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A STUDY OF THE PERSONAL PREFERENCES OF CHINESE
UNIVERSITY STUDENTS BY EDWARDS
PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE!

CHIEN-HOU HWANG

A. PURPOSES OF THE STUDY

Since the publication of the EPPS, a considerable number of studies have been
conducted on various aspects of the Schedule. Some aimed to determine the validity
of ‘its individual scales (Bernberg, 1960; Gisvold, 1958; Gordon, 1951; Gustard, 1956;
Zuderman & Gross, 1958); some tried to find the inter-correlations of them (Allen,
1957; Bernberg, 1960).  The problem of sfbcial desirability was the central issue of
many researches (Buss, 1959; Corah, 1958; -Edwards, 1957, -1959; Heilbrun & Gold-
stein, 1961; Kenny, 1956; Navran & Stauffacher, 1959; Silverman, 1957; Walker,
1962), and so was the comparison of EPPS with other tests (Chance, 1958; Dunnette,
1958 Himelstein, 1958; Melikian, 1958; W1gg1ns, 1959). The apphcatxon of EPPS
to some special groups in the United States (Klett 1957a, 1957b; Merrill & Heathers,
1956) or to people of other cultures (Fuster, 1962; Ghel, 1963; Lovaas, 1958) was
also tried by many scholars. In Taiwan, Peng (1961) made a small scale study of
‘its use among Chinese .students. It is evident that the EPPS has attracted the
" attention of psychologists all over the world. . . :

The purposes of the present study may be outlined as follows:

1. To study the general tendency of the reaction of Chmese university students
to the EPPS. :

2. To study the differences between the reactions of men and women in Chinese
‘university population, and the differences among the groups when the stu-
dents are classified according to their fields of study.

3.  To explore how the scores of Chinese university students differ from those
of American students.

4. To determine the social desirability scale values of the EPPS items based
on the ratings given by Chinese university students; and to compare the SD
values thus found with Edwards’ data.

The Schedule has been translated into Chinese for the present study; but no alter-
ations have been made as far as the content is concerned.

B. THE SUBJECTS

The subjects for the present study are drawn from two universities in Taipei.
They can be classified into six sub-groups according to their fields of study:

1 This study was supported by a reseach grant from the National Council of Science
Development,” 1963-1964, ¥
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Education, Literature & History, Mathematics & Physics, Art & Music, Biological
Sciences, and Social Sciences. All of them are students in the classes of Introduc-
tory Psychology. The EPPS was given by their instructors with an explanation
concerning the purposes of the research. The students were very interested in
taking the “test” and were very cooperative during its administration. The entire
‘'sample consists of 660 students and the distribution is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Sex and Group Distribution of the Subjects

Group Men Women Total
Education 62 61 123
Literature 57 66 123
Mathematics 63 43 106
Biological Sc. 66 50 116
Social Sc. 52 51 103
Art 53 36 89
Total 353 307 © 660

C. THE RESULTS . L e

1. Means and. Standard Deviations of the EPPS

The. means and standard deviations of the 660 Cﬁinese university s‘_cudents.oﬁ

the EPPS scales are given in Table 2. It is of interest to find that Nurturance and
Endurance have the highest score and the Heterosexuality gets the lowest. However,
one should not jump to the conclusion that Chinese university students have the
greatest need on Nurturance and Endurance with little interest in Heterosexuality.
It is always important to keep in mind that any score here, high or low, represents
only the reaction to those particular patterns of behavior described by the EPPS
items. . _ :
Two months after the first test, a group of 71 students (equally divided by sex)
were given the Schedule again. The test-retest correlations shown in Table 3 indi-
cate a rather good stability of the scores. The fact that the coefficients are in
general smaller than those reported by Edwards is due probably to the greater time
interval between test sessions in the present study. Edwards gave the second test
only one week after the first session.

2. Differences between Men and Women Students

In the present study, men differ from women significantly on seven of the EPPS
scales as shown also in Table 2. The girls get higher scores on Deference, Order,
Affiliation, Succorance, and Change than the boys while the latter show greater
need on Dominance and Heterosexuality: @



Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations of the EPPS Scores for
Chinese University Students

Total Men Women
Scales :
Mean - Mean 4 Mean -
Achievement 1551 317 15.37 '3.37 15.71 311
Deference 13.15 371 12.61 3.80 13.77* 3.60
Order 15.85 4.15 - 15.36 4.22 16.46* 4.10
Exhibition 9.39 3.27 9.59 347 8.18 3.30
Autonomy 12.98 3.88 13.37 4.02 12.55 3.77
Afhliation 15.16 "3.63 14.73 3.55 15.75% 3.67
Intraception : 14.64 ( 4.04 14.44 4.35 14.88 3.84
Succorance 13.95 458 1281 444 | 15.25% 450
Dominance ) 14.08 -4.88 14.96* 5.14 13.06 4.50
Abasement 16.76 4.10 16.46 4.08 17.11 4.21
Nurturance 17.50 3.63 17.17 - 3.86 17.91 3.7 .
Change 14.49 4.26 14.02 4.32 15.03* 4.24
Endurance 17.05 4.54 16.90 4.59 17.23 4.60
" Heterosexuality | 8.35 6.09 1L07* 621 [ 515 '4.32
Aggression ‘ 10.58 410 10.80 " 4.20 10.32 3.99
CON. - 1 1200 '1.58 11.82 1.50 12.20 1.60
* Means significantly greater (at the 122 level) than the corresponding mean for the opposite
- 8€X, ) '
Table 3. Test-Retest Reliability of the EPPS Scores
Reliability . Reliability
Scales Scales
Hwang’s Edwards’ Hwang's Edwards’
Ach .659 74 Dom .820 87
Def - 858 78 Aba 744 .88
Ord 748 87 Nur 684 .79
Exh 571 74 ‘ Chg 711 .83
Aut 680 .83 i End .657 .86
Aff 688 77 ||, Het 737 78
Int 640 .86 Agg .666 78
Suc 766 .78

However, when this result is compared with Edwards’ data of American stu-
dents, one would find that the sex difference on the EPPS scores among Chinese
students is less evident than that among American students. For American subjects,
significant sex differences occur on 12 of the 15 scales with Order, Exhibition, and
Endurance as the only exceptions. Meanwhile, such differences are in general
greater in magnitude than those found in the present study. In both countries,
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boys get higher scores on Dominance and Heterosexuality as is often expected.
While American college women show definitely lower preference on Achievement,
Autonomy and Aggression and higher score on Abasement than their opposite sex,
Chinese girls match the boys on these psychological needs. In other words, there
seems to be more homogeneity among Chinese students as far as sex difference is
concerned. '

Allen, in a study in the University of Miami, also found a more homogeneous
result than that reported by Edwards. Allen’s explanation (1957a) was that all his
subjects were drawn from one university while Edwards included 20 State and
seven private universities in the normative population. The subjects of the present
research come from two universities in Taiwan, and it seems that our sampling is
in resemblance to that of Allen. Perhaps the homogeneity of the sample is a factor
that has minimized the sex difference. The fact that there is even smaller sex
difference within all those sub-groups supports this point.

3. The Inter-Group Differences

As it is mentioned before, the students for this study can be divided into six
* sub-groups accordiﬁg to their fields of study. ~ The mean scores of ‘these six groups
are given in Table 4. The scores of one group have been compared with those of

all other five groups. Among the 450 possible comparisons; 34 have reached the one

per cent level of significance as shown in Table 5. Among the boys, the students

of Art tend to show greater interest in Affiliation, Order, and Abasement, with less .
preference on Autonomy and Aggression than students in other groups. Thé*scores
of the girls are less homogeneous. Women in Education get significantly lower scores

on Exhibition, Autonomy, and Succorance; those in Mathematics show less interest

in Heterosexuality; and the Social Science group tend to have less concern on Order

and Abasement. As a matter of fact, the girls of Social Science seem to stand out

from the total sample of women students on many scales. They differ significantly

from girls’ in Education on 6 scales, and from those in Literature and.in Mathe-

matics on four of the 15 variables. It seems that they tend to show less feminine

character than girls in other groups.

4. Variances between Different Cultural Groups

. The result of the present study is finally compared with the existing data of
other cultural groups. Edwards (1959), when standardizing the EPPS, developed a
. norm for American college population based on a sized sample of 1504 subjects.
More recently, Fuster (1962) gave the Schedule to 288 Indian students at St. Xavier
College at Bombay. The results of these two studies are shown in Table 6 along
with the data of the present research, and the signmificance of these cross-cultural
differences are indicated in Table 7. From those figures, one can find the following
facts:
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Table 6. A Comparison of the EPPS Scores of Chinese,
Indian and American College Students

Total Male . Female
Scales -
Chinese Us Chinese Indians Us Chinese Indians Us

Ach 15.51 . 14.38 15.37 . 16.20 15.66 15.71 14.20* 13.08
Def 13.15 11.80 12.61 12.92 11.21 13.77 12.756* 12.40
Ord 15.85 - 10.24 15.36 13.31* 10.23 16.46 11.33* 10.24
Exh 9.39 14.34 9.59 12.97* 14.40 9.18 12.13* 14.28
Aut ' 12.98 13.31 13.37 12.57 14.34 12.55 12.85 12.29
Aff 15.16 16.19 14.73 12.55 15.00 15.75 15.56 17.40
Int 14.64 16.72 14.44 15.15* 16.12 14.88 16.74* 17.32
Suc 1395 11.63 12.81 10.88* 10.74 15.25 12.86* 12.53
Dom 14.08 15.83 14.96 15.56* 17.44 13.06 12.98 14.18
Aba ' 16.76 13.66 16.46 15.54* 12.24 17.11 17.97 15.11
Nur 1750 ~  15.22 17.17 1523 1404 1781 18.11 16.42
Chg 14.49 16.35 14.02 14.81* 15.51 15.03 17.54 17.20
End 17.05 12.65 16.90 16.23* 12.66 17.23 13.52 12.63
Het 8.35 16.01. 1107 i1.22* 1765 | 5.15 8.50% 14.34
Agg 1058 1170 1080 © 1462 1279 | 1032 1275 1059
CON 12.00 11.64 11.82 11.83 11.53 12,20 12.33 11.74°

* Scores of Indian Students that fall between the scores of Chinese and American Students

Table 7. Signiﬁcan‘ce, of the Differencg b‘etw'eenv’l‘hree Groups..

Chinese-Americans Chinese-Indians Indians-Americans
Scales
Men Women Men Women Men ‘Women
Ach . ¥ S e
Def 4 ek + k= cens + ¥ - WX
‘ Ord R R I R 1 4 Wx 4o
Exh — kX — k% - %% I . — %
Aut _— - %
Aff + *x — % - **
Int — ¥ — k% cens — *x
SUC + *%k -+ *% i -+ *% e ¥ ¥
Dom — - — = -
Aba + TEE g owx e b
Nur 4 ** + ¥* 4. X cees + X 4w
Chg — kX — %% . I
End 4 *E 4 ¥ cens o E
Het — x* - ceee — *x — k% - kX
Agg — - '~ R S
* Difference significant at 0.1 level. ** Difference significant at 0.01 level

4~ The mean of the former is greater than ‘that of the latter,
— The mean of the former is smaller than that of the latter,
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a. The reaction of Chinese students to the EPPS is remarkably different from
that of Americans. For the girls, significant differences are found on twelve
scales with Autonomy, Affiliation and Aggression as the exceptions. Simi-
larly, Chinese boys differ from Americans on all scales except Achievement
and Affiliation. )

b. In most of the cases, the differences between Chinese and Americans are in
the same direction for both sex. -

c. The differences between Chinese and Indian students are in general not so
great as those between Chinese and Americans. It is interesting to find that
in majority of the comparisons, scores of Indians fall between those of
Chinese and Americans. This does not mean that Indians are in the middle
position as far as cultural differences are concerned. The fact is that on
some of the scales (Succorance for example), Indian students seem to bé
more like Americans, and on others, they show better resemblance to Chinese
students. '

5. The Social Desirability Scale Values (SD)

"a. Chinese and American SD values. In developing ‘the EPPS, Edwards (1953a) -
tried hard to minimize the influence of the SD factor by matching the SD  scale
values of the two statements in a pair. Later, he pointed out (Edwards, 1959) that

frébs

one hundred students, equally divided by sex, were asked to rate the EPPS. items

,,,,,

one by one on.a 9-point scale. Each statement was written on a card for .the con.
venience of grouping. Then by using the successive intervals methods, the Chinese
SD scale values for the.135 items were secured. These were compared with the
American SD values found by Edwards. The correlation between the two sets of
variables is considerably high (r=.72), indicating that there is a similar trend
among Chinese and Americans in rating the EPPS items. This is very close to the
result of Lovaas’ study (1958) in Norway: the coefficient of correlation between the
Norwegian SD values and that of Americans was found to be .78.

However, one must not be misled by the fairly high correlation and feel that
there is a close resemblance between the Chinese and American SD values. On the
contrary, they are at considerable variance with one another. For 73 of the 135
items (54 per cent), the difference of the two variables exceeds .50; and in about
one fifth of the cases, the variance is greater than 1.00 (see Table 8). This is not
at all surprising because there is a world of difference between the two great cul-
tures. ) ‘

b. Sex Difference on SD Values. After having reviewed the various studies
concerning social desirability, Edwards (1957) concluded that subjects of different
sex, age and socio-economic levels tend to rate the EPPS statements in a similar
fashion. The present author, however, does not agree with him on this point.
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Table 8. Differences between Chinese (Hwang’s) and American
(Edwards’) SD Values for the EPPS Items

Difference* | <-10 | ~0%= | =045= 1 000 lo~+009 | YOI | FOSTIL > 10
Ach - - 1 1 - 2 2
" Def - 1 - —_— — 5 1 2
Ord —_ —_ —_ — —_ —_ 5 4
Exh - 3 3 1 - 2 - —
Aut - 2 3 2 2 - - -
Aff - 2 1 — - 3 2 1
Int 1 - 3 1 2 2 - -
Suc 2 3 3 - - 1 - -
Dom — - 1. 2 —_ 2 3 1
Aba - 1 1 - 1 1 4 1
Nur —_ 1 - - - .2 4 2
Chg 2 2 1 - | 1 .2 1 -
End 1 - N - - 2 3 3
Het 5 — 4 - - - - -
. Agg . — 1 4 |1 - 1 2 1 -
Number of | g 9 | 22 7 7 | 26 | 2 | 17

* The Difference is given a “+” sign. when Hwang's SD is greater than the corresponding
Edwards’ SD. .

Thé result of the present research suggests that men and women seem to rate the
items quite differently. In Table 9, the male and female SD values for the items
-on three scales are shown. For those items on Intraception, the average difference
of the male and female SD value is very small and probably negligible. But for
items on Heterosexuality, the average sex difference is five times greater (0.619).
This latter variance is about equal to the average width of the intervals of the
9-point scale used in the successive intervals method, and it cannot be overlooked.
It is also shown in Table 9 that the sex difference on the means of the three scales
varies parallelly with that in the SD values. .

c. SD wvalue Difference Within a Pair of Statement. As pointed out before,
Edwards matched the SD values of the sfatements when he paired them. Elsewhere,
he mentioned that in 160 pairs (76 per cent), the SD value difference of the two
statements fall into the range of 0—0.5, and that of the remaining 50 pairs exceeds
0.50. All these facts suggest a good matching. But if we use the Chinese SD values
developed in the present study, the same picture does not exist any more. In 150
of the 210 pairs (71.43 per cent), such difference is greater than 0.50; and in exact
50 pairs, that difference has passed the margin of 1.50. It seems that the effort of
Edwards has gone completdy, and the Schedule can no longer be regarded as a SD
controlled device.
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Table 9. Women & Men SD Value Differences on Three Scales

Intraception - Succorance ) Heterosexuality

Item w M diff. W M diff. w M diff.
1. 152 - 174 -—022 | '2.75 3.00 —0.25 1.33 240 —1.13

2. 211 316 —0.05 3.64 3.24 0.35 1.79 236 ~—0.57

3. - 2.47 2.83 —0.36 1.75 1.38 0.37 2.75 354 —0.79

4, 3.45 3.38 0.07 1.46 0.71 0.75 1.19 1.9 —0.70

5 2.80 285 —0.05 . 3.32 2.98 0.34 1.71 L99 -—0.28

6. 3.11 3.00 0.11 2.87 2.45 0.42 2.03 2.47 —0.44

7. 3.36 3.15 0.21 2.58 269 —0.12 1.61 1.99 -~ 0.38

8. 2.20 2.20 0.00 1.27 1.67 — 040 1.19 1.85 —0.66

9. 2.66 2.74 0.08 3.51 3.29 0.22 2.28 290 —0.62
Av. dift* 013 - 0.39 -~ o2

Mean Score 14.88 ,14'44 ) 15.25 12.81 5.15 11.07

* Average difference is obtained from the absolute value of the difference between each pair
of SD values,

D.' CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

1. The Chinese-American Differences

Tt

It has been pointed out that the  college  students of the two countries differ
from each other greatly in their reactions to the EPPS. One needs an extensive
study of the life philosophy of the two peoples to give a full explanation of this
result. However, it is not too difficult to accept these differences. -Traditional be-
havior patterns in China has, for more than two thousand years, been following the
teaching of Confucius the essence of which may be found in the following excerpts
from Lun-yu, the Analects of Confucius.

“Tuan-mu Tzu said: ‘Our Master gets it (his information) through his gen.

tleness, his superiority, his humility, his restraint, and his complaisance.’”
(Chapter 1, Lun-yu)
“Confucius said: ‘He who in this world can practice five things (humility, mag-
nanimity, sincerity, diligence and graciousmess) may indeed be considered
- Man-at-his-best.”” (Chapter 17, Lun-yu) '
“Confucius said: ‘There are nine things of which Great Men must be mindful:
to see when he looks, to hear when he listens, to have a facial expression of
gentleness, to have an attitude of humility, to be loyal in speech, to be res..
pectful in service, to inquire when in doubt, to think of difficulties when angry,
to think of justice when he sees an advantage.’” (Chapter 16, Lun-yu)
“Great Men' cherishes excellence, .... cherishes the rules and regulations....’
(Chapter 4, Lun-vu)

?
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Hence we can see that humility, gentleness, restraint and living by rite are highly
desirable traits in Chinese culture. These are actually synonyms to abasement,
deference, endurance and order in Edwards’ terms. And it is not ali surprising that
Chinese students tend to score high on these scales. That also explains their low
scores on Exhibition, Dominance, Change and Aggressiveness. ,

Scofield and Sun (1960) in a study of Chinese students in American universities
(N=40) by using Catell’s 16 PF Test, concluded that Chinese could be described as
more withdrawn, more shy, more emotionally insecure, more introverted, more sensi-
tive.... Some of those findings may be only true among the Chinese who have lived
in a foreign country for a lomg time; but traits like introversion and withdrawn
seem to be very common characters of the Chinese people.

There is little doubt that the difference between Eastern and Western culture is
great. However, there is also the possibility that the fifteen variables in the{ EPPS
do not represent the same number of independent factors. Edwards (1957) thought
so; because he found very low intercorrelations among the scales. But other studies
do not vield the same result. Allen (1957b) found in his study in the University of
Miami that the inter-correlations were much higher than those reported by Edwards
with five of them more than .40. In a study v&ith' a male prison population, Bern-
berg (1960) found eleven of such high correlations, and two of ‘them were even
greater than .60 , _

In a different approach, Trehub (1959) paired Aggression and Deference, Suc-
' corance and Nurturance, Ordér and Chang':e,. Autonomy and Abasement, ahd pointed
out that high scores on both scales in a pair indicated a trait he called Ego-
Disfunction. He found that this variable was low among college students, higher
among neurotics and character disorders, and the highest among schizophrenics. All
these suggest the existence of a common factor underlying those highly correlated
variables. Bernberg, therefo:e, suggested that factor analysis should be done for
the fifteen EPPS scales to reduce the number of the variables.

We have also mentioned that many scores of the Indian students fall between
the corresponding means of Chinese and Americans. As Fuster (1962) obtained his
data from students of St. Xavier College which is one of the most cosmopolitan
and westernized colleges in India, it is not surprising that those students have
received a great deal of influence from the western culture and thus tend to react
in a more westernized way than their Chinese friends. One should, of course, keep
in mind that this group from St. Xavier may not constitute 2 good sample of the
total Indian college population. However, it is also possible that the British ruling
over India prior to her independence might have westernized the latter to the extent
that reactions of Indian students to the EPPS are affected.

It is of interest to find that Indian students have a higher score on Aggression
than both Chinese and Americans, while their score on Affiliation is the lowest of
the three cultures. These facts seem to be,‘ congruent with the hypothesis made by
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Hsu in his intensive study of these three great cultures. He pointed out that “the
basic guide for the Hindu's behavior is his relationship with the gods. His
worldly ties with his family and others are often overshadowed, or at least strongly
affected,....” (Hsu, 1963, p.5) This may be responsible for the low score of Indians
on the scale of Affiliation. On the other hand, the status strife and resentment
against ritualism and casteism of the Hindu may well be the dynamics of his
aggressiveness.

2. 'The Problem of Social Desirability

As it was mentioned before, a great deal of discussion has been centered on the
problem of social desirability since it was brought out by Edwards. Despite his
laborious work in matching the SD values of the EPPS items, people keep on ques-
tioning the effectiveness of the forced-choice arrangement. Corah et al. (1958), in a
study of a short form EPPS, found that the factor of SD was still an important
influence.... Judges had a definite preféfence for one member of the pair.

It has been found in the present study that the Chinese SD values differ greatly
from the Ame;'ican ones; and in addition to that, there is sex difference in SD

values. The latter seems to have significant correlation with the différences between .

the mean scores. " If there is a need to develop SD wvalues for each cultural group
as pointed out by Edwards, it seems equally justified to demand a set 6f SD scale
values for either sex. And that is certainly '_not‘ the end of it; there is_ perhaps
other inter-group difference that has to be also considered. This is probably the
reason why Scott (1963) felt that Edwards’ efforts in pairing the statements were
in vain. He raised the point that “substantial agreement on desirability would be
only found in extremely homogeneous cultures; but such cultures are difficult to
find.” In other words, as a SD matched inventory, the EPPS is only adequate for
the American culture, or perhaps only good for the normative population of Edwards.

Scott suggested that concept of desirability tend to correspond to ind_ividual
differences in self concept and overt actions. Heilbrum and Goldstein (1961)
made similar conclusion when they found that the “Individual Social Desirability
values were more highly related to EPPS performance than were group desirability
values”. No attempt has been made in the present study to determine the “individ-
ual desirability”, hence it is not known how much influence it does have on the
EPPS scores. ) '

- But it has been noticed that besides the personality elements of the subjects, SD
values of an item is not the only factor that influence his performance. When two
statements are put in a pair, the probability that one of them will be chosen depends
upon still another factor—the relative desirability of the two items.

For Chinese students, the SD values for statements in most of the pairs are no.
longer matched. According to Edwards, the one with a greater SD will be chosen
more often. But this is not always true. In one hundred randomly selected records,
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the average rate of being chosen for each item has been found and correlated with
its SD value. The coefficient is .46 and that means the SD values may account for
only 19 per cent of the total variance of item choice. For the remaining 81 per cent,
other factors may have played their part, and the combination of the pair-seems to
be one of the determinant. To illustrate: both items 69A (Exh) and 69B (Het) have
similar SD value of 1.55, but 60 per cent of the subjects choose the former. Similarly,
66 per cent of the students choose 192A (Chg) which has an equal SD value as
192B (Dom). An item on Deference has been chosen by majority of the subjects
when it is paired with another item of Exhibition and one on Autonomy. But in
the pair with .an item on Abasement, it loses the favor despite of its higher SD
value. Another item of Deference appears in three pairs in which its SD value is
greater than all its partners. Nevertheless, this item has not won the majority in
two of the three cases (Table 10). Thete is little doubt that the choice is still
determined by social factors, but they are not included in what Edwards called SD.

Table 10. SD Values and the Rate of Being Chosen

Item No. 22A 22B 67A 67B 158A 158B
Scale - . Det Aut Def . Het | Def End
SD value 3.53 3.36 353 209 353 - 332
Rate of Being Chosen 3895 6226 | 729 28%% 3724 6322

3. The Need of a Revised EPPS for Chinese Subjects

The EPPS was originally developed for American subjects and it has inevitably
a flavour of American culture. One will naturally question its applicability to an
entirely different culture like that of China. For what is thought as a general ex-
pression of Autonomy in America might be regarded as rudeness in China. Likewise
the way that an average American man behaves towards an individual of opposite
sex might be considered as immoral or indecent among Chinese. Hence many people
feel that the Schedule should be revised before it is used here. The present author
sees such a need; but he also feels' that the EPPS can be used in countries.other
than America if one keeps in mind its limitations. One should realise that the terms
like aggressiveness and endurance do not have a definite meaning, nor do they have
a quantitative connotation. No two persons who use these terms are referriné
exactly to the same thing. Edwards was fully aware of this; and when he introduced
these terms, he gave a very clear description for each of them. These operational
definitions will no longer apply if the EPPS is to be revised. Comparative study
between different cultures will be impossible because of the difference in the content
of the inventories. We do need an instrument that fits our unique cultural and social
background; but we need also some material that can be used internationally.
Though the EPPS may not be a perfect instrument, it has been used very widely in



65

recent years. It seems justified to keep its original form so long as one remembers
that the needs or traits referred to are defined in Edwards’ terms and nothing else.
It is very possible that working on the EPPS may give us insight and experience
that is helpful to the development of new tests and inventories for the Chinese

. population.

4, The Use of the EPPS among Chinese Students

Despite all those problems discussed in this paper, the EPPS seems to be a useful
instrument in school guidance programs in Chinese schools. The fifteen scales can
provide information concerning the ;elative strength of psychological needs of an
individual. Such information is of great value in counseling service. In many cases,
the maladjustment is often caused by lack of balance among one’s various needs.
An over-dominant individual may have difficulty in interpérsonal relationships; too
much emphasis on Exhibition may be a defense agains‘g feelings of inferiority and
insecurity; an extremely strong need of Achievement often leads to constant tension
and anxiety. Hence the profile of the 15 psychological needs can offer a picture of .
one’s personality and consequently may be of great value to the understanding of
" an individual. Recently, there are plans to develop guidance programs in colleges
and secondary schools in Taiwan. An inventory like the EPPS will be very-useful.-
To make it adequate for practical use, a norm in T.score .will have to be established A
so that the raw scores can be converted .into standard scores instantly. ’I‘hat will
give more convenience to the counselors to use the result of the Schedule. ThlS is
"going to be the next step following the present research.

E. SUMMARY

1. The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS) is given to 660 univer-
sity students in Taiwan. The sample included pupils from six different groups
classified according to their fields of study.

2. When the result of the present-study is compared with Edwards’ data,
Chinese students get higher scores on Deference, Order, Succorance, Abasement,
Nurturance and Endurance; and lower scores on Exhibition, Intraception, Dominance,
Change and Heterosexuality. ' ’

3. Of the Chinese students, the women show greater needs on Deference, Order,
Succorance, and Change; while the men have better preference -on Dominance, and
Heterosexuality. In general, the sex difference among Chinese student population
is not as great as that among Americans.

4. When subjects are classified into groups according to their fields of study,
some of the inter-group differences are statistically significant. Of the boys, the
students of Art seem different from those of other groups; and the giﬂs of Social
Science tend to be less feminine than others of the woman population of the present
study.
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5. The Chinese SD values of the EPPS items have a substantial correlation
with Edwards’ SD values {(r=.72); but the differences between the two sets of
variables are not to be overlooked. In most of the pairs, the items are not matched
in Chinese SD values, 4 '

6. The EPPS seems to be a very useful instrument in guidance and counseling
service so long as one keeps in mind the operational definitions for the scales given
© by Edwards. The inventory is particularly of value in cross-cultural studies.
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