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CHAPTER I 

REVIE'i'l OF RELEVANr LITERATURE 

\Vhen evaluating students on their degree of learning, educators 

must first decide upon what kind of evaluation instrument to use. The 

basic problem is deciding between the use of the essay test or the ob

jective test (e.g., multiple-choice, true-false, and matching). Both 

types of tests have their advantages and limitations (e.g. , Mehrens & 

Lehmann, 1978, pp. 208-213) . Regardless of any of the other advantages 

and limdtations, the amount and nature of learning promoted by the type 

of test should be a major concern. Unfortunately, the research studies 

to date have provided few answers. 

Students often show a concern for knowing "What kind of test will be 

used to evaluate their learning. Is this concern idle curiosity or does 

knowledge of the test rrode affect learning? Balch (1964) concluded that 

of the various factors related to testing, the student's expectation of 

the test mode appears to play a major role in learning. 

Several studies have shown that students report differences in 

their preparatioQ according to the type of examination expected (Class, 

1935; Gustav, 1964; Silvey, 1951; Terry, 1934; \Vhite, 1932). Students 

say that they tend to memorize details for objective tests, whereas they 

attempt to understand general principles for essay tests (Gustav, 1964; 

Silvey, 1951; Terry, 1934). Students also report studying less thor

oughly and for a shorter period of time for objective tests (Gustav, 
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1964). Silvey (1951) points out that while the students' beliefs_and 

attitudes toward essay and objective examinations may not always be jus-

tified on the basis of fact or critical analysis, these beliefs and 

attitudes appear to be firmly implanted as if they had the support of 

conclusive evidence. 

Rather than rely on student reports regarding differences in prepa-

ration, some studies have attempted to objectively measure possible 

differences in preparation (d'Ydewalle, Swerts, & de Corte, 1983; 

Hakstian, 1971; Meyer, 1935). D'Ydffivalle et al. (1983) found that stu-

dents expecting open questions on an exam used significantly more time 

to prepare than did students expecting multiple-choice questions. Meyer 

(1935) found that students expecting a multiple-choice test used mostly 

underlining of the reading material as their means of preparation, 

whereas the methods of notetaking and the writing of SUIIJilaXies were nost 

used by students expecting an essay exam. 

Hakstian (1971), however, found no difference in the manner of prep-

ration for different test modes. If there are no differences in the 

study habits of students expecting different test modes, then it would 

seem logical to assume that there would be no difference between these 

students in their perfonnance on any type of test. In addition to find

ing no difference in preparation, Hakstian (1971) also found no differ-

ence in performance between students anticipating either objective or 
"" 

essay e~~nations. 

Other studies have also concluded that there is no difference in 

retention regardless of the type of examination for which the student has 

prepared (Kulhavy, Dyer, & Silver, 1975; Sa."<{ & Collet , 1968; Vallance, 

194 7) . In the study by Sax and Collet ( 1968) , t\\"0 classes of an intro-



ductory college course were used. Class 1 received three essay tests 

during the semester and were told to expect the same type of final exam

ination. Class 2 received three multiple-choice examinations during the 

semester and were told to expect the same t~~ of final examination. 
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The final examination was a combination multiple-choice and essay test. 

There were no differences in performance bet\~n the two classes on 

either the multiple-choice or the essay part of the final exam. Sax and 

Collet concluded that their results were probably due to the fact that 

the multiple-choice examinations were of the type that required an appli

cation of knowledge rather than simple recognition of a memorized 

response. They reasoned that their results might have supported the 

essay test had they used only multiple-choice items requiring simple 

recognition. 

Several studies, however, have found that when students have pre

pared for a recall test--e.g., essay, short-answer, completion--they show 

better retention of the studied material than students who have prepared 

for a recognition test--e.g., multiple-choice, matching, true-false 

(d'Ydewalle et al., 1983; Gay, 1980; Meyer, 1936). Meyer (1936) investi

gated the expectation or set effects of four types of tests: multiple

choice, true-false, completion, and essay. He found that students vmo 

were expecting an essay examination performed better on all types of tests 

than students with multiple-choice, true-false, or completion test-mode 

expectations. 

Gay (1980) used t'WD treatment groups in her study; a multiple-choice 

(MC) group took si.x multiple-choice tests during the term of the course 

and a short-answer (SA) group took six short-answer tests during the term 

of the course. At the end of the term, both groups were given the same 



final examination, which consisted of fifteen multiple-choice items and 

fifteen short-answer items. She found no significant difference between 

the two groups in their perfonnance on the multiple-choice items. The 

SA group, however, did perform significantly better than the MC group 

on the short-answer items. 

In addition to investigating test-mode expectancy effects upon the 

amount and nature of learning, same studies have examined the relation

ship between test-mode expectancy and length of retention (Hakstian, 

1971; Meyer, 1934). Meyer (1934) found that the rate of forgetting for 

true-false and multiple-choice tests was greater than for completion and 

essay tests. Voss (1974) may offer one plausible explanation for such a 

finding. Based on his findings, Voss reasoned that the incorrect alter

natives in a multiple-choice test may cause interference which in turn 

may be detrimental to long-term retention. Hakstian (1971) found no 

difference between the objective and essay examinations regarding the 

''breakdown" (forgetting) of material over time. This is not surprising 

since Hakstian also found no difference in student preparation for ei

ther type of test. 
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It is difficult at first glance to understand why the research on 

the effects of "test-mode expec~ancy has produced such conflicting results. 

The number of variables that could possibly affect the results, however, 

are many: student,motivation, classroom vs. nonclassroam environments, 

level of learning required (Bloom, 1956), and the student's prior exper

ience ·with the test nndes being investigated illustrate a few. No 

studies to date have made any serious attempts at examining possible 

reasons for the conflicting results in this area of investigation. The 

question of "Which type of test prorrotes 'better' learning?" remains 



unanswered. 

The studies discussed so far have been concerned with defining 

"better learning" in terms of efficiency (the ratio of output to input 

or of gain to effort). The studies that found no difference in perform
! 

ance regardless of the test mode anticipated or administered (Kulhavy 

et al., 1975; Sax & Collet, 1968; Vallance, 1947) would suggest that 

knowledge of test mode provides no advantage in terms of efficiency. 

If one considers these studies in relation to students' views regarding 

the difference between objective and essay examinations in terms of 

preparation effort (Class, 1935; Gustav, 1964; Silvey, 1951; Terry, 

1934; White, 1932), then the objective test would be more efficient 

because of the lesser amount of preparation effort required. 

On the other hand, although difficult to measure in terms of maxi-

mum efficiency, the studies of d'Ydewalle et al. (1983) and Meyer (1936) 
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would support essay test preparation as providing maximum gain regardless 

of the type of test expected. For maximum efficiency, Gay's ( 1980) re-

sults would suggest that the student prepare for a known test mode and, 

in situations in which the test mode is unknown, essay test preparation 

would be the safest course of action. 

The student's desire to know the rode of an examination prior to 

preparation would se~ to indicate that the student is primarily inter-

ested in efficiency of learning. Ausubel ( 1963), however, contends that 

the goal of the educative process should be to maximize meaningful 

learning and retention. To Ausubel, meaningfully learned materials are 

"related to existing concepts in cognitive struct:ure in vlays making pos-

sible the understanding of various kinds of significant (e.g., deriva-

tive, correlative, qualifying) relationships" (p. 217). This understand-



ing of relationships has been referred to as internal connectedness, 

structural knowledge, and conceptual knowledge. 
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Early researchers prorroting structural knowledge as an important 

goal for education included such individuals as Bruner (1960) and Ausubel 

( 1963) . There has been an increased level of interest in the structural 

aspect of knowledge· in recent years. One reason for this may be the re

cent proposals for representing ~ry structure in the form of a propo

sitional structure (e.g., Anderson, 1976; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; 

Norman & Rumelhart, 1975) . 

Propositions are abstract codes for the meaning of information ac

quired from ~Titten or spoken discourse. Information is stored as a 

network of interconnected propositions and, therefore, storage or retriev

al of information requires an evaluation of the propositional intercon

nections. Propositions have a setlike structure: "People learn from 

experience which aspects or higher-order properties of an event are sig

nificant, and to represent these they develop a code, which is more 

direct and efficient than storing the detailslf (Anderson, 1983, p. 75). 

Merrorization of material would be an example of "storing the details" 

~nich could be accomplished without coding the meaning of the material. 

Quantitative attempts to measure and depict the nature of cognitive 

(or knowledge) structures have involved a variety of techniques. One 

technique that has received considerable attention is what has been 

termed the concept comparison task ( Stanners, Bro'Ml, Price, & HoJmes, 

1983). This method requires subjects to make a judgment of the degree of 

si.Irj_larity between concept labels presented in pairs. The comparative 

judgments are made in the form of a rating (e.g., the numbers from ''1" to 

"T'). This approach has been used to rate concepts from short pieces of 
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fictional prose (Bisanz, LaPorte, Vesonder, & Voss, 1978; Laporte & Voss, 

1979; Stanners, Price, & Painton, 1982), animal concept labels (Henley, 

1969), concepts important for understanding experimental design and meas-

urement scales (Fenker, 1975), concepts in the area of developmental 

psychology (Wainer & Kaye, 1974), in the area of personality theory 

(Stanners & Bro'Wl1, 1982), and in learning (Bro'Wl1 & Stanners, 1983). 

Rating data from the concept comparison task are often analyzed by a 

nrultidimensional scaling (MDS) procedure to provide information concern-

ing the structure of the interrelationships. 

As MDS is composed of a variety of mathematical techniques for ana-

lyzing the structure of data, it is difficult to provide a single, 

comprehensive definition for it. The cormon purpose of MDS, however, is 

to represent whatever pattern or structure that may lie hidden in a rna-

trix of empirical data in a form that makes the data much easier to 

comprehend--namely, as a geometrical model or picture (Shepard, 1972, 

p. 1) . "When IIRll tidimensional scaling yields useful insights, these 

generally result from examining the configuration. One of the most im-

portant methods of examination is simply to look at the arrangement of 

points (e.g. , concept labels) ... " (Kruskal & Wish, 1978). 

One important consideration for any method that may be used to 

assess structural knowledge is its validity. Does the concept compari-

son task provide a meaningful assessrr~nt of conceptual knowledge? The 

results of a number of studies would appear to support the concept com-

pa.rison task as a valid means of assessing conceptual knowledge (Brov.n 

& Stanners, 1983; Fenker, 1975; stanners & Brown, 1982; Wainer & Kaye, 

1974). 

Fert..ker (1975) used the concept comparison task to examine the ef-

/ 



fects of instruction on cognitive structure. His subjects were under

graduate students in an experimental design and measurement course. 'Ihe 

stimuli used in the concept comparisoz:t task were basic concepts under

lying the topic areas of experimental design and measurement . 'Ihe 

students were administered the concept comparison task before and after 

a period involving standard classroom learning experiences (Fenker used 

the term "s"tandard" to denote that no special attention was given to the 

particular concepts used for the study) and a ~.IDS procedure vlas used ·to 

analyze the data. In order to assess the students' understanding of the 

material, their scaling results were compared to the optimal organiza

tion or formal structure. The formal structure was produced by scaling 

the judgm:mts of an expert or reference group (faculty and graduate stu

dents with extensive experience in the topic area). The intervening 

instruction (i.e., standard classroom learning experiences) produced no 

significant effect on the post-intervention scaling solution and, there

fore, no improvement in correspondence between the formal structure and 

the students' cognitive structure. 

8 

In a second experiment in Fenker' s ( 1975) study, the students were 

given a list of relevant concepts and were encouraged to not only learn 

the concepts, but to also consider how related or associated the con

cepts were to each other. The results of this intervention were greater 

improvement in the correspondence between student and formal structure 

and the production of rrore .meaningful and interpretable student cognitive 

maps. 

The ability of the concept comparison task to distinguish between 

two groups of students based on their exposure to a topic area was evi

denced by Stanners and BroVvn ( 1982) . Using concepts from the area of 
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personality theory as the stimuli for the concept comparison task, 

Stanners and Brown found significant differences between the MDS solu

tions of the rating data for undergraduate students enrolled in an 

introductory psychology course and graduate students in psychology. An 

inspection of the undergraduates' MDS "map" produced from the rating da

ta showed evidence of roisconceptions or a lack of knowledge regarding 

the interrelationships of same of the concepts used. In addition, in

tersubject agreement of the concept interrelationships was significantly 

greater for the graduate student group. 

If one of the goals of the education process is to promote the un

derstanding of the meaning of concepts and their interrelationships, 

then knowledge of possible differences between essay and objective ex

aminations in prorroting this goal would be valuable. Many educators 

appear to have attitudes toward the objective and essay examinations 

similar to that of Kinney and Eurich ( 1932) : 

... the use of the subjective examination stimulates the pupil 

to study LD order to acquire an organized body of information, 

and observe the relationships and implications of facts thus 

learned .... pupils expecting to be tested with an objective ex

amination are more apt to memorize unrelated facts without a 

consideration of their interrelationships. (p. 544) 

As has been uoted, most of the research concerned \vith possible 

differences brought about by different test-mode expectations has dealt 

only with the issue of test-mode differences in terms of learning effi

ciency. The major purpose of the present research was to investigate 

several possible differences brought about by different test-mode expec

tations (essay and multiple-choice). Three areas of possible 

9 
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differences were examined. 

The first area of possible differences examined was concerned with 

the issue of efficient learning. Would test performance differ between 

students who received the expected test mode and t~ose who received the 

une~~ected test mode? Research has yielded conflicting results related 

to this question (e.g., Gay, 1980; Sax & Collet, 1968). It would appear, 

however, that students do hold definite beliefs about how they prepare 

for objective and essay tests (Gustav, 1964; Silvey, 1951). Because of 

these beliefs and because students po-sibly spend more time preparing 

for an essay test than for an objective test (d'Ydewalle et al., 1983), 

the hypothesis for this area of investigation was that students expect-

ing an essa~ test would perform better than those expecting a multiple-

choice test, regardless of the test mode received. 

The second area of possible differences examined was concerned with 

test-mode expectation and conceptual knowledge. Related to this area is 

the apparently common belief of educators that essay tests are better 

than objective tests at promoting the learning of material as an organ-

ized whole and at promoting the understanding of relationships within 

the organized whole (e.g. , Mehrens & Lehmann, 1978, p. 210) . The hy-

pothesis in this case was that students expecting an essay test would 

show a closer correspondence in conceptual knowledge with an "expert" or 

reference group than would students expecting a multiple-choice test . 
.... 

The final area of possible differences examined was concerned w~th 

differences in length of retention as a function of test-mode expecta-

tion. .Meyer (1934) and Hakstian (1971) differed in their findings with 

to this issue. But, if students do prepare more thoroughly and for a 

longer period of time for essay tests than for objective tests 
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(d'Ydewalle et al., 1983; Gustav, 1964), this might favor essay test 

preparation in terms of promoting better retention of learned material 

over time. In addition, multiple-choice questions, because of their 

structure, may interfere with the retention of learned material (Voss, 

1974). The hypothesis for this area of investigation was that students 

\Vho expected and received an essay test would exhibit less change in 

corresondence of conceptual knowledge with an "expert" or reference 

group three weeks following the test than v.'Ould students expecting and 

receiving a multiple-choice test. 



CF.APTER II 

Subjects 

The stlbjects were 114 undergraduate students from two classes of an 

introductory psychology course at a large Southwestern state university. 

:Materials 

Three different modes of assessing learning were used in this study: 

multiple-choice, essay, and concept comparisons. A multiple-choice test 

consisting of 15 multiple-choice questions and a separate answer sheet 

constituted the multiple-choice assessment mode (see Appendix A). An 

essay test consistL~g of a cover/instructions page and six question/re

sponse pages made up the essay assessment mode (see Appendix B). The 

cover/instructions page provided a place for the student's name and 

class (section) number and included the instructions for an~~ring the 

essay questions. The instructions asked the student to ~Tite neatly, to 

use complete sentences for their answers, and to respond to only one 

question per page. The questionjresponse pages contained one question 

per page, leaving'the remaining space on each page available for a ~Tit

ten response to the question. The multiple-choice and essay tests were 

a mixture of knowledge, application, a11d analysis items (Bloom, 1956). 

A concept-comparison rating task constituted the concept-comparison 

mode (see Appendix C). 'I\velve "concepts" from the area of personality 

theory were selected for the concept-comparison rating task. The con-

12 
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cepts were Freud, Skinner, Rogers, Unconscious, Free Will , Self, Learn

ing, Instinct, External Influences, Early Experiences, Traits, and 

Testable. The concept-comparison rating form had each concept name 

paired with every other concept name, yielding 66 pairs. Three versions 

of the fonn were constructed by arranging the 66 pairs in three differ

ent orders. Each of the orders ~~ random except that no concept name 

was allowed to be a member of IIDre than two successive pairs. The 

right-left positions of the names in the pairings were balanced so that 

each name appeared in the right and left positions an equal number of 

times. To the left of each pairing was a blank for the student's rating. 

To provide a means of assessing the reliability of a student's ratings, 

15 of the 66 pairs were randomly selected, repeated, and added to the 

end of the list of the 66 pairs, yielding a total of 81 pairs to be rat

ed. In order to disguise the repetitions, the right-left positions of 

the 15 additional pairs were reversed and the pairs were separated from 

their original presentations by at least 27 items. 

A set of instructions accompanied the rating form and asked the 

students to use the numbers "1" through "7" to rate the concept na.1lles of 

each pair on their "closeness of connection." The students were L"l

structed to use a rating of "1" if a pair of concepts ·was judged to be 

"very closely connected" and to use a rating of "7" if a pair of con

cepts was judged to be "very unconnected." The students were told to 

use the numbers "2," "3," "4," "5," and "6'' to indicate degrees of 

ttconnected..11ess" falling between the two extremes. The students were 

further instructed to base their decisions on their k11owledge of the 

concepts and that just because a given pair of concepts ~~ not treated 

as being "closely connected'' in the textbook did not necessarily mean 
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that they were "very unconnected." 

Procedure 

The multiple-choice and essay modes of assessment were used in two 

"training" tests and all three modes were used in an "experimental" 

test. Each training test and the experimental test consisted of uvo 

parts. The first part of each training test was a 30-item multiple-

choice test, and the second part was a 5-i tern essay test. The first 

part of the experimental test consisted of an 81-item concept-compari-

sons rating task, a 15-item multiple-choice test, or a 6-item essay 

test; the second part consisted of either 30 multiple-choice questions 

or 9 essay questions (see Figure 1 for the testing sequence). 

Insert Figure 1 

about here 

During the first class meeting of the semester, a course syllabus 

was distributed to the students of two introductory psychology classes 

(see Appendixes D and E). The syllabus informed the students that they 

would be receiving five unit tests and a oa~rehensive final examination. 

Each unit test was worth 30 points and the final exam was worth 50 

points. The student 's grade for the course was based on the total number 

of points accumulated on all tests. The syllabus stated that the first 
... 

tv~ tests would consist of 30 multiple-choice questions and 5 essay ques-

tions (see Figure 1). It W'a.S explained that, although the ans-.vers to the 

essay questions would not contribute to any part of the student's grade, 

the questions should be answered "as though'' they did. In addition, the 

students were told that, while their performance would not affect their 
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grade, the essay answers would be returned with a "score." The syllabi 

for the two classes gave a general education rationale for including es-

say questions on the tests. It was ex~lained that the essay test was 

seen by many as an important tool for helping students to learn to or-

ganize and communicate learned material. 

Information concerning the assessment mode of the third test was 

different for the two classes. One class (hereafter referred to as 

"Class M") was told that the essay questions would occur only on the 

first two tests and that the third test v~uld have multiple-choice items, 

exclusively. The other class (hereafter referred to as "Class E") was 

told that their third test would consist of only essay items and that 

their score on this test would constitute their grade for Unit 3. Poth 

classes were given the same reading assignments in their text, Psychology 

(Rathus, 1981), and both classes received the same lectures from the same 

instructor for the first two tests (training tests). 

The first test was scheduled to follow two and one-half weeks of 

reading assignments and class lectures. One week before the first test 

each class was randOO'~Y divided into three groups of equal size. Each 

group was permanently assigned (for the term of the study) to different 

rooms for the test days. On the day of the test , the instructor adminis-

tered the test in one of the assigned rooms and each of two assistants 

ad'Ilinistered the test in one of the other rooms. Test iterns and test 
..., 

procedures were the same for both classes. 

The multiple-choice part of the test was distributed first. The 

students were told that they would have 30 min to complete this part of 

the tes~ and that if they finished before this time, they were to remain 

seated. At the end of the 30-min period, the multiple-choice part of 
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the test was collected and the essay part of the test was distributed. 

The students were told that they would have 20 rrdn for this part of the 

test and that if they finished before this time, they were to remain 

seated. At the end of 20 min the essay part of the test was collected 

and the students were dismissed. 

Before the essay tests were scored by the instructor, an assistant 

assigned a code number to each student's name and wrote this number on 

each page of the student 's test. The assistant then rennved all cover 

sheets, randomly ordered all essay tests (the essay tests from both 

classes were combined), and delivered them to the instructor. 

One question was scored on all essay tests, the tests were randomly 

ordered, and then the next question was scored. The score for each ques

tion was written on each question's response page. This process contin

ued until all questions were scored. The assistant then reattached the 

cover sheets. 

The multiple-choice part of the test was computer graded and the 

scores were recorded and kept by the instructor. The results of the es

say portion of the training test were not recorded nor did they consti

tute any part of the students' grades. 

During the second class period following the test, the multiple

choice tests and results were distributed to the students and discussed 

by the instructor. Then the essay tests were banded back and the in

structor discussed these items. 

The second training test was administered to both classes two and 

one-half weeks following the first training test. The administration 

and scoring procedures for the second test were the same as for the 

first test. 
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After the second training test, there was a week and a half of 

reading assignments and standardized class demonstrations on personality 

theory. No lectures were given during this time. On the day of the 

test the students were told that they would be ~istered an experi

mental test prior to their "expected" test. They were told that the 

results of this test would constitute data for a research study. The 

students were informed that their participation was voluntary and that 

participation would be r~~ded with extra-credit points. Only one stu-

dent chose not to participate. Each of the three groups of each class 

was given information concerning the mode of their particular experimen-

tal test. 

For the first part of the experimental test one group in each class 

received multiple-choice items, one group received essay items, and one 

group received the concept-COO!Parisons rating task (see Figure 1). For 

the experimental multiple-choice and essay tests, ~he instructions were 

included on the tests. The instructor/assistant read the instructions 

aloud and then answered questions about the test . The students were in-

fonned that they would have 20 min to complete the test and that if they 

finished before this time, they were to remain seated. 

For the rating task, the students were given a booklet containing 

the instructions and the list of concept pairs. The instructor read the 

instructions aloud and gave a brief demonstration (using names of ani-... 
mals) on how to perform the rating task. Questions concerning the task 

were then answered by the instructor. The students were allowed 3 rrdn 

to complete 12 ratings. This pacing was used in an effort to discourage 

students from hurrying to complete the task without carefully consider-

ing each concept pair. The students were told not to work ahead and 
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that, if they finished their set of ratings before being told to go on 

to the next set, they could look over previous ratings and make any de

sired changes. 

After the first part of the experimental test was collected stu

dents were administered their expected tests. The students were allowed 

the remainder of the class period to complete this test. 

The procedure for grading the essay portion of the first part of 

the experimental test was the same as for the essay portion of the train

ing tests except that the scores on each question were recorded next to 

student code numbers on a separate score sheet instead of on the test 

itself. After all essay tests were scored, 20 tests were randomly se

lected for rescoring. These 20 tests were rescored so as to provide an 

index of intrascorer reliability. 

Three weeks after the test on personality theory, the students who 

received the kind of test they expected as the first part of the experi

mental test were administered the concept-comparisons rating task and 

the remaining students in each class were dismissed (see Figure 1) . 

The groups (one from each class) that performed the rating task as 

their experimental test will hereafter be referred to as the "immediate

rating groups." The groups performing the rating task three weeks after 

the experimental test will hereafter be referred to as the "post-rating 

groups.'' 

The data analyzed for this study were the results of the rating da

ta and the first part of the experimental test. The results of the 

second part of the eh~erL~ntal test composed a part of the students' 

grades. 

A "reference group" of five graduate students in psychology (here-
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after referred to as the "TA reference group"), all instructors in two 

classes of the general psychology course, were given the concept-compar

isons rating task. Another reference group of three professors in 

psychology (hereafter referred to as the "faculty :r;eference group"), all 

having taught the general psychology course a number of times as well as 

other undergraduate and graduate courses in psychology, were given the 

concept-comparisons rating task. Both reference groups were allowed to 

perfonn the rating task on their own time. 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

Intrascorer reliability on the experimental essay test was .98. 

The mean scores of Class E and Class M on the experimental essay test 

were 9.84 (SD = 3.55) and 9.53 (SD = 3.15), respectively. The differ-

ence between these means was not significant, .! ( 36) = . 2901. The mean 

scores of Class E and Class M on the experimental multiple-choice test 

were 10.42 (SD = 2.80) and 10.89 (SD = 2.02), respectively. The differ-

ence between these means was not significant, .! (36) = .5982. 

Before comparisons involving the paired-comparisons rating task 

were made the ratings were scaled by the CDSPA MDS computer program 

(Schonemann, James, & Carter, 1979). The rating data from each of the 

six groups performing the rating task (two immediate-rating groups, two 

post-rating groups, and two reference groups) were scaled separately. 

The average reliability between the ratings of 15 concept pairs and the 

later repetition of the same 15 concept pairs was calculated for each 

student group. The average reliabilities were .491, .562, .455, and 

.501 for Class E and M immediate-rating groups and Class E and M post-, 

rating groups, respectively. Fenker (1975) used low reliabilities as 

indicators of careless rating fu!d discarded the data of subjects w~th 

low reliabili ties. It has since been argued that low reliability may 

also be indicative of a low level of knowledge (Diekhoff, 1983). Data 

in the present study were not discarded on the basis of reliability. 

20 
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The Schonemann et al. program is based on Horan's ( 1969) rrodel and 

provides a v-statistic for each individual. The v-statistic is a mea

sure of the proportion of variance in each individual's coordinate 

system that can be accounted for by the coordinate system derived for 

the entire group. Each v-statistic can be used to test the hypothesis 

that there is a random relationship between the individual's data and 

the group's data. A ~-statistic falling in the upper decile of empiri

cal norms developed by Schonemann et al. leads to a rejection of the 

randomness hypothesis. 

A test of Horan's COITIIDn-space assumption for the group is based on 

the number of individual tests for ~nich the randomness hypothesis can be 

rejected. The critical number of rejections necessary to assume common 

space for the group can be determined by using standard binomial tables. 

If the common-space assumption is met, same intersubject consistency in 

the judgments is indicated. If, on the other hand, the common-space as

sumption is not met, then judgments between individuals are assumed to 

be independent and the group scaling results cannot be interpreted in a 

rreaningful way. 

The test of Horan's conm:m-space asstrrnption was made on the ~-sta

tistics from the two-dimensional solutions of the immediate and post 

conditions of Class E and Class M. The test was significant in all 

cases, p < . 01. The ratio of students to the total in each group whose 

v-statistics met or exceeded the .10 level were 12/19, 15/19, 8/19, ~~d 

12/19 for the Class E imnediate-rating group, the Class M imnediate-rat

ing group, the Class E post-rating group, and the Class M post-rating 

group, respectively. 

Both two- ~~d three-dimensional solutions were analyzed because an 
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important feature of ~IDS is that it provides a graphical depiction (map) 

of the data, and two- and three-dimensional representations are much 

easier to depict than are higher-order ~nsional representations. 

Furthe:rtiOre, because the same lower dimensions are .retained by the 

CDSPA procedure when a higher dimensional solution is produced, higher

order solutions do not inv~lidate--but may supplement--the lower-order 

solutions. The outcomes of the analyses for the three-dimensional so

lutions (Horan's conm:m-space assumption and the analysis of variance) 

were not different in any substantive way from those of the two-dimen

sional solutions. Therefore, the analyses of the two-dimensional 

solutions are reported here (outcomes of the analyses for the three-di

mensional solutions are reported in Appendix F). 

Information concerning possible differences between Class E and 

Class M in knowledge of interrelationships may be gained by examining 

and CCJli!Paring the maps of the. scaling results of the two imnediate-rating 

groups (see Figures 2 and 3). There are some similarities between the 

two maps, particularly the represented relationships between the concept 

labels "Freud, " "Skinner," and "Rogers. " Differences between the depic

ted interrelationships of the other concept labels and these three 

individuals, however, are quite apparent. 

... Insert Figures 2 and 3 

about here 

'Ihe similarity between the maps of the TA reference group and the 

faculty reference group (see Figures 4 and 5) appears to be greater than 

the similarity between the maps of Class E and Class M. The nnst not ice-



23 

able difference beuveen the two reference maps is the tighter and more 

distinct clustering of the concept labels in the faculty reference map. 

In a comparison of Class E (Figure 2) and Class M (Figure 3) maps with 

the reference maps (Figures 4 and 5), the map of Class M appears to be 

more similar to the maps of both reference groups. 

Insert Figures 4 and 5 

about here 

The question of possible statistical differences between maps--and, 

therefore, conditions--was tested using a feature of the cnsPA program 

which allows the substitution of an external coordinate system for the 

one derived from the data. The resulting ~-statistics from the rescaled 

data sets then provide a measure of agreement with the coordinate system 

that is externally supplied. For comparison purposes, the larger the 

~-statistic for an individual, or mean v-statistic for a group, the 

higher the degree of agreement with the externally supplied coordinate 

system. In the present study the coordinate systems of the two refer-

ence groups were used for purposes of rescaling. The ratings of the 

graduate instructors of the introductory psychology course (TA reference 

group) provided one "expert" coordinate system and the ratings of the 

three faculty members (faculty reference group) provided a second (a.l'ld 
~ 

possibly even "nore expert") external coordinate sy·stem. 

The rescaling, using the two "expertn reference coordinate systems 

yielded eight n~v sets of ~-statistics (2 classes X 2 time conditions X 

2 reference groups; .!!. = 19 I set) . The ~-statistics were then analyzed 

using a 2 X 2 X 2 analysis of variance. The expected-test-node main 
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effect was significant, F ( 1, 72) = 6. 50, E. <: . 05. A comparison of the 

y-statistics of Class E (M = .239) with Class M (M = .292) shows that 

the expected-test~e main effect was in the opposite direction of that 

which was hypothesized. This means that the scaling solution of Class M 

has greater similarity-than that of Class E--to the coordinate systems 

of the reference groups (TA and faculty). 

Neither of the other two main effects (reference groups nor time 

condition) was significant, and there were no significant interactions. 

The mean y-statistic for the TA reference group condition was • 266, and 

.265 for the faculty reference condition. The mean v-statistics for the 

time conditions were .271 and .259 (i.nm:rliate and post conditions, re

spectively). The mean v-statistics for Class E immediate and post 

conditions and Class M immediate and post conditions were . 245, . 232, 

.298, and .286, respectively. 



CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

This research investigated three areas of possible differences 

brought about by differences in test-node expectation. One area of in

vestigation was concerned ~~th the issue of efficient learning. The 

issue of efficient learning actually involves two questions: (a) Is per

formance always better for students receiving the expected test mode than 

for students receiving the unexpected test mode? and (b) If not, is there 

one type of test-mode eA~ectation that will lead to better performance 

regardless of the test mode received? Based upon the findings of 

d'Ydewalle et al. (1983) a.lJ.d Meyer (1936) it was hypothesized that stu

dents expecting an essay test would perform better than those expecting 

a multiple-choice test, regardless of the test mode received. As no dif

ference in performance ~~ found between students receiving the expected 

test mode and those receiving the unexpected test mode, this hypothesis 

was not supported. 

A second area of investigation was concerned ~~th test-mode expecta

tion and conceptual knowledge. The apparently common belief among many 

educators c~~d students, as well) is that the objective test tends to 

promote the learning of isolated facts whereas the essay test promotes 

the learning of material as an organized \\hole and, in addition, proriDtes 

the learning of interrelationships within this organized whole. Or, to 

state this vi~· in another way, essay tests are better thfu~ objective 

25 
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tests at promoting conceptual knowledge--the understanding of concepts 

and their interrelationships. Based upon this common belief, it washy

pothesized that students expecting an essay test v;ould show closer 

correspondence in conceptual knowledge with an "e.XJ?ert" group than would 

students expecting a multiple-choice test. 

An examination of the maps produced by the COSPA MDS procedure 

(Schonemann et al., 1979) from the concept-comparison task ratings of 

Class E a."ld Class ~1 imnediate-rating groups and of the TA and faculty 

reference groups (see Figures 2, 3, 4, and 5, respectively) provides 

strong support for the analysis of variance results and vice versa. 

Both show that the expected test-IIDde main effect was in the opposite 

direction from that which was hypothesized. 

The coordinate system of the Class E imnediate-rating group appears 

to be quite different from that of the Class M :imnediate-rating group, 

and also quite different from the coordinate systems of the two reference 

groups. While all four maps (Figures 2, 3, 4, and 5) show a clear sepa-

ration of "Freud," "Skinner," and "Rogers,'' Class E's map differs from 

the other three pr~ily in the location of "Trai"ts" relative to the 

other concept labels (the map also differs in the greater dispersion of 

"Instinct, 11 "Unconscious," and "Freud" relative to one another). The 

concept of "Traits" is not readily identifiable as belonging to any of 

the three theories represented-Freud, Skinner, and Rogers-and in the ... 
maps of Class M and the two reference groups it is IIDre centrally lo-

cated relative to the concept labels of "Freud, 11 "Skinner," and "Rogers." 

Given the three basic theories represented, one might expect a concept 

label to be centrally located because it is perceived as being either 

equally related or equally unrelated to all three theories. "Early EX-
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periences is an example of another centrally located concept label that 

is related equally to all three theories. 

The nonsignificant reference-groups main effect is reflected in the 

high degree of simdlarity between the coordinate s¥sterns of the two ref

erence groups (see Figures 4 and 5) . As was previously noted, the 

primary difference between the two reference maps is the tighter and 

more distinct clustering of the concept labels in the faculty reference 

map. The tendency for a "tighter" grouping of concepts to occur in the 

map of a group with the supposedly higher level of knowledge was also 

found by Stanners and Brown ( 1982) . 

The third and final area of investigation was concerned with test-

mode expectancy and length of retention. It was hypothesized that three 

weeks following the test, students who had expected and had received the 

essay test would show lesser change in correspondence of conceptual know-

ledge with an expert group than would students who had expected and had 

received the nru.l tiple-choice test . This hypothesis was based upon 

Meyer's ( 1934) study regarding the rate of forgetting for various t-y-pes 

of tests and upon the findings that students prepare more thoroughly and 

for a longer period of time for essay tests than for objective tests 

(d'Ydewalle et al., 1983; Gustav, 1964). The results of the analysis of 

variance do not support the hypothesis. The time condition main effect 

was not significant and, more directly related to the hypothesis, there ... 
~as no significant class X time interaction. 

The maps of Class E and Class M post-rating groups were almost iden-

tical to their respective counterparts in the imnediate condition. The 

most apparent difference between the coordinate systems of the imnediate 

and post conditions of both classes was the change in location of "Traits" 
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relative to the other concept labels. "Traits" may be considered an 

outlier with respect to its relationship to all other concept labels 

used in this study and this ~ay be the reason for its change in loca-

tion-relative to the other concept labels--over t~. The change over 

time may be reflecting the students' lack of a well-formed idea regard-

ing the interrelationship of "Traits" with the other eleven concept 

labels. 

The results of this study would appear to support the use of the 

multiple-choice test over the essay test as the better test mode for pro-

moting conceptual knowledge. The obvious question that should now be 

considered is, why would multiple-choice tests be better than essay tests 

at proooting conceptual knowledge? The answer may lie in the level of 

questions expected (Bloom, 1956) rather than in the type of test expected 

(or maybe in addition to the t~~ of test expected). The level of ques-

tion as a variable has not been closely examined by studies on the 

effects of test-mode expectancy, although it was briefly alluded to by 

Sa.x and Collet ( 1968) . 

It is generally considered more difficult to write "good" multiple-

choice questions that measure learning at the analysis level or higher. 

Therefore the reported differences in student preference, as well as 

differences in preparation, for different test modes may be based on stu-

dents' previous exposure to objective tests that contain all or most all ..,. 

lower-level questions. The present study did not control for question 

level, but it did use a mixture of knowledge-, application-, and analy-

sis-level questions in both test modes. Both Class E and Class M were 

exposed to the same multiple-choice and essay items on the first t~D 

unit tes~s. It may be that both classes adjusted their preparation for 
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the third unit test (Cla.ss E for essay only and Class M for multiple-

choice only) based upon their exposure to the previous two tests. 

' 
Are multiple-choice tests that contain application- and analysis-

level (or higher) questions perceived as more difficult than essay tests 

containing the same level questions? Silvey (1951) found that students 

~no preferred essay over objective tests gave their reason as being, 

"with essay tests, a little knowledge goes a long way" (p. 378). It may 

be that multiple-choice tests ~~th higher-level questions would be con-

sidered more difficult. If this is the ca.se, it may be due, in part , to 

the greater number of questions that can be included on a multiple-

choice test as compared to an essay test. 

A perceived difference in the difficulty between essay and objective 

tests may in itself lead to differences in the amount of learning pro-

moted by each type of test. Students anticipating a "hard'' exam show 

evidence of greater learning than students anticipating an "ea.sy" exam 

(Sax & Reade, 1964). Laporte and Nath (1976) found that hard goals (for 

learning) produced a significant increase in performance over easy goals 

and "do your best" goals. The question of whether the increa.se in per-

fonnance wa.s due only to more preparation time being used for hard goals 

v;as answered by keeping preparation time constant for the three groups 

(hard goals, easy goals, and do your best goals) . As a result of this, 

LaPorte and Nath were able to conclude that the increase in perforrr>.ance 
..... 

of the hard goals group vlas due to something other than just the total 

amount of time in contact with the reading material and that the differ-

ent goals produced differences in learning behaviors. 

The relationship between the levels of questions on a test and the 

pi'Ol'rotion of conceptual knowledge would appear to be a fairly obvious 
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one. The relationship between the levels of questions and t)~e of test, 

however, needs to be considered. An investigation of the effects of 

test-mode expectancy, in which the levels of questions are controlled 

across test modes, might yield interesting and use~ul results. 
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Psychology 1113 - Experimental .Multiple-Choice Test 

Instructions: Choose the "best" or oost correct answer for each of the 

following questions. Even though this test will not constitute any part 

of your course grade, you should provide a valid effort as it is re

quired in order to receive the extra-credit points. You will have 15 

minutes to answer these questions. If you finish early, remain seated 

and at the end of the time you \\'i.ll be asked to hand in this test. 

1. According to the psychoanalytic theory, the acts as a -----
watchdog that screens unacceptable impulses. 

a. homunculus 

b. superego 

c. id 

d. ego 

2. According to psycho~~alytic theory, the id follows the 

a. pleasure principle. 

b. reality principle. 

c. total objective. 

d. unconscious mandate. 

3. According to psychoanalytic theory, the Oedipus complex is charac

terized by 

a. resentment... toward the !!Dther and attachment to the father. 

b. resentment toward the father and attadunent to the rrother. 

c. resentrrent toward both parents. 

d. feelings of attachment to both parents. 



4. Inadequate or excessive gratification in any stage can lead to 

----- in that stage, according to psychoanalytic theory. 

a. fixation 

b. resistance 

c. identification 

d. repression 

39 

5. Entry into the stage allows children to divert their at------
tention from sexual pursuits to schoolwork, according to psychoana-

lytic theory. 

a. phallic 

b. latency 

c. adult 

d. genital 

6. The psychoanalyst who noted that people tend to experience different 

sorts of crisis or challenges at different times during the adult 

years was 

a. Erik Erikson. 

b. Erich Frorrm. 

c. Carl Jung. 

d. Alfred Adler. 

7. According to Sheldon's constitutional theory, the muscular, strong 

type is 

a. ectorrorphic. 

b. mesom::::>rphic. 

c. endorrorphic. 

d. allarorphic. 
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8. The ectomorphic t~~e of individual, according to Sheldon's constitu

tional theory, is likely to be 

a. energetic. 

b. fearful. 

c. relaxed. 

d. assertive. 

9. Social learning theorists emphasize an ongoing interaction between 

variables and variables in the explanation and --------- ---------
prediction of human behavior. 

a. situational; biological 

b. cognitive; person 

c. biological; cognitive 

d. person; situational 

10. Social learning theory may be criticized for its failure to 

a. pay sufficient attention to situational variables. 

b. emphasize the importance of learning in human behavior. 

c. attend to genetic differences among people. 

d. engage in research in order to test its concepts. 

11. A phrenologist assumes that traits, abilities, and mental functions 

are 

a. the result of unconscious processes. 

b. located in specific places in the head. 

c. the sum total of the activity of neural impulses. 

d. determined by the environment as well as by person variables. 
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12. In order to determine the validity of a personality test, psycholo-

gists compare test scores with 

a. scores earned on another occasion. 

b. an external criterion. 

c. scores earned by other individuals. 

d. grades achieved in school. 

13. The reliability of a personality measure is its 

a. consistency. 

b. ability to predict an external criterion. 

c. fairness. 

d. objectivity. 

14. The consists of several hundred i terns presented in a true------
false format and is widely used to help diagnose abnormal behavior. 

a. CPI 

b. EPPS 

c. !&.lPI 

d. TAT 

15. Hermann Rorschach is the originator of a personality measure that 

presents subjects with 

a. va.:,aue drav.'ings . 

b. true-false items. 

c. a forced-choice format. 

d. inkblots. 



~<WPENDIX B 

EXPERIMEi~"TAL ESSAY TEST 
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Psychology 1113 - K~erimental Essay Test 

Name: Section: ---------------------------------------------- ---------

Instructions: Answer the questions on the following pages. Even though 

this test will not constitute any part of your course grade, you should 

provide your best answers (a valid effort on your part is required in 

order for you to receive the e~~ra-credit points). Limit the length of 

your a..'lswer to the am:mnt of space provided. You Vlill have 15 minutes 

to answer these questions. If you finish early, remain seated and at the 

end of the time you will be asked to hand in this test. The numbers in 

parentheses are the rnaxirnum number of points that can be earned on a par

ticular question. Please write neatly and use complete sentences for 

your answers. 



1. Contrast the id and the ego (name two differences). (3) 



2. Describe the Oedipus complex and explain its relationship to 

identification. (3) 
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3. In ·what way are Erikson, Jung, and Adler alike? (2) 



4. Name one of Sheldon's three basic types of people and describe the 

body build and temperament of the one you name. (3) 

47 



5. What is the one major difference between person variables and 

situational variables? (2) 

48 
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6. Give the name of one of the projective personality tests discussed in 

your text. (2) 



APPENDIX C 

CDNCEPT-cnfi?ARISON RATING TASK 
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PERSONALITY RATING TASK 

NAME: 

SECTION: 

Instructions: On the following pages of this booklet is a list of word 

pairs. All words in the list are related to the area of personality 

theory. Your task will be to make a judgment about the "closeness of 

connection" of the words in each pair and to give a rating based on your 

judgment. You are to use the numbers 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7 for your 

ratings. If you feel that the two aspects of personality theory are 

"very closely connected," then use a "1" to indicate this. If you feel 

that the two aspects of personality theory are "very unconnected, " then 

use a "7" to indicate this. You should use the numbers "2, 11 "3," "4," 

"5," and "611 to indicate degrees of connection that fall between the 

two extremes. 

In many cases the two items of a pair may not have been treated in your 

textbook as being related to each other. It may be, however, that such 

items are closely connected. It is up to you to make this judgment 

based on what you know about a given pair of i terns. 

You v.i.ll be allowed 3 minutes to work on each set of 12 pairs. Do not 

start working on the next set u_ntil you are told to do so. If you fin

ish a set before being told to go on, you make look over any previous 

i terns and make changes, if you wish. Do not worry if you have not fin

ished a set at the time you are told to go on. It is not important that 

you keep up, only that you not work ahead. 



You will be allowed a few rrdnutes to scan the entire list of pairs be

fore the task actually begins. The purpose of this is to give you an 

idea of how to use the scale. 
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(1 = "very connected" 7 = "very unconnectedn) 

1. Learning and Early Experiences 

2. Self and Early Experiences 

3. Teastable and Learning 

4. Skinner and Unconscious 

5. Instinct and Unconscious 

6. Instinct and Skinner 

7. Rogers and Self 

8. Free Will and Freud 

9. Freud and Traits 

10. Learning a.nd Free Will 

11. Testable and Instinct 

12. Self and Free Will 

13. Rogers and Instinct ---
--- 14. Learning ~~d External Influences 

15. Unconscious and Freud ---
16. Early K~eriences and External Influences 

17. Early Experiences and Unconscious 

18. Traits and Skinner 

19. Unconscious and Rogers 

20. Freud and Testable 

21. Self and External Influences 

22. Early Ex~eriences and Freud 

23. Freud and Learning 

24. Free Will and External Influences 



( 1 = ''very connected'' 

25. Self and Freud 

7 = "very unconnected) 

--
26. Traits and Testable 

27. Free Will and Skinner 

28. Rogers and External Influences 

29. Skinner and Early Experiences 

30. External Influences and Instinct 

31. Self and Traits 

32. Instinct and Self 

33. Free Will and Testable 

34. lEarning and Instinct 

35. lEarning and Traits 

36. Early Experiences and Rogers 

37. Testable and Unconscious ---
38. Early Experiences and Traits ---
39. Testable and Self ---
40. Early Experiences ~~d Free Will ---
41. Unconscious and Free Will --
42. Unconscious and Self --
43. lEarning and Skinner --

-- 44. Unconscj..ous and learning 

45. Skinner and Rogers --
46. Testable and Rogers --
47. Skinner and Testable --
48. External Influences and Skinner --
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(1 = "very connected" -- 7 = "very unconnected") 

49. Traits and Unconscious --
50. Self and Learning --
51. Traits and Free Will ---
52. External Influences and Testable ---
53. Free Will and Instinct ---

___ 54. Rogers and Learning 

55. Freud and Instinct ---
56. Freud and Rogers --
57. Testable and Early Experiences --
58. Instinct and Traits ---
59. External Influences and Traits ---

-- 60. Instinct and Early Experiences 

--- 61. Traits and Hogers 

62. Rogers and Free Will ---
63. Skinner and Freud ---
64. Skinner and Self ---
65. External Influences and Freud ---
66. Unconscious and R~ernal Influences ---
67. Rogers and Unconscious --
68. Testable and Freud ---- ' 

69. Rxternal Influences and Self ---
70. Free Will and Early Experiences ---
71. Free Will and Unconscious ---
72. Self and t.:nconscious ---



( 1 = "very connected" -- 7 = "very \.UlCOnnected") 

73. Self and Rogers ---
74. Freud and Free Will ---
75. Traits and Freud ---
76. Testable and Skinner ---
77. Skinner and External Influences ---
78. Unconscious and Traits ---
79. Learning and Freud ---
80. External Influences and Free Will ---
81. Freud and Self ---

56 
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Syllabus for Psychology 1113 

INTRODUCTORY PSYCIDI.OOY 

CLASS: Section 09, 12: 30 MWF, AGH 275 

INSTRUCTOR: P. M. Hol.Ioos 

OFFICE: 010 South Murray Hall 

HOURS: 11 - 12 & 1: 30 - 2: 30 MWF, or by appointment. 

Introductory Psychology (Psych 1113) is designed to introduce the stu-

dent to the basic principles, concepts, and technical language of the 

science of psychology. More specifically, the purposes of Psychology 

1113 are: 

(a) to familiarize the student with the major concepts of psychology so 

that these may be used effectively as a part of his or her everyday 

vocabulary; 

(b) to IIDtivate and prepare the student to continue the study of psy-

chology, formally or informally, throughout his or her life; 

(c) to introduce the student to the various ways in which psychological 

facts and principles may be applied in everyday life; 

(d) to enrich the student's life by making him or her more alert to the 

complexity and diversity of psychological phenimena; 

(e) to show the student that psychology, rather than being a collection 

of common-sense opinions, mystical speculations, and far-out thera-
..... 

pies, is in reality a rigorous but fascinating area of scientific 

inquiry; and 

(f) to directly expose the student to psychological phenomena through 

participation in classroom demonstrations. 
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STRUCitJRE OF THE OOURSE 

The course is divided into six units. Each unit except the first will 

begin with a 30-rr.dnute discussion of the results of the previous unit's 

quiz; will follow with approximately 7 hours of l~ture material, de-

IIl)nstrations, and discussion; and will end with a 30-point quiz (except 

for unit 6). The schedule is as follows: 

Unit 1 Week 1 Chapter 1 Psychology and Human Behavior 

!I 2 II 2 Biology and Behavior 

!I 3 II 3 Sensation and Perception 

**QUIZ 1** (January 27, Friday) 

Unit 2 Week 4 Chapter 4 States of Consciousness 

!I 5 " 5 Learning and Merrory 

II 6 " 5 Learning and Merrory 

**QUIZ 2** (February 17, Friday) 

Unit 3 Week 7 Chapter 9 Personality 

" 8 " 9 Personality 

**QUIZ 3** (February 29, Wednesday) 

Unit 4 Week 9 Chapter 6 Lan~ae and Intelligence 

" 10 " 7 !btivation and Emotion 

II 11 " 13 Sexual Behavior 

**QUIZ 4** (~mrch 30, Friday) 

Unit 5 Week 12 Chapter 8 Developmental Psychology 
" 

II 13 ., 10 Stress and Adjustment 

" 14 11 11 Abnormal Behavior 

II 14 " 12 Psychotherapy 

**QUIZ 5** (April 20, Friday) 

Unit 6 Week 15 Chapter 14 Social Psychology 

!I 16 ***FINAL EXA.\1*** (May 2, 7 p.m.) 
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NOTE: Material from Chapter 14 will make up the first ten questions of 

the final exam. 

READING ASSIGNMENTS 

All reading assignments are in Psychology by S. A .. Rathus (1981). The 

Study Guide accompanying the text is not required, but it is strongly 

recomnended! 

EXAM srRUCnJRE 

Five Quizzes and the final exam constitutes the course's only examina

tions. Each of the five quizzes will count 30 points a.Tld will consist 

of 20 multiple-choice items based on material in the textbook and 10 

multiple-choice items based on lecture or textbook material. The final 

exam will contain 50 multiple-choice items based on reading assignments 

from all six units. 

Recently there has been concern among a number of educators regarding 

the ability of the multiple-choice test to fully assess what students 

learn. For many years the essay test has been the exception rather 

than the rule; however, due to the recent concern about multiple-choice 

tests, this trend may reverse itself. For this reason, the first two 

unit tests will be in two parts. The first part will be the usual 30 

multiple-choice i terns: the second part will be 5 essay i tans. The 

second part of th~ test will not count toward your course grade and 

~~11 simply serve to provide you with essay-test experience. To w~

mize the benefit of the essay-test experience, the items will be 

"scored" and class time will allotted for a discussion of the correct 

answers. The essay-test experience is for your benefit and you should, 

therefore, do your best on these items. 
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Feedback on quiz performance will be provided at the second class meet

ing following each quiz. If you miss a question but feel your answer is 

in fact better than the "correct" answer, or if you feel a question is 

unfair, prepare a statement (about a paragraph in length) and sul:mi t it 

to me. If I a..'Il convinced that you have a good case, you will be awarded 

an extra point . 

The numbers of points required for the different grade categories are 

given below. The numbers are based on a rnax:imum total of 200 points 

(five 30-point quizzes plus a 50-point final exam) . 

Final Grade Points 

A 176 or rrore ( 88% correct) 

B 156 - 175 (78% correct) 

c 136- 155 (68% correct) 

D 116 - 135 (58% correct) 

F 115 or less (below 58%) 

The numbers of poi..'lts on a 30-point quiz corresponding to the different 

grade categories are as follows: 

A- 26.4 

B --- 23.4 

c- 20.4 

D- 17.4 

Five (5) e:x'tra-credit points will be awarded to those students who do 

not miss any of the quizzes. Those who do have to miss quizzes must 

provide a statement signed by a medical officer, parent, or guardian 

in order to do make-up ~rk for the quiz. These students will be 

allowed to earn the five extra-credit poi..'lts by writing reports. 
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CLASS: 

INSTRUCIDR: 

OFFICE: 

HOURS: 

Syllabus for Psychology 1113 

INI'RODUCIORY PSYCIDI.OOY 

Section 02, 2 : 30 MWF, HEW 236 

P . M. Ho J.ID:=s 

010 South r~ray Hall 

11 - 12 & 1: 30 - 2: 30 1iWF, or by appointment 

Introductory Psychology (Psych 1113) is designed to introduce the stu

dent to the basic principles, concepts, and technical language of the 

science of psychology. More specifically, the purposes of Psychology 

1113 are: 
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(a) to familiarize the student with the major concepts of psychology so 

that these may be used effectively as a part of his or her everyday 

vocabulary; 

(b) to rrotivate and prepare the student to continue the study of psy

chology, formally or informally, throughout his or her life; 

(c) to introduce the student to the various ways in which psychological 

facxs and principles may be applied in everyday life; 

(d) to enrich the student's life by making him or her more alert to the 

complexity and diversity of psychological phenomena; 

(e) to show the student that psychology, rather than beL~g a collection 

of COOIIDn-sen£e opinions, mystical speculations, and far-out thera 

pies, is in reality a rigorous but fascinating area of scientific 

inquiry; and 

(f) to directly expose the student to psychological phenomena through 

participation in classroom demonstrations. 
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STRUCIURE OF THE CDURSE 

'Ihe course is divided into six units. Each unit except the first will 

begin with a 30-minute discussion of the results of the previous unit 's 

quiz; will follow with approximately 7 hours of lecture material, de-

IIDnstrations, and discussion; and will end with a 30-point quiz (except 

for unit 6). 'Ihe schedule is as follows: 

Unit 1 Week 1 Chapter 1 Psychology and Human Behavior 

" 2 " 2 Biology and Behavior 

" 3 II 3 Sensation and Perception 

**QUIZ 1** (January 27, Friday) 

Unit 2 Week 4 Chapter 4 States of Consciousness 

" 5 " 5 learning and Mem::>ry 

II 6 II 5 learning and Mem::>ry 

**QUIZ 2** (February 17, Friday) 

Unit 3 Week 7 Chapter 9 Personality 

II 8 II 9 Personality 

**QUIZ 3** (February 29, Wednesday) 

Unit 4 Week 9 Chapter 6 Language and Intelligence 

II 10 II 7 Motivation and Emotion 

II 11 II 13 Sexual Behavior 

**QUIZ 4** (March 30, Friday) 

Unit 5 Week 12 Chapter 8 Developmental Psychology 
~ 

II 13 II 10 Stress and Adjustment 

II 14 II 11 Abnormal Behavior 

!I 14 " 12 Psychotherapy 

**QUIZ 5** (April 20, Friday) 

Unit 6 Week 15 Chapter 14 Social Psychology 

I! 16 ***FINAL EXAM*** (May 2, 7 p.m.) 
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NOTE: Material from Chapter 14 will make up the first ten questions of 

the final exam. 

READING ASSIGNMENTS 

All reading assignments are in Psychology by S. A. Rathus (1981). The 

Study Guide accompanying the text is not required, but it is strongly 

recomnended! 

EX.~M S'IRUCI'URE 

Five quizzes and the final exam constitutes the course's only examina

tion. Each of the five quizzes will count 30 points and four of the 

quizzes will consist of 20 multiple-choice items based on materials in 

the textbook and 10 multiple-choice items based on lecture or textbook 

material. The final exam will contain 50 multiple-choice i terns based 

on reading assignments for all six units. 

Recently there has been concern among a number of educators regarding 

the ability of the multiple-choice test to fully assess what students 

learn. For many years the essay test has been the exception rather 

than the rule; however, due to the recent concern about multiple-choice 

tests, this trend may reverse itself. For this reason, the third unit 

test (Feb. 29) will be a 30-point essay quiz. To help prepare you for 

this essay test, the first two unit tests will be in two parts. The 

first part will b~ the usual 30-poL~t multiple-choice quiz; the second 

part will be 5 essay i terns. The second part of the first two unit 

tests will not count toward your course grade and ··will simply serve to 

provide you with essay-test experience. To maximize the benefit of the 

essay-test experience, the i terns will be "scored" and class time will be 

allotted for a discussion of the correct answers. The essay i terns on 



the first two tests are for your benefit and you should, therefore, do 

your best on these i terns. The 30-point essay test (Unit 3 Quiz) will 

count toward your grade. 
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Feedback on quiz performance will be provided at the second class meet

ing following each quiz. If you miss a question but feel your answer is 

in fact better than the "correct" answer, or if you feel a question is 

unfair, prepare a statement (about a paragraph in length) and submit it 

to me. If I am convinced that you have a good case, you will be a·warded 

an extra point. 

The numbers of points required for the different grade categories are 

given below. The numbers are based on a maximum total of 200 points 

(five 30-point quizzes plus a 50-point final exam). 

Final Grade Points 

A 176 or rrore (88% correct) 

B 156 - 175 (78% correct) 

c 136 - 155 ( 68% correct) 

D 116 - 135 (58% correct) 

F 115 or less (below 58%) 

The numbers of points on a 30-point quiz corresponding to the different 

grade categories are as follows: 

A-- 26.4 

B- 23.4 

c -- 20.4 

D -- 17.4 



Five (5) extra-credit points will be awarded to those students who do 

not miss any of the quizzes. Those who do have to miss quizzes must 

provide a statement signed by a medical officer, parent, or guardian 

in order to do make-up work for the quiz. These students will be 

allowed to earn the five extra-credit points by writing reports. 
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'!be test of Horan's cOliiOOn-space assumption was made for both the 

imnediate and p:>st conditions of Class E and Class M. '!be test was sig

nificant in all cases, p < . 01. '!be ratio of students to the total in 

each group whose y-statistics met or exceeded the .. 10 level were 10/19, 

13/19, 6/19, and 10/19 for the Class E immediate-rating group, the Class 

M imnediate-rating group, the Class E post-rating group, and the Class M 

post-rating group, respectively. 

A comparison of the three-dimensional maps of Class E and Class M 

imnediate-rating groups and of the TA and faculty reference groups (see 

Figures 6, 7, 8, and 9) reveals some of the same basic information as 

provided by the two-dimensional maps. It should be noted that in the 

three-dimensional maps the plotted points are on the X, Z plane and that 

the vertical dimension (Y) is indicated by the length and direction of 

the line from the points on the X, Z plane. For example, in Figure 9, 

"Freud" is located in the negative X and negative Z quadrant of the plane, 

it is in the positive direction of the vertical dimension, and slightly 

lower than both ''Unconscious" and "Instinct." 

'Ibe three-dimensional maps are IIDre difficult to interpret because 

of the greater dispersion of the concept labels. As previously noted, 

the same lower dimensions are retained by the CDSPA procedure when a 

higher dimensional solution is produced. The added dimension will re-

su.l t in a greater dispersion of the concepts and this result may or may 
.... 

not provide additional information that is meaningful. A cluster type 

of approach was used to interpret the two-dimensional maps because la-

beling d:imensions might be overly speculative at this stage of research. 

Only the faculty reference map appeared to retain the same clusters as 

were found in the two-dimensional maps. It may be that the faculty ref-



errence group, because of its possibly greater knowledge of the inter-

relationships of the concepts, was able to judge individual pai~vise 

presentations of the concept labels in such a manner as to yield a 

three-dimensional map that is a reasonable (and po~sibly more informa

tive) extension of the tv.o dimensional map. 

Insert Figures 6, 7, 8, and 9 

about here 

The results of the analysis of variance of the three-dimensional 
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solutions were comparable to those of the two-dimensional solutions. As 

was the case for the two-dimensional analysis of variance, eight new sets 

of v-statistics were created from a rescaling of the rating data of Class 

E and Class M (imnediate and post conditions) using the two reference 

coordinate systems as the external coordinate systems. 'The expected-

test-mode main effect was significant, F (1, 72) = 5.85, p < .05. A 

comparison of the v-statistics of Class E (M = . 329) with those of Class 

M (M = .376) show that the expected-test-mode effect was in the opposite 

direction of that which ·was hypothesized. It was hypothesized that stu 

dents expecting an essay test (Class E) would show a closer correspon-

dence in conceptual knowledge ~~th the reference groups than would 

students expecting a multiple-choice test (Class M) . ... 

Neither of the other two main effects (reference groups and time 

condition) was signific~~t and there were no significant interactions. 

'The mean v-statistic for the TA reference group was . 358 and . 347 for 

the faculty reference condition. The mean v-statistics for the time 
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conditions were . 358 and . 347-inrnediate and post conditions, respec

tively. The mean v-statistics for Class E i.nmediate and post conditions 

and Class M imnediate and post conditions were . 333, . 324, . 382, and 

.371, respectively. 
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