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ABSTRACT
A}
The purpose Ot this research was to examine the

efficécy of four models for predicting person Leliability,

N
i

' . e . D s
which was defined as acrogs-session 1tem consistency. Two :

o -

predlctlon models were based on item characterlstlcs albné,
namely, p-values and SOClal de51ra0111ty scale values. Two'k

pﬁedlctlon models attempted‘to take into .account both item

and personichacadteristics. ‘These models were based on
. . + ! .

individuals' latencies for responding to'bartieuler items

and on 1nd1viduals’ ‘thresholds for answerlng 1tems in terms

A

of some item characteristic. Theflatter model waS'derived
) ) . » ‘ :

from Jackson's (1968) thresholid model for responding which
describes the response process with reference to a ' o
threshold, marking an 1ndiv1dual's tranéltlon rrom the ' s
tendency to reject to the tendency to endorse 1tems

relative to . some item characteristic.

Models were evaluated in three separate studies. In )

Stud§ 1, models were compared using test-retest responses,

‘to personality items relatively neutral in desirability and

« « Mmeasuring normal personality content. - Study 2 EOCussed,on‘

~

- the role of item characteristics. Three models, the two -

0

1 ' . - "
based on item characteristics and ene on threshoid theory,
were compared using test-retest respo1?es to. personality
items meaauring psychopathological content and rangihg

widely. in social desirapility scale values and p—values.

‘s

14
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Study 3 emphasized deoision dif!iculty.‘ Decision 4
difficulty was experimentally manipulated through a rating
//,,task deSigned to induce deSirable responding. Decision
difficulty was also examined by comparing prediction based - -
on sub}ects' own' ratings of item deSirability to prediction

based on independently derived desi:ability scale values.\

J Overall the response latency model was found

conSistentIy to be the’ strongest predictor of exactly which
iteds-individuals changed on retest. Theoretically, this

' : b N ) Vo
finding was interpreted as support for distinguishing

between the influences of item and person characteristics

~

on the prdcess of responding to persOnality items.

Practically, this finding has applicatuons tor constructing

person reliability indices. Results fauled to support the

hypotneSis that the threshOid model, whnch also took into

,i

account person and item characteristics, was a befter
‘m |

o

pgedictor thanfmodels based on item charaoteristics alone.

+ * The rek?tive lack of success of this model was conSidered
. . : ]
in light of the need to speCify correctly the item property

4 &

underlying responding..
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: i ‘ ) ’ e . ' l
. - . INTRODUCTION

14

Human behavior shows remarkable variation. Yhe focus

2

v of much behavioral assessment has 'been the reliéble

measurement of consistent patferns of individual 7 ' i
difterences. However, the consistency or stability of

behavior shown by a.single individual also deserves

—_

attention. Behavioral differences among individuals can

only be reliably assessed if individuals themselves are
behaving lawfully or consistently. The consistency of

' behavior shbwn'by one individyal is referred to as person

.réliability., Person reli&bility has been-assessed using
oyert behaviors (cf.' Schneiderman;"1980}, but, most
frequentli, person rel%pbilityqis assessed in the context
of strﬁctured anentoriés (cf. éiske, 19573; Jackson,
1977). This is not surprising: the reliability of
structured invengories h;s long been recognized ‘as critical
for.the measurement of individual differenceés. The logical -’

extension.of this concern is that’ an individual‘'s responses

to the inventory must also show reliability if individual .

(S differences are to be measured. Only if individuals answer
}

an. inventory léwgully or consistently can differences,be &

reliably assessed.




LA ¢

The -purpose of this research/is ‘to examine the

‘. f ' N

I

stability of an 1pd1vidual's responses to structured
inventories by comparing a number of prediction models:. \'
'The four models considered in this research are based on:
(1) the endorsement probabilities or: p—values of . 1ndlv1dual
items;. (2) the social de51rab111ty scale values of -
individual 1tems; (3) persons' 1atenc1es Tor responding to
individual items; and (4) the proximrty of 1tems to
persons' threshou.ids for responding to items in terms of
some item,characteristic. fhe evaluatioh‘of these models
will proceed in the following manner', First, personl

“ reliability will be defined and evidence for the
reliability and generalizability.of various general indices
of p‘mson reliability will be discussed' The argﬁment will .
" be made that it is appropriate and usefu& to attempt‘ to
predict the stabllity of individual item responses Eéé a
single respondent. The four models for predicting item
stability will be presented. The empirical data’supoortipg
the conceptualization of‘each or these models vill be

reviewed, Finally, the efficacy of ed@b of the models will

be compared in three separate but: complementary studies.

Defining Person Reliability

Traditionally, reliability has been cgnceﬁtuaiized in
terms or tests. That is, reliability coefficients are
calpglated for test scores based on the responses of a
number of individuals to the same set of items. It is also

) . a



ypossible td calculate reliability coefficients for persons
based on their respdnses to a number of“sets'of items.
Such indices of person rel1ab111ty are of interest for a
variety of reasons. " Jackson (1976) has suggested that a,
coefficient of person reliability may be useful as an.index
of random responding, as an index.of domain-articulation,
and as a measkre ziér?sponse st&le. A person reliability
\coefficient may a be potentially helpful for identifying
subgroups with different factor structures (Jackson,. 1976)
or.Subqroups for which intra—individJal variability may. be
used as a moderatof variable to improve prediction’(Bem.&
llen, 1974; Ghiselli, 1956; 1963) In addition; in
settings where decisions regarding clinical treatment are -
based on psychological test data, a person reliability
index may be 1mportant fgr‘establishing the dependability
of a clinical respondent s data. Finally, when particular
test "items are of critical interest'as, for'examole,.in the

domain of psychopathology, a peréon reliability boefficient i

may help determine how meanin#ul it is to interpret dingle

» L]

critical items for a given individaal.

)
-

Across-Session Person Reliabiltiy | "\
, . . .

-

Person reliability associated with responses to )
psychological test items has been conceptualized,
basically, in two ways. First, person reliability has been

defined as‘ the tendency to respond consistently to an

identical stimulus presented at two points'in time'(Fiske &

“




]

Rice, 1955). This kind of consistency will be referred to

1

as across-session person reliability. *An individual is

asked to respond "true" of "false" to a pargicular item
(e.é., "I enjoy being with people"”) at Time One and to
respond again at Time Twp."fhe responses are considered
consistent if, fof example, "true" or }f "false" is .
answereq on both occasions; the responses are considered

inconsistent if "true" is. answered on one occasion and

""false" is answered on the other occasign. A variety of

across~S$ession person reliability'indices have developed

out of this conceptualization of consistency. They are

v

based on item consistency, profile stability or response
variability indices. Across-session item consistency
measures are based eitheé on the percentage of items or on
a simple count of itémsfaﬁsweréd identically at the two .

”

testing times. 'An across-session profile stability measure

[

inbolyeS'correlating scale scores obtained from the same

test inventory at Time One and at Time ‘Two. Such an index

" can-be’ used to evaluate the consistency of an individual's

. profile of scale scores over two (or even more) occasions.

Finally,.across-éeésion person réliébility indices can be -
based” on a»mgqghre of the variability in an individual's
¥ ‘

v

responses. On; across:session responsé<variability index
is the]fatio‘bf the avérage within-item variance (over’
occasions) to the total .variance of a person'é fesponses to
a scale's items~over occasions (Bentlér, 1964); a similar

; ’ ‘
index 1s based on the sum of squares of scores on a number
\ \ ,




' session person reliability. Various within-session person

- -
.o
‘ . S
- ‘ -

of tests subtractedAfrom an individual's‘mean'score on all

: N

tests across occésions (Berdié; 1961, 1969a,‘1969b):

-

Within-Session Person Reliability

~

The seécond conceptualization of person consistency is

L

the teﬁdenéy to respond consistently to an identical or a
similar stimulus presented in the same testing session.

This kind of consistency will be referred to.as within-
4

reliability indices based dh'single'sessionAGaga have been

calculated, using }esponses to repeated or "psychologically .
«

equivalent" items, scores, on scales measuripé consistency ‘ '

and within-session profile stability. First, ) .
within-sesshon person reliability can be measured by'
A « .

examininé the conéistency‘of responses to ‘items which have
been repeatg@*within algiven psychdlqgicél invehtory (e.q.,
the TR jndex based on the‘l6 duplicated items,on,the MMBI).* )
.Similérly, responses to "psycholodﬁcally equivalent" items '

can be -compared to calculate a person ‘reliability index

(e.g., Greéne, 1978; Raine & Hills, 1959). . Another - ’
approach to within-session person reliability is through . .
. 1

scales designed to measure consiéteﬁcy; Some of these /
scales '(e.g., dhance, 1955; Mills, 1954; Pepper, 1964;. .
Schofieid,‘1950) are made up of items empirically selecteé
frpm existing inventories to discriminate between .

consistent and variable individuals; other SCaleg are.

specifically designed to identify random responders (e.g.,




X
the Infreqﬁency Scale on thé.Personality Research Form,
Jackson, 1974) or carelesé responders (e;g., the F-scale on
the ﬁMPIﬁI Finally,.within-session person reliability
indices can bé calculated froﬁ single session iteﬁ response

.data by evaluating the degree to which a tespondént

R -

? 3
generates a similar profile of personality test scores,

wheq different seté of items comprise ﬁhe scalés. Consider
‘a multi-scale personality inventory héving 12 20-item '
scales. .By dividing the items from- each of the 12 scales
into parallel sets of 10 items.eaéh, a single gespondént's
responses could be used to‘genenate two bréfiles,'éach
baséé on one of thk parallel sets.- The similarity in shape
between the £wo profiles might be'termea within—seQSion
profile stabitity, eyaluatéd'by correlating the profiles,
with N 'being the number of.scales. For rand;m ;esponses,
the expected value of this within?sessign person
reliability ipdex is 0.00 lJackson, 1977). The range of
values for such individual reliability co;fficients has
been assessed empiriqgliy (Jackson, i9i6). |

®

. The Reliability of Person Reliability Indices

.
»

In an effort to evaluate person reliability indices,
diverse studies have examined the reliability’aﬁd
- generalizability 6f person consistency indices. 1In
general, person reliabilty indices have shown at least

moderate reliabilities. Across-session item consiéﬁ?ncy

e,

. ) ‘ ,
indices have shown adequate internal consistency, ranging

-
i



{
4
e
ot -
Yo
)
rd
T
-
~3J

.
X
.
t\.. . . B L J

. . .- frOM~.34 to..70, when calculated on several interest
.- c‘v’,

A easuces agdfophan ydjectlve ‘checklist (Mitra & Fiske,

1956). When.calculated on structured measures having -

® .

'dichotomous response alternatives *or on relatively
unstructured tests (Fiske, 1957b), these indices have

ranged from .46 to .86. Further, item consistency indices

.have shown tesgt-retest stabiiity'(Glaser, 1952) . The"
stability of individuals' profiles across testing sessions
‘ has been found to be high (Holden, Helmes, Fekken &
Jackson, 1981; Layton, 1954; Mauger, 1972b asdhas the
reliability of. response variability indices, calculated
either across sessions (Berdie, 1961, 1969a) or across
*f scales within a testing session (Bentler, 1964). Goldberg
(1978; Goldberg & Rust, 1964) has demonstrated that both
the internal consistency and test—retest stability
coefficients for within-session person reliability indices
based on‘items duplicated within a session @ould be as high
yas such'reliability coefficients for the MMPI clin;:EI
scales if the indices were based on sufficiently large
pnumbers of - items. Goldberg and Jones (1969) have also
reported that the 1nternal consxstency of scales based on
items empirically se}eéted from an efistingkinyentory such
- as the ﬁMPI (see Mills, 1954; Pepper, 1964; Schofield,
1950) can range from- .85 to .93. Test~retest coeff1c1ents
for such scales are somewhat lower, about .5 (Mllls, 1554)

*_ The test-retest stabliity of scales designed to detect™

random respondinq:‘sﬂbh”és the PRF Infrequency‘Sca;e or the .

w
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MMP1 F-acale, is also reported to be about .5 (Béﬁtler, .y
1964 1Hathaway & McKinley, 1967).r Finally, wfﬁpin-se551on

’0
profile Stablllty coeff1c1ents calculated Qn “a mu1t1 scale

1nventory measuring psychopathology Have demonstrated at

3

least modbgt homogene1ty and test retest stabllity (Holden

.- " -‘~a
-

et al., 1981). S , -

' .However, the conceptual significance of thege person

- . a~ _
g.

Generalizability of Person Reliability Indices' ., .

Obviously, reliable indices of witbin—sessiou and

‘ -

across-session. person reliability can be calculated.

reliability indices needs to be examined.” One apprPach to
this task‘has‘been to examine empiricalwrelationships

. , to .
between various indices of person reliability.. Evidence on

!

" the generaliiability'of'these'indiceS'of person reliability

-

is then interpreted as support for or‘against the
hypothes1s that person rel1ab111ty is a’meanlngful and

useful construct' " As the ev1dence is summarlzed, it should

become clear that a surface evaluation of the data does not.

iallow @ finitive conclusions about the ‘nature of person

4

reliability to be drawn. . C

»
S
s »

-Much of the study of the generali}ability'of
consisteucy‘indicee has involuedvusing a.within—sessiou
person reliability indexjkcalculated,on single session
data) to preaictjan‘acrose-session person reliability

index. Por example, Raine and Hills (1959) found empirical



‘coeff1c1ents~ang across-session person rellabillty

, ‘
' N

.
’ A

support}AE = .55) ;d} a relationship between a . <

within-session consistency index based on "psychologically
¢ * ¥ . . S ¢ !

equivalent items" and an acress-session profire sfability

i

index. Relatlver .strong correlatlons have-also been found

-
» A

betWeen a variety ‘of w1th1n—se551on re11ab111ty 4‘:

L) ¢ 2 )
coeff1c1ents on tbe MMPI (Schubert 1975) aqd’on other_

measures of psycho thology (Holden, Helmes, Fekken &

Jackson, 1981). FinaN

a

consistency of individuals ents (based on a C1rcular

o o
tr1ad score), . can sxgn1f1cantly predlct across-se551on

IS

stablllty meaSures (Ace; 1969; Hendel,& Welss,.1970;‘

., '

Weksel & Ware, 1967).

-

Varlous ecales measuring w1th1n—se351on con51stency
havesbeen found.ﬁredlctlve of "across-session stablllty.
For example, Bentler (1964) found that the PRF IaneqUency
scale correlated (r = .45) Qith»acrossrseesion stabi;}ty,

suggesting that the within-session random respondin§‘aspect

of response inconsistency is related to across-session

" stability. In'an_extensive study, Goldberg (1978) examined

six ‘scales (Mills, 1954-‘ Pepper, 1964; Schofield, 1950),

A/,

. based on MMPI items emplrlcally selected to p?edlct

response changes over two MMPI administtatidns.‘ Goldberg
found that all but one of‘these scales~had a significant
correlation with MMPI test-retest stability;~VValidit$.

coefficients fanged from .61 to .1l4. - These "‘findings

" support the hypothesis -that"a person reliabi;itylindex

’

' three studles havevshown that the -




examination of the convergénce of across- and

h , » J’J : ’

2
o« N
o

[ 2

Ty . .
>ased on responses to subsgts of f@ems (i.e., -scales) may
/’o [}

e generalized to across-se551on person’eons1stency.

jad

- .’4‘:6";‘.
’Finally, the generalizability of person reliability -

. -

indices has been studled in contexts other Ehdn an

‘i'

within-session. consistency. Consistency indices based on
items duplicated within a session (i.e., the TR index)

a'parently can predlct the valldlty of ‘MMPI proflies as

‘ indicated by the F-schle (Greene, 1978, 19’%) Further,

*wi hln-se551on indices of person consistency calculated

across trials on different behaviors “(ive., nonrating

measures) show a strong relationship to each other

¢

‘(Schneiderman, 1980). . ' -

-

- However, not all reselarch findings on the
generallzablllty of. person reliablllty have supported the

hypothesis that person_rellablllty indices are empirically

related. Some research examining the relationship of

within-session response variability:neasures either across
trials‘(Berdie,~1969a, 1569b;"Fiskeu 1957b; Fiske &*Rice,
1955; Whrtely, 197Q) or across measures (Glaser, 19&9) has
y{eldeq'lon correlatfons."lndeed, in one review article
(Fiske and Rice, 1955{‘an a#erace correlation of .2Hhetween

within-session response variability measures across trials
is reported. Similarly, others have noted (Berdle, 1969a,
Whitely, 1978) that while correlations between .
yithin-session resﬁonse variability indices can have-a wide

10



"+ range (e.g., .00 to .50{ Berdie, 1969a), on the average,

*

. sych correlations tend to be low. As well, Glaser (1945)

found low correlations between across-session item.

3 as

\ N K - i3 . »
consistency indices based on difterent inventories, leading

*

'him to hypothesize thaE\person reliability indices are

probably. not generalizable. N
i "Clearly, the empirical~evidence for the-
géne;alizabilisy of person reliability indices as support . - .
for the person relijability construct is somewhat‘éifficult N

-to interpret. éhoqld the modest éqrrei@t%pné;betﬁean S
° ¢ L4 - b .

consistency indiées be interpreted as support for the.

.

generalizability of person reliability or- should these ~

- E
correlétions;beninterpreted as failure to’support the - S ,A”:f";r :
generalizability of person reliability? The data are hard . -,
to explain -when a unidimensional viewbdf fhe:person < “ ‘ .

reliability construct_is maintained. .However,-the’v
interPEetation becomes cleaFer when‘person reliability is
conceptuaiized as a multidimensional construct. 1In tgis
view? persénrreliability is seen as comprised of different

facets, which all tend to be related.. Different indices of Lt

person reliability sample differént”facetSJOf‘thg construct

.t

and would ot necessarily be expected to correlate highly.

-~ L

Consider thé different implications of within-session and '

acrossesessidn per§9n reliability. 1In order to obtain a

high degree of within-session person reliability, responses
" to individual items need to pe related in some consisténﬁ

fashion. 1In particular, items which are gkemplars of the

L
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same construct. need to be answered lawfully if they are to

 have_ some organized relationship to each other. For

-

-lawfully related within a session (e.g., in terms of

‘contribute to both types of consistenqy. ﬁonetheless, high

example; when items repeated within a single test are usedﬂ .
tq meaéure within—séssion consistency, identical items must

be answered identiqglly. Similarly, when within-session
reliability is assessed using a withip~session profile

stability coeffihient, hign'person reliability will be

pbtaineé when respbnses to item; which are all,exed%laré of

the same homogeneous'constéqct are related in some lawful

way.

[ o

‘For a high'negrge of across-session person
reliabilit items need only té be answered identically at -
Time One and aé Time Two. High within-session pefsbn. .
reliability is not a necéséary condition fnr high across-

~
session consistency, although random respondlng either at
Time One or at Time Two or at both times would ylelﬂ no
across-session person reliability. Stlll, w1tn1n-sei§10n
persan reliapility would seem to contribute to high
across-session reliabiiity: when‘item reéponses aré
’

<
content, sogial desirability, acquiesocence, etc.), use of

the same response strategy on another occasion should

across-session' consistency could still be obtaiped even

when responses to items which are all exemplars of the same

trait are not answered lawfully. Theoretically, item

responses only néed to be identical at Time One and at Time’
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Two, Indeed, empirical support exists for the hypothesis '
that within-session’and across-session consisteﬁcy form two

reiatively independent faqets of person reiiability
(Holden: Helm;s,.Fekken; & Jackson, 1981). The view of
person reliability as a multidimensional construct might
help explain'the seemingly Qurprising findings on the
‘generalizability of person reliability. Different indices

" of person reliability sample different facets of the

construct which are not necessarily strongly related.
a “_ t .

e ]



CHAPTER II ' .

Y VARIABLES INFLUENCING CONSISTENT RESPONDING

The literature review on person refiability thus far
- has suggested that reliable ingzces Qf consSistent ] ;
responding indeed cén be constructed. Further, these
indices.do appear to have at least moderate
generaiizability, although the empigical evidence would
suggest that different indices of person reliabif&ty might

be viewed best as multiple facets of the reliability

construct. Thus, attempts to move beyorid descriptions of

consistency using'various indices and to study tMe process
of consistent responding would appear to be éomplicéted by
the multidimensional nature of the persan rp}iability
construct. Seéking to clarify the p;ocesé of consisgtent
responding through a systematié examinatioﬁ of variables
influencing cdnsist'enty woulc.i pr"esumablg yield findings

, ‘ deéendept on and comblicated"by the exact indiées qseé.
One way to minimize such complexity woulg be to study tﬁe
process of consistent responding in the context pf'a'singlé}
definition of conéistency. AA qrguhent can be made that P
the simplest definitioﬁ of consiSténcy would be the most

appropriate to use. That is, persothéliabirity should be+

studied by ?ocussinq on the_stability‘of responses to. /
. . N N ’

14
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1 .
particular items. The prediction of the stability of

individual item‘responées surely ‘has practical
implicatione. Predicting the stability of perticular
re;ponseslgives a more refined index of person reliebility
than the overall within- or across-session indices. For

" example, suco info;mation might improve the evaluafion of
the appropriateness of 1od1v1dual 1tem interpretation or
the degree of domain’ articulation. Further, knowledge of
the stability of item'responses for an individual couid be
used to construct a tailored test havingya'mioimum degree
of stability associatedkwith item responses. Indeed,

* knowledge of the stability of responses assoc1ated with

items across 1nd1v1duals could be uséd to construct

generally more reliable tests. -

L .
As well as practical implications, the prediction of

the stability of responses to partioular items also has

.Y

theoretical implications. Predicting individual responses

i ~

would seem by definltion to require an examination of the
)
actual factors which. might 1nfluence response selection and,

hence, the stability of individual responses.

Previous studies have attemPted to predict the
stability of 1ndithpal responses to test 1tems by
considering variables such as aspects 2£~Fhe test-taking
situation, items or persons either independently or

4

simultaneously. Characteristics of the testftaking

- ' 0w’ , .
situation which have been examined are instructions for
‘, ‘ *
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responding, type and number of response categories, item
format and scoring and the interval between o, testing
sessions. Characteristics of items which have been studied
include endorsement p;obabilité, social desirability and
ttem content.q Also, attempts have been made to relate
person charécteristics, such.ag scores on psycﬁological
inventories, to across-session item cdnsistency. Studies
which have taken into account both the characteristics of
the -item and the person have shown that the precision of
measurement can be increased by considering these variables
simultaneously. A review of gpe empirical evidence will
clearly indicate that consistent responding is lawfully
related to certain identifiable factors. ‘

=

Effects of the Test-Taking_’,Situation on Consistdhcy
——r2 ZC =

Various sources of evidéﬁce support the hypothesis
th&t charécteristics 5% the test-taking situatioﬁ can
influence person reliability. For example, Qﬁen the
similarity of two tasks (i.e., teét and retest) is “
ipcréased by familiarizing sﬁbjects with the items through
- prior item responéé (Schubert, 1975; Schubert & Fiske,
1973), across-session consistency is increased. |
Conversely, such consistency decreases whén tasks are made
less similar, such' as by changing ifem for&%t, item length

(Fiske, 1957b) or scoring method '(Ace, 1969). 1Indeed, a

factor analysis of both within- and between-session person -

reliability.indices collected on nine tests across eleven

’
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occasions suggested that much of the common variance is»
associated with the form of response required by the test
(Fiske, 1957b). Finally, data collected on-varying '
intér%ﬁl lengths’suggest that the time interval between
testing sessions also affects across-session iteml
c§nsistency. The percentage of responses 'changed on retesﬁ
may be largest for short intervals but will stabilize
around a particular value after a certain retest interv;l
has been reached (Benton & Stone; 1937) , even though |
test-retest scale reliability coeffi&ients tend to be

slightly higher for shorter rather than for longer

intervals (Neprash, 1936; Pintner a Forlano, 1938).

{ . <

Effects of Item Characteristics on Consistency .

Cldéely related to tﬁe study of characteristics of the
sitﬁation is the study of the relationship of the |
characteristics.of items to consistent responding. In one
sense, properties of‘items also constitute aspects of the
testing siéuaéioﬁu The item propéréies whidh have been
examinedjzn relation to across-session iteﬁ cons}séency
mosi often are the endorsement’ probability (or p-value) and
social desf?&bi}ity of items. Early-researchers (Lentz,
1934; Neprash, 1936) noted that items wifh "low incidence"
were.very unlikely QQ be answered.incoﬁsistently on retest.

L 4 . .
It has since been demonstrated (Goldberg, 1963; Payne,

‘l§i4) that items with extreme p-values are less ' ikel£ to

be altered than items with moderate p-values. Further,

17
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inconsistency in résponding to an item appears to be a
function of a group's distribution of responses to that

item (Goldberg, 1963; Mitra & Fiske, 1956). Items with a

small distribution of responses are {éss likely to be

alterea on retest than items with a large distribution of

| responses.q These findiﬁgs indic;te that the‘stability of .

‘responses touitemsgﬁs related to endorsement propertieé.

As well as enéotsément probability, the social desirability
scale value bglitems has beén considered in relation to
item coqsisteacy. 1t has long been noted that items with
‘extremely "positive" or "negative" connotations were
undikely to_be changed on retest (Frank, 1936). Payne
(1954) demonstrated that items extreme %p social

_desirability were less 1ikel§ to be answered inconsistently

than items moderate in- sd¢ial desirability. Payne

theorized that items extreme in social desirability and/or

having e#treme p-véiues sfructure the situation for :
réspondenks{,'When social desirability and p-valué are
moderate, the situation is ambiguous and the probability of
in¢onsistént responding is increased. A study by Bentler
(1964) yieids support for‘Payne's‘hyﬁothesis. Inﬁtially,
Bentiér hypothesized that the social desirability of an
item'wouldqbe related to item conéistency such that retest
changes would occur in the s.cially desirable direction.
Bentler, howeQer, did not find such a relationship between
facroéé-qession.pefson ¥eliability and.social desirability"

even 'when social desirability‘yas made salient or anchored

J .

\
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on the firgt occasion. ‘This finding was explained bf .
noting that the per%onality-inveptory used was compriééd oB~

~items re1ativel§ neutral in desirability. Restriéting-the
range of items' ébciai desirabili£y~may Qell have

attenuated the relationship between across-session item

consistency and desirability.

‘ Payne's theory minimized the role of the content .of
items. While radical empiricists agree (Horn, 1950),
research has shown that the content of items does influence

the consistency of responding. Early work' suggested the

) items referring to "factual data" such as age and sexwere

¢

’

found least Likely to be changed while "subjective
personal” items such as "Do you daydream.a lot?" were
R ) found most likely to be changed (Bain, 1931; Smith, 1933).
| Modern personality inventories, of course, consist of items
. of-the "supje;tkée" type and attemptszto uncover the
content of_items whiéh are most and least variable have met
with~séme.successf In‘anvextenéive study by Goldherg
(1978), the content of items comprising six scales which
were,empir%cally derived from- the MMPI to predic£ MMPI
across-session‘profile stability'w;s examined. There was
some su?gestion that items haviﬁg desirable’ content wéréw
leastilikély to be altered while items which appeared to
. :@flect m?bdinpss, anxiety and distrust were most likely. to
be altered. Goldberg, héwevef, was unable to draw any firm,

conclusions regarding the content of these scales. This is

not surprising since the scales he studied all were

-
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ghpirically derived from the MMPI item pool and, thus,

cannot be expected to reflect a homogeneous construct,

Effects of Characterlstics~9£ the Person on Consistency

A somewhat different procedure for relating the
content of items to the across-session consistency of item

responses has been to correlate scores on a scale with

person.reliability indiceé. This actuall§ shifts -the focus .
from characteristics of the item to characteristics of the
person. Research in which the number of items changed on
retest was correlated -with scale scores bdsed on the same
inistrument has uncovered a gehéralitrend for more
consistent responders to obtain scores indicative of
"better adjustment" (Eisenberg & Wesman, 1941; Lentz,
1934; Neprash, 1936; Pintner & Forlano, 1938). Indeed,
the hypothesis that individuals who“scéred as more neurotic
and emotionally variable were less consistent in responding
has received support from an extensive review which
examined over 50.samplgs of individuals who were tested
twice on a variety of struc£ured inventories., Windle's
(1954, 1955) main‘finding yé% thaé on scéles measuring
dimensifns of psychppathology, scores.tended to move in the
direction of adjustment, éarticularly if the retest
interval Qas short. Hdwever,.strong arguments have been
made to refute the conclusion that better adausted |

individuals tend to change fewer responses jn a test-retest,

situation (Bentler, 1964; Glaser, l949,'1952; Whitely,
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1978).' Glaser has afgued that a spurious mathematical
relatiohsﬁ}é exists between total‘§cale score and some

’ méasure of person reliability based on the same
psycholog;cai inventory. Glaser provides empgricalisupport
for his reasoniﬁg (1949, 1951,.1952), concluding that any
relationship between across-session item consistency and
the content of a set Qf items ié merelx/heaSurement
artifact.. Thus, this line of researcgyhas not proven very

succesgful for relating person reliability and

characteristics of the person.

3

Response Processes as Characteristics of the Person

-

Another point of view, however, argues that -
qharacterist{cs of the person are indeed relevant to
consigtént responding. This apbroach to {eiatiﬂg-person
charache;istics to person reliability:has Qeén‘through‘a
series bf studies which copsidéred tbe relationship'beﬁween
response strategies and aAcross-session item coﬁsistency.
'Rather"éhan looking fo perso?ality~corrélates of person
reliability indicesy: eéponsé processes are analyzed in
termskbflkﬁgig reiafiqnship to the consistency of response.

: . &
In the broadest sense, response processes refer to what
takes place between the presentation of an item and the
indication of a\response. Lumsden (1977, 1978). has taken
this generalinotion of tesponse‘pzoceéses and has
h§p6thesized'that~all test unréiiability is due to the

RN

individual. * In this.theory, tests and items are both
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‘perfectly reliable. Any inconsistency within or across
testing Se8810n5 is due to random fluctuations or "tremors

assocrated with the individual Other researchers have

- examined general response strategies assocrated with
'answering items. The evidence suggests that an individual
will be more likely.to answer items consistently on retest’
if responses:are seieéted to reflect a stable self-image

(Johnson, 1981), if items can ea511y be COmpared to

felevant information stored in memory (Rogers, 1974), or 1f

-
-

the individual is aware of-and attentive to his or her own

internal states -(Underwood & Moore, 198l). Such evidence

suggests tnat individual. differences in general response
'S 1 % , 7 N " I \ .
strategies can help account for differences in across-

L

session item consistency.

Response strategies specrfically related to responding
to psychological test items have also been used to predict
thé stability of responses to items on retest. In
particular,:;ssessing the appropriateness_of an

_ indiVidual's response selection has shown promise for
‘predicting the stability of item responses on retest
Appropriate responding requires that the indiv1dua1, in
'responding to an item, interpret the item in a particular
way. Appropriate responding might depend on interpreting

~items in the same manner as one's peers or in accordance' p
with ;ﬁe intentions of‘tnekitem writer. Io elicit‘response

processes, individuals can simply be asKed to write out_‘

¥
;

their interpretation of each item. The interpretations of

g . . . .

~
——
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each item are then rated for similarity across individuals

(Eisenberg, 1941; Eisenberg &‘We%mad, 1941). .
Alternatively, response p:ocessés éan.be eliciEed by héving
individuals deécribe their item responses in relation to
specific factors, such as difficulty in selecting a

response, applicability and meaningfulness of.the item,

influence of recent events and introduction of new

\

elements. It has been repeatedly demonstrated that

across-session item c8hsisteney indices of person
‘ ‘ . ‘ /’ -
reliability are negatively related to the use of

~

inappropriate response categories (Eisenberé, 1941;

Kuncel, 1973, 1977; Kuncel & Fiske, 1974; Turner & Fiske,

1968) . Thus, {ndividﬁals-who characteristically evaluaté
items inqppfopriaﬁely are more likély to change their
respon;es on reﬁest; Aithough an individual's tendency‘to
use inapprop}iate responsé processes appears to be steble
abr9ss triais (Kuncel, 1973), ;pparéntly there is no
reliability to the- irrelevant aspect of the item on which

7

attention is focussed or to the irrelevant element which

[y

might be introduced in interpreting the item. .




CHAPTER III

PERSON AND ITEM CHARACTERISTICS IN INTERACTION

Clearly, across-session item consisfbncy is a function
éf the wariables associated w%th the Eesf-taking situation
and_with the icem. 1In addition, variqbles‘assodiated with
the peison, in terms of_either'gengrql or specific response
processes, show a felationéhip éo the stability of
ind;v;dual items. Predicting the stability of individual'”
item responses by taking into account relevant variable§ .
. simultaneously would seem to have the advantage of

incréqsing the precisioﬁ of measurement and hence,
impréving prediction. Two strategies characterize the
interaction‘approach‘to preéicting across-session item

[

stability. These strategies reflect psychologists'

Y

) ' . increasing interest in- identifying the theoretical
‘mechanisms which might underlie responding to items.

. (Embretson, 1983).

!
One strategy has attempted to predict item stability

by defining person-item interactions using procedures.,

borrowed from item Yesporise theory (cf. Hambleton & van

der Linden, 1982) to scale persons and items. The other

A

strategy has studied person-item interaction by examining

o 24




%

. o 25

individuals' response latencies to specific items. 1In the -

*

first group of §tudies, persons and items were scaled using

a Rasch model (Rasch, 1960), and the distances among

persons and items were defined in terms of the probability
of item endorsement.‘>The Rasch model involves scaling

i I "

subjects and items on the same continuum. Very simply,

subjects are ordered according to the total number of items

.

they Rave endorsed-while items are ordered in terms of

-

frequenc& of endorsefient. When the continua are

'superimposed, a certain orderliness is expected to emerge,

with subjects endorsing items in order of p-value. The
point'where the subject stops endorsing items is called the
threggqid and theoretically a11.1;ems with p-values above
the subject's threshold will be endbrsed‘while all.items
below will be rejected. . The Rasch model is a log linear
fes; model ‘used to estimate subject and item scale values.
The adbéntages of phé Rasch model are that it enables
cpmparisons to be made among - individuals which are not
depehdeﬂi on the instrument; and it functions

independently of what was measured so that individuals'

results (i.e., scale values) are not simply a function of

- the group the indivi?ual‘happened to be in (Rasch, 1960).

Empirical results of'theée stuéies have demonstrated that‘
péfson-item distance is negatively related to |
across—-session item consistency (Fiske, 1965;"Kuncél,
1973, 1977; Kuncel & Fiske, 1974). These findings are -

intergsfted as follows. When an item is far from a person -

> - .
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on a continuum, the decision to endorse or to reject is

relatively easy. However, whén an item is near a person,

_the decision is relatively more difficult. Less across-

s

session item éoﬁsistency is expected to be associated with
difficult than with easy decisions. As fufther support for
these ideas, Kuncel (1973) shows éhat the probability of

the emergence of "inappropriate" response processes varies

inversely with the distance between items and persons.

This research points to the value of examining person

characteristics as well as item characteristics in .
determining which items are likely to be unstable.
Although item stability is still rgiated to the mean
distance of items from a group of people (Fiske, 1968;
Glaser, 1949) and to the extremity of endorsement'tor a

grbup (Kuncel, 1977), item stability is also a function

both of characteristics of the item and of the person.
Oy . B

-

~ The secend stfateg?vfor predicgihg item response
stability by taking into account a pefgbn-item interaction
has been throuéh the examination of.reaction times or
response latencies. Response iatency is simply the amount
of time an individualﬁtakes to make a particular response

to a given stimulus. Research in cognitive psychology has

" shown that risponse latencies are a function of such

obvious variables as stimulus intensity, stimulus

.

‘complexity, the number of response choices and the

confidence level associated with the judgements (Brebner &

Welford, 1980). Similarly, personality psychologists have



attempted to show the relationship of reéct;on time to
‘variables relevant to the personality QOmaip; especially
th; characteristics of stnucturea-persoﬁalityliSQento;y
items. 1Individuals apparently take 1oﬁ§e} to respond to
items thch tend to be long, ambiguoﬁs, cont?pversial and
have a wide dispersion of sécial desirability rétings
associated with them (Dunn,,Lﬁshene, & O'Nqil, 1972;
Goldberg, 1963; Hanley, 1962; Rogers, 1973a, 1973b).
However , in addition to consider¥ng response time a
tunction of item propéréies, respoqse time can itsélf be anA
_index of the difficulty of an item for ; particular perSO?.,
This individual differencgs approaéh to response ;étepcies
forwards the hypothesis that items w}th éhorter'latencies
for an individual may reflect easier or mére confident :
decisions. Such an hypothesis ié,suppprted‘by Kuncel's
(19?5) finding that the.létencie§ for responding to items
scaled near an individual's tﬁresnOLd derived from the
Rasch model tended to be longer than for distant items,
presumably beéause the decision was more diffiéult. Other
~empirical studies have shown moderate self-ratings (e.d.l
on adjectives) involved longer response latencies,(Roge?s,

1973b, 1974; Rogers, Kuiper, & Rogers, 1979) than extreme

self-ratings. These data also suggest certain decisions,

particularly for "close" itens, are relatively more -
difficult for the individual?k\Tﬁabeq, Rogers et al.
(1979) found that subjects' self-ratings on trait

descriptors could predict virtually all of the variance in

- .
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response latencies.,  Such findings clearly support the
posltioh that some'items may be significantly and reliably

more difficult for some indiv}duals.

Four Models For Predicting Across-Session Item Consistency
-~ - :

‘ .
, Empirical studies investigating the influence of such
’ ' e

variables as aspects of whe testrtéking situation, items or

»

persons have yielded two general conclusions: one, T

I} -

reéponding is lawful; and two, the across-session item
consistency can be influenced by ﬁ?ﬂipulaﬁing such aspects.
Empirical studies conterned. with an interaction petween

aspects of items and persons has yielded promising reﬁults

for éhe prediction of an individual's consistent responses
to items. (Eisenberg, 1941; Eisenberg & Wesman, 1941;

Kuncel, 1973, *1977; RKuncel & Fiske, 197Thk‘

" The purpose of this research'is to investigate the

stability of .indivitlual item respomses by evaluating four

-prediction models. : . v
P | q » i
The four models are as follows: - N

T .

" '

1) Model ﬁV, which is based on the p—-values of itéms;

2) Model SD, which is based on the social desirability
- - .
. ~

scale values &f items;

©3) Model TH, whichﬂis_base&¢on items® pgoximiiy to a
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A

o

threshold for responding to 1temsL“p terms of some.

item characterlstlc-

¢ r

“
.-

4) Model RL, which'is based on persons' latencies for

responding to individual items. ?
. . ¢

kY

-

Two of these models are based on item characterlstlcs alone

-\

“while two\models-take into account both item and person

N %

.characteristics. Thé two models based‘'on item

characteristics are included for "comparison. Strong

empirical evidence indicates that item characteristics are*
s & -

useful for predicting .response stabiljity; hewever, it is

hypothesized that models‘bésed both on item and person

. characteristics will be better predictors. *

Model PV .
—_— = ‘.

-
v

Thé first model, Model PV, is based.on the endorseqsnt

properties of items. . Previous research has clearly

inQicated that items with extreme endorsement properties

-are more likely to be answered consistently on retest than

,items with moderate endorsement properties (Frank, 1936;

‘ “ - ,
Goldberg, 1963; . Lentzt 1934; -Mitra & Fiske, 1956;

Neprash, 1936; Payne, 1974). Model PV is pased on the

\

p-value of items, Whlch is gimply the proportion of "true" -’

'resppnses to a dichotomous.item. ‘Model PV predfcts that

indivigua;s.ate more likely to change retest responses to

ﬂltems having moderate’ rather than extreme ‘p-values.

29
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- -Model SD o o

The second model, Model SD, is based on the tendenhy
for an item to e;icit~a'socially desirable response. The

social desirability scale value of an item is simply its

mean judged social desirability. Previous research has "

indiéatéﬂ that items moderate in social desirability are
likely to-be’ less stable than items with extreme social
'des{rabilitf scale values (Frank, 1936; Goldberg, 1963;
Lentz, 1934; Neprash, 1936; Payne, 1974). Model SD
predicts that individuals are more likely to change their

responses on retest to.items having moderate rather than

¢

extreme social desirability scale values,

I J
. :/
Model TH . I . “

The -third model, Model TH, is based on the thgeshold .
model for responding (Jackson; 19683 1982Y.‘ A threshold
mbdel of responding was originally proposed td describe a

set of unified, hypothetical processes which might:« . -

characterize responding, especially stylistic QQSponding_'

-

(Yackson, 1968) . - The model proposes that the responding
pattern of any individual can be described in terms of a

subject operating curve (see Figures 1, 2, & 3). This

Y

© curve is a plot'of the relationship between an item

property and'ppe‘endorsement probability for the particular

-

respondent. Jackson (1982) has proposed that,

,conceptually, the subjéct operdting curve is similar to the

!

-
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item operating curve which relates an item and its
propertieé to some underlying attribute. The subject

i

operating curve is, in a sense, the "tomplement of the .
ope}aéfhé curve proposed fér items" (Jaékson, 1982, p.2)
and describes the individual in terms of an underlying
dimension using mé;y item responses. The subject ppgrating
curve is considered to be a normal ogive. The curve and,
hence, the response process, is degcribed ip term of two
response parameters, threshold.and salience, The mean of

. the normal ogive is éonsidered,to be the individual's
threshold while the variance of the curve is cénsidered to
be the salience parameter. The threshold marks thé
transition from the tendency to reject items to the

tendency to endorse items. The salience reflects the

degree to which the item property (e.g., social

desirability, if one is evaluating stylistic responding) is

dete{mining the individual's responses to items. Empirical
investigations have demonstrated that whep the iﬁem'
property evaluated is ,social desirabiiity, individuals have
different thresholds and salfznces (Fackson, 1968) and that
these parameters show test-retest stability‘(Rogers, 1970,

1971). . .

From this ouEline'of threshold theory, it follows that
'when items are far from an individual's threshold (in terms
of éome item property), the probability of endorsing an
item is c;ose to either 0.0 or to 1.0. ﬁowever; when items

are near to a subject's threshold, the probabiiity of
r‘@: M ‘

. ) -
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endorsing an item deviates considerably from 0.0 or from
1.0, falling in the.intermediate range., Thus, Model-TB
would predict that items falling near.a shbjeét's threshold
should show maximum inconsistency on retest. As .well, this

effect should be most evident for individuals with high

saliences.

There are a number of advantages to using the
threshold model to conceptualize item-person interactions

for use in the prediction of item stability. First, there

%

is-empirical research (Helmes, 1978) that.suggests a
: threshoid model of responding is indeed useful for
predicting specific jteﬁ responses. Nexf, the threshold
model is like a Rasch modei)becausé it also takes into
/account individual differences iﬁ.the ?erception of item
characterigtics. However, the threshold model fusther
describes‘this persén—item interaction in terms of two
;elevant parameters, threshold and salience. Finally, the
theory underlying the threshold modél readily yields,
predictions concerning which items should be most difficult
fof an individual tq respond to, and)hence,‘which items are
most likely to be unstable on retest. Model'TH predicts
that individuals will be more likely to change their
responses on, retest té itéms which are near their
individual thresholds rather than far from them.

Thresholds will be determined for individuals' tendencies

to respond to items in terms of social desirability.

Thresholds will be based on desirability for the following




-
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reasons. The thiesnoid model for responding was oriéihall;
éroposed to describe stylistic respondingf Social = :
desirability has been empirically related to the stability

of indiv@duals' item reéponses (e.q., Payne!‘l§54);
Research on predicting }tem resgbnses per se yith the :
threshold model {Helmes, 1978) and with models based on
multidimensional scalipg tecﬁnlques (C1iff, 1977; Cliff,
Béadley & Gi;ard, 1973; De Boeck, 1980) suggests social
desifability is a stronger determinant éf correct response

b

prediction than item content or meaning.

Model RL .

The fourth model, Model RL, is based on an
individual's response Latencies associated with specific

item responses. . Previous research has. indicated that
~ 7 . ' % .

— —_——, .

response latencieénéssociated with individuals"responsés
may reflect the difficulty of an iteﬁ for individuglé (Dunn
et al., 1972; Goldberg, 19;3;' Hanley, 1962; Kuﬁcel,
1973; Rogers, 1974; ' Rogers et al., 1979). While some
researchers have explained individual response latencies
mainly as a function or item characteristics (Dunh et al.,
1972; Hanley, 1962), many other formuiations have .
‘explicifiy focussed on individual differences in response
latencies. These lattgr formulations have suggeéted thet
the response précess involves comparing the item to the -

self's position on an underlying content dimension (Ebbesen

& Allen, 1979; Kuiper, 1981; Rogers, 1974, 1978). The




difficulty of this self-referent decision is negakivély
reléte& to the distance between the item and the self and
'ié r%fLected in the indiv;dual;s latency for responding to
the item. ‘Thus; Model RL predicté that individuals will be

/-'

more likely to change their rgspdnseé on retest‘tp items *f
«whicﬁ have relatively long reéponsé latencies.
‘Specifiéally, a given individual will be more likely to
change 'his or her fesponses to items on which he or she

took a reiatively long time' relative to his or her own

other responses.

Model Evaluation

Three studies are proppsed to evaluate the usefulness
; of the. four m&éqis fo; predicting the stability of
\ individdél item.feséﬁnSes. The first study will compare
- he 5odels' ability- to predict the stability ?f,inéiviéual
items reflecting normal personalit§;conten£ and relative
Héhtrality in social éesirability. Items weré adopted from
a set of personality scales developed ﬁsing modérn
ptinciples of test construéﬁion (Jackson, 1970, 1971) which
tends to yield quéstionnaires,wiFh scales showing specific

psychometrié properties,

In the second study, the influence of item
characteristics onh the predictivwe success of the three
models (Médels PV, SD and TH) ekplicitly based on a single

item property will be addressed. The three models' ability

-

-

-

/
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to bfedict the staﬁility of individuals' item responses
will be combared for items having a considerable range of

social desirability scale values and p-values.

The third study will assess the role of decision
difficulty.. In this study, subjects' awareness of certain
item properties will be experimentally manipulated'using a .

rating task. Making certain item characteristics salient

g ¢
is expected to affect individuals' strategies for

responding. Thus, individuals are expected to respond to

‘items in terms of the salient item characteristic.and

a

response decisions are- expected to be easier;since a

" response strategy has been suggested. Each of the four

models' ability to predict an individual's item respbnses

will be compared given these assumptions.



. ) ' CHAPTER IV

I STUDY 1 : INITIAL MODEL COMPARISON

< o Method v
Subjects. Subjects were 40 (20 males, 20 females)
introductory psychology students who received experimental

credit for.theif participation. The average age of the

subjects was 19,65 years (standard deviation, 2.79).

Materia}s. Ten content séaleé and two vélidity §cales
(Infrequency and Desirability; were idéluded in‘tﬁé study.
These were comﬁrised of 192 items taken from Jacksoﬁ's
(19745 Personality Research Form (PRF). As well, all

. subjects completed the Extended Range Vocabplary‘Test

~

developed by Educational Testing Se}Vice‘(Frgqch,4l962).

3 Procedure. Each SUbjégt was tested twice wiéhi
approximately one ‘week sebarating sessions. 'In the first
_session,jall subjects responded to the 192 PRF items in a

‘a . manner allowing the collection of ;eSponses,latencies.i
,Thén subjects were asked to respond to the timed Extehéed
Range Vocabulary Test. Finally,‘subjects were asked to
provide g;neral deﬁographic information such as sex, age

and Grade 13 average.

. ’ .
! -
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In the second session, 20 subjects were selected
randomly yithin sex to respond to the 192 items so that
response latencies could be Sollected‘whiie the other 20
subjects responded to the items using the standard paper
and pencil format.. For the latter group, the time taken to

respond to the items was recorded.

Collectié; Response Latencies. In order to collect
response latencies, jtems were presented to subjects on a
screen gsihg a 'slide projector. The slidg:brojector was
electricglly con%ected to a clock (timing in milliseconds)
and to a two—-key cohtrol panél. The experimenter
controlled the projection of slideS)r As the slide fell
into thevprojection slot, the clock was started. To ’
indicate a "True" or a "False" response to an item, the
subject used his or her index finger on the preferred hand
to aepgess either.the right-hand key marked "T" or the
left~hand key marked "F" on the control panei. Depressing -
a key resglked in three simultaneous évenfs...The clock
stbpﬁed, one of two lights on the clock illpmi;ated to _
indicate to the experimenter which key was depressed, -and
the next slide fell fqto the project10n~slot. To allow the
experi@gnter time to record the résponse latency and thé
response, blank slides were alternated with siides of items
in the élide tray. Thus, thé'experimenter always
controlled item projection and eaéh ftem response was
always féllowed by a brief‘interval. Betwéen trials,

. + . .
subjects rested their index fingers on'a "home" spot on the
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control panel midway between the "T" ?nd the "F". keys. The,

a

first 15 items to which all subjects responded were

: . o
practice items taken from an earlier form of the PRF (Form

AA). Data from these items were not included in any

~

analyses.

Results

v :
Properties of the Testing Material. The means and

standard deviations for theé PRF scale scores !or the first

and -second testing sessions as Qell,as the KR-20s are

-
!

reported in Tables 1 and 2, respectively. Scale means,
standard deviations and internal coﬁsistencies ténd to be
comparable to thosg published in the PRF manuél (Jabkson,

1974) .. The low mean and negative interhal consistency for

the .Infrequency scale may be the';géQit’of little response

variability associated with the items. Perhaps the highly
supervised nature of the test-taking situation induced

subjedts to monitor carefully their responses to validity"

)
scale items. Test-retest correlations for the 12 PR&'

scales are reported in Table 3.

, |
' . ‘ . b
The mean' reported Grade 13 averagé was 76.00 per cent,

i

with a standard deviation of 8.03, While the mean score on
the Extended Range Vocabulary Test was 26.78 correct ‘.

responses (out of a possible '40), staﬁdard deviation, 6.83.

[}

Properties of the Testing Conditions. All subjecfé

were initiaily tested in a format allowing the collection

U L d

’




Scale means,

Scale Mean
~ .

ﬁbasement ‘ 0.9
" Achievement - 10.3
A{fi%iation 9.5
Aggréssion ' 7.2
Autonomy . .‘6.7
‘Chaége' 9.8
bognitive str. 9.2
befendence . 6.2
Dominance é.Q
Endurance 8.8
Infrequency . .2

Desirabjlity '11.3.

- Tabiz\}\“\

standard deviations and KR-20s
. for 12 PRF scales - initial testing session
* (N=40)

Sﬁandard'

. Deviation
2.9

3.6

¥ 4

KR-20

.65

.78

.82
.76
+78

.72\

.60
77

.85

.80 -
—‘21 R

64
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. "Table 2
‘ G
- Scale means, standard deviations and KR-20s
‘ for 12 PRF scales - retest testing’session
( (N=40) - :
“ A o Standard
- Scale Mean Deviation
o _ Abasement 6.9 3.0
" Achievemient  10.3 | 4.0
Affil 9.1 ‘ 3.9
. Aggre sion 7.2 d 3.5
.Autonbmy 7.1 i 3.9
' L A
+ Change - ' 9.2 3.6
,‘Eognitive. Str. 8.1 3.2
"i' Defendence 6.0 3.7
) Dominance 8.2 , b 4.4
= . Endurance 8.6 4.5
2 ¢ o R o«
' _Infrequency .2 .4
o Desirability 11.4. 3.2

’
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KR-20
.69
.83
.83
.76
.82
.77
.71
.82 -
.87

.76

-.20

.76




—Change

One week test-retest correlations for

Scale .
0
Abasement
Achievement
Affiliation
Aggression
Autonomy
Cognitive -Structure
Defeqd%nce
Dominancen
Endurance

Infrequency

Social Desirability

Table 3

(N=40)

Tofk-retest
Coeéfficient

.78
.83
.90
.83
.86 .
.91
.77
.75
.89
.82 E
.38
.80

N

12 PRF séales

44\/\. ‘




o , 45

?f.response latencies. On retest, 20 subjects were

retested in the same foimat so that the reliability of S
response latencies could be estabfished. The other 20

subjects were retested using the standard paper—and-pencii
format. The;grouﬁs did not‘differ in terms of the total
numger_of item changes made (t(38) = .90, n.s.). As well,

‘there were no _initial-differences between the'groups in

terms of mean latency (t(38) = .8i, n.s.). : ‘ ' \

Mean latency (m€an response latency associated with

'ail iéems gcroés 40 individuals) was 4.7 seconds kstandard
déviation; 1.3 seconﬁs). For the 20 subjects who were ‘
tested twice, mean latehcy ropped significantly (t(19)=
5.4, p< .0001) from‘the fisgi te;ting session (mean 4;9
‘seconds;,'standard deviatiqn, 1.4) to the second (%éan 4.0
‘sécondé; standard deviapion, 1.0) testing session,
althoughAtﬁe test;retest_éorrelation for mean latency was
high|k£ = .87, p<.001). The test—retéSt correlations for
each of the 26 subjects (based on 192 pairs of latencies).
were all pbsitive,‘ranging from r = .07 to £‘= :62, with a

mean correlation-of r = .43,

3

Mean response latency correlated significantly with
the time taken to complete the vocabulary test (r(38) =
.45, p<.001) and with the timevxak;n to complete the
standard fetest on the 12 PRF scales (r(18) = .55, p<.05).

Mean fresponse latency did not appear to be significantly

-.correllated with-sex €§(38) = ,1ll), age (r(38) = .62) or
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either verbal'aﬁility measure : Grade 13 (r(32) = -.27) or

vocabuldry test score (r(38) = -.12).

y -

Response Stability. An unstable item response was

defined as the change from a "True" to a "False" response

. on retest or vice versa. Subjects changed 15.26 per cent

-

of their responses or ‘a mean of 29.30 of 192 item responses

with a standard deviation of 11.94 responses. The range of

unstable responses was ll to 84 responses. No items were

omitted by any subject.

Model TH. Parameters for the threshold model (see
Appendix A) were calculated'using'the sdcial desirability

~scale values of the 192 PRF items as item propertles (see

: Table 4) for the 40 subjects. Thresholds and saliences

v

both showed adequate test-retest stability (r = .75 and r =
.85, reépectively, pP<.001l) and were only moderately
intercorrelated for both test (r = .33, p<.05) and retest

(r = .29, p<.05).

Initiadly, the relationship of individual item
stablllty and threshold was examined on a very broad level.
“The threshoid range was deflned as the 25 per cent of items
around the - threshold, 12 1/2 per cent eLove, 12 1/2 per
cent below. Comparing the broportien of items cﬁanged in
the threshold renge-(meen .l49),t0‘theﬂpféportion of items .
outside the thre*d range (mean .154) suggested there wae
no significant difference. ‘However, since the threshold is
a more useful parameter for describing the process of

7 . | SR
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Table 4

Parameters for the threshold model based
on 192 PRF items

(N=40)
Mean .Standard
Deviation

Threshold -- test 5.46 1.38
-- retest 5.31 1.53
Salience -- test .44 ' .04
-- retest » .43 ‘ .06

Proportion '

of True Responses

: -- test h .51 T .01
-- retest _ 93 . .01
Intercept -- test -.08 . .10
: -- retest -.04. : -.12
* Slope ~~ test .10 .00




48
eesponding to items which are relatively neutral in
desiralgility’ (Rogers, 19f0),ithe analysis was repeated
omitting the validity'scale items, which tend to have

somewhat higher SDSVs. Tp&s, for the ten content scales

combrising 160 items, the proportion of changed items

falling in the threshold range was compared to the

proportion of changed i1tems falling outside this fange.
These mean proportions across 40 individuals were .184

(standard deviation, .10) and .163 (standard deviation,

' .07), respectively. These means were in.the correct

direction, although they were also not significantly
different (t(39) = 1.54, n.s.). Further, the 40 subjects
were divided into two'groups based on a median split on
salience. The  difference in the proportten of itePs
changee inside and outside of the threshoxd range was more
pronounced for the high (.219 versus .174{ than for the low
salience group (.149 versus .154), although the differences

were not statistically significant.

-~

‘Model RL. The relationship of latency to stability

‘was first examined by correlating mean latency and -total

number of unstable responses across-individuals.' The
relationship was small and nonsignificant (r(38) = .1l1) and

there was no evidence' of a curvilinear relationship.

However, the relationship of change and latenéj for

- ‘ .
responding to an item aE the individual (level did suggest

that response latency and change were inversely related

The correlations between unstable responses and response
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‘latencies for each of the 40 subjects were positive,
ranging from .01 to .51, with a mean correlation of .22. 1

a8
Models SD and PV. Social desirability scale values

and p-values for the 192 PRF items were obtained from
Helmes, Reed & Jackson (1977). Mean social desirability
scale value was 5.20 (standard deviat;on, 1.84) and mean
p-value was .51 (standard deviation, .05). The two sets of

item properties correlated r(190) = .75, p<.001.

"Initially, the relationship of item properties and’
stability was evaluated at a simple level. Itemsiwere
divided into two equal-siz®d groups, those items having
relatively extreme social desirability scale values and
those items having relatively moderate values. Note that
the range éf the §ocial‘desirability scale values of PRF
items is not great relative to other psychological
‘inventorées.~ When the mean number of item responses '
individuals changed to itéms moderate in Qesirabil;ty (16.5 - .
changes, sténdard deviation 7.3) and extreme in
P desirability (12.8 changes, standard aeviation 6.0) were
compared, significantly'more changes were made to moderate
L than to extreme items (t(39) = 4.03, p<.001). To examine
- { the influence of p-value, items wer;\igéig divided into two
,/- ‘equal-sized gfoups,'those items'having relativéiy extreme
) p-values (either high or low) and tﬁose items having
_relatively moderate p-valués. P-values derived from‘the

 independent sample (Helmes, Reed, & Jackgon, 1977),wéte.'

‘strongly similar to those derived from the present sample
N 4




(

(r(190) ='.90, p<.00l). When the mean number of item

50

responses individuals changed to items having moderate

p-values (16.6 changes,* standard deviation 7.3{ and to
ftems having extreme p-values were compared -(12.8 changes,

standard deviation 5.9), significantly more changes were .
n v . '
made to items moderate than extreme in p-value (t(39) =

4.23, p< .001).

Model Comparison. The predictive accuracy of the four

models was compared as follows. Given the total number of

&

item responses an individual changed on retest, each\podel

was requlred to predict exactly whlch 1tems theflndlvxdual
changed. For example, assume an individual changed 25 item -~
responses on retest. Model TH would predict thit these .
items are the 25 items nearest the threshold. Mod#L RL
would prediet the 25 items with the highest latencies would -
be changed. Models SD and PV, based on item parameters, _
would predict the 25 items with the most moéerate gocial
desirability scale values or with the @ost moderate

p—valges would be changed. The number of correct
designations for, each model was calculated. For each pair
of models, the proportion of identical terget items was
calculated across sui?ects. These proportions were as

follows: Models PV and SD, .13; Models PV and TH, ..1l4;

Mode;s‘Pv and RL, .18; Models TH and SD, .22; Models TH

and RL, .18; Models RL and SD, .18.




b
: 5 1
‘ ’ Table 5
: Mean number of corrgct predictions
} for each of the four models (N=40)
~ \ ) -
S . Correct Predictions
Méan(/ Standard Deviation
Model PV 5.46 6.27 : ”
' Model SD . 6.00% 5.76
Model’ RL 7.95%% , 6.31
’ Model TH 5.78% 5.92-
Chance 5.05 . 5.57
. ‘ . :

Mean number of
item changes 26.85 10.68

- ** significantly different from chance at p< .001:

* Signifidgntly different from éhénée at p< .05, <o

.

Lok
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The number of cor;ect predictions for each model was “

ébmpared across subjects using a repeated measures ahalysis
of variance with models as the factor. For the purposes of
ﬁhislanalysis, only fhe 160 items from the 10 P%F content
.scale; were used. Wﬁen models were compared, there w;s a
highly signifitgnt effgctnfor models in the predictability

~ of response changes [F(3,117) = 13.07; p< .001]. .Using .
Dunn's Multiple Compa;ison Test, Model RL ‘was found to be -
significantly better than Models Sﬁ, PV, and TH, none of
wﬁich‘differed significantly'from one another. A series of
t-tests were p;}formed to compare each modelafo the numSer
of correct_prediqtions‘maqe by chance (see Appendix A). .
Model #sD (t(39) = 3.06, p<, .05), Model ‘TH (£ (39) = 2.05,
p< .05) and ﬁodel RL (t(39) = 8.11, p<‘.001) per formed ‘
significantly better than Ehanée while Model PV (5(39) =
1.65, n.s.) did not (see Table 5). As well, when the. o
predictive accuracy of Models TH and RL was compared to
that of Models PV and SD using a t-test, Models RL and TH

were found to be significantly better predictors (£(39) =

3.40, p<.002).

Discussion

The results of thié study, like‘those'cf previous
studies (Benton & Stone, 1937; Neprash, 1936; échofield,
1950), auggest that item responses tend'to be stable over é

>one-week retest interval. . Only about 15 per cent of -

reqponses were changed on average by the 40 subjects in

A

Y
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thls study. .More lmportantly, tne resul<§ of this study -
suggested that 1t may be 93551b1e to 1dent1fy those 1tems
most 11ke1y to be changed. Certaln item characterlstlcs as
VA well as‘item and person characteristics ‘in interaction
appear to be Telated to item instability. The broad
analyses conducted‘to examine the general role of social
. ! desirability, p-value, threshOLGland response latency
! prov1de support for this hypothesis. 1Individuals are more
| llkely to changg items which are rqlat1vely moderate’ in
social desirapility and items which are relatively moderate
in p-value. Perhaps moderate 1tems .present an amb1guous
situation for the respondent (Goldberg, 1963; Payne,
1974). Consider, however, that item charactefistics and
person characteristics in interaction are also related to

the stability of response. Simple analyses suggested that -

response latencies are invensely related to the stability

of item responses on retest. There was also some modest
suggestion that items near an individual's threshdld,- which - -
takes into account individual d1fferences in the tendency :
to respond de51rably, were. less staﬂle. These data;Elso
indicate that when characerlstlob of persons and items are

i simultaneously ponsidered, such characteristics are also

related to item response stability. L

&n additlon to simple analyses regardlng the
" ' ] hypothesis that each model would be able to predict stable
items, strlctet analyges required each model to pred1ct

/
exactly which items an individual would change on retest.
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When the correct number of predictions made by eéch model, .,
was compa;ed to chance, Modgls SD, TH and RL were
significantly better than chance. Modél PV.did-not‘predict
.above chance which items would be changed on retest.
Perhaps an actgal consideration of fhe group. endorsement
probabilities associated with items is not a part of the
process of responding consisténtly. While p-value is
Eertainly related to consistency, it may be that éhis
relationship is moderated by other item characteristiqs,'
including content and desirability. On the other hand, the
p-values of the 160 PRF item; used in this study were all
relatively moderate.' Originally, items were selected for

s

the PRF if, on pretesting, they showed p-values greater
than .2 and less than .8 (Jackson, 1974). It may be that
the small range of p-values restricted the relationship of

1

p-value to consistency.
An examinétion of the proportion ot identical térget

tems‘pfedicted by pairs of models*éuggested that. models do
predict somewhat overlapping distributions ot items. No
‘doubt ;hese proportions reflect theiempirical relationships
of the variables underlying the four models: Héweverj the
‘ degree of overlap would appear sufficientl& modest to
consider the models reasonably empiricglly éiétinct. wﬁén
models were compared'in aﬁ a;alysis of variance with
" repeated measures, a strong, significant main effect for

models was obtained, suyggesting that some models were

indeed better predittors than othefs. A multiple

®

o
-
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cqmparison’kest indicated Model RL was significarntly better

_than the other models which did not differ from each other.

. Thus, response latencies appear to be significantlé more
accurate for pcedictiﬁg precisely which items an individual ,
will change en retest than either SDSV, p-value or
proximity to an indiviqﬁal's threshold. It had been

'predicted that Model RL, like Model TH, would perferm

'signigxcantly better than Models SD ana PV because it took’
into eceoﬂnt~both aspects of items and persons., - Considem.
“ﬁow response latency takes into account\these aspetts and
reflects the difficulty o6f the item for the individual.
For example; consider that an individual assesses an” item
in terms of a partiEhle} response property and then
compares that item ‘to hig o;'her own position on the szye
dimension. 1If the item is far from this position, thel
dec151on to endorse or to¢reject is easy and response
latency is short. However, if the item is near ﬁls‘Br her

’ )

poeition on the dimension, a fine discripination-must be
made. To make this.fine discrim;nation, the in&ividhal‘
requires seieral'comparisons of the item and position.

aHenqe, response .latency is 1ong.: Across individuals, it is.
expected that deqisioﬁs on extreme items will tend to be

easier. Judgemengs of item characteristics show

reliability across individuals and, if a normal’

!

distribution of individuals alond the d1men81on 18 assumed,
extreme 1tems will generally*be turther from 1nd1viduals

and hence, more stable (cf. Cllff,~l977; Cliff, Bradley,
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>

& Girard,‘197"3; Eyaesen & Allen, 1979- Rogers, 1973b).

ThlS may expiain why, in general items extreme in soglal

L

) de51rab111ty,,and perhaps 1n~endorsement propertles, are

more staple thah moderate ;tems.‘ ' o .
. . . - o 3

The‘thresn01é model, which takeS'indrvidpal

-

differences in the tendency to respond desirably into ~

e ot ”
account, was expected to perform as well as Model. RL and
- oy, Al i e . .

better than-Model€ SD)and PV. Model TH could readily

L)

predict above chaqce‘which items individuals changed on ’

?

retest: However, Model TH performedlonPy as well as Models
Sb and PV and significantly worse than Model RL. Various

- . . A . . ’
explanations might be suggested. .Model RL has’ the

advantage that indiyiduais can evéluate the items in.terms

-
5

" of any 1tem property and the model st111 remains valld

However, Model TH is based on only one item characterlstlc, AN

A} H

namely, social desirability. While ‘it is true that this

charecteriétio/has previoue%y:been sho;n to, be quite ugeful
for predioting.item responses (Cltff,u1977; Ciiffc
Bradley, & Girard, 1573; ﬂelmes, 1978), nonetﬁefese,-Model
TH doee take‘only tﬁis_o;e characteristic explkc%tiy into

account. It is assumeq,that'items are being exé&uaééd in e —
terms-of,deeggebility, Bpg giver that the items chogén for
this etﬁdy are relatively neutral in social desirability}‘°
”pergaps‘a variety, of otﬁer item propprt@es become more
‘salient. Wheh predicting rddividpal”item response changes'
using a model Based om a single ijem property} it becdmes ""\
critical i: specify that property correctly if t“f model is .S

. o S S

.
» . . «
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' to be reasonably evaluated. Thus, in Studies 2 and 3,

Model TH will be evaluated under conditions where the

.

social deg}rapilit§'of'ipems-;s made especially s

o
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L 3

STUDY 2 : MODEL CS&?ARISON EMPHASIZING ITEM CHARACTERISTICS

A

Method . pe

s

Subjects. Subjects were 82 (41 males, 41 females)
introductory psychology student volunteers selected from a

lérger grohp of. 349 students. These data were first
\ ‘ . ) B S . .
reported by Jackson (1968) and later bbeogers,(1970). :

[
v

Materials and PrQcedure. Each sEBject completéd the

v = -

MMPI (Hathaway & McKinley, 1967) on two occaéidﬁs,

approximately one week apart. Efforts were made’ to ensure 2

. : ¢
that the two testing sessions were similar. The MMPI is a

‘ peréonality inéentory havin§ 550 unique items and 16

repeated items, and measuring various dimensions of S

+ psychopathology. «It was selected for this study bec;use

its items range widely .in social desirability scale valué:

= -

and in p-value.

2 . % Results ‘ /

Properties of the Testiqg Material, The MMPT was o
\
scored “for the 13 cllnlcal scales (Hathaway & Mcxinley,

1967) and foz Wiggzns"(1966) 13 content based scales.

Scale means, standard devﬂations and KR—ZOs for)both test

-
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Table 6

MMPI clinical scale means, standard deviatiOns and KR-20s

. \ ' Test condition .
. ' R . (N=82) . Y
" Scale Mean Standard " KR-20
- . y - Deviation
~ L - 3.33 1.90 - .46 °
‘ 4 6.49 - 4.53 | .76
i K 13.60 _ 4.36 .69 .
Hy : 21.99 - . 4.56 .50 :
: D . - 22.23. _ 6.42 ' .74
N 'Hs ©5.77. ~ 3.63 L«
‘ Pa . : 17.99 5.66 o .71
Mf. a - 32.79 . 5485 . .66 .
. Pa 10.77 : © 3,15 'Y
’ Pt - 18.53 © §.69 - .90
e Sc "17.20 . 8.80 .87

L : Ma e - L 18.13 . 4.55 .58
o ' 8i 29.65 9.61 .85




Table‘7‘

MMPI clinical scale means, standard deviations and KR-20s

RetéStvcondition

(N=82)
' Scale Mean- Standard e KR-20 _

‘ o Deviation - :
L 3.09 1,97 .52
F - 5.63 4.40 .17
K : ©13.89 4.64 -l 72
Hy 20.25 - 4.70 .57
D - . 21.19 7 6.15 14
HS 4.49 . 3.35. o .73
Pd : 16.80 5.17 - .67
Mf - 32.09 - 5.83 ' .66
° Pa 9.86 3.25 : .49
. Pt 16.58 9.28 - .92
Sc - 15.53 ° 8.88 .88
Ma 17.99 4.34 «35

si: 28.32 10.27 .87

60
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.Table 8

Wiggins' MMPI content scéle‘means, standard deviations’
' : and KR-20s - -~

Test Condition
(N=82) '
A ‘
Scale Mean Standard ~ KR~-20
' DPeviation
. S

. -Social

- Adjustment +10.18 5.92 .86

" Organic . - .
Symptoms: 5.49 3.35 .64
Poor ’ : C
Health 5.33 0 2.97 : .59

) .

Psychoticism t 9.70 4.73 .75
Hypomania 13.86" - -3.56 .67
Phobias 7.89 4.01 .75
Poor , L .
Morale . 10.39 °~  5.65 - .88
Religious 3
Fundamentalism : 4.29 3.19 «85
Feminine : -
Interests 13.60 4.92 .77
Depression 9.79 5.86 .87
Manifest - .
Hostility 10.13 | 4.39 .75
Family )

" Problems . 5.69 . 2.93 ' .70
Authority : - 4 .
Conflict . 8.44- . 3.8% .75

7
. -
N .

O




Wiggins' MMPI content scale means, standard

Scale -

Social
Adjustment
" Organic
Symptoms
Poor
Health

. Psychoticism’

Hypoémania

Phobia#
Poor ~ -
Morale
Religious
Fundamentaltism
Femininew
Interests "..

Depression
Manifest
Hostility
Family
~Problems
Authority
" Conflict

-

Table 9

and KR-20s
Retest condition
(N=82)
Mean Standard
Deviation
10.25 6.13
4.30 3.22
4.23 2,69
'8.11 4.16
13,95 3.91
7.04 4.02
. 9.71 6,23
4.10 5.08
14.05 5.08
8.72 6.43
10.10. . 4.80
é.}?- 2.94
8.32 "4.6_1

A}

adeviations

KR-20

.87

© .70

.71
.74
.77
.91
.85
.78

.90

.72

.'.084 .

62



1

Table 10

ad

°

Test~retest correlations for 13 MMPI clinical scales

Scale

(N=82)

' Test-Retest
Correlation

.80

.91

.87

.86

.90 '

.84 4

191

.91 . .

.78 ' " > )
.93 : S

.92 .

.82 . 1 o
.91 ’ o P




S _Table 11 ' .

N

Test retest correlations for Wiggins' content scales

(N=82)
Scale - ~ ‘ Test-retest . s
. : Correlatiopn !
Social Adjustment . «92
- Organic Symptoms .84 .
Poor Health g .76 '
Psychoticism . , .80
Hypomania 86
Phobias k . .85 i
Poor Morale o0 W94 ’
Rellglous;Fundamentallsm ‘ «95
Feminine Interests ' .96 :
Depression . ' .94 g ) o
Manifest Hostlllty : T~ .90 ) >
Family Problems . 52 B N )
s, Authority Cohflict _ . S .89
. ‘ ‘
- TN

. : ‘ < e A
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and retest are reported in “Tables 6 to 9 Test-retest data

for these scales are reported in Tables 10 and 11 These
scale data tend to be qu1te:eomparable to those published
by Hathaway and McKinYey (1967) and by Wiggins (1966) ,
suggestlng that the*presenriiample exh/Xits dharacterlst1cs

dimilar to those exHibited by other samples.

.
bl

Response Stahilityi, Subjegtsbchanged ll:8 per cent of
their responses or a mean of Gé.iﬁ'geSponses (standard
bdeviation; 17.93) of 566"fesponses. Males changed.a mean .
of 6€8.93 responses (standarad dev1at10n, 18 73) while
females changed a mean of'65.00 reésponses (standard

%
deviatiof, 17.48). This mean difference was not.

signlflcant (£(80) = .99, n.s,). The range of unstable=
responses was 24 to 124 responses. A nmumber of other
conslstency indices were calculated tor these data. fhe TR
.index;ybased on‘a count of identical responses,to'thei‘
repe;ted MMPI items, was calculated for both the test and
retest conditions, as was the number of missing responses:
Flnally,'across—seSSion profile Stabillty estimates were
ca¥etlated for individuals‘using both the clinical scale

" data and Wiggins' content scales. Means, standard

»

“ &
deviations and intercorrelations are reported in Table 12.

Model TH. Parameters for the threshold model were.
.calculated using the social desirability scale values'of

the 566 MMPI items as dtem properties (see fable 13).4 As

previously demonstrated by Rogers (1970), threshoids and
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Table 12 -

-, :
‘ . by
4 » >
v € Means, stand;;d deviations and intercorrelations of
MMPI cdnsistency indices (N=82)
';‘ . Mean Standard
. . Deviation
TR index - ’ ,
- test . ¢ v 14.32 1.08
‘ = retest 14.62 .87
) Mis$ing responses .
) han' test A - 4.62 9.52 -
¥ - retest \ 4.11 12.43
Profile stability*
- C¢linical scales . 2.12 .33 R
-.Wiggins' .scales 1.66 +35
. A- * K . - ¥ ~
* * based on an r to z transformation
[ N r N
i ° & v
s ' v Intercorrelations ‘
o 1 - 2 3 a 5 6
.l. TR - test cL . 1.00
'r2. TR - Ietest 038 1000 N
3. MR .~ test .04 .01 1.00
.-4."MR - retest . ~.08 -.06 .83 1.00
5 - clinical .03 ~-.06 -.26 -.26 1.00
6- S - Wiggins q-]-'g 017 -.18 -020 039 N 1000
Signifigant correlati‘6n:. .21
‘ L ' /
] -, u. ) .
» , ~ L3 ‘
/ L1

66
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‘ Table 13
4 Parameters for .the threshold model based on 566 MMPI items
~ ' ‘ (N=82)
Mean ) Standard
C, ‘ Deviation
Threshold -- test " 5.22 .58
-- retest 5.10 .59
Salience -~- test .51 ' .18
i ~-- retest .55 o .19
Proportion of

True Reésponses
N - teSt 043 006
~- retest . = .43 .06
Intercept -- test -.16 ".24

. -- retest -.20 ‘ .24 te
Siope -Stest .12 | .04,
-- retest = .14 .04
’ /
&
¢ !
» . ¢
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saliences showed .adequate test-retest stability (r =:.84,
and r = .96, respectively, p<.001) and were only méderately
intercorrelated for test. (r = .26, p<.05) and retést (r =

- ’

.32, p<.0l).

-

-~

" Models PV and gg. The rangé of p-values for the 566

MMPI items was 1.00 to 0.00. The mean p-value was .43,

-

with a standard deviation of .07. These p-values were,

bqsed on the responses of the 82»subjects in Study Zi The
range of social‘desérability scale values for the 566 MMPI ¢
items was 8.73 to'1l.11 (on 979-point scale).” The mean \ .
social desirability scale Qal&e Qak 4.64, with a stan8ard,
deviation of 2.35 (Messick & Jacksoh,u1961). The

correlation of p-values and social desirapility scale

-

values was r = .73, p<.001l. o .. )

Model Comparison. The predictive accuracy of the

three models was compared as before. éiven the total

[4

number of item tesponées an individual changed dn retest,

. each model was required to predict»exactly,whféh,items the
individual would change. Model SD and PV predicted these .

items would be most™moderate in social desirability and -
p~value, respectivel&. Model TH predicted items falling {

closest to the individual's threshold w§u1dﬂbe'ﬁost likely

‘-

to' be changed. - The number of correct bredictions was - '
. ) "_ ) i

compared across subjects using a one way ana}yéis of

variance with repeated measures. --

hd -
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~

. The mean number of correct predictions for each of the

[
)

. three models, is reported in Table~l4‘and compared to
chance. A serles of t-tests suggested that Model PV (t(81)

=7, 79, p< .001) was 51gn1f1cantly.better at predicting

' * ' ! 04

oo, changes than chance as were Models SD (t}Bl) = 2—95 ‘'p<.01)
and TH (t(Bl) = 3,47, p<.001) . An analy31s of varlance

‘e with repeated measures comparlng the three mod@ls suggested

A
v

" that there were clearly 51gn1f1cant model differences

lF(Z 162) "= 10.23, p< .001] When models were compared .
o u81ng Dunn's Multlple Comparlson Test, Model PV w;e found \
~ 3 to bef51gn1f1cant}y better than Mode}s SD and TH, which did
SR not differ from one another. | "

Model TH was also evaluated for individuals placed.in

-

a high‘and a low salience group, based on ‘a median split.

.Model TH was not a better predictof‘fof the high'than for

the low salience group. Means of 9. 4 and 16.5 correct

. .
s, 13

predictions were made for the hrgh and Low salience'groupe,‘

v -~

T . respeetrvely. When’these means were d1v1ded by the number

of changes made by the two .groups, Model TH predicted 1§"& :

. ! per cent of response changes correctly for each group.f, L
‘ ! ~ ) B -
Discussion . S .
. O 'T“*m ) . ) * . '
The results of this study once again indicated that
individuals' item responses tend to be stable across a one
‘ ® " “ '

week interval. Individuals tended to;change'leée'than 12 .

,per cent of their responses. . N e
Y ' ‘ . 5 " ‘(//
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~®

. . Mean number of forrect predictions for each of
the three modfls and comparéd to chance.- (N=82)

& ’ ' ‘ : ” hJ g
. . . - ! -
: ' . l o
Model 7 - . Correct Predictions ’ X .
~ : . Mean ‘., Standard - - »
. . . Beviation
" Model’ SD 10,15+ 6.47
" Model PV ), 11.77% (. . 6.64 .
: , o ‘ . 7
" Model TH ° L.t 9.96%* T 76,29 .
Chance - . = 8.91 - 4.61 -
- J’
Mean item changes - 66.96 . 17.93
__________ B A W (’._...__4_____.*.._.._..____-_._....._..... ,.
** Significantly different from chance at < .001. .
* GSignificantly different from chance at p < .0l.
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A varlety of within~ and across-session indices of
’ . . £ 4
» person reliability’ were' calculated. The modest ')

1ntercorrelations among thesé indices support prev1ous
W o AL
findings (e.ge, Berdie; 1969;~ Fiskef l957a. 1957b; Holdén .

et-dl., 1981).and hypotheeesﬂthat such indites do not’ -

refléct a 51ngle, stable attgibute of 1nd1v1duals'

-

responding. For'jxample, the' TR 1ndex calculated at- Tlme l~
oﬂly cor:elated sxgnificantly wzth Preflle Stability based.

" on ngglns' scales ‘af yith the TR 1ndex calculated at Time r

2, . *
2., One pOSSlble contributor o these small correlations,'

9

'however may be the low var1ab111t¥,assoc1atéd w1th all but

the missing response.index. Alternatively. these

- Pt

con51stency ;ndices may reflect d1fferen€ facgts of the

person,con51stency cqnetnuctt . - ' .

bod . 4 e * . . ) » . -

3 “ ' 4

¢ In thls study, an evaluation of the three models

A suggested tha€ all models were 51gn1f1cantly better»than . . ; .

Al
. . P

. change at predigting exactly-which itemé would be. - changed“
’ on retest. Surpxisingly, Model PV. predicted which items IR
" would be changed better than eipher Model SD or Model TH,

both related to the social desirability Qf i‘lms. /The .

expreés putpoSe of Study 2 ngs to allow ewvaluation of+ . ,‘fhl
]

models, especiallyuodel TH, for pred:.«,?ting unstable items

o &

o under conditionS'hhere the social desirabality of items was ¢

4 . &

. -

véiy salient Indeed, a straightforwhrd comparisonfof the

nean lalience,for %eepondents in s&udy 2 ( 51, staﬁdard
deviation .18) and in-StudY'l (.&4, ltandard deviation .04) *.

l

; .bould suggeat thai social desirability was a stronger “(. '

A ¥
¢ ’

- . L Y 4 L N . L o
- ) - v . .
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determinant of responses in Study 2. Yet,.Models SD and TH

did.not predict unstable items better than Model PV. The"
data cdlleéted in this ;tudy do not provide support for the
hypothesis that Model TH Will be a better predictor’ than-
models based on 31ngLe item properties when the-property

undeiiying the thneshold model is, clearly related to on? s

" responses, ‘ 6

’
4

Model PV was the best predictor of unstable items in

this study As said previously, the relationship of

4

p-value to the con*istency of items may be moderahed ‘by a

variety of other’ ¢tem properties. That is, t ’;

relationship of p-value'&o response stability.may‘pe a -

]

function of the fact that willifhgness to endorse an item

may reflect a variety of item characteristics. The

decision to endorse may be made in terms of content,

‘desirability or some irrelevant item.characteristic, such

- . ) - . F 4 . . .
as item length, negative wordirg, etc. - Although there may

be no homogeneous response determinant underlying p-value,

~ particular items' p—values could reflect the same

L2 -

determinant across ind1v1duals. Whenmthe range of psvalues_

- is not restricted (as in Study l), p—values may indeed be

js1gnfficantly related to item stability. . .

¢ »
T *

The use of the threqﬁold model for responding to
predict across session item cdnsistency for 1tems varying

in tsrns of certsin item propertxes demands a cbnsideration

of individusl differences in the ‘importance of item . ’

‘\




characteristics. 'ﬁeitper Study kvhgr‘étudy 2 explicitly
.cohsidered the role of in&ividuais',peroeptions of the item
" cha acteristics. . Empirical studies have indicated that

’ )

# : : ,
itéms with extreme’'properties are very stable across

@

1ndiv1duals. These items-may be so stable because the item
property is so salient that all 1nd1V1duals tend to respond

in terqgs of rt. However, for items which are relatively

L]

moderate in, for example, social desirability, considerable

?

Jindividual differénces are apparent in the influence of the
iten'property on response selection. The ;alience
parameter, in the threshold theory for responding, actually
reflects the strength of the 1tem property in determining
the‘ response. The threshoid model - for responding rs

hypothesized to be a more accurete model for predicting the

)

73

. stability of .individual item reSponses for individuals with

. )
Mgh Salftnces»than for individuals with low saliences.

Consrder two 1ndiv1duals with the same threshold but..one
v

hav1ng a very low saligpce and the other hav1ng a very ,high

) -

salience parameter.’ The 1nd1vxdual'w1th the lqw.salience

appears to have liis or her responses somewhat determined by

the 1tem property explicitly considered by the threshold

I

model and somewhat determined by othqr properties. The "‘j

“indiV1dual with the higher salience - appears to have his or’
her responses latgely determined by, the item. property -
explicitly considered by the thresholﬂ model- ‘The , first
'individual might be expected to have nd more difficultz

reeponding to itene ineide the threshold renge (based on a
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single item'broperty) than outside it bécauée:respohscc are

‘jking inéluenced by a variety of factors, Thps;';ittle
‘difference in stabilit§ is éxpected inside or outside the
threshold range. On the Gther hand, the individcal with

‘the higher saliéncé is expected to experience relati§e1§
morehdifﬁiculty.fesponding to ileﬁs near the threshold

because respons€s are indeed being influenced by the item

property explicitly considered by the threshold modelr
, L ]

The primary purpose of Study 3 was to examine the role
] . . ’
. of the salience of'item propekrties. It was' expected’that

-

the predictlve accuracy of the threshold model would be
better for individuals w1th higher saliences.  This

hypothesis was tested .by experimentally manipulating

b

sallences and by collectlng 1nd1viduals' ratlngs of the

soc1a1 desirabillty of itens and uslng(these ratlngs to .

" estimate threshold . - v

. -
ay .



CHAPTER VI

STUDY 3 : MODEL/COMPARISON .EMPHASIZING DECISION DIFFICULTY

! .
.

Method o
Subjects. Subjects were 90 student volunteers atwa s
major Ontario university. Subjects were recruited through
{ summer school classes, and through adsyplaced 1n,campus
- - newspapers and posted on campusvbulletin boards. The

average age of the 30 males in this study was 22.1 years ’

(standard deviation‘of'4.73years) and of ‘the 60 females was -

. 23.4 years (standard deviation of 5.4. Years) - In exchange

for their part1c1pation, subjects received a computerized
personality profile and;a one dollar Canadian coin.
» ‘ ’ ‘ ‘
! Materials. The twenty content scales and two validit‘h

scales (Infrequency-and De81rability) yielding 352 items

were adopted,from Jackson's (1974) PRr.

3

Procedure. Subjects were asked to complete the
e following three tas‘fi First, sxf‘PRF content scates
”(Abasement Achieveg;nt Affiliation, Aggression, Autonomy
and.Change),comprising 96 items were adm}nistered using a
POP-12 computer (Comput%r Task):’ Iteds were presented one:
after the other on the conputer video terninai., Subjects

-
- ” 3
B

responded to the ite-s*using a separate conttrol pannl 'p



_completing the entire-PRF in paper and pencil format (PRF).

- ta complete a fourth task, which involved making a series

varied, .Each group was made up of 20 females “and 10 males.
‘the Computer Task and then the PRF. ' 'This manipulation was
) desirapibity. In Group: 2, subjects completed the Computer-

. was, to inducé a.change in response strgteoy from the .

76 -
that responee latencies could be collected. The control
panel had two keys, the right one magked "T" to indicate a

True response and the .left one‘marked "F" to indicate-a.

v

False response, ‘Bhe control panel also had a ’Home" or a
resting spot to yhich they were requesteo to return theit
index finger between tesponses; The second task invoLved
rating. ‘the social desirability of the same 9611tems on a

nine-point scale (Rating Task). The third task invdlved
. _ ‘ -

. )
After completing these three tasks, all subjects were asked

of global personallty-judgements and con51stency ratings . -

for an unrelated study. Instructions for the three

expekimental tasks are listed in Appendix B.. “ : 0 w

k4

: ; _ J ,
Subjects were assigned randomly within sex to one of

three groups:so that the order of the three tasks could be

T

In Group 1, subgpcts completed the Rating Task first, then
—— -

to induoe a strategy of responding 1n terms of soc1al

: p)
Task, the Rating Task and ‘then the PRF. This manipulation

Couputer Task to the PRF. 1In Group 3, subjects completed

;‘the Conputer Task, the PRF and then thefﬁating Task. Group

f &
3 'was the control group tO‘whom no//; icular strategy for
. = v + -
renponding was suggested. 1In each group, subjects were L.

/ ‘ . E24
. .
/

P R
' . . / “

. M ".
.8 - -~ . ‘e oy

'Y




"tested individually. The testing room contained a table on

which ’‘the video terminal and control panel were placed, a

desk and two chairs. The PDP-12 computer was located in an
ad301n1ng room so that the n01se generated by the computer
would not dxstract the sdb]ect.

J

. Results

- 3

¢ Properties of the Testing Material. The means,
. standard deviations and KR-20s for the PRF*eoeles are
reported\in Tables 15 and 16 for the Computer Task and tpea
PRF, respect1ve1y. Soele data are quite oonparablemto,.
‘,:‘ L‘ those reported in €< DRE manual (Jackson, 1974).

Test-retest correlatlons, also reported in Table 15, for

L I

. v ‘
thé six PRF scales which subjects completed twice tend to

) be very high.

The meen latency for respondfng to an ;temfacross all

30 subjects~was 2.98 seoonds (standard deviation,.lJBS)L‘
lndividpai-éubjects' mean latencies varied.ﬁrpm 1;35 to
7“11.62 seconds.’ Males.took a mean of 3,46 seconds to ¢/

respond to 1tems while females took a mean of 2,73 seconds

-

., to respdnd to an .item (t(89) = 2 09, p< 04) There was no

relationanrp betweéh age and mean latency gf(88) ="~ 10,
. ‘.nfs-)e.' .

“ 4 . -
- - Al
.
tae
Ay . . LY
»

* heggonse Sthbilitﬁ; An unstable iten response was

L)
~

) again deflned as. the ch#hqe froh a 'True' tesponse to a

'ralae' response On reteqt or vicg versa. The average

£
-

A -

! - . v ' [
» * ' - o e

77
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" Table 16

~ -

Means, standard dev1at10ns and KR-20s for 22 PRF scales

T

;Scale

v

-Cognitive Str. -

Abasement
Achievement
Affiliation
_Agression

" Autonony -
Change

. Defendence

Dominance
Endurance
Exhibition .
Hatmavoidance
Impulsivity
Nurturance
order

Play
Sentience
Social Recog.’
Succorance

4 Understandlng

Infrequency
Desirabidity

11.21

(N=90)
Mean .. ‘Standard
' Deviatjon
7.10 ‘ 3.07
11.46 3.01
9.0% ' 4.18
7.0 3.16
7.20 & 3.52
10.09 3.14
9.36 3.31,
6456 2.87
" 9.67 - 4.27
10.26 3.04
6.93 4,52
8.84 4.32
. 6.11 ’ 3.57
10.98 2.93 ¢
8.04 4.99
8.64 ' 3.32
10.19) _ ZZQLV_
- 8.73 ‘ ,3.53 .
7.13 3.42
10.04 3.16-
.38 ' .68
3.12.

7- 20

/.68

.72 .

.85

.68

- .74
.70

.75

.63

.86

.70

.88
\\_,186
.77
.70
.90

w72

- .68
.79

.74

.72

.22

.73

79
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subject changed 8.60 per cent of his or her responses or a

- mean of 8.26 of 96 1tem responses with a standard dev1at10n

L)

1}
of 2.71 responses.‘ The range of unstable responses was 1.
N .

to 31. P v
] ' " .

Sources of'Groyp Differences} The effeotiveness'of '

the response strategy manipulatlon ‘was evaluated by
examining a varlety of hypotheses that derive from,the ﬂ
manlpuiatlon. Slnoe,Grgpp 3 was the, control group, it was E
predicted to have‘the Iowest:mean"social«desirability scale".
score on the PRF. ,Whrle Group 3 d1d have the lowest mean
scale score of the three groups on des;nablllty, thlS

difference was. not 31gn1f1cant IF.(2,87) = .65, n:s.l.

Group 2 was prgdicted to make the most item ohanges, since

E

thlS group was expected to experlence "a change in response
strategy after completlng the Ratlng Task. Group 1 was
expected to make the least item changes because a desirahle
responding strategy had been 1ntrdduced before they

completed eithermgf the two othfr tasks.«qGroup 3, whlch ”Z
exBerienced nelther a strategy suggestlon nor a strategy
change, was expected to faki between Groups'l éﬁd_z. As.‘

predicted, Qroup 2 made ‘the most item changes (9.6 changqf,

L | : .
,atandard deviation 4.3) while Group 1 ESSe/the least” (7.1

changes, standard deviation 4.1) -and Group 3 fell between*
v o,
the two (8.0 changes, standard deviation 5.5). However,

the differences were not significant at the .05 level '

|F (2,87 = 2.20, p< .12}. "In a 3 by 2 analysis‘af variance

comparing the mean number of changes for each group by sex,

L3
-



[N

Percentage of changes made in the' desirable direction

Desirable changes relative to group SDSV

Mean

Group 1 37
Group 2 .47

Group 3 ) .53

‘o Desirable changes relative to individual SDSV

-

- : Mean~

" Group 1 v .45

Group 2 .50

Table 17

Standard
Deviation

.= -.22 [N

.14
.26

Standard
Deviation

27

.15 -

.26




a 51gn1f1cant main effect for sex was obiiﬁned IF(1,84) =

10.80, p< 001] Males changed an average of 10. . 4

* ]

* responses whlle females changed an averqie of 7 1 /

responses, There was no 51gn1ELCant effect for brOup nor

LY
for a group by sex interaction.
‘ An analysis of variance comparing the grouﬁss%n the
. number of item changes mgde,ln the desirable’ d1rect1on
"suggested that the groups were 51gn1f1cantly d1fferent csee
Table 17). When desirable changes were,calculateg relative
» ' : -

to group desirability scale values, Group 1 made the

smallest percentage of changes in the desirable direction

s 4

and Group 3 made the largest percentage of changes in this
direction |F(2,87) = 4.04, p< :Ol]. When desirable changes
- -

were calculated relative to individuals' own ratings of

desrability, again Group 1 made the smallest percentage of
. ”- . .

desirable changes while Group 3 made the largest percentage
AN

. of desirable changes |[F(2,87) = 2.93, p< .06]. -

v

Model RL. The relationship of latency to stablllty

was again exam1ned by correlating mean latency and total
number of item changes for all 90 subjects. This

relationship was small and nonsxgnlflcant (r = -.002). The
9

correlation oiychange and latency for responding %o an item
at the ind1v1dua3 level did suggest that response latency

.and change were inversely related. The correlations"

between unstable responses and respanse 1atenc1es for each

A.'

of the 90 subjects‘uere generally positive,'ranging from

”~ - ’ p

»

82
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-

-.06 to .53, with an average correlation of r = .15,

1

Model TH. 1In this study, parameters for the threshold

model coul‘ calculated in various ways. " Threshotds and
we

saliences calculated using both group,SDSV and

»

individual SDSV. Further, threshoids and salieaces could
be calculated for bothjindividuals' test and retest PRF
item responses. The means and standard deviations of the
threshold parameter are reported in Table.18. A'sefies“of
one way analyses of variance comparlng groups' mean
thresholds for each™condition suggested that groups dig dot
differ significantly on threshoid calculated under !Ey one
of the four conditions. Thusﬁ data were collapsed -across

groups to examine the relatlonshlps among different :

threshold estimates., Intercorrelations among thresholds,
tended E§ be moderately high (see Table 19). The means and

standard deviations of the salience parameter are reported

’
P )

in Pable 20. A sefies of one way analyses of variance‘

indlcattd that the ‘groups did not differ 31gn1f1cantly on

.

salience calculated under any one of the four condltlons.
’ - 4

However, ‘a three-way analysis of variance, with repeated

. . 3 ‘ .
measures on salience, with groups, sessions type of
f . T

social desirability scale wvalues as grouping var ables,

\
yielded a significant main efﬁéct,for type of SDSV. ' No
]

other main effects were significaqt (see Table 21{. The

-t

interaction between session and SDSV type was also

" ignificant. ““'31,1 ) .




Table 18 o
,,f -t

. ., . » <
- Comparlson tbresholds
for the three experlﬁkntal groups (N=90)
" e t o !

. . . . . Y
" . -« . “,
R

. . . . 8 :
. j oL .. Thresholds based on 96 items

‘ ® oo - R L
-l‘ L Session 1l Sess1on 1 Session 2 Session 2

E

L e B Group - Individual Group, . Individual
c SDSV T snav ., SDsV SDSV
s B T L ’ ; s
<. Group 1 - 5.36 . 5.40' . *5.18"° 5.33
> ., .83 -« (.85 - (1.01) (,.81)

.. ., Group 2 ‘'5.40 | “5,21 5.26 5.15
. (1.11) ( .91) < (1.25) . {1.03)

Group 3 -5.31 . © ' 5.13. . ¢ 5.06 ' . 4:82
(.83 (he2) o o(a.01)y o~ ( .74)

-
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Table 19

s . : .
Intercorrela%ions among different threshold estimates

Y

Thresholds

Session i
Group SDSV'

Session 1
Individual SDSV

—

Session 2 .
. Group ySDSV -

Session 2 .
Individual SDSV

1.00

61

.80

+55

(N=90)

V4
.
N
[ 4
2 3 ;
. ’
';.oq' g
.56 1.00
.76 .67 1.00



r - e
/e ’
- ‘ ) t"‘s,
’ Table 20 ‘ _ oL
. N . ' \ . ,
/ Comparison of saliences
» for the'thgpe exgerimental groups (N=90)
Saliences based on 96 items
Session 1 Session 1 - Session 2 Session 2
. U N
Group 'Individual Group Individual
SDSV SDSV spsv SDSY* ’
Group 1 .37 . .60 .35 . : ':605,
- (.25) (.21)  (.24) (.21)
Group 2 .36 59 .3a  .60: |
(.20) (.23) (.23) ' (.24)
Group 3 .33 .50 . .32 52"
(.22) (.23) (.26) (.27)
.35 57 .34 .57

e



. ; ‘ " ' \
Table 21 . g -

Analysis of varianc® with repeated measures comparing
the three experimental groups on salience with type
of desirability scale values and session as factors

¥
PRl
~
‘ -

~ Source sum of ' DF Mean F ' p'
; ~ : Squares , _Square ‘ )
Group .29 2 14 ' .85+ .43
Error 14.70° - 87 : .17. ' T '
' Session C 0 1 <00 .05 .82
S X G N 000 2 '000 ,/” .40 067
Error 39 87 \ .00
: - 7
Desirability 4.66 . 1 | 4.65 113.06 .00
. DXG ‘ .06 2 .03 .78 .46
Error 3.58 - 87 .04 C ‘
S xD .01 1 .01 6.96 .01
S xDxG .00 2 .00 S w14 .87
Error.. 14 . 87 ' .00 .-
* g%:v a

b
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Data were collapsed across the three groups‘to compare

.the relationship among differen§ salience estlmate!
s . -

Intercorrelatlons among saliences tended to be high when

sallences were based on the same type of SDSV and moderate

¢

otherw1se (see Table 22).

-

Models PV and sD. The range of p-values for the 96
‘ 1

PRF items used in this study wes .78 to .09. The mean ‘was

!

.51, with a standard deviation of .03. These p-values were
based on data reported by Helmes, Reed & Jackson (1977).

The range of social desirability 3ca1e values for these - @
ltemé'was 7.54 to 2.48. The mean SDSV was 5. 21, with a
sgandard deviation of 1.48. The correlation of p—valuee f

' and social deéirability was r = .69, p<.001..

4
L]

Model Comparison.. Unstable items were to be predicted

by six modelse Model RL, Model SD-G (based on’ group SDSV),
Model SD-I (beeed on individuals' SDSV), Model PV, Model"
TH;G (based on group SDSV) and Model TH-I sbased on
individuals' SbSV): Each model was again required tb-
predict exactly_which items an individual changed, given
the total number of items the individual changed. The

means and s;andard deviations tor each of these models for

each experimental group is given in Table ZQ; A .

multivariate analysis of variance was unéertaken £oﬂcompa;e‘
the three experimental groups. Both Hote;linés"ahd Wilks"
tests of significance 1ndicated that there were no.

significant differences in predictability among the three



e P
o
. ¢ L F
Intercorrelations ‘among
Saliénces -1
Session -1 ¢
Group SDSV 1.00
Session 1 -
. Individual SDSV . .56
“Session 2
Group SDSV ) .93
Session 2 ' ”
Individual SDSV

X

.56

. Table 22 -

-

differerit salienc;festimates

(N=90)
2 3 4 ,
« . .
1.00 ) ,
.60 1.00

.96 .64 °1.00

.

89




v | ‘ Table 23 :

. ' Means and standard dewiations for correct predictions
. K ' made by-each model for each experimental group

[N
r

Models v,

Model Model Model Model Model Model
PV SD-G .SD-I  RL TH-G - TH-I

Y

Y »

i Group 1 .60 .70 %+ .70 1.63. .70 .77
( .72) (399) ( .95) (1.38) (1.06) (1.01)

“Group 2 1.23 1.i7 © 1,73  2.07 1.53 1.30
’ (1.33) (1.42) (1.66) (2.05) (1.54) (1.49)

s Group 3 © .90 1.00 1.20 1.57 . .97 1.33
: (1.81) (1.91) (2.86) (2.11) (1,97) (1.60) ..

]

- e - — - - e - wmbe ot - - — i e -

. .91 .96 1.21% 1.76** 1.07 1.13 -
(1.37) (1.48) (2.08) (1.87) (1.59) "(1.40) .

_-‘“--uﬂ‘ﬂ‘-‘--—‘-_‘—ﬂ—‘_a-—dt --------------------- “-,’——‘
** significantly different from chance at p< .001l.

%

Lk Significantly different from chance at p< .02.

‘ ¢
, '\
¢




v ] : : : . 91
groups 15712,162) = 1.07, n.s.] and 12(12,162) = 1.08, .
n.s.], respectively. Univariate analyses suggested that
‘the‘groups did not differ'significantly on any model ® (see

' Table 24).

A 3 by 6 analysis pf variance with repeated meaSures
was performed, using groups and models as factors (see,
" Table 25). :AgaEn, there mas no significant main effect for
| groups although there was a highly significant effect‘gor
models.’ There was no significant effect fotAe‘model.By
group interaction. Dunn's Multiple Cbmpatfson Test .
suggested that Model RL was signifiéently better than ;11
other'moders which did not diffe;'frcm one another <

signlficantly. ﬁSane the predlctablllty of changes may be

a functlon of tﬁe number of changes, an ana1y51s of

i3 o
e ?
" -
T

covariance was performec (segﬁTable 26), covarying the

number of unstable items out of the correct predictions‘
made by each model Agaln, Qhere was no 51gn1f1cant main
effect for group. The covar{ate was hlghly 81gnif1cant as
was the maln effect for'modéis. There was no 51gn1£4cant

-

model by group interaction. ' . -
‘ﬁnimariate tests compering models to chance '
'(collapsing across groups) . dad 1nd1cate that some models .
predicted better than chance while others did not. A
_series of Eftests comparing eachvmodel‘tq the-numbeziof

correctspredictions eipected by change (.93 changes,

standard deviation 1.28) indicated that only.Models RL and .

.
e
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;o Table 24

<
¢ . L3
:

Univariate anglyses comparlng the three exper1menta1
< groups on each model

B B
Model F Significance of F.
. ~ with 2 and 87 degrees of freedom

Model R 63 > .54 | [f/

' Model SD-f | 2.03 .14
Model SD-G .76 R
Model PV 1.62° © 20"
Model TH-G 2.20 .12

Model TH-I 1.57 .21 .




" Analysis of variance with repeated measures comparing
‘three experimental groups on six models

Source

Group
Error

' Medel
MxG
Error

-

stm of
Squares

_38.71
1002.77

. 42,26
8.04
383.19

~

Table *25

DF ' Mean
o Square
2 »19.36
87 11.53
5 8.45
10 .80
435 .88
N ) ‘

F

L

1.68

-9.59

.91

’

19

.00

.52

93



- Table 26

Analysis of'COVaiiance with repeated measures compafing
thtee experimental groups on six models covarying oyt
the total number of response changes (N=90)

Source Sum of . DF  Mean F . p

Squares - Square
Group .59 2 29 .14 .87
Covariate 826.67 . Al 826.67 403.70 .00
Error 176.10 86 2.05 . '

. £
Model " 42.26 5 8.45 9.56 .00
Mx G 8.04 10 .80 .91
Error 383.19 435 . .88 :
‘ .
. <,
e ‘7 -
s
4



SD-I predicfed item-changes.éignificantiy above chance.
These datd‘afe also reported in Table 23. fhe prediction
: ) $i£hat models based.on person and item characteristics in
N

interaction would perform beftter than models based on itepm
éharacteristiCS‘élone was aluated using a t-test. Models
RL an& TH-G predicted sigqificangly more item changes tﬂan
‘Models PV and SD-G (t(89) = 4.44, p<.001). Slmllarly,
Models RL and SD—f\predlcted 51gn1f1cantly more item

cnanges Ehan Models PV and SD-I (t(89) = 3.84, p<.001).‘ st

Discussion ;

-«

. The results of this étudy support those of th;
.<? previous two studles in" terms of response stabillty.

Subjects éhanged only approxlmately elght per cent of the1r
responses.e NO doubt the low rate of resporise change was in

.

part a.function of the extremely short test-retest
interval, The high test-retest scale.correlations ]
., associated with the PRF scale scores,also suggest that

rresponding was extremely stable.

The purpose of Study 3 was -to evaluate the different

models for predicting item response changes when éhe social

desirability scale values of;items were made ‘salient,

¥ Specifiéhlly, the usefigpgness of the threshold model for
r;spondingtfor predicting exactly which items an individugl
would ghangq on retest st to be exahﬁhed ﬁnder conditions

where the item property considered by tha threghold model

-

J o,
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was exper1mentally made . sallent\\‘\he\flrst issue was

whether the SQFlal ‘desirability manlpulhtlon was effectlve.
The data do not clearly indicate that the manipulation had
the hypothesiieé.ef;ect. Although, af predicted, Group 1
consistently had the highest salience in all conditions and
G;oup-3 consistently had the lowest saliences, these

differences were not significant. For social de51sab1f~!y

scores as well, Groups 1 and 3 were exped%ed to have the .
highest’' and lowest scale scores, reéspectively. Mean

differences were in the correct direction ‘but were not ™.
. o p =R .

signifiehnt. Grqup 2 made the most item changes, as

predicted, and Group 1 made the least item chariges but

: . % e N . ) >
again mean differences were not significant. THese data

[

resemble Bentler s (1964) findings: making the SDSVs of

1tems sal1ent for Group 1 did not 51gn1f1cantly reduce the

varlablllty of retest changes’ for that group. Perhaps, gs

- Bentler argues, the SDSVs are generally so: neutral that

iy

1ncrea91ng their salience st111 doesknotvmake desirability *-

a significant Lnflueace on responding. Only when - ’ K4
considering the number of response chéngee in the desirable .
direction were significant differeﬂbes among grbupe

evidegt. As predicted, Group 1 made the fewest desirable

changes, presumably’because‘they‘had already been

respohding in terms of desirability.. Group 3, the control

group, showed the largest percentage of changes in the

desitable direction, a reault in keeping w1th Windle's i@
t .

(1954) flndings. Group- 2 made more desirable changes than
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‘Group 1.but feyer than .Group 3. Group 2 might have been
predicted to make the most desirable changes,‘since a
strategy of responding'desttqgly was suggested specifically

- ~ toﬂthem. Alternatively, rating the desirability of items
| “after having responded to them may have serued'to make

Vi

des1rab111ty more sallent and hence, simply increased ‘jz

__.s/fjstable respondlng. Thus, it is not hécessarlly clear just

: how the rating task 1nfluenced the response strategy of

»

Group 2. ® * _ . '

In Study 3, the second appsoach to making’ the

[N

de51rab111ty of items sallent was actually to use

individuals' own ratings of social, desirability toy

calculate the threshold model parameters.. The advantage of

using individuals' ratings of the so&ial desirability of
items 1s that thq'ratlngs should refleqt the 1nd1v1duals'

-perception o% the de51rabllity of thehltem. In a sense,

"~ any model hased on 1nd1v1duals' des1rab111ty Judgements can
be considéred to take lnto account an 1nteract10n between
items and persons. " Such a model would predictcthat o
individuals will- change items on retest which they '
themselves judge as moderaté in desirability and not those

er*se whlch the group Judges as moderate.
N . .

\ The evidence in Study 3 indicates that 1ndiv1duals'
responses were more strongly and sign1ficantly related to

" their indieidual'SDSV ratings than to group SDSV ratings. .

_ That is, salfences based on individual SDSV were

.ﬁ‘ . . ". ‘-
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significantly highef than saliences based on group SDSV for

all three groups in this study. ' : _
. A ' ]

Model Comparison. The results of this study‘suégestk~

tha% it may be possible to predict above chance level
p;ecisely which.items an|indivi?ual will change on retest.
Bo£h.ﬁodels RL and SD-I predictgd‘unstablé items ébove .t
chance level.  Models PV,'SD:E, TH—G,'apd'TH-I were.unablef
to predict above cﬁance, Fu;the{? M9691 Rb‘was " o
sfgnifiéantly better thaﬁ‘all 6ther‘mode1$. It.had beenLQ
predicted that models which take into account an

‘interaction between persons and- items would perform better

- than models taking into account only item parameters. This:

predictioﬁ was. easily upheld when Model RL and TH-G dr TH-I

.were compared to Model PV and SD-G or SD-I. This

hypdtpesié was also.supported by the finding that Model RL
was‘qverail the best model. The data did not suppor:t
rejecting the null"hypothesis in the case of Model TH. 1In

the current evalhafiqn; Model TH,‘bhsed'either'on\group or

"individual SDSVs, did'not perform better than models based

on éingle‘itgm parameters, The superiority Jof. the
threshold model was not supported even though there was
some evidence, albeit.weak, that the salien;e of the
desirability ;f items had been experimentally increased for
some éréups. Further, the sguperiority of the'threshoxd
model was no; supported even when threshold parameteré were
based explicitly on individuals"™ perceptiqgghof itgm

desirabiiity.
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Given the‘varying degreés of success for the models,

" an interesting avenue for future research might be to

examine the usefulness of these models for individuals
making more or fewer resp0nse changes. Results of tﬁe ,
analysis of covariance, 1n which the number of response

changes was the covarlate, ylelded a highly 51gn1f1cant

- effect for this covariate. Perhaps, different response -

processes "are oberating when individuals make relatively

few or relatively many item changes. Hence, models might

-

show d1fferent1al usefulness for such subgroups.

J
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CHAPTER VII _—

-

. . '{
\ . GENERAL DISCUSSION '

To recapitulate, the overall purpose of this research

S,

o evaluate four models for predlctlng person

reliabilit whlch was defined in terms of across- se351on

item stability. A review of the relevant literature showed

2
that reliable indices of both within- and across-session.

person reliability could be constructed. Empirical

evidence: on the generallzablllty of these indices was
“interpreted as support for a mult1d1men51ona1 view of )
person reliability. _An attempt to clarify the nature of
the person reliability eonstruct involved adopting a simple

definition of person reliabi{ity, namely, the

y

across-session consistency of indi‘iduals' item responses.
Obtaining,!hch a more refined index of person reriability

has both practical implications for the assessment of

i

person rellabxlity and theoretigal 1mp11cat10ns ror

.
understandlng the process of ctn31stent respond1ng.

Previous research nas shown that the stability of . /

.

1nd1viduals' responses to items is a function of the
test- tak1ng situatlon as well as the character13t1cs of the .

items and the persons themselves. Formulations which have

-

taken into account'aspeets of both items and persons

~

100 .
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simultaneously have generally been better at predicting

which items individuals would change on retest than

& . . . . : e
formulations which consider item or person characteristics

alone. «
-

s

.The four models for predicting across-session item

consistency evaluated by this research were as follows.

Model PV, based on the p-values of items; was derived from

the'empirical evidence in the literature that extreme item

- N

endorsement “probabilities are positively related to item
stability. Model SD, based on the social desirability
scale values of items, was derived from the empirical

findihg that extreme social desirability is positively -

related to item stability. Models TH and RL were based on

"Jackson's threshold model for respondinig and response

latencies, respeqtively.‘ ?hese”models were expected to

take into account an interaction between item parameters
N ' . N 1

and the person in determining item stability. Model TH

pred%ctéd dn inverse relationship between item_stability

and nearness to an individuals' threshoid for endorsing

items in terms of some item property. Model RL predicted
an inverse'reiationship between response latency for an
item and item stability.
. ’ O . - ‘
Three studies were conducted to evaluate the general

pypothesis ihat the two models taking individual

diffetences into account (i.e., Models TH and RL) would be

better predictors ot atross-session item consistency than .

4

A ]
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the two models based on item properties alone. .
Specifically, modele were compared on how well they could
predict exactly which items an individual would change on |
retest. Thus, the focus in fhis study was on the
proportion of‘ohanged items correctly predicted by the
models. -One oould, of course, examine those items
incorrectly predicted by the models -- eitherftoose

oredicted to change but which remained stable or. those

predicted to remain stable but which changed. The

i

evaluation of such data would certainly have interesting

i

implications. ‘However, since the'present_resea;ch was an .

initial evaluation of'the»proposed models, the definition
.

f
3

of across- se551on item con51stency that was adopted was

consistent with deginitions found in the literature.

(In study l, tﬁe models were evaluated using the test
and retest responses of 40 1ntroductory psychology studentS' ,
to 192 items selected from the Personallty Research Form‘.
(Jackson, 197;). Models SD, TH, and RL predlcted-changed ‘ '
item reSponsee siénificantly above ohance level Further
analyses indicated that Model RL was S1gnrf1&2nt1y better
than the other three models,whlch did not é;ffer from one
another. A post hoc, analysis was conducted, in which the
predictive powef of Model TH was compered‘fdr individuals
divided into a-high and low salience group. Model TH was a
modestly stroﬁger'predictor of item stability for the high

salience group, which tended to reépond to items in terms

of desirability. Thus, in.studies 2 and.3, the models for
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predicting item response stability were to be gompared

under circumstances favoring the assumption that the socia]l

desirability of items was salient.

In Study 2, Models SD, PV, and TH were-compaied using

. the 566 MMp{ items‘ which were selected because they varied

greatly in ﬁerms of social desirability. The results of

this'study, baséd on the t;st-retest responses of 82
college studehts, did not supporf the hypoﬁhesis that ﬁoﬁel
TH would be a betteg é&del than those basedmon it;m‘~
characterié?ics} While all models could readily'prediét

£y

above chance level which items would be changed by-q

~individuals on retest, Model PV was found to be

significantly better than either Model SD or Model TH.

~
-

In Study 3, involving 90 subjects,‘models were

v e

compared under conditions designed to make the social

desirability of the. relatively neutral PRF items salient.

Qﬁe'strategy used- in Study 3 wa; to mapipuléte ' ‘
éxperiﬁéntaily the saliencé of desirability using a ratinq
task. Empirical- evidence that this-.rating task made
desifability“salient is weak. Pre@icted mean differences
were in the‘right directionlﬁut generally failed to reach
statistical significance. The second strategy for |
increasing the salience of desirability was.actuall§ to use
individuals'-own judgements of items' desirability. A |

significantly stronger relationship was found between

individu#ls',respoqges and their. own individually judged

»




desirability than between responses and desirability scale ‘

| scale values based on £ﬁe‘judgeﬁents.oﬂ'an independent<

group. . .-

-
e

-~

Thus,~}n Study 3, six\models were compared across N
three experimental groups: -tﬁe~four models outlined
previously blué’a desirabilty and a threshoid model based
on individuals' éesirability judgemeﬁzs. While there were
no significant group éifferences.tO‘éuppqrt the efficacy of
fhe rating task, there was a stropg significant main effect
for modelé. As in Study 1, Model RL was the médei best
able to predict exactly which ifems én individual would
change‘gn retest. In Study 3, the only other model‘ab}e to
ﬁredict above chance which'items\would be changed was Model
SD-I, which predicted that iéems judged by individuals
themselves to be relatively moderate in social desiréb%}#ﬁy
would be more likely to be changed on retest than' items
judged to bg extreme, It was’aréued that this m;dgl takes
into accéunt an interaction between persons aﬁd 1tem§:'-
That is, the bas}s.gf this model is individuals' judgements
of items' desirgbility. Unlike the models based on group
gegirability (whicﬁ preaﬁét individuals all will change the
items most moderate ‘according to group desirability
judgeménts) ,» Model SD~-I does not make invariant
‘ predictionéJ Rather, it predicted thaF indiv{dﬁals change

’

items which they personally view as moderate; ﬁence,-this

- .,

hééel takes into account individual differences in the

perception of desirability.
. ' . ‘ .

- -
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There are .a varlety of 1m$11cat10ns to be der1ved from
. o

these three studles. Frvst, these studies argue that even _
though.item responsés tend to be qulte stable, predlctlng
precisely which~items individuals change on retest is
possible; Second, when.the different models were comparedt
in terms of‘their'pttdictive accura6y,'the response latency
model, Model RL, was clearly the "best model. This finding

- .

generalized across bqth studies evaluating Model RL. - Y

N

Although the testing-codditions employed'in these Studies

were by nece551ty not - standard testlng condltrons, two

'_sources of emplrlcal ev1dence would support the hypothesrs

that Model RL w1ll shpw further generallzablllty. First,
in Study 1, con31derabre\51m11ar1t1es emerged between “the .
retést responses of groups tested in 'the latency format and
the.stahderd format. Second, the predictive superiority of
Model RL was a highi¥;éT§nifipant phehomehon in both

. - studies. . o - ; B

. - ' -
-

 Consider the predictive accuracy of ‘Model RL in light

of the reSponee process. Model RL simply prédicted‘that

T .

,long latencies or décision times would be related to

.&‘

response instablllty on the assumptlon that latency was a

function of dec131on difficulty. What m1ght contrrbute to r.f‘
declslon d1ff1culty and)hfnce, to lnstabllity? Decision
difﬁ1culty may be related to item characterlstics which
}ncrepse decoding‘tlme, such as item length, difflcult}

ratings and controversiality (Hanleg, 1962; LRogers,‘

l973bl, As ﬁell, response latency may’ be ‘a result of

. -
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) elements or respond1ng rn terms of recent experlences ’ o

‘\basis of thelr-relatlve pos1t40ns on some underlylng

1

e - o
4 f . B I L) .
. - . . .

' .
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subjects' poor item conceptuallzstlon, r;sultlng in the use‘

¢ -

of inapproprlate response categor1es, such as add1ng new

(Kuncel, 1973) Most,;ntere!&}ng, howevet, may be ‘the
conceptualization of resbéhsé'latenoy as a function of the

dlfflculty of a. comparlson of the item to the self on thc }

v

ibute (Ebbesenr& Alten, 1979— Kuiper, 1981; Rogers,
1974). 51mp1y predlcts thatwwhen this compar*son
1nvolves a relatlvely long time, the response is llkely ‘to.
be unstable because oﬁ_d1sczrm;natlon;d1ff1culty. Thus,
rather‘than emphasizing the'relationship between
insppropriate resbonding snd fesbonse,instability, Model RL
is useful for predicting response instability w{t&in

appropriate categories. Not only does Model RL subsume

Model TH, but it includes other dec1510n bases as well,

-

_Response instablllty may be 1ncreased when the dec151on

'lnvolves maklng a fine dlscrlmlnatlon regardlng the
relative positions of the self and item on the underlylng *
continuum. Or, as othe{s have snggested (Kulper,»l981;
Rogers, Kuiper, & Kirkery'1977; Johnson, l§81), response
'1nstab111ty may be 1ncreased when the conceptuallzation of
the self, to which the item is compared, is unstable or
poorly crystallized Indeed, 1ndiv1dual d1fferences i .-
personality differentiation or crystalllzation with1n'
domains may vyield significant influences-on the deciszon.

difficulty and response latency associated with particular

i

e fin
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item responses. ~Futugg%gésearch might seek to

differentiate among the influences of item characteristics,

of item conceptualizatidh[:as related to verbal ability,

- .b :

and, of domain articulation on respomse stability or

difficulty as measured by resgonse'latency..

-~ - < .

There are practical-as well as theoretical '}'
implications for Model 's success in identifying unstable
! ; |

items.” In the age of the microcomputer and co’%uterized \;
tésting; practical app;icaﬁions for such information

include use in evaluating the interpretation of indiwidual
"critical items", constructing tailored tests and-'h

? - P
;

. . . ‘ o
P indicating a degree of” domain- articulation. .

. Model RL's predictive'accuracy was'conceptualiZed as a

Ay

tunction of the model's ability to'consider
items in interaction. Similarly, this ability was

expected to make Model TH useful for predicting unstéble .

-
-

items as well. The results of'theSexthree studies, "-

>

“however, suggest that Model TH, whether using group ‘or _

“'{pdividuals' SDSVs, is not significantly~better than models ,

.

baged on SDSV alone. This finding bears mention. 'First,

»

note that each model considered in this research was -~

5
. - -

required to meet a very stringent test, namely, prédiét;ng

-

@

individual item changes. Predicting specific. item ;

) - responséé‘in the personality domain is a very difficult

task (Cliff, 1977; DeBoeck, 1981; Helmes, 1978).

—w~——-Ar~—~r1Likewise,rpredicting_which ilems,gn,individual uill.chaﬁge

. " +
! PR L. -t

i
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on retest is also difficult. All four models can easily
. predict. in geherel which items will be changed, as was

illustrated in study I. What the models have considerably

N\

more difficulty pﬁedicting is exactly which’ item§s an

~ v -

v individual will change, rather than which items individuals

-
. . ‘ = -

generally change. - L ’
. -

-. Second, con51der the performance of ‘the threshold

-

model in light of the relatrve neutrallty of the PRF 1tems.

e -
e o’

o The PRF items have both a content ‘and. a desxrabllltf T
'component but’ they were expl1c1tly selected tO'be more
likely to e11c1t reSpondlng in tenms ef cdhteﬂt ‘than
. deilrablllty. The predlctlve accuracy of the threshold
model .is surely a function of soc1al de51rab111ty being e
determlnant of respondlng.. Bo the extent that ind1v1duals
respond to items using a strategy 1ndependent of
desirability (e.g., content, acqulescence, preference~£or'
extreme response categorles, etc.), the predxctlve accdkacy

L3

of the threshold model 1s weakened e . x

’ - i

L
4

This problem was further addressed in Study 2, in
which Model TH was examined u51ng MMPI items. When u51ng
items ranging in SDSV, Model TH was qu1te able ép predlct

./ unstable items above chance level. However, Model fﬁ’was

still not the strongest predictor of unstable items.
Sure}y, MMPI items have both a content and a desirahility
component. Even though the SDSVs associated with the MMPI

tend to be.more extreme than those associated with PRF

/
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items, individuals may still have been responding in'ﬁerms

of content.

@

-

The salience’ of the desirability of the PRF items was

again addressed 1n—Study 3. . The de31rab111ty of items was
to be made salient by two stratigies. Ev1dence for the
success of the rating task for making SDSV salient was
weak., Bentier £1964) also’found that having subjects rate
the desirability of PRF items did not yield desirable

J
responding as indicating byﬂmaking 4tem changes in the
desirable direction. Perhaps desirable responding could be
induced by using unselected items from the original item

t

pool (cf., Morf & Jackson, 1972) or by u51ng a different
task altogether.’ For examéle, desirability might be made
salieht byjpresenting items .to subjects for an inordinately
short period of time (e.g., one second) or by having

. . - - )
subjects fill out the PRF in the desirable direction, that

is, fake good.

The second‘strategy fo;,making'desiraSility Salient-in
Study 3 appeared to be relativel;'successful, given the
sighificantly increased saliente scores as well as the
celative sqperiority of Model SD-I, which was based on
subjects' own ratings of itém desirability.‘ The efficacy
of Model SD-I over models based on group Judgements of
desirability may be explained by conceptualizing Model SD-I
as a model concerned with person-item interactions.

However, Model TH-I would still have been hypothesiszed as

.

-
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a better model.

The general finding across the three studies that the

threshold model was not as useful as predicted yields the

following suggestions. Although this model could be

‘evaruated using other- items or means of inducing desirable

responding,'pérhaps desirability is not the most

appropriate item characteristic on which to focus. Future

»

researcn mlght examine the prediction of response

- ™~

instability using ¢ghe. threshold model and content scale

values rather than desirability SCale'values.

The positive finddngs with Model RL might also’Pe
extended in future research to improve item selection for
structured tests and to understand further cognitive
processes related to respond1ng to persona11ty items.

Items w1th short latencies might be selected for structured .
tests to help maximize test;retest stability. As well,
specif;c.item characteristics which appear to contrrbute to
response stability (e.q., high content scdale vaiues.or

short items) could be cutlined. In‘terms'of the response )

process, the research trend examining aspects of responding

to personality itémsamay parallel some research in

-

| -

cognitive stchology on decision processes. Clearly,

nenpirical findings on the relationship aiong decision

correctness, reaction times and stimulus characteristics'

can be extended to the personality domain in terms of item

response stability, response latencies and item-—

By

3
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chpr;cteristics. Further, researchers in personality have.
extrapolated certain decision models develqped w;;hin
coénitive psyghology to self-referent decisions_(Ebbeéeq &
-Allen, 1979; Kuiper, 1981; 'koggrs, 1974). The findings,
associated with Model RL in the present research ghpport
the emphasis of such authofs oﬂ»thg role of relééant ~

»

" individual differences in making personality ‘decisions.

. %o
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Conclusions: .

A
| 4

In summary, then, the following cénclusions may. be

derived from the present research.

.

‘ 1) Person reliability, defined in terms of across-

sessibn item con51stency, tends to be hlgh- that is,

“
~ .

individuals' item responses tend to show cofigsiderable

test-retest stabilitg,
i _
- / “e .

2) Emiir}cal support exists tor the usefulness
- .
af the response latency model for predicting exactly

‘which items an individual will change on retest. Thjs

‘finding has practical appliéations for item selection

and person reliabil%ty index construction and theoretical

implicaEions'for éhe_process of responding.

L
1

-
-

3) Empirical support tor the usefulness

-~

of three other madels, the threshold model, the desirabiljty

model and the p-value modél,lfor~predicting unstable items

was only modest. The threshold model might be re-evaluated °

by u81ng pobent techniques for mak1ng de31rab111ty salient

L]

or by using content scale values for calculating‘thresholds.
 3d ‘
o
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Calculations of Threshold Model Patameters and of Chance
- . ¢ ’ ¢

"Threshold: ° Tﬁe threshold was calculated by
determining the point at which an individual had endorsed
some ‘critical proportion of a subset of items rank-ordered
b& social desirability scale valug. In particular, the .
prd;;rtion of true fesponses was calculated for the 80
itemé lowest in desirability.- If this proportion met the

.5 ériterion, the mean social desirability scale value of

the items was taken to define the thresnold. TIf the

p;oportfon of‘trug responding was less than .5, the item

. lowest in social desirability‘scaie value was dropped and
the noﬁ-inciuded item next highest in social desirability
was added to thne sdbset. The proportion of true resbonses
was calculated over successive subsets-of 80 items until
the .5 criterion was met. The threshoid was defined by
the mean social desjirability scale value of the gfoup of
80 items which met the criterion.. Both an aséending and a
descénding threshold (beginning with the 80 items highest
in.social desirability and proceeding in iqtervais
descending in social desirability).were computed. Thé

final threSnold used in this research was the mean of the

ascending and descénding thresholds, ' .

)

Salience: The salience pérameter was defined as the
bigserial correlation between the items' social’
desirapility scale value and an individual's pattern of

- J . \

endorsement, wnere a true response was designated as




ST

-

and a false response as "0".

Chance: The number of correct predictions expected -

by chance was calculated as follows. - Note that each model

‘made predictions given theenumber ot changed items. Thus,
N

the number of changed items expected by chance for a
subset of items equal in size,po the total number of !
changed items was simply calculated using the ove;éll
proportion of change for the entire item set. For

exanmple, cehsider an individual changed 10 of 1od items.
L ‘. .

In any subset of 10 items, a proportion of .l correct

- predictions (i.e., one'dorrect item prediction) might be

expected by chance. .
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Instructions for the Computer Task

L}

Y - . /'-/‘

In this study, you will be asked to respond to a

égﬁies of statements witich a person.might use to describe

himseif or herself., rYou will read -each étatement and

-,

decide whether or not the statement describes you. Then
you will indjcate your response to the statement using the

responée apparatus placed on the table in front of you.

-
v

Begin by placing -the in§§x|finger of your preferred
hand on the "orange dot" on the responée appératus.. /
Sfatements will appear on the scregn in front of you, one
at a time.t Read the statement. If you agree with the
statement orp.decide that it does deséribe you,.‘answer TRUE
by pressing the key mar ked 'Tﬁ. 1f yonldisagree with a

statement or decide that it does not describe wou, answer
. ) : - » .
FALSE by'pressing she key marked "F". Once you have

answered, return4your index fingei to the "orange dot". .
The next statement will automatically appear on the
<
screefl. .
$ ‘. »

Answer everf’statement either TRUE or FALSE, even if

[ I .

you are not completely sure of your answer. e
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Desirability Judgements

&,

Instructions 8]

In the question booklet you will find 96 statements that people
might use to describe themselves. Each statement reflects .certain
' tendencies, preferences or traits of people.
. . ) .
. . You are to judge whether a "True" response to a statement would
reflect a desirable or en undesirable characteristic of people.
For example, consider thg three items below,

2 ‘ . : . ; . . lf'
. N 0N
~ &

B ' - &',
. ' . < &

A. It doesn't affect me one way or another 1 Zz) 34 56 789 °
to see a child spanked. .

B. I have a great curiosity about many 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 . 9
things. S .

C. 1 lke to feel sculptured objects.. - 1234036789
. . A |

This judge thought that a "True" response to statement A, "It doesn't
affect me one way or another to see a child spanked”, would reflect :
an undesirable characteristic in a person and circled 2. On‘the other - -
hand, the Judge thought that a "True" response to the statement "I have
3 great curiosity about many things" would reflect 2 desirable charac- T
- teristic. Thus, 8 was circled. For statement C, "I Tike to feel
sculptured objects", a "True" response was considered to reflect neither
2 desirable nor an undesirable characteristic.

- In a similar manner, you are asked t¢ judge whether a "True" response e
. to the statements in the booklet would reflect a desirable or an undesi-
. ‘rable characteristic- of people.' Remember that you &e judging the

: ~ desirabi}ity of these characteristics in other people, mot in yourself,

The scale -for judging the desirability of each statehment ranges from a
. value of 1, for extremely undesirable, to a value of ¢, for .extremely

‘ h desirable. Please try to Use all values and be sure to judge every ~
statement,

) . . . i
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