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A Study cn the Construction cf Ego-strength  scale

far the Evaluation of Couns:ling Effects

Chang-Ho Lee, Jae-Whan Kim

Abstract

In this study, attempts were made to evalycte cle-
arly the nature of the concept of ego-strength, to
construct the more valid scale of ego-strength in
terms of item analysis of the existing ego-strength
scale, which enable to differentiate among diagnos-
tic groups and to measure the outcome and the im-
provement of counseiing or psychotherapy, and to
examine the possibility of measuring the ego-strength
in terms of the use of the short form (383 items) of
MMPL

For this purpose, thres groups of students were

used; (O self-referred counselees who aware of their

inner conflicts and problems in personality area
@ normals(S),

they felt, had severe personalily problems, bu tnee-

aprd consulted a counselor, who,
ded not to consult a counselor, @ normals(N), who
regarded their personality problems as trivial,

The findings of this study were as follows:

1) Ego strength suggested the strong motivations
and latent potentialities or forces in which they
aware of their inner conflicts and tried to read just
themselves with the professional help and indicated
the defensiveness.

@ 42 ttems were drawned from item analysis, two
of which were reversed in the direction of the scoring.
The result of item analysis showed that 42 items fun-
ctioned better in the direction of differentiating
normals and abnormals than 68 full items.

® High correlation between first 46 items includ-
ed in the short form (383 items) of MMPI and 68
full items suggest the possibility of the use of the
MMPI short form, in measuring the ego-strength,
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