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This investigation seeks to determine whether certain

personality traits of college students are related to their

smoking habits. The purpose of the study is to determine

whether significant personality differences exist among

college students who can be classified as light smokers,

heavy smokers, ex-smokers, and nonsmokers and to determine

the nature of the differences.

The study involved four male experimental groups and

four female experimental groups, assigned on the basis of

sex and cigarette smoking habits as ascertained from a

questionnaire. A total of 191 subjects from two junior

colleges comprised the sample. The Edwards Personal Prefer-

ence Schedule (EPPS), the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS),

and a questionnaire to obtain information on each subject's

smoking habits were administered to the subjects at one

sitting. Comparisons of the group means of each of the four

classifications of smokers and nonsmokers were accomplished

by a one-way analysis-of-variance design. The Scheff6

F-test was used to determine which group means differed sig-

nificantly when a significant F-ratio was found. The .05
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level of significance was the level at which the twenty

hypotheses were either accepted or rejected.

Among male smokers, significant differences were found

on two EPPS variables. Smokers scored significantly higher

than nonsmokers on the variable of Heterosexuality, and non-

smokers scored significantly higher than smokers on the

variable of Abasement. No significant differences were

found between the two groups of male smokers or between the

two groups of male nonsmokers on any of the fifteen EPPS

variables. None of the comparisons was statistically sig-

nificant for the two variables of the TSCS.

Among female subjects, significant differences were

found between cigarette smokers and nonsmokers on seven

EPPS variables. Smokers scored significantly higher on the

variables of Achievement, Intraception, and Endurance. Non-

smokers had significantly higher scores than smokers on the

variables of Affiliation, Change, Abasement, and Nurturance.

A significant difference was also found between the two

groups of female smokers on the variable of Heterosexuality,

with the light smokers scoring significantly higher than the

heavy smokers. The smokers also had significantly higher

scores than nonsmokers for the TSCS Total Positive Score.

No other comparisons were statistically significant for the

two variables of the TSCS.

It was concluded that significant personality differences

do exist, to some degree, between cigarette smokers and non-

smokers.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

For many years cigarette smoking among high school

students was considered to be little more than a minor dis-

cipline problem with vague health implications. Recent

evidence, however, indicates that cigarette smoking is per-

haps more than a superficial habit but may be a symptom of

maladjustment related, in part, to psychological, sociologi-

cal, and educational problems. The relationship between

smoking and health has also been investigated more fully.

It is of vital importance that educators, counselors, public

health officials, and others concerned with the welfare of

children and youth understand these possible relationships.

Statement of the Problem

The problem in this study was to determine whether

certain personality traits of college students are related

to their cigarette smoking habits.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of the study was to determine whether sig-

nificant personality differences exist among college students

who can be classified as light smokers, heavy smokers,
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ex-smokers, and nonsmokers and to determine the nature of

the differences.

Hypotheses

To carry out the purpose of the study, the following

hypotheses were formulated and were tested using the .05

level of confidence.

1. Each of the two groups of male smokers, in com-

parison with each of the two groups of male nonsmokers, will

have significantly higher scores on each of the Edwards

Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS) variables of (a) Exhibi-

tion, (b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change,

(f) Aggression, and (g) Heterosexuality.

2. Each of the two groups of female smokers, in com-

parison with each of the two groups of female nonsmokers,

will have significantly higher scores on each of the EPPS

variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation,

(d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression, and (g) Hetero-

sexuality.

3. Each of the two groups of male nonsmokers, in com-

parison with each of the two groups of male smokers, will

have significantly higher scores on each of the EPPS vari-

ables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) In-

traception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance,

and (h) Endurance.
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4. Each of the two groups of female nonsmokers, in

comparison with each of the two groups of female smokers,

will have significantly higher scores on each of the EPPS

variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference, (c) Order,

(d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nur-

turance, and (h) Endurance.

5. Male Type I Smokers, in comparison with male Type II

Smokers, will have significantly higher scores on each of

the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference,

(c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement,

(g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

6. Female Type I Smokers, in comparison with female

Type II_ Smokers, will have significantly higher scores on

each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference,

(c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement,

(g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

7. Male Type II Smokers, in comparison with male Type I

Smokers, will have significantly higher scores on each of

the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy,

(c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression,

and (g) Heterosexuality.

8. Female Type II Smokers, in comparison with female

Type I Smokers, will have significantly higher scores on

each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy,

(c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression,

and (g) Heterosexuality.
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9. Male Nonsmokers, in comparison with male Ex-

Smokers, will have significantly higher scores on each of

the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference,

(c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement,

(g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

10. Female Nonsmokers, in comparison with female

Ex-Smokers, will have significantly higher scores on each of

the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference,

(c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement,

(g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

11. Male Ex-Smokers, in comparison with male Nonsmokers,

will have significantly higher scores on each of the EPPS

variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation,

(d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression, and (g) Hetero-

sexuality.

12. Female Ex-Smokers, in comparison with female Non-

smokers, will have significantly higher scores on each of

the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy,

(c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression,

and (g) Heterosexuality.

13. Each of the two groups of male nonsmokers, in com-

parison with each of the two groups of male smokers, will

have significantly higher Total Positive Scores on the

Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS).
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14. Each of the two groups of female nonsmokers, in

comparison with each of the two groups of female smokers,

will have significantly higher Total Positive Scores on the

TSCS.

15. Each of the two groups of male nonsmokers, in com-

parison with each of the two groups of male smokers, will

have significantly higher Self Criticism Scores on the TSCS.

16. Each of the two groups of female nonsmokers, in

comparison with each of the two groups of female smokers,

will have significantly higher Self Criticism Scores on the

TSCS.

17. Male Type I Smokers, in comparison with male Type

II Smokers, will have significantly higher Total Positive

Scores on the TSCS.

18. Female Type I Smokers, in comparison with female

Type II Smokers, will have significantly higher Total Positive

Scores on the TSCS.

19. Male Nonsmokers, in comparison with male Ex-Smokers,

will have significantly higher Self Criticism Scores on the

TSCS.

20. Female Nonsmokers, in comparison with female Ex-

Smokers, will have significantly higher Self Criticism Scores

on the TSCS.

Definition of Terms

Type I Smoker: A subject who reported that he smokes

between one and nineteen cigarettes per day on the average.
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Type II Smoker: A subject who reported that he smokes

twenty or more cigarettes per day on the average.

Ex-Smoker: A subject who reported that he formerly

smoked cigarettes regularly but does not now smoke.

Nonsmoker: A subject who reported that he does not

smoke cigarettes at all and has never been a cigarette

smoker.

EPPS: The initials referring to the Edwards Personal

Preference Schedule.

TSCS: The initials referring to the Tennessee Self

Concept Scale.

Needs, personality characteristics, personality traits,

personality variables, and self concept refer to those

factors of observable and measurable human behavior which

tend to differentiate one person from another.

Personality profile or profile: The graphic representa-

tion of the personality variables measured by the EPPS and

the TSCS.

Basic Assumptions

The following assumptions were maintained in this study:

1. The instruments used to measure personality traits

were valid for the purpose of the study.

2. The responses to the test items were the true

feelings of the respondents.
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3. Information furnished by subjects in regard to

their smoking habits was accurate.

4. The groups studied were not significantly different

from each other on any other unique variables which might

significantly affect the results of the study.

Significance of the Study

There is considerable evidence that the adolescent

cigarette smoker is likely to be less successful, in a

number of respects, than the adolescent nonsmoker (2, 8, 9,

14, 15, 16, 18, 20, 23, 24, 26, 29). Horn, Courts, Taylor,

and Solomon (9), in a study of 22,000 high school students

in the Portland, Oregon, metropolitan area, found that more

smokers do not participate in extracurricular activities,

tend to be scholastically unsuccessful, and have lower

academic goals--that is, not taking college preparatory

courses.

Monk, Tayback, and Gordon (18), from a study of approxi-

mately 6,000 male high school students in Baltimore, Mary-

land, also found more smokers in the non-college preparatory

courses and less involved in school activities.

A survey of the smoking habits of 6,810 students of the

high school population of the public school system in Newton,

Massachusetts, was carried out in November, 1959, by Salber,

McMahon, and Welsh (23) by means of signed questionnaires.

Data on I.Q. and academic achievement were obtained from

school records. In all grades, mean intelligence levels of
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children who did not smoke were higher than those of stu-

dents who did smoke. Among smokers, mean I.Q.'s were lower

for the heavy than for the light smokers. Mean grade

achievement in the academic year preceding the survey was

substantially higher for nonsmokers and for light smokers

than for heavy smokers. These differences were particularly

striking among boys. Higher academic achievement for non-

smokers than for smokers was evident within all social

classes as determined from the father's occupation (23,

p. 787).

Using the same data, Salber, Reed, Harrison, and Green

(24) found that smokers spend significantly more time than

nonsmokers watching television and going to the movies, and

spend less time in reading books than do nonsmokers. They

engage in sports less and belong to fewer clubs and organiza-

tions than nonsmokers.

From a study of 820 subjects in the seventh, eighth,

and ninth grades of the junior high school system in Asbury

Park, New Jersey, Mausner and Mischler (16) also found that

the group of smokers was heavily weighted with academically

handicapped students.

From a sample of 249 present smokers, 32 ex-smokers, and

124 nonsmokers (all white male college students), Baer (2)

found that cigarette smokers and ex-smokers obtained signifi-

cantly lower scores on the mathematical portion of the

Scholastic Aptitude Test.
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Veldman and Brown (29), from a study of 2321 freshmen

at the University of Texas, also found that smokers made

lower academic aptitude scores than did nonsmokers, par-

ticularly in the quantitative area. They also had lower

grades in high school and in their first semester at the

university.

Newman (20) found that both male and female smokers

perceive themselves as failing to meet the expectations of

their parents and the school and suggests that adolescent

cigarette smoking is a form of compensatory behavior in re-

action to their failure to achieve in areas of importance to

them. Horn (8) states that "for the smoker there is a

syndrome of intercorrelated factors which seem to have in

common the failure to achieve peer-group status of satis-

faction" (20, p. 385). McArthur, Waldron, and Dickinson (13)

believe that heavy smoking is related to how well the habit

serves many of the smoker's important needs. In this regard,

Newman (20) concludes that "failure on the part of the educa-

tional system, which dominates a great proportion of a young

person's early life, to adequately provide alternative modes

of achieving success with its associated status may be en-

couraging cigarette smoking as an alternative status

behavior" (20, p. 320).

Although differing interpretations of the data avail-

able have been made by responsible scientists, the majority

view is that there is a causal relationship between cigarette



10

smoking and certain diseases (5, 12, 17, 19, 21, 28). Until

conclusive evidence is presented to the contrary, continued

and accelerated efforts to discourage cigarette smoking

especially during the school years, are probably desirable.

There is considerable support for this view (3, 4, 7, 10, 31).

A number of recent efforts, however, have had little or no

success (1, 6, 16, 18, 25). From a study of approximately

6,000 male high school students in Baltimore, Maryland,

where an antismoking program was carried out in one school

with a comparable school with no such program as a control,

Monk, Tayback, and Gordon (18) found that the total change

in both schools at the end of the program was negligible.

Andrus, Hyde, and Fischer (1) found that smoking actually

increased in the King City (California) High School during

the course of a three-year educational program.

Although cigarette advertising on television has been

prohibited by federal law since January 1, 1971, the effect

on cigarette consumption has been minimal. There is no

federal law banning cigarette advertising in newspapers and

magazines provided the health warning appears in the ad-

vertisement. Some magazines, however, such as Reader's

Digest, The New Yorker, and Saturday Review refuse cigarette

advertising (27). These actions have also had little

apparent success in reducing overall cigarette consumption.

Schwartz and Dubitzky (25) state that "posters, 'scare

techniques' and the like have virtually no effect" (p. 180).
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Monk, Tayback, and Gordon (18) concluded that the most

effective antismoking method is not yet known.

Since most antismoking approaches are primarily psycho-

logical in nature, the methodology in largely dependent upon

the behavioral sciences (31) and upon education (18). The

ability to stop smoking has been found to be related, at

least in part, to personality and psychological factors (11,

12, 22, 30). According to Lawton and Goldman (12) "cigarette

smoking is a widespread practice with compelling psychologi-

cal and physiological motives, and is markedly resistant to

alteration" (12, p. 235). Knapp, Bliss, and Wells also

indicate that "the habit is notoriously persistent and re-

current" (11, p. 970).

A better understanding of the relationship between

smoking and personality may be of considerable value to

counselors and other educational personnel in the early

identification and treatment of those students who are

likely to have problems in school and aid in devising more

effective methods for discouraging smoking. Mausner and

Platt state, "Now that cigarette smoking is recognized as a

serious hazard, the study of reduction and cessation is of

more than academic interest" (17, p. 85).

Limitations of the Study

This study was limited to

1. One hundred ninety-one subjects which comprised the

total number of students enrolled in the freshman psychology
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course at the Northeast and South Campuses of Tarrant County

Junior College, Fort Worth, Texas, during the first summer

session of 1973.

2. The personality traits of the subjects were limited

to those personality traits measured by the EPPS and by the

TSCS.

Summary

This study was based upon a need to investigate further

the relationship between personality and cigarette smoking.

The problem of the study was to determine whether cer-

tain personality traits of college students are related to

their smoking habits.

The purpose of the study was to determine whether sig-

nificant personality differences exist among college stu-

dents who can be classified as light smokers, heavy smokers,

nonsmokers, and ex-smokers, and to determine the nature of

the differences, if found.

To carry out the purpose of the study, twenty hypotheses

were formulated. Each hypothesis was tested at the .05 level

of significance.

The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule and the

Tennessee Self Concept Scale were the two primary instruments

employed in the study. A short questionnaire designed to

determine each subject's smoking habits was also used.
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A total of 191 subjects from two junior college

campuses were employed in the study. Of these, 85 were

males and 106 were females.

Terms used in the study were defined. Basic assump-

tions, the significance of the study, and the limitations of

the study were stated.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Studies Pertaining to Personality and
Related Differences Between

Smokers and Nonsmokers

An early study by Earp (8) of 177 Antioch College stu-

dents who smoked found that 57.1 percent failed to graduate.

Of 176 nonsmokers, only 31.8 percent failed to graduate.

The author concluded that smoking retards mental efficiency.

Vallance (36) points out that this finding is merely a corre-

lation and reveals nothing about smoking as being the cause

of college failure. According to Vallance "no consideration

is made of the possibility that there may be personality

traits in those who smoke which predispose them to low

scholastic endeavors, or of traits in those so predisposed

to take up smoking more readily than persons lacking in

those traits" (36, p. 139). Later researchers have found

that smokers and nonsmokers do not differ significantly in

I.Q., as measured by the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale

among adult smokers and by the Otis Test of Mental Ability

among younger groups of smokers and nonsmokers (21), or in

the final number of years of school completed (19).

One of the earliest comprehensive studies which com-

pared certain characteristics of nonsmokers with smokers was

17
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the Study of Adult Development conducted at Harvard College.

The subjects were 252 college students who were smokers and

nonsmokers. They had been selected for lack of visible ab-

normality.

This group of "normal" college men were studied during

their undergraduate years (1938-1942) and were followed by

interviews and questionnaires for a long period of time

after graduation. The smoking data were incidental to the

main objectives of the study, but they have been reported by

Heath (16) and by McArthur, Waldron, and Dickinson (20). At

the time the findings were reported, all of the subjects

were in their thirties.

A comparison of the heaviest smokers in this group with

an equal number of nonsmokers showed marked contrasts in

personalities. The smokers showed great energy, restless-

ness, seeking for danger, and a kind of independence which

kept them actively engaged in some enterprise which appealed

and they had more difficulties in marriage. The nonsmokers

were steady, dependable, and hard workers with stable mar-

riages; and they led rather quiet, progressive lives (16).

For the entire group the differences were statistically

significant on many of the same or similar personality

characteristics. The nonsmokers, as a group, possessed the

more stable qualities of dependability and good direction of

aims in life, although they were somewhat on the colorless,

plain, conventional, and uncommunicative side. The group of
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smokers contained more of the men who were energetic, search-

ing for aims and purposes, verbal, variable, and perhaps,

although less stable, more interesting (16).

Other findings were that during World War II signifi-

cantly more smokers had served in the army and nonsmokers in

the navy (16). Better adjustment to the armed forces was

made by the nonsmokers (16), but the smokers were more likely

to volunteer for dangerous missions (20) and had seen more

combat (16). The smokers were more prone to impulsive acts

and to physical violence (20). More of the smokers entered

business careers (16). The smokers consumed more alcohol

and coffee (16). Significant differences were found between

smokers and nonsmokers in their responses to the Strong

Vocational Interest Blank (16, 20).

Differences in certain physiologic traits were found

also which led Heath to state that "there seems to be little

doubt that this group of men can be differentiated as to

smoking habits by certain personality traits and physiologic

criteria" (16, p. 387) .

Allen (1), from a study of 114 student nurses, 48 female

college students, and 92 male college students, found that

the student nurses and the male college students who smoked

had significantly higher Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale (TMAS)

scores and consumed significantly more coffee and liquor

than did the nonsmokers. The data for the female college

students showed the same directional trend, although the
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mean differences between smokers and nonsmokers were not

statistically significant.

Matarazzo and Saslow (21), using two groups of young

normal subjects (N = 254), found that smokers have higher

anxiety scores than nonsmokers as measured by the TMAS.

Relative to the nonsmokers, the higher anxiety scores among

the normal smokers placed the smokers at a point along the

anxiety continuum which was closer to that characteristic of

a group of forty psychiatric patients.

Birdsong (3) made a study using the TMAS and the Blacky

Pictures Test. The results showed, in part, that smokers

show more anxiety than nonsmokers, and that female smokers

show more anxiety than male smokers, both of which were sig-

nificant.

Schneider and Houston (26) also used the TMAS in a study

of 460 subjects. The data indicated that smokers, as a

group, scored higher than did nonsmokers. Smokers were also

grouped according to the number of cigarettes they smoked

per day. These scores did not correlate significantly with

the TMAS scores. Thus, the hypothesis that there is a

positive correlation between the amount of smoking and the

anxiety level was not supported.

From a study of smokers and nonsmokers among students

at a two-year campus of Pennsylvania State University,

Mausner and Platt (22) also found that the smokers were sig-

nificantly higher in anxiety levels than nonsmokers, as
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measured by the TMAS. Smokers were also significantly

higher in risk-taking tendencies.

Lawton and Phillips (18), in a study of sixty-three

normal medical-surgical male patients and thirty-two psy-

chiatric patients in a Rhode Island Veterans Administration

Hospital, employed a well-validated, 195-item questionnaire

covering a wide range of somatic and psychological symptoms,

the Cornell Medical Index. They found that the normal,

heavy smokers showed a greater number of signs of psycho-

logical tension. The difference was statistically signifi-

cant. In addition, it was found that there was a signifi-

cantly higher percentage of heavy smokers in the sample of

thirty-two psychiatric patients than in the group of sixty-

three nonpsychiatric medical-surgical patients.

From a sample of 4,456 adults in Buffalo, New York,

Lilienfeld (19) found that smokers changed jobs more often

than nonsmokers; they had married more often and had moved

more frequently. It was also found that smokers differed

significantly from nonsmokers in their replies to a question-

naire concerning emotional status. For example, significantly

more smokers than nonsmokers "often felt like smashing things

for no particular reason" (19, p. 264).

Thomas (33), in a study of the smoking habits of Johns

Hopkins medical students also reported that the smokers were

more likely to react to situations of stress with anger more

often than nonsmokers. The smokers also reacted to stressful
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situations with an urge to eat. Both findings were statis-

tically significant between the two groups. Thomas also

states that "personality factors provide the most outstand-

ing characteristics differentiating cigarette smokers from

nonsmokers" (34, p. 71).

Patterson (23), from a study of thirty-five smokers and

thirty-five nonsmokers, found that significant differences

exist between the two groups in their response to certain

Rorschach variables. Significant differences in response to

certain Rorschach variables have also been reported by

McArthur, Waldron, and Dickinson (20), and by Thomas (33).

From a study of 256 male and female college students,

Cattell and Krug (4) found significant negative correlations

between smoking and religious interest and attendance at

religious services, a noticeable resemblance between the

clinical personality profiles of the student smokers and

those produced by sociopathic and psychotic personality

types, and significant positive correlations between smokers

and the Sixteen Personality Factor Test scales of Affecto-

thymia (outgoing), Surgency (happy-go-lucky), Premsia

(tender-minded), and Exvia (extroversion). The authors con-

clude that "the association is actually enough to merit

making some inference, valid beyond chance, about the per-

sonality of a person one sees smoking" (4, p. 121).

Schubert (27) administered the Minnesota Multiphasic

Personality Inventory (MMPI) to a group of 226 college
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freshmen. Of these, forty-seven men and fifty-one women

smoked cigarettes. The differences between the smokers and

the nonsmokers were statistically significant beyond the .001

level on the Hypomania (Ma) and Psychopathic Deviate (Pd)

scales for the men and on the Ma scale beyond the .01 level

for the women. Schubert (28), also on the basis of data

from the MMPI administered to a large group of college stu-

dents from large northeastern colleges, found that smokers

were higher in impulsivity, more inclined toward socially

unacceptable behavior, more masculine, and more thrill-

seeking than nonsmokers.

Straits and Sechrest (32), from a study @f male college

students, found that there were significant differences

between smokers and nonsmokers on the MMPI. Some other

findings were that smokers were more "chance oriented";

smoking was significantly related to both coffee and beer

drinking; smokers attend church less often and were more

likely to belong to social fraternities. Less interest in

religion and religious affairs by smokers has also been re-

ported by Fodor, Glass, and Weiner (14).

Dvorak (7) found certain MMPI scale differences between

smoking and nonsmoking college freshmen at the University of

Minnesota. Smokers were significantly higher on the Pd and

Ma scales and significantly lower on the Social Introversion

(Si), Psychasthenia (Pt), and Depression (D) scales. An

item analysis of these data by Berger (2) indicated greater
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nonsmoker aversion to or nonparticipation in social activi-

ties and other activities not necessarily social such as

gambling and hunting. There was also the inference of

greater smoker preference for excitement, and smokers more

often admit behavior in conflict with authority or mores.

Nonsmokers admit more worry about their health.

Schwartz and Dubitzky (29), from a study of 863 men in

Contra Costa County, California, found that very poor adjust-

ment correlated with heavy smoking--lack of confidence or

dissatisfaction with work or social standing or unsatisfactory

relations with women. Chronic anxiety was also frequently

associated with smoking even when adjustment was satisfactory.

A study by Perrin, Krut, and Bronte-Stewart (24), using

seventy-nine smokers and seventy-seven nonsmokers matched as

to age, sex, and socioeconomic background, found that smokers

preferred spicy and salty foods in preference to blander

diets which were preferred by the nonsmokers. The smokers

consumed significantly more meat and eggs and consumed more

fat than the nonsmokers. The authors suggest that this

could possibly account for differences in cholesterol levels

between smokers and nonsmokers that have been reported by

Gofman et al. (15), Thomas (32), and by Karvonen et al. (17).

Matarazzo and Saslow (21), from a study of 294 smokers

and nonsmokers from three diverse groups, found that smokers

consume more coffee and alcohol, which is in agreement with

the findings of previously cited researchers. This study
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also found that smokers reported a greater number of psycho-

somatic symptoms than did nonsmokers. The difference was

statistically significant. The authors also report the re-

sults of another study of smokers and nonsmokers as related

to achievement and various personality characteristics. The

results showed, in part, that adolescent boys who do not

smoke, on the average, made higher grades in school, failed

less often, and caused less disciplinary trouble. The

authors also report that smokers did not differ from non-

smokers in intelligence, as measured by the Wechsler Adult

Intelligence Scale and by the Otis Test of Mental Ability.

This finding, however, does not agree with the previously

cited findings of Salber, McMahon, and Welsh (25).

Seltzer (30) made a study of 895 members of the Harvard

Class of 1946, thirteen years after graduation, to determine

the association of occupation and smoking behavior. Sig-

nificantly more smokers were found to be in business occupa-

tions of various kinds. Significantly more nonsmokers were

found to be in occupations such as attorneys, college pro-

fessors, clergymen, teachers of high and elementary schools,

and in other non-business careers such as librarians and

museum curators. In regard to genetic implications and

occupational choice, the author quotes Dobzhansky:

The occupational groups in a society become
genetically meaningful in proportion to the free-

dom of social mobility which a society provides
to its members . . . equality of opportunity

appears to lead to formation of genetically
specialized occupational classes (6, p. 113).
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Seltzer believes that by the nature of the student body

itself and by the status provided by the institution, the

Harvard graduates have had the sufficient measure of equality

of opportunity, freedom of choice, and social mobility to

adequately satisfy the essential conditions proposed by

Dobzhansky. He states, "If this be the case then, the occu-

pational class differentiations here observed indeed may

have genetic implications" (30, p. 6).

Stewart and Livson (31) report the results from two

longitudinal studies of subjects studied intensively from

birth to maturity. Comparisons were made between smokers

and nonsmokers (as determined at age thirty) in the pre-

smoking years from kindergarten through high school on

several measures of rebelliousness. In every comparison,

for both sexes, the smokers showed greater rebelliousness.

The difference was statistically significant in most

instances. This difference persisted into adulthood;

smokers of both sexes scored significantly lower on the

Socialization (So) scale of the California Psychological

Inventory (CPI) (31, p. 225). At about age thirty-six the

MMPI was administered which revealed that both sexes had

significantly higher elevations of the Pd scale than did

nonsmokers. The Pd scale is in many respects similar in

conception and construction to the So scale of the CPI and

moreover includes a number of items which also appear on the

So scale (31, p. 227).
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Wohlford and Giammona (37) also indicate that smoking

behavior appears to be significantly correlated with rebel-

liousness, extraversion, and psychopathic behavior.

The statistical relationship between cigarette smoking

and health is well-established (35) but does not provide

answers to many important questions and inconsistencies in

this area. Even the Surgeon General's report states that

"it is not clear that the association between smoking and

death rates from certain diseases has causal significance"

(35, p. 327). Thomas also states,

Many people have concluded that a causal re-

lationship between cigarette smoking and coronary

disease has been established, but some have

pointed out that such an association could be

equally well explained on the grounds that

smokers are constitutionally different from non-

smokers (34, p. 69).

It has been suggested by Sir Ronald Fisher (11, 12, 13),

the famous statistician and geneticist, that people of a

certain constitutional type are particularly predisposed to

certain diseases and are also particularly predisposed to

take up cigarette smoking. What is maintained is that there

are certain types of people who smoke and that this particu-

lar type of person is also more likely to develop certain

diseases. Although this establishes a relationship between

smoking and health, the relationship is not necessarily a

causal one. Smoking and proneness to disease are perhaps

due to some third variable underlying both.
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Fisher, as well as Eysenck (9), suggests that some

people who smoke may well be the kind of people who are going

to have higher death rates than those who do not, either

because of their constitutional make-up or because their

general patterns of life differ. This might account for

the different disease rates among nonsmokers, cigarette,

pipe, and cigar smokers.

Eysenck, Tarrant, Woolf, and England, in a 1960 study

of 2,360 British male subjects, found that cigarette smokers

were more extraverted than nonsmokers. In commenting on the

relationship between smoking and health, the authors hypoth-

esize that "extraverts live at an accelerated rate, drink

more, smoke more, live more accelerated lives, sleep less,

and generally 'live it up' more. They may thus (a) lower

their resistance to disease, and (b) expose themselves more

to conditions which may cause disease" (10, p. 1459). Sup-

port of Eysenck's hypothesis is given by Coan. From a study

of 361 college students, he states that "smokers are more

likely than nonsmokers to lead lives characterized by risk

taking and exposure to stress" (5, p. 103).

Heath, from an examination of the results of his own

studies and from those of others, states that "smoking is

more than a superficial habit overlayed indiscriminately

upon a group of men but has some origins at least in person-

ality and physiologic characteristics" (16, p. 388). Heath

further states that "such characteristics may have just as
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much right to a place in the etiology of disease as the

tobacco smoke itself" (16, p. 388).

Summary

The review of the literature makes it clear that smokers

do apparently differ from nonsmokers on a number of personal,

social, psychological, and behavioral characteristics. The

reasons for these differences are not yet known. There is

some evidence that smoking is a symptom of numerous person-

ality and physiologic factors leading to the differentiating

characteristics between smokers and nonsmokers. Further re-

search is necessary to provide information leading to a

better understanding of these relationships and their impli-

cations.
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CHAPTER III

PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY

This chapter includes a description of the subjects,

the instruments employed in the study, the procedures for

collecting the data, and the procedures for treating the

data.

Subjects

The 191 subjects included in this study comprised the

total number of students enrolled in the freshman psychology

course at the Northeast and South campuses of Tarrant County

Junior College, Fort Worth, Texas, during the first summer

session of 1973. Of these, 92 were from the Northeast campus

and 99 were from the South campus. The 85 male subjects

ranged in age from 18 to 56, with a median age of 24. The

106 female subjects ranged in age from 16 to 50, with a median

age of 20.

The subjects were tested, using the instruments

described in this study. The sample represents those subjects

who were taken from a basic freshman psychology course for

testing. All available subjects were used in the study.

A background instrument was given to the subjects first

to obtain information regarding their smoking habits. This

34
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instrument allowed a classification of the subjects. This

classification is presented in Table I.

TABLE I

BREAKDOWN OF SUBJECTS IN SAMPLE GROUP INTO CATEGORIES WITH

PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL SAMPLE IN EACH CATEGORY

Percentage of

Sex Classification Number of Subjects Total Group

Male Type I Smokers 16 8.37

Type II Smokers 20 10.46

Nonsmokers 29 15.18

Ex-Smokers 20 10.49

Female Type I Smokers 17 8.91

Type II Smokers 14 7.34

Nonsmokers 61 31.93

Ex-Smokers 14 7.32

Total Males 85 44.50

Total Females 106 55.50

Total Group 191 100.00

The frequencies and percentages in Table I yield a

summary of the Type I Smokers, Type II Smokers, Nonsmokers,

and Ex-Smokers as to sex. The males had a higher frequency

of Nonsmokers (15.18 percent) and the lowest frequency in

the Type I Smokers (8.37 percent) classification. The

females had a higher frequency for Nonsmokers (31.93 percent)

and the lowest frequency in the Ex-Smokers (7.32 percent)

classification. The comparison of male to female frequencies

for the Type I Smokers, Type II Smokers, Nonsmokers, and Ex-

Smokers yields a higher difference for Nonsmokers (15.18

percent to 31.93 percent), while the lowest difference occurs
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for Type I Smokers (8.37 percent to 8.91 percent). The

total frequency for males to females yields a higher fre-

quency of females (55.50 percent) to males (44.50 percent).

The frequency of males and females was well balanced as to

sex.

The Instruments

The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS) was one

of the instruments used to measure the personality traits re-

quired in this study. This instrument was chosen because it

fulfills several requirements as follows:

1. A considerable amount of research has been compiled

based upon the EPPS. The Edwards Personal Preference

Schedule Manual (2) cites thirty-nine research studies;

Buros (1) cites 326 references on the EPPS.

2. The EPPS can collect a substantial amount of per-

tinent data in a short time.

3. The EPPS was developed for use with normal popula-

tions and measures normal, rather than abnormal, personality

traits.

4. The EPPS meets reasonable requirements of reliabil-

ity and validity. Edwards (2) reports test-retest coeffi-

cients between .74 and .88. The validation of variables

such as those measured by the EPPS requires extensive re-

search, but correlations between self-ratings and EPPS
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scores, when computed on an individual basis, have been

found to be as high as .90, with a median r of .39 (5).

5. The traits measured by the EPPS are those in which

previous studies have found significant differences between

smokers and nonsmokers.

The EPPS is a 225-item, forced-choice type of person-

ality inventory which provides a pattern of responses related

to fifteen manifest needs. These needs or variables have

their origin in formulations by Murray (4). Murray described

twenty different personal needs that are important deter-

miners of individual behavior. From this list Edwards (2)

selected fifteen needs which he translated into test items

that could be used to measure the relative strengths of each

need in different individuals. The fifteen personality

variables measured by the EPPS are

1. ach Achievement: To do one's best, to

be successful, to accomplish tasks requiring skill
and effort, to be a recognized authority, to
accomplish something of great significance, to do
a difficult job well, to solve difficult problems
and puzzles, to be able to do things better than
others, to write a great novel or play.

2. def Deference: To get suggestions from
others, to find out what others think, to follow
instructions and do what is expected, to praise
others, to tell others that they have done a good
job, to accept the leadership of others, to read
about great men, to conform to custom and avoid
the unconventional, to let others make decisions.

3. ord Order: To have written work neat

and organized, to make plans before starting on

a difficult task, to have things organized, to
keep things neat and orderly, to make advance

plans when taking a trip, to organize details of

work, to keep letters and files according to some
system, to have meals organized and a definite
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time for eating, to have things arranged so that

they run smoothly without change.
4. exh Exhibition: To say witty and clever

things, to tell amusing jokes and stories, to talk

about personal adventures and experiences, to have

others notice and comment upon one's appearance,

to say things just to see what effect it will have

on others, to talk about personal achievements, to

be the center of attention, to use words that

others do not know the meaning of, to ask ques-

tions others cannot answer.
5. aut Autonomy: To be able to come and go

as desired, to say what one thinks about things,

to be independent of others in making decisions,

to feel free to do what one wants, to do things

that are unconventional, to avoid situations where

one is expected to conform, to do things without

regard to what others may think, to criticize

those in positions of authority, to avoid responsi-

bilities and obligations.
6. aff Affiliation: To be loyal to friends,

to participate in friendly groups, to do things

for friends, to form new friendships, to make as

many friends as possible, to share things with

friends, to do things with friends rather than

alone, to form strong attachments, to write

letters to friends.
7. int Intraception: To analyze one's

motives and feelings, to observe others, to under-

stand how others feel about problems, to put one's

self in another's place, to judge people by why

they do things rather than by what they do, to

analyze the behavior of others, to analyze the

motives of others, to predict how others will act.

8. suc Succorance: To have others provide

help when in trouble, to seek encouragement from

others, to have others be kindly, to have others

be sympathetic and understanding about personal

problems, to receive a great deal of affection

from others, to have others do favors cheerfully,

to be helped by others when depressed, to have

others feel sorry when one is sick, to have a

fuss made over one when hurt.
9. dom Dominance: To argue for one's

point of view, to be a leader in groups to which

one belongs, to be regarded by others as a leader,

to be elected or appointed chairman of committees,

to make group decisions, to settle arguments and

disputes between others, to persuade and influence

others to do what one wants, to supervise and

direct the actions of others, to tell others how

to do their jobs.
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10. aba Abasement: To feel guilty when

one does something wrong, to accept blame when

things do not go right, to feel that personal

pain and misery suffered does more good than

harm, to feel the need for punishment for wrong

doing, to feel better when giving in and avoiding

a fight than when having one's own way, to feel

the need for confession of errors, to feel

depressed by inability to handle situations, to

feel timid in the presence of superiors, to feel

inferior to others in most respects.
11. nur Nurturance: To help friends when

they are in trouble, to assist others less

fortunate, to treat others with kindness and

sympathy, to forgive others, to do small favors

for others, to be generous with others, to

sympathize with others who are hurt or sick, to

show a great deal of affection toward others, to

have others confide in one about personal prob-
lems.

12. chg Change: To do new and different

things, to travel, to meet new people, to experi-

ence novelty and change in daily routine, to

experiment and try new things, to eat in new and

different places, to try new and different jobs,

to move about the country and live in different

places, to participate in new fads and fashions.

13. end Endurance: To keep at a job until

it is finished, to complete any job undertaken,

to work hard at a task, to keep at a puzzle or

problem until it is solved, to work at a single

job before taking on others, to stay up late

working in order to get a job done, to put in

long hours of work without distraction, to stick

at a problem even though it may seem as if no

progress is being made, to avoid being inter-
rupted while at work.

14. het Heterosexuality: To go out with

members of the opposite sex, to engage in social

activities with the opposite sex, to be in love

with someone of the opposite sex, to kiss those

of the opposite sex, to be regarded as physically

attractive by those of the opposite sex, to

participate in discussions about sex, to read

books and plays involving sex, to listen to or

to tell jokes involving sex, to become sexually
excited.

15. agg Aggression: To attack contrary

points of view, to tell others what one thinks

about them, to criticize others publicly, to

make fun of others, to tell others off when
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disagreeing with them, to get revenge for in-

sults, to become angry, to blame others when

things go wrong, to read newspaper accounts of

violence (2, p. 11).

In addition to the fifteen personality variables, a

consistency score is also obtained. This score is a measure

of the degree to which a subject expresses his feelings in a

consistent manner rather than in a careless or random

fashion.

The Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS) was developed

in 1955 by William H. Fitts with the cooperation of the

Tennessee Department of Mental Health. The original purpose

was to develop a research instrument for use in mental health

research. It has since proved useful for many other pur-

poses (3).

The scale consists of 100 self-descriptive statements

which the subject uses to portray his own picture of himself.

The scale is self-administering for either individuals or

groups. It is applicable to the whole range of psychological

adjustment from healthy, well-adjusted people to psychotic

patients.

A validity study by Fitts (3) indicated that differences

between psychiatric and non-psychiatric subjects were sig-

nificant at the .001 level on most of the scores utilized on

the Tennessee Self Concept Scale. Test-retest reliability

coefficients of .75 for Self Criticism scores and .92 for

Total Positive Scores have been reported (3).
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Two scores obtained from the Tennessee Self Concept

Scale were employed in this study. These are as follows:

1. The Self Criticism Score.

This scale is composed of 10 items. These

are all mildly derogatory statements that most

people admit as being true for them. Individuals

who deny most of these statements most often are

being defensive and making a deliberate effort to

present a favorable picture of themselves. High

scores generally indicate a normal, healthy open-

ness and capacity for self-criticism. . . . (3,

p. 2).

2. The Total Positive Score.

This is the most important single score. .

It reflects the overall level of self esteem.

Persons with high scores tend to like themselves,

feel that they are persons of value and worth, have

confidence in themselves, and act accordingly.

People with low scores are doubtful about their own

worth; see themselves as undesirable; often feel

anxious, depressed, and unhappy; and have little

faith or confidence in themselves (3, p. 2).

Procedures for Collecting Data

The instruments described in this study were adminis-

tered to a total of 191 subjects enrolled in a basic psy-

chology course at the Northeast and South campuses of Tarrant

County Junior College, Fort Worth, Texas. The tests were

administered to subjects at the Northeast campus in June,

1973, and to subjects at the South campus in July, 1973.

All students enrolled in the course and present on the day of

testing took the tests. There was no special selection of

subjects, but all subjects enrolled in the various sections

of the psychology course were used.
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A short questionnaire designed to provide information

as to each subject's smoking habits was administered to all

subjects. Following completion and collection of these

instruments by the investigator, the Edwards Personal

Preference Schedule (EPPS) and the Tennessee Self Concept

Scale (TSCS) answer sheets and test booklets were distributed

to the students. The EPPS was explained to the subjects

first, followed by an explanation of the TSCS. The subjects

were then allowed to start on the EPPS and, on its completion,

to begin the TSCS.

The instruments were administered to these subjects at

one sitting. The testing period lasted for an hour and a

half. This amount of time was sufficient for the completion

of both tests.

The tests were administered by the investigator and the

various instructors of the course. After completion of both

tests, the subjects were allowed to leave the test session.

The instruments were scored at the completion of each

test session and accumulated into a form that would allow

the use of statistical analysis.

Procedures for Treating Data

The data were subject to tabulation for frequency, per-

centages, and analysis of variance with a one-way design.

The frequency and the analysis of variance allowed acceptance

or rejection of the hypotheses. The Scheff6 F-test allows
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assignment of groups to a significant order on those hypoth-

eses which test as significant with the analysis of variance.

All significance testing was accomplished for the rejection

and acceptance of the hypotheses at the .05 level of sig-

nificance. Raw scores were used as input to the statistical

tests. The data were processed at the Computer Center at

North Texas State University.

Summary

This study was conducted at the Northeast and South

Campuses of Tarrant County Junior College in Fort Worth,

Texas, during the first summer session of 1973. Students

were taken from a basic psychology course. All subjects en-

rolled in the course and present on the day of testing were

used for the sample. A total of 191 subjects participated

in the study. Of these, 92 were from the Northeast Campus

and 99 were from the South Campus. The 85 male subjects

ranged in age from 18 to 56, with a median age of 24. The

106 female subjects ranged in age from 16 to 50, with a

median age of 20. A descriptive analysis of the subjects

indicated that the study was well balanced as to sex, while

the groups of Type I Smokers, Type II Smokers, Nonsmokers,

and Ex-Smokers represented the frequency of those subjects

that could be found in the total population for the area

under study. Therefore, the tests of hypotheses should be

valid and representative of the conditions found in the total

population.
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The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule, the Tennessee

Self Concept Scale, and a short questionnaire to obtain in-

formation regarding the cigarette smoking habits of each

subject were administered during one class period lasting

approximately one and one-half hours. The subjects' re-

sponses to these instruments were hand scored and then

processed at the Computer Center at North Texas State Uni-

versity.

Each of the twenty hypotheses was subject to an analy-

sis of variance one-way design for a test of significance.

The Scheff6 F-test was used to determine which group means

differed significantly when a significant F-ratio was found.

The .05 level of significance was used.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

After the data were collected, they were analyzed to

determine whether significant differences existed among the

four groups of smokers and nonsmokers with respect to per-

sonality characteristics, as measured by the EPPS and the

TSCS. Each hypothesis was subject to the analysis of vari-

ance one-way design for a test of significance. The Scheffd

F-test was used to determine which group means differed sig-

nificantly when a significant F-ratio was found.

The Scheff6 F-test is especially well-suited for making

multiple comparisons of means (1). The Scheffd procedure

for testing any and all possible comparisons between means

also has the important property that the probability of a

Type I error for any comparison does not exceed the level of

significance specified in the analysis of variance for the

overall hypothesis (2).

Analysis of Data

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis 1 stated that each of the two groups of male

smokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of male

nonsmokers, would have significantly higher scores on each

46
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of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy,

(c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression,

and (g) Heterosexuality.

The means and standard deviations for the four classi-

fications of smokers and nonsmokers for each of the EPPS

variables pertinent to Hypothesis 1 are presented in Table

II.

TABLE II

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE SCORES ON THE EDWARDS
PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE FOR FOUR CLASSIFICATIONS

OF MALE SMOKERS AND NONSMOKERS

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Exhibition

Type I Smokers 14.38 3.61
Type II Smokers 15.50 3.55
Nonsmokers 14*03 3.08
Ex-Smokers 14.50 3.53

Autonomy

Type I Smokers 11.38 4.16
Type II Smokers 12.85 4.37
Nonsmokers 13.66 5.25
Ex-Smokers 13.20 4.49

Affiliation

Type I Smokers 15.38 3.76
Type II Smokers 14.20 4.67
Nonsmokers 14.41 3.51
Ex-Smokers 14.40 4.11

Dominance

Type I Smokers
Type II Smokers
Nonsmokers
Ex-Smokers

15.50
16.10
15.55
14.60

4.50
4.89
5.05
3.84
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TABLE II--Continued

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Change

Type I Smokers 16.38 3.14
Type II Smokers 14.70 4.24
Nonsmokers 16.03 3.90
Ex-Smokers 15.90 4.53

Aggression

Type I Smokers 13.50 3.72
Type II Smokers 13.60 4.17
Nonsmokers 13.21 4.04
Ex-Smokers 13.80 4.63

Heterosexuality

Type I Smokers 17.13 8.07
Type II Smokers 19.90 4.89
Nonsmokers 17.59 5.37
Ex-Smokers 14.95 5.57

A comparison of the group means was accomplished by a

one-way analysis of variance design. The analysis of

variance data pertaining to Hypothesis 1 are shown in Table

III. The analysis data for Type I Smokers, Type II Smokers,

Nonsmokers, and Ex-Smokers revealed that no significant dif-

ferences existed between the groups for the EPPS variables

of Exhibition, Autonomy, Affiliation, Dominance, Change,

Aggression, and Heterosexuality.

The analysis of variance for the EPPS variable of

Heterosexuality was significant at the 0.08 level. Neverthe-

less, the mean difference between Type II Smokers (M = 19.90)

and Ex-Smokers (M = 14.95) yielded a Scheff6 F-ratio of 2.34,
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TABLE III

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE SCORES ON THE
EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE FOR FOUR

CLASSIFICATIONS OF MALE SMOKERS AND
NONSMOKERS

Source Sum of Squares df Variance Estimate F P

Exhibition

Between 26.30 3 8.77 0.76 0.52
Within 936.72 81 11.56

Total 963.02 84

Autonomy

Between 55.52 3 18.51 0.84 0.47
Within 1778.05 81 21.95

Total 1833.57 84

Affiliation

Between 14.32 3 4.77 0.30 0.83
Within 1292.78 81 15.96

Total 1307.10 84

Dominance

Between 23.24 3 7.75 0.36 0.78
Within 1753.77 81 21.65

Total 1777.01 84

Change

Between 31.10 3 10.37 0.64 0.59
Within 1306.72 81 16.13

Total 1337.82 84

Aggression

e n 4.49 3
.n 1402.76 8

Total 1407.25 184

1.50
17.32

0.09 0.97Betwe
Withi
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TABLE III--Continued

Source Sum of Squares df Variance Estimate F P

Heterosexuality

Between 247.22 3 82.41 2.36 0.08
Within 2827.53 81 34.91

Total 3074.75 84

which was significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the part

of Hypothesis 1 (g) which stated that male Type II Smokers,

in comparison with male Ex-Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on the EPPS variable of Heterosexuality was

accepted. Since the analysis of variance data and the

Scheffd F-ratios for the remaining EPPS variables indicated

that there were no significant differences between the

groups of smokers and nonsmokers, the parts of Hypothesis 1

that stated that each of the two groups of male smokers, in

comparison with each of the two groups of male nonsmokers,

would have significantly higher scores on each of the EPPS

variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation,

(d) Dominance, (e) Change, and (f)) Aggression were rejected.

The parts of Hypothesis 1 which stated that male Type I

Smokers would have significantly higher scores than male

Nonsmokers and Ex-Smokers, and that male Type II Smokers

would have significantly higher scores than male Nonsmokers

on the EPPS variable of Heterosexuality were also rejected.
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Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis 2 stated that each of the two groups of

female smokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, would have significantly higher scores on

each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy,

(c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression,

and (g) Heterosexuality.

The means and standard deviations for each classifica-

tion of smokers and nonsmokers for each of the EPPS variables

pertinent to Hypothesis 2 are presented in Table IV.

TABLE IV

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE SCORES ON THE EDWARDS
PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE FOR FOUR CLASSIFICATIONS

OF FEMALE SMOKERS AND NONSMOKERS

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Exhibition

Type I Smokers 14.94 4.39
Type II Smokers 13.14 3.61
Nonsmokers 14.38 3.30
Ex-Smokers 13.64 4.03

Autonomy

Type I Smokers 12.76 4.48
Type II Smokers 13.00 4.67
Nonsmokers 12.52 4.17
Ex-Smokers 13.50 4.85

Affiliation

Type I Smokers 15.35 4.68
Type II Smokers 14.00 3.55
Nonsmokers 18.18 3.45
Ex-Smokers 16.36 5.67
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TABLE IV--Continued

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Dominance

Type I Smokers 12.35 5.01
Type II Smokers 9.43 1.09
Nonsmokers 11.21 4.58
Ex-Smokers 12.64 4.62

Change

Type I Smokers 15.47 5.93
Type II Smokers 17.43 2.98
Nonsmokers 17.75 3.74
Ex-Smokers 19.79 5.90

Aggression

Type I Smokers 11.29 5.82
Type II Smokers 12.00 4.74
Nonsmokers 10.89 4.81
Ex-Smokers 9.86 4.17

Heterosexuality

Type I Smokers 16.76 4.91
Type II Smokers 12.00 5.38
Nonsmokers 13.92 4.90
Ex-Smokers 15.43 4.78

A comparison of the group means was accomplished by a

one-way analysis of variance design. The analysis of vari-

ance data pertaining to Hypothesis 2 are shown in Table V.

The analysis data for Type I Smokers, Type II Smokers,

Nonsmokers, and Ex-Smokers revealed that no significant dif-

ferences existed among the groups for the EPPS variables of

Exhibition, Autonomy, Dominance, Change, Aggression, and

Heterosexuality. The analysis of variance was statistically

significant for the EPPS variable of Affiliation. The
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TABLE V

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE SCORES ON
THE EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE FOR FOUR

CLASSIFICATIONS OF FEMALE SMOKERS AND
NONSMOKERS

Source Sum of Squares df Variance Estimate F P

Exhibition

Between 31.24 3 10.41 0.79 0.50
Within 1344.20 102 13.18

Total 1375.44 105

Autonomy

Between 11.85 3 3.95 0.20 0.89

Total 1965.62 105

Affiliation

Between
Within

Total

262.42
1644.11

1906.53

3
102

105

87.47
16.12

5.43**

A ________________I_

0.002

Dominance

Between 93.33 3 31.11 1.62 0.19
Within 1954.75 102 19.16

Total 2048.08 105

Change

Between 145.81 3 48.60 2.51 0.06
Within 1971.33 102 19.33

Total 2117.14 105

Aggression

Be twE
Withi

~en
nl

Total

34,.41
2445.44

2479. 85

3
102

105

11.47
23.97

0.48 0 .70
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TABLE V--Continued

Source Sum of Squares df]Variance Estimate F J P
Heterosexuality

Between 204.02 3 68.01 2.77* 0.05
Within 2501.08 102 24.52

Total 2705.09 105

*Significant at .05 level.

**Significant at .01 level.

indication of significance for the EPPS variable of Hetero-

sexuality shown in Table V did not pertain to Hypothesis 2.

The analysis of variance for the EPPS variable of

Affiliation was significant at the .01 level. The Nonsmokers

(M = 18.18) scored significantly higher than Type I Smokers

(M = 15.35). The Scheffd F-ratio of 2.20 was significant at

the .05 level. The Nonsmokers (M = 18.18) also scored sig-

nificantly higher than Type II Smokers (M = 14.00), with a

Scheff6 F-ratio of 4.11 significant at the .001 level. These

findings, however, were not in the hypothesized direction.

The analysis of variance for the EPPS variable of Change was

significant at the 0.06 level. Nevertheless, the mean dif-

ference between Type I Smokers (M = 15.47) and Ex-Smokers

(M = 19.79) yielded a Scheffe F-ratio of 2.47, which was

significant at the .05 level. This finding was also not as

hypothesized. Since the analysis of variance data and

Scheff6 F-ratios for the remaining EPPS variables indicated
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that there were no significant differences between the groups

of smokers and nonsmokers, Hypothesis 2, which stated that

each of the two groups of female smokers, in comparison with

each of the two groups of female nonsmokers, would have sig-

nificantly higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a)

Exhibition, (b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e)

Change, (f) Aggression, and (g) Heterosexuality was rejected.

Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis 3 stated that each of the two groups of male

nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of male

smokers, would have significantly higher scores on each of

the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference, (c)

Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement, (g)

Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

The means and standard deviations for the four classifi-

cations of smokers and nonsmokers for each of the EPPS vari-

ables pertinent to Hypothesis 3 are presented in Table IV.

TABLE VI

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE SCORES ON THE EDWARDS
PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE FOR FOUR CLASSIFICATIONS

OF MALE SMOKERS AND NONSMOKERS

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Achievement

Type I Smokers 14.13 2.90
Type II Smokers 15.50 3.27
Nonsmokers 14.03 3.22
Ex-Smokers 14.80 3.40

II
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TABLE VI--Continued

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Deference

Type I Smokers 11.00 3.72
Type II Smokers 10.00 4.40
Nonsmokers 11.41 4.27
Ex-Smokers 10.30 2.30

Order

Type I Smokers 11.63 5.37
Type II Smokers 8.20 4.27
Nonsmokers 9.59 4.08
Ex-Smokers 10.70 5.11

Intraception

Type I Smokers 18.63 5.51
Type II Smokers 17.40 4.99
Nonsmokers 16.24 4.35
Ex-Smokers 16.40 4.86

Succorance

Type I Smokers 9.75 3.09
Type II Smokers 10.25 4.08
Nonsmokers 10.62 3.28
Ex-Smokers 11.30 5.95

Abasement

Type I Smokers 10.38 6.04
Type II Smokers 13.40 4.31
Nonsmokers 14.31 4.62
Ex-Smokers 15.30 7.12

Nurturance

Type I Smokers 14.25 2.57
Type II Smokers 14.80 5.85
Nonsmokers 15.76 4.84
Ex-Smokers 15.80 5.35

Endurance

Type I Smokers 16.63 6.09
Type II Smokers 13.60 4.51
Nonsmokers 13.55 4.75
Ex-Smokers 14.30 6.07
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A comparison of the group means was accomplished by a

one-way analysis of variance design. The analysis of vari-

ance data pertaining to Hypothesis 3 are shown in Table VII.

The analysis data for Type I Smokers, Type II Smokers, Non-

smokers, and Ex-Smokers revealed that no significant dif-

ferences existed among the groups for the EPPS variables of

Achievement, Deference, Order, Intraception, Succorance,

Abasement, Nurturance, and Endurance.

TABLE VII

Source Sum of Squares df}Variance Estimate F P

Achievement

Between 29.84 3 9.95 0.96 0.42
Within 838.92 81 10.36

Total 868.76 84

Deference

Between 29.07 3 9.69 0.66 0.58
Within 1193.23 81 14.73

Total 1222.30 84

Order

Between 121.06 13 40.35 1.88 0.14
Within 1740.18 81 21.48

Total 1861.24 84

Intraception

Between
Within

Total

1906.66

1976.00

3
81

84

23.11
23.54

0.98 0.41
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TABLE VII--Continued

Source Sum of Squares[df Variance Estimate F P

Succorance

Between 23.40 3 7.80 0.44 0.72
Within 1431.78 81  17.68

Total 1455.18 841

Abasement

Between 239.63 3 79.88 2.63 0.06
Within 2462.96 81 30.41

Total 2702.59 84

Nurturance

Between 33.60 3 11.20 0.47 0.71
Within 1948.71 81

Total 1982.31 84

Endurance

Between 112.50 3 37.50 1.34 0.27
Within 2273.92 81 28.07

Total 2386.42 84

The analysis of variance F-ratio for the EPPS variable

of Abasement was significant at the .06 level. Nevertheless,

the mean difference between Ex-Smokers (M = 15.30) and Type

I Smokers (M = 10.38) yielded a Scheff6 F-ratio of 2.36,

which was significant at the .05 level. Therefore, the part

of Hypothesis 3 (f) which stated that male Ex-Smokers, in

comparison with male Type I Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on the EPPS variable of Abasement was accepted.
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The difference between Nonsmokers (M = 14.31) and Type I

Smokers (M = 10.38) approached statistical significance.

This finding was in the hypothesized direction. Since the

analysis of variance data and Scheff6 F-ratios for the re-

maining EPPS variables indicated that there were no signifi-

cant differences between the groups of smokers and non-

smokers, the parts of Hypothesis 3 that stated that each of

the two groups of male nonsmokers, in comparison with each

of the two groups of male smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achieve-

ment, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Suc-

corance, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance was rejected.

The parts of Hypothesis 3 (f) that stated that the Ex-

Smokers would have significantly higher scores than male

Type II Smokers and that male Nonsmokers would have signifi-

cantly higher scores than each of the two groups of male

smokers on the EPPS variable of Abasement was also rejected.

Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis 4 stated that each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of female smokers, would have significantly higher scores on

each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference,

(c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement,

(g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.
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The means and standard deviations for the four classi-

fications of smokers and nonsmokers for each of the EPPS

variables pertinent to Hypothesis 4 are presented in Table

VIII.

TABLE VIII

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE SCORES ON THE EDWARDS
PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE FOR FOUR CLASSIFICATIONS

OF FEMALE SMOKERS AND NONSMOKERS

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Achievement

Type I Smokers 13.00 4.33
Type II Smokers 15.29 4.56
Nonsmokers 11.70 3.68
Ex-Smokers 13.07 6.16

Deference

Type I Smokers 10.06 4.83
Type II Smokers 13.43 4.33
Nonsmokers 10.77 3.96
Ex-Smokers 11.36 4.07

Order

Type I Smokers 10.29 4.86
Type II Smokers 11.86 4.75
Nonsmokers 10.34 5.08
Ex-Smokers 11.71 4.51

Intraception

Type I Smokers 18.59 3.32
Type II Smokers 21.71 1.64
Nonsmokers 16.89 4.41
Ex-Smokers 17.64 4.50

Succorance

Type I Smokers
Type II Smokers
Nonsmokers
Ex-Smokers

11.00
11.14
13.90
14.57

4.42
3.57
4.61
4.42
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TABLE VIII--Continued

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Abasement

Type I Smokers 16.00 6.03
Type II Smokers 13.71 4.56
Nonsmokers 17.41 3.97
Ex-Smokers 13.64 5.27

Nurturance

Type I Smokers 17.59 4.57
Type II Smokers 14.71 6.76
Nonsmokers 18.90 3.84
Ex-Smokers 16.79 4.23

Endurance

Type I Smokers 14.53 5.77
Type II Smokers 17.14 4.28
Nonsmokers 11.23 4.41
Ex-Smokers 10.00 4.33

A comparison of the group means was accomplished by a

one-way analysis of variance design. The analysis of vari-

ance data pertaining to Hypothesis 4 are shown in Table IX.

The analysis of variance data for Type I Smokers, Type

II Smokers, Nonsmokers, and Ex-Smokers revealed that no sig-

nificant differences existed among the groups for the EPPS

variables of Deference and Order. The analysis of variance

was significant for the variables of Achievement, Intracep-

tion, Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, and Endurance.

The Scheff6 F-test indicated that Type II Smokers (M =

15.29) scored significantly higher than Nonsmokers (M = 11.70)

on the EPPS variable of Achievement. The Scheffe6 F-ratio of
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TABLE IX

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE SCORES ON THE
EDWARDS PERSONAL PREFERENCE SCHEDULE FOR FOUR

CLASSIFICATIONS OF FEMALE SMOKERS AND
NONSMOKERS

Source Sum of Squares df Variance Estimate F P

Achievement

Between 155.56 3 51.85 2.82a 0.04
Within 1878.47 102 18.42

Total 2034.03 105

Deference

Between 101.86 3 33.96 1.95 0.13
Within 1772.37 102 17.38

Total 1874.23 105

Order

Between 43.64 3 14.55 0.60 0.62
Within 2485.87 102 24.37

Total 2529.51 105

Intraception

Between 275.47 3 91.82 5*71 c 0.001
Within 1640.39 102 16.08

Total 1915.86 105 1
Succorance

Between 197.72 3 65.90 3 .35a 0.0 2
Within 2008.55 102 19.69

Total 2206.27 105

Abasement

BetwE
Withi

e n
n

Total

268.01
2160.83

2428.84

3
102

fL5

89.34
21.18

4.22 b 0.01
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TABLE IX--Continued

Source Sum of SquaresdfIVariance Estimate F P

Nurturance

Between 222.14 3 74.05 3 .69 b 0.01
Within 2044.74 102 20.05

Total 2266.88 105

Endurance

Between 556.17 3 185.39 8.67 d 000
Within 2180.74 102 21.38

Total 2736.91 105

aSignificant at .05 level.

bSignificant at .01 level.

cSignificant at .001 level.

d.
Significant beyond .001 level.

2.64 was significant at the .05 level. This finding, how-

ever, was not in the hypothesized direction.

The Scheff4 F-test indicated that Type II Smokers (M =

21.71) had significantly higher scores than Nonsmokers (M =

16.89) on the EPPS variable of Intraception. The Scheffd

F-ratio of 5.50 was significant at the .001 level. Type II

Smokers (M = 21.71) also had significantly higher scores

than Ex-Smokers (M = 17.64). The Scheff4 F-ratio of 2.40

was significant at the .05 level. These findings, however,

were not in the hypothesized direction.
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Nonsmokers (M = 17.41) had significantly higher scores

than Type II Smokers (M = 13.71) on the EPPS variable of

Abasement. The Scheff6 F-ratio of 2.44 was significant at

the .05 level. This finding was as hypothesized. Therefore,

the part of Hypothesis 4 (f) which stated that female Non-

smokers, in comparison with female Type II Smokers, would

have significantly higher scores on the EPPS variable of

Abasement was accepted.

Nonsmokers (M = 18.90) had significantly higher scores

than Type II Smokers (M = 14.71) on the EPPS variable of

Nurturance. The Scheffe F-ratio of 3.31 was significant at

the .01 level. This finding was also as hypothesized.

Therefore, the part of Hypothesis 4 (g) which stated that

female Nonsmokers, in comparison with female Type II Smokers,

would have significantly higher scores on the EPPS variable

of Nurturance was accepted.

Type I Smokers (M = 14.53) had significantly higher

scores than Nonsmokers (M = 11.23) on the EPPS variable of

Endurance. The Scheff6 F-ratio of 2.25 was significant at

the .05 level. Type I Smokers (M = 14.53) also had signifi-

cantly higher scores than Ex-Smokers (M = 10.00). The Scheff6

F-ratio of 2.45 was significant at the .05 level. Type II

Smokers (M = 17.14) had significantly higher scores than

Nonsmokers (M = 11.23). The Scheff6 F-ratio of 6.20 was sig-

nificant at the .001 level. Type II Smokers (M = 17.14) also

had significantly higher scores than Ex-Smokers (M = 10.00).
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The Scheff4 F-ratio of 5.56 was significant at the .001

level. None of these findings, however, were in the hypoth-

esized direction.

Although the analysis of variance data indicated a sig-

nificant difference among groups for the EPPS variable of

Succorance, the Scheff& F-test for comparisons between groups

pertaining to Hypothesis 4 did not attain statistical sig-

nificance.

From an analysis of the above data, the parts of Hypoth-

esis 4 which stated that each of the two groups of female

nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of

female smokers, would have significantly higher scores on

each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference,

(c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, and (h) Endur-

ance were rejected. Hypotheses 4 (f) and 4 (g) pertaining

to the EPPS variables of (f) Abasement and (g) Nurturance

were partially accepted.

Hypothesis 5

Hypothesis 5 stated that male Type I Smokers, in com-

parison with male Type II Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achieve-

ment, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Suc-

corance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of smokers for each of the EPPS variables pertinent
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to Hypothesis 5 are presented in Table VI. A comparison of

the group means was accomplished by a one-way analysis of

variance design. The analysis of variance data pertaining

to Hypothesis 5 are shown in Table VII. The analysis data

for Type I Smokers and Type II Smokers revealed that no sig-

nificant differences existed between the two groups for the

EPPS variables of Achievement, Deference, Order, Intraception,

Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, and Endurance. Therefore,

Hypothesis 5, which stated that male Type I Smokers, in com-

parison with male Type II Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achieve-

ment, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Suc-

corance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance

was rejected.

Hypothesis 6

Hypothesis 6 stated that female Type I Smokers, in com-

parison with female Type II Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achieve-

ment, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Suc-

corance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of smokers for each of the EPPS variables pertinent

to Hypothesis 6 are presented in Table VIII. A comparison of

the group means was accomplished by a one-way analysis of

variance design. The analysis of variance data pertaining
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to Hypothesis 6 are shown in Table IX. The analysis data

for Type I Smokers and Type II Smokers revealed that no sig-

nificant differences existed between the two groups for the

EPPS variables of Achievement, Deference, Order, Intracep-

tion, Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, and Endurance.

Therefore, Hypothesis 6, which stated that female Type I

Smokers, in comparison with female TypejII Smokers, would

have significantly higher scores on each of the EPPS vari-

ables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) In-

traception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance,

and (h) Endurance was rejected.

Hypothesis 7

Hypothesis 7 stated that male Type II Smokers, in com-

parison with male Type I Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition,

(b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change,

(f) Aggression, and (g) Heterosexuality.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of smokers for each of the EPPS variables pertinent

to Hypothesis 7 are presented in Table II. A comparison of

the group means was accomplished by a one-way analysis of

variance design. The analysis of variance data pertinent to

Hypothesis 7 are shown in Table III. The analysis data for

Type I Smokers and Type II Smokers revealed that no signifi-

cant differences existed between the two groups for the
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EPPS variables of Exhibition, Autonomy, Affiliation,

Dominance, , Aggression, and Heterosexuality. There-

fore, Hypothesis 7, which stated that male Type II Smokers,

in comparison with male Type I Smokers, would have signifi-

cantly higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a)

Exhibition, (b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance,

(e) Change, (f) Aggression, and (h) Heterosexuality was re-

jected.

Hypothesis 8

Hypothesis 8 stated that female Type II Smokers, in

comparison with female Type I Smokers, would have signifi-

cantly higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a)

Exhibition, (b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance,

(e) Change, (f) Aggression, and (g) Heterosexuality.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of smokers for each of the EPPS variables pertinent

to Hypothesis 8 are presented in Table IV. A comparison of

the group means was accomplished by a one-way analysis of

variance design. The analysis of variance data pertaining

to Hypothesis 8 are shown in Table V. The analysis data for

Type I Smokers and Type II Smokers revealed that no signifi-

cant differences existed between the two groups for the EPPS

variables of Exhibition, Autonomy, Affiliation, Dominance,

Change, and Aggression. The analysis of variance was statis-

tically significant for the EPPS variable of Heterosexuality.
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The Scheff4 F-test indicated that Type I Smokers (M =

16.76) scored significantly higher than Type II Smokers

(M = 12.00) on the variable of Heterosexualit. The Scheffe

F-ratio of 2.37 was significant at the .05 level. This

finding, however, was not in the hypothesized direction.

Since all other comparisons were not statistically signifi-

cant, Hypothesis 8, which stated that female Type II Smokers,

in comparison with female Type I Smokers, would have sig-

nificantly higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of

(a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance,

(e) Change, (f) Aggression, and (h) Heterosexuality was re-

jected.

Hypothesis 9

Hypothesis 9 stated that male Nonsmokers, in comparison

with male Ex-Smokers, would have significantly higher scores

on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Defer-

ence, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abase-

ment, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cationa of nonsmokers are presented in Table VI. A com-

parison of the group means was accomplished by a one-way

analysis of variance design. The analysis of variance data

pertaining to Hypothesis 9 are shown in Table VII. The

analysis data for Nonsmokers and Ex-Smokers revealed that no

significant differences existed between the two groups for
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the EPPS variables of Achievement, Deference, Order, Intra-

ception, Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, and Endurance.

Therefore, Hypothesis 9, which stated that male Nonsmokers,

in comparison with male Ex-Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achieve-

ment, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Suc-

corance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance

was rejected.

Hypothesis 10

Hypothesis 10 stated that female Nonsmokers, in com-

parison with female Ex-Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achieve-

ment, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Suc-

corance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of nonsmokers are presented in Table VIII. The com-

parison of the group means was accomplished by a one-way

analysis of variance design. The analysis of variance data

pertaining to Hypothesis 10 are shown in Table IX. The

analysis data for Nonsmokers and Ex-Smokers revealed that no

significant differences existed between the two groups for

the EPPS variables of Achievement, Deference, Order, Intra-

ception, Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, and Endurance.

Therefore, Hypothesis 10, which stated that female Nonsmokers,

in comparison with female Ex-Smokers, would have significantly
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higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achieve-

ment, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) Intracetn (e) Suc-

corance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance

was rejected.

Hypothesis 11

Hypothesis 11 stated that male Ex-Smokers, in comparison

with male Nonsmokers, would have significantly higher scores

on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy,

(c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression,

and (g) Heterosexuality.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of nonsmokers are presented in Table II. A com-

parison of the group means was accomplished by a one-way

analysis of variance design. The analysis of variance data

pertaining to Hypothesis 11 are shown in Table III. The

analysis data for Ex-Smokers and Nonsmokers revealed that no

significant differences existed between the two groups for

the variables of Exhibition, Autonomy, Affiliation, Dominance,

Change, Aggression, and Heterosexuality. Therefore, Hypoth-

esis 11, which stated that male Ex-Smokers, in comparison

with male Nonsmokers, would have significantly higher scores

on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy,

(c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression,

and (g) Heterosexuality was rejected.
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Hypothesis 12

Hypothesis 12 stated that female Ex-Smokers, in com-

parison with female Nonsmokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition,

(b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change,

(f) Aggression, and (g) Heterosexuality.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of nonsmokers are presented in Table IV. A com-

parison of the group means was accomplished by a one-way

analysis of variance design. The analysis of variance data

pertaining to Hypothesis 12 are shown in Table V. The analy-

sis data for Ex-Smokers and Nonsmokers revealed that no sig-

nificant differences existed between the two groups for the

variables of Exhibition, Autonomy, Affiliation, Dominance,

Change, Aggression, and Heterosexuality. Therefore, Hypoth-

esis 12, which stated that female Ex-Smokers, in comparison

with female Nonsmokers, would have significantly higher

scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b)

Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f)

Aggression, and (g) Heterosexuality was rejected.

Hypothesis 13

Hypothesis 13 stated that each of the two groups of

male nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of male smokers, would have significantly higher Total Posi-

tive Scores on the TSCS.
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The means and standard deviations for the four classifi-

cations of smokers and nonsmokers for the TSCS Total Positive

Score are presented in Table X.

TABLE X

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE TOTAL POSITIVE SCORE
ON THE TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE FOR FOUR

CLASSIFICATIONS OF MALE SMOKERS
AND NONSMOKERS

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Type I Smokers 350.44 48.07
Type II Smokers 324.75 33.56
Nonsmokers 335.86 26.83
Ex-Smokers 340.80 34.74

A comparison of the group means was accomplished by a

one-way analysis of variance design. The analysis of vari-

ance data pertinent to Hypothesis 13 are shown in Table XI.

TABLE XI

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE TOTAL POSITIVE
SCORE ON THE TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE FOR FOUR
CLASSIFICATIONS OF MALE SMOKERS AND NONSMOKERS

Source Sum of Squares df Variance Estimate F P

Between 6214.68 3 2071.56 1.69 0.18
Within 99144.34 81 1224.00

Total 105359.02
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The analysis data for Type I Smokers, Type II Smokers,

Nonsmokers, and Ex-Smokers revealed that no significant dif-

ferences existed among the groups for the TSCS Total Positive

Score. Therefore, Hypothesis 13, which stated that each of

the two groups of male nonsmokers, in comparison with each

of the two groups of male smokers, would have significantly

higher Total Positive Scores on the TSCS was rejected.

Hypothesis 14

Hypothesis 14 stated that each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of female smokers, would have significantly higher Total

Positive Scores on the TSCS.

The means and standard deviations for the four classifi-

cations of smokers and nonsmokers for the TSCS Total Positive

Score are presented in Table XII.

TABLE XII

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE TOTAL POSITIVE SCORE
ON THE TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE FOR FOUR

CLASSIFICATIONS OF FEMALE SMOKERS
AND NONSMOKERS

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Type I Smokers 336.00 41.21
Type II Smokers 359.00 39.33
Nonsmokers 327.44 30.15
Ex-Smokers 321.50 44.39
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A comparison of the group means was accomplished by a

one-way analysis of variance design. The analysis of vari-

ance data pertaining to Hypothesis 14 are shown in Table XIII.

TABLE XIII

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE TOTAL POSITIVE

SCORE ON THE TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE FOR FOUR
CLASSIFICATIONS OF FEMALE SMOKERS AND NONSMOKERS

Source Sum of Squares df Variance Estimate F P

Between 13284.29 3 4428.10 3.54* 0.02
Within 127452.55 102 1249.53

Total 140736.84 105

The analysis data for Tye I_ Smokers, Type II Smokers,

Nonsmokers, and Ex-Smokers revealed that a significant dif-

ference existed between the groups. The Scheffd F-test

indicated that Type II Smokers (M = 359.00) had significantly

higher scores than Nonsmokers (M = 327.44). The Scheffd

F-ratio of 3.03 was significant at the .01 level. Type II

Smokers (M = 327.44) also had significantly higher scores

than Ex-Smokers (M = 321.50) with a Scheff6 F-ratio of 2.63

significant at the .05 level. These findings, however, were

not in the hypothesized direction. Since other comparisons

were not statistically significant, Hypothesis 14, which

stated that each of the two groups of female nonsmokers, in

comparison with each of the two groups of female smokers,

would have significantly higher Total Positive Scores on the

TSCS was rejected.
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Hypothesis 15

Hypothesis 15 stated that each of the two groups of

male nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of male smokers, would have significantly higher Self

Criticism Scores on the TSCS.

The means and standard deviations for the four classi-

fications of smokers and nonsmokers for the TSCS Self

Criticism Score are presented in Table XIV.

TABLE XIV

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE SELF CRITICISM SCORE
ON THE TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE FOR FOUR

CLASSIFICATIONS OF MALE SMOKERS AND
NONSMOKERS

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Type I Smokers 35.75 4.85
Type II Smokers 37.85 3.51
Nonsmokers 36.21 4.39
Ex-Smokers 35.90 4.08

A comparison of the group means was accomplished by a

one-way analysis of variance design. The analysis of vari-

ance data pertaining to Hypothesis 15 are shown in Table XV.

The analysis data for Type I Smokers, Type II Smokers,

Nonsmokers, and Ex-Smokers revealed that no significant dif-

ferences existed among the four groups. Therefore, Hypoth-

esis 15, which stated that each of the two groups of male

nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of male
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TABLE XV

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE SELF CRITICISM
SCORE ON THE TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE FOR FOUR

CLASSIFICATIONS OF MALE SMOKERS AND NONSMOKERS

Source Sum of Squares df Variance Estimate F P

Between 54.79 3 18.26 1.03 0.18
Within 1442.11 81 17.80

Total 1496.90 84

smokers, would have significantly higher Self Criticism

Scores on the TSCS was rejected.

Hypothesis 16

Hypothesis 16 stated that each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of female smokers, would have significantly higher Self

Criticism Scores on the TSCS.

The means and standard deviations for the four classifi-

cations of smokers and nonsmokers for the TSCS Self Criticism

Score are presented in Table XVI.

TABLE XVI

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF THE SELF CRITICISM SCORE ON
THE TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE FOR FOUR CLASSIFICATIONS

OF FEMALE SMOKERS AND NONSMOKERS

Classification Mean Standard Deviation

Type I Smokers 36.24 4.82
Type II Smokers 39.00 4.39
Nonsmokers 35.66 5.51
Ex-Smokers 37.43 5.96
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A comparison of the group means was accomplished by a

one-way analysis of variance design. The analysis of vari-

ance data pertaining to Hypothesis 16 are shown in Table

XVII.

TABLE XVII

SUMMARY TABLE FOR ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF THE SELF CRITICISM

SCORE ON THE TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE FOR FOUR

CLASSIFICATIONS OF FEMALE SMOKERS AND NONSMOKERS

Source Sum of Squares df Variance Estimate F P

Between 143.64 3 47.88 1.69 0.18
Within 2906.26 102 28.49

Total 3049.90 105

The analysis of variance data for Type I Smokers, Type

II Smokers, Nonsmokers, and Ex-Smokers revealed that no sig-

nificant differences existed among the four groups. There-

fore, Hypothesis 16, which stated that each of the two groups

of female nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two

groups of female smokers, would have significantly higher

Self Criticism Scores on the TSCS was rejected.

Hypothesis 17

Hypothesis 17 stated that male Type I Smokers, in com-

parison with male Type II Smokers, would have significantly

higher Total Positive Scores on the TSCS.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of smokers for the TSCS Total Positive Score are
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presented in Table X. A comparison of the group means was

accomplished by a one-way analysis of variance design. The

analysis data pertaining to Hypothesis 17 are shown in

Table XI. The analysis data for Type I Smokers and Type II

Smokers revealed that no significant differences existed

between the two groups. Therefore, Hypothesis 17, which

stated that male Type I Smokers, in comparison with male

Type II Smokers, would have significantly higher Total Posi-

tive Scores on the TSCS was rejected.

Hypothesis 18

Hypothesis 18 stated that female Type I Smokers, in

comparison with female Type II Smokers, would have signifi-

cantly higher Total Positive Scores on the TSCS.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of smokers for the TSCS Total Positive Score are

presented in Table XII. A comparison of the group means was

accomplished by a one-way analysis of variance design. The

analysis data pertaining to Hypothesis 18 are shown in

Table XIII. The analysis data for Type I Smokers and Type

II Smokers revealed that no significant differences existed

between the two groups. Therefore, Hypothesis 18, which

stated that female Type I Smokers, in comparison with female

Type II Smokers, would have significantly higher Total

Positive Scores on the TSCS was rejected.
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Hypothesis 19

Hypothesis 19 stated that male Nonsmokers, in comparison

with male Ex-Smokers, would have significantly higher Self

Criticism Scores on the Tennessee Self Concept Scale.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of nonsmokers for the TSCS Self Criticism Score are

presented in Table XIV. A comparison of the group means was

accomplished by a one-way analysis of variance design. The

analysis of variance data pertaining to Hypothesis 19 are

shown in Table XV. The analysis data for Nonsmokers and Ex-

Smokers revealed that no significant difference existed

between the two groups. Therefore, Hypothesis 19, which

stated that male Nonsmokers, in comparison with male Ex-

Smokers, would have significantly higher Self Criticism

Scores on the TSCS was rejected.

Hypothesis 20

Hypothesis 20 stated that female Nonsmokers, in com-

parison with female Ex-Smokers, would have significantly

higher Self Criticism Scores on the Tennessee Self Concept

Scale.

The means and standard deviations for the two classifi-

cations of nonsmokers for the TSCS Self Criticism Score are

presented in Table XVI. A comparison of the group means

was accomplished by a one-way analysis of variance design.

The analysis of variance data pertaining to Hypothesis 20
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are shown in Table XV. The analysis data for Nonsmokers

and Ex-Smokers revealed that no significant difference

existed between the two groups. Therefore, Hypothesis 20,

which stated that female Nonsmokers, in comparison with

female Ex-Smokers, would have significantly higher Self

Criticism Scores on the TSCS was rejected.

Summary

The original hypotheses and the results of statistical

procedures were as follows:

Hypothesis 1 stated that each of the two groups of male

smokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of male

nonsmokers, would have significantly higher scores on each

of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy, (c)

Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression, and

(g) Heterosexuality.

The mean difference between Type II Smokers and Ex-

Smokers was significant at the .05 level for the variable of

Heterosexuality. This part of Hypothesis 1 was accepted.

The remaining parts of Hypothesis 1 were rejected.

Hypothesis 2 stated that each of the two groups of

female smokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, would have significantly higher scores on

each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy,

(c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression,

and (g) Heterosexuality.
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The mean difference between Nonsmokers and Type I

Smokers was significant at the .05 level for the variable of

Affiliation, with the Nonsmokers scoring significantly

higher. The Nonsmokers also scored significantly higher than

Type II Smokers on the variable of Affiliation. The differ-

ence was significant at the .001 level. Ex-Smokers scored

significantly higher than Type I Smokers on the variable of

Change. The difference was significant at the .05 level.

Since these findings were not as hypothesized, Hypothesis 2

was rejected.

Hypothesis 3 stated that each of the two groups of male

nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of male

smokers, would have significantly higher scores on each of

the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference, (c)

Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement, (g)

Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

Ex-Smokers had significantly higher scores than Type I

Smokers on the variable of Abasement. The difference was

significant at the .05 level. This part of Hypothesis 3 was

accepted. The remaining parts of Hypothesis 3 were rejected.

Hypothesis 4 stated that each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of female smokers, would have significantly higher scores on

each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Deference,

(c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abasement,

(g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.
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Type II Smokers had significantly higher scores 
than

Nonsmokers for the variable of Achievement. The difference

was significant at the .05 level. Type II Smokers also had

significantly higher scores than Nonsmokers for the variable

of Intraception. The difference was significant at the .001

level. Type II Smokers also had significantly higher scores

than Ex-Smokers for the variable of Intraception. The dif-

ference was significant at the .05 level. Type I Smokers

had significantly higher scores than Nonsmokers for the vari-

able of Endurance. The difference was significant at the

.05 level. Type I Smokers also had significantly higher

scores than Ex-Smokers for the variable of Endurance. The

difference was significant at the .05 level. Type II

Smokers also had significantly higher scores than Ex-Smokers

on the variable of Endurance. The difference was signifi-

cant at the .001 level. None of these findings were as

hypothesized.

Nonsmokers had significantly higher scores than Type II

Smokers on the variable of Abasement. The difference was

significant at the .05 level. Nonsmokers also had signifi-

cantly higher scores than Type II Smokers on the variable of

Nurturance. The difference was significant at the .01 level.

These findings were as hypothesized.

Since some of the variables were not statistically sig-

nificant, and other significant findings were not in the

hypothesized direction, the parts of Hypothesis 4 pertaining
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to the EPPS variables of Abasement and Nurturance were

partially accepted; and the parts of the hypothesis pertain-

ing to the variables of Achievement, Deference, Order, Intra-

ception, Succorance, and Endurance were rejected.

Hypothesis 5 stated that male Type I Smokers, in com-

parison with male Type II Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achieve-

ment, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Suc-

corance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 5 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 6 stated that female Tye I Smokers, in com-

parison with female Type II Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achieve-

ment, (b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Suc-

corance, (f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 6 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 7 stated that male Type II Smokers, in com-

parison with male Type I Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibi-

tion, (b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e)

Change, (f) Aggression, and (g) Heterosexuality.
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None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 7 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 8 stated that female Type II Smokers, in

comparison with female Type I Smokers, would have signifi-

cantly higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a)

Exhibition, (b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance,

(e) Change, (f) Aggression, and (g) Heterosexuality.

Type I Smokers had significantly higher scores than

Type II Smokers on the variable of Heterosexuality. The

difference was significant at the .05 level. Since this

finding was not in the hypothesized direction, and other

comparisons did not attain statistical significance, Hypoth-

esis 8 was rejected.

Hypothesis 9 stated that male Nonsmokers, in comparison

with male Ex-Smokers, would have significantly higher scores

on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement, (b) Defer-

ence, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance, (f) Abase-

ment, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 9 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 10 stated that female Nonsmokers, in com-

parison with female Ex-Smokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Achievement,
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(b) Deference, (c) Order, (d) Intraception, (e) Succorance,

(f) Abasement, (g) Nurturance, and (h) Endurance.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 10 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 11 stated that male Ex-Smokers, in comparison

with male Nonsmokers, would have significantly higher scores

on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition, (b) Autonomy,

(c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change, (f) Aggression,

and (g) Heterosexuality.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 11 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 12 stated that female Ex-Smokers, in com-

parison with female Nonsmokers, would have significantly

higher scores on each of the EPPS variables of (a) Exhibition,

(b) Autonomy, (c) Affiliation, (d) Dominance, (e) Change,

(f) Aggression, and (g) Heterosexuality.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 12 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 13 stated that each of the two groups of male

nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of male

smokers, would have significantly higher Total Positive

Scores on the TSCS.
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None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 13 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 14 stated that each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of female smokers, would have significantly higher Total

Positive Scores on the TSCS.

Type II Smokers had significantly higher scores than

Nonsmokers for the TSCS Total Positive Score. The difference

was significant at the .01 level. Type II Smokers also had

significantly higher scores than Ex-Smokers. The difference

was significant at the .05 level. Since these findings were

not in the hypothesized direction, and other comparisons did

not attain statistical significance, Hypothesis 14 was re-

jected.

Hypothesis 15 stated that each of the two groups of

male nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of male smokers, would have significantly higher Self

Criticism Scores on the TSCS.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 15 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 16 stated that each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of female smokers, would have significantly higher Self

Criticism Scores on the TSCS.
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None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 16 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 17 stated that male T I Smokers, in com-

parison with male Type II Smokers, would have significantly

higher Total Positive Scores on the TSCS.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 17 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 18 stated that female Type I Smokers, in

comparison with female Type II Smokers, would have signifi-

cantly higher Total Positive Scores on the TSCS.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 18 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 19 stated that male Nonsmokers, in comparison

with male Ex-Smokers, would have significantly higher Self

Criticism Scores on the TSCS.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 19 was therefore re-

jected.

Hypothesis 20 stated that female Nonsmokers, in com-

parison with female Ex-Smokers, would have significantly

higher Self Criticism Scores on the TSCS.

None of the comparisons in this hypothesis attained

statistical significance. Hypothesis 20 was therefore re-

jected.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The present study was an investigation to determine

whether or not certain measurable personality differences

exist between cigarette smokers and nonsmokers and to deter-

mine the nature of these differences when found. An attempt

was also made to determine if personality differences exist

between two groups of smokers based upon the degree of smok-

ing and between two groups of nonsmokers determined by

whether the subjects were ex-smokers or had never been

cigarette smokers.

Summary of the Background and Purpose

This study was based on a need to investigate further

the relationship between personality and cigarette smoking.

The purpose of the study was to determine whether sig-

nificant personality differences exist among college students

who can be classified as light smokers, heavy smokers, non-

smokers, and ex-smokers and to determine the nature of the

differences when found.

Summary of Methods and Procedures

The Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS), the

Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TSCS), and a short
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questionnaire designed to determine each subject's cigarette

smoking habits were administered to 191 male and female

junior college students during the summer of 1973.

Analysis of variance designs were used to test the

hypotheses that significant differences existed among the

four groups of smokers and nonsmokers with regard to fifteen

variables measured by the EPPS and two variables measured by

the TSCS. The Scheff6 F-test was used to determine which

group means differed significantly when a significant F-ratio

was found.

Twenty hypotheses were formulated. Each hypothesis was

tested at the .05 level of significance.

Review of Findings

In Chapter IV, where each of the twenty hypotheses was

considered separately, analysis of variance tables are pre-

sented for each of the fifteen variables of the EPPS and for

two variables of the TSCS. The Scheffd F-test was used to

determine which group means differed significantly when a

significant F-ratio was found. The .05 level of signifi-

cance was used to test all hypotheses.

The hypotheses and the results of the statistical

analyses are summarized in the following findings:

1. It was hypothesized that each of the two groups of

male smokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of

male nonsmokers, would have significantly higher scores on
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each of the EPPS variables of Exhibition, Autonomy, Affilia-

tion, Dominance, Change, Aggression, and Heterosexuality.

The findings revealed that Type II Smokers had signifi-

cantly higher scores than Ex-Smokers on the variable of

Heterosexuality. This finding was as hypothesized. The

data did not support the hypothesis that Type I Smokers

would have significantly higher scores than Ex-Smokers and

that Type II Smokers would have significantly higher scores

than Nonsmokers on the Heterosexuality variable. None of

the comparisons between the two groups of smokers and the

two groups of nonsmokers were statistically significant for

the EPPS variables of Exhibition, Autonomy, Affiliation,

Dominance, Change, and Aggression.

2. It was hypothesized that each of the two groups of

male nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of male smokers, would have significantly higher scores on

each of the EPPS variables of Achievement, Deference, Order,

Intraception, Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, and

Endurance.

The findings revealed that Ex-Smokers had significantly

higher scores than T I Smokers on the EPPS variable of

Abasement. This finding was as hypothesized. The data did

not support the hypothesis that Ex-Smokers would have sig-

nificantly higher scores than Type II Smokers and that Non-

smokers would have significantly higher scores than Type I

Smokers and Type II Smokers. None of the comparisons between
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the two groups of ex-smokers and the two groups of smokers

were statistically significant for the variables of Achieve-

ment, Deference, Order, Intraception, Succorance, Nurturance,

and Endurance.

3. It was hypothesized that significant differences

would exist between male Type I Smokers and male T II

Smokers on each of the fifteen EPPS variables. None of the

comparisons between the two groups of smokers were statis-

tically significant.

4. It was hypothesized that significant differences

would exist between male Nonsmokers and male Ex-Smokers on

each of the fifteen EPPS variables. None of the comparisons

between the two groups of nonsmokers were statistically sig-

nificant.

5. It was hypothesized that each of the two groups of

male nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of male smokers, would have significantly higher Total

Positive Scores on the TSCS. None of the comparisons were

statistically significant for this variable.

6. It was hypothesized that each of the two groups of

male nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of male smokers, would have significantly higher Self

Criticism Scores on the TSCS. None of the comparisons were

statistically significant for this variable.

7. It was hypothesized that male Type I Smokers, in

comparison with male Type II Smokers, would have
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significantly higher Total Positive Scores on the TSCS. The

comparison between the two groups of smokers was not statis-

tically significant.

8. It was hypothesized that male Nonsmokers, in com-

parison with male Ex-Smokers, would have significantly higher

Self Criticism Scores on the TSCS. The comparison between

the two groups of nonsmokers was not statistically signifi-

cant.

9. It was hypothesized that each of the two groups of

female smokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, would have significantly higher scores on

each of the EPPS variables of Exhibition, Autonomy, Affilia-

tion, Dominance, Change, Aggression, and Heterosexui

The findings revealed that Nonsmokers had significantly

higher scores than Type I Smokers and Type II Smokers on the

variable of Affiliation. This finding was not as hypoth-

esized. Ex-Smokers also had significantly higher scores

than Type I Smokers on the variable of Change. This finding

was also not in the hypothesized direction. None of the

comparisons between the two groups of smokers and the two

groups of nonsmokers were statistically significant for the

EPPS variables of Exhibition, Autonomy, Dominance, Aggression,

and Heterosexuality.

10. It was hypothesized that each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of female smokers, would have significantly higher scores on
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each of the EPPS variables of Achievement, Deference, Order,

Intraception, Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, and En-

durance.

The findings revealed that Type II Smokers had signifi-

cantly higher scores than Nonsmokers on the EPPS variable of

Achievement. Tye II Smokers had significantly higher scores

than Nonsmokers and Ex-Smokers on the variable of Intracep-

tion. Type I Smokers had significantly higher scores than

Nonsmokers and Ex-Smokers on the variable of Endurance, and

Type II Smokers also had significantly higher scores than

Ex-Smokers on the variable of Endurance. None of these

findings were in the hypothesized direction. Nonsmokers had

significantly higher scores than Type II Smokers on each of

the variables of Abasement and Nurturance. These findings

were in the hypothesized direction. None of the comparisons

between the two groups of nonsmokers and the two groups of

smokers were statistically significant for the EPPS variables

of Deference, Order, and Succorance.

11. It was hypothesized that significant differences

would exist between female Type I Smokers and male Type II

Smokers on each of the fifteen EPPS variables. The findings

revealed that Type I Smokers scored significantly higher

than Type II Smokers on the variable of Heterosexuality.

This finding was not in the hypothesized direction. None of

the comparisons between the two groups of smokers were
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statistically significant for the remaining fourteen EPPS

variables.

12. It was hypothesized that significant differences

would exist between female Nonsmokers and female Ex-Smokers

on each of the fifteen EPPS variables. None of the com-

parisons between the two groups of nonsmokers were statis-

tically significant for any of the EPPS variables.

13. It was hypothesized that each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of female smokers, would have significantly higher Total

Positive Scores on the TSCS. The findings revealed that

Type II Smokers had significantly higher scores than Non-

smokers and Ex-Smokers for this variable. This finding was

not in the hypothesized direction.

14. It was hypothesized that each of the two groups of

female nonsmokers, in comparison with each of the two groups

of female smokers, would have significantly higher Self

Criticism Scores on the TSCS. None of the comparisons were

statistically significant for this variable.

15. It was hypothesized that female Type I Smokers, in

comparison with female Type II Smokers, would have signifi-

cantly higher Total Positive Scores on the TSCS. The com-

parison between the two groups of smokers was not statis-

tically significant.

16. It was hypothesized that female Nonsmokers, in

comparison with female Ex-Smokers, would have significantly
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higher Self Criticism Scores on the TSCS. The comparison

between the two groups of nonsmokers was not statistically

significant.

Discussion of Findings

The findings of this study did support to some degree

the hypothesis that there would be significant personality

differences between college student smokers and nonsmokers

as measured by the EPPS and the TSCS, although a number of

the significant differences found to exist were not in the

hypothesized direction.

A number of studies reviewed in Chapter II (3, 5, 6,

7, 9, 11) served as a basis for the formulation of hypotheses

used in this study, which stated that each of the two groups

of smokers, in comparison with each of the two groups of

nonsmokers, would have significantly higher scores on each

of the EPPS variables of Exhibition, Autonomy, Affiliation,

Dominance, Change, and Aggression. The findings of these

studies were not supported by the findings of this investi-

gation. The comparisons between the two groups of smokers

and the two groups of nonsmokers were either not statisti-

cally significant, or the findings were not in the hypoth-

esized direction when a significant difference was found.

The same pattern was found in regard to studies reviewed

in Chapter II (1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10) which led to the formu-

lation of hypotheses which stated that each of the two
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groups of nonsmokers would have significantly higher scores

than each of the two groups of smokers on each of the EPPS

variables of Achievement, Deference, Order, Intraception,

Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, and Endurance. Again,

the comparisons between the two groups of nonsmokers and the

two groups of smokers either were not statistically signifi-

cant or were not in the hypothesized direction when a sig-

nificant difference was found.

The hypotheses in this study were based on previous

findings using different instruments and methods from those

employed in this study. The discrepancies between the

stated hypotheses and the findings in this study may be due

to the fact that the EPPS and the TSCS, employed in this

investigation, did not precisely measure the differences

found to exist by other instruments and methods; or the

junior college sample used in this study may differ in cer-

tain respects from the general college population or from

the non-college population.

A significant difference between smokers and nonsmokers

was found to exist on only two EPPS variables for males.

There were no significant differences between smokers and

nonsmokers, between the two groups of smokers, or between

the two groups of nonsmokers on the variables of the TSCS

or on the remaining EPPS variables.

For females, significant differences were found to

exist between smokers and nonsmokers on seven of the EPPS
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variables and on one of the TSCS variables. There was also

a significant difference between the two groups of smokers

on one of the EPPS variables. These findings suggest that

male smokers may differ from female smokers in certain per-

sonality characteristics.

Implications

The results of this study tend to support the general

hypothesis that certain personality differences do exist

between cigarette smokers and nonsmokers. Due to the

apparent contradictions between the findings of this study

and the findings of previous studies, the relationship of

cigarette smoking to psychological, sociological, and educa-

tional problems as well as questions related to health will

require additional research.

Recommendations

The results of this investigation indicate a need for

further research in the areas suggested below:

1. Studies using other personality instruments. These

studies would allow an opportunity to measure personality

traits other than those measured by the EPPS and the TSCS.

2. Investigations utilizing measurements of variables

other than personality such as interest or aptitude. An

examination could then be made of the relationship between

other variables and personality characteristics underlying
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measurable and observable differences between smokers and

nonsmokers.

3. More extensive studies of differences between

female smokers and nonsmokers. Most of the previous studies

have employed male subjects or groups of subjects without

regard to sex. This would allow a possible determination of

whether male and female smokers possess the same or similar

personality characteristics.
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APPENDIX

Name Sex Age

Please check the category which applies to you in
regard to your cigarette smoking habits. Only one category
should be checked.

1. I smoke between one (1) and nineteen (19)
cigarettes per day on the average. (Less than one pack per
day).

2. I smoke between twenty (20) and thirty-nine
(39) cigarettes per day on the average. (One pack or more,
but less than two packs per day.)

3. I smoke forty (40) or more cigarettes per
day on the average. (More than two packs per day.)

4. I do not smoke cigarettes at all and have
never been a cigarette smoker in the past on a regular basis.

5. I do not smoke cigarettes at all, but I have
been a cigarette smoker in the past on a regular basis.

6. _Other--I do not fit in any of the above cate-
gories. Please explain below.
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