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Tecthemo Series

The FSU-CAI Center Tech Memo Series.is intended
to provide communication to other colleagues and interested
professionals who are actively utilizing computers in their -
research. The rationale for the Tech Memo Series is three-
fold. First, pilot siudies that show great promise and will
evertuate in resea}:ch reports can be given a quick distribu-
tion. Secondly, speeches given ‘at professional meetings can
be distributed for broad review and reaction. Third, the -
Tech Memo Series provides for distribution of pr:-publication
copies of research and implementation studies that after -
proper technical review will ultxmately b found in profes-
sional journals, :

) In terms of substance these repom wﬂl be concise,
descriptive, and exploratory in nature. While cast within a
CAI research model, a number of the reports will deal with
technical implementation topics related to computers and
their language or operating systems. Thus, we here at FSU .
trust this Tech Memo Series will serve a useful service and

- communication for other workers in the area of computers

and.education. Any comments to the authors can be forwarded

via the Florida State University CAI Center. .

Duncan N. Hansen
Director
CAI Center
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EQUIVALENT VALIDITY OF A COMPLETELY COMPUTERIZED MMPI
Robert Ei Lusﬁene, Harold F. O'Neil, Jr., and Thomas Dunn
Florida State University
ABSTRACT

Within the context of a counterbalanced design, 63 female students were

. » }
tested with a computerized MMPI and a group booklet mode -of administration.

State anxiety was measured before and after each testing session. The computer-

based MMPI scale scores were shown to correlate as high or higher with the
7book1et administration scores than correlations repor;ed for comparisons bet-
ween booklet and card form administrgtions or bopklet—booklet administrations
for a college poﬁulati;n. When compared to.the’booklet version, the computer
mode initiaily produced felatively high state anxiety levels. By the end

of the test, however, no difference in state anxiety levels betwegn the two -

‘modes of administration was found. g
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EQUIVALENT VALIDITY OF A COMPLETELY COMPUTERIZED MMPI
’ Robert E. Lushene, Harold F. 0'Neil, Jr., and Thomas Dunn
Florida State University
There hayexbeen relatively few investigations of the reliability and validity
either of intelfigence or personaiity tests in which automated equipment has been
used to actually administer, score,or interpret these tests (Hansen, Hedl, & O'Neil,
1971). In the area of automated administration of intelligence tests, Elwood (1959)

investigated the effects of an automated testing booth for presenting the Wechsler

Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS) (Weihsler, 1955). Although the average interval

between the two testing sessions was 110 days, he foun& a correlation of .92 be~

tween the prorated performance intelligence quotient (IQ) scores based upon three
subtests. In another study (Elwood & Griffitﬁ, in press), thirty subjects were
tested with a mean of 9.4 days between the two administrations of the automated
WAIS. The test-retest reliabi;ity coefficients were shown to be .97,_;95, and
.98 for WAIS verbal IQ's, performance IQ's, and full scale 1Q's, respectively.

If one consideés the automated Qersion of a test to be an entirely new
teét rather then merely a type of adpinistration, then the correlafion between
the automated test Jnd the t{f?ifIEnal test would bg considered an equivalent
validity index. Se;z;al studies of this type have been reportedAfor automated
tests. Orr (1969) compared the automated WAIS with the traditional administratiop
of the WAIS. In thié study, using a mean intertest interval of 9.2 days, a test-
retest coefficient of .93 was reborted between the full scale IQ as administered
‘be examiner and as determined by the automated adwministration.  Hedl, O'Neil, and
Hansen (1971) have develoﬁéd a computer-baagd administration and scoring syséem
for the Slosson Intelligence Test (Slosson, 1963). Within the context of a Latin
square design, they report a correlatiodrof .75 between the computerized and

the traditionally administered Slosson Intelligence Test. The lower equivalent
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;alidity correlation in the latter study is probably due te the fact that for the
computerized Slosson Intelligence Test the computer also scored the test, whereas
for the WAIS several verbal subgests were hand scored. Computér scoring of natural
laﬁguage input 3s often less reliable than human scoring of such input.

With regard to personality tests, computers have beéen widely used in the

scoring and interpretation'of personality inventories, particularly the Minngsota

Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) (e.g., Fowler, 1969). However, there

- has been relatively little use of computers to administer such tests. One example

of such an approach is reported by Dunn, Lushene, and 0'Neil (in press) in which
they demonstrated the feasibility of computefizipg the administration, scoring,

and interpretation of the entire MMPI. The validity of such an apprdach is reported

in this paper.

It is particulary izportant that equivalénce validity stu&ies of automated
tests be conducted. Although the very nature of the automated presentation in-
sures a more standard stimulus presentation than do other methods, certain evi-
dence sup:2sts that test results may be somewhat different under automated conditions.
Affective andAsubjective attitnde reactions to computer-~based administration of
testsamay diff;r from thosg obtained during sténdard-administra;ioné. For example, .
a number of investigators have reported that subjects tend to be more open and h;nest
in responding to a computer, particularly if the stimulus material is of highly
personal naFﬁre (Smith! 1963; Evans & Miller, 1969). » .

However, in the studi by Hedl et al. (}971), in which a computer-based
administration of an intelligence test was compared to a traditional administratiom,
it was found that computer admihistration of the test led to 2 higher level of state
anxiety than did the examiner-administered test. State anxiety (A-St;te) has been

conceptualized by Spielberger (1966) as a transitory state or.condition of the
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organism that is characterized by feelings of tension and apprehension and high
levels of autonomic system activity. 1

Tt could be hypothesized from the prior studies that some alteration in a
computer-administered and -scored MMPI profile would result when compared to a
traditionally-administered MMPI. Therefore, it seems of import to determine the
equivalence-validity of the MMPI as administered by cémputar vs. the traditional
booklet administration of the test. |

Thus, it was the purpose of the present study to investigate the equivalence-
validity of the computerized MMPI as compared to a standard administration of the
MMPI, i.e., the group booklet form. In addition, the affective and subjective
reactions to both ﬁodes of administration were investigated.

Method

Subjects

A total of 63 female studentsl participated in this experiment.. All stu-
dents were volunteers enrolled in psychology courses at Fiorida State Unive;sity.
Apparatus and Materials

The IBM 1500 Computer-Assisted Instruction System (IBH, 19675 was used
to present the MMPI. Students interacted with the computer via ierminals which
consisted of (a) cathode ray‘tube; (b) light ven; and (c) typewriter keyboard.
The terminals were located in ;n aif-conditioned, sound-deadened room.

MMPI

As reported in more detail -by Dunn et al. (in press), the automated version
of the MMPT included all 566 items. Items were presented one at a time on the
cathode ray tube. Students were instructed to depress "t" for "true," "f" for

"falge," or "?" for "don't know" on the terminal keyboard to indicate their responses.

1One student was dropped from the C/B group since her F scale score was 23. Scores
this high generally indicate an invalid profile.
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The statement 'Press space bar to continue" was inserted aiter each of the 566
items to allow for accurate latency recordings. Latency served as a dependent
measure in a study reported elsewhere (Durn et al., in press). The booklet form
of the MMPI, wifh accompanying answer sheet, was also used.

Twenty-six scales were computer scored. For the automated MMPI, the IBM
1500 system was used to score on-line the ani. whezeas a Control Data.6600 was used
to score off-line the booklet form of the MMPIL. The scales scored included the
13 original scalgs: Hypochondriasis (Hs), Depression (D), Hysteria (Hy), Psycho-
paghic Deviate (Pd), Masculinity-Femininity (MF), Paranoia (Pa), Psychasthenia
(pt), Schizophren1a4(8c). Hypomania (Ma), Social Introversion-Extroversion (Si),
Lie (L), Frequency (F), and Correction (K).

Thirteen additional scales scored were: Social Maladjuatmggt (SoC), De~
pression (DEP), Feminine Interests*(FEM), Poor Morale (MOR), Religious Fundamentalism
(REL), Authority Conflict (AUT), Psychoticism (PSY), Organic Symptoms (ORG),
Family Problems (FAM), Manifest Hostility (HOS), Phobias (PHO), Hypomania (HYP),
and Poor Health (HEA) (Wiggins, 1969). )

A-State

The A-State scale of the State-Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI) developed
by Spielberger, Gorsuch, and Lushene (1970) was used to measure State anxiety.

The short fc.m A-State scale consists of the five items from the ;otal scale
having the hi?hest item-remainder correlation for the normative sample of the
STAI. In a series of studies using this scale 0'Neil (in press) and Leherissey,
O'keil, and Hansen (1971) report alpha reliabilities ranging‘from .81 to .89.
This scale was administered iﬁmediately before and immedi;tely after both booklet
and computer administrations of the MMPI. Hhen‘students wefe going through the
computerized version, the anxiety scales were presented on-line. During the book-

let‘administrations the anxiety scales were completed with paper and pencil.




Instructions for the pretest state anxiety scale asked students to des-

cribe how they felt while taking the MMPI.

Procedures

Students who rigned up to participate in this experiment were randcaly as-

" signed to one of two groups:

(a) Those who w re to take the computer (C) version of the MMPI first and

the booklet (B) version second (C/B); and

(b) Those who were to take the bookiet version of the MMPI first and the ~‘

computer version second (B/C).

As students reported to tyc Computer-Assisted Instruction Center, they were
asked to take a numbered card to identify ghemselvec. Students who had been ran-
domly assignred to the C/ﬁ group were asked to have a seat in the terminal room.
Those who had beén randomly assigned to the B/C group went to a nearby classroom.

The prgc;cr for the C/B group then gave gsneral instructions and inforamation
which included iﬂe uunbpr of items, the duration of the test, and some basic infor-
mation abo:t the‘MMPI itself. In addition, instructions were given for use of tha
cathode ray tube terminal.

The pfo;tor with the B/C group gave'the same instructions as those given
io the E/B group, with the exception that the use of the cathode ray tube terminal
was not discussedc In addiéiou, the proctor with the B/C grou; distributed the

test materials package. Includéd in this packsge, in this order, were: (a) STAI

A-State pretest; (b) the MMPI booklet and an IBM answer sheet; and (c) ;he'STAI

A-State posttest.

All students were also instructed that their responses would be confidential

since they would be identified only by number.

Procedures during the second session for both booklet and computer admini-

strations were the same as in the first session, with the exception that students
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were not given the general information about the MMPI'. After students finished the

posttest A- Xate scale, the experimenter held a debriefing session in which he ex-

plained the expex;iment and answered questions about the test.‘ )
v Results A
In order to investigate whef:her or not the computerized MMPI is equivalent
| to a booklet adm;lnistrationv of the same test and the students' aff.ectivé reactions
‘to mode of administration, the results gré divided into frive, sections. The f.;lr;st ]
section deals with the effects of mode and order of “a;iministration on MMPFT profiles.
' The second section deals with the effects ;)f mode of .adminisiratioﬁ on MP1I scales.
The third sectjon deals with the equivalent validity of the two modes. The fourth
section deals with the gffects of mode and order c;f administrati'q;;n state anxisty,
while the fifth section deals with subject prefgrence toward modie of administration.

Effects of Mode and Or&er of Adm;nistration on MHPL Profiles

Figure 1 pr.::nts the mean T score 'prof:lles £or the basic non-K-corrected
scales for (a) !:he booklet administrations fof each group 7(srecond for the C/B
_ _group, first for the B/C grou;;); (b ) the computer administrations for each group
(first for the C/B group and secqnd for tixe B/_c group ); (c) the first administration
7 (booklet for the B/‘C group and computer for the ’VC/BVgroup )‘; and (d) thersecond
administration (computer for the C/B group and booklet for the B/C g;:oup ). Figure
2 presents the same profiles for the Wiggins scale. ‘ 7
Discriminant function anaiyses were conducfed in order to determine whether -
significant differences were éresent in these mean profiles;. A
The results of ‘the discriminant anélyses on raw scores are ahbwn_in Table 1.
It will be noted, as shown in Figure la, that the relatively higher scores on the
basic scales for the booklet administratio_n for the B/C group resultgd in significap;

7 profile differences for th'e booklét administration in eéch group. In addition, as

may be seen in Figures lc and d, respectively, the mean brofiles for éach-g;:oup were
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Figure 1lb.--Mean T-score profiles for basic MMPI scales for computer
administrations for each group.




R I TIVR Y

[ R e P A PR

P bt W

T-SCORES

T-SCORES

———-C/B
60
55 p——
50 L
45 §__
. 40J |
TllJ'lLllll‘ilLl
L F K Hs D Hy Pd Mf .PaPt Sc Ma Si.
, BASIC MMPI SCALES
Figure lc.--Mean T-score pi:ofi-les for basic MMPI scales for
first administration for each -group.
B/C
—————— c/B
60 1

T¢ll'—'JllAlt!!llJ‘jl -
L F K ' Hs D Hy. Pd Mf Pa Pt Sc Ma Si
. BASIC MMPI SCALES
I Figure ld.--Mean T-score profiles for basic MMPI scales for

second administration for each group.




W

"

e et A 2 I A e

[N .

[ETSp—

A & e ST WURAAN W by Mt S |

T-SCORES

T-SCORE

__:__B/C
60 |-
55 .
50 1.
s
40 |
:fn'Lilllln’g_Llll

Soc Dep Fem Mor Rel Aut Psy Org Fam Hos Pho Hyp tea
. WIGGINS SCALES

Figure 2a.--Mean T-score profiles for Wiggins scales for booklet
administrations for each group.

B/C

I S SR T SR TN RN S NN RO SN N
Soc Dep Fem Mor Rel Aut Psy Org Fam Hos Pho Hyp Hea
WIGGINS SCALES
Figure 2b.--Mean T-score profiles for Wiggins scales for
computer administrations for each group.

/

YR, s e




-10-

——3B/C

- = — === C/B

W o
W o
] |

W
<
|

T-SCORES

o
|

£
o
|

T vy
Soc Dep Fem Mor Rel Aut Psy Org Fam Hos Pho Hyp Hea

_WIGGINS SCALES

" Figure 2c.--Mean T-score profiles for Wiggins scales for first
administration for each group.

o
o
)

T~SCORES
n
wn
{

W
o
|

[ A TN TN NN SN NN NN N NN SN SN SN N
Soc Dep Fem Mor Rel Aut Psy Org Fam Hos Pho Hyp Hea
WIGGINS SCALES

Figure 2d.—-Mean T-score profiles for Wiggins scales for second
administration for each -group.




w +

e e e miam

e b R A SN P 43 e e e vt

11
TABLE 1

F Ratios Based Upon the Discriminant Function Tests on' the Mean Profiles
of the B/C and C/B Groups for Both the Basic and Wiggins MMPI Scales

Comparison’
(a) Booklet Administrations 2,42% 2.24%.
(b) Computer Administrations 1.14 : 0.95
(¢) First Administration (C vs B) 5.70%% 0.88
(d) Second Administration (C vs B) 5.67%% 1.13

*p = ,05; df = 26/35
®p < Qi; df = 26/35

significantly different for the first test administration as well as the second
administraticn. There were, however, no significant differences bétween‘the
computer administration for each group (Figure 1b). 1In contrast, for the Wiggins
scales there was only a significant difference between the mean profiles for the
booklet administration to each group (Figure 2a); the remaining conparisons were

not significant.
g

Effects of Mode of Administration on MMPI Scales’

While the*foregoing discriminant analyses were primarily designed to -
reveal .any differences between the profiles of the mode of administration

for each group and any owde: effégts, the following .analyses were concerned

- with pinpointing differences between the booklet and computer administrations

of individual scales within the same group.

The mean profiles, in terms of T-scores, for the booklet and computer

administration for each group are shown in Figures 3a, b, ¢, and d. -
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Ccrrelated t-i:ests were conducted on all of the MMPI scales and the results

TABLE 2

Correlated t-Tests on Mean Raw- Scores for Each Test

Administration for both Groups

are presented in Table 2. Scales which showed significant changes between the

W E ae mte g «
It et M . . S R o s MO B s ol AR R S

C/B Group e ]
Booklet “Computer Booklet  Computer

Scale’ Mean Mean t ~ Mean Mean t
Hs 3.73 5.85 5.14 % 7.17 5.45 3.00%*
D 18.24 18.61 .67 21.79 19.38 4,09%*
Hy 19.42 18.94 .82 21.66 . 16,69 8. GO**
Pd .. 14.36 13.48 2.38% 15.97 13.69 3.70%%
ME 39.36 39.33 .06 39.97 38.97 1.74
Pa 9.55 7.67° 4,.10%% . 10.83 8.62 3.17%%
Pt 14.06 16.36 4,23%% 19.38 16.97 4.26%%
Sc 11.64 14,03 4,92%% 18.59 15.14- 3,02%*
Ma 17.48 - 17,15 .80 18.97 18.14 1.38
si 25.79 24.15 1.81 33.66 27.24 9,08%*
L 2.52 2.03 2.77%k 2.69 2.03 2,74

F 3.82 - 4,67 3 44 6.45 6.00 71
K 14.58 9.88 9,24%% 12,55 9.00 7.03%%
Hs+0. 5K 11.27 11.03 49 13.66 10.14 5.24 %%
Pd+0. 4K 20.17 17.48 5.98%% 21.00 717.31 5.54%%
Pt+l.0K 28.64 26.24 4.51%% 31.93 25.97 9,37%%
Sc+l.0K 26.21 23.9% 3.78%x 31.14 24.14 6 .20%%
Mat+0. 2K 20,45 19,15 2.99**, 21.48 19.86 2,54%:
soc 9.48 10.36 1.69 13.07 13.21 .34
DEP 6.73 8.06 2.78%% 9.90 9,07 © 1.37
FEM 20.76 20.70 .21 20.34 20.69 1.26
MOR 8.79 9.79 2.75% 11.17° 10.24 2.07%
REL 5.55 5.52 .20 5.34 5.34 .00
AUT 6.94 7.18 .68 7.28 7.83 1.29
PSY 7.42 9,12 3.93%* 11.10 10.69 .65
ORG 3.33 5.12 4,22%% 7.14 5.17 3.36%%
FAM 4.70 4.91 1.04 6.03 5.28 2,15%
HOS 7.88 8.12 .59 10.07 10.10 .05
PHO' 7.48 9.03 4,62%% 09,34 7.79 3.38%*
HYP 15.52 15.45 .21 15.14 16.03 2,84%%
HEA 3.30 “4.58 3.86%* 6.28 " 4.72 4.16%%

% < .05
*%p < ,01
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booklet and computer administrations in both groups were Hs, Pd, Pa, Pt,
Sc, L, and K among the basic scales and MOR, ORG, PHO, and HEA among the ‘ o

Wiggins scales. Scales which did not change significantly for either group

]

|

]

i were the basic Mf and Ma scales and the Wiggins SOC, FEM, REL, AUT, and HOS
k Scales, Eight scales were significant for only omne group; thrac of thase 1
|

significant differences were in the C/B group and five in the B/C group.

Equivalent Vg};di;y

The comparisons in the prior sections tend to emphasize the differences
batween the booklet agd computer profiles. Such differences, although.statis-

b tically significant, were not large in terms of absolute score change.

Since the primary objective of this study was to determine the equiva-

{
%ence-validity of a computér‘administration of the MMPI compared to a booklet ; J
form, test-retest correlations were calculated between the computer and booklet I J
scores for each s’cale‘. These correlations :w;re computed seéarat:aly for each |
) group as well as tﬁe total sample. These correlations are prasentgd in Tablé 3.
¢ All of the test-retest coeffiéients were significant beyond the .0l

level and range from a low of .47 to a high of .95 for the C/B group, a low

P

of .42 to ; high of .93 for the B/C group, and a low of .45 to a high of .93

for the total sample. .

Effects of Mode and Order of Administration on State Anxiety

A five-item STAI A-State gscale was administered both before.and after
each test administration. An overall analysis of variance was performed on!

these data with groups, mode of administration, and pre-post as the inde- |

peﬁdcnt variables and the A-State scores as the dependent varisble. The triple

Groups x Mode x Pre-Post interaction was significant beyond the .00l level.

(F = 26.99; df = 1/168). The nature of this interaction can be seen in Figﬁxa 4,
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TABLE 3

Test~Retest Coefficients for MMPI Scales for ;

Each’ Grouwp - i

MMPI ) :

SCALE C/B Group . B/C Group Both Groups

Ha .68 ' .76 .63 %

D .73 .85 17 s

s Hy . .57 .73 A .52 i

; Pd .88 76 . .8i L

T ME .80 .73 o S )

Pa %7 W42 Y- f

Pt . .87 .92 .85 |

Sc .01 .83 . .80 ;

Ma .85 .73 .80 :

si- .80 .90 .83

L R .83 . .66 75
H F 089 067 075
K .80 - .72 .77
Hs+0. 5K 51 .68 . .54
Pa+0.4K .83 , .68 .75
; Pt‘l’l.OK * 079 086 078
4 Sc+l, 0K - .82 .78 .75
: Mat+0, 2K .84 .65 .76
! soc .84 .93 .89
§ DEP .83 .83 . .81
! FEM .83 _ .82 .82
! MOR .92 .87 .88
! REL .95 .93 .94
| AUT .85 .85 .85
; PSY .84 .83 . .81
P ORG .79 .75 . 467
; FAM .93 .86 .88
% HOS 081 074 * . 77
! PHO .88 .86 .81
: ‘ HYP 082 081 080
b HEA 73 . .85 .73

|
i
!
i
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Subsequent analyses indicated that the decrease in state anxiety scores during
the computer administration was statistically significant beyond the .01 level
for both grouvs, while the change during the booklet administration was non-
significant for each group. Further, it v:l:n be not;d that the decrease in
anxiety scores was much greatex for the C/B group than for the B/C group.

Correlated t-tests ;)n the initial pretest sccres for %he computer and
booklet administration revealed statistically significant initial diffetencc'l
(bcyc;nc‘i the .01 level) for each grcup. There were, however, no significant
differences between the booklet and computer anxiety scor . at posttest A-State

measuremsnt.

Mode of Administration Preference

In order to study the subjestive pref_etence for mode of administration,
the subjects were asked to indicate which version of the MMPI they preferred
after having completed both versions. For the C/B group (which answered the
question after completing the booklet version), 15 students preferred the
computer version and 14 prcgerred the booklet version. For the B/C group .
(which answered the question after completing the computer version), 20 pre- N
ferred the computer and 14 preferred tic hooklet. Overall, therefore, 35

‘'students preferred the computer administration to 28 for the booklet. However,

these differences in preference were not significant (x> = .10; df = 1; p = .75).

- " Discussion
Since regression towards the mean has often been observed upon MMPI
vetesting (Dahlstrom & Welsh, 1960), the two groups were given the bopklct
and computer administrations in counter-balanced order. Howcvcr.- t:hckruults

in the present study do not consistently reveal such regression toward the °

mean. While the computer profile is generally lower for the B/C group, the

A et e
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bocklet profile is not consistently lower than the computer profile for the

C/B group.

Much of the between-group variance seems to be attributable to the

* relatively higher scores on the booklet administration for the B/C group.

It is also of some interest to note that although the booklet scores for the

- B/C group were gomevhat elevated over their computer scoxes on the basic scales,

the profilas were quite similar and the test-retest coefficients were conge-
quently rather high in spite of the absolute score differences. No consistent

explanation for thase results is immediately apparent: Likewise, the arxiety

', data indicate that the B/C group, for souia reason, was a more state-anxious

group initially than was the C/B group. However, the data do not demonstrate
any cousistet;t scale bias as a result of computer administrations of the MMPI,
Although a number of scales showed significant differences betwsen the
computar and booklet t;dﬁi:lxistration for the same group, the differences were
often not large (less than 2 score points). The test-retest coefficients were

as high as those reported for comparisons between thc booklet and card form

of the MMPI with a one-week interval (e.g., Cottle, 1950; Gilliland & Colgin,
.1951; MacDonald, 1952). The median scale test-retest coefficient in those

studies was .76, .67, and .72. The values also are in line with one-a;nek
test-retest coefficients for tlie booklet alone; the median coefficient in a
study by Cofer, Chance, and Judson (1949) wass .68, and .81 in a study by
Windie (1955). '

The finding that the computer administrations to the two groups were
not significantiy different as were the booklet administrations at least
implies that computer administration of personality tests results in more

reliable measurement. Perhaps this is due to removal of such systematic

souxrces of variance as administrator personality.

W, .‘\r
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D am e cmemeam.

The findings with respect to the anxiety data suggest that the first

administration of the test is met with more anxiety than is the second.

. 33113 find.ing supports a simil&: int:erprc;.t:at:ion advanced by Dahlstrom and
P}elsh (1960) to explain,r at least in part, the regression towards the mean :
effect noted on retesting. In this study only the B/C group (highes:. A-State)
sho;red regression toward the mean. It is also apparent that, compared tfo

the booklet version, the computer initially pgdduces ~Yrather high anxiety

v it g ks g e 23 o o

levels. By the .end of t;.he .test,. however, no differences in.anxigty level
b;atweenzthe two modeé was found.

The fact that the computer profiles were not more. 'deviant" than the
booklet profiles suggests that perbap§ this init:ia} anxiety level is not
maintained throughout the test but quickly diss'ipAtés once the sub_’;ect is
comfortable ~i:esponding to the computer; this explanation is further suppor;:ed
by subjective reports which indic.ated that no difference in preferences
existed towards the two modes of.admri.n:I.st:r:at::lr.ope The A-State results are in

contrast to Hedl et al. (1971), in which high levels of A-State were main-

L WIAMERZAN N KRS % <, e

tained throughout a computerized int:élligence test.

PR

While the data reported here must be regarded as preliminary, it.

st s U

appears that administration of a computerized MMPI is at least as valid as
administration via the booklet version. Further, computerized administration

offers additional conveniences in terms of immediate on-line scoring and

w e S RR A

interpretation.
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