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Abstract

Thepurposeofthepresentarticleistodescribetheresultsoftwoattemptstotest

thereliabilityofarevisedversionoftheReactiontoGroupsituationTestofNara

University(RGST-Nu)whichissupposedtoassess"valency",ortheindividual

predispositiontocombinewithandrelatetoothers,aconceptdevelopedbyBionand
revisedbytheauthor.AfteralmostadecadeofusingRGST-Nu,andowingtothe

difficultiesencounteredwhenscoringit,theauthorwithhiscolleaguesandstudents

wasledtotheconclusionthatthetestwasinneedforfurtherimprovement.Oneof

theattemptstoimproveitwastorewritethescoringmanualsothatitcandealwith

dailyJapaneselanguageanditsnumerousambiguousexpressions.Thesecond

attemptwastochangethedirectionofthe8-pointscale,fromthelowest(point-1)tothe

highest(point-8)score,andredefinemorepreciselythecontentcoveredbyeachpoint

ofthescale,providingfurtherexamplestofacilitatethescoring.Thethird

improvementmadewasafurtherreductionofthenumberofstimulus-situation(SS).

Usingthedataandfindingsfrompreviousstudies,andthemeanscores,theauthor

selected25SS,namelythosewiththehighestmeanscore.Thisnewlyrevisedtest

whichwasreferredtoastheValencyAssesmentTest(VAT)is,unlikeRGST-Nu

constitutedby5dependencySS,5fightSS,5flightSS,5pairingSS,and5cooperation

SS.Itisnoteworthythattheterm"cooperation"isusedhereinsteadof"work"usedin

StockandThelen'sRGSTandtheauthor'sRGST-Nu,becauseitreflectsmoreBion's

thinking.Thepresentarticledescribetheresultsoftwostudiesdesignedand

conductedtotestthereliabilityofVAT.Thepurposeofthefirststudywastotestthe

reliabilityofthescoringmanualandthesecondonethereliabilityofthetestitself.As

aresult,thefindingsofbothstudiesdemonstratedthereliabilityofVATasatoolfor

valencyassessment.

Keywords:Valency,AssessementTest,Reliability,HumanBond,Bion

Thecoreconceptofthepresentstudyisvalency.Itwasharrowedbythepsychoanalyst

WilfredBion(1961)fromchemistrytorefertoanindividualpredispositiontounconsciously

combinewithhis/herpeerstogive,create,andpreservewhathecalledthe"basicassumption

group
"
.Theterm

腎

group
"h

eredoesnotrefertothemembersconstitutingthegroup,butto
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thementalactivitythelatterisindulgedin.Inhiswidelyinfluentialbook,Experiencesin

groups,Biondistinguishedtwokindsofmentalactivities:Theworkgroupandthebasic

assumptiongroup.Inthecaseofworkgroup,thegroupmembersareunitedaroundareal

taskoraproblem,arecharacterizedbyahighsenseofreality,cooperation,achievement

needsandgrowth.Onthecontrary,whenthegroupisdisplayingthelatter,itisdominatedby

threedifferenttypesoffantasyorunconsciousassumptions,namely,thebasicassumptionof

dependency(baD),thebasicassumptionoffight/flight(baF),andthebasicassumptionof

pairing(baP)(Hafsi,1997).Discussingindetailstheseassumptionsgoesfarbeyondthescope

ofthepresentstudy.Therefore,itsufficestosaythatalthoughtheseassumptionsare

fantasies,thegroupbehaves"asif"theyarereal,rational,andagreeduponbythewhole

group.AccordingtoBion,theseassumptionsaretheresultofthegroupmembersmassive

regressiontoKlein's(1946)earlypsychotics(paranoid/schizoidanddepressive)positions,and

theirinstantaneousandunconsciouscombinationthroughindividualvalencies.Continuing

Bion'swork,otherresearchershaveaddednewbasicassumptions(seeAnzieu,1984;Turquet,

1985;Lion&Gruenfel,1993).

Bion(1961)arguedthataperson"canhave...novalencyonlybyceasingtobe,asfaras

mentalfunctionisconcerned,human"(p.116),suggestingalsothatthereareindividual

differencesintermsofnatureandintensityofthevalency.Moreover,thereareasmuch

valencytypes(dependency,fight/flight,andpairing)asbasicassumptiongroups.As

developedlaterbytheauthor(Hafsi,2006)apersonhasonlyonedominantoractivevalency

(ACV),andathreerelativelylessdominantorauxiliaryvalency(AXV)types.Forinstance,a

personcanhaveadependencyvalencyashis/herACV,andfight/flight,andpairingvalencies

ashis/herAXV,orlessdominantvalencies.WhetherACVallowshim/hertocontributeto

thegroup'sbasicassumptioncorrespondingtoit(Bion,1961),and,accordingtotheauthor,

establishstableinterpersonalrelationships,theAXV,helpshim/hertoadjusttohissocial

environmentanditsdifferentinterpersonalsituationsandconditions(Hafsi,2006).

Biondidnotprovideadescriptionofthesedifferentvalencies.Thistaskwasundertaken

ratherbythoseresearcherswhohaveappliedhisideas(e.g.,Stock&Thelen,1958;Thelen,

1954;Armelius&Armelius,1982;Karterud&Foss,1989;Hafsi,1997;2006).Beforebriefly

adumbratingthesevalencytypes,itisnoteworthythattheseresearcherssharetheideathat

thefight/flighttypeincludestwodifferentvalencies,whichledthemtodistinguishfour

valencytypes,dependencyvalency(DV),fightvalency(FV),flightvalency(FIV),andpairing

valency(PV).

Brieflyspeaking,apersonwithadominantDVischaractererizedbyaneedtorelyon

anddriveotherstorelyonhim/her,andotherconsequentcharacteristicssuchas,astrong

preferenceforverticalinterpersonalrelationships,lowself-evaluation,hightrustofand
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confidenceinothers(Hafsi,2006).TheFVisbehaviorallycharacterizedbyoutspokenness,

assertiveness,tendencyforcompetitiveness,andconsequentlyastrongpreferencefordebate

asameansofinterpersonalcommunication,andotherrelatedfeatures.Themostprominent

characteristicsofapersonwithaFIVishis/herstrongtendencytoevadeconflictual

situationsthatmayjeopardizehis/herinterpersonalrelationships,hypersensibilitytohuman

relationships,andtheconsequentneedtokeepemotional(andsometimesevenphysical)

distancebetweenhim/herselfandotherstopreservetherelationshipwiththem.Astothe

PV,itischaracterizedbyastrongtendencytoinviteandappealto,andatthesametime,

conveyandencourageintimaterelationships,and,therefore,byapreferenceforsituations

thatpromoteandsatisfythistendency.

Measurementofvalency

Theconceptofvalency,asoriginallydefinedbyBion(1961),comprises,besidesthe

vaguenessofitsdefinition,anotherobstaclethathadtobeovercomed,namelytheproblemof

howtoassessormeasureit.ThefirstattempttoresolvethisproblemwasmadebyStockand

Thelen(1958),andtheirstudentsattheNationalTrainingLaboratoriesinBethel,Maine.

BasedonBion'searlyworkongroups,theydevelopedasentencecomplexiontest,theycalled

the"ReactiontoGroupSituationTest(RGST".Thistestiscomposedof44group(stimulus-)

situations;witheachsituationdescribingonetypeofemotionalinteraction(fight,flight,

dependency,pairing)orworkinteraction.Thetestservestodeterminethesubject'svalency

throughhis/herreactiontoeachofthesesituation.Thesubject'sreactionisthusscored

resortingtoaverycomplicatedscoringprocedure.Discussingthisprocedureindetailsgoes

farbeyondthescopeofthepresentstudy,thereforewereferthereadertoStockandThelen's

ownworkandtotheauthor'swork(Hafsi,1997)foradetaileddescriptionofanddiscussion

aboutthisinitialprocedure.

MostofthosewhohaveusedRGSTasdevelopedbyStockandThelen(1958)andtheir

colleagueshavepointedoutthedifficultyinusingandworkingwiththeoriginalmanualsand

scoringprocedure(Karterud&Foss,1989).Usingtheoriginalproceduretorateevenasingle

protocoltakesalongtime,andisnotthereforeappropriateforstatisticalresearch.As

remarkedbyanumberofresearchers(Hare,1973;McGrath,1984;Lion&Gruenfeld,1993;

Hafsi,1997),thatisoneofthereasonswhyRGSTwasnotwidelyknownandused.

InanattempttodevelopaJapaneseversionofRGST,theauthor(Hafsi,1997)hasfirst

reducedthenumberofitemsfrom44to28,andtranslatedthemintoJapanese.Thenhe,with

thecollaborationofstudentsofhis,developedascoringmanual,andsimplifiedthescoring

procedureby1)omittingonedimension,clarity(seeStockandThelen,1985)whichdidnot
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seemindispensabletohim;2)combiningtheremainingtwodimensions(acceptanceand

manner)intoan8-pointscale(point1=acceptancewithpositiveaction;point2=acceptance

withnegativeorambigiousaction;point3=acceptancewithemotion;point4=acceptance

withideation;point5=non-acceptancewithideation;point6=non-acceptancewithemotion;

point7=non-acceptancewithnegativeorambigiousaction;point8=non-acceptancewith

positiveaction).Individualwrittenresponsesorreactionsarethusscoredfromlto8,

dependingonwhetherthecontentofthestimulus-situationisaccepted(acceptance)or

rejected(non-acceptance),andonthemanner(behavioral,emotional,orideational)withwhich

thesubjectreactstoit.ThistranslationandsimplificationgavebirthtotheRGST-Nu,where

NustandsforNaraUniversity.

AstudydesignedtotestthereliabilityandvalidityoftheRGST-Nuanditsscoring

manualwasthenconducted(Hafsi,1997).Theresultsdemonstratedthevalidityofthescoring

manualandthereliabilityofthistest.Consequently,theauthor,hiscolleaguesandstudents,

havebeen,sincethen,usingthetesttoconductempiricalresearchontherelationship

betweenvalencyandalargenumberofindividualaswellasgroupbehaviorsandattitudes,

and(psycho-somatic)pathology(Hafsi,2004;Katsuhara,2005).However,albeitthefactthat

thosestudieshavehelpedusto1)understandanddevelopfurthertheconceptofvalency,and

2)shedlightontheeffectofvalencyonseveralaspectsofindividualandgroupbehaviors,and

3)hasresultedinaconsiderablemethodologicalprogress,theyhaveledusalsotothe

conclusionthatRGST-Nuisstillinneedforfurtherrevisionandchanges.

TowardsaNewMeasurementTool

ThefirstattempttochangeRGST-Nuwastoalteritsname.Asmentionedpreviously,

likeRGST,thelatterreferstoatestmeasuringtheperson'sReactiontoGroupSituation.For

itisbasedonBion'searlydefinitionofvalencyasameanstorelateandcontributetothe

group'sbasicassumptiongroup(Bion,1961).SincethedevelopmentofRGST-Nu,theauthor's

severalre-readingsofBion'swork,andhisexperiencewithgroups,haveledhimtothe

conclusionthat1)StockandThelen's(1985)RGSTwasnotonlybasedonalimited

understandingofBion'sconceptofvalency,butdoesnotalsoreflectwhatitissupposedto

measure.BasedonthisevaluationofRGST,andanewredefinitionandfurtherdevelopment

ofthevalencyconcept(Hafsi,2006),theauthorhasdecidedtochangeRGST-NuintoVAT,or

ValencyAssessmentTest.
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Tablel.VATstimulus-situationinJapaneseandEnglish

DependencyStimulus-situation

Q7.

Q7.
*Q12 .
*Q12 .

Q19.

Q19.

リー ダ ー が 太 郎 を 助 け よ う と した と き 、 太 郎 は

Whentheleaderofferedtohelphim,Taro

グル ー プ が うま く機 能 しな くな った とき、 太 郎 は

Whenthegroupwasunabletofunctionproperly,Taro

太 郎 が 「グル ー プ に は助 け が必 要 だ 」 と言 っ た とき、 次郎 は

Q23.リ ー ダー が太 郎 を 助 け よ うと した とき

Q23.

Q2s.

Q25.

WhenTarosaidthegroupneedshelp,Jiro

、 次 郎 は

WhentheleaderofferedtohelpTaro,Jiro

グループが うバラバ ラにな りそ うだと感 じた太郎は

Whenthegroupseemedtobebreakingup,Taro

FightStimulus-situation

Q4.

Q4.

Q6.

Q6.

Q11.

Q11.

Ql8.

Ql8.

Q22.

Q22.

太 郎 に対 して 腹 が 立 って い る こ とに 気付 い た 次郎 は

WhenJirorealizedhewasangryatTaro,he

グル ー プ が太 郎 の意 見 をけ な した とき 、太 郎 は

WhenthegroupdisparagedTaro'sidea,he

多 くの人 がお 互 い の あ ら探 しを して い る と気付 いた 太 郎 は

WhenTarorealizedpeopleinthegroupweretakingdigsateachother,he

グル ー プ に対 して腹 が 立 って い るこ とに気付 い た太 郎 は

WhenTarofelthostiletothegroup,he

太 郎 が グ ル ー プ を 非 難 し た と き 、 次 郎 は

WhenTaroattackedthegroup,Jiro

FlightStimulus-situation

Ql

Ql

Qg.

Qg.

Q13.

Q13.

Q20.

QZO.

Q24.
*Q24 .

次 郎 が冗 談 を言 い 出 した と き、 グル ー プ は

WhenJirowasjoking,thegroup

幾 人 か の メ ン バ ー 討 論 に 参 加 し な く な っ た と き 、 太 郎 は

Whenseveralmembersdroppedoutofthediscussion,Taro

太 郎 が ポ ー ッ と して い る よ うに 見 え た と き 、 次 郎 は

WhenTaroseemedtobedaydreaming,Jiro

太 郎 が ミー テ ィ ン グ の 途 中 で 帰 っ た と き 、 グ ル ー プ は

WhenTaroleftthemeetingearly,thegroup

グ ル ー プ 内 の 皆 が 自 分 勝 手 な 行 動 を と っ て い る と 感 じ た 太 郎 は

WhenTarofeltpeopleinthegroupwerebehavingastheylike,he

PairingStimulus-situation

Q3.グ ル0プ 内 の 特 に 幾 人 か の メ ン バ ー に 親 し み を 感 じた と き 、

Q3

Qs

Q5.

Q10.

Q10.

Qis.

Q15.

Q17.

Q17.

WhenTarolikedsomemembersmorethanothers,he

太 郎 と花 子 が20分 遅 れ て き た と き 、 グ ル ー プ は

太郎は

WhenTaroandHanakoarrivedtwentyminuteslate,thegroup

太 郎 と次 郎 は

TaroandJiro

太郎が私の方に振 り向いた とき、私 は
WhenTaroturnedtome,1

グ ル ー プ 内 の1人 だ け が ち や ほ や さ れ て い る と き 、 太 郎 は

Whenthegroupwasparticularlyfriendlytowardsoneofitsmember,Taro

CooperationStimulus-situation

Q2.

Q2.

Q9.

Q9.

Q14.

Q14.

Q16.

Q16.

Q21.
*Q21 .

太 郎 が 「問 題 に 取 りか か ろ う」

WhenTarosaid:"Let'sgettotheproblem",1

太 郎 が 、

と言 った とき、 私 は

グル ー プ の 能 力 を 測 る よ う に 提 案 した と き 、 私 達 は

WhenTarosuggestedthatthegroupassessitsownresources,we

グル ー プ は 提 案 さ れ た や り方 を 試 した か っ た の で 、 太 郎 は

Sincethegroupwantedtotestthesuggestedprocedure,Taro

次 郎 が 「お 互 い の 気 持 ち を 知 る 必 要 が あ る 」 と 言 っ た と き 、 太 郎 は

WhenJirosaidweneeded,moreinformationabouthowwefelt,Taro

太 郎 が グ ル ー プ に 、 問 題 の 根 源 を 考 え る よ う に 進 め た と き 、・私 は

WhenTarorecommendedthatthegroupconsidertherootsoftheproblem,1
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Thesecondchangeconsistedinreevaluatingthe8-pointscaleoftest.Inthecaseof

RGST-Nu,thescalerangedfrompoint-1asthehighestscoretopoint-8asthelowestone.In

ordertoavoidanymisunderstanding,andforthesakeofclarity,thescalewasthuschanged

sothatpoint-1willcorrespondtothelowest,andpoint-8tothehighestscore.

Thethirdchangemadewasafurtherareductionofthenumberofstimulus-situation

(SS).Usingthedataandfindingsfrompreviousstudies,andthemeanscorestheauthor

selected25stimulus-situations,namelythosewiththehighestmeanscore.Asindicatedin

Table1,VATisthusconstitutedby5dependencySS,5fightSS,5flightSS,5pairingSS,and

5cooperationSS.Itisnoteworthythattheterm"cooperation"isusedhereinsteadof"work"

usedinStockandThelen's(1985)RGSTandtheauthor'sRGST-Nu,becauseitreflectsmore

Bion'sthinking.ForBion(1961)opposesvalencytocooperation,consideringthelatterasan

essentialprerequisiteforthementalactivityhecalledtheworkgroup.Therefore,usingthe

termworkinsteadofcooperationmaybemisleading.

Thefourthmajorchangeconcernsthescoringmanual.Afterseveralyearsofexperience

withoftheRGST-Nu,somecolleaguesandstudentshavereportedanumberofdifficulties

whenscoringambiguousreactionstodifferentSSconstitutingthetest.Sincemostofthese

difficultieswereduetotheambiguousandambivalentcharacterofJapaneselanguageitself,it

wasindispensabletoremedytothisproblemby1)reexaminingthoseambiguousreactions

andotherpossibleonesnotencounteredyet,andby2)consequently,improvingthescoring

manualsothattheraterisprovidedwithfurtherexamplesoftheseambiguousreactionsand

thewaytoratethem.Thefollowingtwostudies,whosemethodologicalaspectsandresults

aredescribedbelow,wereconductedtotestthereliabilityofVAT.

STUDY1

Thepurposeofthisstudywastotestthereliabilityofthenewlydevised(VAT)scoring

manual,usingthefollowingmethod.

1.Method

Participants:Atotalof211(73womenand138men)first-yearundergraduatestudents

enrolledinanintroductorypsychologycourseatNaraUniversitypartici-patedinthepresent

study.Allparticipantsreceivedapartialcoursecreditfortheirparticipation.

Procedure:TheparticipantswerecollectivelyadministredVATduringtheclass.A

graduatestudentsupervisedbytheauthorreadeachofthe25stimulus-situation(SS)(see

Table1)presentedinaformofashortsentence,allowinganintervaloftensecondsin

between.Theparticipantsweretoldthattherewereno"right"and"wrong"answers,and
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asked,asmentionedinthefaceshiftofthetest,tocompletethesentenceassoonaspossible,

inafreeassociationmanner,withoutthinkingdeeply.Forthepresenttestisbasedonthe

premissthatpromptandemotionalresponsesreflectmoredeeplypersonalitytraitsand

aspectsthancognitiveones.

Totestthevalidityofthenewlydevisedscoringmanual,firstanumberof10VAT

protocolswererandomlyselectedfromthetota1211protocols.Then,threegraduatestudents,

whoweretrainedduringtwo90-minutesessions,wereindividuallyaskedtoscorethese

protocolsusingthenewscoringmanual.ThescoresattributedtoeachSSbythethreeraters

werethencompared.

Table2.Comparisonofthe3ratersregardingthedependencystimulus-situationsusingANOVA

Rater'sScore

ProtocolNumber Rater1 Rater2 Rater3

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

2.8(.63)

4.0(.63)

2.6(.63)

2.8(.68)

5.8(.63)

6.8(.67)

5.8(.63)

6.8(.63)

3.0(.63)

4.8(.63)

2.6(.67)

4.0(.63)

2.6(.67)

2.8(.67)

5.8(.88)

6.8(.79)

5.0(.67)

6.8(.63)

3.0(.67)

5.0(.67)

2.6(.88)

3.8(.88)

2.6(.75)

2.8(.97)

5.8(.67)

5.8(.82)

5.0(.88)

6.8(.6.7)

3.3(.88)

5.0(.88)

Note:ThevaluesrepresentedherearemeansandSDs(inparentheses).

significantdifferencewasfound.

Nostatistically

2.Results

Inordertotesttheinter-raterreliabilityofthescoringmanual,themeanscores

attributedbyeachratertoeachofthe25SSconstitutingVATinthe10randomlyselected

protocolswerecompared.First,themeanscoresofeachraterineachofthevalencytype

(dependency,fight,flight,andpairing)werecomputed,thenthethreeraterswerecompared,

usingaone-wayANOVA.AsindicatedinTables2through6,theresultsrevealedno

significantinter-raterdifferenceregardingthefourSScategories(dependency,fight,pairing,

andflight)andcooperationcategory.Thethreeratersattributedalmostequalmeanscoresto

thetenrandomlyselectedprotocolsinthecaseofdependency(Table2),fight(Table3),
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Comparisonofthe3ratersregardingthefightstimulus-situationsusingANOVA

Rater'sScore

ProtocolNumber Rater1 Rater2 Rater3

Pl

P2

P3

P4

PS

P6

P7

P8

Pg

P10

4.8(.73)

5.0(.63)

6.0(.67)

4.0(.53)

2.8(.63)

2.8(.63)

2.6(.63)

4.8(.73)

5.8(.63)

2.8(.63)

4.8(.73)

5.0(.63)

6.0(.67)

3.6(.67)

2.6(.67)

2.6(.67)

2.6(.63)

5.0(.67)

5.8(.67)

2.6(.67)

4.8(.73)

5.0(.63)

5.8(.88)

4.0(.53)

2.6(.88)

2.6(.78)

2.4(.78)

5.0(.63)

5.6(.58)

2.6(.88)

Note:ThevaluesrepresentedherearemeansandSDs(inparentheses).Nostatiscallysignificant

differencewasfound.

Table4.Comparisonofthe3ratersregardingthepairingstimulus-situationsusingANOVA

Rater'sScore

ProtocolNumber Rater1 Rater2 Rater3

Pl

P2

P3

P4

PS

P6

P7

P8

Pg

P10

5.8(.63)

4.8(.73)

6.8(.53)

3.8(.63)

4.0(.58)

5.2(.63)

5.0(.58)

4.0(.63)

4.2(.63)

5.6(.63)

6

β

'
8

あ

ゆ

2

ゆ

β

ゆ

6

i

4

6

3

4

5

5

3

4

5

(.67)

(.63)

(.67)

(.58)

(.sg>

(.63)

(.67)

(.67)

(.67)

(.63)

5.6(.73)

4.6(.73)

6.6(.67)

3.6(.58)

4.0(.58)

5.4(.58)

5.0(.73)

4.0(.58)

4.2(.63)

5.0(.58)

Note:ThevaluesrepresentedherearemeansandSDs(inparentheses).

statisticallysignificantdi脆rences.

Therewereno
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Comparisonofthe3ratersregardingtheflightstimulus-situationsusingANOVA

Rater'sScore

ProtocolNumber Rater1 Rater2 Rater3

O

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

6.0(.53)

6.4(.63)

4.8(.63)

5.0(.50)

6.4(.63)

4.8(.63)

2.8(.63)

3.8(.63)

5.0(.63)

6.8(.63)

6.2(.67)

6.6(.67)

4.8(.63)

5.2(.60)

6.4(.63)

4.6(.60)

2.6(.67)

3.6(.67)

5.0(.63)

6.6(.60)

6.4(.43)

6.6(.67)

4.8(.63)

5.0(.60)

6.2(.43)

4.6(.60)

2.6(.67)

3.6(.67)

5.0(.63)

6.6(.60)

Note:ThevaluesrepresentedherearemeansandSDs(inparentheses).Nostatistically

significantdifferencewasfound.

Table6.Comparisonofthe3ratersregardingthecooperationstimulus-situationsusingANOVA

Rater'sScore

ProtocolNumber Rater1 Rater2 Rater3

O

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

4.2(.63)

4.2(.63)

5.8(.63)

3.8(.63)

6.0(.63)

6.2(.63)

2.8(.63)

3.0(.53)

3.8(.63)

5.0(.53)

4.0(.60)

4.2(.67)

5.6(.67)

3.8(.63)

6.6(.67)

6.2(.63)

2.6(.67)

3.2(.56)

3.8(.63)

5.0(.53)

4.0(.60)

4.0(.60)

5.8(.88)

3.8(.63)

6.6(.67)

6.0(.73)

2.6(.67)

3.2(.56)

3.8(.63)

5.2(.73)

Note:ThevaluesrepresentedherearemeansandSDs

significantdifferencewasfound.

(inparentheses).Nostatistically
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pairing(Table4),flight(Table5)andcooperation(Table6)stimulus-situations.Thefindings

providedthusastrongsupportforthereliabilityofthenewlydivisedscoringmanual

STUDY2

ThepresentstudywasdesignedtotestthereliabilityofVATusingtest/retestmethod.

ThemainpurposewasthustoexaminewhetherVATisconsistentenoughtoleadtosimilar

resultsafterithasbeenadministredattwoseparatetimes.Unlikeothermethodsusedtotest

thereliabilityofatest,thetest/retestmethodis,besidesbeingtime-consuming,awidely

acceptedandusedmethod(Patten,2002;Yu,2005).

1.Method

Participants:Ofthetotalnumber(N=211)ofstudentswhowereadministredVAT(study

1),only53.1%(N=111;62men=55.9%,and49women=44.9%)volunteeredtoparticipateinthe

presentstudywhichtookplaceoneyearafterthefirstone.Thedistributionofthe

participantsintermsofdominantoractivevalency(ACV)typewasasfollows:45(40.5%)of

theparticipantshadadependencyvalency,37(33.3%)afightvalency,22(19.8%)apairing

valencyand7(6.3%)aflightvalency.Theparticipant'sdominantoractivevalency(AC)is

determinedby,1)computingthemeansofthefourdifferentvalencytypes,andthen2)

selectingthevalencytypewiththehighestmeanastheparticipantsAC.

Produce:TheparticipantweregatheredandreadministeredVATcollectivelyfollowing

theproceduredescribedinstudy1.Thepurposeherewastocomparethemeanscoresfor

eachstimulus-situationcategory(dependency,fight,pairing,flightandcooperation)ofthe

presentstudywiththoseobtainedinstudy1,usingt-test,expectingnosignificantchangein

theparticipantsscoresateachcategoryandconsequentlyintheirvalencytypes.

2.Results

AsindicatedinTable7,theresultsofat-testcomparingthemeansofeachstimulus-

situationcategoryduringtheinitialtestandtheretestrevealednostatisticallysignificant

differences.Asexpected,themeanscoresobtainedinthefirsttestwerealmostidenticalwith

thoseobtainedinthesecondtest.Withtheexceptionofcooperation,the(Pearson)correlation

coefficientsbetweenthescoresofthetestandretestwere,asfollows,highlysignificantatthe

O.011evel.Thecorrelationscoefficientswerer=.648;p<.0001fordependency;r=.633;p<.0001

forfight;r=.775;p<.0001forpairing;andr=.930;p<.002forflight.

Moreover,examiningwhethertherewasachangeintermsoftheparticipants'valency

type,wefoundthatonly30utofthe111participants(2.7%)havechanged.Thatis,one
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participantchangedfromdependencytopairingvalency,onefromfighttoflightvalency,and

anotherfrompairingtodependency.Thisminorchangeinvalencytypeishypothetically

understoodhereasduetothefactthattheratersinthetestandretestweredifferent

persons.Owingtoanumberoftimeandspacerelateddifficultiesitwasnotpossibletohave

thesamepersonsscoringalltheprotocolsofboththetestandretest.Nevertheless,giventhe

non-significantdifferencesfoundbetweenthetwotests,andthesmallnumberofpeoplewho

havechanged,wecanconcludethatthefindingsofStudy2provideastrongsupportforthe

reliabilityofVAT.

Table7.Theresultsofthecomparisonofthetestandretestusingt-test

Stimulus-situationCategory Study1 Study2

Dependency

Fight

Pairing

Flight

Cooperation

6.23(.79)

6.10(.71)

5.43(.64)

5.20(.59)

5.36(1.20)

6.08(.82)

6.14(.64)

5.38(.59)

5.05(.50)

5.78(1.05)

Notes:ThevaluesrepresentedherearemeansandSDs(inparentheses).

*CorrelationissignificantattheO .011evel(2-tailed).

ConclusionandDiscussion

Themainpurposeofthepresentarticlewastodescribethefindingoftwostudies

designedandconductedtotestthereliabilityofanewlyimprovedversionoftheauthor's

(Hafsi,1997)RGST-Nu,renamedhereastheValencyAssessementTest(VAT).

Inthefirststudy,theauthorattemptedtotestthereliabilityofthescoringmanualof

VAT.Themethodconsistedinaskingthreeraterstorateseparetely10protocolsofthetest

randomlyselected,andthencomparingthemusingANOVA.Theresultsrevealedno

significantinter-raterdifferences,providingthusastrongsupportforthereliabilityofthe

manual.Sincetheratershaddifferentlevelsintermsofknowledgeanexperienceofthe

VAT,thefindingssuggestthatanyrater,whohasundertakenaminimumtrainingoftwo90一
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minutessessions,canaccuratelyrateaVATprotocol.

ThesecondstudywasconductedtotestthereliabilityofVATusingthetest/retest

method.Thatis,theresultsobtainedattwodifferenttimeswerecomparedusingt-test.The

studyrevealednosignificantdifferencesbetweenthetwoperiods,andarelativelyveryminor

changeintermsoftheparticipantsvalencytypes.ThesefindingsshowthusthatVATis

reliableenoughtobeusedasameasureforvalency.

TheavantagesofVAT,comparedwithRGST(StockandThelen,1958)andRGST-Nu

(Hafsi,1997)arethatitis1)easiertouse;2)itrequiresrelativelylesstimeforscoring;3)itdoes

notrequireoftherateranintensivetraining;andfinally,4)itsmanualismoreadaptedto

Japaneselanguageanditsnumerousambiguousexpressions.

Inconclusion,itisnoteworthythatalthoughpsychoanalyticaltheoriesandconcepts,like

valencyforinstance,havehelpedustodeepenourunderstandingofhumanbonding,they

havenotattractedenoughattentionfromnon-psychoanalyticalresearchers.Oneofthemain

reasonforthisisthelackofobjectivemeasurementtools(Silverman,1975;Masling&

Schwartz,1979;Greene&Rosenkrantz,1986).Inthissense,wehopethat,asvalencyis

concerned,VATwillcontributetoparticallyremedythislackthatseemstobehindering

psychoanalytically-orientedempiricalresearch.
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