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INTRODUCTION 

This investigation l i a s within the broud cirea of 

personality assessment, an area in which the psychologist 

i s faced with &any crucia l , yet far from ooaplately under­

stood problems. I t i s a crucial urea b»ci;u8e effective 

personality assessment is one of the basslc 1'nks between 

existing theories of personality and actual human b-jiiavior. 

Theory, In i t s e l f , devoid of empirical validation is of 

l i t t l e value to the psychologist unless i t propoxate® r e ­

search aimed a t verif icat ion and eventual application. The 

need for research In the area of personality a»sess:;<©nt i s 

part icularly pressing ' o r those interested in the problem of 

efficient and accurate paychediagnosls. 

One problem in the area of personality assessment 

Involves the intervelidation between d i r ec t , indirect and 

projective aiethoaa of personality assessaenfc. Cordon Allport*® 

position regarding the differences between normal and neurotic 

subjects in their response to direct and projective methods 

of assessment oen serve as & theore t ica l springboard for an 

investigation of the intervelid©tlon problem. 

The focal point and theoret ical jus t i f ica t ion for 

the present study derives from Gordon Allport 's contention 

that the normal individual, at l eas t when contrasted with 

the neurotic Individual, wi l l eive essent ia l ly the same 
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information concerning h i s motives on d i r e c t methods of 

essessoaant as he w i l l on p ro jec t ive methods. The neurot ic 

i n d i v i d u a l , on the o ther hand, who i s t y p i c a l l y more defen­

s ive and r e s t r i c t e d in awareness of his ac t i ve s w i l l d i f f e r 

in response to the d l r e e t and pro jec t ive method of asses ©sent. 

This idea has important t h e o r e t i c a l and psyehodiagnostic 

impl i ca t ions , and has served as the s t imula t ion for the 

present i n v e s t i g a t i o n . 

S p e c i f i c a l l y , the present study was d i rec ted towards 

an inves t iga t ion of the degree of congruence e x i s t i n g between 

the expressed needs of normal and neuro t i c adu l t s es derived 

fro© d i r e c t , i nd i r ec t and pro jec t ive measures of need a s s e s s ­

ment with respeet to Cordon Ai lpor t ' s t h e o r e t i c a l p o s i t i o n . 

The r epo r t of the research i s divided into three chap te r s . 

The f i r s t chapter begins with a discussion of the 

two major approaches to pe r sona l i t y assessment, proceeds to 

the r e l a t ed protolea of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of assessment techniques 

and then c r i t i c a l l y review© the research which has attempted 

to t e s t Allport*s pos i t i on . This review leads to the s t a t e ­

ment of the general research hypothesis of t h i s i n v e s t i p s t i o n . 

In the second chapter the experimental design i s 

presented . This discussion includes the formulation of the 

s t a t i s t i c a l hypotheses, a descr ip t ion of and the r a t iona le 

behind the Instruments used to Aseeure the ten needs , the 
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sampling and testing procedures and an outline of the 

statistical techniques. 

The research findings relevant to the five ,v.ajor 

hypotheses are presented and discussed in the third chapter. 

This chapter is followed by a euras&ry of tĴ aee findings* and 

the conclusions. 



CHAPTER I 

KEVIEW QY THE UTTK -TOR* 

This chapter attempts t o t r a ce the evolut ion of the 

rese&roh hypothesis of the present i nves t i ga t i on , For pur­

poses of c l a r i t y , t h i s evolut ion s&ay be seen in three sub­

d i v i s i o n s . F i r s t , an attempt w i l l be aade t o place the prob­

lem i n I t s broad h i s t o r i c a l pe r spec t ive , s t r e s s i n g the two 

aa jor approaches to pe r sona l i ty assessment t h a t seeaa to have 

developed. This leads to the second sub-divis ion ^hsre the 

thorny problem of taxonomy of assessment methods w i l l be d i s ­

cussed i n view of the present problem, f i n a l l y , an exposi t ion 

of Cordon A l l p o r t ' s t h e o r e t i c a l pos i t ion concerning d i r e c t and 

p ro jec t ive methods of assessment with normal and neuro t ic 

adu l t s wi l l be d iscussed, as wel l as the spec i f i c s tud ies 

which lend evidence for and aga ins t h i s p o s i t i o n . The chap­

t e r concludes with a auis.es©ry and s t a t e e n t of the basic 

research hypothesis . 

1. Two Major Approaches to f e r aona l i t y Assessment. 

In the area of persona l i ty assessment the re assess to 

be two major approaches which can be detec ted in the many 

i nves t i ga t i ons of hums a c t i v a t i o n . The f i r s t approach 

involves the d i r e c t , s traightforward evaluat ion of behavior 

as observed through extern*! appra i sa l snd the ind iv idua l*• 

http://auis.es�
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In t rospec t ive r e p o r t s , i n tills approach, the individual i s 

viewed as a r a t i o n a l l y functioning organism who behaves as a 

r e s u l t of consciously foouased mot iva t ions ! energy. The 

indiv idual i s considered capable of self-comprehension. When 

he loses t h i s awareness of motivat ion and ac ts on the bas is 

of misdi rec ted , unknown aiotivution, he i s often considered 

abnormal. In t h i s view, n o m a l and abnormal behavior a re 

seen as separa te psychological phenomena, each having d i s t i n c t 

funct ional p a t t e r n s , awareness of motivation being an essen­

t i a l d i s t i n c t i o n . 

The second approach t o persona l i ty was st imulated by 

the psychoanalytic school of psychological thought. This 

view underemph&sissed the r a t i o n a l &nd conscious aspects of 

the i nd iv idua l . Their emph«@is on unconscious iest i&Gtual 

ao t lva t ion and the de t^r ia in is t io Influence of ear ly childhood 

experiences upon the adu l t pe r sona l i ty allowed l i t t l e se l f -

understanding for even the mature wealthy ind iv idua l . Man, 

a t b e s t , i s seen as l a rge ly I r r a t i o n a l and incapable of se l f -

eoaprahenaion. According to the psyehoanalytlc ru les of 

psychodynaaii08, pe r sona l i ty assessment cannot be successful ly 

aecoaplisJaed by merely inves t iga t ing the ind iv idua l ' a aelf-

repoxt . The unconscious motivational ay©tea, whiob under l ies 

a l l ©vert behavior and direct® persona l i ty dynamics, s&ust b© 

revealed i n order to achieve r ea l understanding. 
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The Influence of t h i s approach on psychology was 

pa r a l l e l ed in the f ie ld of pe r sona l i ty aeae&aaant by the 

In t roduct ion of the p ro jec t ive methods. Ori i a a l l y based on 

the psychoanalytic aeohanism of p ro jec t ion , bnase asaeasa&ent 

«et .ol* wars designed to e l i c i t information wuleh Has been 

defensively reprassed Into unconsciousness by the ind iv idua l . 

By present ing an uns t ruc tured , aiabiguous st imulus to the sub­

j e c t for i n t e r p r e t a t i o a i t i s hoped t h a t responses r e f l ec t i ng 

unique pe r sona l i ty make-up w i l l be y ie lded . 

This century has seen an unprecedented sxoanaion In 

the use and development of p ro jec t ive (sethods of oersonal i ty 
i 

assessment. Gordon Allport suggests t h a t the reason for 

t h i s expaaaion can be found in the h i s t o r y of motivation 

theory , a his .ory in which a l l tendencies see^ to be in t h e 

s ingular d i r ec t i on of «aptiaEi2,ing the unconscious. 

Allport sees the phi losophical roo t s of t h i s move-

sen t l a the wr i t ings of Schopenhauer, Darwin, koDougall, 

Bergson and, mora recen t ly and perhaps most important ly , in 

the psychoanalytic theory of Sigmund J reud. The influence 

of these pos i t ions n a t u r a l l y led to an increased i n t e r e s t in 

instruments which seeiaed s ens i t i ve t o unconscious motives and 

c o n f l i c t s , 

1 Cordon Al lpo r t , "The Trend i n Votivat ional Theory**, 
i n the Journal of Orj&p^Byr@hi&jkrx, Tol . &3, Ho. l , January 
1963, p . 107- l l f , 

* Xbld . . p . 107. 
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I t was in the f*uc® of thas© t r ends , shys A l p o r t , 

t h a t p ro jec t ive techniques became enormously popular , while 

techniques of s e l f - r e p o r t , including the interview and the 

ques t ionna i re , waned in t h e i r popu la r i ty . 

ils a r e s u l t of the influence of tbese two approaches 

to personal i ty assessment, a severe dichotomy has a r i sen with 

the subsequent problem of i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n between pro jec t ive 

and d i r e c t assessment treasures. Comparisons of d i r e c t and 

pro jec t ive methods aav© revealed frequent cont rad ic t ions and, 

as a r e s u l t , there has baea a tendency to regard these two 

approaches as separate e n t i t i e s , each a&eaauring « d i f f e ren t 

aspect or level of pe r sona l i ty . This d iuho tos i sa t i en has 

undoubtedly hal ted progress toward a unif ied approach to per­

sona l i t y assessaseat. This issme i s p a r t i a l l y confounded by 

the problsa of taxonosy. 

2 . The Taxonomie Problem. 

I h i l e the general h i s t o r i c a l approaches to the a s s e s s ­

ment of human behavior ean be read i ly seen , the mult i tude of 

psychological assessment oethod® ava i l ab le to the present day 

psychologist has introduced the problem of overl&p and the 

consequent need for c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . Although the present 

i nves t i ga t i on stems d i r e c t l y t r o t Allport*s t h e o r e t i c a l 

3 Al lpor t , %a„.,BJf.* , p . 107. 
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position concerning direct and projective &et .ods of per­

sonality assessment, his classification of assessment methods 

follows the general historical trend noted and does not yield 

the clarity needed. Allport,* iB his aost recent book, offer® 

a praetie&l grouping of all assessment methods in psychology 

under eleven headings, following no single principle of or­

ganisation. H© does not take a definitive stand as to what 

differentiates aireet metiiods fro® projective ait hods. 

Although his grouping has a certain value in that it does 

seem to reflect in a general meaner the present situation in 

personality assessment, It 1B felt t'iat the present taxonomic 

confusion in the field warxants a special exposition. 

Part of the taxonomic confusion ste&s from the selec­

tion of logical principles that could be used to order assess­

ment methods now In use. There are many principles which 

eould be used as the basis for selection; the fact that 

different authors select different principles leaves one at 

times perplexed as to what a projective and a direct laethod 

of assessment Is. Allport suggests that methods could be 

classified in accordance with; (1) the theories underlying 

the invention of the Instrument; {Z) the regions of per­

sonality explored; {5} the type of stimulus presented to the 

4 Cordon Allport, Pattern and Growth in Personality, 
lew Torfe, Jfold, Bin***** 4 Winston, 1961, p. 3M. 

5 Ibid. , p. 8»e-3«7, 
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subject; (4) the type of re-,ones required by the subject; 

(5) the conditions under which tbe method is administered; 

(6) the principle of construction of the instrument; and 

(7) the manner of interpretation. This list, of course, is 

not exhaustive and other principles of classification have 

been suggested by other psychologists. 

There see&s little doubt that con,a emphasis upon 

classification is important in every branch of psychology. 

k classification that can be agreed upon and that seems to 

make psychological sense should serve a function in researoh 

and applied settings. Since tar classification of methods 

of personality assessment is germane to the present study, s 

brief discussion of some of the major classificatory scheaas 

in the literature will now be presented. 

In a dlsoussion of the indirect measurement of soeial 

attitudes, Campbell* in 1950 suggested three oluasificatory 

prineiples for assessment methods. First, there is the ques­

tion of whether the davioo is disguised or not, that is, 

whether the subjeot can estimate accurately the intent of 

the examiner. Second is the question of whether the instru­

ment is struotursd or not. Campbell uses the term structure 

to refer to both the ambiguity of the stimulus and the 

6 Donald T. Campbell, "The Indireot Assessment of 
Social Attitudes", in the Psychologies! Bulletin. Vol. 47, 
Ho. 1, January 1960, p. 15-38. 
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amount of freedom permitted th^ '-ubjeot In ^eterninin/x how 

he will respond. Third i«t the distinction between self-

deacription as opnosed to diagnosis based uoon differential 

performance on an objective task, 

7 

In 1957 Campbell prtfflsent«d a r ev i s ion of t h i s analy­

s i s . His new c l a s s i f i oa to ry approach included three polar 

dimensions: voluntary versus ob j ec t i ve , Ind i roc t ?©r«us 

d i r e c t , and f ree response versus s t ructured response. 

Campbell's thr^e dichotomies genernte e i t h t t o s t 

types . Five of these types contain t e s t s commonly regarded 

as pro jeo t ives and only two aire unrelated to pe r sona l i ty 

measurement. 

In Campbell's ttvoluntpry versus object ive" dimension 

the point of d i s t i n c t i o n l i e s in the s u b j e c t ' s se t toward the 

t a s k . In voluntary t e s t s the respondent i s given to under­

stand t h a t any answer i s acceptable and tha t the re i s no ex­

t e r n a l c r i t e r i o n of correc tness aga ins t ^hich h i s answers w i l l 

be evaluated. He i s encouraged in idiosyncrasy and se l f -

desc r ip t i on . The Rorschach ind .Thorns t l o /Vnparoeptlon, Test 

are samples of assessment methods which would f u l f i l l the 

requirements of the "voluntary" o r i t « r t o n . 

7 Donald T. Csapse i l , »A Typology of Tes t s , P ro j ec ­
t i v e and Otherwise", in the Journal of Consulting ^svoholoiy 
Vol. 2 1 , Ha. 3 , ^une 19**, p . £07-210. 
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In the "indirect versus direct" dimension the point 

of distinction resides in whether or not the subject knows the 

purpose of the test. In the direct dimension the respondent's 

understanding of the purpose of the test and the psycholo­

gist's understanding are in agreement. In the indirect 

dimension the chief characteristic is a facade, i.e., a false 

assignment is given to the respondent which detracts fro® 

recognizing the true purpose of the test, but which provides 

hia with a plausible reason for cooperating. Another possi­

bility in the indirect dimension is that the psychologist 

Interprets the responses in terms of dimensions and categories 

different from those held in salad by the respondent while 

answering. 

In the •'free response versus structured response1* 

dimension the point of distinction is the amount of freedom 

the subject has in choosing his response. The free response 

dimension has the characteristic of not suggesting answers 

or alternatives to the respondent, of not limiting the range 

©f alternatives available. In the structured aimension there 

is a limited array of alternatives available. 

These three dimension© are then combined to describe 

various kinds of psychological test®, and examples of the 

resultant type are given. Campbell concludes that most 

projeotive techniques like word-association tests, drawings. 
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vo lun ta ry . I n d i r e c t and f ree response, but t h a t there are 

aany other poss ib le v a r i a t i o n s . Tests l i k e the Minnesota 

Multiphasic Persona l i ty Inventory, the Edwards Personal P re ­

ference Schedule, or aaoet t e s t s scored with an empirical key 

would be c l a s s i f i ed as vo luntary , d i r e c t and s t ruc tu r ed . 

A se l f - ranking or r a t ing sheet in which the subject 

i s aeiced to appraise t r a i t ® of h i s pe rsona l i ty males-up would 

be c l a s s i f i e d as vo lun ta ry , d l r e e t and f ree response. 

Saul Roeenzweig in ltSQ suggested a three- fo ld 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n of assessment eiethods using the terme objee-

t i v e or ove r t , subject ive or cover t , and pro jec t ive or 

i m p l i c i t l eve l s of re ference , Rosenzweig be l ieves tha t each 

of the th ree c lasses t aps a d i f f e ren t l eve l of behavior. In 

the "subjec t ive" category the subject take® himself as the 

d i r e c t object of observat ion. Huestioxinaires, pe r sona l i ty 

inven to r i e s and autobiographical mate r ia l s are examples of 

assessment methods i n t h i s category. In t h e "objec t ive" 

category the observer takes the subject as a d i r e c t objec t 

of observat ion . Observations by t ra ined observers through 

one-way screens and recordings via the psyohogalvonometer are 

given as examples of methods In t h i s d iv i s i on . In the 

p ro j ec t i ve category "the subject in cooperation with the 

I I > m i • -i • - • - — • 1 — ' 

© Saul Roaems&weig, "Levels of Behavior i n Psycho-
diagnosis with Special Reference to P-F Study", i n the 
American. Journal of . Orthopsychiatry Vol. SO, Mo. 1 , January 
19SO, p . S3-72. 
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9 
observer looks the o ther way a t some ego-neutra l objec t" . 

At t h i s l e v e l of behavior the subject responds impersonally, 

i n terms of unconscious or l a t e n t a t t i t u d e s , f e e l i n g s , and 

thoughts . 

Rosenzweig makes the va l id point tha t these l eve l s 

are not dependent upon and not exelufiively associated with 

one or another of the psychodiagnostic methods. For any one 

psyohodiagnostic method any one or a l l t h ree l eve l s may be 

opera t ing; i t i s up t o the i n t e r p r e t e r to a sce r t a in what 

level was opera t ing . This i s no easy task and the examiner 

must rely on supplementary information to deteriaine the 

ac tua l l e v e l adopted by the subject in h i s t e a t performance. 

C a t t e l l 1 0 In 1951 a l so suggested a three- fo ld c l a s s i ­

f i c a t i o n in assessment of pe r sona l i t y : (1) l i f e record data 9 

In which observations or aeasurement are sad© In terras of 

behavior in every day l i f e s i t u a t i o n s of the subjec t ; (g) 

s e l f - r a t i n g data which y ie ld a p i c tu re of how the person sees 

himself i n t rospec t ive ly ; and (3) object ive t e s t data which, 

unl ike s e l f - r a t i n g d a t a , do not depend on the correc tness 

of the s u b j e c t ' s self-@stimate or h i s wi l l ingness t o 

9 Rosensweig, pp. P i t . , p . 63 . 

10 Raymond B. C a t t a i l , "Pr inc ip les of res ign in Fro-
j e e t i v e or Mispereeption Teats of P e r s o n a l i t y " , found in Ajn. 
I n t roduc t i on . t o Proisot lve Techniques. edited by H.H. 
Aaderson and C.L. Anderson, Hew York, P ren t i ce -Ha l l , 1951, 
p . SS-98, 



BUmW OXP T» UTKKAT0HB 11 

coxsmunlcats hones t ly , but whloh infer pe r sona l i ty from 

ac tua l behavior i n a defined, reproducible s i t u a t i o n l i k e a 

labora tory experiment or a s tandardised t e s t . 

C a t t a i l ' s o b j e c t i v e - t e s t da ta grouping i s then sub­

divided i n t o five major categories? expressive or s t y l i s t i c 

behavior, miniature t e s t s i t u a t i o n s , pure-process approach, 

a miscellaneous category, and miaperceptios t e s t s . C a t t a i l ' s 

category of mispereeption t e s t corresponds to what has 

t r a d i t i o n a l l y been refer red t o as p ro jec t ive methods. &• 

suggests t:,<at the fundamental process involved in p ro jec t ive 

t e s t s i s not pro jec t ion but mispereeption. The mispereeption 

r e s u l t s fro© the s u b j e c t ' s defenses and the t e s t measures 

d i f f e r e n t i a l perception of a s i t u a t i o n agains t a t r ue pe r ­

ception or norm. He fur ther i nd i ca t e s tha t such devices may 

be c l a s s i f i e d i n t o four d i f f e r en t t ypes , depending u^on the 

form of mispereeption t h a t opera tes . In the f i r s t type the 

instrument depends on the naive mispereeption of the subjec t . 

Here the individual I s unebla t o recognize tbs f a c t tha t 

o thers f«,el aafl th ink d i f f e r en t l y than ho does r.vA, as a 

r e s u l t , he genera l izes his own percept ions to everyone e l s e . 

In the second type the t e s t u t i l i z e s the process of autism. 

Here the ind iv idua l d i s t o r t s h i s percept ion so t ha t he r e ­

duces or s a t i s f i e s h i s own needs or d e s i r e s . In the t h i r d 

type the instruments involve press compat ib i l i ty mispereep­

t i o n . Here the ind iv idua l view® the environment as e x i s t i n g 
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i n suoh a way as to f i t or make reasonable h i s motive® and 

a f fec t ive s t a t e s , f i n a l l y , C a t t e l ! spesks of the devices 

t h a t depend upon ego defense mlspereeotion, where the d i s t o r ­

t i o n in percept ion takes i t s form from the repressed motives 

which are proteot©d by the various ?•&& onanisms of defense. 

Helen Sargent1*' and Cardaer Lindsay1 have r e s t r i c t e d 

t h e i r o l a s s i f i c a t o r y schemes t© pro jec t ive methods, but a 

br ief exposi t ion of t h e i r work may help to fu r the r e luc ida te 

the problem of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . Sargent considers the prob­

lem of c lass i fy ing p ro jec t lves In terms ofJ (1) the nature 

of the mater ie l presented to the subjec t ; (2) the funct ional 

use the subject makes of the m a t e r i a l s ; (3) the method of p r e ­

sen ta t ion used by the examiner; and (4) the purpose for which 

the t e s t i s employed. 

14 

Lindsay bel ieves tha t ths f i n a l tvps of c l a s s i f i ­

cat ion of p ro jec t ive methods i s one based upon difference In 

type of response e l i c i t e d by the t e s t ma te r i a l , ©ince i t i s 

the most important aspect of the t e s t s i t u a t i o n . The 

11 Helen Sargent , "Project ive Methods; t h e i r o r i g i n s , 
theory , and app l i ca t ion in Personal i ty Researoh", in the 
gayoholoftlCal B u l l e t i n . Vol. 48 , I©. 5, May 1945, p . S57-S95. 

IS O&rdner Llsdxoy, "On the C la s s i f i ca t ion of P ro jec ­
t i v e Techniques", In Psychological B u l l e t i n . Vol. 56, Bo. S, 
March 1959, p . 156-168. 

1% Sargent , pp. P i t . , p . S67, 

14 Llsissey, PP.. P i t . . p . 162. 
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essent ia l oonsldsration her© i s that th i s cl : e i f ic^t ion 

seems most l i k e l y to be c lose ly related to the underlying 

peyehologioal prooese involved in the various t e s t s , for i t 

i s th i s c la s s i f i ca t ion that points to what the subject i s 

actually doing. Llndzey l i s t s ths following five categories: 

(1) asaoolatlve techniques; (2) construction techniques; (3) 

eompletion techniques; (4) choice or ordering techniques; and 

(5) expressive techniques. The Thematic Apperception Test 

would he an example of a construction teehni iue, while e 

multiple choice Rorschach would I l lus trate a choice or 

ordering technique. 

LindEOjr' points out th- t -s should expeot overlap in 

any olasa5.fi oatory schema because there i s overlap and 

ambiguity in the world of r e a l i t y . He believes that , «faon 

instruments are c lass i f ied according to his scheme, the 

instruments brought into the same category have • general 

congruence and psychological consistency that make i t eas i ly 

possible to conceive of similar underlying psychological 

prooessas. 

Llndzey in his most resent book offers * def init ion 

of projective techniques whloh seoma well thought out, and 

inclusive enough to bs meaningful. He a u ^ e s t s that: 

15 Lindzsy, Co. C l t . . p . 162. 

http://olasa5.fi
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A projective technique i s an instrument that i s 
considered especia l ly sens i t ive to oovert or unoon-
sclous fspsots of behavior, i t permits or encourages 
a wide variety of subjeot responses, i s highly 
multidimensional and It evokes unusually rich or 
profuse response data with a minimum of subject 
awareness concerning the purpose of the t e s t . 1 6 

From the presentation of c lass l f 1, tlon schemes thus 

far . I t can bs seen that there Is a certain amount of overlap 

among the authors. Campbell*s d is t inct ion of "voluntary 

versus objective" part ia l ly overlaps Rosenzwelg*s discussion 

on l eve l s of response in psyohodlsgnostics. Rosenzweig's 

category of "subjective" seems to belong with the "voluntary" 

c lass of Campboll*s, since they both emphasize the subject's 

self-conscious focus on describing himself. These two cate­

gories s l so seem to be essent ia l ly the cams as Allport* s 

direct oategory, where conscious self-report i s emphasized. 

In Rosenzwelg*s "projective" category the respondent 

looks away from himsslf at some "ego-neutral object" as In 

the p hen omen olo.pic a l l y objective orientation of Campbell. 

At the same time, Rosenswelg*e oategory called "objective" 

i s not the same, but rsfsrs to the psychologist*s orientat ion, 

and includes a behavior sampling approach not relevant to the 

present discussion. 

lft Gardner Llndzey, Proieolive Techniques and Cross 
Colturn! Research. New York, Appleton-Century Grofts, 1961, 
p . 45. 
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Catta i l , In discussing the variet ies of projective 

techniques, c l a s s i f i e s certain approaches us a variety of 

objective t e s t s employing mispereeption. Ills usage i s in 

agreement with that of wampboll, but the agreement seems to 

be l imited, since on many points the analysis d i f i e r s . for 

example, Cut t e l l places the Ihsaatie Apperception Test and 

the Tautaohonc in the same subtype, while in Campbell's 

analysis the Thematic Anusreaptlon Test i s voluntary and 

the Tautaphone the moat c las s i c example of the objective 

category. Catta i l ' s substitution of misperoeption for pro­

ject ive methods expands the concept of projective methods; 

at the same time th i s approach at ta ints to make project ive 

methods an integral part of an objective s c i e n t i f i c t e s t 

approach. 

In suduary, we see Campbell's ays tern of c l a s s i f i c a ­

tion focussing on the subject 's orientat ion, while &osen4weig, 

In contrast, refers to trie psychologist's orientat ion. 

Cat to l l ' s unique contribution i s the introduction of the 

term "misperoeption", whloh symbolizes an attempt to objectify 

projective assessment methods. - u r 0 a i t , in her discussion 

of ths c las s i f i ca t ion of projective methods, pos i t s four 

principles which include the material presented, the method 

of presentation, ths use mads of ths material by ths subject, 

and tho purpose for which the t-sst i s employed. Lindzoy*s 

c laenif i eatery approach i s based on the typo of response 



REVIK* 07 £&: Lli'ERATUKK 16 

e l i c i t e d by the t e s t a*it«rial. Ihere seems to be as muoh 

variety in c lasai f icatory approaches as there have been 

attempts to c l a s s i f y , but ut the same time there are common 

threads running throughout, and taere seems to bo a basic 

agreement on a&Jor i s sues . 

As previously mentioned, Allport, in his discussion 

of personality assessment teenmiquss, dichotomizes quite 

simply into dixeot -jad projective methods, direct methods 

referring to procedures in which the subject i s asked 

"oon^olously to report" about some feature (motive, f e e l i n g , 

nued, e t c . ) of h i s personality. On ths oasis of th i s dicho­

tomy, ths c las s i f i ca t ion of direct methods includes suoh 

diversif ied t e s t s as the Strong Interest xnventorr. the 

.'llport-Vsrnon-Lindisy Study of Values, and ths Minnesota 

Multiphasic Personality iuvsatorr. as well as methods tt.at 

ask the individual a d i ^ o t .«uestiun about his motives, such 

as s e l f - ra t ings . One could question Allport's dichotomy and 

the use of the term "uireet* for sosie or the methods ho 

o l s s s l f l a s under thorn. No e x p l i c i t def ini t ion for projective 

methods i s ^iven. A per&onal correspondence with Allport 

revealed his own doubts about th i s c l a s s i f i ca t i on ; hs suggested 

the inclusion of a third dimension, the "indirect" methods, 

following Davids* 195$ suggestion. 

17 Cordon Allport, personal oorre^on^i-ce with the 
author, l e t t e r dated July v, 1963. 
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18 
^Vivids in 1955 disagreed with A l l p o r t ' s gross 

grouping of a v ^ r i - t y of t e s t s under the "direct methods" 

category , suuj.gjsti.Li3; ta*\t for uany tost© the i n d i v i d u a l , 

*hen ras :on l ing to accurate itarns i n a ^ueat ionuaire , i s 

of ten o o i y l e t e l y unaware of the p a r t i c u l a r dimension of per ­

sona l i ty beinG a s s e s s e d . For example, when he gnawers true 

or f a l s e to a cer ta in i t a ^ on tJas Ulnnoaotfa mult iphasic 

Persona l i ty Invantory. he ^rjbably does not re—ii .e tiiut h i s 

answer may r e s u l t in n i s oeing oate.^ori^ed us high on ths 

soh izophrenio B C l o . Davids s t a t e s : 

There -uuy be important l i f i e i - e u o e s between a per­
s o n a l i t y measure based on the ind iv idua l*s r a t i n g of 
iiimself on neurot lo i sm, for oxaciple, und u measure 
based on h i s i n d i c a t i o n of whether or not ho has - g 
experienced severa l f e e l i n g s of the general typo. 

Tor exaaple , i n a s e l f - r a t i n g report of needs the 

Ind iv idua l rntiy i n d i c a t e a low need for a f f i l i a t i o n and a 

h igh need for autonomy, but given u questionnaire type of 

assessment technique, he any tiaawtr many items which in a 

more d isguised iorm contribute to a high xuting for a f f i l i a ­

t i o n and a low r a t i n g for autonomy. Xa other words, there 

seexs to bo a d i f f erence i n the degree of suujeot awareness 

of what i s Ic ing c&Eessed ajtong the d i f f e r e n t techniques and, 

18 Anthony Davids , "A Comparison of Three Methods of 
P e r s o n a l i t y Assessments D i r e c t , Ind lreot and Pro jec t ive 
Tochaiqttes , , , i n the Journal of P e r s o n a l i t y . Vol . 2 3 , No. 4 , 
June 1955 , p . 425-440. 

W I b i d . , p . 4*4. 

http://suuj.gjsti.Li3
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consequently, the introduction of the c la s s i f i ca t ion 

"indirect methods" seems to add greater c lar i ty and greater 

refinement. 

The systems of c la s s i f i ca t ion presented are by no 

moans exhaustive, but they serve to i l l u s t r a t e the rich 

variety that offers i t s e l f to the person who surveys t h i s 

area, end how arbitrary s ehossa o lass i f ioetory scheme must 

bo at t h i s t ime. The problem i s how to choose among a l l these 

a l ternat ives , Since the present study stems from Allport's 

theoret ical posit ion concerning the responses of normal and 

neurotlo subjects on personality assessment methods, i t i s 

f e l t that the addition of Davids' "indirect method'' to 

Allport*s dlreot and projective dimensions wi l l yield both 

the s impl ic i ty and refinement necessary. The principle of 

c la s s i f i ca t ion in this approach i s the degree of subjeot 

awareness of whet Is being assessed. This principle seems 

to best serve the purpose of the present research. ra.vids 

has suggested the following l i t erary def ini t ions: 

Direct Methods - Those techniques which openly 
ask the individual about some relovont sspsot of h is 
personality make-up and accept h i s response «t face 
value. 

Indirect Methods - Those techniques whloh present 
the subject with objective standard materials but use 
h i s responses to provide a measure thet he nay not bo 
aware of. 

Projective Methods - Those toohni^ues which employ 
perceptions, interpretations and associat ions in re­
sponse to ambiguous stimuli as an avenue lenfllnp, to an 
assesst&snt of the personality dynamics of ths parcelver.E C 

20 Davids, Op. Clt. 
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5. Allport*s Theory snd Related Studies. 

Ths theoretical link and justification for the pre-

21 
sent study stems from the writings of Cordon Allport. In 

1955, in an expository article, Allport points to the fact 

that In the past century there has been an unprecedented ex­

pansion in ths use end development of projective methods for 

the study of personality, and a tendency to avoid the mors 

direct approaches. Allport sees this trend as being one 

aspsot of a greater movement in the field of personality 

which loads to an attitude that promotes disrespect for the 

conscious report of the individual. 
22 

Ho believes that modern theorizing in motivation 

has resulted in an attitude of contempt for the "psyohio 

surface" of life. The search for hidden dynamics and for 

unconscious motives has led the psychologist to avoid asking 

an individual for a direot report. Instead, ths preference 

is to use projective devices which purport to get at real 

coasoious motives, feelings, and conflicts of the individual. 

Allport believes that the psyohodynamios or motives 

of the norms! individual may, to s large degree, be taken as 

21 Allport, "The Trend In Motivational Theory", 
OP. Pit., p. 107-119. 

2 2 Ibid.. p. 108. 
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he reports them. His conviction is that the normal adult, 

at least whoa contrasted with the neurotic, will give 

essentially the same information oonoeming his motives on 

direct methods of assessment as he will on projective 

methods. The neurotic individual, on the other hand, who is 

typically more defensive, and whose motives are repressed and 

displseed by fears and hostilities, will reveal a restricted 

awareness of his motives and, consequently, there will be a 

discrepancy between his responses to the direct and projec­

tive methods of assessment. The author states: 

Thus the direct responses of the psychoneurotic 
cannot be taken at their face value. The defenses ars 
high, the true motives are hidden and betrayed only by 
projective techniques. The normal subjects, on the 
other hand tell you by the direct method precisely 
what they tell you by the projective methods. They 
are all of a piece. Tou may therefore take their 
motivational statements at face value for even if you 
probe you will not find anything substantially different. 

Allport does not reject projective methods, nor does 

he deny the existence of "infantile systems, troublesome 
24 

repressions, or neurotic formations". He believes that 

projective methods should bs used primarily with the 

neurotic who has loss awareness of the needs and motives be­

hind his behavior. Even In the ease of neurotics, he says, 

projective methods must be used in conjunction with direct 

25 Allport, Qg. Pit., p. 114. 

2* Ibid., p. 114. 
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methods, for only in this way can it bs known that the 

dynamics are unoonsoious. He stresses the need for the com­

plimentary usage of both direct and projective methods in 

order that projective methods can be properly interpreted, 

and a maximally aoeurate personality assessment made. 

In summary, Allport takes the consistent stand in 

his theory of personality that the normal adult la able to 

comprehend his general personality make-up and can accurately 

describe his dominant motivational pattern, whereas the 

neurotic who is functioning more in terms of past infantile 

motives, of which he la largely unaware, must present a 

defensive facade which distorts any direct report of his 

general personality make-up. 

Allport's contention concerning the difference in 

performance for normal and neurotic subjects, on direct and 

projective methods of assessment, appeared in the literature 

ten years ago. However, surprisingly few studies have inves­

tigated the comparative effectiveness and iatervalldity of 

direct and projective methods administered to a normal and 

neurotic group of adults which were designed to measure a 

speolfio variable or syndrome. The presentation of the rele­

vant research will besla with the exposition of four studies 

which have directly tested Allport's hypothesis, and fellow 

with a group of studies which are more Indlreot, but Those 

Implications make them relevant. 
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25 

Cetzel ' s doctors! dissertat ion conducted s t Har­

vard in 1951 i s acknowledged by Allport as ths rssearch 

which immediately brought to his attention the phenomenon of 

differences i s s i ze of discrepancy between normal and neuro-

t i o subjects on direct and projective methods. In t h i s 

rssearch Oetzel u t i l i zed two forms of a sentence completion 

t e s t , one couched in the f i r s t person, the other l a the 

third person. The assumption being made was that the sentence 

completion t e s t couched l a the third person was a projective 

method. For example, in the direct versus the projective 

form, the items were worded as fol lows: "*hea they asked 

Frank to be in ohargs he ( . . . ) " , versus "When they asked me 

to be l a charge I ( • • • )"• The two forms of ths t e s t were 

combined in a randomised fashion, but scored separately. 

Oetzel*s sample consisted of twenty-five veterans 

who were diagnosed as "well adjusted", and forty who were 

diagnosed as "psychoneurotic" and discharged from the service 

with personality disorders. At the time the study was con­

ducted a l l of the subjects wsre applying for f inancial greats 

at the Veterans' Administration Ouidunce Center. 

25 J.W. Oetzel, "Assessment of Personality and Pre­
judice by the Methods of Paired Direct and Projective Ques­
t ionnaires", unpublished t h e s i s , Harvard, 1961, ae quoted by 
Cordon Allport, "The Trend in Motivational Theory", OP. P i t . . 
p . 107-119. 
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In this study Getzel found that ths maladjusted 

veterans gave no more maladjusted responses to the dlreot 

items than did the well adjusted veterans, but on the pro­

ject ive measures the maladjusted group showed considerably 

more maladjustment than did the normal group. The d i scre­

pancy between the direct tnd projective assessment technique 

was s ign i f i cant ly greater than i t was with the normal group. 

Getzel reasoned that , since the maladjusted veterans were 

anxious to "pass inspection" in order to receive the grants, 

their performance on the direct approach was a r t i f i c i a l and 

indicative of defenalvenees. Projective items, on the other 

hand, *ere much l e s s transparent and consequently by-passed 

defeneive barriers and evoked honest personality q u a l i t i e s . 

He concluded tr,at, where s e l f - i n t e r e s t was rained by seating 

normative expectations, projective measures of personality 

would jaoet e f fec t ive ly discriminate between the adjusted and 

maladjusted. I t might be noted that , although s ignif icant 

resul ts were obtained, the motivational factor was not 

controlled for . While Getzel points out that the maladjusted 

veterans were anxious to "pass Inspection", i t should bs 

noted the normal uubjeots were in a similar motivational 

s t a t e . Subsequent researoh conducted by Davids and Plldner 

strongly points to ths necessity of control l ing for the 

motivational factor . There seems to be a discrepancy between 

what was concluded by Getzel and what can be concluded. 
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In 1955, following Allport*s theoretical posit ion on 

the issue of direct versus projective measures, Davids26 

conducted an invest igation using a trichotomy of d i r e c t , 

lndireot and projective methods of assessment. The aim of 

th i s study, conducted at Harvard University, was to compere 

measures of "effectiveness of adjustment". 

In two separate experiments, each employing male 

undergraduates as subjects , two Interrelated hypotheses sug­

gested by al lport were submitted to empirical t e s t , r-vids 

p radio ted in both experiments that (a) neuroticism as mea­

sured by the Psychosomatic Inventory would correlate with 

poor adjustment as measured by eaoh of the other direct and 

projective methods of assessment and (b) there would be con­

cordance among rank orders on the f ive measures of poor 

adjustment. 

In ths f i r s t experiment the sample consisted of 

twenty normal subjects who bad volunteered to be studied 

intens ive ly . They were informed that the data would be used 

so l e ly for purposes of s c i e n t i f i c researoh and were guaran­

teed anonymity. In the second experiment the twenty-three 

normal subjeots, who had also volunteered to be studied and 

were c losely matched with the f i r s t sample, were informed 

that the resul ts of assessment would be u t i l i zed in seleot ing 

one of them for a desirable pos i t ion. The hypotheses 

26 Davids, OP. C l t . . p . 423-440. 
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predicted a s ign i f i eaat degree of agreement among rank orders 

on maladjustment assigned on the basis of the following pro­

cedures: (1) psychosomatic inventory; (£) s e l f - ra t ings ; 

(5) personal interviews) (4) sentence completion techniques; 

sad (5) word-association technique. The hypotheses were 

confirmed in both experiments. 

When the two groups were compered i t was found that 

inter-correlat ions among ths different measures and the 

coef f ic ient of concordance were of considerably lower magni­

tude in the second experiment. The ooeffioient of concordance 

for the f i r s t group was . 72 , and .56 for the second croup. 

While i t i s not possible to t e s t the significance of d i f f er ­

ence for Ws, th i s difference l a magnitude Indicates that the 

degree ot concordance was greater in the f i r s t Toup. They 

also found that a comparison of mean BOO res and variances In 

the two groups revealed that , as expected, the subjects in 

the second group evidenced l e s s maladjustment and greater 

homogeneity on each of the measures. These dif ferences , 

however, attained a satisfactory l eve l of s t a t i s t i c a l s i g n i ­

ficance on just two of the measures: the se l f - ra t ing and 

the word-association technique. There was a consistent 

finding of l e s s var iabi l i ty among the subjects In the second 

experiment. This i s exactly what one would expect in a 

group of individuals who ere trying to d is tort the ir 

responses in the direction of the soc ia l ly acceptable answer. 
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The author concluded that performance on personality measures 

is a function of many variables, one of the most important 

of vtoich is motivation. 

Davids, in his suggestions for furthsr research, 

suggests that it would be advisable to incorporate the 

Rorschach or Thematic Apperception Test in the design of 

future investigations of theee matters. Hs reasoned that, 

although they wsre more complex and difficult to score, theee 

instruments were less susceptible to deception than were 

sentence-completion and word-association techniques; moreover, 

due to their popularity in applied settings, research findings 

with these two standard projective tests would seem to bs 

particularly valuable. 

It seeas that, in a study aimed at comparing three 

methods of personality assessment, the extent of comparison 

Becomes highly limited when the variable being assessed is 

as broad as "effectiveness of adjustment". It seems to be 

e well known fact that different teste measure different 

aspeote of behavior and at different levels. It also seems 

that the results would have been less ambiguous hed the 

techniques aimed at measuring a more specific aspect of be­

havior, like anxiety or needs, instead of a alob^l variable 

which consists of many different traits. 
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In a more extensive investigation in 1958 Davids and 

27 

Pildner conducted researoh designed to test Allport's hypo­

theses concerning the congruence of the normal adult's re­

sponses to direct and projective methods of personality 

assessment, again interjecting the independent variable of 

varying motivational conditions. 

In this study a battery of nine personality measures 

were assembled which Included the following four projective 

techniques: a word-assoolation test, a sentence-completion 

test, the Aaaagoddl Test and the Thematlo Apperception Test; 

and five direct instruments: a self-rating scale, the 

Happiness Scale, the Affect questionnaire. the Psychosomatic 

Inventory of licFarlaad and Swety, and the Taylor Manifest 

Anxiety Scule. The researchers also inoluded a clinloal 

evaluation of each subject, on the basis of an initial inter­

view by a psychologist prior to the testing program. 

The authors utilized a sample of forty-three normal 

male college students. The control group consisted of twenty 

normal male undergraduates who were volunteers, paid for 

their time, guaranteed anonymity, and encouraged to be honest 

and uninhibited in the cause of science. The experimental 

27 Anthony Davids and Henry Pildner, "Comparison of 
Direct and Projective UeV ods of Personality ostssa&nt Jnder 
Different Conditions of Motivation", in Psyohological Pono­
graphs , Tol. 72, Ko. 11, V/.cle Vo. 464, 1950, p. 1-30. 
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group consisted of twenty-three male undergraduates not 

majoring in Social Relations or Psychology, &nd who had 

applied for employment as a research ass is tant at Harvard 

Psychological Cl inic . The authors mention that they 

expected that the experimental subjects would attempt to d i s -

t r t the personality meesures in an effort to appear mature 

and well adjusted. Because of the nature of the projective 

t e s t material, i t was predloted that the experimental group 

would be unable to a l ter s ignif ioant ly their performance 

on the projective measures so as to appear exceptionally 

well adjueted or, in th is case, "uon-allenated". However, 

since the direct instruments were more transparent, i t was 

expected that they would be quite susceptible to d i s tort ion . 

Since the control group wss motivated to respond honestly 

to these assessment measures, the experimenters predicted 

that the experiments! group would show s ignif ioant ly l e s s 

alienation on the direct measures, and would not differ from 

the control group on the projective t e s t al ienation soore. 

Also, i t was predicted that the experimental group would per­

form l e s s consistently on direct and projective t e s t s and, 

therefore, in coaparison with the control group would show 

l e s s concordance among rank orders bused on the resu l t s of 

the various measures. 

28 Davids and Pildner, Op. P i t . . p. 27. 
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Both hypotheses were oonfirn d, but the authors 

found, in comparing the actual magnitude of tbe correlations 

within each group, th&t the experimental showed l e s s con­

sistency from measure to measure and obtained lower scores 

on e l l adjustment measures. 

Their f ina l conclusion was that , although Allport's 

contention of congruence between direct and projective 

measures was supported, the study also demonstrated that 

performance on personality measurer i s a function of many 

variables , one of the most important of which i s the motiva­

t ional conditions at the time of tes t ing . 

The resul ts demonstrated that distort ion i s l i k e l y 

to take place on direct personality measures as the resul t 

of the motivations! s ituation and that projective methods 

can be used e f fec t ive ly to control assessment deception. 

I t should be mentioned that in th i s st idy the ten 

Thematic Apperception Test cards used were 1 , 3BM, 4 , 5 , 6BM, 

7BM, 11 , 14, 15, 18BU, and that tre frequency and intensity 

of scoreble material was taken into account. The authors 

a l so introduced two innovations In the administration of the 

Thematic Arperception Test, exposing the card for twenty 

seconds and having the s tory - t e l l e r tfive a proper name for 

the chief oharaoter In the story. 
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The authors ulso ooiMient on neurotic reactions to 

the two types of assessment techniques but, since only two 

of the subjects could bs classified as maladjusted, their 

generalizations do not seem warranted. 

29 

Keating'8 master's thesis conducted at the Univer­

s i ty of Ottawa In 1960 was based on Allport's postulate that 

direot and projective measures of assessment would reveal 

ths same Information about the motives and attitudes of the 

norma! person but, with the maladjusted individual, projec­

t ive techniques would e l i c i t repressed material which would 

be contrary to that expressed on direct HieasurtiS of personality. 

He used an experimental form of the Sack's Sentence 

Completion Test. made up of s ix ty se l f -referent items and 

s ixty matched other-referent items, mixed at random. On the 

basis of the cri terion of the psychiatric assessment, &n 

experimental population v»&s divided into nn "adjusted" group 

of f i f t y subjects and a "maladjusted" -roup of twenty-nine. 

Each se t of s ix ty items was scored separately, and 

each response was scored e i ther "positive" or "net*,utive" 

v<ith reference to adjustment. "Negative" responses were 

summed to provide the f inal scores. 

29 Arthur Keating, "Self-Referent Versus Other -
Referent Incomplete 3entenv.es In Project ion' , unpublished 
Master's t h e s i s , presented to the School of Psychology and 
Education at the University of OtWftu, Uit^rio, i960 , 
ix-150 p. 

http://3entenv.es
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Keating hypothesized that there would be no s i g n i f i ­

cant differences between the two forms of the Sentence Com­

plet ion Test for el tbe r group, und that there would be no 

s lgaif leant dlfferenoee between group on either form of the 

t e e t . 

He found that each group obteined a s igni f ioant ly 

higher mean score on the other-referent form of the t e s t , 

but that the two groups aid not d i f fer s igni f icant ly on either 

form of ths t e s t . 

He interpreted these resul ts to indicate that while 

the other-referent type of item, by i t s nature, e l i c i t e d s 

greater number of unfavorable responses, i t did not d i s t i n ­

guish between the adjusted and maladjusted individuals . His 

assumption that Allport*s rationale was oorr*ot led him to 

conclude that neither type of item could be considered a 

"projeetive" method, i t should be noted that , while th is 

assumption gave nesting a basis for his study of sentence 

completion forms, i t seems premature in view of the v a l i ­

dating evidence presented in the l i t er , ture. 

Another crit ic ism that might be leveled at Meeting's 

research concerns h is analysis . In making a mean comparison 

of the two groups for each form of the t e s t , he has masked 

some of the information that could have been obtained. If 

he had carried h i s analysis a step further end showed the 

frequency of change for the two groups on individual i tems, 
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his analysis would have been more in keeping with Allport* s 

original hypothesis. Allport suggests that the basic dif­

ference between the normal and neurotic ^roup lies In direct 

acceptance and awareness of motivational and personality 

faetora. By stopping the analysis at a comparison of mean 

differences, hs has obscured the possibility of detecting 

change of response oa the two forms of the test. In other 

words, it is possible that the normal group would have 

essentially the same problems as the neurotic group, but 

admit to it on both type of items, while the neurotic 

would deny it on the self-reference and admit to it on the 

indirect form. Consequently, an analyeie of the frequency of 

the change would have been more illuminating. 

It should also bs mentioned that the question as to 

whether a first person or third person sentence completion 

teet le a projective or non-projeotlve method of assessment 

is still a controversial issue. Keating*s exteneive review 

of studies using both stimulus forms of the sentence com­

pletion tests leads him to conclude that: 

Studies (...) huve failed to contributed to 
over-all agreement as to the projective or non-
projective nature of the self-referent and other-
referent stimulus items in a sentence completion 
teat.30 

30 Keating, OP. Clt.. p. 81. 
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Other studlee which offer indireot evidence for and 

against Allport*s contention concerning the direct versue 

projective problem will now be cited and orltloally evaluated. 
31 

As early as 1934 Laelett and Bennett administered 

ths Kent-Rosanoff Word Association Test, end the Bernrsutsr 

Inventory. The Bernreuter Inventory was only scored on 

soale Bl-N, or the scale for neurotic tendencies. The tests 

were administered to a ;roup of 164 normal college students 

at Oregon State College. Although good subject-experimenter 

rapport was reported, there w&s a marked laok of agreement 

on neurotic tendencies bstwesn the two measures. The pro­

ducts moment correlation reported was -.000, while the 

rank order index was -.027. The subjects were suspected 

of conscious protsctlon of sensitive personality areas on 

the direct instrument, as well ae overstatement resulting 

from too great an awareaess of minor weaknesses. Many of the 

students rsported that one or more of these faotors hsd de­

creased the aoouracy of their reports. 

In 1947 Ellis 2 oonduoted a study which aimed at 

studying ths sffects of using direct and indirect phrasing 

31 H. Laslett end T. Bennett, "A Comparison of Scores 
on Two Measures of Personality", in the Journal of bnormal 
and Social Psychology. Vol. 26, No. 41, March 1934, p7 459-461. 

32 Albert Ellis, "A Comparison of the Use of Direct 
aad Indirect Phrasing in Personality Questionnaires" in 
Psycholoaical monographs. Vol. 61, No. 3, Whole No. 284, 
1947, p. 1-41. 
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of personslity questionnaires. Ellis was interested in 

testing the hypothesis that personality tests administered 

in a direct and Indirect test form would differentiate be­

tween groups of behavior problem and non-problem ohildren. 

The experimental groups consisted of forty behavior problem 

boys, and 221 non-problem boys from regular seventh and 

eighth grade classes of three New Tork City Junior High 

Sohools. Ths "problem" oases consisted of pupils who had 

been brought to the attention of the school principal on 

several occasions and had been referred to the school psy­

chologist for special guidance. He found that the score of 

the two groups did not differ significantly on the direct 

items, but the problem child group showed considerably more 

maladjustment on the indirect items. Within both groups a 

signifioantly greater number of asladjustment responses were 

gl?en to the indirect items. 

In 1947 Combs oonduoted an investigation comparing 

ths Thematic Apperception Test and autobiographies. The 

protocols were analyzed In terms of the individual'e "desires" 

as expressed on each instrument. The sample consisted of 

forty-six students in Mental Hygiene Classes at Syracuse 

35 Arthur Combs, "A Comparative Study of Motivations 
as Revealed in TAT Stories and Autobiographies", in the 
Journsl of Clinical Psychology. Vol. 3, No. 4, January 1947, 
p. 65-75. 
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University. The subjects wrote s tor ies in response to 

twenty pictures of the Thematic Apperception Test and 

sutobiographies covering specified topics , la th i s way, 

907 Theaatlo Apperception Tost s tor ies and over f i f t een 

hundred pages of autobiographical materiel was obtained for 

analys i s . A l srge area of overlap was noted in the two 

Instruments, especial ly in the ar<*as of security , recogni­

t ion and response. In terms of the t o t a l s , a rank order 

correlation of .739 *as found for the two instruments. This 

expresses a fa i r ly high degree of relationship oetween the 

frequencies with which each Instrument reveals sped f i e 

des ires . I t i s apparent that the two instruments have a 

considerable area of overlap with respect to motivational 

analys is . Ths Thematic Apperception Test tended to e l i c i t 

dss ires in the present and future, and more so d a l l y unaccept­

able categories of des ire , while the autobiography emphasized 

the peat, milder and more s o c i a l l y acceptable forms of 

motive t i on. 

In a study conducted by £rioksen, Lazarus and 

Strongs, using twonty-two normal col lege students, the 

authors found a marked lack of relat ionship between perform­

ance under s tress and various Rorschach s igns . However, 

84 P.*. Erioksen, R.S. Lazarus and J.R. Strange, 
"Psychological Stress and I t s Personality Correlates", in 
the Journal of P e r s o n a l l y , Vol. 20, Mo. 3 , June 1952, 
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laformstlon offered by the subjects in a personal interview 

proved to be an excel lent predictor of strers performance. 

The author s ta te s : 

F inal ly , we may note that our subjects were "bis 
to predlot the direction of the ohange in their per­
formance under s t r e s s . Assuming that th is finding 
has general i ty , we are l e f t with the amusing con­
clusion that , with our present techniques, the beet 
way to predlot how a man w i l l perform under s t re s s 
i s to ask hla.35 

In addition to the lack of relationship found on the 

Rorschach s igns , ths authors found that scores on the 

QuiIford-Martin Inventory of Factors, and the Bell Adjustment 

Invsntory also fa i led to di f ferent iate betveen high and low 

stress groups. In ro oases were s t a t i s t i c a l l y re l iab le 

differences obtained, although there was a tendency for the 

group who showed improvement under s tress to be more 

ascendant on both instruments. These subjects also showed 

more emotional s t a b i l i t y on the Bell end greater s e l f -

confidence on the Oullford-Martln. Perhaps, with a larger 

number of cases these differences would have attained 

s t a t i s t i c s ! s ignif icance. 
36 

In 1956 Llndzey and Tejessey, studying aggreeeion 

signs in the Theaatio Apperception Test, found that se l f 

35 Srickeen, et a l . . OP. P i t . , p. 285. 

56 H. Lindsay and C. Tejessey, "The Thematic Apper­
ception Test: Indices of Aggrenaion in Relation to Measures 
of Overt and Covert Behavior", in American Journal of 
Orthopsychiatry. Vol. 26, No. 3 , July 1956, p . 567-576. 
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ratings of twenty Harverd College undergraduates on aggres­

sion cor role t<?d highly with cggresaicn expressed in Thematic 

Apperception Test material. This study correlated the 

Thematic Apperception Test variables with four other J assures 

of sggreesion, a diagnostic council rating, observers' 

rat ings , ths ^1cture-Frustra11on Study. and se l f - ra t ings . 

The highest correlations were found between the Themutic 

Apperception Test variable and s e l f - ra t ings . Seven of the 

ten correlations between specif ic variables were s ignif icant 

at the .05 leve l and thv correlation coeff ic ients ranged 

from .36 to .73 . The authors comment: 

We had predicted that the correlations between 
TAT dimensions and subject's se l f -rat ings would be 
the lowest of the four sets of relationships 
examined, ^ulte the oontrary - we find that for a l l 
ten TAT dimensions there i s a posit ive cox relation 
with the se l f -rat ings and seven of these correlations 
reach conventional l eve l s of significance ( . . . ) 
These findings suggest rat er strongly that the 
scores we had derived painstakingly from the TAT 
protocols represent rather accurately the informa­
tion we could have secured from the subjeots them­
selves by simply asking them to apprjlse their own 
behavior.3" 

The authors In their conclusion suggest that ths 

s e n s i t i v i t y of the Theactio Apperception Teat to covert 

aspects of behavior depends upon the ;erticuls..r method of 

analysis used and, consequently, the user of projective 

37 Llndzey and Tejessey, Op. Clt.. p. 573. 
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techniques must not assume that he is necessarily deallag 

with covert or latent aspects of behavior. 
38 

In a study conducted by Chllds, Frank and Storm 

in 1956, the authors explored the relationship between ten 

forms of social behavior and anxiety about uach form through 

two different measuring devices . The ten forms of soc ia l 

behavior being studied were achievement, aggresaion, autonomy, 

deference dominance, I so la t ion , nurturunee, responsibi l i ty , 

soc iab i l i ty and suocoranoe. 

The sample consisted of male students in an under­

graduate peyehology course at Tale University. Ths number of 

subjects available for the vrrious results reported In a 

study varied from 104 to 108. 

The two measuring instrumente in this study consisted 

of a questionnaire in which the subjects rated themselves on 

ten items believed relevant to each variable under study, 

and a group Thematic Apperception Test. Eight standard 

Thematic Asreroe^tlon Test cards believed relevant to the 

variables under study were u t i l i z e d . The eards used and 

order followed were as follows: 1, 18BM, 7Btt, 133M, 6BM, 

1211, 14 and 10. 

38 I . L . Chllds, F. Kitty, and T. Storm, "Self 
Eatings and TAT: Their Relation to Each Other and to Child­
hood Background", in the Journal of Personality. Vol. £5, 
No. 1 , July 1956, p. 96-114. 
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In the analysis of the data, the authors formulated 

the hypothesis tv,at the r.ention of a fora of behavior In 

*oo Thematic A-"">° reaction Test ntory shouli be pos i t ive ly 

related to a s e ] f - r ting of the .:ame form of behavior. In 

order to oheok th is hypothesis, m l f-rating scores \.a-e 

plotted in relation to frequency of ..ention of the luost 

relavaat forme of behavior on the The antic Apperception Test 

e tor iee . Wherever the numb«r of oases was su f f i c i en t , sa l f -

ratlag of posit ive tendency and of unxiety *ere plotted in 

relat ion to hoth of these - ari ibi^e , *<& rat ioned in the 

Themptlo Apperception Test. The outcome app.:.red to be 

ent ire ly random. For most vrri^-bles, differences in average 

se l f -rat ing scores according to the nunXer of mentions of 

the corresponding theme «cs very small in relation to the 

amount of v e r i s b l l i t y . E i t h e r in t v ese r-^all differences 

nor in the s l ight ly lar~<?r differences, which occurred with 

some of the v^rlabl^s, was there any consistency in the 

direction of the relationship from one variable to another; 

moreover, the relat ionships ^ere not s igni f icant ly di f ferent . 

Plooinin's 3* master's t h e s i s , conducted ttt the Uni­

versity of Ottawa in 1960, atto.r.-it^i to tes t Allport'c taoory 

39 Sergio Picc inin , Asssns-nent of tbe Body attitudes 
of Normal Individuals by Plreot and indirect Measures. 
unpublisned Master's Thesis, presented to the School of 
Peyehology and Education of the University of Ottawa, Ontario, 
I960, v i i - 3 0 p. 
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t h a t nor ra l subjects do not d i f f e r on d i r e c t tind p ro jec t ive 

t e s t p -.rform: nee by oxtci.diug I t to the ai-ea of body 

a t t i t u d e s . 

He urvd two JJL,azures of body a t t i t u d e . The pro jec­

t i ve er*tsure *as the . o r r i ^ r score obtained from the Roraohaoh. 

while the Body Cathexls . test . *hloh aska euojeots to r e t s 

f o r t y - s i x of t h e i r body p a r t s on a f ive-po in t scwle , was 

the d i r e c t met f - re . Els sample oon^s-wu of t.avanty-eight 

male and s ix ty- tvo female otudciits a t the University of 

OttaAt . 

This resenrco. did not show any s i g n i i i c a n t r e l a t i o n ­

ship in the expect '-! d i r ec t ion ; i n r . c t , a s l i g h t tendency 

in the opposite d i r ec t ion was indica ted . 1'he author f e l t 

t ha t th le 1*-ok of :\d«stion3».lp stemoed from the lack of 

d iscr iminat ion tha t the ra t ing categories of the Body 

Cety.exis Test afforded. The present wr i t e r fceels t h a t the 

a u t h o r ' s f.ssuaiption t h a t the Bar r ie r score measured uncon­

scious a t t i t u d e s tnd feel ings about one 's body was a p r e ­

mature assumption in viev. of the va l ida t ing evidence p r e ­

sented. I t ..:ight !*lso be notec: tha t the Barr ier score 

obtained from Rorschach protocols seemed to provide too 

gross a measure of body a t t i t u d e , in comparison to the 

r e l a t i v e l y refined measurement by the d i r e c t method. This 

lack of d i r e c t comparability could e a s i l y a f fec t the 

s t a t i s t ! c a l outcome. 
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4. Summary and Basic -ypothesis. 

Of the eleven researoh reports reviewed, seven 

studies lend evidence to Allport*s hypothesis, while the 

remaining four did not yield ths expected results. Only two 

of the studies cited tested Allport's hypothesis of wide 

dlsore->aney among assessment methods with neurotic adults. 

The oontradlotory results of these two studies points to 

the need for more research utilizing neurotios. Ke^.t'ng, 

who was primarily Interested in the projective nature of 

sentenoe completion forms, found no significant differences 

between the two groups, while Cetzel's researoh substantiated 

the Allportlan view. It should be noted also that Cetzel's 

assumption that a third-person form sentence completion test 

is a projective method is a controversial issue In the 

literature. The paucity of researoh with neurotics and the 

lack of research aimed at specifically measuring motiva­

tional variables seems to provids justification for the 

existence of the present Investigation. 

Criticisms of individual studies have b«en offered 

when the studies were presented, but it is diffioult to 

assess the overall impact of theee studies. This difficulty 

is due to ths wide variety of aasessment methods used, the 

lack of essantisl controls in some studies, the varying 

sample sizes, and the research aims of the different 
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lavestigstors. The results of the research conducted thus 

far do point to the contradictory findings obtained -nd the 

definite need for a more elaborate investigation with 

assessment methods that are more specifically focuesed on 

variables that are more directly comparable. 

In order to ascertain the degree of congruence 

existing between the responses of normal and neurotic adulte 

as derived from direct, indirect and projective xetho5s of 

assessment, it seems essential that the variables compared 

be basically the same for each method. This deficiency 

has been a criticism of two of the important studies pre­

viously cited. The tendency to use a global variable like 

"effective adjustment" seems to oontra-indloate a genuine 

comparison among assessment methods at the three different 

levels. 

It Is this consideration that has led the present 

investIrator into the realm of need assessment. The assess­

ment of needs provides relatively clearly defined and 

speeific variables of a motivational nature. The existence 

of a direct, indirect and projective method which will 

measure needs has further facilitated this choice. 

It is out of these deficiencies and problems that 

the present investigation has evolved. The present writer 

la seeking an answer to the specific question: Will there 
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bo a difference in the degree of oongruonoe existing between 

the expresssd needs of norms! and neurotic adults *xs 

derived from direct, lndlreot and projective methods of 

need assessment with respeot to Gordon Allport*s theoretics! 

position? 
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KXPSRIMSS TAL DSSIGe! 

This chapter dcaoxiLos the procedures, f ollo-ve i to 

t e s t tne research aypoureses proposed a the preceding 

chapter . Presentat ion of the uca^i i .iuii j.-^a broken i n t o 

s i x auc t ions . 

The i i r s t s e c t i o n i s conjoined «.ifch the btataoiaat of 

the s t a t i s t i c a l hypotnuaes of the preaent research. The 

second s e c t i o n w i l l be concerned with the descr ipt ion of the 

subjec t s used i n t h i s s tudy. The t o o l s of the lesearoh are 

then described with par t i cu lar a t t e n t i o n paid ;J the 

r a t i o n a l e behind s e l e c t l u n of the instruments used , and the 

b a s i s i o r s e l e c t i o n of tae part icu lar rhemutlo Ai ^preoption 

Teat jarda. The fourth s e c t i o n s p e c i i i o s the procedures 

follo«t:d in administering the t c t t s while the f i f t h s e c t i o n 

desoi-ibes the ii^thod of s p r i n g the Ia«jau.tic A# se r ce;; 11 on 

Tes t . The f i n a l s e c t i o n descr ibes the a tu t i&t loa l proce­

dures employed. 

1 . Statement of the S t a t i s t i c a l Hypotheses. 

As w i l l be r e c a l l e d from chapter one, the s p e c i f i c 

researoh quest ion of the present study i s : Will there be 

a d i f f t rance i n the decree of congruence e x i s t i n g between 

the expressed needs of normal and neurot ic adul t s as 
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derived fro^ l l r c o t , i n l i r o ^ t <j&d p r o j e c t i v e uetlious of need 

a^s^ssment? 

from t'.*is s p e c i f i c uy^o'—a.^is f i v e major s t a t i s t i c a l 

hypotheses t*ji bt i cr lvrd v.Llca be .r a A i l p o r t ' s theory of 

the response i l a c r » . \ i.cy of neur .^ic uud u^x'iual subjec t s to 

d i f f e r e n t a e t h o i s of oaseer«i.ent. i n i .ull form: 

I . There ure no s i g n i f l eant d l f f - repeat. Let A x. en 
norma! and neurot lo adul t s with regard to t h e i r 
ilscrepf-'iOy soorss on d i r e c t vtr:-us i n d i r e c t 
methods of need assessment. 

I I . There are no s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f erences between 
normal and neurot ic adul t s with reg&iJ to u iv i r 
discrepancy scores on d i r e c t versus p r o j e c t i v e 
metnods of need -.^ausa *cut. 

I I I . Thar.-* ere no :>i0x. If leant d i f f erences uet&^en 
normal and neurot lo adul t s with regard to t h e i r 
discrepancy scores on ind irec t versus p r o j e c t i v e 
metbods of need assessment . 

IV. There are no s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s between 
the rank-order p o s i t i o n s of d i r e c t , i n d i r e c t and 
p r o j e c t i v e methods of need assessment for the 
normal adul ts >vith regard to each of the ten 
needs . 

V. There are no s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s between 
the rank-or:.: r pos i t Ka£. of d i r e c t , i n d i r e c t and 
pro jec t ive methods of need assessment for the 
neurot ic adults v.ith re^-rfi to each of the ten 
needs . 

. . The Subjec t s . 

The group of normal subjec t s v as composed of a t o t a l 

of s i x t y adult a-ales ranging bet re en the & ,̂es of nineteen 

and f i f t y . The s u b j e c t s were enrol led in an l n t r o i u c t o r y 
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course in ~syoh-lo*y ut S . in t t u t r i c k ' s , Cuil^.e la Ottawa 

and the Universi ty cf E? t ro i t in »rJLc.iic>.u. Doth groups 

consisted of per t - t ime e".1^u t s in the Ad .-It 1-ve^lug 

Extension p r o . j r c n . 

All t e s t i n g w.ts conducted luring the firj.it t h i ee 

weeks of c l a s s in o.^er to avcid the i^ore'-aed psychological 

s o p h i s t i c a t i o n t h a t would r e s u l t from the knowledge gained 

in the courpos tbenpelves . All of tLs subjects in the uoras l 

group were I n i t i a l l y sor one'J ,-lth tne f i r s t OuS items of the 

Minnesota M u l t i p l e i e "FnrponHty inventory Test snu any sub­

j e c t with a "T" fcoie eb~ve 70 on t'.e Hypochondriasis, De­

press ion , or Hysteria scale ~f the r i s n e s o t a ^u l t l ahaa lo 

T»rsong.llty Inventory j.r.s *xc l i l ed . Caly one subject wtii 

excluded on t h i s b s t l s . 

The mean a?e of the normal jroup »as i7 ,76 yeurs 

r i t h a standard deviat ion of a.54. The -<<ia lovel of educa­

t ion obtained una 12.13 y^ars ^ i t h a s t . n i u r i deviat ion of 

1.29. 

The second group of suojeots w±.& comp.sed of t h i r t y 

mala o u t p a t i e n t s , who received e psych ia t r i c dlu^noeis of 

neuro t ic r eac t ion . The divis ion of the number of p a t i e n t s 

according to the d iagnos t ic cub-categories rf neurot ic 

reac t ion I s as fol lows: s ixteen neuro t ic la; tass ive 

r eao t ione , 11 anxiety r e a c t i o n s , and 3 obsessive-compulsive 

r e a c t i o n s . 

http://firj.it
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The neurotic subjects wero pelectf.d from ths Cut-

patient divis ions of Ottawa Civic Hospital in Ottav.a, Ontario, 

and Aneora State Hospital in Hammonton, New Jersey. The 

diagnoses arrived at by the psychiatrist :.t both ins t i tu t ions 

were based on the Mental S t a t i s t i c s Handbook. The majority 

of patients were being administered tranquilizers of varying 

dosages. Mo patients were receiving electro-convulsive 

therapy, nor had any of the patients been receiving therapy 

for a period longer than thres weeks. 

The a«$es of the neurotlo group ranged between eigh­

teen end forty-f ive years. The mean age of the neurotic 

group was 87.43 with a stnnderd deviation of 6.99, The mean 

leve l of eduoatlon attained was 11.56 years with a standard 

deviation of 1.89. Table X presents in summary form a des­

cription of group characteris t ics . 

The normal and neurotlo groups were aat^hed for age, 

and educational l e v e l s attained, since i t wan f e l t that 

theae variables might affect the t e s t r e s u l t s . Ths groups 

were compared through ths use of the "t" t e s t for uncorre­

c t e d groups and the results of th i s comparison are shown 

In Table I . No s ignif icant difference was found beyond the 

.01 l eve l of probability between the means or standard 

1 Mental S t a t i s t i c s Handbook, second edi t ion , 
Dominion Bureau of S t a t i s t i c s , Health and Welfare Divis ion, 
p e o n ' s Printer , Ottawa, Ontario, 1954, lv-79 p. 
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Table I . -

"t" Test of Means Between Soraal and Neurotic Subjects on Age 
and iSducation (N * Normale: 60, Neurotloe: 30) . 

Variable 

Age 

Sdueation 
in grades 

S t a t . 

M 

<r 
(T U 

C~~ J~~ 

U 

a-

o-VL 

C a~ 

Croup 
ftormal-

27.76 

6.54 

.852 

.597 

I S . 15 

1.29 

.168 

.117 

•Neurotic 

27.43 

6.99 

1.29 

.901 

11.56 

1.30 

.242 

.167 

Di f f . 

.32 

.45 

.59 

.01 

o-D 

1.54 

1.07 

2.47 

1.68 

t S l g a i f . 

.207 

. 4 2 ! 

.236 

.005 
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d e v i a t i o n s of tha groups with i a s p e c t uo ._.o and - ideat iona l 

l e v e l . 

3. The Toole of the Study. 

i n cr,iai to iav'-auig^Lw lu& : i ig ice oX ooagraance 

e x i s t i a * between tl.e res. Oubui> of normal ojid xieurooio sub­

j e c t s as derived from u i i o o t , inu irwet , uad projmotive &ot:.o>ie 

of usscsb c i . t , i t ee&ms e s s e n t i a l t^&t tuu v t u i u b l ^ CO^A r-ad 

be b a s i c a l l y the same lor t>auh aethou. 'fho tttauw^uy to uae 

g l o b a l verltialca l i k e "eXi act ive uSjUitment", as a*.a jt»eu 

noted before , seems to centra- ind icate * toanuine comparison. 

I t i s t h i s cons iderat ion t u - t nas lad tne ^recent 

i n v e s t ! ...utor into tne realm, of UCJJ *.i.»e*;a.j*at. The u&seae-

aent of needs provides r e l a t i v e l y ci^ar de f ined , and s p e c i f i c 

v a r i a b l e s . 

The ten r.oeds s e l e c t e d fox co^p*. r i s e n in t h i s study 

are as f o l l o w s : achievement, cbase^ant, u f i i l l a t i o n , a g r e s ­

s i o n , autonomy, deference , dominance, nurturance, s e x , and 

suocoiunce. The : e l e c t i o n of tuose par t i cu lar uoeds «bo 

d i c t a t e d by e x i s t i n g research which invest!*;,. I--;, ^ e otl&ulus 

p u l l of the Ihem*itio Appcrcfejtlon l e s t . < i ^ s . Taeee needs 

seem t o appear moot frequent ly in e t o r i o t to ld by s u b j e c t s 

to the Thematic Apperception Test s t i m u l i . 2 Theae noeds 

2 Leonard 3roa , "A Normative Study of the TAT", i n 
sy fho lo^ lca l Monographs.. Vol , 64 , So . 9 , Whole l ! o. 315 , 
9 5 0 , p . 1 -45 . 
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were also chosen beoause they srs measured by the Sd*ards 

Personal Preference Schedule whioh i s being used as the 

indirect method la the present study. 

The description of the three as sea Brent net-ode also 

provides the reader with the operational def ini t ion of the 

terms d irect , indirect and projective as used in this study. 

A brisf dsscriptlon of esoh method end pertinent comments 

regarding i t s se leot lon fol lows; 

a) Self-Hanking Meed Sheet . - This i e the direot 

measure of need assessment. I t simply consists of a l i s t of 

the ten variables being studied. Theee needs, with s oorres 

ponding brief def ini t ion taken from Henry Murray's l i s t of 

def ini t ions in the Thematic Apperception Manual. *n d items 

taken from the Sdwards Personal Preference Schedule ere 

pressnted to the subjects with instructions to place them 

in rank order in terms of the ir motivational strength in his 

personality make-up. The Self-Ranking Need Sheet and 

instructions were devised by the present writer, and revised 

twice for c lar i ty at the suggeetion of p i l o t subjects . This 

instrument may be seen in Appendix 1. 

3 H.A. Murray. Thematic Apperoeption Test Manual. 
Harvard University Printing Office, Cambridge, Mass., 1943, 
p . 9-10. 
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b) The Sdwarde Personal Preference Schedule.- This 

is the indireot aeasurs of need assessment. The Bdwards Per-

oonal Preference Schedule wee designed primarily as an 

Instrument for reeearch and counseling purposes. It provides 

a quick and convenient measure of fifteen relatively indepen­

dent personality variables. The fifteen neede the Edwards 

Personal Preference Schedule purports to measure ere as 

follows: achievement, deference, order, exhibition, autonomy, 

affiliation, introspection, suocoranoe, dominance, abasement, 

aarturence, chaage, endurance, eex, end aggrssslon, Ths items 

in the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the variables 

that thess statements purport to measure have their origin 

la a list of manifest aeeds presented by H.A. Murray. 

Although Murray*e personality theory stiaulated the 

development of the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, 

there ie no report in the manual or subsequent literature 

attempting to show the relationship between the Thematic 

Apperception fast and the Idwarda Persona! Preference Schedule. 

Indirectly, the present research will present some evidence 

concerning the degree of thle relationship. 

In the construction of the gdwards Persons! Preference 

Schedule. Edwards prepared sets of items whose oontent 

4 Allen L. Edwards, Bdwards Personal Preference 
Schedule. Psychological Corporation, New York, 1954, p. 1-16. 
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appeared t o f i t each of t h e s s neede. When these items were 

administered i n t r a d i t i o n a l "Yes-No" form to a group of 

college students, frequency of endorsement correlated .87 

with the judged soc l e ! des irabi l i ty of the items. As a re­

s u l t , towards adopted the foroed oholoe format, placing in 

each pair items that Aere matched la socia l d e s i r a b i l i t y . 

Several independent experiments dsmonstrated that , when 

judged i n terms of general cultural norms, ths soc ia l 

des i rab i l i ty of items remains remarkably stable in groups 

differing in sex , age, education, socioeconomic l e v e l , or 

nat iona l i ty . 5 

Consistent resu l t s were also obtained when the 

Judgment of hospitalized psychiatric patients were compared 

with those of normal groups. Correlations of the Edwards 

Personal Prsferenee Schedule soores with ths socia l desira­

b i l i t y scale are lower than those of other inventories . 

Ths Edwards Personal Preference Schedule consists 

of 210 different pairs of forced-choice statements in which 

items from each of ths f i f t een ssales are paired off twice 

sgainst items from ths other fourteen. l a addit ion, f i f teen 

pairs are repeated in identical form to provide an Index of 

respondent conaistenoy. 

5 A.L. Edwards, The Social Desirabi l i ty Variable In 
Personality Assessment and Rssearch. Mew York. Drvden T r«ss r 
1957, p. 59-71. 
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Test-reteet r e l i a b i l i t i e s of the Edwards Personal "re­

ference Schedule, as reported in the manual, range from .74 

to .88; ep l l t -ha l f , from .60 to .87. Score intercorrelations 

are sa t i s fac tor i l y low; the largest coeff icient i s .46 

between a f f i l i a t i o n and nurturanoe. The next largest Is - .36 

between autonomy and nurturanoe. Muny of the correlations 

are close to zero. The low values of the Intorcorrelations 

indicate that the variables being measured are re la t ive ly 

independent. Basical ly , what the forwards Personal Preference 

Schedule prof i le reveals i s the re lat ive strength of the 

different neede. At i t e present s to?e , the Edwards Personal 

Preference Schedule seej&s to be a highly promising research 

instrument. A copy of the Edwards Personal ^reference 

Schedule may bs seen l a Appendix 2. 

c) Thematic Apperception Test . - This I s the projec­

t ive measure of need assessment. The Thematic Apperception 

Test devised by henry A. Hurray and Christiana D. Morgan 

consists of nineteen pictures printed on white br i s to l board, 

and one blank card, cal l ing for a total of twenty s t o r i e s . 

The procedure, according to Murray, simply consists of pre­

senting a s er i e s of pictures to a subject and encouraging 

him to t e l l spontaneous s t o r i s s about them. Murray f e e l s 

that s tor ies col lected l a th i s wey w i l l reveal s igni f icant 

6 Murray, OP. P i t . , p. 1-2. 
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components of personality. This i s due to the psychological 

tendency of people to Interpret an ambiguoua human s i tuat ion 

la conformity with their past experiences and present nee i s , 

end the tendency of those who write s tor ies to do l ikewise . 

Murray points out that , i f the pioturea are presented as a 

tee t of imagination, the subjeot*s in teres t , together with 

his need for approval, can be so Involved In the task that 

he forgets the necessity of defending himself and reveals 

s ignif icant aspects of his personality, especial ly his needs. 

Ten earde were selected for administration to the subjects 

on the basis of research investigating the "stimulus pull" 

of the various cards. 

There i s enough replicated researoh in the l i terature 

to amply demonstrate that eaoh of the Thematic Apperception 

Test pictures has i t s own "stimulus pull" in terms of ths 

thematic content and emotional tone told in response to i t . 

This researoh indicates that each individual picture hae i t s 

own stimulus properties idiich evoke themes, ident i f i ca t ions , 

and fee l ing tones, which are peculiar to i t , rnd which di f fer 

from those e l i c i t e d by other pioturas. The most comprehensive 

researoh of th i s nature has been conducted by Leonard Iron. 

The se leot lon of the ten oards used In the present 

study are based on Sron's researoh. Rron in his study l i s t s 

7 Kron, OP. C i t . . p. 1-45. 



KXPDHIMKNTAL DESIGN 55 

for each p ic ture the most frequent theme contributed to each 

card. Broa*s a n a l y s i s i s based on 150 male s u b j e c t s . This 

sample inc ludes normal, neurot ic and psychot io s u b j e c t s . 

Ths present writer u t i l i z e d Eron*s research by taking 

h i s normative data and l i s t i n g the three themes most f r e ­

quently mentioned lor each card in the s e t . This l i s t i n g 

waa compared with the ten needs being measured in the pre­

sent study. I f a particular card had e theme which seemed 

to involve one of the l l a t s d needs, th i s card number v. as 

noted next to that nt.ed. This step vas performe i in con­

junction with another psychologist who served as a counter­

check on the author. This procedure was followed for each 

of the Thorn* t i c Apperception Caras. A f ina l tabulation of 

the most frequently appearing cards determined the cards 

used in the present study. All of the f ina l ten cards 

selected were mentioned at l e a s t twioe. The card' selected 

were as follows: Carda 1, 2 , 3BM, 4 , Si, 6BM, 7BM, 10, 13MF, 

and 1B3M. A brief description of each o. rd may be seen 

in Appendix 3 , 

Since Eron's normative data are for males and the 

se lect ion of cards for this study la based u^on Them, the 

sample for the present study was a lso restr icted to males. 

Since the mean educations! leve l of both groups was 

at l ea s t grade eleven, there was no d i f f i cu l ty in obtaining 
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sat isfactory s t o r i e s . H i t t e r ' s 8 research indicates that 

after a normal l eve l of intel l lg«noe has been reaohed, 

there i s no correlation between the quantity or quality of 

response In the Thematic Apperception Test, and added 
o 

increments of in te l l i gence . Jaoquee, in his reseeroh, 

notes that protooole with sat ls fectory s tor i e s were obtained 

from subjects with an Intel l igence quotient of as low as 

eighty. Since ths educational leve l of both groups contra-

indleatos an inte l l igence quotient below eighty, i t i s f e l t 

that th i s factor was adequately controlled for . 

4 . Administration of the Teets. 

Ths review of the l i terature indicated the necessity 

of attempting to control for the motivational factor . With 

this in mind, special e f forts were siade to assure s incerity 

of response. 

Prior to the administration of the ter.ts , the groups 

were informed that th is project was aimed at obtr.inlng data 

about people In their age range, and that the oxamlner wos 

Interested only In sroup findings. A pica for s incer i ty 

8 J.B. Ri t ter , "Suggestions for Administration and 
Interpretation", In Journal of Personality. Vol. 15, No. 1, 
September 1946, p. 70-92. 

9 2 . Jacques, "The Clinical Use of the T*T with 
Soldiers", in Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology. 
Vol. 40, Ho. 1 , October 1945, p. 363-384. 
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and cooperation was made and the aubj^ets were .sr.ured 

anonymity. The subjects were told tc se lec t a f ive di-tlt 

code number for purposes of ident i f i cat ion . A copy of 

these Introductory remarks to the subjects may be seen In 

Appendix 4 . 

Another attempt employed in controlling for the 

motivational factor consisted of eliminating those subjects 

*ho obtained a consistency eoore of nine or below on the 

fdwards Personal Preference Schedule. Edwards in his test 

manual for the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule states: 

If a subject obtains a low consistency score, 
say less than 9, his soores on ths 15 personality 
variables may be questioned. In the normative 
cample of 1509 subjects only approximately 2 per 
cent of the subjects obtained scores this low or 
lower.*0 

The use of the consistency score as a orltexioa resulted in 

the elimination of one normal subject and two neurotic sub­

jects. It should also be noted that the consistency score 

is far from foolproof. This technique, while useful for 

detection in some cases, is not necessarily a measure of 

lying, since it is possible to lie consistently. 

All tests were administered in a group setting. 

The eize of the group varied from three to ten numbers. 

There le evideaoe in the literature to lad leate that etorles 

10 Sdv»ards, OP. Cit.. p. 7. 
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yielded ia a group administration do not dif fer s igni f icant ly 

in very many ways from s tor l s s obtained in a routine indiv i -

dual administration. Sron and Ri t ter ' s study, as well aa 
12 Lindsay and helneman*e reeeareh, indioate that there i e 

no difference in e i ther the themes yielded nor the range 

of content. A group administration also allowed the writer 

to more adequately control for environmental fac tors , such 

as time of administration, as well as for closer adherence 

to the t e s t instruct ions. Total test ing time par group 

averaged two and one half hours. 

The t e s t s were administered in the following order: 

Thematic Apperoopta. on Test: Edwards Personal Preference 

Schedule: and the Self-Rankin* Meed Sheet. This particular 

order was decided upon for the following reasons: (1) the 

decree of amolguity of the stimuli in the three methods; 

(o) the duration of testa{ and (3) to avoid a "set" which 

might develop i f tne d irect metnod were introduced f i r s t . 

In regard to the Thematic Apperception Test, the 

subjects were seated at e i ther a round or a square table 

with the examiner placing the cards in front of them. The 

11 L.B. Eron and A.M. f i t t e r , "A Comparison of Two 
Methods of Administration of the TAT", in the Journal of 
Consulting Psychology. Vol. 15, No. 1 , February 1951, p. 55-61. 

1£ G. Llndzey and H. Heiaeman, "The TAT: Individual 
and Group Administration", in the Journal of Personality. 
Vol. 24, No. 2 , September 1955, p. 34-55. 
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oarda were expoeed for one minu1 e and then the subjects ware 

given f ive minutes to write the ir r.tory. This t lue l imi t 

was arrived at after reviewing the Therr.atlc A,r>-percaption Test 

l i terature on group admlnlstrrtlon. Unlzey &nd riolneau»n*8^s 

researoh on group versus Individual administrateor.s ulso 

found no difference in the s tor ies t o l l zhen the subjects 

were *;iven eight or f ive minutes. They relecta^ f ive 

minutes beoause they f e l t that th i s allowed le?n- time for 

censoring the s tor ies and beerjune this t i re l i r l t vca l e s s 

fat iguing. After experimenting with t ine l imits en a p i l o t 

group, It was found that th i s time period wa? cra~le for both 

the neurotlo and normal subjects . This tir.e l imit was 

announced to the subjeots prior to the exposure of the cards. 

These instructions may be seen In appendix 4. 

After the administration and completion of the 

Thematic Apperception Teat s t o r i e s , the subjects were asked 

to write the name of the hero for each story and,in this way, 

i t was hoped that scorer d i f f i cu l ty in ident i f icat ion of 

the hero would be reduced. In those cases in which the 

subject had designated two heroes for the ~tory, the scorer 

wae instructed to score the protocol in terms of the 

instruction sheet provided. The instruction sheet for scoring 

ths Thematic Apoerooption Test protocol may be soen in 
Appendix 3 . 

13 Lladxey and heinema*, Op. C l t . . p. 37. 
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5. Scoring of the Thematic Apperception Test. 

The two scorers of the Thematic Apperoeptlon Test 

were supplied with 8 s e t of instructions for scoring and a 

l i s t of def in i t ions of each of the ten needs. The s t o r i e s 

were scored for both frequency and intensi ty of needs. Ths 

in tens i ty ratings of the neede as depicted in the s t o r i e s 

ranged on a scale from three to one, a rating of three 

indicating the greatest strength. Prior to the soorlng of 

the researoh data, f i f t een protocols of the p i l o t group were 

scored and cross-checked by both scorers to gain practice 

and famil iari ty with the scoring method. 

The Self-Ron king Seed Sheet, which oonsisted of items 

taken from Murray*s origiaal def init ions and items of the 

Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, was used as the l i s t 

of definit ions for the scoring of the Thematic Apperception 

Test. This l i s t of def ini t ions was ut i l i zed for the soorlng 

of the Thematic Apperception Test protooole in an attempt 

to assure comparability of need meaning across a l l three 

methods. This l i s t of def ini t ions may be seen in Appendix 1 . 

The s e t of Thematic Apperception Test scoring i n ­

structions provided some framework whereby the soorere 

could handle problems of soorlng. Depth Interpretation 

because of i t s element of subject iv i ty was reduced to a 

minimum by placing primary emphases on manifest content. 
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The emphasis oa manifest oonteat does not mean that sub­

j e c t i v i t y wee avoided, but perhaps i t haa reduoed i t . 

6. S t a t i s t i c a l Procedures. 

Ths s t a t i s t i c a l analysis of the study employed the 

use of aonparametrio s t a t i s t i c s . The fac t that the dots 

from the Thematic Apperoeotlon Test presented d i f f i c u l t i e s 

in meeting the requirements of parametric s t a t i s t i e s , 

aamely that the variables be normally distributed and have 

homogeneity of variance, necessitated devielng the Self-

Raa&lag Need Sheet la rank-order form. This d i f f i c u l t y also 

aeoeeeitated that the raw score of the Edwards Personal 

Preference Schedule be transformed into rank-orders la ordsr 

to aesure comparability of measurement. While the u t i l i z a ­

tion of nonporametrie s t a t i s t i c s i s a second choice to the 

more powerful parametric techniques, a oerteia amount of 

Just i f icat ion does ex i s t since there i s question of scores 

from typ ics l psychometric t e s t s which are better thoughtof 

ae plaoing individuals in order rather than as measuring 

amounts of the t ra i t In question. 

The individual protocols of the s ix ty normal subjects 

and thirty neurotic subjects in the present study were scored; 

each subject was then aeritned a rank on each of the ten 

variables for each method of assessment; the ranks were 

summed sad ths sums were ranked to provide a f ina l 
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oompreheaelve aad composite ranking. This oomposite ranking 

was utilised in the computation of the reliability coefficients. 

The statistical analysis began with an estimate of 

the reliabilities of the various instruments. Teat-re test 

reliability coefficients were computed for the Self-Ranking 

Meed Sheet and the Thematic Apperception Test. The Spearman 

rank correlation coefficient was computed end was based 

oa the oomposite need rankings of the subjects. The formula 

used was: 

rho = 1 - i * 1 
Ns - N 

Because of ths absence of t ied ranks on the two instruments, 

i t was not f e l t necessary to apply the formula which eorrecte 

the Spearman rho eooff loient for tied ranks. The r e l i a ­

b i l i t y of the scalee of the Edwards Personal Preference 

Sohedule was then determined. A sp l i t -ha l f r e l i a b i l i t y co­

e f f i c i ent was found by computing Spearman rho coef f ic ients 

between the oomposite need ranks of the rows and columns 

for ths ten variables being investigated. Again, due to the 

absence of t ied ranks on ths two halves of the t e s t , It was 

not f e l t neoess' ry to apply the formula which oorreote the 

Spearman rho ooeffioient for t ied ranks. Final ly , the 

14 S. S lege l , Konparametrio S t a t i s t i c s for the 
Behavioral Sciences . New York, McGraw-Hill, 1956, p. 204. 
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later-soorer r e l i a b i l i t y between the two independent scorere 

of the Theaatlo Apperoeption Test protocols was computed by 

the Spearman rank correlation method. The data did not 

necess i tate applying the correction formula for t ied ranks. 
15 

The Mann-Whitney U Test, the noaparametrio alterna­

t ive for the t t e e t , was applied to tes t for the s ignif icance 

of difference between the global discrepancy scores of ths 

normal and neurotic groups for the f i r s t three nul l hypo­

theses . With samples of s l z s th ir ty and above, the sampling 

distribution approaches the normal distr ibut ion and oonse-

sneatly may be converted to a a for tes t ing the significance 

of difference between the two groups. The correction for 

t i e s was applied when the proportion of t i e s was large or 

i f ths obtained p was very close to the previously se t 

significance l eve l of . 0 1 . The formula used was: 

« nln2 
z = U — "HE— 

J <ni) t*a) tai n2 U 

IB 

Correcting for ties the formula becomes: 
n-,n« u . qpL 

Z 3 

v Sfouif is* " S T 

IS S iege ! , On. P i t . , p . 116. 
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The value of 0 in the above formulae was oomputcd by the 

following formula: 

U = ^ nE +
 nl (al * i) . Bx 

whore 1^ = sua of the ranks assigned to the group whoee sample 

also l e n^. The symbol ng refers to the number of oaeee in 

the larger of the two independent groupe. 

The second sspeot of the s t a t i s t i c a l proceduree in ­

volved s more refined analysis of the f i r s t three hypotheses. 

In this analysis the dleerepancy aoores of the normal and 

neurotic eubjects were compered for each of the ten variebles 

studied. This analysis was oonduoted in order to ascertain 

on which needs, If eny, s ignif icant differences in d iscre­

pancy scores between normal and neurotlo eubjeots occurred. 

The median t e s t 1 6 was the s t a t i s t i c a l procedure 

selected to t e s t the null hypotheses. The median t e s t gives 

Information as to whether I t i s l i k e l y that two independent 

groups (not necessarily of ths earns s lzs ) have been drawn 

from populations with the same medlaa. The median teat was 

chosen for th i s aspect of the analysis rather than the 

Mann-Whitney because of the nature of the data. The d i s cre ­

pancy scores of the normal and neurotlo subjects on ths 

individual needs yielded s much larger proportion of t i e s of 

16 S iege ! , Op. P i t . , p. 111. 
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greater length then did the previous data used in the compu­

tat ion of the global discrepancy scores. 

Ths method followed in conducting the median t e s t 

ooaslsted of plaeing the diserepaacy scores for eeoh ased la 

rank order and then obtaining a combined median for the 

groups being compared. The number of oases fa l l ing above 

and below these oomblned medians was then determined. In 

thoee cases la which many scores f e l l at the combined 

median, random assigneeat of cases was used. The probability 

of the observed values was determined by employing the ehl 

equare t e s t cor rooted for continuity. The formula used wee: 

X N (IAI) - Bel - 2" ) 
T A B ) \t b) (A C) (B' 

2 

l<fb) (A C) (Bt) 

17 The Wilcoxon aatched-palrs signed ranks t e s t was 

employed to t e s t nul l hypotheses four and f ive and their 

sub-hypotheses, Ths Wilcoxon t e s t i s applicabls to the case 

of two related samples when the researchers wants to 

establish that two conditions are d i f ferent . The Wilcoxon 

t e s t u t i l i s e s information regarding the re la t ive magalture 

as well as the direction of difference from the data 

avai lable . I t gives more weight to e pair whloh shows s 

17 S i ege l , OP. Pi t . . p. 75. 
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large difference between the two conditions than to a pair 

which shows a small difference. 

In th is analys i s , differences between the rank-

orders of the direct , ind irec t , and projective methods of 

need asssssmont for both the normal and the neurotlo groupe 

were investigated separately for eaoh of the ten variables . 

In t h i s way the dlfferenoee from method to method within 

each group for eaoh need were revealed. This involved the 

computation of eixty Wilcoxon t e s t s . 

For samples larger than twenty-five, the sampling 

distribution of the sum of ranks approaches the normal d i s ­

tribution and consequently may be converted to a z for 

tes t ing the significance of difference between the two 

conditions. The formula used wae: 

z m /jannmnnr 
V 84 

Two-tailed tests of significance were used in ell 

of the statistical analyses conducted. 

In this chapter, the experimental design of the In­

vestigation was presented. It described the two groups of 

subjects studied, the instruments used and the rationale 

of seleotion, the method of administration, and the statis­

tics! analyses of the data. In the following ohapter, the 

results of this Investigation sill be presented and discussed. 



CHAPTER III 

PRESENTATION OF RKSULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Thle chapter will present the results of the study 

with Interpretation of theee results as they are presented. 

The first section will be concerned with the reliability of 

the verious instruments employed in this study as well es 

the lnter-soorer reliability of the projective aethod. Thie 

will be followed by an laspeotional comparison of the rank-

ordering of the needs yielded by each of three aethod8 for 

both groups. The statistical findings relevant to the five 

major hypotheeea of the etudy will then be presented. Thie 

will be followed by a general discussion of the results in 

terms of their relation to the main problem and hypotheses 

of the study. The limitations of the present research will 

be die cussed and then the final section will present sugges­

tions for further research. 

1. Reliability. 

a) Self-Ranking Need Sheet.- To obtain an Index 

of the stability of the Self-Nanking Need Sheet over a period 

of time, fifty subjsots were reedministered the Self-Ranking 

Need 8heet eeven daye after the initial testing. Thirty 

sabjeote were from the normal group and twenty were from the 

neurotic group. The Spearman rank correlation coefficient 
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was oomputed ueing the oomposite rankinga of the ten needs of 

the group on the two occasions. The stability ooeffioient 

calculated by the above formula wa8 rho = .926. For a 

sample size ten a rho of .794 is required at ths one per 

cent level of confidence. Consequently, we oan reject ths 

hypothesis at the one per oent level that rho is zero In the 

population from which the subjects were drawn. There would 

be less thaa oae chance in a hundred of obtaining a sample 

rho of .926 if the population rho were zero. 

b) thematic Apperception Test.- The obtained sta-

billty coefficient for the Theautlc Apperception Test in a 

test-reteet situation with a seven day Interval for the 

same group of subjects previously mentioned was .885. Again, 

the Spearman rank correlation coefficient was oomputed 

using the oomposite ranking of the ten needs of the group 

of fifty eubjeota on both administrations. The obtained rho 

of .885 waa significant at the one p^r cent level of 

confidence. 

°) Edwarda Persons! Preference Sohodule.- The 

obtained equivalent form reliability coefficient for the 

Edwards Personal Preference Schedule ueing the ranks of the 

rows and columns of the ten varlablee for the oembined group 

of ninety subjects was .794. The Spearman rank correlation 

coefficient wee computed. The obtained rho of .794 was 

slgaif leant at the one per oent level of confidence. This 
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r e l i a b i l i t y coeff ic ient for the oosbinsd group Is quite 

comparable to the s p l i t - h t l f r e l i a b i l i t y coef f ic ients re­

ported by Sdwards. Edwards who used a normative sample of 

1509 subjects including 760 men and 749 women reports re­

l i a b i l i t y coef f ic ients ranging from .60 to .67. 

d) Inter-scorer r e l i a b i l i t y . - Prior to the soorlng 

of the researoh data f i f t een protoools of a p i l o t group were 

scored and checked by both scorers to gain praotloe and 

famil iarity with the method. The Thematic Apperception Test 

protocols were scored according to the instructions referred 

to in Appendix 5. 

The Speari^ua rank correlation coeff ic ient was oom­

puted ueing the composite ranking of the ten needs by each 

scorer. The r e l i a b i l i t y coeff ic ient yielded for the ninety 

protoools between the two independent scorers was .879. The 

obtained rho of .879 was s ignif icant at the one per oent 

l e v e l of confidence indicating a substantial degree of 

agreement between the scorers. 

For the reeearch purposes of the present study, the 

obtained r e l i a b i l i t y indices quoted for the three Instruments 

employod AB well as the inter-scorer r e l i a b i l i t y seem quite 

acceptable and thus allowed the undertaking of further 

1 i 1 1 * ? ^# ? d ^ r ? * ' Mward.8 Personal Preference, 
Schedule. Psychological Corporation, New York, 1954, p . 8 . 
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invest igat ive prooeduree. The reteat data was not treated 

l a the remaining analys is . 

2 . The Rank-Order of Needs for Both Groups. 

Ths composite rank-ordering of the ten needs u t i l i zed 

in the study of instrument r e l i a b i l i t y a l so allows a compari­

son of the need strength of both groups as measured by the 

three different assessment methode. The oomposite need 

rank-ordering was obtained in the following manner: the 

individual protocola of the s ix ty normal and thirty neurotic 

eubjects were scored; eaon subject was then assigned a rank on 

each of the tea variables for eaoh of the three methods; the 

ranks were summed sad the sums were ranked to provide a 

f ina l comprehensive and oomposite ranking. A rank of one 

indioates the strongest need. This data i s presented la 

Table I I aad allowe a global comparison of ths need rank-

order placement for the two groupe on the different assess ­

ment methods. 

Ths relat ive need atrenght in rank-order as measured 

by the various instruments may be seen in Table I I . Zn th i s 

table the oomposite need rank orders for both groups are 

reported. The Spearman renk correlation coeff ic ient between 

the normal and neurotic aubjecta re lat ive ranking of needs 

i s as fol lows: direct i s .952; indirect i s 176; aad 

projective i s .792. For a sample s ize ten a Spearman rho of 



Table II.-

Sum of Ranke aad Rank Order of Neede for Normal aad Neurotlo 
Subjeeta on Three Methods of Assessment 

(N - Normals:60; Neurotlos:30). 

Needs 

Achievement 

Abasement 

A f f i l i a t i o n 

Aggression 

Autonomy 

Deferenee 

Dominenoe 

Nurturaace 

Sex 

Succorance 

Direc t 
Normals 

Total Rank 

140 .0 

538 .0 

247 .0 

494 .0 

192 .0 

488 .0 

298.0 

268.0 

286 .0 

378 .0 

1 

10 

3 

9 

2 

8 

6 

4 

5 

7 

Neurot 
Total 

8 4 . 0 

219 .0 

129 .0 

231 .0 

115 .0 

195.0 

193 .0 

145 .0 

178 .0 

158 .0 

i c s 
Rank 

1* 

9 

3 

10 

2 

8 

7 

4 

6 

5 

Ind irec t 
Normale 

Total Rank 

256 .3 

343 .0 

328 .5 

370.0 

287 .0 

450 .5 

263.5 

318 .0 

301 .5 

404 .5 

1 

7 

6 

6 

3 

10 

2 

5 

4 

9 

Neurotloe 
Total Renk 

135 .5 

9 5 . 0 

137 .0 

218.0 

181 .5 

183 .6 

184 .5 

120 .5 

196 .5 

196 .0 

3 

1 

4 

10 

5 

6 

7 

2 

9 

8 

P r o j e c t i v e 

Total Rank 

247.0 

336 .0 

451 .5 

239.5 

333 .5 

436.5 

488 .5 

260.0 

251 .5 

246.0 

3 

7 

9 

1 

6 

8 

10 

5 

4 

2 

Nettr0t3.ee 
Total Rank 

159 .5 

136 .5 

213 .0 

146 .0 

169 .5 

205.5 

227.5 

152 .5 

156 .5 

8 0 . 0 

6 

2 

9 

5 

7 

8 

10 

4 

5 

1 

"wf 

O 

SB 
*4 

r" 

09 

k 
§ 

a A rank of one indicates strongest relative need. 

http://Nettr0t3.ee
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.794 is required at the one per oent level of confidence* 

The correepondenee between the normal and neurotlo subjecte 

on the direct and projective measures of need assessaent is 

relatively high, while the relationship between the two 

groups on the indirect method ie low. 

Considering the dlreot method of assessment an inspec­

tion of Table II reveala that there la perfect agreement be­

tween the two groups on the four strongest needs. The four 

strongest needs for the two groups as measured by the Self-

ftonlclng Heed Sheet are: achievement, autonomy, affiliation 

aad nurturanoe respectively. The three needs indicated to 

have the weakest strength as motivators of behavior for the 

norma! group were abasement, aggression, and deference 

respeotively, while the neurotic group reported aggression, 

abesement and deference respectively. The similarity be­

tween the two groups on the dlreot method of assessment Is 

perhape the most striking aapeet <if Table II. 

A comparison of the relative need strength of the 

two groupe on the Indirect method of asssssmont yields e 

different picture. The four strongest needs for ths normal 

group are achievement, dominance, autonomy and sex respeo­

tively, while the neurotlo group received a rank-order of 

abasement, nurturanoe, achievement and affiliation. The 

three weakest needs for the neurotlo group are aggression, 
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sox and suoeoraaoc, while the normal group jLelda deference, 

eucoorance aad aggression respectively. 

The projective method of assessment yields a picture 

of greater agreement betweea the normal and neurotic group 

la the rank orderiag of neede than does the Indirect method. 

The three strongest needs measured by the Thematic Appercep­

tion Teet for the norma! group are aggression, sucooranoe, 

aad aohievement reapeetively, while the neurotic group yields 

sucooranoe, abaeement and aggression respectively. The 

three weakest neede for both groupe are dominance, affilia­

tion aad deferenoe respectively. The high strength of need 

abasement which is defined ae the need to feel guilty when 

one has done wrong, as well as the need to accept blame 

and to foci timid and Inferior, for the neurotlo eubjects 

on the Indirect and projective methods of assessment may 

well be the result of ths greater proportion of depressive 

patients in the neurotic aample. 

If one views the projective techniques as tapping a 

deeper level of motivation it is Interesting to note the 

reletive strength of aggression and eucoorance for both ths 

normal and neurotic subjects. Both needs are apparently 

operating at deeper levels yet neither la readily admitted 

to on the oonecious level. On the direct method, one finds 

the socially desirable needs of achievement and autonomy 

In rank-order position one and two. The contrast is striking. 
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If one views these two s e t s of four needs as poles along 

a oonseloua-unoonsoious continuum one obtains a picture of 

maa who consciously views himself ss en independent achiever 

but who unconsoiously has strong needs whloh are real ly 

polar elements l a a continuum themselves. The suooorenoe-

aggresaion dimension oould be conceived as ref lect ing ver ia-
2 

tlons in degrees of the needs to lovs and hate. Freud 

has alluded to thess dimensions in his writ ings. Hs has 

delineated a love-hate, sex-aggression, l ibido-mortido, or 

Sros-Thanatos polarity which i s comparable to the suooor&noe-

aggresalon dimension yielded by the projective technique. 

The most interest ing aspect of the oomparleon i e the 

s imilari ty of need strength on the two methods for both of 

the groups. This oould be accounted for in terms of cultural 

conditioning in a society whloh places strong emphasis on 

individuality and achievement perhaps to the detriment of 

the more basic needs of love. 

On a purely inapactional bas i s , a study of Table I I 

seems to reveel a pattern of inconsistency for both groups 

on the three methods of assessment, but i t should be noted 

that some need rank-order placemen to are more consistent 

for one of the groups than they are for the other, and in 

some oases there I s more consistency between two of the 
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methods on certain needs than oa the other method. The 

analyses that follow should help to elucidate these compari­

sons aad give an indioatioa as to whether observed differ­

ences and similarities are simply dus to chance occurrence 

or whether they are real differences. 

The next phase of the statistical analyses will 

concentrate oa the major hypotheses of the present study and 

will Involve a detailed aaelyeia of the differences existing 

between the two groupe with respset to their discrepancy 

scores on the different method comparisons and also the 

degree of congruence existing within the groups separately 

with regards to the method comparisons. 

5. Global Discrepancy Score Comparisons Between 
Groups. 

The first aspect of the statistical analysis bearing 

on the major hypotheses of the etudy Involves an analysis of 

the differences between the normal and neurotic groupe with 

respset to their global discrepancy soores on eaoh of the 

three methods of assessment. This aspect of the statistical 

analysis is pertinent to the first three hypothesee stated 

In chapter two. 

The global discrepancy scores of each group were 

arrived at by computing the difference between the rank-

orders for each Individual in each group for eaoh of the ten 
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variables oa ths following methods of assessment: direct 

versus indirect; dlreot versus projective; and Indirect 

versus project ive. &aeh individual in the study had a to ta l 

of three globe! diecrepsncy scores ref lect ing the particular 

aethod comparison mentioned above. The discrepancy scores 

pertinent to the particular analysis being undertaken were 

placed l a a coabined rank-order. The Mann-Whitney U Test 

was computed to t e s t for ths s lgai f 1 canoe of difference be­

tween the distributions of the normal and neurotic groups 

with regard to their discrepancy a cores. The data i s 

presented in Table I I I . 

The results of the Uaua-r.hituey z Test indicate that 

the medians of the neurotic group on the global discrepancy 

score were s ignif icant ly higher than the medians of the 

norma! group oa the direct versus indirect and direct versus 

projective dimensions of the analys is . The difference be­

tween the medians of both groups were found to be s igni f icant 

at the .0006 aad .0272 l eve l s of confidence respect ive ly . 

Table I I I also reveals that ths null hypothesis 

stat ing that there w i l l be no difference between the norma! 

and neurotlo subjects with regards to the ir discrepancy 

score on the indirect versus projective dimension cannot be 

rejected since no s ignif icant difference was found. This 

aoa-algnifioant difference on the indirect versus projective 

dimension seems to substantiate Davids* posit ion that ths 
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Ttble I I I . -

Mann-Whitney z Teet of Distribution of Discrepancy Scores 
Between Normal ind Neurotic Subjects 

(B » Normals:60, Neurotloe:30). 

Discrepancy Croup 
Scores Stat . Normal Neurotic Diff. z Signif . 

Direct vs . 
Indirect Mdn. 21.5 27.5 6.0 3.42 .0006 

Direct vs . 
Projective Mdn. 31.0 35.5 4.5 2.21 .0272 

Indirect vs . 
Projective Mdn. 31.5 33.5 2.0 .62 
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indirect dimension is measuring something other than what 

the direct method is measuring and is a worthwhile addition 

to the classification of methods. It also suggests that 

the indirect approach is more similar to the projective 

assessment techniques than to the direct method. 

Generally, these findings support Allport*s theore­

tical position regarding the response discrepancy of normal 

and neurotlo subjects on various methods of assessment. Cue 

may infer that the normal subjects used in this study were 

more oongruent with regerd to '.heir overall responses on 

the direct and indirect, as well as their direct end projec­

tive measure of needs, th&n were the neurotlo subjects. 

While thi8 is an Important finding and tends to partially 

substantiate Allport*s oontantl on regarding tne response 

discrepancy of normal and neurotic adults on various methods 

of motivational assessment, it does not give a very clear 

picture. The global discrepancy scores tend to mask the 

speeific differences of the group that do occur whoa each 

need is viewed separately. The global discrepancy score does 

not tell ue how the two groups differ with respeot to their 

discrepancy score for each of the ten needs. It does not 

tell ua if the neurotics differ significantly from the 

norma! subjects with regard to their discrepancy scores on 

all of the needs, some of the needs, or none of the needs. 

This is why a specific analysis involving a comparison of 
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discrepancy scores for e.oh of the ten needs was conduct-id. 

This more refined aspect of analysis has b*en excluded in 

the other major studios which tested Allport*s hypothesis 

and this omission is cited in the review of the literature 

as a weakness of these studios. In particular Davids,3 

Davids and Pildner,4 Getzel,5 and Keating's* research oould 

be criticized on this basis. 

4. Discrepancy Score Comparisons Between 
Croups for £aeh of the Ten Needs. 

The second aspect of the statistical analysis is 

also related to the first three null hypotheses stated 

on page forty-five. Ac mentioned above, this will Involve 

3 Anthony Davids, "A Comparison of Three Methods of 
Personality Assessment: Direct, Indirect and Projective 
Techniques", in the Journal of Personality. Vol. 23. No. 4, 
June 1955, p. 423-440. 

4 Anthony Davids and Henry rildner, "Comparison of 
Direct end Projective Methods of Personality Assessment 
Under Different Conditions of Motivation", in Psychological 
Monographs. Vol. 72, No. 11, Whole No. 464, 1956, p. 1-30. 

5 J.W. Getzel, "Assessment of Personality and Pre­
judice by the Methods of Paired Pireot and Projective ques­
tionnaires", unpublished thesis, Harvard, 1951, as quoted 
by Cordon Allport, "The Trend in Motivational Theory", in 
the American Journal of Orthopsychiatry. Vol. £3, No. 1, 
January 1953, p. 107-119. 

6 Arthur Keating, "Self-Referent Versus Other-
Referent Incomplete Sentences in Projection", unpublished 
Master's thesis, presented to the School of Psychology and 
Education at the University of Ott wa, 1960, ix-130 p. 
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a coaparison of the difference between the normal and 

neurotic subjects with regards to their discrepancy scores 

for eaoh of the ten variables being studied. To teet these 

hypo the see , the median t e s t was performed on the combined 

discrepancy scores of the two groups and the resu l t s may be 

eeen in Table IV. 

The results of the ohi square teat of s ignif icance 

indieatos that significant differences between the groups 

with regard to their discrepancy scores were at a minimum. 

Six out of the possible thirty differences were found to be 

algnlfleant at the .05 level of confidence or beyond. Three 

of the ohi square t e s t s revealed significance at the .01 

l e v e l of confidence. 

The 2 x 2 contingency tables for the s i x differences 

which were found to be s ignif icant may be seen in Table V. 

Table IV presents e aumbry of the chl square t e s t 

of significance for each of the ten nee is for a l l three d i s ­

crepancy aoore comparisons. The ohi square values whloh are 

beyond the accepted leve l of confidence wi l l now be 

evaluated. 

a) Direct versus Indirect . - Significant differences 

between the normal and neurotlo subjects with regard to d i s ­

crepancy scores were found at the .01 leve l of confidence 

for need abasemeat and need deference. The 2 x 2 contingency 



Table I V . -

Chi Square Values for the Comparison of the Two Groupe With 
Respeot to Disorepaacy S c o r e s . 

Variable Discrepancy Scoree 
Direc t v s . i n d i r e c t Direc t v s . Pro jec t i ve Ind irec t v s . P r o j e c t i v e 

Chi Siusre S l g n l f . Chl Square S ign i f • Chi S q u a r e S i c n i f • 
Value Value Value 

Achievement 

Abasement 

A f f i l i a t i o n 

Aggression 

Autonomy 

Deference 

Dominance 

Nurturanoe 

Sex 

Succorance 

1.25 

8 .45 

2.17 

.05 

.45 

8 .45 

2.17 

.05 

.05 

1 .25 

.01 

.01 

.45 

6 .45 

2.17 

.45 

1.25 

6.05 

2.17 

1.25 

•~.17 

4 .05 

.01 

.02 

.05 

.45 

2.17 

.05 

.05 

.45 

.45 

2.17 

.05 

4 .05 

1.25 

.05 

03 

o 

02 

S3 

I—' 

8 
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Table V.-

2 x 2 Contingency Tables for Chi Squars Values of Discrepancy 
Scores Found to Reveel a Signif icant Difference Between 

the Normal and Nsurotio Subjects. 

Dlreot versus Indirect 

Need: Abasement 
Dlssrepanoy scores 

oembined median 
Discrepancy scores 

combined modi en 

Total 

Need: Deference 
Discrepancy scores 

ooabined median 
Discrepancy soores 

combined median 

Total 

above 

below 

above 

below 

Normals 

23 

37 

60 

23 

37 

60 

Nsurotles 

22 

8 

30 

22 

8 

30 

Total 

45 

45 

90 

45 

45 

90 

Direct versus Projective 

Need: Abasement 
riserepunoy soores above 

combined median 
Discrepancy soores below 

combined median 

Total 

Need: Deference 
Discrepancy scores above 
combined median 

Discrepancy soores below 
combined median 

Tots! 

23 

37 

60 

24 

36 

60 

22 

8 

30 

21 

9 

30 

45 

45 

90 

45 

45 

90 
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Table V.- (Cont'd.) 

2 x 2 Oontingency Tables for Chi Square Values of Discrepancy 
Scores Found to Reveel a Significant Difference Between 

the Normal and Neurotic Subjecte. 

Dlreot versue Projective!Cont'd.) 

Need: Sucooranoe 
Discrepancy soores above 

combined median 
Discrepancy scores below 

combined median 

Total 

Normale 

25 

35 

60 

Neurotics 

20 

10 

30 

Total 

45 

45 

90 

Indirect versus Projective 

Need: Sex 
Discrepancy scores above 
combined median 

Plscrepanoy scores below 
combined median 

Tote! 

25 

35 

60 

20 

10 

30 

45 

45 

90 
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table of Table F reveals the auaoer of dU>ore.>«incy scores in 

the two groupe fa l l ing above and belois tha combined median. 

b) direct versus Projec t ive . - Significant d i f f er ­

ences between normal and neurotic subjects with regard to 

discrepancy scores were found at the . 0 1 , .02 , and .05 

l e v e l s of confidence respect ively , for needs aaase^snt, 

deference, and auoeoranoe. Table V Indicates the number of 

cases above end below the combined median for both groups. 

c) ladiract versus rrojeot ive . - A s igni f icant 

in ference between normal and neurotic subjects . . ith regard 

to their discrepancy soores w;.s found at the .05 leve l of 

confidence for need sex. The £ x 2 ooctingenoy table may 

be seen in Table V. 

£e may infer from the s t a t i s t i c a l findings which 

revealed s ign i i l eant differences at acceptable l eve l s of 

confidence that normal subjcots have s igni f icant ly lower 

dieorepanoy soores oa the above-mentioned neede. Again we 

find that th i s evidence tends to lend support for Gordon 

Allport's contention thut the normal adult w i l l be more 

congruent on various methods of assessment wnioh purport to 

tap different l e v e l s than wi l l the neurotic. 

While s igni f icant differences betveen the two groups 

were s igni f icant only on s i x discrepancy scores the particu-

liir needs Involved &&y suggest the need areas that the 

neurotlo subjects , at l eas t wnen compared *lth the normal 
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subjecte, are l e a s t aware 01 and perhaps ^ost defensive 

about. The fact that the neurotics a&d s igni f icant ly .il^l.or 

diecrepancy soores than the normals on both the direct versus 

indireat methods, and the dlreot versus projective methods 

for needs abasement and deference suggests thut these two 

needs l a particular were areas of conf l ic t for tae neurotic 

subjects in ths present study. The caution referring to 

the larger proportion of neurotic depresaives in the neurotlo 

sample ehould again be recal led. 

The neurotlo subjects' greater number of discre­

pancy scores above the median on the direct vsrsus projec­

t ive comparison for need suooorejice end the s ignif icant ly 

greater aumber of discrepancy soores above the median on 

the indirect vereus projective dimension for need sex also 

leads one to infer a lack of awareness 01 the motivational 

strength of these needs in the personality make-up of the 

neurotlo subjects , at l eas t when compared with the normal 

subjects. 

The definit ions of toe needs i n question indicate 

that the neurotlo subjects have l e s s awareness of the re la ­

t ive strength of their need to f ee l gu i l ty for wrong doings, 

to conform to the expectations of others, to seek love and 

sympathy, and ths ir sexual needs than do the normal subjecte. 
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Unfortunately, the discrepancy soores themselves 

for ths particular needs does not t e l l the reader the 

direotlon of the difference between method oomperisons, i . e . , 

i t does not t o l l us , for example, whether the neurotloe 

tended to under- or over-estimate the re lat ive strength of 

need abeseaent on the dlreot in contrast to the projective 

or vice versa. I t only reveals that the discrepancy i s 

greater for the neurotic eubjects. The next aspeot of tbe 

s t a t i s t i c a l analysis w i l l shed some l i g h t on t h i s question 

whenever s ignif icant differences are found between method 

comparisons within the groups. 

5. Within Group Comparisons. 

The fourth hypothesis s ta tes that there i s no 

s ignif icant difference between the rank-order placement of 

the d irec t , indirect and projective methods of need assess ­

ment for the normal adults with regard to each of the ton 

needs. Hypotheele f ive s ta tes that there l e no s ignif icant 

difference between the rank-order plaoement of the d lreot , 

Indirect , and projective methode of need assessment for the 

neurotic adults with regard to each of the ten needs. To 

t ee t these hypothec©s, the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-

ranks tee t wae performed to determine the differences between 

the rank orders of tine ten neede. The sign of the oomputed 

Wilcoxon z values wi l l give an indication as to how the 
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rank-order placement differe from method to method, A 

negative sign before a significant Wilcoxon z indioates that 

the rank-order plaoement of the group for the particular 

need wae significantly lower on the first method of assess­

ment listed than on the second method listed. A positive 

sign before a signifieaat Wilcoxon z Indioates that the 

rank-order placement of the group for the particular need 

was significantly higher on the first aethod of assessment 

listed than on the second. 

It will be recalled that a rank of one indioates 

the need meesured as having the greatest relative strength. 

Consequently the term lower as used in the above context 

meana having a higher score or greater need strength. The 

summery of results are shown in Table VI for the normal 

subjects and Tabic VII for the neurotlo subjects. 

Tabla VI indicates that thirteen of the thirty 

Wilcoxon z values did not reach a significant level of con­

fidence • Consequently, the general null hypothesis that no 

slgaifleant difference between the direct, Indirect and pro­

jective methods of need assessment for the normal adults 

with regsrds to the ten needs cannot be rejeoted In these 

casee. We can then Infer that In these thirteen comparisons 

the normal adults were congruent on the particular method 

comparisons. 



Table VI.-

Wilooxon z Test for Differences Within Matched Pairs of 
three Methods of Assessmeat for Normal Subjeete 

With Regards to Ten Neoda. 

Variable 

Aehievemen t 

Abasemeat 

Affiliation 

Aggression 

Autonomy 

Deference 

Dominance 

Nurturanoe 

Sex 

Sucooranoe 

Direct vs. Indireot 
N Wilcoxon z slgnlf. 

50 

54 

55 

52 

52 

53 

53 

53 

52 

54 

-5.09 

5.63 

-3.71 

5.32 

4.50 

1.91 

1.85 

2.31 

1.48 

1.49 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

«•» 

-

.02 

-

-

F 
53 

56 

57 

60 

55 

53 

60 

56 

53 

58 

est vs, Projective 
Wilooxoa z bignlf. 

-4.43 

5.6 

-5.7 

6.42 

8.1 

.05 

.56 

.05 

1.21 

4.1 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

.0001 

,0001 

-

-

*» 

-

.0001 

Indirect ve. Projective 
N Wilcoxon z Slgnlf. 

51 

56 

57 

53 

57 

55 

58 

57 

52 

59 

.11 

.008 

-3.81 

3.27 

1.75 

.268 

-5.88 

2.97 

1.90 

4.3 

-

-

.0001 

.0001 

-

-

.0001 

.003 

-

.0001 

2 

s 
o 

so 

i 
8 
> 

d 

e 
s 



Table VII.-

Wilooxon z Test for Differences Within Matohed Fairs of 
Three Methods of Assessment for Neurotic Subjects 

With Regards to Ten Needs. 

Variable Direct vs. Indirect Dlreot vs. Projective Indirect vs. Proieotlve 2 
N Wilcoxon z Slgnlf. N Wilcoxon z Slgnlf. N Wilcoxon zSlgaif. B 

Achievement 

Abasement 

Affiliation 

Aggression 

Autonomy 

Deference 

Dominance 

Nurturanoe 

Sex 

Succorance 

27 

29 

28 

28 

29 

28 

29 

27 

28 

29 

-2.77 

4.60 

- .54 

1.71 

-3.21 

.635 

.680 

2.22 

1.28 

-2.04 

.005 

.0001 

-

M» 

.001 

-

-

.02 

-

.04 

29 

29 

30 

28 

30 

28 

30 

30 

26 

29 

-3.03 

3.9 

-3.8 

3.3 

-2.37 

.46 

1.81 

.086 

.752 

3.1 

.002 

.0001 

.0001 

.001 

.02 

-

-

-

-

.002 

28 

29 

27 

30 

30 

28 

29 

28 

29 

29 

-1.42 

-2.32 

-3.14 

2.96 

.75 

1.00 

1.87 

1.65 

1.61 

3.52 

CD 

«o 

.02 

.006 

,003 

.006 

to 
V, 
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The majority of method comparisons for particular 

needs yielded significant differences of rank-order position 

at acceptable levels of confidence. It is of importance to 

note that for oeeds achievement, abasement, affiliation, 

aggression snd autonomy significant differences of rank-

order position at acceptable levels were found for both 

the direct end indirect comparison as well as the direct end 

projective comparison. Significant differences on need 

nurturanoe for the direct versus indirect comparison aad 

need euooeranee for the direct versus projective comparison 

were the only basic variations among these dimensions of 

ths two method comparisons. 

The signs of the Wilcoxon z*e for need achievement 

end affiliation were negative on both the direct and indirect 

comparison as well as the dlreot and projective comparison. 

Thie indicates that ths normal subjects estimate greater 

need strength on the Self-Rank lag Need Sheet than is yielded 

by either the Kdwsrds Personal Preference fohedule or the 

Thematic Anperooptloa Teat. They el so tead to estimate a 

lesssr degree of need strength on the Self-Ranking Need Sheet 

for need abasement, aggression, autonomy, snd nurturanoe than 

is yielded by either the indirect or projective method of 

assessment. The normal subjects also tend to give higher 

reak value to eueooranco oa the direct method than is yielded 
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by the projective and s higher rank to deference on the 

dlreot than l e yielded by the indireot measure. 

Table VI also Indioates that the consistency of 

s igni f icant differences of rank-order placement that were 

found on the direct and indireot as well as the direct end 

projective comparison seams to part ia l ly disappear on the 

Indireot versua projective comparison. This comparison re ­

veals that eignif icant differences of rank-order posit ion at 

acceptable l e v e l s of confidence were found for needs a f f i l i a ­

t i on , aggression, aurturanos, sex and sucooranoe. This 

finding seems to suggest that the Edwards Personal Prefer­

ence Schedule i s measuring something other than what the 

direct method i s measuring and yet l e not yielding the same 

results as the projective measure but ths estimate i s much 

eloser to the projective end of the continuum than the 

direct end. This finding again tends to substantiate Davids* 

argument for the Inclusion of an indirect method as d l s t lnot 

from the dlreot method. 

From the vantage point of Allport*a theoret ical 

posit ion concerning the congruence of norms! adults on the 

various methods of assessuient we u*ay conclude t.iat while 

hie major hypothesis i s supported i t depends to a great 

extent on the variables in question. Allport*s comment: 

"The normal subjects , on the other hand t e l l you by the 

dlreot method preoiaoly what they t e l l you by the projective 
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methods",7seems to need modification in l ight of the present 

f ladings. 

At f i r s t glance, th i s quotation aakes Allport*s 

contention regarding the normal adult seem oversimplified, 

although In another context In a disousalon of consciousness, 

he speaks of various strata that e x i s t in personality struo-

ture. I t ie l a th i s context that he mokes i t clear that not 

a l l of the motivea of the normal individual w i l l be equally 

oonsclous. Ths central region of deeper motives (proprium) 

i s sometimss conscious and sometimes unconscious. This 

fact may part ia l ly account for the f a i r l y large number of 

s igni f icant differences in the rank-order posi t ion of needs 

l a the method-comparisons of ths normal subjects. This 

flading alee tends to reinforce the idea that i t i s the 

particular neede in question rather than the global d iscre­

pancy ecore that i s the most Important aspect of the analysie. 

Table VII reveals that f i f t een of tbe thirty Wilcoxon 

z valuea did not reaoh an acceptable leve l of confidence. 

Consequently, the general null hypothesis that no s igni f icant 

difference between the rank-order posit ions of tha d irec t , 

7 0. Allport, "The Trend In Motivational Thaory", in 
the Journal of Orthopsychiatry. Vol. 23, No. 1, January 1953, 
p. 107-119. P 

Tork, Holt 
S , Pattern and wreifth | n Personality, New 

, Rinehart and Winston, 1961, p. 141-143. 
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indireot und projective methods of need assessment for the 

neurotlo subjects with regards to the ten needs oannot be 

rejected in theee oases, vie may conclude that in these 

f i f teen cases ths neurotlo subjects showed congruence for 

the particular method ooapurisous. The fact that f i f teen of 

the Wilcoxon z values did not reveal a s ignif icant difference 

for the neurotics in contrast to the thirteen Wilcoxon z 

values of the normals also tends to support the posit ion 

previously mentioned regarding the global discrepancy score , 

that i s i t tends to obscure the data. I t should also be 

noted that the needs for which s ignif icant differences in 

rank-order placement were found for eaoh of the method-

comparisons and the direction of the change from method to 

method varies somewhat for each group. A discussion of 

these s ignif icant differences of rank-order placement with 

special emphasis on the direction of change from met'iod to 

method w i l l follow. 

Table VII indicates that s ignif icant differences in 

rank-order placement at acoeptable levelB of confidence were 

found for needs achievement, abasement, autonomy, nurturanoe, 

and sucooranoe on the direct and Indirect comparison. The 

signs of the Wilcoxon z values for needs achievement, a f f i l i a ­

t i o n , autonomy and sucooranoe were negative indicating that 

the neurotic subjects tend to estimate greater need strength 

on the Self-Ranking Need Sheet than i s measured by the 
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Idwards Personal Preference Schedule while abasement and 

nurturanoe are seen as having l e s s need strength on the 

direct method than on the Indireot. I t should be noted that 

for t h i s method com-n risen need autonomy proceeds In opposite 

directions for the two groups. The neurotic subjects e s t i ­

mated a greater need strength for th i s need on the direct 

than wae yielded by the indireot while the normals estimated 

l e s s need strength for autonomy on the dlreot than on tbe 

indirect measure. This Implies that the neurotic eubj*ots 

consciously escribe to fee l ings of independence but la a 

more disguised measurs reveal a l e s ser degree of I t , perhaps 

pointing to deeper level fee l ings of dependency. 

On the dlreot versus projective method comparison, 

we find s igni f icant differences at acceptable l e v e l s of 

confidence for needs achievement, abasement, a f f i l i a t i o n , 

aggression, eutoaomy and sucooranoe. Pines th is method com­

parison most direct ly t e s t s Gordon A l p o r t ' s hypothesis of 

lack of congruence for neurotics, i t should be noted that 

the largeet proportion of s ignif icant differences were found 

on th i s method comparison. 

The negative z values found en needs aohievement, 

a f f i l i a t i o n and autonomy Indicate that the neurotlo subjects 

used in t h i s study tended to estimate greater need strength 

for these needs on the direct method than on the projective 

method. The normals, as w i l l be recalled from Table VI, 
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tended to u&timate a l e s ser degree of need strength on need 

autonomy on the dlreot a*etLod than on the project ive . The 

interpretctlon suggested above for this difference in change 

of dlruction for the two groups may be a l l i e d "igain . n* 

tends to substantiate the former. While s ignif icant d i f f e r -

enous of rank-order pot-it Ion are found for both groups on 

this need at times they proceed in opposite direct ions of 

estimation. 

The posi t ive z value signs on abasement, aggression 

aad sucooranoe indie-te that neurotic subjects tend to e s t i ­

mate these needs -s having l e s s strength In their personality 

make-up en the i i r ot method than the projeotlve measure 

indicates . 

The indirect versus projective oomperieon reveals 

s ignif icant differences on needs abesament, a f f i l i a t i o n , 

aggression and sue cor t. nee. Abe nescient end a f f i l i a t i o n yie ld 

negative V.'iicoxon z value signs while aggression and auooor-

ance yield pos i t ive s igns . The direction of change in th i s 

aethod ociiperi^on i s s i n i l e r to the norms! subjects for those 

needs on which both reveeled s ignif icant differences. 

In comparing Tables VI and VII we find both s imi lar i ­

t i e s and i i f forences in terse of needs which reveal s i g n i f i ­

cant differances in rank-order placement for tbe different 

method comparisons as well s s s imi lar i t i e s and differences 

l a terms of the change of direction of eetlmated need 
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strength from nethod to method between the two groups. This 

finding also points to the necessity of the consideration 

of specific variables. 

6. Discussion. 

As will be recalled, the main problem of this study 

was to investigate Gordon Allport's theoretical contention 

rerurding the response discrepancy of normal and neurotlo 

subjects on different methods of assessment. Allport hypo­

thesizes that the normal adult will reveal a greater degree 

of congruence existing between his responses to direct, In­

direct and projective .athods of assessumnt than will the 

neurotic who is portrayed as more defensive and lose aware 

of the motivational forces In his personality make-up. Slnoe 

Allport refers to motivational forces the areas of need 

assessment was selected for the praaent study. 

To the extent that generalizations can be made to 

the populations from which the present semples were drawn, it 

oould be concluded that the results of the prosent study tend 

to support Allport*s position, but with important qualifica­

tions. Allport'B contention is tenable but it depends to a 

great extent on the needs in question. The statistical 

analysis indicated that null hypotheses I and II cannot be 

accepted regarding the global discrepancy soores, but that 

null hypothesis III Is accepted. In the epeoifio analysis 
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of the discrepancy scores on each of the ten neede f^r the 

two groups the neurot ic subjec ts Acre a^uln tound to have 

s i gn i f i c an t l y j r j a t a r i i screpa^jy scores on s ix of the 

t h i r t y ooap . r i sons made. Tno raau l ta Aere -s. fo l lows: 

(1) the discrepancy acore- for needs abasement and deference 

were found to be «.;reat^r for the neuro t ics toan the normals 

on tho l i r s o t - i n d i r o o t a ^ j ^ s i o n ; (£) the discrepancy soores 

for needs ..basement , defercnoe and sex were found to be 

s igc i f ioxn t ly g rea te r l o r the neuro t ics than the normals on 

the d i rec t -p ro jeo t iva diaeaaioniand [6) t i e discr-epancy 

soere or need sex *.~a found to be s i g n i f i c a n t l y g r e a t e r for 

the neurot ics than the normals on the i nd i r ec t -p ro j eo t ive 

dimension. The within Group comparisons *hioh t e s t ed n u l l 

hypotheses IV and V revealed seventeen s i go i f l e a n t d i f f e r ­

ences out of t h i r t y p - ' s i b l e s for the normal sub jec t s and 

f i f teen signifiojuit differences jut of t h i r t y for the neurot io 

sub jec t s . The spec i f i c needs found to y ie ld s lga i f l e an t 

differences on the various method comparisons v -r ied in the 

two groups n did tho chaage of measured n^ed s t rength from 

method to method. 

In summary the s t a ' - l o t i cu l f indings revealed two 

Important e lemajts : (1) the neurot io s u b j e c t ' s l lscrepaaey 

scores ware both ;,lob«sLly and s^iecificully g r e a t e r than the 

normal s u b j e c t ' s ; (3) the normal auojeots \ ere fvr from p e r ­

f e c t l y cons i s t en t la t h e i r responses to the three methods of 
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aaaeasment and the within group comparisons revealed slightly 

lees non-significant differences for the normal subjeete 

than for the aeurotioe. 

In view of theee findings one might conclude that 

Allport*s theoretical aote regarding the response discrepancy 

of normal and neurotlo subjects is much more complex than 

hie basic Idea Implies. The results iadloate that it le not 

enough to indicate that a greater discrepancy exists between 

the normal aad aeurotle adults, it seems that one must 

speeify the particular varlablee la questioa and the direction 

of the change from aethod to method. Global dieorepanoy 

eoores which have been need in the majority of previoua 

etudlee tend to obscure the more meaningful aepeots of ths 

comparison between the two groupe on various assessment 

techniques. 

The results indicate that there la a great deal of 

overlap between the two groups as to which neede they perform 

mors consistently on as well ae differences. At the same 

time, there are alao distinct similarities and differences 

between the groups In terms of the dlreotion of change per 

need from method to method. To explain both the overlapping 

performance and ths differences existing in ths two groups 

would seem to be the next phase of e research aimed at a 

fuller understanding of the response discrepancy of normal 

and neurotic adulte. The present research has arrived at a 
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poiat at vfeioh Allport*s hypothesis has b en qualified to the 

level of specific needs. One ie now faoed with the complex 

problem of understanding the various neede, need constella­

t ions , snd changes In direction from method to aethod which 

revealed significant differences both between and within 

groups. Perhaps, the needs as designated ere too global to 

provide this understanding. If this Is the case, the next 

phase of researoh along these l ines would seea to indicate 

the submission of the relevant needs of the two groups to a 

factor analytic study la the hope of gleaning common factors. 

I t seeae reasonable to conclude from the s tat i s t ica l 

findings that personality assessment must bs based on both 

dlreot, indirect, and projective measurement i f maximum 

validity le to be attained. Projective assees&ent methods 

are able to reveal crit ical areas of personality which often 

are hidden by both the direct snd indirect measures. These 

areas most probably correspond to the deeper, more central 

motives of the proprium discussed by Allport. 

In response to direct methods, the normal individual 

may accurately describe conscious personality t r s i t s or 

motives but only vaguely suggest pertinent deeper level 

functioning. While the surface traits end motives may 

certainly reflect the dynamic motivational make-up of the 

individual, It seems that the two components of behavior ere 

distinguishable aad may co-exist at varylag degrees of 



PREbWTATIOM OF RESULTS AND l.:'CUC3I0N 100 

integration. The psychotic many times reveals a complete 

operation of ths conscious and unconsolous levels while the 

normal, healthy individual aohioves an integrated relation­

ship which permits effeotlve behavior. Yet, even with the 

normal individual enough of a discrepancy exists between the 

two levele to make necesaary the use of projective techniques. 

It seems that projective techniques can contribute a great 

leal more to ths study of ths normal individual than Allport 

seems willlag to admit aad should not be restricted to ths 

study of the disturbed Individual. 

The fact that the normal subjects are far from per­

fectly congruent la their responses to the various ciethods of 

asssessent aust be explained. One possible explanation could 

be the basic motivational complexity existing In the normal 

personality. This implies that the mat-rial from various 

assessment techniques purporting to measure different levels 

of bshavlor should not be artificially separated or treated 

as the sams, but that the various methods should be utilized 

as though they were Interacting factors. It Is important 

that ths projective material be evaluated la comparison with 

Information gained from the direct and indirect methods and 

vice versa. In this way, a more meaningful analysis of ths 

data may be obtained. 

In a consideration of both the dlreot and projective 

measures of behavior, the diagnostician is in a better 



PEES5NT.ATI0N OF KESULTS AND DISCUSSION 101 

posi t ion to observe the Interplay between the two l e v e l s . 

Only by considering the conscious l e v e l of behavior in re la ­

t ion to the materia! yielded by the projective instruments 

and by observing the defenses, compensations, directions of 

motivations! energy and other adaptive mechanisms Involved 

in the interplay between tile two l eve l s can any syste&atlo 

knowledge about the unity and Integration of personality be 

gained. Anthony Davids and Henry Pildner comment: 

While projective and dlreot personality appraisal 
may yie ld different quantitative re su l t s , these re­
s u l t s stay actually contribute to the formation of 
an acourate qualitative personality appraisal. 
Direct and projective assessment methods do e l i c i t 
material representative of different l e v e l s of be­
havior and the relat ive peychodi agnostic value of 
t h i s information must be recognized.4 

I t should bs noted also that the measure of needs by 

the three different asssssmont methods of the present study 

l e a rather s t a t i c approach to the appralssl of personality. 

The personality structure of the normal individual seeme to 

include a number of motivational patterns intimately bound 

together. For example, unconscious aggressive needs may bs 

c lose ly t ied to the need to be deferent or sexual neede. 

The conecioua need for sucooranoe may be associated with 

uncoasclous fsolInge of g u i l t . Ths preeent study only 

indicates the re la t ive strength of needs not ths ir in ter ­

relat ionships . 

9 Davids and Pildner, On. Clt. , p. 25. 
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By contrasting the motivational patterns of the 

normal and neurotio adult we may obtain further insight into 

some of the possible reasons behind the fa i r ly hi<$h degree 

of response Inconsistency that was found for the normal sub­

j e c t s . The motivational complexity of the normal individual 

has been discussed above. If t h i s i s the case, then i t i s 

quite possible that for the normal individual no one strong 

need wi l l dominate behavior and one w i l l find a harmonious 

integration of many motives interacting at different l eve l e . 

Given this hypothesis, the assassmsnt of the normal indiv i ­

dual's motivational pattern becomes an extremely complex 

task for whloh a l l assessment aids should be u t i l i z e d . 

On the other hand, many theor is ts l ike Eubie, 
11 12 

Homey. and White in the ir attempts to explain the dyna­

mics of ths neurotic's motivational pattern point to f ixat ion 

at an ear l ier developmental l eve l and the consequent over­

driven str iv ings which resu l t . This singularity of drive 

may account for the predominance of one trend of behavior 

or need to tho exclusion of others. One i s reminded of 

10 L.S. Kubie, "The Fundamental Nature of the Dis­
t inct ion Between Normality and Neuroses", in the Parohoana-
l y t l o Quarterly. Vol. 23, No. 4 , September 1954, p. 167-204. 

11 Karen Homey, Our Inner Conflicts: A Constructive 
Theory of Neurosis. New York, W.W. Morton and Co., 1945, 
CG 2-5. 

12 Robert W. White, The Abnormal Personality. New York, 
The Ronald Press Co., 1956, p . 242-249. 
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Homey*s neurotio who predominantly moves towerds, away or 

against people in hie struggle to overoome basic anxiety. 

As the one dominant trend develops to the excluelon of the 

other two possibles a corrollary se t of needs which are both 

indiscriminate and insatiable in their Intensity mark the 

individual for they become overdriven. Consequently, 

epeel f le needs with greater than usual in tens i ty may domin­

ate both leve ls of tbe neurotic's functioning and the 

diagnostician may obtain more consistency on certain needs 

for ths neurotic on the direct and projective measures than 

i s obtained for the more complexly integrated normal adult. 

I f th is Idea has va l id i ty , then one would expeot to find 

the normal individual's motivational pattern freer of 

dominant trends aad eoneequently more d i f f i cu l t to assess . 

This reasoning msy help to explain the s l i gh t ly greater 

congruence found la the neurotic subjects in the within 

method comparisons. 

The unexpectedly high degree of Inconsistency found 

i a tha t e s t perforaeacee of the norasl subjects s l so brings 

to mind Joseph Nuttia*** concept of psyohie intimacy. 

Nuttin suggests that rather than fa l l ing back on the uncon­

sc ious , whloh consists largely of unacceptable repressed 

13 Joseph Huttin. PsychoanalysisandPersonal l tv-
*i nTHffflf° Theory of Normal Personality. New York. Sheed and 
Ward, 1953, p . 191-201. 
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contents, the idea of psychic intimacy should be Introduced 

to explain the dynamics of the norms! Individual. In surmary, 

the idee of psyohlo Intimacy refers to that area of psychic 

content "to which certain dynamic contents which do not 

agree with the socia l or constructive form of the personality 

are relegated". The contents which belong to the Intimate 

l eve l of psychic l i f e loos not necessari ly coincide with the 

ima^e or persona which the process of soc ia l izat ion has 

developed in us through our contact with others. This i s 

usually a conscious crea of personality but not public. The 

healthy well balanced Individual develope and Integrates 

both spheres of his personality, the t i s , the public or 

soc ia l and the deeper more Intimate. On the other hand, the 

maladjusted individual la more defensive about hla Intimate 

se l f and l e s s integrated. 

Nuttln proceeds on to say that in the process of 

soc ia l izat ion some of the contents of the intimate sphere, 

because they tire not in accord with constructive development, 

gradually atrophy and the tension between the two spheres 

doorcases. To atrophy does not imply non-existence but oaly 

absence in overt behavior. The absence is due to the fact 

that these psyohlo contents do not f i t in with the "expl ic i t 

constructive image whloh the person i s tending to real ize 

14 Nuttln, OP. P i t . , p. 192. 
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15 
within himself". If th is s u g ^ s t i o n has va l id i ty then i t 

i s oonoelvebla that tht lack of congruence found lor th© 

normal subjects re f l ec t s the discrepancy between the publio 

and Intimate l eve l s of personality and the lack of congru­

ence I t s e l f as revealed by the various assessment cathode 

may not necessarily imply a lack of integration or lack of 

awareness of these two l eve l s but only Indicate that they 

do ex lo t . I f th i s i s the case , i t would Imply that measures 

of anxiety or tension would be necessary as well as the 

d i rec t , Indirect , and projective measures in order to deter­

mine the degree of tension or anxiety resulting from the 

lack of congruence. Otherwise, one can only say that there 

i s a lack of oongruenoe whloh in i t s e l f can have a variety 

of meanings. The resul t s on the three different methods 

of assessment with norma! and neurotlo subjects dichotomized 

in terms of high and low anxiety l eve l s would be a worthwhile 

extension of the present study. 

7. Limitation of the Preeent Study. 

The generalizations of the present etudy are re­

s tr icted not only by the s ize of the ample used, but also 

by the composition of the two groups. I t w i l l be recalled 

that the neurotlo group was composed of thirty subjects 

15 Nuttln, Op. C l t . , p. 196. 
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divided into the following sub-categories: sixteen neurotio 

depressive reactions, eleven anxiety rovotioaa, and three 

obsessive-compulsive reactions. Considering the other dimen­

sions of neuroses it becomes apparent that this Is not an 

euaally balanced sample and consequently this f at must be 

taken Into account in both the interpretation and the 

generalizations of the present study. The normal subjects 

consisted of a relatively heterogenous iroup of adults in 

Adult Evening Extension programs. While the screening of 

the eubjects with the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory gives some assurance that the groups do not yield 

a profile similar to the typical neuronic, it should be 

remembered that this is a far from perfect screening instru­

ment. The generalizations are of course also restrioted to 

male adults since females were not included la the present 

study. 

While some attempt WHS made la the seleotlon of the 

Thematic Apperception Cards to taks into aooount the stimulus 

pull of the Individual cards it was by no means rigorously 

approached. The existing research on the stimulus pull of 

the cards doss not allow for the type of ri>or that would 

permit weighting of Individual cards since most of the 

available researoh deals with themes and content areas 

rather than neede as such. This was also true of Eron's 

reeeareh which seamed to be one of the most comprehensive 
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ex i s t ing . TO approach thie problem rigorously would have 

Involved a separate study. I t i s quite possible that the 

frequency cad intensity scores for both the normals and 

neurotlo eubjects on the Theaatic Apperception Test were 

affected eomewhat by vhe cards themselves, although the fact 

that both groups were expoeed to the same oarda seems to 

introduce the necessary balancing factor for the present 

study. 

Oae f i a e l comment concerning the l imitat ions of the 

present study, in th is cursory rather than exhaustive expose, 

ooaoeme the use of nonperemetrle s t a t i s t i c s . lav author 

f e e l s that more information could have beea obtained from 

the date had the uee of parametric s t a t i s t i c s been poss ib le . 

I t i s quite peselble that the conversion of scores into 

ranks could have obscured some s ignif icant differences in 

the various aethod eomparisema. 

Before proceeding with a replication or further 

study in t h i s area these ohaHanging problems should be 

considered. 

8 . Suggestions for Further Research. 

As previously aoted, the present researoh has 

reached a poiat of extension snd modification of Allport* a 

hypotheses concerning the response discrepancy of normal and 

aeuretie eubjects to d irec t , indireot and projective methods 
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of need assessment. The preeent research has qualified 

Allport*s theory at the level of speolflo needs indicating 

that the oonespts of discrepancy and congruence are relative 

terms whose meaning depends on the particular neede in ques­

tion and the dlreotion of ohaage from method to method. 

Arrival at this point suggssts certain research questions in 

the ares of the neede themselves which seem worthy of 

Investigation. 

1. What common factors exiet, if say, for those 

neede which yielded significant differences in the within 

methods comparison of ths normal subjects? 

2. What common factors exist, if any, for those 

needs whloh yielded non-significant differences In the 

within methods comparison of the normal subjecte? 

3. What common faotora exist, if any, for those 

needs whloh yielded significant differences la the within 

methods comparison of the neurotio subjecte? 

4. What common factors exist, if sny, for those 

needs which yielded non-significant differences la the 

within methods oomparisen of the neurotio eubjects? 

Study along theee lines would reduce the complexity 

of the variables and perhaps give some insight into ths 

motivational patterns of normal aad neurotic edulta at both 

the conscious level of awareness snd at the deeper levels. 
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The faot that the present eaaple consisted of out-

pa tleat neurotica who were voluntarily eeeking help may have 

influenced the results. The pertinent question arises as to 

whether the results weald have been the same If neurotics not 

eeeking aid had been need. Is there a difference in levels 

of awareness between the two groups? An investigation aimed 

at comparing the response discrepancy of normals and s dicho­

tomized group of n euro tie s might Indicate e much different 

pioture and It seems as though it would bs s worthwhile pro­

ject for future investigation. 

Another reseereh problem that the present study pro­

motes eoaeerne the testing of Allport*s hypothesis utilizing 

other variables. A continuing series of Investigations in 

this area iacludiag aad manipulating more and more variables 

whloh seem pertinent would gradually lead to a better under­

standing of the motivational patterns of normal end neurotic 

adults. Ths satire problem of the basic differenoee and 

similarities between norma! and neurotic subjects needs more 

extensive researoh. For example, the discussion of Nuttln*s 

oonoept of psychic Intimacy was Interpreted as suggesting 

that the oruolal question may not be the presenoe or absence 

of congruence as such but ths tsnsion or anxiety that 

eoeompaniee the leek of congruence. It would be Interesting 

to test Allport*s theoretical contention using s group of 

norma! subjeete who had been dichotomized Into a low and 
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high anxiety group and a group of neurotlo subjeots dicho­

tomized on the same variable. 

The erea of expreseive movements could also be 

utilized to test and extend Allport*s hypothesis. People 

develop highly characteristic styles of writing, talking, 

walking, sitting end gesturing. Usually, these expressive 

movemente are highly consistent over time. The researoh 

question pertinent to Allport*s hypothesis might bs: Ars 

there significant differences between normal end neurotio 

subjeete when expressive measures and direct measures of the 

same varlablee ere ooapared? 

la addition to the above suggestions, it would seem 

that the Interpretations glvsn, the theoretical framework 

provided end ths other theoretical orientations discussed, as 

well as the results of the study would provide enough lati­

tude for any number of additional hypotheses. 



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of the present research was to investigate 

the relative performance on direct, indireot, and projective 

personality aasessnent measures by normal and neurotio 

adulte. A primary objective wae the empirical eveluetlon of 

Gordon Allport'8 theoretical notion of the difference in re­

sponse discrepancy between normal and neurotlo adults to 

direct snd projective methods of assessment. 

A survey of the relevant literature revealed that 

very few studies hsve compared the performance of both normal 

and neurotio subjeots on direct, Indireot, end projective 

measures which were explicitly designed to focus on specifi­

cally defined variables that -ere motivational by nature. 

Two groups of subjects aatohed for age and educa­

tional level were employed. The groups consisted of sixty 

adult evening college students and thirty psychiatric ally 

diagnosed neurotics receiving treetment at outpatient olinics. 

A Self-Kanking Need 3heet. the Edwards Personal Preference 

Schedule and tea cards of the Thematic Apperception Test 

purporting to measure ten needs wsre administered to the two 

groups. Theee three instruments measured the needs of 

achievement, abasement, affiliation, aggression, autonomy, 

deference, dominance, nurturanoe, eex, and sucooranoe. The 

reliability of all three Instruments and the inter-eoorer 
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r e l i a b i l i t y viae found to be acceptable for the researoh 

purposes of th i s study. The f ive major s t a t i s t i c a l hypo-

thesss tested by the present study were as fol lows: 

I . There are no eignif icant differences between 
normal and neurotic adults with regard to their 
discrepancy scores on dlreot vereus indirect 
methods of need assessment. 

I I . There are no s lgnl f lesnt differences between 
norms! and neurotlo adulte with regard to their 
discrepancy soores on direct versus projective 
methods of need assessment. 

I I I . There are no s ignif ieaat differences between 
normal aad neurotio adults with regard to their 
disorepanoy scores on indireot versus projective 
methods of need assessment, 

IV. There are no s ignif icant differences between 
the rank-order positions of d lreot , indirect 
and projective methods of need assessment for 
the normal adults with regard to each of the 
ten neede. 

V. There are no s ignif icant differences between 
the raak-order posit ions of d lreot , indirect 
and projective methods of need assessment for 
ths neurotic adulte with regerd to eaoh of the 
ten needa. 

In general the s t a t i s t i c a l findings tended to support 

Allport*8 contention but with Important qual i f icat ions . The 

comparison of ths g lobs! disorepanoy soores of the two groups 

oonflrmed Allport*s posit ion regarding ths phenomenon of 

wider disorepanoy for neurotio subjects on the dlreot versus 

indirect dimension and the direct versus projective dimension. 

Null hypotheses I I I oould not be rejeoted. In the spec i f io 

analysis of the discrepancy soores on eaoh of the ten needs 
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for the two groups, the neurotlo eubjeots were again found 

to have s igni f ioant ly greater discrepancy scores on s i x of 

the thirty comparisons made, Thie finding was also taken 

as evidence in support of Allport*s hypothesis of wider 

discrepancy for the neurotic subjecte than for the normale 

and I t was noted that the globe! discrepancy scoree produced 

a masking e f fec t . I t was suggested that a meaningful inter­

pretation of the data as related to Allport*s contention 

demanded a speei f ic analysis of the varlablee la question. 

Signif ioantly greater discrepancy scores for the neurotic 

eubjects were found on the following neede aad method com­

parisons: (1) the diacrt^oney scores, for needs abasement 

and deference were found to be greater for the neurotice than 

the normals on the direct- indirect dimension; (2) the d le ­

orepancy scores for neede ebaeement, defereaoe *nd sex were 

found to be s igni f ioant ly greater for the neurotloe than 

the normals on the direct-project ive dimension} and (3) the 

dleorepancy score for need eex was found to be s ignif ioant ly 

greater for the neurotics than the normals on ths indirect -

pro jeot ive dimension. 

The s t s t l s t i c a l findings pertinent to null hypotheses 

IV aad V revealed eeventeoa signIfioent differences out of 

th ir ty possibles for the norms! subjects snd f i f teen s i g n i ­

f icant dif foresees out of th ir ty possibles for the neurotio 

subjeots . S i a i l a r i t l e a and differences wsre found between 
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the two groups in terms of the spec i f i c needs found to yield 

s igni f icant dii'feranoes on the vsrlous method comparisons as 

well as the change of rank-order need strength from method 

to method. 

Two mala conclusions may be drawn from the present 

research. F i r s t , the neurotic subjects* discrepancy soores 

were both globally and spec i f i ca l l y greater than the normal 

subjeots*. Second, the norma! subjeots were far from per­

f e c t l y consistent on the various method comparisons and in 

fas t showed sl l^i i t ly l e s s congruence than did the neurotic 

subjects . Explanations were attempted for eaoh of these 

conclusions. 

I t *4& <ulao suggested that for a maximally accurate 

personality assessment a l l three ^athods should be u t i l i zed 

since thsy seem to tap three different l eve l s of functioning. 

I t was suggested thu t̂ further research might concen­

trate on determining the oomoon factors that e x i s t , i f any, 

among ths needs of the various method comparisona that were 

found to reveal s ignif icant and non-el^nifi^pnt diff^mnoe 

in the within group comparisons. Such an attempt might 

lend more insight into the differences of motivational forces 

and patterns in norma! and neurotic subjeots. Suggestions 

for researoh u t i l i z i n g other variables and other groups were 

a lso mads. The theoretical bases for these suggestions were 

dlscusssd. 
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A Lip or t, Gordon W.,"The Trend in Motivational Theory" 

January' 
in the Amerloan Journal of Orthopsychiatry. Vol. 23, No. 1, 

Ths theoretloel position stated la this article led 
to the initiation of the present researoh. Allport notes 
ths increasing tendeaoy to Ignore direct methods In favor 
of projective methods of assessment aad traces this trend 
historically. Ho believes that psychologists have arrived 
at s position in whloh they no longer accept the motives of 
the healthy adult at their face value. He oontends that 
direct and projective measures of assessment will reveal 
essentially the same information about the aotivational 
foreee of the normal, well adjusted adult. Neurotics, oa 
ths other hand, due to their defenelvenose and tendency to 
repression, will yield materiel on the projective teohaiquee 
which le contrary to that obtained from direct measures. He 
concludes by stressing the need for complimentary ueege of 
both dlreet and projective techniques in order that the 
resultant interpretation will give a maximally accurate 
personality picture. 

Davida, Anthony, "A Comparison of Three Methods of 
Personality Asssssmont; Direct, Indireot and Projective", 
In the Journal of Personality. Vol. 23, No. 4, June 1955, 
p. 423-440. 

A report of researoh designed to compare measures of 
the effectiveness of adjustment as derived from dlreot, 
Indirect aad projective methods of personality assessment. 
In this report the euthor suggests the inclusion of the in­
direct method as a distinct measure of personality. The 
study substantiates Allport*s position that the personality 
teet performance of the normal adult will be consistent on 
dlreot and projective measures. 

Davids, Anthony, and Henry Pildner, "Comparison of 
Direct and Projective methods of Personality Assessment 
Under Different Conditions of Motivation", In Psychological 
Monographs. Vol. 72, No. 11, Whole Ho. 464, 1958, p. 1-56. 

The authors report on a more extensive comparison of 
the relative performance on dlreot and projective personality 
assessment by eubjecte under different motivational conditions. 
Two groups of normal subjeots were studied. Five direct and 
four projective measures of the global variable "alienation 
syndroms" wsre utilized. Among the projective Instruments 
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was ths Thematic Apperception Tes t . The r e e u l t e indicated 
that distortion i s l i k e l y to take plaoc on direct personality 
measures s s a resul t of the motivation at the time of 
t e s t i n g . 

Getzel, J.W., "The Assessment of Personality and 
Prejudice by the Method of Paired Direct and Projective 
Questionnaires", unpublished t h e s i s , Harvard, 1951, as 
quoted by Gordon Allport, "The Trend in Motivational Theory", 
in the American Journal of Orthopsychiatry. Vol. 23 , No. 1, 
January 1953, p . 107-119. 

Thie doctoral thes is I s acknowledged by Allport as 
the research whloh brought to his attantion the phenomenon 
of differences in s ize of disorepanoy between normal and 
neurotio subjeots on direct and projective techniques. Ths 
author ut i l i zed two experiments, one dealing with pereonality 
dlfferenoee between twenty-five well adjusted and forty 
maladjusted veterans who were applying for veteran grante 
and the other a study of prejudice among female college 
students. The author used two forme of a sentence completion 
t e s t , one self-referent and one other-referent. Hie findings 
substantiate Allpert'e theoretical contention. 
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THE SELF-RANKING NEED 8HEET 

Code No. Date 
INSTHUCTI0N3 FOR NERD RANKING 

Man aots as he does for many reasons. Listed below are 10 
needs which many times motivate people to behave ae they do. 
Along side of each need is a brief description whloh will enable 
you to get a general ides of Its meaning. 

Will you pleaee rank these ten needs In order from highest to 
loweet strength as you see them motivating your behavior. For 
example, if you feel the need to be helped by others is the strong­
est of the 10 for you, you then would piece Sucooranoe next to 
line 1. The seoond strongest would be placed in line 2 and so on 
until you reach the weakest need whloh you would place next to 
line 10. We are Interested in how you feel about these needs today 
not how you would like to be. Once again use your code number to 
identify thie paper. Be sincere. Are there any questions? Thank you, 

ACHIEVEMENT: 

DEFERENCE T 

To do one*s best, to accomplish something very 
difficult or eignificant. 
To let othere make decisions, to conform to whet is 
expected of you. 

AUTONOMY j 

AFFILIATION: 

To be Independent of other in making decisions, to be 
able to come and go as you waat. 
To be loyal, to participate in friendly groups, to 
share or do things with friends. 
To receive help or affeotlon from othere, to have 
others be oyapathetic and understanding. 
To persuade and Influence others, to supervise 
others, to be regarded as a leader. 

SUCCORANCE : 

DOMINANCE 

ABASEMENT 
*Sf5S 
TtfM To feel guilty when one has done wrong, to aooept 

blame, to feel timid or inferior. 
To help friends or others in trouble, to forgive 
there, to be generous with others. 

NURTURANOE 

SS 

AGGRESSION 

* go out with or be in love v-ith someone of the 
opposite sex, to be sexually excited or aroused. 
To attack contrary points of view, to become angry, 
to laugh at people, to show h o s t i l i t y to others. 

RANKING OF NEEDS 
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APPENDIX 2 

Edwards Personal Preference Schedule 
Allen L. Edwards, University of Washington 

D I R E C T I O N S 

This schedule consists of a number of pairs of statements about things that you may or may not 
like; about ways in which you may or may not feel. Look at the example below. 

A I like to talk about myself to others. 

B I like to work toward some goal that I have set for myself. 

Which of these two statements is more characteristic of what you like? If you like "talking about 
yourself to others" more than you like "working toward some goal that you have set for yourself," then 
you should choose A over B. If you like "working toward some goal that you have set for yourself" more 
than you like "talking about yourself to others," then you should choose B over A. 

You may like both A and B. In this case, you would have to choose between the two and you should 
choose the one that you like better. If you dislike both A and B, then you should choose the one that you 
dislike less. 

Some of the pairs of statements in the schedule have to do with your likes, such as A and B above. 
Other pairs of statements have to do with how you feel. Look at the example below. 

A I feel depressed when I fail at something. 

B I feel nervous when giving a talk before a group. 

Which of these two statements is more characteristic of how you feel? If "being depressed when you 
fail at something" is more characteristic of you than "being nervous when giving a talk before a group," 
then you should choose A over B. If B is more characteristic of you than A, then you should choose B 
over A. 

If both statements describe how you feel, then you should choose the one which you think is more 
characteristic. If neither statement accurately describes how you feel, then you should choose the one 
which you consider to be less inaccurate. 

Your choice, in each instance, should be in terms of what you like and how you feel at the present 
time, and not in terms of what you think you should like or how you think you should feel. This is 
not a test. There are no right or wrong answers. Your choices should be a description of your own per­
sonal likes and feelings. Make a choice for every pair of statements; do not skip any. 

The pairs of statements on the following pages are similar to the examples given above. Read each 
pair of statements and pick out the one statement that better describes what you like or how you feel. 
Make no marks in the booklet. On the separate answer sheet are numbers corresponding to the numbers 
of the pairs of statements. Check to be sure you are marking for the same item number as the item you 
are reading in the booklet. 

If your answer sheet is printed 
in BLACK ink: 

For each numbered item draw a circle around 
the A or B to indicate the statement you 
have chosen. 

If your answer sheet is printed 
in BLUE ink: 

For each numbered item fill in the space 
under A or B as shown in the Directions 
on the answer sheet. 

Printed in U.S.A. 
Copyright in Great Britain 

Do not turn this page until the examiner tells you to start. 

Copyright 1 9 5 3 . Al l rights reserved. 

The Psychological Corporation 

New York, New York 
56-183 TB 



1 A I like to help my friends when they are in trouble. 

B I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake. 

2 A I like to find out what great men have thought about 
various problems in which I am interested. 

B I would like to accomplish something of great signifi­
cance. 

3 A Any written work that I do I like to have precise, neat, 
and well organized. 

B I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, 
profession, or field of specialization. 

4 A I like to tell amusing stories and jokes at parties. 
B I would like to write a great novel or play. 

5 A I like to be able to come and go as I want to. 
B I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult 

job well. 

6 A I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people 
have difficulty with. 

B I like to follow instructions and to do what is expected 
of me. 

7 A I like to experience novelty and change in my daily 
routine. 

B I like to tell my superiors that they have done a good 
job on something, when I think they have. 

8 A I like to plan and organize the details of any work 
that I have to undertake. 

B I like to follow instructions and to do what is expected 
of me. 

9 A I like people to notice and to comment upon my ap­
pearance when I am out in public. 

B I like to read about the lives of great men. 

10 A I like to avoid situations where I am expected to do 
things in a conventional way. 

B I like to read about the lives of great men. 

11 A I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, 
profession, or field of specialization. 

B I like to have my work organized and planned before 
beginning it. 

12 A I like to find out what great men have thought about 
various problems in which I am interested. 

B If I have to take a trip, I like to have things planned 
in advance. 

13 A I like to finish any job or task that I begin. 
B I like to keep my things neat and orderly on my desk 

or workspace. 

14 A I like to tell other people about adventures and strange 
things that have happened to me. 

B I like to have my meals organized and a definite time 
set aside for eating. 

15 A I like to be independent of others in deciding what I 
want to do. 

B I like to keep my things neat and orderly on my desk 
or workspace. 

16 A I like to be able to do things better than other people 
can. 

B I like to tell amusing stories and jokes at parties. 

17 A I like to conform to custom and to avoid doing things 
that people I respect might consider unconventional. 

B I like to talk about my achievements. 

18 A I like to have my life so arranged that it runs smoothly 
and without much change in my plans. 

B I like to tell other people about adventures and strange 
things that have happened to me. 

19 A I like to read books and plays in which sex plays a 
major part. 

B I like to be the center of attention in a group. 

20 A I like to criticize people who are in a position of au­
thority. 

B I like to use words which other people often do not 
know the meaning of. 

21 A I like to accomplish tasks that others recognize as re­
quiring skill and effort. 

B I like to be able to come and go as I want to. 

22 A I like to praise someone I admire. 
B I like to feel free to do what I want to do. 

23 A I like to keep my letters, bills, and other papers neatly 
arranged and filed according to some system. 

B I like to be independent of others in deciding what I 
want to do. 

24 A I like to ask questions which I know no one will be 
able to answer. 

B I like to criticize people who are in a position of au­
thority. 

25 A I get so angry that I feel like throwing and breaking 
things. 

B I like to avoid responsibilities and obligations. 

26 A I like to be successful in things undertaken. 
B I like to form new friendships. 

27 A I like to follow instructions and to do what is expected 
of me. 

B I like to have strong attachments with my friends. 

28 A Any written work that I do I like to have precise, neat, 
and well organized. 

B I like to make as many friends as I can. 

29 A I like to tell amusing stories and jokes at parties. 
B I like to write letters to my friends. 

30 A I like to be able to come and go as I want to. 
B I like to share things with my friends. 

31 A I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people 
have difficulty with. 

B I like to judge people by why they do something—not 
by what they actually do. 

32 A I like to accept the leadership of people I admire. 
B I like to understand how my friends feel about various 

proble~ms they have to face. 

33 A I like to have my meals organized and a definite time 
set aside for eating. 

B I like to study and to analyze the behavior of others. 



34 A 

B 

35 A 
B 

I like to say things that are regarded as witty and 
clever by other people. 

I like to put myself in someone else's place and to 
imagine how I would feel in the same situation. 

I like to feel free to do what I want to do. 
I like to observe how another individual feels in a 

given situation. 

36 A I like to accomplish tasks that others recognize as re­
quiring skill and effort. 

B I like my friends to encourage me when I meet with 
failure. 

37 A When planning something, I like to get suggestions 
from other people whose opinions I respect. 

B I like my friends to treat me kindly. 

38 A I like to have my life so arranged that it runs smoothly 
and without much change in my plans. 

B I like my friends to feel sorry for me when I am sick. 

39 A I like to be the center of attention in a group. 
B I like my friends to make a fuss over me when I am 

hurt or sick. 

40 A I like to avoid situations where I am expected to do 
things in a conventional way. 

B I like my friends to sympathize with me and to cheer 
me up when I am depressed. 

41 A I would like to write a great novel or play. 
B When serving on a committee, I like to be appointed 

or elected chairman. 

42 A When I am in a group, I like to accept the leadership 
of someone else in deciding what the group is going 
to do. 

B I like to supervise and to direct the actions of other 
people whenever I can. 

43 A I like to keep my letters, bills, and other papers neatly 
arranged and filed according to some system. 

B I like to be one of the leaders in the organizations and 
groups to which I belong. 

44 A I like to ask questions which I know no one will be 
able to answer. 

B I like to tell other people how to do their jobs. 

45 A I like to avoid responsibilities and obligations. 
B I like to be called upon to settle arguments and dis­

putes between others. 

46 A I would like to be a recognized authority in some job, 
profession, or field of specialization. 

B I feel guilty whenever I have done something I know 
is wrong. 

47 A I like to read about the lives of great men. 
B I feel that I should confess the things that I have done 

that I regard as wrong. 

48 A I like to plan and organize the details of any work 
that I have to undertake. 

B When things go wrong for me, I feel that I am more 
to blame than anyone else. 

49 A 

B 

50 A 

B 

51 A 
B 

52 A 

53 

54 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

55 A 
B 

56 A 

57 

58 

59 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

60 A 

61 

62 

B 

A 

B 

A 

63 

64 

A 

B 

A 

B 

like to use words which other people often do not 
know the meaning of. 
feel that I am inferior to others in most respects. 

like to criticize people who are in a position of au­
thority. 
feel timid in the presence of other people I regard 
as my superiors. 

like to do my very best in whatever I undertake, 
like to help other people who are less fortunate than 
I am. 

like to find out what great men have thought about 
various problems in which I am interested, 
like to be generous with my friends. 

like to make a plan before starting in to do some­
thing difficult, 
like to do small favors for my friends. 

like to tell other people about adventures and strange 
things that have happened to me. 
like my friends to confide in me and to tell me their 
troubles. 

like to say what I think about things. 
like to forgive my friends who may sometimes 
hurt me. 

like to be able to do things better than other people 
can. 
like to eat in new and strange restaurants. 

like to conform to custom and to avoid doing things 
that people I respect might consider unconventional, 
like to participate in new fads and fashions. 

like to have my work organized and planned before 
beginning it. 
like to travel and to see the country. 

like people to notice and to comment upon my ap­
pearance when I am out in public, 
like to move about the country and to live in differ­
ent places. 

like to be independent of others in deciding what I 
want to do. 

like to do new and different things. 

like to be able to say that I have done a difficult job 
well. 

like to work hard at any job I undertake. 

like to tell my superiors that they have done a good 
job on something, when I think they have, 
like to complete a single job or task at a time before 
taking on others. 

f I have to take a trip, I like to have things planned 
in advance. 

like to keep working at a puzzle or problem until 
it is solved. 

sometimes like to do things just to see what effect 
it will have on others. 

like to stick at a job or problem even when it may 
seem as if I am not getting anywhere with it. 



I like to do things that other people regard as un­
conventional. 

I like to put in long hours of work without being 
distracted. 

I would like to accomplish something of great signifi­
cance. 

I like to kiss attractive persons of the opposite sex. 

I like to praise someone I admire. 
I like to be regarded as physically attractive by those 

of the opposite sex. 

I like to keep m) things neat and orderly on my desk 
or workspace. 

I like to be in love with someone of the opposite sex. 

I like to talk about my achie\ements. 
I like to listen to or to tell jokes in which sex plays 

a major part. 

I like to do things in my own way and without regard 
to what others may think. 

I like to read books and plays in which sex plays a 
major part 

I would like to write a great novel or play. 
I like to attack points of view that are contrary to 

72 A When I am in a group, I like to accept the leadership 
of someone else in deciding what the group is going 
to do. 

I feel like criticizing someone publicly if he deserves it. 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 
B 

A 

B 

A 
B 

A 

B 

A 
B 

81 A 
B 

B 

73 A 

B 

I like to have my life so arranged that it runs smoothly 
and without much change in my plans. 

I get so angry that I feel like throwing and breaking 
things. 

74 A I like to ask questions which I know no one will be 
able to answer. 

B I like to tell other people what I think of them. 

I like to avoid responsibilities and obligations. 
I feel like making fun of people who do things that 

I regard as stupid. 

I like to be loyal to my friends. 
I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake. 

I like to observe how another individual feels in a 
given situation. 

I like to be able to say that I have done a difficult 
job well. 

I like my friends to encourage me when I meet with 
failure. 

I like to be successful in things undertaken. 

I like to be one of the leaders in the organizations and 
groups to which I belong. 

I like to be able to do things better than other people 
can. 

When things go wrong for me, I feel that I am more 
to blame than anyone else. 

I like to solve puzzles and problems that other people 
have difficulty with. 

75 

76 

77 

78 

79 

80 

A 
B 

A 
B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

84 

86 

B 

A 

I like to do things for my friends. 
When planning something, I like to get suggestions 

from other people whose opinions I respect. 

82 A I like to put myself in someone else's place and to 
imagine how I would feel in the same situation. 

B I like to tell my superiors that they have done a good 
job on something, when I think they have. 

83 A I like my friends to be sympathetic and understanding 
when I have problems. 

I like to accept the leadership of people I admire. 

When serving on a committee, I like to be appointed 
or elected chairman. 

B When I am in a group, I like to accept the leadership 
of someone else in decidmg what the group is go­
ing to do. 

85 A If I do something that is wrong, I feel that I should 
be punished for it. 

I like to conform to custom and to avoid doing things 
that people I respect might consider unconventional. 

I like to share things with my friends. 
I like to make a plan before starting in to do some­

thing difficult. 

87 A I like to understand how my friends feel about vari­
ous problems they have to face. 

If I have to take a trip, I like to have things planned 
in advance. 

B 

A 
B 

B 

88 A I like my friends to treat me kindly. 
B I like to have my work organized and planned before 

beginning it. 

89 A I like to be regarded by others as a leader. 
B I like to keep my letters, bills, and other papers neady 

arranged and filed according to some system. 

90 A I feel that the pain and misery that I have suffered has 
done me more good than harm. 

B I like to have my life so arranged that it runs smoothly 
and without much change m my plans. 

91 A I like to have strong attachments with my friends. 
B I like to say things that are regarded as witty and 

clever by other people. 

92 A I like to think about the personalities of my friends 
and to try to figure out what makes them as they are. 

B I sometimes like to do things just to see what effect 
it will have on others. 

93 A I like my friends to make a fuss over me when I am 
hurt or sick. 

B I like to talk about my achievements. 

94 A I like to tell other people how to do their jobs. 

B I like to be the center of attention in a group. 

95 A I feel timid in the presence of other people I regard 
as my superiors. 

B I like to use words which other people often do not 
know the meaning of. 

96 A I like to do things with my friends rather than by 
myself. 

B I like to say what I think about things. 



I like to study and to analyze the behavior of others. 
I like to do things that other people regard as uncon­

ventional. 

I like my friends to feel sorry for me when I am sick. 
I like to avoid situations where I am expected to do 

things in a conventional way. 

I like to supervise and to direct the actions of other 
people whenever I can. 

I like to do things in my own way without regard to 
what others may think. 

I feel that I am inferior to others in most respects. 

I like to avoid responsibilities and obligations. 

I like to be successful in things undertaken. 
I like to form new friendships. 

I like to analyze my own motives and feelings. 
I like to make as many friends as I can. 

I like my friends to help me when I am in trouble. 
I like to do things for my friends. 

I like to argue for my point of view when it is at­
tacked by others. 

I like to write letters to my friends. 

I feel guilty whenever I have done something I know 
is wrong. 

I like to have strong attachments with my friends. 

I like to share things with my friends. 
I like to analyze my own motives and feelings. 

I like to accept the leadership of people I admire. 
I like to understand how my friends feel about vari­

ous problems they have to face. 

I like my friends to do many small favors for me 
cheerfully. 

I like to judge people by why they do something— 
not by what they actually do. 

When with a group of people, I like to make the 
decisions about what we are going to do. 

I like to predict how my friends will act in various 
situations. 

110 A I feel better when I give in and avoid a fight, than 
I would if I tried to have my own way. 

I like to analyze the feelings and motives of others. 

97 

98 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

A 
B 

A 
B 

A 

B 

A 
B 

A 
B 

A 
B 

A 
B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 
B 

A 
B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

B 

111 A 

B 

112 A 

B 

I like to form new friendships. 
I like my friends to help me when I am in trouble. 

I like to judge people by why they do something— 
not by what they actually do. 

I like my friends to show a great deal of affection 
toward me. 

113 A I like to have my life so arranged that it runs 
smoothly and without much change in my plans. 

B I like my friends to feel sorry for me when I am sick. 

114 A I like to be called upon to settle arguments and dis­
putes between others. 

B I like my friends to do many small favors for me 
cheerfully. 

115 

116 

A 

B 

A 

B 

117 A 

B 

118 A 

B 

119 A 

B 

120 A 

B 

121 A 

B 

I feel that I should confess the things that I have 
done that I regard as wrong. 

I like my friends to sympathize with me and to cheer 
me up when I am depressed. 

I like to do things with my friends rather than by 
myself. 

I like to argue for my point of view when it is at­
tacked by others. 

I like to think about the personalities of my friends 
and to try to figure out what makes them as 
they are. 

I like to be able to persuade and influence others to 
do what I want to do. 

I like my friends to sympathize with me and to cheer 
me up when I am depressed. 

When with a group of people, I like to make the 
decisions about what we are going to do. 

I like to ask questions which I know no one will be 
able to answer. 

I like to tell other people how to do their jobs. 

I feel timid in the presence of other people I regard 
as my superiors. 

I like to supervise and to direct the actions of other 
people whenever I can. 

I like to participate in groups in which the members 
have warm and friendly feelings toward one another. 

I feel guilty whenever I have done something I know 
is wrong. 

I like to analyze the feelings and motives of others. 
I feel depressed by my own inability to handle vari­

ous situations. 

I like my friends to feel sorry for me when I am sick. 
I feel better when I give in and avoid a fight, than 

I would if I tried to have my own way. 

I like to be able to persuade and influence others to 
do what I want. 

I feel depressed by my own inability to handle vari­
ous situations. 

I like to criticize people who are in a position of 
authority. 

I feel timid in the presence of other people I regard 
as my superiors. 

126 A I like to participate in groups in which the members 
have warm and friendly feelings toward one another. 

I like to help my friends when they are in trouble. 

I like to analyze my own motives and feelings. 
I like to sympathize with my friends when they are 

hurt or sick. 

I like my friends to help me when I am in trouble. 
I like to treat other people with kindness and sym­

pathy. 

I like to be one of the leaders in the organizations 
and groups to which I belong. 

I like to sympathize with my friends when they are 
hurt or sick. 

122 

123 

124 

125 

A 
B 

A 
B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

B 

127 

128 

129 

A 
B 

A 
B 

A 

B 



130 A I feel that the pain and misery that I have suffered 
has done me more good than harm. 

B I like to show a great deal of affection toward my 
friends. 

131 A I like to do things with my friends rather than by 
myself. 

B I like to experiment and to try new things. 

132 A I like to think about the personalities of my friends 
and to try to figure out what makes them as 
they are. 

B I like to try new and different jobs—rather than to 
continue doing the same old things. 

133 A I like my friends to be sympathetic and understand­
ing when I have problems. 

B I like to meet new people. 

134 A I like to argue for my point of view when it is at­
tacked by others. 

B I like to experience novelty and change in my daily 
routine. 

135 A I feel better when I give in and avoid a fight, than I 
would if I tried to have my own way. 

B I like to move about the country and to live in differ­
ent places. 

136 A I like to do things for my friends. 
B When I have some assignment to do, I like to start 

in and keep working on it until it is completed. 

137 A I like to analyze the feelings and motives of others. 
B I like to avoid being interrupted while at my work. 

138 A I like my friends to do many small favors for me 
cheerfully. 

B I like to stay up late working in order to get a job 
done. 

139 A I like to be regarded by others as a leader. 
B I like to put in long hours of work without being 

distracted. 

140 A If I do something that is wrong, I feel that I should 
be punished for it. 

B I like to stick at a job or problem even when it may 
seem as if I am not getting anywhere with it. 

141 A I like to be loyal to my friends. 
B I like to go out with attractive persons of the op­

posite sex. 

142 A I like to predict how my friends will act in various 
situations. 

B I like to participate in discussions about sex and sex­
ual activities. 

143 A I like my friends to show a great deal of affection 
toward me. 

B I like to become sexually excited. 

144 A When with a group of people, I like to make the 
decisions about what we are going to do. 

B I like to engage in social activities with persons of 
the opposite sex. 

145 A I feel depressed by my own inability to handle vari­
ous situations. 

B I like to read books and plays in which sex plays a 
major part. 

146 A I like to write letters to my friends. 
B I like to read newspaper accounts of murders and 

other forms of violence. 

147 A I like to predict how my friends will act in various 
situations. 

B I like to attack points of view that are contrary to 
mine. 

148 A I like my friends to make a fuss over me when I 
am hurt or sick. 

B I feel like blaming others when things go wrong 
for me. 

149 A I like to tell other people how to do their jobs. 
B I feel like getting revenge when someone has in­

sulted me. 

150 A I feel that I am inferior to others in most respects. 
B I feel like telling other people off when I disagree 

with them. 

151 A I like to help my friends when they are in trouble. 
B I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake. 

152 A I like to travel and to see the country. 
B I like to accomplish tasks that others recognize as 

requiring skill and effort. 

153 A I like to work hard at any job I undertake. 
B I would like to accomplish something of great sig­

nificance. 

154 A I like to go out with attractive persons of the op­
posite sex. 

B I like to be successful in things undertaken. 

155 A I like to read newspaper accounts of murders and 
other forms of violence. 

B I would like to write a great novel or play. 

156 A I like to do small favors for my friends. 
B When planning something, I like to get suggestions 

from other people whose opinions I respect. 

157 A I like to experience novelty and change in my daily 
routine. 

B I like to tell my superiors that they have done a good 
job on something, when I think they have. 

158 A I like to stay up late working in order to get a job 
done. 

B I like to praise someone I admire. 

159 A I like to become sexually excited. 
B I like to accept the leadership of people I admire. 

160 A I feel like getting revenge when someone has insulted 
me. 

B When I am in a group, I like to accept the leadership 
of someone else in deciding what the group is 
going to do. 

161 A I like to be generous with my friends. 
B I like to make a plan before starting in to do some­

thing difficult. 



I like to meet new people. 

Any written work that I do I like to have precise, 
neat, and well organized. 

I like to finish any job or task that I begin. 
I like to keep my things neat and orderly on my desk 

or workspace. 

I like to be regarded as physically attractive by those 
of the opposite sex. 

I like to plan and organize the details of any work 
that I have to undertake. 

I like to tell other people what I think of them. 
I like to have my meals organized and a definite 

time set aside for eating. 

I like to show a great deal of affection toward my 
friends. 

I like to say things that are regarded as witty and 
clever by other people. 

I like to try new and different jobs—rather than to 
continue doing the same old things. 

I sometimes like to do things just to see what effect 
it will have on others. 

I like to stick at a job or problem even when it may 
seem as if I am not getting anywhere with it. 

I like people to notice and to comment upon my ap­
pearance when I am out in public. 

I like to read books and plays in which sex plays a 
major part. 

I like to be the center of attention in a group. 

I feel like blaming others when things go wrong 
for me. 

I like to ask questions which I know no one will 
be able to answer. 

171 A I like to sympathize with my friends when they are 
hurt or sick. 

B I like to say what I think about things. 

I like to eat in new and strange restaurants. 
I like to do things that other people regard as un­

conventional. 

I like to complete a single job or task at a time be­
fore taking on others. 

I like to feel free to do what I want to do. 

I like to participate in discussions about sex and sex­
ual activities. 

I like to do things in my own way without regard 
to what others may think. 

I get so angry that I feel like throwing and break­
ing things. 

I like to avoid responsibilities and obligations. 

I like to help my friends when they are in trouble. 

I like to be loyal to my friends. 

I like to do new and different things. 
I like to form new friendships. 

162 

163 

164 

165 

166 

167 

168 

169 

170 

A 
B 

A 
B 

A 

B 

A 
B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 
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173 

174 

175 

176 

177 

A 
B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 

B 

A 
B 

A 
B 

178 A When I have some assignment to do, I like to start 
in and keep working on it until it is completed. 

B I like to participate in groups in which the members 
have warm and friendly feelings toward one another. 

179 A I like to go out with attractive persons of the op­
posite sex. 

B I like to make as many friends as I can. 

180 A I like to attack points of view that are contrary to 
mine. 

B I like to write letters to my friends. 

181 A I like to be generous with my friends. 
B I like to observe how another individual feels in a 

given situation. 

182 A I like to eat in new and strange restaurants. 
B I like to put myself in someone else's place and to 

imagine how I would feel in the same situation. 

183 A I like to stay up late working in order to get a job 
done. 

B I like to understand how my friends feel about vari­
ous problems they have to face. 

184 A I like to become sexually excited. 
B I like to study and to analyze the behavior of others. 

185 A I feel like making fun of people who do things that 
I regard as stupid. 

B I like to predict how my friends will act in various 
situations. 

186 A I like to forgive my friends who may sometimes 
hurt me. 

B I like my friends to encourage me when I meet with 
failure. 

187 A I like to experiment and to try new things. 
B I like my friends to be sympathetic and understand­

ing when I have problems. 

188 A I like to keep working at a puzzle or problem until 
it is solved. 

B I like my friends to treat me kindly. 

189 A I like to be regarded as physically attractive by those 
of the opposite sex. 

B I like my friends to show a great deal of affection 
toward me. 

190 A I feel like criticizing someone publicly if he de­
serves it. 

B I like my friends to make a fuss over me when I am 
hurt or sick. 

191 A I like to show a great deal of affection toward my 
friends. 

B I like to be regarded by others as a leader. 

192 A I like to try new and different jobs—rather than to 
continue doing the same old things. 

B When serving on a committee, I like to be appointed 
or elected chairman. 

193 A I like to finish any job or ta'sk that I begin. 

B I like to be able to persuade and influence others to 
do what I want. 



194 A I like to participate in discussions about sex and sex­
ual activities. 

B I like to be called upon to settle arguments and dis­
putes between others. 

195 A I get so angry that I feel like throwing and breaking 
things. 

B I like to tell other people how to do their jobs. 

196 A I like to show a great deal of affection toward my 
friends. 

B When things go wrong for me, I feel that I am more 
to blame than anyone else. 

197 A I like to move about the country and to live in differ­
ent places. 

B If I do something that is wrong, I feel that I should 
be punished for it. 

198 A I like to stick at a job or problem even when it may 
seem as if I am not getting anywhere with it. 

B I feel that the pain and misery that I have suffered 
has done me more good than harm. 

199 A I like to read books and plays in which sex plays 
a major part. 

B I feel that I should confess the things that I have 
done that I regard as wrong. 

200 A I feel like blaming others when things go wrong 
for me. 

B I feel that I am inferior to others in most respects. 

201 A I like to do my very best in whatever I undertake. 
B I like to help other people who are less fortunate 

than I am. 

202 A I like to do new and different things. 
B I like to treat other people with kindness and sym­

pathy. 

203 A When I have some assignment to do, I like to start 
in and keep working on it until it is completed. 

B I like to help other people who are less fortunate 
than I am. 

204 A I like to engage in social activities with persons of 
the opposite sex. 

B I like to forgive my friends who may sometimes 
hurt me. 

205 A I like to attack points of view that are contrary to 
mine. 

B I like my friends to confide in me and to tell me 
their troubles. 

206 A I like to treat other people with kindness and sym­
pathy. 

B I like to travel and to see the country. 

207 A I like to conform to custom and to avoid doing things 
that people I respect might consider unconventional. 

B I like to participate in new fads and fashions. 

208 A I like to work' hard at any job I undertake. 

B I like to experience novelty and change in my daily 
routine. 

209 A I like to kiss attractive persons of the opposite sex. 
B I like to experiment and to try new things. 

210 A I feel like telling other people off when I disagree 
with them. 

B I like to participate in new fads and fashions. 

211 A I like to help other people who are less fortunate 
than I am. 

B I like to finish any job or task that I begin. 

212 A I like to move about the country and to live in differ­
ent places. 

B I like to put in long hours of work without being 
distracted. 

213 A If I have to take a trip, I like to have things planned 
in advance. 

B I like to keep working at a puzzle or problem until 
it is solved. 

214 A I. like to be in love with someone of the opposite sex. 
B I like to complete a single job or task before taking 

on others. 

215 A I like to tell other people what I think of them. 
B I like to avoid being interrupted while at my work. 

216 A I like to do small favors for my friends. 
B I like to engage in social activities with persons of 

the opposite sex. 

217 A I like to meet new people. 
B I like to kiss attractive persons of the opposite sex. 

218 A I like to keep working at a puzzle or problem until 
it is solved. 

B I like to be in love with someone of the opposite sex. 

219 A I like to talk about my achievements. 
B I like to listen to or to tell jokes in which sex plays 

a major part. 

220 A I feel like making fun of people who do things that 
I regard as stupid. 

B I like to listen to or to tell jokes in which sex plays 
a major part. 

221 A I like my friends to confide in me and to tell me 
their troubles. 

B I like to read newspaper accounts of murders and 
other forms of violence. 

222 A I like to participate in new fads and fashions. 
B I feel like criticizing someone publicly if he de­

serves it. 

223 A I like to avoid being interrupted while at my work. 
B I feel like telling other people off when I disagree 

with them. 

224 A I like to listen to or to tell jokes in which sex plays 
a major part. 

B I feel like getting revenge when someone has in­
sulted me. 

225 A I like to avoid responsibilities and obligations. 
B I feel like making fun of people who do things that 

I regard as stupid. 



APPMDII 8 

DESCRIPTION CI" laaCATia AJTIBCEcTIOK CARDS 



APPENDIX 3 

DESCRIPTION OF THEMATIC AF PERCEPTION CARDS 

1. A young boy i s contemplating a v io l in wbioh rest* 
on a tabla in front of hia. 

2. Country acane: in the foreground ia a young woman 
with books in bar hand; in the baokgrouad a aan ia working in 
the f ie lda and an older woman i s looking on. 

3BM. Cn the floor againat a couoh ia the huddled 
fora of a boy with hie head bowad on hia right <±r«. Besida 
hia on the floor la a revolver. 

4 . A woman i s olutohlag the ahouldera of a man whose 
faoa and body are averted aa i f ha were trying to pull away 
from her. 

5. A middle-aged wo aan i s standing on the threshold 
of a half-opened door looking into a room. 

6Bef. A short , e lderly woman stands with her baok 
turned to a t a l l young aan. The l a t t e r i s looking downward 
with a perplexed expression. 

7BM. A gray-hairad aan i s looking at a younger man 
who i s sul lenly staring into apaoe. 

10. A young woman*a head against a sen 's shoulder. 

13MT. A young man Is standing with downcast head 
burled in h is arm. Behind hia i s the figure of a woman lying 
in bed, 

16BM. A man i s oluten«d froa behind by three hands. 
The figures of his antagonists are Inv i s ib le . 

1 H.A. Murray, Theaatlo Apporoeptl on Teat Manual. 
Harvard University Printing Office, Cambridge, Haas., 1943, 
p. 19-20. 
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IMS TRUC TICKS 

Will you please f i l l in the following data at the 
top of the f i r s t page. 

Code Humber; Oocupatlont 
Age: 
Sex: Highest Grade 
Date: Attained in Gohool: 

The purpose of this researoh is to obtain an idea of 
the typleal atories told to these ploturea by people in your 
age ran^e. We are only interested in group findings (averages) 
and will not need to know your name. Will you ploase seleot 
a five digit code number (e.g. 60291) for purposes of iden­
tification and put this number on all work done in this 
experiment. Remember this number sinoe you will use it again 
la the seeond part of the experiment. 

The success and naeningfulness of the experiment de­
pends upon your einoerity and oooperation in performanoe of 
these tasks. Sinoe your identity is unknown there is no 
reason for deeeptlon. Thank you for your oooperation and 
valuable time. 

The first part of the experiment is an opportunity 
for free laaglnation. Some pictures will be shown to you 
aad you are to make up a story eonoernlng eaoh picture, ̂ rite 
this story oa the paper provided at your place. 

Ths ploture will be shown for one minute. Tou have 
five minutes to write your story. At the end of these five 
minutes another ploture will be shown and the same procedure 
followed. 

lX?Q«tWT 

Inolude the following parts in eaoh story: 

1. What has led up to the eituation shown in the 
picture. 

2. Describe what is happening at the moment and what 
the characters are feeling and thinking. 

3. State what the outoomo will be. 

There is no right or wrong story, use your imagina­
tion freely aad make up anything you please. 

Thank you. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR SCARING THE 
TfFMATIC APPERCEPTION TEST 

PROTOCOLS 

1. Read eaoh story trying to determine the chief 
motivational faotors in the story which oause the hero to 
act ee he does. These motives can be chosen by the intens i ty 
of af fect expressed, the key role or essent ia l aspect i t plays 
in giving form to the story, the frequenoy of appearance and 
the Intensity expressed. A l i s t of needs with def init ions 
are provided to enable you to score the s tor i e s . 

2 . The scorer should keep in mind the necess i ty of 
estimating the strength or intensi ty of the needs expressed. 
The strength cf eaoh i s to be r;..tod on a one to three sca le , 
three beln^ the highest intensity rating for any need on a 
s ingle story. TL* cr i t er ia of strength are in tens i ty , dura­
t i o n , frequency end ixaporta: oe in the r io t . For example, 
for the need aggression, a f lash of i r r i t a b i l i t y ge ts a 
rating of 1, whereas violent anger or the continued or 
repeated occurrence of a milder form l ike quarreling i s 
scored three, marks two aad one are given for those needs 
of a l e s s e r intens i ty also mentioned in the story. 

3 . In the majority of s tories you should be able to 
score three needs, in so&e you w i l l not. Take your time ia 
reading the s t o r i e s and refer often to the def init ion sheet 
so as to gain the necessary famil iarity and to develop a 
se t that includes a l l the needs l i s t e d . 
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ABSTRACT OF 

A Comparison of Three Methods of Weed Assessment 
With Kormal aad iioarotlo Subieotsl 

The present researoh has been an effort in the inves­

tigation of the lntervalidation between dlreot, indirect, 

end projective methods of personality assessment. Cordon 

Allport*s oontentlon regarding the difference between normal 

aad neurotlo subjects In their response to direct and pro­

jective methods of assessment served as the theoretical link 

and justification for the present study. 

In the review of the literature the olassifloatory 

seheaes existing for methods of assessment were reviewed and 

the complexity of the taxonomio problem was noted. This was 

followed by a critical review of the studies relevant to 

Allport*s theoretical position. 

Five major hypotheses were tested. The first three 

hypotheses dealt with the differences between normal and 

neurotio adults with regard to their disorepanoy soores on 

the dlreot versus indirect, dlreot versus projective, and 

indireot versus projective methods of need assessment. 

1 Hugh H. Car berry, doctoral thesis presented to the 
School of Psychology and Bdueation of the University of 
Ottawa, Ontario, July 1964, ix-123 p. 
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These three hypotheses were tested utilizing global disore­

panoy soores and disorepanoy soores peculiar to eaoh of the 

ten needs measured. Hypotheses IV &nd V were oonoerned with 

the differences on the various method comparisons within 

eaoh group separately. 

Sixty normal subjeots and thirty outpatient neurotic 

subjeots were administered the Self-Ranking Hoed Sheet, the 

Sdwards Persons! Preference Schedule and ten cards of tho 

Thematlo Apperception Test. Coaparisons were made in terms 

of global disorepanoy soores and then separately for the 

diecrepancy soores on each of the following ten needs; 

achievement, abasement, affiliation, aggression, autonomy, 

deferenoo, dominance, nurturanoe, sex, and sucooranoe. 

Comparisons were made between the two groups and also within 

the groups. 

The results tended to support Allport*s theoretical 

notion but with important qualifications. The neurotio sub­

jeots* disorepanoy soores were greater than the normal sub­

jeots* at the global level and also on six out of thirty 

possible eombinations of the ten needs and three method com­

parison dimensions. The normal subjects showed slightly 

less consistency on the within method comparisons than was 

expeeted in light of Allport*s theory. These results were 

discussed ia some detail along with reooamendations for 

further research. 


