thing should bo donc to onliven it. You have an idoa, Do
you usually

tako the 1n1t1at1vo 1n carrying it out

68

pass it on to another to put into ox cccution

say nothing about it
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10, Have you crosscd the strect to avoid meeting some
parson? oo
frcquently

occasionally

never

11, If you hold an opinion thc rcvciksc of that which the
lecturcr has coxpressaed in c¢lass, do you usually
voluntcar your opinion

in class

aftor class

not at all

12. When an accidont or firc occurs whcerc many pcoplec arc
prescnt besides yoursclf do you usually

takc an active »nart in assisting

take the part of a spcctator

leave the sconc at oncce
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ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF SCORES FOR 58
UNIVERSITY STUDENTS RESPONDING TO TWO SETS OF PICTURES
UNDER TWO CONDITIONS OF ADMINISTRATION, GROUPED

ACCORDING TO NINE SCCRING CATEGORIES

Source of : Sum of Mean Level of
Variation df Squares Square F  Confidence
Obstacle-dominant
Extrapunitiveness (E')
Order 1 0.17 0.17 - low
Pictures 1 0.95 0.95 - - low
" Instructions 1l 2.23 2.23 1.87 low
Ss within order 56 105.10 1.88 1.58 low
Error 56 66.55 1.19
Total 115 175.00
Ego—defensive
Extrapunitiveness (E)
Order 1 41.76 41.76 14.91 .01
Pictures 1 15.50 15.50 5.53 05
Instructions 1 25.14 25,1,  8.97 .01
Ss within order 56 322.84 5.76 2.06 low
Error 56 157.07 2.80 -
Total 115 562.31
Need-persistent
Extrapunitiveness (e)
Order 1 0.02 0.02 - low
Pictures 1 0.03 0.03 - low
Instructions 1 0.88 - 0.88 - low
Ss within order 56 67.66 1.21  1.21 low
Error. : 56 _ 56.11 1.00

Total 115 124.70




72

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR NINE MINOR SCORING CATEGORIES
(CONTINUED) '
" Source of Sum of Mean Level of
Variation df Squares Square F  Confidence
Obstacle-dominant
Intropunitiveness (I')
Order 1 1.46 1.46 2.39 low
Pictures 1 20.53 20.53 33.66 .01
Instructions 1 0.55 0.55 - low
Ss within order 56 L6.03 0.82  1.34 low
Error 56 3L 44 0.61
Total 115 103.01
Ego-defensive
Intropunitiveness (I)
Order 1 4,.60 L.60  3.67 Llow
Pictures 1 10.98 10.98 8.76 .01
Instructions 1 3.98 3.98 3.18 low
Ss within order 56 - 80.99 1.45 1.16 low
Error 56 70.16 1.25
Total . 115 170.71
Need-persistent
Intropunitiveness (i)
Order 1 2.21 2.21  1.26 low
Pictures 1 9.05 " 9.05 5.14 .05
Instructions 1 20.19 20.19 11.47 .01
Ss within order 56 154.20 2.75 1.56 - low
Error _éé 98.58 1.76

Total 115  284.23




ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FCR NINE MINOR SCCRING CATEGORIES

(CONTINUED)
Source of " Sum of Mean Level of
Variation df Squares Square F  Confidence
Obstacle-dominant
Impunitiveness (M')
Order 1 0.00 0.00 - low
Pictures 1 6.19 6.19 8.60 .01
Instructions 1 0.50 0.50 - low
Ss within order 56 50.01 0.89 1.2, low
Error 56 40.07 0.72
Total 115 96.77
Ego-defensive
Impunitiveness (M)
Order 1 0.00 0.00 low
Pictures 1 0.5 0.54 low
Instructions 1 0.00 0.00 - low
Ss within order 56 102.15 1.82 1.27 low
Error 56 80.31 1.43
“Total 115 183.00
" Need-persistent
Impunitiveness (m) .
Order . 1 1.37 1.37 0.99 low
Pictures 1 128.31 128.31 92.31 .01
Instructions 1 2.10 2.10 1.51 low
Ss within order 56 93.6l, 1.67 1.20 low
Error 56 77.98 1.39
Total 115 303.40
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