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Subjects read stories depicting the death of an individual through either an accident or a terminal 
illness. The subjects then answered questions designed to measure the extent to which various 
defense mechanisms were elicited by the stories. In Experiment 1, the subjects used rationaliza­
tion more than denial or repression after reading the accident story, but they used all three defenses 
with equal magnitude after the illness story. In Experiment 2, rationalization was again used 
more than denial after the accident story, and the two defenses were used with similar magni­
tude after the illness story. There may be specific trauma-defense relationships whose existence 
depends on specific characteristics of both the type of trauma and the type of defense mechanism. 

Our purpose in the present research was to examine the 
uses of denial, repression, and rationalization to relieve 
death anxiety. We were interested in determining whether 
there is one defense mechanism that is typically preferred 
as a means of dealing with the intense anxiety of death, 
and whether the pattern of defense-mechanism use is af­
fected by the specific type of death trauma. The determi­
nation of which mechanisms are actually used in highly 
stressful situations has theoretical implications for the un­
derstanding of cognitive defense mechanisms, as well as 
practical implications for grief therapy . 

Death anxiety is important, because we live in an age 
in which death is not easily acknowledged. Often, survivors 
do not understand or know how to deal with their feel­
ings when someone dies (Stephenson, 1985). There have 
been relatively few attempts to measure exactly what cop­
ing strategies are used, despite the potential value of such 
measurements . Because different types of death may lead 
to different levels and types of stress (Florian, Kravetz, 
& Frankel, 1984; Heilbrun & Pepe, 1985; Pietropinto, 
1985), different defenses may be used to cope with differ­
ent types of death situations. Thus, a full understanding 
of trauma-defense relationships requires that one exam­
ine a variety of death situations and defense types. 

In the present studies, we attempted to begin mapping 
the trauma-defense relationship by inducing death anxi­
ety through stories of accident-caused or illness-caused 
death, and by measuring the subsequent extent of defense­
mechanism use on questionnaires. 

EXPERIMENT 1 

Method 
Subjects. The subjects were 31 college undergraduates recruited from 

psychology classes. They had no prior knowledge of the nature of the 
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experiment. Potential subjects who had experienced recent deaths in the 
immediate family were excused. 

Procedure. Each subject read a story depicting a protagonist experienc­
ing the death of a parent, either through terminal illness (cancer) or as 
the result of an unexpected (auto) accident. After reading the story. the 
subject filled out a questionnaire designed to measure general levels of 
death anxiety, and then a second questionnaire designed to measure 
defense-mechanism use. In the second questionnaire, 6 questions mea­
sured the use of rationalization (e.g., "To what extent is the parent better 
off dying?"), 6 measured denial (e .g., "How likely is it that anyone 
you know will ever die this way?"), and 6 measured repression (e.g., 
"How much suffering did the victim experience?"-when the details 
of the story made it clear that a great deal of suffering was encountered). 
Responses consisted of giving a rating between 1 and 7. Some ques­
tions were worded so that higher ratings represented greater use of the 
defense probed by the question, whereas others were worded so that 
lower ratings signified greater use of the defense. The subjects' ratings 
were transformed to yield magnitude scores, with higher numbers in­
dicating greater defense-mechanism use. 

The subjects were randomly assigned to either the accident or the ill­
ness condition . Each was allowed 5 min to read the story, 10 min to 
complete the general levels of anxiety questionnaire, and 10 min to com­
plete the defense-mechanism questionnaire . 

Results 
Figure 1 shows mean defense scores as a function of 

both type of trauma (accident or illness) and type of 
defense (rationalization, denial, or repression). A mean 
score for each defense mechanism was computed for each 
subject. The points on the figure represent means across 
subjects. Rationalization is used with greater magnitude 
than either denial or repression, with the latter two yield­
ing almost identical scores. This pattern interacts strongly 
with type of trauma: The difference between rationaliza­
tion and the other defenses is extremely large for the ac­
cident but almost nonexistent for the illness. A 2 x 3 anal­
ysis of variance showed a main effect for type of defense 
mechanism [F(2,58) = 54.8, p < .001] and an interaction 
between defense mechanism and trauma [F(2,58) = 46.2, 
p < .001]. There was no effect of type of trauma (F < 1). 

Correlational analyses showed a correlation between the 
magnitude of repression scores and magnitude of denial 
scores [r(29) = .49, p < .01], as well as a negative corre-
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Figure 1. Magnitude of defense mechanism use as a function of 
type of trauma and type of defense mechanism: Experiment 1. 

lation between magnitude of repression and magnitude of 
rationalization [r(29) = - .36, P < .05]. 

Discussion 
1lIe results suggest some specific relationships between types of trauma 

and the types of defense mechanisms used to cope with such traumas. 
Rationalization is used to a much greater extent than denial or repres­
sion to cope with the accident story. For an illness, the three mecha­
nisms are used to an extent that is virtually identical . This suggests that 
defense-mechanism use is specialized. Something about rationalization 
makes it more useful for accidental death, whereas the different mech­
anisms are roughly equivalent in their usefulness for dealing with the 
trauma of illness. 

The results support earlier assertions that denial and repression are 
equivalent mechanisms (Gieser & Ihilevich, 1969). The repression and 
denial magnitude scores are identical in the two trauma conditions and 
the use of those mechanisms is positively correlated. 

plus 4 new questions designed to measure the appropriate mechanism. 
The remaining procedures are identical to those in Experiment I . 

Results 
Figure 2 shows mean magnitude of defense use as a 

function of trauma (accident or illness) and mechanism 
(rationalization or denial) . Generally, rationalization is 
used to a greater extent than denial. The difference be­
tween rationalization and denial is quite large for the ac­
cident condition and much smaller in the illness condi­
tion. This pattern is similar to that in Experiment I. A 
2 x 2 analysis of variance yielded significant main effects 
for type of trauma [F(I,6) = 10.3, P < .02] and type of 
mechanism [F(l,6) = 33.8, P < .01], as well as a signifi­
cant interaction between the two [F(l,6) = 11.9,p < .02] . 

Discussion 
As in Experiment I, it appears that defense mechanisms may be 

specialized; the extent to which a particular defense mechanism is used 
depends on the type of trauma that has been presented. Rationalization 
seems to be preferred to denial when one is confronting the death of 
a loved one through an accident, whereas the two are used to a similar 
extent in coping with the illness of a loved one. One difference between 
the two experiments is the finding of a main effect of trauma in Experi­
ment 2; apparently the overall use of defense mechanisms was greater 
for the accident than for the illness. This may reflect the greater need 
for mechanisms in coping with an accident story. It may also occur be­
cause the best mechanisms for coping with an illness were not probed. 
Some other mechanism might have yielded higher scores for illness that 
would bring the overall scores to an equivalent level. 

A complete understanding of the trauma -defense relationship will re­
quire further study. First, different types of traumas need to be researched. 
Traumas differ on several dimensions, such as suddenness of death or 
amount of pain suffered by the victim, and the role of these charac­
teristics needs to be investigated. A wider variety of defense mecha­
nisms might also be tested. The reasons for the increased use of a par­
ticular defense mechanism in a particular situation need to be understood. 

Experiment 2 
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EXPERIMENT 2 DonI. 1 

Experiment 2 was done to replicate Experiment 1, using 
an expanded and revised set of questions. Questions about 
repression were eliminated, under the assumption that re­
pression could not be differentiated from denial, and ques­
tions about rationalization and denial were constructed and 
added instead. 

Method 
Subjects. The subjects were 8 students enrolled in a summer psy­

chology course. None had recently experienced a death in the immedi­
ate family. 

Procedure. Each subject read an accident story or a terminal illness 
story . Each subject then fIlled out a questionnaire containing questions 
about general anxiety, followed by a questionnaire measuring the sub­
ject's use of both rationalization and denial to cope with the accident 
or illness . This questionnaire had 20 questions, JO for rationalization 
and JO for denial. Each set of 10 consisted of the 6 used in Experiment I, 
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Figure 2. Magnitude of defense mechanism use as a function of 
type of trauma and type of defense mechanism: Experiment 2. 
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Rationalization may be preferred because it is a more' 'intellectualized" 
mechanism than denial, for example, but this hypothesis was not tested 
in the present studies. These issues await further research. 

REFERENCES 

FLORIAN, V., KRAVETZ, S., & FRANKEL, 1. (1984). Aspects of fear of 
personal death, levels of awareness, and religious commitment. Journal 
of Research in Personality, 18, 289-304. 

GLESER, G. C., & IHILEVICH, D. (1969). An objective instrument for 
measuring defense mechanisms. Journal of Consulting & Clinical Psy­
chology, 33, 51-60. 

HEILBRUN, A. B., & PEPE, V. (1985). Awareness of cognitive defenses 
and stress management. British Journal of Medical Psychology, 58, 
9-17. 

PIETRoPINTO, A. (1985). Coping with death in the family. Medical 
Aspects of Human Sexuality, 19, 76-82. 

STEPHENSON, 1. S. (1985). Death and the campus community: Organiza­
tional realities and personal tragedies. In E. S. Zinner (Ed.), Coping 
with death on campus: New directions for student services (pp. 5-13). 
San Francisco: lossey-Bass. 

(Manuscript received August 3, 1989.) 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (ISO Coated v2 300% \050ECI\051)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Perceptual
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /PDFA1B:2005
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<


    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>



    /HUN <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 6.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200036002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 6.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>


    /SKY <>

    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>

    /ENU <FEFF004a006f0062006f007000740069006f006e007300200066006f00720020004100630072006f006200610074002000440069007300740069006c006c0065007200200039002000280039002e0034002e00350032003600330029002e000d00500072006f006400750063006500730020005000440046002000660069006c0065007300200077006800690063006800200061007200650020007500730065006400200066006f00720020006f006e006c0069006e0065002e000d0028006300290020003200300031003100200053007000720069006e006700650072002d005600650072006c0061006700200047006d006200480020>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice




