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ABSTRACT
¢ . b

Very little is known about the effects of communicating

feedback of psychologlcal test results to clients It

. was the’ purpose of this study to 1nvestigate how wrltten

feedback would compare to oral feedback as measuyed by

- students® preferences and accuracy ratings, Form A of the °

Personallity Research Form TJaekeen, 1967:PAF) was adminigtered -
to 16 male and 56 female velgnteer undergradu;%e'students
in ene group setting. -Individualized feedback reports we?e
p:epereq for eath student utilizing his three highest and

hi? three lowest scores obtained on' theé PRF. Feedback

stateméents were derived from The Personality Research Form

Iﬁterpretationlcuide (Balance and Brlngmang_ 19?1) Students

were randomly assigned to either an oral feedback group or

a written feedback group, Following feedback sessioris, all

_lndivlduals completed a queationﬁilre measuring thelr opin-,

fons regarding thein. preference for and accuracy of feedback

mode of presentatlon . Chi ssquare analyses of the results

'demonstrated that: 1) 1nd1V1duals slgnlflcantly preferred.

oral feedback than written reports; 2) individuals did not

fegard oral reedback slgnirlcantly more accurate than written
reedbeﬁy and 3) there was no sex dlfrerence regarding pre-

rereqce for and accuracy ratings of feedback presentation,
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Implications of the Tesults were discussed for the field

df professlonal counseling and suggestlons for future

research in this area were 6ffered,’

'
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.196?1 Szasz, 1960) Some of these inadequaciee are def)-

~ - . CHAPTER I

., S INTRODYCTION

- Lol

. Up to the present time, ‘the preponderant model re-
garding the etiology and treatment of psychopathology hasA
been the medical model which views’nentai illness as/a
special vartant of physical iilneas'(U11mann and Krasner,
1965) Criticism of this prevailing‘medical model of
"mental 11lness” is articulate and'widely spread (Fischer
19?0) The general inadequacles confronted when operating
within such a closed narrow framework have been repeatedly

pointed out by various authors (e.g._Albee. 1968; Mariner,

»

.nitely ndt of a minor nature and tend to considerably ] .

[}

hinder psychotherepeutic treatment , ' Loe

Ve In the medical model the purphse of assesément is to .

§

'dlagnose the 1llness, ‘which in tum,,determines the treat- ) o

" ment plan. In this model the patient is 9 passive recipient

oft the. diagnosis being in no position to question the medi- -

“cal findings. Cause and effect relationships are pre- 'C, .

valent On the contrary in-the psychological model there

are no cause and effect relationships._ "An individual "ia ‘: ' ‘
never a- passive recipient in his relationshipg, but ‘ ‘ff
; 3

'&nstead co-constitutes their meanings, That is, "he can e€x-



-
"

- {;o'

perience 'things Onl? from his own perspeotives (Fischer;.

19?0) THAs. implies that in 0rder for psychologrcal

asSessment to achieve 145 expected goal of pointing out

to the client his strengths and weaknesses so that . he .

" may- utilize the information constructively, "the results

must be, interpreted to the client and he in tdrn must

-

integrate and ;lcept them 1f they are to be of value.

b

If psychodiagnostics is to continue to function within '

the narrow limits of the medical model it must re-evalu—

€ LI

ate 1ts,purpose for existing, . S

'-h -«

lBrim (1965) found that in a national sample of over
_1500 adults Tive recurring points in the public s,expresa
sion of animdsity towards testing(qere: 1) records are

1naccessib1e; 2) testing constitutes an invasion of pri-

,vacy; 3) use of tests early in life of 'a person to deter-

-

- mine his future 1is. questiomable; b) I.Q.. tests deny oppor-

tunity to people with different and possibly valuable

' talenta; and 5) I.Q. tests are unfair to minority groups.

Rot only are we' alienating our clients, but it appears

. that. such alienation detrimentally affects the assessment

.procedure. As mentioned by Piske (1965. 196?) there is a
growing concern that opinions held by>the examinee about

tests and testing situations ‘may have a significant in—

‘fluence on his test-taking performance. E .o '4.

‘Since we as psychOIOgists are dealing with a human '

science we must not become .BO involvéu and distanced

.. .
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that we forget our purpose for exlisting. As\noted in the

preamble to the Americap Psychologlca1'Assoclatlon Code
of.Efnlos (1963}, "the_psychologist}oéliefes in the dignity
Sna worth of the individusl human ‘betng.” |
In ‘summary, then, it.se " that the traditional model
for the abowp-menti&ned reasons, neglects to..consider some /)
major variables which are essentlal in any psychologlcsl
._assessment\endeavor. fisrious authors, at;emptlng to alle-
viate these difflculties, have explored the assessment method
and proposed alternate worklng models 1ncorporat1ng some af
the formerly dlsreg?rded_elements.

Berdle (195&) defined psychologlcal- counsellng as
consisting of a series of ell-outlined stages. The se—-
quential process involves: 1) perception of the problen,

2) collectlon and conslderatlon of relevan} information, .
3) dlscovery and evaluatlon er alternatlve solutions,
4) anticipation of posslble outcomes of these alternatives.'
5) seleotion of an approprlate alternative, 6) 1n1t1atlon
of activlty: and‘7) evaluation of the outcome,

| Recently. Bringmann. Balance. and Krichev (19?2)
_h e %xpanded on Berdie s model and presented a model of
~c:§}nlcal assessment analogous to the gelentific model,
which they have found ‘to e partlcularly successful in
a universlty counsellng center. A flow chart 1llustra-
ftlng all the major procedurss 1nvolved in the model is

found 1in’ Flgure I. The details of this chart and its

-~
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comparitson to the scientific framework will be more fjully

discussed under the following headings{v 1) Refgrrgl.
2) Intake, 3)lAssessment, L) éeedback._S) Constructive
Action, and 6) Termination,
Referral: Clients may either refer ;hemselves
or be referred by other ihdlvlduals concerned with thelr
“welfare, In the scientlific model this would be equivalent
to entertéining problems worthy of further investigation,
Intake: During this time data concerning the client‘s
past and present behavior 1s gathered and an attempt is
made to isolate partucuiar problem aréps which may be
.dealt with in future contacts., A test battery approprlate
to the needs of the client is selected and possible consi-
deration for further couh;eling is discussed, Ap this thpe
in the scientific model a thorough-rpvlew,of the relevant
regearch is con&;cted. specifle h&potheses toppe tested
are formulated, and ;n appropriate experimental design
'ig decided upon, ' ' : - -,
Aésessmenta The asseésment phase dqgﬂs primarily
with the data collection., In the cllnlé;l;model psycho-
logical tests are administered and in the egperlﬁpntal model
the expeerent 15 carried out,
‘Feedback: -In the éiinlcal model, during the fééd-
back phase, the examiner 1n1tlally interprets the test data

and .then discusses the findlngs wlth the cllent Together

'they arrive at a mutual agreement as to whethemr the assess-



ment findings are accurate or inaccurate, .It-1s at this
tyme that the client has the'opportunity to Validat; or
refute any_or the test data, AS bointéd out by Fisghér
(1970), "it is the_clien£ himself ;ho is in the gest posi-
tion to conflrm or‘élarlf& the evaluator's lgpresslons.“
In the.sclentifip model this is comparable to the statis-
tical analysis performed 1in order to determine whether the

results are significant or not.

Constiructive Action;-fFollowing_f edbgck. test results
are reviewed anh discussion of thelr ;::}1cationé for
future couréﬁ of‘édtfbn'folléys. In addition, the client
recelveé clarification of any lssue which may still be
unresolved or need further elaboration,’ In the sclentific

model test flnhlngs are evaluated regarding their appli-

[}

cation to the particular field under investigation.

Termination: In this stage the cllent, in turn,

offers feedback to the examiner on the assessment proce-

dure; test rinq1ngs, the examiner's interpretation of.the \\\\>
results, and the general therapeutlc value-or the exer-

cise, In the scientif ¢.model it is a cohmon pra;tlce

to discuss the strengths/gnd weaknesses of the study,

propose &Panges in methodgldgy and alternate areas of in-

1

vestigation, . ’ .
 In practice the procedure would typically follow as
suéh, Upon the completion of the test administration, tﬁq

clinician, having obtalned all the test scores, reviews them

-
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thoroughly.and formulates his own hypothesls concerning
the ‘client's personality and problems., ke then meets and
discusses the case with his co-workers.ﬁ Integrating his .
initial hypothesis with those suggested by his colleaguesl
he then proceeds to, review his findings with the client

in a feedback interview, At this time, eagp-client is of4
fered a sumnary of the relevant test results and has the
opportunity “"to confirm or clarify the evaluator's im-
'pressions. Shouldlit be advisable the client is
informed of the various constructive action programs
avallablg to him at the clinic and/ elsewhere, The
testee 1s free to'accept, reject, or postpone entry
into any of. these.

Thus. on; can see that this conceptualization of
psychological assessment procedure by Bringmann, Balance,
and Krichev, which’is analogous £o the sclentific model,
'successfully eliminates some of the previously mentioned
points of contention.

It 1s apparent that there are other relevant?variables.
unrelated to any particular model one may choose, that
may influence the testing situation and, thus, are
torthy of” further/investigation. Some questlons esolving
from consideration of these variables are: 1) Do clients

always prefer feedbaqk? 2) Are there desirable charac-

teristics that a good copnselor should possess? '3) 1Is there
a preferred mode of feedback? 4) Should feedback be force-



ful and emphatic or benign? and 5) Is the relattonship

present 1nflipe counseling so'important that its absence -

" in written feedback will result in poorer outcomes? *
Unfortunately very little‘research‘1nvestigating

the reporting of psychologlcal test results to the testee:

has been conducted., Not only 1is.there very limited data -

avallable but it is also very ambiguous; at times even

inconsistent and oontradictory. In this brlef review of

the literature on psychological assessment the authors

will attempt to present both the positive and negative

criticisms of communicating test resulto(zb.examinees.

TheoreticalIVIGWS Cohcerning Feedback )
‘Various authors-have presented theoretlcal arguments
in support of communicating test results to clients,
Constance Fischer (19?0)\ perhaps one of the most out-
spoken proressionals in this area, suggests that the time
has come for psychologists to change their assessment
practioes, and she advocates that they should now begln
to share‘their impressiono with the client, She contends
that there 1s no longer a need for‘secrecy|from the client,
but rather a need for the condid presentation of the test
findings, She bolieves that in order to understand his
gast behavior. predict his future behavior, or identify

reasible possibilities, the client's perspectives must

be understood, Thoy %5§t be undergtood a8 closely as pos-



sitle as his experience in nis relationships. "Pre-
conceived constructs are inapplicable and 1rrelevant to- -
the experlences rn\eccordance with which he continues his
living" (Pischer, 1970, p.71). " Thus} she malntains that 1t
ts the client himself who can ultimately decide whether
.or not the examiner’'s 1mpfe531;ns-are accurate.' If the
client 1s to benefit fromléhe ps}chologicai assessment,
he must 5e aware of the findings and must {egard the com-
munication lnierchange as a pcsltlve mutual exchange. With
this purpose in mind the examiner should attempt to
create an atmcsphere in which the client will assume
responsibility in assisting to confirm tne test findings.
The testee should feel free to challenge the accuracy of
the test flndings o?’orfefibertlnent materlal whig¢h may
" help to clarlfy them, ° o T

Berdie-(1965) also noted the recommendation that

vgreater emphasls should be'glven to research on.the effe
of communicating psychological information to parents,
teachefs. and students® (p.,146). As Flschef. he believes
that the nroviding of meaningful and relevant information
to.the client i{s an important aspect or the assessment pPro-

cess. "The counselor must attempt to help the person

discover the kinds of self-lnformatlon he needs and. the

. methods available for obtaining such sanformation, and then

assist him in the learning process ttself” (Berdle, 1954,
p.49). - N -
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While means for feedback are limited, surveys con-
ducted by the Russell Sagé Foundation (1965) indicate, as
did Berdie's survey5(195b), that the inaccessibility of

test data is one of the leading causes of criticism

toward testing. Nearly all respondents‘§aid that they*iant-

ed specific. precise information abput test performance %;
. r/

These sample respondents indicated. that they seldom re- -
ceived this type of feedback and over one-third satd they
got no feedback at all, : : 7 ’ P

The Educational Testing SErvice in presenting hps

-

-view on this 1ssue states, "our belief that the student

should b& told his test scores is 1ndicated by the fhct
that our programs generally make scorel.availﬁble to the
test-taker either directly or throuéh(iis schoolg” Pinelly
the Ad Hoc Committee. on Confidentiality of Records of

the American Psychological Assoclation (1962}, officially;f

representing ‘the opinions of professional psychologists,

-agree with Berdie 8 proposal and recommend that research

be undertaken on the effect of communicating psychological
inrormation. .

-On the other hand, uerninge about the dangers of dir-
ect feedback of test results ‘are also common in the counsel-~
ing literature, As mentioned by Flook and -Saggar (1968)
it 18 sometimes the case that examination results suffer -

. _ R ¥
if students are at some earlier stage informed of thelr

_ . '
‘gcores on tests of ability, aptitude or personallity. -

————

. £




Aecording_to this argumqpt, the low scerers become demorai-

1zed and the high scoreis toe complacent, so that the _: i - P
- ? P
later academic performance of both is inferlor to what//////

it would have ‘been had\&hey beén .kept in iffgfggce/bf

their test scores. Fiske (1962;123239n¢3 frat "regardless
of the type of test, as the si ficance of the test

e

results to the 1nd1v1dua1 increased the greater the nega-~-
- /
tive reaction to feedbgck not colncidlng with the examinee's

belief about himself" (p.h5). In response to thlsg pro-

blem, Berdle (1965) pointed out that nigh school sbudents

who were glven feedback regarding ab%lity teste appeared

to have methods for defending theﬁbelves ‘agalnst serious . :

blows to their. self-esteem. He suggests that clients are
h

not as vulnerable as qne,may belleve. )
~ ‘ .
An alternate solutlon which has been consldered is-

8ne that does not necessarlly ascribe an 1nherently nega-

L3

tive feature to feedback- Sugh an approach explains the

Y

clients® negatlve reactions as products of an lnapproprlate
process of feedback presentatlon. ‘Yarious authors have
expressed oplnions about what should be incorporated in e Y

the feedback communlcation model. '

Rudikoff and Kirk (1959) ;uggested that test 1nfor- s
mation shoulé be communlcated in, a'manner to permit the
eclient to 1ntegrate it ulth what he already knows about

himself. Dressel and Matteson (1950) believe that coun-'
,seling should seek for the development of the client's
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gelf-understanding, self-acceptance, and sélf—sufficlency.
They emphasize that attention should be fdcused on the
client's impressions and reactlons more than on the test

data. They hypothesize that in an 1deal feedback inter-

~ view the client 1s glven the opportunity to ask questions,

venture his own hunches, and in short, to develop thes

counseling session in the directign of his own interests
and,concerns, Bixler and Bixler {1946) outlined the respon-
sibilitles of a counselor as suc?, "the counselor is to

give the client information, clarify,his attitudes towards

that informatién and towards his limitations and finally

to agsist him in implementing his plans” (p. 148).'

Ohlsen (1963) and Goldman'(}96illha?e each published guide-

lines for test interpretations ich similar to Blxler énd

Bixler recommend the use of Pprofessional counselors who

are able to deal with the emotignal connotatlons ‘of the

information, . | ,
In summary, eygpthougﬁJnumerous opinions hﬁve suggested

that test results fe communicated to clients, especially.

by skilled and-senaitive counselors, the majority of these

1

have not been 1nveétlgated empiriﬁally. < -

Empirical Research Concerning Feedback

4

I) General Studies

) o
The facilitative effect of knowledge of results upon.

learning and performance is one off the best established

)
3 ' 1 -
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findings in the research llterature (Ammons. 19565 - Bilodiau
.and Bilodeau, 1961; Lock, Cartledge. and hoeppel 1968).
Meers (19?3) reported that qualified directive 1nformatlon
concernlng subJects’ performance resulted in higher psycho-
motor performance. KnOwledge of results- has been recognized
to facllitate performance 'in psychomotor tasks in at 1east
two ways: (a)\by cueing or lnformlng the subject regarding
the type, extent and direction of his errors; and (b) by
its property of motivating the subject to try harder or
persist longer at the task (Locke, dhrtledge* and Koeppel
1968)., |

The facilitativefbffect of feedback hae also been -«
demonstrated in general psychologiﬁal test situatlons.
Westbrook (1967} found that although’ puplils made no signi-
ficant changes 1n oceupational aspiration levels they made
eignlficant gains in self-knowledge after recelving teat
reports, Dealing with a Jpnior Jigh school populatlon,
Barrett (1967) found ‘that selngEtimates of interest, apti-
tude, and achievemente were more accurate for studegts
receiving test results than for those not receiving test
~findings. | '

Berdie (1954) found that after counseling college men
were able 1) to‘estlmate'yore-aceurately their vocatloﬁaﬁ,
interests, 2) to predict achlevement in college, and 3)'to.
predict their own behavior, partlcularlyfiﬁ/ahe area of

-
academic performance. .The resultg of the experiment, however,

g

]



1h
did not demonstrate simllar improvements in a ility to
Judge one's.self in terms of aptitude or meas red personality
characteristics. Failure to effect changes of this sort
Was hypothesized to be a function of the counseling in that
the counselors were more experienced in dealing with the
strong Vocatlonal Interest Blank as 0pposed to the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory.
Studies have also demonstrated the negative consequences
of offering feedback to subjects, Gibby and Gibby (1967}
found that feedback regarding fallure unfavourably influ-
enced the‘subjeets opinion of themselves, They inter-
preted the results of a study employing a success-failure
paradign with academically superior children to mean that
subjects in the fallure group 1) régarded the gselves
less highly, 2) belleved that others felt the s way,
about them, 3) did not wish to be different, and k) also
showed a decrement in intellectual productivity. In a test-
| retest gsituation, Truax and Martin (1957) found that failure
feedback r:gulted in greater detrimental effects upon
performance when retesting occurred immediately.
In summary, it does not appear unreasonable to assume’
that changes and adjustments in behavior are olSsely
tied to the feedback process. "The adaptability of an in-
dividual is directly related to his ability to recelve

and process information about the effects -of hils benavior“-

(Forster, 1969, p.222). As the studies indicate, the re-
¢
. i
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.eults of giving feedback are not necessarily positive, but
at times, may be detrlmental and cause adverse effects,

The re;sons for the observed'dlfferencesl@ay be clarlfled
by exploring the technlques ugsed in reporting test findings
to thé\EubJects. Tradltionally, the two more common modﬁﬁ-
of_glvlng fﬁgdbgck are qlther through a facpeto-face inter-~
view or through a wr1tten report; A'revigw of the lltera-
.ture coﬁcerning the use of these two techﬁiques wi;llndw~

“

be presented.

II) sStudies Employing Face-EQ-Facd Feedback

Previous research (Arsenian, 19#2; Robertson 1960;

" Holnmes, 1961) has shown that face-to-face counsgling does
result ‘in changes in self—estimates of abtlities or interests.’
Rogers (195h) also observed that'péychqlokical assessment
feedback contrlbutes to "1mproved self-uﬁderstanding 6f°
college students.-at Jeast with respect to abillties and -
interests” (p.230), In addition, he observed that higher
1ntelllgence and active client partlcipation were probably
jmportant factors cortributing to the degree of self-under-
standing. : ' g “

West (1969) in attemptlng to gené}alrze the reéﬁlts of
prévfbus feedback research to a non-college populatlon com-
paredlBAmples of university students and fl;emen on self-
report measures following evaluatlvé feedback. Both. T

sanples were qu?d to equally benefit from the feedback ~



asfmeasorec by selfgratiﬁé scales, Sqeet.(l969) found

that orel-feedback. preseﬁted during the administration .
‘of the Wechkler Intelligence Soale-for Chlldrec. l?proved

the performance’g? lower-class ﬁhites.-

“Dressel - and Matteson (1950) having admlniste:&i a

'unlform vocational test battery to forty college freshmen'

end havlng reported the test findings in 1nd1f1dual face-

to-:fecezlhterviews, found that "students who- participated

more gained most in selfqhnderstendlngcand were more gecure

in tpeirfvocatlonel‘choices. ) .

Bixler and Bixler (1946) expressed the fact that

~ when receiving assessment feedback especially ir it 1é

undesirable, race-to-face intervlexs are preferred Qilents

should be free to give vent to their. anxieties and disap-

pointments{if they are to accept the findings and grow

from the e£beriencez "the more a cllent feels free to dlscuss

his reactions with the counselor._the more likely it 13

that he will come to a logical acce;tence of their signi-

ficance” (p.151). They also mention that clients find

it necessary to distort or d1sregard lnrormle,tiori that

they may flnd disturbing._ Thus, they maintaln that the

- presencﬁ of a Shnsitlve«counselor. who can filter the re-

sults and present them 1n a non-threatening manner, may -

effectively ellmlnate the amount or distortion, v
) Though face-to-face interview techniques appear to be

an adequate solution controlling far the proper method of

¢
- \
* -
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relating psychological test interpretations, certain pro-

blems appear inevitable when ‘one adopts’ th procedure.

A more realistic approach which would circumvent probleis
due to the-presgnt shortage of adequately trained counselors,’
the difficulty in properly, training future counselors

and the high costg of employlng counselors would be to

offer written feedback reports. gz%:rlcal esearch deal-
ing with’ the efficacy of a written mode of, presentation

will now be discussed.

ht . . :
IIl) Studies Employing Written Feedbask

LY

Page (1963)’noted'thet already vaq}ous universities
of all sizes glve students tpeir test results,without

F/one-to-one coun;eling. . Page further elaborated that when
_test scores,ere'reported by universities using methodsl.
not reouiring personal‘contact the beliefs are held tnata
‘1) such scores aTe not inJurious; 2) some feedbeck to -
the students 1s a good idea; and 3) individual interviews
are not, for practiosl reasons, available. As pres \
viously mentioned the Educatlonal Testing Service elso
condones‘giving written,feedbeck to the student.. .
Gllbert and Euing (1971).ogfered a plauslible  argu- ;

r

ment 1in fevor of written or.progremmed‘feedback.l They

" . - ' 1) o. ‘
assumed that a human counselor has e§limited number of - !
.responses in’counseling..end’tnat-e'written branching

booklei/incorporeting'these.end even more responses might

4
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accomplish many of ire same endsi provided the personal
relationship is not’of overriding 1mportancc.

Other supportlng data ls offered by Rogers {1954).

A}
-

He observed that many college students, some time after
- testing and counseling, appear to have very hazy conceptions
distorted perceptlons, r no particular recollectlon at all
of the test results. This might Amply that one trial
learning. ln other&yords one 1nterv1ew with the counselor
ys rot sufficient, It might be better if the testee 1s
glven a wrltten report.which he can reﬁiew occasionally
end lncorporate at his own leisure. . £

Gilman (196?) conducted a study in which seventy-
five unlverslty upperclassmen were taught thlﬁfy general
sclience concepts by means of a computer-assl'ted ad junct
auto-lnstruction progranm, Throughout the 1earn1ng progran,
feedback was also presented through computer reports,
He found that feedback facilibated 1earn1ng in subjects
who received it as opposeq to contrxol subjects who did not

receive feedback. S R '

Tauber (19?1) 4nvestigated the difference in performance
scores on secondary school scienceclgkoratory exerclses v
. among students who received differing amounts of teacher
evaluations via written reports. At the end of twelve

[ . =z
classes, he found that feedback facllltated'learning for

all subjects, and there were no significant differences

in performance among treatment groups.
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Gaudet and Moon (1970) investigated the effects of
K dtfferential feedback‘o% opinions of and responses to

1nte111gence test 'On two seperate occasions, one hundred
slxty college students were administered both an I.Q. tgst
and & test opinion scale 1n counterbalanced orders. The
subjects received dlfferential feedback via written reports =--
information presumably drawn from thqir earlier I.Q, test' 3
-perfOrmance --'befo\e the second administration, Feedback

'
consisted of reporting to subjects that they were in either

in the low, moderate, or high I.Q. range in regard to intel-

lectual level of functioning. The researghers found that

. the type of feedbéck resulted in differential performances,
on the second administration.of the I.Q. test. High-feedback_-
- group shoéed a slghlficantly higher 1.Q., test Changé scores
between riTst and secorid administrations than did the low-
feedback group. Although all groupsV I.Q. test scores
1ncreased on the gecond admlniétration. the low-feedback
group did not differ signirlcantly from the control group
or the moderate-feedback group. It was_also found that |
the expressed oplinions oé 511 subjeéts about intelligence
testing was affected in a negatlve dlrect}qn.

gﬁn sumnary, these studies‘have sh;wn thaf'written

réports are an gffectlve means of presenting feedback in-

formation., It has been previcusly shown that face-to-face

\IQ;7 interviewing sessions have also been guccessful as a means
{ of providing feedback presentation. Thus, 1t would now
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seem appropriafe to review studles comparing the effective-

ness of written with face-to-face feedback modes.

IV) Face-to-Pace vs, Written Feedback

A limited number of studies have been concerned with
comparing written with face- to-%ace feedback, One of the
most thorough research investigations concerning the use of
a 'program method*® of test 1nterpretatlon wes conducted
by -Gil@ert and Ewing (1665), Usipg a ' scrambled® type
prog am, they essentlally found programmed counsellng*® and
fac -to-face counseling equally effective on a number of
'criteria. imeluding changing slgnificant attitudes toward
self and self—estimates. In a later study (19?1)
same authors used a branching booklet;to.oommunicate the
results to the ‘'programmed counseled® group. The subjectsy
were three hundred elghty-slx male stud;nts who voluntarily
perticlpated in the 1nterv1ew during the summer prior to
their enrollment in the'Unlverslty of Illinols. Gillbert
and Ewing found thagf 1) students preferred normal coun-
seling but programmed oounseling was also rated favorably
2) coverage of student problems was higher for programmed
counseling: 3) flexibility was somewhat greater for normal
oomhee11§§; and 4) self-concepts changed appropr}ately and
as muoh for programmed counseling. In edditlon; they con-
cluded that contrary to all expecoatlons,'the direct per-

sonal relationship of client and counselor was not of great:
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importance in.client écceptance of counseling. Their
findings supported the use of programmed counselling as an
adjunct to or substitute for face-to-face counseling,

The effects of these two methods 9f coﬁmunicatlng test
results were also studied by Forster (1969}, In his
study twenfy-eight subjects received feedback about thelr
performaﬁc;‘on the Minnesota Scholastic Aptitude Te;t
via a programmed manual and twenty-eLth subjects recelved
their test results during 1nterviéws with counselors. ‘
Measures of the accuracy of self-estimation were obtained .
before and after feedback and relaxgtlon rates, based on -~
skin conductance, were measured during the feedback pro-
cess, éompared witﬁ students who used the programmed )
manual, students who received feedback from counse;ors
demonstrated a g;eater'rate of relaxation, although
t?f aé;uracy of thelf_Selr-estlmations did not improve
as much, It was difficult to'diacerncwheﬁher the increased
relaxation rétés.shown 5j-the students who saw éounselors
were attributable to Fhe students adoption of a passive

role, or to thelr preconcelved nQyions that counselors
are nonthreatening peopie. . l
Forster reported that cbunselors have the gff&ct of.
'calm}ng down thetir clients in a threatehlng situation,
although they fall to communicate factual information as

can be communicated by written materials organized in a

. N P}'
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programmed format The author hypothesized that such
a pattern may'lndicate the counselor s concern about nak-
.1ng new information compatible uith existing self-images
of the reciplent, Thls concern could easlly cause the
counselor to substantially alter the information he 1s'
tryfng to cdmmunicate. ‘ i p
Tipton (1969) found that when he reportcd to students
their scores on the SCAT (School and College Ability Test)
and MCET (Missouri College English Test) both methods of
1nterpretdtlon were initially supcessfhl and effective .
in changlng the meanlngs 5¥ scbjects' concepts as measured
by a scpant;c_differenfial. Unlike the counselor-interpre-
tation group, however, the differences betwsen the programmed-
1nterprctaticn group and the control group dlqinisﬁed'
n all concepts between the immediate and delayed posttesbs.
The rcsults indicate that changes in meanings of_concepcs
- which arelpersonal to—subjects. may not{ be as great at first
but are likely to be more lasting when the changes ocour -
ifas a result of interaction with another person rather than
with a progran, ?
Eventhough Tipton®s results do not support gliving
written feedback, he has pointed out certain advantages
to programmed test dnterpretatlons: 1) the ¢lient can
proceed at his own pace; 2) if the client misses a polint,
he can go back and pick up what he missed: and 3} instant

feedback is glven regarding the accuracy of,the client's

v J
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perceptions of the 1nterpretat16ns,

Folds and Gazda (1966) reported that individual,
group, and wrltteﬁ test interpretations are all effective
in increasing the éccurgcj-wlth whlch-self—;sbimees of
test scores are made. He pointed out, however that
subjects receliving lndividual test lnterpretations expressed

greatest satisfaction with the test interpretation pro-

ceflure, N

In summary, studles ccmparlng these two modes of
feedback have dealt almost exclusively with measuring
their effectiveness in changing attltudes towarls self and
in determining the accuracy of self-estimates on'aptitude.
achlevement, and vocational tests, The‘resultc} thus far,
nave been inconsistent, Gllbert and Ewing (1965, 1971),
Folds and Gazda (1966), and Tipton (1969) found that both-
technliques were equally effective. Forster (1969) reported
program feedback to be more accurate, but , subjects appehred
to be more relaxed with personal 1nterv1cws. FPurthermore,
1t was discovered by Tipton (1969) that re;ention of
feedback information was more lasting over a long period
of time for those who had received face-to-race feedback,
Overalll it was found that students not only preferred
but experlenced greater satisfaction with face-to-face

interviews. : ' . ) k
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Summar
~In revlewlngathe literature .on ?egdback, enpirical
research has found that: . _

I) Feedback definitely affects changes 1in behaviqr.
Geherslly. results are positive, but feedback regarding
fallure negatlvely influences subjects® opinions of them-
selves. Negative-resulgs, it has been suggested, may be
corrected by profer feedback techniques.

II) -It has been shown that face-to-facs }eedback ,
has -led to 1mproved seif—understandlng with respect to
‘abllities and interests. These results have been attained.
with both a college and non-co¢llege populatlon. It has
been emphasized that 1f feedback 1s of an undesiraﬁfé'na—
ture,fface—to-face,1ntervjewé are Preferred since they offer
the advantages of having a sensitive counselor who can N

u

present the material in a non-threatsnrng manner. Active

partlcipation by‘the client ‘has been 11lustrated to be

an important factor in determining the success of thils method.
III) Written reports have been found to be a success-

ful means of reporting testqscores‘to a large number of

students, especially by universities and educational test-

ing services, The written reports circumvent-problems

due tb the shortage of sdequately trained counselors, dlf-'r

ficulties in training counselors, and the high cost in '

employing them, Branching booklets have been devised which

¢
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avold the number of limited responses avallable to a

human counselor. Written reports also have the advantage

‘/

of allowing reciplents to review their test results at a.
later time if so desiYed,.

IV), Nelther technique has been found to be conslstently
superior in relating test results to 01;3nf3 as measured
by aceuracy of.self-estlmates on abil;ties and interests
teété. The adéantage of face-to-face interviews appears
to be & more relaxlng atmosphere which 1s preferred by
'the clients and, thus, offers greater satis’aotlon.. It
has also been demonstrated that information obtained :in a
. persoral §6;nse11ng session is netalned for a 1ongerrLer10d

A
$

of time.




CHAPTER II ..

" STATEMENT OF TEE PROBLEM
S

iy
~t

Alms ™

Most of the research thus far has shown that subjects
readlly bvenefit from feedback based upon psychological
assessment whether 1t i{s in oral or written form, Up to
this tlme, however, it has not been explicitly demonztra-
ted whether one feedback technique 1s any more accurate
efficlent, or preferred by testees. It 1s conceivable
that methodologlcal weaknesses have been responsible for
the limited knowledge gained in this area. -
| Some of the methodological problems encountered in
'previouslegpdles‘may have been due to rhe‘test batterr
selection, Most often, studles have involved interests and
abilitles tests on whieh perforpance feedback may-not have
‘been censldered enlightening, relevant, or even deslired
by subjects whose performance wasg poorer than expected.

As pointed out.by Gibby and Glbby {1967), feedback regard-
ing faltlure unfavorably influenced the subqects‘ opinians
of themselves.‘ On the other hand, a personallty 1nventory; )
foerhng descriptive statements concerning normal functlonu
ing, would be more relevant to the cllent and would also

eliminate any value judgments assocliated with their per-

26
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formagce. For thlé reason; the present study has employed-

the Personality Reseé&ch F;?m (Jackson, 1967). ;
Another-methbdologlcal error affecting the results

ma& have been due to the fact that prévlous gtudies have p

not properly controlled for the amount and variabllity

in the type of feedback given., As pointed out by Forster .

(1969), 1in face-to-face counseling the counselor's concern

"about making new information compatible ylth existing self-

images of the :eciﬁlent. may cause the counselor to sub-

"~ stantially altér the 1nformgtion‘he is trying to communicate,

In attempting.to éontrol for this variability, in this study,

all feedback reports, depending upbn“tesg performance, con-

sisted of standardized statements taken from The Personality

Research Form Interpretation Guide (Balance and Bringmann,

1971).

Also, it is not unreééonable to agsume fhat subject
variables, which have not been previously investigated,
may ‘influence treatment outcomes. and consequently, should
be cégﬁ*?ereq in determining which feedback technique should
be employed, One important éubject #ariablel which has )
not been thoroughly 1nvestlgated up to this tlme, is szex,

In reviewing the literature, it has also been observed
that very few studieé have beén concerned with specifically
determining which feedback techniqﬁe'subjecta prefer.

.Of thé limited number of studles that did attempt to assess
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EEPchts' preferences, the meJority used rating scales' =
ae a means of measure, AS mentioned by Gilbert and Ewing
(1971), "experience with student ratidgsihas demonstrated
that stﬁdente seldon make unfavorable ratings of 1£ter-'
views" (p.blS). In hopes of accurately assessing subjects'
preferences, the present.authors have sought subjects® opinlons
 regarding preference using open-ended essay questlons,
. It was feht that thls method would encourage. 8 freer, and
therefore, a more accurate expression of thelr oplnlons.

Since previous studies have indirectly assessed accuracy
of feedback by measurlng changes in subjects self-estl~
mates on tests of abilities and ‘interests, the ‘present

authors felt a more direct measure would be obtained

through the use of, agaln, open-ended questions.

Hzpotheses

With these conslderatlons and proposed changes in
mind, the following hypotheses were generated:
I)- Subjecte will significantly prefer oral rather

than written feedback,

— .
11) SubJects‘wlll regard oral feedbaek significantly ’
more accurate than written feedbeck.

I1I) There wlli be no sex difference among subjects
regarding p}eference and[or accuracy concerning feedback -

techniques. o _ . .

<o



Significance of the Problem Area

Ir written feedback reports are shown to beras'
acceptable and effectiQe a means of reporting psychological
test data as face-to-face interviews, significant progress
may be made 1in solving the national shortage of adequately
trained counselors, Thls, in turn, will encourage a more
prolific use of_Bsychological ass?ssment'by p:ofessionals,
and thus, will make professional couﬁseling ovailable to
a larger percentage of the populatlon. Since this would

also allow greater communicatlon of test results, it will

eliminate some of the_present‘animoslty felt by the pgbllc

towards testing due to the fact that records. are inaccessible,

Should it Be found that there is a sex difference, it
would also assist counselors in determining the most appro;
priate method of relating feedback depehdlng upon the sex

of the subject:

L



—_ CHAPTER III ~ .

" METHOD -

. Subjects

-

- The sublects (Ss) consisted of 62 undergraduate stu-

- A dents enrolled in an Education Psychology course at the.

bl

University of Windsor. There were 16 males ranging from

20 to 3?'yeers with a'mean age of 23.1 years., There were
5 . . ' .
46 females ranging from 18 to 29 years with a mean age of

21,1 years. The overall mean age of 88 was 22,1 years,

The Ss volunteered to partlclpate knowing that they
would recerve ‘feedback based upon the personallty inven- ‘
tory ahd woulg also recelve ccurse oredit for their par-
ticlpation 1n the research.

- éte Ss were’ randomly‘asslgned to ‘one of four groups:
1) mq;es recetiving writtennfeedback; 2) femaleg\recelVing ;
written feedback; 3) males recelving oral feedbsck; and
u) females recelving oral feedback . 3 |

Three. Unlverslty of w1ndsor graduate psychology

e

students who were ssked to participate in the research-'

served as Jjudges.

,/Rﬁ’hruments \\\\ T

.’ B

h ]

Form A of the Personality Research Form (Jackson,

196?:'PRF) was the personallty test.employed in this studv
. R ‘ e g - .

.30‘, | e
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to provide personality deseriptions of the subjects.
Form A consists of 300 items which yields 15 tratt
scores. The_traits measured by the PHF are listed in
Appendix 1. : -

The items are presented in the form of statements
which a person might use to "describe himself, . The sublect
answers true for each item which he feels is descriptive
of himself and false for any item wbich te does notf, agree
with, "

The PRF was selected as the assessnent tool aince”it.
‘mainlj ylelds a profile set of scores descriptive of normal
perSOnality functioning“gs opposed to patnological func=-
tioning. Jackson (1967Y presents a dbtailed explanation
defending ‘his theoretical construction of the tralt items,
The. reliability and validity of the PRF have been demon- -
strated by Bentler (1964), Jackson (1966); Jackson and
Gunthrie (196?),?Jaiﬁson,and'Lay (i96?), Kusysz&n and
Jackson (1967). and Kusyszyn ii968)

An individualized personality description was composed
;or each S receiving written ‘feedback and was based upon
| his PHF test scores.'.This report consisted of six state-'
ments (utilizing the three highest and” ‘three lowest scoresl

attained) typed in paragraph form, The statements were

taken'from The Interpraetation Guide for the PRF (Balance

and Bringma ihn 1971). .A sim;/ar statement was prepared for

the groups receliving oral feedback as a means of eliminating

:

]

“an
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- any’ discrepancy in the content of the feedback between
oral and written feedback groups, and wWas presented in a’
fi’teen-minute face-to-face interview. A sample feedback
report is presented in Appendix 2.
- ' Upon receiving assessment feedback, the Ss were
requested to answer in brlef paragraph form six questlons
indlcating thelr opinions regarding the_accuracylandfthe

* preferred mode of feedback. Questions asked to be com-

pleted by Ss are listed in Appendix 3.

*

Procedure
The PRF (Form A) was administered to all Ss in one

- supervlsed group setting. The subjects were given a standard
| set of instructions {see Appendlx 4), If there were any
questlons_asked by the §s, 1nstructlons were repeated verba-
tim from the instruction sheet,

9 The PRF inventorles were scored manually, and test
profiles were plotted ‘for each S.+ The three nighest and
the three 1ouest scores on the profile were selected by
1nspection and utilized in preparing an 1nd1v1duallzed
feedback statement for each S These statements were

taken from The Personall_x Besearch Form Interpretatlon Gulde

4
(Balance and Brlngmann. 1971), whiech provides statements
; repreeentative of high and low scores for each of the

personality traits measured by the PRF.

. L]

After a two-week interval, Ss- Were asked to register

-
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fcr assessment feedback intervliews, One weekllater, the
Ss receiving written feedback were presented their indi-
vidualized reports and escorted. to an ad Jacent rool where
they were asked to read thelr report. The Ss recelving
oral feedback were seen in a Tifteen-minute face-to=-face
1nt$rv1ew during which tige the experimenter presentgd
verbally feedback statements similar to those given in
the written feedback reports, Upon receiving feedbcck,
each S was requested to answer questions expressing his
opinlocs regarding the acguracy of the feedback and 1its
mode of presentctiqn.

Shortly fhereaffer, the independent Judges were asked

to evaluate the opinions of the Ss regarding their accuracy

ratings and their preferences of feedback mode,

Statlstical Analysis K

Due to the-fact that.alldaxa collected were of a
noninal nature, chi-square analyses, as_outlined by Winer
(197i). were conductcc. Using this statistical procedure,
lt'wes determlned whether Ss significantly preferred oral
feedback r&%%er than written feedback, whether Ss regarded
oral feedback significantly more accurate than written.
lfeedback and whether Ss dlffered according to sex in

their opinions regarding preference and/or accuracy concernlng

5

-

the two feedback techniques,



necordirs to’ séx ard rmode of feslhacdk vivern, 1= preaented
Tanle 1 ine mear ases of thess sultject ganples car

S ¥e fourd in Table ¢ Tre stArndard deviatlors ET Lhe

*
fiftesr Fa~ tralt scores for 58, acgording to sex ard ode

of feedhack ziven, are preserted in Table 3,

~eepllins Fypothests I, 1t was predicted thrat

£

. , N
subjects would sierificerntly prefer oral feedtack cver ¥

written feedback, = An exaniration of the results demorcstrated

)

& = . .
that all subjects sterifticantly preferred ornal feedhnck
. : ‘..
over written feedback, as a.means of receivirg psycholowrical

test data, The results of the analysis of the suhjects’
ratircs may be found in Table U4, As noted, this diffe;ence
-wes significant_ at the ,05 level {one-tail test). |
) fhe ovprwhelmir: majority of feﬂal&q in this study
led the exaniners to beileve that perhaps the male ﬁplntons
did not contribute sufficiently in the Statlbthﬁl arnly-'
sis, and therefore, acreutarce ‘of thils nvpothesev was rof
Fepresent&tivc of all 3s, In hopes of clarlfyin this:

issue, chi-square analyses, recardine preference Tor feed-

pack presentation, was conducted for both male and fensle

.
0
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TABLE 1

DESCRIPTION OF SUBJECT SAMFLES

Feedback Given :
Sex Oral Written Tot;al
Male 8 8. 16
‘Female 23. 23 46
© Total- 31 N 62 ’
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TABLE 2

MEAN AGES OF SUBJECTS ACCORDING TO
SEX AND MODE OF FEEDBACK GIVEN

-

Feedback Gilven

LSex Oral Written Total

Male 23,7 22,5 23.1
Female 20.9 21.3 21,1 <i
Total 22,3 21,9 22.1
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T 3
SUTTECTSY STANDARD DeVIATICL SCShie ACCCHDINS
SO oZN M D A0Us OF FAZDzACK SIVEX
.
scnles o F M-0 F-0 W F-W
Ac 3.23 S 3.1 3.17 3.21 3.13 3.25
A L,13 7.bk L, C1 7.0¢ 3.95 7.16
A 3,44 2,07 3. 5be 2.C0 2.57 2.0b
A 3,04 3,62 3.92 3. 5F 3.60 . 3.65
20 e 3.33 L, 5¢ 3.17 L,53 3.19
ir ls, 87 3.3 Lo 3.16 L, 26 3.27
X 3,42 7,38 3, 56 7.15 3.52 7.26
T L, ok 4,89 ' L,o2 I, of 3,58
Im 3.45 3.7¢ 3.10 3,80 3.17 3.683
Ty BSS b,92 4.57 4,89 4,52 4,79
Or 5.09 4,92 4,98 L, B¢ L.589 4,81
Fl 5.11 3.33. 3.95 o 3.7 b, A1 3.05
gr 5,0h 3.4 5,01 . 3.57 5.29 3.49
Un 2,92 3.11 2,72 3,20 2. fl 3.18
In .99 1,55 .98 }.54 .96 1.5@
. .' | .
N = 1A Le 8 23 8 ' 23
M= fale -0 = @le-Oral =% = .lale-wWritten
T = Female F=0 = Femﬂ?-Oral = = r‘emale_—birltten

-
.

i
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TABLE &4

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SUBJECTS' RATINGS
REGARDING PREPERRED MODE OF FEEDBACK
ACCORDING TO FEEDBACK MODE GIVEN

T

/ Feedback Given
Feédback Prefgrred Ofgl Written Total
Oral A‘ \ 29 i8 . ) 47
Not Oral 2 13 15
Total - . 3 3. 62
N=62 | - R
‘X2 = 8,79 —
ar = 1 A

p { .05 (one-tall test)
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groups. Hesults afe presented in Tables 5 and 6
respectively., The reéylts indicated tﬁd;'both males/
and feﬁgles, as individual groups. signlflcantly prefer’
oral feedback over written feedback. Again results were
significant at the .,05 level (oné-tall test).

~ As a.meansbof investléating part of Hypoth¢sis III,
that there would be no sex difference.among Ss regarding
preference for either f;;hback technlque a chi—square

analysis was carried out. As noted in ‘Table 72 no sig-

rnificant difference was found at the .05 level (two-tall

.;est , Thus in light of thé previous findings, it can
be concﬁuded that'malés.and females equally prefer oral
feedback over wrltten feedback. ‘
Yypothesis II stated that 1nd1v1duals would regard
qral feedback slgnificantly more accurate than written
feedback. An analysls of the results, as 111ustrated in
.

Table 8, 1led the examiners to reject this hypothesis at

the ;05 level of significance (one-taill test), There-

, in this study, 1t was deﬁonstrated that 3s did not
regard Qral feedback significantly more accurate than

]
for reasons mentioned previously, chl-square
analyses were conducte for overall male and female
“groups. The results, feund 1in Tables;g and 10 respectively,

-showed that neither males nor females, as individual groups,
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TABLE 5

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF MALE SUBJECTS® RATINGS
REGARDING PREFERRED MODE OF FEEDBACK
ACCORDING TO PEEDBACK MODE GIVEN

/
. !
) .

FPeedback Glven
Feedback Preferred

AOraI Zertten Total
Oral 8 % 3 11
" i Not Oral 0 \ | 5 5
\:otal 8 N 8 ' ‘ 1€
N =16
X2 = b,65

arf = 1

P ¢ .05 (one-tall test)
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"~
. TAELE 6 X
CHI=-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF FEMALE SUBJECTS* ZATIISS
REGARDING PREFERRED MODZ OF FEEDBACH
- ACCORDING TO FEEDBACK MODE GIVEN
{ . Feedback Given'
Feedback Preferred Oral written Total
Oral . .21 - <15 36
Not Oral ‘ 2 3! . 10
Total 23 . 23 . L6
N = L6
X2 = 3,19
. u'
afr = 1 L

™~ p £ .05 (one-tail test)

L



TABLE 7

r4T-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SUBJBCTS! SATINGST
REGARDING PREFERRED MODE OF FEEDBACK
ACCORDING TO SEX

- L Sex
Feedback Preferred Male Female , Total
_ Oral . 11 36 - b7
© Xot Oral 5 - 10, 15
~Total 16 Le - 62
N = 62
X% = .18 o : . /
/ '
ar = 1

p > .05 (two-tail test)

i
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. i
. TABLE B8
CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SUBJECTS® BATINGS  ~
» - REGARDING ACCURACY ‘OF FEEDBACK HODES
ACCORDING TO FEEDBACK GIVEN .
1‘ ] \ . . ~
B Feedback Given
Accuracy Rating Oral written ~ Total
' Accurate ‘ 28 25 53
Not Accurate 3 6 9
Total ~ - 31 o | 62

N = 62

. 2 +
Xc = ,52

4df = 1

P> .05 (one-tail'teét)

T e
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- A ‘
TABLE 9
. CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF MALE SUBJECTS® RATINGS
e REGARDIN(_} ACCURACY OF FEEDBACK MODES -
¢ ACCORDING TO FEEDBACK GIVEN ’ .
1 . - . .3 ‘ ' ’ ’
. , ! . Feédback' Given - ]
Accuragy Rating . ~ Oral , Written , - Total
Yy . <7 ‘
Accirate 8 : .5 \ 13 -
J .
Not Accurate 0 v 3 . . 3
i Total B 1\ "8 RN - 16
N =16
%% = 41
‘\_'_’-,:
ar = 1 ,
. . . I
&P > .05 (one-tall test)
&
-. ) \‘
. ,
[ ~
p
/
- ‘;"‘\h
8
N



TABLE 10

3

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF FEMALE SUBJECTS' RATINGS

REGARDING ACCURACY OF FEEDBACK iODES
ACCORDING TO PEEDBACK GIVEN

b3

i -
3 -
~ Feedback Given
Accuracy Rating ‘O}aI - ‘Writtenr Total
Acquraté 20 20 | 4o
Not Accurate 3 3 6.
Total 23 TR 46
o .
N = 46 )
x2 = ,13
af = 1 |
p> .05 (one-xail_teét)p
Y o
' -
. X

-
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rated oral feedback more accurate than written feedback

as measured at the .05 lewel of significance (ore-tail ‘test),
Agair considering Hypothesis III, that males as a

group do not rate feedback any more accurate than females

as a group, a chl-square, yielding the results in Table

11, was performed. The obtainedJresults led the examiners.

_to accept this.hypothe31s at the .05 level of signiflcance

(two-tall test).

f\:’
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TABLE 11

CHI,SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SUBJECTS® RATINGS:
REGARDING ACCURACY OF FEEDBACK MODES
ACCORDING TO SEX

Sex
Adcuracywﬁgting Male Femaie Total
Accﬁrate 13 , QLO 53
Not Accurate 3 ' 6 o 9
Total _ . 16 46 62

N = 62
x2 = ,02 - ' — | L
df = 1

P » .05 (two-tall test)




CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

This investigatlon was c&nducted to examine two mephods
{({oral and wrltten)'of communicating ﬁsxphological asseés-
ment feedback to 4ndividuals. Findings 1nd1catedlthat
.studeﬁtﬁ preferred personal interviews instead of wr;tten
reports as a means of obtaining feedback on non-pathologlical
tralts as measured by the PersonalXkity Reéearch Form,

The findings of this study are a consistent elaboration

of the previous examinatlon of Gilbert and Ewing (1971).
Taken tbgéther. these researches ﬁrovlde striking avidence
that individuals slghificantly prefer oral presentations
'ovér written p;esentatlons. The present study. however,
went beyond the finding of Gilbert and Ewing (1971) by
-4nvestigating the sex variable and establishiﬁg that both
mal¢S'and femaies equaliy preferred the face=-to-face
;echnlque.

Though both technlques were regarded as accurate means
of presghtlng feedback data, 1nd1v1duals did not consider,
either modé to be.slgnificantly mo:e accurate than the ‘
other, As u}th preference, 1t was again found, that males
and females did not differ in their aécuracy ratings.

The results of the prgsent study corroborated previousA

L8
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researph findlpg that both personal 1n£erv1ews and ﬁripten
reports are effective means of communicating feedback data.
The authors regarded this study as a ploneer in the field,
since it dealt with a test measuring personallty tréits,
unllke all previous research 1n_thls area which employed
tests of abilitles, aptitudes and 1nteresté;

Both variables examined in this study were felt to
be wopthy of 1nvestlgatiop, because of thelr-lmpllcations
in the flelds of_psyohological assessment and counseling,
It is universally accepted that accuracy of reportlng‘
tgst_}esults is of primary importance 1if counseling
sessions are to be of any value. For this reason, the
authors felt that the réjectlon of Hypothesis II had
greater lmplicatlons for applied psycholosy. Since psy- \\\
chological assessment feedback . is known to be desired by
“¢lients, ahd having established that both‘fﬁiﬁﬁ?ﬁues are
an ‘equally effectlve means "of accomplishing this task,
the authors feel that 1t would be beneficial, for several
reasons, to Substitute-wrlttenfrépopts for face-to-racé
1nterv1ews when counsellné cllents. Doing so would clr-‘/
cumvent many problems gtemming from the shortage of ade-
~ quately tralned counselors. In addition as mpntioned
before, this would also make records agtessible to a greater
number of lndivlduals. |

!
The results “of thls study seemlngly support the views
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of those researchefs favoring oral presentatlon of feed-
back as opposed to written repo;tu. They argue that the
personal relatlonship of client_a d qounselor_is A major
variable 1nf1ﬁenc1ng tfeatment outcome, When considering

the findings of this research, that individuals significant-
¥ )

ly preferred personal interviews rather than written reports

" as a mode of feedback presentation, thpﬂauthors feel a

Y

note of caution is warranted, Though the present findings'
do not refute thelr contentiong. it is felt that the results
cannot be generallzed'td all testing sltuations, ‘

Oﬁe factor restricting the generalizability of the
;_ results would appear to be that the present ;tudy dealt
solely with a personality inventory. It 1s felt thét con-
clusions based upon this study cannot be applied to ASSeS5S5=
ment situations employing ‘tests of abllities. aptitudes, .
and interests., It '1s recommended that f?ture'studies use
tests ' measuring pathological tendencies (e.g. MMPI) in
hopes of eipanding knowledgq in this area,

k? the same time,’the results would not nécessarlly.
have been obtatined us;ng a ndn:cdllege populatioﬁ:‘ Thus,
it 1s reéommendeq thﬁtruse of such a population ber cénsidered
1n.future'resear¢h Studiesf

It should also be noted that students who partidlpated

4n this study volunteered their services and for this

reason, it was felt that active particlipation in face-to—'i
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face interviews was of an optimal nature, For reasons
preuiously stated, it was believed.that this may have
significantly contributed to the individuals preferring
this mode of feedback presentation. It would be interest-
ing to see how manipulating the variable of active particl-
pation will affect clients' preferences for face-to-face
interviews in future.research

By the opinions expressed on Jbe feedback questionnaires,
it was learned that a primary reason for individuals pre=-
ferring the face-to-face interviews was that ‘they had
the opportunity to ask'for further clarificatign Pnd/or
elaboration of the feedback statements."lt is suggested
perhaps, failure of the students to prefer written reports
may have been due to the 1ack af this opportunity. It 1is
suggested that a more comprehensive written report may
have altered the results in favor of written reedback

In summary, then, the. results of this research showed
that 1) individuals significantly preferred oral feedback
rather than written feedback; 2) individuals did not regard

oral feedback signigicantly more accurate than written. S

feedback: and 3} no sex difference regarding preference for

‘and accuracy ratings of feedback presentations was observed.

It is felt'that, perhaps, some of the .mentioned suggestlions
and recommendations for'future research may help further

11 -
clarify thé area of feedback communication,
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TRAITS MEASURED.BY THE PERSONALITY RESEARCH FORM (PRF)

Scale Number Scale Name Abbreviation

-1 Achlevemént " Ac
2 Affiliation Af
3 Aggression Ag
4 Autonomy Au
.5 Dominance Do
6 . Endurance En

7 Exhlbition Ex

8 ﬁarmavoidapce ﬁa

9 | Impulsivity Im
10 Nurturance ﬁu
11 ‘Order or
12 o Play Pl

' 13 SociaY Recognition Sr
14 Understanding Un
15 .InfreQuency In”

53
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SAMPLE FEEDBACK REFORT

Name: John Doe . I1.D. #333333

Your test results obtained on:«the PRF indicate thatyyou
accept people readily and make efforts to win friendshlps and
matntain assoclations with people. You enjoy belng with
friends and people in general. You do many things Just for
fun, You spend a good deal of time participating in games,
sports, social activities and other amusements. In ‘social
situations, you enjoy jokes and funny storles and generally
maintain a light-hearted easy-going attitude toward 1ife.

You are strongly motivated by challenge and 1lke competition,
You are eager to excel others and are willing to put forth
ma jor effort to attain distant goals, ¢

" You enjoy adventure and are willing to take rlsks and
expose yourself to danger, On occaslion you may be reckless
and show little regard for your- personal safety. You
prefer friendly relatlons and discussions and try hard to
avoid situations which may lead to arguments and disagree-
ments., If you feel that you have been harmed by someone,
you will go to great lengths to avoid confrontations.
You are hesitant to express disagreements and will do so
only if you can do SO Very tactfully., You defer decisions
to others. You_ prefer to accept life at face value, You
are little given to searching for underlying meanings and
explanations. You are more concerned with practical knowledge
which. you can apply than with abstract theoretical.prlnclples.

-

r

- .
_The above report was prepared utilizing this S's three
highest scores, obtained on the achlevenment, affiliation,
and play scales, and the three lowest scores, obtained on
the aggressign, harmavoidance, and understanding scales,
Descriptive statement’ for the high traits were taken from
the strong category, for the low tralts were taken from the
weak category, of the lgterpretatlon'culde for the PRF
(Balance and Bringmann, 1971).

\
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FEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE

The Ss who had received face-to=-face feedback were asked

to complete the following questionnaire. oo

i : —
Name ' ) I.D. )
Instructlons:'Please answer the following questions as _//_ﬁ\*—j

they pertain to the psychological assess-
ment, which you have just received. '

-

1) In my opinion the feedback was/was nqt'aicurate because, ...

-

2} The manner in which the feedbagk was presented was.... {:/

-

Q. . .
3) If I had & choice I would have preferred to recelive written
feedback (written report) as opposed to personal feedback Yo
(face-to=-face interview). - .

L) I 1liked - about the way the feedback was presented.,
) 3 3
5) I disliked about the way the feedback was
presented. . - _ ,
6) My general comments I3 of - JAR R : S
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PEEDBACK QUESTIONNAIRE (contipued)

‘
1

The Ss who. had q@béived written feedback were_asked to
complete the following questionnaire. - |

peSRORET )

Name ¥ I.D.\

Instructions: Please answer the following queStions\asu '
: : they pertain to the psychological assess=-
ment, which you have just recelved, '

, Y
b i

1) fn my opinion the feedback was/was,not accurate because,,..
.Y ' Y i /
. * v

- 2) The manner in which thegiﬁ?dback was presented was....

Ty

. ) i

3)IIf‘I had a choice I would have preferred tq recelive face-

‘to-face feedback (personal interview) As opposed to written'

feedback (written report).

-

4)"1I liked . . about the way the feedback.was
presented, o , o .

. b M "

5) I disliked about thg;waj the feedback was

presented, S 4

3 . . N

6) My general comments BIre ,.....

A -

“
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[l

The'purposezof‘the testing is for psychologicél
research, Upon receiving feét‘bookret. kindly read the
instructions found on the front cover. You will be allowed
ample time to finish the tesf. When ;oﬁ have completed'thé
test kindly return all materlals to the test,proctor; who
is seated at the front desk, In.approximately t#o weeks,
you wlll be asked to mafb an appointment at a convenient
time durlné which yoﬁ will iecéive'personallty feeﬁback

based upon your performance on this test, o
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