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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION

Problem

How the interaction of ego and superego affects the expression of 

behavior has been of considerable theoretical concern, with experimen­

tal research focusing either on ego or on superego functioning separ­

ately. The purpose of the present study is to examine selective re­

actions to success and failure of people in whom different patterns of 

ego-superego relationships can be identified. The constructs of ego and 

superego will be used to describe manifestations of the ways in which in­

dividuals cope with and adapt to their environment as well as of their 

attitudes towards themselves and others. The terms "ego" and "superego," 

therefore, are not references to structural or physiological entities but 

to functional or behavioral indicators. The particular combinations 

which were examined were those of strong ego in conjunction with either 

punitive or sympathetic superego.

Many have theorized that the person with a strong ego necessarily 

manifests flexible, humanistic superego attitudes. In his introductory 

remarks to Group Psychology and the Analysis of the Ego by Freud, for ex­

ample, Franz Alexander points out the following: "In mature persons,

however, it [superego] can be no longer sharply differentiated from the 

Ego, which governs by principles more like those prevailing in democra­

tic societies: judgment, flexibility and compromise." (Freud, 1960, p. ix).
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But individual personality is not so consistent. Hartmann (1939) 

warned against making such restricted theoretical assumptions when he 

discussed the problem of adaptation, as they tend to underestimate the 

range of adaptive human behavior. Effective ego functioning, character­

istic of the strong ego, can combine with an authoritarian, moralistic, 

punitive superego or a more humanistic, loving one. Both attitudes are 

present in all persons, though one predominates over the other (Fromm, 

1947). To say, then, that one's ego is strong is an insufficient basis 

for predicting the exact nature of the superego. This investigation 

made an independent evaluation of the ego-superego interaction. Groups 

with similar levels of ego strength but varying with respect to punitive 

and sympathetic superego expression were established. Completed-incom- 

pleted sentences were utilized as the experimental intervention to 

study their reactions to success and failure.

Literature

Theoretical Framework 

Ego

Freud (1933) stated that some functions of the ego are to test real­

ity, to perceive the objective world and to synthesize mental processes.

He lay the groundwork for the development of ego psychology which was 

later deepened and elaborated by Anna Freud (1946) and Heinz Hartmann 

(1964). The former accorded prominence to the ego's defensive operations, 

while the latter's concepts dealt with the conflict-free functions of me­

mory, motility, imagination, etc. Hartmann was concerned with the ego's 

adaptation to the environment, its mastery of and coping with inner and 

outer reality to lend coherence to living. He reemphasized individual
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and variable reactions to identical stimulation, an idea well-known to 

experimental psychology. Thus, he and his followers stress the recip­

rocal relationship between an individual and his surroundings by way of 

integration and synthesis of experience and conflict. A person with a 

strong ego maintains a comparatively congenial reciprocity; one with a 

weak ego a discordant one.

Superego

Superego activity influences behavioral expression differently.

Freud (1923) was clear as to its importance in the transmission of cul­

ture and moral codes as well as in individual aspirations and goals. He 

saw the superego as both the prohibitor and the aspirant, formed in the 

struggle to resolve Oedipal strivings, paying, however, more attention 

to its moralistic, punitive nature.

That the superego can also be a spur was hinted at and conceptual­

ized originally as the ego-ideal, a notion which has been extended con­

siderably (Schaefer, 1960; Hartmann and Loewenstein, 1962). Fenichel, 

too, believed that ". . . the superego has a loving protective role." 

(Schaefer, 1960, p. 104). Schaefer, in particular, deals not only with the 

punishing, feared aspects of superego expression but with its helpful, 

comforting features as well. If a situation is experienced as threaten­

ing, even temporarily, the loving side of the superego can strengthen 

and support an individual, thereby aiding in the recovery from a sense 

of failure. If one's superego tends to harshness, a similar experience 

can evoke guilt as well as hostility and anger. Stemming from Freud's 

original conceptualization of ego-ideal and then superego, present-day 

thinking regards superego as not only uncompromising but also sympathetic 

to oneself and to others.
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Experimental Studies

Studies Using the Experimental Task

Although numerous investigations focusing on ego functioning have 

been reported (Herron, 1962), experimental research in relation to fail­

ure situations are far more limited in number. Undoubtedly Zeigarnik's 

method (1927), the prototype of the task applied in the present study, 

has been the one most frequently employed to probe reactions to success 

and failure. Her procedure consisted essentially of interrupting sub­

jects at the time they appeared most engaged in a task in order to in­

tensify their sense of discontinuity. In this way, she maintained the 

subject's interest in a situation which, while artificially contrived, 

resembled a genuine experience of success and failure (Tamkin, 1957). 

Working within the framework of Lewinian theory, Zeigarnik discovered 

that interrupted tasks were remembered approximately twice as well as 

completed ones. She proposed, then, that personality factors play a 

part in selective memory and that her "ambitious" subjects especially 

were those who recalled interrupted tasks. Parenthetically, Spitz (1958) 

considered this to be experimental proof of the child's tendency to re­

member parental prohibitions. He suggested that each restriction re­

presents an interrupted task which will be retained and, hopefully, 

obeyed.

Zeigarnik's procedure, subsequently referred to as the interrupted 

task paradigm, or ITP (Butterfield, 1964), has been used to explore such 

theoretical issues in relation to success and failure as repression, need 

achievement and the mediation-avoidance hypothesis. Additionally, it has 

investigated developmental theory as it pertains to the ways in which 

success and failure are apprehended.
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In a searching analysis, Butterfield has reviewed the literature on 

the ITP until 1964 which indicates undeniably that stress instructions 

increase the proportion of completed to incompleted task recall. Sev­

eral of the studies cited by him will be discussed in some detail later 

as they are germane to the present investigation's concern with ego 

strength. Mention, nonetheless, must be made first of others which, 

though not directly pertinent, touch it in the specific areas of instruc­

tional variations and of reactions to success and failure.

Using the solution of puzzles as the experimental task, Rosenzweig 

(1943) found that subjects tended to remember a greater number of com­

pleted puzzles under formal, or stress, instructions and a lesser number 

of incompleted ones under informal, or more neutral, instructions. He 

viewed recall of completions under pressure as a function of repression 

and arousal of pride--pride which protects against transitory threat be­

cause of a sense of failure. He proposed that the nonstress group, pos­

sibly as the result of reduced tension, may not have experienced incom­

pletion as failure with no consequent need to repress. No absolute ten­

dencies were observed but rather a continuum from much to little repres­

sion. Although Rosenzweig understood that repression had taken place, 

he failed to explain what kind of individuals are likely to repress.

Rosenzweig's findings were corroborated by Glixman (1949) and Hays 

(1952). The latter investigator suggested that the type of interpolated 

task, whether interesting or dull, could additionally influence the di­

rection of selective memory. He had his Ss rate the interpolated task 

for interest and did find a significant interaction between task and in­

structions, beyond the .001 level. Recollection of completed tasks was 

enhanced when instructions were neutral in conjunction with an interesting
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interpolated task. Conversely, memory for incompleted tasks increased 

when instructions were stressful together with a dull interpolated task.

Others, such as Atkinson (1953) and Caron and Wallach (1957, 1959), 

studied the strength of the achievement motive with Zeigarnik's method. 

They emphasized the fact that low need achievers, comparable in makeup 

to low perseverance Ss, ". . . tend to repress the memory of failure 

experiences . . ." (Caron and Wallach, 1959, p. 243), remembering their 

successes. High need achievers, who are disposed to persist, ruminate 

over their failures keeping them "cognitively focal." The authors reit­

erate their concern which lay primarily with mechanisms assumed to be 

associated with personality patterns rather than with the underlying 

traits of persons likely to exhibit particular processes.

The possibility that instructions might not be intrinsically either 

the inhibitors or releasors influencing the direction of selective recall 

has suggested itself. Personality variables, that is, might play a more 

dominant role than had hitherto been considered. Green (1963) investi­

gated three categories of Ss: volunteers who served freely, volunteers

required to serve and non-volunteers. He assumed that volunteers would 

be more curious and interested in research, therefore more task-involved 

than non-volunteers and likely to recall more incompletions under neutral 

instructions. He further proposed that non-volunteers would be suspicious 

of the examiner's motives, consequently more ego-involved than volunteers 

and predisposed to recall more completions under pressure. He also anti­

cipated that volunteers required to participate in the study would fall 

somewhere in between the two other groups in terms of involvement. Green 

found that volunteers were more task-involved, but that the degree of a 

person's involvement was not necessarily predicated on the type of
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instructions. In other words, what, if any, might have been the traits 

responsible for the extent of an individual's commitment? The present 

research did not aim explicitly to discover the depth of one's tenacity, 

but its findings provided gratuitous information along those lines.

More recently, Dutta and Kananga (1967) suggested that under ego- 

orientation, pleasantness associated with success is felt more fully, re­

sulting in the greater recollection of successes. Conversely, under task- 

orientation, unpleasantness linked with failure is perceived more intensely, 

with failure more likely to be remembered. What is lacking in their 

study, however, is some understanding of underlying dynamics, as if in­

dividuals and their reactions to situations were worlds apart and unre­

lated .

Studies Related to Ego Strength

Perhaps Sanford's (1946) was one of the first explorations to touch 

specifically on the dimension of ego strength, which he did from a devel­

opmental stance. He examined forty-nine "normal, healthy" children from 

seven to fifteen years and found a link between the tendency to self-crit­

icism and the recall of failures which intensified with both chronological 

and mental age. Sanford interpreted the increasing proclivity to recall 

failure as an expression of ego strength which presumably advances as one 

grows older. He also explained the inclination to forget failure as an 

example of more childish, primitive behavior. The older children were 

willing to assume responsibility for their failures, to face them, while 

the younger ones protected themselves against the sense of failure.

Since Sanford's time, varying degrees of stress have been included 

regularly in research dealing with ego strength or weakness in the face 

of failure situations. A salient outcome of the use of neutral versus



stress instructions has been that the later investigations contradicted 

Sanford's findings. Results of these studies, typified by the works of 

Eriksen (1954), Tamkin (1957) and Alper (1957), have been consistent in 

relation to the interaction between experimental conditions and the di­

rection of recall. In particular, instructions considered to be threat­

ening have discriminated differences in ego functioning.

Eriksen (1954) measured recall of completed and incompleted tasks 

as a function of ego strength and psychological defenses. His defini­

tion of ego strength, reminiscent of Hartmann's, is one which stresses 

the ability to apprehend and appraise the environment "reasonably" and, 

therefore, to cope with and adapt to it efficiently. Eriksen's sample, 

consisting of .166 college men, was divided into high and low ego strength 

subjects. Two conditions, an experimental one of ego-involved instruc­

tions and a control of task-oriented instructions, were applied to each 

group. Subjects were required to arrange scrambled sentences into in­

telligible ones, of which half only were solvable. Recall of sentences 

was estimated subsequent to an interpolated task. In support of his hy­

potheses, Eriksen found high ego strength to be directly related to re­

call of completed tasks under ego-involved, that is, threat, conditions. 

Low ego strength, on the other hand, was directly related to recall of 

incompleted, or failed, tasks when instructions were designed to threaten 

self-esteem.

Tamkin (1957) corroborated Eriksen's findings in a study comparing 

twenty-four male schizophrenics of low ego strength with twenty-four nor­

mal males of high ego strength. He utilized scrambled puzzles, a non­

verbal equivalent of the sentences, to measure selective memory. The 

Chi Square of 6.89 disclosed a relationship between emotional status and
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recall pattern, significant at .05> p> .02. The preponderance of schizo­

phrenics tended to remember incompleted tasks under ego-involved condi­

tions. The majority of normals were more likely to retain either com­

pleted tasks or an equal number of completed and incompleted tasks under 

stress. Thus, two kinds of recall were noted in the non-psychotic group. 

Tamkin did not, however, attempt to distinguish personality differences 

within the normal group to account for the variations.

In an experiment with eighteen male subjects, similar to that of 

Eriksen, Alper (1957) produced analogous results, broadening the scope 

not only of his study but of a series she herself conducted. She divided 

her sample according to Murray's system of classification into subjects 

with a strong ego pattern and those with a weak ego pattern. The former 

scored high on such traits as "ego strength" and the need for dominance 

and low on dejection pessimism and ego ideal introgression. Subjects 

with a weak ego pattern exhibited opposing characteristics.

Alper found that when the two groups were presented with task-oriented 

instructions, there was no difference in the direction of selective recall. 

When under stress, however, significant differences were obtained. She 

proposed that personality structures bolster self-esteem in various ways 

when threatened and this, in turn, affects the direction of memory. The 

individual with a strong ego pattern is not overwhelmed by failure to 

solve the sentences, supporting self-confidence by focusing on successes, 

or completed tasks. Conversely, the person with a weak ego pattern con­

cerns himself with failure, tending to remember incompleted tasks and, in 

effect, " . . .  admitting his failures before others face him with having 

failed." (Alper, 1957, p. 160). Thus, each type of recall serves in dis­

tinctive fashion to reduce tension and to protect self-esteem caused by



10

a sense of defeat.

Although Alper expanded her own and Eriksen's work, she accepted the 

fact that either a strong or a weak ego pattern comprises an invariant 

constellation of traits. A preliminary testing was carried out by the 

present writer to determine whether this supposition was entirely war­

ranted. Utilizing Barron's Ego Strength Scale3 Grunes Moralistic-Re­

pressive Conscience Scale and selected TAT cards, she found that subjects 

with high ego strength indications can evidence not only humanistic, well- 

integrated superego attitudes but harsh and punitive ones as well. At 

the same time she ascertained that subjects with low ego strength signs 

consistently manifested punishing, severe superego tendencies. It was 

concluded, therefore, that prior assumptions as to the homogeneity of 

characteristics within either strong or weak ego patterns were unjustified.

Studies Related to Superego Expression

Recently some explorations have centered on superego functioning 

while ignoring that of the ego. Grunes (1956) was interested primarily 

in the relationship of intelligence to different conscience types in col­

lege students. He constructed three conscience scales for his research 

which have proved useful in other inquiries (Seidman, 1964; Boxer, 1968). 

One of the scales, the Moralistic-Repressive Conscience (MRC) Scale was 

administered in the current investigation as it measures the punitive as­

pects of an individual's conscience or superego and will be discussed in 

some detail in the chapter on methodology.

Grunes hypothesized that a harsh and punitive conscience would tend 

to sabotage the capacity for learning. Results supported his predictions 

to a small extent only. Slight negative correlations were obtained 

between MRC and intelligence test scores. The only significant correlation
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was attained in relation to scores on a vocabulary test for day and 

younger evening students, beyond the .05 level. In a rethinking of his 

postulates, Grunes proposed that if, as A. Freud and Hartmann had stated, 

intellectualization is especially linked to the severe adolescent con­

science, the lack of negative relationship anticipated in his study be­

came comprehensible.

Alper, Levin and Klein (1964) also dealt with variations in super­

ego expression, utilizing Schaefer's notion of the "loving and beloved 

superego" as well as Fromm's ideas concerning authoritarian versus hum­

anistic conscience (Fromm, 1947). Fromm's authoritarian conscience was 

equated with Freud's description of the harsh, punitive superego. The 

sample of both men and women consisted of high and low authoritarians 

whose approval or disapproval of a hypothetical episode centered 

". . . around the implied premarital sexual behavior of a young couple." 

(Alper, et al., 1964, p. 314). The investigators found that those who 

rated high on authoritarianism were consistently more rigid, moralistic 

and disparaging of unconventional behavior. Results for the lows were 

not so uniform and they suggested that whi-le high authoritarians share 

common attitudes, low authoritarians may share negative attributes only. 

Consequently, low scores may reflect, on the one hand, a true lack of 

authoritarianism and, on the other, a rigid adherence similar in quality 

to the highs. The importance of this study lies in its ability to demon­

strate experimentally two facets of superego expression.

Studies of the Ego-superego Relationship

No experimental study has endeavored to link specifically the func­

tioning of the ego with that of the superego, although a few investigations 

have explored their interrelationship.
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The first to be noted, one by Fromm, Hartman and Marschak (1954), 

is, as emphasized by the authors, a theoretical paper. It concerns the 

relationship between ego development and superego variables, among others, 

and intelligence, a dynamic, clinical approach in the usage of intelli­

gence tests. Fromm, et al, conducted an item analysis of approximately 

750 items found in standardized intelligence tests for infants, preschool 

and school-age children to see what besides intellectual ability entered 

into the success or failure of eacn item. One of the findings was that 

. while at the 28 week level no super-ego factors appear and ego 

defenses are rudimentary, at 6 years the child has developed testable 

super-ego and defensive functions." (Fromm, et al, 1954, p. 77). In 

other words, they ascertained the possibility of evaluating characteris­

tics of individual personality through the use of objective, systematic 

materials.

Seidman (1964) investigated the three aspects of personality delin­

eated by Freud: ego, superego and id. His population consisted of men

in three occupational categories, each assumed to reflect a unique con­

stellation of personality traits: policemen, physicians and students.

Ego functioning was measured by a social reality questionnaire, super­

ego attitudes by Grunes' Scales and id expression by Rosenzweig's Picture 

Frustration Study. In a general way, Seidman was able to demonstrate some 

positive relationships within each occupational group with regard to its 

pattern of responses to the different instruments.

Summary

From the investigations cited, the following can be inferred:

1) Stress increases significantly the recollection of successes or 

completed tasks in studies where groups remained undifferentiated
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as to personality variables.

2) Other factors in the experimental situation enter into the find­

ings, such as, whether or not tasks seem pleasant or unpleasant, 

the type of interpolated task and the extent of an individual's 

commitment to the task at hand.

3) Researchers concerned with ego functioning in the face of failure 

tend to agree with respect to the influence of varying instruc­

tions. The greater the stress the more likely high ego strength 

subjects will recall their successes and, conversely, the more 

probable that low ego strength subjects will remember their 

failures.

4) The sparseness of investigations dealing with superego attitudes 

serves to emphasize the need for experimentation in this direc­

tion. None has focused on the organization of persons reflecting 

reactions to success and failure. Studies discussed under ego 

functioning imply a particular kind of superego expression:

if the ego is strong, then the superego is benevolent; if the 

ego is weak, then the superego is harsh. They did not effect 

the patterning of the current investigation.

Hypotheses

I. Recall will be differentially affected by personality patterns 

in the following ways:

i. Greater total recall of sentences by the punitive than 
by the nonpunitive superego group.

ii. Greater recall of failures than of success by the puni­
tive than by the nonpunitive superego group.

iii. Greater tendency towards equal recall of successes and of 
failures by the nonpunitive than by the punitive superego 
group.
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II. The punitive superego group will demonstrate greater anger and 

hostility than will the nonpunitive superego group.

Based on the questionnaires and measures to be described, the fol­

lowing predictions are made:

1. Individuals with a combination of a high score on Barron's Es

Scale and a high score on Grunes' MRC Scale will manifest:

a. Greater total recall of completed and incompleted sen­
tences ;

b. Recall of more incompleted than completed sentences;

c. A high score on the attitude questionnaire;

d. A less attractive estimate of the examiner as noted on
the adjective checklist.

2. Individuals with a combination of a high score on Barron's Es 

Scale and a low score on Grunes' MRC Scale will manifest:

a. Lower total recall of completed and incompleted sentences;

b. Recall of a more evenly distributed number of completed
and incompleted sentences;

c. A low score on the attitude questionnaire;

d. A more attractive estimate of the examiner as noted on
the adjective checklist.
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD

Several investigations pertaining to reactions to success and fail­

ure utilizing scrambled sentences have been conducted on undergraduate 

college students (Alper, 1946, 1957; Eriksen, 1954). A comparable pop­

ulation comprised the sample for the present study with tests and ques­

tionnaires considered commensurate with its abilities.

Subj ects

Subjects were eighty male college students in introductory psychol­

ogy courses at various divisions of the City University of New York 

drawn from a pool of 200. Selection was based on the scores of two in­

ventories, Barron's Ego Strength Scale and Grunes’ Moralistic-Repressive 

Conscience Scale, to be detailed later on. Although 239 men answered 

the two questionnaires, anyone whose birthdate, the only identifying in­

formation provided, was prior to June, 1947, that is, older than 21, 

was discarded to control for age. Ages ranged from 18 years, 10 months, 

to 21 years, with a median of 19 years, 7 months.

Procedure

Selection of Groups

The sample consisted of two groups of forty subjects each, chosen 

because of equivalent high ego strength. The t test for the difference
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in ego strength between groups was not significant, t = .12. High ego 

strength subjects were those who scored in the upper 40 per cent on 

Barron's Ego Strength Scale and had a minimum raw score of 48. This 

score is consonant with the cut-off of 49 employed by Barron (1963) to 

identify individuals of high ego strength.

The groups differed, however, with respect to superego expression 

which was of two kinds: nonpunitive and punitive. (See Appendix A.)

Nonpunitive Ss had a score of 84 or less, while punitive Ss had a score 

of 87 or more on Grunes ' Moralistic-Repressive Conscience Scale, At 

first the median served to separate the two groups, so that persons with 

a score of 85 or less, the lower 50 per cent, were regarded as having 

a nonpunitive superego and those with a score of 86 or more, the upper 

50 per cent, were considered to have a punitive superego. Since a clus­

ter of scores was found at the median, Ss with scores of 85 and 86 were 

eliminated in order to accentuate differences in superego behavior.

As presented in Appendix B, scores of subjects with a nonpunitive 

superego ranged from 52 to 84 with a mean of 74.4. Scores of subjects 

with a punitive superego ranged from 87 to 118 with a mean of 96.37. The 

two groups were then designated as those with a combination of high ego 

strength and nonpunitive superego, or nonpunitive Ss, and those with a 

combination of high ego strength and punitive superego, or punitive Ss. 

The superego dimension thus became the critical independent variable.

Treatment of Groups

Each group was further subdivided. Half of the nonpunitive Ss and 

half of the punitive Ss received laissez-faire (L-F) instructions in the 

experimental task. These instructions focused on simply doing a task for
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its own sake and not for the purpose of self-enhancement or the good 

opinion of others.

The remaining half of each group was given ego-involved (E-I) in­

structions in the experimental task. These instructions were designed 

to create in an individual a sense of having performed in an inferior 

manner. Their intention was to engender a self-depreciating attitude 

as well as the expectation of disapproval by others. The object of the 

ego-involved condition was to enhance and clarify the functioning of the 

personality dimensions under consideration. There were thus four groups 

in all: nonpunitive L-F, nonpunitive E-I, punitive L-F and punitive E-I.

Each nonpunitive group was carefully matched as was each punitive 

group for scores on the Moralistic-Repressive Conscience Scale. The 

nonpunitive L-F group had a mean score of 73.7, while the nonpunitive 

E-I group had one of 75.7. The punitive L-F group had a mean of 96.8, 

while that of the punitive E-I group was 95.85. When homogeneity of 

variance was calculated, F for nonpunitive Ss was 1.03 and for punitive 

Ss was 1.43, both of which are nonsignificant. Subdivisions within each 

major group, therefore, came from a common population.

Questionnaires and Tests

Testing which was on a group basis consisted of three parts divided 

into two sessions: 1) pretesting and 2) experimental task and posttest­

ing. Session 1 included Barron's Ego Strength Scale and Grimes’ Moralis­

tic-Repressive Conscience Scale presented in rotated order for selection 

and partitioning of the population. Session 2 contained the experimental 

task of completed-incompleted sentences with two differing sets of instruc­

tions followed by an interpolated task. Then a measurement of recall test,
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a questionnaire concerning attitudes toward research, a personality 

checklist and a debriefing interview for Ss in the ego-involved only 

were administered. The posttests were always presented in the same se­

quence. All testing was conducted with permission of the classroom in­

structors. Students were told that they were to be subjects in a per­

sonality study and that strict confidentiality would be preserved. To 

insure anonymity, each student was assigned a number to be used on all 

materials. The only identification was the birthdate of each subject 

which, as mentioned previously, served to provide a homogeneous age 

grouping.

Pretesting for Selection of Sample

Barron's Ego Strength Scale

Barron's Ego Strength (ES) Scale consists of 68 items from the MMPI 

to be answered True or False. Originally it was devised to predict pa­

tients' responses to psychotherapy and contains a number of broad areas 

indicative of ego strength: good physical functioning, spontaneity and

the ability to share emotional experiences, conventional church member­

ship, permissive morality, good contact with reality, feelings of per­

sonal adequacy and vitality and physical courage. Barron (1953) found it 

valuable whenever adaptability and resourcefulness were to be evaluated 

and a useful measure of personality integration (1963). Apart from its 

utility in therapy or clinical situations, the scale can apply to so-called 

normal individuals, is predictive of coping ability and has been used ex­

tensively in research (Herron, 1962). It is positively correlated with 

Witkin's measure of field independence and Asch's experimentation on how 

group pressure can influence judgments, as well as with a number of estimates
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of intelligence, with r's ranging from .36 to .52 (Barron, 1956). The 

Es Scale is also negatively correlated, r = -.46, with scores on the 

Prejudice Scale (E Scale) developed by the authors of The Authoritarian 

Personality (Barron, 1956). Frank's (1967) survey states that the Es 

Scale tends to make gross rather than very fine discriminations. Since 

one extreme only of the scale was used, it was appropriate for the pre­

sent investigation.

Some statements illustrative of those in the Es Scale are:

"My sleep is fitful and disturbed."

"I am easily downed in an argument."

"Some people are so bossy that I feel like doing the opposite
of what they request, even though I know they are right."

"I am not afraid to handle money."

"Often I cross the street in order not to meet someone I see."

"I am afraid of finding myself in a closet or small closed place."

A copy of the Es Scale together with additional buffer items from 

the MMPI, bringing the total number to 141, is presented in Appendix C.

Grunes' Moralistic-Repressive Conscience Scale

The Moralistic-Repressive Conscience (MRC) Scale3 one of three con­

science measures devised by Grunes (1956), was chosen as it appraises a 

conscience tending to punitiveness and harshness rather than to flexibil­

ity. Grunes has asserted that individuals with high scores are ". . . char­

acterized by attitudes of rigid moral discipline towards oneself [himself] 

and others and the presence of excessive control over impulses and self- 

expression. In general, this conscience is highly punitive. . . . "

(Grunes, 1956, pp. 19-20). Persons with low scores, on the other hand, 

possess antithetical traits, those similar to Fromm's humanistic,
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non-punitive conscience which he portrays as well-integrated. Grunes 

found that he was able to discriminate high from low scorers at the .001 

level of confidence. Consequently, an internally consistent personality 

trend was being measured with each item on the scale related significant­

ly to the total score. Split-half reliability, corrected by the Spearman- 

Brown formula, was found to be .85. In his 1956 investigation, Grunes 

details in depth the construction and rationale of the three conscience 

scales, utilized subsequently by both Seidman (1964) and Boxer (1968).

Seidman predicted modal responses for each of three occupational 

groups: policemen, physicians and students. Making use of all of Grunes'

scales in their entirety, he found, as had been anticipated, that police­

men had significantly high scores on the MRC Scale3 p< .01, while physi­

cians had somewhat lower ones, p< .05. In addition, he established a 

negative correlation between the MRC Scale and the Rosenzweig P-F Study 

Need-persistive type and a positive correlation between the MRC Scale 

and the P-F Study Ego-defensive type, both beyond the .01 level of signi­

ficance. A positive overall relation between patterns of conscience mea­

sured by Grunes1 Scales and ways of adjustment to reality evaluated by a 

Social Reality Questionnaire was supported by the data.

Boxer, too, found Grunes' Scales reliable and discriminating in his 

examination of the level of superego development in marital partners with 

and without emotional disorder. Three groups of married couples were ex­

amined: an experimental group wherein one partner was hospitalized for

emotional difficulties; and two controls, one in which one spouse was 

hospitalized for medical reasons and another with neither partner treated 

for psychiatric or physical reasons. Boxer predicted a significant dis­

parity in superego level in his experimental group and a minimal difference
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in both control groups. He employed ten items only on the MRC Scale.

Although results were not always in the anticipated direction, Boxer

was able to differentiate within groups at the .10 level. Thus, this

measuring instrument has provided quantitative information permitting

statistical analysis of differing aspects of superego expression.

The MRC Scale comprises 35 items: seven from Adorno's F Scale and

the remainder devised by the author himself. It is exmplified by such

statements as:

"I believe there is no acceptable excuse for suicide."

"Young people sometimes get rebellious ideas, but as they grow 
up they ought to get over them and settle down."

"I prefer to leave some things to chance rather than plan them 
carefully in advance."

"The most important qualities of a real man are determination 
and driving ambition."

"People who get away with such things as cheating on examinations, 
fill me with rage."

Items are weighted from 1 to 4 in the manner of Likert's scale con­

struction. A weight of 4 is indicative of the choice reflecting the 

greatest degree of punitiveness and harshness, generally answerable by 

True. A weight of 3 is assigned to the answer Somewhat True, a weight 

of 2 to the answer Somewhat False and 1 to the answer False. In order to 

prevent Ss set, one-quarter of the items are so worded that the weight of 

4 demands a False rather than a True response. A copy of the MRC Scale 

is shown in Appendix D.

For the administration of both the Es and MRC Scales3 instructions 

printed at the beginning of each test were read aloud by the examiner 

and silently at the same time by the subjects.
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Experimental Task

After selection and division of the sample, the experimental task, 

one utilized by Eriksen (1954) was presented. It consists of sixteen 

20-word sentences scrambled into two- and three-word phrases, to be re­

arranged into comprehensible sentences. Eight are solvable; eight are 

not. To facilitate recall, each sentence has a two- or three-word phrase 

underlined, known as its "title" or "name phrase".

An example of a solvable sentence is:

HIS SOUL THE BODY OF THEREBY HE LOST 

THE MEDIEVAL PHYSICIAN PROFIT IN SAVING 

COULD SEE NO A MAN IF

An example of an unsolvable sentence is:

MAN'S NATURE KINDS OF WILD RUNS TO THE

THE MORE JUSTICE WHICH REVENGE IS A

MORE OUGHT LAW THE MORE

The complete list of sentences can be found in Appendix E.

Each sentence was typed on an individual five inch by eight inch 

index card. Packets of the sixteen scrambled sentences were made up in 

such a way that the order of solvable and unsolvable sentences would con­

trol for positional effects. Every fourth student had a packet containing 

the same sequence. Although sequences differed in four ways, the order 

of solvable and unsolvable sentences remained the same for all subjects: 

two successes, two failures, two successes, one failure, one success, 

two failures, one success, two failures, one success, one failure, one 

success.
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Ss were permitted to view each sentence for a period of two and a half 

minutes, during which time they wrote their solutions on separate pages 

of examination booklets distributed by the examiner. No subject was 

allowed to return to an earlier sentence nor to go on to the next sen­

tence until the allotted time had been used up.

At the start of the session before the actual testing, the examiner 

explained a scrambled sentence. She wrote the sentence "Johnny went 

down town to buy a new suit and a new hat" on the blackboard. She then 

demonstrated how the sentence could be disarranged into two- and three- 

word phrases and reassembled to the original intelligible sentence. As 

soon as she had ascertained that everyone understood what was expected, 

instructions for each condition were read aloud.

Subjects in the laissez-faire condition were told: "See how many

of these disarranged two- and three-word phrases you can reassemble to 

make a sensible sentence. Work as quickly as you can, putting each ans­

wer on a separate page. Do not go on to the next sentence until I tell 

you to. When I do, put the card at the back of the packet and continue 

on with the next sentence."

Subjects in the ego-involved condition were instructed the follow­

ing:

"This is a test of abstract reasoning. Anyone with an I. Q. of 115 

or better should have no difficulty in solving all or almost all of the 

sentences. See how many you can reassemble to make a sensible sentence. 

Work as quickly as you can as I am also interested in how long this test 

takes. Put each answer on a separate page. Do not go on to the next 

sentence until I tell you to. When I do, put the card at the back of 

the packet and continue on with the next sentence.”
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A five-minute interpolated task was then administered whereby Ss 

were told:

"Close your booklets and return the packets to me. The next test 

is a word fluency test. You are to write down on the back of the book­

let all the four-letter words you can think of that begin with the let­

ter ft’. Work as quickly as you can."

Posttesting

Recall of Sentences

After the examination booklets were collected and paper distribu­

ted to each subject, the examiner announced:

"The next test is a memory test. I want you to write down as many 

of the titles or name phrases, that is, the underlined words, as you 

can recall. If you cannot remember the title or name phrase, write 

down the idea of the sentence, what it was about, so that I can identi­

fy it."

Recall of sentences was scored by the examiner. If the subject 

could remember the name phrase or reproduce enough of the idea or con­

tent of the sentence so that it was recognizable, it was scored as 1.

If not, no score was assigned. A recording was also made as to whether 

the sentences recalled were solvable or unsolvable. After the memory 

test, papers were collected and the attitude questionnaires and adjec­

tive checklists were distributed.

Attitude Questionnaire

The attitude questionnaire was based on one formulated by Feshbach 

(1955) for an investigation of aggressive behavior and fantasy. It
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measured differences in aggression between two groups, one which was 

permitted the expression of hostile fantasy while the other was not. 

Questions germane to this study and therefore to the assessment of 

hostility and anger aroused were added. The ten questions are as fol­

lows :

1. How did you feel about participating in the study just 
recently conducted?

2. How worthwhile was it to participate in the study just 
recently conducted?

3. If you were asked by the experimenter who conducted the
study in which you just participated to volunteer for 

another study, would you volunteer?

4. In your opinion, how much of a contribution will this 
study make to the field of psychology?

5. In your opinion, how competent was the psychologist who 
conducted the experiment in which you just participated?

6. What is your reaction now to the psychologist who con­
ducted the experiment in which you just participated-- 
how much do you like or dislike her?

7. Is there anything about the experiment that you disliked?

8. Is there anything about the experiment that you liked?

9. How do you feel you did on the sentences?

10. How many of the sentences do you think you answered cor­
rectly?

Questions 1 through 6 were rated on a six-point scale. The least 

hostile response was assigned a value of 1 and the most hostile a value 

of 6. Three measures of hostility were obtained from the first six ques­

tions: a measure of general hostility (items 1 through 6); a measure

of reactions to the examiner (items 3, 5, and 6); and a measure of re­

actions to the experiment per se (items 2 and 4). Since item 1 could 

not be assigned to either of the more specific categories, the general 

measure is greater than the sum of the more restricted ones.
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The seventh and eighth questions were answered by either "yes" or 

"no." Comparisons based on the proportion of Ss giving the more hos­

tile of the two responses were made. Since Ss were asked to elaborate 

answers to these two questions, qualitative as well as quantitative in­

formation was provided.

Question 9 contained five possible choices graded from "very well" 

to "very poorly." The tenth question, as can be seen, simply noted how 

many sentences each subject estimated he unscrambled correctly. A copy 

of the complete attitude questionnaire is attached to Appendix F.

Adjective Checklist

The adjective checklist consisted of a list of twenty polar adjec­

tives in order to determine Ss reactions to the examiner. Such dicho­

tomized attributes as, restrained--talkative, warm--cold, polite--blunt, 

irritable--good-natured, imaginative--unimaginative, were selected. The 

list in its entirety can be found in Appendix G.

Adjectives were arranged so that at times the more personally at­

tractive appeared first and at times the less attractive. Similar lists 

were used by Asch (1946). Although he applied them in a different experi­

mental context, one dealing with hypothetical persons, he stated they 

could be used profitably in an evaluation of real people.

Subjects were asked to check the adjective in each pair which they 

felt best described the examiner. For each subject, the adjectives con­

sidered to be the more hostile were totalled, so that individual scores 

were based on that number, ranging theoretically from 0 to 20. Thus, 

the patterning of impressions added greater specificity to the more gen­

eral statements in the attitude questionnaire, helping in the comparison 

of reactions within and between groups.
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Debriefing

After the questionnaires and checklists were collected, subjects 

in the ego-involved groups received, a debriefing interview to apprise 

them that their instructions were intended to create an atmosphere of 

stress and that "all or almost all" of the sentences were incapable of 

solution.
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS

Organization of Scrambled Sentence Recall 

The prediction was made that punitive Ss would recall a significantly 

greater number of all sentences as well as of incompleted sentences than 

would nonpunitive Ss. A further expectation was that nonpunitive Ss would 

disclose more evenly balanced recall between completed and incompleted 

sentences than would punitive Ss.

Recall results for all Ss can be found in Appendix H. Counter to 

expectation, not all sentences intended for completion were unscrambled 

successfully, so that the number of solved sentences varied from subject 

to subject. In order to adjust for individual differences in the number 

of actual completions, recall percentages for both completed and incom­

pleted sentences were calculated. Then, as can be seen in Appendix J, 

prior to the application of tests of significance, percentages were con­

verted into angles by the arc sin /percentage transformation using Bliss' 

tables (Snedecor, 1946, p. 449). These are the figures which appear in 

tables containing statistical analysis of completions and incompletions. 

The foregoing was not necessary for the analysis of total recall scores, 

as comparisons were based on a constant number of sentences. A summary 

of all recall data is presented below. (See Table 1.)

Analysis of variance, shown in Tables 2, 3 and 4, was applied to as­

certain whether the kind of personality pattern influenced each of the 

three recall scores.
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TABLE 1

SUMMARY OF ALL RECALL SCORES

Group

R E C A L L  O F  C O M P L E T I O N S

Number of Sentences 
Completed

Total Mean S.D.

Number of 
Completions 
Recalled

Percentage of 
Completions 
Recalled

Nonpunitive L-F 
(N = 20)

Nonpunitive E-I 
(N = 20)

Punitive L-F 
(N = 20)

Punitive E-I 
(N = 20)

All Nonpunitive 
(N = 40)

All Punitive 
(N = 40)

123

102

93

83

225

176

6.15 

5.1 

4.65

4.15 

5.63 

4.4

1.63

1 . 1

1.49

1.76

1.32

1.61

57

60

57

43

117

100

46.3

58.8

61.3

51.8 

52.0

56.8
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TABLE 1 — CONTINUED

RECALL OF INCOMPLETIONS RECALL OF ALL SENTENCES

Number of Sentences 
Not Completed

# of In- 
comple­
tions

% of 
Incom­

pletions

Total # of 
Completions 
§ Incomple­ Mean S.D.

Total Mean S.D.
Recalled Recalled tions

197 9.85 1.66 21 10.7 78 3.9 1.6

218 10.9 1.68 24 11.0 84 4.2 1.59

227 11.35 1.46 57 25.1 114 5.7 1.7

237 11.85 1.84 65 27.4 108 5.4 1.2

415 10.4 1.67 45 10.8 162 4.05 1.6

464 11.6 1.62 122 26.3 222 5.55 1.5



31

TABLE 2

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF PERSONALITY PATTERN ON
TOTAL RECALL OF SENTENCES

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

Personality group 1 43.5 17.06**
Condition 1 0 0

Interaction 1 2.1 .82
Within groups 76 2.55

**p< .01

TABLE 3

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF PERSONALITY PATTERN ON
RECALL OF COMPLETED SENTENCES

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

Personality group 1 363.96 .67
Condition 1 464.07 .85

Interaction 1 2319.5 4.23*
Within groups 76 548.7

*p< .05
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TABLE 4

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF PERSONALITY PATTERN ON
RECALL OF INCOMPLETED SENTENCES

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

Personality Group 1 4309.8 25.3**
Condition 1 85.7 .50

Interaction 1 2.66 .02
Within groups 76 170.1

**p< .01

For both total and incompleted sentence scores, a significant F for 

personality group was achieved, beyond the .01 level. It was not, there­

fore, the instructions, whether laissez-faire or ego-involved, which af­

fected these findings. Rather, it was the personality pattern which be­

came the salient factor. Punitive Ss recalled significantly more incom­

pletions as well as a greater number of all sentences regardless of the 

way instructions were worded.

Results for completions, on the other hand, revealed a significant 

F for interaction, beyond the .05 level. Instructions affected personal­

ity differentially. In the laissez-faire condition, punitive Ss recalled 

more completions, whereas in the ego-involved condition, it was the non­

punitive Ss who recalled a greater number of completions.

Recall Pattern of Nonpunitive Ss

When the recall pattern of nonpunitive Ss was examined, t tests
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revealed that, contrary to prediction, the number of completions recalled 

was significantly greater than that of incompletions for both the larger 

nonpunitive group and for each of the subgroups, beyond the .01 level. 

(See Table 5.)

T tests were then carried out to determine whether disparities be­

tween the means of completions and incompletions recalled were signifi­

cant. Discrepancy scores based on the transformations found in Appendix 

J were calculated for all subjects. Table 6 shows no significant differ­

ences between nonpunitive L-F and nonpunitive E-I Ss.

In addition, the Chi Square analysis of the distribution of recall 

scores of Table 7 discloses no significant differences between the two 

conditions.

Recall Pattern of Punitive Ss

T tests presented in Table 5 to ascertain if the number of comple­

tions recalled differed from the number of incompletions were signifi­

cant for all punitive Ss and for those in the L-F condition, beyond the 

.01 level. For punitive E-I Ss, however, significance which had been 

anticipated was not achieved. The latter finding resulted in a signifi­

cant difference in discrepancy scores between punitive L-F and punitive 

E-I Ss, p< .05 (See Table 6.) Despite the fact that all punitive Ss re­

called more incompletions than did nonpunitive Ss, under stress the dis­

crepancy between the two types of recall lessened significantly. Thus, 

ego-involved instructions evoked a simultaneous decrease in recall of 

completions and increase in recall of incompletions for punitive Ss.

Comparison of Ss in the Laissez-faire Condition

A comparison of how each group performed within each condition will
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF COMPLETED AND INCOMPLETED SENTENCES RECALLED FOR ALL Ss

Group
Completed
Sentence
Mean

Incompleted
Sentence
Mean

t P

Nonpunitive L-F 
(N = 20) 41.96 15.76 6.7 <.01

Nonpunitive E-I 
(N = 20) 49.67 16.45 5.6 <.01

Punitive L-F 
(N = 20) 57.28 29.84 5.6 <.01

Punitive E-I 
(N = 20) 41.69 31.76 1.9 n.s.

All Nonpunitive 
(N = 40) 45.81 16.11 8.5 <.01

All Punitive 
(N =40) 49.49 30.3 5.2 <.01
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF DISCREPANCY SCORES FOR ALL Ss

Group Total Discrepancy Score Mean t P

Nonpunitive L-F 
(N = 20) 508.9 25.45'

Nonpunitive E-I 
(N = 20) 634.1 31.7 ,

1.3 n.s.

Punitive L-F
(N = 20) 565.6 28.28''

Punitive E-I 2.4 .05
(N = 20) 198.6 9.931✓

All Nonpunitive 
(N = 40) 1143 28.6 ^

All Punitive 1.3 n.s.
(N = 40) 746.2 19.1
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TABLE 7

CHI SQUARE FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF RECALL SCORES FOR ALL Ss
(N = 80)

Group c>i c<i c=i Total

Nonpunitive L-F 19 0 1 20

Nonpunitive E-I 20 0 0 20

All Nonpunitive Ss 39 0 1 40

Punitive L-F 17 2 1 20

Punitive E-I 14 5 1 20

All Punitive Ss 31 7 2 40

Chi Square for Nonpunitive Ss = 0i 
Chi Square for Punitive = .702-* n*s*

■'■Chi Square calculation omits c = i results.
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now be offered to examine the differential influence of instructions.

The first comparison will be for nonpunitive and punitive Ss receiving 

laissez-faire instructions.

Scheffe’s test for multiple comparisons was utilized to ascertain 

which means were significantly different from each other. This test 

is suggested by Edwards (1956) when interaction between an organismic 

variable and treatment is of concern and when analysis of variance yields 

significant results. The test is a conservative one and Scheffe advo­

cates taking a = .10 rather than <* = .05 as suitable for testing signi­

ficance.

Table 8 indicates that punitive L-F Ss recalled a significantly higher 

number of all sentences than did nonpunitive L-F Ss, beyond the .01 level.

From Appendix H, it was apparent that punitive L-F Ss achieved the 

highest total recall score of any subgroup, whereas nonpunitive L-F Ss 

obtained the lowest. For instance, while a maximum score of 7 was attained 

by S-number 160 in the nonpunitive group, there were three scores of 7, 

one of 8 and two of 9 in the punitive group. Both recall of completions 

and of incompletions, as well, were significantly greater for punitive Ss 

in the L-F condition, beyond the .01 level of confidence.

The laissez-faire instructions did not affect the two groups differ­

entially in terms of the distribution of recall of completions and incom­

pletions. Both nonpunitive and punitive Ss recalled comparatively more 

completions than incompletions.

Comparison of Ss in the Ego-involved Condition

Further inspection of Table 8 discloses significant differences be­

tween all types of recall of nonpunitive and punitive Ss in the E-I con­

dition. For the latter group, total and incompleted sentence recall were



TABLE 8

SCHEFFE'S TEST FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISONS: 
EFFECT OF PERSONALITY PATTERN ON RECALL

Groups Compared
D D2 A

c i t c i t c i t

Nonpunitive L-F 
vs.

Nonpunitive E-I -119 - 13.9 - 7 14161 193.21 49 3540.3 48.3 1.22

Nonpunitive L-F 
vs.

Punitive L-F -306.4 -281.5 -36 93880.96 79242.25 1296 23470.2*** 19810.6*** 27.22***

Nonpunitive E-I 
vs.

Punitive E-I 124.4 306.2 -24 15475.36 103758.44 576 3868.8* 25939.6*** 22.5***

Punitive L-F 
vs.

Punitive E-I 291.7 - 38.5 6 85088.87 1482.25 36 21272.2*** 370.6 .9

***p< .01 *p< .10

Note: c = difference in recall of completions between groups.
i = difference in recall of incompletions between groups,
t = difference in total recall scores between groups.
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significantly higher beyond the .01 level, whereas that of completed sen­

tences recalled were significantly higher beyond the .05 level.

Examination of Table 9 shows that the ego-involved condition pro­

duced a tendency for punitive Ss to have a more even division between 

completions and incompletions recalled than did nonpunitive Ss, though 

significant beyond the .10 level only.

Data and Conclusions Pertinent to Hypothesis

Hypothesis (I,i) stated that there would be greater total recall of 

sentences by the punitive than by the nonpunitive superego group. It was 

anticipated, consequently, that persons in the former group would recall 

a greater number of completed and incompleted sentences combined. This 

hypothesis was confirmed.

Hypothesis (I,ii) stated that there would be greater recall of fail­

ures than of successes by the punitive than by the nonpunitive superego 

group. The prediction was then made that the punitive group would recall 

more incompleted sentences. Hypothesis (I,ii) also was confirmed. Further, 

confirmation of this hypothesis was the influential factor in the signifi­

cance of the results of Hypothesis (I,i). It could, therefore, be conclu­

ded that failure situations carry more weight when one's superego is puni­

shing.

Hypothesis (I,iii) stated that there would be greater tendency toward 

equal recall of successes and failures by the nonpunitive than by the puni­

tive superego group. Thus, it was anticipated that nonpunitive subjects 

would recall a more evenly distributed number of completed and incompleted 

sentences. Hypothesis (I,iii) was rejected. Results were significant, but 

not in the direction predicted. All groups, with the exception of punitive
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TABLE 9

CHI SQUARE FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF RECALL SCORES 
FOR BOTH CONDITIONS 

(N = 80)

Group c>i c<i c=i Total

Nonpunitive L-F 19 0 1 20

Punitive L-F 17 2 1 20

All L-F Ss 36 2 2 40

Nonpunitive E-I 20 0 0 20

Punitive E-I 14 5 1 20

All E-I Ss 34 5 1 40

Chi Square for L-F Ss = .21, n.s.*
Chi Square for E-I Ss = 2.67, p< .10*

*Chi Square calculation omits c = i results.
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Ss in the ego-involved condition, revealed a discrepancy between recall 

of completions and incompletions.

Organization of Hostility Reactions 

The expectation was that punitive Ss would demonstrate greater hos­

tility and anger than would nonpunitive Ss. Two measures were used to eval­

uate the expression of hostility: the attitude questionnaire and the ad­

jective checklist.

Attitude Questionnaire

The attitude questionnaire is a direct measure of differences in hos­

tility between and within groups (Feshbach, 1955). The initial step in 

examining the data consisted of an item analysis of the first eight ques­

tions. For the first six, comparisons were based on the proportion of Ss 

choosing the most hostile alternatives, scored 5 and 6 on a six-point scale. 

For questions 7 and 8, differences depended on the proportion of Ss selec­

ting the more hostile response. All percentages can be found in Appendix K.

T tests were carried out to determine which questions discriminated 

significantly the manifestation of extreme hostility. As in Feshbach's 

research, all tests were one-tailed, with p< .10 taken as significant.

(See Table 10.)

When nonpunitive within group comparisons were made, questions 1,

4 and 8 were highly significant. Nonpunitive Ss in the laissez-faire 

condition evidenced greater hostility than those in the ego-involved condi­

tion. Within the punitive group, all items, with the exception of number 6, 

distinguished effectively the more from the less hostile subgroup. The 

more hostile punitive Ss were those in the ego-involved condition. When, 

however, the two larger groups were compared, significances became diluted



TABLE 10

ITEM ANALYSIS OF EXTREME HOSTILE RESPONSES ON THE 
ATTITUDE QUESTIONNARIE (SCORED 5 AND 6)

Question1

Difference 
between 

Nonpunitive L-F 
and

Nonpunitive E-I 
(L-F>E-I)

t P

Difference 
between 

Punitive L-F 
and

Punitive E-I 
(E-I>L-F)

t P

Difference 
between 

Nonpunitive 
and 

Punitive 
(Nonpunitive 
> Punitive)

t P

1. (Participation 
in study) .20 1.82 <.04** .20 6.67 <.01*** .05 .68 <.25

2. (Worthwhile to 
participate) .15 1.07 <.15 .25 2.38 <.01*** .15 1.84 <.04**

3. (Would volun­
teer again) .15 .96 <.17 .30 2.0 <.03** .075 .68 <.25

4. (Contribution 
of study) .35 2.2 <.03** .25 1.8 <.04** .15 1.36 <.09*

5. (Competence of 
examiner) 0 -.10 -5.0 <.01*** .05 1.43 *00O

•
V

6. (Reaction to 
examiner) -.05 -1.02 <.16 -.05 -1.0 <.16 0

7. (Dislike 
study) -.10 - .63 <.27 .25 1.56 <.06* .025 .23 <.41

8. (Like study) -.30 2.0 <.03** -.60 4.0 <.01*** 0 -  “ -  -

***p< .01 **p< .05 *p< .10

■’•Phrases in parenthesis refer to substance of question.
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because of opposing tendencies within groups, especially for questions 1,

3 and 8. Despite this, question 2 differentiated beyond the .05 level and 

questions 4 and 5 beyond the .10 level, in that nonpunitive Ss were more 

hostile than were punitive Ss. It could then be concluded that the atti­

tude questionnaire, as Feshbach had ascertained in his study, was able to 

estimate whether or not hostility was aroused in this investigation.

Hostility Results

Hostility scores for the first six questions yielded three measures: 

one of hostile reactions to the examiner, a second of hostile reactions to 

the experiment per se and a third of general hostility which included, yet 

exceeded, the combined examiner and experiment hostility scores. (See 

Appendix L.) A summary of all hostility scores on the questionnaire is 

presented in Table 11.

Statistical analyses in terms of hostility expressed on the question­

naire, similar to those for recall data, can be seen in Tables 12, 13 and 

14.

For purposes of discussion, first general, then examiner and lastly 

experiment hostility will be examined in that order. Analysis of variance 

of general hostility indicated that while neither the groups of Ss nor the 

conditions differed significantly, a significant interaction occurred be­

tween personality group and type of instruction. Thus, laissez-faire and 

ego-involved instructions influenced groups differentially, beyond the .01 

level. When instructions were neutral, nonpunitive Ss evidenced greater 

hostility. When, conversely, instructions were ego-involved, punitive Ss 

exhibited significantly greater general hostility.

Table 12 shows that analysis of variance did not attain significance 

in the expression of examiner hostility in any respect. These findings will
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TABLE 11

SUMMARY OF ALL HOSTILITY SCORES ON THE ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

N 0 N P U N I T I V E  S s

L-F E-I Combined L-F and
Group (N = 20) (N = 20) E-I (N = 40)

a b c a b c a b c

Total 191 177 448 185 150 395 376 327 843

Mean 9.55 8.85 22.4 9.25 7.5 19.75 9.4 8.17 21.07

S. D. 2.01 1.6 3.7 2.54 2.14 4.3 2.38 1.94 4.17

F U N I T I V E S s

Total 171 136 360 197 159 425 368 295 785

Mean 8.55 6.8 18 9.85 7.95 21.25 9.2 7.37 19.62

S. D. 2.6 1.6 4.4 2.1 2.2 4.5 2.38 1.97 4.47

Note: a = personal hostility to E (Questions 3, 5, 6).
b = hostile evaluation of experiment (Questions 2, 4). 
c = general hostility (Questions 1 through 6).
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TABLE 12

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF PERSONALITY PATTERN
ON GENERAL HOSTILITY

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

Personality Group 
Condition

1 41.9 
1 1.7

2.255
.12

Interaction 
Within Groups

1 174.05 
76 18.58

9.367**

**p< .01

TABLE 13

ANALYSIS
ON

OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF PERSONALITY PATTERN 
HOSTILE REACTIONS TO THE EXPERIMENTER

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

Personality Group 1 .8 .15
Condition 1 5.0 .93

Interaction 1 12.8 2.37
Within Groups 76 5.4
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TABLE 14

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF PERSONALITY PATTERN ON
HOSTILE EVALUATION OF THE EXPERIMENT

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

Personality group 1 12.8 3.92*
Condition 1 .2 .06

Interaction 1 31.25 9.59**
Within groups 76 3.26

*p< .05

**p< .01

be discussed later in conjunction with some significant results when the 

adjective checklist was the method of evaluating reactions to the invest­

igator.

The way in which the experiment itself was assessed by subjects was 

to some extent like their general hostility pattern. While the mean dif­

ference between conditions did not achieve significance, the difference 

between personality groups did, beyond the .05 level. Nonpunitive Ss dis­

played greater experiment hostility than did punitive Ss. Further, a sig­

nificant F for interaction revealed that laissez-faire and ego-involved 

instructions affected the groups differentially, beyond the .01 level. 

Nonpunitive Ss were more hostile to the experiment in the laissez-faire 

condition, while punitive Ss were more hostile in the ego-involved condi­

tion.

Based on the foregoing results, it can be stated that Ss attitude to



the experiment per se was the influential factor in the significance of 

general hostility results and that how they viewed the investigator was 

not.

Hostility Pattern of Nonpunitive Ss

The Chi Square analysis for the distribution of hostility scores for

all Ss is presented in Table 15.

In order to obtain comparability between examiner and experiment

hostility scores, each subject's score was converted to a percentage, so

that P = examiner hostility score and Ph = experiment hostility score.
18 12

Eighteen and twelve were the highest attainable scores for each type of 

hostility. No significant difference was achieved and it could be con­

cluded that for nonpunitive Ss the kind of instructions did not affect 

the relative distribution of examiner and experiment hostility.

Hostility Pattern of Punitive Ss

Table 15 also shows that the distribution of hostility scores for 

punitive Ss revealed no difference from one condition to the other. Thus, 

instructions did not influence the relative distribution of examiner and 

experiment hostility for them.

Comparison of Ss in the Laissez-faire Condition

Ss within each condition were then compared in a manner identical with 

comparisons for recall findings. For the L-F condition, Scheffd's test 

indicated that nonpunitive Ss displayed more general hostility than did 

punitive Ss, beyond the .05 level. (See Table 16.)

As pointed out before, examiner hostility did not attain signifi­

cance in the analysis of variance. Experiment hostility, however, did.
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TABLE 15

CHI SQUARE FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF HOSTILITY SCORES
FOR ALL Ss 
(N = 80)

Group P >Pu a rb pa<pb pa pb Total

Nonpunitive L-F 0 19 1 20

Nonpunitive E-I 1 19 0 20

All Nonpunitive 
Ss 1 38 1 40

Punitive L-F 4 14 2 20

Punitive E-I 5 15 0 20

All Punitive Ss 9 29 2 40

Chi Square for Nonpunitive Ss 
Chi Square for Punitive Ss = .

= 0*i
05* * n’S*

*Chi Square calculation omits Pa=P|-( results.

Note: P = the number of examiner hostility score.

Pb = the number
18

of experiment hostility score.
12



TABLE 16

SCHEFFE'S TEST FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISONS: 
EFFECT OF PERSONALITY PATTERN ON 

GENERAL HOSTILITY AND ON 
EXPERIMENT HOSTILITY

Groups Compared
D D2 A

c b c b c b

Nonpunitive L-F vs. 
Nonpunitive E-I 53 27 2809 729 70.2 18.2

Nonpunitive L-F vs. 
Punitive L-F 79 41 6241 1681 156.0* 42.0*

Nonpunitive E-I vs. 
Punitive E-I -30 - 9 900 81 22.5 2.0

Punitive L-F vs. 
Punitive E-I -56 -23 3136 529 78.4 13.2

*p< .05

Note: c = general hostility.
b = experiment hostility.



50

Further inspection of Table 16 shows that Scheffd's test disclosed re­

sults resembling those of general hostility in that nonpunitive Ss were 

significantly more hostile than were punitive Ss, beyond the .05 level.

The Chi Square analysis for the distribution of hostility scores 

did not achieve significance at the level selected for this study. (See 

Table 17.)

A pronounced trend, though, was evident in that there was signifi­

cance beyond the .10 level. While both groups were rather more hostile 

to the study than to the examiner, this was more characteristic of the 

nonpunitive Ss. Punitive Ss at times displayed greater examiner hostil­

ity, which was not done by one single nonpunitive S, at least on a com­

parative basis.

Comparison of Ss in the Ego-involved Condition

Table 16 also shows that Scheffe’s test disclosed no significant 

differences between nonpunitive and punitive Ss for any of the hostility 

scores.

Table 17 reveals that the Chi Square results almost coincided with 

those for the laissez-faire condition, except that no totally even bal­

ance between examiner and experiment hostility was noted. Both groups, 

subject by subject, demonstrated somewhat greater experiment than exam­

iner hostility. Nonpunitive Ss exhibited this to a greater extent than 

did punitive Ss who, in turn, did show comparatively greater examiner 

hostility.

Adjective Checklist

The adjective checklist was a more incisive method of particularizing 

impressions of the examiner than were items 3, 5 and 6 on the attitude 

questionnaire. Scores for all Ss can be found in Appendix M with a
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TABLE 17

CHI SQUARE FOR THE DISTRIBUTION OF HOSTILITY SCORES 
FOR BOTH CONDITIONS 

(N = 80)

Group V pb Pa<Pb Pa=Pb Total

Nonpunitive L-F 0 19 1 20

Punitive L-F 4 14 2 20

All L-F Ss 4 33 3 40

Nonpunitive E-I 1 19 0 20

Punitive E-I 5 15 0 20

All E-I Ss 6 34 0 40

Chi Square 
Chi Square

for L-F 
for E-I

Ss
Ss

= 2.8* | 
= 3.12*^

OV

*Chi Square calculation omits Pa=Pk results.

Note: Pa = the number of examiner hostility score.
18

Ph = the number of experiment hostility score.
12
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summary of the results presented in Table 18.

Comparisons Between and Within Groups

Analysis of variance results can be seen in Table 19.

Neither personality group nor instructions achieved significance, 

but a significant F for interaction occurred, beyond the .05 level. Once 

again, laissez-faire and ego-involved conditions influenced the groups 

differentially. When instructions were laissez-faire, nonpunitive Ss 

were more hostile to the examiner than when instructions were ego-invol­

ved. When, on the other hand, instructions were ego-involved, punitive 

Ss evidenced greater hostility to the examiner than when not experiencing 

stress. These findings differ from those on the questionnaire where sig­

nificance was not obtained.

Upon further examination, Scheffe's test revealed that the differ­

ence between mean scores of nonpunitive Ss in the two conditions was non­

significant. (See Table 20.)

While the same was true of punitive Ss, their A score approached 

significance. An A of 48.17 would have been needed to achieve signifi­

cance beyond the .10 level. It was clear that punitive E-I Ss were the 

most hostile of all to the examiner, at least when the adjective check­

list was the method of measurement. Two Ss in that group obtained scores 

of 12 out of a possible 20 which can be considered extremely high. Appen­

dix M, in addition, shows that, with a criterion of at least five hostile 

adjectives, twice as many punitive as nonpunitive Ss checked that amount.

Since the adjective checklist produced significant results, it was of 

value to determine which pairs discriminated the expression of hostility 

effectively. Scores of the individual adjectives in each pair assumed to 

be hostile to the examiner are attached to Appendix N. With a minimum of
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TABLE 18

SUMMARY OF ALL HOSTILITY SCORES ON THE ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST

N O N P U N I T I V E  S s

L-F E-I Combined L-F and
Group (N = 20) (N = 20) E-I (N - 40)

Total 80 63 143

Mean 4.0 3.15 3.57

S. D. 2.99 2.2 2.61

P U N I T I V E  S s

Total 62 105 167

Mean 3.1 5.25 4.17

S. D. 2.3 3.2 2.9
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TABLE 19

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE: EFFECT OF PERSONALITY PATTERN
ON HOSTILE REACTIONS TO THE EXPERIMENTER 

(UTILIZING ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST)

Source of Variation df Mean Square F

Personality Group 
Condition

1
1

7.2
8.45

.97
1.14

Interaction 
Within Groups

1
76

45.0
7.4

6.08*

*p< .05

TABLE 20

SCHEFFE'S TEST FOR MULTIPLE COMPARISONS: EFFECT OF 
PATTERN ON EXAMINER HOSTILITY ON THE ADJECTIVE

PERSONALITY
CHECKLIST

Groups compared D D2 A

Nonpunitive L-F vs. 
Nonpunitive E-I 17 289 7.2

Nonpunitive L-F vs. 
Punitive L-F 18 324 8.1

Nonpunitive E-I vs. 
Punitive E-I -42 1764 44.1

Punitive L-F vs. 
Punitive E-I -43 1849 46.2
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five Ss out ot twenty within each group selecting the more hostile ad­

jective, it can be seen that punitive E-I Ss chose the greatest number. 

Where a sufficient difference in the manifestation of hostility occurred, 

even though not significant (see Table 20), Wilcoxon's test indicated that 

thirteen of the pairs discriminated beyond the .01 level between punitive 

Ss in the two conditions and also between nonpunitive and punitive Ss in 

the ego-involved condition

TABLE 21

WILCOXON TEST TO DETERMINE THE DISCRIMINATING 
ADJECTIVES ON THE CHECKLIST

Comparison Group T P

Punitive vs. Nonpunitive 17 n.s.

Punitive E-I vs. Nonpunitive E-I 0 <.01

Punitive E-I vs. Punitive L-F 7.5 <.01

Note: The first group in the comparison always has the higher
hostile adjective score.

Citing the more hostile adjective of each pair, the thirteen were: 

irritable, humorless, unstable, talkative, unimaginative, weak, cold, 

blunt, emotional, sad, proud, unfriendly and slow. It is possible that 

these particular adjectives can serve as a basis for distinguishing sym­

pathetic from critical evaluations of persons.

Data and Conclusions Pertinent to Hypothesis

Hypothesis II stated that the punitive superego group would demon­

strate greater anger and hostility than would the nonpunitive superego
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group. Hence, it was anticipated that punitive Ss would disclose higher 

scores on the questionnaire as well as a greater number of hostile ad­

jectives on the checklist. Hypothesis II was only partially supported 

by the data. The pattern of hostility evoked was, with one exception-- 

that of examiner hostility on the questionnaire--similar throughout.

When instructions were presented in a laissez-faire way, individuals in 

the nonpunitive group expressed greater hostility. And, in contrast, 

when instructions were presented in an ego-involved fashion, those in 

the punitive group displayed more hostility. Experiment hostility only 

was significantly more pronounced for the punitive superego group. Thus, 

in general, the manifestation of hostility was contingent upon the inter­

action between the type of instructions and the particular personality 

pattern.

Estimations of Test Performance

The two items on the attitude questionnaire dealing with subjective 

estimations of solutions to the scrambled sentences rather than directly 

with hostility will now be considered. Question 9 sought a verbal, some­

what ambiguous response. Question 10 asked how many of a possible eight 

sentences Ss felt they had unravelled correctly--a more quantitative as­

sessment. The estimated number of question 10 was then compared with 

the number actually solved. (See Appendix 0 for all the foregoing in­

formation.j First question 10 will be scrutinized and then the less ex­

act findings of the ninth question. Table 22 presents a summary of these 

data.

Table 23 shows that the discrepancy between the means of punitive 

E-I Ss, by far the largest of the groups, was the only one to achieve 

significance, beyond the .05 level.



TABLE 22

SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL NUMBER OF SENTENCES UNSCRAMBLED SUCCESSFULLY

Group

Nonpunitive L-F 
(N = 20)

Nonpunitive E-I 
(N = 20)

Punitive L-F 
(N = 20)

Punitive E-I 
(N = 20)

Estimated
Correct

Actually
Correct

Estimated
Correct

Actually
Correct

Estimated
Correct

Actually
Correct

Estimated
Correct

Actually
Correct

Total 99 123 97 102 99 93 102 83

Mean 4.95 6.15 5.1 5.1 5.5 4.65 5.67 4.15

S. D. 2.65 1.63 3.1 1.1 2.26 1.49 2.93 1.76
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TABLE 23

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MEANS OF ESTIMATED AND ACTUAL SCORES 
ON SCRAMBLED SENTENCES

Group
Estimated
Scores

Actual
Scores

Nonpunitive L-F 
(N = 20)

Nonpunitive E-I 
(N = 20)

Punitive L-F 
(N = 20)

Punitive E-I 
(N = 20)

4.95

5.1

5.5

5.67

6.15

5.1

4.65

4.65

1,74

1.51

2.05

n.s.

n.s.

n.s.

<.05
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From the findings of Table 23, the percentages of successfully comp­

leted sentences were computed to compare differences between groups.

(See Table 24.)

T tests revealed that all differences were significant. It could 

then be concluded that nonpunitive Ss solved a greater proportion of the 

sentences designed for completion than did punitive Ss.

Question 9 was the less definite counterpart of the tenth item.

It attempted through categorization to ascertain Ss feelings as to how 

well they felt they did on the sentences. The proportion of Ss in each 

of the five classifications is shown in Table 25.

It is difficult to evaluate the categories, as their meaning for 

each S was not known precisely. Subjective standards vary. What is 

"middling" to one may be "fairly well" to another or "somewhat poorly" 

to a third, and so on. The relationship between the categories of item 

9 and the number of sentences estimated to have been unscrambled correct­

ly on item 10 attest the accuracy of this observation (see Appendix 0). 

For example, in the nonpunitive L-F group "somewhat poorly" meant any 

number from 2 to 5, which, in turn, overlapped with "middling," from 4 

to 7. More strikingly, though, among the nonpunitive E-I Ss, "middling" 

ranged from as low as 0 to as high as 10.

Punitive L-F Ss utilized the "middling" category more than any other 

group. The tendency of this group was to display, perhaps cautiously, an 

attitude analogous to regression to the mean, wherein there were no 

"very well" or "very poorly" judgments. Punitive E-I Ss seemed never to 

feel, at least numerically, as if they had performed in an inferior way, 

three sentences being their lowest estimate. The difference, however, 

between one subject's "fairly well" and another's was conspicuous. To 

exemplify, what S-number 66 meant by "fairly well" was that he felt he
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TABLE 24

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PERCENTAGES OF ACTUAL COMPLETIONS

Groups Compared % Completions z P

Nonpunitive L-F
(N = 20) and 77

Punitive L-F <.01
(N = 20) 58

Nonpunitive E-I
(N = 20) and 68

Punitive E-I <.03
(N = 20) 52

All Nonpunitive
(N = 40) and 70

All Punitive r—|
o

•V

(N = 40) 55

TABLE 25

PERCENTAGE OF SUBJECTS IN EACH CATEGORY OF QUESTION 9

Category-
Nonpunitive Punitive

L-F E-I L-F E-I

Very Well 5 0 0 0
Fairly Well 25 17 11 22.3
Middling 35 68.5 78 55.5
Somewhat poorly 25 5 11 16.7
Very Poorly 10 10.5 0 5.5
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had achieved a score of 15, whereas Ss number 230 and 82, who also be­

lieved they had performed "fairly well" thought they had attained a score 

of 5 each.

In brief, nonpunitive L-F Ss showed a decided predisposition for 

undervaluation, while nonpunitive E-I Ss revealed no difference. Both 

punitive groups, on the other hand, tended to overestimation, though Ss 

in the E-I condition only achieved significance. As far as could be de­

termined, no association was established on an individual basis between 

responses to question 9 and to question 10.

Comparison Between Measures

Adjective Checklist and Examiner Hostility Scores on the 
Questionnaire

F for interaction was significant beyond the .05 level when the ad­

jective checklist was the estimate used to appraise hostile reactions to 

the investigator. When the attitude questionnaire was the method of eval­

uation, results did not attain significance. Consideration of the de­

gree of correlation between the two instruments then became of interest. 

Ranks were assigned (see Appendix P) and Spearman's Rho revealed that 

though correlations within each of the nonpunitive groups were not sig­

nificant, significance beyond the .01 level was achieved for both puni­

tive groups. (See Table 26).

It must be borne in mind that the checklist was decidedly more 

specific than were the three questions on the questionnaire, despite a 

six-point scale, and also more direct in its approach with no room for 

intermediate, compromise reactions.

General Hostility and Total Recall Scores

Two other comparisons were carried out stemming from the nature of
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TABLE 26

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN EXAMINER HOSTILITY ON THE ATTITUDE 
QUESTIONNAIRE AND ON THE ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST

Group
Nonpunitive Punitive

L-F E-I L-F E-I

Rho .11 .17 .66 .67

P n.s. n.s. <.01 <.01

Hypothesis (I,i) and (I,ii). One had to do with the extent of the assoc­

iation between general hostility scores on the questionnaire and recall 

of all sentences. The other concerned itself with the degree of the re­

lationship between general hostility and recall of incompleted sentences. 

Predictions had been made that Ss expressing greater anger and hostility 

would concomitantly be those with both greater total recall and recall of 

failure situations.

That punitive Ss disclosed significantly greater total recall than 

did nonpunitive Ss was confirmed. That nonpunitive L-F and punitive E-I 

Ss manifested significantly greater hostility than did nonpunitive E-I 

and punitive L-F Ss was ascertained. Based on the foregoing findings, 

an assumption then could be made that a significant positive correlation 

would obtain between general hostility and total recall scores for both 

nonpunitive L-F and punitive E-I Ss. Conversely, the supposition could 

be made that a significant negative relationship would exist between
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general hostility and total recall scores for nonpunitive E-I as well 

as for punitive L-F Ss. After scores were ranked, according to Appendix 

Q, Spearman's Rank Difference Method disclosed that the two highest cor­

relations were within the two former groups, though neither was signifi­

cant. (See Table 27.)

They were, however, opposite to the anticipated direction. Nonpun­

itive E-I Ss revealed the only correlation in the direction expected, 

but too slight for significance. Thus, it may be concluded that no cor­

relation of any importance was found between total sentence recall and 

general hostility scores when each individual was compared with himself.

General Hostility and Recall of Incompletions

Similar results were predicted for within group correlations between 

general hostility and incompleted sentence recall scores. Rankings can 

be found in Appendix R. Once again, Table 27 shows that Spearman's Rho 

for all groups was nonsignificant, with correlations patterned along the 

same lines as those between general hostility and total recall scores, 

except that the punitive E-I Ss had a slight positive correlation. The 

same inference then can be drawn, that is, that for the measures employed 

in this study, there was no association between scores of general hostility 

and of recall of incompleted sentences.

Summary of Results

Recall Results

Hypothesis I was based on the assumption that failure would be more 

important for punitive than for nonpunitive Ss. It stated that recall 

will be differentially affected by personality patterns in the following 

ways:
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TABLE 27

CORRELATIONS BETWEEN GENERAL HOSTILITY AND RECALL OF TOTAL NUMBER OF 
SENTENCES AND BETWEEN GENERAL HOSTILITY AND RECALL 

OF INCOMPLETED SENTENCES

Group

N 0 N P U N I T I V E

L-•F E-I

c § t c § i c & t c § i

Rho -.26 -.23 -.09 -.32

P n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

P U N I 1' I V E

Rho .14 .14 -.19 .12

P n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

Note: c = general hostility.
t = recall of total number of sentences 
i = recall of incompleted sentences



65

A. Greater total recall of sentences by those in the punitive 

superego group.

B. Greater recall of failures than of successes by the punitive 

superego group.

C. Greater tendency towards equal recall of successes and of 

failures by the nonpunitive superego group.

In support of Hypothesis (I,i) and (I,ii), Ss with punitive super­

ego expression recalled a significantly greater number of all sentences 

as well as of incompleted sentences. Their recall was a function of 

their particular personality and independent of the way instructions 

were worded.

The number of completions recalled, however, was contingent upon 

the interaction between personality and instructions. When instructions 

were laissez-faire, punitive Ss recalled more completed sentences than 

did nonpunitive Ss. When instructions were ego-involved, nonpunitive 

Ss recalled more completed sentences than did punitive Ss.

The distribution of recall of completed and incompleted sentences 

was rather evenly balanced for punitive Ss in the ego-involved condition, 

while all nonpunitive Ss and punitive Ss in the laissez-faire condition 

displayed a marked discrepancy in their tendency to recall more completed 

than incompleted sentences. Thus, Hypothesis (I,iii) was rejected.

Hostility Results

Hypothesis II stated that the punitive superego group will demonstrate 

greater anger and hostility than will the nonpunitive superego group.

Hostility results were more intricate than were those for recall, 

only partially confirming Hypothesis II. Scores on the attitude question­

naire disclosed that the manifestation of general hostility depended on 

the interaction between instructions and personality. When instructions
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were laissez-faire, nonpunitive Ss demonstrated greater hostility than 

did punitive Ss. Wnen instructions became ego-involved, punitive Ss 

manifested greater hostility than did nonpunitive Ss.

When experiment hostility was examined, punitive Ss were more hos­

tile in both conditions than were nonpunitive Ss. Additionally, a signi­

ficant interaction occurred between personality group and condition iden­

tical with that for general hostility.

Although examiner hostility was in no respect significant when the 

attitude questionnaire was the measure, the adjective checklist elicited 

a significant F for interaction. Nonpunitive Ss were more hostile in 

the ego-involved than in the laissez-faire condition. Thirteen of the 

twenty pairs of adjectives discriminated effectively feelings of hostil­

ity.

The attitude questionnaire was also concerned with estimates of 

how well subjects felt they did in unscrambling the sentences. It was 

found that nonpunitive L-F Ss were predisposed to underestimate, while 

nonpunitive E-I Ss as a group estimated the same number as they actually 

solved. All punitive Ss inclined to overestimate, especially so when 

experiencing stress.

Comparisons Between Measures

Spearman's Rho revealed that:

(1.) there was no significant correlation between scores on the

adjective checklist and the questionnaire for the nonpunitive 

groups, but it was highly significant for the punitive groups;

(2.) there was no significant relationship between scores of gen­

eral hostility and of recall of all sentences;

(3.) and there was no significant correlation between scores of 

general hostility and of incompleted sentences.
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Qualitative Analysis 

Qualitative information derived from questions 7 and 8 on the atti­

tude questionnaire. Question 7 asked whether there was anything about 

the experiment subjects disliked, whereas the eighth question asked if 

they liked the experiment. If the answer to either item was affirmative, 

the students were requested to elaborate their reasons.

The scrambled sentences evoked the largest number of comments, al­

most equally divided between favorable and unfavorable. Six persons 

liked and one disliked Barron's Es Scale. The MRC Scale was alluded to 

once only and then negatively.

What, though, were comments of a more general nature, not directly 

occasioned by the questionnaires and tests, which shed some light on re­

actions? Consider each question individually. In response to the seventh 

question, the most frequent objection concerned time. Either the study 

was experienced as too long or as too time-consuming or as simply time 

wasted, therefore boring and stupid. The notion that a person might be 

doing something else more personally engaging or useful was suggested any 

number of times, so that a pervasive sense of irritation not quite erupt­

ing into anger was conveyed. Question 7 precipitated substantially more 

statements for all groups than did question 8, with the exception of Ss 

in the punitive L-F group. This finding follows a pattern consonant with 

quantitative results where the same subjects consistently displayed the 

least hostility. The other three groups were almost equally vocal in the 

frequency of "dislike" assertions.

When question 8 was responded to positively, it seemed to evoke ans­

wers of a less specific bent than did the seventh question. It might 

have been more difficult to pinpoint why subjects felt they liked the 

study, in contrast to greater ease in spelling out antipathy. As one
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young man, S-number 62, said, he liked the study but couldn't say why.

In addition, an outlet for whatever hostility and anger were aroused, es­

pecially at the close, might have provided relief from what seemed a de­

manding and strenuous experience, thus leading to the more definite rea­

sons put forth in question 7. Responses to question 8 were in the vein 

of: "it was fun"; "I liked the challenge"; "it could be a worthwhile

contribution." Some subjects liked the structured aspects, such as, 

"required yes or no answer" and "leaves no room for indecision" or 

"swiftness so as to produce." One interesting feature emerged in that, 

while 95 percent of the punitive Ss in the ego-involved condition liked 

something about the experiment, not a single individual in this group 

expressed any reason for purported enjoyment.
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION

The present investigation increased knowledge concerning reactions 

to success and failure in individuals whose personalities differed in a 

fundamental way. The sample of male undergraduate college students was 

chosen within clearly stated limits. All subjects tested high in ego 

strength and differed from each other in having either nonpunitive or 

punitive superego attitudes. Thus, their reactions to failure, their 

anger and their evaluation of performance on the recall task could be 

related to specific personality traits. The two experimental conditions 

provided an additional dimension, that of the interaction between inner 

feelings and outer pressure, for further clarification of responses.

The study disclosed that while recall and the ability to appraise 

it appropriately depended primarily on personality organization, the 

demonstration of anger stemmed from the interdependence of internal 

and external conditions.

Prior experimental investigations had explored reactions to success 

and failure, but in such a way that they merged groups of subjects who 

were in actuality different. This research, on the other hand, differ­

entiated its subjects to a greater degree.

According to psychoanalytic theory, people with harsh, overly 

strict superegos tend to obsessive rumination, are likely to experience 

considerable guilt and consequent self-punishment to allay their anxie­

ties (Freud, 1924). Their focusing on failure and diminishing success
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are effective methods of self-chastisement. These same individuals in­

cline to angry, antagonistic feelings, creating much inner pressure.

When in an atmosphere of comparative ease, their hostility can be con­

tained. Under added external stress, rigid controls are weakened and 

anger flares up.

People with non-punitive superego expression have different lean­

ings, so that failure situations are not likely to engender the equi­

valent degree of guilt and self-punishment (Schaefer, 1960). Anger and 

hostility, of course, are present but inner turmoil is not so debilita­

ting. Controls are not so firmly encased; antagonisms can be exhibited 

more suitably and with greater candor. It must be borne in mind that 

the high ego strength of the population under scrutiny probably reduced 

differences in the manifestation of hostility and concomitantly height­

ened the importance of the superego.

Test Performance

Recall

Before discussing the findings, it should be pointed out that the 

recall task used in the present study has intrinsic structural elements 

tending to modify the direction of selective memory. The eight solvables 

make sense and therefore lend themselves to being remembered. The eight 

unsolvables do not as they are meaningless. There were, nevertheless, 

solvables not completed by all subjects. These then became unsolvables, 

undoubtedly experienced as failures.

With the foregoing in mind, results revealed that non-punitive stu­

dents were not as a whole concerned with their failures while punitive 

individuals were. The non-punitive people must have had a sense of
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completion with apparently little need to remember their unsolved sen­

tences. Failure was consequently relatively unimportant for them.

The punitive group, however, must have taken for granted that they 

had solved an insufficient number of all sentences, whether solvable or 

not. Thus, they had no sense of fulfillment and were troubled by their 

inability to solve the unsolvables, perseverating in an ongoing, val­

iant but miscarried attempt to accomplish the impossible. Their feel­

ings were further compounded by failure to solve the solvables. The 

findings substantiate this assertion. Punitive subjects did solve sig­

nificantly less sentences intended for completion than did nonpunitive 

persons. Pressure, in particular, served to intensify the former group's 

difficulties in unravelling the scrambled sentences. It is likely that 

the greater rigidity of punitive individuals curbed their capacity to 

solve the solvables through the indecision so typical of obsessional 

uncertainty.

In relation to the preceding comments, it will be remembered that 

Grunes (1956) postulated a negative correlation between a harsh, puni­

shing superego and both intelligence and abstract reasoning in a com­

parable population. His predictions in general were not supported by 

the data. This investigation employed an experimental intervention 

which included the application of intelligence. It was able to establish 

the inverse relationship Grunes had sought unsuccessfully and to point 

up the restrictive effects of punitive superego expression on intellec­

tual functioning.

The sense of failure of punitive people was accentuated further in 

that not a single one of them failed to recollect at least one incompleted 

sentence. In contrast, nine out of forty, or 22.5 per cent of the non-
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punitive individuals had zero scores for recall of the incompletions. 

Guilt on the part of the punitive students for a presumably mediocre, 

inadequate showing took its toll in anxiety and self-punishment. Re­

tention of failure heightened by repetitious reflection can become a 

self-castigation. That these same persons remembered their successes 

as well in no way negates the preceding statement. Indeed, it is most 

likely that the high ego strength of the punitive individuals moderated 

their sense of failure. There were able, therefore, to persevere, to 

continue striving for a feeling of completion.

As far as the differing instructions were concerned, neither group 

was affected in terms of recall of incompletions and of all sentences, 

although the literature attests unremittingly the differential influ­

ence of stress versus nonstress (Butterfield, 1964). In particular, 

it has been reported that added pressure has tended to increase recol­

lection of completed tasks. The present study corroborates these find­

ings for nonpunitive subjects only. Additional stress served to de­

crease recall of completed sentences for punitive people, once more 

emphasizing their concentration on failure.

Butterfield states that, in investigations dealing with ego func­

tioning, the assumption was made that ego strength or weakness as such 

comprised a consistent and invariant pattern of traits. As will be re­

called from the discussion of the literature, strong ego functioning 

subsumed a benevolent superego while weak ego functioning implied a 

harsh superego. Differing superego expression within levels of ego 

functioning was not controlled for, so that the influence of instruc­

tions became obscured.

Green (1963) had questioned the weight of dissimilar instructions
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on the direction of selective memory despite the fact that his findings 

agreed with those of previous investigations. But, as was pointed out, 

he did not distinguish the underlying personality variables in his sam­

ple which might account for the degree to which individuals are more or 

less interested in the matter at hand and was, consequently, too spec­

ulative .

The present study, which took cognizance of specific personality 

dimensions, demonstrated that recall patterns for all groups remained 

virtually untouched by the type of instructions, with the exception of 

that of punitive students under greater stress. The comparable divi­

sion of the recollection of successes and failures in the other three 

groups upholds this position. Perhaps in a college population selec­

ted for high ego strength, with emphasis on reasoning and remembering 

especially for tests and test-like material, contrasting instructions 

may not always convey the intended varying degrees of pressure. On a 

deeper, more basic level, the kind of person one is may well determine 

the extent of the need for commitment to a task for, as was revealed, 

the direction of selective recall on the whole remained unaffected by 

exhortation.

Level of Aspiration

The difference between the number of sentences presumed unscram­

bled correctly and their actual number is analogous to level of aspir­

ation studies, although the latter concern themselves with estimates 

of future performance. The current investigation did not include this 

in its original conception. Some of the questions asked, however, lend 

themselves to interpretations comparable to those in level of aspiration
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research.*

The notion of level of aspiration was introduced by Dembo in 1931 

to describe a person's expectations and goals in a given task which ex­

tended considerably beyond the immediate situation (Lewin, et al., 1944). 

Hoppe, in 1930, in addition to Dembo, performed the first of numerous 

experiments of this nature. In the present study, subjects were reques­

ted to appraise past performance as is so frequently done following ex­

aminations. The question was not the difference per se between endeavor 

and accomplishment but rather what might be the underlying dynamics con­

tributing to how individuals perceive themselves and present themselves 

to others.

This investigation disclosed distinct variations in aspiration 

level which were contingent upon personality differences. The tenden­

cy for nonpunitive persons to underestimate somewhat in the neutral 

condition and to reveal no difference as a group under stress contrasts 

with results for punitive people. The latter, especially when pressured, 

inclined to overestimation. Their sense of failure appears decidedly 

more acute.

Both Frank (1935) and Gould (1939) proposed that the sense of 

failure is independent of the objective, physical nature of a situation, 

though not entirely. It depends primarily on individual standards of 

performance which vary with inner motivation. Relatively lasting and 

consistent traits define behavior vis-h-vis one's aspirations. With 

reference to the present study, punitive students in particular may 

have attempted to avoid or deny their feeling of having failed, with 

its accompanying anxiety. This endeavor can be viewed as a compensatory,

*See chapters on method and results.
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face-saving maneuver similar to magical thinking to provide substitute 

satisfaction and some measure of a successful experience. Such compen­

sation can aid in maintaining a threatened self-esteem.

Nonpunitive individuals may also have sensed failure but did not 

have to deny it. Indeed, their inclination for underestimation when not 

under stress suggests an awareness of failure. Whether or not they ex­

perienced anxiety comparable to that of punitive people remains at the 

moment a moot point. How they coped with the failure experience and 

the anxiety generated, however, was notably different,, They appeared 

to confront their feelings more straightforwardly.

As has been emphasized, the importance of failure for punitive 

superego persons was the most striking feature of the recall findings. 

Its significance affected the three aspects of the first hypothesis: 

confirmation of Hypothesis (I,i) and (I,ii) which postulated that in­

dividuals with punitive superego expression would recollect a greater 

number of all sentences as well as of incompleted ones; and the rejec­

tion of Hypothesis (I,iii) which forecast recall of a more equitable 

distribution of completions and incompletions among those with non­

punitive superego attitudes.

Hostility Patterns

Disparate instructions did influence the demonstration of anger 

and hostility. This inquiry established that, in a less threatening 

atmosphere, nonpunitive individuals manifested considerable general 

hostility. Their overall animosity was the most conspicuous and uni­

form, reflected in the relatively small dispersion of the group as 

a whole. They seemed freer in their ability to be appropriately in­

dignant, in accordance with Schaefer's thesis that a benevolent
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superego . . will provide a basis for relief from guilt and free the 

individual to resume adaptive functioning." (Schaefer, 1960, p. 182.)

With greater pressure, when the situation was assumed to be more 

precarious, nonpunitive persons appeared to bind their resentment, re­

acting with greater caution. Perhaps such vigilance indicates awareness 

of a charged atmosphere and that, when sensing danger, they know to re­

strict antagonism and to pull in their horns. This again agrees with 

Schaefer's proposition that the loving superego will comfort and demon­

strate flexibility when circumstances change and threat is experienced.

A rather different, less uniform finding emerged in relation to ani­

mosity toward the examiner. A pattern similar to that of general hos­

tility was noted on the adjective checklist but not on the question­

naire. Correlation between the measures was slight. The group's some­

what capricious evaluation of the experimenter was not the focus of their 

annoyance, whereas assessment of the experiment was, regardless of the 

degree of stress. Since essentially the study had a built-in failure 

experience, their antagonism seems realistic and objective. The impli­

cation is that nonpunitive individuals were task-oriented with anger 

suitably directed.

Punitive individuals revealed a different pattern of hostility in 

response to external pressure. In a more neutral situation, they res­

tricted and inhibited angry feelings, with hostility scores the lowest 

of the subgroups. Their seemingly compelling need to present themselves 

as better, more laudable, even more noble coincides with Freud's obser­

vation that reaction formation is a major defense of obsessional neuro­

tics (Freud, 1924). It serves to protect against painful, distressing 

anger and the anxiety connected with it. Denial of concern over failure
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may also have contributed to lowered scores. The sense of failure, dis­

cussed in relation to aspiration level, can engender anxiety and hostil­

ity. This, in turn, can lead to denial of anger because of a failure 

experience. Once more, as with reaction formation, the individual de­

fends against his underlying, unacceptable feelings.

With the imposition of greater pressure, punitive superego people, 

while probably still wishing to propitiate and to communicate their mer­

it, may have felt the situation as less tolerable, their buried anger 

surfacing. Increased pressure subverted their rigid controls which no 

longer rescued and sustained them. The adjective checklist, in parti­

cular, uncovered their dislike of the investigator. Here, the added 

strain resulted in less predictable, more variable reactions when con­

sidered on an individual basis. Since variations in comparison to other 

groups did not achieve statistical significance, however, this observa­

tion is tentative only.

The two measures of examiner hostility correlated for punitive sub­

jects only and not for nonpunitive people. This may hinge upon the pro­

position that the former were more exacting and conscientious about the 

seriousness of the undertaking. Once again, conclusions concur with 

Freud's conception of obsessive behavior which inclines to orderliness 

and compulsive rigidity. It is thus feasible that the regularity of 

responses of these students met the demands of severe conscience.

Another telling finding for punitive persons centered around their 

more constant irritation toward the researcher rather than toward the 

project itself. It is quite possible that people rather than situations 

are more accessible targets and a more satisfying channel for relief of 

their anxieties and tensions.
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The above seems to underscore problems which punitive superego in­

dividuals experience in relation to anger when failure rankles. As has 

been suggested, under conditions of comparative ease, they appeared un­

affected by what truly may have been a source of grievance and discom­

fort. Denial and reaction formation were their principal defenses and 

anger erupted only when they felt threatened. A major predicament, 

therefore, might be the relevancy of their indignation in a situation re­

quiring some objectivity. To display more intense resentment at an in­

dividual who is merely an intermediary in the interest of research rather 

than at the research itself is inappropriate. If animosity is handled 

ineptly, one can be placed in an awkward, even untenable position which 

then will increase guilt and anxiety.

Implications for Further Research

1) Results indicated clearly how people of high ego strength in 

combination with either nonpunitive or punitive superego expression re­

acted to the failure experience and what inner and outer conditions con­

tributed toward the demonstration of their anger. Since the study is 

readily replicable, it would be of value to investigate the ways in 

which a population considered to evidence low ego strength would respond 

in a similar experimental situation.

2) Further, since the study explored reactions of male college 

students only, there is a need to evaluate those of females and possi­

bly to see what are the correspondences between them.

Limitations of the Study

The relative paucity of qualitative information is the major limit­

ation of this research. On the whole, test scores indicated explicitly
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the nature of group functioning. Individual interviews, however, with 

a selected number of both those who were average for their group and 

those who deviated perceptibly would have provided a deeper understand­

ing of inner experience in several respects:

1) Discussions of the importance of failure and the need to 

counteract it might have proved of especial interest and 

value, among punitive E-I Ss in particular. That nineteen 

out of twenty of this group claimed to have enjoyed the study, 

yet chose not to specify why suggests their attempt to mask 

anger in an acceptable fashion, as the attitude questionnaire 

had disclosed their hostility to the experiment.

2) Although correlations, whether positive or negative, between 

hostility and recall of incompletions had been anticipated, 

no significance was achieved. There were, nonetheless, in­

dividuals whose expression of anger coupled with failure 

was quite consistent.

3) The meaning of the categories of question 9 concerning how 

well subjects felt they did in unscrambling sentences could 

have been illuminated.

4) Probing the influence of external pressure might have clari­

fied whether or not students were consciously task-oriented 

or ego-involved.

Implications for Personality Theory

The most important inference to be drawn from this study is that 

specific, predetermined ego-superego patterns were able to differentiate 

behavior in a situation containing elements of both success and failure. 

Within the confines of experimental treatment, it was demonstrated that
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recall results did not change with the degree of stress nor did appraisal 

of past performance on the whole. The exhibition of hostility, on the 

other hand, was not so uniform and indeed was related to outer pressure. 

Still, some associations were made which impart meaning to these seemingly 

isolated experiences.

Bearing in mind that all subjects were of high ego strength, the 

assumption that a person's superego is nonpunitive and humanistic can 

prompt some typical expectations. Although unlikely to dwell on failure 

or to give it prominence, the study indicated his awareness of it. Be­

cause failure does not loom so important and because he is not guilty 

for having failed, the anger he harbors adapts to the exigencies of 

outer circumstance. Thus, he can allow anger when not threatened and 

can contain it when sensing danger.

Awareness that a person's superego is harsh, unrelenting and puni­

tive can signal the gravity of failure for him. It can also alert one 

to how he copes with some of the feelings surrounding that sense of 

failure. Whatever the exterior strains, he tends in some measure to 

counterbalance the feeling of having failed by means of denial. Addi­

tionally and somewhat unfittingly, he can conceal his antipathy assoc­

iated with not succeeding sufficiently when in a fairly nonthreatening 

atmosphere. But what he finds so difficult, despite his high ego strength, 

is that, with increased outer stress, his hostility and internal pressures 

can no longer be restrained comfortably.

Gould (1939) has stated that everyone wants to succeed, as her sub­

jects strove for good performance. She suggested that raising their ex­

pectations was culturally determined, an unrealistic optimism serving to 

deny the reality of the economic depression of those years. But this
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study established that many really choose to concentrate on failure, 

expecially when their consciences are strict and unbending. It would 

be most improbable, then, that success for them would be a pleasurable, 

gratifying experience, for, although failure was inherent in the inves­

tigation, so was some degree of success.
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY

The ways in which individuals with differing patterns of ego-sup- 

erego relationships react to success and failure was the focus of this 

inquiry. Previous experimentation had assumed that people of high ego 

strength necessarily manifested more humanistic, nonpunitive superegos. 

Especially under pressure, they tended to remember a preponderance of 

successes over failures. The present investigation included punitive 

as well as nonpunitive superego expression in its conception of ego 

strength. It made use of completed-incompleted sentences as its ex­

perimental intervention. They are modelled on Zeigarnik's procedure 

which had been applied many times to explore various theoretical issues.

Subjects consisted of eighty male undergraduate students at sev­

eral branches of the City University of New York, selected according 

to scores on Barron's Ego Strength Scale and Grunes' Moralistic-Repres­

sive Conscience Scale. All were of high ego strength, but with two 

differing kinds of superego attitudes: nonpunitive and punitive. Half

of each group received the experimental task under laissez-faire instruc­

tions and half were given ego-involved instructions. Subsequent to an 

interpolated task, recall was determined and hostility was measured by 

means of an attitude questionnaire and an adjective checklist. Subjects 

in the ego-involved condition only were debriefed.

It was hypothesized that punitive individuals would recall a
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greater number of all sentences in addition to more of their failures. 

The same group would also manifest more anger and hostility. It was 

further predicted that nonpunitive people would remember a more balanced 

number of successes and failures and would disclose less anger and hos­

tility.

Recall results revealed that punitive persons did recollect more 

of their failures than did nonpunitive people. They also recalled a 

larger amount of all sentences whether successes or failures. These 

results were obtained regardless of instructions, a finding which con­

tradicted previous research. Nevertheless, stress served to increase 

somewhat the number of failures recalled and to decrease to some ex­

tent the number of successes remembered by punitive subjects. It was 

then concluded that they accorded greater prominence to failure situa­

tions than did nonpunitive individuals.

Coupled with the foregoing, punitive subjects tended to overesti­

mate their recall performance in an effort to achieve an experience of 

success, while unrealistically denying failure. Nonpunitive subjects, 

on the other hand, appeared to come to grips with their sense of fail­

ure and not evade it.

In contrast to recall results, hostility findings disclosed a sig­

nificant interaction between instructions and personality organization. 

Nonpunitive individuals as a group were less shackled in their expres­

sion of anger when not pressured. Under stress, they behaved with 

greater circumspection, apparently aware of threat. They directed their 

anger at the experiment primarily rather than at the examiner, and thus 

were more suitably task-oriented.
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In less appropriate fashion, punitive people restrained and denied 

their anger when not under pressure. In a more threatening atmosphere, 

controls weakened, discharging their hidden hostility. Animosity toward 

the examiner was more consistent than toward the experiment, the former 

possibly a more acceptable outlet for alleviating their anxieties.

In sum, the direction of recall depended on personality only, where­

as the demonstration of hostility sprang from the interaction between 

personality and outer circumstances.
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APPENDIX A

RANKING OF NONPUNITIVE Ss ACCORDING TO Es SCORES OF 48 PLUS
(N = 40)

s
LAISSEZ-FAIRE CONDITION

S
EGO-INVOLVED CONDITION

# #
Es Score MRC Score Es Score MRC Score

132 56 64 150 55 75
16 55 79 192 54 69
153 55 63 198 54 70
216 55 77 202 54 69

1 54 68 51 53 75

124 54 75 59 53 75
4 53 70 71 53 82

160 53 78 72 53 78
218 53 54 85 53 52
206 53 70 98 53 81

23 52 82 135 53 77
130 52 81 138 53 75
167 51 83 43 52 81
8 50 73 54 52 80

118 50 79 238 52 75

119 50 82 67 51 83
126 50 69 56 50 83
133 50 74 104 48 77
220 50 72 121 48 67
227 49 72 103 48 . 84

Total 1045 1474 1042 1515

Mean 52.25 73.7 52.1 75.7

S. D 2.1 7.6 2.1 7.5
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APPENDIX A--Continued

RANKING OF PUNITIVE Ss ACCORDING TO Es SCORES OF 48 PLUS
(N = 40)

s
#

LAISSEZ-FAIRE CONDITION
S
#

EGO-INVOLVED CONTITION

Es Score MRC Score Es Score MRC Score

28 56 101 101 58 96
2 55 96 52 54 93

32 55 99 231 54 91
181 54 96 215 53 94
29 53 92 137 52 96

123 53 88 143 52 101
219 52 87 142 51 97
3 51 90 60 50 91
7 51 100 82 50 91

107 51 103 207 50 88

112 50 102 213 50 90
165 50 94 76 49 97
170 50 98 94 49 95
225 50 94 95 49 100
5 49 99 230 49 98

25 49 91 66 49 112
174 49 96 88 48 96
228 49 118 97 48 92
19 48 95 149 48 89
62 48 97 144 48 102

Total 1023 1936 1010 1910

Mean 51.15 96.8 50.5 95.85

S.D. 2.4 6.7 2.65 5.6
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APPENDIX B

RANKING OF Ss ACCORDING TO MORALISTIC-REPRESSIVE CONSCIENCE SCALE SCORES
(N = 80)

NONPUNITIVE Ss PUNITIVE Ss

s# L-F Score S# E-I Score S# L-F Score S# E-I Score

167 83 103 84 228 118 66 112
23 82 67 83 107 103 144 102
119 82 56 83 112 102 143 101
130 81 71 82 28 101 95 100
16 79 51 81 7 100 230 98

118 79 98 81 32 99 142 97
160 78 43 81 5 99 76 97
216 77 54 80 170 98 81 96
124 75 72 78 62 97 137 96
133 74 135 77 2 96 88 96

8 73 104 77 181 96 94 95
220 72 150 75 174 96 215 94
227 72 59 75 19 95 52 93
4 70 138 75 165 94 97 92

206 70 238 75 225 94 231 91

126 69 198 70 29 92 60 91
1 68 192 69 25 91 82 91

132 64 202 69 3 90 213 90
153 63 121 69 123 88 149 89
218 54 85 52 219 87 207 88

Total 1474 + 1514 1936 + 1919

Mean 73.7 75.7 96.8 95.85

S. D. 7.6 7.5 6.7 5.6

Possible Range = 35-85 
Actual Range = 52-84

Possible Range = 86-136 
Actual Range = 87-118
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52. A n y  m a n  w h o  i s  a b l e  a n d  w i l l i n g  t o  w o r k  h a r d  h a s  a  g o o d
c h a n c e  o f  s u c c e e d i n g ®  ® .«. • ®.®. ® • , . » ® .. ® . ® ... ® .. *    3?' 1

535® I f e e l  w e a k  a l l  o v e r  m u c h  of t h e  t i m e ® ® , ®    V  E

54® I h a v e  h a d  n o  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  k e e p i n g  m y  b a l a n c e  i n  w a l k i n g . •. ,T E

53® I d o  n o t  l i k e  e v e r y o n e  I k n o w ®  ® ® .  .................... ... • •T E

56® I l i k e  t o  f l i r t ®  ® , ® . ®            T E

57. I t  w o u l d  b e  b e t t e r  i f  a l m o s t  a l l  l a w s  w e r e  t h r o w n  a w a y ®  * ® , ® . .1 E

58® M y  s o u l  s o m e t i m e s  l e a v e s  m y  b o d y ®    ..................... . ® ® . . ® ®T E

59® S o m e t i m e s  I a m  s t r o n g l y  a t t r a c t e d  b y  t h e  p e r s o n a l  a r t i c l e s
of  o t h e r s  s u c h  a s  shoes, g l o v e s ,  etc®, so t h a t  I w a n t  to 
h a n d l e  o r  s t e a l  t h e m  t h o u g h  I h a v e  n o  u s e  f o r  t h e m , » ® ® ® ® . , ® . ® T  E

60® I b e l i e v e  m y  s i n s  a r e  u n p a r d o n a b l e ..............  E

611. I f r e q u e n t l y  f i n d  m y s e l f  w o r r y i n g  a b o u t  s o m e t h i n g ’. . . . . ......... ®T E
62® A  m i n i s t e r  c a n  c u r e  d i s e a s e  b y  p r a y i n g  a n d  p u t t i n g  h i s

h a n d  o n  y o u r  h e a d  .............................. .... ® . ® ® .... «T E

63. I b e l i e v e  i n  l a w  e n f o r c e m e n t ® ......................  . ®T E

64® I l i k e  s c i e n c e .    ................................. ......... ® . . . E

65. I g o s s i p  a  l i t t l e  a t  t i m e s      .T E

66. I l i k e  t o  t a l k  a b o u t  sex® ® ® ........ ® . . . . ......® ....... ®T E

67® A s  a  y o u n g s t e r  I w a s  s u s p e n d e d  f r o m  s c h o o l  o n e  o r  m o r e
times" f  or c u t t i n g  u p , , , , , , , , . , .......   . ...... E

68® I g e t  m a d  e a s i l y  a n d  t h e n  g e t  o v e r  it s o o n ®   ®T E

69, I se e  t h i n g s  o r  a n i m a l s  o r  p e o p l e  a r o u n d  m e  t h a t  o t h e r s  d o
n o t  see* „ »»*•*».■<®**.«® i* p
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70® Sometimes I feel as if I must injure either myself or 
someone else®..............   ............. •. ®aT I

71’. I am not afraid to handle money
72® My hearing is apparently as good as that of.most people.. ® ® ®T I

76® I commonly hear voices without; knowing where they come from®!' 1

78® M y  w a y  o f  d o i n g  t h i n g s  i s  a p t  to b e  m i s u n d e r s t o o d  b y  others-®!!’ I

79c I h a v e  h a d  b l a n k  s p e l l s  i n  w h i c h  m y  a c t i v i t i e s  w e r e  i n t e r ­
r u p t e d  a n d  I d i d  n o t  k n o w  w h a t  w a s  g o i n g  on a r o u n d  m e . . . . . ..T I

80® T h e r e  a r e  p e r s o n s  w h o  a r e  t r y i n g  t o  s t e a l  m y  t h o u g h t s  a n d
i d e a s ® ........... . . . . . . ......... .............. ....... .......... .... «0 ®T I

8T® I c a n  b e  f r i e n d l y  w i t h  p e o p l e  w h o  d o  t h i n g s  w h i c h  I
c o n s i d e r  w r o n g ® . . . . . . . . . . . ......     I

82® S o m e t i m e s  a t  e l e c t i o n s  I v o t e  f o r  m e n  a b o u t  w h o m  I k n o w
v e r y  l i t t l e ®  •... * ........   . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ®T I

83. I f  I w e r e  a n  a r t i s t  I w o u l d  l i k e  t o  drav/ f l o w e r s . . . . . . . . . . .  ®T I

84. W h e n  i n  a g r o u p  of p e o p l e  I h a v e  t r o u b l e  t h i n k i n g  of t h e
r i g h t  t h i n g s  t o  t a l k  a b o u t ® .. ® . . . . . . . .  ® .. ® ® . . . . . . . . . .  ® .... ®.T I

85. W h e n  I l e a v e  h o m e  I d o  n o t  w o r r y  a b o u t  w h e t h e r  t h e  d o o r  is
l o c k e d  a n d  t h e  w i n d o w s  c l o s e d ® . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .T I

86. A t  t i m e s  I a m  a l l  f u l l  o f  e n e r g y . ® . . . ® . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ®T I

87. O n c e  i n  a  w h i l e  I l a u g h  a t  a  d i r t y  j oke® ® « . • * . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ®T I

88. I h a v e  p e r i o d s  i n  w h i c h  I f o e l  u n u s u a l l y  c h e e r f u l  w i t h o u t
a n y  s p e c i a l  r e a s o n ® ® . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . T  I

89. I t h i n k  n e a r l y  a n y o n e  w o u l d  t e l l  a l i e  to k e e p  o u t  of
t r o u b l e ® . . . . . . . . . .  I

90. I w o r r y  o v e r  m o n e y  a n d  b u s i n e s s ® ® . . ® ® T  I

9t. A t  t i m e s  I h e a r  so w e l l  it b o t h e r s  m e ® » ® # ® . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .T 1

92. O f t e n  I c r o s s  t h e  s t r e e t  i n  o r d e r  n o t  to m e e t  s o m e o n e  I s e e . T  I

95. I h a v e  s t r a n g e  a n d  p e c u l i a r  t h o u g h t s ® • u . . . » » .................... 5

73. I brood a great deal T F

77. Someone has been trying to rob me . ®T I
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97 a

98. 

9 9  a

too.
1 0 1.
T02e
103'.
104.

T05.

t06.
107.

108.

109.

110. 
111. 
1 1 2 .

113 o

114. 

Till 5« 

116.

117o

118.

119.

120. 
121. 
122.

Sometimes some unimportant thought will run through my mind 
and bother me for days.. . . . . . . . . . 1 ?  F
X am not afraid of fire©.........0 .0 0 0 .0 .0 .0 0 0 ............X) X*
At periods my mind seems to work more slowly than usual..„T F
X do not Ilke to see women smoke.......e.................of F
When someone says silly or ignorant things about something 
I know about, I try to set him right.o.ao..oooo.o....o..6 ®f F
People often disappoint me© o..................... 9 ......© ®f F
I feel unable to tell anyone all about myself.  T F
My plans have frequently seemed so full of difficulties that 
I have had to give them up®..............................eQ? F
I have sometimes felt that difficulties were piling up so 
high that I could not overcome them.....................® F
I often think, "I wish I were a child again."®..........©.T F
I have often met people who were supposed to be experts who 
v/ere no better than X . . . . . . . . . . Q }  F
I would certainly enjoy beating a crook at his own game.®.T F
I have had some very unusual religious experiences.........T F
One or more members of my family is very nervous......... F
I am attracted by members of the opposite sex............©f F
The man who had most to do with me when I was a child 
(such as my father, stepfather, etc.) was very strict
Wlth me......0..O99«.O.»»..9.OOe....O...O.....OO.O.9e..OS.f F
I find it hard to set aside a task that I have undertaken, 
even lor a short time.....................................f F
Christ performed miracles such as changing water into wine.f F
I pray several times every week.      T F
I feel sympathetic towards people who tend to hang on to 
their griefs and troubles....9 ..s.........*......®........f F
I am afraid of finding myself in a closet or small closed 
p l a c e . . . . . . . • • • . . . . . a . . . . o . . . . . . . . . . . o . 3 <  1

I like to let people know where I stand on things.......®.1' P
Dirt frightens or disgusts me. . . . . . . . .i F
I can sleep during the day but not at n i g h t ® ® . , F  
It does not bother me particularly to see animals suffer..!' F
1 have been told that I walk during sleep * ® ® </£ F
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123. I t h i n k  L i n c o l n  w a s  g r e a t e r  t h a n  W a s h i n g t o n  • • • • • • • • • •  •?' 3i

124o I n  m y  h o m e  w e  h a v e  a l w a y s  h a d  the o r d i n a r y  n e c e s s i t i e s
(s u c h  a s  e n o u g h  f o o d  j c l o t h i n g  j etc « ) * . o . . . . » . . . « . . . . « « « . « .T I

125. M y  n e c k  s p o t s  w i t h  r e d  often<>• • . • • • • • » • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . I

426. I a m  m a d e  n e r v o u s  b y  c e r t a i n  a n i m a l s ..........       I  I
127. C h i l d r e n  s h o u l d  b e  t a u g h t  a l l  t h e  m a i n  f a c t s  o f  s e x . ..•... .T I

128. M y  s k i n  s e e m s  to b e  u n u s u a l l y  s e n s i t i v e  t o  t o u c h . . .  .T I

129. I f e e l  t i r e d  a  g o o d  d e a l  of t h e  t i m e . . ...........   T  I

130. N o  o n e  c a r e s  m u c h  w h a t  h a p p e n s  t o  y o u . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I' I

131. I h a v e  r e a s o n  f o r  f e e l i n g  j e a l o u s  of o n e  o r  m o r e  m e m b e r s
o f  m y  f a m i l y . . . . . . . . . . . a . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .17 I

T32. I n e v e r  a t t e n d  a  s e x y  s h o w  i f  I c a n  a v o i d  i t . . . .  .T I

433. T h e  o n l y  i n t e r e s t i n g  p a r t  of t h e  n e w s p a p e r s  i s  t h e
f u n n i e s " . . . . . . « « « * . « « . « « « . « • » . . . . a . « . . « « . . « . » « . . . o . . . . » . o .T  1

134. I c a n  e a s i l y  m a k e  o t h e r  p e o p l e  a f r a i d  of m e  a n d  s o m e t i m e s
d o  i t  f o r  t h e  f u n  of it. . . . . . . . . . ..T 1

135. I f  I w e r e  a n  a r t i s t  I w o u l d  l i k e  t o  d r a w  c h i l d r e n . . . . . . . . . .T I

136. I u s u a l l y  e x p e c t  t o  s u c c e e d  i n  t h i n g s  I d o . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . *T I

137. I a m  n e v e r  h a p p i e r  t h a n  w h e n  a l o n e . ............        .T I

T38o I s o m e t i m e s  f e e l  t h a t  I a m  a b o u t  t o  g o  to p i e c e s . . . .  „T I
139. I beD.ieve t h e r e  i s  a  G o d . ..............    T  1
T40. I h a v e  o f t e n  b e e n  f r i g h t e n e d  i n  t h e  m i d d l e  of t h e  n i g h t . . . .T I
14T« I v e r y  m u c h  l i k e  h o r s e b a c k  r i d i n g . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . T  I
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Y o u  c a n  r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  s t a t e m e n t s  on t h e  following; 
p a g e s  i n  o n e  of f o u r  w a y s  b y  c i r c l i n g  t h e  a p p r o ­
p r i a t e  l e t t e r  o r  l e t t e r s .  (T) i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  y o u  
f e e l  t h a t  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  i s  t r u e . (ST) i n d i c a t e s  
t h a t  y o u  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  i s  s o m e w h a t  t r u e  
o r  m i l d l y  t r u e , b u t  s t i l l  m o r e  t r u e  t h a t  f a l s e .
(F) i n d i c a t e s  y o u  f e e l  the s t a t e m e n t  i s  f a l s e .
(SI1) i n d i c a t e s  y o u  f e e l  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  i s  s o m e w h a t , 
o r  m i l d l y  f a l s e , b u t  s t i l l  m o r e  f a l s e  t h a n  t r u e .
S o  t h a t s

(T) =  T r u e
(ST) =  S o m e w h a t  true, b u t  m o r e  t r u e  t h a n  f a l s e  
(S3?) =  S o m e w h a t  f a l s e ,  b u t  m o r e  f a l s e  t h a n  t r u e  
(3?) =  F a l s e

M a k e  s u r e  t o  a n s w e r  e v e r y  s t a t e m e n t , a n d  c i r c l e  
o n l y  o n e  of t h e  c h o i c e s  f o r  e a c h  q u e s t i o n .

t. A b n o r m a l  p e o p l e  a r e  r u l e d  b y  t h e i r  e m o t i o n s ,  n o r m a l
p e o p l e  b y  t h e i r  r e a s o n . o T  ST S F  F

2. I w a t c h  d i l i g e n t l y  o v e r  m y  s e c r e t  t h o u g h t s ............T S T  SF F

A  p e r s o n  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  l e n i e n t  t o  h i s  f a u l t s  a n d
s h o u l d  k e e p  h i s  p a r d o n  f o r  o t h e r s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . T  ST SF F

4'. I a m  n o t  p a r t i c u l a r l y  c o n c e r n e d  a b o u t  d o i n g  right'
o r  w r o n g  -» i n  t h e  m o r a l  s e n s e .   .......... T ST SF F

5. A  s t r i c t  s e n s e  o f  d u t y  i s  a n  e s s e n t i a l  p a r t  of m y
c h a r a c t e r . 9 . , o o . . « « . » . 9 o o » o . « . . « . , . . 6 . o « « , . « T  S T  S F  F

6. W h a t  y o u t h  n e e d s  m o s t  i s  s t r i c t  d i s c i p l i n e  a n d
s t r o n g  d e t e r m i n a t i o n .       T S T  S F  F

7. I b e l i e v e  t h e r e  i s  n o  a c c e p t a b l e  e x c u s e  f o r  s u i c i d e . 0T ST S F  F

8. C h i l d r e n  o u g h t  t o  b e  t a u g h t  t h e  m a i n  f a c t s  of s e x  at,
a n  earlj a g e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . o . o i  S T  S F  F

9. I s h o w  r e s p e c t  t o  a l l  e l d e r l y  p e o p l e . . . „ . . . . . . . . . . . . ST S F  F

TO. I h a v e  a  g r e a t  d e a l  of a d m i r a t i o n  f o r  a w o m a n  w h o
k e e p s  a s p o t l e s s l y  c l e a n  k i t c h e n ,  /f ST SF F

11, N o w a d a y s  w h e n  so m a n y  d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s  of p e o p l e  m i x  
t o g e t h e r  so m u c h ,  a p e r s o n  h a s  t o  p r o t e c t  h i m s e l f
e s p e c i a l l y  c a r e f u l l y  a g a i n s t  i n f e c t i o n  a n d  d i s e a s e . . aT ST S F  F

12, I d o  n o t  c o n s i d e r  t h e  o b s e r v a n c e  of s o c i a l  m a n n e r s
a n d  c u s t o m s  a n  e s s e n t i a l  p a r t  o f  l i f e . . .T: S T  SF  F
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13© The essence of virtue is a struggle in which we

14-<. Y o u n g  p e o p l e  s o m e t i m e s  g e t  r e b e l l i o u s  ideas, but' a s
t h e y  g r o w  u p  t h e y  o u g h t  to g e t  o v e r  t h e m  a n d  s e t t l e  
d o w n ©  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . o » . . o T  S T  S P  P

15© I f e e l  t h a t  p e o p l e  w h o  p e r s i s t  i n  g e t t i n g  i n t o
t r o u b l e  e v e n  a f t e r  p r o p e r  w a r n i n g ,  d o  n o t  d e s e r v e
a n y  syinpathy,.,,,.*.........       « » T  ST S P  P

1l6o I d o  n o t  o b j e c t  to t h e  u s e  of b a d  l a n g u a g e  b y  w o m e n .  ©T' ST S P  P

fi7© C h i l d r e n  o w e  t h e i r  p a r e n t s  m o r e  t h a n  t h e i r  p a r e n t s
o w e  t h e m       . . 1  S T  S P  P

t8© S e x  c r i m e s ,  s u c h  a s  r a p e  a n d  a t t a c k s  on c h i l d r e n ,
d e s e r v e  m o r e  t h a n  m e r e  i m p r i s o n m e n t ;  s u c h  c r i m i n a l s
o u g h t  to b e  w h i p p e d  o r  w o r s e ©  ..... ..... © 1  S T  S P  P

t9o N o ’ m a t t e r  w h a t  h e  a c t u a l l y  says, a m a n  w h o  h a s
s e x u a l  r e l a t i o n s  w i t h  a w o m a n  b e f o r e  m a r r i a g e
l o s e s  s o m e  of h i s  r e s p e c t  f o r  h e r , . . .......... . . . . . . . . .T S T  SP P

20. I p r e f e r  to l e a v e  s o m e  t h i n g s  t o  c h a n c e  r a t h e r  t h a n
p l a n  t h e m  c a r e f u l l y  i n  a d v a n c e ©  © ......    ®T ST SP P

211. I d e c i d e  w h a t  to d o  b y  t h i n k i n g  of g e n e r a l  p r i n ­
c i p l e s  of c o r r e c t  c o n d u c t .      ........   »T ST SP P

22'. T h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  q u a l i t i e s  of a r e a l  m a n  a r e
d e t e r m i n a t i o n  a n d  d r i v i n g  a m b i t i o n .  .............  . .T S T  S P  P

23:. A  w o m a n  w h o s e  c h i l d r e n  a r e  m e s s y  o r  r o w d y  h a s  f a i l e d
i n  h e r  d u t i e s  a s  a  m o t h e r    . . . . . . . . . . .  T 1 ST S P  P

241© I j u s t  p u t  m y  t h i n g s  a n y w h e r e  b e f o r e  g o i n g  to bed,
r a t h e r  t h a n  a r r a n g e  t h e m  i n  a n  o r d e r l y  f a s h i o n .  .T S T  S P  P

25. I h a v e  a f e e l i n g  of u n d y i n g  g r a t i t u d e  f o r  s o m e  of
t h e  t h i n g s  m y  p a r e n t s  h a v e  d o n e  f o r  m e      ......... T' S T  S P  P

26. I c o n t r o l  m y  s e x u a l  i m p u l s e s  b y  i n s t i t u t i n g  p r o h i b i ­
t i o n s  a n d  r e s t r i c t i o n s .   ......    .T S T  S P  P

27. N o  s a n e  or d e c e n t  p e r s o n  c o u l d  e v e r  t h i n k  of h u r t i n g
a  c l o s e  f r i e n d  o r  r e l a t i v e .      .......... . . . . . . . . . . . . .T ST S P  P

28. I d o n ’t k e e p  a v e r y  a c c u r a t e  a c c o u n t  of t h e  m o n e y  I
s p e n d . .      T  ST S P  P

29. T o  m y  w a y  of t h i n k i n g ,  i f  a p e r s o n  is wr o n g ,  h e  is
w r o n g ,  a n d  i f s  a n d  b u t s  a r e  b e s i d e  th e  p o i n t . © T  ST S P  P

30. P e o p l e  w h o  g e t  a w a y  w i t h  s u c h  t h i n g s  as c h e a t i n g
o n  e x a m i n a t i o n s  f i l l  m e  w i t h  r a g e . » . ® . . . . . . . . . . . . . . „*T ST S P  P

3ti© I a m  i r r i t a t e d  b y  p e o p l e  w i t h  p o o r  t a b l e  m a n n e r s . ... *T ST SP P
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32. T h e r e  i s  n o t h i n g  n e c e s s a r i l y  w r o n g  w i t h  a p e r s o n
w h o  d o e s  n o t  f e e l  g r e a t  love, g r a t i t u d e  a n d  respect.
f o r  h i s  p a r e n t s . . . . . .........................  . . ..T S T  S F  F

35o I a m  l i k e  t h e  m a n  f r o m  M i s s o u r i  —  b e f o r e  I w i l l  b e ­
l i e v e  a n y t h i n g ,  I say: " S h o w  m e . " .............................oT S T  S F  F

34. M o s t  o f  o u r  s o c i a l  p r o b l e m s  w o u l d  b e  s o l v e d  i f  w e  
c o u l d  s o m e h o w  g e t  r i d  of t h e  i m m o r a l ,  c r o o k e d  a n d  
f e e b l e - m i n d e d  p e o p l e ......................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . .T1 S T  SF F

35. I a m  n o t j a r t i c u l a r l y  c a r e f u l  o f  t h e  f o o d  I e a t  i n  
r e s t a u r a n t s  . • • • • . ......................... .......... ......... .... .T S T  S F  F
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APPENDIX 1'!
Tbs Six‘oce*ri Scivv-ibleU Scr-v̂ ncas

Solvable.'

IHS SOUL THE LODI OF THEREBY ill; LOST THE mTuHYAL PliTSICIAN 
PFDJrr'"TK SAVING COULD SOU UO A M W  IF
IiOKFYARD PASSAGE THiG F IR S T  OUTFALL LAG FAR KOHL PA ISA  OK OF D ISCO VERT

TkAILTTIE  TUTGJP.OPE FFOK AMERICA IX! F F IC U L T  AMD DA1LER0US

ROUTING DEMONS AGES THERE HOLT OAF FAD LAS / VERT IE THE KIDDLE
mrGIX-'TUF VI DOS DREAD BELIEF TEA'1: A
EXECUTE LADS THE MEREST TRUISM CIVILIZED UAL SHOULD KALE ADD
irDFFFD TO TIT; TO SAX THAT 01;IT THE GOVHLMH;*;T
HUMAN THE OLDER ENMNMGIGS XU 'TIE AWAITED TEE FINAL
GTfliri~rETr FOPY.lpD THE NEXT REPUDIATION OF EXTENSION OF THE
GROT VI I’OS IN ORDER THAT HIRES VINE NOT HUT THEY PLE'V
nKFFIPPPArra GIVEN VTNG5 BECAUSE THFl TEN MIC) IT FLT
MUCH VViNEP IN THE RECENT DECADES TIRvLi: IF (ENDIDLEDr;LD 
TnFTXnTiWS EVIDENCE IN NORTHERN BHNVMNLH;: ARE GLOVING
Y,’ESTERD CIVILIZATION HORSES VFRE DESTINED URN SOON UJSTORI OF 
ATri?:C'REV'SINmJi REALIZED THAT HENOmXE.lUfl) TP THE TO PLAY 
MINOR ROIL

UnsoL'vc.ble
FAN'S NATURE KINDS OF VILD RUNS TO THE THE LORE JUSTICE 7/RICH 
REVEIVTeTS K KOPF OUGHT LAV THE I'ORE
COOLING-OFF PERIOD INSTEAD OF HIS HECK HE VORTU FOUR 
TTQaiTTTnuav K TO DROP THREE OR ' ICE VK1LK IT MIGHT
LAST DECADE Aim KELT INCREASE IN THE PETROLCIW INDUSTRY
TrrrnriiMD fire burns our consumption of the fact in
THE ILLUSIONS BOTH ARE TO FUTURE MO A SYMBOL THAT CONNECTION LIT if
THirr>s“ 7iEL examine the real of ignorance sex
INTKL1.FCTUALLY BANKRUPT VA5 ALREADY THERE YDS STILL CHEATER IGNORANCE
mvernrTKE .CIuTTBERIT THE Y,’0RLD PLUNGED IT INTO ACCOMPANIING DIBOPvDEHS
SCIENTIFIC RAINMAKERS THE RECENT CONFUSED THE OF SUCCESS
TSETuHKSTL! AoTTYTTT OF UNUSUAL KAN ABOUT THE POSSIBILITY
TJDS TAIL KISSES THAT THIS LESSON CARRY TO MARRY 
ATItOIW MATE I RELATE BUT PROPER TIKE CHOSE NOT ALONE
THE YfIND AND CAME DOY/N SMOTE HIS IN TUN 'VINTER SLANTING LIKES 
TH\T7}RIND PINES IN OLD HARPER THUN DER] iARP OF
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APPENDIX P
A SURVEY OF REACTIONS TO RESEARCH P/JhtlGJTAT JON

lo llOYf did you feel about parti oipatirg iu the study .-just recently 
conducted? (Chock one)

I liked it very much
I liked i.t someviiaf

' I liked it a little but on the v;hole wan indifferent
, j  was somewhat irritated by it

I v:an very irritated by it
7' wua extremely irri tated by it

2» how worthv.'hi] e ‘was- it to participate in the study just recently 
conducted1; (Check one)

It was extremely worthwhile _ v,af, Yr.....y. v;ort])v;:fyj 1c
“ jy vr.,r; ;-;o;;;i;Vjh'xt b-eviof J cial

II, was nomawhat of a 'waste ox tine
  If was a consider’aL'l.o waste of time

It Wits a complete waste of t:i:w-
3* If you vrr-'fc- asked by the ex.aeri.menfcr mho cord'.rim'd the 'a1;- in v:';:;i,ch 

you /'v.sf r.nrf: c > rated f o yiiuimre:' for another rivdv . wool d you. 
vo'l nntear? (Check one)

Yes, I defirately would volunteer 
Tea, T pxmbp.bly would volunteer 

- l e S )  1 ml phi volunteer, but, J>u. not sure
“ Ho;, I don't think I would volunicor, but lii not sure 
ho. I probably would not volnrikeer 
1k>j T definitely would not volunteer

k* In you.r opinion* how much of a contribution will this study make to 
the field of psychology? (Check one)

A very large contribution 
, ^ fairly lai’ge contribution

Some contribution but not very much 
A small contribution 
Very little cord -ribnt ion

_  jjonR an

S<, In your opinion* how competent was the psycho! ogist. who conducted the 
experiment in which you just part!cipated ? (Check one)

Ext r  q v) o ly comp et ont 
Very oca.petent 

T’air*ly c.xnpetent 
Somev.isat incompetent 
V ery incompetent 
fixtrr.uiely incompetent
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61 '.That :is your reaction now to t..ue psychologist who cononotod the 
exp'1 ri.nerri ivi which you just participated. ■» hor much do you 
like or dislike bur.1? (Cheek one)

I like her reyy much 
7 11 ho her quite a hit 
I l:,vc her lit.tle 
‘I dislike her a little 
1 dislike hr-7- v»ry ’such 
7 dislike her intensely

7. Is there: anything about the experiment that you d j silked? 

To
Too (!7bat was it that you disliked?)

8, Is there anything about the experiment that you liked? 

ho
'"Yon (pint v;«s it th-rk you liked?)

9. How do you feel you did on the sentences?
Very well.
Fairly well 
Middling 
Soir’owhat poorly 
Very poorly

10« How raany of the sentence’s do you think you answered correctly?
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Appenuxie7; G
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APPENDIX H

RECALL SCORES AND PERCENTAGES FOR NONPUNITIVE Ss ACCORDING TO RANKINGS ON THE
MORALISTIC-REPRESSIVE CONSCIENCE SCALE

L A I S S E Z - F A I R E  C O N D I T I 0 N E G O - I N V O L V E D C O N D I T I 0 N

Comp­ Per­ Incomp- Per­ Comp­ Per­ Incomp­ Per­
S# letions cent­ pletions cent­ Total S# letions cent­ letions cent­ Total

Score age Score age Score Score age Score age Score

167 3 60. 1 9. 4 103 3 37.5 1 12.5 4
23 3 42.9 2 22.2 5 67 3 50. 1 10. 4
119 0 0. 0 0. 0 56 3 60. 1 10. 4
130 2 28.6 2 22.2 4 71 2 40. 1 9. 3

16 5 62.5 0 0. 5 51 3 33.3 2 30. 5
118 2 40. 1 10. 3 98 2 66.7 2 15.4 4
160 4 66.7 3 30. 7 43 3 50. 1 10. 4
216 3 42.9 1 11.1 4 54 1 25. 0 0. 1

124 3 50. 0 0. 3 72 2 33.3 0 0. 2
133 2 33.3 0 0. 2 135 4 57.1 1 11.1 5

8 4 50. 1 12.5 5 104 3 37.5 1 12.5 4
220 4 80. 1 9. 5 150 4 100. 1 25. 5

227 2 66.7 3 23.1 5 59 5 100. 3 27.3 8
4 5 71.4 1 11.1 6 138 5 71.4 1 11.1 6

206 3 60. 1 9. 4 238 3 42.9 2 22.2 5
126 3 37.5 0 0. 3 198 2 50. 1 8.3 3
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APPENDIX H— Continued

L A S S E Z - F A I R E C O N D I T I 0 N E G O - I N V O L V E D C O N D I T I 0 N

Comp- Per­ Incomp­ Per­ Comp­ Per­ Incomp­ Per­
S# letions cent­ letions cent­ Total S# letions cent­ letions cent­ Total

Score age Score age Score Score age Score age Score

1 2 33.3 2 20. 4 192 3 50. 0 0. 3
132 2 25. 0 0. 2 202 4 100. 1 8.3 5
153 2 33.3 0 0 . 2 121 2 25. 0 0. 2
218 3 37.5 2 25. 5 85 3 50. 2 20. 5

Tota: . 57 46.3 21 10.7 78 60 58.8 24 11.0 84

Mean — - - — - - 3.9 -- - - — - - 4.2

S. D. — - - — - - 1.6 — - - — - - 1.59

Combined L-F and E-I Scores Mean of
Total 117 45 162 Combined Total 4.05 S. D. 1.6

Note: completions score = number of completions recalled.
completions percentage = ratio of completions score to number of sentences completed correctly, 
incompletions score = number of incompletions recalled.
incompletions percentage = ratio of incompletions score to number of sentences not completed, 
total score = completions score plus incompletions score.



APPENDIX H— Continued

RECALL SCORES AND PERCENTAGES FOR PUNITIVE Ss ACCORDING TO RANKINGS ON THE
MORALISTIC-REPRESSIVE CONSCIENCE SCALE

L A S S E Z - F A I R E  C O N D I T O N E G O - I N V O L V E D C O N D I T I 0 N

Comp­ Per­ Incomp­ Per­ Comp­ Per­ Incomp­ Per­
S# letions cent­ letions cent­ Total S# letions cent­ letions cent­ Total

Score age Score age Score Score age Score age Score

228 3 75. 1 8.3 4 66 4 80. 2 18.2 6
107 3 100. 2 15.4 5 144 1 25. 3 25. 4
112 1 33.3 1 7.7 4 143 3 60. 3 27.3 6
28 1 25. 3 25. 4 95 1 50. 3 21.4 4

7 3 42.9 6 66.7 9 230 4 66.7 2 20. 6
32 1 50. 4 28.6 5 142 1 50. 3 21.4 4
5 4 100. 4 33.3 8 76 3 60. 3 27.3 6

170 1 33.3 3 23. 4 81 0 0. 4 28.6 4

62 2 40. 5 44.6 7 137 3 50. 3 39. 6
2 3 100. 2 15.4 5 88 0 0. 7 46.7 7

181 2 50. 3 25. 5 94 3 60. 2 18.2 5
174 3 75. 2 16.7 5 215 2 66.7 2 15.4 4

19 5 71. 2 22.2 7 52 0 0. 5 50. 5
165 4 90. 2 18.2 6 97 3 60. 2 18.2 5
225 3 60. 4 36.4 7 231 3 50. 3 30. 6
29 4 100. 2 16.7 6 60 3 27.5 4 50. 7



APPENDIX H—  Continued

L A ] S S E Z - F A I R E  C O N D I T 1 0 N E G O - I N V O L V E D C O N D I T I 0 N

Comp- Per­ Incomp­ Per­ Comp­ Per­ Incomp­ Per­
S# letions cent­ letions cent­ Total S# letions cent­ letions cent­ Total

Score age Score age Score Score age Score age Score

25 3 42.9 2 22.2 5 82 4 100. 4 33.3 8
3 6 100. 3 30. 9 213 1 25. 4 35.3 5

123 2 40. 3 27.3 5 149 2 50. 2 16.7 4
219 3 50. 3 30. 6 207 2 50. 4 33.3 6

Tota! 57 61.3 .57 25.1 114 43 51.8 65 27.4 108

Mean -- -  - — -  - 5.7 — - - — - - 5.4

S. D — - - — - - 1.7 — -  - — - - 1.2

Combined L-F and E-I Scores Mean of
Total 100 122 222 Combined Total 5.55 S. D. 1.5

Note: completions score = number of completions recalled.
completions percentage = ratio of completions score to number of sentences completed correctly, 
incompletions score = number of incompletions recalled.
incompletions percentage = ratio of incompletions score to number of sentences not completed, 
total score = completions score plus incompletions score.



APPENDIX J

COMPLETED AND INCOMPLETED RECALL PERCENTAGES CONVERTED INTO ANGLES BY ARC SIN /PERCENTAGE TRANSFORMATION

N O N P U N I T I V E  S s P U N I T I V E S s

L-F Condition E-I Condition L--F Condition E-I Condition

S#
Arc 
Sin c

Arc 
Sin i S#

Arc 
Sin c

Arc 
Sin i S#

Arc 
Sin c

Arc 
Sin i S#

Arc 
Sin c

Arc 
Sin i

167 50.77 17.46 103 37.76 20.70 228 60.00 16.74 66 63.44 25.25
23 40.92 28.11 67 45.00 18.44 107 90.00 23.11 144 30.00 30.00
119 0. 0. 56 50.77 18.44 112 35.24 16.11 143 50.77 31.50
130 32.33 28.11 71 39.23 17.46 28 30.00 30.00 95 45.00 27.56

16 52.24 0. 51 35.24 33.21 7 40.92 54.76 230 54.76 26.56
118 39.23 18.44 98 54.76 23.11 32 45.00 32.33 142 45.00 27.56
160 54.76 33.21 43 45.00 18.44 5 90.00 35.24 76 50.77 31.50
216 40.92 19.46 54 30.00 0. 170 35.24 28.66 81 0. 32.33

124 45.00 0 . 72 35.24 0. 62 39.23 41.90 137 45.00 33.21
133 35.24 0. 135 49.08 19.46 2 90.00 23.11 88 0. 43.11

8 45.00 20.70 104 37.76 20.70 181 45.00 30.00 94 50.77 25.25
220 63.44 17.46 150 90.00 30.00 174 60.00 24.12 215 54.76 23.11

227 54.76 28.73 59 90.00 31.50 19 57.42 28.11 52 0. 45.00
4 57.67 19.46 138 57.67 19.46 165 71.56 25.25 97 50.77 25.25

206 50.77 17.46 238 40.92 28.11 225 50.77 37.11 231 45.00 33.21
126 37.76 0 . 198 45.00 16.74 29 90.00 24.12 60 37.76 45.00
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APPENDIX J— Continued

N O N P U N I T I V E  S s P U N I T I V E  S s

L-F Condition E-I Condition L-F Condition E-I Condition

S#
Arc 
Sin c

Arc 
Sin i S#

Arc 
Sin c

Arc 
Sin i S#

Arc 
Sin c

Arc 
Sin i S#

Arc 
Sin c

Arc 
Sin i

1
132
153
218

35.24 
30.00
35.24 
37.76

26.56
0.
0.

30.00

192
202
121
85

45.00
90.00
30.00
45.00

0.
16.74
0 .
26.56

25
3

123
219

40.92
90.00 
39.23
45.00

28.11
33.21 
31.50
33.21

82
213
149
207

90.00
30.00
45.00
45.00

35.24
35.24 
24.12
35.24

Total 839.15 315.16 993.43 329.07 1145.53 596.70 833.80 635.24

Mean 

S. D.

41.96

13.5

15.76

12.3

49.67

18.1

16.45

10.5

57.28

21.9

29.84

8.7

41.69

21.8

31.76

6.6

Combined L-F and E-I Transformations Combined L-F and E-I Transformations

Total
Arc Sin c 
1832.58

Arc Sin i 
644.23 Total

Arc Sin c 
1979.33

Arc Sin i 
1231.94

Mean 
S. D.

45.81
15.8

16.11
11.4

Mean 
S. D.

49.49
21.8

30.3
7.7
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APPENDIX K

PERCENTAGE OF Ss IN EACH GROUP GIVING EXTREME HOSTILE RESPONSES ON ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE (SCORED 5 AND 6)

No. Q U E S T I O N Response
Nonpun.

L-F
Nonpun.
E-I

Pun.
L-F

Pun.
E-I

Nonpun. Pun.

1. How did you feel about par­
ticipating in the study just 
recently conducted?

Very and extremely 
irritated

25 5 0 20 15 10

2. How worthwhile was it to par­
ticipate in the study just 
recently conducted?

Considerable and 
complete waste of 
time

35 20 0 25 27.5 12.5

3. If you were asked by the ex­
perimenter who conducted the 
study in which you just par­
ticipated to volunteer for 
another one, would you?

Probably and defi­
nitely would not

50 35 20 50 42.5 35

4. In your opinion, how much of 
a contribution will this 
study make to the field of 
psychology?

Very little and 
none at all

65 30 20 45 47.5 35

5. In your opinion, how compe­
tent was the psychologist 
who conducted the experi­
ment in which you must par­
ticipated?

Very and extremely 
incompetent

0 0 10 0 0 5
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APPENDIX K— Continued

No. Q U E S T I O N Response Nonpun.
L-F

Nonpun.
E-I

Pun.
L-F

Pun.
E-I

Nonpun. Pun.

6. What is your reaction now to 
the psychologist who just 
conducted the experiment in 
which you just participated? 
How much do you like or dis­
like her?

Dislike her very 
much and intensely

0 5 5 0 2.5 2.5

7. Is there anything about the 
experiment you disliked?

Yes 50 60 40 65 55 52.5

8. Is there anything about the 
experiment you liked?

No 20 50 65 5 35 35
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APPENDIX L
HOSTILITY SCORES ON THE ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NONPUNITIVE Ss
ACCORDING TO RANKINGS ON THE MORALISTIC-REPRESSIVE CONSCIENCE SCALE

Laissez-Faire Condition Ego-Involved Condition

S# a b c S# a b c

167 6 6 15 103 6 5 14
23 11 8 23 67 8 4 15
119 5 6 15 56 15 12 30
130 9 12 25 71 6 5 15
16 11 10 27 51 7 5 14
118 10 11 27 98 9 7 19
160 9 9 22 43 11 11 26
216 9 7 19 54 10 6 20
124 13 11 30 72 13 8 26
133 11 9 23 135 7 6 17

8 9 10 22 104 5 7 13
220 10 7 22 150 8 8 17
227 8 9 20 59 10 9 23
4 9 9 21 138 11 9 22

206 9 8 20 238 10 7 19
126 12 10 26 198 11 8 22

1 7 9 22 192 9 10 22
132 10 9 22 202 11 8 23
153 12 8 24 121 7 7 17
218 11 9 23 85 11 8 21

Tot. 191 177 448 185 150 395

Mean 9.55 8.85 22.4 9.25 7.5 19.75
S.D. 2.01 1.6 3.7 2.54 2.14 4.3

Combineid L-F and E-I Scores
Tot. 376 327 843

Mean 9.4 8.17 21.07
S.D. 2.38 1.94 4.17

Note: a = personal hostility to (Questions 3, 5, 6)
b = hostile evaluation of experiment (Questions 2, 4) 
c = general hostility (Questions 1 - 6 )
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APPENDIX L

HOSTILITY SCORES ON THE ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PUNITIVE Ss
ACCORDING TO RANKINGS ON THE MORALISTIC-REPRESSIVE CONSCIENCE SCALE

Laissez-Faire Condition Ego-Involved Condition

S# a b c S# a b c

228 7 7 16 66 8 4 16
107 6 4 11 144 11 6 21
112 11 10 25 143 8 7 19
28 9 5 16 95 12 10 27
7 7 7 18 230 8 7 18
32 6 7 15 142 7 7 17
5 9 9 21 76 8 7 18

170 4 4 10 81 11 9 23
62 10 8 21 137 7 8 17
2 11 6 20 88 8 4 14

181 15 9 28 94 11 9 25
174 7 7 16 215 11 7 21
19 7 6 14 52 12 6 21

165 8 6 17 97 7 6 15
225 6 6 15 231 10 10 23
29 8 6 17 60 13 9 26
25 9 8 20 82 13 11 29
3 11 7 20 213 9 10 22

123 12 8 23 149 13 11 29
219 8 6 17 207 10 11 24

Total 171 136 360 197 159 425

Mean 8.55 6.8 18.0 9.85 7.95 21.25
S.D. 2.6 1.6 4.4 2.1 2.2 4.5

Combine:d L-F aiid E-I Sc:ores
Total 368 295 785

Mean 9.2 7.37 19.62
S.D. 2.38 1.97 4.47

Note: a = personal hostility to E (Questions 3, 5, 6)
b = hostile evaluation of experiment (Questions 2, 4) 
c = general hostility (Questions 1 through 6)
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APPENDIX M

ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST SCORES FOR ESTIMATION OF HOSTILE 
REACTIONS TO EXPERIMENTER

Nonpunitive Ss Punitive Ss

L-F E-I L-F E-I
S# Score S# Score S# Score S# Score

167 6 103 2 228 1 66 7
23 1 7 0 107 1 144 5
119 10 56 5 112 6 143 2
130 1 71 2 28 3 95 8
16 7 51 0 7 0 230 4

118 7 98 4 32 3 142 2
160 3 43 2 5 4 76 3
216 5 54 5 170 3 81 5
124 2 72 7 62 4 137 2
133 3 135 3 2 2 88 4

8 6 104 5 181 6 94 4
220 5 150 5 174 1 215 8
227 1 59 2 19 1 52 8
4 2 138 1 165 1 97 1

206 1 238 2 225 2 231 8
126 7 198 8 29 1 60 2

1 0 192 4 25 4 82 12
132 1 202 4 3 7 213 4
153 9 121 2 123 8 149 12
218 3 85 0 219 4 207 4

Total 80 63 62 105

Mean 4.0 3.15 3.1 5.25
S.D. 2.99 2.2 2.3 3.2

Combined scores: Nonpunitive Ss Punitive Ss
Total 143 167

Mean 3.57 4.17
S.D. 2.61 2.9
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APPENDIX N

SCORES OF INDIVIDUAL ADJECTIVES YIELDING A HOSTILE RESPONSE
TO THE EXAMINER

ADJECTIVE

G R 0 U P

Nonpunitive Punitive Combined

L-F E-I L-F E-I L-F E-I

Unhappy- 2 1 3 2 3 5
Irritable 2 3 2 5 5 7
Humorless 6 5 5 8 11 13
Unreliable 1 0 1 0 1 1

Insignificant 0 4 7 7 13 14
Unstable 0 1 0 2 1 2
Frivolous 2 1 1 2 3 3
Talkative 8 7 7 12 15 19

Unimaginative 5 4 4 8 9 12
Weak 3 2 3 6 5 9
Dishonest 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cold 6 6 5 7 12 12
Blunt 4 6 2 6 10 8

Emotional 6 10 6 10 16 16
Formal 10 9 12 11 19 23
Sad 3 2 1 4 5 5
Proud 7 6 2 6 13 8

Unintelligent 1 1 1 1 2 2
Unfriendly 3 3 3 5 6 8
Slow 3 3 2 4 6 6
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APPENDIX 0

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED PERFORMANCE ON SCRAMBLED SENTENCES
BY INDIVIDUAL NONPUNITIVE L-F Ss

s# Category
Number Estimated 

Correct
Actual Number 

Correct

167 Somewhat poorly 2 5
23 Somewhat poorly 5 7

119 Middling 5 7
130 Very well 4 7

16 Fairly well 12 8
118 Somewhat poorly 2 3
160 Middling 4 6
216 Middling 5 7

124 Middling 4 5
133 Very Poorly 2 6

8 Middling 6 8
220 Very Poorly 4 5

227 Somewhat poorly 5 5
4 Fairly Well 8 8

206 Middling 5 3
126 Fairly well 8 8

1 Fairly well 7 4
132 Fairly well 0 6
153 Middling 7 7
218 Somewhat poorly 4 8

Total

Mean

S.D.

99

4.95

2.65

123

6.15

1.63

Note: 1. Category based on question 9 of the attitude question­
naire.

2. Estimated performance scores were based on question 10
of the attitude questionnaire.

3. Actual performance scores were based on the number of
solvable sentences correctly unscrambled.
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APPENDIX 0— Continued

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED PERFORMANCE ON SCRAMBLED SENTENCES
BY INDIVIDUAL NONPUNITIVE E-I Ss

s# Category
Number Estimated 

Correct
Actual Number 

Correct

103 Middling 2 3
67 Very Poorly 4 5
56 Middling 4 5
7 1 1 - 5

51 Middling 8 7
98 Fairly well 10 7
43 Middling 0 5
54 Somewhat poorly 2 4

72 Very poorly 0 2
135 Middling 8 7
104 Middling 9 8
150 Middling 2 1

59 Middling 8 6
138 Middling 5 6
238 Middling 6 7
198 Middling 5 4

192 Fairly well 5 4
202 Middling 5 5
121 Fairly well 4 6

85 Middling 10 5

Total

Mean

S.D.

97

5 . 1

3 . 1

101

5.1

1 .1

1Subject #71 did not answer questions 9 and 10.
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APPENDIX 0— Continued

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED PERFORMANCE ON SCRAMBLED SENTENCES
BY INDIVIDUAL PUNITIVE L-F Ss

s# Category
Number Estimated 

Correct
Actual Number 

Correct

228 Middling 4 4
107 Middling 7 2
1121 - 4
28 Fairly well 5 4

7 Middling 7 5
32 Middling 5 3
5 Middling 9 4

170 Somewhat poorly 3 4

621 5
2 Middling 3 4

181 Somewhat poorly 2 3
174 Middling 10 3

19 Middling 5 7
165 Fairly well 3 7
225 Middling 5 5
29 Middling 6 6

25 Middling 4 5
3 Middling 8 7

123 Middling 5 5
219 Middling 8 6

Total 

Mean 

S. D.

99

5.5

2.26

93

4.65

1.49

Subjects #112 and 62 did not answer questions 9 and 10.
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APPENDIX 0--Continued

ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED PERFORMANCE ON SCRAMBLED SENTENCES
BY INDIVIDUAL PUNITIVE E-I Ss

s# Category
Number Estimated 

Correct
Actual Number 

Correct

66 Fairly well 15 4
1441 - 3
143 Middling 4 5
95 Middling 5 3

230 Fairly well 5 5
142 Middling 9 6
761 - 5
81 Middling 4 5

137 Middling 5 6
88 Middling 5 2
94 Middling 5 5
215 Middling 4 2

52 Somewhat poorly 5 6
97 Middling 3 4
231 Middling 4 4
60 Fairly well 9 8

82 Fairly well 5 2
213 Somewhat poorly 4 4
149 Somewhat poorly 8 2
207 Very poorly 3 2

Total 

Mean 

S. D.

102

5.67

2.93

83

4.15

1.76

Subjects #144 and 76 did not answer questions 9 and 10.
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APPENDIX P

SCORES AND RANKS FOR HOSTILE REACTIONS TO THE EXAMINER ON ATTITUDE
QUESTIONNAIRE AND ON ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST FOR INDIVIDUAL

NONPUNITIVE Ss

Laissez-faire Condition Ego-involved Condition

s#
a

Score
Adj . 
Score

a
Rank

Adj . 
Rank S#

a
Score

Adj . 
Score

a
Rank

Adj . 
Rank

167 6 6 2. 14.5 103 6 2 2.5 8.5
23 11 1 15.5 4. 67 8 0 7.5 2.
119 5 10 1. 20. 56 15 5 20. 16.5
130 9 1 7.5 4. 71 6 2 2.5 8.5

16 11 7 15.5 17. 51 7 0 5. 2.
118 10 7 12. 17. 98 9 4 9.5 13.
160 9 3 7.5 10. 43 11 2 16. 8.5
216 9 5 7.5 12.5 54 10 5 12. 16.5

124 13 2 20. 7.5 72 13 7 19. 19.
133 11 3 15.5 10. 135 7 3 5. 11.
8 9 6 7.5 14.5 104 5 5 1. 16.5

220 10 5 12. 12.5 150 8 5 7.5 16.5

227 8 1 4. 4. 59 10 2 12. 8.5
4 9 2 7.5 7.5 138 11 1 16. 4.

206 9 1 7.5 4. 238 10 2 12. 8.5
126 12 7 18.5 17. 198 11 8 16. 20.

1 7 0 3. 1. 192 9 4 9.5 13.
132 10 1 12. 4. 202 11 4 16. 13.
153 12 9 18.5 19. 121 7 2 5. 8.5
218 11 3 15.5 10. 85 11 0 16. 2.

Note: a score = examiner hostility score on questionnaire,
a rank = examiner hostility rank on questionnaire.
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APPENDIX P— Continued

SCORES AND RANKS FOR HOSTILE REACTIONS TO THE EXAMINER ATTITUDE
QUESTIONNAIRE AND ON ADJECTIVE CHECKLIST FOR INDIVIDUAL

PUNITIVE Ss

Laissez-faire Condition Ego-involved Condition

S#
a

Score
Adj . 
Score

a
Rank

Adj . 
Rank S #

a
Score

Adj . 
Score

a
Rank

Adj . 
Rank

228 7 1 6.5 4.5 66 8 7 6. 14.
107 6 1 3. 4.5 144 11 5 13.5 12.5
112 11 6 17. 17.5 143 8 L. 6. 3.5
28 9 3 13. 11. 95 12 8 16.5 16.5

7 7 3 6.5 1. 230 8 4 6. 9.
32 6 3 3. 11. 142 7 2 2. 3.5
5 9 4 13. 14.5 76 8 3 6. 6.

170 4 3 1. 11. 81 11 5 13.5 12.5

62 10 4 15. 14.5 137 7 i 2. 3.5
2 11 2 17. 8.5 88 8 4 6. 9.

181 15 6 20. 17.5 94 11 4 13.5 9.
174 7 1 6.5 4.5 215 11 8 13.5 16.5

19 7 1 6.5 4.5 52 12 8 16.5 16.5
165 8 1 10. 4.5 97 7 1 2. 1.
225 6 2 3. 8.5 231 10 8 10.5 16.5
29 8 1 10. 4.5 60 13 2 19. 3.5

25 9 4 13. 14.5 82 13 12 19. 19.5
3 11 7 17. 19. 213 9 4 9. 9.

123 12 8 19. 20. 149 13 12 19. 19.5
219 8 4 10. 14.5 207 10 4 10.5 9.5

Note: a score = examiner hostility score on questionnaire,
a rank = examiner hostility rank on questionnaire.
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APPENDIX Q

SCORES AND RANKS FOR GENERAL HOSTILITY AND RECALL OF TOTAL NUMBER
OF SENTENCES FOR INDIVIDUAL NONPUNITIVE Ss

Laissez-faire Condition Ego-involved Condition

c t c t c t c t
s# Score Score Rank Rank S# Score Score Rank Rank

167 15 4 1.5 10. 103 14 4 2.5 9.5
23 23 5 13. 15.5 67 15 4 .5 9 „ 5
119 15 0 1.5 1. 56 30 4 20. 9.5
130 25 4 16. 10. 71 15 3 4.5 5.

16 27 5 18.5 15.5 51 14 5 2.5 15.
118 27 3 18.5 6. 98 19 4 9.5 9.5
160 22 7 9. 20. 43 26 4 18.5 9.5
216 19 4 3. 10. 54 20 2 11. 2.

124 30 3 20. 6. 72 26 2 18.5 2.
133 23 2 13. 3. 135 17 5 7. 15.
8 22 5 9. 15.5 104 13 4 1. 9.5

220 22 5 9. 15.5 150 17 7 7. 19.

227 20 5 4.5 15.5 59 23 8 16.5 20.
4 21 6 6 . 19. 138 22 6 14. 18.

206 20 4 4.5 10. 238 19 5 9.5 15.
126 26 3 17. 5. 198 22 3 14. 5.

1 22 4 9. 9.5 192 22 3 14. 5.
132 22 2 9. 2. 202 23 5 16.5 15.
153 24 2 15. 2. 121 17 2 7. 2.
118 23 5 13. 15. 85 21 5 12. 15.

Note: c score = general hostility score,
c rank = general hostility rank.
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APPENDIX Q--Continued

SCORES AND RANKS FOR GENERAL HOSTILITY AND RECALL OF TOTAL NUMBER
OF SENTENCES FOR INDIVIDUAL PUNITIVE Ss

Laissez-faire Condition Ego-involved Condition

c t c t c t c t
s# Score Score Rank Rank S# Score Score Rank Rank

228 16 4 7. 3. 66 16 6 3. 14.
107 11 5 2. 8. 144 21 4 10. 3.5
112 25 2 19. 1. 143 19 6 8. 14.
28 16 4 7. 3. 95 27 4 18. 3.5

7 18 9 12. 19.5 230 18 6 6.5 14.
32 15 5 4.5 8. 142 17 4 4.5 3.5
5 21 8 16.5 18. 76 18 6 6.5 14.

170 10 4 1. 3. 81 23 4 13.5 3.5

62 21 7 16.5 16. 137 17 6 4.5 14.
2 20 5 14. 8. 88 14 7 1. 18.5

181 28 5 20. 8. 94 25 5 16. 8.5
174 16 5 7. 8. 215 21 4 10. 3.5

19 14 7 3. 16. 52 21 5 10. 8.5
165 17 6 10. 13. 97 15 5 2. 8.5
225 15 7 4.5 16. 231 23 6 13.5 14.
29 17 6 10. 13. 60 26 7 17. 18.5

25 20 5 14. 8. 82 29 8 19.5 20.
3 20 9 14. 19.5 213 22 5 12. 8.5

123 23 5 18. 8. 149 29 4 19.5 3.5
219 17 6 10. 13. 207 24 6 15. 14.

Note: c score = general hostility score
c rank = general hostility rank
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APPENDIX R

SCORES AND RANKS FOR GENERAL HOSTILITY AND RECALL OF INCOMPLETED
SENTENCES FOR INDIVIDUAL NONPUNITIVE Ss

Laissez-faire Condition Ego-involved Condition

s# c i
c
Rank

i
Rank S# c i

c
Rank

i
Rank

167 15 17.46 1.5 9. 103 14 20.70 2.5 13.5
23 23 28.11 13. 16.5 67 15 18.44 4.5 9.
119 15 0. 1.5 3.5 56 30 18.44 20. 9.
130 25 28.11 16. 16.5 71 15 17.46 4.5 7.

16 27 0. 18.5 3.5 51 14 33.21 2.5 20.
118 27 18.44 18.5 11. 98 19 23.11 9.5 15.
160 22 33.21 9. 20. 43 26 18.44 18.5 9.
216 19 19.46 3. 12.5 54 20 0 . 11. 2.5

124 30 0. 20. 3.5 72 26 0. 18.5 2.5
133 23 0. 13. 3.5 135 17 19.46 7. 11.5

8 22 20.70 9. 14. 104 13 20.70 1. 13.5
220 22 17.46 9. 9. 150 17 30.00 7. 18.

227 20 28.73 4.5 18. 59 23 31.50 16.5 19.
4 21 19.46 6. 12.5 138 22 19.46 14. 11.5

206 20 17.46 4.5 9. 238 19 28.11 9.5 17.
126 26 0 . 17. 3.5 198 22 16.74 14. 5.5

1 22 26.56 9. 15. 192 22 0 . 14. 2.5
132 22 0. 9. 3.5 202 23 16.74 16.5 5.5
153 24 0. 15. 3.5 121 17 0. 7. 2.5
218 23 30.00 13. 19. 85 21 26.56 12. 16.
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APPENDIX R--Continued

SCORES AND RANKS FOR GENERAL HOSTILITY AND RECALL OF INCOMPLETED
SENTENCES FOR INDIVIDUAL PUNITIVE Ss

Laissez-faire Condition Ego-involved Condition

s# c i
c
Rank

i
Rank S# c i

c
Rank

i
Rank

228 16 16.74 7. 2. 66 16 25.25 3. 4.
107 11 23.11 2. 3.5 144 21 30.00 10. 9.
112 25 16.11 19. 1. 143 19 31.50 8 . 10.5
28 16 30.00 7. 11.5 95 27 27.56 18. 7.5

7 18 54.76 12. 20. 230 18 26.50 6.5 6.
32 15 32.33 4.5 14 142 17 27.56 4.5 7.5
5 21 35.24 16.5 17. 76 18 31.50 6.5 10.5

170 10 28.66 1. 10. 81 23 32.33 13.5 12.

62 21 41.90 16.5 19. 137 17 33.21 4.5 13.5
2 20 23.11 14. 3.5 88 14 43.11 1. 18.

181 28 30.00 20. 11.5 94 25 25.25 16. 4.
174 16 24.12 7. 5.5 215 21 23.11 10. 1.

19 14 28.11 3. 8.5 52 21 45.00 10. 19.5
165 17 25.25 10. 7. 97 15 25.25 2. 4.
225 15 37.11 4.5 18. 231 23 33.21 13.5 13.5
29 17 24.12 10. 5.5 60 26 45.00 17. 19.5

25 20 28.11 14. 8.5 82 29 35.24 19.5 16.
3 20 33.21 14. 15.5 213 22 35.24 12. 16.

123 23 31.50 18. 13. 149 29 24.12 19.5 2.
219 17 33.21 10. 15.5 207 24 35.24 15. 16.


