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ABSTHACT

\.
This research examined the Luntrlbut)on d.he by Lhe \

"substgntive', erucLurdi' and 'extgrnal' LomponeuLs of

construct idity (Loevinyer*‘1957 when enployed sequen~
e, ploy q

tlally and syst xaLicaliy ln test development.

The substantive component wuas aolied to d@*élop a
scale for each of eight conerucCS re’ ted Lo_yOuth*
‘concerns'. ‘The raL{ona]e underlyly seven of the con%
structs is reflected in-Mutuality or inp&rperSUnal relations
amongst youth, the rationale of the eighth pertained to
Sense of Mission. Then 113 items were “selected by the
investigator from the 4L20 item: Youth H€S€a§¢h C€ntr€T39FVey
deemed appropriate, to the -above constructs. Theaconstructsj
were described in détail and a paﬁelzof 11 judﬁes as4ign§d
them to the relevant conerucQ;. The items Undeg each coﬁf
struct constltuted substantive v@lld scales. Un,SG of Lhe
113 items, the judges had 82%'br highéftagreéﬁént; on-31 6f
these, the judges were in complete agreement. . Aﬁfééméﬂtrﬁé
26 items ranged from 55 to 73% Schn items - wegé conoidered
not appropriate for the constructs by the Judpes.; 7

The structural componentggf CQnstruct validity adﬁz
dressed itself to the questlon-i 'Once a scale has been de-.-
veloped raclonally and 1ts content Valldlty ascertalned céﬁ
it be reXfined further thrqygh"examinlng it psychomeprica;iy |

\
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-
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with respect to the nature of the intercorrelatipns of the :
ltems asslgned to 1t by the judpes? That 15, TRArough asséss-
. : L] o P ke
iy 1t in terms of homogenelty. ' This was done, by cluste
’ ) a ’ , ‘\.-'3‘ ,'u'
analyzin® Lhe ilLem variance-covariance smatrix of each scalle o
and then by differentially welphting each of the item re )
' ~ - - . & ’F“ 1
Bponnes. The responses of 7050 sub jects Lo Lhe dtems wepe o
~ Y . ~ N - ’r};wféfh
used for the purpose.  Cluster analysis left four scale: R
- . ° bl. 4
unchanged; two scales were shortened by one ltem; one stale
Ty
by two 1tems; and one scale was subdivided into two sepgarate Py
' - A S
' Ly KL
scales. Differential welphting slightly increased the inter- é
- ‘ % o ¥
.

Qai ansisténcy of the scales.
" The external component of construct validity whs usedﬁﬂ
to;ensure that each of the scales possessed higﬁ criyerion~
 Felated:validityi S3ince it was not possible to employ the
usualicéffelationai apﬁrdaches for this purpose, th alter-
native procedure employed was to make rational predictions -
and then examine them empirically. The ratioﬁale 'nderlfihg
the;érédiction!gaﬁs that of Mutuality. Criterion/groups ;
were f?rmed on the:basis”ofitﬁé subjects' respon es to ten
'“ifemsfof persoﬁal data. Since one scale was relhted to
:Sense,gg Missiéh rather than to:Mﬁtualitz,‘the redictions

were not expected to be supported in its case, /[thereby pro-
‘ ' o0 ,
viding indirect evidence about its validityng

. were examined in two ways: (1) wusing the e

he predictions
ire scale and
(2) .usihg each item within each scale. The‘ﬁredictibns

I

were confirmed by all except one scale, the §Eéle which had

(S



resulted from the subdivision of a largér scale on cluster
analysis. When the items within each scale were examined:
all dtems within four of the.scales confirmed all tpé pre-
dictions, the sizes 5{ three scales experienced nominal
changes. The items within two scales did not confirm the
hypotheses.  Howewer, one of the scales was related to a
different under}ying rationale and as such, indirectly +«
suppofted‘the predictions. Thelscdle which was obtalned by
subdividing a larger scale was the 5n1y one which ¢did not

support the predictions.
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CHAPTER 1

. THE PROBLEM _ _
P ) ‘ A N
“ Introduction
P .

bData used 1nrresearch are more meaningful if the
instruments used to coilect them meet the critveria of good
tests. These criteria include the iq;trumentsx reliﬁgility
and validity. Evidence in regard to these do not constitute

a serious problem in those 31tuati?ns in wglch Chere is a
relevant, observable criterion which can be employed as a
basls for an examination of the validity.- This criterion
can be external for the assessment Qf;pfediétive ;alidity.
Alternatively, it can be the content domain relative to
which the developer and the user can Judge the adequacy of.
the content that the instrument is sampling. In many

lnstances, however, there is availablerneither a pertinent

criterion to predict nor-a domain of -content to sample,

AConstruct valld@tlon of the *instrument becomes speclaliy ”

crucial or relevant in sltuatlons such as these.

’ The rat;onale for construcp validity of psygholoéical;
testsgwas proposed by Cronbach and Meehl (1955) which was j
proba ly the first major paper in the area. Thls ratlonale
1& stlll the widely accepted one. They suggested that con-‘
struct validation was necessggy whenever.the trait under
consideration could not be di;ectiy measured. ks'a Conse-

qdénce, any assessment mustﬂfe conducted on thé'basis of the

e
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, .o
underlying theory concerning the trait or the construct in

question. .

Cronbach and Meehl (195%) dealt solely wlnb the the-~
oxeL)cal 1ssues related to construct validation Jna did not
suggest specific techniques for its assessment. The non-
avallability of a summary statistic to represent construct
validity and the absence of a specific epproach Lo ascertain |
1t hinder serious use of the concept., ﬂ?s 4 consequence, the
research concerning a test generall& constitutes evidence in
regard:tc ihié{type of validity. For example, an instrument
that is either newly developed or used for a purpose for
whicp At was not originally developed, must 'be evaluatedrfor
constréct validity by obtaining evi@ence of as many of the
other types of validity as possible, specially content and
criterion-related validities.,

Loevinger (1957) proposed a method of construct val~

of val ddtlon

wi
UJ\

idation which employ :ail the . type

iﬁgiudiﬁg co nLent éﬁd;crlterlon Val%datlon as well as the

internal structure, phat 1s, mutual behavior of the.items
yitpin'e:test or a scale. She argued thét'in order to fully

assesspthe'construct validity of a psychologlcal test it

‘was necessary to employ each of the three approaches,.

- sequentially. - She called tHem components. They are:

(1) the substantlve com onent, concerned with the &ormula—

tlon of a sound ratlonale for a construct operatlonallzlng

the ratlona e by reduc1ng it\;o behav1oral terms/ﬁ} 1tems

‘ '\f“:“% ); n s ) .
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and then examining them through experts! judgments; (2) the

structural component, concerned with the factorial structure

-

or homopreneity of the scale; and (3) the external compoifent,

related to appropriately established criterion-related

validity. « o
- 1
The test developer should, 1f he wishes to devise an
instrument which possesses construct validity, gather all
) \

types of efidéACé in such a systematlic manner. Essentially,
the apprsach is to fofmula§§’é'sognd‘ganionale with ;espect
to the particular conéépnfor”cénshruéé of interest to him.
This necessitates a thorough uhaerétanding of the theoretical
_basis or background of the éoéét;uct and 1ts incorporation

into the testing situation. This rationale also provides a
ﬁbasis for inferring behaviors and then writing onr selecting

‘{tems reflecting these behaviors.

When a pool of such items for the particular con-
struct has béengcompiled? one should assess their content
validity. This requires the involvement of independent
judges who are familiar with thé underlying rationale and who

o]

an competently infer from it the content domain. The result
éf thelr decisions or judgménts can be expfessed in terms of
percentage of agreement on each item. On an overall basis, <:f’
the outcome can be termed the substantive component of
construct validity. ¢

The next step after establishing the substantive val-
idity is to examine the scale psyphometrically and to refine

’

{



it further by analyzing the actual responses of?gﬁg‘subjects
to the items. The usual method 1s to maximize Lhe;homogene— .
ity of the scale by removing items which reduce its 'cohe-
siveness', This results in a scale which has high internal
consistency,:so that the scores have better psychological
interpretabiiity.

Once maximum homogenelty or internal consistency has
been sécured, copstruct validity is further assessed by
determining whether or not the scale possesses criterion-
related validity. To do this requires an observable criter-
ion which‘;s usually not available. The alternative is to
make logically justifiable predictions uéing the underlying
theory, and then to see whether the predictions are substan-
tiated by data. This serves the purpose of refining the
scale further and to improve its applicability.

In practice, thef,,, above approach of Loevinger is sel~
dom used when %alidatiﬁg testss For-g variety of reasons,
most researchers do not proceed systemé%ically iﬁ;this fash- .
ion. Their reasons seem to beﬁrelatea to convenience,
shortage of time and money and non—évailability of relatively
iarge scale data needed for such a thorough approach. In

N
fact, no geseafch could be traced which may come close
enough to this procedure. ’Thevquestion, therefore, "arises

i

whether such a thorough approach in test construction is

-

even necessary from the point of view of the expected im-

provements or contributions. It may be that the work involved.

'Y
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in relation to some of the components contributes little to

justify it. This study attempts to get some answer to this

. B
4

question.

Al

°

.

o The Problem

]
»w

The f}rst;§€§% was ﬁo formulate a rationale related
to certain coﬁcafbg éeherally experienced by adolescents:
concerns abodt?ﬁhémselves; their families and the world
around them. These three major areas of concern werg fur-
ther subdividéd into a total of eight constructs. One
hundred and thirteen items which seemed to represent each of
these constructs were then selected from a pool of 420 items
assemblea for a large scale survey by the’Yoﬁth Research
Centre, Minneapolis, Minn., U. S. A. The items ref?ected
youth's perceptions of himself, his family, friends, reli- -
gion apd sqgiety. The 113 items were then sorted iﬂto‘eight
groppé;’gééh related to a éiven construct .by independent
'QEnges; Subjective scalgs were thus formulated on the basis
rof high agreement among these judges.
| The internal consistency of each géalé was next
examined and maximized by removing thoée items which did not
Qorrelate highly with the other iiems.; The method of ‘
Reciprocal Averages was then employed to determine opti;él

weights for item feSponses to complete the requirements for

the structural components

. S

.

Hypotheses were then formulated on.the basis of the

4 - .
underlying rationale, using the responses to certain

.
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biographical items as criteria. Analyses were complgted for
~each ditem to determine whether or not these predf?fions came’
true.

Bfie}ly, then, the major question to which this )
research was directed was: In what ways or to what extent
does the work related to the structural, substanﬁive and
external components of construct validation conLribute in
Lhe development of an instrument? The ma jor "problem reduces
to tﬂé following minor éuestions:

1. Can scales be developed on the basis of consider-
ations of substance-or content only as examined
by knowledgeable judges? It was expected that
the scales would be substantiated by high agree-
ment ;mong Judges.

2. Do they rema%ﬁvlargely thé same when subjected to
structural examination? JIt was expected that the
latter would lead to some refinement. . These
refinements could result in improved ingerhal
consistency of the scales by removing ﬁnrelated
items; This ﬁouid, in turn, improve the psycho-
logical interpretabiligy of the scale.séores.

3. Do the scales which are sound on the criteria of
substantive and structural components have

e

) qriterion-related validity also? It was expeéted

that these scales would exhibit a high degfee of

relationship with the criterion.

£
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Significance of the &tudy
Research in social sciences/in field-settings can be
described as reéearch generally in COmmuqity settings for
which lmmed)dbe answers to seemLégly pressing problems are

required. Phere is often consLherable pressure on the

/
;

investigator from politicians /publlc administrators and

¢

taxpayers to provide 1mmed1dté answers to complex problems.

/ .
Examples of settings of this/type are pgoblems relating to
economic, cultural and educptional poverty and human rights.

L
that are the major concerns of agencies such as Albexta

/

NewStart Inc., Indian and’Metls Assoc1ations c1v1l rlghts

L
movements and other Soclal action agencies engaged 1n what

has been termed as the "war on poverty". - ' ¢

Conducting research in such settings is complicated

by the fact that the agency in question wants immediate

solutions with a minimum of expenditure on experts and
expertisé. In addition, they have to start with a problem
which 1s usually vast and vague in nature, e.g. '"make the
Indian a better person' or 'find wg;s to get ﬁhese people
back. to worﬁ' A typical situation is of the type where the

p

researcher is brought in to assess che effects of some.

'Super! program. He is usually not involved in planning the

project and is requested to simply assess it and is informed
that it will commence in a few days. The researcher then’
must determine what the goal 1s, develop a rationale and

prepare an instrument to measure it. Since he is under

<3

B



pressure of time, short in éxpertise and money, his usual
course of action is to design an instrumenL‘On an ad hoc
basis, considering only content validity, and that too in a
rush, often using himself as the sole judge. This, however,
leaves him iﬁ the dark in regard to other aspects of con-
struct validity. |

It is apparent that a systematic approach to
instrumentation which takes into account the substantive,
structufal and external aspects of construct validity is
required. It was the intent of this study to investigate
whether such a method of test @evelopment does, in fact,

bring in sufficient improvement over the results obtained

from the usual practice described above,
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CHAPTER 11

REVIEW
' 4 Introduction
-During the past 20 years or so, psychologists have
been actively refining the research and the teghniques of
test development and, in the process, paying increasingly
more attention to validity. On the side of theory, a great

deal of attention has been paild to construct validity.
LY

%Briefly, construct validity has been defined as ™an investi-

gation of the qualities of a test, that is, by determining
the degree to which certain explanatory concepts,as con-
structs account for performances on the test™. (APA, 1966,
pp.ﬂ12-13) Copstruct validity hés:been of special relevance
and interest in the assessment of personaldty.

Little has,”however, been d;ne to aéply construct
validity in test development. Canstruct validation of per-
sonaiity tests has been fargely relatéd either toﬁcomparing
correlations with existing scales or to treating it in much
the same manner as content validationt The latter is spe-
cially true about those who are opposed to construgt valid-
ity, e.g. Bechtoldt (1959)7and Brodbeck (1963). Mgstepsy—
chologists, however, have shown a growiné concern Qve& -
psychological inperpretatién of tesps; This concern began

as early as 1951 with Cureton (1951) and Peak (1953 )»

v

£
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Nature of Constructs

The increasing concern for theoretical interpreta-
tions of tesl scores necessitated a deeper and clearer |
treatment of the theoretical underpinnings of the pafticular
attribute which thé instrument was attempting to or claiming
to.meas@re. This requlrement was nol necessary when pre-
dictive validity was the major consideration because, 1n the
latter, evidence of predictability was all that mattered and
nelther the content validity of the scales 6;; the theoreti-
éal impliéations was Plmportant. An overstated example might
be that the way a subject ghone his shoes was a good predigﬁ
~tor of enéineering success provided a high correlation was
found between the two variables. It was pot necessary to '
asce;£ain a reason for such bigh correlations--the mere
existence of them was ‘sufficient to justify their use.

Early recognition of the usefulness of constructs in
testing came partially as a result of the analyses under-
taken for identifying the factorial structure or composition
of,the:variables. It was generally agreed that Bimension
Analysis (fgbtor and component analyses in#élfing intercor-
_relatigﬁgiof items) was useful in determining meaningful '’
categories of variables which had no external cri%erion,
that 1s, were not operationally defined, e.g. ego strength;
anxiety, authoritarianism, etc. For variables and notions

fi .
such as these, interest in the underlying structure of the

data forced investigators to devise new methods of analyses,
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Peak (1953) proposed that the notion #f non-
operationally defined terms be defined under the label
"Functional Unity™. As she postulated, this was similar to
the results from factor analyses where the tests are grouped
or categorized on the basls of some superficial griteria.

Because there was a pgeneral feeling of uncertainty
concerning the nature of constructs and construct validity,
Cronbach and Meehl, two of the seven members of the%ﬁ$%'s
original 'Committee on Psychological Tests, prggented a papér
which clarified and elaborated on the nature 5} Eonstructé
and itg implications in validation of tests. They stated;
éhat constructs had three characteristics. fFirét, it was a
postulated attribute assumed to be reflected in test per-
formance. Secondly, it hadjpredictive properties. Thirdly,
theiméaning of a construct was given by Ehe laws:with the
result that the clarity of knowlédge of the cogétruct was a

positive functlon of the completeness of theﬁﬁheory\or nomo-

'cal net.,. W,
| | ey

4
The notion of a construct was included inqghe ‘defin-

. s @
ition of a theory where "a theory consists of constructs and
observables, intérconnected by statemeé;s" (Croﬁbaéh,-l97l).
To illustrate the point, Cronbach (1971) discussed a general

theory about expansion of metals, It included the comment

that a solid metal expands in length as a linear function of

the increase in temperature. The constructs in this example

are solid, metal, length and temperature. The model
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constitutes the statement interconnecting the constructs.

»

For the model to qualify as a Lheory, the constructs and

interconnecting statements must be Operationally defined,

that is, connected with an indicator or observable data. In

o B

this case, copper was tested under various temperatures and
a linear expansion coefficient calculated. This was further
tested to determine whether or not the coeffiedent was true
under all conditions. This sygtem ofxinterconnected con-~
structs and Statements with an external indicator or observ-
able data constitutes.the nomological network (Hempel, 1966);
This example also illustrates the three characteristixcs of a
consﬁruct,r;iz. (a) it 1s a postulated attribute, (b) {F
has predictive qualities and (c) it has meaning (Cronbadh \
and Meehl, 1955).

Torgerson (1958), in his discussion of a well-
developed science for social and behavioral sciences, was
not different from Hempel's (1966) discussion of theories
and construéts. He described a science as comprising of a
theory on one hand and empirical evidence (data) on the
other. The interplay between the two formulates a viable .
science., |

Margenau (1950) described a science as having con-
‘structs which are related to one another, formlng a network
of logical relatlonshlps. In addition, there are empirical

or experimental procedures relating the network‘of'the con-

struct to the observable data., It is the strength of the
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relatiqhship of the constructs to the data which determines
the sgundness of the theory. , .

¢
) ?i Cronbach and Meeh] (1955) Suggested that three sets

Thef,were the interrelations of: (1) observable properties
or quantlcies with each other, (2) ﬁheoretical constructs |
wlth observable (data) or (3) different theoretical con-
structs with one another, These laws may be étatistical or

deterministic (Cronbach and Meehl, 1955, p. 290).,

In the social Sclences, it is known that the connec;
tions or statements between theoretical constructs and
Observable data are often weak or incomplete. At the ‘same
time theoretlcal constructs may interrelate highly with
each other on some rational basis, but there may be only an
1nd1rect connection to the observable data, Cronbach and
Meehl.(1955)%observed that when the nomological network was
complete and made connectlons with observablejdata, con-

struct Yalldagion could occur,

Constructs. in the Context of Valldlty
Although the general notlon of construct validity has //,
been around for some time, part1Cularly in personallty as- '
sessment it was firgt given formal recognition as a separate
jor 1ndependent type of validity ln l95k by the American |
Psycholaglcal Association in its "Technical Recommendations™",
Prion to‘this, the concept of coﬂstruct‘validiQy was referred

I
i
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to under various labels, inclhéigg trait validity, factorial
validity and statistical val&dity. The APA's (1954, p. 14)
definition was as follows: ;Construct validity ‘is normally
studied when the tester has no definite criterion me&re of
the quantity with which he is concerned and must , therefore,
use lndirect measures. Here the trait and quality under-
lying the test is of central importance rather%than either
the test behavior or the score on the criteria.”

This rather vague and imprecise definition of con-
struct validity was elaborated upon bf Cronbach and Meehl
(1955), members of the original APA committee which form-

ulated the recommendations. They described construct

validation as being involved whenever a test was to bef
interpreted as a measure oﬁﬁsoqe attribute which was not
otheé;ise operationally'defined. They, however, continued to
describe construct validation as the process of assessing the
validit} of the nomological network of the constructs and

connectors within a theory either as a whdle or Zf the prop-

ositions from which the inference was derived. his, of

/

!

course, is not pQﬁsible unless the nomélogicgl network is
sound with explicit or 'public! steps Qf ihference, that is,
unless the relﬁ%ionsﬁip between constructs anq observable
data is compléte or unless the theory has an operational
definition. Cronbach and Meehl did not diséqu this aspect
satisf;étofily, In fact, his later writings’excluded the |
term "operatiénal definition" from,dis%ussions of construct

validity (Crombach, 1970, 1971).

IR
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Campbell offered two kinds of construct validation“
for consideration. The fifst of these was consistént with
th%'philosophical approach by Hempel, Peak, Cronbach, Meehl
and others which he labelled ™nomological validation”

(Campbell, 1960, p. 547). His second type of construct .

‘svalidation was equivalent to the older, trait validity which
was of interest to the investigators in the area of person-
allty assessment where an apriori defining characteristic
was not available.. Instead, the investigator had to seek

' some independent method of getting at the same trait. This
independent measure, Camébell stated, was not a true crite~
rion and the validity of both measures was determined by the
‘agreement between the tr% measures and not by the underlyipgr
theory as in the case of ™nomological validity™. ; '

Léévinger (1957) further extemded the scope of COﬁ“
struct validity-to include content and predictive validities
also. To her, constftuct validity had three components:y
(1) substantivé, (2) structural and (3) external. The
substantive component Qas similar to what other wri?ers'

" referred to as content validity and, in general, apéﬁ?redéto
béfassesSedby rationally exapining the validity of the
sample content, response specifications or what the subject
‘wé§ required to do and the semantic adequacy of the title of
tﬁeitéSt (Cronbach, 1971).

Loevinéer's s%ébna aspect, the structurai component,

included concepts sutlp ad the ngtUre‘of.the-relaﬁiopspipv

+ . o - J T
A7 q

&
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between the sub jects!? responses, functional unity or homo-
genelty and was based on the premise that persons who scored
high on one indicator of a construct ought to score high oﬁ
another indicator of tﬁe same construct., This characteris~
tic is also referred to as convergence of indicators.

Loeviazer's third Component}‘the external component,
is equivalent to what moet investigators call predictive/
concurrenp valldity and included nen-test behavior such as
factor patterns, absence of dlshurtions relation to other
tests and fntefcorrELQti%ﬁs with external~criteria. The

; Ty Y " -
method ofrassessihg tﬁis‘component included the same cén_
cepts and procedures as aréndrﬁéily used in 7fhdyihg B
Cfiterioﬂﬁrelated‘validity. The difference is that with
Loeviﬁger{s modei, the construct and the underlying ration-
ale arefef utmost importance in predicting, 6hat is, predica
ti@ﬂs_a%e based on logic, while in the traditional sense,
the correldtlon of the item with the criterion lS of Central
importance, whether the relationship is 10@1@81 or not. For
example, referring onc e again to tﬂ!-;glsibility that the
weysa person:shines his shoes mightibe a good iﬂdicator of
engiﬂeering success providedrthe:correlatien between the two
. . ; -

is high;‘i - “ ~“;;f4,?

| ‘The absence of refEfEhces in psychometric literature
'to Loevinger's position dese%ibed abp;;‘implies that either

P

= r'/\ ﬁ . 4o "
her proposal was not deemed practigal or ‘perhaps we failed to

A

recognize its potential useﬂpipq5§7iﬁxﬁest development. The
" 5 s . ‘, e PN
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APA's acceptance and incorporation of her ideas into the
Standards tor Educational and Psychological Tests and Manualé
(1906) offers additional justification for this study.

If one were to use Loevinger's preécription for con-
struct validity as a guide in test development, the first
S5tep 1s Lo insure that the proposed instrument has content
validity. The conditions implied are essentially those cited
by Cronbach (1971): (1) are the tasks truly representative
of the specified universe and (2) was the right universe
selected for sampling? Cronbach further asked the following
questions about content vallidity: "Can one explain the test
behavior and what implications it has for similar behaviér
in other situationé?" and "Is the universe selected impor-
tant?"  (Crombach, 1971, p. 452). The first question is re-

© lated to whether the test follows a carefully developed blue
print whiCh:is intérpretaéle in an actual situation. The
question of imPOftance asks whether or not the i?ém domain
was apprépriaté in thé first place. L E
Melton (Iééé)xcitéd an example which clearly d:iinﬁ

eated the difference betweén ébnstruct and content Validity.ﬁ

It was i

=

regarJ to the Watson-Glaser Test of Critical
Thinkihg, wgere a matter of ;content validity' was to have a
qualified person judge whether the test authér did indeed

assemble a set of problem; of the sort they called for in the

specifications. On therothér hand, to ask a judge whether
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’l%ai thinking was to seek support for

’ I
,jﬁﬁﬁe consgxyct  Meritical thinking™.

where between Melnon s distinction of construct and content
validity. The judges, when assessing the 1Lems to be
included in the proposed instrument, must rely largely on
their judgment of the item in relation to the universe of
content, but simultanedusly, they must speculate as to the
interpretative aspects of the scores baseg;upon the items.
This follows logically from the fact that the judges are
thosen because they are qualified in BESpecialized area
surrounding the item content. Often, however, they are .
unable to completely assess the total picture in the context
of the nature of the underlying theory and constructs. They,
therefore, must pass judgment on the basis of their éxpérii
ence, training or biases as well as their impressions of the
nature of the construct. . Vs
Another clear example of this aSpect comes from Baier
and Schulberg (1967). They were dealing with the development
and validation of a scale for assessing attitudes toward.
community mental health. - They began by formulating items
on the basis of whatever information they could locate con-
cerning community mental'health. ‘The resulting pool of 88
items was presented to a panel of judges qualified in the

area of attitudes in the context of mental health. They »
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were asked to assess and select those itegé which were suit-
able for the proposed scale using rationa;/consiéerations.
Sixty-four items were retained on the basié’of high agree-~
ment amongst the judges. One could say that those items haad
more than content validity since the Judges' knowledge and
experlence extended beyond the superficial content aspects
and included conéiderations of clinical or theoretical im-
plications of each item.

There are several methods available to the test de-
veloper who wishes to establish the substantive validity of
a pool of items. They range from the simplest to the most
complex. The simplest is to sort items into groups based
upon high agreement between judges. The more complex methods
include the Kruskal-Shepard non-metric multi-dimensional
scaling technique (1965) and Wiley's latent Partition .
Analysis (1969). 1In these latter methods, the judges must
be specially trained im order to understand the complex and
time-consuming task entrusted to them. This represents a
serious limitation, especially if they are to be used in
field settings. A Judge can e;sily render the results mean-
ingless if he does not understand what he is asked tordo.
The technique also requires a highly soph%§ticated back-

ground in scaling theory:and computer facilities for a pro-

per interpretation of the results.
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Empirical Assessment of Structural Validity
The struetural component of construct validity is
A}

concerned wiph the internal structure of the substantively
eftablished scales. This involves an assessment of the
ih£ernal consistency, homogeneity or functional unity of
each scale., The underlying notion is;that if a scale has
construct validity, it must be reliable. To put it in the
converse order, if a scale‘is reliable, it must measure
something-~presumably that construct which the judges had
agreed‘upbn.

Structural Validity

Structural validity can be represented by any of the
following: Loevinger's éoefficient of hémogeneity,
Cronbach's coefficient Alpha, Hoyt's reliability thrbugh
analysis of variance, and internal consistency through Kudef—
Richardson Formula 20 or 21. An algorithm which maximizes
the internal consistency while establishing scales is cluster
anaiysis.

The theory underlying cluster analysié or technique
of homogeneous keying was given by Loevinger (1947, 1948).
DuBois, et al. (1952, 1953) provided a brief overview of the
théofy as well as a working example. Some examples of its
application are provided by Gupta (1968a, 1968b) and Strommen
and Gupta (1971).

fhe techniquq starts with the variance-covariance

matrix of the pool of items which are to be clustered or

-
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classified intqg subgroups or scales. The clusters produced
have two properties: (a) each cluster is independent, that
is, it has low correlation with any other cluster derived
from the same item pool and (b) each cluster has maximum
homogeneity or internal consistency. The res@its Lhus sat-
1sfy Campbell and Fiske's definition of convergent and dis-
criminant validities.

From the varlance-covariance matrix, the techniqué
identifies those three items which give maximum reliabiiity,
then adds to these three another item which further improves

the reliability. This process of adding one item at a time

is continued until the addition of an item starts reducing

the reliability (instead of increasing it) by more than an
'arbitrarily selected small amount, usually .005. The next
cluster is formed similarly from the remaining items. Then
the third and other subsequent clusters are formed as long
as items are available.

The adva;tages of cluster analysis over factor analy-
slis lie in the fact(that it is easy to understand, elegant
and straight forwara in appiéach and rigoious in application.

: P

Mofeover, it can be complet&d using only a desk calculator,

if mecessary. As Gupta‘(l968) and Strommen and Gupta (1971)
demonstrated, the Tesults from cluster analysis are very

similar to those from factor and component analyses.
, | O

. Ry
ot
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Factor Analysis

Without ex;epcidn, the studies involving construct
validation of pew instruments which could be located in the
literature involved the use of factor analytic techniques.
Most of these involved factor analysis of scales. The work
of Cattell (1962) and of Guilford (1966) provides the notable
examples. nIn a study of mathematical abilities of grade nine
students, aullford (1966) administéred a total of 57 tests
vto each‘subject, then factor analyzed thesé to uncover 14
factors relating to his Structure of Intellect Model.  In
another study, he factor analyzed 28 tests in order to deter-
mine the best predictors of mathematics ability (Guilford, |
1965). Cattell (1962) factor analyzed large numbers of tests
to determine personality dimensions in cﬁildren. Hoephner
(1967), Hill (1967), Spiegel (1969), Ogsﬁon and Drakeford

N
(1971), pointed out the dangers of using factor analysis
indiscriminatly on the grounds that many investigators may
be misled into believing as if factor aﬂal}sis uncovered
natural dimensions. There is also the shortcoming that the
investigator, intentionally or otherwise, can influence his
data to behave in a more readilf interpretable pattern,

In instrumentation, an additional disadvantage of
factor analysis is that advance knoyledge is required to use
and interpret the results which fieldnresearchers rarely

have. Also, the reliability of the nesulting factors is not
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immediately known. Moreover, the factors with low internal
Coggistency can be identified. This can mislead the inves-
tigator into believing that he has structurally valid scales.
It is difficult to develop scales on the basis of content
validity as part of the structural component when using
~ factor analysis. Other methods (Cluster Analysis, for
example) provide the researcher‘the option of including or
excluding any'item.

Any method of instrumentation must be conceptually
simple and rigorous. Gupta (1968) and Strommen and Gupta
(1971) found that the results from factor and component
analyées were very simii:p/to those from cluster analysis.
This evidence served aé -he basis for the decision to use

cluster analysis in lieu of factor or component analysis.

Assessing Criterion Related Validity
The concepts of prédictiverand concurrent validity éf
the APA (1954) recommendations were incorporatéd under one.
headiﬁg in the Standards for Edu%ational and Psychologiéal
Tests and Manuals (APA, l9é6). Many writers, however, still

refer to them under two separate headings. The predictive
aspect is the most referred to in educgtional achievement or
. personnel testing. Over 90 per cent of the papers involving
predictive validity of tests fall into either of these two

categories. Concurrent validity, on the other hand, is often

referred to in relation to tests involving personality or’

I
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issues in social psyéhology. Published papers, generally,
seemed Lo comply with Rozeboom's (1965) definition of m"diag-
nostic utility" rather than concurrent valldity. Usually i}
the studies are aimed at clinicians who are primarily inter-
ested 1n diagnosis.

Hecent studies on predictive validity have tended to
relate scores on a test to a follow-up type of criterion.
For example, Shevel and Whitney (1969) studied the predictive
validity of a new mathematics test which was to be incorpor-
ated into the American College Testing battery. Their aim
was 1o establish whether this new instrument would improve
the predictive validity of the ACT battery. Such studies
rarely show any concern for hfpothetical or underlying con-

structs,

Eaa

Some studies in the personality area used as the cri-

teylon scores on another tried and proven instrument which

g )

purported to measure the same trait. For example, Ogston

and Drakeford (1971) studied the Costello-Comrey Anxiety
Scale (CCAS)\by comparing the results with those from the
Taylor Manifest Anxiety Scale, the Eysenck Personality In-
ventory and éhe Eysenck Neuroticism Scale, In another study,
Spiegel (1969) developed a personality inventéry and assess-
ed its construct validity by comparing the results with those
from instruments guch as the California Personality Inventory,

Allport and Vernon's Study of Values and the Dogmatism Scale.

He found that his inst:uméyt was in agreement with the latter
e ,
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so that he could confidently add his particular scale to the
already existing scaﬁes which purported to measure similar
traits, A
There are two approaches appropriate tor assessing

.

criterion-related validity of a scale-~corre.

gfional tech-

Seems Lo be

niques and analysls of variance, The former
common in published research. It is readily applicable in
situations where the investigator wishes to assess the. val-
idity of his scales by relating the scores from this scale

to the scores f{rom another scale, The obtained correlations
are -in turn judged against an hypothesis relating to expected
behavior. A good example is found in Mcleish (1970) where he
was trying to assess the validity of a series of attitude
scales for Teachers!' College Students, He chose "formalism®
as the concept and constructed an instrument to measure this.
Since 1t was reasonable to expect a high relationship with
this to other concepts such as neuroticism, punitiveness,
need for financial security and tough-mindedness in education,
and since it was also reasonable torexpect a low relationship
with other concepts such as radicalism, atceptance for change
and aesthetic values, these were used as a basis for valid-
ating the scéle related to "formalism". Thus, validity was
sought to be ensured by the confirmatioﬁ of the apriori hy-
potheses related to each of the specified scales.

Examples of the other alternative: that of analysis

of variance could not be located in the literature. The
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method seems Lo have certain virtues in the situations in
which the items in a scale are highly related. It can be
explalned throuzh an example: Suppose one hypothesize:s thal
youth who report to be lonely will score high (high degree of
concern) on scales related to peer relatlionships. To test
thils hypolhesis, one can select Lwo samples--one éomposed of
those who report that they’are lonely whiile the other is
composed of those who do not feel lonely. These contrasting
éroups can be compared using a one-way anpalysis of variance
or Z-sample t-test. A significant difference will substan-
tiate the hypothesis.

The preceding review suggested several methods which

could be adopted as part of construct validation of an

A,
.

instrument under construction. For ‘reasons citéd in this
review, some of the techniques are more readily applicable
than others to this investigation and therefore, will be
employed. This does not, however, suggest that the other
approaches will not give ihe samé results. They will.. Since
one of the objectives of this study was:to offer a simplified
method of assessing construct validity, only the most direct

and easily interpretable techniques will be considered.



CHAPTER 11T

DESIGN, PROCEDURES AND RESULTS
Population of Subjecgs and Sample

Data satisfying the tollowing conditions were~needed

for this study:

l. Itesponses to a variety of items representing var-
lous constructs in the affective domain.

2. A large number of respondents within a narrow age-
range but varying in their backgrounds so that
the resul£s could hé%e wider generalizability.

Such data were available from the Youth Research

Centre, Minneapolis, Minnesota. They had been collected as
part of a nation-wide attitude survey within the‘Uniﬁed
States during 1970. The subjects in the sample con§£ituted
more or less a random sample (N = 7050) and ranged in age °
fggm 15 to 18 years. They answered an ih#enga;; consisting
of 420 items. Most of the items related to perceptions and
:concérns about the world around them.

/ Every precaution was éaken to ensure that all reli-
glious gffiiiations and both sexes from all geographic areas
were rebresented in the sample. This was accomplished
§hrough multi-stage ran%ﬁm sampling. Even though the survey
was designed for youth in the United States, this limitation
should not affect the psychometric generalizability of the

findings.

27
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Universe of Items e

The Youth Research Centre selecged or wrote the items
for the survey instrument on the basis of the following
rationale. ’

There are two needs which are esseﬁtial to young
people. They are: (1) -young people need to feel that they
are wanted by others. This need influences what the youth
belleves about himself, his family, his country and his God,
and (2) "young people need activities which give them a
sense of purpose and significance. It is this sée~Qf mis-
sion that giVés the young person a feeling of i tity.\\{&\
follows that the person who believes that his life 'is mean~ \\k /
ingful and has significance or a sense of purpose will enjoy ‘
his work and leisure to a greater extent. :

In view of the rationale, the items devised or se-
lected were geared to measure the extent of ;he young per-
son's perception of himself in two major aréaé:' (a) per- |
ception of himself relative to himself and others and (b)
perception of himself relative to his purpose in life.

The items are igcluded in two booklets, "Myself and
My View of the World" and "My Values and Beliefs"™. The first
of these 1s concerned mainly with'cqncerns and attitudes Ehat
are of interest to teachers and counsellors. It contains
220 items, most of which relate to the subjects! attitudes

toward and perceptions of religiéh, school work,vsocial

problems, family, friends and life in genefﬁ%, ‘Some of the
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items elicit biographical and sociological information also
about the subject.

The survey presents the items in the form of declara-
tive statements. For example, 'We are not close as members
of a family' or 'l am easily carried away by my emotions'.
These reflect the concerns felt by young respondents. The

K
subjects were expected to respond in accordance to a vari-
ation of Likert-items. A high score 1s supposed to reflect
high concern. | -

The second test booklet,v"My Values and Beliefs", is
designed primarily'for:use in religious settings. It con-
tains 200 items and is intended to assess the subjects!?
attitudes concerning religion. These items were not used in

the present study. @

The Constructs

For the purposes of this investigation, 113 items
which were deemed by this researcher as reflecting adolescent

o] .
They all came-from the first book-

éonderns were selected.
let. These constructs relate to 'concernéiiwhich young
people have about themselves and the wérldraround them. It
seemed reasonable to’subdivide these concerns into three
major qgtegd%igs which were further subdiviéible to yield a

total of eight constructs. The major constructs with their

subdivisions were as follows:
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1. Concerns which an individual has relating to.
himse L1 .
(a) Peer Helationé (Genernl) -

Concern over relationship‘with class~
mates and teachers. Fear of not belng ac-
cepted.

(b) "Peer Relations (Opposite ‘Sex) '

Concern over relationship with mem-
bers of the opposite sex including dating
and intimate relationships. Fear of not
being found desirable or wanted by the mem-
befsiof the opposite sex.

(c) DLack of self-Confidence

of uncertainty about oneself

3

j%eling

»>

o

nd fear of making mistakes and appearing
ridiculous. E g |
telations apd Problems
Concern ;Vé% school grag@g, inability
to study or éoncentrate oh school work.
(e) Personai Worth ;' ) o
d%;cérn over not haviﬂg accomplished
‘what he set out to do or haviig lived up to
“his ideals. This is characterized by self-

R

+ criticism.
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2. Concerns relating to family.
(a) Family Unity o
Reflects individual's concern over
emotional climate in the home. It includes
closeness of family members and conslder-
atlion for one another. 0
(b) Parental Understénding
Concern over a lack of communication
and QnderstanAing between the youth and his
parents,
3. Concerns relafing to soclal consciousness.
) This category did not have:subdivisiOns.
e It is related to concerns over what is happening
in the country and the world today, especially as
it is rélatéd to peace and happiness. It includes
fear:of pbl}ﬂtion, nuclear holocaust, war, civil
disorder :and iﬁjﬁﬁti?és
The preceding account isrrathér brief. A more detailed

discussion is given in Appendix A.

Thé Substantive Component of Construct Validity

‘The first task in this study was to define the con-
structs rationally, state them in behav1oral terms and oper-
ationalize them-in terms of items. The constructs were
formulated on the basis of existing literature in adoleséent

L o

psychoiogi'in the area of anxiety and concerns.
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The 113 selected items were next given to a panel of
11 'qualified judges' who were senior graduate students in
the Department of Educational Psychology, University of
Alberta, specializing in a wide range of afeas, €. Tre-

¢
search gesign and measurement, counselling, development and
~
learning. )

The judges were first familiarized with each of the
constructs as defined and then requested to sort each of the
items in&y the eight constructs described to them. The
detaills are given in Appendix A. They were free to sort an
~item into as many categories as they felt it belonged to.
That 1s, an item could be placed into one, two or more cat -
egories. ; E

From Table j.l, it is noted that the judges exerciséd
this option on 61:of7the 113 items. Fifty~5€;éﬂ of the itémsf
were placed into two categories by some of the judges, and

- . . I - E . L .
the remaining four items were placed into three categori

a
U

by at least ©%e of 'the 11 judges. The Jjudges' were also free
to use the 'wastepaper category' in the event they did not

feel an item belonged to any ‘of the eigh£§con§tructs. Table
3.1 shomws that this option was exercised with high agreement
on three (84, 90, 97) ofi.the 113 items ané sporadically on
many of the other }temé. Also, the judges had no time re-
striction for assigning the items to the constructs. 1In

fact, they were encouraged to sort the items at their own

s

leisurely pace.
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Items retained under a construct had to have a minimum

level of agreement of 55%, that is, at least 6 out of the 11
E) ) ?

Judges had to agree that an item belonged to a particular

construct.

(7)

As can be seen from Table 5.1,

This minimum level of agreement was actually
used for;only 10 or the 113 items,

Only fou& items had a percentage of agreement
less than 55%. |

On 29 items, the agreement was 82%.

On 20 other items, the judges had 91% agreement.
The judges were in complete agreement on731 of
the 113 items,

In tofal, on 80 of the 113 items, the judges had
82% or higher agreement. :

It can 5e further noted that of;the 113 items,
18 items were sorted into 1(a), 16 were selected
f@% 1(b), 16 in 1(C)¢ iéﬁin 1(d), 14 items were
placed i%l(é), 7 in 2(a), 13 in 2(b), 13 in 3,

seven items were not assigned to any of the con~

- structs, either because of low agreement as was

the case for four items or because the Jjudges
agreed that the item belonged to the 'wastepaper

can category!'.,

The number of assignments of the item for a particular scale

is underlined. Nine judges assigned items to only one cate-

‘gory while two judges assigned items to two categories for a



. 39
{
total of 13 assignments. Ten of these assignments were
placed in Scale # 2(a).

To examine the substantive validity of each item in
greater detall, the items were scrutinized in terms of thelir
content relative to the underlying rationale of the scaléras
well as with respect to the percentage of agreement%gf the
panel of judges who placed the items under the partiéular
scale or construct.

Table 3.2 shows that for 13 of the 18 itéms of Scale
# 1(a), the percentage of aéréement was 82% or greater. Of
the remdining five items, one had 74% agreement, another 64%
and three 55%.

An examination of the contents of the 1tems shows
that they relate to the concerns of youth about thelr peers
and adult acquaintances outside the family. Since most of
the youth's waking hours are spent in some way assoclated
with the school, it seems reasonable to expect that most of
the items concerning peer relations in general would also
surround Schéol aétivitieé. It is equally important, how-
ever, to note that this Coﬂcern is not directly related to
the school itself but to the people associated with school
life;‘including'teachers. rFor example, five of the items
relate to teachers. (items 1, 3, 10, 11 and 13); illustrating

the rather umdesirable attitude some teachers seem to have

toward adolescents.
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" The remaining items more directly involve relations
with peers, mostly in the school setting. The young person,
according to Erikson (1950) and others, feels a strong com-
pulsion to establish close ties with his peers. Those items
pertaining to cliques {item 4), classmategv(items 2 and 6),
recreation (item 5)  for example, a;é designed to assess the
degree of concern a young person has COncerning the relation-

ship (or 14ck of it) with othé%% i1 his age group.



TABLE 3.2

l?EMS ASSIGNED BY JUDGES TO SCALE # 1(a)

PEER AND TEACHER RELATIONS

Ll

n =18 *
yom— i
% of
Number Item 7 Agreement
I am bothered by the fact that.
1. (6)* Some teachers act as though a teenager
knows practically nothing. 6L%
2. (7)* Classmates at school could be more
friendly. 82%
3. (15)* Some of my teachers are unfair. 82%
L. (16)3 There are cliques (closed groups) in
my school. 100%
5. (25)* We don't always have recreation at : 7
school that all can enjoy. 82%
6. (26)%* Some of my classmates are inconsiderate ,
of my feelings. : 91%
7. (33)% Adults tend to underestimate the 7
abilities of young-~peqple. 55%
8. (43)* At school I am often blamed for things
I did not do. 82%
9. (44)* OQutside of my family there is no group
where I feel I really belong. 82%
10. (51)* Some teachers ar® sarcastic and critical
. of what I do, - . 91%
11. (59)* Some of my teachers are not interested :
in me. 82%
lf. (60)* My interests are often different from
.those of others my age. 91%
13. (78)% Some of my teachers do not understand me. 91%

P
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TABLE 3.2 (continued)

‘ “4 % of
Number Item Agreement
4. (79)* 1 do not easily get along with others. 82%
15. (86)% 1 feel pressure at school to do what
others do. 74L%
16. (89)* 1 am often jealous of my friends. ' 55%
17. (91)* 1 do not have many friends at school. 82%
18.(1032* Quite a few in my school are experi~

menting with drugs. ‘ 55%

o
¥

" ‘\ *
# Serial number of the item in the questionnaire.
- i A\ \
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It is noted from Table’§%§ that all the 16 items in
Scale # 1(b) have a percentage é% agreement of 64% or
greater, with 13 of them having 82% or greater.

'As the youths reach adolescence, they become in-
creasingly more izterested in associations with members of
the opposite sex, At the same time, many of them become
increasingly concerned with problems related to sex; With
age, the concern over marriage and family also increases.
This is reflected in those items which relate to seeking a
life partner (items 3, 11, 12, 15 and 16). The remaining
items, in general, relate to social relations with persons
of the opposite sex. .These reflect the adolescent's concern
over his task of learning appropriate sex roles which
.Anvolve accepting and learning socially approvéd male and
female roles. According to the literature (Erlkson 1950;
Wattenburg, 1956; Garrison, l9§§) the greatest. problem
which adolescents have is that of directing the sex drive
into culturally approved channels.

i
(b,




Number

(57

(66

10. (83

11. (105

(75 

)*

]
)*

)*
) %

)+

12.(107)*

13. (108

)%

TABLE 3.3

ITEMS ASSIGNED BY JUDGES TO SCALE f 1
PEER RELATIONS (OPPOSITE SEX

L4

% of
Agreement

—

]
I am bothered by the fact that....

1 can't seem to think straight when my
sexual feellngs are aroused.

1 cannot think of sex in marriage as
sacred,

I am afraid of marriage.

I allow my feelings to overbalance my
values in matters of sexual behavior.

I do not know what a boy {(or girl)
expects when on a date. :
I find it hard to defend my noral
beliefs about sex.

tunities to
ys and girls})

not ,enough oppor
mixed group (bo)
activities. -

Thére are
be with a
in social
fall in love too easily.

cannot .stop liking the one with whom
broke up. - e ?

I
X
I
I don't knpw how boys (og girls) think.
: .

wonder about.,:.
what to look;for:ih a partner,

Whether 1 will marry someone who will
give me happiness.

How to keep'boys/girls interested in me.

4

824

82%
- 91%



TABLE 3.3 (continued)

T 45

% of

Number 1t em Agreement
14.(109)* Whether my sexual desires are normal. 91%
15.(111)# WwWhether I will find a life partner. 100%

16.(112)*

Whether 1 can find a life partner who

feels the same as I do about things
that are right and wrong.

91 %

* Serlal number of the item in the questionnaire. (

2o

<
/
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The scale in Table 3.4 pertains to the concerns about
lack of self-confidence. Eleven of the lé items had a per-
centage of agreement 64% or more. The items are consistent
with Garrison's (1965) and Wattenburg's (1955) notion of
lack of self-confidence. It includes fear of embarrassment
in public, meeting strange people and, in general, fear of
the unknowm, - An examinat%on of the items also suggests that
those on which the judges had only 55% agreement are not
centrally relevant to the proposed construct (l.e. items 3,
é,AlO, 11 and 12). However, they were included in the scale
since they were allotted by the majority of the judges to

this scale.



TABLE 3.4

LITEMS ASSIGNED BY JUDGES To SCALE # 1(c):
LACK OF SELF-~CONFIDENCE

47

n = 16
; % of
Number Item Agreement
I am bothered by the fact that.... .
L. (3)* 1 am easily carried away by my emotions. 73%
2. {13)# 1 worry about little things. 82%
3. (18)* 1 am too anxious to please others. 55%
b. (24)* 1 lack confidence when reciting in class. 73%
5. (32)* 1 am afraid of failure or humiliation. 100%
6: (35)* 1 lack the personality and the ability
to be a leader of a group. 100%
7. (L1)* T am afraid of making mistakes. 2 100%
8. (46)* I do not know what 14 fe work to enter. 82%
e (49)* I feel that I am not as smart as others o
my age. » ! 55%
10. (52)* 1n a group, I often act differently from
what I reaily am., " 55%
1l. (58)% My feelings are easily. hurt, 55%
12. (87)* I lack the ability to participate in
' sports. 55%
13. (99)* I do not know what to do when someone ]
: makes fun of others. 64%
14.(100)* 1 am sometimes so conscious of my faults :
. that I enjoy nothing. 73%
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TABLE 3.4 (continued) .
% of
Nufbe r Item i Agreement
15.(101)% 1 am unsure of myself. B2%
16. (104 )% 1 may become seriously ill or have a
crippling accident. / 82%

L)

Serial number of the item in the questionnaire.




L9
, Of the ten items listed in Table 3.5 for Scale # 1(d)
relating to school and school work, nine had & percentage of
agre?ment 73% or more. Uf these nine items, three had per-
fect agreement.

» The rationale of this particular scale is derived
from the current economic situation that the young person
must continue his schooling until he reaches a certain minl-
mum level, usually senior matriculation. Whereas previously

the young person could enter the family farm or his father's

'small business, the increasing emphasis on technology is

forclpg most of these small businesses and family farms to

—

discontinue or amalgamate with larger operations. As a
result, the adolescent is obliged to go to school if he is
to succeed. This, in turn, places additional pressure on

him to succeed in school. The prospect of failure and the

embarrassment of facing his family and peers afterwards

Q

creates a great deal of anxiety in the young person. There
is also some resentment concerning irrelevant and uninter-~
esting courses. The young person generally wants to do well
in school and is concerned that he is unable to do so

because he feels that he canﬁot'study well, concentrate or

Jjust does not have the intellectual ability.

-



TABLE 3,5

ITEMS ASSIGNED BY JUDGES TO SCALE # 1(d):
SCHOOL RELATIONS AND PROBLEMS

n = 10
% of
Number Item 7 Agreement

v N
I am bothered by the fact that....

1. (5)=* f have little interest in school studies. 91%

Z- {l4)* 1 do not take my studies seriously

enough. 100%
3. (34)* School requires too much of a person's

time. 6L %
L. (4LZ2)* 1 don't know how to study well, 100%
5. (50)* There are those who are smarter than I

am and get better grades. 55%
6. (68)*% I worry about tests. 73%
7. (69)*% School subjects do not offer me enough 7

challenge. 7 824,
8. (77)* 1 bave difficulty keeping my mind on 7

my studies, 5 100%

9. (85)* 1 am not satisfied with the grades I get. 82%
I wonder about.... :

10.(110)% Whether I have the ability to do college 7
work. 73%

* Serial number of the item in the questionnaire.
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As noted in Table 3.6, ten of the 14 items chosen by
the judges for the scale pertaining to personal worth have a
percentage of agreement of 73% or greater.

The intent of this scale is to assess the degree of
concern a young person has relative to himself, e.g. fears
relating to self-inadequacy, fallure in school, etc. These
fears and concerns are usually associated with feelings of
guilt for not having lived‘up to the expectations of his
family, friends, school and soclety about him. This feeling
reflects itself in most of the items which tend to be of the

'self-reproach' 'self-blame' type.
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TABLE 3.6
ITEMS ASSIGNED BY JUDGES TO SCALE # 1(e):
PERSONAL WOKRTH
n = 14
w % of
Numbe r Item ' Agreement
I am bothered by the fact that....
1. (4)*® 1 become discouraged rather easily. 82%
2. {(9)* 1 do not feel I help others enough. 82%
3. (23)* 1 don't do enough to help others. 73%
L. (30)%= 1 am not a good example to a younger ¢
brother/sister. , 55%

5. (37)% 1 cannot forgive myself for things 1

have done. 82%
6. (45)% I cannot keep from thinking thoughts o
I feel I shouldn't have. 82%
7. (53)% 1 cannot 1live up to the standards 1 have :
set for myself. ' 82%

8. (62)% 1 sometimes have a feeling of superiority. 82%

9. (67)* Things sometimes do not go ‘the way I

want’ them to.| 55%
T10. (94)* 1 get angry at "little things". 82%
11. (96)* It seems that I can never do anything
b right. . 82%
iZ}f(98)* I often feel sorry for %yself, ' - 55%°
13.(102)* I day-dream too much, 73%
I wonder about.... \
14.(1065# Why I behqyé as I do. - | 55%

# Serial number of the item in the questionnaire.



The items in Table 3.7 for. the scale relating to
famlly unity possess a high percentage of agreement. All
ltems were apgreeéd upon by the judges at a level of 91% or
greater: In fact, over one half of the items has una-
nimity.

In terms of content valldity, there is little doubt
that the items do, in fact, assess concerns the youth may
have about the emotional climate in the home. For example,
item f 2 is concerned about the need for a greater feeling
of love in the home and item # 6 is concerned about the fact
that the mother and the father do not get along as they
should.

The importance of this construct is suggested by

several adolescent psychologists (Garrison, 1965; Wattenburg,

1955; Erikson, 1950--to name a few) who maintain that even

4]

though a young person wishes to be independent of the family,

he does want and need to retain emotional ties with the
home. This is reflected in a warm emotional atmésphéré in

the home,



b
TABLE 3.7
ITEMS ASSIGNED BY JULGES TO SCALE # 2(a): f
FAMILY UNITY
n =717
, .
: % of
Numbe r Item Agreement
f A
1 am bothered by the fact that....
1. (1)* We are not close as members of a f
family. 91%
2. {(11)* We need a greater feeling of love in
our family. + 100%
/!
3. (19)* There are not enough social activities
’ in our home. 91%
L. (28)* My family is not as happy as 1 wish it 7
were. 100%
5. (47)% The members of my family are not con~ ,
siderate of each other. 100%
6. (54)% M& father and mother do not get along ,
as they should. 91%
7- (81)* We do not do thingb together as a )
family. 100%

#* Serial number of the item in the questionnaire.
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Like the scale representing 'family unity', the items
in the scale given in Table 3.8 also possessed a high degree
of agreement between the judges. All items had a percentage
of agreement of 82% or greater.

The content of this scale reflects the adolescent's
concern about his parents not understanding him. He has
reached the age when he wants to be independent from his
parents!t festrictions. Erikson (1940) labels this stage of
development, "ego identity™. The parent often does not rec-
ognize this and continues to treat him as if he were 3till a
small child. This, of course, only increases the anxiety of
the adolescenﬁ. As stated earlier, the child is .torn in two
ways: He wants independence from home and wishes to estab-
lish new ties with his peers and attempts to model heroes
such as movie stars, racing drivers, teachers and other

spend his own

o

popular figures. While wanting freedom t

money, Ub come and go as he pleases and to wear the clothes

Pt
a

<

he likes, the young person also wants to have the protection
and security of the home. Scale # 2(a) was devised to assess
the latter whilt Scale # 2(b) is designed to assess the .

\

former,



TABLE 3.8

ITEMS ASSIGNED BYe JUDGES TO SCALE # 2(

PARENTAL UNDERSTANDING

56

n = 13
% of
Number Item Agreement
” I am béthergd by the fact that....
1. (R)* My parents seem to have forgotten how
it feels to be young. — T g
2. (12)* It is hard to discuss my problems with
my mother. 100%
3. (R0)* My patents (mother or father) nag me. 82%
L. (29)* My parents (mother or father) try to 7
pry ipto my private life, 82%
5. (38)*% My parents (mother or father) do not -
like some of my friends. 91%
6. (48)* My parents (mother or father) do not ~
understand my dating problems. 9%
7. (55)% My parents (mother' or father) do not v
let me make my own decisions. (ﬁ 82%
8. (64)* My father is not as 1nterested in me
as I would like. 100%
9. (65)* My parents (mother or father) force ;
religion on me. I 100%
10. (70)* 1 do not understand my parentg. 91% -
11. (74)* My parents (mother or father) are too ‘
- strict. : 100%
12. (76)* My mother is not as interested in me
. as I would like. 100%

b



TABLE 3.8 (continued) N
% of
Number Item Agreement
13. (82)* My parents (mother or father) do not
trust me. 100%

% Serilal number of the item in the questionnaire.



Scale # 3, whose iltems are gchﬁ in Table 3.9, 1is
‘denigned to uﬁhusﬁ soclal consclousness. A notable feature
of this scale was that on all the ltems, except two (itemu N
and 12), the judﬂés had perfect apgreement. Item 4 was chosen
by 91% of the jgdneg. Item 12, which was also included in
Becale f# 1(a), had theé minimun 95% agreement. JIncldentally,

p

this was the only item which the judges had assigned to two
categories. When one examines the item, the reason becomes
obvious-~the item concerns the broéder social issue as well
as peer relationt. o | ' .

The rationale of tﬁiérscalé is derived from the tend~-
ency of yOﬁng people io be idealistic in their approach to

lifg. They are growing up in a society where they are free

to pursue their own beliefs. The mass media and extensive
education programs make the youth aware, of developments in

are. inclined to be critical and highly concerned about injus~
tices in their society, pollution, crime and violence, war

and other ills of the society., L



TABLE 3.9

1TEMS ASS1GNED BY JUDGES TO SCALE # 3
SOCIAL (,UNJ(JIUUbNLoS

59

S

. é
n = 13
% of
Number [tem 7 Agreement
(4
1 am bot,hcr‘ed by the fact thut,,_’
1. (8)% Our national government oft;en seems
unresponsive to the needs of the
people. 100%
2. (10)* Pollution of our air and water threat- 7
ens to destroy all human 1ifé, 100%
3. (17)* Some of the state laws now being :
enforced are unjush. 100%
he (27)% Friends of mine, who don't believe ip
‘war, are belng forced to enter the , 7
milinary SPTVLCE.; 91%
5. (36)% Our world mdy be destroyed by a
nuclear war. / 100%
6. (61)% Peace a ﬂ? natl/ 5 seems impossible. 100%
7. (63)* Revolution and ¢1olénce may destroy .,
our country sooh_ 100%
8. (73)% The ideals of Uhe Constitution are far
from the realiyles of Amerlcd today. 100%
9. (88)% Some people. want to destroy our govern-
ment because they Ilnd things to
criticize, : 100%
10. (92)% There is so much violence and crime (
today. ’ 100%
11. (95)% War seems to be a useless butchery. 100%
- [
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TABLE 3.9 (Corn,inuc@)y'
~ : S,
. % of
Numbe r ftem Agreement

12.(103)% Quite a few in my school are exper-

imenting with drugs. = 55%
1 wonder about....
13.(113)"2 Whether it is really fair for some
men to be unwilling to enter the )
armed services. ) 100%
\ pa
< 4

#  Serdal number -of the item in the questionnaire.
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Conclusion Regarding the Substantive Component
of Construct Validity

It has been secen above thut Lhe agreeﬁent amongst
Lhe judges was high in repard to most of the items andlthat
the instances of lower agreement were limited to three broad
catepories: self, family and society. The items related ;o
Conéérns about the self were the most obvious. For example,
some of the judges had difdiculty trying to decide whether
an item belonged to the category related to self-confidence
or to the category related to personal faults. The Judges,

on the other hand, had no difficulty in deciding whether -an
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atepgories within this group.

')

The agreement jamong the Judges was too good to

believe. Perhaps because the investigator had spent a great

deal of time and effort developing the rationale of the var-

<
J

lous constructs and selecting appropriate items fromithe,
fouth Research Centre Survey, there were few items indeed
which, on the basis of content, did not seem appropfiate for
any of the constructs. Theée use of Jjudges did, however, offer
ampie support to substantife‘validity.

The use of a panel of judges rather than depending on

; \
the judgment of the investigator alone naturally improved
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substantive validity. This can be explained in terms of the
notion of classification of the sources of variance first
discussed by Thorndike (1Y%51) and later expanded by Stanley
(1971) khich proposes that the sources of unreliability can
be pa;‘tit,l()ﬂ(’:d into four.components. The first is the
lasting~peneral source which is a function of the underlying
trait. Isoclating this Validakes the construct. The threg
remaining components of sources of variances depend upon the
abilities, blases, interests and other extraneous factors
possessed by the judges. The use of a larﬁer number of
Judges helps to reduce the latter and leads to higher reli-
ability and better content validity or substantive component
of the scale. |

The assignment of the items as dong by each member of

&

the- panel wa
o ,
Judge suggested that thelpr assigpments were infiuenced by the

"

also examined. Follow-up discussioj
factors other than the description of the underlying ration-
ale presentéd to them in their instructions for assigning
Atems. One judge often départed from-the rest of the gréﬁp
and assigned many items to two or three Categofies. Had he
been, the sole judge, as is often the case in field:settingé,
the scales would have looked very different.l,Thé‘contribﬁ~
tion of a multiplicity of judges is, thus, obvious.

Another possible benefit of using a large number of
trained judées arisés from the fact that the researcher is

obligated to fully develop and clearly explain his rationale.
! B V )\ i

s with each
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It the apgreemegt among the judges 1s very low d%‘a substan-
tial number of the items, then it suggests that perhaps the
ratlonale itself 1s either not clearly expounded or Lhat the
item pool does not represent the 'universe! as defined by
the rationale. In either cuse, the researcher should recon-
slder his rationale, the constructs, the universe implied by
each of the consﬁructs and the particular items that are
selected for the scales.

In view of thé facgt that the judges were in high
apreement about the assignment of the items to the various
constructs, one could say that the rati%nale of the constructs

used here was clear and that the substantive”validity of the

The Structural Component of Construct Validity
The next step in developing a set of scales having

S=

Q
4

cceptable construct validity is to consider the major qu
L] . !

tion: 1'Once scales have been developed rationally, can they

be refined further through examining them psychometrically

with respect to the nature of the inter-correlations of the

items within each scale?' This amounts to an essment of

the 'stfuctur!@ of the scales. According to
LY

(1957), this includes such aspects as homogeneity’or:func—
tional unity.- The latter implies that whereas in the opinion
of the judges, the items seem to be aliké, do they really
'functiont or Eehave as a team in actual practice.

A



4.

In this study, the problem was approached through ihe

application of two sequential steps:

L. Correlational analysis of the rationally devel~
oped scales to exclude items which detract from
the homogeneity or functional unity of the
scales,

<. Differential weighting of the responses to the

internal consistency of the scales.

L4
items within each sjale in order to maximize the
For the substantive component, a consensus of the
Judges had provided the data. For the structural component ,
the data consisted of the subjects! (N = 7050) responses to
the items within each of the scales,

The correlational analysis employed in this study was

a conceptually simple and easy to use method of cluster
analysis as developed by DuBois, Gleser and Loevinger (1953)

and pT@ﬁTamméd by Gupta and Burnett (1972). The technl que
selects a nucleus of three items which give maximum possible
homogeneity, then adds the fourth item such that the item
addedrimproves the homogeneity maximally. Similarly, it
continués to-add one item at a time until it reaches a point
at which the homogeneity of the cluster begins to fall rather’
than rise with the addition of” another item,

The quantitative critgrién used was ﬁhe maximizing

ratio given by (1)

. - -
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NS ZZCQ (1)
ZVI b ZZCU
where 1 = subscript for the items extracted from the item

pool, and renumbered 1 to n,
Vi = the variance of item 1,
Cij = the covariance of item i with item j,
n = the number of items in a cluster at a given
stage of the analysis.
Cronbach's alpha coefficlent is a function of the S-ratio
since |

=< = " 22y
n-1 ZVA *ZZC'J

The structural examination of a scale can improve it
through one or more of the following ways:

l. A reduction in the size of the scale and, simul-

Pt

taneously, imﬁrcveméﬁt in its reliability.

2. Eféak down of the scdle into two or more pafts;
one with high and the remaining with high, medium
or:efen poor reliability.

Each of the subjectibely and logically derived scéles

was cluster analyzed,'with the following outcomes:

Scale # 1(a)

Item 103 was deleted from Scale # 1(a). It referred
to the use of drugs. The other items in the scale atfe re-

lated to a youth's 'concerns about people:around him, (his
B : = ‘ bl
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triends, Léuchcrs and other adults) ahd soclal relatlions
with people in general. There was already some doubt about
the item lopgically fitting well with the others in the con-
struct and its removal clearly improves psychological
interpretability of the scale.

The internal conslstency also improved when the item

N .
was removed from .84 to .85.

Ig s 6, 15, 25 and L3 relate to school life and
friends.;ggtem 6 refers to youths' perception of tﬁe teach~
er's ability to understand young people; item 15 1s concerned
with the fairness of teachers; item 25 bemoans the fact that
there is not enough fecreation in school;mitém 43 expresses
the individual's feeling that he is blamed for things he does
not do; item 33 is concerned about adults not appreciating
young people. The rémainiﬂg items reflect concern about peer

relations in general, including interests, friends and pres-

sure from peer groups. The total score can be interpreted as

concern for relationships with friends, teachers and peers.

Scale # 1(b) ;

| The rationally devéloped Scale # 1(b) relating to
con¢erns over relationship with the opposite sex broke down
into two clusters (called Scale # 1(b)=1 and # 1(b)~2 hence-
fofth), each having sufficiently high reliabilityrand,
t@erefore, deserving to be called a %céle. The items related

to the more serious concerns of selecting a spouse constituted



o¥)
one scale. It included ltems related to concerns about what
to look for in a life partner, whether or not onerwould
marry soweone who will bring happiness, whether “or not one
would find someone who would share his interests and whether
or not one would find anyone at all.
An alpha coefficient of .82 fo%FScale # 1(b)-1 pro-
vides psychometric evidence that the séale represents a
factor or construct in its own right.
' Scale # 1(b)~2 is related to anxiety and concern about

sex and soclal relations with the opposite sex. It includes

ltems such as 'l am bothered by the fact that I can't seem

to think straight whbh my sexual fee lings are aroused' and

'I do not know what a boy/girl expects when on a date'.

t
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ests to the fact
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ct

An alpha coefficient of .8

the ltems are sufficiently homogeneous and, therefqre,
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stitute a separaté scale.

The items for the two resulting 1e
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Scal # 1(b)-~1
I wonder about....
1. (105) what to look for in a life partner.

2. (107) Whether I will marry someone who will
give me happiness.

3. (111) Whether I will find a life partner.
L. (113) Whether®I can find a life partner who
- feels the way 1 do about things that are
right and wrong. b 2

43



Scale # 1(b)-

‘>
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I am bothered by the fact that....

1.

6.

-

-
fa o]

Scale # l(ql

(21)

(83)

(109)

I can't seem to think straight when my
sexual feelings are aroused,

1 cannot think of sex in marriage as
sacred.

I am afraid of marriage.

I allow my feelings to over balance my
values in matters of sexual behavior.

I do not kno$ what a boy (or girl)
gxpects on a date,

1 find it hard to defend my moral beliefs
about sex,

There are not enough opportunities to be
with a mixed group (boys and girls) in
soclal activities,

I fall in love too easily.
1 cannot stop ‘liking the one with whom I
broke up. '

L don't know how boys (or girls) think.

1 wonder about....

1. (108) How to keep boys/girls interested in me.

Whether my sexual desires are normal.

~This scale, relating to lack of self-confidence, did

not undergo any change as a result of cluster analysis. The

psychometric analysis in such a case jserves the important

purpose 6f‘supporting the judges! assignmént. Its internal

consistency of .80 is evidence of its cohesiveness.



69
Scale ¢ 1(d)

Two items were dropped from this scale related to

school relations and problems. They are items # 34, 'School
requires too much of a person'é time, ' and # 69, *'School
subjects do 'not offer me enough challenge.!'! This scale is
designed to measure the concern of youth for school and the
related work. Apparently, the items dropped did not fit the -
reneral nature of the scale as a whole. The reméining items
are more directly related to personal issues asgociated with
school work, e.g. lnability to study, inability to take
studying seriously and difficulty in concentrating on school
work. This is reflected in items such &@s 'I have little |
interest in school studies' (f 5); 'I do not take my studies
seriously enough' (# 14); and 'I don't know how to study

i

f the scale is .83,

U

~well' (# 42). The homogeneity

@]

Scale # 1€e)

"I‘hé items for tjhis scale did not cha%@% a@a result
of the cluster analysis of the judges' assignments. As with.
Scale # 1(c), the psychometﬁic analysis served the important
purpose q&féupporting the judges! assignmenté. Its internaI;

consistency was .83.

Scale # 24a
It related to concerns over family togetherness and
harmony within the home. It did not change when cluster

analyzéd'énd yielded alpha coefficient .85. It provided
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ample support to the judges' assigmment. It would be re-~
called that on each item in 1it, the consefisus among the

o ) o
Jjudges was in excess of YO%k.

Scale 2{b

Like Scales # 1l(e), # 1(c) and # 2(a), this scale
relating to parental understanding was not altered by clus-
ter analysis. Once agaln, the coefficient alpha was high

e

(-87).

Scale # 3

This scale pertains to social consciousness and was
modified by dropping item # 27, 'Friends of mine wnb don't
believe in war are being forced to enter militaryvéefviCé,*

as a result of cluster analysis. The internal consistency

#

[e]

f the resulting scale is .82.

In summary, the cluster analysis of the judges®

LY
=

scales served two purposes. First; it assisted the investi-
gator in a systematic and objective manner to remove those
items on which the responses of the subjects were not highly
Wf-correlated. This had the overall effecf of impr?ving the
vy'igpternal consistenéy which, in turn, improves the psycho-
i& aééical interp}etahility of the scores on the resulting
scaies. Secondly, it served to supportpfhe judges! decisions
on four of the eight scales., . The;e:anaiyses'resulted in the

deletion of one item from each of Scales # 1(a) and # 3 and

3

A
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two items ftrom Scale #,1(d). Also, Scale # 1(b) was spliv
into two separate scales, each with sufficiently high alpha

coefticient.

Maximlzing the Internal ConsislencCy

In ordér to further increase the homogeneily of the
Scales, it was declded to assign to the responses for the
item optimum welghts by using therkethod of Reciprocal
Averages (Mosier, 1943, 1946). &

Briefly, this method begins with the researcher as-
signing numeriéal welghts to the item responses as a first
judgmental approximatioﬂ. In thf study, the items were
assigned welghts from one to six for the alternative re-
sponse items. To obtain the second éppigximation of weigh£s,

/i

the response welghts were adjusted 1n proportion to the mean

o
UJ‘
Ch
"‘J

total r the particular s&b~gr0up of persons giving a
specific item response. The total %%? mean scores for éach

sub-group on a particular response aPe once again calculated
( N )

and weights @rther adjusted. This procedure continues in

rsuccessive iterations until no fu&ther;noticeable change
occurs by the adgustments of this type. Summary scores thus

obtalned yleld maximum correlation with each of the 1tems
\

_within the scale éng, consequently, the reliability of the

. ~ / N

scores in the sense oX internal consistency 1s maximized.

Each of the refinéd_scales resulting from the cluster

analysis was subjected to the met od of reciprocal averages
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and the maxdmized dulecnal consistency was obtagned.  The
I\

! i
apriori and the final reliabl lities are riven an Table 3,10,

-

An examination of Table 3.10 shows that the scales

’ . :

were hiphly reliable betore the responses were welpghted
5

optimally. In this case, it was difticult vo }mprove the -
already present high internal consistencies By £he use‘or
Lhe Reciprocal Averages method. Improvement is invariably
present,_h;wever. It can be recommended, therefore, that

- : :
whére .computing facilities are avallable, it is worth using

-

the method of Reciprocal Averages.

=

r



SCALE KELLIABILITIES BEFORE AND AFTER USING

TABLE 3.10

THE METHOD OF RECLPROCAL AVERAGES

Reliability

Reliapility

befére af;er

Optimum optimuwn
scale welghting weighting
1(a) -850 -875
L{b)~1 A 816 .839
1{b)-2 N <834
1(c) H .832 =362
1(a) =194 - 846
1(e) 826 -84,
2(a) 847 862
Z(b) -872 -899
3 .817. . 864

@
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Summary Regarding the Structural Component
ot Construct Validity

It 15 noted that the structural criteria of construct
validity, when applied to the judges! scales, modified as
many as four of the eipht scales. In one lnstance, Scale
# 1(b): Peer Relations (Opposite Sex), the scale was even
subdivided into two separate scales, each having high alpha.
These two scales respectively conslder concerns related to
marriage and those related to casual dating and sex. 1In

marriage-related concerns,

the young peoa%e appear to be
afraid of making a poor choice of a partner. - They are éone
cerned dbout the compatability with their spouse. On the

other hand, in social and casual relatlionships with the
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The three other scales which were slightly modified
as a‘kesult of the cluster analysis were Sc e # 1(a) iFeer

Relations (ueneral),fb ale # 1(d): Sohoolfﬁeletions and

R

Problems and Scale # 3: Social Consciousness. Thesevwere
altered through the deletlon of one or two 1tems as. a result
of whlch, internal consmstency showed some 1mprOVement

Scale # 1l(a) was reduced by one 1tem with logical justifi-

‘cation as well. Scale # l(d) shortened by two items, again

with. suff1c1ent ratlonal JustlflCdthn.



While many of the changes in the scale via the struc-

tural component criteria seem mimdmal, they are nevertheless
essentlial dn_having a closer look at the substantive valid-
1ty ot the scales. 1t starts becomlng clearer why many of
- ¢

the excluded ltems are rejected when one re-examines the
items in light of this new information. Scales which had no

‘ .
changes are - further verified and one can then proceed with
his research with greater assurance that he is dealing with
well defined qusbructs.

I‘xLeIrml Component of Constru
Usingz Entire Scal

(UFJ

t Validity:
4 .

' The O'Ilrmdtlun of construct validity requires in~

formatilon from as many sources as possible, including what

Loevinger called the external component. It comes close to

"eriterion~related validity" as described by the APA (1966).
The latter can be assessed either by using.a predictive cri-

terion or a concurrent one. This re search will use the

The method of. concurrent validation is the one.most
frequently employed by psychologists and educators when
assessing the construct validity of a test. It 1s often

accompllshed by correlatlng the scores on an dCCepted

A, ~
; e

proven, well- known., 1nstrumept de81pned to meafure the same

construct to the scores on the new*1nstrument whlch sSuppos-

edly, hao'certaln practlcal or ddmlnlbtrdtlve ddvantabes.
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in the absence of such instruments for measuringg the
constructs of interest in this research, 1L was not possible
Lo examine concurrent valldity throupgh the correlational
approach. Therefore, an alternative mctatd, and probably a
more justifiable one, was adopted here. 1o a nutshell, it
amounted to making raltionally and theoretically justifiable
predictions and then examining them emplrically to see
whether they are substantiated or not. For this purpose,

d-as

(;\

behaviors shown independently of Lhé scales were use

criteria. Thepe were ellcited on sclcctcd ltems of blo-
graphical and sociological nature conc erning the subject.
They are listed in Figure 3.1. The responses on these items

were obtained at the Same time at which the items which
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concurrent valid
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The, approach adopted here is direct

in the theory underlying thé constructs.
preferable to hé usual corrclatlunal dppTOuCh since the
latter could easily mean that oné is Simply dupllcatinz the

. fFor

144

accepted 'mistakes' of the previous ;c%earcrer

-

~ example, if one constrfucts a new instrument designed to meas-

ure intelligence and correlates the scores with those from
A

some well known 1nstrument such as the Stanford Blnet
In&elllgence Scale then a high correlatlon.could be merely

a measure of success in repllcatlng the edrﬁler but . outmoded

concept of intelligence used by Terman and érﬁet.

- f ¥ n *




Nuwabye Item - Classificatlous
o (13)% 1 tend to be a lonely person. 1. yes
da N0, somellmes
Ja (20)% L find 1ife exclling and full o no, somet imes
ol lun. .o yes
3. (95)» My parents are Loo strict., l. very much
: 2. somewhat
i ’ J.  never
.
Lo (157)% 1 have considered suicide. 1. yes
7. no
5.(181)*  How many close friends do you l. fewer than 3
- . have, people whom you feel a3 to. 7
rﬁaiiy care aboul you? 3. 8.or more
. ]
6.(192)% To what degree do you leel 1. EQQE at all
trusted by your parents (or " 2. sohewl@i
“puardian)? J. - very muth
7-(199)* Choose tﬂé.numbé‘»trit best
1llustrates where you are in l. periphery 2
your circle of closest 2. 1in between '
friends. 3.- centre
8.(209)# 1 have trouble getting along L. yes- ,
. with my father. e RO,
9.(210)% T1.have trouble pgetting along 1. yes
with my mother. h £+ no
10.(220)% We have had serious, diffi- ) .
" culties ip our home (pro-
longed i1llness, unemployment, -
death or injuries; personal :
problems) during the past l. yes -
year. . : 2. Do -

'l

rd

% Serial number’of item in theiYOuéﬁrResearch Ce

- ' o - - 4 . . - ,r - .
Figure 3.1. : Criterion Items Used to -Examine :the Externd8

- Componént of Construct Validity.

NE
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ntre- Survey. .«
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The examination ol” the external component of con-

struct valldity consisted of Lwo aspects.  first, the pre-
dictlons were examlned usling 8BCOTels ol an entire scale.
Secondly, they were examlned, using the responses Lo each
item within that scale based upon Lhe logic that what a scale
does an o whole should also be done by each of its parts, in
this ease. cach item. It is implied here that the valldity
of a scale can be improved by deleling Lhose ltels, if any,
which fail in this respect. The resulting shorter scale

would have higher validity, though it could have marginally

r reliability.

C\‘

The rationale used for thls purposg was as £ollows
fYouth who lack a sense of mutu&llty with others will obtain

scores whlch are Si@gifif:ﬁtly different on each of the

yﬂ\

sSe
scales (and on egch item within each scale) than 'those who

L}

experience this mutuality. That' is, . it is expected that

o)

) . o { o ; .
y@uth who feel that they do not belong to some group such as

sexperience a cer-~

| x
tain 16%?1 of concern. At phe same tlme( yéuﬂg people who
are fuli} accepted and trus ted by thelr p@erb, parents,
teachers and friends, both adult, and youth, will be 51gn1f~

icantly less concerned about themselves, their families or

.thé current state of their society and country.

\

More. spec1f1cally, the follow1ng researchthypothebgs

By's M i
S

were set up. - o ' PR L

- . ~ e
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1. Youlh who rebor.‘t, Lhatl they tend Lo be lonely

(item # 13) are more likely Lo score hipgher on

Lhe scales than those whd do ot 50 report. {
#a Touth who report that they do not find lite excit~

ing, (Atem f# 20) will score higher than those who

report that Lhey find life exciting.
J.  TYouth who feel Lhat their parents are too strict
(item f 95) will score higher on the scales than

those who feel that their parents are not strict.
L. Youth who report that they have c¢onsidered suicide

(item # 157) will have bhigher scores than those

‘who have never considered such.
5. Youth who feel that they have few close friends

t | T

(item # 181) will obtain higher 5cores than those

6. Youth who do not feel trustéd'byzthéir parents

(item # 192) will oBtain higher scores than those

who feel that their parents do_trust them.

7. Youth who feel that they are on the periphery of
. :

their circle of friends (item # 199) will -obtain

7,:: hish%r meén’écores Sh the scales than those who
- feel that they éreanéar the'ceﬂtéé dﬁi?his Fircle '
of, friends. - .
78S Yputh whoff?el that thexingve_tngﬁ?fe‘gect%pg :
along with their fathers (item.# 209), will obtain
sy N & - ;

higher scores, than those who do not feel this way.
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. Y, Youth who report that they have trouble vetting,

alony with their mothers (item f# <10) will obtain

} . 1 ]
hiher score.s than those who do not feel this way.

AN

1O. Youth whe come !'rom homes which have had serious

ditfficulties in their homes (item # 220) during
the past year will score higher on scales for

assessing «concerns than those who dild not have

such difficulties. .

1t will be recalled that there were nine scales in
all when the structural component of conStruct validity was
examined. In terms of the two basic premises of the Youth

3

Research Centre Survey--I utuallEI and Sense of Mission--the

résearch hypotheses or not. oy

.The ten criterlén items listed in Figure 3.1 cor-

r

: é | N .
respond to the above research hypotheses. Contrasting groups

"were formed on the basis of the subjects? responses to each

Y

of the ten criterion items and then were employed to test

the null ver51on ‘of the research hypotheses.

‘

s,
f 2* Ten seéts of contrasting groups were fd‘ﬁed by sor%;ng

the responses to each of the ten criterion items. In most

L]
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cases (ltems g 13, 20, 1457, 209, 210 and . /«0), the sel con-

?
slsted of Lwo proups. o some (1lems 4 Yy 1381, 192 and
19%), it has Lhree groups. For example, 1n the LWo group

sets, all Lhose who responded 'no' or 'somelimes! were

-

sorted Anto one group, while those who responded 'yes' were
sorted into the other contrasting group. These included

items # 13, 20 157, 209, 210 and 220.

>

The scores of the subjects within cach conlrasting

- =

proup were analyzgd by one~way analysls of variance. They

provided the necessary evidenge Lo enable the researchéf to

g

/
either refect or not Hﬁ)cgt a null hypothesis. A blhﬂkilc nt

F-~ratio implied that the corre sponding vaearth hypothesis

-3
had been confirmed-or sustained.
Let us consider Scale # 1l(a) in detail. .It relates
to the concerns about relations with peers ané teachers.

The uﬁdéfiyiﬁé rationale of the ten hyp@thésé% aS§uméé;tpat

the youth who ar€é anxious about their rela tionship with

others will manifest fhe xxlety:ln hlgh scores on the scale, -

On the contrary, youbh who ?KpﬁriéﬂCE warmth love and ac~
LAt L

ceptance by thelr Irgends fﬁoth g?er dnd adult, wi. % e le

)]
Ui

-

anxlous and hence will Obtd%ﬂ L0W£r scores on this scale.

’

The results are given Ln Table 3 11.“ It  shows that,
‘each of ,the ten research hypotheseS‘ls plear%&,subspaingd;

'Criterionritem # 13 (Fig. 3.1) i%ithé basis for ‘hypo-~
thgsiSﬂnofglg ‘Yquth who report that theyV%;nd té be 10nely;

Coowill sédre-highgr than ‘those who report‘thqt,they do not
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MEANG  AND F-RATIOSL FOR SCALE # 1(a):

TABLE 3.11

PEEH RELAT i UNS

(GENERAL) FOR CONTHASTING GHOUPS FORMED
ON THE TEN CRITEKIA

A

7 Means
Hypothesis 1 2 3 F-ratio ™  Probability

1. (13)= ShohY 30,40 LHE .5 .00

2. (20)% 33,08 2940 338.86 .00
C3. (95)F 32.57 B0LE 27.26 168.86 o .00

h. (157)%° LJ_Z 33 by 301.02 .00

5. (181 )= ;;f 3Lah9 29kl 101.91 . .06

6. (192)# 32.05 32,96 5<>-1’/ : &17 . .00

7. (199)%  34.08 31.75° 30.0h | 8k.73 .00

B. (R09)= 36. 60 3,3‘80? (\Zé.w .00

9. (210)# 36.39  3.00 106.42 .00
10. (220)*%  35.69 3h4.15 47450 27,00
% Se ’ the Youth Fesearch Centre Survey
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tend Lo be lunclyl.' The prediction 1s borne oul as can he
ng -

cseen trom Table 3.11. Those who Lend to be lonely have &

mean score ol 3h.4Y, while those who report that they do not
tend to be lonely obLaAned a significantiy lower/méan score
éf 30.40. These results comply with the rationale that per-
sons who Lend Lo be lonely are Concerned;ahout belng accepted
Ly others. : C

The same rationale applies to hypothesis no. X, 'Youth
who find life full of fun and exciting will nol be as anxious
and concerned about relations with peers and teachers ahd,

[

Lherei re, will not obtain scores as high on Scale ¢ 1(a) as

these who do pot' find life exciting. This is confirmed by

the blTnlilcantly diffe

Persons who f él that thelr parents are too 'strict
A
will manifest, in penera %} a higher degree of concern ovenr
ion S f"f ends and teachers included) °

nships with ULh?f

than those ﬁh@ fleel that Lhéir parents are not too strict.
This is the basis for hypothesis nos 3 %n Scale # 1{a). It

is noted that this hypothesis employs three tontrasting
groups.’ As indicated in Figure 3.1 for criterion item # 95,

the classificattons, -1in general, includej(l) fqﬁite a bit,

(2) sdmewhat, (3)r'nevér. The results in, Tdble 3.11 show

that the null hypothesis is.clearl% regected thus conflrm—

. i . a
ihg the,reseérch’hypbthésis that ’%ouéh who feel_that their
ggréﬁts are too strict will scere higher than those who‘féel
that their parents are not strict', »

’ . PR . &



" than those who have many friends. This Aypothesls (no.

31,
Hypothesis no. 4, 'Youth who report that they have
consldercd sulcide will obtain hipher me:z;n scores than those
who have pever considered 1t' is formulated on the premise
thatl depressed people have a high level of concern over
relatiouships with friends and teachers. Scale g 1(a) is
tested on Lhas hypothesis By comparing the :jllt)JeCt;b" :jcures’
from the contrasting groups comprising those who have con-
sldered suic’ixfe versus those who ‘have not ceopsidered 1it.
The results ih TAb le 3.11 confirm therréSéafcﬁ“hxpotheSis:ds

stated above.,

y
»

Presumab’t, those young people who have few friends

will be more concerned about their relatieéns with others

RVl
e

/

was tested, using the three contrasting froups based on cri-
terion item # 181 (Fig. 3.1).' These contrasting groups
lude those sub jects with (1) 8 ot more friends, (ii)’ 3~

1
to 7 friends and (i11) fewer naq 3 friends. The results

Scale # 1(a) confirmed it.

v
!
Q
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3
o
o
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W
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- It was expected that 'the degree to which a subject

felt trusted by his parents would be related to the score he

' would obtain on Scale # 1(a). Criterion item # 192 served

as the basis for, this predigiion. Three contrasting groupé

were employed in the analysis including (l) not trusted ?t

all, (2) somewhat trusted and (3) very much trusted Exaﬁ—u,

1natlon'of Tabie 3. ll for hypothesis no. 6 shows tha%$d

4



{ 8()
was a4 sipgnificant difterence between Lhe Lhree categories on
the mean s¢ores on Lcale f 1(a). However, the results in

. one case somewhatl departed from the prediction.
- &‘ '
Comparisons of all possible palrs of the three con-
o
trasting groups for hypothesis no. O on Lecale f 1(a) are
. . . } (
yiven in Table 3.12. It is noted that the means ol group 1
(not at all) and proup’'? (somewhatl) are not significantly
- " *

different. At the same Lime, it 1s shown that the difflerences

between the' means of group 1 (not at all) and group 3 (very\’

much) are significant. The difference between the means of
group 2 (somewhat) and group ¢ (very much) is also significant.
. . “ A
i
TABLE 3.1% P -
T :-, ! .
/' PROBABILITY MATHIX FUR MULTIPLE COMPARISON gF MEANS -
) FOR HYPUTHESIS NO. O £FUlt SCALE 4 l(fd
Co : PEER RELATIONS (GENEHAL) :
—_— — — - T S , iy
o ) I
Contrast K <Lontrast Groups .
Groups 1 2 ?
_ : ’ _ /
) {
1 1.00 .06 1. O0%
2 ,Ub 0 ’ / .‘.O@*V
3 .00% ~/ 1.00
—t ’ ¢! -_ - S ,Z
# Significant beyond .01 levels - /'/
: .o ! /.
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a , \
(’From these results i&X 1Is obvious that research hypothesis
'no. & has been confirmed on the basis of two categories~-

- - @& .
those who feel trusted by thelr parents versus those who 'do
- ‘i

not fteel trusted.

Criterion item # 199 relates to the subject's per-

Cegtion of where he feels that he fits 1n his éircle of
frignds; As nolted from Figﬁre 3:1, responses to this item
were uSediéo generate;connrasting groups based on where in
his qgircle Of friends he feels he fits. These are (1) on
the pﬁrlﬁhefy,’(Q) in between the centre and the peripherf
and (3) in the centre. Hypothesis no. 7 postulates that
those who feel tflat they are on the outside of their circle
& of friends will obtain high.scores on Scale # 1(a) which is
de%igned to asééss £héir‘1é}el of concern over relations with
their friends. Tgiﬁ-%ﬁ based én the assumption that féuﬁ@
ppoélé’need andiseék close companiénship:yith others. In’
this ﬁarticular sasé, the research hypothesis that 'Youth who

feel. that they are on the periphery of their circle of *,

friends will score higher on Scale f# 1(3} than those who feel

= R

Qs

that they_.are at the centre of tbéir:éiréle of frien&s' is
Confirmed as indiqatéd in Table 3.11 for hypothesis ﬂgi;lﬁ
T : Hypotheses no. 8 and no. 9 relate {o%the Subjeéts'[
relationships with their parents) i.e. 'Youth whorhave trouble
getting él&ng with their fafheES‘(criterion;item # 209) or
their mothers (criterion item # 210) will obtain higher scores

than those who do not have trouble getting along with their

.

P
o

“
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rarentst'.  The premise of mutualit .SUTHESLS,Lh@t‘ outh who
P p y £ yout

S : :
experience a relationship of warmth afd love with their.par-,

%

ents would be less concerned about relationships with others; . -

including friends; than those who do not experience this type’

5

-

of felaticnlship. - - N
Examination of‘the results for Scale\# 1(a) in Table
* 3.11 on hypotheses no. 8 and{hﬁv 9 ciéarly substantiates the
two research hypotheses. 7
Serious difficulties at home such as prol§n€€d 111~
ness, unemp$oyﬂenp, death, injuries or pérsonal problems,
can be:végy upsetting to an adolescent. This affects lils
relationship with his family which lg\dlﬁu reflected b;}l
feeling of uncertalnty in hib relationship with others
around him. Thus, it was‘reasonab%e Lo expect that adoles-~
cents who have experienced buch difficulties will obtain

hlpher scores on Scalg # 1(a

¢ | B ,
This, in fact, turned out to be true as the F-ratio

for hypothesis—so. 10 in Table 3.11 shows., Those who reported

e

Itles in their home /during the past yeap ‘i

7

than those who reported

CI

antly hl&her score
not experiencing any serious problemsiin“their home .,

The remaiming eight scales were examined simi&arly.:
The ‘;‘esults related to six of them-—Scaleé # 1(b)-2, # l(¢),
# i(d), # L(e), #‘Z(a) and # 2(b)~-were identical téﬁthose

| , ; b : ,
\ for Scale # 1(a). . o . _ .

M

o
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é;ﬁacg of the 10 research hypotheses was confirmed for
each of 6H§sg”siz séales; Since the results seem to be
‘repeﬁitive in naLure; thqy are given in Appendix B. LThe
qékure of the results tor Scales‘# 1(b)-1 and # 3 was dif-
ferent, however, to a substantial extent, as shown below.

R . Table 3.13 shows {hat for Scale # 1(b)~1, hypotheses
mndg; 5,36?and 7 ,were not rejected. Hence, it cannot be
implzed ihat there is a relationship between the scores from
this scaie which relate to concerns about marriage and the
Subjéct'S'perception of where he fits in his circle of ‘
friends or the number of close friends he has. Also, whether
or not a young pirson is trusted by his parents is not
:relatedrto hisfgéore on the scale related to marriage.

The results given in Table é.éO (Tables 3.14 to 3.19
constitute Abpendix B) show that the comments given above
for Scale # 1(b)-1 also appiy to Scale # 3. That is, neither
the subject's pérceptisn of where he fits in his circle of
friends nor the number of friends he has has a relationship

to his concern for society. As in Scale # 1(b)z2, there

(6]
e

W

<

s no relationship between degree of parents' trust and
\écores on the scale related to soclal consclousness.,

In summary, the rationale upon which the scales were
”&evelopsdﬂand upon which the research ﬁypqtheses were for-
.mu%ated is as follows:

Adolescents become more independent as they. grow olde}

and seek the warmth and cnmpanionsﬂip of others outside of

»



TABLE 3.13

MEANS AND FRAT10S FOR SCALE # 1(b)-1: PEER RELATIOUNS
(OPPOSITE SEX--MARRIAGE) FQR CONTRASTING GROUPS

- FORMED ON THE TEN CRITERIA - ®
Means -
Hypothesis 1 2 3 F-ratio Probability
1. (13)~» 41.50 \}V.Al 30.11 .00
e (20)A 4043 39.23 Lol ‘éiuu
3. (95)* Ll.5 38.81 135.01 11222 .00
e (157)% _A_;.f_f 38.99 71.37 .00
5. (181)% 39.85 40.16  39.34 I e .17
6. (192)= 39.A; 40.05 39.65 - 1.8l %% , .35
7. (199)%  40.03  39.89 39.74 0.23 % 246
8. (R09)%  41.29 39.26 37.37 .00
9. (R210)= 40.85  39.46 ! 16.50 | .00
10. (220)%  40.97 39.33 25.60 .00
) o . . _— R

i . L= T .
# Serdial number of item in the Youth Research Centre Survey

#%  Not significant



%  Not SW rificant

& "\ T
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TABLE 3.20 |
MEANS AND F~RATI10S FOR SCALE # 3: SOCLAL (,uNbuuUJM,Js
- FOR CONTRASTING GROUPS FORMED i ‘
ON THE TEN CRITERIA
~ — = =
Means -7 '
Hypothesis 1 2 3 F-ratio Probability
o (13)% 39.77 38.92 9eR3 .00
2. (R20O)* 39.54  38.06 16.00 .00 -
3. (95)= LO.60 35,55 29.55 1684 .44 ;qu
Lo (157)% 6.58 -34.13 83.03 .00
5. (181)% 38.83  39.37 38.94 2.3 5%% o -27
Ou (198)* 38.77 39.33 39.02 1.25% 41
7. (199) 38.51  39.01 .26 2. 19% .17 y
8. (209)%  36.47 31.32 58.95 l oo
9. (210)%  35.94 3455 23.31 .00
10. (220)%  36.07 34.40 36.75 .00 T
# Serilal number of item in the Ybuth Researc}l Centre ‘Surve'y.,
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their homes and families (including other adults such as
teachers as well as peers). Dufing this period, they begin
Lo develop strong relations with the\opposiLe sex. In addi-
tion, they are afraid of humiliation, particularlj in public,
and do not wish to maké themselves look toolish orhﬁﬁkward.
Related to this is the fear of noﬁ having met the standards
and goals set for them either by Lhemselves or by others
such as parents or SOClety at large. They also eagerly want
to do well 1n school and are concerned at the prospect of
failure to achieve this.

The adolescent changes from a small child who is com-
pletely dependent on his parpﬁté for his every emotional and
physical need to Bne who eagerly wants to be free, to earn
and spend hié own money and to seek his own friends. The
reluctance of the pareﬁts in allowing freedom to their chil-
dren often results in conflicts between the youthrand his
parents, thusfcréating a considérablg amount of anxiety for
" both the child 'and the pareﬁt,

While the adolebcent lskseeklng to break- away from
home and be free, he stlll desperately needs the love under—j
stahdlng and warmth of his parents. Thus he is torn between

wantlng to be free and wanting to remain in the comfort of

his home.

oy A~

From this rather brief account of the rationale under-
F)
lying the constructs and the predictions made on this basis,

the' concurrens .validity of Scales # 1(a), 1(b)=2, 1(c), %(di,

- -
o
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L{e), 2(a) and 2(b) has beenr established beyond a reasonable

’ 7 s .
doubt.  Somg doubt 15 left about Seales 1(b)-1 and 3,

,/‘j - . 13

- .

however, _ ) . .

weale # 1(b)-1 relates to concerns afmuu marri;&"e.

.

It would be recalled that originally it was a part of the
Judgest Scale f# 1(b): x'elut,i(mshi;;s with the opposite sex.
The fact that it did not support three of the ten predic-
tions suggests some weakness in it. The same applies to
Scale 4 3. It couwld, of course, be the weakness in the
rationale, too, but more about it in the mext section.

In peneral, 1t can be concluded that the use of re-
search h&potheses based on rational considerations was suc~—
cessful in estqbllshlng the external component of construct
validity of the scales. This approach seems to make some
contribution pd test development and can, thef%féfe, be

- recommended to researchers.

External Component of C nstruct Validi%y:
Using Item-Within-Scale Approach

The second step in assessing the external component
of construct validity was to examine ‘the same ten rational

predictions, using each individual item within each scale.

It is assumed that what the item does as a whole is,also

done by each of its parts, that is, the items.'
-Procedurally, the[respsnses to- each item in a scale

were analyzed in exactly the same manner as were the scores

0y
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on the entire scale. Also, the same contrasting groups and

the same research hypotheses were used for Lhils purpose.

#

To facjifitate the presentation and discussion of the

, results, two examples are selected. These are Scales # 1(d)
and £ 2(a). Scale # 2(a) AFig. 3.2) wa s selected because it
represented those scales whilch gave significant F's for all
the ten null hypotheses. The items in the scéle behaved as
expected, that 1s, each of the items supported eéch ol the
Len research hypotheses, as Table 3.21 shows. By impli-
cation, 1t supported the underlying rationale of the con-
structs, too. i

/
Scale # 1(d) (Fig. 3.3) was chosen because it repre-

was confirmed, althowgh, not all of its items, when examined
similarly, did so. It was the intent of tnis investigation
t@ridéﬂtify such items.

The results of testing the null versions of the ten

using, each item within Scale # i(d),

"

sented in Table 3.

&
o
&
o]
o}
[q4]
45}

g
>

2. The F~ratios (from analyses of

ariance) which are non-significant at < = ,05 are under-

<

lined for convenience. These are interpreted as failing to

confirm the research hypotheses.J
'All the items for Scale # 1(d), and the order in

which they were:included in the scale at the time of cluster

analysis, are presented in'Figure 3.3.

e
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I am bothered Yy the fact that....
1. (1)* We are not close as members of a family.
, . _
2. (1)7» We need a preater feeling of love in our
Family.
3. (%)% There are not enough social activities in our
; home: .

L. (1) My family is5 not as happy as 1 wish it were.

5. (2)* The members of my family are not considerate
' of each other.

6. (4)* My father and mother do not pet along as they
should.

s -
7. (3)* We do not do things tpgether as a family.

- ' - - -
# Order in which the items were added to the scale on
cluster analysis.

Figufé 3.2. Items in Scale # 2(a):, Family Unity
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. '\ TABLE 3.21
ijhABfﬁ&lihu FOR P -RATIUS WHEK THE 10 HYPOTHESES ARE
TESTED USING SRY ITEM OF SCALE # 2(a): :
s 'AMILY UNITY
~
S - ‘
ltem of Criterion ltems
Scale # 2(a) 1320 95 157 181 192 199 20y 210 20
=
1. (1)=» 00 VU VO VO VO VO VO VO - VO 00
2. (11)* 0O 00 LU LO 00O VO VO DO VO VO
3. (1y)» 00 VU VO YO 00 00 QO 00 0O 00"
7/
L. {(28) 0O 00 0O 00 DO 0O VO VO VU VO
He (L7)* 00 00 0O VU VO 00 VO 0O 0O VO
6. (54) % 00 00 00 0O 00 00 00 00O 0O 0O
7. (81)=% 00 00 00O 00 00 00 0O 00 00 0O
: ”»
Note: Decimal 1s understood before entry.

%

Serial number of the item in the questionnaire.
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Jd.am bothered by the fact ‘that....

1.

(3)=

(1)%

(1)=

(4 )=

(5)*

(1)

(2)=*

- Y
1 have little (interest in school studies,

1 do not take my studies seriously endugh.

;,QOn'L know how to study well,
h

ere are those who ai? smarter than I am and

yet better grades, -

I worryhabOut tests.

1 have difficulty keeping my mind on my

studies.

I am not satisfied with the grades/i get,

1 wonder about....

8.

[a)

96

(6)% Wwhether 1 have the ability to do college works

* Order in which the .items were a
- cluster analysis.

Figure 3.3.

\

Items in Scale # 1(d):

308

»

d?fd to the scale on

School Problems

{
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TABLE 3.22 . "
PROBABILITIES PUR F-RATIOS WHEN THE 10 H{PUTHEJbu ARE
TESTED USING EVERY ITEM OF SCALE # 1(d)
SCHOUL PRUBLEMS
I
Item of ) Criterion Items ~
Scale # 1(d) 13 20 -95 157 181 192 199 209 210 220
Lo (H)>» ~ 00 0O 0O 00 WO 0O 00 00 0O 00
-~ = ’
2. (14) 00 00 00 VO 12 00 04 0O 00 VO
S h2)® 00 00 0U 00 00 00 00 00 00 Q0
L. (50)% 00 00 00 00 ,00 00 00 00 00 00
5. (68) §Z‘<UO 10 72 27 9 19 99 00
6. (77)% 0C 00N OO 00 037 00 04 0O 00 00
7. (85)% 00 ovu 00 .00 00 08 00 00 WO 00
8.-(110)* ‘00 00 00~ 00 29 00 ©0 00 12 22
Note: Decimal is understood before each entry.
Underlined entries indicate non-slgniflcant F-ratios
when < = .05,
#x

—

Serial number of the item in the questionnaire.

r

A
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From %ableZB.ZZ, it ié{noted that the F—raLios'for
item # i-were clearly significant for all the null hypo-
theses. It éan be inferyé? thal ivem # 1,711 have little
intere;% in school studies'y tully supports the underlying
fat%onale ot the construct for the scale. The same applies
to items 3, 4 and O. 7 (SP

Item # 2, '1 do not take my studi’es seriously enGugh‘
géve significant F's for ning of the ten nu)lahypotheses;
the exception being;that arising from # 181 (number of close
friends). As a consequence, one can fairiy confidently
Tetain this item in the scale. For ﬁhégSamelreason,litem
# A:can also be retained.

The F-ratios for item # 5, 'I ﬁorry about,ﬁests',
were significant for only three of the ten hypotheses, and
on as many as seven, they were non-significant. This raises
: very SETiOHS*déuthqs to thE:appfopri%téﬂess*of this ditem
foxr the. scale. Therreéommendation, thefefore, is to delete
it from the scai;S In such C;SES? 0ﬁé;cau1d'péssibly;argﬁe
or 'éise the quegtioﬁ'r Is it -the {tém which is at fault or

1s the ra}ionale 1t£elf deficient? The contention of*this

researche is that ib is the former case gnd not the’ latter.

i

,The Jeason is that if the rationale itself were faulty, then

(

. for .one or more hypotheses (or predlctlons) we would have

lines would have been along columns in Table 3. 22) rather

than such F's being for items gnd, therefore, alon% rows.

-
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Item # 8, "1 wonAer about whether or hot 1 have the
ability L§ do college work!, requires careful Considcfahion
as LQ whether one should retaln 1t in the scule or not. It
gave non~siunificant F's for three of the ten null hypo-
Lheses. One would probably hesitate to retain such an item
within the scale. J

From Figure j.j‘it is noted that the items (# 5 and
# 8) about which doubt has been raised above, were the last
two ltems to be ihcluded in the scale on gguster analysis.

It could have been the stage at which "functional drift" had

f

probably started (DuBois, et al., 1952).
Results from item-wise analyses for each item from
~“the remaining scales are presented in Tables 3.23 and 3.25~

3.28 of Appendix C. The F-ratios for the items within each

<

£ Scales # 1(a): Peer Relations (General); # 1(c): Self-~

)
Confidence and f 2(b): Parental Understanding were generally

L

signi ficant for each of the ten null hypotheses. In this

éhgéﬁ they wér%?similéglto the resultf from Scale # 2(a).
7 ) {

U

w'

The noﬁ—significapt results were f'ew and did not seem to

& =

héve a;pattérﬁ bf'systfm_
iArfew items in Scales # l(b)-Zf :Peer Relations
(6pposite Sfxﬁfsocial) éﬂd'#'l(ej: Personal wefth behaved in
aamannef similar to items 5 and 8 or SCale # 1(d) described
aboye. Thgge of the ten gull hypotheses were not réjgcted on

item # 4O, 'I don't know what a boy (or'giﬂ})?expects when on

a date!, of Ség}ev# 1(b)-2. I&;same applied to four of the

. . # R
T = won f‘ 5 i
. g o . I
. T .
. ka
+ . " . -
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ten hypotheses 1n regard to item # 75, 'l cannot stop liking
the one with whom 1 broke up!, of the same scale.

Item #_}O, I am not a good example for my f§unger

brother/sister', and # 02, 'l sometimes have a feeling of

superiority', of Scale # 1(e) behaved the same way as items
, L

# LO and # 75 respectively of Scale # 1(d). These péur ’
items could be consideredwgz=befﬁgf;5t vefiigb, spiiate for

the scales and the rellted constructs.

It will be recalled that on Sgalé # 1(b)~1: .Peer
Relations (Opposite Sex—rMarriageO a;dT#fB: Socials Con~
sclousness, three of Lhe'tenfnuil”hypbtheses(gére not
rejected (Ta£1es 3.13 and }.20).-I£ was expected, therefére,
rtﬁat a substantial number of éﬂef% items would behave in
esSentially the same way, that i1s, yield non-significant
F-ratios. This actualiy happened on several ‘dtems.

The results of testing thé?nU11:V€?SiOﬁS of the re-
search hypéthéses; using itém$¢Withiﬁ Scale # 1(b)~1 are
presented in Tablefg.ihi The Faratia% which are non-
significantrare undéflined. Examination of Table 3.24 by
rows shows that the F's for two (# 2 and # 4) of the four
items in the scale are non-significant on thrée or more cri-
terion items. Columnwise, the F's for critlerion items # 192,
'degree 6f trust by pagents', aﬂd # 199, rcirle of,friénds',
are nqn—éignificant on three of the four items. fhe same is
‘true on two of the four scale items for # 157, 'I have con-
.sidered suicide?, and # lél, 'number of close friends?'.

/’
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TABLE 3.2 '*?ﬁp
PROBABILITIES FUR F~RATIOS WHEN 10 HYPUTHESES ARE
TESTEL USING EVEKY ITEM OF SCALE 4 L(b)~1:
PEER IELATIONS (OPPOSITE SEX--MALit AGE)

Item of ‘ Criterion ltems

Scale £ 1(b)-1 13 20 95 157 181 192 199 209 210 220

. 4
N

1. (105) 0o 0O 00 00 0l 27/ 63 00 00 00
2. (107)* 00 w8 0L 27 32 26 37 02 00 00
J.(11L1)=* 00 00 20 0O 00 pury 00 09 00 00
o (112) 0o 00 VO Ak 26 03 48 0L 00 0O

Note: Decimal is understood before.each entry.

Underlined entries indicate non-significant F-ratios
when « =.,06,

#  Serdal number of the item in the questionnaire.
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It will be Pecalled that Seale f# 3: Social Con-
scibusness, unlike,éhe remaining scales, pertains to sense
of Mission rather‘ﬁhén that of Mutuality, the two majof prem—
ises of the Youthtﬂgsearch Centre Survey used in this
research. Therefo;e;tdoukt was expressed earliér as to

“ to
whether its items wi-ll' spubstantiale the ten predictions and

the underlving rétioﬁélé, The actual results f{rom item-wise

5o

analyses are givqn”iny%gble 3.29.

By examiningPtﬁe F-ratios in Table 3.29, it is noged
ithat there were four or more non-significant (underlined)
entries in nine of the ten columns This demonstrates that
the oVera]l rationale énd the ten hypotheses arising from it
are not relevant to this scale.

Examination of the;Ffratics in each ro# shows that 8
of the 12 items (rows) contain four or more pon-significant

entries, casting doubt about the items. However, if the

Ui

basic rationale itself is not appropriate, an examipation 'of
.the relevance of the items on the baslis of substantiative
predictions is superfluous.

| In summary, the item-within-scale appgoach followed
above -demonstrates the usefulness of examingng the external
component of ggnstruct validity. In certain cases, it leads
‘to a refinement of the scales so thatreachritem in the refiged
scale confirms a number of rational predictioné. Scale #

1(b)-1, one of the two scales resulting from the subdivision

of a larger scale, was found to be borderline in this context,



TABLE 3.29

PROBABLILITIES FOR F-RAT 105 WHEN 10 HYPOTHESES ARE
TESTED USING EVERY I1TEM Of SCALE # 3:
SOCIAL CONSCIQUSNESS

103

Item”of Criterion Items :
Scale # 3 13 20 95 157 181 192 199 209 210 220
1. (8)= 00 00 00 WO 38 24 76 00 00 00
2. (10)» 70 42 00 20 98 10 10 78 |12 9
3. (17)% 00 00 00 00 74 00 45 00 00 0O
L (36)»  O4 00 00 O4 47 24 45 00 00 06
5. (61)% 00 00 00 00 00 18 49 00 ‘00 00
6. (63)% 72 23 00 00 4O, 42 00 52 33 00
7. (73)% 00 00 00 00 00 0O 98 00 00 00
8. (88)» 00 29 00 53 41 -00 7h 14 L9 06
9. (92)% 85 76 00 80 . 00 00 10 85 86 00
10. (95)% 14 00 00 P00 ' 00 26 00 00 .00 00
11.(103 ) 00 00 00 06 00 00 21 00 89 OQ
12. (113 )= 7k 82 00 00 50 00 13 18 08 08
Note: Decimal is understood before each entry.

Underlined entries indicate non-significant F-ratios

when <= ,05,

* Serial number of the item i the questionndire.
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whereas Scales # 1(b)-2, # 1(d) and # l(e)wexperienced mod-~
est changes and Scales # l(é), # 1(c), # Z(a)'&nd # 2(b) no
change at all.

Scale # 3 pertained to a different underlying ration-
ale than dié the others and was employed as the basis fo}
"divergent validation™ (Cronbach, 1971) gffthe dpproach. It,
therefore, was expected that if the method was useful, it
would provide sufficient evidence to‘warrayf its removal rr;m
further consideration with’respec& éb the underlying ration-
ale eﬁployed in this study. Thié, in fééﬁ, was what actually
happened. The rationale was deemed to be unrelated to CH;
scale and the indiwvidual items failed to:suppért the ten
predictions. 4 , ‘

The above, therefore, attests to the capacity of this
method to improve construct validity. In addition, it is a
simple and straight forward approach which can be routinely

employed by test developers.



CHAPTER 1V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Sumnmary
The iﬁtent of this research.was Lo examine thevcon-
tribution made Qhen the 'substantive?, 'séructnral' and
'external' components of construct xﬁiidity (Loevinger,
1957) afe employed in test development. This was done se-
quentially and systematically, using certain aspects of the
affective domain. ‘

The data used consisted of the responses of 7050 sub-

Jects in a nationwide, survey in the U. S, A. conducted by the

¥\

Youth Research Centre, Minneapolis, Minnesota. The subjects
comprised an almost random sampleiof youth ranging in age
from 15 to 18 years. The instrument used was also developéd
by the Youth Research Centre (Strommen and Gupta, 1970). It
conslisted of 420 items related to youths! pé;ceptions about
themselves, their families, friends and the world around

~

them, s
| The substantive component was applied to develob
elght scales. The first step in this was to define ghe con-,
structs rationa11y, using‘existing literatufe“in adolescent
psychology in the area of anxiety and copéerns‘asAa guide,
The concerns were related to: \ -

l(a):’:Peer Relations (General)

1(b): Peer Relations (Opposite Sex) o

105
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1(c): lack of Self-Confidence
1(d): School Problems
1(e): Personal Worth
2(a): Family Unity
2(b): Parental Understanding
3: Social Consciousness
All except the last one aboverreflect Mutuality: the
rationale underlying interpersonal relations of the youth.
?he last construct is closer to what the Youth Research
ngtre has termed Sense of Mission.
One hundred and thirteen of the 420 items were se-

4

lected by the researcher for their relevance to the above

~listed eight constructs. They were then given to a panel of

eleven”judges (graduate students) who were also familiarized
with the constructs. Their task was to sort each item into

one or more of the suggested categories or constructs. They

=
Tae

were also free to reject any of the items,

. ’ A ¢
The structural component of construct validity

addressed itself to the question: .'Once a scale has been:

developed rationally and its content validity assured, can
it be refined further thrqugh examining it psychometriéally
with respect to the nature of the iMfercorrelations ofﬁth%

items assigned by the Judges to it? That is, through aséess—
1ng its scructure in terms of homogenelty”' This was doné |

through u31ng sequentially*two steps:
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(1) Item variance-covariance matrix of each scale
was cluster analyzed, using DuBois, (leser and
Loevingér (1952) approach as programmed for I1BM
360 by Gupta and‘Burnett (19%2). ItNalso glves
KR-20. The possible results of this approach
.included: (a) the reduction in the size of the
scale and, simultaneously, improvement in its
reliability; (b) split of the scale into two or
more parts, with varying levels of regliability;
(¢c) elimination of a scale for having very lows ,
‘reliability. ¢

(2) )Thé reliébility of the scales resulting from (1)

7 above was maximized through differential response

" weighting, usiﬁg the method of reciprocal aver-—
~ages (Mosier, 1943, 194L6). ‘

It was expected that the above would lead to a considerable

amount of impfovement in the internal consistency of each of

the scales.

The -external component of construct validity was used
to ensure that t£e scales possessed high Criterion-£;13tedf
validity. ;}t*Was not possible to employ the usual correla-
tional aps;oachéé for this purpose since measures purpdrting
to assess the same 6onstructs were not available, nor did we
have actual samples of relevant behaviors. The alternative
proceduré employéd hefe involved making rational predictions

and then examining these empirically.

o
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The rationale underlying the predictions was that of

Mutuality. Cricerion groups were formed on the basis of the

subjects' responses to ten items giving personal data.

Since Scale # 3 was related to Sense of Mission rather than

to Mutualitx; the predictions were not expected to be ,sup-~

ported in its case, thereby providing evidenczkof divergent

validity. The predictions w%%%nexamined in tﬁo ways:

(1) wusing the entire scale an (2) wusing each item withé%?

each scale. It was also expected that the scaleslg?Uld

lmprove 1f the items which did not support the predictions

were dropped.)\

Results and Conclusions

The substdntive validity of the rationally described

A - .
constructs was establishéd by a high degree of agreement

between the judges in assigning each of the 113 1tems to the
LY

eight constructs.}pit was arbitrarily decided that—fﬁ item
" fov © ¥
would be assigned to a scale if 6 of the 11 Judges werg in"”

Py Ce

on the construct. In fact, this minimum Level’z}

agree

-

agreé%ent was used for only 10 of the 113"items. OnLy ﬁg&r
items remained unagsigneg on this ground. The judgeaxwe;e
in complete agreement on 31 -of the 113 items;,on 20 other ”
itEms, the judges had 91% agreement; and on 29“items,rthe
agreement was 82%. In total, on 80 of the 113 items,-the
Jjudges had 82% or highef egreement Only oné& 1tem was

assigned to two‘Scales. Such a hlgh level of agreement was

EN
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perhaps the fesult of Lﬁis researcher having spent a ghéat
deal of time and effort in formulating Lhe conerucLS and
selecting Lhe’related items, The high agreement could also

mean that the rationale of the constructs was clear so that

the substantive validity of the scales was high, =

The use of several judges rather than depending on
the judgment of the investigator himself was found to-im-
prove the substantive validity of the scales,

Another important aspect of ;sing axlarge number of )
trained judges lies in the fact that tﬁe researcher is obli-
gated to fully develop and clearly explain his rationale.q
If:thE'agreemeﬁgvamong the judges is véry low on a substan-
tial pumber of items, this could be taken to mean that
perhaps the rationale itself is either not clearly expounded

or that the items do not adequately represent the 'universe'

Jo il

5 defined by the rationale. In either case, the researcher
must reconsider his rationale, the constructs, the universe
implied by each of fhe constructs, and the particular items
. selected for them.

In view of the fact that the judges were in high
agreement about the éssignment of the items to the various
constructs, one could say that‘thé rationale for the con-
structs used here was clear and that the subst;nine,valid~
ity of ‘the scales was high, thus providing evidence in
support of ‘the bénefits froy,using this particular approaéh

as a first step in test development. 7
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1t was expected that refining the scales through

examining thejff structure would improve the internal con-
I '

sistency an4§?hezeby the psychological interpretability of
each of the Judges' scales.

Cluster analysis did not result in any change in four
H * 7 ' . ’ .
scales. ln their case, 1l served a?;gn ob jective way for

verifying the judges?’ 4§Signm8nts. Of' the remaining four

’.whichAwefé effected, Scales # 1(a) and # 3 were shortened by

&

deletion of  one item each which was net found highly related
t6 the remaining items in the scales. Scale §# 1(d) was re-

duced in length by two items for the same reason. When tQE;f

content."of the rejected items was examined, it appeared Lo
. be 16%10&1 wh} they should be dropped anyway. Close exams
ination’of the two items dropped from Scale # l(d), for

example,  suggested that they emphasized different dspects
& . . | ’
e R L X ) SN, S .
than those items femaining in the scale. Their removal made
" : s ,
the interpretation of the scores on this scale more mean-.

ingful. | o R

4 =

'Séale # 1(b) was found t?ihave *bi-polar! structure
when clusteé\analyzed. Thé two resulting scales related to
.:Fwo\soméwhathifferent aspects of concerns over peerqrela-
éions wiép the opposite sex;—l(b)-iz Peer’ Relations (Oppo-
site Sex--Marriage) and f?b)—2: Peer Relations QOpposite
Sex--Social), It can thus be concluded thaﬁ cluster analysis
led to imﬁrd&ing the réliability and the psychologiéal
intérpret;bility of the scales, ’

“

Ta
T
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The fleld worker, using tests so contfirmed, could

feel preater assurance that his constructs are well substan~
Y

i

tiated.

The use of differential weights tor the item re- ‘:’
5ponses‘siighpky improved the iéternal consistency on each
scale. Its use can be recommended, Lherefore, in those sit~

pal.ons in which computer facilities are available to the

~ l
, - ¥
test developer. .

The external component of constructryalidity was
sought to be ensured through making rational and theoreti~
rcally justifiable:predictions and then empirieally examining
them, ’ |

7

:Thé predictions were confirmed by seven of the niﬁé
iﬁcales,;the excgpﬂions being Scales # 1(b)-1 and # 3 only.
It willfbe recadled that Scalei§ 1(b)~1 had resulted from a
§ﬁbldiViSi’ﬁi6f Scale # 1(b). In the light of this evidence,
itsfrelev?ncé to the fationale stMutuélitx should be re-~
. exaﬁiped._Since Scale # 3 did not pe}taig t?athe rationale

of- Sense gg Mission, it was not expected to éupport the
, ’ , 7

. rational predictions. This actually turned out to be the
. - : . o
case. Thus, there is some indirect evidence in favor of its

validity. =~ @, N

When the predictitns were;examinedﬁbn the basis of
gACh item within'gach scale, ié waé‘founa khat the items of
Scale # 1(b)-1-were bo}derline, thus providing further rea-
son to doubt the validity of this scale. Sééles # 1(b)=2,

/

*
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# 1{d) and # 1(e) experienced nominal changes by the removal
of one or two items which did noﬁ contirm three of more of
the ten pregictions. Scales # I(a), # l(c), # 2(a) and
# 2(b) experienced no change at all.

Just a$ Scale # 3 failed to confirm the predictions,
so dig the individual items. This can be taken to mean
definite evidence about the validity of the scale.

The above; therefore, attests to the contribution of
the item-wise approach to improving the 'predictive valid-
ity' of the scales through both convergent and divergent
validation.  The method is conceptually éimple and straight-

forward and is well worth using.

4,

Limitations of the ‘Study and Supgrestions
for Further Research

A study of the type undertaken hereifequires a large
amount of data. The Youth Research Centre Survey data, with
, .
Also, since the study is methodological in nature, the sub-

stantive aspect 1s of secondary importance, so is the nature

of samplihg procedures. Therefore, the fact that the subhik

5

Jects were non-Canadian has little bearlng on the penerallz~
ablllty of the findings,
A limitation of this study lay in the fact that it

[

uSed available data. The items (the responses to whic¢h con-

'stltuted the data) determined to a large extent the ratlonale‘

one could employ. This, however, does not affect the

-
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%psychomebr;c findings, but this approach should be used in

W¥other contexts also, for example, 1n a totally new situation

-
i

%g@. in which items are not gvailable and then see whether ttie

é% judres still have high degree of agreecment,

)

9 4
?j /) It may also be of interest to conduct a study com-
..}" o . "

fing Lhé‘scalés obtained.through CluStgr analysis of the
enLireviLem7pool with the scales whiéh are derived from the
judgeé' assignment?. it is anticipatedlthat it the under-

" lying ra£ionalé is clearly formulated ang explained to thé
hudges, then tﬁé”Scales formedffrom Ehese Judggs' assign-
ments should be the Saméraé those de;iféd from the cluster

'

analysis of the entire item pool.  * o

'The item-wise amalysis of the external component

appears to be one of the major contributiops of this study.

Its utility, however, should also be examgned further in the’

construgtion of tests under different circumstances when

4]

yail&bléa

A

external or follow-up data are

5
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATERS.



INSTRUCTIONS FOR RATERS

L. DEFINITION OF mCONCERNS™
"Concerns' relate to things whicg elther bother
young, people a pgreat deal or which yo&né people wonder about
i
quite often. The ones of interest in t%ﬁs research fall
into three major categorles. The major%categoq}es include
|
the concerns which an individual has reéating to (1) himself,
() his family and (3) his country. %he first two can be
subdivided as cited bélow:
1. Concerns which an individual has relating to
himself. f /

(a) Peer Relations--~general

As the child devélops,from childhood
through adolescence, his need for 'belong-
ing! shifts from the family circle as its
focaitpoint to include -his peer gn%gpuntil
finally the peer group becomes the ééﬁtTé of”
focu%. While he never abandons his family
and parents completely, he broadens his hori-

zons to include more of his peers. Failure

to become accepted as a pa of a group often
resylts in frustration and insecurity.

Fomt
A

N (b) Peer Relations--opposite sex

In the North American society, appro-
priate sex role plays an important part in

123 h
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the life from infancy to adultéfod. This is
reflected by the way people\dress, Ltoys Lhey
play with, the work they do and in general,
nearly all aspects of life. The change for
the qdolescent is more intimate since it is
alt this age when the body of boys and gir%?
bakes on new shape. OSexuality matures andA
attractions develop for the opposite sex.
The adolescent is Concérqed with impressing
the opposite sex and behaves accordingly
through mannerisms, hygiene and dress. The
youth 1s aware that he will marry and ralse
a family sooner or later. L Concern over

boy-girl relations is probably the most im-
B - 3

rportant and most frequent worry young people

have,

lack of Self-Confidence |

The concerns include fears related to

social relations, that Ls, fear of  embarrass-
-

3
%

[ o
ment in public, meeting strange people and

in general, situations which call for a

great deal of self-confidence. When the ad-~
olescent 'leaves the famil} circle, he is

facéd with this sport of fear,aﬁd'continues'.
to experience\this fzar until ﬁe gains self-

confidence through succggp. Failure in



(d)

Ve

fo—
N
A Wal

soclal situatlions will only deepen the lack
of self-confidence.

School Relations and Problems

bEducation is increasingly more import-
ant to the adolescent if he is to function
effectively and harmoniously in tLhe present
social order. The reason lies'in the in-

creasing complexity of technology and move

away from farms and small family businé

This increasing complexity o} the sociai
order has brought new demands. The youth,
therefore, 1s obliged to acquire these

skills. Failure to do so has GOHSeqU;nCES

(e)

»

_of increased lack of self-confidence. Ado-
lescents are often frustrated by }nability
to concentrate and ﬁo achieve good grades.
It is these sorts of things tﬁﬁt items of
gcn’érns:abé;t school wil% as5esS.

Personal Worth

Includes fears related to failure in
school and personal inadequacy which gegerally
are referred to as a sense of personal worth.
Fear of failure by the young person ofﬁnot ”
having lived up to his idealsland what has
been expected by friends, family and society

lead to a state of anxiety and concern.
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'Concerns' scales which reiaLe to family.

As the young person reaches adolescenée,r
he desires L()Abe free from attachments of his
home and parents, }1(37‘\V£AI11,£3 Lo, be ill"ffff Lo, seck
his own friends, to spend his own money and LO
come and po as he pleases. However, along with
Lhis freedom, he must accept responsibility for
his actions which he usually isn't fully prepared
to do. Thus, while he is seeking freedom, he
still wants the security and protection of his
family.

(a) Family Unity

Reflects individual's concern over

'»]

‘emotional climate in the home. It includes
closeness of family members and consider-

ation for one another.

(b) Parental Undeprstanding

and understanding between a youth and his

parents.

‘o

Social Ccnsciousq?;si;

Youth are growing up in a society where
the& are:fréé ;o pursue their own beliefs. The
mass media and extensive educatio%al programs
make ‘the youth aware of develqpménts in education,

politics and economics.  This, coupled‘yith the

i
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ldealism of youth and their search for idealistic
solutions to problems — leads Lhem Lo be concerned

for and even Lo revolt agalnst many sepments of

f

soclety.

Pl TASK FOH RATERS

Familiarize yourself thoroughly with each of the con-
structs cited above (L(a), L(b), 1{c), 1(d), L(e), 2(a),
2(b), 3). Then read each of the items given here and assign
the ltem to the C&CEHOFYZYOU\feél:lt best belongs. 1f you
feel thh£ an item fits into two or more categories, assign
rit accordingly. If an item does not seem to fit into any of

the specified categories, put it under category k4.
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TABLES 3.14~3.19 FOR EXTERNAL COMPONENT



138

TABLE 3.14

MEANS AND F-RAT10S FUR SCALE # 1(b)-2: PEbK HELATIUNS

(UPPOSITEASEX-~SOCLAL) FOR CONTKHASTING GROUPS
| FORMED ON THE TEN CRITEKIA
N\
Means . B
Hypothesis 1 2 3 F-ratio Probability 7
1. (13)% 32450 29.20 140. 50 .00 :
2. (20)x 31.35 28.40 175.90 .00
3. (uhw 31,08 29.33 25.95 125.76 .00
Lo (157) 33.40 28.51 232.65 .00
5. (181)= 31.16 30.35 . 28.32 52.17 .00
6. (192)%  30.72 31.76 28.75 . 78.98 .00
7. (199)%  31.46 30.23 29.19 ' 22.87 .00
&;8. (RO9)*  36.64 27.56 790.L9 .00
9. (210)*  35.91 28.04 v 552.32 .00
10. (R20)% 35.01 27.86 1*89.2)2\3 .00

# Serdial number of item in the Youth Research Centre Survey
A\
\ 9

\§

Ve
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TAplE 3.15 8 4

MEANS AND F-RATI1OS FORU SCALE # l(éﬁ: SELF~-CONFIDENCE
FOR CONTHRASTING GROUPS FORMED

ON THE TEN CRITLRIA

. Me;ns
By Hypothesis 2 3 F-ratio Probability
1. (13)=* 37.20 3247 320.87 .00
2. (RO)= 35.48  31.4L 391.69 .00
3.0 (95)% 3459 32.97 29.24 149.38 .00
hao (157)% 3R.24  27.34 312.16 .00
5. (181)* A4 33.95 3l.kh 95.71 -00
6. (192)* 33.72 34,62 32.66 37.31 | .00
7. (199)% 35.76  3L.15 32.19 72.18 .00
8. (209)* 35.18 26,51 979,04 .00
- 9. (210)*  37.08 26.08 1639.17 .00
10. (RRO)= 1.25 27.90 13'6.1,6; .00
# Serial ﬂuﬁber of item in

the Youth Hesearch Centre Survey

Y |
¢

e
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TABIE 3.16
MEANS AND F-RAT1OS FOR SCALE # 1(d): SCHUUL PROBLEMS

FOR CONTHASTING GROUPS FORMED
ON THE PN CHITERIA

- Means

Hypothesis 1 2 3 F-ratio bProbability

Lo (13)= 30+59  34.50 C39.76 .00

2o {RO)% i&;?ﬁi 33.90 ' ' 76,89 .00

3.0 (9%)% 35.85 34.61  32.03 52 s 40 .00

ha (L57)% 40.63  39.28 33.18 .00

5. (181)%  35.80  34.88  34.39 8.78 .00

Oa (L92)% 35.52 36,76 33.96 51439 .00

7. (199)% 35.98  35.33  3LkR VY4 .00

8. }269)* C40.58  39.38 23 .86 .00

95 (210)%  K4O.5k  39.43 19.47 .00
10, (220)%  40.56 39.36 | 25.15 .00

* Serial number of item in the Youth Research Centre Suﬁrey
- y . o f
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TABLE 3.17
MEANS AND F-KRATLOS FOR SCALE # 1(e): SELF WORTH
FOR CUNTRASTING GROUPS FURMED
ON THE TEN CRITERIA

Means R

Hypothesls 1 < 3 F-ratio Probability

1. (13)* 37.82  33.89 23377 -00

2. (20)% 36.18  33.22 219430 .00

3. (94)* 36.01  34.03 30.45 L77 ke .00

o (L57)% 33.13 30.19 187.10 . 00K, -

5. (181 )= 35.94  35.03  33.29 50.28 447‘

O. (192)% 36,02 36.05  33.86 7 240 .00

7. (199)% 360,39 35.07  33.87 34 .09 .00

8. (R09) 33.25 30,34 167 .41 .00

9. (210)x 32.99  30.50 117 .48 .00
10. (220)% 32.89  30.63 63.75 00
©7%  Serdial pumber of 1tem ln the Youth Research Centre Survfézr



L4z
TABLE 3.18
MEANS AND F-RAT10S FOR SCALE # 2(a): FAMILY UNITY

FOR CONTRASTING GROUPS FORMED
ON THE TEN CRITERIA~

R Means

Hypothesis r. - 2 3 F-ratio Probabllity
1. (13)= 22;&;( 29.32 112.23 .00
2. {R0O)* M 28.20 117.23 .00
3. (95)= 156 29.24 26.15 78.04 .00
o (157)% 2,01 28.80 187.70 .00
5. (181)% 31.75 30.62 28.40 36.21 ’ .00
6. (192)*  33.56 33.97 R7.69  210.41 .00
7.. (199)* 2.27 30.76  29.04 28.19 .00
8. (R09)=* 32.12 28.92 170.2 .00
9. (210)% 31.77 29.13 110.78 .00
10. (2R0)% 30.9

*
E
1 '
RN ]
P
N I
ol
Py
T~
o
L]
@]
?f:n
*
-
<

% Serial number of idtem in the Youth Research Centre Survey
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TABLE 3.19
MEANS AND F-RATI10S KOk SCALE # 2(b):  PARENTAL UNDEROSTANDING

FOR CONTRASTING GROUPS FORMED
ON THE TEN CHRITERILA

Means

Hypothesis 1 2 3 F-ratio Probablﬁxty
1. (13)= 21.87 28,206 115.80 .uu\
e (20)% 30,87 27.19 201 .37 .00
3. (9H)= 30,41 27.85 25.59 90.71 a .00
Lo (157)? 35,72 32 .20 251.65 .00

S 5. (181)# 3047 29.29 2745 37.53 .00
6. (192)%  35.53  35.70 24.69  1078.06 .00
7. (199)*  30.39  29.49 28.17. 18.55 .00
8. (R09)= 35.11 32,66 | 109,58 -00
9. (R10)% 34.86  32.81 73.59 .00
10. (220)% 34,31 32.92 36.11 .00

%  Serial Number of item in the Youth R



APPENDLX C

PROBABILITIES OF F-RAT10S FRUM ANALYSI1S

OF BACH INDIVIDUAL ITEM
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TABLE 3.23
9]
PRUBABILITIES FOR F-RATI0S WHEN 10 HYPUTHESES AKE
TESTED USING EVEKY 1TEM OF SCALE # 1(a):
PEER HELATIONS (GRNERAL)

Item of Criterion ltems
Scale f# 1(a) 13 20 95 157 181 192 199 209 210 220

1. (6)=* 00 00 00 00 00 00 49 00 Q0 00
2o (7)" 00 00 25 00 VO VO VO 00 00 VU
3. (L5)* 0o VU 0OV 00 00 00 L2 00 00 00
o (LO)# 00 VU 00 00 0O 0O 0O 0O 0O VO
5 (25)= 00 00 00 00 00 15 00 00 v 00
4. (26) % 00 0O 00 00 L0000 00 00 00 VO
7. (33)* 00 00 00 00 100 00 QO 00 00 00
B. (H3) 0o 00 00 00 00O VO 00 00 00 0O
9. (Lh)* 00 00 00 00 00O 00 0O 00 00O 0O
10. (51)%* 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 VO VO 00
11. (59)= 00 00 00 00 00 00 OO 00 00 00
12. (60)#* 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 43
13. (78)= 00 00 32 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
1ho (79)% 00O 00 00- 00 OO0 00 00 00O 00 QO
15. (86)x 00 00 00 00 00 00 00O 00 00 00

(@]

16, (89)%x ' 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00

00 00 00 00

@]
@]

17. (91)* 00 00 00 00 00

Note: Decimal is understood before each entry.

Underlined entries indicate non-significant F-ratios
when < = _05,

* Serial number of the item in the questionnaire.
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PROBABLILITI L

o
9]

TABLLE

PR )

FOR F-RATIOS WHEN
TEUTED USING EVRERY ITEM OF UCALE # 1(b)-2:

1O HYPOTHESES

Altd
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PEER RELATIONS (OPPOSITE ShXeaSUCLAL)

, ;y‘f{,’em ol Criterion ltems -
Scale # 1(b)=2 13 20 95 1457 181 192 1Yy 209 210 220
1. (21)= 00 00 00 11 00 VO 00 00 .00 00
Ra (22)% OO 000U VU 17 00 00 VO 00 O
3. (31)= 00 00 00 00 Q0 00 00 00 00 00
L. (39)= 0O 00 0O 00 00O 0O 0O 00O 00O 0OV
S (LO) 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 38 26 13
6. (56)= 00 00 00 00 00 00O 00O 00 00O 00
7. (57)% 00 00 00 0O 00 00O 00 00 0O 00
8. (66)* 00 00 00 0O 00 00 0O 00 00 00
9, (75)* 36 22 00 00 27 00 00 00 48 00
10. (83 )= 00 00 00 00O 00 0O 0L 0O 00 00
11. (108 )7 00 00 00 00" 00 00 00 60 00 00
12.(109)% 00, 00 00 0O 00 00 0O .00 0O 09

{ Note: PDecimal "is

Underlined

# Serigi number of the item in the questionnaire.

"understood before each entry.

I entries indicate non~-significant F-ratios
when « = .05,
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TABLE 3.26
PHOBABTLITIES FOR F-RATIOS WHEN 10 HYPOTHRESES ARE

TESTRD USIRG EVERY ITEM OF SCALE # 1(c) -
SELF~CONFI DENCE

S . —

ltem of Criterion ltems
scale £ 1(c¢) 13 20 9% 157 181 192 199 209 210 220

6.
7.
8.
e
10.
11..
12.

13.

14 . (100) %
15.(101)%

16. (104 )% <« 00

{(3)~ 00 00O 00 00 00, 00 00 00 00 00
(13) 00 0o 00 0o V1) 00 0O 00 00 00
(18) = 00 00 00 00 00 Q0 00 00 00 00
(24, ) = 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
(32) | wO 00 00 Q0 00 00 11 00 00 00
(35)™ 00 W0 00 00 09 00 00 00 U0 00
(41) % 00 00 QU 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
(LG) 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
(L9 ) 00 00 00O 0O 00 00 0O 00 00 00
(52)x 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
(58) = 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
(87)» . 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
(99) 00 00 00 00 000 00 0O OO 00 00

00 00 00 00 00 00 00 Q0 00 00
0. 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00 00
s 00 00 00 Oé 00 07 00 00 00

Note:

Decimal is understood before each entry.

Underlined entries indicate non-significant F-ratios
when « = ,05,

* Serial number of the item in the questionnaire.

”
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PROBABILITIES FOR F-RATIOS WHEN 10 HYPOTHESES ARtk
TESTED USING EVERY ITEM OF SCALL # 1(e¢):

ShlLE~

WORTH

Jtem of

Scale # 1(e)

13

157

Criterion

181

192

ltems

199

00
00
00
0y

00

Vo0

00

00

00

00

00

00

Q0
0O
00
QO
0O
00
00
00
00

00

o
N

e
<

b
<

[
<

00
00
37

0O

S

(§10)
00
Q0

00

< O
- <

C
‘C;\

00

00

vy

00

00

@] C [
< l@] '@

-
<

10
0O
00
07
QU
00

00

C
<

C
<

209
i )

(019)

00

00

00

00

-
<

e
<

210 »20

00O Q0

00 00
00 Q0
00
0O 0
L0 00
00

00

Decimal is understood before each entry.

Underlined entries indicate non-significant F-ratios
when « = ,05.

* Serial number of the item in the questionnaire,

«.



PROBABLILITILS

FUR F-RATI1OS WHEN 10 HYPOUTHE

TABLE.

3,24

OkO

TESTED USING EVERY ITEM OF SCALE 4 2(b):
PARRENT AL UNDERSTAND L NG

SN, W

Alth

14y

Item of

Scale # 2(b) 13

(/f)

157

Criterion

181

1L9Z

ILems
199

20Y

210

220

1.

(2) %

(70) 7
(74 )7
(76)%

(82)%

00

00

00

00

00

00

[ @]
(@] Fa]

-
S

00
00
00
00

00

<
<

@] O }k—-‘
C oy Ne|

C
@]

(019)

(O1V]

w0

00

00

00O

& o e
@] ) (@) <

C
@

90)

0L

QU

00

00

00

00

) T < (@]
< < < e

<
@]

Q0

00

00O

00

C
CM

(919)
[§18
(910

910

9.9)

QU

(V19

00

0O

QU

0O

00

00O

00

00

ey W Q
<o O

Q
-

0o
00
QU
00
0O
00
00
,UU

00

< e
< . G\

i
Q

00

00

Q0

00

Dec

Und

% Serial number of the item in the questionnaire.

'

imal is

erlined

understood before each entry.

entries indicate non-significant F-ratios
when « = ,05.



