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ABSTRACT -

’ - Part 1 summarizes data on the final version of the
Student Self-Report, an affective, multiple-chioce questionnaire
" developed to measure the.kinds of behavioral and attitudinal changes
which elementary counselors most often attempt fo produce when
providing services to 'students in Gradeg 3-6. Part I contains
reliability and validity data for the instrument, a model of -
.affective development resulting from a path analysis done on these
data, a measure of the traits exhibited by students referred for
counseling serviges, and-a measure of the effects of counseling
services. The measure does not consistently show gains for students
receiving counselifg services. Névertheless the data provide insight
into the development of affective problems in elementary children and
the way in which counseling programs address thege concerns. A
parallel- instrument was developed to measuve similar affective
content for children in Grades 1-2, Part II presents validity and -
reliability data.collected in.developing a pilot version of the .
Student Self-Report. In general, results suggest that this instrument
. measures the same attitudes and behaviors measured. by the upper level
instrument. However, the instrument is difficult for primary children
. and invalid results are produced for many of these students.
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PREFACE

r I""—f‘ % ° [3
This is Part 1 of the final renort of the MIE funded project, Reszarch
into the Development of Affective Instruments in the Lansing Sechool
e

-

:

- Distriect. This project, funded from February 15, 1930 - February a4,

1981, provided nonies to investigate the development of two affective
measures. The instrument described in this report was designed to
measure the effects of counseling services on students ‘in grades three
through six. The,other measure was designed for students in arades one
and two and is described in Part 2 of this renort. R
This project was'managed by ‘Robert. Young, Office of Ffvaluation
Services,.Lansing School Distriet. The administra%or ultimately
responsible for the project was Dr. Grace Iverson, Nirector of the
Office of Evaluation Servicas, !s. Ronda Hunter and Nr. John Hynter of
Michigan State University were responsible for ~uch of “he rasaarch
described in this report; however, the 0Sfice of Evaluation Saervices is
ultinately responsible for its contents.

- -

1]
Persqns wishing more information should contact tha Nffice of
Evaluation Services a% (§17) 374-4217, .
. . L ~ %
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[

The Student Self-Report is a 35 iten, affective, nultiplé choice
quastionnaire.  The instrument was davelopad to measure the %inds of
behavioral and attitudinal changes thich elerentary ounselors most
often attempt.to produee when they provide servig The instrument
has three subscales mezsuring self-concept, classroon behavior and
getting alonz with others. The instrument as a whole. and two of the
suhscales, sclf-conccp? and classroom behavior, have sufficient
ro‘labillty and validity for use in measuring differances _betweaen
groups of students. The third subscale, g3etting along ‘with oth ers,
includes items of w1d°1y differing content and should not be used by
%tself to evaluate group 4differences.
The instrument was adninistered to sslected. dents in nine elem2ntary
schools served by, ﬂeunselo"§ A cluster pna’y i f the instrungnt was
done, and thé items were grouped into saven con*ed%&clustars. "A rath
analysis was also complated with these datza. This 2nalysis sugoestad a
model for the developnent of"self-concapt,

Finally, the instrument was used %0 measure the impact of small Ehoun
and individual counseling services, Sianificant effects were found for
these sarvices in increasing ¢lassroon «ompliance andg poéiﬁive .
aftitudes toward making friends, These data were inconsistent,
nougver, with the 1nsfrumnn*’s measure of prog an chanEe fron the
previous year'. This ‘inconsistency suggested tha' the instrument shares
a problanm with other affective hessures we have usad; it is somewhat
insensitive to program effect. Hevertheless, the results of tha study
provide insight into the desvelopment of afpﬂc*lve prohlens in
elennntary children and the way in which ﬂounsellng prograns address
these conecerns.

I
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THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN TMSTRUMEMT *n VEAQHRE THE EFFSOTS AF
COUMSELTHG SERVIZES o ELEH"“T&RY SCHAOL CHTILDREY
I* GRADES Tyerg T?PWUPH STY '

)

The research desc"igeq in this reoort reflents e’ﬁprts by the Lansing
Scool District, 0ffice of EZvalustion Servie es, to develop affantiva
instruments suitable for measurinz the effects of zlementary counssling
services on students in erades Lthree throu ph six. Thase regsarch )
activities were besun because of difficulties we have ~ncounterec in
easuring affactive change, Prior to the developmznt of *“he measurs
described in this paper, the Office of Zvaluation Services had worlked
«with several "counseling tyne" projects for whizh *he objective Aata
showed no change, while the staff directly involved with the project -
counselors, tnaﬂhnrs. oarnn*s and building administratqrs argued *ka

the program had proiuced na*or changes in students that the inss Uﬁen,s
failed to neazsure.

In the winter of 1977, the Lansinz School “15 riec% reneived 23 specin?
'allocation of funds ’*on the 'icnigan Legisla<ure for providing

counseling services o student® in elenpn‘:ry school huildings. This

grant included an evaluation component ‘which required “he

identification or develoomen® of 2¢fective measures for avalusting She
prodram., A review of available instruments, however, revesled no
instruments which were both technically sound, and also measurad the .
types of changzes =ounselors epocted ¥ oroduce., For examnle, tha
Elemantary School Test Rvaluation {107ﬂ) published hy the Center for |
.the Study of Evaluation rates tests on the basis of measurenaent
validity, examinee anpropriateness, administrative usability =and normed
technical exellence. 9ne hundred and ten factive instruments are
listed for thz first, third and fifth grade A£11 but four of these
£ests were rated "poor" in “he area of norned technical excellence, an¥ «
all but thirteen were rated "poor'" in the area of m asur-“en* "alidlty

£lthough several %Yechnically sound scalas are available, i.e.,
Coopersmith's (1975) Self-Esteem Invantory and the Piets-Harris ~ ]
Children's Self-Conecept Scale, these seales tend to measure glahal, | S
stable personality traits. Counsklors, on the other hand, nrovide
rﬂlativnly short term intervnnfion - We have found &% Lo consist of

five to twenty individual or smal group sessions - and focus on rather
specific problems which are intnrfnrln? with the students! performance

in school. ‘e found that most of the counselors' time is spent’ in
responding to elassroom problems, i.e., fighting, non-compliance, and’ .

"attitude problens“ Counselors also stressed tha% they wor% on sev <.
concept and on helping studant's build relstionshi ps with tweir poers,
* {::E’AA

Ye were no* corivinced that *ha tyne of intervention provid A By . .
cobunselors is approoriately measured by general parsonality sealas.
Hevertheless, interviews with counselors sugeestad that observahle, and
therefore measurable, changas were reliably producad as a result of *the
counselors' activities. Therefora, a2 pilotystudent self-report .
instrument was develop=zd to avaluate the pr}!k1 ct, Reliahility™ and

factor analysis data ¢ollanted on this instre ent showed the instrument
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‘elenmentary schools na

to be a stable, valid measure which reflectad hehaviorsl chanres
resulting from counseling serviczes., &fter this evaluation was

conp’efed énpwevar, several uoncnrns rem=2ined which are addrassed hy N
the results outlinzd in this paper, First, “he data reported by Flood,

Petersen and Youns (1079), offerad cnly 2 gloh2y ~sasur~ of Hs*:;}orri .

and a%titudin=l zhanz2s, and did not pincoint e specific ara~afin

vhich coungelor intervention was rost effective, enond, oir -

experiance in evaluating the Counseling Project showad that the pilot v
instrument missed saveral important =ffective aress =ddres$eﬂ by /

counselors, For example, the :Fs‘ failed to measure student's sosi%ive

sociz] contacts with other students 2nd the extent £o0 which students.

lik%ed other people in their environment, Finally, the fac%or 'analysis

of the pilot instrument failed to diserinminate hetueen severzl types of

items which 'seeningly tested diffarent “raits.

- - 3
s

This paper presents d=ta sollecter in our efforts to 4evelon an ’
affactive méasure which addressed these congerns, I% contsins

reliability znd validity data for the fin-l version of “he Studsn® Salf-

Report, 3 model of affective development resulting from a nath

analysis done on these data, a3 mesasure of the “raits exhibited hy

students referrad ?or counsaling services, and e

F A~

i)
.3
D

)
of counseling services., ‘Ye found that the ~easure A4
show zains for studénts receiving counseling servi
the data provide valuable information on the Aaval
,ralts, the nmeasurement of these trai%s, and the "way in uhich shor*

4

ernm, school Jase”, sffactive pronrams serve studenss with affantiva
needs. .- .
.
. X Yethods
*Subjects , .

The subjects for this study were third, fourth, fifen énd sixth arade
studen®s,in nine schools in %he Lansing School Ristrict. These schools
kad three grade configurations, Five of & the schogls served students i{n
prades K-U, thres of. the schools served féﬁ?xf‘n %indargzrtan and
the fifth and si F 2d students in
gradas ¥-.3, 1In %ﬂﬂtary’$ﬁ‘oo1s one third =nd one fourth
grad= classroon or testing., In the upper

Y ixth grade elassroans were
randomly selected f 2. In addition, counselors tested sgtydents
who were sarved requW y but who were no% included in the n~lassroom
testing. Complete pre-test dnta uere recelved for 80§ sghtuydents, 4L of
these students had complate data for both the sre and & nost-Last for
at least one of tho subscales. '

' 0

Inztruments
The pri+ary instrument for this study was the2 Student Self-Reporé, a
‘thirty~five question, multinle choice questionnaire An example of
¢
. N
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question from th2 insfrument is shown in Figure 1,below. The entire
~instrument is included in Appendix- A, Each itenm Was scored 2s a Lilkert ‘
Seale. Thz most positive of the 4 responses was scored 3s 3 "U", and

the least positive was scored as a "1v, .

. X . .. _
1) .( L3 ?

How many friends do you have in school

. I have a 14t of friands in school.
‘B. I have quite 3 few friends in school. .
C. I don't have very nany friends in schonl. . .
D. T don't have any friends in school. . .
. ‘ ‘ o
.Figure 1. An example of an item from thz Student Self-Report,

The Student Self-Revort was developed in the Lansine School Pisirict bv
“he NfTice of Evaluation Services to reflect “the affective issues most
often addressed by counselors. The initial set of itams wns davaloped
after meetinzs in which counselors Asscribed ¢he specifiec Behavior =nd -
attitude changes produced by their services. A pilo: ins“rument was
developad and reviewed by the counsalors., This instrument was
Mesigned to adiress ‘three genarzl affective areas, self-nonaent,
alassroom behavior and getting along with others.

Thz pilot instrument was adninistered %o students 4during the 1779.74
school year; reliability confficidhts and faetor analyses ware .
corpleted on ‘these data. lleasured by Cronbzch's Ailpha, “he
reliability codfficient for the antire scala was .2°, The subscals
reliabilities were ,70 for self~concqpt, .31 for el2ssroom behavior and
.59 for getting along with others., The f=ctor ana]yseé showed that

most of the self-concept items were in one clustar, 2znd -ost of the
classroom behavior i{tems were in another cluster., The getting 2long

with others scale, however, contained thres tynes of i‘ems. Some

items asked the studant whether other students liked them. These i“ems
corrﬂla‘ed very well with tha self-concept seal2s, A sccond aroup of

items did not correlate well with any of the scales, bu% fit better ~

with the classroom behavior items. The only remrining items corrzlated
with each other, and seemed to measure bnllf,crence, that is, hitting,
shoving and fighting. .

4tens vhich did not correlaste 'well with any of the scales vera ramoved

from the instrument. Redundant.items were 31s0 removad o shorten the
instrument. The ifems on how well the student was liked wera moved %o -
the self-conzept sczle, Final}y. new items were written to attaemph to .
neasure zetting along with others. These attempted to measure whathar

the student likes other students, and whether he or shs tnitiataes /
positive soeial contacts with other studonts,

’ .

.
’ ’

Uith thase ravisiqns the size of the final instrument 128 redunzd Sronm
& to 35 items, Peliability and validity A2ta are discussed in the
Results sectinn of this papar.

‘A second source of data for this study as weekly counselor 1sas,
These 1095 listed tha students seen hy ‘he counselots each y=2%, The
logs wera used to determine the amdbunt of sounselor s2rvice recejved
batween the,pre and post-test by each of the %2s*sd stud=nts.

-
-

- <
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Testing Procedures

~

Classroom testing was done by staff trained by the Office of Evaluation

Services. The classroom teacher, howaver, remained “in ths room while
testlng was conducted, The tester 1nf*oduced him or herself, explaihed
the reasons we were conducting the testing, and explained that the ’
tests were confidentiel, 'and that tearhers, paron*s and counselors
would not see the students' answers. After fwo practice questions,’ the
tester rgad the test items to the students. The students =2lso had
their own copy of the test. Counselors tested thz students who had no%
been included in the random sample. MWnless 'these students had 2
reading problem, they read and completed the test on their ,own.

Results and Dissussion
A

i

}
Content Analysis of the Student S21f-Report

Thg Student. Self-Report contains twenty three itenms from “he pilot -
instrument, and twelve new items, I is5 orsanized into taree sub-
scales: se‘f—éoncept. getiing along with others and classroom
behavior. .
The_fg;}-concap* subscaTe is composed ent rely of items from the pilor
instrument. 1In the ana1y31s of that 1nstrunont all of these itenms
loaded on the same factor These items can he subca*evorzzeﬁ héuevgr,
ihto the following content areas: /

Self-image: Items 2, 4, 5, 6 and 8 .

These iftems ask the students how we‘l they 1like Lhemselvds, how
many thnings they do “well, how ?ood looking are they, #nd how often
it is their fault when thin)s go wrong. ;

. - 3 Y
Liked hy others: Ttems 1, 3, 7, 9, 10 and 11
These items probe whether the students perceive themselves as
likeable people, Thay”ask whether the shudent is easy to nat
along.with, whether the students believe other neooln ithen they

. tell them they like them, whether the student «ot blamed for thinas
that are not -their fault; and whsther the studants feel _they have
friends and that other students like then.

The getting along with others fSubsczle wes 1argn1/ rewritten after the
analysis of the pilot instrumenft. This analysis showed that the

only items from the original subscale which loaded on the same factor
were items measuyring antisocial behaviors - hittinz, skoving, fiehting,.
ete. .The new suhscale contains three items from the pilot instrumsnt

and eleven new items. These items can he subdivided in%to the follouins®

content ~2lusters: ot .

Belligerence: Ttems 12, 14, 21 and 22

These jtems ask the studant how often. *hey fight, whether it is qle®
to wreck other people's stuff, whether they tease other children -
and whethar thay g2t angry when the fe=ch°r poinws out a nistaka,

4 .

‘\ 10
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Liking others: Items 1%, 16, 17, 13 and 23, - Co
These items measure whether the,students 1iAe other students in
" school, whether they feel the other studants are nine peoole,
whather they have®s good friend iq class, and whethr they would
wanf to worksurith a group of other students from the alass.

v

L -
‘Positive Social Skills: ‘Items 15, 19 and 21 _ .
", These items measure social skills which help students make and
keep friends: Jt2lking over problems with friends, sharing ang
Jjoining other students in games.
. , i

N

Empathy: Ttems 24 and 2% .

These items measure the axtent to whigh the students “rv %o help -
another student who is having problenms: spending time with a
student others .dislike; asking a crying student what's urong..

All but one of the lassroon behav&%? items had 'been on the pilot —
instrument znd in the factor "analysis of that instrument these items
all loaded on the same factor. The items all address non-complianes
issues in the classroom; howsver, the content of the i*ams sugzest the
following subclypsters. . . ,
Disobedience: Ttems 26, 27, 29, 32 and 2
These items measure whether the studen-s do what they are told to
do, take care of their books and materials, behave when the “eacher
is out of the room, naver resfuse to talk to*the feacher and pay
attention in class. -
N <
Talking: Iteds.28, 31 and 32 ’
. These items measure whether the students talk when they are not
# supposed to, pother other students when they are trying %o wor's,
and are out of their seats when they are no% supposed to be.
. »

Lack of -Concern for ‘lork: Items 29 and 25 4}
These items asked the' students whether “they conmglete their worXk,
and whether they continue to work whan the teacher isn't watehine,

The preceding coﬁtent,clusters ive an overview.of the &traits the
subscales were designed to meaSure. Self-concept was defined 2s hoth
self image and an image of oneself as 2 person whom others.like”
Getting along with others was Aefined as a ladk of hellizerence, the
presénce of some pro-social skills, a genesral attitude of regard and
liking of others and enpathy for the problems of others, Finnlly,

-the elassroom behavior subscale measured'compliance issuss -

disobedience, talking out of turn and lack of concern for vor'c,
Clearly therfe is some overlao in the econtent of gbme of the clusters
assigned to different subscales.” Some of the items from the "liked hy
others" cluster seem to measure the same Kinds of traits measured by
the "liking.others" suhscale. The antisocial ‘behavior items from the
getting along with others subscale address issues which are also-
behavior problems in the classrgom. Thus, these items might as ersily
have been placed in the classroom hehavior suhscale.

-




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

orthogonal.
most oftan.addrnssed in

that the dlscr1m1nat10n

The three subscales, however, are not necessarily intended to be
The counselors indicated that fhese were ths 9en°ra1 areads, -
individual counseling sessions, and. therafore,
we attempted to nrovide separate data for thess three areas,
hetween the thre° subsecales scores would he '

’

B -

e hopéd

sufficisnt to provide a more precise. neasure than that provided by the

total .scale score.
would be highly related ,

’

Seale Rehability Co - /

-

i

N2verthelass, we sxpected- that fn° three scales

-

- ’

L 4

The primary question ‘addressed byvthls research was whether the Student
Self-Report could be used as a reliable measure of self—concpof .
classroom behavior, and gottlnq aldng with others, Therefore, two .
estamates of reliability were conput@d for the Student Self- Report and

its subscales. These data are shown in Table 1,
__used as agmgasune_of_lntennal_c

measure of test-retest reliability,

* Cronbach's Alpha Was
sistency, and Pearson Productil'omant
correlatiqns wpré computad betwpen THe pre and post-tests b

0. provid~2 a

Although the revised. instrument

. contained fnwar items, these data shou that the reliability for-the
Student Self-Report ré&mained consistent with that of the pilot
instrunent. The reliability of the aebtlng alodg with others subseale,
however, .remained lower' than that of the other subscales, sugzesting -«

that the
measure, s . -

-

L4 / : «

. ' TABLE 1

Reliability Estimates for the Student Self- -Report

’ .

and ~its Subsca1es

A Y

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY

revisions to this scale 4id fot nrorduce a unidirension=l

TEST-RETEST

see . o MEAN SO ~LCERRpACH S, P R e -
' Self-Concept 1 11 31 .42 .75 ¢ 77 .57 \ N
- Getting Xlong 14- 324 .3° .64 .70 .49 g
WithAthers |
Classroom Behavior l 10 ( 3.46 .43 78 .88 .59
Totai Scale ¥ 326 .0 83 g5 64
. . ; . .

\ . ! _‘ : . , - . . \y.

I

The data in Table 2
the Student Sélf-Pepdrt .

\, - : . R
show jtem statisties for the individual items of -,
Three sets of shatistiecs sre ineluded:

1~em

means and. standard dehxat;ons* ‘correlations hetwean the item score and
the totalrscores on the test and subtest (the correlations were

corrected for.the inclusion of the item sdore); and
| < .6
M ”
A3
y

* .

[
&%
Fa
w

the ‘factor loadings
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TABLE 2- )
, Item Statisties and Factor Loadings of Items From
~— ' the Student Self-Report Pre-Test . >
LT A R : CORRECTED ITEM - . .
-, ++ * ___ TEST CORRELATIONS ___FAGTOR LOADINGS
ITEM MEAN SD TOTAL-TEST _ SUB-SCALE * 1 II ‘HI1
1 3.23 77 .44 .33 29 .35 0 .15
2 ."3.31 274, 232 .36 * .08 37 13
e 3 - 3.07 . .83 .30 - 27 23 21 .07
~ 4- 3.33- 69 .24, X o P .08 .39%  -.08
A "5 2.99 .85 26 47 - .03 52% v .15
. 3 2.82 .81 33 ¢ .47 CL1l 54% .12
T 7 2.60 1.06 .31 .24 20% 419 12
RN - 3.22 .74 28 0 .25 - 29% 26 -.13
. . 9 3.16 J4 38 .50 .03 .63*% .05
) 10 . 3.46 72 37 ° .49 .02 .66* ...03
e 3.00 .86 .36 .51 -.02 :64* :09
AVERAGE T - o
.. 'SELF-GONCEPT 3.1 80 33 .38 <13 43 01
. . ITEM - . - :
o 12 © 3,14 .- .89 24 17 35% 2,02 12
woro- 13 3.29 .65 28 25° .03 .35% 17
Al V 3.10 .99 37 ;W31 48%  -.01 21
, 15 - 2.91 .79 14 © .20 .08 .15 29*
16 3.26 V69 53 38 .23 56% .+ .19
17 - 3.26 75 45 .37 .24 36* 24
18 . 3.76 59, 32 23 7 .03 44% 15
19 k- 2.5 1.02 28 . : . .14 11 35%
20 3.68 66 28 ‘173%‘\\\ 27 T -.05 36*
21 . 2.89 - 88 24 .31 .03 17 37*
22 e 371 .64 .25 .25, 34 14, .31
3 23 S 3.09 .98 .18 .« .18 -.11 4% 21
24 " .. "3.56 64 21 260 .10 .06 33*
25 - 3.16 - 83 17 27 p13 -.09 44
AVERAGE - ’
GETTING ALONG 3.2 .79, 28 27, L1718 27
- WITH OTHERS - . -
ITEM . . E e
.26 T 3.69 58 41 .55 - S57* <01 .19
27 . 3.41- .78 . 44 .54 .58% .01 .22
28 . 3.30 77 .34 45 . 57% .00 -.01
g’ 3.74 .55 .38 S W37 U320 .07 o w41
, 30 3.47 . .67 .34 7 ..33% 19 .08
31 3.39 .79 © .48 . % .57 4f"‘\.66* .06 .02
32 3.10 .91 .45 - .57 .68* .08  -.02
3 3.36 .91 .22 C .26 0 29 05 .05
k7 S 3.38 .75 ©, .43 - 47 .48% .18 .09
35 361 - .60 . .44 .54 57 .16 .01
5 AVERAGE . . ‘ . ST \
CLASSROOM BEHAVIOR 3.44 73 .39 46 51 .08 - .10
ITEM" ) ) - o .
-.  AVERAGE - ' - « « |
- TOTAL SCALE - 3.25 77 330 .36 - 14 23 14
: “HTEM N : . ,
*"“""vy factor 1oadmg, . L7 . : .

&
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of the items in & prznc1pal\comnonont fzactor analysis with iteration
and varimax rotat1qn. The number of factérs.in this anﬂlvs1s vas

limited %o three since only three faﬂtors had Elvnn-valups Iraatar
than one (1) af*‘r—mLti),én,. ‘o '

B ) . . - PN

a i i
Tnnsp data suggest,several conclusions. #First, the items from the

classroon behvior subsczle clearly define a variable which can 314d to x*

the information provided by the total scale score. All but one of
‘these items loaded on factor 1, with. an average lozding of .51,
curthnr"orn tha average' aorrelation hatwegn the subscile scor? and the
individual item scores was .45 as comnared to a enrrelation of .77
*oetyeén the item scores and tha total scora, The difference between.

, these corrplaflons Aas's1vnif103nf at the .05 level, t dep (0) = 2.1¢,
p <@ns. , o ' N S

» - ~ -

- Tha self-concéph scale is less wz2ll defined, but still provides

additional information comparad £0 the total saore. Eight of the
eleven items frgm this scale loaded on-factor 2, with an average
loading of .42, The average coérrelation betueen the,subsgale score- and
the individual item score was .38 as compared with{an average '
correlation of .32 between the item scores-and the total score., This
difference approached, but did no* reach one. tailed siqnificance at the

OS%} tdop (10) = 1.75, .1n<n<05.

.

4.-

The itens from the gntting along Wluh others 8crle did not forn a
unitary factor Five of the fourteen items showed @\Uyzwary’loadlnﬂ

on Factor 2 with .the majority of the’ self-concept_itefs, These items
asked students abgut how well they liked other students in the school.™
Three of the items loaded on Factor 1 with' the elassrodm behavior
items; these items stressed belligerence - hittine, shoving, fighting,

“ete, The remaining items loaded on Factor 3 and measured positive’
_social contacts ~ sharing, taking care of other students, etc.

Thus, the getting.along with othens scale®oes not provide additional
information beyond the information provided hy the tohtal score. Tn
fact, the awerage correlstion hetween fthe 1ndividual items and tha
subscale is lower than the ¢ rralation between the itens and the fpha
score. There-does.seen to'be a cluster of items in th¥s scale,
however, which can be sspardted from the oth°Q71 ~ems in the instrument;
m°3f} items mnasu"e "pro social" behavior,

fIn pnncral the Student Self- Reoor*,prov1d an affenctiva maasure

with suffictent reliability to be used to evaluate aLfect1ve'c"oqrms.'
In addition, two of jts subscales, the self-conecept and classroom
behavior scales provide reliable, more specific affenctive Aata, The
third scale, getting along with others is.less reliable, and does not
sesm to provide information which differs systematifally from the total
test score. A ' . .

[N
-

Fine Grain (Cluster Analysis._

The factor analysis in the preneding section ravpa?nd problens ulth

the content analysis. MNo s¢ngle g2neral factor was found for the @
fetting along with others subscale, yat the analysis d4id not senarate

- " . 8, s’

3 - _l@i : -
s
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items of clearly differant content in’other subscalss, i.z., the self-
1m1ze nnd llg}na others subclusters of ittems. ) -

-

.. “ .
Thﬁrefore, the items were clarified aecnording to content, hased on 3
+ Series of explbra ion factor @analysis, anrd this new content nnaljsis

uvas used to start a series of confirmatory factor anzlyses. This .

process was continued until a final analysis emerged dn thich’' the .

content analysls and faﬁtOﬁ,anaTy31s were in nerfect a7reement. g
. s ‘ : Lt ‘. l ’ h L4

In t@e final analysis, 27 itens were cRtegorized in-nine méaningful

clusters,while eight, items were placed .in a residual category. The . ’
. residual category.items seemed Lo measure 4ifferent traits for L
different students.. For example, item 12 asks the student whethar or | :
not ha/sheé gets angry when the “nacgnr points out a n*s&gk * This vas, .
brlvmalTy catagorized .in the. belhtz,ernncn subcluster. The dat ‘
analysis showed that some students reacted as predieted (on the Yasis -7
of »whether or riot they gef mad at the “eachpr) however many oyher
students seemed to react on the bagis of whethnr they get mad 2%
themselves if they nade a mistake. MYost items in the residual set are ’ . .
of this sort. The items were open to several interpretations or .
measured several varizbles, JNone of thesg items correlated vary well .
,Uith each other or any of the clusters.in the analysis, . o

.

-

1]

Table 3 shows the correlations hetween the nine content zreas for the .
595 complete pre-tests. The corroiaulows were conputad ysing

confirmatory factor analys*s with comnmypalities, and are corraected for
aftenuatlon

S

%‘) . B ‘V . [

‘Table 3. Cobrrelations between the fine grained clusters f“‘- Rﬁa
. pre-fcsts.,correlq*ions correotﬁd.for ajtenustion, degcimals
omitted)

v ~ .

sS B T 0o 4 P F A sL

Sosial Skills - 100 V5727 Tue o we a5 e 4
Belligerence 57T 180 62 71 43 2% .0 7 Tou o,
- Talking . - 271 62 109 A9 54 A9 16 12 11
; Disobedient 48 71 59 foo 75 Mo 16 7 2R
Lack of concern for work. EL S ] 64 - 75 1nn 4o 28 ] g1
Personability 4536 38 o ‘Ko 100 40 a7
Eriends 24 0 16 16 3% ‘69 100 A5 70
poearanca 5 -7 18 7 28 28 45 1on 72
1f-Liking ' 8§ -4 11 26 8§51 70 79 70 107
~ ) : )

The prncedlnq cluster nnﬂlysis sérvns to Valida*ﬂ the content analysi
of the instrument, Thern 4re jseverak concerns, howavaer, with using
these clusters for measurenent. %PVﬁFﬂl of the clusters ars very
highly correlated and have essential identical (i.e., within samplins
error) correlatidns uith all other varidbles. Therefore, these

- elysters can be combined to form =ore r2liable eclusters without losing

efsential information.” Yoreover, no unique nath 4t amram aan be
-




. r
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fitted to the clusters individually (Hunter and‘Qerbing.

Ye

N

‘in-press).

.

Five of the fine prsinnd clusters verse combinnd using fhes° criterina

into two second order clusters. 2
concern ‘for work were combined into » lon Compllance cluster,
appearance and self-liking clusters were combined into a

Talking, d1sob°dinnt and lack of

"The

\

Se1f-Ingge
cluster., l!/hile the personability* and friends clusters wnFE_FTEW%g'
correlated, they did not hava para ’LQ}.corrnlat4gns with the o%
clusters, and therefore could not be nowblnnd '

. ,Aé‘thn end-of the fine grain- c‘usfer nnaly3131 ?z {tems were included
in six mnaningful zlobal -elusters, These clisters included:
Social ills: TItems ?u ?1 25 and 19 -
Thls cluster included most of thé items from Lhe nositive spe;aﬂ
skl‘ls and eripathy content clusfers: i. e.§ sharing] falxing over
“problems with friends, spanding time w1,h a student %thers
. dlsllxe. asking a oryinzfstu,ent what's .wronre,

©

k 4
w4
-

"Belligerance: Ttems-20,°22 and 14 . ..
This cruster included most of. ¢t belligerence: items from the
conten*>analy31s' i.e., wrenking other p@ooln's stuff, tezsine
other children, fighting : o

. L T

+ Non-Compliance: 'Ttems 26. 27, 2%, 29, 30, 31, 32, W and 35
This cluster included all.but one of the .items from the classroonm
behavior subscalz of the instrument. ‘

Personability: Items 1, 16 and 17 . ’ .
These items came from the liking others and 1liked By others contgnt
analysis clusters. The questions seem to.measure a positive
.astitude towards making frlnnds, i.e., does the student see hlﬂ or
herself as hard to get along with and others as ann@ral‘y nicse
Friends: Items 10, 9, 11 and 18 .
hese items measure whether. the student [fedls liked by othars, and
1ncTédes most of the remaining items fron the 11V1na otHéers and o '
liked by others confenL clustﬂrs..

- -

»

. Salf-Tmage: Items 2, U, 5§ and A
) . This cluster’ included rmost of the items from the self-image content
cluster., They measure how wall the students li%e themselves, how !

many things they do well and how rood )doking
" ' - * w,
. - * .
Descriptive statisties for the six global clusters are shown in Table U
for the pre-test, post-test and chanfe scores. - The meang and standard .
eviations were calculated for average: response rather than sunmad -
response to preserve the original response gcale of 1 to b, Two .

they: feal thay are

.

- ~measures of reliability are shown, Cronbach's Alpha was used to measure
internal consistency, and Pearson Product - 'loment correlations were
conputed between the pre and poa%btesu to ostina*ﬂ “esf—fotnst
reliability. !

- - ; B

¢
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics for the six @lobal eclusters on the pre

4 , - He .
and post-test (M = nu9), . <
A .
oF PRE-TEST POST-TEST ) CHANGE TEST-RETEST
CLUSTER LTEMs PRE VS. POST
- \ — S50 AR |3 S0 AP X S0 ALPER :
Social Skills 8 306 2 49 |29 .59 .60 | 00 61 ez .40
Belligerence 3 349 %5 57 (3.4 % 8 | m 55
¥ N 4
Non—Compl Tance 5 345 @5 79 3.5 mr s e 59
Personability 3 3.5 56 6 | 3.2 .50 52 [0 o 5
A\ .
Friends 7 392 w3 3B 5 T2 ] T T 50
g (L ’ ~
Self-Imge 7 KON Y S I TS i Wy < B Bay - 52

h »

» These data suggest that a s@t of content clusters have, been identified
which can provide more information than is provided_by the more genzral
subscales. These clusters have relatively good internal econsistency
reliability, Imgaddition, the patt'ern or correlations hetween the
clusters*(shounqgn Table 5 of the next section) suggests that thase
clusters measure six different underlying variablas since none of theke
clustarsTare pa el in their correlations with the othgr clusters in

iy

the instrument. . . \ : ’ . .

TaBlé 5 presents the raw score correlations betuween the clusters on the
pre-tests, post=tests and the cluster change scores, These ¢
correlations are strongly affected by error of measurement and are thus
meaningful only in terms of ecrude patterns, However, a consistant
pattern can be observed withipn the clugter correlation matrices for the
pre-test, and post-test. That is; the h ghest correlations are found
between adjacent clusters in the matrix, and the correlations decrease
with increased distance between clusters in the matrix. : The ability to
dévelop a matrix with these .properties sugzests a rather simple causal
hierarchy between the variggges measured“these alusters. In %his
model, shown in Figure 2, the relation'between two non-adjacent
clusters i$ mediated by variables which fall betwesn them in the °
matrix. : .

Causal Analysis

*

. 2
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. . Low Positive
. i .70 .56 .70 .19
m =35 Belligerence .7 Compliance v Personability ) 53 @ 55 Self-Image

» /- .
Figure 2. A causal model which fits the relationship batween the
clusters of items on the Student Self-Report., The correlations ahove -

the line taken were from pre-test data, those below the line were taken
fron post-test data. The correlations were corrected for attenuation.

Table 5. Raw score correlations betuzen pre-tast, pgst-t‘esf, and
. change scores (M = HUR, test retest eerre{.‘t\ions
underlined, decimals omitted. -7

. ’ a . - -
A PRE-TEST POST-TEST CHANGE o
C semsms e %R B S| % K st on o
P LowBelligerence 30 100 47 2 2 gz 5 % -2 1 -4 0 -2 5 3 T2 -
E Cospliance 7 4710 39 14 18|22 41 59 B 15 17| 2 -3 -9 -4 1 =2
: € personabflity 26 2 39 100 47 3|10 16 2 a5 2 a-1 S0 60 20 -3
T Friends oM o2 o1 47100 53| 2 a1 5 32 50 4|1 7 -9 51 -13
Self-imags 7 53 18 33 0530l 1 3 ou 21 4 52| -5 0 4 -1a W -5 ’

Sociat Skills 40 27 22 10 2 1 10 39 3 29 13 5|6 15 U 16 1 4

’ i:ZpaethEbrencS"‘/ao S5 41 16 -1 -3 39 100 4 27 -2 3|12 $5 2 8 o0 o °
s Mance ‘21 & 59 32 5 1|2 5810 29 13 4] 15 15 g0 -1y 8 2
T Personability 14 28 45 32 2|29 37 29 10081 30[16 7 6 ¢esY19 9
- 'S, riends w0 /i 15 o2 o on 13 -2 13 51 100 52| 4 -3 1 s 17
Self-Image 4f-4 17 2 41 s 5 -3 14 30 52 10| 8 1 6§ 10 48
: soctal Skills -1£i~ 0 -2 -12 <10 -5/63 12 15 16 4° 8|10 13 20 26 14 .1a

¢ loveelligerence T2 3 .5 0 ol s s "7 a9 1w oa un oa g .
- - : Compliance -3 § -29 0 -7 -4f18 23 60 6 . t 0|20 21 160 6 9 4
Ko Personability . -13 -3 <14 60 -19 <14 16 8 7 5 18 6|2 11 6 100 37 21
. € Friends 4 2 1-20-51 -19/11 9 8 19 50 10|14 -3 9 3% 100 30
i Self-Imags Sl_-1 -2 13 -3 -s1] 4 0 2 9"y sl e 1 4 00

The model in Figure 2 would suggest, for example that increases in .

socinl skillg would-affect qompliance only to the extent that it .
reduced belligerence. Furthermore, the correlation hetueen sneial
. skills and non-compliance should aporoximately equal the product of the

correlations bhetween social skills- and belligarence and bhetuween
belligerence and compliance, :

ERIC
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This orediction is the basis for the first test of the model, shoun in ‘
Table 5 for the pre-test and Table 7 for the post-tes:., These tables
. show the acturl correlations hatween the clusters in the first matrix.
The-correlations between the clusters were “hen predictad using the
model and entered intd the second matrix. For example, the entry for
the predicted correlation betwean social skills and compliance was
computed by“multiplying the intervening correlations in Figura 2\(.57
. 2nd .70). The third matrix in these tables shows the deviation betweean
) the predicted correlations and the asctual correlations. ‘llone of thesz
. deviations, for either the pre or the post-test, axceed the ~rror
expected from sampnling error. Thus, no model can be daveloped with -
these clusters to further explain the correlations between the clusters,

- \

Table £, The error analysis of the staztic n=th model for the pre-test
data using *the mod2l shown in Fiqure 2, (Zorrelations '
corrected for attenuation, danimals omitted,) .

“atrix 1, The pre-test corralations corracted for sttenuation

S RBEL oM PFR FPRI T
Social S%ills 1m0 57 43 u7 22 13
Low Relligerence 100 70 27 -2 -5
Compliance 100 5 13 2h
Personability . \ nn 7 Ru
Friends B 100 79 - .
High Self-Tmage 10 ’

7

: “atrix 2. The ?ngoduced correlations pradicted by the modal in

Figare 2. .
' SS BEL €O DPER  FRT ST -
22 2=
Social Skills 190 57 40 22 16 12 .
Low Belligeranse 100 70y 20 27 20 ’
Corpliance : 100 s6 29 27 .
Personahility I [0 ™ 55
Friends ' : 1009 79 :
v High Self-Tmage 1nn
) ’ 4
N &
. . .
. =
.
: : X )
‘ 13 :
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datriz 2. Eyrors in fit (acutal minus reproduced correlations).
SS BREL oM PER  FRI 1
- Social Skills — ., 0% 3 25 7 1
Low Relligerence —_— n* -2 =30 =27
Compliance —_—— 0¥ -21 -1
Personability ’ —_— n¥ ~1
Friends . — o LN
High Self-Image i
“*These errors are 0 since these corralations were used to. nredict
the other cells in the matrix.
Table 7. The error analysis of the static path model for the post-fast
-+ data using the model shown in figure 2. (Corralations
corrected for attenuation, decimals omitted,)
Hatrix 1. The post-test correlations correctad for attenuation,
[
SS 3EL oo PER 7RI ST
Social Skills 100 22 ug 52 29 2
Low Belligerence 100 74 u7 -3 p -5
Conpliance . 100 4y 17 20 .
Personability - 10 33 54
Friends 100 30
High Self-Image 1np
Yatrix 2. The renroduced cbrrelations predicted by “ha path no-dsl
if Figure 1b. -
- 38 BEL COM  PEP  FPI ST
Social Skills 100 32 A1 27 2 19,
Low Belligerence 100 Ty EED 7 22
Compliance 100 by 37 29
Personzbility nn %2 5k
Friends ; ‘ 100 20
. High Self-Tnage .10

-
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“atrix 2. The errors (actual --inus reproduced correlations) °

'SS  BEL CoM° pER FnI st
Soecial Skills P 0% 13 2p -2 =10 .
Low Belligerence — n* 1y -0 - lcd
Compliance _— n* =20 =9
Personability —— n¥ 14
Friends . _—— n%
High Self-Image ——

¥These errors are 0 since these correlations were use to predict
the othar cells in the nmatrix.

The second test of “his modsl evaluates the directionslity of the
effects predicféd by the rnodel, This model predizts, for example, thsat
chqpaes in social skills should aff2ct helligerence, hut that chan-ves
in belligerence should not affect social skills., This sugqests that:
the correlation between social skills ok the pre-test and belligerance
on the post-%test should be higher than the correla%ion hatween
elligerence on the pre-test and social skills on-the post-test.

post~test clusters. Since the clusters\have baen zrrangsd in “he
hyothesized causal order, the correlations above the diagonal

represent the relationship between the, pre-tast score of =2each cluster
and the post-test score of all olusters.higher in fthe causal

hierarchy. The raeverse is true for the correlations helow the
diagonal. If the clusters hzave been cotrectly arranged, the
correlation above the diagonal for a pair of clusters should be larger
than the corresponding correlation below the diagonal. Tn 10 of the

15 coriparisons, the predicted correlation was larger, in ons comparison
the correlations were equal, and in the remaining four conparisons the -
correlstion below the diagonal was larger. The mean of the
correlations above the diagonal was .299 whila the mean of the

Table 3 presents the cross lag correlas{?ns between the pre-tast =and

correlations below the diagonal was .25%, This difference was e

significant at the .05 level using one bailed Adependent f-test, %
dep(14) = 2.06, p<.05, -

Table 8. The cross lag correlations bctwegn pre-test and post-test
measures (corrected for attenuation, decimals omitted, test
retest correlations underlined). )

POST-TEST . '

b
iy

2 . i

gs REL COM PER  FoT sT T R
P Social Skills 78 sh 733 28 N7 7
R Low Belligerence % 92 63 un . 2 =7
E Compliance 32 5% 72 w4 20 2§ N
T Personability 1% 26 B§ 79 40 35
E Friends .3 -1 5 52 50 R2
S High Self-Image 2 -5 15 27 51 87
T .

N 15

Ay

I
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Implications of the Causal Analysis

-

The path diagram in Figure 2 has implications for therapy in that i“
predicts indirect effects, For example, if the counlelor wants fo
improve a3 child's self concept] then the path diagram suggests “ha% one
strategy would be to help the child make friends. 7n the otwer hand,
if the counselor tries to help @ child learn social skills, then there
will be a considerable lag hefore such a change works its way douwn the

" causal chain to self conceot. Furthermore, there may be considerable
attenuation in the impact by the time it moves through so many
interhediate stages.,

The path diagram 21so suggests that therapy may frequently prove
ineffective; especially if directed at the last steps in-‘the ehain.
For example, suppose that 2 child has 3 low s2lf concept becalse Fe/she
is inconsiderate and hence unliked, If the counselor srranges for the
child to form severzl new friends, then the path dizgram predicts that
there will be a concommitant improvement in se21f concept, Howaver, tha
‘Path diagram also predicts that there will continue to be changes after
the counselor has qult. The same causal/processas which caused the
child to be unliked will continue-to operate after therapy and are
likely to result in a breech ig/the child's relations with his new
friends and a consequent raturn to his orlglnal low level of self
concept. ,
According to the path diagram, the place to elicit lasting ‘cheange is %o
improve the child's social skills.: An increase in these skills will
lead to a decrease in belligezrence which will lead to an ingrease in
compliance which uill mzke the child more’ 1ik%eable which will lead to
more friends and fina’ly a higher self coneept. Of gourse, the fact
thet the model does nob ponyaln causal antecedents of tnese social M
skills cdoes’'not fiean that there are none. It just means that they were
ot " tapped by this questionnaire, ‘ ‘

Evaluatiﬁg the Impact of Counseling Services

4

¥ach of the nine séhools participating in this study received the.full-
time services of an elementary school counselor., Tha counselors
maintained logs which lis%ed the students who Were seen easch week in ‘
individual or small éroup sessions, These logs were used $0 deternine

the amount of counseling service received by each of the students who

were pre and post-tested with the Student Self-Report.

As described in the methods section of this report, students were ———*”/
‘tested in one of "two ways. Classroonrs were randomly selesnted in each
of the nine schools; students in these classrooms were pre and ‘post- -
tested. 1In addition, a% the time of the pre-test ecounszlors
identifieq students whom they expected to see regularly. These

students were pre and post-tested by the counselor if they had‘not heen
included in one of the randomly selected classrooms. :

An examination of the amount of counseling szrvices receiver by thz
randomly selected students showed that three district 4inds of servina=
patterns could be i{dentified. A 'majority of tha students (70.7")

ki
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received no individual or snall group sarvices, A second group of
students, 14,37 6f the populat‘on,'receivnd-Qhese services, but only
had one to five sessions. These sessions tendad to focus on acute
behavioral problenms in the Sﬂhool - figh%ing, problams in the ‘
lunchroom, a one-time prohlem.in the classroon, .etc.

. ¢ T = 4
The remaining students hag Tairly reqular meetinzs wi

th the counselor
over a pariod of two to nine months. Uhile these stud

(

e

eDresen§ 2
relatively small percentage of the school ponulation, . s they
represent a major focus of the consslor's proaran, 'Ye astinated fron
the counselor logs that about U57,0f the counselors tire is spent with
these students (Young, 1990) This u2s Lhe reason we included the
counselor tested students in the avaluation - we .needed 2’ substantial
sanple of these "hlgh priority" students who.receivad rpau1ar
counseling services : *

4 .

Table 9 shows Pealson Product-'loments Corrﬁlatlon batween the nunber of
ecounseling sessions the students recaived- and 3verage pre-test, post-
test and zain SCdr“S on tha Student Self- Report and its subscales,

able 10 ghows the relayionshlp between <he number- of sessions znd “he

ine grain clusters in the instrument The correlations in Table 10
were computed using a confirmatory fac*or analysis and- ‘have bnen
adjusted for attenuation jue to error in the measures.

Negative correlations vere found between the number of sess1on3 .and
each of the three pre-test subscales. These correlations worﬂ hgghns*

‘for the ﬂ1assﬁoon behdvior and s21f'concept scale., The fine grain

elusters most highly correlate4 with the amount of Service-yere
compliance, personability and friends. These data sugaast that
students 3re most often referred for behavioral issues and negative
relatisnshins with other children, These data are in agreement with
counselor log dzts which "showad that the majority of the high priority
baygﬂ‘ students were raferred for behavior problems.

*

:

Table 9 shows that the only significant positive correlstion betwyeen
the amount of services and change on the instrument was found for kEhe
classroom hehavior subscale. Table 10 shows that this service had the

rmost impact in the finé grain clusters of compliance. and versonahility,

-t




e TABLE 9

/ oL Pearson Produc ~Homent Corrslations ) )
—_ Between Number of Counseling Sessions
{ and Pre-Test, Post-Test apd Gain Score
o4 . for the Student Salf Report
A
/ ) _ . :
} ‘ PRE-TEST POST-TEST GATY
/ Self-Concept -.20 Y- -.03
/- p=.00 p=.00 p=.25 .
7 . - . ) ’ , .
/ Getting Along -.08 - ‘..07 2 .11
ith Others 5=, N2 Tpz.0A p=.42
" Classroom . . L =22 -.11 .N9 .
Behavior p=.00" , =,01 ‘p=,N0?
. Total Scale ° , 21 . a7 .02 )
. e p=.00 ) p=.0n - pz.30
- T .
S TABLE 10 ) :
I . . !
Beiatlonshlp between Number of ’ounqellnv Sessions
- ) and Pre-Test, Post-Test and Gain Scores ‘
R . for the Fine Grain Clusters
. b of the Student Self—Report

. {(Correlations Corrqoted for Attanuition)

. . * o+
.

PRE-TEST POST-TRST GATH
Socifl skills . Y .03 PUER
Beiligerence ; - 17 ‘ -.15 ) .00
Compliance ' -.24 ' -. M .19
Personability . ~.23 - 22 .23
Friends . C =23 -.2r .01
Self-Image : A ~.10 -. 13 =12 i

. .

Table 11 compares pre-test, post- -test and gain scores for "high priority"
students, those students who received at least five aounseling sessions,
and comparison students, students who received no counseling sarvice.
Thése data show ‘that sienificant differences wefe found befireen hish
priority and conparison students on all three of the pre-test merasures;
that is, high priority student scorss indicated higher affentive neads,

1
.

. 1w
18 - .
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Mo significant differences were found, howéver, between gain scores for
Hlah priority and comparison students on any of the measures. .

The data in Tablas g9, 10 and 11 rzlsa a concern ahout measuring orogran
effects. . Thase data suggnsf £hat the primary impact of counseling

service was in the area of compliance and eclassroom behavior. “Ylork with .

the pilet instrument, howaver, had shoun significently larger gains in
self-concept for h17h priority target students. (Flood, Petersen, Young,
19749, Since only half of the self-concep:t itenms were retqlned en the
Student Self-Report, it was possible that we had 2liminated the items
which nmeasured chanrge on the nilot instrument. However, we reansltyzeq
the data for the 1973-79 program year using only the 1tems ritained on
1'.ht= Student Self Report. This subse®: of items showed more powerful
“program effegts than the original set: the diffsrannn be»wnen mean grin

T 0 ! - M

scor=s was .. 11, F(1,446) = 4,305, p<.0s, . .

and Gain Scores ' s

Pre~Tes%, Post-Tedt
d Comparison Students

h _of High Priority s

8¢] f~-Concent (11 Ttems) - : .

—~
-

Yizh Priority Conparison ANMOYVA
Pre-Test 2.95 3,13 -+ F(1,821) = 12135, p = .00
Post-Test 2.93 i 214 ‘3(1,u21) = 21.55 p =z ,0N
Gain -.02 +.93 F(1,821) = 1,28, p = .20
2 ' a9 320 ' ' '

. [

Getting Alone 'lith Nthars

High Priority Comparison ' AMNOVA
Pre-Test , 3.21 3.23 - F(1,821) = 0.2, p = .57
Post-Test 3.12 2.17 F(1,u21) = 1.9 p =
Gain -.09 . -.N4 F(1,421) = 0,40, p = .82
N 101 ‘ 322 . : -
* 19 '

3




E h‘
® » Y - ‘ ‘{ . “. * ./i
v . ) . - \ i
- ) Classroon Rehavior = * A -
* - A “"
. - High Priority ! Compatison ; o ANovA v
) . N - . .
Pro-Tests v 3.29 © 3,86 . F(1422) = 12.90,.p = .00
 Post-Test . - 3.11, .23 FO1,422) = 82k oz 00
“Gain =09 : -.06" F(1,422) = 0.07, o = .37
. L a > . . —
E N ) 101 . 322 . : -
v o . ' L .
" v Total Test R . .
- - Hith Priority Comparison L ANNYY ‘ :
¥ N v . ———
- '3 i
Pre-Test ' 3.15 3.27 . TT(1,816) = 10, 1;9, p = .00 .
Post-=Test N\  3.05 ' 3,20 F(1,416) = 14,59, A = .0P '
Gain -.10 .07 F(15,818) = n.ot, p = ,2? )
M 97 227
J o~

These data suzgest that thz Studsant S°lf—°eport'3har9§ a prohlenm with
oftaer instruments we have usad to measure affaective changé; it is
somewhat insensitive to proqram effects.  Ye are forced fto conclude from
the failure to replicate the findinzs of Flood, Petersen and Young (1079)
that the improvement in self-concept measurpd Jin the first study was a
data arflfacu rather than "real" progran Fhﬂn?P Given that other

, meésuﬁes, i,e,, teacher comnleted checklists, reflected econsistant
improvement for the hizh priority students, (Flood, Patersen, Youny,'

.

1979; Young, 1980) we feel that the failure to find change with this .
instrument is a problem with %the instrument and not with “he counseling .
.\ ... program. ' . :
. y, Summary and Conclusions’ L///

-
This paper has summarized data on the Student Self-Report., The renort

. - addresses the relizbility of the instrument and its. subscales. Content

. and factor ‘analysis data have been orovidnd supporting the content ~
validiﬁy of the instrument. A causal hierarchy was developed for the

“«instrument's content clusters. Finally, the instrument uas used to
- .measure progran change

The Féliébility data shownd 2cceptably high internal consisteney

estimates of reliability for the total scale 2and two of the subscales, of .

self-concept and classroom hehavior. Tast-refest reliability was

somewhat lower, but was sufficiently high .for use in evaluating program - ° %ﬁ

effects. #n exploratory factor andlysis of th2 instrument suagpsfﬂd that

the self-concept and classroom behavior items definnd two sezles which

could provide morz specific affecktive information. ° | “

1
L
o ’ ‘< . T8 20
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Confirmatory fagtor analysis procedures were ,used to examine the content
analysis of the instrunent. -A reasonably vood #ateh was obtained betwean
the content analvsis and the fine grained clusters identified in the

instrument. Right 'problematic items were identified which did not fit in
any of the content clusters.

-

.

N s The correTations between the fine grain clusters in the instrument were

fit into a matrix in which the highest correlations were between adJacant
clusters and correlations decreased with increased distance between

clusters in the matrix. A hierarchical causal model for the development
of, self-concept was suggested by these data. Tests of thid.medet—trome

. . run. Thése tests agreed with the ‘predictions of the model, wfthiq~the
- measurement limits of the instruments. - ’

Finally, ?he instrument was used to mnaoure change produced by counseling
intervantlon. These data showed that ‘the instrument measured the kind of
problems for whi¢h students are referred. However, only smail progran
effects were identified. Since thess sffects were not consistent uith
the effects measured “in the program the previous year, we oqccluded that
the instrument shares one of the problnms we have had with other
d affective esvakuation instruments; it is not partlcularly spnsit1va to

the impact of the program. 5
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PRACTICE :
1. Think about the color red. How often do you 1ike to weaf red clothes?
A. I almost always’!iké to wear red clothes. . '
- 8. T usually Fike to wear rad clothes.
C. I usudlly don't Tike to wear red clothes.
0. I almost never.lke to.wear red clathes.
2. Imagine that ydu didn't have to go to schoal if ydu didn't want to.
0o you think that you would.go ta school even if you didn't have to?
A. Yes : . h
8. Probably : -
, C. Probably not ! .
0. No, no way bt .t

STUDENT SELF-REPORT

Prepared By:

Patricia Flood
Pat Petarsen

o Robert Young
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i THE_EIBST GROUP OF QUESTIONS IS-ABOUT YOU. REMEMBER, DON'T CIRCLE-ANY —

. [ MName i ",.

Schoo]~

ANSWERS UNTIL [ HAVE READ THEM ALL TO YOU...

Are you easy or hard to get-along with?

A. I'm almost always easy to get along with.
8. I'm usually easy to get along with.
C. I'm usually hard to get along with,
0. I'm almost always hard to get alofig with.

Sometimes we Tike oursslves a lot and sometimes we don't like
ourselves very much at all. How do you feel adout yoursel? most

_af the time? e

A. [ almost always like myself

8, Most of the time I Tike myself,

C. Most of the time [ don't like myself.
0. I almost never like myself.

4

When people tell you that they like you,  do you usually believe
them or do you think they are just saying that?

A. T almost always believe them.

8. [ usually believe them.
‘C. - I usually think they are just saying that.
0

. - I almost always think they are just saying that,
Think about.all the things that:you do in schaal (school work,
playing games, sports.,...). How many things can you do well?

A. [ can do a lot of things well. . e
8. I can do quite a few things well. ~

C. I can't’do very many things well.

0. 1 can't do anything well,

7

How‘good—Tookihg do you think you are?
A. 1 think I'm very good-loaking.

8, [ think I'm pretty good-looking,

C. I don't think I'm very good-looking.

0. I don't think ['m good-looking at all.

How good7lodking do you' think other kids think you ara?

A. Mast of them think I'm very good-looking.

8. Maost of them think ['m pretty good-looking.

C. Most o7 them think L['m not very good-looking.

0. Host of then thfdk ['m not good-looking at all, ~

25
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1. How ofts o-peagpla-olemeyou for chings that really zren't your
. fault?- ’
- People almost always blame me for things that aren't my
fault.

A

8. People usually blame me fqr things that zren't my fault.
C." People usually don't blamBAme for things' that arsn't ay

0

fault.
. People almost never blame me for things that aren't my
N fault, .
% ¥

.

Fd

- - 8. Think about the times when something dad happens or whgn things go
Wrong in school. How often js it voUr fault when thinfs go wrong?
‘

, : A. It's almost always my fault when things go wrong.
8. [It's usually my Fault when things go wrong.

C. Sometimes it's my fault when things go wrong.

0. It's almost naver my fault when tnings go wrong.

9. Think about the students you know in your school. How many of the
students that you knaw Tike you?

A. Almost all of the students that I know like me.
8. HMost of the students that I know 1ikes me.

C. Most of the students [ know don't Jike me.

0. Almost all of the studants [ know den't like ma.

-
.

10. How many friends do you have in school?

A. T have a Tot of friends in school.'
8. I have quite a few friends in school,

. C. Idon't have w€ry many friends in school.
0. I don't have gny friesnds in schoot.

11. Think about the times whan you want to' do things wi th other kids.
How easy is it for you to {ind Kids to do things with?

A. It's almost always easy for me to find kids to do things with.
B. Most of the time it's easy for me to find kids to do things with.
C. Most of the time it's hard for me to find kids o do things witn.
0.- It's almost always nard for me to find kids =0 do things with,

°

=

" -

g 5
Q ‘ * K ‘3~ .
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&
© 0 THE_NEXT rW QUESTIONS ARE GOING TO ASK YOU A30UT PEQPLE YOU QM I

SCHOOC . REMEMBER, YQUR TEACHERS ANO FRIZNGS WITL NEVER SEZ YOUR ANSUESS,

SQ PLEASE BE AS HONEST AS YOU CAN. PLEASE WAIT TO CIRCLE YOUR ANSWER

* UNTIL I'VE READ THEM ALL TO YOU.

12. " Think about the times in school when you haven't done your work as
well as you could have and your teacher points out yaur mistakes.
How often does it make you mad when your teacher.talls you that you
" . have mads a mistake?

A. It almost always makes me mad.
8. It usually makes me mad.

C. Sometimes it makes me mad.

0. It almost nevar makes me mad.

13. Think about the studants you know in tnis school. How many of them .
do you Tike?

A. I like almost-aT1 of the students I know in this school.

8. I like many of the students I know in this schoal. *

C. I don't like very many of the students I know in this school.
0. I don't Tike any of .the students [ knew in this school.

14, %hen other students get on your nerves, how oftan do you hit or shove
them? : : .

» A. I almost always hit or shove them. -
) 8. Most of the time L hit or shove them.

C. Most of the time [ doh't hit or shove then,

0. I almos® naver hit or shove them.

19. Pratand there is a bunch of kids in %he playground you don't know very
well - playing something that you really lika to play (like jacks,
’ basketball, tag, anything you really 1ike}. Hould you ask to play
. wWith them?
) : A. Yes, for sure
I? 8. Yes, orobably
C. Mo, probably not,
0. No, no way,

15. How well do vau get along with the other students in *his class?

A. I get along very well witfi'the other students in this class.

8. [ get along pratty well with the ocher scudents in *his class.

C. I don't get zlong very well with the other students in this
class, .

0. I don't get along with the other students. i this class at all,

- 27
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17. How many of the students in this class are nica pecple? S

A. "Almost all of them are nice. .
8. Many of them are nice.
o
0

Not very many of them are nica.
. Hone of them are nice.

L S -

‘ 18. Do you have a good friend in this class? .- ,
. - ™
' A. Yes, [ have a really good friend in this class,
B. Yes, I have a Xind of good friend in this class. ~
. C. No, [ don't realTy have a good friend in this class.

0. I have no good friend in this class at all.

19. Yhen your best friendfﬁggs something that makes you mad, how oftan
do you talk it over with him or her to work it out?
A, _JF~almost always talk it over. /

N 8. [ usually talk it over. )

C. I usually don't talk it over,
0. I never talk it over. o

20. Is it ever 0.X. to wreck other peopla's stuff?
A. Yes, it rzally doesn't matter. .

. B. Yes, {7 they deserve it. ‘
"C. Maybe, if they really deserve it.
0. No, it's never 0.K. -to wreck other peonles stusf.
\
e .

21. Pretend you have a special treat in your lunch. How oftan would you .
share it with one or two other students?
A. T would always share it.
8. [ would usually sharz it. .

g C. [ usually wouldn'% share it. )
0. T almost never would share it. .

22, If you were on the playground at recess and you saw that one of the
kids from your class was crying about something, how often would you
teasa or make ﬁ”” of them?
A. I would almbst always tease them. i
8. I would usu%l?y taase them. \
C. I would not wgually tease them.
0. I would almost never tzase them,
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23..

24,

25,

A

8

€.
~ 0

If your taacher assigns you-a projectand says oy can-work on it
alone or in“a group, how often would you dacide Lo work in 2 group?

A. 1 would almost always decide to woék in a group.
8. I would usually decide to work in a group.

C. I would usually decide not to work in a group,

0. I would almost never decide to work in a group.

-

What if you wers on the playground at recess znd you saw that one of
the kids from. your class was. crying or really uosat, would you ask
them what's wrong? )

would almost always ask them what's wrong.
would usually ask them what's wrong.
Wouldn't usually ask them what's wrong.
would almost never ask them what's wrong.

-

.

— e -t

1
Ahat if there were a new student in your class whom nooady likad

véry much and that student wentad to play with you and your friends
at recess. ‘Yould it be okay? ,

A. Yes, for sure.
8. Yas, probably.

- €. No, probably not.

0. WMo, no way.

THé<;EXT FeW QUESTIONS ARE GOIMG TQ ASK YOU ABOUT THINGS YOU 00 IN YOUR

CLASSROOM. -REMEMBER, YOUR TEACHERS WILL NEVER SEE YOUR ANSWERS, SO PLEASE
BE AS HONEST AS YOU CAN 8%. '

26,

27.

How often do you do what your teacher tells you o do?

A. I almost always do what my teacher tells me to do.

8. I usually do what my teacher tells me to do.

C. I usually don't do what my teacher talls me to do.

0. [ almest never do Wﬁat my teacher tells me to do.~ -

o

Think about the times when your teacher has to be out of the classroom
for awhile. How do you act when your tazcher is out of the room?

A. I almost a?way;,do‘what I'm supposed to do when my teacher
is out of the room.

8. [ usually do what I'm supposed to do when my teacher is aut
of the room.

C. [ usually don't do what ['m supposed to do when My t2acher
is out of the room. . '

0. almost never do what I'm supposad to do when my teacher is
out of the room.

29
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A.
8.
C.
0.

How do ydu treat
cTassrpcm?

A.
8.
C.
0.

it?
A.
8.
C.
0.

Tnink about how you act in the classroom. How often do you bother other

when'y;Lr teacher gives you school work to

%8« How bften-are you-out of your saat wnen you'rE Aot $Upoosad to be?

[ am almost always out of my seat when i'm not supposad to be,
[ am often out of my seat when I'm not supposed to be. -

Sametimes [ am out of @y seat when ['m not suoposad to
[ am almost never out of my seat when I'm not supposed

[ almost alweys take good care of tham.
[ usually take good care of them.

I usually don't taks good care of them.
[ almost never take good care of them.

/

[ almost always finish my school work.
I usually finish my school wark.

I usually don't Ffinish my school work.
I almost never finish my school work.

students when they are trying to work?

A.
8.
c.
0
How

A.
8.

C.s
0

.
'

[ almost always bother other students when they are trying to work.
I usually bother other students when they are trying to work.

I usually don't bother other students when they are trying to work.?
I almost never bother other students when they are trying to work.

-
often do you talk in class when you ares not supposed to?

\
[ almost always talk in class when ['m not supoosed to.
I usually talk in class when ['m not supposed to.
[ usually don't talk in class when ['m not supposed, to.
[ almost never talk in class when I'm not supposed tg.

00 you ever refuse to talk to your tsacher?

A,
8.
c.
0.

How
A.
8.
C.
0.

¥

Yes, a lot of the time [ refuse %0 talk to my teacher.
Yes, pratty oftan [ refuse %o talk to my teacher,

Yas, sometimas [ refusa to talk to my teacher.

No, I never refuse to talk to my teacher,

difficult or easy is it for you to pay attehtion in class?
[t's almdst always easy for me to pay attantion in class.

It's usually sasy for me %o pay attention in class.
[t's usually hard for me to pay attention in class.

[t's almast always nard for me to pay attention in class,

. . 30 - :36;

your®schoolboaks and other matarials you use in the

do, how often do you complets
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35. Tnink 2bout those times when the teacher gives you work to.do by your-
-self, How often do you do the work-even i tha teacher isn't watg?tng
you?

A. I almost always do my work gven iT the teachar isn't watching me.
8. I usually do my work even if the teacher isn't watcnhing me.

C. 1 ugually don't do my work unless the taacher is wazching me.

0

. . |
). 1 almost never do my work unless the tsacher is watching me.
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. PREFACE : :

.

This is Part 2 of the final report of the MIE funded project, Research
into the Development of Affective Instruments in the Lansing School
District. This project, funded from February 15, 1980 - February 14,
1981, provided monies to investigate the development of two affective
measures. The instrument described in this report was designed to
measure the effects of counseling services on students in grades 3-6
and is described in part 1 of this report. ,

This project was managed by Robert Young, 9ffice of Evaluation
Services, Lansing School District. The administre or ultimately
responsible for the oroject was Dr, Grace Iverson, Director of the
Office of Evaluation Services. Ms. Ronda Hunter and Dr. John Hunter ’ T
of HLchlgan State University were responsible for much of the research
described in this report, however, the Nffice of Evaluation Services is
ultimately responsible for its contents,

Persons wishing more information should contact the Office of
Evaluation Services at (517) 3744347,
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ABSTRACT ' o
» .
The primary level. Studens SPf?-Rnport is a 28 iten affective, multiple’
choice questionnaire designed for use ﬁg&i first and second grade P
students, The instrument was developed £d measure the kinds of
behavioral and at{itudinal changes counsalors mosﬁ\often attempt to
produce when they nrovide services. .

* The instrument was adm{nistered.to Un5 first and second grade students’ |
in sitx elementary schools. ‘e found the instrument somewhat difficult . i
for these students, and only 225 students completed all twenty eight .
items. .For these 225 students, the instrument had a reliablllfj of
.70, estimated by Cronbach's Alpha.

A content analysis of the instrurent identified eight content clusters:
Social.Skills, Belligerence, Compliance, Friends, Self-Concedt, Looks;
Smart and Mood A cenfirmatory factor analysis.showed that six of
these clusters were generally internally and externflly consisteat; A

+ however, two of the clusters, Looks and Smart, were =2lininated =nd put ‘
1nto‘a gesidual cluster. The cluster analysis was consistent with the '
“clusters found in the instrumen+ for upper elsementary students. /

N . E

The ana1y51s also showed a dist urbing pattern of response, The :
responsas of at least ten percent-of the 405, students-vere primarily T
determined by response bias (responding. "always" or "never") rather c
than by item content. This pattern skewed the correlations between
.clusters of items so that positively sedred items were rore highly

eo n‘ated than negatively scored itenms. . .t
Iie ! ’

nergl, Yhe results suggested that the primary level instrument

measures the same attitudes and behaviors weasured. by the uppe evel\\\\\~
‘instrumnnt. Houever, the instrument is rather difficult for stud¥nts

in the first and second grade, and invalid results are producedrtor a

. subskafitial numper of these students. 5 .
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THE DEVELOPHEMT OF B TNSTRUMEMT T) “EESURE TUE FFFECTR OF°
COUNSELING SERVICES ON ELEMEHTARY SCHOOL CHILDREY
IN GRADES OME AMD THO

-

Lt The research described in this report reflects effort§7by Lne Lansing
Scool District, 0Office of Evaluation Services, to develop a€fective
‘instruments suitable for measuring the =ffects of alementary counseling

services oh students in grades one ~nd two. Thes2 research =2stivities

were hegun because of difficultias we haw encountered in measuring
affective change. Prior to the development of the mzasure described in
this paper, the Office of Evaluation Sarvices had wor%ed with saverzal

"eounseling type" projects for which the objestive data showsd no

change, while the staff directly involvgh with the project -

counselors, teachers, parents and buildine administrators arguad theatf

v the program had produced major changes in studen*s that the instruments

failed %o measure, ' ‘

, . In the winter of 1977, the Lansinz School Distriect raceived a spreial
allocation of. funds from the Michigan Legislature for sroviding

- counseling services to students in elementary schoQl huildings. This
grant. included an evaluation component which raquiraed the

identification or development of affective measures for eviluating the

orogram. A neview{of available instruments, howesver, revealed no
ifstruments which Were both -technieally sound, and also neasured the
) types of changes counselors expected to produce, For axasmple, the
Elementary Sghool Test Fvaluation (1970) published by the Center for
’ the Study of Evaluation, rates tests.on the basis of measurement
validity, examinee appropriateness, administrative usability and normed
technical exeldience. One hundred and ten affectiva instruments are
listed for the first, third and fifth grade. All but four of “hase
tests were rated "poor" in the area of normed technical excéllence, ~nd
all but thirteen were rated "poor" in the area of measuremant validity.
Although several technically sound scales are available, i.e., ’f)
Cooparsmith's (1976) Self-Fsteem Inventory and the Pidrs Harris .
Children's S2¥fConcept Scale, these scalas tend %o neasure 3ldoal,
‘ stable personality traits. Counselors, on the other hand, provida
1 relatively sh;ﬁ} term intervention - we have found i% to eonsist of

- five to twenty“individual or small group sessions - and focus on rather
é; specific problems which are dnterfaring with the studznts’ performancs

in school. We found that most of the couns=lors' time is spent in
respbndtng to classroom problémé, i.e., fighting, non-complianc=, and
"att;tude problams”. Counselors also stressed that they work on selfs
coneept and on helping students build relationships with “heir peers.

»

- e were not gonvinced that the type of intervention provided by
counselors 1s appropriately measured by general personality sanles.
Havertheless, interviews with counselors suggested that olggmrvahle, and
therefore measurable, changes were reliably oroduced as a rasult of the
counselors' activities., Ther=fore, a pilot student self-report
instrument was peveléped fo avaluate the project. BRelizbility~“hind
factor analysis data collected on this instrument showed the instrument,

*
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to be a stable and valid measure.

. Since priﬁary level children représent a major focus af the counselors'’
activities, we have attempted to davelop a par?llel instrument which
could measure similar affective content for these children. This paper
presents the reliability and validity datn col1pcf°d in developing a
pilot version of this instrument. ) "

b .
- . D 2
.

METHODS

Subjects ‘ ) ; =
—_— e

The subjects for this study were uné‘first snd second grade students in A
six elementary schools in the Lansing School District, - i

Testing was done in, the classroom. The classroon t&xers were given a

copy of the test for review, and then asked if they would permit us o

test their students. Testing was done in every classroom in which we .
received the teacher's permission to test. !

. ’ A \ . -
Instrument = (j\§

3, .

The instrument for this study was the Pr1mary level Sfuded% u&lf—
Report., The instrumnnt was developed in the. Lansxng School District to
parallel an affective questionnaire developgd for dlder students. This .
questionnaire had been designed to measurs specififg™ehaviors and
Aattitudes addressed by counseling services. Thigd{nstrument is a 2%
question, multiple choice questionnaire. An example of » question frém .
the instrument is shown in Figure 1 bélow. The entire instrument is
included in Appendix A. Each item had thtee pdssible chqices. The
instrument was scored as a Likert Scale with the most positive rasponse
worth three points and the least positive response worth one noint.

How many of the kids in this class 1i¥k you? <Zircle the A hox if *

all of them 1liké you, the S triangle if sore of them like you,  and

tha Nl cirecle if none of them like you. '

[

Figure 1. An example of an itenm from the Student Self-Peport.

. 4 .
Counsalors were also interviawed:to deiernina whether *horo were any .
additional affective issues whic® the instrument should méasure. As a
result, jtems measuring emotional state vere added to the instrument.
After a draft of the instrument wag developed, all elementary
counselors in the district were given~g copy of the instrumant to
raview, Suggesfions rnsuluinﬂ frow this raviay vere }nﬂornorﬁied into
the instrunant, ‘ ’




Testing Procadures

Testing was done in the classroon hy staff trained by the Offlcn of - (///‘

Evaluation Services. The classroom teacher, howsver, rpmaindd in the
room vhile the testing was conducted. The items were read %o the .

students, and students responded on the form shown in Appendix A,

4

RESULTS AMD DISCUSSTOMS

8asic Tten Statisties
[

-

o -
Table 1 shows basic item statistics for the twenty-elght items of the

-Student Self-Report. These data include item means and standard
deviations, the number of students who answersd the question, and the

correlations hetween the item scores and:the total test score. The
items were all scored so that a 1 represented the most negative
response and a3 3 reprcsenfed the most positivs response.
Thn data in Table 1 show a substantial amount' of missing 4ata,
espacially for the items at the bé&ginning of the quosflonn11re. ost
. often, this occurred when students marked more thsn one response,
suggesting that five or six practice questions should*E:_ggv loped for
th° auestionnaire

-

The average item score on the questionnaire was 2. .24 with an average
standard deviation of .72, The average correlation be“wsen the item
scores and the total score was .32 Several of.the items, however,
no*ab‘y itens ei?ht and twenty-three had substantially lower
correlations. Cronbnch’s Alphaiwas computad as a measure of Anternal
consistency for the 225 completp tests, alpha qualed .70, [f

-~
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two, subsets:

TABLE 1
Basic Ttem Statistics !
for the Prirary Level Student Self-Report
(4 = 405) .
. - ‘». ‘
ITEN s MEAM s.D. L CORRELATTONS
” 1 2.156 .561 39, .33
. 2 2.370 .696 350 , 252
.3 2.232 1.674 279 .35k
b 2,245 .539 389 .3224
5 2.277 .666 374 7%1?
6 2.289 .58% 370 .375
7 2.070 .579 273 3 .250
8 1,925 .560 372 04N
9 2.453 .506 364 L2203
© 10 2.100 611 384 19 :
11 2.059 . 809 374 217
12 2.132 LA17 3IM . 3509
13 2.337 752 286 .270
14 2,551 580 291 . 361
15 2.562 .573 239 - .23
16 2.497 570 ZR2- .325
. 17 2.736 .560 396~ .380
' 17 2.32%6 .816 386 .218
19 2. N49 H10 350 .35
2n .1.959 .821 395 - . . 152
21 - 2.6N0 . .h32 300 . 352
22 2,474 615 398 Lo
23 1.917 . 733 384 L1114
24 2.490 724 294 » S
25 2.134 .740 389 .192
~ 26 2.40l 622 395 492
-4 12,291 732 395 453
28 2.198 .728 382 .375
" Content Analysis
The 28 items which make up the prﬂsonf questionnaire are composed of

22 items constructed from the oerious Questionnairsz

dnve*ooed for older children and 6 mood ifems to assess ?nx1ety or
depression, The content analy51s of tha itens show R elusters or

subscales, The following clusters were defined.

- «Social Skills: Ttems 19, 29, 21 and 2?2
These items define positive socisal behaviog - shzring, playing
with a child your friends don®™ 1like, cheerin® 6o your frizsnds,
doing sonothlng speecial for your friends. @

‘Belligerence: Items 17 and 14

These. items define anti~social behavior - hifting othors, bOPszna
others, \ . »




Compliance; Items 15, 15, 17 and 18
These items defined acceptable classroom behavior - paying

attention, not ascting up, trying hard, behaving when the
teacher leaves the room.

.

Friends: Ttems 4, 2 and 10

These items measure whether the student feel that others like him
or her - do others like you, do others dlsllke you, would others
want to sit next to you, ,

Self-Concent: Ttems 1 and 11

Thesz items measure whether the student likes hinm or herself -
how often do they feel they can do everything w211, do th=2y like
* themselves, . K

Looks: Ttems 3 zmd 9 ,
ﬁsf These items were in the self-image cluster of the previous
instrument and measure whether the child feels that he or she is
attractive,

-
’

. Smart: Items 2, 5, 6, 7 and 12 ‘ '
These items were primarily new, but were intended as pert of the )
self-image cluster. They measure whether the child feels good
about his idzas and ability to do~good work in class - how -often

does the student feel dumb, proud of his or her work, do good -

work inm class, feel like an important person in class, and fee}
that his or her ideas are 1iked by others.

- s

Hood: Ttems 22, 24, 2%, 26, 27 and 2%

‘ These items measure the emotional state, of the ¢hild - how-oftnn
the child feels f*lvﬁtened lonely, scared, happy. axecitsad,
interested and that he or she is having fun.

f -

Ten of the items were negatively uo"ded that is a response of "alwavs" ’
indicated a Wégative mood, attitude self-consept, 2tec. The remaining

j% items were positively wordéd. The negatively worded items wera

items 2, 8, 9, 11, 13, 14, 16, 18, 23 and 25. )
Upon re-examination, several of fh# items also seemad to havz amhiguous

content. Item 20 asked the student whether fie or she would play with a '
student his or her friends didn't like. Ye assumed that a positive
response wWould indicate positive social behaviors and* corralate with
the social s<ills ﬂluster: For students of this age, however, loyrlty
to ones friends may be rore important. Item 23 askad the student if he
or she is often lonely. %e were unsure whether this would be a mood
item or a friends item.

Exploratorj factor analysis for the full sample

The exploratory factor analysis procedure used in this study was (1)
Priheipal axis factor analysis saving factors with an eigenvalue
greatef than 1, (2) Yarimax rotation, and (3) oblique multiple aroups
factor anzlysis using clusters defined by Wrigleyw!'s criterion (i.=e.,

'y




placing each item im the group corresponding to its highest factor
loading). <

| 4

Table 2: Exploratory factor analysis and item direction artifacts.

Table 2z. Factor loadings and item direction for the full set of

405 children using pair wide deletion of missing data.
Contingency table relating itenm direction to the high factor

BN loading. - .
Item
' Direction
High + -
Factor I 17 0
Loading 1T 1 10

" Table 2b. Factor loadings and item direction for the 225
children who answered 211 questions. Contingency table ralating
the item direction to the high factor loading for the {iten.

Ttem ® +
Direction

[y High -+ -~ ~
) - Factor
- = - Loading

-t
b
nN

—

D

.The "first correlation matrix anz2lyzed was for the ontire set of
405 children (with pair wide deletion of missing data). Two factors
had eigenvalues greater than 1. The pattern of loadings was quite
striking and quite disturbing., The negatively worded items all had
their highest loading on Factor II, while with one exception the
positively worded items all had their highest loading on Factor T.
Moreover, the exceptional item was item 20 which was helieved to be
ambiguous on content ‘grounds, The contingency table relating item
direction to factor loading is shown in Table 2a.

! |||“|||In.

'As described earlier in this paper, there ware fiany missing responses
‘(66 missing out of 405 on item 1 for instance). Thus it was possible
that the artifact of item. direction might have arisen from some.
systematic pattern in leaving responses out. To chack this, we.
computed the correlation matrix for those 225 children who answered
every item. The results differed only slightly from those for the full
set of 405 children., The contingency hable showing the relation
between item direction and factor loading is shown in Table 2b. Table
2b shows that all 10 negatjive {tems had their highest loading on Factor
ITI, while 16 of 18 positive itens had their highest loading on Factor
I. Again, gne of the exceptional items was the armbiguous item 20: the
other was itemt 1. Ve concluded that the item dirsction artifaét was
%, ) ¢ 6
. Q . ., e - . F] )
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not due to patterning in the missing data. Indeed, inspection of the
correlation matrix as a whole revealed only minor diffarences from that
for the whole sample. Thus there were no systematic differences

between children who completed all items and children who omitted some
items,

Confirmatory factor anzlysis for the full Szmple -

"Thé correlation matrix for the full sample was reordered to group the
items into the clusters generated by the content analysis. The
correlation matrix is presented in Appendix B,

Six of the content blusters. social skills, helligerence, compliance,
friends, self-concept:and moods.showed the expected strong cluster
structure. Four bad items were identifiz2d. The ambiguous item 20
failed ‘to correlate with anythifk aside from sampling error.. The same
_was true for the ambiguous item 23, although it is not clear why it did
not correlate with either of the possible clusters to which its content
was related, Iten 2 correlated negatively with the other friends,

This may represent the item direction artifact in the data since item ¢
was negatively worded 2nd items 4 and 10 were positively worded. Ttenm
25 correla%gd with no other item beyond samoling error. Again thi's may
represenft the™ten direction artifact since item 25 was the only
na2gatively worded mood itgm (other than ambiguous item 23).

Two clusters, looks and smart showed very low internal correlations.

The two looks items were correlated -.01 with each othi?. This may

have been partially due to the item direction artifact; item 3 is "gogd-
looking" while item 9 is "ugly", The items from the smart ecluster wers
only slightly correlated with each other and were uncorrelated with any ,

of the other clusters. There was no item direction artifaet operating p
in this cfuster, all the items from the smart cluster were positively
worded.

The correlation matrix for the whole sample subjected *o confirmatory
factor analysis, i.e., oblique multiple groups factor analysis with >

communalities. The bad-items 2%, 8, 23 and 25 were dropped from their
respective clusters and were added to éjresidual cluster along with the
itemss from the looks and smart clusters., This confirmatory factor
analysis {s located in Appendix C. The confirmatory factor =nalysis
showed that thbe six main clusters satisfied the confirmatory factor
model to a considerable extent; the correlations were consistent within
clusters and the iterms in each cluster tended to be parallel to each
other, The primary deviations occurred within the compliance cluster
where the positively and negatively Zorded items were not parallel, .

Table 3 shows the correlations hetween factors from the confirmatory
. factor analysis. These correlations were positive, hut substantially
- less . than 1.00. Thus the ¢lusters.are clearly statistisally

distinguishable from one another. On the other hand, the effents of
the item direction artifaét are claarly visible in the table. Social




Table 33 The factor correlations between the main six nlusters for the,

entire sample (decimals omitted, U = 405),

" S8 REL COoM FRI & Mnd
Social Skills 100 37 39 67 21 AR
Belligerence 7 Y 109 ] ) T 29 21
Compliance 49 an 100 25 y7 ©. 25 .
Friends - &7 4 . 25 100 22 - AN
Self~Concept 1 29 47 22 100 19
Hood . 62 21 © 25 LT 19 To100

sktlls, friends and mood are composed solely of positively worded
items. These.three factors have the three highest georrelations hatween
thom, Belligerence is composed solely of negative. items andrits “hreae
correlations with sgpcial skills, friends and mood are =much reduced from
wher2 they should be (by comparison with the correlztions for older
children found in our earlier researsh). Compliznze and self-concap®
are each half positive and half negative in content. i

‘Thus thg correlations in the whole sample have 2 structure which is the
composite of two structures superimposed on one another. One
underlying pattern is the correlations between clustars as determined
by item conteni, The other pattern is the item direction artifaet;
positive correlations between items in the seme diresction and negative
correlations between items in opposite directions., One explSnation for
a composite structure is to assume that there are two kinds“of
children: those who understand the ins%ructions and respond to the
items, and those who misunderstand the instructions and respond to =211
items alike. If som2 of the children who misunderstand the
instructions tend to always say "always" while some of thenm always say
"naver", then arong the children who misunderstand there would be 2z
tendency for all items to bz perfectly correlated in their original
form, However, after the nezative items are reverse scored, the all
positive correlations mairix would turn into one with the itan
directidn artifact., Pooling the data across the fwo types of chilAdren
produces a correlation matrix for the wvhole sample that is a composi%e
of the correlation matricas for the two groups. This was our
. hypothesisito explain the rasults found in -the explaratory and
confirmatory factor an=lyses.

T

Identifying Response fiases .

-

If all the children who misunderstnod the instructions either answered
all the items "alwnys" or Always answered "naver! then the Sad data
Wwould be 2asy to detect, However, it was likely that these éhildren
woyld not follow any patiern perfactly, Therafor2, the following
degision ruls was developed, '

We first listed the children who had fanswered over half of all items
"always" or had answered over half of all items "never". This produned
3 1ist of 21 children. One child had ansuwerad evary'iem "always® »nA
another child had answered all but one item "naverd All othar.casss
vuare imperfect, - Powavar, in 2ll cases, “he children had either said

.
.
b -

\, 8 o
. S 50




"3lways" to more than half of hoth the nositive znd to the naegative
items. Thus we fel% no qualns about, discarding these cases as bad data,

.

'le then computed a new correlations natrix and carried out 211 =znalyses
on it. The results were as we had predicted: the item direction °*
artifact was-reducaed and the data lookad much more 1like the 4ata for
the older children; however, a strong item direction artifact ,
remained. The final decision rule is shown in fisure 2.’ Ve !

¥
OQur specifie criteria were: (1) The average score of hoth positive an4d
negative items both were requiredgto be greater than 2 when the %total
test average score yas greater 2.3, or (both averazes were
required to be less than 2 wheﬁgthe overall average was less than 1.7.

AVERAGE ON
NEGATIVE [TEMS

0

ALWAYS =~

) ’ v
//

N

fad , . N
. 3 -~

HEVER SOMETIMES ALHAYS X AVERAGE ON I :
B POSITIVE ITEMS

’ SCHETIMES

—":t

[y

Figure 1. Graphfc dgslay of dacision rule for bad data, 'shading
¥ indicates the rasgion of probable bad dats.

—

The central box in Fiqure 1 reoresents the set of @ll pogssihle pairs of
averaqe responses across positively and negatively worded items. That

LRIC - o1 -




is, since items are scored 1, 2, or 3; the averade nust be hetween 1

and 3 for each set of items. The top right corner represents the ~
perfect all "always" response set, The hottom left corner represents .
the perfect all "never" response set. The shaded areas represent the
cases near these corners that were rejected by our decision rule.

By using this decisio 19, we discarded 45 cases out of U405, yielding
a discard rate of about 10 percent.

Exnloratory Factor Analysis - Reduced Sample

In order to test the hypothesis that the factor structure shown 1n
Table 2 was due to response bias rather than item content, we rernén ¢
the analysis for the students selected by the decision rule deserihad
above., The pattern, shown in Table U is strikingly different: 3iout
of 10 of the~megative items loaded on Factor 1, while 7 of 13 of the
positive items loaded on Fagtor II, There was still some correlation
batween item direction and factor loading, but then there is also a
certain amount of correlation built into the content structure as
well.* Ue take the results in Table 4 to be a3 confirmation of our
hypothesis that the item direction artifact in this data is due to a
response bias for a portion of the younger children., This again
suggests the need for a hetter instructional procedure prior to testing.

Tabla 4, Factor loadings and item direction for the 3R0 chlldren left
after U5 cases wege dropped because they showed evidenae of
failure to understand thez 1nsuruct10ns. Contingency table
rnlﬂtlng the item direction to the hish factor lo°d1n9 for
that factor,

Ttem -

Direction
ngh + -
Factor T 11 3
Loading IT . 7

Confirmatory factor analysis of the reduced sample

- After the U5 cases with suspect data were discarded we computed a new
correlation matrix. The factor analytic results have heen partiall ly
reperted in Table U; these data showed a 4rastic reduction in. the item
_direction artifact. This section reports the results relevant to the
conf1rnatory factor ana1y31s.

‘A correlation matrix for the reduced sample was developed with the
items grouped according to the 8 clusters of the content analysis.
This matrix is included in Appendix D. This arrangement showed that
the bad items of the whole sample are still bad itzms. Thas item 20
did not-eorrelaf° with the other social skill items, and items 23 and

. 25 did not correlate with the other mood items. The correalation

" hetween looks items increased, but only to .N%A, and the correlations

¢




S « ‘ ~
between the "smart" Jitems remained low as well, ranging from -.n1 to
.20, Therefore[ the final recommendation for the cluster structure

remained the samé and a residualrcluster was formed with the items from
the smart and Aooks clusters and items 20, 3, 23, 25.

Table § shotin an exploratory factor analysis of the reduced sanolg.
Four pringipal components were defined without communalities« The

table 15 arranged with the refined clusters grouped together down the
side:’1-dea11y, each item within a given cluster, would have exactly the

same pattern of factor loadings as each other item in Ehat cluster,
This was approximately true for the six main elusters with tpe bad

‘items eliminated. 4
’

A . .
Table 5. Exploratory factor analysis of the reduced samnle done with
communalities (decima;s onitted, N = 360, highest loading
marked with an asterisk, items grouped by refined clusters).

-

VARI™AX FACTORS

19 L ~15 .15 ~15 o
_ Social Skills 21 - 20 . .15 - 2BE .- . 18 - T
22 54 -5 21 L
Belligerence 13 1% 213 © - 50% ., B2 .
14 30 - -12 4o¥* -15 _
. 15 7 ~66 2% 23
c iange 17 21 u5 1* 3 .
16 -81 . 66 - 2% 17
18 4 1 19% 5
Friends vy . byx -h . .6 2
A 10 ys% 33 =3 -5
Self-Concept . 1 14 2. .. 27 un* .
o 11 - 17 =3 11 Lg®
26 . 37 4% 5 —2%
Mood | 26 ° 51% 22 14 -11
. C.27 ygx 22 | 14 le 4 .
28 5%, 12 -7. $17 C
- 3 14 © 43 e 3
9 16 TS | 29
2 3 ug* 5 14
i s 5 2 ¥ 3() 'zL!!! . 10
. 6 15 30 5% -5
Residual 7 - 3% =2 -15 20
12 2 15, 6 21
20 4 3 -1 —57%
. 25 9 23% n -6
s .8 -11 n1* -9 -22
23 -33#% 32 . 26 5

A confirmatory factor analysis was cgmplé;ed~op the refined clusters
for the reduced sample. This analysis showed a gaod- fit to the
confirmatory model for all six of the main clustars. The matrix from

i

w 11

| 53
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this analysis is included in Appendix E.- o >
. : ‘! : .
* Table 6 shows_the correlation between factors in the confirmatory : .t
“factor andrigfg‘ The correlations were all substantially less than ‘
1.00, showing that the factors were all well separated statistically. .
The distorting effeets of item direction were reduced but still
presehf; as ig%espécially seen in the high correlations between social
skills,. friends and mood. . '

¥

-

14‘ The analysis of the reduced sample tends to confirm the hypothesis that
there was a substantial amoupt of bad data due to student

rnisunderstanding of the instructions, However, it is also obvious that .
: not all the bad data were found. Thus it is hard to know what credence ]
can be given to the present findings in-regard to the éorrelatiods L .
betwesn factors. . ./r/,/' S - T ‘
- Table 6. The factor correlations for the refined clusters on the - !
reduced sample (decimals omitted, N = 350). .

. . Ss BEL e - FRI sC 00D . .
Social Skills : 100 6l 45 e1 45 “58 Py -
Belligerence 64 100 59 25 20 s
Compliance u5 59 100 . 30 . 4§’ 35 e
Friends 61 -~ 25 20 100 7 38" f2 ’
Se¥f<Concept - - - - Y% .20 u5 28 100 27 .
Mood 58 45 /62T 7 37 100

. o . = - .
Recommandations ¥or Iﬁgz;ahgpt Inprovament T ee—

The administration of the quesdtionnaire requires more of an enphasis on

teaching children how to take the test. First of all, thera should be

a pre-test using items intended to be “wasted", Id=ally there would be

a set of items with correct answers that could be checked to see if the .
. child understands the instructions. Those children who do not could ‘be

individually tu%ored. :

’

-

The items from the looRks and smart clusters should”be discarded (along
-with items 20, 8, 23 and 25). These 11 items could be replaced by ) N
others tapping the main clusters. Since item reliability is low, these - .
" clusters badly need to be inereased in Tength, y

If more iteﬁ% than 28 are needed, the test could be given over more

than one day or in two sessions on one day.” 1In fact for reliability

purposes, and. for increased powersin item analysis, the same test could

be given with a gap of a week or two. Ttem responses could then be

averaged across sessions to generate "super-items", i.e., versions of , -0
the items with about twice the reliability. ' : ’

. ' PN

The emphasis on positive items in the current questionnaire may be
misplaced, If there is an asymmetry. in response to items at =2ither end -
of the scale, then it is the negative items which should be stressed
since it is’ the negative and which to .be assessed.

12 . . ’
R 54 - .,
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1. Sometimes we feel 1ike we can do everything real well, like we are 3
the best in everything. How often do you: feel you can do every-
thing well? Circle the A box-for always, the,S ‘triangle for sometimes,
the M circle far never. . .

2. Sometimes we feel really dumb, Tike we can'tsfigure out anything.- S

- . How often do you feel dumb? Circle the A hox for always, the S
triangle for sometimes and the N circle for never,

. } <

3. Sometimes we feel really good-Tooking. How often do you feel you -
rezlly look good? Circle the A box if you feel you look good all-
the time, the S triangle if you feel you Took good sometimes, and
the N circle if you never feel you look good. .

4. How many of the kids in this class like you? Circle the A box if
all of them 1like you, the S triangle if some of them like you, the N .
circle if none of them like you. ‘

How often are you proud of the work you do in school? Circle the

5.
A box if you're always proud of your work, the S triangle you're P
sometimes proud of your work, and the N circle if you are never
proud of your work. = . . )

6. How often does your teacher feel ¥ou do good work in class? Circle .

the A box if (she/he) always feels you do good work, the S triangle
if (she/he) sometimes feels you do good work, and the N circle if
(she/he) never feels you do good work.

7. 'Sometimes our friends really like our ideas, How often do your
friends Tike your ideas? Circle the A box if they always like your
!ideas, the S trdangle if they sometimes 1ike them and N circle if

,they never like them. X
3 . T :
8. How many of the kids in this class don't Tike you? Circle the” A box
if all of them don't Tike you, the S triangle if some of them don't
like you and the N circle if none of them don't like you.
9. Sometimes we feel kind of ugly - Tike no one would want "to look at

us. How often do you feel Tike that? Circle the A box if you
always feel ugly, the S triangle if you sometimes feel ugly, and
the N circle if you never,feel ugly. .
10. How many kids jn this class would want to sit next to you. Circle
the A box if all of them would, the § triangle if some of them
~would, and-the N circle if none of them would. .

11. 'Sometimes we don't Tike ourselves. Hdw often do you feel that way?
Circle the A box for all of the time, the S triangle for some of the
' time, and. the N circle™for none of the time. . :

A

12. 0o you feel jike you are an important person in your class? Circle
the A box for always, the S triangle for sometimes, and the N
circle for never, '

= ) 1557
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13. When some kids get really angry at another kid, they hit them. How
- ‘often do you hit people you get mad at?. Circle the A box if you
, always hit them, the S triangle’if you sometimes hit them, and the
‘v . - . Ncircle if.you never hit them. . ‘ i
14, When some kids don't 1ike other kids in class, they tease them or
*——call them names. - How often du you.tease the kids you don't 1ike? - S
Circle the A box if you always tease the kids you don't like, the
S triangle if-you sometimes tease the kids you don't 1ike, and the
N circle if you never tease the kids you don't like.

15. How often d® you pay atteptfbn in class? Circle the A box if you
always pay attention, the S triangle if you sometimes pay attention,
and the N circle if you never pay attention.

16. How often do 'you act up in class? Circle the A box if you always
act up in cl%;s, circle the S triangle if you sometimes act up in
class, and circle the N £ircle‘if you never act up in class.

17. How often do you try hard when you do your school work? Circle the
A box if you always try hard, the § triangle if you sometimes try
hard, and the N circle if you never try hard. -

18. Sometimes kids Stop doing what they are supposed to do when the )
teacher leaves the room. How often do you do that? Circle the A
box if you always stop doing what you're supposed to, the S‘t;;angie
if you sometimes stop doing what you're supposed to, and the
circle if you never stop doing what you're supposed tc. :

}19. “When you get a specia1“frea; in your lunch, how often do you share
it? Circle.the A box"if you always share it, the S triangle if you
" sometimes-share it, and the N circle.if.you never sharé it. :

2

20Q. Preténd‘that there was a kid in class that most of your friends
-didn’t 1ike. Would you.let that kid play with you at recess?
Circle the A box for always, the S triangle for sometimes, the N

circle for never. '

=

- \ f . .i .
E s

21. When you see that another kid in class is really sad about something,
: how often do you try ta cheer them up? Circle the A box if you ;
always try.to cheer them up, the S triangle if you sometiems try to .
’ cheer~them up, and the N circle if you never try to cheer them up.
22. How often do you do something special for your friends, just to make
them feel good? Circle the A box if you do*it a lot of the time,
_ the S triangle if you do it some of the time, and the N circle if
: you never do it.

23, , Sometimes we feel that there is nobody we can talk to. How often

" do you feel that way? Circle the A box if you always feel "that

way, the S triangle if you sometimes feel that way, and the N circle
if if you never feel that way. :

16 ’
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24.

25.

26.

27.

H

28.

How often do you really have fun when you are in school? Circle the = -

- A box if you always have fun, the S triangle if you sometimes have

fun, and the N circle if you never-have fun. — “

-

Sometimes peop]e get scared that bad things will happen, scared that
people won't ‘1Nke them, or that things will go wrong, or that they
‘will get.in trouble. How often are you scarel that bad things will
happen? Circle the A box if you are scared a lot of the time, the S
triangle if you are scared some of the time, and the N circle if you
are never scafec bad things will happen. -

Sometimes we 'are happy and sbmetimes we are sad How much of the
time are you happy’ Circle the A box if you're always happy, the S
triangle if you're sometimes happy, and the N circle if you're never

happy.

Sometimes, when really good things happen, we feel really, really
great. inside. We want to. tell everyone about it, we feel excited.
How often do,you feel like that? Circle the A box if you feel that
way a lot of the time, the S triangle if you feel that way some of

_the time, and the N circle if you never feel that way.

Sometimes we get so interested in som€thing that we want to do it all
the time. How often do you get that interested in the things you do?
Circle the A box if gou're interested a lot of the time,. the S tr1angle
if you're interested some' of the time, and the N circle if /ou re
never interested.in what you're do1ng
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- - The item correlations for the entire sample groupéd
. according to the original content clusters (decimals
omitted, N = 405). - - .
- BELLI- . SELF |
SOCIAL SKILLS GERENCE COMPLIANCE FRIENDS CONCEPT #00D . LOOKS SMART

ITEM 19 20 21 22] 13 14 15 16 17 18 4 8 10 1 ~11123 24 25 26 27 28 3 9] 2 5 .6 7 12

~

19 j100 12 18 22115 1015 -8 13 1117 -5 22 5 0{ -7 7 -8 17 13 16 9 -3}-8 -6 12 1 8
»20 | 12 100 3 1 6 -5 1-3 -10 1 -5 7 -6 51-10 -20] -8 13 -5 2 5 «11-1 -51 0 3 1 7 -2
21 |18 3 100 30 6 9121 -1. 29 -4 111 -16 14T 5 =1{ -6 8 -9 13 19 15{11 -5|-4 13 16 14 14
22..] 22 1_30 100 5 156 |18 -1 12 -6]15 -12 26} 11, -8 18 -8 24 24 2% 7 -11-2 16 16 19 21
13 115 6 6 51100 28 g 17 10 8 4 -2 -91 1 0 5 7 1 5 -8 6 -61]-2 3 8 -11 5
14 119 -5 9 157 28 100 }i4 33 6 9110 1 2111 1 7 10 8 10 14 fl -3 9 4 2 7 -2~ -1
. 15115 -3 21 18] 9 14 Q106 25 26 -4}16 -4 13 13 0 15 18 15
! 16 -8 -10 -1 -1} 17 33 }125 100 13 25 2 8 -3117 16 1 13 0 1 -4 2 24117 10 4 -4 -3
17 113 1 29 J2) 10 6 126 13 100 0 7 -6 8 7 6 19 -6 14 8 ‘L% 9 3}-1 15 11 -1 6
B 18| 1 -5 -4 -6 8 9 4 25 0 100 0 8 -1 2 11 o0 13 -11 -2 - -4 14 1 1 -12 -1 -1
41177 7. 11 15 4 10 {16 2 7 0]100 -10 26| 12 ~13 10 1 23 5 107 8 I 73 15 15 9
81-5 -6 -16 -12| -2 14 -4 8 -6 81-16 100 -7 -4 " 4% 16 6 1 48 -3 -4 -1 7110 -5 8 -6 -7
10 | 22 5 14 24 -9 .2113 V-3 8 112 -7 100} 12 -5]-11 23 -1 26 26 20} 20 -1 2 13 23 14 22
1 5 -10 5 11 1 N 1133 1w 7 2112 -4 121100 17 6 0 3 15 12 4123 10 5 12 24 4
11 0_-20 -1 6 6 - 111 6 8 0 14 2 4 -5]117 100] 11, 0 -1 1 "5 215 16112 § -2 -2 -1
231-7 -8 -6 -8} O 7 2 16 6 111-13 16 -11 6 111100 -11 10 -11 -8 -18 5 14y 9 2 4 0 -3
24 7 .13 8,18} 5 10 4 1 19 0] 10 6 23 0 Of-11 100 3 38 22 2 7 8|l-1 17 8 3 13
7 >
1
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25 1.-8 -5 -9 -8 8 0 13 -6 13 1 1 -11 3 -1} 10 3 100 4 -8 -4 2 211}158 5 1 1 4
26 |17 2° 13 2441 10 | 15 0 14 -11123 -8 26715 l-1-11 38 4 100 34 %9 18 -1 7 18 25 7 1
27 113 5 19 24 5 714 |18 1 8 -2 5 -3 26|12 .5} -8 22 -8 34 100 6 | 24 2 0- 12 15 12 15
28 116 -1 15 25| -8 1115 -4 12 -1110 -4 20} 4 -2]-18 20 -4 29 26 100 ] 16 41-4- 12 11 14 16
3 g -1 -11 71.6 -3 9 2 9 -4 8 -1 20723 .-5 5 7 2 18 24 16166 -T110- 1416 8 8
-3 -6 5 -1} -6 9 1 24 3 -4 3 7 -1]110 16§ 14 8 21 -1 2 4 ] -1 100 { 27 7 -1 0 7
-8 0 -4 21 -2 41-2 17 =-1. 1 7 10 2 5 12 9 -1 7 0 -4110 27 (160 10 8 0 2

12 11 16 16 8 7122 4 11 -12115 8 231.24 -2} -4 8
11 7 14 19yp-11 218 -4 -1 -1115 =% 14 4 -2 0 3
‘8 -2 14— 21 5 -1111--3 6 -1 9 -7 22 8 -11-3 13

25 15 11116 -1 8 19 100 -5 Tj
7 12 14 8 0{-0 -1 -5 }0O 3
2

9

2 ; 15

S8 3 13 164 3 2017 40 15 1|3 5.13/12 5| 5 17 0§ 18 12 12|M 7[10 100 19 -1 2l e
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-y : . v " Confirmatory factor analysis on the refined clusters t
. % @ - for the whole sample {decimals omitted, H = 405). -
< . . ) - v )
Co 501 SOCIAL sxms (19, 21, 22) . <
< .. + 502 BELLIGERENCE (13, .14) - ) . .
: ‘e 503 CWL!MCE(!S. 17, 16 18) o ) R . .
o o 504 FRIENDS (4, 10) .. ' = -, - . . B _ .
- > 505 SELF CONCEPT (1, 11) - . . - A . .
506 MOOD (24, 26, 27 28) . . . ) <,
507 RESIDUAL (3, 9, 7, 5, 8, 7, 1;, 0, 25, 8, 23) o - ; %
P . o . . . 2 . .
» 3 - ‘ .
@ - ’ * .
COMMUNALITY N THE DIAGONAL - . ¢ . . "
> . By .o
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The ftem correlations on the reduced sample with items
grouped according to the original clustérs determined .
by the content analysis (decimals omitted, N = 360). s 1 .
BELLI- . SELF ’
SOCIAL SKILLS GERENCE COMPLIANCE FRIENDS CONCEPT MO0D LOOKS * SMART
ITEM 19 20 21 22 13 14 15 16 17 18 4 8 10. 1 -11 23 24 25 26 21 28 3 9 2 5 6 7 12 ¢
19 1100 7 11 20318 18f 10 -1 7 61 15 2 16 7 8 0 1 -2 11 9 13 5 5 { ™k -8 8 6 6
20 7 100 -3~ -4 9 -2{-10 -6 -3 1 3 -2 -21-11 -16 2 8§ -1 -4 3 -71 -5 1 3 -2 5 5 -6
21 |'11 -3 100 26 7 14} 17 7 24 3 8 -100 6 7 8 2 3 -4 8 18 11 9 3| -1 14 15 9 11
22 120 -4 26 100 dalf) 211} 17 6 9 1112 -5 19] 12 144§ -3 15 -3 19 19 21 6 7 7 15 13 17 15
13118 9 7 10 {160 25| 14 13 1% 51T 7 -4 -2 1 2] -1 8 5 18 1T -a| 12 -13] -2 8 14 -5 12
o 14118 -2 14 21125 100] 21 27 10 6] 10 -4° 9l 1 5 2 16 3 14 22 6 3 0 1 3 12 2 4
~ 15110 -10 17 17714 21{100 36 21 11| 14 -1 41 14 11 9 -2 4 10 13 7 0 6 3 12 19 2 9
16 | -1 -6 7 6} 13 27}] 36 100 19 19 6 -3 6] 20 2 9 6 4 7 \9 Jp 10 1315 16 1 1 3
17 7 -3 23 $115 10§ 21 19 1000 4 3 1 2 7 5111 20 -6 13 7 9 4 7 4 18 13 -5 2
18 6 1 3 1 5 61 11 19 4 100].5 3 9 1 1 2 9 6 -4 5 61 -1 71 -4 6 -9 1 1
4115 3 8 12 7 107 14 6 3 51100 -7 19 6 g§]-10 10 5 19 4 9 3 9t 11 -2 9 13 7
8 2 -2 -10 -5)-4 -4} -1 -3 1 3| -7 100 i} -6 2110 11 -7+ -3 1 1 2 -3 4 -6 10 -2 -2
e 10 {16 -2 6 19| -2 9 4 6 2 9119 3 lod} 1 4l -1 21 9 18 21 12} 15 14 8 9 N .8 19
1 7 -1l 712 I N}, 14 .20 7 11 6 -6 I4fi00 18 [ 0 5 17 1 8120 1 6 12747 12
.1 8 -16- -8 14 2 51 11 2 5 11 8 -2 41 18 1001 2 4 .10 7 10 51 -2 7 8 6 4 4 4
23 0 2 2 3] -1 2 9 9 11 21-10 10 -1 6 21106 -2 -1 -3 -7 -1 12 5T 7 9 2 6 -1
24 1 8 3 15 8 16| -2 6 20 9110 11 21 0 41 -2 100 10 30 20 14 6 15 4 14 3 3 12 .
251-2 -1 -4 -3 5 3 4 4 -6 6 5 -7 9 5 <10} -1 10 100 12 -1 2 5 121} 13 6 8 6 5
26 | 11 -4 8 19{18 14| 10 7 13 -4119 -3 18| 17 71-3 30 12 100 31 24} 17 8115 12 20 4 7
: 27 9 3 18 19411 2113 9 7 75 4 1 21114 W) -2 20 <1. 31 100 20} 21 11 5 7 13 9 12
¢ 28 113 -7 11 21 ] -4 6 7 3 9 6 9 1 12 8 S5]-11 14 o2 24 20 100{-13 13 0 5 7 10 14
3 5 -5 9 .6 |12 3 0 10 4 -] 3 2 15120 -Z21 12 6 5 17 21 131100 6l 14 11 14 3- 7
9 5 1 3 7 1-13 0 6 13 7 74.9 -3 141 11. 7 5 15 12 8 11 -131-6 100125 10 3 8 13
2 -1 3 -1 71-4 1 3 15 5 a1l 4 8 6 8 7 4 13 15 5 6114 2517100 11 11 6 7
51-8 -2 14 15 8 3112 16 18 61-2 -6 9112 6 9 - 14 6 12 7 511 10|11 100 17 -3 23
6 8 5 15 1314 12119 11 13 -97 9 10 16] 24 4 2 3 8 20 13 7114 3|1 17 100 -8 6 .
7 6 5 9 17 {-9 2 2 1 -5 1113 -2 8 2 4 6 3 6 4 9 °10 3 8 6 -3 -8 100 12
124 6 -6 11 15 | 12 4 9 3 2 1 7 -2 19} 12 41 -1 12 5 7 12 14 7 13 7 23 6 12 100
M -
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APPERDIX E
Confirmatory factor analysis on the refined clusters
~ for the reduced sample (decimals omitted, N = 360,
comualities used).

501 SOCIAL SKILLS (19, 21, 22)

502 BELL1GERENCE (13, 14} - . &
. 503 COMPLIANCE (15, 17, 16, 18) 5
504 FRIENDS (4, 10) v
505 SELF CONCEPT (1, 11)
/ 506 MOOD (24, 26, 27, 28)
507 RESIDUAL (3, 9, 2, 5, &, 7, 12,720, 25, 8, 23)
STAHDARD SCORE COEFFICIENT ALPHAS
41. 40. 48. 32. 31. 55. 38. )
. 19 21 22 13 14 15 17 16 18 4 10 1 1) 24 26 27 28 3 9 2 5 § 71 J2 20 25 -8B 23 501 502 503 504 505 506 SO7
19/11 11 204 18 18f 10 7 1 6] 15 16| 7 B 1 11 9 13/ 5 5 -1 -B § 6 6 7 -2 2 o|l:M 3w 12 333 16 18 I
21111 18 261 7 14} 17 24 7 3f 8 6 7 81 3 8 18 11{9 3 -1 M4 15 9.1 -3 -4 -10 2|4 20 29 5 6 21 18
2f2 26 35) 10 211 17 9 6 1] 12 19} 12 14015 19 19 2a{ & 7 7 15 13 17 15 -4 -3 -5 - 3|60 I 19 33 228 38 25
TI‘WTW B 15 13 5{ 7 -2 ¥ 2| ¥ 18 11 -&{1Z -13 -4 B 14 -9 127 9 & & -1 27" %7 7 & 3 17 1
. ro 14118 14 21 30/ 21 10 27 6] 10 9j 11 5]16 14 22 6/ 3 0 1 3 12 2 4 -2 3 -4 2|40 52 3% 2 18 30 9
O TS’IG_IW*TI“H 37T 36 | W & 1@ I1-7 go W70 & 3 IZ 19 2 9§ -16 & -1 9| 37 13 % 19 28 13
170 7 24 9| is 10f 21 10 19 4] 3 2] 72 5|20 13 7 ¢l 4 7 4 1813 -5 2 -3 .6 1 11|30 22 N 5 13 2 18
161 -1 7 6 13 27| 36.19 43 19 6 6] 20 6 7 9 3110 13 15 16 11 1 3 .6 4 -3 9| 9 37 6 13 25 13 8
. 18] 6 3 1] 5 61 11 419 5 5 95 1 1nl9 -4 s ef{-1 7 -4 6 .9 1 | 1 6™3 2] 8 10 22 15 13 8 5
TATET B YIY 7T W 1§ 3 6 5| 22 I8 8 8 & 3§ 3 9§ 2§13 7 3 5 7 Wimy I8 21 15
10016 6 19] -2 91 4 2 6 9] 19 24| 14 4121 18 21 12115 14 86 9 16 8 19 -2 9 3 1131 6 12 4 20 37
7 7T 12| T AT I8 7 2 1| 6 14| 23 8| & I7 1§ g|20 1T & 12 24 2 17 <11 ~ % <6 620 17 28 27 &g 20‘ 31
11] 8 8 14] 2 5] 11 5 2 11" 8 4718 231 4 7 10 5/-2 71 8 6 4 4 & -16 -10 -2 2} 22 7 17 13 4 14 3
B TTTI5 B 16) -2 &0 & 9 W0 21 0 4|18 W & W] & 15 & ¥ 3 317 8§ 10 I 21 1@ I 37~ T & R
26/ 11 8 19§ 1B 14} 10 13 7 -4] 19 18] 17 7{30 42 31 24|17 8 15 }2 20 4 7 -4 12 -3 -3| 28 31 15 39 26 66 33
270 9 18 191 11 22| 13 7 9 sl 4 21) 14 10}20 31 24 20121 11 5 7 13 9 12 3 -1 1 -2l 3 19 2% 28 49 30
28{13 11 21| -4 6] 7 9 3 6! 9 12f{ 8 .5}14 24 20 1l13 13 6 5 10 14 -7 2 1 -11}34 2 14 22 15 18
A 3] 5 -9 6|12 37 0- % 1o -1 3 15 a0 <Z|6 17 ¢ I3[ 9 6 1§ M 18 3 7 5 & 7 2] 15~ 7 13 2 29 30
91 5 3 7|-13 of 6 7 13 71 9 14} 1 711 8 11 13} 6 13 25 10 3 8 13 1 12 -3 5] 11 <13 18 28 20 24 3%
2l-1 -1 74 -4 1y 3 4 15 -4 11 8f 6 8/ 415 5 o014 2523 11 11 6 7 3 13 4 11 4 -3 10 20 15 12 48
5/-8 14 151 8 3f 12 18 16 6] -2 9} 12 6}14 12 72 sin 1011 {217 -3 23 -2 6 -6 9116 10 29 ‘8 220 20 34
6] 8 15 134 14 124 19 13 11 -9 9 6| 24 41 3 20 13 7{14 3 11 1?7 9 -8 6- 5 8 10 2]27 2% 19 28 3 2 29
116 917y -9 2 2 -5 1 1|13 8} 2 43 4 9 10/3 8 6 -3 -8 212 S5 6 -2 6{28 -7 -1 23 6 13 13
' 12 6 11 15} 12 4§ 9 2 3 1 7 19112 412 7 12 1417 13 7 23 6 12 8 -6 5 -2 -1123 15 8 28 18 23 28
200 7 -3 -4( 9 -24-10 «3 -6 1] 3 -Zf{-11 -16/8 -4 3 .7{.5 1 3 -2 5 % -6 0 -1 -2 2}/ 0 7 -10 1 -3 0o O
- 5{-2 -4 -3F 5 37 4 -6 4 6| 5 9] 5 -10410 12 -1 215 12 13 6 8 6 5 -1 4 -2 -1|-6 8 5 14 .5 12 19
8l 2 -10 54 4 4] 0 1 -3 3] -7 3} -6 2111 -3 1 112 -3 4 -6 10 -2 -2 -2 -7 0 10}-9 -2 0 -4 -a 5 2
2310 2 -3] -1 2f 911 9 2}-10 -1} 6 21-2 -3 -2 -nNj12 5 17 9 2 6 -1 2 -1 10 & -1 1 18 -17 -10 20
50T 3 27 40| 33 W § Bf 26 31 2Z2|1A 28 35 |15 11 & 16 27 24 23 0 -6 -8 I 1T00 &3 ayrgrﬁr’zr—m
- 502135 20 30] 52 52) 33 23 37 10} 17 6} 12 712 31 32 2}14 -13 -3 10 25 -7 15 7 8 -7 1|68 J00O 59 25 20 45 19
- 503[12 29 191 2 36| 58 31 66 22f 16 12| 24 17|19 15 19 14] 7 18 10 29 19 -1 B8--10 S5 0 18| 45 59 100 30 45 35 4l
504133 15 33] 6 20] 19 5 13 15{ 46 46| 22 13133 39 26 22|19' 24 20 8 28 23 28 1 J4 -4 -12|61 B 30 100 38 62 57
505/ 16 16 28f 3 18] 28 13 25 13| 16 20) 46 46} 5 26 26 15120 20 15 20 31 6 18 -30 .5 -8 9|46 20 45 38 100 37 I
506118 21 381 17 30} 14 26 13 8] 21 36} 20 14|42 66 49 37}29 24 12 20 22 13 23. 0 12 5 -10] 5 45 35 62 37 100 S8
. s07{11 18 251 11 9§ 20 1B 28 5] 16 37| 31 3132 33 30 18)30 36 48 34 29 13 28 O 19 2 20| 40 19 41 S7 37 48 100
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