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IS THERE EXAMINER BIAS ON THE
WECHSLER-BELLEVUE?

EDWIN COHEN,* Vet. Adm, Mental Hygiene Clinic, Durham, N. C.

It seems to be generally assumed that results of psychometric instruments,
such as the Stanford-Binet and the Wechsler-Bellevue, are not affected by
the examiner, if he has attained a minimal level of competence. On the other
hand, many students of projective techniques feel that somewhat different
results are obtained from the same subject by different examiners. Thus
Klopfer, in listing prerequisites for objectivity of psychological procedures,
states,” . . . most experimenters with the necessary skill and experience will
arrive at the same or similar results in using the procedure.” (italics mine)
(6, p. 18) Bell states that, “Even thcse who are expert with the (Rorschach)
method will not secure identical personality pictures. .. .” (1, p. 492).

Miller, Sanders, and Cleveland found a definite relationship between exam-
iner personality and obtained Rorschach protocols. (4)

While a psychometric instrument will undobutedly be less affected by
examiner influence or bias than a projective technique, there seems to be a
distinct posaibility that different competent examiners may affect the anxiety
or motivation of the subject differently, producing changes in test results.
For example, if an examiner arouses anxiety in a subject by his attitude, mood,
comments, etc. the subject might do more poorly on digit span, even though
the mechanics of administration are fiawless.

This study aims to determine whether this examiner bias is evidenced in
scores on & paychometric instrument such as the Wechsler-Bellevue. The
specitic problem can be phrased, “Do different examiners tend to get differ-
. ent subtest acores, on the average, for certain subtests, from their colleagues?”

PR

*Now at the University of Oklahoma. The writer is indebted to Dr. Burke M.
smith for providing the raw data, and to Meesrs. Willilam Michaux and John McMillan
«0r their helpful suggestions.
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TABLE I
Corrected Average Per Cent Subtest Coniributions.

SUBTEST

RMATION
MPREHENSION
DIGIT SPAN
(o
SIMILARITIES
'OCABULARY
CTURE
PI
BLOCK
[»)

8

10.66 11.02 9.56 13.18 8.55 10.04 17.73 11.04 1049 8.88 8.89 10.00 1.51
10.31 1147 851 9.13 1048 10.14 10.37 10.60 10.03 10.80 831 ~ 097
9.98 1058 10.564 9.44 9.53 10.04 10.19 9.86 10.83 10.22 8.83 ~
10.74 10.61 1002 9.72 927 9.60 1081 9.36 11.56 896 893 ~ 0.85
11.03 1235 9.09 1038 996 9.76 949 9.18 9.65 10.18 868 ~ 1.02
10.09 10.60 10.67 1043 940 991 1009 844 11.22 1059 847 ~ 0.89
11.70 1195 9.44 10.07 10.29 1020 897 1063 9.17 895882 ~ 1.08
1039 1126 923 8.79 1039 9.68*10.00 9.69 10.55 1036 935 ~ 0.70
10.79 10.03 9.04 10.17 923 991 1033 9.75 1196 9.09 966 “ 0.84
11.556 1038 9.02 9.20 9.71 1089 9.57 10.35 1234 8.00 987 ~ 117
1142 1127 1047 1141 860 984 9.69 9.10 1063 873 865 ~ 1.13
1096 1141 10.70 8.78 9.67 10.07 10.03 10.23 1034 9.97 792 “ 098
11.10 11.39 1048 10.51 10.57 10.53 8.62 10.54 10.26 8.18 833 ~ '1.12

ZRUORSIQEHUQW> EXAMINIR
LuBNENIBRBREY NUMBER oF TsTS

10.82 11.10 9.75 10.09 9.67 1005 9.68 9.91 10.69 9.45 8.82

052 063 0.73 115 064 034 080 0.72 0.88 0.90 0.53

i

2 4 7 11 5 1 8 6 8 10 3
VALIDITY 667 661 509 626 .727 85 514 605 .714 409 673

VALIDITY
RANK 5 6 10 7 2 1 9 8 3 11 4

At least seventeen test protocols from each of thirteen examiners!, were
used in this study. The scoring was done under supervision, which would
tend to diminsh examiner differences in scoring. ‘

The mean of the weighted scores for each subtest was computed for the.
tests administered by each examiner. Each mean was then subjected to the
following operations:

1. It was multiplied by 100/average-total-weighted-score of the particular
examiner. This puts all figures on the basis of per cent average subtest con-
tribution to the total weighted score. This operation was necessary because
the changing type of patient load at the Clinic, combined with the urnover of
trainees, produced a disparity among the mean IQ’s obtained by different
examiners. In this study we are interested in the relative difference among
subtests, rather than the relation of examiner to obtained 1Q; this step has
the effect of equalizing total weighted scores.

The examiners were Clinical chol Trainees at the Durham, N. C. Veterans
mummmmmmw.’:f’wmnmmmammm
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2. The percent average subtest contribution was in turn corrected (for
four of the subtests) for the difference in the expected contribution of a par-
ticular subtest toward the total score at different intelligence levels. For
example, the Object Assembly subtest was found, in a reworking of previous
data (5), to contribute 18.20 per cent of the total weighted score for the
borderline intelligence group, but only 11.36 per cent for the average intelli-
gence group. Four subtests, Digit Span, Arithmetic, Picture Completion, and
Object Assembly varied systematically with intelligence level in their per
cent contribution to total weighted score: the per cent average contribution
for these four subtests were corrected by dividing them by the expected per
cent subtest contribution at the mean intelligence level of each examiner,
and then multiplying by 10.

3. Step 1 was repeated to put all figures again on the basis of per cent
average subtest contribution, but this time there was allowance made for the
influence of differences in intellectual level. In this way, examiner differences
would be made to stand out more sharply.

Table I gives these per cent average subtest contributions for each examiner.
If the standard deviation of 3 for each subtest, with which the Wechsler was
constructed (8, p. 219), was not increased considerably by the three corrections
applied (a plausible but untested hypothesis), the standard error of the exam-
iner means can be calculated. Thus. for an examiner who administered

seventeen tests, smean = ¢/N —1 = 3/\/16 = .75.

. One mean, that of Examiner A for Arithmetic, is 3.09 removed from the
average of examiner means, corresponding to 4.12s; P less than .00003. Even
if this P be multiplied by 143, the number of subtest means under study, the
resultant P less than .005 is quite significant. This is the only significant
difference to be found in Table I, but it appears to demonstrate fairly con-
clusively that subjects tested by Examiner A made significantly higher scores
on arithmetic than would a random sample of Clinic subjects of the same
intelligence level.

The data here subjected to post hoc analysis are admittedly more difficult
to work with than would be those of a controlled study. However, they do
exhibit a rather clear instance of examiner bias.

The rank order correlation coefficient between smallness of inter-examiner
variation on a subtest* and validity of the subtest* is .59+ .21. This relation-
ship suggests that examiner bias is one of the extraneous factors which reduce
Wechsler subtest validity.*
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*Does not include vocabulary.

SAs measured by the standard deviation of the 13 corrected examiner means.
« ‘:A. %‘ouund ogu correlation of the subtest with total test minus the subtest
) Vit ocould be checked by comparing correlation coefficlents between
subtast and total test minus subtest of (a) subjects tested by the same examiner
_ with (b) subjecta tested DY any examiner. If examiner bias reduces subtest validity,
the e examiner r's (a) should be higher, on the aversge.
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