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Guilford-Zimmerflran Test Results in Evangelical College Students

Carl B. Dodrill

From the earliest years of psychology, the inportance of relating religious
belief and practice to behavior and personaliiy characteristics was recognized.
ProbabLy Edwin Starbuck and Wi11j.a.m James who respectively published The
Psycholog), of Relig&ir (1899J and Varii.ties of Religious Experignce irsOZl were
the earliest of the pioneers in psycholoBy at that tine, but they were shortly
followed by Freud (19131 who presented his oedipal theory of the origi.n of
retigious belief and behavior. The number of psychologists who have worked
in this area defies listing, and the ifiportance of the area has been repeatedly
underscored and perhaps most recengly so by the admission of a new division
(Division 36--Psychologists InteresteC in Religious Issues) to the American
Psycho LogicaL Associetion.

In the present paper, the emphasis will be on examination of various
personality characteristics as they reLate to students in speci.fically Christian
versus secular institutions and as they relate to degree to erpagssion of
Christian beliei. Investigators relating persr:nality and Christian beli.ef
have tended to focus on single personality measures and perhaps the most notabl3
of these are The Luthoritarian Personaiity by Adorno et al. (1S50) and Tho
cpen and ciosill@cept for 5r. Ilauger's researfi I
have not come across comprehensive assessments of personality in the literature
when reLated to incli-riEuiG--ifElTi-g religious belilf as opposed to those reporcting
such. The first study reporied below atteilpis to cover this atea a 1ittle more
exactl,v than has been done previously by comparing individuals from specifically
Ch'cistian as opposed to secular populations on a range of personali.Ly character-
istics, and to do so vrith an instrument different from that Hhich Dr. Mauge"
has employed and has already ;eported to us.

The second stlldy that. I will present also p::ovides a broa<i assessment of
personality characteristics arong a group of people with clearly identifj.ed
Christian beliefs when those indiyiduals are segregated according to che
extent to which they sponEaneously express their belief. This study wi1.1 not
attempt to contribute to an understanding of the multi-dimensional nature of
religious belief with all the complexitj.es and controversies involved (nudelnan,
1971; King & I{unt, 1972; Clayton & ClaCCen, 1974). Instead, it will attempt
to associate personality characteristics with degree of expression of religious
belief among individuaLs already knorn to have such and to do so under circurn-
stances not specifically calling for such expression.

A few other conments giving general rational and perspective for these
studi.es are in order, One raight at first ask uhy one would expect to find
differences betl.ieen Chris tian and secular popui"ations with respect. to p3rsonality
cbaracteristics at all. Having been in evangeLical groups all ny 1ife, I have
no hesitancy in saying that the vast majority of people in such groups believe
and act as if *"he personality structures and characteristi.cs of Christians were
indeed different from those of non-Chlistians- If asked about a scriptural
basis for their belief, they easily turn to passages whrch polnt out that the
i.ndividual with a pe:rsonal faith in Jesus Christ is "a new creatuxe, and thlt
I'a1l things are become newr' (II Corinchians 5:17). 'Ihey f\:rther point ouc that
Christians are',the salt c'f ihe earth" [ltlatthew 5:13) and that the Bible
repeat-ed1y suggests tjiat they are diff.)rent frcn non-beiievers. Ilressed
further, they point to instances uiihin thei:: own kncwieCge or personal experience
r,rhere inilivldu:r1s acquiri-ng fi::nr rel,igious convictions lLave seeningly had titeir
personaliti.es transfcrmed overnight anci that rrLrty if Christ is l"ord, he must
be Lord over all parts of a person inclu<iing body, scul, ald spirit. As has
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been pointed out previously (Dodrill, 1974) objective evidence for this with
respect to broad personality characteri.stics is lacking.

A final point wcrth noting at this time is that the studies reported here
have been done from an evangelical perspective, When reference is made to a
Christian, for example, one refers not to anyone who is a church member and
not to anyone who rnerely believes that rrthere is a God," but rather to a person
who has recognized his si.nful state as a fa11en creature and who has accepted
Jesus Christ as his savior and redeerner in view of his si.nful state. S'uch a
person tfpically accepts orthodox doctrines of the faith including the sovereignty
of God, the deity of Christ, the author.ity of the Scriptures, the fallen state
of man, and (usually) the virgin birth, Such i.ndividua1s are usilally viewed
as "conservative" thealogically, and some are viewed as "iundamental.rl

Let us proceed now rvith an examination of dala beari"ng on personality
characteristics, first as related to Christian versus secuLar populations,
and then with respect to expression of Christian beliefs anong Christians alone-

Study One: Christian Versus Secular Populations

The studies that I am reporting to you today both involve ihe use of the
Guilford-Zimmerman Tempersnent Survey (Guilford fr Zi.mnerrnan, 1949). The Cuilford-
Zirnrnerman is a factor-analytically derived device which provides scores for
10 faetors with the use of 30 items for each factor. Altogether, 300 items are
involved (there is no duplicate use of items) and one expresses agreement.
uncertainty, or di.sagreement. rvith each ilem. The items are quite free of content
dealing uith blatant psychopathology, sex, and religion, and inventory is
most useful in g::ossly nornal populations i:1 the assessment of a variety of
personality characteri.stics. Such an instrument contrasts substantially with
the &MPI, for example, and these studies are thus intended to conplement those
uhich will be presented by others at this conference.

A11 of the subjects identified as Christi.ans in this paDer rrere college
students at Westmont College, Santa Barbara, California. Tlris*hool is a
non-denominational four year liberal arts inst,itution which for years has taken
theologically conservative stands on a number of issues, It has promoted
Christian service activities ajnong its students, it has had compulsory daily
chapel, and a statement of Christian beli.ef has been an integral part of
adnission quali{icatlons. Unless one indicates adherence to basic Christian
beliefs and acceptance of Christ as Savior, one is routinely not admitted.
Conversations with the Director of Admissions have revealed that each year
approximately six indi.viduals are admitted for whonr there is doubt as to their
acceptance of these beliefs, but who are clearly sympathetic to Chrj.stianity.
A search of the records of the Admissions Cormittee was rnade with eff-orts to
eliminate all such individuals lacking clear Christian corunitments fron the
data I am reporting here. Because of the incompletengss of comnittee records,
however, it is estirnated that. among the Weslnont students reported here, perhaps
as nany as 1\% d,'td, not give a clear Christian testimony at the time of admission.

From the fa1l of 1960 through the spring of 1972, all students adnitted
were routinely given the Guilford-Zirnmerman and a counseling data questionnaire
in g:coup administration at the end of the first full. week on canpus. A total
of 2,722 usable CuiLford-Zinmernan answer sheets were obtained from the J,Z4S
students who were admitt.ed during this pericd. Thus, data were available on
approxirnately 64% of the students admitted. A. least 6% of the remairing J.6e.
of the data l{as lost on one occasion when a section of the records for three
consecutive years (1969-1971J could not be located. Students who never appeared
for the testing sessions like1y accouni for most orc the remining IC%, but
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other factors r{ero also involved in one degree or another including lmproper
completion of inventories and lack of survival of the college exPerience to
the end of the first week. I might point. otrL that it was Willard Harley, Sr,,
formerly Professor of Psychology at Westnont, who faithfully collected these
data over the years, and without whon this paper would not have.been possibJ.e,

Our first series of aralyses compares ihe scores of Westmont siudents with
the colLege norms collected by Guilford at conununiiy colleges aod ai the
University oi Southern California. Although all j.nstitutions involved were
on the west coast, it will become apparent that factors such as socio-economic
status and the nmber of Christians in the Guilford normative sample are not
controlled. The effects of such factors on the results are not known. I
have, however, adopted a nore conservative stance in the analysis and hsve
noted only those differences which were statistically significant as the .01
1evel or gaeater. Si,nce I had no rvay oi predicting the results, two-tailed
tests were used in every instance.

The results showing Guilford's nales in coirparison with the Westmont males
are presenLed in Table 1. Statistically significarrt differences were found
in 7 of ihe 10 conrparisons with interpretations as follows: Ascendance--the
I.Iestmonters were .[ess likely io ta\e leadership roles in sociif-lTiuifions;
Sociai Interest--the lv€stmonters tend,ed io report being less extroverted and
G;-lnvolveA-in social contacts r,rith others; Emoti.onal Stability--they reportiC
less variabili.ty in emotions; ob_jectivity--they ::eported nore sensitivity to
the feelings and actions of others; E&41i1-:---ihey sel, themsel.res as nore
frienCly; Personal Relations--the tiestrnontEil-Ifpeared more critical of others
in thej.r natural shortcomings; and ],lasculinity-Fem;-nirrity--they tended to be
a little less accepting of classical stereotypes for 'the nale. t\rhile these
diiferences appear to be reliable ones, one needs ta cbserve fi.rst that the
differences in mean scores r{ere in no instance nore tilan tuo and one half
points (out of a possible 30) and that in the najority of cases, they uere
within a single score. Furthermore, interpretation of this must also be done
cautiomly because of the facr-ors orc potential Eaccors which differed betreen
the two grcups other than generall;. accepting or not accepting Christian beliefs.

TahTe 2 shows the para1le1 results for females, Differences on Emotional
Stabiliiy, Friendliness, and Personal ReLations again appeared and in each
instance the differences were in the same direciion as for the rnales. In
add-ition, however, a fairly marked <iifFerence on the Restxaint scale was also
found and th.is suggested that the iri.estmont gi.rIs l{ere more inhibited than those
in the nornative group. FurtherEore, they seemed to have less energy to devote
to daily life activities and they seemed to be more reflective and introspectivs.
The total pattern rvas suggestive of less energyr and greater inhibition, social
withdrawal, introspection, and criticalness oi others, all in the fact of
reported greater friendliness and enotional stlr.bility, Again, howe.rer, one
nust be careful in interpretation by not overexiending the practical significance
of such findings.

In order to further check out the possibility that the above significant
differences might be consistent across time and space, I was able to obtain a
sarnple of 124 males and 388 females from Purdue University. I am indebted
to Drs. James and (athrrn Linden of Purdue University for part of these deta.
These stuCents were in undergraduate education and psychology classes and were
tested in i958, 1959, and 1969. I rvas abLe to malch them quite closely for
year of testing by selectively utilizing the Westmont daie. Table 5 shows
the results fron the conparisons for na1es. with ihe srnaller groups, onlv
three statisElcally signi.ficant differences rrere found, two of which (Social
Inierest and Fri-endliness) wele in the sane ciirection a; in the prerricus group
of conparisons with the r:ormative daia,
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Table 4 presents the parallel data for fenales, As wi.th the previous
set of comparisons for fe:nales, a substantially larger number of staiistically
significant differences were found than wi-th nales. Those found in the saine
direction include<i Social Interest and Friendliness.

As one can see, the results from comparing Westmont students with those
in secular institutions do vary depending upon the secular instituti-on. This
facL combines with possible explanations other than di.fterences in Christian
belief to argue strongly for caution in interpreting the results, It does
appear that in the conparison with the two secular groups, the Westnont nales
were consistenfly presenting thenselves as being more friendly and easier to
get along hrith, but also as being less socielly oriented and perhaps more
soci.ally withdrawn, Exactly the same picture holds true for the females birt
they i.n addition seen tc have less energy io devote to dail.y life activitj.es
and an introspective and a "follower'i type oi picture prevails. I wi,1l offer
some interpretations for these data later in the paper,

In ad<iition to the analyses employing nean or average scores, it seemed
appropriate to perforn analyses based upon the distribtrtion or dispersion of
scores. I determined the approximate raw score equivalents of the percenlile
points 1, 5, 10, 20,30,40,50, 60,70,80, -c0, 95, and 99 for Guilford's
college norms for each scale and then d1d exac-L1y the same for 500 }.lestrnnt
males and 500 lvestnont females separately, By this nrocedure one could then
see the actual difference in raw score values for 3ny particul3r percentile
point on any scale when these points were derived from the separate samples,
Table 5 shows the results of three measures of differences that were found by
thi.s method. Ilodel, na-Kirnal and typical differences in raw scores between the
distribution are given in the first three columns and the fotrrth coltrnn gives
the standard error for each scale from the Guilford-Zinmerman narLral. Fol
na1es, the trpicaL error in using one set of ncrms as opposed to another in a
single raw scote, the maxinal error for all data points on all scales rs a
raw score of three, and in no insLance did the average di.fference exceed the
standard error of an obtained score. Thls suggeststhat *hi1e statistically
reliable differences can be identified, they aie well within the range of erro::
and one is reluctant to put a great deal of stTess on them.

Table 6 shows the paralle1 results for fenales. Here, the average
difference in raw scores r^ras slightly greater but again the av:rage difference
ne.,rer exceed:d the standard error. One is forced to corclude thst the
distribution of score for the samples are highly similar when vieled in any
sort of practical manner,

Eggy Tr^/o: PqrsonellJy and

Let us move on to the differences irr personality associated with differences
in rnore. or less spontaneous expressi.on of Christian belief, In order to
accomplish the goal of determining which l{estnont students L,ere nost 1ikely
to gii/e evidence of their Christian beLiefs, a stanCardized situation had to
be set up which permitted the possibility of belief expression without necessarily
calling for it and in fact without the student eyen knowing that degree of
expression of Christi.an belief would be deterinined. In order to accomplish
thi.s, an essay technique was enployed which use.L data collected i"n the same
sitting in which the Guilford-Zimernan was administered. Each student
compl.eted a counseling data iorm wh.ich reqtrested varlous types of information
about the student i,ncluding his farnily background, vocatioltal goals, health,
financial status, etc. This form also asked ior a ccafidential self-evaluation
at the end and it- provi,ded a page for response. l'l.re exact instnrctions for
this seif evaluation w?re as follorss:
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Please write a self evaluation whieh nay be used to assist youa
counselor in becoming acquaintd with you. Indicate any goa1s,
questions, or prcblems you wish to evaluate while at i{estmont.
This info*nation is strictly confidentiai and to be used solely
for your guj.dance. Include any circunstances aL hone, health,
school, or social life that have made your life difiicult for
you in the past, inFrovements you hope to make in coLlege, your
life purposes, and any problems regarding which you wish help
u'hi1e at college (spiritual, enotional, personal, financial, etc.).

The individuals used for the wrin part of the study were a<Imitted in
1969, 1970, and 1971, years for lrhich the.,tdmissions Comnittee minutes
were quite completely available so that it was fairly certain that every
singl.e student in the sample had made a profession of f3ith. Iir order to be
included, the essays had to be at least 25 words; no maxirnum Has estabiished.
The essays were then classified into foux groups as follows:

1) No t"lention. These essays contained no reference Bhatevet to Christj.anity,
God, church, spiritual 1ife, or any related natter, If you were reading the
essays in this group, you would never guess the students Hho lrrote them were
Christians" Tney enphasized personal concerns, family backgrcunds, vocsticnal
pl.1ns , etc.

2) Qrfest.i.onable. This classification of essays was one in which there
r{as some brief refererrce to Christianj.ty, God, spiritual mattefs, or church,
but rvithout there being any clear indication of Christian belief. For exar1ple,
one student wrote as follo*s:

I came to Wesimont College with ny pri.mary goal to get an educaticn
that l{'ill help beiter ny life in the futute. l{y reason for attendinB
such a college was that I hoped that it would be concerned enough
about ne to help i]le if I had troubles regarding col"lege 1ife, I hope
that I can meet new faces and challenges at I'lestnont with enthusiasn
and confidence. I hope to particiDate in such things as :rthletics,
dorm life and Christian experiences,

This essay would have fallen j.nto the No Mentj.on group were it not for the last
two words which made refetence to Chrisiian natters but rshich did not gi.ve any
sort of clear indication that the person was a Christian or that he adheted to
basic principles of Christian belief. Other essays fal1i"ng in this group included
conments such as 'iReligion meals a lot to me" or 'rf need hetrp vocationally fron
Cod," again wit.hout giving any specifi.c eyidence of acceptance of Christi.an
beliefs.

5) Christi.an. lndividuals i,n the thirC category'rere those who left no
doubt abouE-TIEfi-bei.ng Ciuistians bur uho did not write of rheir fairh in
Cod to the total exclusion of other matters. Individuals feli into this
classification if I) they said they were Christians, 2) they gave evi,dence of
commitment to Cod or wanting to serve God, 3) they were searching for God's
will for their 1ives,4) they wanted tc enrich their spiritual Iives, 5) they
believed i-n the Bj.b1e as the word of God, or 6) they rnade sever:rl statenlenls
which ainounted to any of ihese. The attempt he:'e was to classify peo-o1e in
this category in such a fashion that any evangelical rould roadily agree that
there was little doubt this person was a Chri.stian (insofar- as we cafl teII such
a thing fl'on wrj.tten maieriaL oi- this sorij. one studena falling into this
classification wrote as folloHS:
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I feel fortunate to have come from the hone and family that I have.
There are a nunber of problens that were at least parti,ally
eliminated rvhen I was born to my parents. But, as eve"y young
person, I have my own set of anxieties and uncertainties as I
look towards the future. l"ty major goal at W€stnont is to discover
just what God wants ne to do r{ith E)r life and develop a closer
relationship wj.th Him"

4) "Strong" Clristjial. This final classilication of essays was one in
which not only was it clear that Lhe person was a Christi.an, but virtu.ally
every sentence in the essay made teference to one aspect o! another of
Christianity and Chri.stian be1j.ef. If personal and famil.ial faclors uere
mentioned at all, thsy were nentionad only in the context of spiritual matters.
A sanple essay follows:

I feel that in evaluating nyself I mLrst give first and foremost
attention to the fact of what the Lord has created me to be and
also that I desire to live a life of total dependence upon Hi:n.
lly goal is to be His willing servant and to go wherever He rnay
lead. I feel that the two years at a juni"c college were cruciaL
to ny Christian r.ralk because during that time I had a spiritual
auakening and began to evaluate myself and my abilities ir,ore
realistically with a new emphasis on what the Lord was ab.le to do
through me. I kno,ri that the Lord has brought me here and ihat
lIestmoni wili be a great time of learning nore abou! liim. I know
too that it will be a time of deepening and of a closer walk, I
look forward to vital personal relationships and increasing
spiritual maturity.

Ithile it first appeared that classification of essays into thes-- categories
would be difficult, it soon became apparent that it was fairly strai.ghlforward,
although of course there were some questionable insiances. I di"d all the
ratings myself and the reliability of rny ratings was biindLy checked after
an 18 month delay from the first to the second rating with 20 males and 20
females. After such a de1-ay (which must be described as excessive for any
reliability check!), I classified 17 out of 20 individuals correctly for e3ch
sex and all 6 nisclassifications were but one step renoved. This rgas i,'lte?preted
as in<ii.cating reasonable reliability of the nethod for the purposes intended.

Table 7 shows the nr:mbers of males and females that brere piaced in each
categcry by the classification scheme, As you carl see, about hali the p€ople
were classified in the Christian category with much snraller proportions in aL1
other categories, As a consequence of the highly divergent nunbers of individuals
in these classifications, the pri.ncipal analysis wiih the Guilford-Zilunerman
scale scores was set up as follows. Every person in the smaLLesi group (,,Strong"
Christian) for each sex was employed and a number equal to that was randomly
dram from each of tha other groups so tilat there were an equal number of
individuals in each group. One way analysis oi variance yas then appl.ied across
each Cuilford-Zirunerman scale. The results for nales are shown in Table 8.
t'rihere iCentical numerical superscripts appear within a line, lhey point to
sj-gnj,ficant differences betrveen grouDs as deternrined by the Newrnan-Keu1s procedure
(l{iner, 1971).. On rhe Restraint sca1e, individuals with cLear-cut Christian and
"Strong" Clrristian testinonies showerl great.e:r inhib,ition and 19ss j.apulsivity
than did their counterpar:ts without such Lestirxonies. On the Irriendliness



sca1e, on the other hand, an orderly increase in scores was apparent as
greater and greater degrees of testinony were i-n evidence. Here, the "Strong"
Christian group was significantly different from both the No Mention and

Questionable groups and a fairly striking tendency was apParent for persons
who wrote alnost entirely of spiritual Datters to present themselves as extlentely
friendly individuals. In fact, they scored at about the 80th percenEi.le on
standard norms.

Para1lel findings for females are shovm in Table 9, T1.io statistically
significant differences appeared here a1so, but both we?e at a lesser 1eve1 of
siglificance. Again, one of ihese related to the Friendliness scale although
there was not a clear-cut progression in scores as was the case for na1es.
On the Thoughtfulness sca1e, however, the scores did go up in an orde"ly
fashion with more and more signs of intaospection accompanying the greater
expressions of religious belief.

Certainly the one finding fron these analyses which stands out as consistent
wiih those involving Cirristian and secular sludents relates to the Friendliness
scale. Not only is it true that j.ndj.viduals in specifi.cally Christian popu-
lations tend to present themselves as being nore good-natured, friend\y, e'dsy
to get along with, and agreeable, but it is also generally tnie that the
greater the degree of belief expression ainong Christians, the more this tendency
is likely to he evident,

The decision was made to attenpt to get beyond the analysis of standard
Guilford-Zimmernan scores by developi.ng an empirically based scele of Guilford-
Zimmerman items which was related to differing degrees of Christian testinony.
In order to do this, each of the 206 nales and 529 fenales whose essays had
been rated as No llention, Questionable, Christian, or [Strong" Christian kere
given scores of L,2,3 or 4, as appropriate. These scores were then correlated
by use of the Pearson correlation coefficient with the responses to each iiem
of the Guilford-Zinnerman ("Yesrr- 1' 'r?rr = 2' r'Notr = 5). In so doing it was
recognized that there might well be some attenuation in the resulting correlation
coefficients due to the smalJ. range of scores, and it was also recognized Ehat
the number of subjects e;nployed was extrenely marginal considering the fact
that 300 items were inyolved.

A total of 31 itens for males and. 24 items for fenales cieinonstrated a
statistj.cally significant relationship with the classification scheme at the
.05 Ieve1 or greater, This alone was a discouraging finding since one would
expect at least 15 items to show such reLati,onships upon the basis of chance
alone for each sex. The explorative use of other confidence levels did not
result in more satisfactory findings, however. Both sexes were then scored
on the scales devised and the results of this scoring are presented in Table 10.
Although the scales obviously differentiated the groups at extreme levels of
statistical signj.ficance, such a finding is neaningless unless it cross-validates
to nei, groups. AL1 students entering in 1967 were tharefore selected as the
cross-validation sanple, and a total of 87 males and 149 fernales were involved.
Their essays rcere 3cored according to criteria indicated above. Table 11 gives
the results of this cross-validation effort, As is obvious, both the male
and fenale scales completely faj.led to differentiate b3tr{een the groups when a
new sanrple rvas employed. Thus, i.t seems entireLy 1ik31y that the scales Here
developed principally upon chance fluctuations in item response.

A number orc connents could be made about the possi"ble reasons for this
outcoTne and a few will be offered here, One night first raise the quest_ion as
to rrhether or not the essay techn:ique employed in this study is an appropriate
way to subdivide Christians. It might be, for exarnple, that essay uiiting
behavior is not an a.ccuraEe refleciion of anything oiher than essay r'rriting and
irl particular that it has no relevance to either be1lef or practic€1. Obser-
vations by both myself and by IUr. Harley argue ag3inst Chis. That is, rve
both observe,l that students i;ho seened to always be talki-;rg about the Lord
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tended to write essays in the same vein. A more 1ike1y reason is that the
range of persons used in this study was obvj-ously restricted with respect to
Christian belief and practice. It seems improbable, for examPle, that
extremely nominal Christians would even come to a school like l{esimont with
its behavioral code, compuisory chaPel, etc. Thus, there may sinply not be
enough va;iation with the students lo appreciaie any real difference in related
variables. Final1y, one may also wish to rai.se nethodological questi.ons including
the adequacy of the personality inventory, the crite:'ia for essay evaluation,
etc. The end result, however, is that of negative findi.ngs for ths j.ten
analysis procedure regardless of the inter?retation given.

Corc,il:rerc

The studies I have presented to you today should be viewed primarily as
pilot eft-orts for future investigations, This is true not only because of lheir
scope but also because of the limi.tations inhetent in their design. I refer
in particuiaz: to the failure to eliminat.e Christians from the secular groups
in the fi.rst series of studies and to the limitations of the approach and
populatiorr used in tlie second group of studies. Other factors, of course, might
be mentioned as wel1.

The Christian college males did appear to be mo:r-- socially lrithdraHn then
their secular college counterparts but they also saw thernselves as rnorg
friendly, good natured, and agreeable. These fi.ndings heid true for females
also but in addition they appeared to have less energy to devote to daily life
activities along wiih greater tendencies towaris subrnissiveness, introspective-
ness, and reflectiveness. The question arises as to shat these findings are
to be attributed. One could, of course, interpretr various perssages of Scripture
to be consisteng with some of thenr including the fruits of the Spirit (Gaiatians
5:22-23) which include :neekness, kindness, geni-leness, love and self-contro1.
Socially reserved individuals who, nevertheless, maintain aspects of friendliness
anC approachability could easily be consistent with this description. In
addiiion, PauI's emphasis upon submissiveness, particularly r,rith lespect to
the role of the female (Ephesians 5:22-24), is certainly consistent wj.th the
findings observed here, and such night include reflectj-veness, introspectiveness,
and restraint ("self-ccntrol") as we11.

However, one might ask why these Christians are this way. Is it because
they are Christians and have different personalities as a conseo-uence? Is
it because of th.s instruction they have received in rniddle class Sunday schools
for .many years r*hich has encouraged t.hem to be kind, friendly (or at least
to think of themselves as friendlyJ, and a bit wi.thdrawn from the world? Or,
are the personality differences between secular and Christi.an college students
primarily due to the bias in sa,rpling that a smalL, secure, Christi.an college
pronotes? Or, is it because a fair proportion oi Christians tends to be socially
inept, unenergetic, and unable to take on leadership rcies, all in the face of
seeing themselves as indi.vi.duals who are friend).y and ea-sy to get along tvith?
The research presented here gi.ves no help in terms of answering these very
iraportant questions.

Actually, I have probably emphasized the di-fferences found as much as I
should. It is not clear that a difference of a poi-nt or tHo on a 50 point
scale has any practical significance whaiever. fn the vast najoriey of
respects, Christian and secular colLege students are far more alike than they
are diff,?rent, and one should not forget this fxct e./en when examining the



minor but statistically reliable differences. In my opinion, this study provides
no support whatever to the notion tirat Christians have personality structures
which are basically different from non-Christians. It may be, of course, that
Christians tend ro respond slightly differently in certain situations and for
whateverc reasons. Furthermore, it may be that sone of these tendencies could
be assessed nore specircically and exactly by tailor-rade i.nstrurnenls. I am
looking forward to Dr. Backusraddress thi.s evening which is an effort in this
direction. However, with respect to basic personality structure, evidence
is lacki.ng for any real difference.

A11 of thi.s can be related to one's view of the nature of man, Daspite
the fact that the Bible says t'a1l things have become new', when a person
accepts Christ as savior, it seems unlikeiy that it nleans "every part of you
ui11 be utterly transformed." No one expects a crooked nose to be straightened
out ai the time of salvati.on, for exampie. Yei, the psychological and
spiri.tual aspects of rnan are nuch more difficulc to rmtangle and the inclinarion
to assme that onets psychologi.cal structure is rennovated at the time of
sal'/ati-on is overwhelming for many. The research presented here and that
presented by Dr. l,lauger earlier today raises serious questi.ons about the validj,ty
of this assumption. Unless empirical support is provided for this line oi
reasoning (not just a.rgumentatiotr), nany of us will eventually be forced to
nake a much clearer differentiation between the psychol.ogical and spiritual
aspects of the indivi.dual. Such a positi.on does not deny interactions tet,reen
all parts of the person but it does recognize an essential dj.f.6erence Lret'reen
them. Furthernore, naintaining that such a difference exists ui1l have the
profo{rndest implications for an integlation of psychology uith Christi:rnity.



TASLI I

C0j\,lPARlSCi\lS OF GIIlLFCRD'S ilOR\4S F0R l'!Al-ES !rl-ii-l Tl-lt

SCoRtS or' 'rlESTr'.iCN-i IIALES C).t TH: GZTS SCALiS

GZTS SCALE
GUILFCRD'S NCP;VS l'llsTl',icliT iJALIS

(li=521) (li=l,l5a)
|,IEAN SD i,l:;r)'l SD

1

GEi\iER,1L AC'IIViTY

RESTRA II']T

ASCENDAi.iC t
SOCIAL INTTREST

E|'1OT lOilAt. STAB I L ITY

OBJ ECT I i' i TY

Fat[f]DLlilIss
THOUGl lTt'U LNESS

PERSC,!AL RILAT IOi'1S

MASCUL lii ITY-F[,'"llli i i\i ITY

17. c

t 6.9

t5.9

t5.9
I 7.9

ll.B
lo.,+

15 .7

I 9.9

A A:

6.9i
6.15

5.07

5.ll
5.0,

16.29 5.10 2.31

15.60 4.]e l.lB
11.t6 5.2A 2.5'cx

tt.ta 6.41 2.?ttx

t-/ .12 5.5? -2.69+
t 7.08 i .3i 2.98x

I6.09 5.49 -8.1t*i
l3.71 4.9a: -l .25

15.0i 5.t'2 6.22**
t9.3? 4.08 2.72x

o g( .01 ('r >?.5e) x*o d .C001 (t >1.90)
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TASLE 2

COI,]PAR I SOI,]S OF GI-,] I Lf:ORD I S I.]OPI"]S FOR FiI"lAL'S I.J ITH

Ti-]E SCORES OF ITESTI'1CNT FEMALES ON THI GZTS SCALES

GZTS SCAL'.
GU i LFCR{] I S ]"IORiUS 'dESTI'ONT FIPIAL'S

0i=i89) (irl= I ,558)
lvl[AN SD i',]EAi'l SD

t

G[IiiRAL ACT IV ITY

RISTRA I NT

ASCENDANCE

SCCIAL INTIRES-|

El,lOT IONAL STAB I L l-iY

CBJECTIVITY

FR I [NDL Ii'JESS

TJ.IOUGH-iFU LI.,JESS

PERSCNAL TiELATIONS

FEI,] I i\] I N I I.Y_MASCUL i i\] I TY

t7 .a

I 5.8

I t- /

t9.6
lq 5

t6.8
t5.t
t8. ,

17.6

10. e

1.1 3

5.52

6.i1
5.76

5.31

4.19

4.1A

4.8E

4.tt

t5.ti
t7.l)
12.73

t E.05

ll .c?

t3.29

18. 85

t6.15

1 0.40

5.56 2.,1ix

4.80 -5. I:x*
\ )) 1 ?t+

6.29 4.40**
5 .55 -4.7f{x
4 .91 t .8f
5.0J -9 . l7*x
/ ic _) ai+

5. i7 5.00**
4.?2 r ,60

*g < .01 (t >/ 2.13)
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Tr.,gL[ f

CCl,iPARlS0N 0F rdtSTI"ICNT Al.lD F'l.rRDUE l,lALES CN THa

GIJ I LFORD-Z II,il,1[RI,]AN T[MPEP'AI4I,NT SURG[Y

CZTS SCALE

PURDUT GROUP I/ESTI]ONT GPCUP
(11=124) (N=159)

l,ltAN SD l,]f A,\i SD
t

GIN:RAL ACTIVITY I7. I9

RESTRAINI 15,86

AJCENDANC: I6I6i
SOCIAL IIiTEREST 20.3I

EI,}OTIOI]AL STABILITY I8.I]
ots,i ECT i v I TY t] .81

FR ITNi]L INESS 14,12

TI-jOUGHTFULIiESS I8,59

P[R5Oi.JAL IiELAT ICIIS I' .17

[,]ASCTJ l_ I il I TY-FEr,r I 1! I i'i i TY li .?_1

17.41 ,,58 -.31
t 6.95 4 .10 -.15
15. 18 4.35 2,35

18"34 6.43 3.3-l*

t8.14 ,.35 -,93
13.t3 4.18 -.50
| 6.46 4.79 -3.1 4x

tnFt iQA -t6

15,6i 4.51 -1.4b

La.43 3.91 -4. l9xx

5.15

5. t8
5.a6

5.12

€1. CZ

5.14

x g < .0Ci (.i >/ 3.31) **g<.00!i (-l->i.95)
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TAtsLE 4

COi"IPARISON CF 'Y/ESTI,]OI\T A1']D PI-I,qDUE Fil'l,\LES CN

THP. GI.] iLFCRD.Z II"IMTRLIAN T.iUPERAMtNT SUFiVEY

tZl>
FURDUE GROUP },VESTXONT GRCTJP

( ll=l88 ) 0.j=573 )

l4giil.l SD l,1EA1\l SD
t

GEi.]ERAL ACT IV I IY

RESTFJ I NT

ASCENDANCI

SOCIAL INTEREST

EI,IOT iOI.]AL STAtsI L ITY

OBJ'CI'IVIiY

FRiEJ.iDLI}.]ESS

Ti.ICUGHIFL] Li']ES S

PERSCNAL RLLATIONS

fEivl li\i lN ITY-I.iASCULltl ITY

11 .35 5. t0

t7 .t3 4.94

17 .t3 5.12

20.5i 6.3t
t6.5t 5.B4

I 6.58 5. 17

15.69 5 " r8

19.85 4.39
11 I ^ t ta

|.19 1.i4

16.43 5.A' ?.6C+

tt .23 4.E2 .64

12.77 5.4i) 5.45x*

t3.22 6.35 5.61+*
lTic 561 -)nA

15.19 4.-et .2i
l8.45 5.21 -4.:E**
l8 " 6,1 4. B0 3.93'**
la aa q rt l 1

ia.22 1.22 5.'i2rn

* g(.01 (i,>/2.58) xxg g .CCOl (i 7 J,9l )



,i 013

lr-\ a )

COI,IPAR I SCN CF P'RCINT I L.i PO I]\iTS ii'I TE:J),lS CF RA,,.i SCCRi D I FFEREI'JCIS

BF-T'{lLElr 5C0 }iESTl,lCNI lqALiS AND Tilt TiST l.l0t}1S F0R ilAl-.ES

GZTS SCAL_t

l,l:ASllRes 0F D i i:FtRf i\lc! ( r,t', SCCR=S )

i\,iCDAL I,1AX I!]UiU A'/ED,iGE SJ':I?l*D

3l:Ff !:,(E l'iiL-:Fi'.CF Jl.:i:tE\Ci r:'ia

GEi.][PGL ACT iV ITY

RISTRA J NT

ASCEJ.]DANiCE

SCC IAL ',J'itR'ST

EI'ICT ICNAL STA31 L ITY

O3J ic'i iV ITY

FR i ]:NDL I1.;E5S

TiICtJG}'J iTULNESS

PiilSO\]11, L lia l-AT I 0]\iS

MASCU L I ll llY-iEi,1 I i'i i I'i ll'Y

C

I

I

2

I

I

I

I

I

I

1

I

a

2

2

2

j

?

.59

t.2i
| .45

.69

1.69

l 0c

i .9?-

LCC

2.5

2.2

2.5

1L

2.?

7.2

2.3
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t .l8
.77

l.J8
2.15
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I .00
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2.5
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??
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TABLE 6

COMPARISON OF PERCENTILE POINTS IN TEP,I4S OF RAW SCORE DIFFERENCES

BETWEEN 5OO WESTMONT FEMALES AND THE TEST NORMS FOR FEMALES

GZTS SCALE

MEASURES CF DIFFERENCE (RA}' SCORES)

STANDARD
MODAL IT{AX II4Ui\4 AVERAGE ERROR

DI FFERENCE DI FFERENCE DI FFERENCE

GENEML ACT IV ITY

RESTRA I NT

ASCENDANCE

SOCIAL INTEREST

EMOTIONAL STASItITY

OBJECTIVITY

FRIENDLINESS

THOUGHTFU I NESS

PERSONA.L RELATIONS

I\4qSCUL iN ITY.FEM IN IN ITY

2

1.5

2

I

I

1.5

3

I

I

I

3

2

4

?

2

2

4

4

3

2



TABLE 7

SUI,IMARY OT CLASSIFICATION OF PRINCIPAL GROUP, ESSAY STUDY

CLASSIFICATICN
I,IALES FEIV]ALES TOTAI_

NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT

I'IO MENT ION

QUEST I ONABLE

CHRISTIAN

,STRONG'CHRISTIAN

62 r 8.89

53 t6.tfr
.2 aa

I l) )).LP

39 |.9fr

lo9 20.4%

88 16.5$

272 50.8fr

66 12.3fr

47

35

97

t7 .of,

47.t%

t3. t%

TOTALS 1 00.0, t 00 .02 535 r 00. 0g



TABLE 8

GZTS MEANS (AND STANDARD DTVIATIONS) OT COLLEGE MALES GROUPED

ACCORDING TO DEGRIE OF EXPRESSION OF CHRISTIAT'I BELIEF

GZTS SCALE
GROUPS

F

NO I4ENTION QUESTIONABLE CHRISTIAN 'STRONS Ci]R.

GENERAL ACTtVtTy 15.67 14.74 16.67 15.59 1.89
(5.4r) (4.62' (4.76) 15.02)

RESrp,qtNT t5.5gt t4.$2'1 18.88 
1'l- n.Btz 4.90x

(4.42) (5.21) (4.34) (4.39)

ASCENDANCE t5.30 14.48 15.56 |,4.07 .49
(5.52) (1.89) (4.40) (5.64)

soctAl |NTIREST 16.59 t4.t8 17,lB 15.44 1.20
(6.46) (6.23) (5.81) (6.65)

EMOTTONAL STABILITY t5.il 16.48 t7.67 17.04 .93
(6.55) (5 .92) (5.51) (5 .3'7 )

oBJECT|VTTY t5.4t 15.56 t7.92 16.55 l.ll
( 6.90 ) (4 .1-i ) (4 .23) (4 .59)

FRTENDLTNESS t,1.B9l 14.962 t7,96 lg.tgl'2 4-J6x
(5.5e) (5.47) (5.46) (4.49)

THOUGHTFULNESS 17.59 !8.89 20.04 19.33 1.37
(5.05) (4. t6) (4.48) (4.52)

PERSONAL RELAT|ONS 12.52 t2.78 t3.92 13.12 .3-7
(5.39) (3.90) (5.17) (5.85)

I4ASCULINITY-FEMIN|N|TY t8.]i 19.26 t9.07 19-44 .32
(4.91) (4.10) (4. l0) (3.65)

NOTE: IDENTICAL SINGLE NUMBE,qICAL SUPERSCRIPTS WITHIN EACH TEST VARIABLE lNDl-

CATE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES 0F _L ( .05; lF UNDERLINED, 0F g{ .01.

*g <.01 G >3.9$.



TABLE 9

GZTS MEANS (AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS) OF COLLEGE FEMALES GROUPED

ACCORDING TO DEGREE OF EXPRESSION OF CHRISTIAN BELIEF

GZTS SCALE
GROUPS

F
NO MENTION QUESTIONABLE CHRISTIAN'STRONG'CHR.

RESTP,A INT

ASCENDANCE

OBJECTIVITY

FRIENDLINESS

THOUGHTFU LNESS

GENERAL ACTTV|TY t6.36 16.54 15.67 16.36 .20(6.32) (5.48) (5.48) (4.07)

t6.74 16.54 t7.72 t8.15 .99(5.19' (5.01) (4.J) (4.99)

t3.46 1t.82 12.92 t2.62 .68(5.44) (5.42) (4.7t) (5. t6)

socrAl TNTEREST t8.46 t6.67 t8.67 17.95 -78(6.47) (7.O3) 6.02) (5.88)

EMoT|0NAL STABT LtTy t7 .23 16.41 t6.36 t7 .44 .18(5.97) (5. t0) (6.62) (4.68)

15.92 t6.23 15.72 t6.0t .08(4.94' (4.56) (5.28) (4.60)

16.871 ,2 19.591 18.67 rs.262 ?.g.'*(5.01i (3.6r) (4.93) (3.8t)
l)11

17.38' ,' rB. ro tg.gzt zo.oz2 3.89x(4.92) (4.08) (4.00) 3.63)

PERSoNAL RELATToNS t5.90 t5.56 t4.59 14.36 .84(5.A1) (4.66) (5. t7) (5.4t )

FEMTNINTTY-|"IASCULINITY ll.38 9.74 il.69 t0.54 t.4e
(4.90) (4,09) (4.2t) (4.74)

x g -( .05 (F > 2.61)

NOTE: IDENTICAL SlflGLE NUI4ERICAL SUPERSCRIPTS WITHIN EACH TEST VARIABLE
INDICATE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES 0F g ( .05.

/'
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TABLT ] O

l"lEAi'iS (AND S-TANDARD DlVl/tTlCNS) rR0l4 THI SPECIAL SCALE DERIVED tRCM iTEI,'] ANALYSIS

Pli0C[t-iURES USID lN Tl-tE ESSiIY STUDY rOR THr PitlNC lPAL GROUP

iliTliroNc 
'r

Gi1OuP NO i.,tL:NT | 0N QU IST I OI.]ABLE Cl-lR I S-t I AN 
cHR I ST I AN L

rilLl:! (.-2t{ ) 14.g4l t(.atl tq.lol 2?.1'.1 -j,54"
(3.10) (3.2:i) (3,7t1) ( l,B7)

FEI,IALES (li=129) l3.05l ll.u,t2 15.361 '2 t7 Jgl'2 21 .l5x
|2,8?) (2.!5) t.2.62) (2.08)

xp ( .001,

IJO-II: IDENTICAL SII.IGLE i\]I-]I.,]!RICAL SUPTRSCIiiPTS I(ITHIN A L, IN[ INDICATI STATISTIC]ALLY

s l0N I t tCANT D lFt.ElttNC[.5 l]|.:Tiltrt,N (jiioups.



TABLE I I

I,IEANS (AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS) FRO[4 THE SPECIAL SCALE DERIVED FROI4 ITEM

ANALYSIS PROCEDURES USED IN THE ESSAY STUDY FOR THE CROSSVALIDATION GROUP

IISTRONIG II

GRoUP NO |'IENTtON QUESTToNABLE CHRtSTtAN cHRtsTtAN F

MiTLES (N=87) 17.94 14.33 18.28 18.54 2.20
(1.51) (3.33) (3.74) (3.59)

' FEMALES (N=147) 13.6? li.BB 13,83 14.46 .35(2.53) (3.26) (2.82 (3.3?J
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