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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The psychotherapeutic treatment of underachieving 

college students has long presented a problem to the 

psychologist. In general, underachievers have proven very 

resistant to effective psychotherapeutic or counseling 

intervention, even though they may volunteer for adjustment 

counseling. Numerous investigators have reported rigid 

ego-defense systems as correlates of underachievement. 

The Byrne Repression-Sensitization (R-S) Scale (Byrne, 

1961; Byrne, Barry, & Nelson, 1963) is one of the most 

freguently employed measures of two distinct patterns of 

ego defense. There is considerable controversy concerning 

the relationship of repression-sensitization to psycho

logical adjustment. Personality traits or factors differ

entiating repressors, sensitizers, and neutrals have not 

been clearly delineated. Few studies have examined altera

tions in self-concept and defensive behavior of repressors 

and sensitizers following psychotherapy or counseling. 

In the present study the literature on underachieve

ment, repression-sensitization, psychotherapy, encounter 

groups, and personality was reviewed and integrated in the 

formulation of testable hypotheses related to the previously 

mentioned problem areas of underachievement and repression-



sensitization. More specifically the purposes of the 

present study were as follows: (1) to differentiate 

between repressing, sensitizing, and neutral underachievers 

through the utilization of a sound psychometric personality 

device; (2) to assess the relative degree of neuroticism in 

repressing, sensitizing, and neutral underachievers; and (3) 

to examine the alterations of defensiveness and self-concept 

in these subjects (£s) following an abbreviated marathon 

encounter group. 

The Repression-Sensitization Dimension 

Defensive Behavior Patterns 

Byrne (1961, 1964) suggested that the manner in which 

individuals respond to threat falls along a continuum. 

Byrne (1964) wrote: 

An undimensional categorization which encom
passes many diverse mechanisms grew out of the 
research of the new look in perception in the 1940's: 
repression-sensitization. At one end of this continuum 
of defensive behaviors are those responses which 
involve avoidance of anxiety-arousing stimuli and 
its conseguents. Included here are repression, 
denial, and many types of rationalization. At the 
sensitizing extreme of the continuum are behaviors 
which involve an attempt to reduce anxiety by 
approaching or controlling the stimulus and its 
consequents. The latter mechanisms include intellec-
tualization, obsessive behaviors, and ruminative 
worrying [pp. 169-170]. 

Thus, repressing and sensitizing defenses constitute 

mutually opposing patterns of ego-defense mechanisms, 

though not necessarily implying mutual exclusiveness. 



Approach defenses characterize the sensitizer, while 

avoidance maneuvers are characteristic of the repressor. 

Reliance not on one specific defense mechanism, but on 

several with common elements is consistent with psycho

analytic theories of ego defense. The two extremes of 

the repression-sensitization dimension have been conceived 

as maladaptive, stable defense-mechanism preferences 

(Christie & Lindauer, 1963; Byrne, 1961, 1964; Feder, 1967). 

R-S Scale Construct Validity 

As is true of most new psychometric instruments, the 

R-S scale's construct validity has been challenged, i.e., 

there is some guestion as to exactly what is being measured. 

Several authors have posed the criticisms that Byrne's scale 

is simply a measure of social desirability, acquiescence 

response set, or psychological adjustment. However, these 

same criticisms have been made of most self-report person

ality questionnaires (Cattell, 1965; Leff & Lamb, 1969; 

Edwards, 1957). 

Edwards (1957) pointed out that the probability an 

individual will endorse a given statement or item as 

descriptive of his self or ideal-self can be accurately 

established. The determining factor is the location of 

the item on a continuum derived from group judgments of 

item social desirability. Edwards' position is essentially 

representative of several investigators. 



Christie and Lindauer (1963) recapitulated research on 

the R-S scale as follows: 

In summary, some respondents, who may be called 
"sensitizers," or "yeasayers," or "low social 
desirability people," have wide discrepancies 
between self and ideal-self concepts (or simply 
check more of the total number of offered adjec
tives) , describe themselves as undesirably aggres
sive or rebellious, see others as dissimilar to 
themselves and also as unlike each other, are 
more pessimistic, recognize more aggressive words 
in a binocular rivalry situation, and accept more 
suggestions by the experimenter as to the appro
priateness of Rorschach responses. Other respond
ents may be called "repressors," or "naysayers," 
or "high social desirability people," and admit 
little discrepancy between self and ideal-self 
concepts, describe others in the same socially 
desirable terms they claim for themselves, are 
less pessimistic, fail to see aggressive words 
in a binocular rivalry situation, and reject 
the experimenter's suggested Rorschach responses 
[p. 215]. 

Christie and Lindauer further stated that the sensitizing 

individual may answer by means of acquiescence response 

sets, i.e., agreeing with negatively loaded statements 

about themselves because the majority of the test items 

are scored true in the sensitizing direction. 

The question of the social desirability response set 

and the acquiescence response set has been raised in yearly 

reviews of the literature, but only recently has an answer 

been sought. Feder (1967) administered the Marlowe-Crowne 

Social Desirability Scale, Couch and Keniston Acquiescence 

Response Set Scale, and the R-S scale to a group of physi

cally ill patients. Although significant correlations 



between the R-S scale and the two response set variables 

were obtained, Feder concluded that the entirety of 

predictable variance of repression-sensitization scores 

could not be accounted for simply by social desirability 

and acquiescence response sets. Although these variables 

contribute to R-S scale variance, the constructs of social 

desirability or acquiescence response sets are not equiva

lent to the repression-sensitization construct, as Christie 

and Lindauer (1963) contended. Correlations between the 

Marlowe-Crowne and the Byrne scale reported in other studies 

averaged around -.38 (Byrne, 1963). 

A recent study by Leff and Lamb (1969) clarified the 

role of social desirability in personality assessment. The 

investigators found that two distinct responses were 

operative: when Ŝs were instructed to endorse items 

descriptive of themselves and their personal ideals and 

when they rated items as characteristic of social desira

bility. In the first response pattern, only Ŝs who were 

high in the need for social approval checked significantly 

more adjectives as descriptive of themselves and their 

personal ideals in octants measuring affiliation and 

responsibility on the Leary Interpersonal Check List. 

Furthermore, the investigators' statements on the degree 

and exercise of idealism constituting good adjustment had 

little influence on self-descriptions. In the second 



process, social desirability ratings were uninfluenced 

by need for social approval nor instructional set. The 

authors did not discuss the fact, however, that only two 

aspects of the self-description were affected by need for 

social approval. 

Thus, although a portion of the variance may be 

accounted for, the R-S scale is not simply measuring social 

desirability nor acquiescent response set. A more complete 

resolution of the social desirability question awaits 

future research. 

Furthermore, while Byrne (1961, 1964) presented a 

substcuitial number of investigations supporting the con

current and construct validity of the R-S scale, some 

investigators (e.g., Hoffman, 1970; Lefcourt, 1966) have 

challenged the validity of the R-S scale on the grounds 

that many of the hypotheses generated from R-S theory 

have not been confirmed by subsequent research. 

Summary: R-S Construct Validity.—The research 

literature on construct validity of the R-S dimension 

is at best equivocal; however, many investigators re

porting negative results have failed to consider previous 

research recording positive results. Predictions from 

R-S theory involving attitude change, self-concept, 

interpersonal behavior, and feedback effects generally 

have shown consistent positive results (Wall, 1966; 



Preilinger, 1969; Altrocchi, Parsons, & Dickoff, 1960; 

Gordon, 1957; Mintz, 1969). 

R-S: Personality Correlates and 
Psychological Adjustment 

Byrne (1961, 1964) hypothesized a curvilinear relation

ship between repression-sensitization and maladjustment. 

If repression, low score on the R-S scale, and sensitization, 

high score on the R-S scale, represent extremes of two 

markedly distinct, ingrained patterns of ego-defense 

mechanisms, then neither pattern should reflect optimal 

adjustment. As Byrne, Golightly, and Sheffield, (1965) 

observed, neither obsessional concern with conflicts nor 

selective forgetting of them constitute satisfactory 

adjustment and conflict resolution. 

Clinicians and personality theorists have observed 

that individuals utilizing extreme defenses may be cate

gorized into various personality types. It follows that 

repressors and sensitizers should differ significantly on 

certain personality variables. 

As opposed to Byrne's repression-sensitization theory, 

most of the accumulated research suggests a linear, rather 

than a curvilinear, relationship between R-S scale scores 

and maladjustment. One study (Byrne et al., 1965) found 

significant negative correlations between R-S scores and 

11 of the 18 California Psychological Inventory (CPI) 
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scales. Sensitizers' scores were indicative of the 

greatest maladjustment; neutrals and repressors demonstrated 

average and superior adjustment, respectively. Sensitizers 

responded more deviantly to Cough's Adjective Check List 

(Lucky & Grigg, 1964; Byrne, 1961; Hoffman, 1970). 

Tempone and Lamb (1967) reported significant correla

tions between scores on the R-S scale and conflict indices 

on the Incomplete Sentences Blank. On the Taylor Manifest 

Anxiety Scale (Joy, 1963) , sensitizers tended to report 

more indications of anxiety than did repressors. In a 

factor analytic study, R-S was found to be related to 

emotional instability, social withdrawal, impulsiveness, 

cyclothymia, thinking introversion, obsessive-compulsiveness, 

social introversion, and depression. 

Joy (1963) and Ender (1963) correlated the R-S scale 

with a variety of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 

Inventory (MMPI) diagnostic, validity, and special scales. 

In summary of these two studies, sensitizers, not repressors, 

tended to give unusual or unconventional responses, to be 

depressed and discouraged, neurotic, anxious and agitated, 

socially introverted, cynical and self-depreciating, and 

to have less ego strength. Thelen (1969) reported that a 

group of college students who sought psychotherapy at a 

university counseling center were significantly more 

sensitizing than a group not seeking psychotherapy. 



However, it is unlikely that an individual who denies that 

any personal problems exist will seek psychotherapy. 

Feder (1967) found a significantly higher frequency of 

sensitizers in a sample of psychiatric patients than in a 

sample of medical patients. It is noteworthy, however, that 

25% of the psychiatric group were classified as repressors, 

but repressing psychiatric patients could not be distin

guished by the R-S scale from repressing medical patients. 

Gleser and Ihilevich (1969) reported a correlation of .97 

between the R-S scale and Welsh's Anxiety (A) Scale. Even 

if corrected for reliability, such a high correlation 

suggests the two scales are measuring the same factor. 

In support of the curvilinear hypothesis, a higher 

standard deviation on the R-S scale has been reported for 

psychiatric patients than for college students (Ullmann, 

1962) . Hare (1966) found that repressors reacted physio

logically to threat but avoided thinking about it. Neutrals 

took advantage of added information in order to maximize 

accuracy of prediction, whereas sensitizers and repressors 

did not (Kaplan, 1967). Megaree and Mendelsohn (Byrne, 

1964) developed a scale which discriminated between 

extremely assaultive offenders, garden-variety criminals, 

and normals. They hypothesized a relationship between 

chronic overcontrol (repression) and assaultive crimes. 

A significant negative correlation between the R-S scale 

and extreme assaultive behavior was established. 
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Lomant (1965) maintained that repressors were more 

vulnerable to encountered threat than they revealed in 

the self-report. Block and Thomas (1955) maintained 

that the small self-ideal discrepancy of the repressor 

was a result of denial and suppression. 

Summary; R-S, Personality, and Adjustment.—The 

research literature generally confirmed the linearity 

hypothesis but must be considered tentative. With the 

exception of a few of the studies confirming the linearity 

hypothesis, most of the investigations have employed mea

sures derived from the MMPI, thus, demonstrating consider-

cible item overlap with the R-S scale. Items for other 

psychological inventories have often been borrowed from 

the MMPI. Spuriously high correlations have been the 

result. 

High face validity and frank admission of psychopa-

thology also characterize most of the scales employed. On 

the R-S scale the individual must deny many common human 

frailities in order to be classified as a repressor; yet, 

scales excessively loaded with obvious psychopathological 

items have been used to assess his adjustment. Furthermore, 

most studies have focused on pathological differences with 

no examination of differences between repressors and sensi

tizers on normal psychological factors. 
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Repression-Sensitization and the Sixteen 
Personality Factor Questionnaire 

Byrne (1964; Byrne, Barry, & Nelson, 1963) criticized 

psychometric comparisons of the adjustment of repressors and 

sensitizers on the grounds that, by definition, repressors 

deny that anything is wrnr̂ g wi th tJlgp̂  while sensitizers 

overemphasize their failings. Repressive defenses are 

likely to introduce motivational distortion in the self-

report inventory. 

Byrne's criticism of self-report instruments was based 

in part upon the high face validity of most current person

ality assessment devices. The use of instruments with high 

face validity makes it relatively simple for the testee to 

determine that his psychological adjustment is being 

measured by examining the content of the test items. If he 

is so inclined, the S may alter his response to present the 

most favorable picture of himself. 

If the meaning of a test item or of the concept measured 

is obvious to the layman testee, conscious and/or unconscious 

distortion may be more likely to occur. Although lying 

scales, faking scales, and their accompanying correctional 

factors are a partial solution to the problem, the best 

solution to the problem in the case of inventories is to 

construct items with low or no face validity which still 

correlate with the required personality factors (Cronbach, 

1960; Freeman, 1962; Cattell, 1965). If properly constructed, 
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the £ is unaware of exactly what is being measured and, 

thus, is less likely to be threatened and to distort his 

answers. It is of equal importance that the testee not 

consider the available choices disproportionately socially, 

morally, or esthetically desirable (Cattell & Eber, 1962). 

The 1967 edition of the Sixteen Personality Factor 

Questionnaire (16 PF) was selected as most appropriate 

for the present study. The 16 PF was chosen for its low 

face validity and broad sampling of personality traits. 

For the most part, guestions are indirect, e.g., asking 

about interests and behaviors which Ŝs typically do not 

perceive as being related to the traits measured. Further 

minimization of motivational distortion is accomplished 

through equally stressing desirable and undesirable aspects 

in each factor and through employing items which do not 

overtly refer to actual behavior but load on the factor 

(Cattell & Eber, 1962; Cattell, 1965). Cattell and Eber 

presented ample research indicating that the guestionnaire's 

factors correlate with observable behavior as measured by 

the Objective-Analytic Battery. Responses are treated as 

behavior, not as valid self-reports. 

The 16 PF measures basic personality traits without 

undue emphasis on psychopathology. Combinations of factors 

do, however, measure degree and type of maladjustment. 

There is sufficient evidence of the instrument's validity 

(Cattell & Eber, 1962; Cattell, 1965, 1957). 
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Although 10 second-order factors have been derived 

from the 16 primary factors, only 4 have been selected for 

inclusion in the present study: introversion vs. extro

version, tenderminded emotionality vs. alert poise, sub-

duedness vs. independence, and low anxiety vs. high anxiety. 

Second-order factors often improve prediction, since they 

combine primary factors and their associated unequal beta 

weights. They account for a larger proportion of variance 

in the personality. 

It was anticipated that utilization of the 16 PF would 

provide greater insight into the differences in personality 

structures of repressors and sensitizers. It would also 

shed light on the comparative adjustment of repressing and 

sensitizing underachievers. 

Repression-Sensitization and 
Self-Concept 

Early in his work with the repression-sensitization 

dimension, Byrne (1961) proposed a positive relationship 

between self-ideal discrepancy or negative self-description 

and repression-sensitization. Rogers (1951) defined 

the self-concept as follows: 

The self-concept or self-structure may be thought 
of as an organized configuration of perceptions of 
the self which are admissable to awareness. It is 
composed of such elements as the perceptions of one's 
characteristics and abilities; the percepts and 
concepts of the self in relation to others and to 
the environment; the value qualities which are per
ceived as associated with experiences and objects; 
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and goals and ideals which are perceived as having 
positive or negative valence [p. 136]. 

The self-concept configuration serves to regulate 

behavior and may account for uniformities in personality. 

The magnitude of discrepancy between the ideal self and 

the actual self has been employed as an index of self-

regard, degree of adjustment, and self-adequacy (Wylie, 

1961; Rogers, 1951; Block & Thomas, 1955; Burke & Bennis, 

1961). 

Individuals describing the self in negative terms 

demonstrate a large self-ideal discrepancy. They describe 

themselves as inferior, inadequate, unworthy, fearful, and 

anxious. Individuals with small self-ideal discrepancies 

describe themselves in socially desirable terms and attri

bute positive qualities to themselves. Low or high self-

esteem characterizes persons of high or low self-ideal 

descrepancy, respectively (Wall, 1966; Cohen, 1959; Byrne, 

1961; Rogers, 1951; Wylie, 1961). 

Byrne et al. (1963) and Byrne (1961) suggested that 

individuals who characteristically utilize repressive defense 

mechanisms would be less likely to report negative self-

descriptions and large self-ideal discrepancies than 

sensitizing individuals. Sensitizers, however, would be 

hypervigilant to negative aspects of the self, essentially 

approaching their self-perceived negative qualities. Thus, 

self-descriptions of sensitizers would be negative and 

ideal-self discrepancy great. 
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Byrne's investigations of the original and revised R-S 

scale reported correlations of .62 and .63, with ideal-self 

discrepancy scores on the Worchel Self-Activity Inventory 

and .66 with negative self-description (Byrne, 1961; Byrne 

et al., 1963). Altrocchi, Parsons, and Dickoff (1960) 

employed a measure of repression-sensitization utilizing 

the same items as on the Byrne scale. Small self-ideal 

discrepancies were observed in individuals utilizing repres

sive defenses, while large self-ideal discrepancies were 

associated with sensitization. The investigators concluded 

that sensitizers have more hostile and submissive self-

concepts than repressors. Repressors evaluate themselves 

highly in an attempt to convince themselves and others that 

little or no hostility is present; they reinforce their own 

concept of interpersonal effectiveness and affection; and 

they repress negative feelings. 

Dreilinger (1969) reported a correlation of .52 between 

the R-S scale and self-ideal discrepancy on the Worchel Self-

Activity Inventory (SAI). Thus, there is more than adequate 

evidence of a high degree of relationship between self-ideal 

discrepancy and repression-sensitization. 

Change of Self-Concept in Psychotherapy 
and Encounter Groups 

In her report on 28 studies, Wylie (1961) indicated 

split-half reliabilities for self-concept measures from .79 
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to .93, depending upon the instrument employed. However, 

split-half reliabilities are inadequate assessments of 

consistency over a period of time. Wylie (1961) reported 

test-retest stability coefficients ranging from .57 to .78 

for self-sorts and .56 to .90 for ideal sorts after 60 days 

from data of Rogers and Dymond. 

Worchel (1957) reported stability coefficients of .79, 

.72, and .78 after eight weeks for self, ideal, and average 

person, respectively. Aiken (1965) obtained a test-retest 

correlation of .81 for self-description with the semantic 

differential technique. Thus, there is evidence that self-

concept and self-ideal discrepancy are integral and stable 

personality components. 

One of the goals of clinical intervention or psycho

therapy is often a decrease in self-ideal discrepancy or 

negative self-description. Decreases in scores on these 

two variables as a result of psychotherapy, encounter group, 

sensitivity-training, or lab group experiences have been 

demonstrated repeatedly (Rogers, 1951; Burke & Bennis, 1961; 

Solomon, Berzon, & Weedman, 1968; Berzon & Solomon, 1966; 

Cole, Getting, & Miskimins, 1969). In her review of earlier 

studies, Wylie (1961) concluded that the better-controlled 

investigations offered support for self-concept theory and 

reduced self-ideal discrepancy through psychotherapy. 

The literature on psychotherapy indicated that a decrease 

in self-ideal discrepancy is generally accepted as a major 
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goal of psychotherapy; however, such authors as Cole, 

Getting, and Hinkle (1967), Block and Thomas (1955), Hogan 

(1952), and Cole, Getting, and Miskimins (1969) noted that 

low self-ideal discrepancy is not necessarily a measure of 

psychological health. Consequently, a positive response to 

psychotherapy for the unusually low self-ideal discrepancy 

repressor should include an increase in self-ideal discrep

ancy. For the repressing individual an increase in discrep

ancy reflects less defensiveness and a willingness to accept 

negative aspects and limitations of the self. A decrease 

in self-ideal discrepancy in the sensitizer is indicative 

of nondefensive growth in self-esteem, as opposed to more 

typical self-depreciation. 

Authoritarianism-Dogmatism and 
Psychotherapy 

Byrne (1961), Kogan (1956), Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswick, 

Levinson, and Sanford (1950), and other investigators have 

found the use of repressive defenses positively related to 

authoritarianism and dogmatism. More recent evidence 

indicated a positive relationship between authoritarianism 

and the repression-sensitization dimension (Byrne & Gold

berg, 1962; Dreilinger, 1969; Friedman, 1963). The weight 

of the evidence suggested that dogmatism and authoritari

anism are related to high R-S scores (sensitizing defenses), 

which requires a reevaluation of R-S theory formulations 

in this area. 
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A review of the literature on psychotherapy revealed 

that the utilization of dogmatism is, with few exceptions, 

shunned by the various schools of psychotherapy as a 

therapeutic interpretive device (Sarnoff & Katz, 1964; 

Brammer & Shostrom, 1968; Rogers, 1951; Wolberg, 1967; 

Dreilinger, 1969). 

Dreilinger (1969) offered support for personality and 

feedback hypotheses relating the effectiveness of feedback 

or interpretation, as generally employed in psychotherapy, 

to certain personality structures. In summary, Dreilinger 

proposed that the manner in which feedback or interpreta

tion is effectively utilized for personality change depends 

upon the interaction between the manner in which the feedback 

is presented and certain personality dimensions. Essen

tially, the authoritarian-dogmatic individual (sensitizer) 

is likely to respond positively (decreased self-ideal 

discrepancy) to dogmatic feedback or interpretation. In the 

case of the nondogmatic repressor, a positive or adaptive 

response involves increased self-ideal discrepancy and is 

likely to be obtained from a nondogmatic interpretive 

approach. 

Dreilinger (1969) presented repressors and sensitizers 

with feedback from the literature on repression-sensitiza

tion and defenses under conditions of dogmatism and non-

dogmatism. This 30-minute feedback session was designed to 



19 

increase self-insight into the individual's defensive style. 

The dogmatic feedback condition was a highly formalized, 

opinionated lecture wherein §s were not allowed to interact 

with the experimenter (E). Nondogmatic feedback was 

presented in a relaxed manner in an informal group therapy 

room. Subjects were allowed to interact freely with each 

other and the E, ask questions, voice their opinions, and 

discuss the implications of the feedback. Dreilinger found 

that the sensitizer's tendency toward self-depreciation is 

more likely to decrease under conditions of dogmatic feed

back; repressors become more defensive under these same 

conditions, but repressors respond with decreased defensive

ness (increased self-ideal discrepancy) under conditions of 

nondogmatic feedback. Thus, Dreilinger implied, for sensi

tizing individuals, dogmatic forms of interpretation may be 

most effective in penetrating defenses in psychotherapy, 

while repressors are more likely to respond nondefensively 

to nondogmatic interpretation. Increased defensiveness is 

likely to occur if feedback conditions and personality types 

are paired inappropriately. 

One of Dreilinger's findings is of particular interest, 

since he is the only investigator to report an increase in 

self-ideal discrepancy for repressors following any form of 

quasi-therapeutic attempt. Dreilinger's results are dis

cussed more fully in a subsequent section of this chapter. 
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One other investigation (Altrocchi et al., 1960) was unable 

to demonstrate an increase in discrepancies for repressors 

or decrease in discrepancies for sensitizers following 

intensive psychiatric nurses training. 

Psychotherapy and the R-S Scale 

The effects of psychotherapy or counseling are typi

cally assessed by means of positive changes on personality 

inventories. An increased self-ideal discrepancy for the 

repressor or decreased discrepancy for the sensitizer is 

considered movement in a less defensive direction. A more 

direct measure of decreased defensiveness is pretest-

posttest administration of the R-S scale in the course of 

psychotherapy. The single study of the response of 

repressors and sensitizers to quasi-psychotherapy (Altrocchi 

et al. , 1960) involved no such pretest-posttest evaluation, 

and repressors and sensitizers were not selected on the 

basis of the R-S scale. 

A pretest-posttest evaluation of the R-S scale was 

made in the present investigation of the effects of the 

marathon group on self-ideal discrepancy. It was antici

pated that if treatment is effective in decreasing the 

defensiveness of repressors and sensitizers, then R-S 

scores for the two groups should increase and decrease, 

respectively, following such treatment. 
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Summary: R-S and Psychotherapy 

One psychotherapy analog study (Dreilinger, 1969) and 

one quasi-psychotherapy study (Altrocchi et al., 1960) have 

examined alterations in the self-concepts of repressors and 

sensitizers. Neither of these studies could be considered 

to have exercised psychotherapeutic influence due to limited 

contact with the §s. 

The literature generally indicated that self-ideal 

discrepancy alterations are adequate measures of therapeutic 

progress; however, the direction of change considered thera

peutic depends on an individual's defensive style. The self-

ideal discrepancy of repressors should increase, while the 

discrepancy for sensitizers should decrease. It also has 

been proposed that the direction of change depends on the 

interaction between defensive style and type of feedback. 

Underachievement in University Students 

Personality and Underachievement 

Kirk (1952) noted that academic underachievement is 

almost always associated with psychological factors. Based 

on vast experience at university counseling centers. Kirk 

observed that underachievers are generally unsurprised with 

test scores reflecting their superior academic ability. 

Although having excellent insight into their abilities, 

underachievers give explanations and excuses for academic 

deficiencies that are unrealistic, superficial, and largely 
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implausible, i.e., the students rationalize the discrepancy. 

Kirk further observed: 

Universally in these cases, the counselor reports 
that it was a matter of extreme difficulty to obtain 
direct discussion of the problem with the counselee, 
however obvious and apparent the problem, and however 
voluntarily the counselee had sought counseling. 
Moreover, the recurrent report is that it was extremely 
difficult to obtain a description or discussion of any 
of the counselee's feelings, or even in many cases, 
situations or vicissitudes which might be expected to 
occasion strong counselee reactions [1952, p. 214]. 

According to Kirk's clinical observations, resistance 

and repression appearing in psychotherapy are directed to

ward the control of an excessive amount of hostility. 

Academic failure has meaning in terms of unconscious satis

faction in hostility directed toward some member of the 

family who demands success. The student may flaunt his 

superior scores on academic ability tests as a hostile 

gesture (Kirk, 1952). 

Based on the examination of 1500 MMPI profiles of 

university underachievers, Renaud, one of Kirk's associates, 

concluded that there are two relatively distinct personality 

patterns among underachievers. In one pattern mild eleva

tion of the Test-taking Defensiveness (K) scale and distinct 

spikes on the Depression (D) and Obsessive-Compulsive (Pt) 

scales were obtained from underachievers unconsciously 

resistant to externally imposed tasks. Although students 

may be achieving in high school, at the university level 

the absence of external demands of teachers and parents 
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on the same students permits them to relinquish grudging 

achievement and fosters the appearance of self-derogatory 

nonperformance. 

The second group of personality structures studied by 

Renaud demonstrated a distinct elevation on K, moderate 

elevation of Lie (L) , a definite spike on Hysteria (Ĥ .) » 

and an otherwise normal profile. Such individuals are not 

characterized by depression and self-derogation, as in the 

first group, but by repression and suppression of emotional 

problems. They exclude from awareness hostile potentiali

ties of social interactions, profess that everything is 

very satisfactory in the interpersonal sphere, and generally 

exaggerate in the positive direction m.ost aspects of them

selves (Kirk, 1952). 

The personality descriptions presented by Kirk and 

Renaud correspond to the extremes of Byrne's (1961, 1964) 

repression-sensitization dimension. The R-S scale is 

composed of items from the D, Pt, Hy, K, and L scales of 

the MMPI, with adjustments in scoring for items appearing 

in more than one scale (Byrne, 1961). Kirk and Renaud 

described university underachievement as characteristic of 

two homogenous groups of defensive individuals utilizing 

repressing and sensitizing mechanisms. 

Morgan (1952) found that underachievers are less 

dominant, socially responsible, intellectually efficient. 
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self-confident, and socially sensitive than achievers. 

Using a 300-item personality questionnaire derived from 

Murray's need system, Middleton and Gutherie (1959) 

performed a factor analysis on high and low achievers. 

Underachievers are characterized by four factors: self-

indulgence, insistent extroversion, disavowal of social 

shortcomings, and preoccupation with power and acceptance. 

Denial of threat and blame avoidance are also representa

tive of this group. All of these characteristics have been 

associated with repressing defenses. 

Many investigators, such as Shaw and Brown (1957), 

have indicated that underachievement is not a surface 

phenomenon but ingrained in the personality structure of the 

student. They indicated that "failure to adjust to college" 

is a euphemism for failure to adjust anywhere in society. 

A large number of other studies have been published. 

Taylor (1964) reviewed 40 of the better studies, concluding 

that, compared to achievers, underachievers are unable to 

handle anxiety, place too little value on their own worth, 

are rebellious to authority demands, are not accepted as 

readily by peers, have independence-dependence conflicts, 

and possess unrealistic goals. 

Summary: Personality Correlates 
of Underachievement 

A review of the literature on underachievement suggested 

that underachievers are more poorly adjusted than achievers. 
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Underachievement cannot be considered a transient phenom

enon based on situational factors but is rooted in the 

personality structure of the individual. Underachievers 

rely on repressing or sensitizing defense mechanisms. 

Psychotherapy of Underachievers 

In the literature on psychotherapy of underachievers, 

the results of psychotherapy have been both positive and 

negative, but the criteria for improvement has varied 

greatly from study to study. Underachievement has often 

been defined poorly and ability level left uncontrolled. 

The last two errors were corrected in the present investi

gation. 

In all articles reviewed by the author, there was 

general agreement that underachievement is not surface 

phenomenon, and that underachievers are relatively diffi

cult to treat. It was not the purpose of the present 

research to demonstrate lasting personality change or 

improved grade-point average after an abbreviated marathon 

encounter. The real purpose was to study the effects of 

personality variables in the group treatment situation 

which may be applicable to more extended forms of psycho

therapy. 

After reviewing 2 3 of the better investigations, 

Bednar and Weinberg (19 70) concluded that long-term group 

psychotherapy presented in a highly structured program is 
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most influential in raising and maintaining the grade-

point average. Group psychotherapy has proven more effec

tive than individual psychotherapy. Empathy, warmth, and 

genuineness in the therapeutic setting have been potent 

factors in treatment. Therapy should aim at the dynamics 

of underachievement (Bednar & Weinberg, 1970). 

Trotter's (1970) investigation of the effects of group 

psychotherapy on the academic performance of underachievers 

delineated several characteristics of underachievement 

which are relevant to the selection of a therapeutic 

approach. Underachievers in his sample desired immediate 

results from psychotherapy and were disenchanted with the 

prospects of spending a complete semester in group treat

ment. They were pessimistic in regard to the probability 

of psychotherapy improving their lot, and their boredom 

and dissatisfaction with life created a desire for the 

novel and unusual. A high attrition rate was observed in 

the group employing a classically nondirective psycho

therapist. The two more active and directive therapists 

who employed technigues diverging from the more traditional 

approaches to psychotherapy were much more effective in 

retaining the group participants. Trotter concluded that 

a high level of stimulation and novelty is conducive to 

motivating underachievers to remain in group therapy and to 

make significant personality changes. 
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The Marathon Encounter Group 

The intensive group experience, as developed within 

the last two decades, has been signified by a variety of 

labels. The training (T) group, lab group, self-directed 

therapeutic group, human relations laboratory, and encounter 

group are all labels referring to similar and overlapping 

types of intensive experience groups (Berzon & Reisel, 1968; 

Berzon & Solomon, 1966; Fiebert, 1968). 

According to Berzon and Solomon, a major shift in the 

conceptualization of psychotherapy—especially group 

psychotherapy—has taken place over the past few years. 

Rather than manipulating change or trying to adjust the 

client, what is stressed is the creation of a therapeutic 

climate within which the individual himself can not only 

become more fully aware of himself and his relation to 

others, but can also seek his own solution to his problems. 

Goals of the Encounter Group 

Fiebert (1968) listed the goals of the encounter group 

as follows: (1) a lowered threshold for personal self-

disclosure, (2) a lowered threshold for the open expression 

of positive and negative feelings, (3) increased awareness 

of one's feelings, (4) an increased ability to perceive the 

feelings of others and to process both verbal and nonverbal 

cues, and (5) an increase in one's behavioral repertoire. 
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permitting a decrease in feelings of stress and an increase 

in feelings of satisfaction. 

Berzon, Reisel, and Davis (1970) listed the goals for 

the audio-tapes of Planned Experiences for Effective Relating 

(PEER). The group participant is to experience more fully 

in awareness (1) his own feelings, (2) his own feelings 

affecting his own behavior, (3) his own behavior affecting 

another's feelings, (4) another's feelings affecting his 

behavior, and (5) another's behavior affecting his own 

feelings. 

Such goals are attained through talking about private 

cind public aspects of the self with description of feelings, 

recognizing feelings and their meaning for one's own 

behavior in relation to others, listening with accurate 

understanding of others' present feelings in relation to 

one's own behavior, talking with direct expression of one's 

own present feelings, and recognizing the effect of other's 

behavior on these feelings (Berzon, Reisel, & Davis, 1970). 

Accelerated Interaction 

The marathon, or time-limited group (Steelier, 1968; 

Bach, 1968) is a recent development in encounter techniques 

designed to elicit personal change through continuous group 

interaction over a period of days. The increased duration 

of therapeutic contact suggests a more highly involved, 

intensive, and, thus, potentially more effective type of 
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encounter experience than that provided by the usual series 

of one and one-half or two-hour meetings of the typical 

encounter group. According to Steelier (1968), the approach 

stresses continuous involvement, honesty, directness, and 

mutuality resulting in a profound therapeutic impact. 

The accelerated intensity of the marathon results in a 

more powerful and complete penetration of the individual's 

defensive system, with an opportunity to replace defensive

ness with new, more adaptive, and personally enriching 

types of behavior. No study has investigated changes in 

self-concept and defensiveness in the three groups considered 

in the present investigation—underachieving repressors, 

sensitizers, and neutrals. Few studies have tested the 

maintenance of therapeutic effects after the marathon 

encounter. 

Therapy Group Characteristics and 
Reguirements of the Investigation 

From the description already presented, several 

characteristics of encounter groups emerge which have 

special relevance for group psychotherapy of repressing 

and sensitizing underachievers. More effective alteration 

of defensive style is inherent in the accelerated interac

tion of the marathon encounter. It may be inferred from 

the section on group goals that the encounter group pro

vides intensity of interpersonal contact, humanistic 
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(nondogmatic) orientation, and substantial departure from 

conventional techniques of group psychotherapy. 

The literature review has stressed the need for 

novelty, stimulation, and structure in the group psycho

therapy of underachievers. It has been proposed that the 

direction of change of self-ideal discrepancy is a result 

of an interaction between personality type (repressors and 

sensitizers) and type of feedback employed in the thera

peutic setting (nondogmatic and dogmatic). The audio-tapes 

of PEER (Berzon & Reisel, 196 8) provide structured guide

lines for conduct of the encounter group and insure a 

nondogmatic or democratic orientation. Continuous positive 

and negative feedback is provided, but only the nondogmatic 

feedback condition specified by Dreilinger is included. 

The interpersonal exercises of the programmed group further 

insure novelty and individual participation. For all these 

reasons PEER was chosen for use in the present investigation. 

Rationale and Theoretical Hypotheses 

A review of the literature on repression-sensitization 

theory and research revealed disagreement over the relation

ship of the R-S scale to psychological adjustment. First, 

some investigators maintained that the relationship is 

linear, with high scores reflecting maladjustment and low 

scores indicating superior adjustment. Other investigators 

proposed that the relationship is curvilinear, with extreme 
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scores in either direction correlating with maladaptive 

forms of defensiveness. Next, basic differences in per

sonality characteristics of repressors and sensitizers 

have not been clearly delineated, and only one investiga

tion has included a neutral (mid-range R-S scale) group 

for comparison with the two defensive groups. Furthermore, 

most studies have employed psychological inventories with 

rather high face validity, excessive item overlap with 

the R-S scale, and/or items too obviously designed to 

detect psychopathology. Lastly, no study has assessed the 

alterations in the self-ideal discrepancies of repressors, 

sensitizers, and neutrals as a result of psychotherapy. 

The present investigation represents an improvement 

over previous studies in that it utilized a low-face 

validity, personality inventory which demonstrates no item 

overlap with the R-S scale and measures basic differences 

in personality as well as extent of maladjustment. A 

neutral group has also been included for comparison with 

repressors and sensitizers. Moreover, psychotherapy and 

posttests have been incorporated in the study to assess 

possibilities of alterations in self-ideal discrepancies 

and defensiveness. 

In this last area of alterations in self-ideal discrep

ancies, it is interesting to note that no one has taken into 

consideration Dreilinger's (1969) propositions concerning 
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this subject. The literature on repression-sensitization 

theory, personality, and psychotherapy indicated that a 

positive response to psychotherapeutic intervention involves 

a decrease in self-ideal discrepancies for sensitizers but 

an increase in discrepancies for repressors. Dreilinger 

has furthermore proposed that the direction of change in 

the self-ideal discrepancies depends upon the interaction 

of types of interpretation or feedback employed with 

personality types. 

More specifically, Dreilinger found that to become 

less defensive, repressors must work under nondogmatic 

feedback conditions, and sensitizers must work under 

dogmatic conditions. Increased defensiveness is defined 

as an increase in self-ideal discrepancy for sensitizers 

and a decrease for repressors. Based on his 1969 study, 

Dreilinger reasoned that the authoritarian sensitizer ex

periences comfort in dogmatism, where problem areas are 

decisively delineated and where a strong authoritative 

prescription for resolution is externally imposed. When 

confronted with democratically oriented feedback, the 

sensitizer becomes anxious, realizing that he must take 

responsibility for himself, rely on his own resources, and 

make his own decisions. A decrease in self-depreciation 

is unlikely. The repressor perceives democratic feedback 

presented in a congenial, informal manner as consistent 
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with his own picture of interpersonal effectiveness and 

is more likely to examine negative aspects of himself. 

A number of rival hypotheses are tenable. First, 

it is entirely possible that Dreilinger's sensitizers 

were responding to the absence of structure in the non-

dogmatic condition, rather than the absence of dogmatism 

per se. Second, sensitizing defenses may be more ingrained, 

thus requiring a longer period of feedback to penetrate. 

Third, since Dreilinger essentially gave his two groups 

negative feedback, positive feedback focusing on strengths 

may stimulate nondefensive behavior on the part of the sen

sitizer, even when presented in a nondogmatic fashion. 

Under structured democratic conditions providing positive 

and negative feedback and consolidation and intensity of 

treatment both repressors and sensitizers should demon

strate appropriate changes in self-ideal discrepancy. 

In selecting the appropriate type of psychotherapy 

for work in the alteration of self-ideal discrepancies of 

repressors and sensitizers, the marathon group was chosen 

because it provided for structure in a nondogmatic setting, 

positive and negative feedback, and consolidation and 

intensity of treatment. In selecting the appropriate £s, 

underachievers were chosen for two reasons: first, the 

literature on underachievement has emphasized the use of 

repressing and sensitizing defenses in this group, and 
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second, the literature on underachievement suggested the 

most effective type of psychotherapy for this group is one 

providing structure, novelty, and stimulation, all of which 

are abundant in a marathon group. Finally, a one-week 

posttest was included after the psychotherapy, as no inves

tigations of the effects of the marathon encounter have 

provided for measures of the retention of changes in self-

concept or reduction of defensiveness in the three defensive 

groups. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of the study were as follows: (1) to 

differentiate between repressors, sensitizers, and neutrals 

on the basis of psychological adjustment and differences 

in basic personality characteristics; (2) to test direc

tional alterations in self-ideal discrepancies of repressors 

and sensitizers following an abbreviated marathon encounter 

group; (3) to assess alterations in the defensiveness of 

repressors and sensitizers one week following the marathon 

treatment; and (4) to assess maintenance of predicted treat

ment effects on measures of self-concept one week following 

group treatment. It was not the purpose of the study to 

demonstrate lasting effects of group treatment but to 

ascertain if changes were in the anticipated direction. 
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Research Hypotheses 

Hypothesis I. Personality Factors 

Repressors, sensitizers, and neutrals differ on some 

of the 16 PF source-trait and second-order factors as 

proposed in the psychological literature. 

Hypothesis II. Neuroticism 

Neutrals, repressors, and sensitizers demonstrate 

varying degrees of neuroticism. 

Hypothesis III. Self-Concept 

Following an abbreviated marathon group, self-ideal 

discrepancies of sensitizers decrease, whereas self-ideal 

discrepancies of repressors increase. Self-ideal dis

crepancies of neutrals decrease or demonstrate no change. 

Hypothesis IV. Retention of Treatment Effects 

Alterations in self-ideal discrepancies following an 

abbreviated marathon group as predicted in Hypothesis III 

are retained one week later. 

Hypothesis V. Alterations in Defenses 

One week following an abbreviated marathon group, 

repressors and sensitizers demonstrate reduced defensiveness 

Neutrals demonstrate no change nor increase in the repressing 

(positive) direction. 



CHAPTER II 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Subjects 

Experimental £s were selected from the freshman 

underachiever population attending Texas Tech University 

in the spring of 1970. In order to gualify as an under

achiever, each student had to meet the following criteria: 

(1) a first-semester grade-point average falling at or 

below minus one-half standard deviation from the freshman 

mean of the college in which he was enrolled and an SAT 

verbal score falling at or above the mean of his respective 

college, or (2) a grade-point average falling at the mean 

of his respective college with the SAT verbal score falling 

at or above plus one-half standard deviation from the mean 

of his college, and (3) no plans to discontinue schooling 

prior to final examinations. 

Thus, underachievement was considered relative to the 

college in which the individual was enrolled, rather than 

to the entire university. Freshman-class grade point and 

SAT norms for the academic year 1968-1969 were obtained 

from the various colleges and the University Counseling 

Center. 

Although repression and sensitization are typically 

defined by cutoff points in the R-S distribution of Byrne 

36 
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(1963), preliminary work suggested a somewhat positively 

skewed distribution—or disproportionately large number of 

repressors—among underachievers at the university. There

fore, Dreilinger's (1969) R-S distribution of unselected 

college students at Texas Tech University was employed as a 

referent. Cutoff scores for repressors and sensitizers were 

established at 41 and 65, respectively, thus dividing 

Dreilinger's distribution into thirds. In this manner 

individuals were more accurately classified according to 

Byrne's criteria of repression-sensitization. 

Instruments 

Byrne Repression-Sensitization Scale (R-S) 

Byrne (1963) reported split-half reliability coeffi

cients of .91 and .94 for the revised scale. The three-month 

test-retest correlation was .83. Validity of the scale was 

reviewed in Chapter I. 

Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16 PF) 

The 16 PF measures 16 first-order personality factors; 

second-order factors are derived from selected combinations 

of first-order factors. Six-day coefficients of depend

ability for the factors ranged from .61 to .85 for Form A, 

the majority falling in the .70 to .80 range. Two-month 

stability coefficients for combined Forms A and B, 16 factors, 

averaged .80 (Cattell & Eber, 1962). However, Cattell has 
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not published reliability coefficients for the single-form 

16 PF as of this date. Consequently, inferences based on 

Form A source traits alone must be afforded less confidence, 

since it was impossible to utilize combined Forms A and B. 

Reliability studies of second-order factors have indicated 

adequate test-retest reliability. Evidence of construct 

validity has been presented in Cattell (1965) and Cattell 

and Eber (1962). 

Worchel Self-Activity Inventory (SAI) 

The SAI (Worchel, 1957) is a check list of items with 

a five-point scale ranging from "never" to "very often" on 

which the £ indicates the degree to which each item is 

applicable to himself and to his ideal self. The SAI is 

scored for self-ideal discrepancy. The SAI is largely a 

social description of the self, as opposed to a self-

evaluative measure. Worchel (1957) reported test-retest 

reliabilities of .79 and .72. 

Semantic Differential (SD) 

A frequently employed method of rating a concept 

against a set of bipolar adjective scales is the Semantic 

Differential (Osgood, Tannenbaum, & Suci, 1957). In the 

present study subjects rated "Myself" and "My Ideal Self" 

on 26 bipolar adjective scales loading on Factor I, the 

evaluative factor (Osgood et al., 1957; Cole, Getting & 
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Hinkle, 1967). The discrepancy between the two concepts 

was taken as the self-ideal discrepancy. 

The writer obtained nine-day test-retest reliability 

coefficients ranging from .80 to .83 for self, ideal self, 

and self-ideal discrepancy in samples of freshman and 

senior students enrolled in courses in psychology. Cole 

(personal communication) found reliability coefficients in 

the .80's for the same SD measure. 

Procedure 

Preliminary Session 

The Ŝs meeting the criteria for underachievement were 

contacted by telephone and offered a general explanation of 

the techniques and goals of marathon groups. They were 

invited to attend one preliminary data gathering and 

information session. During the sessions each £ was 

administered the 16 PF and the R-S scale, followed by a 

more detailed explanation of the procedures, goals, and 

potential benefits of the marathon encounter. Questions 

regarding the marathon group were answered, and Ŝs were 

asked to consider participating. 

Assignment of Treatment Groups 

A total of 125 freshman underachievers were tested 

and classified into repressing, sensitizing, and neutral 

groups. The Ss were then contacted and asked their 
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decisions regarding participation in a marathon group. 

Those who volunteered were assigned to a marathon group 

according to position on the repression-sensitization 

dimension, sex, and preference for a particular weekend. 

Treatment Procedure 

Group Facilitators 

Encounter tapes were chosen for use in the present 

study for the additional purpose of partial control for 

differences in group facilitators. Facilitators were 

selected from advanced doctoral candidates in clinical 

and counseling psychology who had experience in encounter 

group techniques. 

Group facilitators were familiarized with defensive 

aspects of repression-sensitization theory and were aware 

that their groups were composed of repressing, sensitizing, 

and neutral underachievers. However, they were unaware of 

the defensive identity of any S_ within their groups. 

Conduct of the Groups 

A total of seven weekend marathon encounter groups 

were conducted for 11 hours each on three consecutive 

Sundays in April of 1970. A single group session was con

ducted on the first Sunday and three groups the following 

two weekends. Group sessions commenced at 11:45 a.m. and 

were terminated at 11:00 p.m. Encounter tapes numbered 
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1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 9 of PEER were utilized. Brief recesses 

for rest and a meal were provided. 

In so far as possible, each group was balanced for 

size, sex, and defensive orientation. However, the under

achieving sample yielded a higher proportion of males and 

repressors. Consequently, each group was composed of 

slightly more males than females and more repressors than 

neutrals or sensitizers. A total of 60 £s volunteered—23 

repressors, 18 sensitizers, and 19 neutrals. 

Testing Procedures 

Prior to beginning the first encounter tape, Ŝs were 

administered the pretest SAI and SD. In order to avoid the 

excessively positive evaluation obtained with posttests 

immediately following encounter groups (Burke & Bennis, 1957), 

posttest, of the SD and SAI was administered prior to 

beginning the last encounter tape. Before leaving the group 

session, Ŝs were given a posttest2 package containing the 

SD, SAI, R-S scale, and a stamped mailing envelope with 

instructions for completing and mailing the materials. The 

£s were instructed to complete all forms one week following 

the group experience. Each S_ was contacted by telephone 

on the day he was to self-administer the tests and reminded 

of the task. Only one individual failed to return the 

materials, and an additional Ŝ  failed to complete the R-S 

scale. 



42 

Design 

Inclusion of an untreated control group was impossible 

in the present investigation; however, ample evidence of the 

reliability of the self-concept measures was presented in 

the literature (Wylie, 1961; Worchel, 1957). Stability of 

the R-S scale has been presented by Byrne (1961, 1963). 

The 16 PF analyses for the 125 £s tested prior to the 

marathon are not included in the representation of the 

design presented below. The 60 Ŝs who received the marathon 

treatment were pooled into separate groups (Groups R, £, and 

N) for statistical purposes, since the investigation was 

concerned with differential alterations in defensiveness 

and self-ideal discrepancy within each of the three groups. 

The experimental design was a variation of Campbell and 

Stanley's (1963) pretest-posttest design as follows: 

Repressors 0, 0̂  X 0_ 0. 

Sensitizers 0̂  Og X 0^ Og 

Neutrals 0^ 0̂ ^̂  X 0̂ ^̂  0^^ 

In the above representation 0̂  signifies observation, and X 

refers to treatment, the marathon group. 

The R-S scale administered during the information 

gathering session is signified by 0̂ ,̂ 0̂  , and Ô Q. The pre

test administration of the SAI and SD is signified by 0̂ 2' 9.^' 

and Ô-ifx- Posttest, administration of these same instruments 
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is represented by £-, £_, and £1^. Posttest2 administra

tion of the SAI, SD, and R-S scale one week following each 

group session is represented by 0_^, £g, and £,2 Posttest^ 

assisted in determining alterations in defensiveness and 

maintenance of self-ideal discrepancy changes beyond the 

immediate treatment situation. 

Statistical Analyses 

Source-trait factor, second-order factor, and "degree 

of neuroticism" (Cattell & Eber, 1962) comparisons were 

analyzed by uncorrelated t_ tests with alpha levels adjusted 

for multiple group comparisons. Two-tailed t̂  tests were 

employed to detect differences in either direction. For 

all SAI, SD, and R-S scale analyses, one-tailed correlated 

t̂  tests were employed to detect the predicted directions of 

change. The only exception was an analysis of the con

tinuing effects of group treatment on self-ideal discrepancy, 

where a two-tailed test was utilized. Sex differences on 

the R-S scale were tested by means of chi-square. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Personality Characteristics and 
Psychological Adjustment 

Source-Trait Factors (16 PF) 

The results presented below are based on all 125 §s 

tested during the original information and data collecting 

session, irrespective of participation in the abbreviated 

marathon encounter. Analyses for source traits were 

performed on raw scores in order not to be wasteful of 

information. Fifteen comparisons each were made between 

repressing-sensitizing, repressing-neutral, and sensitizing-

neutral groups for a total of 45 comparisons. Probabilities 

for F and t. ratios in Tables 1, 2, and 3 have been adjusted 

for multiple group comparisons. Nonsignificant factor 

comparisons do not appear in Tables 1, 2, and 3. 

Repressor-Sensitizer Comparisons 

Of the 15 first-order repressor-sensitizer comparisons 

made, significant differences were found on eight factors. 

The results are presented in Table 1. The mean for the 

repressing group was significantly higher than that of the 

mean for the sensitizing group on Factors C, F, £, H, and Q_. 

The mean for the sensitizing group was significantly higher 

on Factors L, 0, and Q.. The F ratio of 2.00 was significant 

at the .01 level on Factor F. 

44 
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TABLE 1 

REPRESSOR-SENSITIZER SOURCE-
TRAIT COMPARISONS 

T?=̂ 4-̂ ,. Mean SD Mean SD „ . . ^ 4. a. 
Factor ĵ  R S S — ratio t test 

C 16.10 3.40 9.94 3.76 1.22 7.78** 

F 18.48 3.66 15.44 5.18 2.00** 3.01* 

G 10.96 3.83 8.13 3.46 1.22 3.56** 

H 15.86 5.40 9.27 6.68 1,53 4,87** 

L 7.84 3.13 10.13 3.19 1.04 3.31** 

O 8,94 2.94 15.33 3.06 1.08 9.70** 

Q3 11.66 3.32 8.33 2.86 1.34 4.96** 

Q4 11.06 4.29 19.75 3.65 1.37 10.10** 

* .05 level 

** .01 level 
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Repressor-Neutral Comparisons 

Presented in Table 2 are 6 of the 15 source-trait 

comparisons that were significant. On Factors C, F, H, and 

Q~ the mean for the repressing group was significantly 

higher than that of the neutral group. On Factors 0 and Q.̂  

the neutral group mean was significantly higher than that 

of the repressor group. Neutrals were found to be more 

variable than repressors on Factor F (F=1.65, £=.05). Not 

reported in Table 2 is a significant difference (F=1.67, 

£=.05) in variances for the two groups on Factor A. 

Neutral-Sensitizer Comparisons 

The four significant neutral-sensitizer comparisons 

are presented in Table 3, The neutral group mean was 

significantly higher than that of the sensitizing group on 

Factors C and G. The sensitizing group mean was signifi

cantly higher on Factors O and Q.. No significant differ

ences in variances were observed between the two groups. 

Second-Order Factors (16 PF) 

The results presented in Tables 4, 5, and 6 represent 

comparisons between the three groups on the four major 

16 PF second-order factors. A total of 12 comparisons were 

made. Probability levels for F and t have been adjusted 

for multiple group comparisons. Means and standard 

deviations presented in the tables are in sten score units. 
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TABLE 2 

REPRESSOR-NEUTRAL SOURCE-
TRAIT COMPARISONS 

T? = ̂-t-̂v- Mean SD Mean SD „ .. . . . Factor r. XT XT F ratio t test R R N N — — 

C 16.10 3.40 13.28 3.74 1.21 3.66** 

F 18.48 3.66 15.66 4.71 1.65* 3.07** 

H 15.86 5.40 11.41 5.96 1.21 3.63** 

O 8.94 2.94 11.02 3.60 1.49 2.93* 

Q3 11.66 3.32 9.56 2.88 1.32 3.18** 

Q^ 11.06 4.29 14.17 4.44 1.07 3.33** 

* .05 level 

** .01 level 
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TABLE 3 

NEUTRAL-SENSITIZER SOURCE-
TRAIT COMPARISONS 

T-. 4. Mean SD Mean SD „ ^ ^ , A ^ *. 4-^.^.+-
Factor ., x, o c- F ratio t test 

N N S S — — 

C 13.28 3.74 9.94 3.76 1.00 3.84** 

G 10.23 3.38 8.13 3.46 1.04 2.64* 

O 11.02 3.60 15.33 3.06 1.38 5.59** 

Q^ 14.17 4.47 19.75 3.65 1.47 5.94** 

* .05 level 

** .01 level 
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Repressor-Sensitizer Comparisons 

Observation of Table 4 indicates that sensitizers 

(X=8.49) were more anxious than repressors (X=4,65) on 

Factor I (t=12.21, £=.01). There were no significant dif

ferences on other factors. On Factor III, (F=2.30, £=.01) 

sensitizers were more variable than repressors. 

Repressor-Neutral Comparisons 

Table 5 presents repressor-neutral comparisons on the 

second-order factors. Neutrals (X=6.34) were more anxious 

than repressors (X=4.65) on Factor I (t=5.24, £=.01). 

Repressors (X=6.56) were more extroverted than neutrals 

(X=5.04) on Factor II (t=3.19, £=.01). On the remaining 

two comparisons, no differences were observed. No signifi

cant differences in variability were found between the two 

groups on any of the four second-order factors. 

Sensitizer-Neutral Comparisons 

On the set of comparisons presented in Table 6, only 

Factor I was significant; sensitizers (X=8,49) were more 

anxious than neutrals (X=6.34) (t=6.70, £=,01), Significant 

F ratios were obtained on Factors III and IV, Standard 

deviations and F ratios are presented in Table 6, 



TABLE 4 

SECOND-ORDER FACTOR REPRESSOR-
SENSITIZER COMPARISONS 
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Factor Mean 
R 

SD 
R 

Mean 
S 

SD 
S F ratio t test 

I 

I I 

I I I 

IV 

* . 0 5 

4 . 6 5 

6 .56 

5 . 3 5 

6 .84 

l e v e l 

1.58 

2 . 0 8 

1 .41 

2 . 1 3 

8.49 

5 .67 

5 .10 

6 .80 

1.32 

2 .52 

2 .14 

2 . 2 5 

1.44 

1,47 

2,30** 

1.11 

12.21** 

1.74 

,65 

,06 

** .01 level 
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TABLE 5 

SECOND-ORDER FACTOR REPRESSOR-
NEUTRAL COMPARISONS 

Factor 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

* .05 

Mean 
R 

4.65 

6.56 

5.35 

6.84 

level 

SD 
R 

1.59 

2.08 

1.41 

2,13 

Mean 
N 

6.34 

5.04 

5.34 

6.88 

SD 
N 

1,45 

2,33 

1,46 

1,70 

F ratio 

1.19 

1.25 

1.07 

1.57 

t test 

5.24** 

3.19** 

.08 

.11 

** .01 level 



TABLE 6 

SECOND-ORDER FACTOR SENSITIZER-
NEUTRAL COMPARISONS 
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Factor 
Mean 
S 

SD 
S 

Mean 
N 

SD 
N F ratio t test 

I 

I I 

I I I 

IV 

8.49 

5 .67 

5 .10 

6 .80 

1.32 

2 . 5 2 

2 . 1 4 

2 . 2 5 

6 .34 

5 .04 

5 .34 

6 . 8 8 

1.45 

2 . 3 3 

1,46 

1,70 

1,20 

1,17 

2,14** 

1,75* 

6.70** 

1.12 

.53 

.17 

* .05 level 

** .01 level 
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Neuroticism Specification Equation 

Tcd>le 7 presents the results of group comparisons on 

the "neuroticism" (Cattell, 1965) specification equation, 

which were taken as an overall measurement of psychological 

adjustment. Means and standard deviations are in sten score 

units. Significance levels have been adjusted for multiple 

group comparisons. 

All t̂  tests were significant at the .01 level. From 

the F ratios presented in Table 7, it is clear that sensi

tizers were more variable than either repressors or neutrals 

on the adjustment measure, but neutrals were no more variable 

than repressors. Intensity of neuroticism increases with 

magnitude of the score. 

Heterogeneity of Variance 

Heterogeneity of variance was observed on several 

source-trait, second-order, and neuroticism-specification 

comparisons, as demonstrated above. Unless violations are 

extreme, and this was not observed, parametric techniques 

are robust to violations of the assumption of homogeneity 

of variance. Consequently, statistical analyses were not 

affected. Differences in variance are of main interest in 

the interpretation. 

Self-Concept Alterations 

As indicated in Chapter II, the SAI and SD measure 

two distinct aspects of the self-concept. Since 
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TABLE 7 

INTENSITY OF NEUROTICISM COMPARISONS 

Comparison Means SDs F ratio it test 

R-S 4,42-8,28 1.48-2.07 1,93* 9,58** 

R-N 4,42-6,01 1,48-1,58 1,13 4,83** 

S-N 8.28-6,01 2.07-1,58 1,71* 5,33** 

* ,05 level 

** ,01 level 
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inconsistent results on the measures suggested differential 

alterations in the two aspects of the selt-ideal discrep

ancy, both measures were included in the data analyses, 

Self-Activity Inventory, ^ 

Alterations in SAI scores for groups R, £, and N 

shortly prior to termination of the marathon encounter 

group are presented in Table 8. Means and standard devia

tions are in discrepancy score units. With 22 degrees of 

freedom the one-tailed t of 1.76 between SAI, and SAI2 for 

Group R was significant at the .05 level, but in the 

direction opposite of that predicted. A decrease in 

discrepancy was found in Group £ (df=17, t=1.82, £=,05), 

There was no difference in Group N (df=18, _t=,703). 

Semantic Differential-. ̂  

The results of the analysis between SD, and SD^ for the 

three groups are presented in Table 9, There was no differ

ence in mean scores for Group R (t_=.65). It must be noted 

that the small difference between means for Group R could be 

attributed to a single extreme score on SD^, A decrease in 

discrepancy was observed in Groups Ŝ  (t.=2.69, £=.01) and N 

(t=2.14, £=.025). 

Self-Activity Inventory., _ 

The comparison between SAI, and SAI-. for the 3 groups 

presented in Table 10 measures the degree of retention of 
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TABLE 8 

SELF-IDEAL DISCREPANCY ALTERATIONS, SAÎ ^ ^ 

r. _ Mean SD Mean SD . 4.«̂ 4. 
^""P SAI, SAI, SAI. SAI, ^ ^^^^ 

R 

S 

N 

23.91 

33.77 

22.95 

* .05 level 

12.27 

13.18 

12.18 

19.69 

25.83 

21.53 

9.98 

12.02 

11.87 

1.76* 

1.82* 

.70 

** .01 level 



TABLE 9 

SELF-IDEAL DISCREPANCY ALTERATIONS, SD 1,2 

SD, SD, SD^ SD. 
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r-̂rx„r̂  Mean SD Mean SD . . ̂ ^. Group CT̂  oT̂  CT̂  OT̂  t test 

R 

S 

N 

2 0 . 6 1 

3 4 . 6 1 

2 6 . 0 0 

10.03 18.47 12.35 .65 

17.94 28.11 16,58 2,69** 

13,00 21.37 11.47 2,14* 

* .025 level 

** .01 level 
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TABLE 10 

SELF-IDEAL DISCREPANCY ALTERATIONS, SAI^ 3 

^ Mean SD Mean SD . 4.̂ ,̂4-
"̂̂ ""P SAI, SAI, SAI, SAI, ^""^^^ 

R 

S 

N 

2 3 . 9 1 

3 3 . 7 7 

2 2 . 9 5 

* . 0 5 l e v e l 

1 2 . 2 7 

1 3 . 1 8 

1 2 . 1 8 

2 1 . 1 7 

2 8 . 1 1 

1 8 . 4 7 

15 .19 

1 3 , 7 7 

1 0 . 2 5 

. 9 3 

1 .78* 

1.60 

** .01 level 
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self-concept alterations one week subsequent to the 

abbreviated marathon group. The ts of .926 and 1.60 were 

nonsignificant for Groups R and N, respectively. The SAI, 

and SAI^ tests of one § in Group N were eliminated from this 

comparison due to the £'s failure to complete SAI^, SD^, and 

R-S2. A significant decrease in self-ideal discrepancy was 

observed in Group S_ (t=1.78, £=.05). 

Semantic Differentiali o 

Semantic Differential, ., results are presented in 

Table 11. The t ratio of 1.76 was significant at the .05 

level for Group R, but in the direction opposite that pre

dicted in Hypothesis IV. The t_ of .506 was nonsignificant 

in Group S. There was a significant decrease in self-ideal 

discrepancy for Group N (t=2.67, £=.01). The same ^ in 

Group N was eliminated for this test. 

Continued Effects of Group 
Treatment 

Although the proposition was not included as a formal 

hypothesis for testing and according to the literature on 

psychotherapy and encounter groups, positive alterations in 

self-concept may continue beyond termination of treatment 

by building on strengths and insights achieved in the group 

setting. In order to test this proposition, scores of self-

ideal discrepancy following the groups were compared with 

those obtained one week later. 
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TABLE 11 

SELF-IDEAL DISCREPANCY ALTERATIONS, SD^ ̂  

^^^„^ Mean SD Mean SD . .^^. 
^^°^P SD, SD, SD. SD. ^ ^^^^ 

R 20.60 10.05 17.13 8.93 1.76* 

S 34.61 17.94 32.61 20.56 .51 

N 26.66 11.49 20.11 14.56 2.67** 

* .05 level 

** .01 level 
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In Table 12, SAIj . scores for the three defensive 

groups are listed. None of the two-tailed t_ tests were 

significant. 

Results for the SD2 . changes in the self-ideal 

discrepancy are listed in Table 13, As was true of the 

discrepancy on the SAI, none were significant. On both 

the first and second SAI and SD posttests, one £ in Group 

N was again eliminated for his failure to complete the 

second posttest. 

The Repression-Sensitization Scale 

In order to assess alterations in defensiveness, the 

R-S scale was administered during the information-gathering 

session and one week following the marathon encounter. 

This procedure was justified by the high three-month reli

ability coefficient for the R-S scale. 

The tests for R-S, ^ are presented in Table 14, The 

ts of 3,14 and 2,22 demonstrated significantly decreased 

means at the ,005 and ,025 levels for Groups £ and N, 

respectively. There was no difference in mean scores in 

Group R, Two Ŝs in Group N were eliminated for their 

failure to complete R-S^, 

R-S Scale and Sex Differences 

Of the 125 freshmen underachievers sampled in the 

present study, the percentage of females in the repressing. 
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TABLE 12 

SELF-IDEAL DISCREPANCY ALTERATIONS, SAI2 3 

n^r...r. Mean SD Mean SD . .^„. 
^^°^P SAI. SAI. SAI. SAI. ^ ^^^^ 

R 

S 

N 

1 9 . 6 9 

2 5 . 8 3 

2 1 . 6 1 

9 , 9 8 

1 2 . 0 2 

1 1 , 8 7 

2 1 . 1 7 

2 8 . 1 1 

19 .50 

15 .19 

1 3 , 7 7 

10 ,24 

- 0 , 6 6 

- 1 , 3 1 

0 , 9 5 



TABLE 13 

SELF-IDEAL DISCREPANCY ALTERATIONS, SD 2,3 

R 

S 

N 

1 8 . 4 7 

2 8 . 1 1 

2 1 . 7 7 
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n̂ „̂r> Mean SD Mean SD . .̂ .̂ 
^̂ '̂'P SD. SD. SD. SD. ^ ^^^^ 

1 2 . 3 5 1 7 . 1 3 8 .93 .22 

1 6 . 5 8 3 2 . 6 1 2 0 . 5 6 . 8 5 

1 1 . 4 0 2 0 , 1 1 14 ,56 ,64 
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Group 

R 

S 

N 

Mean 
R-Sj^ 

31.78 

79.39 

52.17 

TABLE 

ALTERATIONS 

SD 
R-Sj^ 

8.16 

11.54 

5.48 

14 

IN DEFENSES 

Mean 
R-S2 

34.67 

72.44 

47,88 

SD 
R-S2 

13,48 

18,24 

9,22 

t test 

1,19 

3,14** 

2,22* 

* ,025 level 

** .005 level 
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sensitizing, and neutral groups were 30, 41, and 36, 

respectively. Previous research has suggested sex differ

ences on the R-S scale. A 2 X 3 contingency table for 

chi-square was constructed. With two degrees of freedom 

the chi-square value of 2.41 was nonsignificant. The chi-

square value for a 2 X 2 contingency table (repressors and 

sensitizers) was similarly nonsignificant. A frequency 

count of males and females in the three groups is presented 

in Table 15. 
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TABLE 15 

FREQUENCY OF MALES AND FEMALES IN THE 
R-S DISTRIBUTION 

Sex Repressor Sensitizer Neutral 

Male 37 21 25 

Female 13 15 14 

Chi-square value of 2.41, not significant 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Personality Characteristics of the Repression-
Sensitization Dimension 

As an aid in following the discussion, a brief descrip

tion of the 16 PF source traits employed in the study is 

presented (Cattell & Eber, 1962): 

A cyclothymia; sociable vs. 
C ego strength; mature vs. 

E dominance; aggressive 
F surgency; enthusiastic 
G superego strength; 

conscientious 
H parmia; adventurous 
I premsia; sensitive 
L pretension; suspecting 

M autia; bohemian intro
verted 

N shrewdness; sophisti
cated 

O guilt proneness; 
insecure 

Q, radicalism 

Qp self-sufficiency; 
resourceful 

Q-, high self-sentiment 

Q. high ergic tension; 
excitable, tense 

vs. 
vs, 
vs. 

vs. 
vs. 
vs. 

vs. 

vs. 

vs. 

vs, 

vs, 

vs. 

vs. 

schizothymia; aloof 
dissatisfied emotionality; 
immature 

submission; mild 
desurgency; serious 
lack of rigid internal 
standards; casual 

threctia; shy 
harria; tough 
relaxed security; 
accepting 

praxermia; practical 

naivete; unpretentious 

confident adequacy; 
self-secure 

conservatism of 
temperament 

group dependency; 
sociably group dependent 

poor self-sentiment 
formation; uncontrolled 

low ergic tension; 
composed 

Source-trait means appearing in Figure 1 and Table 16 

are in sten-score units, which render all factors comparable. 

Since raw scores were utilized in the source-trait compari

sons, sex differences in or between groups are not considered, 

67 
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Fig. 1 Personality profiles of three 
defensive groups. 
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TABLE 16 

SOURCE TRAIT MEAN STEN SCORES FOR THE 
THREE DEFENSIVE GROUPS 

Factor 

A 

C 

E 

F 

G 

H 

I 

L 

M 

N 

0 

Ql 

^2 

Q3 

Q4 

Repressors 

5.50 

5.80 

6.54 

6.32 

4.84 

6.64 

5.92 

5.06 

6.00 

5.72 

4.60 

6.34 

5.68 

5.50 

4.70 

Neutrals 

4.94 

4.58 

6.20 

5.12 

4.46 

4.76 

5.61 

5.72 

5.94 

5,12 

5,79 

6,00 

6,23 

4,38 

6.10 

Sensitizers 

4.80 

3.02 

5.75 

5.02 

3.41 

3.86 

6.11 

6.50 

5.97 

6.16 

7.66 

5.88 

6.22 

3.52 

8.33 
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Percentile equivalents of sten scores are presented in 

Table 17 (Cattell & Eber, 1962). The three defensive 

groups were compared on revised norms (16 PF) for the 

general college population. 

Personality Characteristics; 
Repressors and Sensitizers 

Hypothesis I was confirmed. Repressors, sensitizers, 

and neutrals significantly differed on a number of person

ality variables (source-trait and second-order factors) as 

proposed in the literature. 

In Figure 1 the mean for the college population (5.5) 

is represented by dashed lines in the horizontal plane. 

Observation of Figure 1 and Tables 1 and 16 indicates that 

repressors and sensitizers differed on Factors C, F, G, H, 

L, O, Q^, and Q. with the greatest differences occurring 

on Factors C, O, and Q,. Sensitizer scores fell in the 

lower 5.3% of the ego-strength (Factor C) distribution and 

were in the upper 20% of the distribution on Factors O 

(guilt proneness) and Q. (ergic-tension level). 

According to Cattell and Eber (1962), low ego strength 

(sensitizers) is associated with poor frustration tolerance, 

lability of emotion and attitude, evasiveness in ego-

involving situations, and neurotic fatigue and worry. The 

high guilt proneness scores are indicative of depression, 

hypochondriasis, phobia, moodiness, loneliness, feelings 
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Sten 
Score 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

STEN 

TABLE 17 

SCORE PERCENTILE ] 

Range in Standard 
Deviation Units 

Lower 

From • 

From " 

From " 

From 

From 

From 

From 

From 

Above 

than 

-1 l/2a 

-1 0 

-1/2 0 

0 

0 

1/2 0 

1 o 

1 l/2a 

2 0 

to 

to 

to 

to 

to 

to 

to 

to 

-2 0 

-2 0 

-1 l/2a 

-1 a 

-1/2 0 

1/2 0 

1 0 

1 l/2a 

2 a 

EQUIVALENTS 

Percentile 
Value of 
Center of 
Sten 

Percentile Range Interval 

0 

2.31 

6.71 

15.91 

30.91 

50.01 

69.21 

84.11 

93.31 

97.71 

through 

through 

through 

through 

through 

through 

through 

through 

through 

through 

2.3 

6.7 

15.9 

30.9 

50.0 

69.2 

84.1 

93.3 

97.7 

100.0 

1.2 

4.0 

10.6 

22.7 

40.1 

59.9 

77.3 

89.4 

96.0 

98.8 
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of rejection,and guiltiness. Energy in excess of the 

ego-strength capacity to discharge it (high Q.) indicates 

that sensitizers are irrationally worried, tense, irritable, 

anxious, and in inner turmoil with a concomitant disruption 

of emotional balance and steady application (Cattell & 

Eber, 1962; Cattell, 1965). 

The sensitizer mean on Factor F (dispositional surgency) 

fell close to the mean of the general college population. 

On Factor G (superego strength), the mean of the sensitizing 

group fell in the lower 10% of the distribution, reflecting 

characteristically low energy and persistence, indolence, 

undependability, and interpersonal obstructiveness, all of 

which are the result of poorly formulated and integrated 

internal standards. The sensitizer mean of 3.86 on Factor 

H (threat sensitivity) placed the sensitizer in the H-

category. High susceptibility to inhibition manifest in 

withdrawn, aloof, retiring, and restrained behavior is 

characteristic of the H- person. According to Cattell and 

Eber (1962), negative self-description and alertness to 

danger are also personality features of the H- individual. 

A slight trend in the direction of strained self-

sufficiency, jealousy, and general distrust was observed in 

the sensitizing group (Factor L, X=6.59). On Factor Q-̂  

(self-sentiment formation), the sensitizing group mean of 

3.52 placed sensitizers in the lower 11% of the distribution. 
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Sensitizers may be said to have negative self-concepts and 

to have failed to evolve clear and integrated patterns of 

approved behavior, to which they strive to conform. 

Although 8 of the 15 repressor-sensitizer comparisons 

were significant, repressors deviated appreciably from 

the factor mean on only 4 of these comparisons (see Figure 

1): Factors F (X=6.32), H (X=6.64), 0 (X=4.60), and Q^ 

(X=4.70). Thus, repressors are slightly above average in 

cheerfulness, alertness, expressiveness (F), and threat and 

guilt resistiveness (H, 0). But, they are slightly below 

average in ergic tension level (Q/). Repressors and sensi

tizers are most dissimilar on degree of ego strength, guilt 

proneness, and ergic tension. Repressors demonstrate an 

average degree of ego strength (X=5.80), while sensitizers 

are markedly deficient in this trait. 

Comparisons of repressors and sensitizers on the 15 

source traits were consistent with the results of Joy (1963), 

Ender (1963), Weinberg (1963), and Tempone and Lamb (1967), 

who found sensitizers to be emotionally unstable, withdrawn, 

depressed, anxious, agitated, and low in ego strength. The 

present investigation, however, has clarified the relative 

position of repressors and sensitizers on these characteris

tics as well as discovered additional differences in their 

personalities. 

The differences between repressors and sensitizers on 

Factors H and Q^ are of greatest theoretical interest. 
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Factor H is a measure of threat sensitivity and, as pre

viously indicated, individuals scoring in the H direction 

are also highly susceptible to inhibition; they are re

strained, aloof, withdrawn, and self-depreciating, traits 

which have been associated with sensitizing defenses in 

the R-S literature. As would be expected, sensitizers 

demonstrate a high degree of threat sensitivity—a mean 

sten of 3.86; repressors, however, are not H+ persons. 

From the R-S literature one would expect individuals 

relying on denial and repression to score relatively high 

on Factor H, reflecting avoidance of threat. Even though 

the mean on Factor fl, 6.64, was the most extreme score in 

the repressor group, a score of this magnitude seems to 

reflect decreased inhibition by environmental threat 

(Cattell, 1965)--adventurousness, activity, responsiveness, 

and geniality—rather than denial and repression of threat. 

From a different perspective the sensitizer manufactures 

much of the threat to which he responds. The repressor, 

on the other hand, responds to realistic threat. Thus, 

there is some doubt as to the supposed defensive behavior 

represented by low scores on the R-S scale. 

Cattell (1965) defines self-sentiment (Q^) as the 

sentiment structure centered on the individual's concept 

of himself and his desire to maintain this self-concept, 

integrated and acceptable, in his own eyes and in the eyes 
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of others. As predicted from the literature, sensitizers 

may be said to have negative self-concepts. But the finding 

that the mean self-sentiment (Q~) of the repressing group 

fell at the exact mean of the general college population is 

at odds with the theoretical literature suggesting inflated 

self-concepts in repressors (Block & Thomas, 1955; Hogan, 

1952; Chordorkoff, 1954; Byrne, 1961). Byrne (1961) and 

Byrne, Barry, and Nelson (1963) have demonstrated positive 

correlations between negative self-description or self-ideal 

discrepancy (SAI) and scores on the R-S scale; however, 

they have not delineated mean scores of individuals divided 

into the three defensive groups. 

One explanation for the discrepancy between the 

literature and the obtained scores for repressors on the 

self-concept factor is the possibility that individuals 

operationally defined as repressors simply do not exhibit 

an inflation in self-concept across instruments. Moreover, 

repressors may attribute significantly more positive 

qualities to themselves than do neutrals and sensitizers 

without demonstrating inflation of self-concept relative to 

the mean. A second alternative is that the present investi

gation did not utilize cut-off scores on the R-S scale 

sufficiently low enough to define only the most repressive 

individuals with the highest self-concepts. A third alter

native relates to the construct validity of the R-S scale 

and is discussed in subsequent sections of Chapter IV. 
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Second-Order Factors 

Hypothesis I was further supported in that repressors 

and sensitizers differed on Factor I (integration vs. 

anxiety); however, there were no significant differences 

between the two groups on Factors II (introversion vs. 

extroversion), III (emotionality vs. poise), or IV (depen

dence vs. independence). Sensitizers were more variable 

than repressors on Factor III. 

Sensitizers are highly anxious (X=8.49), while 

repressors are below average in anxiety (X=4.65), or 

psychologically better integrated than sensitizers. 

Reference to Table 5 shows that the neutral group mean of 

6.34 on Factor I fell midway between sensitizer and re

pressor means. Thus, the sequence from most to least 

anxious is sensitizers, neutrals, and repressors. 

The finding that sensitizers are more anxious than 

repressors was to be expected from the literature (Joy, 

1963; Ender, 1963; Hoffman, 1970; Gleser & Ihilevich, 

1969). The findings that neutrals are more anxious than 

repressors and that repressors are average in anxiety 

level warrant further examination. The results were con

sistent with the results of Joy, Ender, and Gleser and 

Ihilevich, who found scores on the R-S scale to be related 

in linear fashion to scores on the Taylor Manifest Anxiety 

Scale. The degree of item overlap between the two scales 
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is so great, however, that inflation of the correlation 

coefficient was unavoidable. Although Factor I is indepen

dent of the MMPI from which both scales were derived, the 

same linear relationship was reflected. 

In theory the overuse of either repressing or sensi

tizing defenses should produce excessive anxiety, or 

indirect manifestations of that excess, and neutrals should 

be average in anxiety. Theory is obviously discrepant with 

the findings. This discrepancy is pursued in a subsequent 

section of Chapter IV. 

The absence of a significant difference between re

pressors and sensitizers on Factor II (introversion vs. 

extroversion) is at variance with the results of Joy (1963), 

Ender (1963), and Weinberg (1963), who found sensitizers to 

be more introverted than repressors. The most probable 

explanation for failure to corroborate past findings is 

that introversion as measured by the 16 PF is less associated 

with psychopathology than it is on those scales utilized by 

Joy, Ender, and Weinberg. Factor I is also a more global 

measure on the 16 PF, sampling a wider variety of factors 

or source traits. 

The finding that sensitizers were more variable than 

repressors on Factor III is consistent with the reports 

that sensitizers are emotionally unstable (Joy, 1963; 

Byrne, Shefield, & Golightly, 1965). Sensitizers tend to 
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demonstrate greater extremes of emotional expressiveness 

and inhibition than do repressors, when an aggregate of 

sources of emotionality is considered. 

Summary of Comparisons: Personality Correlates of 

Repressors and Sensitizers.—Significant differences 

between repressors and sensitizers were found on both 

source traits and second-order factors of the 16 PF. 

Sensitizers demonstrate neurotic guilt proneness and depres

sion, low ego strength, poorly formulated internal standards, 

high threat sensitivity, high ergic tension, and negative 

self-concept. None of these characteristics are typical 

of repressors. Mean scores for the repressor group con

sistently demonstrated no substantial deviations from the 

college population means. In all instances repressor 

deviations reflected positive personality characteristics. 

Sensitizers are highly anxious individuals, whereas repres

sors are of below-average anxiety. The present study found 

no significant difference between repressors and sensitizers 

on the introversion-extroversion dimension. Sensitizers 

appear to be more variable than repressors in the inhibition 

and expression of emotion. Theoretical formulations regard

ing inflation of self-concept and use of denial and repres

sion by repressors, as defined by the R-S scale, require 

further examination. 
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Repressor-Neutral Comparisons 

Significant differences between repressors and neutrals 

were observed on 6 of the 15 comparisons. The numbers in 

parentheses which follow are neutral means on each of the 

factor comparisons. Differences between the two groups 

were observed on Factors C (4.58), F (5.12), H (4.76), O 

(5.79), Q3 (4.38), and Q^ (6.10). Table 16 and Figure 1 

provide a comparison of repressor and neutral means on the 

source traits. Neutrals were found to be more variable 

than repressors on Factor F. 

Compared to neutrals, repressors demonstrate greater 

ego strength (C), surgency (F), and threat resistance (H), 

and neutrals demonstrate a higher degree of guilt proneness 

and ergic tension. Neutrals' self-sentiments (Q-) are less 

well formulated than those of repressors. Repressors are 

most clearly differentiated from neutrals on the basis of 

the former's superior ego strength, positive mood, resis

tance to threat, and lower ergic tension. 

Through examination of Table 16 and Figure 1, it is 

obvious that neutral group means deviated little from the 

general population means and even less so than did repressor 

means. Thus, the neutral is similar to the hypothetical 

average person on the 16 PF, which is the inference one 

would make from the theoretical literature. Closer examina

tion reveals that, with the exception of Factors G and L, 
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the same factors differentiated repressors from neutrals 

as did repressors from sensitizers. Furthermore, sten 

scores in Table 16 indicate that on each factor the 

repressor scores were slightly superior to those of 

neutrals. Though the positive direction varies between 

factors, the picture is one of differences merely in 

degree between repressors and neutrals. 

The finding that neutrals were more variable than 

repressors on Factor F suggests that repressors are more 

homogeneous in prevailing mood than neutrals. Moreover, 

repressors maintain a more positive, cheerful state than 

either neutrals or sensitizers. 

Second-Order Factors 

Significant differences between repressors and neutrals 

were found on Factors I and II. Neutrals (I, X=6.34) are 

more anxious than repressors (I, X=4.65). Repressors (II, 

X=6.56) are more extroverted than neutrals (II, X=5.04). 

These results have been discussed previously. 

Neutral-Sensitizer Comparisons 

Four significant differences between neutrals and 

sensitizers were found on the source-trait comparisons. 

Sensitizers are lower in ego strength (C) and superego 

strength (G) than neutrals but higher in degree of guilt 

proneness (0) and ergic tension (Q^). In Table 16 
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sensitizer means on these factors represent substantial 

departures from the general college population norms; 

neutral means do not. From Tables 3 and 16 and Figure 1, 

it is clear that neutrals and sensitizers are less dis

similar in personality structure than are repressors and 

sensitizers. The three groups consistently differ along 

the continuums of ego strength, guilt proneness, and 

ergic tension. 

Second-Order Factors 

Anxiety (Factor I) was the only factor which demon

strated a significant difference between neutrals (X=6.34) 

and sensitizers (X=8.49). On Factors III (emotionality) 

and IV (dependence) sensitizers were more variable than 

neutrals. 

From second-order factor data it may be said that 

repressors are a below-average anxiety group, while neutrals 

and sensitizers are medium- and high-level anxiety groups, 

respectively. Sensitizers are more variable in emotionality 

than neutrals cind repressors. Thus, high level anxiety and 

variable emotionality are cardinal features of the sensi

tizing personality, accounting for a major portion of the 

variance in the personality structure. 
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General Summary and Comparison; 
Personality Characteristics of 
Repressors, Sensitizers, 
and Neutrals 

From the discussion already presented, it is apparent 

that repressors, sensitizers, and neutrals constitute rela

tively distinct personality groups, consistently differing 

across all three groups in degree of ego strength, guilt 

proneness, ergic tension, and anxiety. Repressing and 

sensitizing groups are most clearly differentiated from one 

another. The difference between repressors and neutrals is 

less marked in degree. 

Sensitizers demonstrate guilt proneness and depression, 

low ego strength, poorly formulated internal standards, 

high threat sensitivity, high ergic tension, and negative 

self-concept. Repressors and neutrals typically do not 

reflect these negative characteristics. In general neutrals 

clustered about the college population mean on all traits. 

Repressor means on the 15 source traits tended to cluster 

slightly above and below the college population means. The 

direction of repressor means reflected positive personality 

characteristics. 

Only on Factor I (anxiety vs. integration) of the 

second-order factors were consistent differences between 

the three groups found. It was concluded that sensitizers 

are highly anxious, whereas repressors and neutrals are of 

low- and medium-anxiety levels, respectively. 
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The results of the 16 PF analyses were generally in 

agreement with the research literature on personality 

correlates of the repression-dimension; however, clarifi

cation of the relative position of the three groups on the 

various traits was achieved. Questions arose regarding 

theory and research in the relatioi\ of the R-S scale to 

self-concept, threat sensitivity, introversion-extroversion, 

and cuixiety. 

The R-S Scale and Psychological Adjustment 

Hypothesis II was confirmed in that significant 

differences between repressors, sensitizers, and neutrals 

were found on the degree of neuroticism measure. Mean 

scores reflected greater maladjustment in sensitizers than 

repressors. At variance with theoretical assumptions was 

the finding of a lower mean score for neutrals than for 

repressors. 

Byrne (1961, 1964) has proposed that repressors and 

sensitizers represent bipolar extremes of a defensive 

continuum; conseguently, both groups should be maladjusted. 

He has described that relationship between R-S scores and 

adjustment as curvilinear, both high and low scores 

reflecting defensiveness and the associated pathology. 

Although research has not demonstrated that the 16 PF 

is free from motivational distortion and a certain degree 
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is to be expected on any psychometric instrument, it is 

unlikely that highly defensive individuals would escape 

revealing maladjustment typically associated with extemes 

of defensiveness. Therefore, one would expect repressors 

to demonstrate negative personality traits on a relatively 

subtle personality inventory such as the 16 PF. 

No such deviations on 15 source traits were observed 

in the present study. Furthermore, on Cattell's intensity 

of neuroticism measure, the repressor sten score mean of 

4.42 indicated that repressors are above average in psycho

logical adjustment. The mean of 8.2 8 clearly indicated 

that sensitizers show a high degree of neuroticism. The 

obtained neutral mean of 6.01 is in the average range of 

psychological adjustment. The above findings are in agree

ment with investigations reporting a linear, not a curvi

linear (Byrne, 1961, 1964), relationship between the R-S 

scale and maladjustment (Byrne, Golightly, & Sheffield, 

1965; Lucky & Grigg, 1964; Tempone & Lamb, 1967; Joy, 1963; 

Ender, 1963; Gleser & Ihilevich, 1969), 

Both Joy (1963) and Gleser and Ihilevich (1969) have 

reported a high degree of correlation between the R-S scale 

and the Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale, Since the two scales 

are not independent, the reported correlations may have been 

spuriously high. The present study supports a strong posi

tive relationship between anxiety and the R-S dimension. 
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Anxiety was the only second-order factor which consistently 

differentiated the three groups. Mean sten scores of 4.65, 

6.34, and 8.49 for repressors, neutrals, and sensitizers, 

respectively, reflect a linear relationship between anxiety 

and R-S scores. The presence of high-level anxiety is 

pathognomonic of neurotic disorders. 

Six of the eight significant repressor-sensitizer 

comparisons were on source traits contributing substantially 

to the seond-order factor on anxiety and to the intensity of 

neuroticism equation. The effect was equally prevalent in 

neutral-sensitizer and neutral-repressor comparisons. 

Although repressors, neutrals, and sensitizers may be cate

gorized as three relatively distinct personality groups, a 

more parsimonious interpretation seems applicable. 

The failure of the repressing group to demonstrate 

marked personality deviations on a low face validity person

ality instrument strongly suggests that the R-S scale's 

construct validity is guestionable. The existence of Byrne's 

(1961) repression-sensitization dimension is not challenged, 

but it is suggested that the instrument he has constructed 

is inadequate for its specific assessment. The scale seems 

to be measuring anxiety or maladjustment, rather than 

defensiveness. 

Those factors which differentiate repressors, neutrals, 

and sensitizers may be grouped more comprehensively under 
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the rubric of adjustment or anxiety. Sensitizers tend to 

be highly anxious or maladjusted; neutrals are of average 

adjustment or level of anxiety; and repressors are below 

average in gmxiety and above average in psychological 

adjustment. The terms repressor, sensitizer, and neutral 

may be misnomers. 

Although informal blind ratings of marathon group 

members by facilitators indicated that some individuals 

scoring low on the R-S scale were maladjusted and relied 

on repression and denial, the number of false positives on 

the R-S scale appeared dramatically high. Data from the 

16 PF further illustrated that the personality characteris

tics of repressors, as a group, are the opposite of that 

predicted from theory. Although a small number of true 

repressors are most likely included in a group scoring low 

on the R-S scale, it is equally probable that some individ

uals scoring high on the scale are not true sensitizers nor 

maladjusted. 

The above propositions are tentative and require 

further construct-replicating research utilizing a less 

constricted population than that employed in the present 

investigation. There is a strong suggestion, however, 

that the R-S scale could better be employed as a brief 

screening device for anxiety or neuroticism, rather than 

as a measure of defensive styles. 
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Alterations in Self-Ideal Discrepancy 

In the discussion which follows, several important 

points regarding the repressor group's (Group R) altera

tions in self-ideal discrepancy warrant clarification. 

The one-tailed its for Group R were often in the direction 

opposite of that predicted under the hypotheses of Chapter 

I. The apparent significant difference between means in 

the case where the difference is in the opposite direction 

of the prediction may be a chance occurrence. Thus, signif

icant differences between Group R means must be considered 

very tentatively when direction disagrees with prediction. 

Tables 8 and 9 present results for the SD, 2 ^^^ 

SAI, , analyses. In Table 9 the reported SD difference 
I # ̂  

for repressors is nonsignificant. An extreme increase in 

self-ideal discrepancy by a single repressing S was 

observed. From the group facilitator's report, it seemed 

reasonable that this £' s extreme score represented a gesture 

tied to specific events occurring just prior to administra

tion of SD2. 

In small samples such as those employed in the present 

study, a single extreme score can exert a considerable 

effect on the results. His extreme score yielded a sizable 

inflation of the sum of squared difference scores and 

shrinkage of the mean difference, resulting in a small t. 

Conseguently, it seemed defensible to adjust for this 
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situational reaction. When his extreme difference score 

was assigned an adjusted mean value, the difference be

tween mean discrepancy scores rose from 2.05 to 3.69. The 

resulting t of 1.80 was significant at the .05 level for 

a one-tailed test. Thus, the hypothesis of no difference 

in mean discrepancy scores between SD, and SD2 for Group R 

is questionable. 

Immediate Effects of the 
Marathon Encounter 

As Cole, Getting, and Hinkle (1967) have observed, 

statistical regression of scores toward the mean of the 

distribution may be confounded with treatment effects. 

Mean self-ideal discrepancy scores for all Ŝs on the SAI 

and SD were 27.87 and 27.07, respectively. Only Group N 

scores on SD2 moved in the direction of the mean. For all 

other groups on both self-concept measures, direction of 

movement was away from the mean. Conseguently, changes in 

self-ideal discrepancies must be attributed to treatment 

effects, rather than statistical regression of scores 

toward the mean of the distribution. 

Considering the above adjustments, analyses of self-

ideal discrepancy scores for the three groups on both 

self-concept measures demonstrated a generalized decrease 

in self-ideal discrepancy (Tables 8 and 9). The only 

exception was Group N, which failed to show a significant 
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alteration on the SAI, ^ comparison. Hypothesis III was 

partially confirmed; however, repressors decreased, rather 

than increased self-ideal discrepancy following an abbre

viated marathon encounter. The prediction for repressors 

was based on previous acceptance of the defensive character 

of this group. 

Relevance for Repressors 

The repressor's decrease in self-ideal discrepancy 

following feedback presented in a nondogmatic threapeutic 

setting such as that programmed by PEER was at a variance 

with Dreilinger's (1969) conclu ions and the direction of 

change predicted in Hypothesis III. According to Dreilinger, 

psychotherapy conducted in the manner of the present inves

tigation should have caused an increase in Group R self-

ideal discrepancy. Dreilinger employed primarily negative 

feedback, informing repressors that they denied and 

repressed negative aspects of themselves. 

Repressing defenses would have had to have been 

prominent personality characteristics in order for the 

group members and facilitator to have confronted the 

individual with such behavior. On the one hand, group 

members may have lacked the perceptual sensitivity to 

detect repressing defenses. On the other hand, data from 

the 16 PF indicated that the repressors were unlikely to 

have been highly defensive, i.e., the R-S scale does not 
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measure what it purports to measure. If "repressors," as 

measured by the R-S scale, are of above-average psycho

logical adjustment, negative feedback concerning the use 

of repressive defenses seems unwarranted, and the observed 

decrease in discrepancy must be considered a positive 

response. The intensity of feedback and duration of treat

ment in the present study was greater than in Dreilinger's 

30-minute sessions. Had repressors been highly defensive, 

the probability of penetrating those defenses and creating 

an increase in self-ideal discrepancy would have been 

greater. 

The observed decrease in self-ideal discrepancy in 

Group R would have been expected, according to Dreilinger, 

as a defensive response to dogmatic therapy or feedback. 

A dogmatic condition for repressors was not provided in the 

present study, but it is questionable that decreased 

discrepancy can be interpreted as defensive mobilization 

of repression and denial for individuals with low scores 

on the R-S scale. The present investigation failed to 

substantiate Dreilinger's conclusions that repressors are 

likely to increase self-ideal discrepancy under nondogmatic 

feedback conditions. When repressors receive nondogmatic 

treatment in a structured setting providing for positive 

and negative feedback and consolidation and intensity of 

treatment, Dreilinger's predictions for direction of 
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alterations in self-ideal discrepancy do not necessarily 

hold true. Subsequent research must bear out the above 

finding and interpretations for repressors, since the 

research is subject to the limitations mentioned at the 

beginning of this section. 

Relevance for Sensitizers 

The observed decrease in self-ideal discrepancy 

following a marathon encounter disagreed with Dreilinger's 

(1969) conclusions that sensitizers are unlikely to de

crease their self-depreciating tendencies under nondogmatic 

conditions of psychotherapy. In Chapter I the writer gues-

tioned whether Dreilinger's sensitizers were responding 

positively (decreased self-ideal discrepancy) to dogmatic 

content of the feedback or to the structure of dogmatism 

per se. The suggestion was made that structure can be 

provided in a nondogmatic atmosphere. The suggestion was 

also made that the decreased intensity of treatment or 

predominance of negative feedback may have accounted for 

the failure of Dreilinger's sensitizers to decrease the 

self-ideal discrepancy under nondogmatic conditions. 

Consequently, a nondogmatic form of psychotherapy 

providing for structure, positive and negative feedback, 

and consolidation and intensity of treatment such as 

provided by PEER and the marathon group was considered 

crucial in eliciting a decrease in self-ideal discrepancy 
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for sensitizers. It was anticipated that repressors would 

also react nondefensively (increased self-ideal discrepancy) 

under the same form of treatment—an anticipation which was 

not substantiated by the results. 

According to Dreilinger (1969) the sensitizer is 

likely to receive the feedback message from a nondogmatic 

form of psychotherapy by altering and reinterpreting it to 

heighten his inflexible self-image of worthlessness and 

inadequacy. The significant decrease in self-ideal dis

crepancy observed in Group £ on both the SAI and SD 

reflected the sensitizer's ability to utilize the conditions 

of the marathon group to alter, at least temporarily, his 

chronic pattern of self-depreciation and accommodate a more 

realistic evaluation of himself. It may be concluded that 

Dreilinger's generalizations regarding the reaction of 

sensitizers to nondogmatic types of psychotherapy was not 

supported for the marathon group conducted in accordance 

with the conditions of the present study. 

The general finding that Group Ŝ 's self-ideal discrep

ancy decreased is encouraging. From the 16 PF data it is 

clear that Group Ŝ  represented the maladjusted group among 

the three groups. The literature on encounter techniques 

advances a measure of untested skepticism regarding the 

efficacy of this form of treatment with other than normally 

adjusted persons (Berzon & Reisel, 196 8; Berzon & Solomon, 
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1966). Although the present study provided relatively 

brief treatment and was concerned only with the direction 

of change in self-ideal discrepancy, the results suggest 

that one aspect of the maladjusted underachiever's per

sonality structure—the self-ideal discrepancy—could 

possibly be altered through a series of marathon encounters. 

Relevance for Neutrals 

The present study was the first to employ a neutral 

group in a psychotherapy or psychotherapy analog investiga

tion of the repression-sensitization dimension. Inclusion 

of Group N was designed to assess the meaning of the 

direction of change for the two more extreme groups on 

the repression-sensitization dimension. Unexpectedly, 

there was a generalized decrease in self-ideal discrepancy, 

and the results were less clear than they could have been, 

as Group N failed to decrease the discrepancy on SD2. 

The results of SAI and SD analyses indicated that 

Group N £s perceived no change in the acceptability of 

behavior attributed to the self (SAI), yet increased value 

attributed to the self (SD). The other two groups changed 

on both self-concept measures. One interpretation of these 

results would be that §s above average in adjustment (Group 

R) are the most flexible and able to change perceptions of 

both aspects of the self. Maladjusted Ŝs (Group Ŝ) exces

sively depreciate both their behavior and the value attributed 
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to the self; consequently, they have the most to gain. 

Subjects of average adjustment (Group N) are less likely 

to perceive a change of behavior but increase evaluation 

of the self. 

Relevance for Underachievers 

There was at least indirect support for Trotter's 

(1970) conclusions that an approach to group therapy 

maintaining a high level of stimulation and novelty would 

reduce attrition and facilitate personality change in 

underachievers. As previously noted, there was a general

ized decrease in self-ideal discrepancy across all three 

groups which might be interpreted as a decrease for the 

total sample of freshmen underachievers. Only two Ŝs 

left their groups prior to termination, and a majority of 

participants expressed a favorable reaction and desire for 

future involvement in marathon groups. 

Bednar and Weinberg's (1970) review of 23 of the 

better investigations of the effects of psychotherapy on 

underachievers concluded that a combination of long-term 

group psychotherapy, academic tutoring, and a study habits 

program is necessary to raise and maintain the grade-point 

average. The finding that underachievers demonstrated a 

decrease in self-ideal discrepancy following an abbreviated 

marathon group certainly does not challenge their conclusions. 

The finding simply suggests that the marathon group might be 
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useful in altering the self-concepts of underachievers. 

Obviously, alteration of self-concept is only one factor 

in the complex problem of underachievement. 

In future research a series of full weekend marathon 

encounters with underachievers would provide more intensive 

treatment. Changes in self-concept, a frequency count of 

early terminators, and long-term effects on a variety of 

personality and achievement variables could be assessed. 

Comparison with matched groups undergoing conventional 

group psychotherapy and an untreated control group would 

determine if the marathon encounter is more effective than 

traditional psychotherapy. 

Discussion of the relevance of the findings for group 

psychotherapy of underachievers must not neglect the 16 PF 

data. Only Group £ evidenced high anxiety or maladjustment, 

Groups N and R demonstrated average and above-average 

psychological adjustment, respectively. 

The failure of the larger proportion of underachievers 

to demonstrate maladjustment could be a function of the 

population sampled. Freshmen are likely to underachieve 

for a wider variety of reasons than more advanced students. 

One may speculate that absence of accustomed parental pres

sure to achieve, increased social demands of college life, 

increased freedom and responsibility, disinterest in an 

improperly chosen course of study, unformulated vocational 
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goals, and other factors may account for difficulties in 

maintaining acceptable grades in the first semester of 

college. Motivational factors which play roles in under

achievement may be quite specific, thus, escaping recog

nition on psychological tests measuring universal needs, 

motives, or personality characteristics. Thus, it seems 

reasonable that freshmen underachievers constitute a 

heterogeneous group with respect to the etiology of under

achievement. Generalizations from the psychological lit

erature indicating that underachievement is a function of 

maladjustment may be inapplicable to individuals in their 

first year of college. 

Prescriptive recommendations of long-term psychotherapy 

for all underachievers, even if such treatment were possible, 

seems unwarranted. Results of the present study require 

further validation; however, a tentative position is that 

problem-oriented counseling may be sufficient for normal 

and well-adjusted freshman underachievers. 

A final observation regarding underachievement is in 

order. Cattell (1965) has observed that individuals scoring 

low on his achievement prediction equation from the 16 PF 

are not necessarily maladjusted, but they simply do not 

possess the personality traits positively related to aca

demic achievement. Furthermore, combinations of personality 

characteristics positively related to academic success in 
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one field of study may be negatively related to success 

in another. 

Retention of Self-Concept Alterations 

Retention of self-concept alterations one week 

following the marathon were measured by comparison of the 

pretest with posttestj on both self-concept measures. 

Hypothesis IV, that directional alterations in self-ideal 

discrepancy predicted in Hypothesis III would be maintained 

one week later, was only partially confirmed. The results 

are presented in Tables 10 and 11. 

Decreases in self-ideal discrepancy were observed for 

Groups R and N on the SD; however, the only significant 

difference on the SAI was a decrease in discrepancy for 

Group £. The observed difference for Group R was in the 

direction opposite of the prediction and may have been a 

chance occurrence. Furthermore, a definite Group R response 

set utilizing the six- and seven-point positions was indi

cated on SD-. No such response set was observed on SD^ or 

SD2. Indiscriminant use of the scales casts further doubt 

on the validity of the SD result. 

Thus, there was only partial support for the hypothesis 

that effects of the abbreviated marathon would be main

tained. Failure to achieve a more generalized maintenance 

across groups and measures was most likely attributable to 
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the brevity of the marathon encounter. Although positive 

alterations in self-ideal discrepancy were clearly demon

strated on the pretest-posttestj^ analyses for immediate 

effects, the contention that the marathon encounter affects 

self-concept as little as one week later remains open to 

future research. Future research should focus on the 

retention of effects in the single marathon encounter 

compared to both a series of conventional encounters and 

a series of marathon encounters. Follow-up studies beyond 

the immediate effects of the marathon have been few. 

Instrument Differences and 
Self-Concept 

Examination of Tables 8 to 11 reveals somewhat of an 

ambiguous inconsistency of change in self-ideal discrepancy 

between groups and measures. For example Group N showed no 

decrease in discrepancy on either the SAI, ^ or SAI, ~ 
1, ̂ 1, o 

comparisons; however, for the same group, a significant 

decrease in self-ideal discrepancy was noted on both SD^ ^ 
1,2 

and SD, .̂ On the pretest-posttest2 analyses Group £ 

retained its initial decrease from SAI, 2' ̂ "̂̂  ̂ o maintenance 

of the initial decrease from SD, 2 ̂ ^^ seen. 

The SAI seems to be measuring a social-descriptive 

component, and the SD seems to be measuring an evaluative 

component of the self. There is no current theoretical 

rationale to account for the observation that individuals 
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differing in anxiety level, psychological adjustment, or 

personality type exhibit differential changes on self-

concept measures. In the research literature on psycho

therapy, inferences regarding changes in self-concept are 

typically generalized beyond the instrument to a more 

abstract "self-concept." The implications from the self-

concept measures obtained in the present investigation are 

that generalizations may be instrument limited. 

The results also suggest the distinct possibility of 

more than one dimension of the self-concept. Differential 

alterations on the possible dimensions of the self might 

be expected from various personality types following psycho

therapeutic intervention. Interactions between personality 

types and therapeutic approaches might result in differen

tial alterations of dimensions of the self. A factor 

analysis of the popular self-concept measures would deter

mine the dimensions of the self. 

Continued Effects of Group Treatment 

As indicated in Chapter III, the proposition that 

alterations in self-concept continue beyond termination 

of the marathon group through building on strengths and 

insights achieved in the group setting was tested as an 

informal hypothesis. Two-tailed t_s were computed for SAI 
2,0 

and SDp ^ in order to detect possible negative changes. As 

presented in Tables 11 and 12, there were no significant 
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differences for Groups R, £, and N on either self-concept 

measure. 

Under encounter group conditions the primary purpose 

of the present study was to assess differential alterations 

in self-ideal discrepancy of the two supposedly defensive 

groups, rather than to demonstrate group effectiveness in 

creating enduring change. However, the fact that nonsig

nificant results were obtained stresses the need for 

further research on the proposed continuing change in 

self-concept. 

Alterations in Defensiveness 

A one-week R-S scale posttest was included in the study 

to test the effectiveness of the marathon in reducing defen

siveness as stated in Hypothesis V. Significant increases 

and decreases in R-S scores for Groups R and Ŝ, respectively, 

would reflect decreased defensiveness. 

However, the 16 PF data and weight of the evidence in 

the literature suggested that the R-S scale is measuring 

anxiety or adjustment. The R-S scale analyses presented in 

Table 14 show a decrease in anxiety or increase in adjust

ment for Groups N and Ŝ  one week following the marathon 

encounter. These results are particularly encouraging in 

view of the fact that the R-S scale was administered to 

many underachievers just prior to the commencement of final 
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examinations. Impending final examinations would be likely 

to precipitate additional anxiety in underachievers. 

The reduction of anxiety or improvement in adjustment 

in Groups N and £ gave additional support for the efficacy 

of the marathon as a treatment technigue, since reduced 

anxiety and improved adjustment are primary goals of psycho

therapy. The fact that the R-S scale was administered during 

posttest2 clarified the problem of retention of treatment 

effects somewhat. Although ambiguities surrounding reten

tion of alterations in self-ideal discrepancy remain, the 

observed reduction in R-S scores for individuals of average 

and poor adjustment suggested these individuals may improve 

one week following a marathon encounter. That well-adjusted 

individuals (Group R) do not show a reduction in anxiety nor 

improved adjustment one week after a marathon encounter is 

understandable, since they seem to have less to gain from 

such an experience. 

Regression toward the mean may have influenced R-S 

scale alterations. Alterations for Groups R and £ were 

both in the direction of the sample mean. The posttest2 

R-S mean of Group N reflected movement away from the sample 

mean. Considering the high levels of significance obtained 

and a reliability coefficient of .83 for the R-S scale, the 

writer is willing to reject tentatively confounding by 

regression toward the mean. 
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In closing this chapter it must be noted that a 2 X 3 

contingency table for chi-square was constructed to test an 

informal hypothesis of sex differences on the R-S scale. 

The value for chi-square was nonsignificant, suggesting no 

sex differences on the R-S scale, even though the highest 

proportion of females was observed in Group £ as expected. 

A better test of the sex difference hypothesis would employ 

a scumple less biased in favor of repressors and males than 

the underachieving sample of the present study. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The psychological literature on repression-sensitization, 

personality theory, psychotherapy, and underachievement was 

reviewed and integrated to formulate testable hypotheses for 

the present investigation. Divergent results were obtained 

in studies attempting to clarify the relationship of the 

R-S scale to psychological adjustment. In theory repressors 

and sensitizers represent maladjusted extremes of a defensive 

continuum (curvilinearity hypothesis); however, most of the 

research indicated that high scores on the R-S scale repre

sent maladjustment, and low scores reflect superior adjust

ment (linearity hypothesis). The majority of studies 

employed improperly chosen psychometric devices. Differences 

in personality characteristics of repressors and sensitizers 

had not been adequately tested. 

The literature posed several problems related to the 

psychotherapeutic treatment of underachievers, and there was 

evidence that this group relies on repressing and sensitizing 

defenses. Although there had been no studies on psychother

apy and the R-S dimension, it was pointed out that increases 

and decreases in self-ideal discrepancy would constitute 

positive therapeutic responses from repressors and sensi

tizers, respectively. 
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The literature on authoritarianism suggested an inter

action between method of interpretation and personality type 

in the therapeutic setting. More specifically, authoritarian 

sensitizers were shown to be more likely to nondefensively 

decrease self-ideal discrepancy under dogmatic feedback 

conditions, and nonauthoritarian repressors were shown to be 

more likely to nondefensively increase self-ideal discrepancy 

under nondogmatic conditions. The marathon group was con

ceived as a nondogmatic situation providing structure, posi

tive and negative feedback, and intensity and duration of 

treatment which would elicit nondefensive increases and 

decreases in the self-ideal discrepancies of repressors and 

sensitizers, respectively. It was anticipated that reduced 

defensiveness and maintenance of treatment effects should 

be evident one week following a marathon group. 

Exploratory research hypotheses were formulated 

regarding the personality characteristics and psychological 

adjustment of repressors, sensitizers, and neutrals. In 

accordance with the above mentioned characteristics of the 

marathon group, a directional hypothesis was formulated for 

alterations in the self-ideal discrepancy of repressors, 

sensitizers, and neutrals following treatment. It was fur

ther hypothesized that alterations in self-ideal discrepancy 

would be maintained, and reduced defensiveness would appear 

one week following the marathon group. 
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In order to test these hypotheses, 125 freshman under

achievers were administered the 16 PF and R-S scale. 

Subjects were divided into repressing, sensitizing, and 

neutral groups, and the three groups were compared on 15 

of the 16 PF source traits, four second-order factors, and 

the degree of neuroticism measure from the same personality 

inventory. To test hypotheses associated with alterations 

in self-concept and defensiveness, the 60 subjects who 

volunteered to participate underwent an abbreviated marathon 

encounter group. A total of 23 repressors, 18 sensitizers, 

and 19 neutrals participated in 11-hour marathon groups, 

balanced, in so far as possible, for defensive orientation 

and sex. 

Pretest and posttest administration of the SAI and SD 

was designed to assess direction of immediate alterations 

in self-ideal discrepancy of the three defensive groups 

following the marathon encounter. One week following the 

encounter group, the R-S scale and both self-concept mea

sures were readministered as a second posttest, in order to 

measure possible alterations in defensiveness and retention 

of alterations in self-concept. 

Analyses of the 16 PF confirmed the hypotheses that 

the three groups differ with respect to personality charac

teristics and psychological adjustment. Repressing and 

sensitizing groups were most clearly differentiated from 



106 

one another, while neutrals were more clearly differen

tiated from repressors than sensitizers. Neutrals tended 

to cluster about the college population mean on all traits. 

Repressors were slightly above and below the population 

mean on most traits, in either case reflecting positive 

personality characteristics. Guilt proneness, low ego 

strength, poorly formulated internal standards, high threat 

sensitivity, high ergic tension, and negative self-concept 

are typical of the sensitizer. These negative traits are 

not characteristic of neutrals nor repressors. 

Anxiety was the only second-order factor which con

sistently differentiated the three groups. Sensitizers are 

highly anxious; neutrals and repressors are of average and 

slightly below-average anxiety levels, respectively. The 

three groups consistently differed on the adjustment mea

sure. Sensitizers show a high degree of neuroticism; 

neutrals and repressors show average and below-average 

levels of neuroticism, respectively. 

On the basis of personality comparisons of the three 

groups on the 16 PF, it was concluded that the R-S scale 

may be measuring anxiety or psychological adjustment, 

rather than two distinct defensive styles. It was further 

suggested that the relationship between psychological 

adjustment and scores on the R-S scale is linear, rather 

than curvilinear. High scores seem to be indicative of 
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poor adjustment or high anxiety, and low scores reflect 

good adjustment or low anxiety. 

The hypothesis concerning direction of change in self-

ideal discrepancy immediately following a marathon encounter 

was partially confirmed. A generalized decrease in self-

ideal discrepancy was observed in all three groups. Group R 

decreased, rather than increased, in self-ideal discrepancy. 

Since the R-S scale seems to be measuring anxiety or adjust

ment, a decrease in self-ideal discrepancy must be considered 

positive for each of the three groups. It is questionable 

that a decrease in discrepancy for individuals with low 

scores on the scale represents defensive mobilization of 

repression and denial. 

The observed alterations in discrepancy were also in 

disagreement with predictions from the literature regarding 

the response of repressors and sensitizers to nondogmatic 

therapeutic conditions. Repressors, sensitizers, and 

neutrals are likely to demonstrate decreases in self-ideal 

discrepancy following nondogmatic psychotherapy providing 

for structure, positive and negative feedback, and intensity 

and duration of treatment. 

There was only partial confirmation for the hypothesis 

that self-ideal discrepancy alterations would be maintained 

one week later. Although the theoretical literature sug

gested continuing positive alterations in self-concept in 
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the postmarathon period, comparisons of posttest, with 

posttestj measures offered no support for the proposition. 

In light of the brevity of the marathon sessions, further 

research on the two hypotheses was recommended. 

Differential patterns of alterations in self-ideal 

discrepancy across groups and measures had several impli

cations for the assessment of changes in self-concept 

following psychotherapy. First, generalizations regarding 

such changes may be instrument limited, i.e., they are not 

applicable to a broader self-concept abstraction as is 

typically seen in the literature. Second, changes in self-

concept following psychotherapy may vary among personality 

groups. Third, the self-concept may be composed of several 

factors or dimensions which do not necessarily vary with 

conventional independent variables employed in psychotherapy 

One week following the marathon encounter decreases in 

R-S scores in Groups N and £ were observed. Since the R-S 

scale seems to be measuring anxiety or adjustment, it was 

concluded that neutrals and sensitizers, persons of average 

adjustment and poor adjustment, show reduced anxiety or 

improved adjustment as a result of a marathon encounter. 

This particular result furnished additional clarification 

of the issue of maintenance of treatment effects. Although 

the self-concept measures were unclear with respect to 

retention of effects, improved adjustment in two of the 
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groups was evident one week later. A longer follow-up 

study was not possible in the present investigation. 

Apart from the formal hypotheses of the study, sex 

differences on the R-S scale were tested. A 2 X 3 contin

gency table for chi-square revealed no significant sex 

differences between repressors, sensitizers, and neutrals 

in the original sample of 125 £s. A better test of the 

sex difference hypothesis would have used a sample less 

biased in favor of males and repressors than that found 

in the freshman underachieving population. 

In addition to formal hypothesis testing, particular 

note was made of the relationship of maladjustment to 

underachievement. The study sampled a restricted group of 

underachieving students in their first year of college 

life, and it was questioned whether generalizations from 

the psychological literature on underachievement were 

applicable to freshmen. Results of the 16 PF indicated 

that only sensitizing £s demonstrated any appreciable 

degree of maladjustment. Sensitizing Ŝs constituted 

slightly less than one-third of the total sample partici

pating in the premarathon testing with the 16 PF and R-S 

scale. 

When results of the 16 PF and the marathon encounter 

were integrated, it became questionable whether long-

term psychotherapy and structured programs were indicated 
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for the majority of freshman underachievers. More spec

ifically, it was suggested that underachievement in the 

first year of college may be connected with possible 

transient and situational variables, and prescriptions 

for treatment of the majority of this group may more 

appropriately center around problem-centered counseling. 
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APPENDIX A 

RAW DATA FOR THE SAI 

S SAIĵ  SAI2 SAI3 

Repressor Group 

1 15 23 10 

2 15 14 13 

3 16 17 27 

4 11 33 22 

5 21 18 17 

6 30 33 22 

7 29 14 26 

8 33 29 41 

9 22 11 17 

10 30 25 27 

11 16 13 15 

12 38 33 50 

13 13 5 3 

14 20 24 16 

15 12 4 9 

16 16 18 6 

17 20 11 12 

18 8 17 6 

19 42 30 25 

20 35 31 64 
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APPENDIX A—Continued 

S SAI^ SAI2 SAI^ 

21 34 32 32 

22 15 0 0 

23 59 18 27 

Sensitizer Group 

24 17 25 30 

25 38 41 45 

26 39 36 50 

27 46 22 17 

28 36 20 25 

29 30 16 20 

30 47 32 29 

31 13 14 8 

32 30 48 40 

33 33 22 26 

34 32 13 19 

35 10 0 0 

36 56 39 37 

37 50 40 53 

38 41 30 21 

39 14 21 22 

40 42 49 35 

41 34 27 29 
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APPENDIX A—Continued 

s 

Neutral Group 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

Shl^ 

20 

31 

47 

34 

36 

15 

9 

30 

12 

16 

13 

44 

12 

7 

33 

11 

21 

29 

16 

SAI2 

24 

40 

42 

21 

37 

2 

2 

26 

13 

25 

23 

21 

25 

7 

18 

7 

20 

36 

20 

SAI3 

22 

35 

31 

32 

40 

17 

12 

29 

8 

20 

10 

16 

4 

14 

16 

4 

— 

24 

17 
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APPENDIX B 

RAW DATA FOR THE SD 

S SDj^ SD2 SD3 

Repressor Group 

1 31 24 23 

2 20 18 9 

3 17 19 23 

4 9 18 32 

5 20 32 10 

6 50 45 35 

7 20 10 19 

8 10 10 4 

9 21 14 14 

10 20 5 12 

11 16 10 19 

12 27 4 5 

13 22 13 16 

14 27 20 21 

15 15 23 7 

16 15 22 9 

17 16 11 15 

18 32 26 31 

19 35 23 17 

20 3 52 20 
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APPENDIX B—Continued 

S SD^ SD2 SD3 

21 11 9 1 

22 23 20 23 

23 14 7 9 

Sensitizer Group 

24 16 19 22 

25 27 15 36 

26 43 56 62 

27 44 18 19 

28 21 28 24 

29 45 11 39 

30 93 75 67 

31 22 20 10 

32 22 36 16 

33 42 21 21 

34 30 26 26 

35 35 19 16 

36 39 39 37 

37 25 18 26 

38 21 10 9 

39 23 26 46 

40 51 43 84 

41 24 26 27 
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APPENDIX B—Continued 

Nuetral Group 

SDj^ SD2 SD3 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

13 

27 

38 

44 

15 

25 

11 

32 

20 

35 

14 

44 

42 

15 

27 

9 

14 

50 

20 

11 

18 

29 

37 

14 

27 

4 

14 

14 

25 

45 

28 

30 

12 

23 

3 

14 

38 

14 

2 

6 

40 

28 

23 

28 

0 

5 

49 

18 

15 

26 

37 

13 

22 

8 

60 

15 
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APPENDIX C 

RAW DATA FOR THE R-S SCALE 

17 

18 

19 

20 

RS^ RS2 

Repressor Group 

1 36 54 

2 19 22 

3 41 60 

4 26 54 

5 13 17 

6 39 23 

7 41 39 

8 38 52 

9 29 33 

10 34 25 

11 33 28 

12 41 56 

13 19 28 

14 27 19 

15 33 41 

16 31 39 

29 21 

36 31 

30 32 

39 35 
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APPENDIX C—Continued 

39 

40 

41 

RS^ RS2 

21 38 30 

22 19 13 

23 40 41 

Sensitizer Group 

24 76 56 

25 77 78 

26 68 48 

27 80 66 

28 69 66 

29 65 55 

30 90 92 

31 69 54 

32 104 94 

33 66 61 

34 81 54 

35 94 79 

36 84 94 

37 93 97 

38 68 48 

75 83 

94 102 

76 77 



126 

APPENDIX C—Continued 

RS^ RS2 

Neutral Group 

42 45 44 

43 50 41 

44 48 51 

45 47 49 

46 59 55 

47 51 48 

48 55 50 

49 61 63 

50 48 51 

51 49 31 

52 62 50 

53 53 67 

54 48 32 

55 45 40 

56 59 55 

57 46 

58 43 

59 47 47 

60 51 40 


