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ﬂ : ABSTRACT S ‘

\ N
Recently there has been a call for introducing feedback'

séss;ons,duriné testing. It was the purpose of this

study to examine some of the concerns faced in communic-
\ ‘ ' . _ —
ating psychological test material, by asking subjects

to rate the degree of accuracy of true and false des-
: N :

criptions as well as positively stated and negatively

stated descriptions as self-descriptive. - A look at the

preference of feedback was also'undertaken. Form A and

B éf the Personality Reseatrch Fd}m‘(Jackson, 1967) was
administered to 48 volunteer subjects in group session.
Later, subjects were given four inaividuélized inter-
pretations.r To avoid order éffecté, four extreme bal-
anced forms of communication were given and each subject’
was ;andomly aséigned to one of the fopr possible o£der$.
During a feedback session,rsubjects wereﬂa;ked to rate |
the.accuragy of each Stgtéﬁent, indicating wﬁich they
would prefer and write'their o?inions and reactioﬁ to
the, interpretation-and receiving personality test feed-
béck;. Reéults indipate& that: 1) subjects were more
wil}ing‘to accept true feedback than false feedback:

2) negatively stated feedback ‘was perceived more accurate
than positively stated feedbgck:(however, this conCihsion
cannot be inﬁerpretated without including the truth or

ii



falsity of the comounication since there was no effect .
of the manner in which-the_message‘was stated in the’ : )
true feedback); 3) subjects tended to prefer true feed-
back; 4) subjects tended to prefer that personality
description which they judged te bé most accurate, and
5) order effects occurred in this study, however, they.
were doe to the variables;-i.e., trpth‘or falsity andr
positively stated or negatively stated, within the t——\
order of presentation.  These findings we taken to
-1nd;cate that the message that is communlz§::% rrom test
material in a_clinical‘setting_is of primary iﬁoortance.
Implicétions of the'results for clinicai pracﬁice were
diécussed, and suggestions for future research ip this

.

area were suggested.

0
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CHAPTER 1

- : INTRODUCTION

’
]

Psychoiogical tests are currentiy’being usea in
a wide range of clinical areas such as psychopathological
diagﬁosis, vocational counseling, educational diagnosis,
and industrial placement (Anastasi, 1968). Qﬁistorically,
the testee during assessment had been placed in a pa551ve
role with the psychologist followxng an active "medical
model"” orientation. ‘However, the medical model has in-
creasingly come under criticism (e.g., Szasz, 1960; |
Albee, 1969; and Balance,-Herschfield and Bringmann,
1970): Recently there-ﬂas been a more “existen;ial"
orientation int;oduced into‘testing; that is, the employ-
ment of the client as co-evaluator of the a;sessment
(Fischer, 1970, 1972) One way of 1nclud1ng co- evaluatlon

by the testee is to 1ntroduce feedback sessions after

testing. | \Xl

The Need for Assessment Research .

An introduction to feedback methods Anasfasi
(1968) deflnes a psychologlcal test as essentlally an
objective and standardized measure of a sample of behav-,
iour" (p. 21). A psychological_test allows the psych-
ologist fo observe a sa&ple of an individual's behavi?u;.

These observations are standardized; i.é., a uniform

1
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’ . ) 2
procedure is’ used in administering and scoring the test,
and objective; i.e., the observations are independent
of the examiner's subjective judgment as well as reliable
and valid. The psychological test is used for "assessment.
The goal of assessment:, however, is not the sample of
behaviour but some diégnostic or predictive value (Anas-

, ]
tas;, 15968). As Sundberg and Tyler (1%62) note:

Assessment can.be seen as the way we .go about

understanding others; as the systematic development

.and communication of information about a person and

his situation; as the description, prediction and

explanation of individual behaviour in natural

living situations; and as a process used in making

decisions and for developing a working image.or

"model (p. 98).

Assessmght is an influential featu;e‘of modern life, -

However, since the introduction of psychological tests
there has been a public controversy over their use (Cron-’

bach, 1975). Concerns revolve around such moral issues

as confidentialityrand invasion of privacy (Lanyon a
. Goodstein, 1971) and such assessmen£ pProblems as respo
sets, acquiescence, social desirability,.and-role‘fBaugh—
mann, 1972). Anastasi (1967) has noted that the assess-
ment controversy has many causes and, hence, calls for
‘numerous remédies; IAlthougb no one solution could adeg-
uately solve the a;sessment problems, Anastasi (1967)
argues’ that éésessment could improve in thé light of

psychological'research. She notes:

r
K]

Y
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Although the very essence of psychological
testing is the measurement of behaviour, testing
today is not adequately assimlating relevant

development from the science of behaviour (Anastasi,
1967, p. 300). :

One area of psychologiéal research that would be
very important is communication. Berdie (1963) has

noted:

It is urged that more emphasis be given to
research on the effects of communicating pPsycholog- ..
ical information to parents, teachers, and students.
There should be extensive experimentation with dif-

ferent methods of communication of such information
(p..144) : o

t

Hence, it seems that research on the effect of com-

municating psychological "information is one possible

‘solution that can help assessment with its multiplicity

of problems. Although there is some literature in re-
lation to communicating-to the referral agent (e.q.,
Huber, 1968) and to the testee, more research is needeg

especially in relation to communicating to the testee.

‘Such communication may raise some moral issues (Lanyon

and Goodstein, 1971), but the present author believes
that feedback is an essential part of assessment.
One concern about'communicating assessment results

is its possible impact on the client (Anastasi, 1967).

Some suggestive ideas about the possible impéct come

from Szasz (1961). He notes that psychological commun-

ication may "often prescribe conduct, while claiming

/

o

-

R
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merely to désc?ibe it" (Szasz, iéﬁl, pP. 59). Suggestive
evidence of such "prescription" is found in experimental
psychology (Rosenthal and Fode, 1965), educational psychol-
ogy (Rosenthal and Jadobson, 1971} and cli;ical»psychology
(Szasz,‘lQGl).l However; with "proﬁer safeguafas", such as
‘reseafch into how to communicate psycholqgical information
(Berdie, 1965), such an impact of clinicél material could

be curtailé&d.

An existential h carried some recom-

mendation for commudic g, aysessment material has al-
ready been introduced by Fisher (1971, 1972). The psychol-~-
ogists' ethical standards begin:

The psychologist believes in the dignity and
worth of the individual being (A.P.A., 1972, p. 168):

According to Fisher (1970) this statement recognizes
"the individual's co—constitﬁtion of his e#periencé."_ Shé
argues that it is the individual's'perspective_that gives
meaning to experience. The individual is never passive, )
but co-const%tutes the meaning of "things" (Fishér,‘lQ?O):MESF'"“
In fact, the individual‘can experience “tﬁings“ only from
His perspectives. As Fisher put it, "'things' cannot
exist for a man outside of-the way they are for him."

(Fisher, 1970, p. 71). Fisher (1970). further argues that
to ‘the extent that an individual co-constitutes his ex-

perience from the multiple‘possible.pérspectives he is an

individual human. As Fisher (1970) notes a person's open-
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' - -~
nes to multiple meanings is *his uniquely human nature."
Hence, the implicatiocn for-psychblbgical‘éssessment is
‘that the testee's perspective must be understood, if. we
are to understand the client as a unigue individual. In
the old "medical model", the client was a passive recip-
ient of the professional's judgments with complete secrecy
of test material (Fisher, 1972). Such principles according
to Fisher (1970) follow the natural sciences and leave the
client as some passive "non-human” thing. Fisher's exist-
ential orientation notes that;

the client's perspective must be understood...
(and)...furthermore, it is the client himself who
is in the best position to confirm or clarify the
evaluator's impresgions (Fisher, 1970, p. 71).

Hence, the client should be a co-evaluator of his
assessment. Finally,

Human science data are already located in the
client’'s everyday life data. They are not inter-
pretations, constructions, or abstract explanations;
they do not require processing before feedback can
be given to the client (Fisher, 1972, p. 368).
Therefore, although ‘feedback is also part of the

traditional approach (e.g., ‘Sundberg and Tyler, 1962), it

. becomes an essential part of this new orientation.

Previous Work on Feedback

Individual counselors vary in their procedures of
giving feedback (Dressel and Matteson, 1950). 'Such‘pro-‘
cedures range from secrecy to complete co-evaluation.

Tyler (1959) has arqued like Fisher (1970, 1972) that a
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counsellor has to communicate assessment material. - Sund-
berg and Tylér (1962) note that feedﬁack is done in coun-
selling cenﬁres and education' .situations,_however, less
with psychiatric patients. Hiiever, recently feedback
has been introduced in c;ihical settings (Richman, 1967;
Bringmann, Balance, Krichev,.lB;z).

Bringmann, Balénce, aﬁd Krichev (1972) have preSented
a model for clinicél assessment which incorporates a
feedback method. y The Egdiﬁidual sections of thqir proced-
'u;es are: {l) 1Intake, (2) Assessment, (3) Feedback,
(4) Constructive Action, and (5) Termination.

The model. is described by Bringmann; Balance and
- Krichev (1972) as follows:
1. intake: Once the client is referred by himself
or some other referring agenﬁ, the client obtains
some information about pdssible programs and com-
pletes some application forms. After the caﬁplet—
ion of the application forms an appointment is
made to schedule this interview within one weéka?r'
in case of emergencies, they are dealt with on the
same day that the referrai was made. During the
initial interview,.-the client has the opportunity
to see a profgséional. At such time, the client

may explain his problems and receive information

about possible services. The client may then
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termlnate the relatlon {see Termlnatlon below) o

~or if.the cllent wishes to continue his relation,

the professional will refer the client for (a) to
complete a series of-psychological tests (see
Assessment below) or. (b) to take part in one of
the therapeutic programs (see Constructlve Action
below) . , - | : S
Assessment: Individuals'requestingwservices
typically complete a battery of‘psychologicai7
tests. More spec1allzed group or individual test—
ing may also be scheduled if necessary. All par-
ticipation in testing is voluntary, ‘but urged
during the initial interview. After all relevant
test results have been received, they are assessed
for issues and problems for which Fhe client has
sought assistanqe, 'Nékt,.the professional writes
a brief reportlabout.ehe client and his recommend-
ations fo; him. Further opinions and suggestiops
from other.professional sources may also be obtain-

ed.

- Feedback: All clients participating in the asses-

ment program are offered a complete summary of
the assessment. During the feedback session the
client has the opportunity to judge the accuracy

of the assessment and allow his perspectlve of

the evaluation to be understood. Durlng the -
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feedback 1nterv1ew,.the client is also informed
of p0551ble constructive actlon.programs Thel
client is free to accept, reject, or Qbstpone'
entry into any of the programs. The cliept's
deeisions are fecorded and'one of two sequences
may be initiated. .First,lthe client may decide
to terminate the relation (see Termination

below). Second, the client may decide to enter

‘one or more of the possible action programs

(see Constructlve Actlon below) Incidentally,

termination may also occur because of the pro-

* fessional's recommeéndation or because of clients

that are referred to other serivces.
Constructive Actioh:- The purpose of the con-~
Structive action program is to help the client

with his issues and problems. It follows the

assessment progfam and includes most of. the

activities which traditionally have been called
counselling or psychotherapy, aithdhgh'it‘is
not liﬁited to them. Other activities that
focus on constructive action may also be used.
Ideally, a re-evaluation of the client's Prob;
lems should be undertaken after some.time. f
Eg

This re-evaluation may include further testing “}
. A .

and further evaluation. ' .
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5. Termination: If the client wishes to curtail
his relation, or if, .the professional féspénl
sible.for him decides that termination is in
. order, a termination procedure is then com-
pleted. All_iﬁférmation and test results afe
“then closed and filed for storage;

Bringmanﬁ, Balance and Kricheﬁ's'(1972) model in-
troduced a feedback procedure within a clinical setting.
Richman (1967) has noted“that psychologists are‘reluctant
to share results but -that it is an importéﬁt tool in the
clinical setting. His clinical evidence shows that;

the skillful sharing of test results with the
patient is often beneficial especially for the very

Jdisturbed, when conducted by a psychologist trained

in both testing and psychotherapy (Richman, 1967,
p. 63). : : '

Furéher evidence from Flook and Sagger (1968) showed
that feedback of assessment material to students resulted
in superior academic performance.. Howéver, many (e.g., -
' Anderson, 1968; and flook and Sagger, 1968) have asked:
FWhat form should.the assessment feédback take to produce
the most beneficial résults?" In'regard to thig question,
Anderson .(1968) has presented three basic criterié for
giving feedback. _fhey are:

1. The other person needs to understand what I am

.saying.

-2, He needs to be willing and able to accept it.
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3. He needs to be able to do something about it

‘ if he chooses to (Anderson, 1968, p. 20).

fhe major prdblem with client participation'is'how
to report ﬁhe,tést results to the testee. BuSs (1959)
has 1nvest1gated some variables tht are 1mportant in terms.
of how to communicate feedback Buss (1959} has noted the
1mportance of 1tem style on frequency of endorsement
Buss (1959) gave subjects seven item styles: 'trouble

controlling' such as "I have trouble controlling...“;

‘can't help' such as "I can't help..."; 'feel guilty about'
such as "I am guilty about..."; 'like most people' such as
"Like most people..."; 'must admit' such as "I must admit

; and‘unelabérated such as "I sometimes...". Buss
(1959) found that some itémugtyles affected the frequency
of endpréemeﬁtias well .as their ratings for social desira-
bility, and suggested tﬂat—other sty1istics are probablf
important; e.g., a positively statéd versus negatively
stated style of communication. He alsobfound that the
content of the iﬁem is an important determiner of accept-
ance as self.descriptive; Hence Buss (1959) concluded |
thaf how the‘iﬁem is communicated is important in endorse;
ment; i.e., how'the.feedﬁack is given is important in
clinical communication.

Sundberg and Tyler (1962), Huber (1968), Sundberg,
Tyler and Taplin (1973) and others have outlined dlfferent

means of communicating assessment results. Sundberg



‘ll.
and Tyler (1962) have reported that, “psychologists hav?-
denounced 'pseudo-reporting’', a kind of writing which
substitutes generalities, trivialities and ambiggity for
specific, clear, and practical communication." {p. 235).
Tallent (1958) and Sundberg and Tyler (1962) have out—
llned numerous problems in psychologlcal communication,
" such as the Barnum effect, the Aunt Fanny report, the
Madison.Aveﬁue‘report, the trade-marked report, the Polly-
ana reports, and the prosecuting attorney briefs. The
Aunt Fanny rgport'is labelled as such, because it containé
nondifferentiating information that would be true of any-
one, although it may be complimentary, uncomplimentary or
neither. The Madison Avenue report are the kind of re- .
ports that are .designed so as to subtly play up to the
reéder-or are wriﬁteﬁ in a manner so as to sell some per-
spective as i1f it were merchandise. The trade-marked
‘report.is a breif that communicates nothing about the -
élient,_but reveals the psycholoist's personal concerns,
pfoblemé or dynamics. The Pollyéna repdrt is a form of
"pseuGOﬂrgportlng“ that contains only p051t1ve1y toned ‘g
lnformatlon and no attentlon is glven to any negatlve ;g
concerns or dynamics. The prosecuting attorney brlef& -
are reports that are saturated with neggtive information,
but givellittle or no attention to positive features of

, .
_the client, to the ‘extent that one is tempted to say,:
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."Will the defense now, please, present its case." One

of the major problems in communication is the kind of
report that is labelled as displaying. the "B. T. Barnum
Effect.” Tallent (1958) describes such reports as:

\ﬂ The essence of the Barnum method is to describe
a personality by using a few mildly negative gener-
alizations which are quickly neutralized in a matrix
of acceptable, even flattering remarks, both types
of comments being apparently applicable to everyone
(p. 243). , .

Because of .the Barnum effect and other problems in
reporting assessment material, it is important to individ-
ualize the test results (Meehl, 1956, and Tallent, 1958).

o
Although the literature discussed above was not directed:

to client communication, it is clearly applicable. It

'is-important for the client to understand the data and,
hence, if feedback is- going to be introduced to the client,

it should be clear and free of misconéeption. Furtherhore,

" such practices are an essential part of the client's wel-

fare and relationship as well as a means of test inter-

pretation (A.P.A., 1972).  To clarify the pbint of test

 interpretation to the client, Principle 1ldc of the A.P.A.

ethical code (1972) reads:
When test results are communicated directly to '
parents and students, they are accompanied by
adequate interpretive aids and advice.

‘The communication has to be adquaté and said in a

manner, such that the ingividual can‘undérstanﬁ the com-
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munication. Finally, Sundberg and Tyler (L968) state
that feedback to patients should give psychologlsts the
opportunity to improve their understanding of assessment
and give the clinician the opportunlty to 1mprove hlS

1nterpretat10n.

True versus felse Feedback

A"problem related to the "how" of reporting is ‘what

Wwill the testee accept?' Dressel and Matteson (1950);
‘Rudlkoff and Kirk {1959), Anderson (1968) and others
have noted the 1mportance of research involving the
effect of testee s partlcrpatlon on the acceptance of
L

assessment results.

Burdsal and Schwartz (1975) have shown*that mea%/

ured personallty tralts and self-ratings of personallty

traits are related.. They gave subjects The Cllnlcal
Analysis Questionnaire and the 16PF Test and later sub-
'ljects rated themselves on the traits the above tests
are eupposed to measure. Burdsal and Schwartz (1975)
reportedfhigh correlations wnich indicatee that the two
methods were measuring similar things. "Research has

also shown that subjects tend to accept descriptive

items from their own profile. Brlngmann, Balance, and

Sandbergqg, (1971) gave subjects true feedback statements

from their -own profile and randomly selected feedback.
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'They found  that subjecﬁs endorsed significantly more

.

highly the true feedback. Hence, at times sdbjecés do
accept "true" feedback. At other times, however;, sub-
jécts tend to accept certa%g "faL;e" féedback (Forer,
1949; éundberg, 1955; and Ulrich, Stachnik and Stginton,
1363). Férer (1949) showed thaﬁ'subjects are gullible

in the acceptance of universally valid personality des-
criptions.  Forér (1949) gave all subjects an idehticél
personaiity sketch that was.universally valid and found
a high degree of personal validation of this&sketch.
Sundberé {1955) found'that subjecﬁs cannot even distin-
guish their own individualized personality descriptions
from the kind of universally valid descriptions that
Forer (1949) had used. Ulrich, Stachnik and Stainton
(1963)‘also adopted an experiment from Forer (1949)
and'repliéated the finding that subjects accept vague,
generalized personality descriptioné as self-&Fscriptiﬁe.
Although such.data may indicate that the testee accepts
"false" feedback,.these studies also show the need for

individualized feedBack. Furthermore, these studies

show the possiblity of a B. T. Barnum Effect (Meehl,

. 1956; and Tallent, 1958). Apanasiewicz (1975)- has re-

p;;cated\Sundberg's (1955) finding. She has noted that
: ) 8 ‘

subjects see extremely generalized statements as accur-

ate, hence suph "false" feedback may indeed not be false
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for its general nﬁture {(Barnum Effect) ﬁay make it
accurate.  In fact, even when the soﬁrpe of the Barnum
report-is chapged to a lbw prestige source, subjécts
sfill accept the generalized statements (Rosen, 1975).
Therefﬁré,'to study whether sdbjects.accépt “falseJ
' st&teﬁents, individualizedn"false" feedback must be
used. This approach calls for subjects to'be‘given two:
.equa&ly individualized personalifyﬂdescriptions, ?Pt
one trhe.and one false. As noted eégligr, Bringmann,
Balance an% Sandberg (1971) have found‘that subjects
more frequently endorse descriptive statements derived
from their own profile than randomly selected statemen£s."
price (1971) and Bellehumeur (1975) have replicated this
finding. Although these studies {Bringmann, Balanée and
Sandberg, 1971; Priceé, 1971; and Bellehumeur, 1975) show
that subjects reject "false" feedback, a possible need
for replication remaipé. Hence, this study wili attempt
to clarify the true versus false issue by attemptiﬁg'to
confirmrége idea thatﬁéubjects do not accept false feed-
back, if indeed it is "false".

Balance, %éndberg and Bringmann (1871); Price (1871);
Freehan (1;73)‘énd others have shown that subjects tend
to reject certain true feedback. The first two s:udies

‘have shéwn that subjects tend to reject certain»“medical- .

model" oriented feedback. Subjects in the Balance,‘gandQ
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berg and Brlngmann (1971) and Price (1971) studles
endorsed non-pathologlcal descriptive statements over
pethOIOglcal orlented statements. Such results are
consistent with the inadequacies of the medlcal model
that has been outlined by Szasz (1960, 1961) and others.

Another finding in reiatien to rejeetiens of true
feedhack is reported by F;eeman (1973). He has noted o
that'subfects tend to reject certain true "negative"
feedback. To Freeman's (1973) finding, we-ﬁill now

turn.

Positive versus Negative Feedback

B .One of thelgroblems in introducing feedback to the _
client is the issue of positite End_negetive information.
Research intolthis issue beéomes.especially important in
the llght -0f the fact that the clln1c1an usually empha51-
ses the negative aspects of a’ person, even though assess-—
ment relies on hoth positive and negative evaluation :'
(Holme, 1972). Rudikoff and Kirk (1959) have argued that
‘the emphasis dtriné feeébadk sessions should be upon posi-
tive informatien. Horst (1959) has stated that all infor-
matlon, including the negatlve should be communlcated.
Richman (1967) has noted that in h;s clinical practlce he

empha51ses the positive, but does not 1gnore problems.

Anderson (1968) has sald that negative feedback

N
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must be given, but at the right time. Hence there is a
controversy over whether to give positive and negative
information during assessment feedback. In - terms of
fesearch,‘Binderman, Fretz, Scbtt ané Ahndhams (1972);
and Freeman (1973) have found a dlfference ln terms of
acceptance of positive and neg@tlve feedback as self-‘
descrlptlve Both of the above studies were concerned
‘with the effect of dlscrepancy on responses to test
results, and both 1ncluded p031t1ve and‘Pegatlve infor-
mation in their’ design. Blnderman, Frltgf Scott, and
Abrahams (1972); and Freeman (1973) gaﬁe ‘Subjects tests
and then gave subjects some artlflcxal feedback that.
was discrepant at dlfferent -levels as well as 1nclud1ng
positive end negatlve information. Results showed dif-
ferent effects for positive and negative information.
Freeman (1973) concluded_that'“subjeets eféﬁmore willing
to accept positive feedback about themselves than neg- °
ative feedback." (p. 572). Such a finding could be ex-
piained in terms of Festinger's (1971) congitive disson-
ance notion, The reception of negative feedback arcuses
dlssonance in the subject and motlvates hlm to reduce
the dlssonance by rejectlng the _negative information.
Edwards (1953) idea about social desirability mé{y also

explain Freeman's (1973) conclusion. Edwards (1953)

has ‘shown that subjects tend to more readily endorse a
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test item that is jﬁdged desirahle. Henée, subjects may
bhe moré willing'to accept positive feedback because they
are judged more'desirablé. A third éossibiiity to which
we will not turn is that the positive-negative issue is
a basiclééﬁgitive process.

Cognition can be viewed as organized along bipolar
dimensions; one pole is positive and the other is neg-
ative (Kelly,'l955, 1969; Adams-Webber and Benjafield,
1973). Research has shown that the positive is the first

f : ‘ :
to be correctly used by children (Donaldson and Wales,

1972); more readily recalled from memory (glark} 1969);
easier to use in concept formation (Denny and Benjafield,

lQGQ);"ﬁgéd‘mo:e frequently in describing acquaintances

(Adamg-Webber and Benjafield, 1973); came into and used

Webber, 1975); and easier to'use by schizophrenics in
maﬁing‘ju&gmehés (Adams—-Webber and Benjafield, 1975) .

The above'ligerature does not exhaust the data available,
but it clearly shows the preponderance of the positiﬁé
over thé negative as a basic coénitive process. This
preponderance may also account for the facg that sub-
jects are more wiilling td accept'positive feedback about
themselves thén hegative feedback. Although neither

one of the three above theories can be.confirmed by

Binderman, Fritz, Scott and Abrahms' (lB?é} and Free-

1
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man's (1973} findings, the present author believes that
the positive-negative iséue is more basic than the idea
of Festinger (1971) or the idea of Edwards (1953) would

- suggest. Such a notion has also been reported in some
research on the Barnum Effect.

Sundberg (1955) in the studf noted earlier has re—-
ported that subjecté prefer positively worded feedback
as oppésed to negatively worded feedback. Results from
subseguent studies that manipulated favourability have
indicated that the highest acceptance of pérsonalityﬂ
interpretationé is for positive stateménts (Mosher, 1965;
and Weisberg, 1970). Both Méshgr 11965) and Weisberg
{(1970) gave subjects "fake" generalized persohality test

interpretations which contained both positive, negative

and neutral_gta;ements;and,subjectswwene_then—asked_to _ T’E\\
rafé the dccuracy of the statements. Results showed

that subjects are more willinglto accép; positively

toned information, although they did|accept thé negatively
toned interpretations. Dmitruk, Collins, and Clingef ‘
(1973) attemptea to replicate the idea whether the ﬁarnum
Effect could be obtained with negative, as well as pos;'
itive, personal data. Dmitruk et -al., (1973) found that

the positive and negative personality interpretations

were equally accepted; It should be noted thag jeect-

ive ratings of subjects' statements by judges were used
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in Dmitruk et al's., (1973) study, rather than objective .
measures employed in the'reseagcﬁ that is cited above.
Altﬁough Dmitruk et al's.,_(l973) s;udy may not have. been
senéitive enough, a similar finding hﬁs been_feported by
Snyder -and- Shenkel (1976{. Hence, a controversy has
arisen regarding the positively versus negatively toned
feedbéck and, hence, this issue is.worthy of- further
research.

Snyder and Shenkel (1976) gave subjects both positive
and negative "fake" diagnostic feedback. Although sub-
jects more readily accepted a general personality des-
criptién when it waé positively rather than pegatively
toned, Snyder and Shenkel (1976) reported that the higher,
acceptance résulted.from'a highex rate of truthfulness'

existing in the positive interpretation. Hence, this

' éindiqg raises serious quesﬁioné'for the above literature
on the effect of favourability in the degree of acceptance
of psychological feedback. ‘Clearly, the gquestion of
truthfulness, as noted above in the discussion bn the
"Barnum Effect", must be céntrolled in any study of pos-
itivg versus négative‘communication, whéther in "fake"

or individualized feedback. As Snyder aﬁd Shenkel {(1976)

note:

>
Results (of Sundberg (1955), Mosher (1965), and
Weisberg (1970)) may have entirely been due to the
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fact “that the faqourable personality interpretation
was simply a more accurate general lnterpretatlon'
., of personallty“ (p. 39).

And, hence, subjects were probably accepting the.
positively toned statements more highly because they were
responding to the more "true" of the personality descript-
ions. Snyder andlShenkel (1976) argue that further research
is needed to investigate the variable of positive versus
negative interpretations when both are equated for the
deéree of truthfulness to further clarif§ the effects of
different variables on "the acceptable phenomenon. " This
Istudy wili expldre thie issue'in feedback communication.

éince pecple seem to 'be able to deal with positive
matters better than negatlve, the positive- negatlve

issue seems to be an important area of research lnto

'what will the testee accept?' It should be noted, how-

ever that personallty dlfferences affect ones dealings
with positive and negative information (Benjafield and
Adams—Webber, lQ%S). Smith and Sarason (1975) have shown
that social anxiety affects reactions to negative feed-
 back. Tfler (1950) has also noted the importance of
personality difference in giving feedback. However, re-
search; e.g., Buss (1959) has shown that non-personality
variance‘is also important. Furthermore, data eeem to

show that people in general can deal with pesitive mat-

ters better than negative matters.
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Aithough Binderman,.Eritz,.Sqott and Abrams (1972)

and Freeman (1973) have presentedosome data to clarify
‘the positive versus negative issue in assessment, they
ised falsified (artificial) test data. Thé studies of
Mosher (1965), Weéisberg (1970), Dmitruk, Collins, and
Clinger (1973) and Snyder and Shenkel (1976} have a sim-
ilar problem. Therefﬁre, this issue of positively toned
versus ﬁegatively toned becomes aﬁ important variable in

studying the acceptance of feedback statements as self-
descriétive from real test data. 1In fact,_$nyder and
Shenkel (1976} tﬁemselves have noted that the study of |
positively toned~versu$ negatively toned informatién
cannot be seperated from truthfulness. Since the Barnum
type studies have a major design problem, as noted above,

the issue of positive versus negative must be investig-

ated'usipg individualizgd test feedback.

Snyder and Shenkel (1976} have éalled for further
research into ﬁhe variables of:True~versus False, Posi-
tive versus Negative, and their possible interaction in
‘diagnostic feedback érocedures. The‘é;oblem, however,
in this kind of research is how to operationalize posi~
tive versus negative commﬁnication without introducing
the "Barnum Effect" and the problem in the Binderman,
Fritz, Scott, and Abrahms (l§725'and Freeman (1973)

studies. One possibility, which we will follow, is to
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manipulate the positive versus negative variable in
terms of how ir is-Stated. Such a procedure is somewhat
similar to the method used by Buss (1959) in regard to
styliStic'uariables ih communication. Similar approaches
:have-also been used in studies in reasoning processes
(Clark, 1969) and in concept formatioﬁ (Denny‘and Benja-
field, 1969). Such a procedure is also a standardlzed
én%}bbjectave way of operatlona1121ng the positive-neg- »
ative variable. Thus, we will use 1nd1v1duallzed feed-
back’ in this study that is either positively stated or
negatively stated. For example, in regard to achievemeﬁt,
one could write; "This person is strongly mptivateé by
_ challenges and likes competition" for a positively stared

statement, and one could write; "This person is not weakly

motivated by challenges and dislikes non-competition" for

a negatively stated statement. _Although such method of
_operationaiizing is only one of several possibilities, it
seems like a sound procedure and worthy of lnvestlgatlon.
Hence, besides the true versus false varlable, this
study will explore the effect of positively stated versus
negatlvely stated communication on the acceptance as
self—descrrptive.

A related‘idea'to acceptance is preference of feed-

back material Edwards (1953). has shown that subjects

tend to more readlly accept assessment items that are .
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judged as ﬁore desirable. Apanasiewicz (1975) h&s
found that subjects tend ﬁo prefer personality‘descrip-
tions which they rated as more aécurate, to be p:ue
of thémseives. She obtained this result by héving sub-
jecté both rate the accuracy and prefergnce of f#®edback
" material. The findings of Edﬁards {1953) and Apanascie—
wicz (1975) suggest that subjects prefer the.items they
accept. Hence, this gtudy will look at the relation .
between preference and acceptance of feedback statements.

The literature that deals with the positivé—negat—
ive issue suggests that peoplé would“prefer pésitive-
infofmation over negative. Hence it may be important °
to see whether subjects would pfefer positively stated .
information aside from accuracy. So, we will look at
tﬁg preferenée of pgsitivedor negative as well as the
relation between préference aﬁd acceptance. L

Becaﬁse'of the wide range of the use of cliﬁicél
éssessment aﬁd the controversy surrounding its use, a
note for the neéd of assesémenﬁ-research was outlined.
Berdie (1965) and others have urged thét more emphasis
be'giqen on communicating psycholoéical information.
Although some literature is available on how to com-
municaté assessment material, further investigation

into communicating to the client is needed. A new

"existential” orientation (Fisher, 1970, 1972) and

L
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its application was then introduced which led to the
testee as co-evaluator. Discussion then focuéed on
feedback_methods,.including in clinical settings' which
raised the problem of hoﬁ to report the test resuits to
the testee. A related question to the "how" is what
will the testee accept. - Research was then discussed té
introduce the first variable; T?ue versus False feedback
statements as self-descriptive. A second variable was '
intraduced} Positiﬁely stated versus Negaq}vely stated
feedback statements. Besides the rating of accuracy of
these statements, a look at the preference was also

introduced. Next, we will turn to introducing-the state-

ment of the prbblegt\

-

Problem and Hypothesis ' "

The basic problem of this study is how to communic--:
ate assessment material to the client, so that hé perfact-
ly understands what the clinician is saying. Hence, the
focus of this research is on variables that may effect
the acceptance of feedback statements aé self-descriptive.
And secondly, we will be 1ooking_at the\relationship
befWeen preference andracceptance.

The variables to be investigated are: (1) tﬁ; effect
"of true versus false feedback statements; and (2) the

effect of positi&ely-stated versus negatively stated feed-
: 1 ‘
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back statements.. The depenaent variéble is the degree
of acceptance’or rejection of the feédback statements
‘as self-descfiptive. Although the two independent
variables do not exhaust the number of possible varia-
bles invplved in the endorsement of feedback-stétements
as ‘self-descriptive, they seem to be important acﬁording
to the available literature. |

_The basic 51gn1f1cance of thls research is- that it

pertains to issues having to do w1th "how" to share test
results w1th clients whlch accordlng to Berdie (1965) is
urgently needed. Since the "how" and "what" to share
with the client has become increasingly important, e.g.,
the new "existential" orienﬁation in clinical praétice
and the psychologist's code of‘ethicé, the results should
be important to clinical psychology.

The hypothesis to~be.invéstigated in this study are

as follows:

1 Based on the findings of Bringmann, Balance and
Sandberg (1971); Price (1971, Beliehumeur {1975)
and other available literature, it is hfpothes—
izég that subjects will significantly mofe'
highly acéept true feedback.statements as self-
descriptive than false feedback statements.

11  Based on the flndlngs of Sundberg (1955); Mosher‘

{1965) ; Welsberg {1970); Blnderman, Frltz,.Scott

L]
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and Abrahms (1972); Freeman (1973); Dmitruk,
Collins, and Clingér (1973);: Snyder and .

Shenkel (1976); and 6ther available literature,
it is hypothesized that subjects will'signific-
antly more highly accept positively staﬁed
feedback statements as self-descriptive than
negatively stated feedback stétemeﬁts.

111 Based on the literature that shows people's"
preference for positive matters over negative,
it is hypothesi;ed that subjects will tend to
prefer positively stated feedback statements
as self-descriptive err negatively étated
feedback statements.

1wy Based on the finding of Apanasiewicz (1975)

| it is hyéothesized that subjects will tend to
prefer'that personality deséription which they
rated as most accurate, to be true of them-
. selves.
Pinally, it is anticipated that most of the éhbjects

who participated in this study will generally respond

positively to their assessment and feedback experiences.

¥
&
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CHAPTER II
METHOD
Subjects

t

Fofty-eight undergraduate|students (35 females, 13
males) from the University of Windsor served.as Subjects
(Ss). All Ss were enrolled in a second year psychology
course. Their age ranged from 19 to 44; and the §s'sﬂ
edﬁcatidnal level ;anged from fir;t‘to fourth year level

of university education. Ss were asked to volunteer for

this study.

Materials
Since Balance, Sandberg, and Bringmann (1971) have

found that Ss are more willing to accept neutral toned

‘descriptive than "medical model" oriented feedback, The

Personality Research formf Form A and Form B (PRF) (st}—‘
son, 1967, 1968) was used to obtain some psycholbgical
feedback statements. Twéntyffour Ss received Form A,
the other twenty-four recéived Form B. This test has

been. used in studies that investigated feedback methods

(e.g., Apanasiewicz, 1975). The traits that the PRF

. measures are: achievement, affiliation, aggression,

" 3.
autonomy, dominance, endurance, exhibition, understand-
ing, harmavoidance, impulsivity, nurturance, order,
play, social recognition, and infrequency. See Appendix

28
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" A. All of theSe’traits;except infrequency which is the
validity scale will be used‘in.this study. 'To‘intérpret
the PRF, a modification ofaBalance and Bringmanﬁ’s feed-
bact'statepent library (lQ?i}\:is used. Since we are
interested in positively'stated and-negatively stated
statements, the items were defined as\p051t1ve or neg-
ative depending on how Ltwaswrltten.\\mhe others will

. be rewrltten to form the positively stated or negatlvely

stated equlvalent. See Appendix B for "Positive agd

. Negative Interpretation Guide to PRF."

Procedure
rrocecure

»

The administration of the test was in group form.
It consisted of two sessions. In the fixst session,

Ss were asked to complete a psychological test and in |
the second session, Ss were asked to evaluate the assess-
ment. A two week period intervened between the two

sessions.

In the first session, the examiner (g) fitst pre;
sented Ss with a brief introduction into the nature .of
the study. See Appeﬂdix C for instructions given Ss
completing the psychological test. These iﬁstructions
Are based on Richman's (1967) communication to his

clients and the Apanasiewicz's (1975) .study. After the

instructioﬁs, Ss were given the PRF test. They were
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told to read and follow™the instructions on the PRF
manual carefully.

The PRF's were then scored and interpreted using
"The Poeitiﬁe and.Negatiye'Interpretation Guide to the_
PRF." The Ss, two higheét Scores were randomly assigned
to the p051t1vely stated or negatively stated positions
in the true division. The false division consisted of
the two'lowest scores of the Ss and wereiassigned random-
1y to the positive or negative positions. Hence, four
possible statements could be obtained for the Ss: a
True -~ Positive statement (TP):; a True = Negative state-
-ment (TN); a False - Positive statement (FP); and a False
- Negative'statement (FN). The four statements_here re-
corded on ‘paper for each subject. To control for any
erder effects, the statements were systematlcally balanced.
The orders were: (l) TP, TP, FN, FN; (2) TN, TN, FP,
Fp; (3) FP, FP, TN TN and (4) FN, FN, TP, TP. |

During the second session, Ss were asked to rate
the four psychological feedback stetements._ S5 were
asked to tate these stetements from 1 to 5;-such that,
1l is %erf poor; 2 is poor; 3 és average; 4 is good, and
5 is e#celient. Before'Ss rated the accuracy of the
statement, Ss were- presented by E w1th a brief 1ntro—
ductlon 1nto the nature of the feedback session. See

Appendlx D for instructions for SS receiving psychological
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test feedback. These instructions are based on Biéhman
(1967) and Apanasiewicz (1975). After the instructions,
Ss were given their individualized feedback form. See
Appendix E for instructions and ratiﬁg material for Ss
receiving psychological test feedback. Ss the?(eval-
uated the feedback assessment.

Based on the experiment of Ulrich, Stachnik, and

L}

Stainton-(1963),'thé fol;dwing was written dn‘the form
with the four statements that were to be judged for
accuracy.l ‘

"Rate the 4 intefpretative Statements of your
personality that are given below,'accordiﬁg t6 the fol-
lowing scéle. |

I think that the accuracy of the interpretation

was:

1 7A§ery Poor

2 - Poor

3 - Average

i.- Good

5 - Excellent"

Ss were also forced to make a@ choice on their
preference of the items. Based on the Apanasciewicz's
(1975) - study, Ss were asked:

"Aside from questions of accuracy, which of the

four statements would you prefer to be true of yourself?
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Circle the one that you would most‘prefer.to be true
of yourself. .
Statement 1
Statement 2
Statement 3
Sﬁatement 4"-
To investigate how Ss felt abouﬁ the assessment
and about getting back the results, Ss were asked some
additional gquestions. The first was derived from
Ulrich, Stachnik and Stainton (1963) and the second
from Apanasiewicz (lQ?g). The questions are:
"Please make any additional comments about the
test interpretation that you feel would‘Se approﬁriéte."
“Finally,'i would like to know something about youf
views and opinions about psychologicalltésting. On this
sheet, pléase write some of your réactions to the expe;i—
ment, how did yoh‘féel about taking_the'personality test;
- what were your féelings about. getting back the fesults?“
Aftex Ss complete the task, they we.re informed about

the nature of this study.

’

" Statistics
" The S's ratings for'the accuracy of the assessment
will be analyzed. We héve two independent variables,

namely True - False and Positively stated - Negatively

-
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stated and one dependent variable. The dependent
variable is the Ss' rating in terms of adceptance as
self—descr%ptive. The design hence célls for'a 2 x 2

ANOVA. Minimum significance will be set at .05 (Winer,

- 1962). An additional 4 x 2 ANOVA will also be computéd

3

for a pbssible order“effect significance will be set at
.Oé; Further analysis, using a Duncan.Multiple Range
will also be undeftaken (Edwards, 1960).

In order. to-discover whether or not positive feed-
back is prefé;red over negative feédback, a Chi-Square
Test will be undertaken (Edwards, 1960). A‘Chi-Square
Test ofbindependence will be carried out,"in order to
determine whether 0r not the item that was accepted'most
was significantly preferred tp a degree greﬁter than
chance expecténcy (Edwards, 1960). Finaily, a content
analysis of Ss additional comments about the ﬁsséssment'

and the feedback procedure will also be carried out. .



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

COmputationai procedures for the data obtained in
this study were uﬁdertaken. See Appendix F for t?e
réw data on the acceptancé scores of the feedback state-
ments for the Ss in tﬁis study. Fuxther‘dafa will be
feported below.

The first hypothesis in this'study was that .sub-
jects will significantly more highly accept true feed-
back statements as sélf—descriptive than‘false~feedback
statements. To test this prediction, Ss wére given both
trﬁe and false éommunication. The dependent variable
-was tﬁe Ss' rating for the accuracy of the communication;
i.e., acceptance scores. Acceptance scores ranged ffom
1 to 5, accérding.to the criteria that was outlined .above
in Chapter 11. A high score; e.g. 5, on the dependent,‘
variable indicates that the feedback statement was rated
as excellent, a low score; e.g., 1 on the dependent\
variable indicates that it wés rated as very poor. See
Appendix F for complete data. The relevant means of the
acceptance data obtained from:-Ss in this study are given
in Table 1. The table shows the mean acceptance scores
for the true communication and the false communication..
See Appendix F for complete data. These data were anal-

Y

34

™
a



o . 35
 TABLE I

Mean Acceptance Scores as a Function of True - FalSe and

Poéitively Stated - Negafiijﬁgfgtgted Communication

True False ~ Sum
Positively _ (/’; -
Stated X = 4,33 X = 2.60 X = 3.47
Negatively _ ‘ _ . ”_t
-  Stated X=4.13 X =3.48 X = 3.81
Sum . X =4.23 X =3.04

o
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yzed using Winer'é.(lQGZ) ANOVA procedure for a 2 x 2 ‘
design. Table 2 shows the summary table of the 2 x 2
ANOVA procedufe.‘ As Table 2 indicates, there is a sig—
nificant difference betwéen true and false communication
on mean acceptance scores (F (1,188) = 58.86, p <.o01).

Figure 1 shows this result figuratively. As predicted,

Ss accepted the true feedback statements as self-descript-

Al

.ive more readily than the false. statements. Hence, Hypo-

thesis 1 is supported.

The second hypothesis of this study.predicted that
subjed;s will significantly more highly accept positively
‘stated feedback statements as self-descriptive than nég-
atively stated feedback statements: This hypothesis was
tested by giﬁing Ss both positively stated communication
and negatively stated cdmmunication.' The dependent vari-

able was the -acceptance scores. The relevant means ob-

tained from Ss in-this study are presented in Table 1. ("

These data were analyzed using a 2 x 2 ANOVA procedure.
The ANQVA indicaﬁed that there is a main effect for the
positively stated and negatively.étgted communication
(F (1,188) = 4.64, p < .05). See Table 2, Figure 2 shows
this résuit,figuratively. The results show that the mean .
'gcceptance as self-descriptivé of the negatively stated
féedbéck was higher than the positively stated feedback.

This result is opposite of the'predicted result, hence

d

'{. !
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TABLE 2
Summary Table of 2 x 2 ANOVA Procedure for °

True {(T) - Falsé {F) and

Positively Stated (P.) - Negatively Stated (N) Variables _

1

Source ~ 8s df  Ms F

® -
Between Ss 87.1 3
A (T - F) 67.69 1 67.69 58.86%*
B (P-nN) 5.33 1 5.33  4.64%
AXB (Inter.) 14.08 1 14.08  12.24*%
Error r 215.38 188
Total - 302.48 191
T D ...
** p < 01

*.B'<I:05
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Figure 1. ..A figure showing mean-acceptance scores
as a function of true - false communic-
ation.
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Fiigure 2. A figure showing mean acceptance ScoOXes
‘as a function of positively stated-
negatively stated communication
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Hypothesis 2 is not supported.

Hypothesis 2 Was-not confirmed, the reason'for this
outcome seems to be explalned in the 1nteractlon between
the true false communication and positively stated-negat—
ively stated communication. Since both of the above var-
iables were included in the same 2 x 2 ANOVA, an inter-
.action was cémguted. Table 1 shoﬁs the relevant mean |
acceptance‘scores that are relevant to the interaction.
These data were anlayzed, and as Téble 2 indicates.a
‘Bignificant interaction was obtained between the two
variables in this ANOVA (F (1,188) = 12.24, p < .0l).
rThus, the effect éf the true-false va;iable is different

at different levels of the positively stated-negatively

stated variable. Figure 3 shows this result figuratively.

- A Duncan Multiple Range (Edward, 1960) was cﬁméuted'to
analyze which means were significantly.aifferent from the
" other means. A Duncan-Multiple Range ihdicateé‘that sig-
nificant differences existed betweén all the méans except
between the trge-poéitively stated communication and the
true;negatively stated; and between the true-negatively
stated communication aﬁd the faise-negatively stated.
The highest méan acceptanée scores was on the true-pos-
itively stated communication, although it did not differ
ﬁrbm the true-negatively stat®éd communication. The low-

est mean acceptance scores was on the false-positively

1
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Figure 3. A figure showing mean acceptance scores
as a function of true - false communic-—
. ation; and positively stated .- negative-

ly. stated communication
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stated feedback statement, which in fact was‘signifi;antly
different from all the other types of communication. The .
false-negatively statéd statement w#s significantly.accepted
lower than the true-positively stated communication (al- .
though this difference Was‘statisticallf significant, it
probably is not interpretatively), but ﬂot significantly
lower than the ﬁfue-negativély stated statements. Tg.con-
clude, it seems that the false-positively st#ted communica-
tion is signifiéantly less accepﬁed ds self-descriptive
than the other forms,of;communication, while these -others, .
including the false-negatively statea statements do nét
differ very mucﬁ, The reason for this result is probably
due‘to the lack of clarity of the false-negativel&-stated
communicatioﬁ. These.conclﬁsions also seem ﬁo explaiﬁ
whf Hypothesis, 2 was disconfirmed. 1In the true Qariable,
whether pésitively_stated or negatively stated has no ' -
effect but in the false variable, whether positively
stated or negat;vély stated has an effect. In the false

variable the négatively stated is highly accepted while

not in the positively stated feedback. Hence, because

- the acceptance pattern in both true and false ¢gommunic-

ation, Ss significantly more highly accept negatively
stated feedback as self-descriptive than positively

stated feedback. However, the above conclusion must be

understood in the light of the true-false communication.
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The desién of this stﬁdy célled for four different
orders of presentation. Although né predictions were
mgde} a computational procedure‘was undertaken to‘stqdy
the possibility of any order effects. The orders pre-
sented-to Ss were: Order A (OA) - TPTPFNFN; Order B
(OB) — TNTNFPFP; Order C (0OC} - FPFPTNTNr and Order D
{OD) - FNFﬁTPTP. See Appendix F for complete data.
The relevant means are givén in Table 3. Table 3 shéws
léhe mean acceptance scoreé as a-functién of or@er ef-
fects.' These data were analyzed using Winer's 7(1965)
ANOVA procedure for a-4 x 2 design. A 4 X 2 ANOVA
design.was used fpr ﬁhe following.féason. The first-,
va;iable calied‘for four ordérs of'gresentation.'fNow}
tﬁis order of presentatibn includes two additional vari-
ables. Each order includes true and false comﬁunicatiqn;“
anq positively stated and negatively stated communication.
tFor'analyses, as well as to see if there was'any ihtér-
‘ actidn, a collapsed blank variable was iﬁé&uded in the 7
design as a second variable to study the effects of the
variables within the orders. Lence'a‘4 X 2 ANOVA was-
computed, with{the fifst variable being ;he order an;
the second vériable being a blank variable that is col-
lapsed with twq‘scores. The reason' for the collapse is
that each § received four statements in one of the

orders, of which the fifst and second are combined and



<TABLE 3 :,j

. Mean Acceptancé Scores as a Funqtioh of Order Effect:

Order A (OA) —fPTPFNFN; Order B (OB) - TNTNFPFP;

' Order C (OC)} - FPFPTNTN; Oxder D (OD) - FNFNTPTP

(The additional variable (X) is a

-

collapsed-blank variable fo?nd within the orders.)

~

&;x /”A\\, ' . Prder

== B
A B -; G‘C S D ~ Sum
‘xl X=28.67 X=28.17 -X=5.50 X=6.75 "X = 7.27
X, X = 17.17 X = 4.92 - X=18.33 X=8.67 X=7.27
SAun} X 27.92 X=6.54 X =6.92- .i-= 7..71-
i
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the third and fourth are combiped becduse they are sim-
ilaf; The dependent variabléxigﬁzﬁz; study was the Ss’
acceptance scores of the feedback statements. Table 3
shows the mean acceptance scores as a function of the
order effects. Table 4 shows & summary table of the
4 x 2 ANOVA procedure.for the order effects. As the
data in Table 4 indicates, the résﬁlts show a signific-
ant difference for the ofder of 'presentation (F (3,185)
= 4.36, p <.01). Hénce, the ordergpf'presentation
seems to effect the level of acceptanée of theufeedback
staﬁémen£§ in this study. The order of acceptance from
lowest t§ highest is as follows: OB; 0C; 0OD; and OA.
Figure 4 shéws this result figuratively. 'A Duncan Multi-
ple Range (Edwardg, 1960) indicated that there is no sig—-
nificant difference between the following orders: OB and
oc; OC and OD; and OD and OA. Although the order of“R{i: L
sentation may account fér an order effect, the resultf
séems'to be due to the variables within the orders.

This conclusion seems warranted in the light of tgg//’*wf“\kwf

significant interaction in. this 4 x 2 ANOVA (F (3,185)

= 21.14, p < .01). See Tab;éfifi Figure 5 shows this
result figuratively. The si;Zificance of this inter-
'action.is as follows. There'were four possiblé orders
of preéentatidns used in thi% study, .namely (OA) - TPT

PFNFN; (OB) - TNTNFPFP; (Ocz - FPPPTNTN; and (OD) - .

FNFNTNTN. Now, if-you let hé order of presentation be
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Summary Table of 4 x 2 ANOVA Procedufe

TABLE 4

-

for the Order Effects

46

_‘_‘bf‘)"

Squrce Ss df MS F
Between Ss 88.75 6

A (orders) 15.18 3 5.06 4. 36%%*
AXB (J'Q'L_teraction) 73.57 3 24.52  21.14*%
 Error 213.73 185 ~ 1.16

Total 302.48 191

k& P < ._01



e

10.0

2.0

7.

47

Figure 4.

R

A B

A figure showing
as a function of
OC; and OD.

C D-

mean acceptance scores
order effects: OA; O0B;



48

10.0

L)

A B o D
Figure 5. A figure showing mean acceptance scores
" as a function of order effect and a col-
lapsed blank variable of T - F and P -. N

which was part of the order of presentat-
ion (X, and X,) '
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represented by Y then there are four possibleaordere.
Each order has four statements, th of which can be
collapsed. You can let this part of the order be
represented by X with two possible levels. -Ndw the
order of the mean acceptance within the two poseible

levels from lowest to highest is as follows: (1) Y

. ’ 2
X,i (2) Yy Xl; (3) v, X;; (4) ¥; X5 (5) Y, xl;.(g)
Yo Xy (7) Y;X;7 .and (8) Y, X4- Duncan Multiple Ranges

(Edwards, 1960) indicated singificant differences be-
tween all these possible combinations except:,l'and 2;
3and 4; 4 and 5; 5 and 6; 5 and 7; 5 and 8; 6 and 7;

6 and 8; and, 7jend 8.‘ {See fah{s 3 for the mean ac-
ceptance scores’ in these cells.) Hence, it seems that
the order of presentatlon 1s not the reason for the
difference in acceptance scores, rather whether.the'
order includes true-positively stated statements; true-~
negatively stated statements; false—pesitively stated
statements; and faise-negatively stated statements is

" of Primary importance. The reason for the difference
in acceptance is due to the message within the orders-
. of presentatlon. See Figure 5 for a figurative pre-
sentation. Clearly, the reason for the order effeets
is due to‘veriables within the orders. ' The acceptance

.Scores from highest to lowest is true-positively stated

communication; true-negatively stated; false-negatively
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stated; and faise-positively stated. ‘These results are
similar to.thelresults obtained above in the 2 x 2 ANOVA.
To conclude; the order is less important than the com-
munication within the order of presentation.

Besides ‘rating the accurggy of the feedback state-

‘ments, Ss' were also asked to judge the preference of

the feedback. See 'Method above.

In Hypothesis 3, it was predicted that subjeéts
will tend to préfer pogitivély stated feedback state-
ments as self—desbriptive thaﬁ'negaﬁivelyngtated feed-
back statements. To test this prediction,iéﬁ were asked
to indicate which statement of the four presented, they
preférred. ‘See Méthod. The data that was obtained
indicated thatlgs preferred in or?er from highest to
lowest, the truejnegatively stqted feedback:; ths true-
positively.stated feedback; the false-negatively.stated
feedback; and the false-positively stated feedﬁack.

Thg respective numbers are 21, 20, 4; and 3. _To analyze
thi; daﬁa, Chi-Square tests were computed (Edwards, 1960).

First, a Chi—Square'test was undertaken on all four

forms of feedback. The result indicated that there was

‘a significant difference in preference (x2 = 24,18,

p < .01). Hence, there is a difference in pfeierencé

" for a kind of feedback. To investigate further the

preference and to test Hypothesis 3, additional Chi-
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Square tests were'computed; First, the true and false
variable was collapsed to inrestigate the preference of
‘ positiveiy'stated.and hegatively:stated feedback. ' Re-
sults showed that the positively stated communication'
was preferred by 23 Ss, and the negatlvely stated com-
munication was preferred by 25 Ss: -A Chi-Square test
indicated that there was.no‘sighificant difference in
?reference for positively stated or negatively stated
statements. (xz = .08, n.s.) Hence, Hypothesis 3 is
not confirmed, rather there is no preferencg by subjects
whether the communication is positively or negatively
stated. However, as showh above , there is some sig-
nificant preferehce for a certain:kind‘of'eommunicatienl
A computationai procedure was Ehen undexrtaken to see
~whether Ss preferred true or false communication. The
positively stated and negatively stated variable was
collapsed to investigate the true-false variable. Re-
sﬁlts shewed that the true feedback was preferred by
41 Ss, and the false feedback was preferred by 7 gg@
A Chi-Square test indicated alsignificant préference
for true communication by Ss (X2 =_24.08, p< .01).
'To conclude, Hypothesis 3 has not been supported. Hew-
. ever, results indicated that subjects prefer'a cexrtain

kind ‘of feedback, namely true communication whether

positively stated or negatively stated. True commun-
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ication is preferfed more than false communication
‘whether posifively stated or negatively stated."

In Hypothesis 4, it was prediéted that'subjects

" will tend to preferlthat personality description which
they ratéd as most accurate to be true of themsglves.
The same data. that was used to £est'Hypothesis ;ﬁwas
used to test thié predicﬁion. The data showed that 39'
Ss preferred the statement they judged as most accurate,
‘while 9 Ss préferred another stateﬁent than fhe one

that they judged as most accurate. A Chi—Square test.of
.independence (Eéwards, 19605 was computed to analyze the
data. The ;omputation showed that theré is a signific- |
ant association between-acceptahce scores and preference
scores (X2 = 18.75, p < .01). Hence, Hypotﬁesié_4 is
‘confirmed. §§ bfefer.the statement that they accepted
as most accurate cof themselves. |

| Finallf, it was anticipatéd that most of the sub-
jects that participated in gﬁis study will respond pgs—
itively to the. assessment and having received assess-
ment feedback. To investigate this anticipation two
geustions were asked of Ss. See Method for questions.
in feéponse to these questions, a discussion of the

comments of the Ss will be presented below in the Dis-

cussion.
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DISCUSSION

ﬁsychological tests are being used in a .wide
range of clinical areas; in‘fact, some form of assess-
ment always occurs and is essential. However, the form
such assessment has taken‘usually placéd the client in
a passive role. Recently, there has been a call- for
the testee aé co-evaluator in the assessment process.
One way of includiné-co-evaluation is to introduce feed-
back -sessions after‘tesfing. The méjor problems with
client participation, however are "What“'apd "how" to
communicate the test results to the client. This re-
search project looked at some of the appropriate ways
to communicate assessment maéerial to the testee. More -
specifically,-this study lookéd at what the client will
acéept and.prefer as self—descripti;;%auring a feedback
session:

The message is more important than the medium is
the major conclusion of this study. Marshall McLuhan
(1967) has stated that the effect of the medium is the
massaqé} ﬁhiie the message is of secondary importance.
However; our results%show that in a feedback situation -
the communication is more importan£ to;ihe client than
the-medium. |

53
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It was predicfed that subjects would significantly
more highly accept true feedback Staﬁements as self
descrlpt;;eathan false feedback statements Our results
conflrmed this predlctlon. Similar findings have been '
reported by Brlngmann, Balance and Sandberg (1971), Price
(1971); and Bellehumeur {(1975). However, such a flndlng
is dissimilar to reselts réported by Forer (1949) and
Sundberg (1955). The Forer (1949) and Sundberg (1955)
studies, however have been noted to be due to a Barnum
Effect (Apanasiewicz, 1975). I; has been noted aboye |
that Barnum types of communicaﬁion do not allow ydu.t;‘
investigate whether subjects are willing to accept false.
feedback. . Extremely generalized statements_that were
used by Forer‘(1949); Sundberg (1955; and Apanasieeicz
(1975) are not communiceting false messages to the sub-
ject, rether they ere quite accurate and applieable to
the subjects (as well'as everyone else). Hence, because
”_of thié‘operationai difficulty with Barnum communication,
individualized false and true feedback was given to sub-
jects in this study. The result of this_study showed
that subjects afe more willing to accept true feedback
as self-descriptive than false feedback, if the fee@peck
is individualized. |

| The aboﬁe finaing is important becaﬁse Forer (1549)

has argued the following:
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validation of a test instrument or of a person-
ality sketch by means of personal validation is a
" fallacious procedure which presupposes objectivity
of self-evaluation and an understanding of other
person's on the part of the client (p. 122).

Forer (1949) has further noted that the personal

validation procedure is likely to 'yield many fallacious

+

results in a clinical setting. :

-~

Forer's (1949) argument seems unwarranted in the °

Bichman's (1967) success -with using éeedback in'therapy
shows one case of the positive resu&ts of "the personal"
valiéation procedure". Furthermore, Forer's (1949)
argument'is based on findings frOm a stﬁdy that cannot

lend itself to such a conclusion. The present study

-

\

indicates that Qalidation of psychological feedback by

means of personal validation is quite possible. Sub- *

'~ jects are capable of accepting their own true feedback

and rejecting faise fee@back.' Hence, if one can extend
these empirical findings to a clinical setting, such a
procedure is likely<to yie;d beneficiél results. As
Richman (1967) has noted, "diagnostic psychological -
testing contains an as yet unrealized therapeutic po-
tential.” (p. 69). |

‘Besides the therapeutic potential, the introduction



of feedback in assessmen£ seems warranted in ligh;\}f
.'the professional's obligation to the client."?.complete
secrecy model which Forer (1949) and otheré favour se€ms
illoéical, eséecialiy in light of the fact that the test
findings were contingent ﬁpon the client's cooperation:
Ethical concerns als; seem to warran;-thé'co—opérative
model of the.professional and clieqt in testing. Further-
more, Fisher's (1970) argument that man. is a co-constit-
utor of his experience-shows the Aeed.for the introduction
of feedback sessions in assessment.

Clients are probably moré objéctive and understanding
than is generally recognized. Clients like the subjects .
in this study wili_probably accépt true feedback state-
ments more }eadily as self-descriptive than false feedback
statements. Furthermore, clients are probably able to
tolerate a great deal more feedback ofltests than the
cautious note of Forer (1949) warrants.

Whén introducing feedback, the meésage communicateq

is of primary importance. , Firstly, it should be true.

However, there are other doncerns revolving around the

communication qf tgst material as was noted in the intro-
duction of this paper. Y concern that was noted by
Rlchm;n {1967) is the idea that the profeSSLOnal sharlng
the results must be trained in both testing and psycho-

L

therapy. The reason for the experience and training in .
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‘ psychbtherapy is that one must be able to communicate
the test results to the client in a fashion that.will
be beneficial. Th;re aré at least three major criteria
that are nécessary for proper communication during a
feedback session. They are as follows:
. 1. The other person needs to understand what I
‘ \\f‘\ﬁ am saying.. | |
. 2. He needs to be wi;ling and able to accept it.
3. He needs to be able to do something about it
if he chooses. to (Anderson, 1968, p. 23).

The above condérhs ére important in a clinical
setting to avoid geﬁeralities, triviaiities; and;ambig—
uities when communicaﬁing tésg data. Communication dur-
ing a feedbgck session must .be specific, clear, and
practical. , _ *

One of the concerns in cémmunicating feedback is
the questidn of reporting positive and negative state-
menﬁsAﬁo[the clignt. Although there is some data on
the positive—neéafive issue; for exémple, Freeman's
(1973) work on artificial test data and.sﬁyder and
Shenkel's (1976) work on Barnum-type test data, further
‘research is needed. This study intFoduced such a vari-
able, by having positive. and negativé defined iq terms -
of how they were stated. So, a ‘econd foéus of Ehis

" study was the acceptance of positively stated versus

- !
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negatively-étated communiéation. . Lo

It was predicted that subjects wéuld significantly
more highly accept positively‘statedffeedback than neg-
atively stated_fe;dback. “Our fesults;ﬁiseqnfirméd‘thi;
prediction, .in fact the results were in the opposite -
directioh. Subjects tended to accept hegétively stated .
feedback.more highly than positivély stated feedback.
This result is‘dissimiiar fiom the numerous reports that

indicate the preppnderance of positive matters over neg-

ative matters. Although the method of 6perationalizing

‘positive and negative was different than other studies

repofted éarlier, the ‘reason for this results seems to
be due-to an interaction between true-false communic-
ation and positi&ely stated-negatively stated communic-
ation. a | |

Snyder and Shenkel (1976) ﬁave.noted that the deg-
ree of truthfullness is an important variable in inter-
preting the aéceptab;%éxy of posifive or negative infor-
mation. Our study cleérly shows that the question of
truthfulness is of primary importance, in f;ét there
prébably'can be no interpretation of accéptance'of‘feed;
back unless the truthfulness of thé communication is
considered. In our study within the true divisioﬁ,‘the
variable of positively stated or negatively stated. had

no effect, but within the false division, the negatively
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stated statements were acéepted\fignificantly more highly
than the positively statgd statements. Furthermore, the
false-negatively statéd communication was interpretatively

accepted as highly as any form of true communication.

Because of such an accéptanée pattern, our prediction on
the'acceptance of poéitively stated and negatively stated

statements was not supported. Such an ocutcome makes some

e

'logical sense iﬁ'regard to deductions:

As nbted abovg.communicat;on must be specific, cleér
and pract%cal. Deductively, it seems quite probable that
the false-negatively stated communication»is not clear.
In fact, subjects reported such a problem in the-intgr-
pretation that they had received.

They stated: -
"all of thenegatives made the interpretation
‘of the statements difficult.

"some of the statements were very ambiguous
and could be interpreted the wrong way" X

"the use of too many negatives obscures the
meaning of the interpretation” )

"I think the double negatives harm the value
of the test because they can be misleading. 1If
the student is mislead then the interpretation of
the test would be inaccurate."

Subjects ‘seemed to be "very confused" by the neg-

atively stated communication. Our results show that

negatively stated statements were hard to understand

and within the false-negatively stated communication '
! ; .
there were indeed, "mistaken interpretations.“ It seems
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" that the falée—negativély stated comﬁunication was ambig-
uous, obscure, and misleading. Hence, the outcome of the
acceptance battefn that was reported, in light of the 5:%
fact that subje;ts could né@ undersiaﬁd what was said,
makes some seﬁée. | |

In a clinical setting, the client must be able to
‘understand what the clinician is saying, so that he can
accept the message and then carry out some constructive
actionﬂfrom it. Hence, if you give a messagé to a client,
it must be trug firstly and it must also be clear and
d'sfincﬁ. Clear and distinct communication is very impor-
tant, if assessment feedback is going to be beneficial.
%f a client is going to .do something with the test feed-
back, it ﬁust not be "inaccurate", "ambigubus", "confus-
ffhg“, "difficult to understand" etc. When communicating
test‘materiallduring a feedback session, the message
coﬁmunicated is' of primary importarice. |

Suggeétions about how to communicate a ﬁessage to
a‘client have been offered by others (e.g;, éundberg and
Tyler, 1962). Some Suggestions from this study are:.

1. Do not communicate any false interﬁretations.

Be aécurate.
2. Individualize all communiqation,.dd not commun-
icate-any Barnum type data unless it is impor-

- tant for the specific client.-

i
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‘3. Do not communiéa;e any vague or confusing déta;
e.g., the ﬁse of double negatives. Be clear
agf distinct. ‘
4, Consider wﬁether the feedback will be beneficia;;
Can the client understan@, accept and use the
‘data. b

Altﬁough there are numerous other considerations in
communicating test material;-the above seem important
.considérations inlight of ﬁhis study. With proper train-
ing in both assessmeﬁt and therapy aﬁy improper communic-
ation can hopefully bé avoided. As in any therapeutic
situation, the welfare of the client is of primary impor-
tance and,- hence the need for care in communicating the
test material.

Several other concerns when communiéating test
material are the order of presenting test findings and
what do éubjects prefer. Both these cohqerns were also
investigated in this study.

Although there was no pfedictioh made in regard to
possible order effects, the design of this study called
for four different orders of presentation and these were
analyzed. The orders of presentation consisted of the
four possible extreme balanced orders which i;éluded the

variables of true and false, and‘positively~stated and

' negatively stated statements. Results jindicated an order
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effecf, however on' further analysis the reason'for this
effact was-shown to be due to the varlables w1th1n the
orders. The rate of acceptance was prlmarlly due to
the reported rate of acceptance above .of the interaction
betﬁeen true-false and positively—stated—negatively -
stated communication. This result shows the'impcrtande
of the message within the order of presentation. How-
ever, thlS study does not conclusively answer whether
the order of presentlng dlfferent communlcatlon effects
acceptance as selfndescriptive“and, hence further re-
search is needed.

Another dquestion that arises when communicating
test material is what do subjects éreferT It was,cre—
dicted that subjects would tend to prefer posifibe}y .
stated feedback over negatively stated feedback. Such
a prediction was deduced from the numerous reports that
indicate the preponderance of the positive OVer the
negative. Our results did nct support.this pPrediction,

however our results digd show that ‘subjects prefer a

-certain kind of feedback. Our results showed that

subjects prefer true feedback over- false feedback.

"Hence, like judgement of accuracy, subjects prefer the

true feedback whlle other factors are of secondary con-

51derat10n. It seems that the truthfulness of the nes-—

sage is of primary rmportance in regard to preference.
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Subjects and probably clients not only see true commun-
1catlon as more’ accurate but they also Brefer such_com-

munication. . Hence, not only lS Forer s {1949) conclusion
of the lack of ability and'understanding of test materlal
Iby the client not supported, but also clients probably
prefer the truth:: In a therapeutic situation, clients
probably prefer to know the. true test results and any
secrecy Sseems unwarranted if the communication is g01ng
to be beneficial. However, proper cauntions should prob-
aolQ be taken in communicating any message to a‘client.
It was also predicted that subjects would tend to

prefer that personality description which they rated as
. most. accurate. Our results turned out as predicted and,
hence replicated a smmllar finding by Apanasiewicz (1975} .
Subjects not OE}Y prerer true feedback, but the above
,fiading shows that'subjects prefer that personality des—
cription which they judged to be most accurate. Although
clients may be inaccurate in judglng their own personallty,
.our results show that subjects are quite accurate.ln
accepting their own\personalit& descriotions.. Furtﬁer-
moxe, they_prefer such descriptions.:ﬁTherefore; any
secrecy of test material seems unwarranted. Rather a
complete sharlng and co-evaluation of test material seeﬁs

a fiable alternative to the secrecy model in assessment.

essional standards have consistently opheld the
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secrecy hodel in assesshent. This model osually begins
by the tester receivino a_referral'requesting an assess-
ment;- The-tester then administers a number of tests to
the cllent and then 1nterprets the data in "a sc1entific“
way. ‘He then writes a report and this is-send to the
referral agent. .The referral agent then 1nterprets the
report and then flles it as "Confidential - Quallfled
Personnel Only." Such a model not only does not allow‘
the 'client to co—evaluate the assessment, it also keeps
‘the information about him a secret. This model is a
carry over of "a natural (physicalistic).sciencé para-
digm"'(Fisher, 1972). As Fisher (1972) notes this
:paradlgm assumes that the .professional knows more about
the client than the cllent hence. an. 1ntroduct10n of a

>
feedback session is senseless. However, what if the
cllent S perspective is not eplphenomenal rather ‘the
cllent s perspectmve is of fundamental importance. As
noted in thls paper, Fisher (1970, 1972) has 1ntroduced
a more ex1stent1ally oriented view of man in assessment
Fisher's model has presented a feedback orientatlon into
assessment, although such an orientation is also part of
some tradltlonal outiooks (e.g., Sundberg and Tyler,
1962). During such a'feedhack session, the client and
tester discuss and coadvise their perspectives on the

testing situation and share their impressions about the

Q%
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client. She also has noted the importanee of the client
being able to evaluate and critique the psychologicai
interpretation during a feedback session. Fisher (1970)
further argues that unless the assessment 1nterpretat10n
is shared Wlth the cllent "the psychologlcal evaluation
can have &egatlve, narrowrng effects" (p. 7L). |

The’ present author agrees with Fisher's mo&el, in

fa€t this research project was carrieq ourlto investigate

nto the possibility of including feedback sessions in
testing. . The resultslelearly show ;hatfff"the communic-
‘atios is clear,'subjects are able to.accurateLy judge

the communicetion'and even prefer eccurate and true com-
-munication. As Bringmann, Balance and Sandberg (lé?l)
have concluded, "individuals voluntarily participating
in psysholOgical evaluations are the best judges df-the
accurecy of descriptive stetements'about themselves" (p.
734). It seems likely by extension that clients are
probably the best juéges abouttthe'aceuracy of ‘a psych-
ological report about themselves. Our results seem to-
suggest that subjects and probably clients are .objective
end understanding enough, to be introduced as co-eval-
uator of the essessment about themselves. In fact,
Richmann's (1967) work with even "severly disturbed"
patients has shown rhe therapeutlc pOSSlblllty of intro-

‘duqing a feedback model into assessment. -
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"How will the client feelrabout- the introduction

o

of feedback sessions? :In thls study, it was antici-

pated that subjects when given the chance to comment

on the assessment and the feedback procedure will re-

L

spond favourably To respond to this anticipation,

several responses by subjects will be given below.

In regard to the particular test interprétation

given in the feedback session of this study, subjetts

. Were

asked:

"Please make additional comments about the, test

interpretation that:you feel would be appropriate."

Three responses were:

"I found the test very informative in the way

that I learned or was forced to face up to state-
ments about myself."

"From all the quéstions on the questionnaire, I
feel that it was possible to make more inter-
pretations of one's personality.”

"I think the double negatives harm the value of

. the test because they can be misleading. If the

student is mislead then the interpretation of the
test would be inaccurate."

. In regard to more general comments about assess~

ment

\

and the feedback procedure, subjects were asked:

"Finally, I would like to know something about

your'views and opinions about psychological testing.
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On this sheet, please write some of your reactions to

this experiment, how did you feel about taking the

personality test, what were feelings about getting

back the results?

Several responses were:

"I'wouldn't mind taking personality test cause it
glves me some feedback of my personality and behav-
. lour which I don’'t usually become’ aware of."

"I had never taken such a psychological test before.
However, once I had read the results, I was very
very surprised and pleased at how accurately the
test showed me, as I really feel I am. I think
" this klnd of testing is beneficial to all 1nvolved.“_

v

"I always welcome the opportunity to learn more
about myself, and I was happy to get the results.

"I enjoyed taking the test and was curious as to
the results. The interpretation is disappointing
in that I feel I am more assessable than four
general statements which really say nothing. I
- think the test stinks and is an inadequate person-
ality evaluater."” .
Although a large number of subjects responded fav-
ourably when given a chance to comment on the assess-
ment, interpretation and the feedback procedure, some

subjects responded as shown above ﬁnfavdurably. However,

it seems likely that most clients would respond'favour—
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ably to assessment, if a feedback session was included.

The practical lmpllcatlons of this study is to con-

tinue a llne o] esearch 1nto test feedback methods

which is urgently needed (Berdle, 1965) and foliows the
new "existential" orientation Presented by Fisher (19]0,
1972) and others. It 1nvest1gated two' of the basic
crlterla of glVlng feedback presented by Anderson (1968)
namely, the testee needs te understand what the clinician
is  saying and the testee must be willing and-able to
accept it, however it does not research the third cfiter—
ia; namely is the testee able to do something with the
feedback if he chooses to? Even so, the cllnlcal work

of Richman (1967) and others indicates that research

like the present one carrieg,direct application to clin-

ical psychology. Finally, it clarified some 1ssues sur-

rounding the "how" and "what" to communicate to testee

if he is going to be introduced‘as co-evaluator.

Some possible problems with this research 1s that

it does not investigate one component of giving feedback

namely 'is the client able to do something with the
feedback?' Anderson (1968) has ‘suggested that this com-
pPonent of giving feedbeck is important. One methodol-
ogical problem in this study is that the assessment
resiilts may 1ndeeq not be self-descriptive, hence the

problem of validity. A serious problem with the oper-
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aticonalizing of positive and negativé is that the method

used in this study  cahnot answer whether subjects prefer

positive or negative communication aside from how it is

stated. However, even though these and probably other
problems exisf, the signifiéance‘of this fesearch war-
rants the study. ’

Fu£ure research shouid continue to study the vari-

ables of "how" and "what" to communicate to the testee.

It should continue the investigation into differert

_stylistic factors as suggested by Buss (1969) that may '

.effect the behaviour of the testee. ' Different ways of

operationalizing the variable of positive and negative
communicatioﬁ should be,investigated. Personality .dif-
ferences is an_otﬁer-pbssible area.of research.
Finally, research should be carried out into what can
the testee do if he wénts’;o,with Ehe feedback material.
Clearly, this_afea'of assessment feedback is a well of
possible future research and is urgently needed.

Ths introduct;pn of a feedback sessioh in assess-
ment seems a poésible therapeutic tool. A researgh
project into communicating psychological statementé in

d feedback session was undertaken. The major conclusion

of this‘fésearch was that if the feedback is going to be

~beneficial the message communicated in a clinical set-

tihg-is of primary importance. Research like the present

-
* |
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one seems to be warranted in light of the role of the
9 ,

clinician,-for what can we do but research into better

meanslof helping thé client.
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' APPENDIX A
TRAITS MEASURED BY THE PERSONALITY RESEARCH FORM
(PRF), FORM A
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TRAITS MEASURED BY THE PERSONALITY RESEARCH FORM
(PRF), FORM A

THAT WERE USED IN THIS K STUDY

Scale Number . Scale Name - ScaLe_AbBreviafian
‘l, Achievement | ) Ac‘
2 .Affiliation " Af
3 Agg;éssion - . Ag
-4 Autonomy -, Au

)

5 - Dominance | | ) Do
6 . ‘Endurance ' . - .En
7 Exhibition " Ex
8 ' Harmavoidance , | Ha
9 Impulsivity | Im .
10 Nurturance . - - Nu
11 _'bpa;r ' o ‘or
12 . Play e - ' U N
131' Social Recégnition i “sr
14 _ Understanding ~Un

[}

.« o ‘\
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APPENDIX B . .o

PQSITIVE AND NEGATIVE INTEﬁPRETATION GbIDE'

TO BRF ' .
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POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE INTERPRETATION GUIDE

TO PRF

Achievement:

4

T - Thls person is strongly motivated by challenges and .

likes competltlon

-

- *This person is not weakly motlvated by challenges and

dlsllkesﬁnon—competltlon. . ' 4

Affiliation:

- This£§% a person who aocepts people readily and makes
- efforts to win fr%endship and maintain associations

n
with‘people.

~ This is a person who‘does not accept people hesitantly
and does not make efforts to lose friendhsip and
" doesn't avoid associations with people.

Aggression: . ' .

-_Thls is a person who enjoys combat and argument and -

who insists ‘upon gettlng hls (her) own way even at

the expense of others. o

~ This is a person who does not av01d combat and argu-

ment and who does not allow others to get thelr way

. at the expense of his (her) self.. N T
Autonomz
- This individual enjoys belng free and not tied to

. people, places or obligation.

38
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.-.This individual dbesn't dislike beingvfree and dis-
likes bonds t6 pebple, places or things.

Dominénce: |

- This individual forcéfﬁlly expresses his (her)
oﬁinions. |

- This individual dées‘not lethargicélly express his
(her) opinions. | ‘

Endurance: ' i ;

- This individual gives up rarely on a éroblem in the

-

face of great difficulties.

C - Thi§ indiv}dual ddes not‘give ué'easilfﬁon a problem
in the face of great difficulties. \ |

Exhibition: |

- This individual enjoys situétions in wqiéh.he (she)
is the centre of‘attentidﬁ; |

- This individual does not dislike situatigns in which
he (sﬁe) is the centre of attention.\x .

Understanding=:

- This,individual{enjoys-exploring maﬂ& areas of know-
ledgé and inquiry. | ‘ :

- This individual does not dislike exploring many areas
of knowledge and inquiry. |

Harmavoidance:

% This person seeks to maximize personal Safety anﬁ to

avoid risks of bodily harm. -

‘
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- This person does not seek to minimize personal
safety and does not recklessly avoid'bodily harm.

Impulsivity:

- This person gives vent freely to feelings and wishes

nd may be volatile emotional expression.

.- Rhis person do restraint to feelings and

wi/shes. and is not unvolatile'in embtional expression.
Nurturance: : : | ' o
- This iﬁdiviéhal readily perfofms for others aﬁd
assists‘ﬁhenever possiﬁlé.
- This individual does not reluctantly perform for

others and assists whenever possible.

Order:

-

- This individual is conce;ned‘with‘keeping personal
E i;fifyé and surrounding'ﬁgét and organized and is

. Irterested in developing methods for keéping mater-
ials methodically organized.

-

- This individual is not concerned with keeping peréonal
. .effects and surrounding cluttered and disorganized
and is not little concerned in developing methods for -

~ keeping material methodically organized.

Play: -

~ This individual does many things for Eun.
'~ This individual does not do many things for strict

work ethics,;
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Social -Recognition:

- He (she) desires to be held in high esteem by acquain-
tances and is conqerned about his (her) reputation andf“
what other people, think of him (her).i

~ He (ihe) doés not‘desife to ﬁe hel@ in low esteem by
acquaintanées énd is not unconcerned about his (hgfi

' reputation and what other people think of him. (her) .-
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INSTRUCTIONS GIVEN TO SUBJECTS COMPLETING

PSYCHOLOGICAL TEST

The purpdsehof this testing’'is fqr psychological
research. it is concerned with personality chﬁrécfer—
iéticé.. There will be two parts to this study. Today
I will be giving you a test to complete_what;is called
the Personality Research Form.l Upon receiving the test
booklet, kindly read the”instructions on the:front cover.
Inside the booklet, you will fiﬁd an answer sheet on
which to mark your angﬁérs. When you have ﬁgméletéd'the
test, please .bring all materials to me ‘at the front desk.

‘ The tests'willﬁbe scored and then an inteépretation
will be made from the scores. The interpretatioﬁ could
or\could not bé.accurate. You are the .best judge of
that.» So, in approximately two weeks, your test results
will‘be returned to you during a regular class time.'

You will be asked'to.ranﬁ the accuracf of the interpre~ |

L]

tation.. .1
fod

Your participation in this. study is of coursev vol-
. o .

.untary. Test results will be kept confidential.

. Any questions?

-
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APPENDIX D |
INSTRUCTIONS  FOR SUBJECTS RECEIVING

PSYCHOLOGICAL TEST FEEDBACK
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' INSTRUCTIONS FOR- SUBJECTS RECEIVING

PSYCHOLOGICAIL TEST FEEDBACK

" As you know, the tééts that you completed last

‘session were scored and intagpreted. The intérpre-

tations couid-bé or codld_not-beﬁaccurate. lYéu are
the best judge of‘tha%.f So, YOu‘will be receiving foufﬁ
statements which you'are“aske@ to evaluate. Please,
rate each. of ;he four items on the paper from l.to 5
according to the;criﬁeria that is praéided on your
”-feedback paper. "T?/’/’F . ‘
Please read the instruction on the paper.

Any questions?

h ]

W
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INSTRUCTIONS AND RATING MATERIAL FOR SUBJECTS RECEIVING

L4

Name:
Age: ' ' . ' .
¥ B -
B ‘ - .‘ b
Sex: o * .
& b
) ..‘.l.
5 I -
* BEducational Level: ) "". . ~.-
. - + N . . \\
il
- -
C |
{3
. -
t -
. - -

PSYCHOLOGICAL TEST FEEDBACK: A BLANK FEEDBACK FORM

" ¢ .
A | N . *
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¢ . »
Rateé thie 4 Interpretative statements of your

‘persohality that are given below, according to the

_following scale. '
I think that the accuracy of the interpretation

was: .

-, .

-
[

Very Poor:

2 "gpor

W
1

Average . N

4 - Good—
{

QQ .
« » 5 — Excellent

- .

L. 9 |
. . '\.' ' : . »
N
2. 4‘
-3 * . ,
3. .

'Pleasé circle the number that you find accurate:,

P
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»

A51&e from questions of accuﬂacy whlch of the four

' “

statements would you prefer to. be true of yourself’

ot .

L ' Circle the one that you would preferjtq be true of your- .
self._'. . -
Statement 1 ‘

. Statement.2 - ’ 7 |
Statement % - . : ‘ ' ;

Stgtement é‘ ‘ .

. ) : . N\
.Please make addltlonal comments about the test

1nterpretat10n that you feel would be apprOprlate



. : ! , °
. ] . ‘
. o '. T 86 g
Zf?ina;ly, I would like to know someﬁhing about your
views and opinions about psyéhological testing. On this
sheet, p)ease write some of your reactions to this ex-
periment, how did you feel about taking the pefsonality
test, what were your feelings about getting back the

results?
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DATA ON ACCURACY SCORES OF THE FEEDBACK STATEMENTS

T
OBTAINED IN THIS STUDY' FROM Ss

-

Statement -

Ss 1. 2. 3 4
1 5 4"\ 4 5
2 4 . 4 4 5
3 5 5 5 5
4 4 4 4 4
5 5 4 2 3
6 4 .5 3 4
7 5 4 2 5
8 5 5 4 4
9 2 2 3 5
10 5 4 1 3
11 | 5 5 \ 3 2
12 , 4 5 3 3
13 - s s 1 o 1
14 4 4 5 oy
15 5 4 I 1
16 o ' 4 3 o4
17 - 4 2 3 1
18 5 4 .3 4
19 1 3 £s 2

20 s o 4 273
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Statement
Ss

89

21 -
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

39
40
a1
42

43

44



Statment - . ¥
Ss 1 2 3 4 M-
a5 | 3 3 4 5
4 3 4 5 5
EPTEEE . 4 g 4
8 33 4 - 5

* The order of presentation is as follows: the first
12 are Order 1 = TPTPFNFN; the second 12 are Order. 2
- TNTNFPFP; the next 12 are Order 3 - FPFPTNTN; and the
last 12 are Order 4 - FNFNTPTP ‘ -
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