38 BicHuk XapkiBChbKOro HallioHambHOTO yHiBepcuTety Nel121

UDC 159.9.072.423+159.9.075
THE RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN EXPERIMENTAL DATA DERIVED WITH PERSONALITY
PROJECTIVE TEST «DYNAMICAL EMOTIONAL AND MOTIVATIONAL PATTERN» AND OTHER
PERSONALITY TESTS
Pushkin O. A.

This article gives preliminary evaluation of validity and reliability of personality projective test
“Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern”. Validity of this test defines comparing experimental data
for frustration levels Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern intaken for anxiety levels and self-
appraisal levels taken with other personality tests, such Liischer Colour Test and C. Spielberger State/Trait
Anxiety Inventory (adopted by Y. Khanin). Reliability of Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern test
evaluates with the “test-retest” reliability are taken.

Key words emotions, motivation, anxiety, frustration, self-appraisal, personality test, projective test,
validity, reliability.

B aniiicrarTiHaaeThCs MIONEpEHs OI[IHKa B IHOCTI TaHAIIHHOCTI POCKTUBHOT ICHXO/1arHOCTUYHOT
MeTonuku “/lunamivauii Emomiiino-MoTtuBartifinuii [Tarepn”. 3 METOI BH3HAYCHHS BaJiIHOCTI HAJAIOTHCS
Ta aHAI3YIOTHCS CTATHCTHYHI AaH1 — KOe]ilieHTH KOPEeJsLii — J0CIiKEeHb PIBHIB TPUBOXHOCTI, (hpycTpanii
NoTped Ta caMOOLIHKH 0COOMCTOCTI AOCIIIKYBAaHHUX 0Ci0, OTPMMAHMX 32 JOIIOMOTOI0 METOHK: J{nHaMiUHMi
Emormiitno-MoruBamiitauii [1arepr, BocsMukonpopoBuii Tect Jlromepa, MeToquKu AiarHOCTHKH CaMOOIIHKH
Y. Cninbeprepa — FO. Xanina ta “Ocobucricanit J{udepentmian”. Takox HamaloThCS aHI OO0 TECT-
perectoBoi HaiitHOCTI MeToaukn JnHamiunuit EmortifiHo-MortuBariiauii [TatepH.

Ki1ro4oBi ciioBa emoliii, MOTHBaLlisl, TPHBOXKHICTb, PiBEHb (pyCcTpallii, CaMOOIiHKa, TeCT 0COOMCTOCTI,
MPOSKTUBHUI TECT, BAJIIJIHICTh, HAIIHICTb.

B nanHO# crarbe MPUBOXUTCS MpeiBapUTENbHAs OICHKA BAJIMIHOCTH M HAJAEKHOCTH MPOCKTHBHOU
MICHUXOINATHOCTHYECKOI MeTomuKky “/lnHammdeckuit DMonroHansHO-MoTtuBaroHHbIH [lartepr”. C nemnpro
OTIPE/ICIICHUsI BaJIMHOCTH TPEJICTABICHBI U IIPOAHAIM3UPOBAHBI CTATHCTHUECKHIE JaHHbIE — KOO UIIMEHTHI
KOPpEJSIIMK — MEXy YPOBHSIMH TPEBOXKHOCTH, (DpycTpaluH MOTPEOHOCTEH M CaMOOIECHKH JIMYHOCTH
UCTIBITYEMbIX, MOIY4YEHHBIX C IOMOIIBI0 METOAuK: JlMHaMuueckuil OMOLMOHAIBHO-MOTUBAIIMOHHBIH
[arrepn, BocemunBeroBoii tect Jlomepa, Meronukn auarnoctuku camoonenkn Y. Crmnbeprepa — HO.
Xanmnaa u Metomuku «JImaroctHeril Juddepenmmany. Takxke mpeacTaBiIeHbl JaHHBIC IO TECT-PETECTOBOM
HaAEKHOCTH MeToAnKH J{nHammaecknit OMormoHansHo-MoTuBanmonHsii [larTepH.

Ki1roueBbie c10Ba 3MOLIUH, MOTUBALIUS, TPEBOKHOCTb, YPOBEHb (hpyCTpAIMN, CAMOOICHKA, IMYHOCTHBIH
TECT, IPOEKTUBHBII TECT, BAIUAHOCTh, HAAEKHOCTD.

In 2012 the author designed and applied in a practical research for the first time the projective personality
test named “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern”, which was meant to be used as a brand new
psycho-diagnostic instrument for examining certain features of emotional, volitional and motivational spheres
of personality. The subjects to be examined with this test are the persons which suffer from different mental
disorders, especially having speech disorders, preventing their feeling and state of being representation, along
with the sane persons. [1].

Keeping in mind the aim to obtain preliminary evaluation of validity and reliability of personality
projective test “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern”, there was conducted the examination of
60 female subjects at age of 18 to 52 and 50 male subjects at age of 18 to 63, having at least full secondary
education, mentally sane and residing in City of Kharkiv and Kharkiv region. The mentioned research took place
in period of July — September 2012, and included the examination the subjects with “Dynamical Emotional And
Motivational Pattern” test, Liischer Colour Test (adopted by L. Sobchik) [2], C. Spielberger State/Trait Anxiety
Inventory (adopted by Y. Khanin) and “Semantic Differential” test (adopted by E. Etkind)[3].

Defining of validity. The first approach to validity defining of “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational
Pattern” test included ascertainment of the correlation relationships between the level of personal frustration
(State and Trait) derived with “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern” test on the one hand, and the
level of anxiety (State and Trait) derived from Liischer Colour Test (adopted by L. Sobchik), C. Spielberger
State/Trait Anxiety Inventory (adopted by Y. Khanin), and the level of personal self-appraisal derived from
“Semantic Differential” test (adopted by E. Etkind) on the other hand (tab. 1, tab.2) [4].

Below presented statistical data describing the results of given research.
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Table 1

The correlations between experimental data according to Spearman’s rank-order correlation
coefficient (p) and Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) , female subjects

DEMP
S
DEMP p=0,75%%* DEMP
— EE]
T r=0,78 T
LUSH |p=025 |p=0,09 LUSH
s 1=0,34** | 1=0,18 S
LUSH |p=0,26* |p=0,12 p=0,73** | LUSH
T r=0,29% |r=0,14 r=0,73%% T
ANX | p=0,36** |p=0,37** |p=020 |p=0,20 ANX
S =0,37* r=0,32* =0,07 r=0,17 S
ANX  |p=0,15 |p=0,13 p=0,10 |p=0,13 p=0,65%* ANX
T =0,06 =0,09 r=-0,01 r=0,05 r=0,62%** T
APP  [p=0,19 |p=-0,05 p=-0,16 |p=-023 p=-0,19 p=-0,13 APP
G r=-0,29*% | r=-0,18 r=-0,30* | r=-0,33* r=-0,23 r=-0,13 G
APP  |p=0,10 |p=0,11 p=0,29* |p=0,33** |p=-0,18 P=-0,08 |p=0,04 APP
=0,17 =0,17 1=0,40%* | 1=0,29* =-0,14 =0,13  |r=0,05
P P
APP  [p=0,18 |p=-0,16 p=0,12 | p=-0,01 p=-0,25 p=-0,01 |p=0,27** |p=0,44%*
A r=-0,23 r=-0,16 =0,01 r=-0,15 r=-0,18 r=0,02 r=0,36** r=0,37**
*p <0.05 (two-tailed)
** p <0.01 (two-tailed)
Table 2

The correlations between experimental data according to Spearman’s rank-order correlation
coefficient (p) and Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r) , male subjects

DEMP
S
DEMP p=0,74%%* DEMP
—| sk
T r=0,74 T
LUSH p=0,14 p=0,08 LUSH
S r=0,17 r=0,14 S
LUSH p=0,09 p=0,11 p=0,75%* LUSH
—| —| — | sk
T r=0,20 r=0,21 r=0,77 T
ANX p=0,27 p=0,27 p=0,08 p=0,04 ANX
S r=0,36** | r=0,37*%* r=0,13 r=0,16 S
ANX p=0,21 p=0,27 p=-0,03 p=0,07 p=0,74%%* ANX
T r=0,31* |r=0,34* r=-0,01 r=0,13 r=0,76** T
APP p=-0,15 | p=-0,40%* | p=-0,02 p=-0,08 p=-0,31* p=-0,46%* APP
G r=-0,22 r=-0,37** | r=-0,10 r=-0,13 r=-0,37*%* | 1=-0,45%* G
APP p=0,03 p=-0,02 p=-0,18 p=-0,30* p=-0,14 p=-0,17 p=0,26 APP
r=-0,03 r=-0,11 r=-0,12 r=-0,19 r=-0,18 r=-0,29* r=0,25
P P
APP p=-0,08 |p=-0,17 p=-0,23 p=-0,21 p=-0,28* p=-0,07 p=0,17 p=0,28*
r=-0,12 r=-0,18 r=-0,36** | r=-0,34% r=-0,33** | r=-0,09 r=0,28%* r=0,33%*
A

*p <0.05 (two-tailed)
**p <0.01 (two-tailed)

DEMP S — level of personal frustration as state (1-st probe), taken with “Dynamical Emotional And
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Motivational Pattern” test;

DEMP T — level of personal frustration as trait (2-d probe), taken with “Dynamical Emotional And
Motivational Pattern” test;

LUSH S — level of personal anxiety as state (1-st probe), taken with Liischer Colour Test (adopted by
L. Sobchik);

LUSH T — level of personal anxiety as trait (2-d probe), taken with Liischer Colour Test (adopted by
L. Sobchik);

ANX S — level of personal anxiety as state, taken with C. Spielberger State/Trait Anxiety Inventory
(adopted by Y. Khanin);

ANX T — level of personal anxiety as trait, taken with C. Spielberger State/Trait Anxiety Inventory
(adopted by Y. Khanin);

APP G — level of general personal self-appraisal, taken with “Semantic Differential” test (adopted by
E. Etkind);

APP P — level of personal power self-appraisal, taken with “Semantic Differential” test (adopted by
E. Etkind);

APP A — level of personal activity self-appraisal, taken with “Semantic Differential” test (adopted by
E. Etkind).

It is significant to note a sufficient positive correlation between the levels of personal frustration (state
and trait) taken with “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern” test and the levels of personal anxiety
(state and trait) taken with C. Spielberger State/Trait Anxiety Inventory (adopted by Y. Khanin), for both
female and male subjects. Similar comparison of the levels of personal anxiety taken with Liischer Colour Test
(adopted by L. Sobchik) turned out less rate for male subjects then female ones.

Also,it turned out a significant negative correlation between the levels of personal frustration taken
with “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern” test and the levels of general personal self-appraisal,
taken with “Semantic Differential” test (adopted by E. Etkind). Similar comparison to the levels of personal
power self-appraisal and personal activity self-appraisal turned out to have less rate for both female and male
subjects.

According to J. Cohen [5], in psycho-social studies the value of correlation coefficients may be
considered: up to 0,10 as “small”, about 0,30 as “medium”, 0,50 and more as “large”.

Defining of reliability. There was preliminarily defined reliability level of “Dynamical Emotional And
Motivational Pattern” test with calculation of the “test-retest reliability” — comparing the number of stimuli
choice coincidences at certain positions of the first and the second test probes. The number of mentioned
coincidences in the first and the second test probes among female subjects is 47,71%, among male subjects is
56%. The mean number is 51,86%.

Also, in the same research, the number of stimuli choice coincidences were taken as the result of
Liischer Colour Test (adopted by L. Sobchik) turned out to be 46,67% for female subjects and 48% for male
subjects. The mean number is 47,34%.

The differences between the values of state and trait frustration levels taken with “Dynamical Emotional
And Motivational Pattern” test turned out to be 5% for female subjects and 12% for male subjects, the mean
value is 8,5%.

Similar differences between the first and the second probes of anxiety levels taken with Liischer Colour
Test (adopted by L. Sobchik) turned out to be 11,46% for female subjects and 12,5% for male subjects, the
mean value is 11,98%. The differences between the state and trait anxiety levels taken due to C. Spielberger
State/Trait Anxiety Inventory (adopted by Y. Khanin) turned out to be 7,4% for female subjects and 4,3% for
male subjects, the mean value is 5,85%.

Thus we may say that personality projective test “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern”
shows sufficient value of validity and test-retest reliability along with high correlation between state and trait
personality frustration levels[6].

Mentioned above statistical calculations were made with PSPPIRE 0.7.9. software on Ubuntu 12.04
OS.

Drawing a conclusion. The personality projective test “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational
Pattern” is suitable for examination the features of emotional, volitional and motivational spheres of personality
features. The results of conducted research demonstrate a significant correlation of the personality frustration
levels derived with “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern” test with anxiety and self-appraisal
levels of subjects derived with other famous personality tests [7].

Noteworthy that “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern” test is sensible enough psycho-
diagnostic instrument in comparison to similar personality projective test such Liischer Colour Test (adopted
by L. Sobchik) for detecting frustration and anxiety of examined subject.

Certain variations in correlation coefficients of experimental data between female and male subjects may
be explained by limited amount of experimental sample along with possible gender and social-psychological
differences between women and men.[8].

Thus the personality projective test “Dynamical Emotional And Motivational Pattern” can be used as
a stand-alone psycho-diagnostic instrument as well as in combination with other famous personality tests.
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