DOCUMENT RESUME

» ED 214 964 - TM 820 119
AUTHOR Vazquez-Abad, Jesus; DéPauw, Karen
TITLE n Building an A-Posterionf Index from Survey Data: A

Case for Educational Planners' Assessment of
Attitudes tow§rds an Educational Innovatipn. . .

PUB DATE 81 .

NOTE : 2p.; Paper presented at the Canadian Conference on
Applied Statistics (Montreal, Quebec, April 29-MaylI,
1981). '

EDRS PRICE MF01/PCO01 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS *Attitude Measures; *Data Analysis; Educatdipnal

Innovation; *Research Methodology; *Social $cience /
Research; Statistical Analysis; *Surveys; *Test
Construction; Testing Problems ‘
" T IDENTIFIERS ~ ~ *A Posteriori Index — T .
ABSTRACT ~ . - ,

To simplify data from a large survey,. it is.desirable
to classify subjects according to their attitudes \toward ‘certain
issues, as measured by questions in the survey. Responses to 12
questions were identified as indicative of attitudes toward

. deschooling education., These attitudes were explained by means of
patterns exhibit®#d within the responses given to ‘éome questions which
best discriminate between people for and, against deschooling \
education. Because limited relevant information, is available on this
subject, the approach taken was to build an a-posteriori index to
describe the attitude under study. The indéx was obtained by running,
a canonical correlation between a set containing information from the
12 attitudinal questions, and agother set containing information from
52 explanatory questions that were most relevant to the study. This

., ~ analysis produced canonical variates and each of these was taken as
the index for each set. Based upon actual distribution of index
values, subjects were associated with a "clearly against;" "clearly

~ for," or "other" attitude toward deschooling education. A

discriminant analysis was run on the 52 "explanatory" questions to )
assess which of these could best account for the difference between
groups. The meaning and value of the results are discussed.

(Author/DWH) .

9 y -

.
e ‘ 7

ARA R AR AR R AR R R AR R R AR R AR AR AR AR R AR AR R AR AR R R R R AR R AR A R A AR R R AR R R R AR AR R AR A A k&

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the bést that can be made *
. .

’ from.the original document. . ®
********’*******M*****************%************************************




On Building an a-posteriori index from survey data: a case for s

_ educational planners' assessment of attitudes towards an

. . S 1 '
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION educational innovation™ repRODUCE THIS
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION WATERIAL g%EEN GRANTED 8%
EDUCATP"AL RESOURCES INFORMATION mae N d‘ T
CENTER (ERIC) 2 —hb :
‘ . \ ez 49
T document has boon rproduced a5 Jesls Vazquez-Abad”™ and Karen DePauw Lh!giﬁ"—‘"'_‘”h——
w from the parson of organzaton
- ongiiaung it —————
< Minor chanbes have been made 10 improve '
feproducthon quahty. ] U’]ﬂd
® Pomts of v:ew OF OpIMONS stated i this docu ) S AR Y ’ INFORL EDUCAT‘ONAL Ragfgiﬁces
' ment do not necessanly represent oficial NIEs lNFOHMATlON CENTEH ) .

POSition of pohcy N

nnen analyzing data from a large survey it is sometimes
desirable to classify subjects in the surveyed population depend- .
ing on their attitudes towards certain issue, as measured by a
set of questjons in the survey, and then to attempt a description
of this be;ﬁ%iour as a function of other subjects' characteris~ N
tics. The #Znalysis described in this paper is based on a survey
carried ot by D.J.Dicks of Concordia University in 1976 on 187
Montréal families. Résponses to twelve questions of the question-
naire were identified as indicative of attitudes towards deschool-
ing education. Wg address ourselves to the problems of explaining
(or characteri}{ﬁg) these attitudes by means of some patterns exhi-
bited within the responses given to some questions other than tho-
se twelve; and to determine the questions which best discriminate
between people in terms cf thcse clearly for versus those cii?rly
against deschooling education.

ED214964

Given that little, if any, relevant information is avail-
Aable on the subject, the approach taken was to build an a-posterio- .
ri index to describe the attitude under study. This index was ob-
tained by running a canonical correlation between a set containing
information from the 12 "attitudinal"” questions, and another set.
containning information from other 52 "explanatory" questions that
were selected as most relevant to our study. This analysis produced
canonical variates and each of these was taken as the index for
each set. Based on the actual distribution of index values, sub-
, jects were associated with a "clearly against", "clearly for", and
"other" attitude' towards deschooling education. Figally, having
identified, the two extreme groups, a discriminant analysis was run
on the 52 "explanatory" questfbns in order to assess wHich of these ’
could best explain (or account for) the difference between groups.
Results showed some expected as well as surprising outcomes, the
meaning and the value of which are discussed.
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e@uéa%ibnal planners® ,assessment of attitudes towards an
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; Jesds ‘VAzquez-Abad and Karen DePauw

Introduction

The measurement of aftitudes in social sc%gnces studies,
often a desirable task, still reé ESentéW;;é of the most dif%icult
problems faced by researchers and practitioners. The uncertainties
present when a single individual is\ considered are not signifi-
cantly overcome when a population is\ instead the focus of attention,

\\
as the latter situation usually-entafgs the interplay of the

"what for" of that measurement adding to the worries of the "how

to".

¥

Take as an examplg the case of an educational planner
"studying pérents' attitudes towards aparticular educationa} inno-
vation. While the measurement ;f the attitudes in itself may inte(/
reét him, his research would be clearly much-more drrYen by the
objectives of making such a measurement. Rather than discﬁﬁsing

or finding theoretical bases for, say, using a particular instru-

ment to measure with, the planner would be more likely interested

’ in being able to’bharacterize'those attitudeszin terms of socio-

. “economic, and gther, }nformatioﬁ obtained from the same population
of parents. Notwithstanding the enormous importance of the validity
of the instrument chosen, the planner is certginly more committed

to use different kinds of information to solve problems (such as

the problem of designing changes). }




Measuring attitudes in an educational planning context is

then a dual prob}em,’where the "how to" and ?he "what for"mcompo-
nents should‘bg addpesseq to in an effort to provide the practi-

~

tioners with methodologies that increase the chance of success: for
the resulting desi . Indeed the task often cémbines thé threaten
f;om a lack of sougzg;heoreticél background amd the challenge o
3 an actual problein that urgently demands a solution.

The question of the.measurement in itself is often faced

.

pragmatica urvey is done byfmeans of a questionﬁaiie:in
wﬁich a set of ems is intended to heaSure\the particular attitudé
under study in the\target population. The t;sk becomes then to de
rive é way to cluster those data into a sing;e piece of informa-

N ~
tion. It is an usual procedure to define an index that somehow,

‘\,/’ =

condenses whatever was measured with the chosen items.of the ques-
tionnaire. Thi§ definition can be done in an ;-priori or an a-pos-
teriori way. A-pr#mispic indices are built when it is assumed

that enough appropriate knowledge on the topic exists prior to the
study; thié being seldom the Fituatéon in applied reseach: a-poF-
teriori indices are inﬁfead built, based on what ?ﬁe information
obtained points to, allows, or simply’ "suggests". .

The second part, concerning ‘the chgracterization of diffe-~
rent attitudeé in t%rms of othg? information, can be then uqderfaken
by identifying a num%er of different subpopulations, based on some
index values, and the studying the differences among those subpo-
pulafions.

In this paper an attempt is made to provide researchers
- / -
in applied social sciences with a posgible methodology to face the

o
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’.problem of bdilding.an a-posteriori index to measure attitudes and
to use'such an index to explain (or characterize) these attitudes
in terms of other population;s attributes.

The analysis described hereig;has taken as its target po-
pulation a sample of 187 Pointe-Claire (Montréal) families --these
data taken from a survey done by D.J.Dicks of Concordia Upniversity
in 1976. Upon reviewing these data, we became interested in the
pattern of answers contained within three consecdtlve headings 1n
the questionnaire used (sge qusgtlons L7, 48 and 49 of the Appen-
'dix). Fach of these headings had four items which related to it,
and together these twelve qhestionsfexhibited what we considered
. to be an attitude towards change in education. Due to the nature

of the questions, it was decided that ws could describe the responr
ses as indicative of attitudes towards‘ddeschooling" education.
With this in mind, the question'was then asked: Can this- attitude
.be explained (or characterlzed) by means of some patterns exhibi-
ted w1th1n the responses glven to some questlons other than our
1n1t1al twelve? And, 1f S0, whlch are the most important questlons

which best discriminate between people in terms of those clearly

for versus those clearly against deschooling education?

*

Methodology

Generalities

Our first step consisted of making a quick revision of
(‘7Dicks's previous results., From this analysis, it was concluded

that a) very few of the respondants wg}e Francophones (14%) and that

b) very few of the respondants had an annual révenue of less than
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$16,000 (18%). Furthermore, of the Bbo_items contained within the
original questionnaire, oﬁly\sz guesfions (apart from the twelve
measuring attitude towards deschooling) were selected as relevant
to our study. Thus, in all, 64 questions were dealt with -in this
analysis and two of them (language ane family income) were res- 1
tricted to specific values. Th{s process of selection xeduced the

-~

universe of Study from the originzl 187 to 130 families. ¢

Building an Index

* ’ %
In order to be able to classify each respondant according

to his attitude towards deschooling education, an index was build.

This index waé obtained by running a canonical correlation betwéen
a.sef con;i}Aing informati&h from the 12,"atti€udinal" questions,
and anothér set containing informatioh‘frqm the "explanatory" 52 ‘-
questions.'%his analysis producedacanonical vézi?tes and each of -
these was taken as ‘the index for each set. In order to differen-
tiéte between the two, the canonical variate for the first set of

~
12 questions shall henceforth be called the "index", while the ca-

nonical variate for the set of 52 questions will be called the
) o

"co-index".
| The?e are th reasons for which we cQ?se to build the
index in this manner. First, the canonical éorrelatiop "builds"”
the c?nonical vériates as a l}near combination of the variables
in each set; it then calculates the coefficieﬁts for each of

these linear combinations in view of maximizing the correlation

betweeh these‘Eombinatinns. Thus the index and the co-index have

the maximai correlation possible for any such pair of linear

) e

~




comninations within the data we are Wofking with.

L4

~ In the literature of the social sciences it is not umusual

to f;nd indexes defined as a more or less arbitrary linear’ (or non
linear) combination of some set of variables, By building an in-
dex in‘the manner which has been described, we can see -that it
features the same characteristics exhibited by many a-priori indexes,
i.e.,‘it éuﬁmarize; the infgrmétion obtaineé from the variables '
which measure the attitude in question, and it 4oes this via a
linear combination. Herver. it should be noted that this is ﬁot
any linear combination. Because this study aims’at;the explénation
of an attitude. (summarized ip the index) by means of another set
of data (summarized in the .co-index), it would seem yise‘to have
the igdex and the co-index optimally correlated. En,keeping‘with
our data, this is exactly wh&t canonical corpelétion d?es.

It .,should be mentioned here that the raw igformation frgm
the 64 questions was not directly used in b%ilding the index. when
working with information from a éurvey qﬁestionnaire; éhances are

:’that some of the items,within each of the two sets which héve been
bonstrqcted bresent a*Qigh correlation betweeg them,;thus carry-
ing redundant information. Before using the data to run the
canonical correlation, therefore, it was décided that anothsy ana-
lysis should be undertaken in order to condense théginfdrmation
contained)in each set of questioné..

The questioy is actually to crefate a se?{pf variables
from the information of the survey, such that two different sets

. are obtained (one for each off the original sets of 1tems) and a

low correlatlon is present among the variables within each of the
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sets.- It was decided that two separate factor analyses should be

-’

run (pringipal components wi _Iterations followed by an oblique

-} <
rotatiornt). Once thes alyses were run, the results showed that

.

for the set of twelve "attitudinal" items, three factors were ob-

taiﬂsa:MES for the set of 52 items, 17 factors were created. The

otation which served to 1) ob-

ou%p t also contained an oblique

tain minimal correlation between fattors within each of the ana-

lyses: and 2) obtain factors which could Ye related empirically

«

to some pattern in the actual questionnaire's items. The factors,

which were later entered in the canonlcal correlatlon, also shown
Vd

a low correlation with each other &nen the two groups of factors

’

were considered together. This information was gsgful for it served(
to confirm the fact thgt to assume dependency Q\gld have beeq a

' faulty assumption. Hence,'it also served- to show that there was

no sound basié which would have allowed us to "explain" the atti-
tudeg by means of, for instance, multiple regression. \

Having performed the canonical correlation between theé

two sets of derived féctors, we obtained as an output the computed

values.of the index and co-index for each of the subjects in our

no

noted that, due to the missing values of some
\

study..It should-
i h lead to missing values on factors anfd canonical va- '
_ , A

* population was reduced further. :

)

Identifyihg subpopulations/\}lth ti Index

—— The next step consisted ; - developing a criterion necessary

4

in order to use the index values as a population classifier. Many

_such'criteria'could be developed, all .of which-are simple in na-

8
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ture. For instance, one couldéuse simple arithmetics, descriptive
statistics, or a combination of both in selecting the iﬂdéx va-
lues‘which best breakdown thé population. P
b\Lef us briefly look at these criteria. The first crite-
rion involves computing by hand the index values in several hypo-
thetical situations. For example, if .a family answered number 4
toyéash juestion contained within the third heading (see question
49 of the Appendix) and number 1 to each question in the first
éwo headings (see questions 47‘and 48 of the Appendix), we could
conclude that the family would have a blearly‘positive attitude |
towards the innovation. Another family answering number 4 to the

first two headings and number 1 to the third one could be seen to

exhibit a clearly negative attitude towards deschooling educafion.

n '

In the first case, the ‘answers would lead to a computed value -of
-10.78 for the index, whereas in the secon‘bcase th index woqld
have g valﬁe of U.Ql . Moreover, it-rshould’be noted that these

two numbers are .actually extreme values for the index, and that
from the formula obtained from our calcﬁlation, one can see that
the inaex value increases linearly with the third factor of the
attitudinal set aqd almost negligeably with the other two factors.
A simple table eof ?ossible values for typical answers id given.

in Table 1. The resultant criterion:might be referred to as an
absoiute gne, in view of the fact that it doesn't depend’on the

‘
actual answers obtained but only on the .arithmetic’properties of

‘the index. The next step is to select a value whicl will be used

torclassify individuals as either clearly for or clearly ggainst -

deschooling education. For'example, one could’choose an inéex T

¥
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value of "less thin -8.1" as representative of a family favoring‘
deschooling, arid an indeé value of "greater than 2.3" as repre-
sentative of a family against deschooling.

This criterion les the disadyantage that, because it is built
withoyt regards to the actual index values of the population, one
can‘finish tha~analysis with an empty set on one or both sides.

Qne could find, for example, that nolfamily falls within the "pro
deschooling" group, that is, no family havs an index value of less
than, say, -3. This result would be of little value (exdfpt from
the fact that it could be said that attitudes were polarized around
one end of the scale)..

Tne second criterion<which might be used in calculating
tne\index values ha;.a nore empirical basis. This criterion would
involve taking into account the actual distributidn of the index
in our study population. By taking this into account, we could
decide to‘aSSociate families with an index value to the "left" of
tne mean index value minus one standard deviation, as those exhi-
bitting an attitude in pro qf deschooling education. On the other
hand those families located on the right of the-mean plus one
standard deviation could”be considered to be against deschooling.
It should be noted that more than one standard deviation could be
taken, but then the possibility of ending\with an empty set again
increases. In using this criterion we cpuld not be entirely sure
that the two sets‘generated would nec?ssarily be related to the
‘respectiVe attitudes. However, this ctiterion more or less ensures
', that the two sets are adequately distanisg from cae another, pro=- -

B H ) N [
vided that there does not emerge from the calculations a pronounced

-
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leptokurtib distribution fpr index val.ges. & ‘
) As in the case of using arithmetics for selecting the crif
tical values for making the classification, it has the disadvanta e
of being possible ﬁo obtain ar empty set on one or both sides. Thus,
o?e could choose a combination of both criteria in order to
generate two non-empty and disjoint sets while keeping in mind the
fact that they must bear an actual valuéifor analyt;p purposes (i.q&i
that the index gap is large enough, that resulting sets have enough
subjects, etc.) -
For_the purposes of our study it was‘deci@ed that the sta-
‘tistical method (the second one explained above) would be app;o-
priafe. We then proceeded to break our popﬁlation intq.phree
\groups. These groups consisted .of 1) families clearly in favor of
deschooling education, 2) famil?es clearly against it, and 3) fa-
milies falling into neither of these two categories. HowéVer. be-
‘E?ore proceeding to thé final step in oug‘sfudy. it was decided that

a t-test should be run in order to assure us that other overgll'ﬂb

characteristics-uzgnt@ifferent among\gfjreme groups apart from the
A Y

information condensed in the index., Thussa t-test was run on the
' »

*

: ~ .
co-indey values for the extreme-groups. .

- .o e '
: A Y

Identifying discriminating characteristics

_Finally, having identified the two extreme groups, a dis-
ériminan% analysis was run on the "explanaxpry“ 52 i}ems. in"order
to assess wpich of,tho&é could best explain (o? account for) the
difference Between pro and aginst groupé. Needless to say.that the

} . . 4 . .
- ontput from discriminant analysis, in addition to its analytic

T
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lq
purposes, could be further used fer classificatory ends (which might
be a piece of information w1th great interest for the planner)

~.

A
Results and Discussion

t

For the sake of clarity and, concisemess, we shall proceed

with the results of each anelysis in the order they were conducted.
{

As stated above, a factor analysis was first conducted so

as to eliminate redundant il%;ation. ‘The result of the factor

[ 4

-

analysis on the twelve "attitudinal" items is shown in Table 2. A

-

ew obseryations need be noted here. First.‘if we look at factor 2

e can see that the variables which bear the most weight are the

last four. The§e wer:Sthe items forming queé’ion no. 49, Thus, fac-
tor 2 strongly iggntifies with this one question. »
| With regards to factors } spd‘B the results show thep the -
values are‘ "crossed". That is, in factor“’l 1‘;he items COMEDA to
CONEDD bear, the strongest weight while the flrst four items in the‘
taBle exert a lesser influence. This outcome 1is reversed in the
case of ;aetorTB. As was the .case for factor 2, each of these four’
) " sets of items represent a suestion. Thus, factor l-sprongly'iden-
tifies with question.no.48 while factor 3 strongly identifies
with qhestion no. 47
Thap'the_fa tors éroup in this manner is of interest be-
cause it indicates that' the respondant§~answered similarly for
the four quest;oné/:ontained under each heading. However, there
was reason to believe that a certein degree of Variety in indivi-

dual responses could have been expected. For example, an 1nd1vi~

dmal could have answered th&t home education was compatible but

4
i

e
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nd *

not '‘better. This situation wanapparehtly not borne out by the re-

sults. In view of this, we would venture to eey that t uestion-

naire promotes bias.in térms of the resp9nses’because of the way.~

it was constructed.

-~
N

. ’ .. /
R Factor analysis was performed on the 52 "explanatory" items.
. . i
The result was .an output listiﬁg 17 factors; we/don't feel necessa- ,
. ' »
. . 4 »
ry to re?rodhce this rsesults here since the value of this analysis

is in terms of its use’ in subsequent analyses. Suffice it to say

that the items appeared to be more or less independent in terms of L
their contributions to different factors. ® 7

The next step consisted of performing a canonical corfela-

T

tion. gpe result of this Gnalysis is illustrated on Table" 3. As ‘.
can be seen from this table, the factors thave been separated into
two grouﬁs --factors 1 to‘3 represthing the "attitudinal" infor-
mation'and'fectors 4 to 20 representing‘the "explanatory" informa=
tlon. From thls p01nt on. we shall be referrlng to the canonlcal ‘
variate for the former as the index, and the one for the latter as
the co-index. What should be noted with regards to Table 3 is that

the index is 1nfluenced to the greatest extent éygfactor 3, and

4

the co-index by factors 5 and 9. The isecond pa,%ﬁof the output ~

of this analysis produced a matrlx of correla s between each

-

"“of the factors. The importance of this part of the analysie was

N‘," Ve

tﬁat it allowed us to ascertaind thet there was little*correlation .

I

between each af the factors (with the exceptlon of factors 1 and
E

3 --the result being”‘rt1c1pated from the output of the first fac-

. tor analysﬁs).
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With these canonical variates we aré now able to calculgte
é value for the index. As was stated before, the method chosen to
dlculate this was that involving descriptive statistics. In order

s

’ to obtain the information necessary to selecting’appropriate va-
' lués for the index, we raﬂ a simple descriptiée analysis. Results

‘are shqwn in Table 4. From this analysis we weré able to determine
thaﬁ our population had been reduced, becausgfmissign va}ues. from

the original 130 to 95. We can aiso see that the mean vélﬁe for
 the ingex is located towards one end of the scale, which means )
that«in.abgoulute terms the population surveyed tends té be more
negative thén positive towards deschooling. This will-also imply
. ‘ that more fgmilies bé found in one group than in the other.
i%a ' ’ The next.step was to choose a value sg that enouéﬁ sub-
jects would fall into each group while keeping the maximum dis-
tance between the two groups. It must be remembered that the pur-
pose of creating an “index was to enable us to clearly distinguish
between those respondants in favor of deschooling and those against.

It was deCided therefore, that those respondants whose index value

was situated more than 1 standarg deviation away from the mean in

e}ther direction[would be includéd in the subgequent analysis.

| A t-test was now conducted. This analysis allowed us to
determine how successfully Were we in differentiatingvbetyeen the
.two.populationé. The result ig shown in Tabie 5; from this %able
e can s?e that ll.peoﬁie fell into.the "pro" group dnd'ié into ‘? : )

-

the fcon"fgroup, thus our population has been finally reduced to (’”

a

only 27 families.
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//’ We proceed now with the. flnal step. the dlscrlm;nant ana- .
Jﬁy51s. 1n which we used the Wilkes type and the stepwise procedure.
Results yielded by. this analysis are shown in Table 6.

The final result, therefore,. lists fourteen variables, .
some of whlch were expected but most of which were not obv1ous at
the start. That.EDBERS, for example, should be’ 1ncluded among the |
fourteen is a surprising result: one would aesume,}hat diffetrent .

. ‘people's opinions concerning the value of education for personal
) developmentc&ou&d make no impact ig their‘opiﬁion aboﬁt deschooling
education. Education of the respondaﬁt ' in contraet. is one

of the variables one would most llkely expect to contrlbute maklng -

a dlfference in attitudes toWards the innovation. Other variables

such .as "communlcatﬁﬁn is pleasant" are also unclear 1n terms of -

how people would Q1ffen in terms of their opinion in this question.
'y . .

On the other hand.'a-pattern might be seen in that EDSKL and EDDIP

(the more tradltlonal functions of educatlon) mlght be favored by .
the group agalnst deschoollng educatlon while EDSPO and ADEDR}C
might be 1nd1cat1qe of a new attitude towards educatlon\‘whlch
moves away from ideas of what is approprlate materlal for educa- '
tion and what is the "proper" lieu of its occurrence) It.. mlgﬂ

be of interest to pursue these findings further in order to deepen

*in the understandlng of human attitudes towards deschooling edu=
cation; for our hypothetlcal educational planner working with the

partlcular pgpulatlon surveyed, however. theflnformatlon obtained

from- the analy51s thus far may be enough jo satisfy his needs,

* A rgeuméd?ﬂ the results is offered in Table 7.




Conclusion " \“ ¢ S
. In this paper a methédology has been proposed' to address
the problem of measurirng an attitude in a population and charac-
! - terizing the subjects as é function of such measurement.

’ The methodeloéy%has'been illpst?ated for the example of
measliring attitudes towards deschooling education; tﬁe target po-
pulation and the data were obtained-from a survey conducted‘by /-

' D.J.Dicks on lé?_Pointe-Clgige (MOntrgali families. Results in-
| edidated that data from ﬁy éélectediiteﬁs wouig’ggs% disériﬁinate
betwocn Déople clearly agalnst and’ clearly for such an educational

- 1nnovat10n. . d ' ' @ .

Concerning the‘methodology. two major problems can be

Y

pointed out here, @heqflrst concerns the reduction of the popula-
'tlon size entailed in the process of building the index: 1n our
°xample. from the orlglnal 130 famllles (after the prellmlnary
ellmlnatlon)_only 27 could be used to set up the extreme groups
as well éS'iifbconstitutg; ?héy qély inpdt to the discriminant
analysis'(an { thus, all results derive jusf% from these small
sample). This feducgion:~dﬁb to thé.largq number of items from

A ghé questionnaire that were'éonsideredfin‘ﬁhis study, may be a

problmm when initially smaller popul&tions are studied; but it

cdn nevertheless be overcome if an‘appropriété*pechahism is in-
cluded in ‘the survey prqcedgre in order to re?uce the amount of
missing information as possible. - , . .

‘ Thé second problem-concerns_the nature of the.statistical

tools used here. Some of these arezaﬂZIyses indeed intended to

work on interval or ratio data whose joint distribution has .

A
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shown to be multinormal. ' This is obviously not the situation with
the data we had at hand, nor will it be the c;se‘of most studies
where data cdme from a survey @hése items are answered in a Lickert-
typé of scale. However, we felt that given the lack oTogsp;opriate
analysis,dor the imprécticality of existing ones in such a large
study, we were better off by using tools wlose aims were coinci- '_
dent with what we were looking for. We accept threatens to our

study coming from c;iticisms on the precision, robustness, or ge-
neralizabii}ty of Ehe results. Bﬁt fq% the applied researcher and

the practitioner it still répggsents a way to solve practical

problems, which is better than what was available to theﬁ'before:‘

a ¥
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FACTOR ANALYSIS IN3VARIABLES Y0 BE

FILE

ET641

L \

‘EXPLAINED

(CHEATION DATE = 75/07/19.)

'AFTER ROTATTON WITH KAISER NORMALIZATION

'DELTA = 0 i
FACTOR ‘I FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3
HOMEDA 40487 .o 03574 v91323
HOMEDS , 46799 . 05506 .91733
MOMEDC v . 2 . .
HOMEDD +54181 .01708 488181
COMEDA .88950 « 00851 «49190
COMEDS 092056 .19081 062613
COMEDC 87809 - .02134 050217
COMEDD ¢ «93665 13194 48941 .
REDEDA TI1T159 — Y9665 =s02T62
REDEDS .07323 95734 . 02832
REDEDC .11862 092237, 003314
* REDEDD ,08002 * ,93979 03179

-
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: ' v TABIE 3
CZEFF%Cqufs For CamINIcaL Varla3dlis OF THE SECOND SET

. cavvam 17
FECa e L0325
AlH . 1942
F{'Cb -000729
. Faca LU4372
FaCk ' ~-.16038 ;
FiaCw 51233
.. FeClo W 172283 . 7
., Filal LUB&10 .
N Fecle L37313
’ F‘:Clj 01925\5 M ’
FACI* -.08153
FaCyd 18071
Facls -.27345 v
FACLT CWl813%9 .
LIS -+13503
Facyp? -.00231
FAC}:\‘ -.,085172
COEFFICICYNTS FOR CANINICAL VARLIABLES OF THE -FIRST SET
. casvar 1. ¢
/rl\gz o -.030%2
Ft‘ a ‘ -.OQRBS
Fac3 1.,00652
d
TABLE 4
f / .
>_1531Aae= INJEX L ’ —
MEAN “-s0 STD ERR .103 STD DEV 1,000
VARJANCE 1-0?@ KURTOS1S ™ .232 SKEWNESS AT
C.Ve 2CT  +1055E+10 95 Cole re20h T0 204
e e e ¢ ———— T - e e o et = e e e — ’
VAL1D CASES 95 MISSIN3 CASES 35

20
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. TABLE 5 -

. [ ]
VARTAZL Z NM3ER : © 3TANDARD STANDARD F 2=TAIL
B} . . JOF £LSIs - MEAN J VIATION.. . ERROR\._#. VALUE PRO3, '
ColNDEx , : o
tG:(O\J,p.l_ 1'1 e7ull 10016 ’ «3 Y &
# 1.01 + 959
6G<x2J2 2 19 =e /1y Tetl2 253 @
. ) - o o o I S .
D em W A g g e W W em e W o MW o T a-m- - N~ A A s E s TR R D e R an % A W an S ey o n En T W W R Mg

PIOLED, VARIANCE ESTIMATE @ SEPARATE,VARIANCE ESTIMATE

&
-] o ,
i T JI3RELS JF e~TAIL # T DEGREES JOF 2-TAIL
®  YALUL ;REED PKJS..” VAL JE FREZEDOM PRJO3.
g . - - [ P Ly
% [
b ’, , » . .
# 4,72 23 000 # 4,71 2l.60 +000
<] o .
o , #
! D W . e e e e ee e e e eecome e ceeceec Mmoo .
!
A S
i -
' TABLE 6 -
. keaning of Jode ' v
L
- . - i P veeeesssozducation of respondant - ‘
g;;é ' :lp;éi ;?;;g veseseesvatching Educa?iongl ™o
RADCRS 58576  seeesss..duc, for credit wia radio
EDPLRS  15734+3195] --seees-siGus, for persqnal:develgpment
EDSKL e66] 9653k  eeeeseessiiuc, for getiing ng skille~
EODIL? 1518.,18366 seoes...otduc. for getting dlplomgs. _
EDSPO 29554376852 +.e0.....5duc. for sports and activities
ADEDREC 16949433635 +mese..e.Adult educs Taklng_recyeat}onal course -
ADEDPX £1665,53731  +ee.s.s..Adult educs The price is right
ADEOMAL . =69.34391 ++.e.ee.Correspondence course
« ADEDSHP =9790.6921] s+ss++0s..00urse in shop.
TELRPLS 5342.30143 .+.s.....Communication is pleasant >
TELCIVF 454 ,1537 ...ve.s..uses conference telephone
TELPIC 6599,01393 .e+......Uses picture telephone )

Al
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o : TABLE 7

Most discriminating factors between the two groups

Y

’Groﬁp 1 an

(pro deschooling)

Group 2
(against deschooling)

Background

Have had more years of
schooling

Attitudes
towards

Education

]

Place more emphasis on
the importance of obbain-
ing job skills as a goal

Place more emphasis on

the importance of per-
sonal development as
a goal | ’

Place more emphasis on
the value of obtaining
diplomas and degrees

Attitudes
towards

infermation
Jtechnology

Show a more positive atti-

tude towards the ppssibi- «

lity of watching educatio-
cational programs on TV

Find thati using the tele-
phone, telex, computers,
and data processing = .
equipment is a pleasant
activity

-

Disagree with the idea

of making greater use of |

radio in providing edu-
cation for credit

For the most part, have
never used the conferen-
ce telephone

For the most part, have
never used the picture
telephone

Attitudes
towards

adult

Ieducation

thd that taking courses
at a shopping mall is
convenient

Are more intqrested in
taking adult education
courses for recreational

purposes

Find that fees for adylt
education courses are
appropriately priced




