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Welcome to Issue Number 2 of the Measurement
Forum. Thanks for the kind words to everyone who
wrote about our inaugural issue; it was good to receive
confirmation that our interactive newsletter on measure-
ment instruction fills a longstanding need.

Now, here’s some more exciting news: A somewhat
expanded version of this newsletter will soon be
on the Internet! Watch for us at this Web site: 
http://www.ilstu.edu/depts/psychology/ 

Whether by paper, electronic, or some other media
yet to be devised, we would still like to hear from you.
Comments on this newsletter, ideas for articles, and
strategies for teaching psychological testing and assess-

ment you would like to share with colleagues are always
welcome. And please advise any colleague you know who
teaches measurement about this forum for the exchange
of ideas as well. 

Our best wishes to you for “scaling the heights” in
measurement instruction.

Sincerely,

Mark E. Swerdlik
Ronald Jay Cohen
Editors
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CLASSROOM 
DEMONSTRATIONS

CLASSROOM DEMONSTRATION OF A 
CONSTRUCT-KEYED, SELF-REPORT 
PERSONALITY INVENTORY

Jeffrey B. Brookings 
Wittenberg University

The objectives of this demonstration are to give stu-
dents experience in taking and scoring a multiscale per-
sonality inventory, highlight differences among the vari-
ous approaches to scale construction, and facilitate dis-
cussion about strategies for preventing or detecting social
desirability bias in self-report. For this demonstration, 
I use the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule 
(EPPS; The Psychological Corporation, 1959), a 225-
item test with scales corresponding to 15 secondary or
psychogenic needs (e.g., achievement, dominance, nur-
turance) included in Henry Murray’s taxonomy of
human needs (Murray, et al., Explorations in Personality,
Oxford University Press, 1938). 

(Continued)

Integration
with Text:

Ch. 11
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .    



scaling items to prevent social desirability contamination
(as in the EPPS and Personality Research Form) versus
incorporating validity scales to detect such response pat-
terns (as in the MMPI). We conclude by discussing the
relative merits of construct-keying, compared to rational,
empirical, and factor analytic approaches.

Integration with Text: Ch. 3

MAKING SENSE OF STANDARD DEVIATIONS

Jerry Wilde, Ph.D.
Ottawa University

Standard deviations. . . . the mere mention of the
phrase is enough to strike fear in the hearts of many stu-
dents in measurement courses and cause some to grow
weak in the knees. But the fear and loathing that has
plagued our friend, the standard deviation, is unwar-
ranted. Standard deviations provide valuable informa-
tion about a set of scores and can assist students in mak-
ing quick but accurate judgments about the variability 
of distribution. Once students understand the concept
of standard deviations, the mathematical operation is 
no longer an experience akin to “walking blindly in 
the wilderness” in which they add, divide, and square
numbers without rhyme or reason. More importantly,
mastering the concept will allow students to compre-
hend and apply the information standard deviations can
provide.

When teaching this concept, start by telling the
students not to be overly concerned with the mathemat-
ical formula. They need to grasp the purpose of standard
deviations before they worry about finding the answer.
Students get so concerned with “the answer” that they
never appreciate the information standard deviations can
provide.

The concept of standard deviation is usually taught
after other measures of central tendency, such as the
mean, mode, and median. Explain that these other mea-
sures of central tendency are somewhat limited in that
they don’t provide information about the scatter of scores
we have in a distribution. Use examples to make this
information meaningful. For example, if we know that
five basketball players have a grand mean of 100 points
per game, this information doesn’t tell us the mean for
each player.

Explain that with any set of numbers there will be
a scatter of scores since we wouldn’t expect everyone 
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Several features of the EPPS recommend it for this
demonstration. First of all, it is easily self-administered
and self-scored in a classroom setting. Second, it assesses
normal personality variables. Consequently, the item
content is generally non-threatening, and students are
less likely to draw clinical inferences from the scores.
Also, the EPPS employs an “ipsative” scoring procedure
(described below) which precludes students’ comparing
their scores. Finally, the forced-choice item format illus-
trates one strategy for addressing the problem of social
desirability, which I subsequently contrast with other
approaches (e.g., the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory validity scales).  

The entire demonstration takes from 1.5 to 2
hours, depending on the time required for all students to
complete the test and is scheduled for a class or labora-
tory session following a lecture on personality scale con-
struction strategies (rational, empirical, factor analytic,
and construct). Materials include the test manual,
reusable test booklets, hand-scoring answer sheets, a
scoring template, and tables for converting raw scores to
T-scores or percentiles.

The procedure is as follows:
1. Students read the instructions on the front of the test

booklet and complete the test (30-45 minutes).
2. When all students have completed the test, they score

their protocols (20 minutes). I display a transparency
of the scoring template on the overhead projector.
Then, I explain the procedures used to derive the
“consistency” score (i.e., the extent to which test tak-
ers respond consistently to repeated items) and raw
scores on the 15 need scales.

3. Next, I distribute tables for T-score or percentile con-
versions (10 minutes).

4. Finally, the students look up brief descriptions of the
personality variables (see Table 11-6 on p. 421 of
Cohen, et al., 1996) to interpret their profiles (15
minutes).

The ensuing discussions are always lively. However,
because many students immediately begin comparing
their scores, the first item for discussion is ipsative scor-
ing. I explain that for any EPPS item, endorsing state-
ment “A” adds one point to their score on the scale to
which “A” is keyed, and at the same time effectively sub-
tracts one point from their score on the scale corre-
sponding to the non-selected statement “B.” As a result,
their scores on the 15 scales are measures of relative,
rather than absolute need strength, and score compar-
isons among students are therefore not meaningful.
Other discussion topics—time permitting—include
counseling and guidance uses of the EPPS, reliability and
validity data, and the advantages and disadvantages of
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to have the exact same score. Has anyone ever seen a bas-
ketball game where all players scored exactly 20 points?
It’s possible but very unlikely. Try to get them to think of
the standard deviation as a sort of average distance
away from the mean. Try to say this in at least three or
four different ways.

“The standard deviation is an average amount people
score away from the average.”

“Standard deviation is an average distance people are
away from the average.”

“We’re going to find the total deviation away from
the mean and then find the average of this amount.”

Some of these examples confuse students, but one
usually clicks and makes sense for them. You can almost
see the light bulb come on as they finally understand the
concept. Once you’ve found that average distance away
from the mean, all you need to do is find the square
root of that number and you’ve found the standard
deviation. Time for an example.

Take five people in the group and have them give
you a number. Ask them to pick relatively small numbers
to make the computation easier. Quickly add these num-
bers in your head, then pick the sixth number so that the
sum of the six scores is divisible by six. Total the num-
bers and divide by six to find the mean. Then draw a
chart like the one below to show the step-by-step process
for finding the distance each number is away from the
mean (i.e., deviation).

x X (X–x) x2
5 6 –1 1
7 6 1 1
6 6 0 0
4 6 –2 4
8 6 2 4
6 6 0 0

36 0 10

Standard deviation = √10 =  1.29
6

After having explained standard deviations in this
manner, I’ve had numerous students say things such as,
“It finally makes sense. I could find the answer, but I
never understood why we did this.” The best way to
ensure that students grasp a measurement concept and
will retain the information is to work toward a concep-
tual understanding rather than purely mathematical
comprehension. This approach has worked well for me,
and I wish you the best of luck should you decide to give
it a try.

Integration with Text:  
Rorschach: Ch. 12 (pp. 426–440)

Barnum Effect: Ch. 14 (pp. 557–562)

INKBLOTS AND THE BARNUM EFFECT

Suzanne M. Phillips
University of Pittsburgh at Johnstown

Many students in measurement courses display an
interest in projective measures, along with considerable
confidence that they themselves are not vulnerable to the
“Barnum effect,” a willingness to accept generally stated
descriptors of their own personality as accurate, precise,
and meaningful. This exercise draws upon these charac-
teristics to engage students in an “eye-opening” class
exercise, summarized below. More details are available on
pages 58–60 of the Instructor’s Manual and Resource
Guide to Accompany Psychological Testing and Assessment
(Swerdlik, Cohen, & Phillips, 1996).

I typically use this exercise shortly after introducing
projective techniques, but before students read about the
Barnum effect. I am often amused to hear, after the
demonstration, that students learned about the Barnum
effect in Introduction to Psychology or in other psychol-
ogy courses, but had dismissed the possibility that they
themselves could be affected until this experience. Thus,
even students who “know about” the Barnum effect can
benefit from this exercise.

During the first part of the demonstration, stu-
dents are participant observers in a demonstration of an
Exner-style mock Rorschach administration, using four
instructor-created inkblots. A student volunteer is seated
in the front of the room and is introduced to the proce-
dure, following Exner’s guidelines. Students in the audi-
ence then respond to each blot in writing, after which
the student volunteer responds orally. An inquiry direct-
ed to the student volunteer follows. Responses from the
audience are then collected. This part of the demonstra-
tion takes about 15 minutes.

Watching the test administration encourages stu-
dents to ask specific questions about projective tech-
niques in general and about the Rorschach in particular.
They ask about what people usually see (having used the
same blots each year, I know some of the “populars” for
each card), what the test administrator does if no or few
responses are forthcoming, what happens if the subject
turns the card, and why the inquiry takes place. They
discuss the exhaustive notes I take during test adminis-
tration and wonder what I am writing down. In short,
the students lead me through much of what I want to tell
them about Rorschach administration. There are always
more questions than the remainder of the class period
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(Continued from page 3)

permits, even in classes that are typically not very respon-
sive to other discussion topics.

At the beginning of the next class period, students’
responses are returned, attached to a feedback sheet that
looks tailor-made. Students read the feedback sheet and
rate its accuracy on a 7-point scale. Most students find
the feedback highly accurate (with a rating of 6 or 7). In
the ensuing discussion, students occasionally “confess
and convert”: while they never believed projectives could
work, now they know the technique is amazingly accu-
rate, and they are somewhat apologetic for their initial
skepticism. When the students start talking about

HISTORICAL 
PERSPECTIVES

Suzanne M. Phillips
University of Pittsburgh at Johnstown

In The Bell Curve, Herrnstein and Murray (1994)
refute much of what is widely believed about the work
of Henry H. Goddard. Specifically, they describe 
as “folklore” (p. 5) the following oft-repeated history:
Goddard believed that Jews, Italians, and other immi-
grant peoples were intellectually inferior to whites,
because, as a group, they scored far below average 
on intelligence tests. I was astonished by Herrnstein
and Murray’s claim and went back to read Goddard’s
(1917) work. I was surprised by several points:

• Goddard was chiefly interested in the way in
which the Binet-Simon would function with 
people from various cultural backgrounds. The
article comprises a careful analysis of the test
itself. It does not focus on immigration policies.

• Goddard did not intend to gather normative data
about immigrants. His abstract includes the state-
ment: “The study makes no determination of the
actual percentage, even of these [immigrant]
groups who are feebleminded” (Goddard, 1917,
p. 243). Some of Goddard’s groups were specifi-
cally selected because they appeared, to experi-
enced mental health workers, to be intellectually
impaired; this was done to explore the Binet-
Simon’s features among the less intellectually able.
Goddard systematically excluded apparently high-
ly intelligent immigrants from his samples.

Integration with Text: 
Ch. 2 Close-Up, p. 54

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

• Goddard displays surprising sensitivity to language
and cultural issues, given the widespread percep-
tions of his work. He employed a bilingual test
administrator, sought the help of translators when
no bilingual test administrators were available
(and discussed the problems created by using
translators), explored the impact of verbal and
nonverbal tests on the performance of non-native
English speakers, and considered environmental
factors such as cultural deprivation on general
knowledge and test responses.

I am interested in hearing others’ perceptions of what
Herrnstein and Murray cast as the “Goddard myth.”
If you do read Goddard’s original work, you may be as
startled as I at the ease with which he entertains the
possibility that large numbers of immigrants may be
“morons.” Goddard is by no means a 1990s-style cul-
turally-sensitive writer. But my perceptions of his
work are very different now than they were. If you
want to chat about this topic, please contact me
through e-mail (phillips@vms.cis.pitt.edu), phone
(814) 269-2955, or fax (814) 269-7255.

References

Goddard, H. H. (1913).  The Binet tests in relation to
immigration.  Journal of Psycho-Asthenics, 18, 105–107.

Goddard, H. H. (1917).  Mental tests and the immigrant.
Journal of Delinquency, 2, 243–277.

Herrnstein, R. J., & Murray, C. (1994). The Bell Curve.
New York:  The Free Press.

details, occasionally even reading part of their feedback
sheet to make a point about its accuracy, it becomes clear
that everyone received the same feedback sheet, and we
have a good laugh. Then we talk about the Barnum
effect in general and its application in this context:
based on a single set of test results about ourselves, we
cannot make accurate judgments about the validity of
the test from which they came. Students are then ready
to hear about the scoring, interpretation, and psychome-
tric properties of the actual Rorschach. Again, their ques-
tions are often so numerous and varied that they guide
me through the rest of my “lecture.”
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RESEARCH 
SAMPLER

DEFINING (AND REDEFINING) MENTAL
RETARDATION

Jayne Bucy 
Illinois State University

Mental retardation is defined by the American
Association on Mental Retardation (AAMR) as subaver-
age intelligence (IQ below 70) in association with
deficits in adaptive behavior (Grossman, 1983). This
definition is generally accepted by the nation’s schools
and applied when determining eligibility for special edu-
cation services.

In 1992, the AAMR made sweeping changes in the
definition of mental retardation, shifting the upper IQ
limit from 70 to 75 and requiring deficits in two of 10
areas of adaptive behavior (communication, social skills,
health and safety, work, self-care, community use, func-
tional academics, home living, self-direction and leisure-
time activities). In addition, the four-level classification
(mild, moderate, severe, and profound) was replaced with
a classification system based upon individual support
needs (intermittent, limited, extensive, and pervasive).

Gresham, MacMillan and Siperstein (1995) ana-
lyzed the implications of this new definition and identi-
fied the following measurement concerns:

1. The change in IQ cutoff will likely increase (per-
haps double) the number of individuals who will
meet the intelligence criteria for mental retarda-
tion. 

2. The lower IQ cutoff coupled with the restandard-
ization of popular intellectual assessment instru-
ments (and resulting 5-8 point drop in IQ scores)
may further increase the number of individuals
testing within the mentally retarded range.

3. Increasing the IQ cutoff has a potentially greater
impact upon African Americans, who are already
overrepresented among the mildly mentally handi-
capped. 

4. The 10 adaptive skill areas identified by the 1992
definition have not been empirically validated and
norm-referenced measures of these areas are inade-
quate or unavailable. 

5. It may be problematic to weigh professional judg-
ment equally with norm-referenced assessment of
adaptive behavior as recommended.

6. There are no established measures to differentiate
among the four levels of support intensity, and the

Integration with
Text: Ch. 16

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1992 definition does not offer sufficient guidance
to evaluators in making these determinations. 

7. The 1992 definition has little utility when identify-
ing mental retardation in children, particularly very
young children.

Subsequent commentaries on Gresham, et al.
(1995) in the same volume complete the discussion of
issues. Matson (1995) offers interesting personal and
professional insights on the 1992 definition and Hodapp
(1995) follows by outlining the impact of these changes
upon mental retardation research and clinical practice.

Though it remains to be seen whether the 1992
AAMR definition of mental retardation is implemented
by educators and mental health practitioners, Gresham,
et al. (1995) delineates a compelling array of measure-
ment issues that arise when empiricism, advocacy, and
public policy collide.

References

American Association on Mental Retardation. (1992). Mental
retardation: Definition, classification, and systems of supports
(9th ed.). Washington, DC: Author.

Gresham, F. M., MacMillan, D. L., & Siperstein, G. N. (1995).
Critical analysis of the 1992 AAMR definition: Implication
for school psychology. School Psychology Quarterly, 10(1),
1–19.

Grossman, H. J. (1983). Classification in mental retardation 
(3rd rev.).  Washington, DC: American Association on Mental
Deficiency.

Hodapp, R. M. (1995).  Definitions in mental retardation:
Effects on research, practice and perceptions. School Psychology
Quarterly, 10(1), 24–28.

Matson, J. L. (1995).  Comments on Gresham, MacMillan and
Siperstein’s paper “Critical analysis of the 1992 AAMR defin-
ition: Implications for school psychology.” School Psychology
Quarterly, 10(1), 20–23.

A Note about Psychological Testing and Assessment

Adopters of the text are eligible to receive a computerized
Test Bank. The computer version is now available on
Windows and Macintosh formats. To receive your copy,
please call Mayfield (800) 433-1279 today. Other ancillary
items available with the text include an Instructor’s Manual,
printed Test Bank, and Student Workbook (101 Exercises 
in Psychological Testing and Assessment). The Student
Workbook can be packaged with the text at a reduced cost
($12 off ) to students.

Text: ISBN 1-55934-427-X 
Text and Student Workbook package: ISBN 1-55934-597-7
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MEASUREMENT 
IN THE NEWS

ACHIEVEMENT AND EXPECTATIONS: AN
INVERSE RELATIONSHIP?

Gloria C. Maccow, Illinois State University

Educators and psychologists continue to be con-
cerned about the different graduation rates for African-
American and white students. Compared to a graduation
rate of 87% for whites, 72.5% of African-American stu-
dents between the ages of 19 and 24 completed school in
1991 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1993). In order to
change these statistics, researchers must identify the fac-
tors that contribute to the higher drop-out rates among
African-American students.

For several years, Claude Steele (Leslie, Newsweek,
1995, November 6) has been conducting research
among college students. On the basis of his data, he has
concluded that stereotype vulnerability explains differen-
tial drop-out rates among African-American and white
students. According to Steele, a professor of social psy-
chology at Stanford University, African-American stu-
dents suffer academically because they believe the stereo-
type that they are part of a group that cannot succeed.
Said differently, they do not succeed because they are not
expected to.

The concept of stereotype vulnerability raises sev-
eral issues that are important for assessment and mea-
surement. The first relates to the theoretical framework
used to explain human behavior. Steele’s explanation of
the lower scores among African-Americans recognizes
the interaction of individual characteristics and environ-
mental variables. From this ecological perspective, even
bright students can become discouraged if they believe
they are unable to compete with other students.
Researchers who conceptualize behavior in this theoreti-
cal framework recognize that changes could result from
environmental modifications.

From a psychodynamic perspective, behavior
results from characteristics intrinsic to the individual. In
this context, Herrnstein and Murray (1994), for exam-
ple, attributed the higher drop-out rates of African-
American students (in part) to lower cognitive ability.
Researchers whose adherence to this perspective is exclu-
sive would be less than hopeful about increasing the
graduation rate for African-American students. Indeed,
aside from increasing cognitive ability, which is difficult
at best, no interventions are immediately apparent.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Integration with
Text: Ch. 8

The second issue raised by the concept of stereo-
type vulnerability relates to labeling and the self-fulfill-
ing prophecy. In an experiment involving teachers and
students, Rosenthal and Jacobsen (1968) demonstrated
that teacher expectations affected student achievement.
Students who were expected to succeed did succeed.
Consistent with the Rosenthal effect, Steele contends
that universities must set high standards and demon-
strate verbally and behaviorally that all students are capa-
ble of succeeding. However, instead of setting high stan-
dards and expecting minority students to achieve them,
many universities provide remedial programs. While this
practice may remediate deficits, it immediately confronts
minority students with the stereotypical notion about
their abilities.

In effect, remedial programs do what Charles Sykes
(1995) described as dumbing down. Students who begin
their college education in remedial classes are likely to
adjust their work habits to the demands of the class-
room. Because standards in remedial programs are lower
than they are in regular classes, students are likely to
develop work habits that will allow them to succeed in
the remedial classes, but not in the regular classrooms.
They will come to depend on support services typically
unavailable in regular classes. Students will meet the
expectations of the remedial classes, but will fail in class-
es where the standards are higher. In essence, then, stu-
dents will work to meet the standards we set for them.
Set high standards and students will rise to the challenge.

References
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ABSTRACTS

To keep you up to date, the editors have compiled a list of very
current measurement abstracts. Due to its length, this list is only
partial. However, anyone interested in receiving a complimenta-
ry copy of the entire list of abstracts can call or write Mayfield,
(800) 433-1279 or 74111.670@compuserve.com. 

Topics include:

Adult Intelligence
Assessment of Personality
Behavioral Assessment
The Bell Curve
Clinical Assessment
Culture
Educational Assessment
Family Assessment
Giftedness
I/O and Vocational

Assessment

ADULT INTELLIGENCE Integration with Text: Ch. 9

Parker, K. C. H., & Atkinson, L. (1995).  Computation of
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Revised Factor Scores: Equal
and differential weights. Psychological Assessment, 7, 456-462.

The traditional way of estimating WAIS-R factor scores is to
sum the equally weighted values of the subtests that load most
highly on the factor being estimated. The authors make the
case that factor scores derived in this manner are strongly
biased toward g.

(Continued)

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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CONNECTIONS

In response to our last issue of Measurement Forum,
we received the following communications:

Measurement Forum readers interested in the testing/
assessment of writing should contact: Michael F.
Shaughnessy, Professor of Psychology, Eastern New
Mexico University, Station 25, Portales, New Mexico
88130, phone: (505) 562-2791; fax: (505) 562-2523; 
e-mail address: <shaughrnm@email.enmu.edu>

Lynn Pelco from the College of William and Mary uses
the video entitled Flexible, Fearful, or Feisty: The
Different Temperaments of Infants and Toddlers and com-
bines it with readings from the special theme section on
temperament in the Journal of School Psychology (volume
32, No. 2, 1994) on the Impact of Temperament on
Theory, Research, and Practice of School Psychology.
Integration with Text: Ch. 8

Dear Editors: In your discussion of the Rorschach test,
you did not present our approach which is a more pro-
jective alternative to the Comprehensive System (and
our approach also integrates the Consensus Rorschach).
We are enclosing a brief article which summarizes our
approach (Journal of Personality Assessment, 1995, 64(2),
213-228). 

Edward Aronow
Clinical Psychologist
Profeta Professional Building
2130 Millburn Avenue
Suite B8
Maplewood, New Jersey 07040
(201) 762-8888
Integration with Text: Ch. 12

. . . . . . . . .
Please let us hear from you. Your correspondence express-
ing an opinion, a teaching tip, and/or an article would
be most appreciated.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Integration with

Text: Ch. 8., Ch. 12
Karen Machover died at the age of 93 in her Manhattan
apartment on January 22, 1996. The well-known psychol-
ogist first published her research on the projective value of
human figure drawings almost 50 years ago, and that book
(Machover, 1949) is still in print. Ms. Machover was born
in Minsk, Belarus, and with her mother and sisters emi-
grated to the United States in 1910. She received her mas-
ter’s degree in psychology from New York University and
taught at that school, Brooklyn College, and SUNY
Downstate Medical Center. She met her husband in the
1930s while teaching at NYU; Solomon Machover, who
died in 1976, had been one of her students. Working at
Bellevue Hospital and then Kings County Hospital until
the time she retired in 1970, Karen Machover also main-
tained a psychotherapy practice into the mid 1980s. She is
survived by her son.

Reference: Machover, K. (1949). Personality projection in the
drawing of the human figure: A method of personality investiga-
tion. Springfield, IL: Charles C Thomas.

Interviewing
MMPI-2
Meta-Analysis
Norms
Other Methods
Performance/Portfolio

Assessment
Projective Techniques
Statistical Outliers
Test Development
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ASSESSMENT OF PERSONALITY Integration with 
Text: Ch. 11

Naughton, M., Oppenheim, A., & Hill, J. (1996).  Assessment
of personality functioning in the transition from adolescent to
adult life: Preliminary findings.  British Journal of Psychiatry, 168,
33-37.

Describes a measure of personality that focuses on the tumul-
tuous changes in life that occur in the age range of 16 to 20
years.

THE BELL CURVE Integration with Text: Ch. 8

A special issue of American Behavioral Scientist was devoted
entirely to discussion of Herrnstein and Murray’s controversial
book. Articles included were as follows:

Aizawa, K. (1995).  The gap between science and policy in
The Bell Curve. American Behavioral Scientist, 39, 84-97.

Brewer, R. M. (1995).  Knowledge construction and racist
“science”: Ideology, political economy, and racial inequality in
the United States. American Behavioral Scientist, 39, 62-73.

Lieberman, L. (1995).  Herrnstein and Murray, Inc.: IQs ‘R
Us.  American Behavioral Scientist, 39, 12-24.

Newby, R. G., & Newby, D. E. (1995).  The Bell Curve:
Another chapter in the continuing political economy of
racism.  American Behavioral Scientist, 39, 6-11.

Nunley, M. (1995).  The Bell Curve: Too smooth to be true.
American Behavioral Scientist, 39, 74-83.

Poole, D. A. (1995).  The two bell curves. American
Behavioral Scientist, 39, 25-34.

Rosenthal, S. J. (1995).  The Pioneer Fund: Financier of fas-
cist research.  American Behavioral Scientist, 39, 44-61.

Walters, R. (1995).  The impact of Bell Curve ideology on
African American public policy.  American Behavioral
Scientist, 39, 98-108.a.

BEHAVIORAL ASSESSMENT Integration with 
Text: Ch. 13 

O’Brien, W. H. (1995).  Inaccuracies in the estimation of func-
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