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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

The “Hemispheric Mode Indicator” (HMI) (Lieberman, 1986; McCarthy, 1993) is a self-report measure designed to assess hemisphericity. Hemisphericity refers to « To analyse the psychometric properties
the idea that people tend to rely, at least sometimes and in some situations, upon a preferred mode of cognitive processing, which is linked to differential involvement  (internal consistency, temporal reliability

of the cerebral hemispheres (Bogen & Bogen, 1983).

The HMI is comprised of 32 pairs of words or phrases, one of each pair reflecting right-brain functions and the other left-brain functions. Subjects are instructed to

and validity indices) of a Spanish version
of the Hemispheric Mode Indicator.

choose “a lot” or “somewhat” with respect to one or other pole of the pairs. Scores can range from -64 to +64, with lower values indicating relative left-hemispheric + To verify the existence of individual
preference and higher values indicating relative right-hemispheric preference. Information of both reliability and validity indices of the HMI is limited. Only two differences in lateralized cognitive
studies, developed by Lieberman (1986) and Hartman & Hylton (1997), have reported indices of internal consistency, test-retest reliability and concurrent validity. ~strategies of information processing by
The correlation coeficients resulting of such analyses show a very acceptable psychometric properties of the Hemispheric Mode Indicator.

sex and handedness.

METHOD & PSYCHOMETRIC

ANALYSIS

SUBJECTS  The sample consisted of 325 Spanish undergraduate students (215 females and 110 males) recruited from the campus of the University of Barcelona (UB) and the Politechnics University
of Catalonia (UPC). Their ages ranged from 18 to 46 years, with a mean of 21.19 years (Std. Dev.=3.34) for females, and a mean of 22.16 years (Std. Dev.=4.62) for males.

To verify differences in cognitive strategies of information processing, associated by some researches (e.g. Coren, 1995) to the hemispheric asymmetry as a function of handedness and sex, subjects were
subdivided by sex into four categories of manual lateralization (Consistent Right-Hander (CR), Mixed Right-Hander (MR), Mixed Left-Hander (ML) and Consistent Left-Hander ( CL). The indices of manual
lateralization was computed as suggested by Coren (1993). Ambilateral subjects were included into mixed left-hander category (ML).

DISTRIBUTION OF THE SAMPLE BY SEX AND HANDEDNESS

To test if the HMI scores are different between males and females an ANOVA Between Groups was performed
with HMI scores as dependent variable and sex and handedness as independent variables. All variables comply

SEX/LIANDIENCR MR ME Sl N RAILE) with Homocedasticity Test (p>0.05). Significant differences were found between sexes in HMI scores. As we
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MALES 67 27 8 8 110 34% can see in the Graph 1, women score higher than men in right hemispheric preference (F; 315) =2.76 p=0.008).
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The analysis of the interaction “sex by handedness™ in relation to preferred lateralized cognitive strategies yields significant differences among the several groups, such as is shown in the above graph.
There are significant differences between sexes in each one of the several groups of handedness: CR (p=0.042), MR (p=0.048), ML (p=0.017), with the exception of CL. Moreover of differences shown, it
is worth noting differences among mixed left-handed (ML) males and the other groups of females: ML-CR (p=0.011), ML-MR (p=0.002), ML-ML (p=0.017), ML-CL (p=0.002). According to the
tendency shown in Graph-1, females of all groups of manual lateralization always score significantly greater than males in HMI. Likewise, significant differences were found between consistent left-
handed (CL) females and consistent right-handed (CR) males (p=0.014), and between mixed right-handed (MR) females and consistent right-handed males (p=0.004). This general tendency of women to
score higher than men in a right mode of cognitive processing confirms results of a previous work in which hemisphericity was assessed through the Human Information Processing Survey (Ruiz et al, 1998).

RELIABILITY INDICES FACTOR ANALYSIS
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY As the HMI returns a single score for each subject, Hartman & Hylton
_eE Bl (1997) consider that hemisphericity should be treated as unidimensional. So,
o Reliability Results ™ in spite of preliminary exploratory principal components analyses indicate
Mean 3.17 that the factor structure of this instrument’s items actually is
Std. Dev. 17.77 multidimensional, they focus on correlations of all items with the underlying
Cronbachisia 081 first component (structure coefficients). Their hypothesis is: “if structure

Estandardized a 0.81

coefficients associated whit a principal component are relatively high and
interitem correlations relatively low, low item redundancy and strong, multi-
item support for the underlying construct are suggested™ To verify this point
we have examined the factor structure of the Spanish version of HMI.

Hartman & Hylton (1997) report Alpha
coefficients of 0.78 and 0.84 for different samples.
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Correlations in bold type are either negative or not  These results reveal very acceptable

statistically significant at p<0.05 level.

indices of validity.

+ CONCLUSIONS Psychometric analysis of the Spanish version of
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