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a  b  s  t  r  a  c  t

Introduction.  –  Social  representations  related  to  collaborative/therapeutic  and  information-gathering
assessment  could  explain  some  psychological  assessment  practices.  However,  no  other  study  has
attempted  to examine  the actual  place  of  these  models  in psychological  assessment  practices.
Objective.  – The  goal  of  this  study was  to examine  the  social  representations  of  different  groups  of
professionals  with  regard  to their  preferred  approach  to psychological  assessment.
Method. – A latent  profile  analysis  was conducted  on  a sample  of licensed  Canadian  guidance  counselors
(n  =  382),  psychologists  (n  =  235),  and  psychoeducators  (n = 97).
Results.  – Results  revealed  three  psychological  assessment  profiles,  which  significantly  differ  in terms
of  a  few  social  factors.  Results  also  showed  that  some  psychological  assessment  practices  differ  across
profiles.
Conclusion.  – This  study  provides  a  better  understanding  of  psychometric  instruments  users’  approaches
to assessment  and  the  influence  of  social  factors.

© 2022  Elsevier  Masson  SAS.  All  rights  reserved.
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r  é  s  u  m  é

Introduction.  – Les  représentations  sociales  liées  aux  modèles  d’évaluation  collaborative/thérapeutique  et
de  collecte  d’informations  pourraient  expliquer  certaines  pratiques  d’évaluation  psychologique.  Toute-
fois,  aucune  autre  étude  ne  s’est  intéressée  à la place  qu’occupent  ces  modèles  dans  les  pratiques
d’évaluation  psychologique.
Objectif. –  L’objectif  de  cette étude  était  d’examiner  les  représentations  sociales  d’un  échantillon  de
professionnels  en  matière  d’évaluation  psychologique.
Méthode.  –  Une  analyse  de  profils  latents  a été  réalisée  sur  un  échantillon  de  conseillers  d’orientation
(n  =  382),  de  psychologues  (n = 235)  et  de  psychoéducateurs  (n  =  97)  canadiens.

Résultats. –  Les  résultats  on
l’appartenance  diffère  significa
que certaines  pratiques  d’évalu
Conclusion.  –  Cette  étude a per
isateurs  d’instruments  psychom

∗ Corresponding author. Université de Sherbrooke, Department of Career Guidance, 25
E-mail  addresses: Sabruna.Dorceus@USherbrooke.ca (S. Dorceus), Yann.Le.Corff@UShe

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erap.2022.100821
1162-9088/© 2022 Elsevier Masson SAS. All rights reserved.
t  permis  d’identifier  trois  profils  de  personnes  évaluatrices,  dont
tivement  en  fonction  de  facteurs  sociaux.  Les  résultats  ont  aussi  montré
ation  psychologique  diffèrent  selon  les  profils.
mis  de  mieux  cerner  les  approches  d’évaluation  privilégiées  par  les util-

étriques  et  l’influence  de  facteurs  sociaux.
© 2022 Elsevier  Masson  SAS. Tous  droits  réservés.
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Psychometric instruments are a central part of the assessment
practices of various professionals. Most notably, guidance coun-
selors and psychologists working in the clinical, educational, and
occupational fields use these instruments for various assessment
needs, such as mental disorders diagnostics, career guidance, and
personnel selection (Hogan, 2013; Urbina, 2014). Several studies
support the efficiency of psychometric instruments in these fields
(Hanson & Poston, 2011; Meyer et al., 2001; Morris et al., 2015;
Sackett et al., 2008; Schmidt et al., 2016). For example, the valid-
ity of psychometric instruments seems to be comparable to that
of other psychological and medical interventions (e.g., psychother-
apy, electrocardiogram) (Meyer et al., 2001). Besides the clinical
domain, research results also support the predictive capacity of
psychometric instruments in the areas of personnel selection and
education (Morris et al., 2015; Sackett et al., 2008; Schmidt et al.,
2016).

Nevertheless, it is important to note that psychometric instru-
ments remain tools made available to professionals who  play a
central role in determining their practical usefulness and impact
(Cohen & Swerdlik, 2010; Urbina, 2014). Psychological assess-
ment practices are thus important to consider in terms of their
appropriateness to avoid undermining the efficacy of instruments
and causing prejudice to assessed individuals (Miller & Lovler,
2016; Urbina, 2014). In this regard, the present study aims to
examine a potential cognitive dimension underlying professional
practices regarding psychological assessment as a possible expla-
nation for these practices, namely social representations, which can
be defined as “systems of opinions, knowledge, and beliefs par-
ticular to a culture, a social category, or a group with regard to
objects in the social environment” (Rateau et al., 2012, p. 478). This
raises a few research questions. Do certain groups of profession-
als share common social representations regarding psychological
assessment? Are those representations regarding psychological
assessment socially anchored? Is adherence to certain social rep-
resentations regarding psychological assessment associated with
specific psychological assessment practices? A better understand-
ing of professionals’ social representations regarding psychological
assessment could help in maintaining good practices and adjust
inadequate ones through teaching and continuing education.

1. The study of professional practices

When studying professional practices, some authors argue that
both behavioral and cognitive dimensions of practices should be
considered (Altet, 2000, 2002; Deaudelin et al., 2007). Indeed, in
addition to professional acts, professionals’ knowledge (Altet, 2000;
Quéré, n.d., in Paul & Perriault, 2004), competences (Altet, 2000),
thoughts and representations (Quéré, n.d., in Paul & Perriault, 2004)
help provide a deeper understanding of professional practices.

Most studies pertaining to psychological assessment practices
focus on the actual professional acts but rarely on the underlying
cognitive elements that could explain these practices. Those that
address some cognitive elements focus mainly on the perceived
benefits and barriers of psychometric instruments (Cook et al.,
2017; Corkum et al., 2007; Harris & Joy, 2010; Wright et al., 2017).
Knowing about professionals’ thoughts, opinions, attitudes, and
beliefs regarding their whole approach to psychological assessment
could provide potential explanations for common psychological
assessment practices. In that sense, social representations pro-
vide an avenue worth exploring to better understand psychological

assessment practices. Indeed, this concept could be utilized in a
similar perspective as in other studies pertaining to professional
practices in education as well as in the healthcare and social ser-
vices field (Lavoie, 2018; Novara et al., 2017) to explore the nature
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f the social representations of professionals in relation to their
sychological assessment practices.

. Social representations and the sociodynamic framework

The social representations theory makes it possible to further
he study of cognitive elements (opinions, knowledge, beliefs)
nderlying psychological assessment practices of targeted pro-
essionals through a sociodynamic approach (Rateau et al., 2012;
ateau & Lo Monaco, 2013).

Referring to the general definition of social representations that
as presented above, it is important to note that social repre-

entations are organized as a structure of cognitive elements that
nteract with each other (Rateau et al., 2012; Rateau & Lo Monaco,
013). They are also shared by the members of a particular social
roup and collectively constructed through a process of individuals’
xchanges and mass communication (Rateau et al., 2012; Rateau &
o Monaco, 2013). In addition, they are socially useful in the sense
hat they allow the understanding of the social environment, guide
ndividuals through social interactions with other groups, guide
ocial practices and can help justify behaviors (Rateau et al., 2012;
ateau & Lo Monaco, 2013).

In the sociodynamic framework, social representations are
iewed as both principles generating position taking, namely points
f view expressed by individuals, and organizing principles of
ndividual differences (Rateau et al., 2012; Rateau & Lo Monaco,
013). Thus, they represent common principles among group mem-
ers from which individual divergences can emerge (Rateau et al.,
012; Rateau & Lo Monaco, 2013). The sociodynamic approach
lso focuses on the anchoring of social representations, namely the
nfluence of social memberships on the importance attributed to
ifferent principles (Rateau et al., 2012; Rateau & Lo Monaco, 2013).
herefore, the sociodynamic study of social representations con-
ists in using multiple analysis methods to highlight 1) relations
etween social representations and 2) relations between individ-
als or groups and social representations (Rateau et al., 2012;
ateau & Lo Monaco, 2013). This also implies establishing relations
etween social memberships and position taking in order to high-

ight the organizing principles of the targeted social representations
Rateau et al., 2012; Rateau & Lo Monaco, 2013).

In the context of this study, the sociodynamic analysis
f social representations regarding psychological assessment
nvolves exploring relations between principles constituting pro-
essionals’ social representations and relations between groups of
rofessionals and their social representations. In relation to social
nchoring, this type of approach also entails examining the influ-
nce of social factors, such as professional affiliation and workplace,
n the organization of social representations regarding psycholog-
cal assessment. In order to do so, two  psychological assessment

odels emerge from the literature, thus offering a reference frame-
ork relative to the possible content of social representations

egarding psychological assessment, which is a central part of the
sychological assessment process: the information-gathering (IG)
nd the collaborative/therapeutic (C/T) models (Finn & Tonsager,
997; Miller & Lovler, 2016).

. Principles of the IG and Collaborative/therapeutic Models
f Assessment

These two  models show particularities with regard to their
oals, assessee’s degree of involvement, assessor’s role, focus

f attention, and usefulness of psychometric instruments (Finn
t al., 2012; Finn & Tonsager, 1997). With respect to the IG
ssessment model, also regarded as a traditional and psycho-
etric approach (Korchin & Schuldberg, 1981; Tallent, 1992),
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questions related to social representations regarding psychologi-
cal assessment, which represents the initial study sample2. Finally,
14.7% of guidance counselors (n = 339), 3.3% of psychologists (n =
202), and 2.0% of psychoeducators (n = 83) who were solicited com-

1 Psychoeducators are licensed professionals who work in the field of mental
health and human relations in Quebec. Their scope of practice includes the assess-
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psychological assessment is essentially considered as a method
of collecting accurate information on the assessee that facilitates
communication between professionals and decision-making
regarding the assessee (Finn & Tonsager, 1997; Miller & Lovler,
2016). In view of these objectives, the assessment process consists
of collecting data on the individual, interpreting them unilaterally,
and making recommendations (Finn & Tonsager, 1997). In that
regard, it is important to note that throughout this process, the
participation of the assessee is limited, especially with regard to
results interpretation (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2010; Finn & Tonsager,
1997). In addition, little information is shared with the assessee
during the process (Finn & Tonsager, 1997). As for assessors, their
role consists of adopting an objective and structured approach
throughout the process (Finn & Tonsager, 1997). Lastly, the IG
model focuses on the instruments results and the decision-making
that stems from their interpretation (Finn & Tonsager, 1997). Psy-
chometric instruments are therefore largely favoured in gathering
information about assessees for their metrological characteristics,
namely their reliability, validity, and ability to predict behavior
(Finn & Tonsager, 1997; Korchin & Schuldberg, 1981; Tallent, 1992).

As for the C/T assessment model, a global perspective of Finn and
Tonsager (1997)’s paradigm is favoured in the present research. In
addition to pursuing a traditional goal of IG for decision-making
(Finn, 2007; Finn & Tonsager, 1997), C/T assessment considers
psychological assessment primarily as a C/T intervention (Finn,
2007; Finn & Tonsager, 1997). Psychological assessment thus pri-
marily aims an improvement in assessees’ self-knowledge (Cohen
& Swerdlik, 2010; Finn & Tonsager, 1997; Miller & Lovler, 2016;
Urbina, 2014), which allows them to make changes in their life (Finn
& Tonsager, 1997; Miller & Lovler, 2016; Urbina, 2014). In terms
of these objectives, the assessment process consists of developing
an empathic connection with the assessee, asking the assessee to
come up with questions they’d like answered during the process,
working collaboratively to define individualized goals and shar-
ing assessment results throughout the process (Finn et al., 2012;
Finn & Tonsager, 1997). Thus, the C/T assessment process is marked
by the active contribution of the assessee (Finn et al., 2012; Finn
& Tonsager, 1997). Throughout the process, an active role is also
fostered for assessor who are considered as both observers and par-
ticipants (Finn & Tonsager, 1997) in the sense that they determine
the structure of the process through their own theoretical frame-
work, experience, and personality (Finn, 2007; Finn & Tonsager,
1997). Moreover, a central place is given to the processes occurring
between the assessee and the assessor as well as their subjective
experience, which contributes to a deeper understanding of the
assessee and the development of an empathic connection (Finn
& Tonsager, 1997). The relational perspective characterizing the
C/T approach thus favours the maintenance of a good working
alliance (Finn et al., 2012; Finn & Tonsager, 1997). Finally, on top
of recognizing the importance of the metrological characteristics
of psychometric instruments, C/T assessors perceive psychome-
tric instruments as tools that allow better communication with
assessees and access to their experience, which favours a better
empathy from assessors (Finn et al., 2012; Finn & Tonsager, 1997).

In sum, in the context of the study of social representations
regarding psychological assessment, it seems appropriate to retain
characteristics from both psychological assessment models to
examine professionals’ preferred approaches to assessment. In that
respect, it is interesting to note that some studies have examined
the frequency of specific C/T assessment practices related to test
feedback among psychologists (Curry & Hanson, 2010; Jacobson
et al., 2015), while other studies have addressed the efficacy of C/T

assessment compared to other approaches, including IG (Aschieri
et al., 2015; Hanson & Poston, 2011). However, no other study has
attempted to examine the actual place of the C/T and IG assess-
ment models in psychological assessment practices. In addition,
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he present study not only addresses test feedback, but key princi-
les related to assessment goals, assessee’s degree of involvement,
ssessor’s role, focus of attention, and usefulness of psychometric
nstruments.

Therefore, the study of social representations related to IG and
/T assessment should provide a more in-depth understanding
f psychometric instruments users’ preferred approaches to psy-
hological assessment and the influence of social factors such
s professional affiliation and workplace. It could also provide
n explanation for some psychological assessment practices with
egard to their potential relation to social representations.

. The present study

Therefore, the general objective of this article is to examine
he social representations of different groups of professionals with
egard to their preferred approach to psychological assessment
s they relate to their practices. Focusing on relations between
roups and their social representations, the first objective is to
stablish a social representations typology by grouping profes-
ionals into profiles based on shared principles regarding their
referred approach to psychological assessment (goals of assess-
ent, assessee’s degree of involvement, assessor’s role, focus of

ttention, usefulness of psychometric instruments). The second
bjective is to determine the extent to which social representa-
ions regarding psychological assessment are socially anchored by
xamining whether psychological assessment profiles membership
iffers in terms of professional affiliation, years of professional
xperience, workplace, and served clientele. Finally, the third
bjective is to compare psychological assessment profiles in terms
f specific motives for using psychometric instruments and psycho-
ogical assessment practices (psychological assessment frequency;
esting and interpretation modalities; main assessed construct).
iven that the present research is a first attempt at examining social

epresentations related to psychological assessment, hypotheses
re not specifically tested.

. Method

.1. Participants

All guidance counselors (N = 2302), psychologists (N = 6096), and
sychoeducators (N = 4192)1 registered as active members of their
espective licencing boards in the Province of Quebec (Canada) in
017 (Ordre des conseillers et conseillères d’orientation du Québec
OCCOQ, 2017]; Ordre des psychoéducateurs et psychoéducatrices
u Québec [OPPQ, 2017]; Ordre des psychologues du Québec [OPQ,
017]) and having provided an email address were solicited on a
oluntary basis.

Out of all invitations, 30.4% of guidance counselors, 7.0% of psy-
hologists, and 3.8% of psychoeducators have accessed the consent
orm. A total of 16.6% of guidance counselors (n = 382), 3.9% of psy-
hologists (n = 235), and 2.3% of psychoeducators (n = 97) answered
ent of individuals’ adaptation difficulties and adaptive capacity (OPPQ, 2014).
2 This is an initial sample in the sense that the sample size varies according to the

spects of the practices under study that target subsamples of respondents according
o  their responses. Respondents with missing data on the targeted practices are also
xcluded from the analyses.
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ratio test (BLRT) and adjusted Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio
test (adjusted LRT) were also used to verify the probability that
each model had a better fit than the previous model containing one
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pleted the entire questionnaire. The study sample is composed of
professionals with an average age of 43.4 years old (SD = 10.3). A
majority of these professionals (57.4%) have more than 10 years of
professional experience. They work primarily in education (49.0%),
private practice (23.0%) and health and social services (17.7%). In
addition, they work mostly with adults aged 18 to 59 years old
(63.9%), adolescents (49.8%), children (28.2%) and seniors aged 60
and over (21.3%).

5.2. Material

Data collection was conducted using a bilingual (French and
English) online questionnaire (maximum duration of 30 minutes)
using the Limesurvey software hosted on a secured server of
the researchers’ affiliated university. The content of the present
questionnaire is based on a previous questionnaire developed
and administered as part of the Enquête sur les pratiques en
matière d’évaluation psychométrique des conseillers et conseillères
d’orientation du Québec (Dorceus, Le Corff, Yergeau, Gingras, &
Savard, 2014; Dorceus, Le Corff, Yergeau, Savard, & Gingras, 2014),
but enhanced to reflect the practices of additional professionals
(i.e. psychologists and psychoeducators) and variables specific to
this project (e.g., social representations regarding psychological
assessment).3

In order to take into account the particularities of the three
groups of professionals targeted by this study, three versions of
the same questionnaire were developed by adapting certain ques-
tions (e.g., workplaces, intervention sectors). The original French
version of the questionnaire was then directly translated (from
French to English) by the research team made up of three bilingual
individuals with experience in translating and validating question-
naires and with in-depth knowledge of item writing principles.
The research team also assessed the equivalence of the French and
English versions of the questionnaire. Finally, the three bilingual
versions of the questionnaire were pre-tested. Seven professionals
(French- and English-speaking) from the target population (three
guidance counselors, two psychologists, and two psychoeducators)
took part in this pre-test. The pre-test assessed the duration of the
questionnaire, the clarity of the questions and response options,
the ability of the questions and response options to capture pro-
fessional practice, the order of the questions, the overall flow of
the survey, and the functionality of the web interface. Respondents
were also invited to make any other comments about the survey.
The final version of the questionnaire was adjusted based on the
comments.

5.2.1. Objective 1
The first objective mobilizes social representations regard-

ing psychological assessment measured in terms of level of
agreement (5-point Likert-type scale where 1 = “Strongly dis-
agree”, 2 = “Somewhat disagree”, 3 = “Neither agree nor disagree”,
4 = “Somewhat agree” and 5 = “Strongly agree”) towards 15 state-
ments on the characteristics of the IG and C/T models of assessment
(goals, assessee’s degree of involvement, assessor’s role, focus of
attention, and usefulness of psychometric instruments).

5.2.2. Objective 2
The second objective involves profiles based on social repre-
sentations regarding psychological assessment (objective 1) and
four other nominal variables: professional affiliation (guidance
counselor, psychologist, and psychoeducator), years of professional
experience (5 categories), workplaces, and clientele (as binary vari-

3 A copy of the questionnaire is available as supplementary material.
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bles corresponding to whether or not the professionals mainly
ork in the four proposed workplaces and with the four proposed

lienteles)4.

.2.3. Objective 3
Finally, the third objective also mobilizes psychological assess-

ent profiles (objective 1) as well as the approval levels regarding
ve motives for using psychometric instruments (5-point Likert-
ype scale ranging from “Not at all” to “Extremely”), the frequency
f psychological assessment (6-point ordinal scale ranging from
Never” to “7 times a week or more”), the proportion of individ-
al and group testing (ratio out of a total of 100%), the frequency
f individual and group interpretation following group testing (5-
oint Likert-type scale ranging from “Never” to “Always”), and the
ain assessed construct (nominal variable with five categories)5.

.3. Procedure

Recruitment began after ethics approval was obtained from the
esearch ethics committee of the researchers’ affiliated university.

 first wave of invitations was sent on November 17, 2016 to OCCOQ
targeted email) and OPPQ (newsletter) members, as well as on
ecember 5, 2016 to OPQ members (targeted email) through the
ailing lists of these professional orders. Email reminders were

hen sent to OCCOQ (2 targeted email reminders) and OPPQ (1
ewsletter reminder) members during the months of December
016 and January 2017. Afterwards, the invitation was shared on
he social media accounts of the research team (LinkedIn, Face-
ook, and Twitter) during the months of January and February 2017.
he invitation was  also posted on the websites of the Associa-
ion des psychologues du Québec (APQ) (home page banner) and
he Société québécoise pour la recherche en psychologie (SQRP)
message board) at the end of January 2017. Finally, other email
nvitations were sent at the end of January 2017 via the Institut
e recherches psychologiques and SQRP mailing lists, and in mid-
arch 2017 by the APQ. Data collection officially ended on March

1, 2017.

. Results

.1. Social representations’ typology regarding psychological
ssessment

Latent profile analysis with robust maximum likelihood esti-
ation was conducted in Mplus 8.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017) in

rder to identify groups of professionals who shared social rep-
esentations regarding their preferred approach to psychological
ssessment (objective 1). Scores from 15 statements pertaining to
ifferent aspects of psychological assessment were used to form
he groups. To determine the optimal number of groups (latent
rofiles), one-to-six profile models were tested. Multiple model fit
easures were used to compare the overall fit of each tested model

Nylund et al., 2007). The Bayesian information criteria (BIC) and
ample-size-adjusted BIC (BICssa) were first examined as smaller
alues indicate better fitted models. The Bootstrapped likelihood
ess profile (p < .05). Finally, the entropy index was  consulted to

4 Workplaces and served clientele that were included in the analyses were
elected based on their sample size and their occurrence across all three professional
roups.
5 The targeted motives and practices were selected in terms of their relevance to

he information-gathering and therapeutic approaches to assessment.
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Table  1
Summary of Latent Profile Analyses of Professionals’ Social Representations.

Model N for each
latent profile

BIC BICssa Entropy BLRT
p value

Adjusted LRT
p value

One-profile C1:714 30 051.82 29 956.57 – – –
Two-profile C1:287

C2:427
29 578.30 29 432.23 .70 .00 .00

Three-profile C1:299
C2:275
C3:140

29 266.73 29 069.87 .72 .00 .03

Four-profile C1:119
C2:77
C3:333
C4:185

29 168.39 28 920.72 .76 .00 .06

Five-profile C1:57
C2:130
C3:344
C4:120
C5:63

29 120.06 28 821.58 .79 .00 .34

Six-profile C1:128
C2:314
C3:53
C4:62
C5:42
C6:115

29 107.99 28 758.71 .79 .00 .20
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Note. N = 714. BIC = Bayesian information criteria; BICssa = sample-size-adjusted 

LRT  = adjusted Lo-Mendell-Rubin likelihood ratio test.

determine the probability that each case was assigned to the right
profile (Frankfurt et al., 2016).

After testing one-to-six profile models, the three-profile
model provided the best fit (BIC = 29 266.73, BICssa = 29 069.87,
entropy = .72). Although the lower BIC and BICssa as well as
the higher entropy values for the four-to-six profile mod-
els indicated better fit (Four-profile model: BIC = 29 168.39,
BICssa = 28 920.72, entropy = .76; Five-profile model:
BIC = 29 120.06, BICssa = 28 821.58, entropy = .79; Six-profile
model: BIC = 29 107.99, BICssa = 28 758.71, entropy = .79), the
non-significant adjusted LRT suggests that the increase in the
number of profiles is not justified compared with the more
parsimonious three-profile model (see Table 1). The estimated
means and standard deviations of the fifteen variables included in
the three-profile model are presented by profile in Table 2. The
graphical representation of the three psychological assessment
profiles is shown in Fig. 1.

Considering the description of assessment models that were
presented previously, the three profiles were respectively labeled
as the C/T, IG and enthusiastic profiles of assessors. The profiles
of assessors are described in terms of the principles they agree
(M = 4.00 and above), tend to agree (M = between 3.50 and 4.00)
and tend to disagree on (M = 2.50 and below)6. C/T assessors rep-
resent 41.9% of the overall sample. This type of assessors supports
the idea that psychological assessment is an intervention that aims
to enhance self-awareness of the assessee. In addition, they tend
to favour the involvement of the assessee throughout the assess-
ment process, from the formulation of assessment goals to the
interpretation of assessment results. Moreover, they tend to focus
on the processes occurring between the assessee and the asses-

sor as well as their subjective experience. This is consistent with
their tendency to value psychometric instruments for their ability
to facilitate dialogue with assessees and access to their subjec-

6 As a reminder, social representations regarding psychological assessment on
which those profiles are based were measured in terms of level of agreement on a
5-point Likert-type scale where 1 = “Strongly disagree”, 2 = “Somewhat disagree”, 3
=  “Neither agree nor disagree”, 4 = “Somewhat agree” and 5 = “Strongly agree”. The
cut-off points were determined to reflect the levels of agreement as measured by
this scale.
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sian information criteria; BLRT = Bootstrapped likelihood ratio test; Adjusted

ive experience. Although, C/T assessors tend to focus mainly on
he C/T aspects of the assessment process, they also tend to view,
ut to a lesser extent than the other two groups of assessors,
sychological assessment as an IG method that facilitates decision-
aking and communication between professionals. Lastly, they

lso tend to favour an objective and structured approach from the
ssessor, but to a lesser degree than other types of assessors. IG
ssessors represent 38.5% of the overall sample. They endorse the
dea that psychological assessment is an IG method that facilitates
ecision-making as well as the idea that the assessor should adopt
n objective and structured approach throughout the assessment
rocess. They also tend to view psychological assessment as an

G method that facilitates communication between professionals.
onsistent with an IG approach, this type of assessors tends to con-
ider psychometric instruments’ results and decision-making as
entral to the assessment process and value the metrological char-
cteristics of psychometric instruments. In addition, they tend to
gree with the idea that psychometric instruments’ results should
e interpreted independently by the assessor. Although assessors
ho belong to this profile are mainly characterized by a focus on

G, they still acknowledge, to a lesser extent than the other two
ypes of assessors, the idea that psychological assessment is an
ntervention that aims to enhance self-awareness of the assessee.
inally, IG assessors tend to disagree with the ideas that the asses-
or should have an active and influential role in the process and that
he usefulness of psychometric instruments relates to their ability
o facilitate dialogue with the assessee. The third profile, the enthu-
iastic assessors, represents 19.6% of the overall sample. They seem
o endorse both approaches and agree with most principles. The
rinciples they most agree with, and to a greater extent than the
ther two  types of assessors, are the different goals of psychological
ssessment as both an IG method and a C/T intervention.

.2. Determining social anchoring of psychological assessment
rofiles

To examine whether psychological assessment profiles mem-

ership differs on specific social factors (objective 2), chi-square
ests were performed in SPSS. Results presented in Table 3 reveal
ignificant differences in the composition of psychological assess-
ent profiles in terms of professional affiliation (p < .001), years of



S. Dorceus, Y. Le Corff and É. Yergeau European Review of Applied Psychology 73 (2023) 100821

Table  2
Estimated Means and Standard Deviations for Each Variable by Profile.

Variables C/T
(n = 299)

IG
(n = 275)

Enthusiastic
(n = 140)

M SD M SD M SD

Psychological assessment is an IG method that facilitates decision-making. (SR1) 3.75 0.64 4.28 0.64 4.54 0.64
Psychological assessment is an IG method that facilitates communication between

professionals. (SR2)
3.54 0.76 3.91 0.76 4.39 0.76

Psychological assessment is an intervention that aims to enhance self-awareness
of  the assessee. (SR3)

4.05 0.76 3.81 0.76 4.52 0.76

Psychological assessment is an intervention that seeks a change in the assessee.
(SR4)

2.58 0.88 2.53 0.88 3.82 0.88

Assessment goals should be determined independently by the assessor. (SR5) 3.01 1.01 3.20 1.01 3.47 1.01
The  assessee should participate in the formulation of individualized assessment

goals. (SR6)
3.71 0.96 3.26 0.96 3.82 0.96

Psychometric instruments’ results should be interpreted independently by the
assessor. (SR7)

3.01 1.03 3.90 1.03 3.73 1.03

The  assessee should be involved in the interpretation of psychometric
instruments’ results. (SR8)

3.95 1.08 2.52 1.08 3.78 1.08

An  objective and structured approach is required from the assessor throughout the
psychological assessment process. (SR9)

3.50 0.93 4.13 0.93 4.11 0.93

An  active and influential role is favoured in the assessor throughout the
psychological assessment process. (SR10)

2.59 1.09 2.23 1.09 3.58 1.09

Psychometric instruments’ results and decision-making are central to the
psychological assessment process. (SR11)

3.05 0.80 3.88 0.80 4.17 0.80

Processes occurring between the assessee and the assessor as well as their
subjective experience are central to the psychological assessment process. (SR12)

3.68 0.89 3.15 0.89 4.16 0.89

The  value of psychometric instruments primarily relates to their metrological
characteristics: reliability, validity and predictive ability. (SR13)

3.44 0.87 3.85 0.87 4.06 0.87

The  value of psychometric instruments primarily relates to their ability to
facilitate dialogue with the assessee. (SR14)

3.59 0.88 2.42 0.88 3.78 0.88

The  value of psychometric instruments primarily relates to their ability to
facilitate access to the assessee’s subjective experience. (SR15)

3.59 0.88 2.57 0.88 3.79 0.88

Note. SR = variable related to social representations; C/T = Collaborative/Therapeutic; IG = Information-gathering.
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Fig. 1. Estimated mean level of agreement towards 15 statements regarding psychol
SR  = variable related to social representations. Level of agreement measured on a 5
agree  nor disagree; 4 = somewhat agree; 5 = strongly agree.

professional experience (p = .004), as well as affiliation to the health
and social services sector (p = .029), children clientele (p < .001), and
adult clientele (p < .001). According to Cohen’s benchmarks (Cohen,
1988), these differences all show small effect sizes, except for those
related to professional affiliation and children clientele that indi-
cate moderate effect sizes.

In light of specific group comparisons, it appears that there’s a
greater proportion of guidance counselors in the C/T profile than in
the other two profiles, while there’s a greater proportion of psychol-

ogists in the IG profile than in the other two profiles. In addition,
the IG profile is composed of a greater proportion of psychoed-
ucators than the C/T profile. In terms of professional experience,
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 assessment based on the most likely latent profile in the three-profile model. Note.
 Likert-type scale where: 1 = strongly disagree; 2 = somewhat disagree; 3 = neither

he C/T profile comprises a greater proportion of less experienced
rofessionals (5 years and less) than the other two profiles, while
he IG profile is composed of a greater proportion of experienced
rofessionals (more than 20 years) than the C/T profile. As for
orkplaces and clientele, the IG profile includes a greater pro-
ortion of professionals who  work mainly in health and social
ervices compared to the C/T profile. Lastly, a greater proportion
f professionals who  work mainly with children is found in the
G profile than in the other two. By contrast, both the C/T and

nthusiastic profiles include a greater proportion of profession-
ls who work mainly with adults (18-59 years old) than the IG
rofile.
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Table  3
Sociodemographic Characteristics (%) According to Psychological Assessment Profiles.

C/T IG Enthusiastic

% % % �2 df, N Cramér’s V

Professional affiliation 148.21*** 4, 714 .32
Guidance counselors 77.6a 27.6b 52.9c

Psychologists 13.0a 52.7b 36.4c

Psychoeducators 9.4a 19.6b 10.7a, b

Years of professional experience 22.35** 8, 624 .13
5  years and less 34.6a 20.8b 20.2b

6-10 years 16.9a 15.0a 16.9a

11-15 years 19.2a 17.9a 19.4a

16-20 years 12.7a 19.2a 16.9a

More than 20 years 16.5a 27.1b 26.6a, b

Workplaces1 2, 623
Education 53.5a 47.5a 42.3a 4.51 .09
Rehabilitation 8.8a 7.9a 9.8a 0.37 .02
Health and Social Services 13.1a 22.1b 18.7a, b 7.08* .11

Private Practice 20.4a 21.7a 30.9a 5.58 .10
Served Clientele2 2, 624

Children (0-12 y/o) 13.1a 44.6b 28.2c 61.18*** .31
Adolescents (13-17 y/o) 53.1a 48.3a 46.0a 2.05 .06
Adults (18-59 y/o) 71.2a 54.2b 67.7a 16.59*** .16

Seniors (60 y/o and over) 18.8a 22.1a 25.0a 2.03 .06

Note. y/o = years old; C/T = Collaborative/Therapeutic; IG = Information-gathering. Column proportions represent the proportion of each sociodemographic characteristic out
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of  the total composition of the corresponding assessment profile. Different subscrip
Same  subscript letters indicate non-significant differences between column propor
1,2Variables related to workplaces and served clientele are binary (yes, no). Only “ye

6.3. Comparison of specific practices according to psychological
assessment profiles

In order to compare psychological assessment profiles in terms
of specific psychological assessment practices (objective 3), a series
of one-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) (psychological assess-
ment frequency, testing and interpretation modalities, and motives
for using psychometric instruments) and one chi-square test (main
assessed construct) were conducted in SPSS. Table 4 presents
ANOVAs results regarding motives, psychological assessment fre-
quency, and assessment modalities. On the one hand, psychological
assessment profiles significantly differ in terms of their level of
consideration of the objectivity of the measurement (p < .001),
the improvement in decision-making (p < .001), and the neces-
sity of psychometric instruments for some assessment procedures
(p < .001), as motives for using psychometric instruments. More
specifically, both IG and enthusiastic assessors agree to these three
motives (objectivity, improvement in decision-making and neces-
sity for some assessment procedures) to a greater extent than C/T
assessors. The significant difference regarding the objectivity of the
measurement shows a small to moderate effect size, while the
one related to the improvement in decision-making indicates a
moderate to large effect size and the one about the necessity of psy-
chometric instruments for some assessment procedures reveals a
large effect size. In addition, a significant difference is also observed
regarding the improvement in interviews’ depth (p < .001), which
reveals a small to moderate effect size. More specifically, enthusi-
astic assessors agree to this motive to a greater extent than both
IG and C/T assessors. Results also indicate that C/T assessors agree
to this motive to a greater extent than IG assessors. On the other
hand, although results show a significant difference regarding the
improvement in the quality of the working alliance (p < .001), it
appears that enthusiastic assessors agree to this motive to a greater
extent than both IG and C/T assessors. This significant difference
indicates a moderate effect size.

Furthermore, a significant difference is observed between

psychological assessment profiles in terms of psychological
assessment frequency (p < .001), which indicates a small to mod-
erate effect size. Indeed, enthusiastic assessors use psychometric
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rs indicate significant differences between column proportions at the p < .05 level.
t the p < .05 level. *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
portions are presented in the table.

nstruments more frequently than both C/T and IG assessors.
esults also indicate that C/T assessors use psychometric instru-
ents less often than the other types of assessors.
On another note, ANOVAs results pertaining to assessment

odalities show that psychological assessment profiles differ sig-
ificantly in terms of individual (p < .001) and group testing
roportions (p < .001), both differences indicating small effect sizes.

G assessors conduct individual testing in a greater proportion than
/T assessors, and, inversely, C/T assessors conduct group test-

ng in a greater proportion than IG assessors. Lastly, psychological
ssessment profiles do not differ significantly in terms of individ-
al (p = .443) and group interpretation frequency (p = .183), when
ollowing group testing.

Lastly, Table 5 presents the chi-square test results compar-
ng the proportions of each type of assessors who  mainly assess
ocational interests, personality, abilities (cognitive and other),
ental health, and other constructs. Results show that C/T, IG

nd enthusiastic assessors significantly differ in terms of the main
ssessed construct (p < .001), which indicates a moderate effect
ize. More specifically, it appears that a greater proportion of C/T
48.2%) and enthusiastic assessors (36.9%) mainly assess voca-
ional interests than IG assessors (14.9%). In addition, a greater
roportion of IG assessors (43.3%) mainly assess abilities (cogni-
ive and other) than both C/T (7.5%) and enthusiastic assessors
21.6%).

. Discussion

The general objective of this article was  to examine the social
epresentations of licensed guidance counselors, psychologists,
nd psychoeducators, with regard to their preferred approaches
o psychological assessment. Results revealed three psychologi-
al assessment profiles who differ in terms of motives for using
sychometric instruments, psychological assessment frequency,
roportions of individual and group testing, and the main assessed
nced by social factors such as professional affiliation, years of
rofessional experience, affiliation to the health and social services
ector, and age of clientele.
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Table  4
Comparisons of Psychological Assessment Motives and Practices by Psychological Assessment Profiles.

C/T IG Enthusiastic

Dependent Variable M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) ANOVA F test df �2

Motives
Objectivity 3.69 (0.90)a 4.11 (0.82)b 4.09 (0.81)b 16.28*** 2, 320 .05
Improvement in decision-making 3.49 (0.87)a 4.04 (0.81)b 4.16 (0.74)b 38.60*** 2, 328 .11
Improvement in working alliance 2.74 (1.10)a 2.62 (1.09)a 3.45 (1.02)b 24.54*** 2, 598 .07
Improvement in interviews’ depth 3.30 (1.05)a 3.07 (1.04)b 3.73 (1.04)c 15.47*** 2, 598 .05
Necessity for some assessment procedures 3.10 (1.18)a 4.19 (0.90)b 4.12 (0.94)b 72.28*** 2, 322 .20
Practices
Psychological assessment frequency 3.12 (1.03)a 3.41 (1.27)b 3.80 (1.21)c 14.97*** 2, 307 .04
Individual testing (%) 85.07 (27.42)a 94.92 (15.96)b 89.89 (24.81)a,b 11.80*** 2, 277 .03
Group  testing (%) 14.58 (26.96)a 5.08 (15.96)b 10.11 (24.81)a,b 11.27*** 2, 276 .02
Individual interpretation frequency 3.50 (1.43)a 3.13 (1.65)a 3.34 (1.37)a 0.82 2, 146 .00
Group  interpretation frequency 2.94 (1.71)a 2.55 (1.59)a 3.30 (1.62)a 1.72 2, 152 .01

Note. C/T = Collaborative/Therapeutic; IG = Information-gathering; ANOVA = analysis of variance. Group sizes were as follows for motives, psychological assessment frequency,
individual/group testing proportions, individual interpretation frequency and group interpretation frequency, respectively: 601 for all motives, 620, 575, 574, 149 and 155.
Different subscript letters indicate significant differences between means at the p < .05 level. Same subscript letters indicate non-significant differences between means at
the  p < .05 level. ***p < .001.

Table 5
Main Assessed Construct (%) According to Psychological Assessment Profiles.

C/T
(n = 228)

IG
(n = 201)

Enthusiastic
(n = 111)

%  % % �2

(8, 540)
Cramér’s V

Main assessed construct 97.89*** .30
Vocational Interests 48.2a 14.9b 36.9a

Personality 23.7a 19.4a 18.9a

Abilities 7.5a 43.3b 21.6c

Mental Health 10.1a 12.9a 15.3a

Other 10.5a 9.5a 7.2a

Note. C/T = Collaborative/Therapeutic; IG = Information-gathering. Group sizes were as follows for vocational interests, personality, abilities (cognitive and other), mental
 prop
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health and other types of assessment, respectively: 181, 114, 128, 66 and 51. Column
of  the total composition of the corresponding assessment profile. Different subscri
Same  subscript letters indicate non-significant differences between column propor

Analyses were guided by a sociodynamic perspective, which
provides a better understanding of the relations between groups
of professionals and social representations regarding psycholog-
ical assessment. Specifically, the latent profile analysis indicated
the existence of three profiles of professionals who share principles
pertaining to psychological assessment. According to the sociody-
namic perspective, the social representations shared by members
of these profiles should explain, to some extent, some of their
behaviors (Rateau et al., 2012; Rateau & Lo Monaco, 2013).

Furthermore, the identification of a C/T and an IG profiles is
consistent with the literature from which two main assessment
approaches emerge (e.g., Miller & Lovler, 2016). They both rep-
resent a significant proportion of the sample, respectively 41.9%
and 38.5%. The C/T profile includes professionals who view psy-
chological assessment primarily as an intervention, endorse the
involvement of the assessee in the assessment process and value
psychometric instruments’ ability to facilitate communication with
assessees and access to their subjective experience. Nevertheless,
it is interesting to note that assessors within this approach also
tend to agree with some IG principles, such as the perspective of
psychological assessment as an IG method that facilitates decision-
making and communication between professionals. This shows
that, as discussed by Finn and Tonsager (1997), the C/T approach is
complementary to the IG approach in the sense that beyond using
psychometric instruments to collect information, the primary goal
is to use them as tools for intervention.
As for the IG profile, it shows both a clearer preference for
related principles, such as an emphasis on decision-making, instru-
ments’ results and objectivity, and disagreement with some of the
key C/T principles. In addition, the consideration of psychological
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ortions represent the proportion of assessors who  mainly assess each construct out
ers indicate significant differences among column proportions at the p < .05 level.
t the p < .05 level. ***p < .001.

ssessment as an intervention that aims to enhance self-awareness
f the assessee by both IG and C/T assessors suggests that both
erspectives share certain principles regarding the purposes of psy-
hological assessment in intervention.

Interestingly, a third profile of assessors was  identified as a
roup of professionals who seemingly endorse principles from both
he C/T and IG perspectives. The fact that they express a greater level
f agreement towards most principles, in particular the goals of
ssessment, the C/T role of the assessor and the focus of attention,
ompared to the two other types of assessors suggests a general
nthusiasm towards psychological assessment. It also suggests that
ome professionals do not necessarily favour one psychological
ssessment approach over another and that they use both. It could
e that their preferred approach varies according to their assess-
ent goals.
Moreover, psychological assessment profiles membership

ppears to be socially anchored in the sense that the impor-
ance attributed to different IG and C/T principles varies in terms
f social factors, namely professional affiliation, years of experi-
nce, affiliation to the health and social services sector, and age
f clientele. First, it is interesting to note that guidance counselors
re more prone to endorsing a C/T approach, while psychologists
nd psychoeducators are more likely to adopt an IG approach to
ssessment. It could be that these models are integrated in the
raining of these professionals. However, it is difficult to find any
fficial information pertaining to these professionals’ preferred

pproaches to psychological assessment. Indeed, their respective
ssessment guides show a particular attention towards maintain-
ng a good working alliance when assessing individuals, but there’s
o mention of any preferred approach when using psychometric
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instruments (OCCOQ, 2010; OPQ, 2011; OPPQ, 2014). On another
note, Jacobson et al.’s (2015) study provides some insight regarding
Canadian psychologists’ practices consistent with a C/T approach.
Although providing verbal and written test feedback and allowing
assessees to ask questions about the results are common prac-
tice for a majority of Canadian psychologists, it appears that more
than half of them (51.4%) report never or rarely asking assessees to
come up with their own assessment questions that are meant to be
addressed throughout the assessment process, an important aspect
of C/T assessment (Jacobson et al., 2015). Considering the limited
scope of the results, could this mean that Canadian psychologists
are ambivalent about endorsing all C/T assessment principles?

Psychological assessment profiles membership also differs in
terms of professional experience. Specifically, the new generation
of professionals (5 years of experience and less) seems to endorse
the relatively new approach to psychological assessment that is C/T
assessment, while more experienced professionals (more than 20
years) prefer a more traditional approach. This could certainly be
due to the evolution of training in assessment keeping up with new
trends in models of assessment. These results are similar to those
of Curry and Hanson (2010) which showed that for a sample of
clinical, counseling and school psychologists, the number of years
since graduation was negatively correlated with providing verbal
feedback consistent with a C/T assessment.

Furthermore, the fact that IG profile comprises a greater pro-
portion of professionals who work in the health and social services
sector suggests that the nature of assessment activities conducted
in this sector, for example mental health diagnosis, requires pro-
fessionals to focus on collecting information that will facilitate
decision-making and the quality (i.e. metrological characteristics)
of the instruments they use to assess individuals.

Lastly, results showed that professionals who  work with chil-
dren are more likely to favour an IG approach, while those who
work mainly with adults (18-59 years old) are less likely to adopt
this assessment approach. In that respect, C/T assessment can be
adapted to children as demonstrated by the work of Tharinger et al.
(2009, 2011) that propose different ways to engage children in the
assessment process. However, because it can be hard for children to
generate their own assessment questions and get engaged in feed-
back sessions (Tharinger et al., 2011), C/T assessment may  involve
interacting mainly with their parents (Frackowiak et al., 2015).
Therefore, when working directly with children, the application
of C/T principles, such as involving the assessee in the formula-
tion of assessment goals and the interpretation of instruments’
results, may  present some challenges. Conversely, working with
adults could give professionals more opportunities to apply C/T
principles thus making them more likely to adopt an approach that
incorporates these elements (i.e. C/T, enthusiastic).

With respect to differences in motives for using psychometric
instruments, they were consistent with the literature (e.g., Finn,
2007; Finn & Tonsager, 1997; Hanson & Poston, 2011). As expected,
IG assessors consider the objectivity and necessity of psychome-
tric instruments for some assessment activities, as well as their
ability to improve decision-making as more important factors com-
pared to C/T assessors. These results are indeed consistent with the
emphasis IG assessors put on decision-making as well as instru-
ments’ results and metrological characteristics (Finn & Tonsager,
1997). As for C/T assessors, they show a greater consideration
of interviews’ depth as a motive for using psychometric instru-
ments compared to IG assessors, which makes sense considering
the importance they attach to the processes occurring between the
assessee and the assessor as well as their subjective experience

(Finn, 2007; Finn & Tonsager, 1997). In that regard, it is interesting
to note that interviews’ depth is generally measured as an efficiency
variable in psychological assessment conducted as a C/T interven-
tion (Hanson & Poston, 2011).
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On another note, contrary to the expectation that a C/T approach
hould favour the maintenance of a good working alliance (Finn
t al.,  2012; Finn & Tonsager, 1997), C/T assessors do not signifi-
antly differ from IG assessors in terms of their consideration of
sychometric instruments’ ability to improve the working alliance.

n fact, both types of assessors seem less convinced than enthusias-
ic assessors of the ability of psychometric instruments to improve
he working alliance. That could be explained by the fact that it
s not so much the use of these instruments but the way they
re used, for instance sharing test feedback in a C/T approach,
hat can enhance the working alliance (Finn & Tonsager, 1997;
oston & Hanson, 2010). In this regard, Poston & Hanson’s (2010)
eta-analysis has shown that when combined with personalized,

ollaborative and participatory feedback, psychological assessment
as a positive effect on a few intervention process variables, such
s the working alliance and interviews’ depth.

Finally, considering the nature of their profile, it comes as no
urprise that enthusiastic assessors endorse motives related to the
G approach to a greater extent than C/T assessors and that they also
ttach more importance to C/T motives compared to IG assessors.
hese results are consistent with their general enthusiasm towards
oth psychological assessment approaches.

As for differences in practices between psychological assess-
ent profiles, they were partially consistent with the literature.
s expected, the emphasis that IG assessors put on instruments’
esults and decision-making as well as the metrological character-
stics of psychometric instruments (Finn & Tonsager, 1997) seems
o make them more likely than C/T assessors to use psychometric
nstruments in their practice. In addition, it appears that enthusias-
ic assessors use psychometric instruments more often than both
G and C/T assessors, which makes sense considering that they view
sychological assessment as a versatile method that can be used as
oth an intervention and an IG method. In that sense, enthusiastic
ssessors would be more likely to use psychometric instruments in
ny assessment contexts.

On the other hand, results regarding potential differences in
ssessment modalities were unexpected. Although assessors who
ndorse a C/T approach to assessment should favour a more person-
lized process (Finn, 2007; Finn & Tonsager, 1997), results showed
hat it is in fact IG assessors who conduct a greater proportion
f individual testing than C/T assessors. Conversely, C/T assessors
re more likely to conduct group testing compared to IG asses-
ors. Professional affiliation appears to be a confounding variable
n that case. Indeed, the preponderance of guidance counselors
n the C/T profile of assessors could explain why  they are more
ikely to conduct group testing than IG assessors, a practice associ-
ted largely with guidance counselors, especially those working in
chools (Dorceus, Le Corff, Yergeau, Gingras, & Savard, 2014). This
ould mean that beyond professionals’ preferred approaches to
sychological assessment, professional context can have a signifi-
ant impact on actual psychological assessment practices. Finally,
he lack of significant differences regarding interpretation modal-
ties following group testing could be explained by a common
reference for individualized interpretation regardless of the pre-
erred approach to psychological assessment.

Lastly, unanticipated differences were observed between C/T
nd IG assessors regarding the main assessed construct. Although
here are no known differences between C/T and IG assessors in
erms of main assessed constructs, the literature shows that C/T
ssessors seem to focus on personality and psychopathology com-
ared to other constructs (Frackowiak et al., 2015; Smith & Finn,
014). However, the current study revealed that within our sample

f professionals, C/T assessors are more likely to assess vocational
nterests, while IG assessors are more likely to assess abilities
cognitive and other). As introduced previously, the possible expla-
ation for these results is the presence of a confounding effect
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caused by professional affiliation. It is consistent with the fact that
guidance counselors, who form a majority of the C/T profile, mainly
assess vocational interests (Yergeau et al., 2012) and that psychol-
ogists, who represent most of the IG assessors, mainly conduct
cognitive and symptom-based testing (Jacobson et al., 2015; Wright
et al., 2017). That could also explain why enthusiastic assessors,
more than half of whom are guidance counselors, are more likely
to assess vocational interests than IG assessors.

8. Limitations of the present study

Some limitations of this study should be noted. First, the choice
of a non-probability sampling and the low response rate may  have
introduced some bias with respect to the representativeness of the
samples (Dillman et al., 2014; Levy & Lemeshow, 2013). Indeed,
the response rates were lower than expected considering compa-
rable online surveys ( Guo et al., 2016; Le Corff et al., 2011; Monroe
& Adams, 2012; Sauermann & Roach, 2012). The length of the
questionnaire (Dillman et al., 2014; Guo et al., 2016), a failure to per-
sonalize invitations to participate in the survey, particularly among
psychoeducators who received the invitation via their newsletter,
the limited number of reminders in some cases (Dillman et al.,
2014; Sauermann & Roach, 2012), and the possible disinterest in
the topic of the survey (Dillman et al., 2014) may  have played a
role in lowering the response rates.

On another note, in the context of the study of social
representations, the use of a standardized questionnaire that
proposes predefined statements on which participants must posi-
tion themselves has limitations as to its ability to collect all
the possible content of social representations regarding psycho-
logical assessment. In this respect, social representations that
were examined in this study were circumscribed around prede-
fined dimensions according to the selected assessment models.
It is possible that social representations regarding psychologi-
cal assessment exceed the scope of those two  models. Lastly,
in relation to what is expected from a sociodynamic analysis of
social representations as exposed by Rateau et al. (2012) and
Rateau and Lo Monaco (2013), it is also important to note that
the research objectives pursed in this study did not cover the
relations between social representations regarding psychological
assessment.

9. Implication for research and practice

In light of the above-mentioned limitations, different avenues
for future research are proposed. First, in future research using
a similar design, it would be important to implement different
data collection strategies in order to optimize the response rate of
the targeted professional groups and, consequently, the size of the
study sample. In relation to the explanatory hypotheses mentioned
above, it would be necessary, among other things, to put greater
emphasis on the length of the questionnaire, the collaboration of
professional orders in soliciting their members, the format of the
invitations (e.g., targeted e-mails; personalization of invitations)
and the number of reminders.

Second, in relation to the limits associated with the use of a
structured method based on predefined assessment models to col-
lect the content of social representations, one can wonder what
other social representations regarding assessment are held by guid-
ance counselors, psychologists and psychoeducators. To answer
this research question, it could be interesting to explore qualitative

methods, such as semi-structured interviews and associative tech-
niques (Lo Monaco et al., 2017). These methods could help identify
other social representations regarding psychological assessment
that extend beyond the principles of the IG and C/T models of
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ssessment. More specifically, word association tasks, one of the
ain methods for collecting the content of social representations,

ould consist of asking professionals to identify words and phrases
hat come spontaneously to mind (Lo Monaco et al., 2017) regard-
ng psychological assessment. Verbal associations could then be
nalysed through thematic groupings.

Third, while the present study focused on relations between
ndividuals or groups and social representations, future research
ursued within a sociodynamic approach should also focus on
elations between social representations regarding psychological
ssessment to provide a comprehensive analysis of those cognitive
lements. With this in mind, another example of research question
hat could be pursued is: Is adherence to C/T and IG assessment

odels associated with psychological assessment practices? Some
f our other work attempted to answer that research question in

 variable-centered approach by measuring social representations
egarding psychological assessment using two scales (the degree of
dherence to the C/T assessment approach and the degree of adher-
nce to the IG assessment approach) (Dorceus et al., 2020). Among
ther things, regression analyses showed that social representa-
ions related to C/T and IG assessment approaches were associated
ith the frequency of psychological assessment for guidance coun-

elors and psychologists beyond the contribution of contextual
actors, such as professional affiliation and workplaces. Considering
hat both scales of adherence to C/T and IG assessment approaches
sed in the regression analyses showed low internal consistency
Cronbach’s alpha below 0.70), it would be relevant to replicate
hese analyses with improved scales. This would allow us to exam-
ne the actual extent to which social representations can explain
ome psychological assessment practices beyond known contex-
ual factors.

Lastly, it would also be useful to examine the association
etween social representations regarding psychological assess-
ent and practices other than those examined within this

esearch, which could be influenced by the preferred assess-
ent approaches, such as criteria for selecting psychometric

nstruments.
In conclusion, despite its limitations, the present research was  a

rst attempt at examining social representations related to psycho-
ogical assessment within a person-centered approach. It was able
o provide a better understanding of psychometric instruments
sers’ preferred approaches to psychological assessment and the

nfluence of social factors on the adoption of these approaches.
he results also raise questions about the specifics of practitioners’
raining in assessment approaches according to their professional
ffiliation. Depending on the current state of university training
nd continuing education on this subject, it would be relevant
o address assessment approaches (e.g., foundations, principles,
ffectiveness) and the various social representations regarding
sychological assessment in order to encourage reflection among
rofessionals in training.
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Appendix A. Supplementary data

Supplementary data associated with this article can be found, in
the online version, at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.erap.2022.100821.
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