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who is highly sensitive to the feelings of others, and directs negative 
feelings toward the self in response to another's acts. In comparison 
with transforming individuals, the conserving individuals have a lower 
sense of their own essence, and engage in less self-analysis and evalua­
tion. They are less interested in relating to others and in various 
forms of attachment. Unlike the transforming individual, they have no 
sense of higher and lower internal guiding principles. 

The emotional OE profile of a transforming individual is the 
reverse of the conserving individual's profile (See Table 10). The 
transforming individual has less negative reactions to the self in re­
sponse to the acts of others, and is less sensitive to the feelings of 
others, and yet tends to be more interested in relating and in forms 
of attachment. Also he has a stronger sense of his own essence as well 
as a feeling of higher and lower guiding principles within himself. 
The transforming individual engages in more self-analysis and evaluation. 

It seems that the transforming individual is not only more 
interested in relationships but also bas a more detached attitude. He 
is not as empathic in the sense of over-identifying with another, nor 
as easily affected in a negative way by the acts of others. This some­
what detached attitude corresponds to the transforming individual's 
stronger ?ense of his own essence as well as higher guiding principles 
within himself, providing him with a stronger sense of individuality 
and direction. This stronger sense of internal guiding principles sug­
gests that he is less dependent on collective standards and thus more 
able to choose his unique life direction. The conserving individual 
who has a low sense of his own essence, is highly empathic, engages in 
little self-analysis, and tends to react negatively toward himself in 
response to the acts of others, may be too involved with the world of 
others to have a true sense of his own uniqueness, life direction and 
need for change and growth. 

A look at the intellectual OE profiles of both the conserving and 
transforming subjects shows that both groups had mean scores equal to 
the overall mean on the same four variables: capacity for concentration, 
formal analytic, thinking about thinking, and probing questions. That 
is, both the conserving and transforming individuals show similar capa­
cities for sustained intellectual ef:fort and observation based on their 
own thought processes and to question the meaning of life. However, the 
profiles differ markedly on the categories of curiosity, problem solving 
and introspection. The conserving individual has less interest in intel­
lectual pursuits and less tendency to work on specific and operational 
goals, and to engage in self-reflection. In contrast, the transforming 
individual has greater interest in and derives greater pleasure from 
intellectual pursuits and has a greater tendency to work on specific 
and operational goals, and to engage in self-reflection. 

The transforming individual's greater interest in planning and work­
ing on specific and opi?.rational goals suggests that he is more likely to 
set personal goals and work toward their fulfillment, hence facilitating 
change and transformation. 



A comparison at the protiles (see Table 10) shows that the trans
forming subject scores high on both the emotional category of self� 
evaluation and the intellectual category of introspection; whereas the 
conserving subject scores low on both self-evaluation and introspection. 
Because both categories are similar this emphasizes a fundamental 
distinction between the conserving and transforming individuals. The 
transforming individual is capable.of more emotional and more intellec­
tual self-reflection, analysis, and evaluation, which, at the same 
time is also more objective. 

Implications 

The importance of this research study is its exploratory nature. 
It is the first such attempt to make a detailed analysis of the 
difference between conserving and transforming individuals based on 
parameters of emotional and intellectual OE. 

In view of thE! quantitative and qualitative results discussed 
above, the distinction between conserving and transforming subjects 
based on forms of emotional and intellectual OE seem to be worthy of 
further investigation. The significance of this study is its contri
bution to theories of development. An important methodological 
contribution to Dabrowski's theory is the movement away from the 
painstaking assessment of dynamisms toward the assessment of emotional 
and intellectual OE to determine developmental potential (DP). Since 
DP determines what level of psychological development an individual is 
capable of reaching, a detailed study of emotional and intellectual OE 
can provide a new method to approach the basic distinction of DP and 
the character of emotional transformation. This study has attempted 
to further elucidate three components of the nature of emotional trans­
formation (1) the actual nature of the emotional processes (functions) 
that are directive in development; (2) the relationship between felt 
experience (emotional OE) and the discovery of its meaning in develop
ment (Intellectual OE); and (3) what core of Developmental Potential 
can be most clearly defined as necessary to achieve the highest level 
of development. Further research on such distinctions should explain 
in more concrete detail Dabrowski's thesis that emotional OE is 
essential for transformation to the highest level of development. 

Current research on adult developmental stages might also benefit 
from this study. Theories on developmental transitions and stages have 
postulated that the successful outcomes of certain phases of transition 
rely on the ability of the individual to integrate neglected and 
unconscious aspects of the self (Stein, 1979), and to negotiate previous 
developmental transitions and stages (Cytrynbaum > 1980). This study 
proposes that the ability of the individual to successfully negotiate 
transitions and stages must also take into account the individual's 
emotional and intellectual level of development. 



The ability of the individual to successfully negotiate develop­
mental transitions may depend upon possession of some of the personality 
characteristics of the transforming subject. Such characteristics might 
include the transforming subject's greater interest in planning and 
working on operational goals, and stronger sense of internal guiding 
principles, both of which would-facilitate change since he is more likely 
to set personal goals and work toward their fulfillment. The transform­
ing individual also identifies less with and is less affected negatively 
the acts of others, suggesting a somewhat detached attitude, which along 
with his stronger sense of self would allow him to more successfully 
become conscious of and integrate neglected aspects of his self. This 
would be facilitated by his more intelleetual and possibly more objective 
self evaluation and reflection. 
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Table 4 

Discriminant Analysis of Conserving and Transforming Subj,ects 
Based on'Emotional and Intellectual Overexcit�bility ·subcategories 

Step Wilks 
Entered Subcategory Lambda 

1 Hierarchy (E) • 351554

2 Problem Solving (It) .273219 

3 Sense of Self (E) .198767 

4 Self Evaluation (E) .138639 

5 Probing Questions (It) .114589 

6 Empathy (E) .074290 

7 Curiosity (It) .060754 

8 Relating (E) .040363 

9 Expanded Feeling (E) • 024856 

10 Capacity for .011728 
Concentration (It) 

11 Negative Reaction • 004372
Toward Self (E) 

12 Formal Analytic (It) .002635 

13 Introspection (It) .001:306 

Note. E = Emotional Overexcitability 
It= Intellectual Overexcitability 

Standardized 
Canonical 

Discriminant 
Ftmction 

Significance Coefficients 

.0002 6.78686 

.0002 -8.23828

.0002 -6.22994

.0001 2.86985

.0002 -9.04830

.0001 -9. 9386.0

.0003 -5.50300

.0003 3.52353

.0004 -4.20829

.0003 -18.94558

.0003 2.76210

.0016 5.18266 

.0085 2.83367 



Table 5 

Discrb:q;lnant Scores and Highest Probability of Group Membership 
Based on Emotional OE Subcategories 

Highest Probability__ 
Ac.tual Discriminant 

Subject Group Group P(X/G) P(G/X) Scores 

10 1 1 .4148 .9999 -2.1957
13 1 1 .1958 .8821 -.0866
14 1 1 .4148 .9999 -2.1957
17 1 1 .7488 .9996 -1. 7005
24 1 1 .5604 .9999 -1.9625
42 1 1 .9445 .9991 -1.4499
46 1 1 .8478 .9994 -1.5722
48 1 1 .6832 .9949 -.9721
60 l 1 .3572 .9672 -.4595
69 1 1 .8632 .9978 -1.2080
12 2 2 .8872 .9981 2.1586
35 2 2 .7529 .9964 1.9856
50 2 2 .0880 1.0000 4.0064
59 2 2 .4316 .·9999 3.0869
64 2 2 . 7253 .9997 2.6518
68 2 *** 1 .1958 .8821 -.0866

Note. Group 1 is nconserving",.Group 2 is "Transforming". 



Table 6 

Discriminant Scorea and Highest Probability of Group Membership 
From Intellectual OE Subcategories 

Highest Probabilitz 
Actual Di.scrim.tn.ant 

Subje,:.t Group Group P(X./G) P(G/X) Scores 

10 1 1 .1052 1.0000 -2.854l
13 1 1 .5136 .9995 -1.8870
14 1 l .4399 .9996 -2.0061
17 1 1 .1241 .5872 .3041
24 l l .1826 .7364 .0990
42 l 1 .9476 .9964 -1.2995
46 1 1.- .2978 .9999 -2.2750
48 1 1 .3075 .8864 -.2132
60 1 1 .7960 .9897 -.9753
69 1 1 .9972 .9955 -l.2302
12 2 2 .8438 .9977 2.2532
35 2 2 .8044 .9980 2.3038
50 2 2 .9564 .9963 2.1109
59 2*** 1 .1225 .5821 .3106
64 2 2 .4062 .9997 2.8868
68 2 2 .6676 .9989 2.4720

Note. Group 1 is "Conserving" , and Group 2 is ''Transforming". 

Table 7 

Discriminant Scores and Highest Probability of Group Membership 
Based on Emotional and Intellectual OE Subcategories Combined 

Highest Probability 
Actual Discriminant 

Subject Group Group P(X/G) P (G/X) Scores 

10 1 1 .1798 1.0000 18.6977 
13 1 1 .4070 1.0000 20.8682 

· 14 1 1 .0218 1.0000 22.3326 
17 1 1 .0681  1.0000 18.2149 
24 1 1 ,4468 1.0000 20.7998 
42 l l .6644 1.0000 20.4730 
46 l l .4789 1.0000 19.3309 
48 1 1 .8808 1.0000 20.1890 
60 1 1 .9686 1.0000 20.0784 
69 1 1 .5268 1.0000 J.9.4062 
12 2 2 .7598 1.0000 -33.7042
35 2 2 ,9450 1.0000 -33.3294
50 2 2 .4001 1.0000 -34.2399
59 2 2 . 7258 1.0000 -33.0477
64 2 2 .6147 1.0000 -32.8950
68 2 2 :8227 1.0000 -33.1744

Note. Group 1 is "Conserving", and Group 2 is "TrailJ>forming". 



Conserving Herely 
Subjects Feeling Relating Empathy 

No. 10 7 6 5 

13 5 13 2 
14 l 5 3 
17 2 5 2 
24 4 5 1 
42 2 3 J 

46 8 
C l -' 

48 8 6 0 
60 2 5 0 
62._ 3 7 2 

n•lO E m42 60 19 
x-4.2 6,0 1. 9

Transfonning 
Subjects 

No, 12 5 9 4 
35 .2 17 l 

50 2 8 0 
59 0 8 1 
64 5 4 3 

�_. 2_ _ _ __2_ ___ . l 

n•6 t:-16 51 10 
'i.•2,7 8,5 1,67 

N•l6 

. Total L • 58 111 29 

Total x: • 3,63 6,94 1,81 

Table 8 

Scores on Emotional OE Categories 

Negative Negative 
Expanded Reaction Reaction Sense 
Feeling to Other to Self of Self 

7 l 2 0 
0 1 0 0 
2 0 2 0 
0 0 1 0 
4 0 /1 2 

0 0 2 0 
J 2 l 2 
0 0 3 0 
1 0 0 0 
1 2 3 1 

18 6 18 5 

1.9 0,6 l. 8 0.5 

l 0 l 4 
2 3 l 0 
2 2 l 1 
6 2' l 2 
J 3 3 0 

0 3 2 0 

14 lJ 9 7 
2.3 2,16 1,5 1.16 

32 19 27 12 

2,00 1.19 1.69 o. 75

Self Self 
Eval, Realiz, 

0 2 

3 0 
0 0 
0 J 

0 2 

2 0 
0 1 

J 0 
2 5 

3 0 --- ---

13 lJ 

l.J 1, 3 

3 l 

J 5 

4 2 
4 6 
4 l 

3 0 

21 15 
3,5 2.5 

33 28 

2',06 1.75 

Self 
Criticism Hierarchy 

l 0 
0 0 
1 0 
J 0 

2 0 
0 0 
1 0 

0 0 
2 0 
0 0 

10 0 
1.0 

l l 

3 1 

5 3 

2 2 
3 3 

2 0 

16 10 
2,7 1.67 

26 10 

1.63 6,63 



Conserving Concen- Problem 
Subjects Curiosity tration Solving 

10 3 1 0 
13 2 1 0 

14 2 1 0 

17 1 0 1 
24 1 0 1 

42 2 1 0 
46 1 0 0 
48 1 2 0 
60 2 2 0 

69 4 0 0 

n•lO E•19 8 2 
il�l. 9 .s ,2 

Trans fa aning 
Subjects 

12 0 0 0 

35 3 1 5 
50 3 2 1 
59 0 0 0 
64 5 1 1 
66 3 1 3 

n�6 £•14 5 10 
x•2,3 ,83 1,6 

N•l6 

Total l: a 33 13 12 

Total x •
.• 

2,06 .81 ,75 

•

...

Table 9 

Scores on Intellectual OE Categories 

Formal Indepen. Probing 
Analytic Thought Thinking Ques, 

1 0 2 1 

0 0 1 0 

0 0 2 0 

0 0 2 0 

2 0 2 1 
0 0 3 1 

0 0 1 0 
1 1 1 0 

1 2 2 0 

0 0 2 0 

5 3 18 3 

,5 ,3 l.8 ,3 

0 0 3 0 
2 1 1 2 
0 0 2 0 

1 0 2 0 
0 0 l 0 
0 0 1 0 

3 1 11 2 

.50 .16 1,83 .33 

8 4  29 5 

.so ,25 1.81 ,31 

Moral 
Percept. Intros, Thinking 

4 2 1 
0 1 0 

3 0 0 

1 0 0 

l 2 0 

1 2 0 
0 2 2 
1 0 1 

3 1 1 

2 2 0 

16 12 5 

1,6 1.2 .5 

1 2 0 

0 2 3 
2 3 0 
0 1 1 
2 5 2 

1 1 0 

6 14 6 

1,0 2,33 1.0 

22 26 11 

1.36 1. 62 ,69 

Conceptual 
Integ-ra.tion 

0 

0 
l 

0 

l 

0 
0 

0 
3 

1 

6 
.6 

1 

4 

0 
1 
1 
1 

8 
1,3 

14 

.88 
I 



Table 10 

Profiles of Conserving and Transforming in Terms of Discriminat.ing
Elements of Emotional and Intellectual Overexcitability 

· 

Element 
Intensity and Frequency 

of OE Element$ 
Below 

Average 

Emotional: Hierarchy 
Self-evaluation C 
Sense of self C 
Relating C 
Negative reaction to self T 
Empathy (overidentification)T 

Intellectual: Problem solving C 
Introspection C 
Curiosity C 
Thinking about thinking 
Probing Questions 
Capacity for concentration 
Formal analytic 

a 

Note. C == conserv:i.ng, T == transforming type 

Above 
Average Average 

T 

T 

T 
T 

C 
C 

T 
T 
T 

C,T 
C,T 
C,T 
C,T 

�he nHierarchy11 element is absent among the conserving 
subjects. 




