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Abstract . ’

' ,
* Thas paper describes an instrument desigeedsto assess the content
) : . [ . ;
. . " .' . ". ) - . )
and structuce of.culttral attitudes. Derived ILrox= Kelly's (1955) Role
I 4 . : .
. . ._. t - il -‘ ' .
Construct Repertory Test) -the instrument erables an inspection of the
personal meaning and organizational properties of the individual's

cultural vailue system. Methods of administration are deséribed and-

analyses are illustrated with a case example of one counseling student
s . : ‘ SO}

‘

? . .

before and after an introductory course in cross-cultural counseling.

Applications of the instrument to issues in research, counseling, and -

B

cross-cultural training are alsc discussed.
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FExzploring the,Content’and Structure of Cross-Cultural Atkitudes

s e ’ )

It is widely recognized that individuals differ in the cultural

attitudes (Sundberg, 1981), valués (Sue & Sus, 1977), and beliéfs oo
(Schwebel, 1980) ‘which comprise their unique “warld 1d views" {Sue, 1977). .

‘An agpreciation of tnese differences helps tha counselnr mer fromﬁand
ethnocentric to a more pluralistic'ﬁerspective (chpeb, 19/97, thereby
enub11ng him or her to adopt more ea511y the ciient s pe ~rect1Vr. If
the counselor is not sensitiye to the’ clients 2d1£fer1ng viewpointé;

these differences may serve as impediﬁents to effective counseling (Sue,
1981; Sue & Sue, 1977). As a result, efforts to enhance the effectiveness
of cross:cﬁthral interventions have emphasized the mneed For counselors

tc assess their own, as well as their clients', cultucal value systems .

. - ) -

(Green, 1982; Sue, et, al, 1982). : L : _ .

This paper describes a technique for as ess’ng. cultural world views.

‘The'method derives from Kelly's (1955) personal construct theory. -The

usefnlneSS'of tonstruct theory.for'understanding intercultural differénces
(Diamond 1902) and relat1onsh1ps (McCoy, 1989) only rzcehtly has begua to-

receive attention. Construct theory characterizes in d'v‘dual s 'personal

.

scientists" who develcp implicit theories in an.effort te understand -and

predict their experience. Each personal thecry, or world view, is unique

and is composed of many personal constructs. A personal construct is a

»
»

conceptual dimension which is used to order znd intevpret evperience.

It is the way in which some things are seeg és alike and different from -
r . . ‘ ' . .

others (Bannister & Mair, 1968). ' For example, a counselor may experience

,

her A51an—Amermcan@L11ents as "more orl .nced roward their fawilies"” in

.

' cpntrast to her Aﬁglo“clients who she views as more independent of

their families.” ® This dimension (oriented-toward family vs. independent_

FRIC R
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of family) represents .a personal construct alenzg which she may order
4 ) ‘ . - " _ o

: - - ? Lo NG ) &8

or "construe™ a variety of other cultural or racial groups as well,

These personal comstructs are comporents of the person's*subjective
L] 1

~world vieu iy .that, regardless of their objﬁctive validity, they serve
.}-.' 1. . . et e 4 ... /— .", L
to channelize and systematize perceptions (Xelly, 1953, pp. 46-50).

. . . < ~ [ . - ~ .
Togeqﬁ?r with mény other constructs,.such dimensions form a consfruct_
system. This network of personad undetsﬁandings constitutes a conceptual
templare for orderinf and anticipating'experience.

. ) . R ' ‘ : - N
While some of the person'’s constructs may be shared %y others -
N(Commonaiity Corollary, Kelly, 1955, pp. 90-94), other constructs will
b2 unique (Individuality Corollary, Kelly, 1955, pp. 55-56) . As a result
no two persons-will have wholly identicdl personal comstruct systems ner
‘will they share identical world'vieﬁsﬂ Tnis highlights construct thsory's

c v .o
position on constructive alternativism (Keliy, 1955, pp. 3-45):° that

T
i

any single cxperience or event is open to a variety of different SR
¢ ) ) Vi . Q... \ ' ’ ’
interpretations. These interpretations are a function of the available

~. »

constructs which form the individual's construct system. The,instru%adt

described here is designed to help atticulate that unique world view.

Cﬁiturglﬂé&gi&pdes Rebertory Technique

Deriving from_Kolly'é (1955) Role Construct Repertory Test, .the

. . . . LI 0 ‘. o
Cultural Attit&des Repertory Technique (CART) examines the content and
: I . v < o o
structure -of the individual's personal systen of cultural constructs.

s
-

As with.other formg of the reptest (c.f. Fransella &fBannistef, 1977;

Neimeyer & Neimeyer, 1981, for reviews) the CART consists of a grid

y . ~ |
‘matrix and a series of elements (see Figure 1 for a completed CART) -

¢

from which the constructs are derived. A sfaries of constructs is -

elicited by comparing three of the twelve elements at a time regarding

£




‘the ways they are alike and'Hifferent.’ Inthis case the elements are
v A '

17 different ccltural gtoups (e. g., Black mal'% Latln females, White.

U

females, Nativé—American malés,'etc.); -For cxaMple, in Row 1 circles
P ) . -‘. . N . . . . . .
appear under columns 3 (White female), 5 (Aslan .American female), and

% . . o .
7 (Inrernationul female). Thc individual is then asked to think S&f some

A * »

way ‘in which any 2. of thc e 3 elements are like one another. THe answer

is,written in the'"Way Alike" column to the right of the grid matrix.
Its opposite is recorded {n-the adjacent Way Different" column. , Thisr

procedure is then 1cpeated for each of the reﬁa1n1ng rows until 12
-different constructs hava'been eliciteq.

Following this_elicitagiog phase, subje:ts are‘iustructed to
transfer thelr constructs onto a separate rating sheet. 'The‘format'
of the ratlng sheet requires them to place the ends of each constrtctﬂ

on tho opposite sldes of a 7—p01nt Likert- typ\ contlnuum (e. g.,
\

~V"family oriented" 3210123 "independent"). u51ng a series of

such scales, individuals are,then\aéked to rate each of the 12
. , . . \

.

cultural groups along each personal construct and to value code

each s1de of every construct according to whlch s1de seems*most
S, oo
positive (+) and whlch seems most negative (- ) This results in a

-~

matrix of 144 ratings (12 constructs by 172 elements). These ratings
> are’ assumed to represept a sample™af the individual's perceptions

of various cultural groups from within the perspective of his or her
| . s ) . .

o
I3

unique world view.
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For “purpdses of-illustration, the’ CART wps administered twice to a 27
: . R

r 0ld whire . -ferale graduate studeni. in counzelor education. The firss
) B
‘).

e

"J

Iy

o !

.administration occurred during the opening weex of an introductory .course. iit
"f-‘ ‘- v— - . . : 2 .t ”" \, - N Y
Ccunseling Tthnic Minorities. The one-semester.(45 total hours) cou ie wa¥

- e i -

designed -to raise issues regarding the unique vAlues.of a variety of nonémajoritj

~r
v

£icar and 1nternationa1) as they impact

T
o

popUlatiSﬁs within the'Ufited States (Am
. on counseling. The CART was readministered during the final week of the class
dsing thavsnbject‘s'original'constructs. S f ) ' S

w ] : . .

Y

——— e . \
*
» .

The data are amenable to & ariety of a nzlyses. 'An.inspection of the ’

content 5f the constructs is often very informative. For example, Figure 1-

)
§

* depicts the constructs elicited from the samvle §Ubject. Reflected in the

o
&

constructs is an appreciation of a diversity cf cultural values which might

impacr on COUHSP]Iné The artieulatiou of political (women's roles viewed | .,

tradi cionally VS.. changing), intrapsychic (less emotional vs. more emoti caal),-

and systemic;(less family oriented vs. more,family oriented) factors indicate

. © . .
“ . . ) .

the-availability of a fairly broad range of cultural constructs.

In addirJon to the content of the counstruct system, however, cons iderations
/( - ]
of its otrurtural properties might also be useful. Perhaps,the most widely
studied.stuctural characteristic is the ' cogni:ive complexity" of the construck
A . . , .

system. According to Trioodi and Bieri (1964, p. 122), "Cognitive complexity

?

refers to the degree of differentiation in an individual's constpuct system,
. ' 4'1 '
i.e. the relative number of different dimensicas of judgment used by a persoan."

.Operationally,lcompiexity is d&fined .as the number’'of fon-identical ratings
9

of a set of stimulus persons (cultures) along a set of bipolar construct scales.

<~The §maller the number of identical ratinos betueen all p0551b1e pairs of

constructs, the more cognitively complex, or differentiated the person is -~

. o 7 . o ' \
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judged to be (Bieri, Atking, Briar, Leémaﬁ,}{ill‘e; & Tripod'i, 1966)“.
The rnledaqce of cognitive differeptiaticn to coqn;eiing'(c.f{
Landfield, ;971) and social sensitivity (c.f. 0'Keefe & Sypher, 198i)
‘ . . . . : '
derives from thehpreyise that the more differen~iated an individual's

. a . ) 8 . r . ) | y .
coristruct system is,.''the more readily he {sic] may grasp the diverse

peints of view of the persons whom he encounters by virtue of his having

potentialliy available within tHe context. of his system a greater‘numbet of

~ . i

.. alternative 1inés of inference . ." (Adamé-Webbar, 1979, p. 45).

Ccncéptual complexity may be especially important in cross-cultural

o

counszling vhere the ability to move beyond an ethnocentric, to a more

plural istic perspective may be related to therapeutic effectiveness (Sue,

et. al, 1932}, Cognitiye differentiation_is_one form of conceptual

complexity.

But, as O'Keefe and Sypher (1981) note, a construct system gdqld be

-

considered "complex" on bases other than the degree of differentiation

between its con;trdcts.> Following Werner (1957), one could argue that as

3

‘construct sysiems become more complex they display-ﬁoc only greater degrees

of cognitive differentiation, but also increasing hierarchical integcation

. o , ‘ . o

of the constructs they/ comprise. Integration refers to the extent to which

the persunal constructs are arranged into an interrelated system of

constructions. In the absence.of these more integrativefconstructions, a
. . : ‘ N '

high degree_of,differentiation‘might more accurately reflect cognitive

fragmentation and disorganizatioﬁ, than sopthtidétion gLandfield, 1977).

. One implication of this reasoning is that cross-cultural awareness might

4



be reflected in both greater differentiation and integration of ‘the relevant
constrach systeis.
' ’
Some evidence bearing on this hypoth=sis can be gaiuned by comparing the
scares of the individual used in this paper bzfo:re an after her participation
in the coursc on fZounseling Ethnic Minorities. Thi's comparison is not v
. interded as a definitive ce;i of the hypothesis but rather is an illustration

of ohe type of analysis which may be informacive.

Results and Dlscusslon _ .

Ratinﬂs nerformed on the respoandent's construccs‘were analyzed by the

ELTORP 11 Ccmputer program developed by Landf‘e]d Page and LaVe¥Zb (see Note 1),

”

yielding 9c0*e° for Funct1ona11y Independenc LorscrucCLau (FIC) and Ordlnarlon ’

(Ord) at both testings. The FIC score indexes the degree of differentiaticn in

"

the respondeut's system by comparing the ratings of the 12 cultural groups oo

each construct with those performed on every other construct. Conscruct pairs

’

whlch vere UcEd to categOrize the 12 cultural groups 51milar1y 10 or more
' P!

) .
times (83. 3@) were cons1dered functionally dependent (sﬁe Landfield, 1971, 1977).
The greater the FIC score, the greater che degree of d1§ferent1atlon the

!
individual’s construct system was assumed to possess. _&

- , . V'\\
Differeatiation ‘can occur at two levels: cultural groups and coustructs.

o - . N

If all cultures are viewed as functionally equivalent (i.e., rated similarly
more thau 83.3% of the-time)? then only one cluster will emerge. In contrast,

&ﬁ each of cho 12 cultures is appreciaced for its uniqueness‘then.IZ function-
a]ly'indepondenc clusters will emerge. Therefore differentiation of the
cultural. groups reflects how clearly the‘individual discinguishes among'tho
1?2 cultures, collapsed across conscructs‘(bossible'range =I1'Co 12).

Differentiation among constructs reflects how differently the 12 constructs .

I ¥

are used, collapsed across cultures (possible range = 1 co 12). The total
: s

" ‘differentiation score is a combination of.these two scores (possible range = 2 to 24).

ERIC - g
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* TheOrdination §goge assesses the flexibility with which the respondent <
. ‘\ . .
eimploys particular construct scales to rate the 12 cultural groups, it being
” W 5 , :

assumed that' greater flexibility reflects grcater degrees of hierarchical-

A 4 .
integration of the construct system (see Landfield (1977) for rationale ard
scorinrg proccdure).\ Thus, the higher the Ord score, the more cognitively
irtegrated Che respondent was taken to be.

2 .
As with <iffeventiation, integration can occur at two levels. Integration

of the cultural groupS'indica;es the &egree of flexibility with which the

groups are viewed across constructs (possible range = 1 to 6). Intégration of

the coastructs reflects the degree of flexibility with which the constructs,

are used across cultural groﬁps'(possible range = 1 to 6). The total integration

score i3 the co&bination off these two scores (possible ;ange =2 ta 12).
Resultsléf these anaiy;es for the sampie respondent indicated appreciable

changes oﬁer time in the amount of differentiation, but not integratioﬁ of

the cultutal construct system. Pn pre-test, she differen;iated between £g££

clisters of cultural groups. The internatioﬁal (Iranian) male was yiewed

as functionally independeﬁt of all other gréups, as was the Latin male. T%he

third.cluséer, however, consisted of the'N§tive American male, Internatlonal

female,'White male, White female, Black female, lLatin female, Asian Amarican

'male, and Asian American female. These eight cultural grbups ware viewed

as func;%oﬁaily'equivakent (i.e., rated similarly at -least 83% of the élme),

The finél cluster consisted of the Black male and the Natlve A;érican fémale.‘
The const?ucts themselves also showed very little differengiation at-

pre-test. Only two clusters o} constrﬁcté.emerged. All constructs were

functibqg?ly‘equivalgnt with the exception of "uses a?cohol va. abuses

alcéhol." The total pre-test differentiation, fhen, was 6 (4 culture

clusters + 2 construct clusters = Q).




At pre-test, the ordination score for the cultural groups was 2.00,

-

. and for the constructs; 2.33. The total ordiration score of 4.33 may

refiect molerately low levels of integration in the pre-test cultural

_ccnstruct system of this counseling student.

Folloving the semester's training iu cress-cultural issues the CALT
. ‘ . ~ N ,

was readministered using the individual's original constructs. While tne
degree of intggration-of the cultural'grouqﬁ renzined unchanged. (2.00),

the integration of the constructs showed a slight decrement‘(l.SC). In

. ) (
contrast, the overall degree of differentiation increased markedly, from

6 to 13. Tollowing the course the individual diffe;éntiated among.9

‘

clusturs of cultures (International male; Native American male;

International female; Latin female; Latin male; Native American female; ‘

A

Black fewoles Aslian American male and female} White male; White female; r.
" Black male). This increased differentiation of cultural groups may f¢Flecr

a keener apprccinélon of cultural and racial differences.

The conétyuqts themselves were also used in a more differentiated

fashion. following the course, 'Four cousrtruct clusters emerged as’

\

functionally independent (rcpressed vs. free; comfortable with same cex

s. competitive; fanily oriented vs. luss family orfented; and, all

’ B N .
other constructs). This fncreased differentlation among the constructy

may indtuuto that the same constructs bo came more useful &n differentiating

anong, thc various. cultural groups after conplntlnb the course In ‘
» - K|
Counseling Fthnic Minorities.

Oue Interpretatlon of thiy person's: ovérall chauges can be

characwerlzed as follows: Prilor to any cross-cultural tralnlgu or

ot .



‘ experfience, the individua! had a rather urdi-Terontiated and poorly

inteprated system of cultural understandrag:. St was effectively
“eclorblind id the sease that lLer constracr: wore no® pacgticularly

upcful'in helping her to discern differencas among tho varlous cultural
gruups.- Following training she had an in:teased awareness ;f cultural
differenccs. This was reflected in her abilicw to difierentlate betuer
the varfous cultural groups along her pursonal constructs,

Despite the increased counexity of har cultural awareness, her
system rema&ncd poorly integrated., This is-not surprising slnce
differentiation ofteg brecedcs integra:£on (Hafier, 1957). As she gains
axperience in cross-cultural contax€s, oa¢ might expect her~to use the
! syatem dn a more flexible and lncvﬁrnhod fasrhlen, '

Although the data conform to such an interpretation the illuutrﬁtivc
nature of the anaiysls should again be noted. The lack of appropriate
controls, the abscnce of statistical arilyses, and the single case nature
of the deslgn all prevent®any definftive empiéical statemeat, In this
cnse the data has served houristic, not scientific, purposes.

Summary

The Cultural Attttudes Repertory Techalgue (CART) is a flexible tool
.which can be ugeful in exawnining certaln €ac ty ol cu1CUrJl world views,

At the simplent level) the CART can be uned o+ a4 self-exploration exercise.
It can be helpful {n assisting counselors to artlculate those pglvatc

dimenstons of Judgment which miy othetwlne ro=aln fmpliclt in thetir

. :
crogs=cultural faterventtony, Exporience fnf{cates that fudividuals find

the exercine both challenglog and rewarding. It plques fnterest In exaulning
crosas-cultural issues and stimulates discussion concerning unlque, as well as

shared, cultural constructlons. It can be alapted for use (n a variety of

~ .
Qo gettings rangLng from workshopa to'uupe&vlslcn. _
ERIC .
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‘Concerning the issue "of counselor tralnlno‘ the CART might be useful in Y

_ : L . : cA

mouitoring changes in constructioas over the course of cross-culrural experience.

As an example one might'expcct;increases in cognitivqﬂcomtlexity (differeﬁtiation
and inteération? with continubdAchtutal exp;rience. |
' The use of Slater's (1964) INGRID progras provides ; ﬁrinciple CO““CDc;tb
ﬂ041351s of the data whlch could graphlcally 111ustrate the shJFtlng bthUIdl A‘
| N

att itudes over t1me._ B/ plottlng the constructs and cultures within the ‘same

-

p»yahologlcal space,~ tQ&s analysis provides a tepresentatlon of the

&

vd1V1dua1 s culturgl world view. Clusters of cultures wnlch are viewad

< .
cimilarly are ghen easilyAdiscerned, as are those other groups which sre more

“distant, is ated, or polarized. Discussions of the analysis with a supervisor

rn

warn serve as an efficient and effective means of exploring a variery o
. i

cultural issues from within the world view of the supervisee. Lo P

.

Related research could examine characteristics of counselors in each oi
> . .
the four quadrants defined by high and low integration and differentiation

.

{Landfield, 1977). Perhaps the "ecolorblind™ counselor is cha'arterlw‘d
) S : \
bv a system of constructs which is poorly differentiated. In

. < ) .
centrast, the counselor who is beginning to expand cultural-awareress may be _ A
- "—\ .' . . . . - N —
flooded with an appreciation of cultural variations (high differentiation),
but as yet lacks the ability to relate thoses together into a systematic whole

(low integration). With experience the system of understandings might become
13 .

] . ) “/—\/ .
more integrated and intelligible. Perhaps the most effective cross-culiural

Al . .
counselor is characterized by high levels of both‘differentiation and
~1ntegrat10n such that a wide variety of cultural vardiations avre anprec-ated
x, .

within a flexible system of upderstandings.

Additional information,useful in training and supervision_could be

galned from the CART by u51ng analyses not 111u§trated in this case 2xam ple.

-~
- . .

O
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Such dlternatives vary greatly in design and cooplexity. At a simple
. . 3
»

descriptive level it is interesting to consider the value ,
: : —_= ~

. .y ‘o3 2 . s e
codings of consiructs. Individuals vary widely in the manner in which they

' Pa N
valuz such dimensions as "assertive vs. deferring,” "intellectual vs.

emotional,"” and "family-oriented vs. independent." Further, tallying the

number of times each cultural group is viewed on the positive side of the
constructs yields a positivity score (Neimeyer & Neimeyer, 1981a) for each
culture. Information concerniag those groups which are viewed most aad

least positively can provide useful data for counselor supervision and
4
training.

»

In addltlon to a visual 1nspect1on, constructs can be c1a551fled

sccording to. predetermined categories.of interest. Duck's (1°/3) post—
coding system categorizes constructs accordir g to physical (e. g.,llght'

skin vs, dark skin), interactional (e.g., macho vs. deferring),_role

(e.g., male-dominated vs. egalitarian), and psychological_(e.g.,'sensitiﬁe

vs. insensitive) categories. Landfield's (1971) .extensive construct codin
g 8 ¢ g

I

manual enables more refined post-coding along, 22 reting categories and

provides examples of over cne thousand previously post-coded dimensions.
2 & . ' : R

-Beyond thgs, the CART may'be'useful'in'idenfifying the specific
components of partlcular cultural world views. Kelly (1953, p.. 94) has

noted, "People belong to the same cultural group, not merely because they

o
behave .alike, nor because they expect, the §ar— things of others, but

-

o«

’
® © *

eSpec1a11y because they con;true their experience 1n the same way. In
C

support of this reasoning Triandis, et. al (19/7) observed that different .

cultural groups have available different constrUCCS for interpreting

experiénce. For example, White Americans have hundreds of concepts?for

. undgrstan&ing automobiles; the desert;dWelling'Bedouins have hundreds of

LI S : - \ s
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" conicepts for construing camels. Similarly, within the United States

tentative.eviderze has indicated that'majority znd minerity populations

. ) * - . .
. differ with respect to the way in which they constru=2 emotjonal experience

“~

- (Leff, 1973). Tuis 5uggests that greater comnonal ify of cons tru(t systems

might be expected to occur within a particular culzural group than between

groups (Diamond, '1982). For‘instance! because Anglos have a2 tendency to

overlook systemic factors (Schwebel, 1980), they might display fewer systemic

12°.

constructs (e.g., those having to do with envircnmantal or political-experience)

.

. ' - . .ot
than non-Anglo populations. The unique worl iews of a variety ©ofi cultures

|

could be specified by identifying those dimensions which d&fferentiate the

various groups. Careful and'Systematic study in this are# could centribute

294

o empirical refinement of more intuitively darived schemac for assessing the

world views of different cultqral groups (e.g., Sue & Sue, 1977)

e

Lastly, beyond its individualistic applications, the CART may be useful

i

in dyadie analyaes of cross-cultural COUHS@lluc For exauple, comparisvns

could be made_between counselors' and clients‘ constructioﬁﬁ. Perhsps, as.

~ . '

Triandis, et. al (1972)'have suégeeted, two persons interact more effectively
if théy overlap substantially in their 'subjective cultnres" so that they make

similar differentiations. Greater similaridy in the content and structure of -

~

" cultural constructs might facilitate effective communication (Duck, 1977\, and

-
.

° . M . ) . 1 ) . . . - . . | '
-therefore contribute to more successful treztcent. Tentative evidence supports

this conJecture by indicating that similar ty ia the content of their constructs’

is positively related to the effectiveness of th=z counselor/client dyad

(Landfield 1971) o c x

In summary, this paper has reported on the method and possible applications

° .

of a @pchnique for examining cultural attitudes. The development of the

Cultural Attitudes Repertory Technique (CART) 1S in the exploratory stage and

“~ >
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“its usefulniss in empirical research remains to be established. The instrumeut
o . . - - . . .o, .

o

e

is desfuned to elicit individuals' unique understandings of cultural elements,
s Jdesktyne ] :
.

R

» ) . . . ) . ]

and to dsscss the content and structure of theose understandings. As with other
N . . . [ : .. .

forms of the Repiest (c.f..Fransella & Baunister, 1977; Neiheyer & Neimeyer.

.1981), the CAKT 1s a technique which may be acapfed to a &ariety of praﬁ3351onab

- '

arnd empirical concerns.
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e . Reference Note

Copieé of this Fortr@ﬁ program are available from Dr. A. W. Landfield,

Depéxtmeﬁp of Psychblégy, 209 Wrnett Hall, University of Nebraska,

Lincoln,  Nebraska, 68588..
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