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IT has become common practice among users of the various 
tests and scales in practically all areas, to look for reports of 
reliability and more specifically of the validity of the instru- 
ment contemplated for a specific purpose. Yet, a t  times users 
of such tests take a t  face value a reported figure, or index of 
such, without considering further possible factors involved nor 
the conditions and extenuating involvements which may 
differ in the case of the specific use to which they are to put 
the scale or test in question. 

Validity in self-rating is never easy to establish. Depending 
upon the trait, characteristic, attitude, or entity evaluated, 
the self-opinion or self-judgment may defy validation. Only in 
traits or items in which the self evaluation can be adequately 
substantiated by bona fide observation and/or recording of 
overt behavior, can one be assured of an adequate criterion 
against which he may attempt to validate the self-rating. 

Indeed, the literature of the past decade is replete with arti- 
cles on the computation and the interpretation of indexes of 
both reliability and validity. Clark and Smith (IO), in a vali- 
dation of the Bell Adjustment Inventory and of the Washburn 
Social Adjustment Inventory, computed correlations between 
faculty evaluation of the adjustment of students and each of 
these two inventories. They found r’s of -.31g to .165 for the 
Bell scale, and T’S -.298 to .348 for the Washburn instrument. 
They state that “scores made. . . on paper and pencil per- 
sonality inventories may be quite fictitious and thus present a 
false picture of their traits.” They conclude that “the Bell 
Adjustment Inventory and the Washburn Social Adjustment 
Inventory are not valid indicators of student adjustment in 
school situations, such as prevail at the Rochester Athenaeum 
and Mechanics Institute.” On the other hand, Ryans (IS) sug- 
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gests “application of factor analysis techniques . . . as an 
approach to the validation of behavior measures.” 

McNemar (14) points out that “individual measurement is 
subject to two types of error, variable or random and constant 
or biasing.” Again he states that “also in scaling, the use of 
several questions tends to average out the variable errors.” In  
the same article, McNemar seems to favor the scaling type 
rather than the inventory type. He states that “the aim of 
scaling is the development or construction of a ‘measuring’ 
device which will distribute individuals along a continuum 
running from a highly favorable through a neutral to a highly 
unfavorable attitude.” He  further stresses “the basic need for 
reliability, validity and uni-dimensionality for the instruments 
or devices used to classify or measure individuals with respect 
to opinions or attitudes.” 

The effect of position and of context upon personality rating- 
scale items using a five-point rating scale was studied by 
Young, Holtzman and Bryant (24). They concluded that “a 
given rating-scale item may appear early or late in the serial 
order on the form and not be seriously effected by position.” 
Context effected the item only when it was moved “from a 
purely positive or negative context to a mixed one.” In  their 
study “undesirable personality traits are significantly more 
susceptible to response shifts with changes in item context 
than are items referring to desirable traits.” 

Anastasi (4) asserts that “it is only as a measure of a spe- 
cifically defined criterion that a test can be objectively vali- 
dated a t  all.” 

“Perhaps one of the most common examples of such an 
inconsistent treatment of test validity is provided by what we 
may call the argument of ‘extenuating circumstances.’ 

“It is of fundamental importance, however, to bear in mind 
that psychological tests do not provide a different kind of 
information from that obtained by any other observation of 
behavior. The use of such labels as ‘intelligence,’ ‘aptitude,’ 
‘capacity,’ and ‘potentiality’ has probably done much to make 
test users lose sight of the empirical validation of tests. 

“After analyzing various situations, she concludes that 
“validity should be consistently interpreted with reference to 
the speciJic criteria against which the given test was validated. 
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It also follows that validity is not a function of the test but of 
the use to which the test is put. A test may have high validity 
for one criterion and low or negligible validity for another. 

“The attitude that a good test has ‘high validity’ and a 
poor test has ‘low validity’ is still too prevalent among test 
users. Tests cannot be validated in the abstract, nor is the 
usual concept of validity itself universally applicable to psy- 
chological testing. . . . I t  is only when tests are employed for 
predictive or diagnostic purposes that the correlation with an 
exterior criterion is relevant a t  all.” 

The problem of validity in attitude measurement was at- 
tacked by Pace (16). He analyzed the replies of some 2,500 

Syracuse University alumni to a 16-page questionnaire and 
computed Pearsonian r’s between scores on activity scales and 
scores on opinion scales. His correlations ranged from .15 to 
.20. In  another portion of the same study, Pace affirms that 
“the tetrachoric coefficients tend to be lower than Pearson 
product-moment coefficients.” 

He himself states, however, that “the present study is pri- 
marily exploratory rather than analytical: i t  reports relation- 
ships in a wide range of fields based on data designed broadly 
to throw light on the status of the educational product rather 
than data specific collected to analyze relationships between 
opinions and actions.” 

He further states that “advances in the science of measure- 
ment will come in proportion to our ability to establish clear 
relationships between opinion and action. Until we do this, 
our so called measurements will remain purely descriptive. 
What we must seek is measurement that is both descriptive 
and predictive of observable behavior.” 

Weinland (22) is of a like opinion. He argues for “a rating 
scale for the use of others, and an inventory on the same 
attributes, to be filled out by the subject himself.” He thus 
proposes to check the validity of the instruments “by com- 
paring the measurements obtained.” Although he does not 
state the method by which his r’s were computed, nor whether 
he used a formula for correction for attenuation, he reports 
correlations ranging from .15 to .70 for the eight traits meas- 
ured on 57 subjects. 

In  the present study, the author has borne this point par- 

 at PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIV on September 16, 2016epm.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://epm.sagepub.com/


I 2 2  EDUCATIONAL A N D  PSYCHOLOGICAL MEASUREMENT 

ticularly in mind. Not only were the self-ratings of the indi- 
viduals secured, but also ratings of their classmates were ob- 
tained. Whether children’s ratings of peers are accurate is a 
moot question. One thing, however, is certain. The children 
rate their companions as the latter are observable to them. In  
other words, the behavior of the child-as-seen-by-his-companion 
is the behavior that is being rated. Whether this behavior is 
evaluated by peers in the same light as i t  would be evaluated 
by teachers or other adults is not the question in point. 

Ordinarily, adults judge others by adult standards or by an 
adult’s point of view as to what child-behavior should be. This 
could differ widely from a child’s point of view. It seemed to 
the writer that a child’s view of a child might be a more ade- 
quate criterion of a child’s self-evaluation than an adult’s 
opinion. I t  is for this reason that teacher evaluation for the 
same pupils is not used for the present study as a criterion for 
the validity of the self-evaluation of children. 

The effect of test-retest on personality questionnaires was 
studied by Windle (23). He examined 4 1  studies of test-retest 
with various personality ratings and inventories. His cumula- 
tive table shows the research results of retests with various 
personality inventories. He  states that “41 studies were found 
in which the authors did not postulate, either in prospect or in 
retrospect, that an external variable was operating to effect a 
test-retest difference.” Windle further states that “differences 
between test and retest will probably tend to be reported more 
often than will lack of differences, but will also tend to be 
attributed more often to the influence of possible variables. 
In  the absence of any basis for evaluating the effects of such 
counterbalancing reporting-biases, it will be assumed in this 
review that this sample of the literature is representative of 
research results of retested personalities in general.” 

He concludes that “although the evidence in the literature 
indicates that the usual retest change is slightly increased ad- 
justment in test scores, this finding is by no means.universa1. 
One important factor accounting for the rather large variance 
in retest change appears to be the interval between tests. 
However, until more of these factors have been identified no 
general retest control can be safely assumed.” 

On the basis of this and other findings, the possibility of 
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using retests for self-evaluation in the present study was ruled 
out. It was deemed that a retest study for purposes of validity 
would be rather futile. 

In  certain areas of opinion measurement internal consistency 
or reliability is often used in lieu of the possibility of securing 
other measures of validity. In  his study, Dudek (12) also states 
that (‘the reliability coefficient has meaning only in relation to 
the way in which i t  is computed and the manner in which it is 
interpreted.” He further states that  “we must recognize that 
some traits may not be capable of accurate prediction because 
of instability of the trait itself. In  such instances i t  seems rela- 
tively futile to increase testing time with the idea of obtaining a 
precise measure of an individual’s performance for purposes of 
predicting some future score. Also, ‘correcting’ a coefficient, 
merely to raise it, and then implying that predictions based on 
the scores will be as accurate as indicated by the corrected 
coefficient may lead to a false sense of security.” 

“Whether the computed coefficient should be ‘corrected’ will 
depend upon the particular question being put to the data and 
on being able to satisfy certain assumptions.” 

He concludes that “coefficients should be interpreted in a 
relatively specific manner.” 

One might say that if such a response is reliable, i t  is valid, 
from the principle of internal consistency. Yet Dudek care- 
fully distinguishes between “test reliability” and “individual 
consistency” in performance, which “is a function of the instru- 
ment used, the variability of the subjects, and the stability of 
the trait being measured.” It is true, for example, that Johnny’s 
peers may not view his behavior with the same point of refer- 
ence as he views it, yet i t  does lend some degree of objectivity 
over and above a self-opinion when a particular situation would 
imply the need for such. 

With all the above in mind the writer set up the present 
investigation for comparing the self-evaluation of 200 boys and 
200 girls of grades four through eight with the judgments of 
their peers. In  the latter case, the opinion of eight classmates, 
both boys and girls, was averaged. The Child Personality Scale 
(2) which provides separate scales, each on a ten-point con- 
tinuum, for twenty-two personality traits was used. 

Pearsonian r’s were computed for each of the twenty-two 
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TABLE I 

serf Ecaluation c m u J  Peer Erahation 

Boys Girls 

Courtesy 
Popularity 
Neatness 
Intelligence 
Religiousness 
Generosity 
Entertaining-Boring 
Persistence 
Patience 
Dependability 
Boisterous-Quietness 
Honesty 
Punctuality 
Sociability 
Nervous-Calmness 
Thoughtfulness of Others 
Interests 

Goodsportsmanship 
Disposition 
Sense of Humor 
Cooperation 

Pep 

.67** 

.65** 

.60** 
*59** 
a s s * *  .&** 
.AO** 

.25** 

.22** 

.22** 

.20** 

.1g** 

. 1g** 

.1g** 

.17* 

. 15* 

. IS*  

.16* 

.16* 

-13 . I2 . I 0  

Interests 
Dependability 
Intelligence 
Disposition 
Sense of Humor 
Religiousness 
Boisterous-Quietness 
Punctuality 
Neatness 
Entertaining-Boring 
Popularity 
Persistence 
Honesty 
Pep 
Thoughtfulness of Others 
Patience 
Cooperation 
Sociability 
Generosity 
Courtesy 
Nervous-Calmness 
Goodsportsmanship 

.62** 

.58** 

.58** 

.48** 

.49** 

.47** 

.45** 

.45** 

.-$I** 

.41** 

.38** 

.38** 

.35** 

.34** 

.28** 

.20* 

.SO** 

.17* 

.16* 

.IS* . I2 

.I1 

* Significant a t  the five per cent level. 
** Significant at  the one per cent level. 

scales separately for boys and for girls. Table I gives the 
resultant T’S. 

It will be noted that the r’s between the boys’ self-evaluation 
and that of their peers are statistically significant at  the one 
per cent level of confidence for fourteen of the 22 scales used, 
and at the five per cent level of confidence for five more of the 
scales. 

Girls’ self-evaluation compared with that of their peers 
achieved statistical significance a t  the one per cent level of 
confidence on seventeen of the scales, and a t  the five per cent 
level on three more scales. 

On only three scales for boys and two scales for girls are the 
correlations too low for the five per cent level. When girls are 
rating themselves on nervousness and on good sportsmanship 
they differ from the judgment of their classmates. Boys’ self- 
evaluation does not agree with that of their classmates on 
disposition, sense of humor, and cooperation. 
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It would seem that on the personality traits measured by the 
other scales the self-evaluations are valid, when opinion of 
classmates is the criterion. At  least the child’s own view of 
himself is in sufficient agreement with his overt behavior as 
judged by his peers. 
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