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Abstract

The purpose of the present article is to describe the results of two attempts to test
the reliability of a revised version of the Reaction to Group situation Test of Nara
University (RGST-Nu) which is supposed to assess 'valency”, or the individual
predisposition to combine with and relate to others, a concept developed by Bion and
revised by the author. After almost a decade of using RGST-Nu, and owing to the
difficulties encountered when scoring it, the author with his colleagues and students
was led to the conclusion that the test was in need for further improvement. One of
the attempts to improve it was to rewrite the scoring manual so that it can deal with
daily Japanese language and its numerous ambiguous expressions. The second
attempt was to change the direction of the 8-point scale, from the lowest (point-1) to the
highest (point-8) score, and redefine more precisely the content covered by each point
of the scale, providing further examples to facilitate the scoring. The third
improvement made was a further reduction of the number of stimulus-situation (SS).
Using the data and findings from previous studies, and the mean scores, the author
selected 25 SS, namely those with the highest mean score. This newly revised test
which was referred to as the Valency Assesment Test (VAT) is, unlike RGST-Nu
constituted by 5 dependency SS, 5 fight SS, 5 flight SS, 5 pairing SS, and 5 cooperation
SS. It is noteworthy that the term "cooperation” is used here instead of "work" used in
Stock and Thelen's RGST and the author's RGST-Nu, because it reflects more Bion's
thinking. The present article describe the results of two studies designed and
conducted to test the reliability of VAT. The purpose of the first study was to test the
reliability of the scoring manual and the second one the reliability of the test itself. As
a result, the findings of both studies demonstrated the reliability of VAT as a tool for
valency assessment.
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The core concept of the present study is valency. It was barrowed by the psychoanalyst
Wilfred Bion (1961) from chemistry to refer to an individual predisposition to unconsciously
combine with his/her peers to give, create, and preserve what he called the "basic assumption

group”. The term "group” here does not refer to the members constituting the group, but to
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the mental activity the latter is indulged in. In his widely influential book, Experiences in
groups, Bion distinguished two kinds of mental activities: The work group and the basic
assumption group. In the case of work group, the group members are united around a real
task or a problem, are characterized by a high sense of reality, cooperation, achievement
needs and growth. On the contrary, when the group is displaying the latter, it is dominated by
three different types of fantasy or unconscious assumptions, namely, the basic assumption of
dependency (baD), the basic assumption of fight/flight (baF), and the basic assumption of
pairing (baP) {Hafsi, 1997). Discussing in details these assumptions goes far beyond the scope
of the present study. Therefore, it suffices to say that although these assumptions are
fantasies, the group behaves "as if' they are real, rational, and agreed upon by the whole
group. According to Bion, these assumptions are the result of the group members massive
regression to Klein's (1946) early psychotics (paranoid/schizoid and depressive) positions, and
their instantaneous and unconscicus combination through individual valencies. Continuing
Bion's work, other researchers have added new basic assumptions (see Anzieu, 1984; Turquet,
1985; Lion & Gruenfel, 1993).

Bion (1961) argued that a person "can have..no valency only by ceasing to be, as far as
mental function is concerned, human" (p. 116), suggesting also that there are individual
differences in terms of nature and intensity of the valency. Moreover, there are as much
valency types (dependency, fight/flight, and pairing) as basic assumption groups. As
developed later by the author (Hafsi, 2006) a person has only one dominant or active valency
(ACYV), and a three relatively less dominant or auxiliary valency (AXV) types. For instance, a
person can have a dependency valency as his/her ACV, and fight/flight, and pairing valencies
as his/her AXV, or less dominant valencies. Whether ACV allows him/her to contribute to
the group's basic assumption corresponding to it (Bion, 1961), and, according to the author,
establish stable interpersonal relationships, the AXV, helps him/her to adjust to his social
environment and its different interpersonal situations and conditions (Hafsi, 2006).

Bion did not provide a description of these different valencies. This task was undertaken
rather by those researchers who have applied his ideas (e.g.. Stock & Thelen, 1958; Thelen,
1954; Armelius & Armelius, 1982; Karterud & Foss, 1989; Hafsi, 1997; 2006). Before briefly
adumbrating these valency types, it is noteworthy that these researchers share the idea that
the fight/flight type includes two different valencies, which led them to distinguish four
valency types, dependency valency (DV), fight valency (FV), flight valency (FIV), and pairing
valency (PV).

Briefly speaking, a person with a dominant DV is charactererized by a need to rely on
and drive others to rely on him/her, and other consequent characteristics such as, a strong

preference for vertical interpersonal relationships, low self-evaluation, high trust of and
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confidence in others (Hafsi, 2006). The FV is behaviorally characterized by outspokenness,
assertiveness, tendency for competitiveness, and consequently a strong preference for debate
as a means of interpersonal communication, and other related features. The most prominent
characteristics of a person with a FIV is his/her strong tendency to evade conflictual
situations that may jeopardize his/her interpersonal relationships, hypersensibility to human
relationships, and the consequent need to keep emotional {and sometimes even physical)
distance between him/herself and others to preserve the relationship with them. As to the
PV, it is characterized by a strong tendency to invite and appeal to, and at the same time,
convey and encourage intimate relationships, and, therefore, by a preference for situations

that promote and satisfy this tendency.

Measurement of valency

The concept of valency, as originally defined by Bion (1961), comprises, besides the
vagueness of its definition, another obstacle that had to be overcomed, namely the problem of
how to assess or measure it. The first attempt to resoclve this problem was made by Stock and
Thelen (1958), and their students at the National Training Laboratories in Bethel, Maine.
Based on Bion's early work on groups, they developed a sentence complexion test, they called
the "Reaction to Group Situation Test (RGST". This test is composed of 44 group (stimulus-)
situations; with each situation describing one type of emotional interaction (fight, flight,
dependency, pairing) or work interaction. The test serves to determine the subject's valency
through his/her reaction to each of these situation. The subject’s reaction is thus scored
resorting to a very complicated scoring procedure. Discussing this procedure in details goes
far beyond the scope of the present study, therefore we refer the reader to Stock and Thelen's
own work and to the author's work (Hafsi, 1997) for a detailed description of and discussion
about this initial procedure.

Most of those who have used RGST as developed by Stock and Thelen (1958) and their
colleagues have pointed out the difficulty in using and working with the original manuals and
scoring procedure (Karterud & Foss, 1989). Using the original procedure to rate even a single
protocol takes a long time, and is not therefore appropriate for statistical research. As
remarked by a number of researchers (Hare, 1973; McGrath, 1984; Lion & Gruenfeld, 1993;
Hafsi, 1997), that is one of the reasons why RGST was not widely known and used.

In an attempt to develop a Japanese version of RGST, the author (Hafsi, 1997) has first
reduced the number of items from 44 to 28, and translated them into Japanese. Then he, with
the collaboration of students of his, developed a scoring manual, and simplified the scoring

procedure by 1) omitting cne dimension, clarity (see Stock and Thelen, 1985) which did not
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seem indispensable to him; 2) combining the remaining two dimensions (acceptance and
manner} into an 8-point scale (point 1 = acceptance with positive action; point 2 = acceptance
with negative or ambigious action; point 3 = acceptance with emotion; point 4 = acceptance
with ideation; point 5 = non-acceptance with ideation; point 6 = non-acceptance with emotion;
point 7 = nen-acceptance with negative or ambigious action; point 8 = non-acceptance with
positive action). Individual written responses or reactions are thus scored from 1 to 8,
depending on whether the content of the stimulus-situation is accepted (acceptance} or
rejected (non-acceptance), and on the manner (behavioral, emotional, or ideational) with which
the subject reacts to it. This translation and simplification gave birth to the RGST-Nu, where
Nu stands for Nara University.

A study designed to test the reliability and validity of the RGST-Nu and its scoring
manual was then conducted (Hafsi, 1997). The results demonstrated the validity of the scoring
manual and the reliability of this test. Consequently, the author, his colleagues and students,
have been, since then, using the test to conduct empirical research on the relationship
between valency and a large number of individual as well as group behaviors and attitudes,
and (psycho-somatic) pathology (Hafsi, 2004; Katsuhara, 2005). However, albeit the fact that
those studies have helped us to 1) understand and develop further the concept of valency, and
2) shed light on the effect of valency on several aspects of individual and group behaviors, and
3) has resulted in a considerable methodological progress, they have led us also to the

conclusion that RGST-Nu is still in need for further revision and changes.

Towards a New Measurement Tool

The first attempt to change RGST-Nu was to alter its name. As mentioned previcusly,
like RGST, the latter refers to a test measuring the person's Reaction to Group Situation. For
it is based on Bion's early definition of valency as a means to relate and contribute to the
group's basic assumption group (Bion, 1961). Since the development of RGST-Nu, the author's
several rereadings of Bicn's work, and his experience with groups, have led him to the
conclusion that 1} Stock and Thelen's (1985) RGST was not only based on a limited
understanding of Bion's concept of valency, but does not also reflect what it is supposed to
measure. Based on this evaluation of RGST, and a new redefinition and further development
of the valency concept (Hafsi, 2006), the author has decided to change RGST-Nu into VAT, or

Valency Assessment Test.
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Tablel. VAT stimulus-situation in Japanese and English

Dependency Stimulus-situation

Q7.
Q7.
12,
*Ql2.
Ql9.
Q1s.
Q23.
Q23.

Q25

Q25.

V—&—BRIMERITLEIELE L&, KERT
When the leader offered to help him, Taro.......ccccccvevieevenenne

TA—TBRIEHWELAE Lol L&, KB
When the group was unable to function properly, Taro...

I T e B BB | of_}_’é E(Em;t

When Taro said the group needs help, Jiro

U — D KEREBNT L S & L- &, IR
When the leader offered to help Taro, Jiro...
VO s N WA Pl A\ S S ol Jﬁ Lf*itﬂﬂﬁi

When the group seemed to be breaking up, Taro.........cceccerevmmnern.

Fight Stimulus-situation

.
Q.
Q6.
Qs.
QIL.
QIL
QI8.
QI8.

Q22.
Q22

KERIZR L CREA N Civd 2 2 IZ R A gk BR i
When Jiro realized he was angry at Taro, he.........ccovereivrercniicninn

IN—FRERBOEREF 2L L &, KRk
When the group disparaged Taro's idea, he...

§<®Amkﬁw@h6%L%waé&ﬁﬁwtxmm

When Taro realized people in the group were taking digs at each other, he....

F—A it LCEMRIL- TN D 2 E R RER
When Taro felt hostile to the group, he............
KM A —T B Lz L &, KEBIL

When Taro attacked the group, Jiro......

Flight Stimulus-situation

QL.
Ql.
Q8.
Q8.

QI3.

Ql3.
Q20.

Q20.

Q24
*Q24.

WA LMES MU L& &, -1k

When Jiro was joking, the group........cu oo
WADD A 3i—FHRIZBEML 2L f.;?o)" L&, KERZ

When several members dropped out of the discussion, Taro..........cccooveeeeenenen

KEFARR - LTWB L SR AL &, KA

When Taro seemed to be daydreaming, Jiro.......c.cccoevvevomvnnrnierarnrenas
KRR I—F 4 I OBF TR L&, TA—T

When Taro left the meeting early, the group.......ccovmie i

IN—7HADOEREFEFRTEE &> T D LR UT KRR

When Taro fclt people in the group were behaving as they like, he.......ccccovrvrvcecnne.

Pairing Stimulus-situation

Q3.

Q3.
Q5.
Q5.

Q0.

Qlo.

Qls.

QIs.

Ql7.

Q17.

IN—TFHOFEITEADO A A—[CRLAZR UL L&, KERIT

When Taro liked some members more than others, he.......cccooicircecrcrninnenen.

KEREIEFH 20BN TELLE, V-7

WhenTaro and Hanako arrived twenty minutes late, the group... ..o

KER & BRI
Taro ANd JIr0....ccvecrerreieerieneme e smra e ssnesssemeesensons seres e

KERBEDOFITIRD Mo & &, FAik
When Taro turned t0 Me, L. e cersss e en s

#w—7WmlAth%%a¢énrwété KERKE

When the group was particularly friendly towards one of its member, Taro...................

Cooperation Stimulns-situation

Q2.
Q.
Q.
Q0.
Ql4.
Ql4.
Ql6.
Ql16.

Q2l.
*Q21.

KERA TRORHIZE D b 9] bS5l b &, Fid
When Taro said: "Let's get to the problem”, L......ccoururnne

KBRS, ZA—7ORAZEDLICERBLIE X, BB

When Taro suggested that the group assess its OWI F€SOUITES, We....uiurvivemreeccemanenaricnan

FA—T7RBEINEDPVHFER LoD T, KM

Since the group wanted to test the suggested procedure, Taro.........ceceieinienns

WD TBEVOIKLEMOISNERHD] LE-kE &, KB
When Jiro said we needed, more information about how we felt, Taro...........
KRN —FIz, MBECRREZEAD L SEDE &, T
When Taro recommended that the group consider the roots of the problem, I
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The second change consisted in reevaluating the 8-point scale of test. In the case of
RGST-Nu, the scale ranged from point-1 as the highest score to point-8 as the lowest one. In
order to avoid any misunderstanding, and for the sake of clarity, the scale was thus changed
s0 that point-1 will correspond to the lowest, and point-8 to the highest score.

The third change made was a further a reduction of the number of stimulus-situation
(5S). Using the data and findings from previous studies, and the mean scores the author
selected 25 stimulus-situations , namely those with the highest mean score. As indicated in
Table 1, VAT is thus constituted by 5 dependency SS, 5 fight SS, 5 flight SS, 5 pairing S5, and
5 cooperation SS. It is noteworthy that the term "cooperation” is used here instead of "work"
used in Stock and Thelen's (1985) RGST and the author's RGST-Nu, because it reflects more
Bion's thinking. For Bion (1961) opposes valency to cooperation, considering the latter as an
essential prerequisite for the mental activity he called the work group. Therefore, using the
term work instead of cooperation may be misleading.

The fourth major change concerns the scoring manual. After several years of experience
with of the RGST-Nu, some colleagues and students have reported a number of difficulties
when scoring ambiguous reactions to different SS constituting the test. Since most of these
difficulties were due to the ambiguous and ambivalent character of Japanese language itself, it
was indispensable to remedy to this problem by 1) reexamining those ambiguous reactions
and other possible ones not encountered yet, and by 2} consequently, improving the scoring
manual so that the rater is provided with further examples of these ambiguous reactions and
the way to rate them. The following two studies, whose methodological aspects and results

are described below, were conducted to test the reliability of VAT.

STUDY 1

The purpose of this study was to test the reliability of the newly devised (VAT) scoring

manual, using the following method.

1. Method

Participants: A total of 211 (73 women and 138 men) first-year undergraduate students
enrolled in an introductory psychology course at Nara University partici- pated in the present
study. All participants received a partial course credit for their participation.

Procedure: The participants were collectively administred VAT during the class. A
graduate student supervised by the author read each of the 25 stimulus-situation (SS) (see
Table 1) presented in a form of a short sentence, allowing an interval of ten seconds in

between. The participants were told that there were no "right" and "wrong”" answers, and
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asked, as mentioned in the face shift of the test, to complete the sentence as soon as possible,
in a free association manner, without thinking deeply. For the present test is based on the
premiss that prompt and emotional responses reflect more deeply personality traits and
aspects than cognitive ones.

To test the validity of the newly devised scoring manual, first a number of 10 VAT
protocols were randomly selected from the total 211 protocols. Then, three graduate students,
who were trained during two 90-minute sessions, were individually asked to score these
protocols using the new scoring manual. The scores attributed to each SS by the three raters

were then compared.

Table 2. Comparison of the 3 raters regarding the dependency stimulus-situations using ANOVA

Rater's Score

Protocol Number Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3
Pl 2.8 (.63) 2.6 (67 2.6 (.88)
P2 4.0 (.63) 4.0 (.63) 3.8 (.88)
P3 2.6 (.63) 2.6 (.67) 2.6 (.75)
P4 2.8 (.68) 2.8 (.67) 2.8 (97)
P5 5.8 (.63) 5.8 (.88) 5.8 (.67)
Pé6 6.8 (.67) 6.8 (.79) 5.8 (.82)
P7 5.8 (.63) 50 (67) 5.0 (.88)
P8 6.8 (.63) 6.8 (.63) 6.8 (.6.7)
P9 3.0 (.63) 3.0 (67) 33 (88)
P10 4.8 (.63) 5.0 (.67) 5.0 (.88)

Note: The values represented here are means and SDs (in parentheses}. No statistically

significant difference was found.

2. Results

In order to test the inter-rater reliability of the scoring manual, the mean scores
attributed by each rater to each of the 25 SS constituting VAT in the 10 randomly selected
protocols were compared. First, the mean scores of each rater in each of the valency type
(dependency, fight, flight, and pairing) were computed, then the three raters were compared,
using a one-way ANOVA. As indicated in Tables 2 through 6, the results revealed no
significant inter-rater difference regarding the four SS categories (dependency, fight, pairing,
and flight) and cooperation category. The three raters attributed almost equal mean scores to

the ten randomly selected protocols in the case of dependency (Table 2), fight (Table 3),
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Table 3. Comparison of the 3 raters regarding the fight stimulus-situations using ANOVA

Rater's Score

Protocol Number Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3
Pl 4.8 (73) 4.8 (73) 4.8 (73)
P2 5.0 (.63) 5.0 (63) 5.0 (.63)
P3 6.0 (.67) 6.0 (67 5.8 (.88)
P4 4.0 (53) 3.6 (.67 4.0 (53)
P5 2.8 (.63) 2.6 (.67) 2.6 (.88)
P6 2.8 (63) 2.6 (67) 2.6 {78)
P7 2.6 (.63) 2.6 (.63) 24 (.78)
P8 4.8 (73) 5.0 (67 5.0 (63)
P9 5.8 (.63) 5.8 (67) 5.6 (.58)
P10 2.8 (63 26 (67 2.6 (88

Note: The values represented here are means and SDs (in parentheses) . No statiscally significant

difference was found.

Table 4. Comparison of the 3 raters regarding the pairing stimulus-situations using ANOVA

Rater's Score

Protocol Number Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3
P1 5.8 (.63) 5.6 (67 5.6 (.713)
P2 4.8 (\73) 4.8 (.63) 46 (.73)
P3 6.8 (.53) 6.8 (67 6.6 (6T
P4 3.8 (.63) 3.6 (.58) 3.6 (58)
P5 4.0 (.58) 4.0 (58 4.0 (.58)
P6 5.2 (63) 5.2 (.63) 5.4 (58)
P7 5.0 (.58) 5.0 (.67) 5.0 (73)
P8 4.0 (.63) 3.8 (.67) 4.0 (.58)
P9 42 (.63) 4.0 (.,67) 4.2 (.63)
P10 5.6 {.63) 5.6 (.63) 5.0 (.58)

Note: The values represented here are means and SDs (in parentheses) . There were no

statistically significant differences.
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Table 5. Comparison of the 3 raters regarding the flight stimulus-situations using ANOV A

Rater's Score

Protocol Number Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3
P1 6.0 (.53) 6.2 (.67 6.4 (43)
P2 6.4 (63) 6.6 (.67) 6.6 (67
P3 4.8 (.63) 4.8 (.63) 4.8 (.63
P4 5.0 (.50) 5.2 (.60) 5.0 (.60)
PS5 6.4 (.63) 6.4 (.63) 6.2 (43)
P6 4.8 (63) 4.6 (.60) 4.6 (.60)
P7 2.8 (.63) 2.6 {.67) 2.6 (.67)
P8 3.8 (.63) 3.6 (.67) 3.6 (.67)
P9 5.0 (.63) 5.0 (.63) 5.0 (.63)
P10 6.8 (.63) 6.6 {.60) 6.6 {.60)

Note: The values represented here are means and SDs (in parentheses) . No statistically
significant difference was found.

Table 6. Comparison of the 3 raters regarding the cooperation stimulus-situations using ANOVA

Rater's Score

Protocol Number Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3
Pl 4.2 (.63) 4.0 (.60) 4.0 (.60)
P2 4.2 (.63) 4.2 (.67) 4.0 (.60)
P3 5.8 (.63) 5.6 (.67) 5.8 (.88)
P4 3.8 (.63) 3.8 (.63) 3.8 (.63)
P5 6.0 (.63) 6.6 (.67) 6.6 (.67)
P6 6.2 (.63) 6.2 (.63) 6.0 (.73)
P7 2.8 (.63) 26 (67 2.6 (67
P8 3.0 {.53) 3.2 (.56) 3.2 (56)
P9 3.8 (.63) 3.8 (.63) 3.8 (.63)
P10 5.0 (.53) 5.0 (.53) 52 (73)

Note: The values represented here are means and SDs (in parentheses) . No statistically

significant difference was found.
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pairing (Table 4), flight {Table 5) and cooperation (Table 6) stimulus-situations. The findings

provided thus a strong support for the reliability of the newly divised scoring manual

STUDY 2

The present study was designed to test the reliability of VAT using test/retest method.
The main purpose was thus to examine whether VAT is consistent enough to lead to similar
results after it has been administred at two separate times. Unlike other methods used to test
the reliability of a test, the test/retest method is, besides being time-consuming, a widely
accepted and used method (Patten, 2002; Yu, 2005).

1. Method

Participants: Of the total number (N=211) of students who were administred VAT (study
1), only 531 % {N=111; 62 men=55.9%, and 49 women=44,9%) volunteered to participate in the
present study which took place one year after the first one. The distribution of the
participants in terms of dominant or active valency (ACV) type was as follows: 45 (40.5%) of
the participants had a dependency valency, 37 (33.3%) a fight valency, 22 (19.8%) a pairing
valency and 7 (6.3%) a flight valency. The participant's dominant or active valency {AC) is
determined by. 1) computing the means of the four different valency types, and then 2)
selecting the valency type with the highest mean as the participant's AC.

Produce: The participant were gathered and readministered VAT collectively following
the procedure described in study 1. The purpose here was to compare the mean scores for
each stimulus-situation category (dependency, fight, pairing, flight and cooperation) of the
present study with those obtained in study 1, using t-test, expecting no significant change in

the participants' scores at each category and consequently in their valency types.

2. Resulis

As indicated in Table 7, the results of a t-test comparing the means of each stimulus-
situation category during the initial test and the retest revealed no statistically significant
differences. As expected, the mean scores obtained in the first test were almost identical with
those obtained in the second test. With the exception of cooperation, the (Pearson) correlation
coefficients between the scores of the test and retest were, as follows, highly significant at the
001 level. The correlations coefficients were r=.648; p<.0001 for dependency; r=.633; p<.0001
for fight; r=.775; p<.0001 for pairing; and r=930; p<.002 for flight.

Moreover, examining whether there was a change in terms of the participants' valency

type, we found that only 3 out of the 111 participants (2.7%) have changed. That is, one



Hafsi - The Valency Assessment Test (VAT)

participant changed from dependency to pairing valency, one from fight to flight valency, and
another from pairing to dependency. This minor change in valency type is hypothetically
understood here as due to the fact that the raters in the test and retest were different
persons. Owing to a number of time and space related difficulties it was not possible to have
the same persons scoring all the protocols of both the test and retest. Nevertheless, given the
non-significant differences found between the two tests, and the small number of people who
have changed, we can conclude that the findings of Study 2 provide a strong support for the
reliability of VAT.

Table 7. The results of the comparison of the test and retest using t-test

Stimulus-situation Category Study 1 Study 2
Dependency 6.23 (.79) 6.08 (.82)
Fight 6.10 (71) 6.14 (.64)
Pairing 543 (.64) 5.38 (.59)
Flight 5.20 (.59) 5.05 (.50)
Cooperation 5.36 (1.20) 5.78 (1.05)*

Notes: The values represented here are means and SDs (in parentheses).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Conclusion and Discussion

The main purpose of the present article was to describe the finding of two studies
designed and conducted to test the reliability of a newly improved version of the author's
(Hafsi, 1997) RGST-Nu, renamed here as the Valency Assessement Test (VAT).

In the first study, the author attempted to test the reliability of the scoring manual of
VAT. The method consisted in asking three raters to rate separetely 10 protocols of the test
randomly selected, and then comparing them using ANOVA. The results revealed no
significant inter-rater differences, providing thus a strong support for the reliability of the
manual Since the raters had different levels in terms of knowledge an experience of the

VAT, the findings suggest that any rater, who has undertaken a minimum training of two 90-
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minutes sessions, can accurately rate a VAT protocol.

The second study was conducted to test the reliability of VAT using the test/retest
method. That is, the results obtained at two different times were compared using t-test. The
study revealed no significant differences between the two periods, and a relatively very minor
change in terms of the participants' valency types. These findings show thus that VAT is
reliable enough to be used as a measure for valency.

The avantages of VAT, compared with RGST (Stock and Thelen, 1958) and RGST-Nu
(Hafsi, 1997) are that it is 1) easier to use; 2) it requires relatively less time for scoring; 3) it does
not require of the rater an intensive training; and finally, 4) its manual is more adapted to
Japanese language and its numerous ambiguous expressions.

In conclusion, it is noteworthy that although psycheanalytical theories and concepts, like
valency for instance, have helped us to deepen our understanding of human bonding, they
have not attracted enough attention from non-psychoanalytical researchers. One of the main
reason for this is the lack of objective measurement tools (Silverman, 1975 Masling &
Schwartz, 1979; Greene & Rosenkrantz, 1986). In this sense, we hope that, as valency is
concerned, VAT will contribute to partically remedy this lack that seems to be hindering

psychoanalytically-oriented empirical research.
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