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Abstract

The Impostor Phenomenon (IP) refers to the pervasive
feeling of phoniness experienced by many high achieving
individuals and the anxiety they feel as they encounter
new challenges. This study investigates gender
differences in the personalities of male and female
Impostors using an instrument previously shown to be
relevant to the IP, the Personality Research Form (PRF).
The PRF, Clance’s IP Scale, and the Otis-Lennon Mental
Abilities Test were administered to 63 subjects. The
findings indicate that the IP in males is associated with
high needs for Change, Defendance, Endurance, and
Impulsivity and low need for Order. Among females the IP
seems to be associated with high needs for Defendance and
low needs for Affiliation, Change, Exhibition,
Impulsivity, Nurturance, and Play. Contrary to its
conceptualization as a phenomenon found among high
achievers, the IP was also shown not to correlate with
grade point average. No differences were found on any PRF
variable between high-achieving and low-achieving

Impostors. Implications of this study and suggestions for

further research are offered.
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CHAPTER I
Introduction

We have all had the experience of congratulating
someone on a given achievement only to have the praise
shrugged off by a comment such as, "I was just lucky."
Usually we attribute such a response to modesty, perhaps
even false modesty at that. But from some people such a
comment may not reflect humility as much as a genuine
belief that a success had little to do with any personal
ability but is the result of some external factor. Such a
person may, therefore, feel that success and praise are
undeserved; the resulting feeling of discomfort might be
more than a difficulty in handling complements but may
reflect a pervasive feeling of phoniness when he or she is
treated as a successful person.

It is this feeling of phoniness despite ample
evidence to the contrary that Clance and Imes (1978)
investigated and came to label as the Impostor Phenomenon.
Impostors, by definition high achieving, successful
people, have a deep-rooted conviction that there is no
cause-effect relationship between accomplishments and
abilities. The belief that their success is somehow a
mistake is often a carefully guarded secret, and Impostors
characteristically invest great effort in not being
discovered for the failures they think they really are.

Each new challenge is fraught with anxiety as the



Impostor fears that she or he will be unable to replicate
past success and will be discovered as a charlatan. Often
a vicious cycle occurs as Impostors invest great effort in
each new task, resulting in new and greater successes that
themselves become sources of anxiety. The Impostor may
begin to feel that this cycle of anxiety and extra effort
after each achievement is a necessary element of his or
her success, making the pattern especially difficult to

break (Clance and Imes, 1978).

Review of the Literature

The Impostor Phenomenon (IP) was initially
conceptualized as an issue of primary concern for women
and was hypothesized to arise from gender differences in
socialization and resulting attributional patterns.
Clance and Imes (1978) studied 150 high achieving women
and found that many of them were experiencing IP symptoms
of feeling undeserving of success and fear of being
discovered for the failures they felt themselves to be.
Clance and Imes also found that women who tended to
experience IP feelings often also attributed success to
factors external to themselves or to interpersonal skills
rather than to ability. These women also reported
depression, frustration, and generalized anxiety.

The discovery of the IP seemed to fit well with



research in the area of locus of control, notably that of
Simon and Feather (1973), that indicates that by young
adulthood women develop more of an external locus of
control than do men. 1In the area of attribution theory,
Deaux (1976) found that women tended to attribute success
to external, unstable causes and failure to internal,
stable causes. Men, on the other hand, were found more
likely to make the opposite attributions, attributing
success to internal, stable factors and failure to
external, unstable ones. Lott (1981) has theorized that
this gender difference in attribution results from the
socialization of children from a very young age. Girls
are socialized to look to others for validation even in
the way they are encouraged to play; boys, on the other
hand, are more often taught to play in ways that develop
self-validation.

Imes (1979) attempted to explore the idea that the IP
results from gender differences in attributions for
success and failure. She utilized the Personal Attributes
Questionnaire to investigate whether gender roles of
masculinity and femininity had any impact on attributions
above and beyond gender alone. Not only did she find that
men and women tend to experience the IP in equal numbers,
she found no gender-based differences in attributions of
success and failure. Imes found that traditionally

3



masculine and traditionally feminine individuals
attributed success to ability in equal proportions and
that there was no significant differences in attributional
patterns between individuals in sex-role congruent and
incongruent fields. She did find, however, that
individuals classified as undifferentiated, fitting into
neither traditionally masculine or feminine sex roles,
tended to experience the IP significantly more often than
those in other sex role categories.

Continuing the investigation of the relationship
between attributional pattern and the IP, Stahl, Turner,
Wheeler, & Elbert (1980) studied 41 Black, female high-
achieving high school seniors with regard to the
attributions they made regarding their academic success.
They found that 55% of these young women attributed their
achievement to factors other than ability. Furthermore,
28% of their subjects responded that they would attribute
their achievement to luck versus ability 1/2 to 3/4 of the
time.

Harvey (1981) studied attributions of ability,
effort, and interpersonal assets in high-achieving male
and female undergraduates and graduate students. She
developed a 1l4-item, Likert-type scale as a standardized
measure of the IP, correlating scores on this measure with
attributions of success. Consistent with the clinical

4



observations of Clance and Imes (1978), she found that
individuals scoring high on the IP scale tended to make
more interpersonal attributions for success than did those
scoring lower on the measure. No significant differences
in effort or ability attributions were discovered, nor did
atypicality of gender or race seem to bear any significant
relationship to the IP. In support of her hypothesis that
the IP correlates negatively with longevity, Harvey found
that first-year graduate students experienced the IP more
than advanced graduate students or undergraduates in their
senior year.

Hirschfeld (1982) then explored several variables
hypothesized to be predictive of the IP. Although few of
the 80 professional women who participated in the study
were high in IP symptoms, those who did score high on the
IP scale tended not to attribute success to ability. 1In
studying male and female faculty members, Topping (1983)
found a similar negative correlation between ability
attributions of success and the IP among males, but not
among females. With both sexes, the IP correlated
negatively with faculty rank and with attributing success
to effort. Topping also found a significantly higher
number of males with the IP than females and hypothesized
that, contrary to original conceptualizations, males may
in fact suffer from IP symptoms more than do females.

5



Research on the IP then turned toward other possible
antecedents of the phenomenon. Lawler (1984) explored the
relationship between the IP and Jungian personality theory
using the Meyers-Briggs Type Indicator, or MBTI (Meyers,
1962). The MBTI is used to distinguish Jungian
personality types (introverted versus extraverted) as well
as an individual’s preferred mode of functioning in the
environment (sensing, thinking, intuiting, or feeling).

In her study of 130 male and female graduate and honors
undergraduate students, Lawler correlated data gleaned
from the MBTI with Harvey’s IP scale; she confirmed her
hypothesis that persons who maintain an introverted rather
than extraverted personality style are more vulnerable to
experiencing the IP. Lawler also found the IP to be
positively correlated with a tendency to use sensing as
the primary perceiving function. She concluded that
individuals who look inwardly and who make decisions based
on values and beliefs seem more susceptible to the IP.

Following Lawler’s research, Flewelling (1985)
undertook a study of the IP as related to individuals
successful in careers self-perceived as atypical.
Interested also in the role of career longevity and the
role of mentors in the IP, Flewelling administered
Harvey’s IP scale, a mentoring/longevity questionnaire,
and a self-perceived atypicality questionnaire to 47

6



female and 52 male professionals. Although the overall
incidence of the IP was low, Flewelling found no
significant relationship between atypicality of career and
the IP. As expected, she did find the IP to be negatively
correlated with longevity, but contrary to her hypothesis
discovered that having a mentor, especially one of the
same gender, appeared to be positively correlated with the
IP. Subjects in Flewelling’s study with low IP scores
tended to have opposite sex mentors or no mentors at all.
In another attempt to relate atypicality to the IP,
Grays (1985) studied 232 undergraduate female students at
predominantly black and predominantly white colleges in
the Southeastern United States. Grays hypothesized that
students with low socio-economic status (SES), students in
a racial minority in their schools, students pursuing
gender-atypical career goals, and students with
educational levels atypical of their families would be
more vulnerable to experiencing IP feelings.
Interestingly, she was unable to find any significant
relationship among any of these variables and the IP.
Grays (1985) questioned whether Harvey’s (1981) IP
scale was sensitive enough to effectively detect the
phenomenon. Flewelling (1985) suggested that the scale
was not worded in a manner that communicated safety and
acceptance; thus, subjects might be reluctant to disclose

7



IP feelings due to the shame and fear surrounding them.
Holmes (1986), theorizing that some of the discrepancies
among IP studies might be due to such problems in
measuring the phenomenon itself, conducted a validity
study of an alternative scale developed by Clance (1985).

Clance’s scale was designed to promote a feeling of
safety and acceptance around the disclosure of IP
feelings; it also attempted to tap into feelings of being
less capable than peers, fear that success cannot be
repeated, and fear of evaluation that were not measured by
Harvey’s scale. Comparing a group of clinically-
identified Impostors and non-impostors, Holmes
administered both Harvey’s and Clance’s scale. She
concluded that Clance’s scale clearly differentiates
between Impostors and non-Impostors with an inter-item
consistency alpha of .96108. Holmes’ study further
suggests a significant correlation between Clance’s scale
and scores on the Extraversion-Introversion scale of the
MBTI. Based on the number of false positive and false
negative identifications of clinical Impostors and non-
Impostors obtained using the median split procedure
employed in IP studies to that point, Holmes also
suggested the use of a cut-off score of 62 on Clance’s
scale to delineate Impostors.

In another comparison of Harvey’s and Clance’s IP

8



scales, Campbell (1986) compared a sample of high
achieving honors undergraduate students with a group of
average undergraduates. Using the TONI, a non-language
based cognitive measure, as an additional indicator of
intellectual ability, Campbell found that subjects with
higher ability tended to score higher on the Clance IP
Scale but that this did not hold true for the Harvey IP
Scale. He concluded that Clance’s scale seems to
differentiate the IP as a phenomenon experienced by high
achievers in a manner that Harvey’s scale does not.

Campbell also studied childhood atypicality within
the family of origin in response to Clance and Imes (1978)
hypothesis that the IP is related to being designated as
somehow "special" by family members. Campbell was unable
to support his hypothesis that the IP would correlate with
a history of being designated "socially superior,"
"intellectually superior," or "totally superior" within
the family, although a post-hoc analysis of the data
suggested that being labeled "socially superior" as a
child contributes to experience of the IP.

The relationship of the IP to social mobility was
explored by Dingman (1987). She noted that research has
shown that changes in social mobility are stressful and
have been related to increased physical and emotional
problems and hypothesized that such movement might be

9



related to IP symptomatology. Looking at data on social
status relative to family of origin, degree of atypicality
of chosen profession, interests as compared to peers, and
Clance’s IP Scale (1985), Dingman studied 50 male and
female successful professionals in the business community
of a large urban area. She found that forty-two percent
of these subjects could be classified as Impostors and
that social mobility was significantly correlated with the
IP. Differences in interests and atypicality of
profession were not found to be significant predictors of
the IP, and the correlation of IP with social mobility of
males did not hold true. Dingman concluded that although
social mobility seems to increase vulnerability to the IP
in females, the IP in males is related to other factors.
Prince (1988) continued the search for personality
Scale with both MBTI data and scores on the Personality
Research Form (Form E). The PRF is designed to tap into
20 personality traits relevant to an individual’s global
functioning and is based on Murray’s (1938) theory of
critical needs; an explanation of the 20 traits measured
by the PRF can be found in Table 1. Studying 105 female
and 48 male undergraduates, Prince identified 27% as
Impostors and confirmed Lawler’s (1984) findings that the
IP was significantly correlated with MBTI category of
introverted personality types who use sensing as the

10



Table 1

An Explanation of the 20 Personality Traits Measured by

the PRF as described in the PRF Administration Manual

Jackson, 1967

PRF
Scale

Description of
High Scorer

Defining Trait
Adjectives

Abasement

Achievement

Affiliation

Shows a high degree

of humility; accepts
blame and criticism
even when not deserved;
exposes himself to
situations where he is
in an inferior posi-
tion; tends to be self-
effacing

Aspires to accomplish
difficult tasks; main-
tains high standards
and is willing to work
toward distant goals;
responds positively to
competition; willing
toputiforthiieffort to
to attain excellence

Enjoys being with
friends and people in
general; accepts
people readily; makes
efforts to win friend-
ships and maintain as-
sociations with people

meek, self-
accusing, self-
blaming, self-
belittling,
surrendering,
resigned, self-
critical, hum-
ble, apologiz-
ing, obedient,
yielding

striving, accom-
plishing,capable
purposeful, at-
taining, indus-
trious, achiev-
ing, aspiring,
self-improving,
productive,driv-
ing, ambitious,
competitive

neighborly, loyal
warm, amiable,
good-natured,
friendly,genial,
affable,coopera-
tive,gregarious,
sociable, affil-
iative

abp



Table 1 - continued

PRF
Scale

Description of
High Scorer

Defining Trait
Adjectives

Aggression

Autonomy

Change

Cognitive
Structure

Enjoys combat and ar-
gument; easily annoyed;
sometimes willing to
hurt people to get his
way; may seek to "get
even" with people whom
he perceives as having
harmed him

Tries to break away

from restraints, con-
finements, or restrict-
ions of any kind, en-
joys being unattached,
free, not tied to peo-
ple, places, or obliga-
tions; may be rebellious
when faced with re-
straints

Likes new and different
experiences, dislikes
routine and avoids it;
may readily change
opinions or values in
different circumstances;
adapts readily to
changes in environment

Does not like ambiguity
or uncertainty in infor-
mation; wants all quest-
ions answered com-
pletely; desires to

make decisions based
upon definate know-
ledge rather than upon
guesses or probabilities

aggressive,quar-
relsome, irrit-
able, argumenta-
tive,treatening,
attacking, pushy,
hot-tempered,
hostile, revenge-
ful ,belligerent

unmanageable,
free, self-
relaint, indepen-
dant,autonomous,
rebellious, un-
constrained, in-
dividualistic,
ungovernable,
uncompliant, un-
dominated,
resistant, loner
inconsistent,
fickle, unpre-
dictable, waver-
ing, adaptable,
mutable, change-
able, variable,
innovative,
flighty, vacil-
lating

precise, exact-
ing, definite,
meticulous, per-
fectionistic,
clarifying, ex-
plicit,accurate,
rigorous, lit-
eral, defining,
rigid, needs
structure

12



Table 1 - continued

PRF
Scale

Description of
High Scorer

Defining Trait
Adjectives

Defendence

Dominance

Endurance

Exhibition

Harm
Avoidance

Readily suspects that
people mean him harm
or are against him;
ready to defend him-
self at all times;
takes offense easily;
does not accept criti-
cism readily

Attempts to control

his environment and

to influence or direct
other people; expresses
opinions forcefully;
enjoys the role of
leader and may assume
it spontaneously

Willing to work long
hours; doesn’t give up
quickly on a problem;
perservering, even in
the face of great dif-
ficulty; patient and
unrelenting in work
habits

Wants to be the center
of attention; enjoys
having an audience;
engages in behavior
which wins the notice
of others; may enjoy
being dramatic or witty

Does not enjoy excit-
ing activities, espe-
cially if danger is
involved; avoids risk
of bodily harm

self-protective,
justifying,deny-
ing, defensive,
suspicious, sec-
retive, resists
inquiries, pro-
testing,guarded,
wary, touchy,
self-excusing,
rationalizing

governing, con-
trolling, com-
manding, leading,
domineering, in-
fluential, per-
suasive, force-
ful, ascendant,
directing,domin-
ant, powerful

persistant, de-

termined, stead-
fast, enduring,

unfaltering, per-
servering, tire-
less,relentless,
dogged, energet-
ic, sturdy

colorful, enter-
taining,unusual,
spellbinding, ex-
hibitionistic;
conspicuous, ex-
pressive, osten-
tatious, immodest
flashy,dramatic

fearful, self-

protective,pain-
avoidant,careful
cautious, timor-
ous, apprehensive

13



Table 1 - continued

PRF
Scale

Description of
High Scorer

Defining Trait
Adjectives

Impulsivity

Nurturance

Order

Play

Tends to act on the
"spur of the moment"
and without delibera-
tion; gives vent
readily to feelings

and wishes; speaks
freely; may be emotion-
ally volatile

Gives sympathy and
comfort; assists

others whenever pos-
sible; interested in
caring for children,
the disabled, or the
infirm; offers "helping
hand" to those in need;
readily performs favors

Concerned with keeping
personal effects and
surroundings neat and
organized; dislikes
clutter, confusion,
lack of organization;
interested in methods
for keeping materials
methodically organized

Does many things "just
for fun;" spends a good
deal of time partici-
pating in games, sports,
social activities, and
other amusements; enjoys
jokes and funny stories;
maintains a light-
hearted attitude

hasty, rash, un-
inhibited, spon-
taneous, reckless
irrepressible,
quick-thinking,
mercurial, impat-
ient, incautious,
hurried

sympathetic, pa-
ternal, helpful,
benevolent, en-

couraging,caring
protective, com-
forting,maternal
supporting, aid-
ing,ministering,
consoling, char-
itable,assisting

neat, organized,
tidy, systematic,
well-ordered,
disciplined,con-
sistent, prompt,
orderly, clean,
methodical,plan-
ful, scheduled,
unvarying,delib-
erate

playful, ‘jovial,
jolly, pleasure-
seeking, merry,
laughter-loving,
joking, frivolous
prankish, sport-
ive, mirthful,
gleeful, blithe,
carefree, fun-
loving

14



Table 1 - continued

PRF Description of Defining Trait
Scale High Scorer Adijectives
Social Desires to be held approval seeking,
Recognition in high esteem proper, courteous
by acquaintances; con- well-behaved,
cerned about reputa- makes good im-
tion and what others pression, seeks
think of him; works respectability,
for the approval and accomodating, so-
recognition of others cially proper
Succorance Frequently seeks the trusting, ingra-
sympathy, protection, tiating, depend-
love, advice, and re- ent, entreating,
assurance of others; appealing for
may feel insecure or help, seeks sup-
helpless without such port, wants ad-
support; confides dif- vice, helpless,
ficulties readily to a confiding, needs
receptive person protection,
pleading
Under- Wants to understand inquiring, cur-
standing many areas of know- ious, analytical,

ledge; values syn-
thesis of ideas, ver-
ifyable generalization,
and logical thought,
particularly when
directed at satisfying
intellectual curiosity

Validity Scales:
Desirability

exploring, intel-
lectual, reflect-
ive, incisive,
investigative,
probing, logical,
scrutinizing,
astutue, rational
inquisitive

Describes self in terms

judged as desirable; con-
sciously or unconsciously
presents favorable picture

Infrequency

of self in response to
personality statements

Responds in implausible or
pseudo-random manner, possibly
due to carelessness, passive
non-compliance, confusion, or
gross deviation

15



primary function. Prince also found the IP to correlate
positively with the PRF traits of Social Recognition,
Succorance, Aggression, and Defendance and negatively with
Affiliation, Autonomy, Change, Play, Desirability, and
Endurance.

Prince, noting with surprise that Impostors in his
study indicated no need for Achievement, concluded that
the high achievement level among Impostors appears to be
motivated by a high need for social validation, as
indicated by high Social Recognition and Succorance
needs.This conflicts with high needs for Defendance and
Aggression and with low Affiliation needs; thus, Prince
theorized that Impostors experience a great deal of
interpersonal conflict which may account for the IP
symptomatology of anxiety, depression, and self-criticism.

Negative correlations with Desirability, Change,
Endurance, and Play traits help explain the Impostor’s
conflicts around achievement; they indicate that the
impostor often views him/herself in negative terms,
dislikes novel situations, has low endurance, and rarely
exhibits a relaxed attitude. Thus, he or she is likely to
experience a great amount of stress in the workplace,
where evaluation is likely and new challenges may present
themselves. This stress is rarely relieved through play
or relaxation, taxing the resources of the Imposter who
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already has lowered endurance levels and perpetuating a
high level of anxiety.

The most recent investigation of the IP was
undertaken by Cromwell (1989). Studying 105 high school
honors students in advanced English classes, Cromwell
attempted to investigate the relationship of the IP to
several demographic and personality variables. She
discovered that the proportion of Impostors and non-
Impostors remained constant across gender and found no
significant differences in grade point average based on
Harvey IP Scale Scores. Cromwell also administered the
Adjective Check List, a measure that yields scores on 37
scales that are designed to tap personality needs and
attributes. She found Impostors to indicate significantly
higher means on scales indicating needs for Succorance (to
solicit sympathy or emotional support from others) and
Abasement (to express feelings of inferiority through
self-criticism, guilt, or social impotence) and to have
significantly lower needs for Endurance (to persist in any
task undertaken), Intraception (to engage in attempts to
understand one’s own behavior or that of others), Order
(to place special emphasis on neatness, organization, and
planning), and Affiliation (to seek and maintain numerous
personal friendships).

Noting the distorted and irrational self-perceptions
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exhibited by Impostors, Cromwell also attempted to relate
the IP to the Rational-Emotive Theory conceptualized by
Ellis (1962). Ellis suggested that self-defeating
feelings or behaviors and emotional distress result from
distorted, highly idealized, perfectionistic beliefs.
Observing the similarity of Ellis’ description of such
beliefs to those reported by Impostors, Cromwell employed
the Irrational Beliefs Test, which yields an overall
measure of general irrational thinking as well as
subscores for 10 separate irrational beliefs. She found
significantly higher scores among Impostors on the
irrational belief scales of High Self-Expectation, Anxious
Overconcern, Demand for Approval, and Helplessness.
Cromwell summarized that Impostors tend to be
intensely critical of themselves, to have a high need for
emotional support from others, to be less attentive to the
feelings of others, and to be less self-disciplined and
less able to set and attain goals. She also suggested
that these results help to explain why Impostors are
likely to have trouble in interpersonal relationships.
They have a high need for emotional support but experience
considerable anxiety around being dependant on that
support; thus, they often resist and reject others at the

same time they reach out to them.

18



Purpose and Justification of the Present Study

To date, only four studies of the Impostor Phenomenon
(Imes, 1979; Harvey, 1981; Topping, 1983; and Cromwell,
1989) have included gender as an independent variable.

All of these studies indicated that males experience the
IP in at least as great, if not greater, a proportion as
do women. However, no study thusfar has specifically
attempted to explore gender differences in antecedents and
personality variables related to the IP, despite the fact
that much of the achievement literature suggests that this
might be a fruitful line of inquiry.

As Prince (1989) points out, several studies in the
area of achievement research seem particularly relevant to
the IP. Dweck & Elliot (1983) and Nichols (1984) have
identified two achievement motivational patterns in
children. cChildren pursuing learning goals are motivated
by the desire to grasp or master a new idea or skill; thus
the motivation is intrinsic and failure has few negative
consequences. With performance goals, on the other hand,
achievement is motivated by a desire to gain praise or
avoid negative judgement. Failure in this case results in
aversive consequences and the motivation to succeed comes
from external forces.

Ames, Ames, and Felkner (1977) demonstrated that
competitive reward structures characteristic of
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performance goals result in effort becoming negatively
correlated with satisfaction; the need for high effort in
a task was seen by children as due to a lack of ability on
their part. Deiner & Dweck (1978) found that failure in
the pursuit of performance goals often results in ability
attributions for failure and a feeling of learned
helplessness in which the child anticipates failure
regardless of the effort put into the task. Ames (1984)
has demonstrated that performance goals in which the
emphasis is on competition result in anxiety, negative
self-evaluations, and low self-confidence despite prior
achievements. Licht & Dwect (1984) found that performance
goals also foster a tendency to avoid challenges due to a
fear of failure while learning goals facilitate challenge-
seeking by minimizing negative consequences of initial
failure. All of these findings clearly relate to clinical
observations of IP symptomatology.

Some research indicates that males and females in
this society tend to have different achievement
motivational patterns. As mentioned before, Deaux (1976)
found gender differences in achievement attributions, with
women attributing failure to personal deficits and success
to external factors while men make opposite failure and
success attributions. Lott (1981) theorized that
differences in socialization between males and females
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create discrepancies both in attributions of success and
failure and in degree of dependance on others. Typical
modes of play in girls tend to involve performance goals,
while boys are more likely to play in a manner that
involves learning goals. Hoffman (1974) suggested that
women tend to have lower intrinsic motivation than men;
thus they tend to depend on others for recognition of
success and are more likely to seek the favor of higher
status persons than men.

Several studies of the "fear of failure" phenomenon
have explored gender differences in the achievement
patterns of males and females. For example, House (1974)
found that competition with others tended to result in
decreased achievement and less self confidence among women
but not among men. Stein and Bailey (1973) point out that
women tend to be overly cautious when choosing tasks on
which they expect to succeed while men tend to be risk-
takers and to choose tasks of undue difficulty. Erkut
(1983) notes that achievement motivation (at least in a
traditional sense) is in conflict with feminine sex-role
stereotypes such as dependency, non-assertiveness, and
non-aggressiveness; achievement, therefore, may be much
more likely to produce dissonance in females than in
males.

Such findings would seem to suggest that different
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achievement patterns between women and men result in
different etiologies of the IP. Current research seems to
indicate that IP development in women is related to
concern that achievement levels may be too high relative
to the environment (Dingman, 1987) while among men it
seems related to a low level of ability attributions for
success (Topping, 1983). However, Imes (1979) found no
difference in attributional style or incidence of the IP
based on gender or gender-role identity, suggesting
similar etiology of the IP regardless of gender or
masculinity/ femininity of personality style. Again, the
specific antecedents of the IP among males versus females
are unclear and have received little attention.

A reanalysis of Prince’s (1988) data hints at what
differences in personality variables associated with the
IP might exist between males and females. When data from
Prince’s 153 subjects was reanalyzed using gender as an
independent variable several significant gender
differences became apparent. Using a T-test to
investigate significant differences between males and
females who scored above the cut-off point of 62 on the
Clance IP Scale with regard to the 20 PRF variables
produced the results presented in Table 2. Male Impostors
scored significantly lower than female Impostors on the
PRF variables indicating critical needs for Aggression (p
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Table 2

Reanalysis of Prince’s (1988) Findings -- T-Test of

Impostor Subjects on Selected PRF Variables by Gender

Standard Standard T
PRF Variable Mean Deviation Error Value Prob.
Abasement
Males 6.6667 2915 o972
183 .424
Females 5.8065 1.922 <345
Achievement
Males 9.6667 2958 .986
.86 .405
Females 8.6774 33410 .600
Affiliation
Males 8.6667 3082 L0217
Al .868
Females 8.4516 4.202 LTS5
Aggression
Males 8.11518 3.498 R e
-2.15 .035%*
Females 9.6098 3,781 .590
Autonomy
Males 7.0000 2.500 833
/78 .444
Females 61613 307 69 1B
Change
Males 9.2222 318040 1.267
1.04 + 31213
Females 7.8065 25833 .509
Cognitive Structure
Males 8L2222 2.224 « 741
-1.71 «LO5
Females 9.i7742 2.906 e D22
Defendance
Males 8.667 4R 30 1.434
.49 «+635
Females 7.9032 Bl5015 <63
Dominance
Males > s 1 U T2 3 i 4 ]
.98 « 345
Females T T 09T 3.993 by T
Endurance
Males 9.6667 2+739 + 913
21010 .053%
Females 7.« 3871 3..12:83 .590
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Table 2, continued

Standard Standard Al
PRF Variable Mean Deviation Error Value Prob.
Exhibition
Males 93333 4,873 624
1.34 .204
Females 5.8065 52922 345
Harm Avoidance
Males 6.7778 5.974 1.991
=2 36 .023%*
Females 10.5484 3.604 .647
Impulsivity
Males 92222 3.492 1.164
2607 .036%
Females 6.8065 2.774 .498
Nurturance
Males 92222 1.986 .662
=355 +1.37
Females 10.5484 3.020 D42
Order
Males 6. 3333 3.841 14221810
=1.10 .289
Females 8.0000 4.546 .816
Play
Males 9.6667 3.240 1.080
i o 5l Ralls
Females 7T e 35750 .674
Sentience
Males 9.6667 252915 <972
280 .766
Females 9. 3226 3270 «587
Social Recognition
Males 1052222 35801 15267
-.35 734
Females 10.7097 35359 .603
Succorance
Males 9a 3333 3.640 23
« 210 833
Females 9..0323 312937 7.0
Understanding
Males 7.4444 2555 852
15209 L B28
Females 61. 3226 3.945 .708
*Significant
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= .048) and for Harm Avoidance (p = .023) and
significantly higher on variables indicating critical
needs for Endurance (p = .050) and Impulsivity (p = .036).

An analysis of variance performed on the 20 PRF
variables by dividing Prince’s subjects into four groups
based on gender and Impostor/Non-Impostor distinctions
revealed several significant between-group differences on
four of the variables (see Table 3). For the PRF
variables of Succorance and Social Recognition both
Impostor males and Impostor females showed significantly
higher scores than both non-Impostor males and non-
Impostor females (p = .0023 for the Succorance variable
and .0008 for the Social Recognition variable). On the
Nurturance variable non-Impostor females scored
significantly higher than non-Impostor males (p = .0008),
reflecting a PRF gender difference that has been well-
documented (Jackson, 1967). This usual gender difference
did not, however, hold true for Impostor males and
Impostor females; there were no significant differences
between these two groups on this variable. Additionally,
Impostor males scored significantly lower on the
Nurturance scale than did non-Impostor males.

In addition to these analyses an ANOVA was performed
for each PRF variable using a 2 by 2 factorial design
based on the variables of gender and Impostor status
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Table 3

Reanalysis of Prince’s (1988) Data -- Analysis of

Variance of Selected PRF Variables by Group (Based

on Gender and Impostor/non-Impostor Distinction)

Sum of Mean F F
Source df Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Nurturance
Between
groups 3 190.0685 63.3562 6.3486 .0005
Within
groups 142 1417.0890 9.9795
Total 145 16071575
Social Recognition
Between
groups 3 218.1079 2026 51926 .0008
Within
groups 142 1741.6524 12.2652
Total 145 1959.7603
Succorance
Between
groups 3 2107283 70,2428 '5,0558 . 0023
Within
groups 4 2 197248950 13.8936
Total 14'% 2183.6233
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(Impostor/non-Impostor). The results of this analysis
appear in Table 4. A main effect of gender was found with
the variable of Dominance, with males scoring
significantly higher than females (F = 4.170, p = .043),
on the variable of Harm Avoidance, with females scoring
significantly higher than males (F = 18.891, p = .000), on
the variable of Nurturance, with females scoring
significantly higher than males (F = 17.433, p = .000),
and on the variable of Order, with females again scoring
significantly higher than males (F = 7.796, p = .006). A
main effect for Impostor status were found on the variable
of Aggression, with Impostors scoring significantly higher
than non-Impostors (F = 5.361, p = .022), on the variable
of Defendance, with Impostors scoring significantly higher
than non-Impostors (F = 4.443, p = .037), on the variable
of Social Recognition, with Impostors scoring
significantly higher than non-Impostors (F = 16.314, p =
.000), and on the variable of Succorance, with Impostors
scoring significantly higher than non-Impostors (F =
8.936, p = .003). No 2-way interactions between the
variables of gender and Impostor status were found on any
of the 20 PRF variables.

These findings suggest that the personality variables
associated with the IP are indeed different between males
and females and that the etiology of the phenomenon may
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Table 4

Reanalysis of Prince’s (1988) Data —- ANOVA of

PRF Variables by Group (Based on Gender and Impostor/

non-Impostor Distinction)

Sum of Mean F F
Source as Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Affiliation
Main Effects 2 35.808 17.904 1.223 .297
Gender 1 Hiea 1.3 7 Saked .500 .481
Impostor grp 1 800 315801 25272 .143
2-Way Inter-
action 1 4.371 44371 .299 .586
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 40.179 1315893 2915 .436
Residual 142 4207880 14.639
Total 145 21185986 14.614
Aggression
Main Effects 2 67.468 33.734 2.855 - 06
Gender 1 9.159 9.159 NS 1380
Impostor grp 1 63368 63.353 5.361 .022
2-Way Inter-
action 1 4.739 4.739 .401 2528
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 72.208 24.069 2037 5
Residual 142  1678.0%1 s 817
Total 145 175002019 125070

28



Table 4, continued

Sum of

Mean F F
Source df Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Autonomy
Main Effects 2 62.263 3L 131 2838 .062
Gender 1 40.434 40.434 3.686 .058
Impostor grp 1 14.621 14.621 1.338 T250
2-Way Inter-
action 1 SO0 2790 : 072 .789
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 63.054 2145018 1916 - 1860
Residual 14211557385 o A |
Total 145 1620.938 12.179
Change
Main Effects 2 16.514 8257 . 793 .455
Gender i 075 - 075 » 007 . 932
Impostor grp 1 155892 15892 1526 - 209
2-Way Inter-
action 5 16,759 164 7.59 1.:609 .207
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 33.272 11.091 1.065 .366
Residual 142 1478.947 10.415
Total 145 1571 252850 10.429
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Table 4, continued

Sum of Mean F F
Source GE Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Change
Main Effects 2 16.514 8.257 . 793 .455
Gender 1 4075 075 .007 9312
Impostor grp 1 1551892 15.892 1.526 s 219
2-Way Inter-
action 1 16.759 1:6/.759 1.609 « 207
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 31302712 11.091 1.065 .366
Residual 142 1478.947 10.415
Total 145 16512042 19 10.429
Cogntitive Structure
Main Effects 2 14.823 7.411 .725 .486
Gender 1 14.698 14.698 1.439 <232
Impestor grp. 1 .704 .704 .069 25
2-Way Inter-
action 1 6.748 6.748 .660 .418
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 295, S0 - 190 .704 « 551
Residual 142 1450.820 10217
Total 145 1472.390 10.154
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Table 4, continued

Sum of Mean F F
Source df Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Defendance
Main Effects 2 53.696 26.848 25285 Sl
Gender 1 5138 <38 oLk 2915
Impostor grp 1 58,878 53 2878 4.443 ~037
2-Way Inter-
action 1 4.359 4.359 <3863 .548
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 58,055 1.9.78152 1.6 <190
Residual 142 i A T05.. 787 200N
Total 145 1763.842 12.164
Dominance
Main Effects 2 100.240 50.120 3.014 052
Gender g 69.335 69.335 4.170 .043
Impostor grp 1 19.828 192828 291072 ST
2-Way Inter-
action 1 .066 .066 .004 .950
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 100.306 38,485 2,011 LIk
Residual 142 2861 .28 16.628
Total 145 2461.541 16.976
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Table 4, continued

Sum of Mean F F
Source df Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Endurance
Main Effects 2 42.568 21.284 18750 .178
Gender 1 14.827 14.827 1.219 27
Impostor grp 1 22.405 22.405 1.842 5 alg T
2-Way Inter-
action LY 22,7308 225738 1.869 174
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 65.300 209.:7:677 1\7:89 52
Residual 142 1727.446 125,065
Total 145 1792574 12.364
Exhibition
Main Effects 2 42.114 21,057 12101 .304
Gender 1l 38.708 38.708 2.208 . 139
Impostor grp 1 1210577 18077 <061 .805
2-Way Inter-
action 1l 15.606 1556106 .890 .347
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 57520 19.240 1.098 #3562
Residual 142 2489.019 1785528
Total 145" 2546.740 17.564
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Table 4, continued

Sum of Mean F F
Source daf Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Harm Avoidance
Main Effects 2 341,221 170.610 9.5l .000
Gender 1 338.863 338.863 18.891 .000
Impostor grp 1 - 6T = Bl .038 .846
2-Way Inter-
action 1 24093 2.093 iz i3
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 343.314 114.438 6.380 .000
Residual 142 2547.180 1. 938
Total 145 2890.493 19.934
Impulsivity
Main Effects 2 49.348 24.674 2.080 <129
Gender il 34.380 34.380 2.898 . 091
Inpostor grp . 1 20501438 2%.028 OS2 185
2-Way Inter-
action 1 16.803 16.803 1.416 <286
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 66.151 22.050 1.859 «139
Residual 142 1684.568 11.863
Total 145" L7505 789 12.074
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Table 4, continued
Sum of Mean F F
Source df Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Nurturance
Main Effects 2 180.562 90.281 9.047 .000
Gender 1 17 3.19i7.0 1'73:.:977.0 17.4383 .000
Impostor grp 1 17.869 17.869 15794 -183
2-Way Inter-
action 1 91507 9507 953 SB13:
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 190.069 63.356 6.349 .000
Residual 142 1417.089 9.980
Total 145" '1607.156 11.084
Order
Main Effects 2 157,629 78.814 351924 022
Gender 1 15615720 156720 7.796 .006
Impostor grp 1 6.455 6.455 B2 1572
2-Way Inter-
action i 2..905 2.905 .145 .704
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 160.534 58 .5 2.662 .050
Residual 142 2854.589 20,103
Total 145 13015128 20.794
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Table 4, continued

Sum of Mean F F
Source df Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Play
Main Effects 2 22.574 1gis 2:817 .899 .409
Gender At .002 <002 .000 .989
Impostor grp 1 22.146 22.146 1.764 .186

2-Way Inter-
action 1l 321032 32.932 2.623 .108
(Gender x Impostor grp)

Explained 3 55 . 506 18.502 1.474 .224

Residual 14217824501 12.553

Total 145 1838.007 12.676

Sentience

Main Effects 2 18.946 9.473 .902 .408
Gender sl 18,261 185258 1.737 «190
Impostor grp 1 .080 .080 .008 Sisloil

2-Way Inter-

action 1 10.994 10.994 1.046 .308
(Gender x Impostor grp)

Explained 3 29.940 9.980 . 950 .418
Residual 142 1491.978 10.507
Total 145 '1521.928 10.496
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Table 4, continued
Sum of Mean F F
Source df Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Social Recognition
Main Effects 2 208 077 109.039 8.890 .000
Gender il 50776 5.776 .47 .494
Impostor grp 1 200.097 200.097 16814 .000
2-Way Inter-
action il <030 .030 1002 .960
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 218.108 72.703 5.928 .001
Residual 142 1741.652 32,265
Total 145 1959.7.60 13.516
Succorance
Main Effects 2 163.642 81.821 5.889 .003
Gender i1l 23.162 285162 1.667 .199
Impostor grp 1 124.156 12407156 8.936 <003
2-Way Inter-
action it 47.087 47.087 3.389 .068
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 210.728 70.243 5.056 .002
Residual 142 11972.895 13.894
Total 145 . 2183628 15.059
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Table 4, continued

Sum of Mean F F
Source df Squares Squares Ratio Prob
Succorance
Main Effects 2 163.642 814821 5.889 <003
Gender il 23.162 235162 16617 .199
Impostor grp 1 124.156 124.156 8,936 .003
2-Way Inter-
action A, 47.087 47.087 3.389 .068
(Gender x Impostor grp)
Explained 3 2105728 70.243 52056 .002
Residual 142119724895 13.894
Total 1458121888623 158059
Understanding
Main Effects 2 3910298 19.639 1.549 <216
Gender 1 9.658 9.658 L 762 .384
Impostor grp 1 33657 380571 2.647 .106
2-Way Inter-
action 1 258<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>