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Measures of Autonomy

PETER D. LIFTON
Purdue University

Abstract: Two studies examined the validity of 2 CPI autonomy scales developed by Kurtines
(1973, 1978). In the first study, a criterion rating of autonomy based upon observer descriptions
of adults (n= 314) was determined from the California Q-set. This 10-item criterion was validated
in a second study with college sophomores (= 142). Using the criterion with a combined sample
of subjects. individuals high or low on autonomy were identified. Personality profiles of each
group were determined from their responses to the CPI. Personality dimensions associated with
ascendancy, self-assurance, interpersonal adequacy, and achievement orientation differentiated
the two criterion groups. Correlation and multiple régression analyses indicated that Kurtines’
first (1973) autonomy scale by comparison predicted these personality dimensions substantially
better than his second (1978) scale. It was concluded, however, that neither scale adequately
measured the global personality construct of autonomy because (a) each cale assessed autono-
mous rule compliance to the exclusion of autonomous rule defiance, and (b) each scale measured

only socially desirable aspects of autonomy.

Historically, theories of personality
development assigned prominence to
the construct of autonomy (Erikson,
1950; Jung, 1933; Murray, 1938). The at-
tainment of autonomy often represent-
ed a developmental endpoint, synony-
mous with psychological maturity and
personal fulfillment (Hogan, 1973; Kohl-
berg, 1969; Piaget, 1932). Despite its im-
portance, autonomy continually proved
an elusive concept, both in its definition
and measurement.

Autonomousindividuals possess qual-
ities of independence, freedom, self-
direction and self-determination. Ac-
cording to Murray(1938), they wish nei-
ther to lead nor be led, want to go their
own way, uninfluenced and uncoerced
by others. He further described such per-
sons as “unattached, defiant of conven-
tions, irresponsible, rebellious, radical,
stubborn, and resistant” (p.156-157).
Gough (1980) used the terms “assertive,
egotistical, strong-willed, indifferent
toward. others, headstrong, and uncon-

“ventional”(p. 12). Finally, Hogan (1973),
Hogan, Johnson, and Emler (1978), and
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Kurtines (1974) conceptualized auton-
omy as the capacity to make decisions
without being influenced by peer group
pressure or the dictates of authority.

These definitions indicate two impor-
tant but often overlooked properties of
autonomy. First, autonomous individ-
uals embody both socially desirable (e.g.,
independent, strong-willed) and unde-
sirable (e.g., egotistical, irresponsible)
qualities. For a measure of autonomy to
be valid, it should assess both of these
aspects. Second, the complexity of these
descriptions suggest that autonomy as a
personality construct may be multidi-
mensional. Instead of a singularly spe-
cific characteristic, autonomy may con-
stitute a rubric for several personality
characteristics in combination.

A number of personality inventories
include autonomy among their scales,
most notably the Personal Preference
Schedule (PPS) (Edwards, 1957), Ad-
jective Check List (ACL) (Gough &
Heilbrun, 1980), and Personality Re-
search Form (PRF) (Jackson, 1971). In
addition, Kurtines (1973, 1978) devel-
oped two separate and distinct auton-
omy scales based upon items from the
California Psychological Inventory
(CPI) (Gough, 1957).

The first scale (Kurtines, 1973, 1974)
evolved as an attempt to understand au-
tonomous rule compliance as it per-
tained to moral development. Working
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with a specially prepared 76-item ver-
sion of the California Q-set (CQ) (Block,
1961), Kurtines isolated five items most
characteristic and five items least char-
acteristic of an autonomous individual.
Peer ratings of subjects with these CQ
statements were correlated with CPI
items. Analyses with the resultant 38-
item scale indicated that autonomy was
“associated with a complex cluster of
personological variables which included
achievement orientation, interpersonal
aggressiveness, moral sensitivity, and
masculinity” (Kurtines, 1974, p.243).
This scale emerged as the measure of
autonomy for Hogan'’s (1978) madel of
moral development and has been fre-
quently used by psychologists interested
in a measure of autonomy (Haier, 1977;
Mills & Bohannon, 1980; Tsujimoto &
Nardi, 1978).

The second scale (Kurtines, 1978) also
developed as a measure of individual dif-
ferences with regard to autonomous rule
compliance. Working this time with all
76 items of the CQ, Kurtines correlated

n “ideal autonomy CQ profile” with
observer CQ descriptions of subjects.
Each subject received an autonomy score
based upon these correlations. These
scores then were correlated with CPI
items, with the significant items rediiced
by factor analysis'to a final scale con-
taining 25 items.

There are several problems associated
with the development of these'scales.
First, the “specially prepared 76-item
version of the CQ” was in fact the proto-
type for the present 100-item CQ-set.
Kurtines used an experimental version
of the CQ (correct reference, Block,
1954), not the present CQ (Block 1961).
Second, the two autonomy scales share
only one common item: “Planning one’s
activitiesinadvance is very l1kely totake
most of the fun out of life.” This CPI
item, however, was keyed “false” for the
first scale, “true” for the second. Third,
Kurtines used a total of five different
samples to develop and validate the se-
cond scale (n = 356). Four of the five
samples (n = 241) — mcludmg the two
samples used specifically in the devel-
opment of the scale — were all males.
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The fifth sample of psychology under-
graduates (n = 115) had an unspecified
distribution of males and females. The
scale was therefore developed exclusively
with male subjects and then validated on
predominantly male samples. Fourth,
the second autonomy scale was intro-
duced into the literature in vacuo; that
is, with no mention or citation of the
prevmus scale. Thus, the same psycholo-
gist (Kurtines) developed two mutually
exclusive autonomy scales with no indi-
cation of preference for either scale. The
confusion caused by this oversight has
already become apparent in the litera-
ture. Mills and Bohannon (1980) pub-
lished a study which; according to their
references, employed the second auton-
omy scale; in actuality, they used the
first (Note 1). Finally, despite their la-
bels as autonomy scales, neither scale by
definition measures the global personal-
ity:construct of autonomy. Both assess
the narrower construct of autonomous
rule compliance; that is, the extent to
which an individual follows rules be-
cause of personal rather than social mo-
tivations.

The purpose of this study was to ex-
amine the validity of both CPI au-
tonomy scales. The research focused in
particular upon (a) the development of
an observer criterion for measuring-au-
tonomy, (b) the degree of relation be-
tween the two- scales, both with each
other and the criterion, (c) the identifi-
cation of personality characteristics as-
sociated with autonomy, and (d) the ex-
tent to which either scale assessed these
relevant personality dimensions.

Method
Studv

Subjects. A pool of subjects (n==314)
was drawn from the archives of the In-
stitute -of Human Development (IHD)
at- the University of California. This
group consisted of individuals involved
in‘one of three lonthudmal studies con-
ducted at- 1HD since the mid-1920s. The
poalincluded individuals from the Ber-
keley Growth Study (n-= 41), Guidance
Study (n = 152}, and Oakland Growth
Study (n = 121). For a further descrip-
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tion of these longitudinal studies, refer
Eichorn (1981). Subjects included indi-
viduals who had participated in the stu-
dies from inception (n = 193) as. well as
individuals (viz:'spouses) who had joined
the studies in‘progress (n = 121). Sub-
jects ranged in.age from approximately
36 to 50 years with a mean age of 43.9
years. There was a slightly greater num-
ber of females (n = 170) to males (n =
144) with a'predominance of white sub-
jects(n=304) toblack (71="10). Alldata
used were collected: between the years
1964 to 1971 as part of the 40- to 50-year
followup interviews forthe longltudmal
studies.

‘Measures. Self-report scores of au-
tonomy were 'based upon subjects’ re-
sponses-to the. CPI (Gough, 1957). The
CPI contains 480 true-false items and
y1elds iscores for: 18 personality dimen-
sions. concerned: with mterpersonal be-
havior-and social interaction. As.pre-
viously indicated, Kurtines developed
two' separate: autonomy scales based
upon CPI items. The first scale (1973)—
hereafter designated Auto I — consisted
of 38 items; the second scale (1978) —
hereafter designated ‘Auto 11 — consist-
ed of 25'items.!

In addition to these two self-report
measures] obseérver-based scores of au-
tonomy were determined from the CQ
(Block; 1961).: The €Q consists of 100
statements, each one descriptive of a
particular aspect of an individual’s:per-
sonality  or bghaviori- Statements "are
grouped ihtoone .of nine categories
ranging from “1”" (most uncharacteris-
tic) to “9% (most characteristic).  Each
category along this continuum is de-
fined by a fixed number of items, there-
g a normal d1str1but10n
Ject was descnbed with.a CQ

Judges read varbatlm trans_
e CQs of the tvo judges with
i¢ lthen were compqs—

ed to retain the normal dlstr1but10n
The average Spearman-Bmwn reliabil-

- Copies of the‘sc;bﬁing ctiteria for both Auto' 1 and
Auto Il are available from the author.

Measures of Autonomy

Table 1
California Q-set Autonomy Scale®

Item-Total
Cotrelation”

Item

No. Item Description

1 Is critical, skeptical, not easily. .. .57
impressed.

8 ° Appearstohaveahigh degree .48
of intellectual capacity.

14°  Genuinely submissive; ‘ac- = .68
cepts dommanon comfort-
ably.

19°  Seeks reassurance from .64
others.

24 Pridesself onbeing objective, .63
rational.

40°  Is vulnerable to real or fan- .55
cied threat, generally fearful.

52 Behavesin anassertive man: .65

ner.

71 Has high aspiration level for .54
self. -

91 Is power oriented; values .53
power in self and others.

96  Values own independence 72
and autonomy.

N Alpha reliability =.88.'
® Mean inter-item correlation = .41,
¢ Indicates reversed item.

ity of the composite was .74 with arange
from .59 to .88.

An observer score of autonomy was
obtained by correlating CQ item #96
(“Values own, independence and auton-
omy”) with the remaining CQ items.
Correlations which exceeded +.40 were
grouped intoa scale, reversing the cate-
gory position for the negatively corre-
lated items [e.g., a category placement
of “3” (falrly uncharacteristic) was changed
to “7” (fairly characteristic)]. Items were
subsequently deleted from the scale un-
til (a) a'maximumlevel of alpha reliabil-
ity was: ach1eved and (b) no negative
correlations existed among any of the
items.

Results

CQ (Observer) Autonomy Scale

The correlation of the CQ statement
“Values own independence and auton-
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Table 2
Mean Ratings of Autonomy Scales”
Males (7 = 144)  Females (n = 170)
Scale .
X SD X SD
Auto I 2222 331 2L.11 297
Auto 11 18.11  4.40 1649 4.55
Auto CQ 640 1.16 537  1.20

* Auto 11 multiplied by a constant of 1.52 to
achieve scale length parity with Auto 1.

Table 3
Correlations of Autonomy Scales®, °
Auto CQ Auto 1 Auto
Auto CQ — 45 28
Auto 1 .27 — 33
Auto 11 .33 .40 —

® Correlations of males (n = 144) above diagonal;
females (n= 170) below-diagonal.

b All correlations significat at p < .001.

omy” with the remaining CQ statements
yielded 14 items with correlations great-
er than .40 (p <.001). The elimination
of items poorly correlated with the com-
posite resulted inan observer autonomy
scale containing 10 items with an alpha
reliability of .88 and a mean inter-item
correlation of .41. Table | presents a
complete description of the scale — here-
after designated Auto CQ — including
item-total correlations.

CPI (Self-Report) Autonomy Scales

Each subject was rated by both CPI
autonomy scales — Auto land Auto I1.
Mean scores were computed, and, as
in-dicated by Table 2, significant differ-
ences were found between the two scores
for both males (¢ = 10.80, p < .001) and
females (z = 13.90, p < .001). These re-
sults also indicate that sex differences
may be related to autonomy. Significant
differences were found between males
and females both for Auto 1 (1= 3.15,p
<.0l)and Auto 11 (+ = 3.20, p < .01) as
well as Auto CQ (r = 7.66, p < .001),

Correlational analyses were performed
between the two CPI autonomy scales
to determine the extent of their relation
with one another. For males, the corre-
lation was .33 (p < .001); for females, it
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was .40 (p < .001). Each scale was also
correlated with the CQ criterion by sex.
These four correlations ranged from .27
to .45 (Table 3). Although all correla-
tions were statistically significant (p <
.001), none of the correlations could be
considered more than moderate in mag-
nitude. This is particularly true when
one considers that these scales osten-
sibly measure the same personality con-
struct and, therefore, should be highly
related to one another.

Four reasons may be offered to ex-
plain the moderate to poor correlations
between each CPI autonomy scale and
the CQ criterion. First, the self-report
scales may be invalid; either one or both
are deficient as measures of autonomy.
Second, the criterion may be invalid; it
may not measure autonomy. Third, the
correlations may result from problems
associated with multimethod compari-
sons; that is, the CPI scales are self-
report measures while the CQscale is an
observer measure. Finally, autonomy
may not be a unidimensional personali-
ty construct. The scales may all be as-
sessing autonomy, albeit .different as-
pects of autonomy. A second study was
conducted to examine the merit of any
or all of these explanations.

Method

Study 2

Subjects. A pool of subjects (n = 142)
was drawn from the archives of the In-
stitute of Personality Assessment and
Research (IPAR) at the University of
California. This group consisted of pre-
dominantly white, middle to upper-middle
class college. sophomores who partici-
pated in one of two assessment studies
conducted at IPAR. The pool included
individpals from the “Career Decision-
Making” Study (= 100) and “Attitudes
toward. Social -Problems” Study (n =
42). For a further description of IPAR
assessment proct'dures refer Wiggins
(1973). The sample contained an equal
number of males.(n=71)and females (n
= 71). All data used were collected be-
tween the years 1978to 1981 aspart of a
one-day assessment. -

Measures. Similar to Study I, sub-
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Table 4
Validation of CQ Autonomy Scale®
Auto CQ (;\l)(;:;r 1;5]}‘ Auto | Auto 11
Auto CQ — 63* 46* 25k .04
ACL Obsvr .69% — 26%* VAL 11
ACL Self 45% 41* — 22k 23k
Auto 1 26%* .05 .09 — .08
Auto. 11 23k .07 ) G 30%* o
* Correlations of males (n=71) above diagonal; females (n=71) below diagonal.
* p<.001.

** p< 0l

*** p < 05,

jects completed the California Psycho-
logical Inventory and two separate self-
report-scores of autonomy were deter-
mined using Kurtines’ (1973, 1978) cri-
teria. In addition, all subjects completed
a self-report ACL (Gough & Heilbrun,
1980). The ACL “presents a library of
descriptive terms, covering the widest
possible range of behavior, self-concep-
tions, and personal values™ (Gough,
1960, p. 109). 1t contains 300 adjectives
and yields scores on 37 personality di-
mensions, including autonomy.
Observer ratings of autonomy based
upon the:CQ were also obtained, though
ratings reflected the composite of five
judges, not two. The average alpha reli-
ability of the composite was .76 with a
range from .40 to .92. In addition, a
second observer autonomy scale was
generated based upon the ACL. Each
subject was described with an ACL by
10 judges. Two judges had conducted
separate interviews with the subject; the
remammg elght based their descriptions
upon 1mprcss1ons garnered ‘during an
8-hour, one- day assessment. The aver-
age alpha reliability of the judges was
.80 with a range from .36 to .94. All 10
ratings were composited by applying a
“30% rule.” If 30% of the judges en-
dorsed a particular adjective, that adjec-
tive' was_considered descriptive ‘of the
subject. By this method, the endorse-
ment rate of the judges as measured by
the number of adjectives checked (70-
110 adjectives) approximatéd the aver-
age endorsement rate of subjects who

respond to the ACL as a self-report in-
ventory (Note 2). These composited ob-
server ACLs were then scored with the
revised (1980) ACL scoring program
yielding an observer autonomy scale.

Results

Validation of CQ (Observer)
Autonomy Scale

As a means of validation, the CQ au-
tonomy scale was correlated with a sec-
ond, separate rating of autonomy de-
rived from the ACL. The correlation
between these two observer scales was
.63 (p<.001)for malesand .69 (p<.001)
for females. These results seem to dis-
count one explanation offered earlier
for the comparatively poor correlations
between the CPI and CQ scales; namely,
that the latter was not a valid measure of
autonomy. These results indicate a sig-
nificant relation between the CQ crite-
rion and a ‘second observer rating of
autonomy.

In addition, the correlations between
the CQ scale and the self-report ACL
autonomy scale were .46 (p < .001) for
males and 45 (p < .001) for females.
These correlations substantially exceed
the correlations between the CQ and
Auto I for males (r = .25, p < .05) and
females (r = .26, p < .05) as well as the
CQ and Auto II for males (r = .04, ns)
and females (r = .23, p < .05). These
findings séem to discount another ex-
planation offered earher namely, that
poor correlations were due to method
differences (self-report vs. observer).
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Table 5
CPI Scores for Autonomy Criterion Groups
Males Females
CPI High Auto (n = 55) Low Auto (n = 23) High Auto (n = 21) Low Auto (n = 55)
X sD X SD X SD X SD
Do 33.42 3.74 25.00 3.85*  32.52 6.32 24.85 6.39%
Cs 21.75 2.58 18.78 3.97¢ 2314 3.53 19.60 4.29%
Sy 25.96 3.99 21.52 535  27.71 4.29 22.93 3.55%
Sp 39.55 4.44 33.04 6.33*  39.67 6.95 33.05 6.77*
Sa 23.84 2.96 19.00 3.88*  24.33 2.92 19.31 3.23%
Wb 38.89 3.23 34.13 5.11%* 3533 4.54 35.73 4.90
Re 31.51 4.87 30.48 3.86 30.62 5.53 31.78 3.85
So 36.13 4.87 35.43 6.13 36.48 5.27 38.15 5.33
Sc 30.33 6.50 30.39 6.48 28.19 7.24 30.05 6.95
To 24.18 3.85 22.43 5.57 24.38 3.79 23.84 4.42
Gi 17.82 5.27 15.57 4.48 17.67 5.67 16.78 6.16
Cm 26.00 1.63 25.83 2.05 25.43 2.04 26.29 1.85
Ac 29.82 3.50 26.26 5.09%* 2814 5.30 27.05 4.45
Ai 22.42 3.55 20.48 425 23.48 3.03 22.20 3.58
Ie 40.96 3.83 38.30 4.77*¥* 41.85 5.04 38.31 5.73%*
Py 13.65 2.40 11.91 3.54 14.29 3.10 12.95 2.98
Fx 10.16 4.23 10.13 4.25 11.76 391 10.84 3.28
Fe 16.42 2.82 19.00 3.15%%  21.24 395 24.69 3.27*

Note: Due to the large sample from which these groups were selected, a strict level of confidence (p <

.01) was adopted.
* p<.001.
** p< 0l

The two self-report CPl autonomy
scales also correlated poorly with the
self-report ACL scale. For males, corre-
lations for Auto I were .22 (p < .05)and
Auto 11 .23 (p < .05). For females, the
correlations were .09 (ns) and:.31 (p <
.01), respectively. The study also repli-
cated the poor correlations of the CPI
scales with each other.

Validation of CPI (Self-Report)
Autonomy Scale

The CQ criterion was used with a
combined sample of ITHD and IPAR
subjects (n=456) to differentiate auton-
omous and nonautonomous individu-
als. The former group consisted of sub-
jects more than +1¢ from the mean; the
latter group, more than +1o. For males,
the CQ criterion (X = 6.36, o = 1.08)
differentiated 55 autonomous and 23

nonautonomous_individuals. For fe-
males, the CQ (X = 5.61, o = 1.19) dif-
ferentiated 21 autonomous and 55 non-
autonomous individuals. Personality pro-
files based upon the CPI were subse-
quently derived from the mean scale
scores for each group.

The data suggest that autonomy is
related to several personality dimensions
which in combination reflect an indi-
vidual’s level of personal and social in-
dependence. For both males and. fe-
males, these dimensions include domi-
nance (Do), capacity for status (Cs), so-
ciability (Sy), social presence (Sp), self-
acceptance (Sa), intellectual efficiency
(/e), and femininity (Fe). For males on-
ly, the two additional dimensions of
sense of well-being (Wh) and achieve-
ment via conformance (Ac¢) are asso-
ciated with autonomy. One may now



520

Measures of Autonomy

Table 6
Correlation of CP1 Autonomy Scales with Standard CP1 Scales

CPI Scale Males (7= 215) Females (n = 241)
Auto ] Auto 11 Auto | Auto ]
“Dominance ( Do) .62 .44 .62 .40
“Capacity for Status (Cs) 49 40 .59 41
*Sociability (Sy) 49 .36 .63 40
Social Presence (Sp) .46 .33 .55 42
*Self Acceptance (Sa) 43 21 .58 .38
“Well Being ( Wh) 38 .38 .30 22
Responsibility ( Re) .19 A2 .16 .00
Socialization (So) .28 .01 .04 —.14
Self-Control (:S¢) .05 .16 -.03 .06
Tolerance (7o) .26 .33 31 .22
Good Impression ( Gi) .25 41 31 34
Communality (Cm) .04 —.12 .10 —.15
“Achievement via Conformance (Ac) .52 .29 .44 23
Achievement via Independence (A7) 18 .19 27 .20
*Intellectual Efficiency (/e) .40 41 49 .31
Psychological Mindedness ( Py) 26 43 .37 .38
Flexibility (Fx) —.06 —.07 2 10
*Femininity (Fe) -.19 —-10 -3l -22

* Dimensions relevant to the personality construct of autonomy.

Note: Correlations = 0.19 significant at p < .001.

examine the extent to which either Auto
I and/or Auto II assess these relevant
personality: dimensions.

Correlational analyses were performed
with-each autonomy scale and the 18
standard CPI scales. For males, Auto |
substantially correlated with eight of the
relevant dimensions of autonomy; it
failed to correlate only with the ninth
dimension( Fe). Equally important, corre-
lations were weak or nonsignificant with
those dimensions irrelevant to autonomy.
For females, the same pattern applied.
Auto ] substantially correlated with six
(Do, Cs, Sy, Sp, Sa, Ie) of the seven (Fe)
dimensions, In fact, the scale also corre-
lated highly with the achievement di-
mension (4c)which differentiated males
but -not females. Finally, the scale was
correlated: weakly or nonsignificantly
with the réemaining CPI scales.

Allofithe correlations of Auto 11 with
the CPI scales relevant to autonomy
wereequal or less than the correlations

of those scales with Auto . In addition,
Auto 11 for both males and females pre-
dicted to several CPI scales irrelevant to
autonomy.

The CPI dimensions were also re-
gressed onto both Auto I and Auto II.
For males, the dimensions yielded a
multiple r of .71 and .55 for Auto I and
Auto 11, respectively. For females, the
multiple r was .74 and .49, respectively.
Thus, those personality dimensions rele-
vant to autonomy explained over 50%
of the variance for Auto I but only 25%
for Auto II. It would appear, then,
based upon both the correlation and
multiple regression analyses that Auto |
by comparison with Auto 11 more effec-
tively predicts to the personality con-
struct of autonomy.

Discussion

The findings of this study suggest a
number of meaningful implications. First,
the results indicate that autonomy may




PETER LIFTON

not be a simple, homogeneous personal-
ity dimension but rather a complex con-
stellation with several facets. For males,
autonomy was related with measures of
poise, ascendancy, self-assurance, and
interpersonal adequacy. These concepts
— associated with the CPI scales of
dominance, capacity for status, sociabil-
ity, social presence, self-acceptance, and
well-being — identify individuals who
are strong, influential, ambitious, out-
going, secure, sociable, healthy, and
possess leadership ability and self-con-
fidence (Megargee, 1972). Such quali-
ties are similar to earlier descriptions of
autonomous persons who were viewed
as independent, free, self-directing, and
self-determining,.

Achievement potential, particularly
Ie and Ac, was also related with.auton-
omy. Some association between auton-
omy and- intelligence was expected,
particularly as measured by the /e scale.
This CP1 dimension assesses self-confi-
dence, self-assurance, physiplogical
health, social acceptibility without de-
pendence on others, and a preference for
intellectual pursuits {Gough; 1968). All
are qualities descriptive of.autonomous
individuals. However, the significant re-
lation of autonomy with A¢ rather than
Ai (achievement via independence) was
surprlsmg The former scale agsesses a

“strong need for achievement couplcd
with a deeply internalized appreciation
of structure and orgamzatlon” (p 12)
while the latter scale measures a “need
for achievement in settings where inde-
pendence of thought, creatmty, and
self-actualization are rewarded” (Meg-
argee, 1972, p. 76), Based upon these
definitions, a rational approach would
predict that A7, not Ac differentiate high
and low scoring autonomous persons.

One postdictive explanation may be
that autonomous men aré more achieve-
ment oriented in general than non-
autonomous men. Earlier research on
autonomy (Kurtines, 1974) found a rela-
tion with achievement oriéntation. Ho-
gan (1973) reported a significant corre-
lation (r = .40, p < .05) between 4c'and
autonomy as measured by peer ratings.
(He also found no significant: relation
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between Ai and autonomy.) As Table 5
indicated, the autonomous group was
higher on all three dimensions of achieve-
ment (Ac, Ai, Ie) even though the mean
differences usinga strict confidence level
(p <.01) were statistically significant for
only two of the scales. Therefore, one
explanation may be that overall achieve-
ment potential differentiates autono-
mous males better than any one particu-
lar aspect of achievement.

A second postdictive explanation may
be derived from consideration of the
reasons for the development of the CPI-
based autonomy scales. They were for-
mulated as an attempt to measure auto-
nomous rule compliance (Kurtines, 1974,
1978). The scales’ basic assumption was
that individuals complied with rules;
they simply sought to determine the rea-
son for, this rule-following inclination.
The scales therefore presumed a tenden-
cytoward compliance (viz: conformance)
within an individual’s personality do-
main. In essence, the scales ‘measured
the. extent to which a person valued
rules, structure, and.order; values asso-
ciated with- persons scoring . high on
achievement. via conformance,, not in-
dependence,

For females, the results were similar
with one notable' exception. The Ac
scale did not significantly differentiate
the two criteria groups. This. finding
may reflect the social norms present dur-
ing the data collection for the IHD sam-
ple. Such norms. placed greater value
upon achievement for men than women.
As Table 6 indicated, however, Ac did
prove significantly correlated with Auto
I suggesting some - relation. Again, Ai
was: not found to .be highly associated
with autonomy.

For both males and females, the au-
tonomous criterion group was signifi-
cantly lower on Fe than the nonau-
tonomous group.- This differentiation,
however, was not substantially reflected
by the eorrelations.of Fe with either au-
tonomyscale. The Fe scale’s differentia-
tion of:the two groups was consistent
with the findings since the scale identi-
fies people who are aggressive, possess
initiative, and seek -new adventures and
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experiences (Gough, 1968).

The second implication of this study
concerns the question of sex differences
and autonomy. Some sex differences
were found for Auto CQ, Auto I, and
Auto II..Given the poor performance of
the last scale, only differences reflected
by the first two are meaningful. For the
IHD sample, significant differences of
350 (p<.01)and .870 (p < .001) were
found between the two sexes for both
Auto I and ‘Auto CQ. For the IPAR
sample, differences were .240°and .07¢
for the respective scales, with neither
difference reaching significance. Although
sex differences existed, they were found
only in the older (40-50 years) -1THD
sample; not in the younger (18-20 years)
IPAR sample.The former group of per-
sons-grew up-in a time that.discouraged
attempts by wemen to lead independent
and sélf-determined lives.: Conversely,
the latter group:reflected a subculture
that encouraged independence. This was
particularly true of these:women since
they were ‘all students at a highly com-
petitive-university: Thus; although some
sex differences were found, they appear
due more to changing cultural forces
than inherent properties of autonomy.

The 'third and perhaps most impor-
tant implication: of this study concerns
the apparent lack of validation foreither
CPI-based autonomy scale, By compar-
ison, Auto Ipredicted to those personal-
ity ‘dimensions relevant ‘to autonomy
substantially bettérthan Auto I1. Neith-
er scale, however, correlated more than
moderately with the varmus criterion
ratings of autornemy — both ¢bserver
(CQ- ACL) and self~1‘eport (ACL) —
though ‘again. by com‘p‘arlson Auto: 1
correlated: substantially “higher than
Auto 1.

Two explanations may be offered for
this poor relation with the criteria. First,
neither scale assessed the socially non-
desuable qualitiesassociated with auton-
nomy. Those' characteristics measured
by these scales were all positive (e.g.,
independence; self-assurance, self-deter-
mination); the scales failed to measure
any n&gatlve quallties (e:g., resistance,
rebelliousness, irfesponsibility, indiffer-
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ence toward others). Second, the var-
ious criteria reflected both the com-
pliant and defiant nature of the au-
tonomous individual. Both scales, how-
ever, were developed for the expressed
purpose of assessing autonomous rule
compliance only. Consequently, that
aspect of the autonomous person which
values defiance of rules would not be
assessed by either scale. Thus, neither
scale could correlate more than moder-
ately with the criteria because neither
scale measured all the facets of the au-
tonomous individual’s personality.

Conclusion

This article argued that confusion
presently exists within the field of per-
sonality psychology diie to the presence
of two CPl-based autonomy scales. By
the development of valid criteria, and
the identification of individuals high or
low on autonomy, it was possible to iso-
late personality characteristics relevant
to autonomy. Corrélation and multiple
regression analyses ‘revealed that the
first autonomy scale (Kurtines, 1973)
measured theSe relevant characteristics
substantially better than the second scale
(Kurtines, 1978). Even the former scale,
however, lacked adequate Vahdlty in
that socially desirable qualltles associat-
ed with'autondmy were'measured to the
exclusion of socially undesirable quali-
ties. In addition; a re-evaluation of the
scale’s purpose appears necessary, one
which will ‘broaden its scope beyond
merely autonomious rule compliance and
include  as well ‘autonomous rule de-
fiance. Only then could the scale be con-
sidered a: vahd measure of autonomy:

Rcference Notes

. Mills, C. Pers(}nal communication, August 13,
1980.

2. Gough. H. Personal communication, January
19, 1981.
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