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‘The purpose of thlS study was to construct a questlon-»

.

. 3
,‘naire to measure the attitudes of the chlld age 8 to 12 c o]

L _' -n“yéarsp to self, school and teacher and to 1nvestlgate the

reljability and valldlty of the .devised instrument. . = : }L
| . The theoretlcal constructs’ of the questlonnalre were ; ‘
'based on self—concept, attltude and sblf report theory. The ;- . %‘\“é\
R fltems were dev1sed from. a review of self-concegt 1nstruments B '

and studles and from c0nsultatlons w1th parents, graduate

N Co. students and edncatlonal psychologlsts. From a pool of 500 -

' " T
1tems, 80 were chosen w1th the concurrence of 11 people in

-
5
n

\ '_f'. . the educatlonal psychology field. ' These rtems formed the . ,
. " P ' . . ' A
oL ) initial’ questlonnalre.¢ _ : : : ’

R i taar LNt SR
Scthd - o

frThls\questlonnalre -was admlnlstered to a sample of - 0

g, SR

7 IR
211 students from Grades IV to VII, 1nclu51ve, in two selected .= '/

4

L-‘Newfoundland-schpols.f

P

-
~

It was re-admlnlstered three weeks -~ . . - "

b 2 - ' Through 1tem analy515 anﬁ factor analytlc studles al
v ‘ final questlonnalre was developed Thls flnal ver51on, The ,
oo Student Self-Attltude Questlonnalre, contalned 31 1tems,4.'.:' . ;
) ! . s 4,‘
o 15 measurlng attltudesto self 9 measnrlng attLtude to school 'u':-f
N , S S A =
S and 7 measuring attltude to teadher. P -

"/.' R
.

‘ K&questLOnnalre to rate the teacher s perceptlon of

-‘|

spec1f1c student %ehav1ors was de51gnedr Ten students in

’
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‘each grade in the eample were'seiected,réhdcmiy and their .
: W

. teachers were-

asked to rate each of. them 1nd1vxdually on the'

-
it s
R
.
.
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. v
¢ By
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o
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_ items. Teachers and‘students, ratlngs were correlated and b
‘found to be 1ow. o ' o T] S . gl
‘ The 1nternal consxstency of the questlonnalre was f‘
comparable to that of other self—concept 1nstruments. The %
: . =
test—retest flndlngs were 1ower. Factor analy51s proceduree ﬁ-
',1nd1cated the, presence of construct valldlty in the study k
sample. The test—retest rellablllty and empirical valldlty .
findings wepe low, suggestlng the questlonnalre would not be
appllcablé for - 1nd1v1dual dlagn051s. ‘ N o Lo
N . - R
B - The theoretical cgnstruc;sn the statistical data, and
the\reliability'and Galfdity studies were-comprehensive. ‘The
results of the study ‘indicate that the questionndaire is ‘
- adequate’ for research purposes. - : _
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. INTRODUCTION : - °
0. . U oL
o o &
N c b .
Statement of Purpose °o N

The purpose of_ th-lS Qtudy was, flrst, to deV1se°an

1nstrument to measure the “attitudes of the Chlld, age 8 to

X

B

12 years, to hlmself to school and to hJ.S teacher, and .

v

3
second, to conduct a valldlty and rellab1~11ty study of the\v

dev1sed\1nstrument. S "o T : .
[ . . @ N ﬁ‘ - . “ .0 ) ‘ N ’

. \ ) . .'.' . . i ¢ .O
,Significance of the Project' o oo, . :

+

R . » q,

The ultlmate a1m of educatlon is to help the Chlld

o v

R

to develop hlS potential in a reallstlc manner +S0 that he

aim embodies not

- experiences, but

°

affective  experiences 1nclu<§e hlS feelings, emotao‘né,

i
needs and especially, his self-concept. S

o

' becomes. a well—-a’djusted_, and self-accepting berspm, Tl}is-

only the child's cognitive and academic

4

i3 : 0. : I3
-also his affectlve experiences. HLS_

}
‘o
[}

aq 0 LY

Zirkel (1971) stated that the schools oh.ave a

fundainen‘l;al respons:.b:_.lltylto enhance the ee}ﬁ,—-concepts

< v

of thei r st‘udents.

o
'

© 1
A3

Wylle (1961) sald vthe words "self-concei:t" have o

come lnto common

ihxse to refer to the self as the 1h§1v1dua1

" is known to hnnself. The self J.s central to man's béha\uor
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S T The self-concept. pramarlly.ngulaes,'controls and regulates o
I 5, , - . S
: ' o O T :
n hlS performance and actlon. e T e T
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?ku"w ,'oRog\vs (1951) belleved . 4:“ S ,:}'. . :
to " The: self—concept or .self- strﬂcthne may be thought . ‘ f
. ,j _of as an=organlzed conflguratlon of perceptlons of SRR
; . “°. . .the sélf which are.admissible to awareness., It is- - .~ ~

CTe : composed of\such elements as the perceptlons of. r,".;'f .
AR - ‘gne‘s . characterlstlcs and ‘abilities; the‘pefbepts - '

© . -#and concepts of . thg séalf.-in relatlon to others and . . ,
the ‘value qualities which ‘are la*f,g” D
.o ulr [percelved as: associated w1thoexper1ences ‘and- - 1~~{_,a'.ﬂ C

. Thﬁ=n. R 1ob1ects and” goals and ideals which are: percelved ‘ o’ ;.%

K W ff.:‘as havung p051t1ve or. negatlve valence (p 136) S,
i KE L v-f\‘.'»'u' N -y o R Cer o
SRS f-'-)¢' One measure of the Chlld'S self—concept 1s obtalned <q‘a Co
LS e e %l' e L e \ """' o
v wf\ oo by meaSurlng the chlld‘s attutudes.; Attltuée was deflned

IR f7:of a concept By‘"evaluatlve“ wasnmant'some order of R
N ? N e R W

‘ o :egardlngﬂthe object Krech et al. (l962) deflned attltude i .;.ﬂ“y

.:'\‘ 1.l . : \., ‘ ) ‘,’ .
- ‘ e aé an endurzng system of p051t1ve or® negatlve evaiuat;ons, 2
- ‘) ° N v ; ’ g , L v
- R emotlonal feelrngs,‘and pro or con actlon tendenc;es W1th <. -
f %. "‘&: e respect to a, soc1a1 obJect-:f_"“gf\f.lu‘- ;g.;ﬂ .?;;?ﬂf:ff_f ¢ 3'”%53
R .:‘ - ‘."-;' ’,“;‘ B ’... <y . . . .. -,4 ‘.. "? " o =‘ . ,
T PR 'PQ .?; . A questlonnalre Was devased measurlng the attltudes f
R e , SRS L
i . . : of the chlld to hlmself to school and to hls efacher.. -
[\; f ).-,.6‘”‘.‘. ¥ x ,k, - é Y
b R based on self—concept theory as reylewed ‘in. the Ilterature."u,mnﬂﬂ,
: I I 3.2 PR . .‘o. ¢ Sy e
: . L A . (pr K !‘r,u ..na lg.,v\, ‘ it e
i xﬁ““.w‘ The se}f—cbnéapt was deflned as the way the lnleldual T
* 4 : ”‘\jr' m“’r . - N ey e e
: . 3 °= ‘ Lo I 'v
o . ‘;_ “percélved hlmself and 1t was v1eWed as posse551ng many i \
. H . ,11‘?t‘, N ' \ N ,' "‘v :u , J.‘. C : e .
i - Ll g .
A T fadets < The«att;tude of the chlld to hlmself to school ‘
. » . N L . N N ‘.\ ‘ \. _,.. . .
SR R j and to hlS teachér was con51dered to be part of hlS total'z; R
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. A - "_"’ R v:- ' ) -
: {" . .. was wn.thln the realm of attltude wstugles. Attltudex was et
.'ﬁ}:“ ° « .E A ' ' 05 : ‘-/. ‘
) % - - consedered as not belng measured dlrect].y but ps belmj Lo w
v ! u—- .9’-,'” ’
* PR lnferred from behavror. Attrtude to self was deflned Sas - e 3
i e Lk g
5 . S 5%
i ' . the evaluatlon wh:.ch the cchrld made and customar11y= malr;— ! e ) :i’
4 - R e ¥ « - ;oA
:-.7‘_ . . \.‘ ,’L 1_, L A . " '% .
R ?\, talned w:Lth regard ‘to hlmself Attltude to schr;ﬁ and ‘to A T
e ¢ .h : '\ ‘ﬁ*l]‘,p:“ ”d, i ; T 4§ ~§‘
L ) hlS teacher was defmed as how he felt about schoo 1’mi/h:s.s e B
4 P s teacher. - ”,5 . "l' -"3.)','_ .1, - w L -
o . . : Y ‘” h K a ol »' :
e . _‘° W [ s
i . o A valldlty anc’xL rellablllty study was cont}uct d &n L
R e order to determlne the N
teacher attaln the arm_ ,‘ K
I‘ S . ‘& e o. 3 \ Y ' R T -t )
TIRPN . Hopefully, .'Lt w1ll hel the teacher help the Chlld, ,i_ ]1 N
":{; St be a;,means of explorlng\ the Chlld .8 self—-con ept and> lt\ S
N ﬂ v . - ""(L" ' . 1 r ';_ S~ x
X %:i'?_.f g ; w111 glve[the teacher an ms:.ght J.nto how the Chlld saes’ < . L L, '
S o 5w 5
e . hlmself and his world. ”Wlth thls knowled e. the teacher can o
h S 9
M- 1, . e L. -
X - h NN
- %‘ . T : viork towards changa.ng 'negatlve self—concepts :m the student !
[N .'\" 'i_ ‘"(.“;.. = n- [ 0,‘ [N - .
—% s . 1f they are present. : Puﬂcy (1970) consrdered the preventlon ‘
“,-«.' ) , . . . “” Y .
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Stalnes (1958) conducted a study tnvolv1ng observa—fl”

5 3

tlon, récordlng and analy21ng data from chxld—teacher and

- \ .
:h}i\ cqlld 1nteractlon 1n four elementary classrooms.;«It

2

was found among other th:mgs, that 1t was posmble to teach

i ‘e R et

'..;. N W s B H

~so that whlle-almlng at the normal academrc program,:spec1f1c-

changes were made 1n the chlld's self-lmage. Stalnes cop-u.

e R " . |,

cluded that changes in- the Chlld [ self-concept do occur as e

.w-.r., iR

an outcome of the'learnlng 51tuatlon4and that the self must

] . i
e .

be recognlzed as an‘lmportant factor in 1earn1ng. a o
»Jf‘ﬂ' It was - hoped that the proposed lnstrument when used

.

by the teacher would ald the teacher to see hlmself through

the Chlld'S eyes., The teacher cduld study some of hls own

A S

behav1ors and assess hlS own 1mpact on the chlld

S , . AR
wnn-‘_, There appears to be a need in- educatlonal research

- -

“in Newfoundland for such an . 1nstrument l In recent years a
. wrde variety of instruments have been used to measure self—

.,concept., Often, the researcher developed his own 1nstruments

’ 5 “

"to! test hlS theor1es.{ These 1nstruments may not be checked

for valldlty or 5e11ab111ty others may be poorly descrlbed

o Ta H [

:and Stlll others may not be avallable for publlc use. The

vy e [ v
v .a

'glack of an adequate.descrlptlon and the dlfflculty 1n K ”‘,

'locatlng the 1nstrumentsnmantthat other researchers were

[}

denled access to them. Many of the 1nstruments reported

Y

"-other researchers.‘ Thus it 1s lmp0551bhe to generallze R
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"across'studies.~ Also, as LaBenne and Greene (1969) stated
If there is any value 1n test;ng and the use of other v
] research 1nstruments, it. 1§ in ‘the stability of. the KRR
. omeasure and.the fact’ that' other researchers, u51ng the . -
gsame instruments' can. observe. the results under the . .
'same or varled condltlons Ap.'111).

2
. T - . W
¢ .

‘If the lnstrument were demonstrated to be. valld and rellable,f.j

ziias

- A Y
L

rt could be used by a varlety of researchers., ThlS would
:1prov1de a common background 1n accumulatlng research data.
‘ R A s C

There are presently questlonnalres avallable to :“pf

— . ; .
R T
P g I e R e s

®

¢

':measure varlous aspects of the self-concept However, ,
these questlonnalres are usually restricted to one- area, ’
'Vas an example, the academlc self-concept.j The author of .

[
“

- thls the51s proposes to develop an 1nstrument to cover three

. St .

‘lf('ageas—rthe chlld's.attltude to' hlmself,,to school and to,hlsr"": T

e .. RN - T .

. S LT ) N ( et
,nteacher., o SO : . S : . : .

B ” It was hoped the test analys;S would show that the :.Tﬁf:%;

.lnstrument would measure ‘the. thr e, areas. Then,lthree SN f{ﬁ,
.?Separate measures would be obtalned w1th one questlonnalre. ::‘ ;:::.
; Thls would have a favorable psychologlcal affectéon the . &:':u;;l '

DA i3 “u

"chlld as he would not be subjected to- a battery of tests. - F

Vernon (19629 1ndlcated that a’ small number of good 1teus ' é@?

‘ 1n a test 15 deSLrable. Also, in adm;nlsterlno an lnstru- < -;".'
jment measurlng threetareas, there-would be aASaulng of" tlme B ;‘fF
‘ and money..‘-i.;?;-l"mhlfl“a;; . ;,'f;}:"‘A{-”:}". .‘i-;; :;. :
R | The purpose of the pﬂbsent study was to des;gn an’’ i

~
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. gfoiqnd and research findings which relate 't

_evaluation. The instrument which was developed measured

teacher,

«
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o . .CHAPTER-IL = - .~ ,
‘ \REVIEY OF THE LITERATURE - =~ -~ % . = .

This chapter summarizes some of the theoretical back-

R

o the deve lopmerjt'

of self-réport instruments and instruments measuring atti- .

tudes to self. It is divided ‘into f}\}e segments as- féllows:-'

self-theory; self-report theory,; attitude theory; theory

underlying the construction of items; and instrument con-

’

struction. . The segment which discusses item coné't'rilc_:tibn. ’

.
N s

-, There is a growing émphasis, in eaucatio_n, placed on

. the "child*s \perc‘:ept.iori' of himself. ‘Imér()verﬁent" of ‘the .~
. child's self-concept is, increasingly, becoming an important
' 0.8 . - s T
objective £dr teachers, educators: and researchers. One
. K .

aspect of the self-concept which can be studied is self- |

the child's attitudes to himself, to school and to -his =

SN

_ dpe of Wylie"s' (1961) _major. assertions was that‘~

. ambiguities in the measuring instruments occur, partially,

- « 1
- ~
- 7"
.
'
. [
. ) . -
\ - A\
'
e Al 8 LAY B 1R - vw;‘,’,,..' 5 £3
N . v . . v
- ; ) Y. .

, . IR L e
- covers three areas: item selection; reliability and valid-
'ity; and scaling. . .
Self-Theory . - g ‘ ' U - '
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“because of lnadequac1es in the.theorists' deflnltlons of

' their terms. “The uncertaln deflnltlons used 1n research

PR LB i e e L

O oh"the‘self were reported by C00persm1th (1967) to be the:

N reason for the f%ck of study of sub]ectlve experlenoe.

v’

Combs and Snygg (19597 descrlbed the self as the

e

fiddiv1duel s basic frame of referencei It was the.central'

‘¥

core around;whichlthe rest of thé perceptual field was orgenr
ized. The phenomenal self JZE a product of the individual's .
. . ' "o ‘experienée and producer Jf whatever new experiéhce of which

w: he Wascabable.’ They defined the - selflgoncept as the organ- VA

ization of all that the individual referred to ‘as . "I" or
2 "

me. " It was himself fr0m his own p01nt of v1ew.-"
Morse (1971) belleved that in the self-concept were '
2 bouhd up one' s hopes, fears, defenses and self esteem, it - a

b N - was one's’ conceptlon of who and what he was. 'He stated

'
i

PR T Ry

S L there were various nuances of the total self—concept lnclud—
| ~ing the ideal self, the real self and the self-esteem.

ROgers (1951) assigned the self—concept the dominant

- L ey
BURVE Y e D
R e .
. .

place in hlS personallty theory. He suggested that the

b .,

- . ' 1nd1vmdual s self-lmage developed out - of. lnteractlon w1th

S the environment and served to gu1de and.malntaln personal
N , :

5

adjustment.‘ L S - . .

U ' In descrlblng the beglnnlngs of self—concept.

. Frymler (1970) stated that- : R o B or

‘Self—cohcept is learned behavior; No éerson-is
born hating -himself. No person is born feeling’ .
good aboutfhimself. An individual's concéptof ¢
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self is learned and it is learned in part on the

basis of feedback. he receives from 51gn1f1cant others
in his., life +(p. 36)

Sulllvan (1947) belleved that the chlld s self—concept

began and developed in an 1nterpersonal settlng Feelings

I
about the. self wcre/modlfled by subsequent experlences.

\ Among the srgnlflcant people belleved to affect the Chlld s

‘w

feellngs about hrmself werep first, hls parents and, 1ater,
his teachers.
In summarlzlng hlS theory of self—concept, Snyder

7

(1965) postulated that (l) a chlld's behavror was gulded

by hlS self-concept (how he saw hlmself in a 51tuatlon),

(2) the self within a situation (as an example, the school)

-

emerged as. a result of 1nteractlon with 51gn1f1cant others,
(3) the selfzconcept was cont;nually emerging. as a-result -
of changing expectations and perceived expectations of

others in varylng 51tuat10ns.

\
i

/ In rev1ew1ng the theoretleal wrltrngs of Fromm (1939),
-Allport (1955), Jer51ld (1960), Kinch (1963), Bart0001 ’
(u965), and Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton (1976) 1t was
found that their views and descrlptlons of the self-concept
were, in a broad sense, in accord wrth those of Combs-and
Snygg, Morse, Rogers, Frymier, Sullivan, and Snyder in that .

the self-concept was a person's perception of himself, which

- had developed out of his interpersonal relationships and

that it was a major factor influencing the personfs behav-
-t : - : R . - . B \ i .
ior. However, when defining self-concept specifically,
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3 - ' theorists emphasized different dimensions -gfitthe self- \ '-,&‘

\ebnceptg B ' ST - T L e ;
. ' i |/Shavelson et al.'(1976)-described’the‘selfécdhcept-

i

as'being ofganiZed, multifaceted, hierarehial,_stable,'

'-developmental, evaluative and differentiable. - They pfe-

€ St Bt i P Bt bl . 5 o Be i e TR

él T;Q:- e sented a hie%archie‘orgdnizetion oftselt—eohcept which is T :
S L reérbduced in Figure 1. o , .‘ ' :‘ , i -é’
; - L L —~ * -The general self-concept was\dlv1ded 1nto'academ1c- _%3
and non-academlc self-concept. The non—academlc was further ‘ %.
: ] dlylded 1nto soq1a1,'emot10nal and,phys;cal self—concepts. T  §
: T t .<~' ‘It was the child's emotional, academic and social g
;i self—concepts wh1ch were con51dered 1n the development of h
the instrument measurlng the attltudes of the child to him- ‘ .gg
'." self,-school and'teacher,,respectlvely. | ‘;
bir’nehé‘ions of the self-cbncept 'theory aJ.':‘e' discussed‘ é
“in more detall in the segment of this chapter whlch deals ;
w1th the theory underlylng the. constructlon of the 1tems e ; N
R éﬁiﬁ*the 1nsttument. . 4 o o L_- . 'W:ELL.W
“{'Selerepott Theory B a
. . Although the self-coneept cenhbt be seen,.behaviot,.i ’ ;
‘j ; ' 1 : whlch psychologlsts belleve may be dlctated by the. self- ‘& fr' - f
] . concept'can be obServed. LaBenne and Greene (1969) ,stated i
»?"' '}é{ oy . that the nature of the self—concept wés inferred~frhm S R ;
o 'aobservable behav10r over a perlod of tlme, and that the 3 4". f/} ﬁ
E behavxor was knewn~to be symptomatlc of the self—concept, | |
; ‘ Combs, Scoper and Coursen (l963)”also‘noted that in order to
C o S S s R ——— .;guﬁ;%fmt,ﬂurl
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~ Figure 1. THe hierarchic organizaticn of -self-_é'a’mcept as presented by Shavelson ef al. .-
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"observed from observations made of thelbehaviorrsr the

:accordlng to Rogers (1951) was from the 1nterna1 frame, of

:subject ‘had to say about himself.

.She further stated that in order to index constructé per—
"
_talnlng to the subject s phenomenal fields, the/experlmenterﬂ

< must use some form of: self-report response q/de by the sub— '

.
<y -

e i o i eyt e e e € Bttt e s~ e Pe s o

4

: ., . 12
Lo = . . . .
\ SR : ‘

study the,self—conceot.its nature must, of necessity, be

subject.

The best vantage point for understanding behavior,

reference of the 1nd1v1dual hlmself'”xCombs et al. r(1963)

endorsed this by saY1ng the: only class of behavrors that | f"

could be:used in the study of self-concept was what the

i,

Wylie (1961) stated: _ \

Self-concept theories explicitly require that we
measure a stated class. of variables, S's (Subject)
.conscious processes; a, by definition, S's
phenomenal fields are grlvate'and beyond direct.
observation by the experimenter (p. 23)

N

A Y

Ject as a ba51s for hlS 1nferen0es.‘ This self-report

\

beheV1or ‘had generally taken the form f’a verbal .response.

'LaBenne-and Greene_(l969)_ {ieved that the self+

= -
report was probab}y the ] sf/oommon method used for obtain-

1ng a’ meas, e self—concept. It éurporﬁed,to measure
the person}s innermost feelings and e&perieﬁces. The self- "
report was. deflned by Combs and Soper (1957) as a behav1or,

reveallng in larger or smaller degree what was 901ng on
Lov 0y

w1th1n the organism. A

v S ' !

—
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Rogers (19531), Allport (1955T,.Sarbinfahd,Rpsenberg‘

A T i 7 e m

L

(1955), and-Combs and Snydqg (1959)'agreed that the self-

“
v, 3 A P 4 = 0 At
LS. G- TACTE et
. .

>
PRSI IR T A s PRSI R oy

‘report was a valuable way to study the self—concept. It

l . ! N

R e s
-

N :derov1ded 1n51ghts ‘into the self which could be obtained in
. "Y-("'B’JL N [
w;nngther way . However, the self-report measured what the.
. A2 . : \ -

person sald he was and not what he was. This is the major

-~

problem inherent’ ln the self—report

" Conbs - (1962) aptly made’ the dlstlnctlon between A ‘ s

L ‘ self—concept and self—report. He said that self—concept

"is what an 1nd1v1dua1 belleves he is. The self—report on ,-A
- . " the other. hand 1s what the subject is ready, wxlllng, ' g
' able oxr can be tricked to say he is" (p. 52). L 4

<

- The degree to whlch the self-report'was relléd upon

A N

"~ as an 1nd1cator of self—concept, 1n the opinion of :Combs

o
~

et al. (1963), depended upon the follow1ng factors.

%

%

%j’ ' 1. The clarlty of the rndxvxdual{s awareness. -t
33 - .-2. The availability of adequate symbols for expression.

.2 3 o 3. The w1111ngness of the individual to cooperate.

¥ 4. The social expectancy.

¥ 5. Thé individual's feeling of personal adequacy.

L 6. His~fee11ng of freedom: from threat (p. 494). A
‘[ i S ' Parker (1966) agreed w1th this reasoning and stated

'that if these factors,;nterferred with the teliability of

the self—report,"self—concept studies, using suchf%EIfTIeport.
— L . : ;
. rnstrument produced questionable results. - B

- Although 1t would be de51rable to assume that a
',person S self-repdrt responses ‘were determlned by his.
phenomenal field, it would be naive to take this gor grahted

' o in Wylie's (1961) opinion. She stated that such responses

J

4 s Mbeetdds s e 4
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were lnfluenced by: .
(a) S's (subject) 1ntent to select what he W1shes to

.reveal to the E (experimenter); (b) S's intent. to say
that he has attitudes or perceptions which he does not..
have; (c) s's response habrts, particularly those.
"involving’ introspection and the use of language; (d) a

~host of situational and methodologlcal factors which
may not enly induce variations in (a), (b) and (c),
--but may exert other miore superf1c1al influences on

- the responses obtained (p. 24).

\ .
Apart from the. personal 1nterv1ew, self-feport

y e
It

o = e st L

o

:responses were obtalned by two methods--the opeﬁ—ended essay

"type report and the self-report 1nventory

report.

il

' There were

advantages and dlsadvantages to both

o

individual .wéuld be allowed to glve a ﬁree and,unstruetured :

$\,.

quantlfy h - o "

Wylle (1961) found that the essays des 1b1ng one's

..

codable for a number

-~ideals for 'one's own gonduct were
of chardcteristics on whic she had data from other 1nstru-

‘self~concept in open-ended self-reports.

It was possible tb-omlt-lmporﬁant aspects_of the
However, in the

- self-report inventory restrictions weré imposed on the per-

* N i . 4
This was difficult or smpossible to classify oxr ~

«In the essay type the

sdn's'report by the selection of the items'presented on the

~

”_1nstrument. ’ - . o I

Wylle further stated, that when a subject s mode of

[y

'reportlng was c1rcumscr1bed as by any kind of 1nventory, one -

had»no way of knowing to what extent the external limits

1mpo$ed by the measurlng 1nstrument prevented the subject

&

from glVlng an accurate reporthgflhrs conscious: cognltlon
- N ‘ﬁi- - h
o .
' : s
X

s,

3.
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/yithin/gge/;eqlmmof attitude studies. Smi
s v

: . : Coopersmith .(1967) -0
*/ -
. . t;_;_;research.‘

.- . I . .
class of aSpects of‘ehe phenomenal self to include tgelf—

\' behavior was taken as an 1nd1catlon of attltude.
B . . T -]

o' . ¢

. N ' .'. 8§ 0
or.feellngs.' Thus, it was of paramount 1m§ortance that the S
[} v

pD ?
.1tem content and 1tem form of an 1nstrument be constructed -

0

.. in’ such a manner as to enable the person to expres§ hlmself

hlsnikellngs and his attitudes about himself -as exactly-as

p0551ble..'

" Attitude Theofy foL ' L ) ) L .
[+ . . N i r - .-'\ ) ST
The writéf/;;;;;ed that self-concept theory is

- . . . AR _
Eeneral framework of attitude.

Wylie (1961) believed
. ) o

placed self-studies within the

the most commonly studied -

o . Lo ‘ ; /___/')/A;’,?
regarding" attitudes. 5 to S :

' T e
'0 1’/

—_—

Attltude was viewed by C?SE/EEQ*SeiII%z (19@4) as ‘not*.

being measured dlregilyfbﬁfﬂﬁ§’5e1ng lnferred from behavior.

: ._,'.
1

e A

sulpe et uasn LS 13

a2 g

e,
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St baNae

They .stated that all deflnltlons of attltude speC1?red that =+ s

They T .

thought ofattitude as: ) o ®

N - . ‘.

/

- 3

'

s

0° ° 6 A & L %ﬁ
. ./an underlylng dlsposxtlon-whlch enters, along ' S

e . _wifth other influences,

into the determination of, a

v . -

- - vatiety of behaviors toward an object or class of

objects, 'including statements of beliefs and feelings B E -
_.about the

R ,respect to it (p.

596) .

object and approacb-av01dance actions with

. ' ' \ . The endurlng component of attltude was emphasxzed by

i

:

. hY o3

3 o f

Freeman (1963) when he descrlbed an a%tltude as a dlSpOSl-

tlonal readlness ‘to’ r@spond to certain 51tuatlons, persons
. ' - or objects in a consistent manner which had been learned

and,had become one's typlcal mdde of response.'.

°
- N

o, 39,0005 32 om idD s AR cna i
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Ll o Edwards £L957) stressed the affectlve base of the ‘
:~f:'att1tude when he deflned an; attltude as the degree of "-,[f;
: . tn. 0 g - ‘ ! e
LN p051t1ve or negatlve 5¥fect assoc1ated w1th spme psycho»
" log1ca1 object. . "}'-" s;v‘_; }";.45 ;: :ffﬁf} - ““/_‘“ 5 n
Hf?.«.‘ For a brlef 1nd%cat10n of theory behlnd attltude . o .
‘ e measurement, Sherlf and Cantrll (1941) stated°-ff:_:‘“‘73.if T
. : R Sy LT T
e ~_* 3 ;ﬂ; attltudes arealnferred from the reactlons T '
(verbal Qr- non—verbal) of man. -'When an 1nd1v1dual L
" redcts repeatedly in a characteristic way. (pos1t1ve' R .

iﬁ“'}:ﬁ},§3';7~,3'ﬁ,;3: All deflnitlons of attltude spec1f1ed that behav1or

S Theory Underlylng Constructlonoof‘ltems ;J'““';_ilif.; ;?E-f}“ R

v‘s's 'y . P
: - the 1tems 1n the’lnstrument whlch-was ’f%f,'f: ‘;
L asvelopsdri ! f“ o ‘.'f":":f S e e
’ :‘: ; . ?he attltudes towa:d self were deflned 1n‘the same: ,., ;if’i
‘ffi‘mahner as atfl udes towards other‘q gects.J They werevllke I*~" »
othet attltudes 1n that they had pe51t1ve andrnegatlve“ 4",,
i:: :;: econnotatlonseand were 1nterwoven thh“lntelleotuai and .52'";;3
. , s PR \ L
_H.T,J; motlvatlonal processes.“ The attxtu,e toward self was “the! o}
'.~ f;ll-'eQaluatlon of one s attrlbutes and ; s one s estlmate of '.‘EA‘,‘
’,ii ;‘selffgorth.. It was one 'S seif—este-‘L foopersmlth (1967) i@;ﬂ'":
. U . , .
" wrote: ; RESEIL B
‘w.— ﬁ&.;} “i o
.' ,‘ - "; i ,
, ' . N

& cm.r:w had@t

4

“ornegative) in relation to a certain stimulus :. e DR

x:m”'.ﬁ. o }objecﬁlveh we infer. that he has -an establlshed A

e attltude toward that stlmuius (p. 29» o .?u

A JRCHEN . J— . :
at a,..~ RN I

[ "‘,:._ "" R v - e 4 -
DA v Y R ,' L ~CL,A~'," . :
I was%taken as an 1nd1cat10n of attltude, . s e

- . . N © iy . -e T >

NN - ' ' - ':'~'. Wt " R T s . Lo, AR '
P o N A “

"» '.". -;~,. /‘,a‘,%-.
. In, thlS sectlon the’ posxtxve«and aegatt’e attltudes

. 4 ‘.~_'_,

b establlsh_a theoretlcal basms for the ‘ﬂ*“
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R - 2 self-esteem we Tefer,to the evaluat;on whlch the

c ~'.. - ihdividual makesg. and customarlly'malnta;ps ‘with ¢,S“_yh%§;"
+ & . v~ ¢ regard to-himSelf: it éxpresses an attitude .of ', - .- . 7
SO R N i‘ . .. appraval or. disapproval, andhlndlcates~¢herextent RS
-.€ ol © .+ :to which the 1nd1v1dua1 helleVes himself to be - - - o
¥ S Taoc - capable, 51gn1f1cant. suqcessful and wortpy. °'In N R
AN w0 short, self-esteem.ls a‘personal: judgment of-»worthi- "% -'.
“4 ..., .. - » . ness that-is expressed in./the attitddes the 1nd1v1dual —
fi R ,-holds toward himself. It 1s.sub;e¢trverexper1enge . :f:
SR - -+ w2 which the 1nd1V1dua1 cenveys .to others .by verbal - h"f
v 1.+ .% ', reports apd'Cther. Gvert expré531ve behav1or (b 4) .
N Cotele g S T Dl
N T Q;.ua'.ét‘,_‘Persons thh low self-esteem possessed negatlve .*,g -
1 ) CQ‘" "‘n:- ,‘ ' "-‘." ) . “E ""m’m];‘;“‘ S
R 4 acets attltudes toward themselves. They saw themselves as help—‘.ﬁ';‘
Vef L less andVLnferlor.. Wylle (1957) found’that those who iooked e
ﬁ.g-ff;.fZy§7ff--_for~psychologlcal help frequently admltted that they suf-‘” ‘”iﬁ h; .
o PR fexed from feellngs.of 1nadequacy and unWorthxneSs.. Fromm "g ‘
".>;;\ ‘. :‘:.i.’ -\ s ‘ \. ' ’},—r, . Yy N \,‘. ‘_"~:‘,,“~ A
5TFV R (1939) reported that c11n1c1ans observed that persons who s
C b a‘-“’i* . . ! SRR N T
;'g T e Were plagued by doubts gf thelr worthlness nelther gave nor~ 3‘. e
o , N recelved lovew apparently fearlng that-the exposure that ﬂ‘,:,gi{;Av
&Z: ._' ",, ") . ' ' = ’-l o - . D * ‘:‘
3 op PR came from 1nt1macy revealed thelr lnadequaCLes and taused S
‘A S 9." L o h~ / . -‘. ,,‘_. _t_...” ,
. . 1\_\‘ ! PLY ‘.
R S N DT P °them to be relected.u Censequently, theY'av01ded close )
& L« ta’ By ‘ . ° '\' ’ l:;‘ g 5“ ",' " ;.'!-All‘\ ‘ﬂt ! _,.;“ T e z"" _:“ : '
10 SO ‘.jf’u, - relathnshlps and felt lsolated.ﬂ_,Aw o ;w,":,K« j:"q,g RO
) R ., 23 At ) . o o CRN
SR PR {fﬁﬁ’ Coopefsmlth (1967T pOLnted out that persons w1th low oL
3 el o rsi'-*BZ'
: T . self-esteem rerrted feellngsfof gu;lt, shame or depre551on el
. o v ot e “,' el ( ,n . , _”::-.' . ( S0
TES L T et and‘concluded that'thelr actual achlevements weie unlmportant._.. b

o o ';~‘z moNTR ' - : O et

S RS 3 It was stated by Jaﬁis (1954) tbat studles of self-esteem ;yfﬁ?

A ‘;Zc,n lndlcated that qﬁﬁexson with iow self—esteem was less cap—w;nhflf '
B e S e L Ve L T, 1‘"‘.*5*3‘,“' .
o '; able'of resisﬁfnq~pressures to conform,,whexeas a person e v E
I w1th hlgh self-esteem ma;ntarned a fa;rly constant 1mage of Peo

oo RS n"‘ - ~ e lxa., gn". Bt '-'~ : ey
LT . ] ‘_‘ . p'-’" o . 4 e . [ “"".q"’_"_f‘:”: - ] _,.“
S S hxs capabllltles and oﬁ,h;s dlSFlnaﬂnesg‘aS a perSon.l; TR e e
..'.:‘,‘_Zol . :; '1 L. S v, ‘. . ‘, s -0 ~~ , . s ,'\" ; : .‘..' it -;. ey ',.‘.A.,n. :\\
,”bj.
}. eorow !
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: j NI Combs (1962) belleved that J.t was- people who had
} ~ - c negatrve attltudes,1 who eaw_ ‘t'hemselves as unllked, unwanted,
. . ! . s -
f: - .‘3 tmworthy, unlmportant oL, unable. He descnbed the person L
o s R who had a pos;tlx;e view “e:f'-..e,e]‘,f as edhe who expected to be ;
E "., successful, who behaged courageously‘;, was Iess dlsturbed
[ - ‘.. . £, 2 ' &
¥ ,- J babo*ut crltlclsm, was free ’tobpagfv nore attentlon to .evénts’
J L 1~¢ -~ out&id:' self behaved uns‘elf:.sh\1§ a.nd dld not have toqbe :
; ) ,' R = '. N concerned !Lf ‘he were conformmg .E'i";'..r \ ) ,;': : I - i
' :';‘ - . ‘1,‘ : A persons ‘w:.th hlgh selfv-esteem 'posg',;e,s‘};ed. posrt‘:we‘ 7 .
‘ - : - at’titudes;‘l toward hrr{lself and‘ berng les(s.t,rloub"led by, fears f,. ,A_- %
\ TN T ~°;:md.‘g;elf-doubt he moved more dlrect‘ly ahd dr.t.!.ta’?l.lstsl.c.:a;l]_y '.‘ _J'jl. L 4
'* ' . - tov;rard hls"personal qoal. . ':I.; ’ s )'f | "‘* ? “*{',' ' ;-_""j‘-‘:' )
.. , 'f~_:=‘. ~ "Asy reported by Coopersm:.th (1967)lh thea ‘fo.‘lloWJ.ng were, : l o
i‘,;u” .‘ presuma‘}p]:;; the affecptlve! ,cog,nltlye_and beixé}lrd‘ral ohara;ter- . T \_"
{ o » J.stlcs of’ those possesélng high selfwébteem- ‘the 1nd1v1dua1 Lo " ”
}iﬁif ) Tk Ly felt ggnérally \.ra']‘n’xab;e anrd‘ J.mportant, ,worthy oﬁ respect
5 -E\\ = " v and conelderatlon, ﬁnfluenc;n‘;;n others possessi‘ng- good :rudg- = s L
“ o .--, 1 A RPN v '- L
; pal ' ment and a clear understandmg of self. enjoy.mg new“and .' . N .
o‘ . "‘ ‘ challer;gmg tagks and not-gett’lng upsetswhen tha.ngs d/ld not '
U .' | 'w'f i dw'e.llz r;ught away zThe ihdlvq.dual bela\eved his work bwas!' T
T "‘?f h1gh qualrty af}d t‘}lat ‘h'e was capable of do:.ng worthwhlle o o
. ) thl.nlgs in the fut{.l(re. .. ' _‘p'i o [ . ",r BEU o L
f‘ % i \ 'f*,u' Rosenberg B (IL965) study no't‘ only; concerned 1tse1f w1th U
| ’ the“socnal class,. |re11?-:|.ous «;;:ecupu and famlly determlnants of
;:.; 't ) : .;.' se'lf-'-es.teem, but als’b traced some of the bsychologlcal Aa,n,,'d‘ S - -
N LT, , L. e . e . " T
v p . Nlnt‘erpersonal corrrelates of self-esteem._ He stated: , __"»‘:*- B , :
Coy 5o . ‘ .fi \'..\.". . .. T
B T N Y M rpmtes &
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' When we speak of high self-esteem, then, we shall

simply .mean that the individual respects himself,.
considers himseIf worthy; he- doés not necessarlly

. consider himself better than’ others,‘but he deflnltely'

does not consider himself worse; ‘he does, not feel that

- he is. the ultlmate in perfectlon, but on' the contrary.,

19

; recognlzes his 11m1tatlons and . expects to grow and
. improve.

" -individual lacks respect. for the-self'he observes.
The self-plcture is drsagreeable and ‘he w1shes 1t
.were otherw1se (p.. 31), .

1
b

' These research flndlngs on hlgh and low self—esteem

DY B -

Low self-esteem, on ‘the. other hand, 1mp11es self-'
rgjectlon, self-dlssatlsfactlon, self-contempt. The -

\ HN

' 'gave an understandlng of the Chlld'S attltude toward self

and prov1ded the framework on Whlch the 1tems pertalnlng

to the attltude of the chilg to hlmself on the proposed L

"1nstrument were based.,‘ ~ ‘.q ;- : , . ¥

ar\,, Cn

O PR e e
: Many self-report 1nventor1es, lncludlng Fey 'S, Accept—*. S

ancesof Self and Acceptance of Others Questlonnalre (1957).

Fmtt s Tennessee Self-concept $ca1e (1965), Bown' s Self—, ; ;-w .

' Report Inventory (1967), and Coopersmlth's Self—Esteem

) fnventory (1957) were based on srmllar c0nstructs. " The

f»,domlnant themes underlylng all were that the self-concept

‘toward seif-was of maﬁor importancetin-the development of -

was,central to man_sabehawlor ‘and that a p031t1ve attitude’

s
LA f

a well-adjusted, self—acceptlng, integratéd indiviéual;?*“f

‘The constructs unaerlylng ‘the items used for the

-attltude of the Chlld to school, on the dev1sed 1nstrument,_

"’were gleaned from 1nnumerab1e studles found in the llter—

3

e

\.

\a o
‘ ature.\\Abramson (1968) belleved that frem a chlld's polnt LT

of view, schools’ were sometimes consrdered to be thé enemy. C
. . i o ] "-.‘.‘, . -
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dlstrlbutlng fallure or defeat to the very chlldren who

needed to experlence success the most.

Rosenberg (1965) pornted out that the flerce com-

o petltlveness of the school system, by whiich the superior:

achlevement of one child tended tq _debase the achlevement

of another,'caused W1despread feellngs of personal 1nade-'

N <

. quacy. Many’chlldren‘gave up early in school feellng that

with no attempt there’could be little or no huﬁiliation"

!
.

. was. reported by Morse (1964) He found that for the young

Chlld, school was a. secure, supportlng place w1th regard to '

hls mental health but as . he grew older his confldence \

dlmlnished. About 40 per cent of the.puplls often felt

B Lk tali ekl b nalae CEE LI

-t ‘A gradual ‘decrease in proféssad Self—regard w1th age

upset at school, and over 40 per cent oftqn became dlscour-{'

' aged 1n school The results of a study by Dusew1cz (1872)

1nd1cated that\student attltude toward school was a con-'

srstent 51gn1flcant predlctor in all three achlevement.

~'areas studled. :reading; Iahguage and arithmetic.

Purky (1970) stated.

o s e the child enters school with hls psychologlcal
- bag of tricks packed with all sorts.of ideas about
himself and his_abilities. However, in spite of .
. this tremendous influence of the primary home environ—.
" ment,- tE§£SCh°°1 has a great role to play, as we shall

"see. N to the home, the school is the single most !
_important force 1n shaping the child's self—concept
(pp. 39 -40) . : ,

Purky s bdbk, Self—Concept and School Achlevement,

iwas of great value in formulatlng the rtems pertaining to
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_the attitude of the child to schoolb Chapter IV, "Thé'

’ What Purky was saylng to the teacherj

‘Questlonnalre.(1967). Among the abundance of studles in

.'the literature, the ones oone by Davidson and'Lang (1960)

g

" Task of the Teacher," prov1ded the majorlty of the ldeas

behind the 1tems on’ the chlld's attltude to hls teacher.,

Purky dlscussed what ‘the teacher belleved _about hlmself

)

'what he belleved about his students, the attltudes he con-

veyeq, the,atmosphere he created, and the sensitivity he-, ' .

‘developed. In éach area, he listed questions for the
nteacher tofask himself. As an example, some practical .ques-
-tions abont respectjand-warmth\for the teacher to ask him-

' self were: -, oo ' ' . R

Do I arrandge some time when I can talk quletly alone
with each student? Do I notice and cgmment favorably _
on th§ things that are 1mportant to e students?. BRI
(p. 5 ) \ : . [] ) , - .

amongst other things,
<

was. that there ave six factors-_ challenge, freedom, respect,
A

Ny
warmth control, ‘and success, Whlch seemed partlcularly B -

‘1

ﬂ"lmportant in creating a classroom atmosphere conducive to

L4

. developlng p031t1ve attltudes in the Chlld, to’ sel% to -

[

,‘school and to the teacher.

‘Instruments which were ‘usef l in formulatlng the

-

1tems on the attltude to the teacher were the Mlnnesota

Teacher Attltude Inventory (1953) and’ the Truax Relatlonshlp

and Brookover, Erickson and Joiner (l9é7)'were the most

helpful...Davidson'and Lang-(1960)'£eported.that thexﬂ%iidren's'

N
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: positively and significantly with their self-perception. .Also,
x _ L : g . .

.teacher's feelings, the better were their.academic achieve-’

ll/ﬂ evaluations.of their academic a

"menteof the ‘instrument to measure the attitude of the child

'to‘himself;.to school and to his teache:; S

JIhstrument Construction -

v . . ’ o ‘. . il
e ek et wana nm-‘r-em-v--*\'rv"f L

(]
T g

P -2

pefceptions'of the'teache%s' feelihgs-towardvthem coxrelated:
- N . \ . . . X . . -

) N 14 :
the more positive' the children's perceptions of ‘their

ment and. behav1or in: class as rated by the teachers. e

\

Brookover et al. (1967), in thelp comprehensive S5tudy

“ o
R O T TR LR RNES o L T 2

of the self—concept of ablllty and school success cohc}hded:

/ The hypothesls that student s pedrceptionsiof the
i1i ‘dthers
(teachers, parents and friends ' ed with N
self-concepts of acadenmic ablllty weresgonfirmed . s !
. Ap. 110) : . . : C

The theory and research flndlngs ‘on self-concept and

self-attltudes aited above formed the ba51s for the deyelop- ) S

(a) Item Selectlon v

Shaw and erght (1967) belleved that the success or
failure of“the attempt to develop an attltude scale was

dependent upon the collectlons of items W1th whlch the

v

wrlter started . A o = ‘ |

Green (1954) stated- l‘ o n; o ' <u

o s the Investlgator should not lose 51ght of the .
- fact that a scale is made from items.. The initial
“and basic problem of attitude measurement is to: ° .
-assemble a set of carefully worded, 1n51ghtful 1tems_
that cover the area in ouestlon (p. 365) :

o
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_statements to be, used in the construction of attitude

‘ ., Wylie (1961) urote'that it was necessary to "undeg—

e

' take a slow accumulation of 1nfcrmat10n in regard"te rella—

blllty and construct valldlty at the item level, if any

" clear meahing can be attached to one's. measures (p. 322)

)

Gardner (1975) stressed the 1mportance of developlng

o

Ve

attltude“scahes that contained dlscernlble, underlylng theo—
retical constructs. 0therw1se, ‘the 1tems were more properly
to be 1nc1uded in'an oplnlon survey He belleved the
absence of any theoretlcal ratlonal made attltude scale
theory 1napp11cable and statlstlcal procedures 1rre1evant

A small number of good items was believed by 'Vernon '

(1962) to be more easily answered and was likely to dis- i

.criminate better than a long test\ No amount of statjstieal

{ e .
treatment compensated for poverty in initial choice of state-

]
3

ments. Wesman (1971F said a test as a whole was no better

o

than the sum of its parts and. a gocg test was one that was

composed of well-written items. These statements were

‘applicable: for inventories as.well as tests. .’

Edwards (1957) summarized the criferia for editing

inventories. . He stated that items that were ambiguous and

“irrelevant, referred to the.past andrthat were endorsed by

-, . ) ‘

"almost everyone or no one, should be avoided; also, double’
 negatives and such words as only, nearly and always. The

’statements should be simple, short and contain only one’

thought, preferably in the form of a simple statement.
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‘concisely. s L

"Thus, .in devieing the items for the fnstrument
emphasis was 'placed on the theobeticalnconetrhdts underlying

the.items; - Items were-selected to ﬁefleqt.cleér, well- -

. R | ' 4 . . - .~\ . ‘ . 1‘
defined theoretical Ttonstructs and‘were‘wd}ded simply and
. ' % . .

~

s

v 4 . .

(b) Reliability.and Validity. =~ .- _ .

[y

Measurement must be éccuréte. An 1nstrument to be
useful .must’ prov1de answers which cover that whlch 1t was
supposed to measure. Cronbaqh and Meehl (1955) described a

-good meésuriné instrument as '‘possessing th#eefmajor qual-

.itiesi validityg feliability and usability Thorndike

(1966) and L1ndqu1st (1966) were among the ;/;earchers who
\
ton51dered thls statement basic.: Thorggi%e defined rella-

111ty as a tendency toward con51stency £rom one set of

’ K

measurements to another.. Bohrnstedt (19703 defined validity

as indicating the degree to which an inétrument'measured

' the ‘construct which .was -under investigation.’

\

‘Summérs (1970) stated:

When we plan to measure attitudes we want an instru-
ment which is insensitive to 1ntelllgenqe, social
class, - tendencies of the respondent to give socially
desirab®e answers, or anything else except attitudes.
The instrument must be valid . . . . An instrument
must be consistéht in the readlngs it provides when
applied to an object which is unchanged it must be-
reliable (pp. 21-22) . ' : , -

°

In a comprehen51ve study of 1nstruments measurlng

-

the phenomenal self 1t was noted that the majority of them

*

had rellablllty studles.but few had valldlty studles and
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R 4 who rated student behaviors. Miller" S showed a test-retes.t

drsmn e s b ok s e
3 kS .

. . . . . ' -
o e rasmreietne e o gt s poac ek e 8 6 aoee | on -

LY

. those w1th Val:udlty studles, other than content Valldlty,

. ] : C .
were*very rare. ‘., T T

Lo LaBenne and Greene (1969) belleved

' Most ‘attempts’ at measurement rely on 1ntroépect1ve
w'self—reflectlons which lack the advantage of-an
externdl criterion. One alternatlve to this method
is the use 6f trained observers who infer the nature

. . . of an individual's self-concept by asse531ng a serles
] . of sample behav;Lor (p. 118).

*

Combs et al, (1963), when using 'trained ob'servers,
reported no s:.gn:.flcant relata.onsh:.p between the} 1nfer\:\ed K

self-concepts of chlldren obtalned from observatlons of’

! R )

thelr behav.wr and the self—reports obta:x.ned dlrectly from

. the children. = - .. R

[
¢

Studies conducted to determine ‘the consistency and.
' T ‘ o N ' . ‘. S . . .
accuracy of teachers' ratings of student behaviors had
eon'fliotihg'reSults. Barnard, Zlmbardo and Sarason (1968)

and Feshback (1969) 1nd1cated that teachers were not con—:

¢

51stent in their overall ratlngs of student behav1ors. ‘ \ L :
Whereas Mlller (1972) ‘and Rubin- and Krus (1973) reported

falrly hlgh test retest rel‘l_ablllty coeff1c1ents for teachers

L

rellablllty of .80 and Rubin and Krus, .50.
P.'x.ers (1969) compared results from 'I‘he Way 1 Feel\

About Myself Self-Concept Scale and teacher ratlngs on

/ al t.
self-concept of fourth and sxxth graders and found correla-

. -

tJ.ons ranged from 0. 06 to 0. 41
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GordOn (1968) conducted a study hmng three dlfferent

. measurement methods--b’eha_;uor observatlon, pro;ectn.ve tech—-

TR

nlque .and the How I See Myself Scale--and ‘a variety- of

¢ | . .‘ traits. The traits.meaé;u,red with the How I ;See M-yse\lf;j
. | scale dlffered from those measured by th‘\t‘her'two methods.
' Gordon, in hJ.s summary of the data lndlcated that the cor-
| - l.krelatlons, although pos:.t:.ve and sllgnlflcant; were low.
< S ':' . The follow:.ng is a brlef summary of the rellablllty
* ' ' . a"hd valldlty,of four 1n$truments-wh1ch welre. noted
‘ ‘ "‘earller in the literature review. A

~ Bowri's Self Report Inventory had a test-retest rella-
hil;ty co’eff\lclent of .84.~- No forma:‘r:" 1nveé;_t1gat1,ons of
constrnct,' predictiize or concurrent va'lidity'were d‘one..
The prlpary valld.tty testlnq method was .that of contrasted
gr0ups. o \ - o o . _

) Coopersmlth s\Self-Esteem Inventory with a sample
of 30 flfth grade chlldrer; had a test—retest rellablllty
_after a five week 1ryterval of ‘.‘88..' ,Content valldlty vas the‘
.only valldlty avallable‘. . ' — g

.
i

Fey s Acceptance of Self and Acceptance of Others
'Questionnalre had no information on ‘construct 'Valldl.ty,

With third year medical students, a split-Balf reliability’

for Acgeptardte of Self ‘was .84’ and .with 60 “freshman medical - -

student"s,',it' was .92. o

oo
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Fltt 5 Tennessee Self-—Concept Scale had test-retest

i

‘rel:.ablllty coeffn.blent of 88. Validation prc?cedures, 1n

A AP EET N

. addltlon to content validity were: -(I) dlscrlmlnatlon o
-between groups; (IT) correlatlon with. other personallty
_mea'sures; and: (lII) personallty changes under certain con-—h_-‘
ditions. _ i . B | .
.. ' ,’Wylie “(19’61') 'stated that instruments should be
developed w:J:h suitable k\nown construct valldj.ty for index-
.1ng the phenomenal field and partlcularly the phenomenal
. self. -Researchers should not be content with empqu.cal or |
". face 'validity for s_'elf.—repor.t'. or for other measures they \
.use..l | ' .' : . . U _‘ o
b - Construct validity is demonstrated by factor analys:.s.
. Factor ana1y31$ as described by Shavelson et. al. (1976)
arranged a Ar.natrlx of correlatlons into clusters among ttest‘s; '
or among it-ems on a test. 'If the test operated as the
"des:.gn sugge:sted, items measur:l.ng, for e:fample, _a'cadem:i:c'-‘.'
3 self—concept should cluster together and shoul"‘d be distinct
‘from a cluster‘of items  on’ physmal self-concept. Bohrns'tedt
: .(1971) postulated that items which correlated hlgherqzln

‘-":another cluster probably belonged in that cluster rather

U than in the one originally chosen. -

Kerlinger and Kaya (1959) believed ‘factor analysis
- to be a logical validity. tool. Gardner' (L975) considered

factor anal&sis to. be a method for allocating items to

t
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.scales, ‘fox .verifyin'g the unigueness of the .various .con-, -

o

'structs or for reducing the number of ‘scales when some were

et T £ = L S s
s et E el f L ZeeBTEE . {2 £ %

shown to be redundant.

-
- :

- The rellablllty and valldlty stud:.es of the 1nstru—
~1 ment measurmg attitudes of the Chlld to self, schqol and
s ‘teacher was an important parf of this progect. B 1
. R . . T . / . ’ . A “ '.:-.;
Scaling : o ' o T 8
' In recent years. developments in the. construction of ;
173 ' . ) ’ . . ;::i
scales for attitude meastrement occurred. Coopér and ;’é
Mc'ts}a‘ugh .{(1963) bri}efl’y described the construction of a ' b
‘Likert-type scale as follows-‘ ’g
Many statements pertaining to a stimulus object L K ' / W
"are assembled and administered To a‘ group-of subjeécts : . 3
-~ who desighate 'strong approval, approval .indecision, . . odf

disapproval- or strong dlsapproval to each. These
are assigned numerical values of 5, 4, 3, 2, 1,
; - respectively. Each subject's. scale is scored and a . "
correlatlon for each item with the total score is . .o
- + computed. Those items which have high correlat:.on _ - f
. are, retamed (p. 255) . ' . Lo

1
S
s -
:
Iate woomne e
e

AAAAAA

. ‘ In rev:Lewmg the l:Lterature it was noted that the '
L:Lkert scale and the Thurstone and Guttman scales were
used w1th adults 1n the majorlty of cases. Coopersmltﬁ"
(1957) used " 11ke me-unllke me" for 8 to 10 year olds.

A f'yes-no" response, qualJ.fJ.ed by "usually“ was. chosen for

'the ptopdsed instrument.. The child was asked to check_ "Ye,s" - '
X if the statement descrlbed how he usually felt, and’ lNo" 3;?
.‘Lf not. For chlldren in Gxades \IV to AVII, "ves-no" ier.v‘e.' ‘ - ‘f};m‘
consuiered to 'be s:,mple, dJ.’rect ;:oncepts and to be ea}sy to Ct
SRR ]
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...-: - 5o N [, "Q-'n .. " A 4 . P
Qemonst.rate constru >t valldlty., o e T o R w4
T A P L, ¥ ."iu .' e 3 : "‘ ." : '. ‘-,-‘_ P
e E nlg b Calculat:.éms .of coefflcients of :mtérhal cons;stency gl oy A
LI U B ] i S [ e W .
« LE gt s : . g = ', 5 '. - o, "t ca '.:’;‘,"-‘." weve . B
. -:".: ' . * .='., o ereﬂ ’ T ’ R o = :
' ‘; % . "n::' ". iy e ¥R : "". u 1 s}’-x “‘:‘,_" Ve ¥ “:,.
ehe 4, o © &R . . ooy, W S8 R E
.3 LN T O W "7,. -"A questlonnalre. to rate the teacher perceptlon e i g §
Wi T o Sy i G T e g ‘_ - E 5 : .
: 7 ¥ S THRRE N S S b Sz 4L
0 ‘f 5 e O T of spéc:.f:.c studenit behavxors was "des:Lgned‘ and ‘,
RS 4 . s i . SENCSIN, S 35 A A= I ~\'.-.|; ’ :b, -“. ..
I I e REARY e N " ‘eud o K Sy
a. bt R @ g YR comp,;leted cOmpansons were *",'.-‘x
.%oy, »he ':“ '.'..v » Y - ' o - .‘_- -, n;.l
- £ made _wa.th' the student uest:.onnalre to‘.exp"lore
o e g ..emplr:.ca.l va".l-iélty.
gk e o fc R
. 2 R 4 s SE g P
. -Instrument Developme 4. o
';“--I .= . 5:..-:‘ 'I.l " —'.' “
- i e ."‘"f;' K
W e In develo :mg-the" que_ :.tems had to
4 formulated wh:.;,r:h ‘woulé denote a pos:.tJ.ve or a negat -‘e‘""‘, it OR0 R
N :.'iT"' Wl o T - v . R [y i
~~'.~atti'.tude to sélf,‘ school a d teacher.. hThese 1tems were...,
N.‘H' o ‘:.fl '--_' ‘”""‘ B '..a '::' !v.~'~ TG o [ 'n” 3 :
3 b P 4',-«' R &
dev;sed ffom var:.ous sources..: G WA
Ea ’1.; 'I‘hrough-. qonver#at:.ons w:n.th parents...,students,
t ¥ i 'f 5 «»34', ,:3 T
o | K b
A teachers’and educata.onal psychologlsts J:-;
[ 'A- ""‘. .‘.._ 3 :
(.l'hrough ,the“perusal of other self-concept _measures,-}:-. Bt f eh 8
s LN "J’:. ..n B BN o o
¥OMETE i T ;“:_. s B R
: ﬁebjn‘te of whj‘.ch havg been not'ed in the llterature
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f; .ﬁh : -;, ;-‘3..:Throh§h the readlnq of artlcles and books on, self—

‘i: ‘:71 o ,‘: ",L"concept and studles done in thlS area.“ These‘havec.“ f ;
¥ ’ . © been alsa noted 1nnthe'reV1ew of. the llterature.z"l.' e
! . - '-d S ; From a pool of 500 1tems, 114 were chosen wrth the o o

1 . T o ¢ 'n B
_{}yl"'-i;_ ﬂ: assistance of two professors in- the Educatlonal Rsychology -

v LR .. > ' ’ . ) o ' ’
:éf L Department.A Thls llst was then glven to 11 people, who,ji * ' .
;g ;«f. were elther professors or graduate students-{ The 1tems‘.Hi h\n :
ﬁ d were - rated hy them accordlng.t; éhe foiiow1ng crrteria{:vf.z'*;~ e

£

gﬁes the 1tem measure the chlld‘s a thde” %- ;;Ugfvt;f: .

oty
T

o R o . T R PR

i . 2 Is the ltem a measure of a: posltlve or negatlve o N

@‘. K .’- ) , r_..v TN ) o T s ] \} ‘r , ; 1 . .:.b‘ ‘ (N ."_.
FoL att1tude7i' o a;'-fﬂur::'fubyy'_a-.'=f.'@yt;rﬂwﬂgg&

3 N SO Do Con e u'.ﬁ-, AN
VB ‘ . . : Tol TRl
. : 3. Is the rtem réadable by chlldren ln the 9 to 12 LT
[94- NN .o A coa - ORI TR

: RPN . : .° . : . o o g e Rl e .

A age growpz e e T g
- T ST R Do L e e
N . ‘A,th~" R ”i Based on the concurrence of the raters,,ellmlnatlons ﬁ;
% . .\. . : and changes were made to‘the 1tems. Elghty ltems were ““,‘. e
: « . v PRI
Ao°'i.h “}g retalned., These were glven to fOur professors for a frnal i%f';ﬂ¢_;i
i - | perusal rtems that seemed°anblguons or about whlch therew .:pr: i;
; ‘Jj '-o:; was,dlsagreement were changed.x»Attentlon was not only gzvenl.'m
fé fi:*‘:~i:i”{ to content but also to cfarrty so that the Ltéms could be :*:nfé;:m
Ié‘is;.;klt 174'1'read and understood by students, age 8 to 9 years.~ @; ?: ¥G‘Eﬂ‘
H~ * 3 ;é'?f o No verlflcatron or: lie 1tems were 1nc1uded 1n.ﬁ' ;f;f%g,ﬂffﬁ'
E; co “. the qnesthnnalre as the wrrter was rn accord w1th 5 ruh_J ‘;"“ .
; N . IR
1 R S0 % Gordon (1966) that any technlque for asse551ng self— ' '
"{l.?gshjffl%in coﬂcept must be based on the expectatlon that the sub~"\. v .
e ) ‘a o O

D e ject will answer truthfully Also. sore’ lie- Scales A
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ilncluded 1n 1nventor1es were mlsleadlng.

‘response.

' given a value of one.;

'teachers.'»‘ sy T

’:scales cycled in- sequence as fOllOWS'

? .
0 Y ) ot
. 1 ¢ v
. ard o
g a ty o h oo 4 . S,
o ° . - y o
2 - . . - -
¥ 9 : N
. ; 2
~ 2 N o ¢
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An example of

+ f R .
1 Kl ‘7 .0 4

Item No. 6 stated,»“I ‘never 6orry about anythlng“ (p. 265)

L L3

_The Chlld could feel that hehas'llke that usually and be

H @ t

“Yes"Aor "No" response that was usually m@st accurate forv

e

Because the 1tems were worded p051t1vely and

, ;
4 “

-\,a- - P n L

¥,

. L x‘,

"to have p051t1ve attltudes to self, school and thelrf*

.ﬁ '.-\ .").-‘

. ® 3 ‘ ' .
e~ . i * . - . R P . . . . v
. : .
- B - . - . R »
I B ' . - . L. L P T
R . ' . . . - . . =3 "
~ Y A -

PR ’ N
o ¢

bne, the 1tems were placed 1n a structured mannern The sub—f

i

thlS was in Coopersmlth's Self-Esteem Inventory (1967) where pr-;

© M T . . . -
answerlng truthfully.- ~,ﬂA O R f LY
(b) Scorlng ,g'~-'; ) E ' 2

'”p° The questlonnalre asked that each student c1rcle the-;w‘
. ] ‘f
: hlm or her..
~-'negatlvely, elther "Yes"'or "No“ could 1ndlcate a 9051$1ve t7w“d
For scorlng purposes the p051tlve responses were::

Students w1th hlgh scores would tendn«‘

Three forms of the questlonnalre were prlnted uing,ﬁ”

'&“;;;ﬂﬁiz posrtlve attltudes toward self ; RS N .‘f
o l" ' ’ "a - ‘ . ' "" ~‘§ v".; .' “‘! N . B' ) 4' 4
ng:w::;?l“inegativé attitude§ tOWhrd school 7; ?‘ i
: "“iixxpos;;;vé attltudes toward teacher\\fjﬁ {;ﬁla1Cf;5if .
:f;;fl'sz?neQAtiVéuagéituées towara, seyE fff?';fﬁlfmf;‘}?j*
L S R A
: °i‘ bositive attltudes toward schco1' f'ﬂ:'g,l;ﬁJ”l*
Y L " S TRt

st

PR

et bt Pt Rt

r Y feast
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o e . In the other two forms the 1tems were placed by randomlza-',.

. \ .\~. ) ’

. g, tlon. ThlS was to offset the 1nfluence of the response sets, .
§° LT as dlscussed 1n the 11terature revrew, on the self-reports ‘
f;. " . . X , E : . o', . .o

’, % of students. o ';‘ L ' .-
o . o The 1n1t1al questlonnalre (Appendlx A).; con51sted of
!, - ° -
e ¥ .
: . 80 1tems, des1gned to measure thgee faotors. ;attltudes,to
3 ' ..// t self, schodl and- teacher. Each "facto¥ may hg briefly © . .. A
: e . . . . ‘ . o R , x“: ‘\..' o _.” .-,’( .
L . described as. follows: . - o . [-“_.
[ b, ' .- ) ! "_n~ ¢
4 .. _ Attitude Toward. Self. Thls scale had 40 items - and .
?, 3, ' 1t assessed how a student thought he was regarded b%aafhers; ,
f' ;"' whether he thought he was capable of d01ng and saylng worth-ff K

“ :’i ok v g ,."
kS _ - whlle thlngs, how cbnfldent he was 1n hlmself and whether he- i’

\ 3. _liked h;mself.

:‘1 ’g . . ". . : t ) . ‘ " e > . ' . .. -

‘i% Attitude Toward School.’ ThlS scale had 20 1tems and

- - . . )

‘%, - it focused on-[h ther the student enjoyed school and was N ; o

3 . BEERE ‘ ihterested,in.sc oolwonk; ' . ﬁﬁ
' . z:.: - ‘_ Attltude Toward the Teacher. Thls scale had 20 1tems
] AR .‘-;°'and 1t ascertalned whether the student felt the teacher was’
‘g. ‘ ‘-.:E_ :senSLtlve to him’ and understood him and llked hlm and o
. B . , " . . P v e '.‘b.
R X . U whether the student 11ked the teacher. ) o :
(d) Teacher s Perceptlons of Student BehaV1or o
Ratlng Form N i O
F] ] i
L To determlne whether the student s subJectlve state—
P '.’f ments were in agreement w1th an ohserver s ratlng, a" .
t o v ; .
¢ S “ »

Y . . . R . L

D
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i school and teacher. The guestions were selected from the

/ . ‘ .
“ instrument. The behav1ors which were rated- by the teachers

'Were:the same (as those rated by~the students.

Y to Grade VIII. There were elght teacher 1n;théisenior e &

¢,

.‘.- . , . " ., v ' ’ - : . - . . ' ‘. ‘,
queStlonnalre for the'teachers was, dev1sed (Appendix-B) .-

Thls consisted of four questlons in each category self, R
f j .

‘.

: - ' v, .
student questlonnaireato cover the pertinent areas*gf the

-

~- e f:,\ \‘
: -,‘

}
4 ,

The Sample 5

t

. The sample cons1sted of 211 students in® Grades IV,. o

’

T R AR R S B R K i
: et

V, VI and VII ‘from two schools. The schools were selected

on, the basis of prov1d1ng-two dlfferent samples of rural, .

Newfoundland students in the 8 to 12 _age group. : ._ S J
e : L C
“_'. One school A, was divided into two sejflons w1th

“two . separate bulldlngs, Klndergarten to Grade /III and Grade "( !

division. The classes were small, 25 to~l 'students, most . |

..

of ‘Whom llved in the - town. R - ) f ':1 oo

The other school B, had an enrolment of Q14 students
. Fi §
and a staff of 16. The classes were large w1th an average

* of 41 students. There were two classes of .some grades and. . 0

some classas-had spllt grades. Some students llved in the

town, others ‘were bused in from several outlylng v1llages.'

The number ‘of students rn ‘each” grade, -in each school

%

is given' in Table 1
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, : ¢ TABLE 1

e
STUDENT "COUNT BY GRADE BY SCHOGL

o :  School A " " school B
Grade .. = No. of Students 'No. of Students Total
v . 26" L 3 - 6l
SV . 28 N 11 - 35
vir—oo. o 280 0038 oo e
. _ | ’ - 211
* ¢
The er.ter met w:.th the pr;\.nclpal and the grade ;

teachers from each school and the purpose ofs the study and _..-

. the procedures were outllned o o -t

Administ-rati\ie Procedure’s" i

".The questlonnalre was adm:.nlstered by the wr:.ter.

. Attentlon was given to- removmg any threats of grades asso-
,,c1ated ‘with the responses Wthh students made. Students ‘

were made to feel that there were mno rlght or wrong answers .

r

but rather that t‘.hlS was a survey of the:.r attitudes to be

used for research purposes. ' '
) AssuranCe was. glven to the students that responses

\.

'would be kept- strlctly conf:Ldent:Lal Wlth no “teacher J.nvolve-

‘ment. Mark:.ng of the responses was carefully explamed

w:.th partlcular empha51s on. the fact that they must J.ndlcate

1

*

R e )
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|
E how they usuallx feel \ ;
. The three forms were glven randomly to the suhjects.' l
: = “j}“ The students marked their résponses on the prlnted forms: - : ;ﬁ'
: : ) ‘ i'The testlng perlod was ‘of suffJ.CJ.ent length so that /each "‘
' student could work at hls own comfortable rate. ThlS varled‘ r;%
';. ':: _3.: ) 'from 12 mlnutes to 45 mlnutes.e | . B ° L%
l o ) After the questlonnalres were completed by the - %
' students and collected, each was scored and recorded - o
? ~‘”_;":A Item Selection = R . H, - o .,:
3 S .. ta) Item Analy31s . )
¢§; . ....,Q ,-‘. An item anai}sls was performed on the 80 orlglnal f
J itenps, after admlnlstratlon and scoring of the tests.n‘_ ' h | %
Blserlal Correlatlons, dlfflculty levels, and frequency dlS' 1_‘ ' é
. Co trlbutlons were obtalned (Appendlx c). :
(b) Factor Analysis | ’“ . ;. . S L U
71%.”' ) o ,k' -‘: The 80 item initial quest}onnalre was subjected ZS’
1 N princ1pa1 component analy51s. This procedurevms recommend d
e T " "‘hy.‘,cattel'l (1966) who noted tha_t J_.n,an n-variable problem,.
| {therévmre usually more than n factors operatrng (p. 204).
T ; ' : Therefore; there‘Wenadsually'more.discoverable factors.than.,u
‘.are actually taken out. . It was unllkely theh, that 1n an )
>, 80. item questlonnalre,.only three factors would emerge from

a factorlng of the correlatlon matrlx.
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“The. 1nstrument had been constructeﬁ hypotheSLZLng

. three major attltudes.

N

If this hypothe51s was correct, the

2

flrst three components would account For varlance due to -

these attltudes.'

R

In'fact, the first three components'

accounted for 32.1 per cent of the total V&f%&nCé*Uf;fﬁé‘}

items.

The first three components were rotated oblxquely

The rotated factor

. o

s structure and 1tem comnunalltles .are glven in Appendlx D..

3

‘0

'(c).Final Item Seiection

- The final 1tem selectlon proceeded flrst by an. ellml-

N

" nation of those items shoW1ng poor dlscrlmlnatlon ‘in item

analysls.

Next,

the rotated.factor matrix was examlned

Y

and the three factors were tentatively identified as self,

;.school and teacher, dependlng on the content of the 1tems

?whlch loaded hlgher on the obllque factor structure. .

\‘loadlngs higher than

‘phenomenon occurs frequently when the number of true factors

'each factor contalned examples of each type of item,

Since

it was

necessary to eliminate some items even though.they had

.30.

Cattell (1966) noted that this

-is smaller than the number of factors in éhe factor space

.

(p- 2045.

'Therefore, still operatingrunder the assumption

that the hypothe51zed constructs were responSLble for the

.varlance in the flrst three components, 1tems were ellml- :

loadlngs above

‘remained.

:' nated untll only those with both. approprlate content and

.30 on the corresponding tentative~ factor .
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. Rl o These 1tem§. teeame tte fltlal version Of. the tes‘t.“__
! T ' ‘.\'.i‘he attn.tude toWard self. scale cont{:u.ned ‘15 'tems,;' attltude
' y B e toward_ school had 9 1teme, i ttltude teward teacher had 7
: ., . g 1tems. « B A total a'ttltude tev;ard self } seh'o'o‘l' a’n‘d_"tea_cher
§, ’ A 'j.‘ts';.a. f:’oiﬂ;}qé:ité-fef_ .tﬁ'e"th'r'ehe\e'caleé ‘ - The' n!ems were_ élaé'"d pan ‘¥

5 :__.“:. n the quest:.onnalire by randdmlzatlon to offset am{ po?51ble "-' ..":'\ |
‘; N "Response Set" although the form“ of +the' orlg;l,na:]_ ‘go;iéem Fy g 9
. quels‘tlo.nna:;.;-e had no s:.gr;:.fl'c':aﬁtn .effect or; the stuéent '. ' ::_.
re'spenses.. ‘The flnai .;tenis selected, : ' A h i
'be_came.the 31—:.tem c:[uestlonnalre Whlch is ‘to be Ica'lled. :‘~,'“":_, ";:'.'g:.'_"{. e
. Sttdent Sel:E Attitude Quest:.onn;nre“ (SSAQi. e Fa ' NI
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Coo TABLE 2
T \

ITEMS SELECTED FOR STUDENT SELF—ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE .

K

Attltude . No.

on initial

——

- Ttems *

" to : Questlonnalre L
S : " ) " P
- Self g 4 - I make new frlends easily.
) o ) 6 . I am liked by most people
L 10" I llke,mYSelf :
R ‘11 __I-find it dlfflcult to mako new
o . S T ‘friends - .
AR, § SRR I think my frlends ‘listen to me .
e T o .~ when, I talk Cn s
B - - 23 I feel Most . people are k1nd to me -
o R ‘38 . No one Seems -to understand me
. . 43 " I think most people -are frlendly
T ,A\'; L towards me
SR 53 .My friends usually f1nd me- easy
e Co to get along with
BT A .54 - .My ideas .are not very good
A R - 60 I like learning new things
‘ N 62 - I rarely do anything right ,
L ' 65 I like doing new things
. j]!dlﬂz : 73 I.am happy most of the time
R a8 - " I like people
School I - I *1ike to do my- homework .
. 21 I would rather be, home than 1n A
R school . - . )
. 24" *. I do not care if I fail .',' .G
+ *32°+ . "I hate school . '
* .. 33 School -is great
- 39 I do my school work “with excitement
64 I wish I did not have to’ go to
. . school .:
€9 I complaln about school many times
35 I find it hard to keep my mlnd on,
e ) -my work in school -
‘Teacher - 7 Mx;teacher makes me’ feel uncomfort-
T B o able
. Y34 My teacher notices when I am
: - feellng sick or unhappy °
42 - I do not .like my teacher -
-45 I am not treated fairly by my’
. teacher
71 I feel my teacher llstens when I
e © talk . .
7 74 - I think my teacher treats me falrly

I feel my teacher likes me .
. e

y
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g ' .RﬁLIAEILITY AND'VAL;bITY STUDIES: j‘\.w~ o . ,g

. An 1mportant part of thlS study was to exam;ne the- ' S .g

g rellabillty and: valldlty of the questlonnalre. Thls chapterfﬁz E %

'é presents the data. ' i ’}J Q . :Nc,.._ o -gi ] | i
§' ‘ Descrlptlve Statlstlcs - _j C o .;' L _-f RS T
: ' .Test Mean: ~ . S 22us20 Lo o
'g. Test Varlancer - ._}27.00j . | o -
:é: i m$tSD“u‘.~};.-' 51@ &‘:ﬁ“f;.f,,‘ﬁ i1‘ ”l_' é

ji ? The means,standard deV1atlons and, correlatlons 6f L

item responses 1n the 31-1tem questlonnalreuare shown'ln .
I , -4 . 5 ek o

'”:hppendik~E.

-

. Rellablllty of the Final Questlonnalre . PR S

k- , . : Thorndlke (1966) deflned rellablllty as the accuracy or
S T fpreclslon W1th whlch a/measure based on one sample of test !
"tasks at one 901nt in tlme represented performance based on’ a
.]‘L-'.;-J ;'dlfferent sample o£ the same klnd of tasks or a dlfferent

| it01nt of tlme or both. Accuracy may be expressed by a’ rellaf--
blllty coefflcient or by the standard error of measurement.

NE o He deflned the rellablllty coerflc1ent as the correlatlon " S
':.coeff1c1ent between two equlvalent measurements. In thls study,

the measurements were two appllcatlons of the same test.

M-t

;j' ‘ 41.-. ., . , w}
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¥ S . o ‘ Co v g
L,E,, , Thettesteretest.reliability of the -31-item. test, '
;.E over a three week 1nterva1 with 211 students, was .42, .The", T ﬁ
| S e ' . - 0
F & S rellablllty of the—seif—scale was .29 the school scale, . : )‘
% ".17; the teacher scale,‘.29. ! ' ;

S

}; . , The stable rank orderlngs of students on total scores‘

Ll
SV BRI 1 SIN)

Twere 1nd1cated by the- 1nternal consistency coefficients as

" e,

measured by the Kuder-Richardson -20 ‘formula. The K.R., -20
for the self scale was .64; the school scale, .56; the ..

teaoher scale, .42.

¢

T ’ . ' . ° * 4
R [ . ) . .' - ‘. . h
Validity of the Final Questionnaire - - ‘-

0
! °

\
&
EY
0
'

. '“(a) Content Valldlty ) ;: o < ; L .
R -, . ) ' 1 . \‘ )
Content valldlty was a, functlon of 1tem preparatlon

and selectlon ‘as dlscussed prev1ously in Chapter IIT in the.

sectlons on 1tems and ltem selectlon.

. Three dlstlnct factors, attltudes to self school

and teacher were)des%red. As previously stated, the ‘atti- ‘ oo
tudejtonard.self focused on how a student thought he was

regarded hy others, whether he was capable of doingﬁand

: , 'T o :'Jsaylng worthwhlle thlngs, how confldent he was and whether . - ﬁ/ﬂi‘
| he\llked himself.’ The attitude toward school focused on i
"whether he enjoyed;school and was lnterested in school work;

The. attltude toward the" teacher focused on whether he felt

the teacher was sens;tlve to him and understood h1m and

; o | ) llked hlm, and whether he llkedgthe teacher. The items were

. . ) . N
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'-developed to coirespohd to theSe factors,and to probeﬂthef.
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.student's feellngs in these areas, .. - o i' . ' . ~ Ei‘
: The 31 1tem test ‘had 15 1tems measurlng attlthdes : . L ﬁ
1Uto seif,HQ 1temslme;surlqg:attitudes to school, and Z items m'; ) fg
measurlng attltudes to the teache;. S . \ ifﬁ Ca .é
s C e ,_ o ' L
(b) Emplrlcal Valldlty - SR R . ; k'
< A Teacher Pe;ceﬁtlon of Student Behav1or form was - ‘g,;ff . ’ :ﬁ
. , -, . : :
.hbrepaied con51st1ng of 12 1tems, four:ln eacg area of self LR \g
. school and teacher (Appendlxa) TheSe 1tems were chosen ‘ '?
'from_the studeptﬂs-attitude_qqestlonnaire-as belng‘repreé _ ;2 %
“‘septative of stuéents; feelinésss _F' ; _k’ . o ,;- . fa; i 'ET
s+ ‘Ten students in each qrade\ln theﬂsq~ple were. ,'L‘3 .-‘:F{ "g
seiected“ranﬂom;y hy thehﬁfiter; Thelr teachers were asked - =‘;
.to rate eaoh'of themlindividog%ly on the items.».There was~ :
‘a total-of 7 teachers and 78 students. _ : .jl:’ilf,ﬂ"* ) .
a The oorrelatlon of the final test w1th tHe teachérs E
-‘ratlngs was .25, The correlatloq of‘the attltude to self _i;f Lo
was .24, the attitude tOTSChOOl wh§ l;, and the attltude .
to teacher was .10.°: ST .;‘} o ' f{:h 43 ';"r?ff
The tetrachoric correlatlo;;'ofﬂteachet !anci_stuc_léxit'i;,_;_;1 S
.responses fo;xeach.item}are;cootain a:iq;iahleTB. { ‘.. .\ : ,:
CN . : e . 5
(e, Construct Valldltg | e ° : \i N
The process of determlnlng con truct valla;ty is : : ?? ';
fundamentally Y process of show1ng t ;t an h§§3t5e512ed i; ‘i'i_fu
R !
o b
v ". . , . 6 [. § A ’
) : b v W%V*J"
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