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Validation of GBTSA Longitudinal Baseline Resilience Scale

Introduction

Girls and Boys Town, South Africa (GBT), in partnership with Prof Adrian van Breda of the
University of Johannesburg, have embarked on a longitudinal study into the process of leaving
care among youth who have been in the care of GBT. This is a follow-up study to a previous
study that retrospectively studied the same topic with a group of young adults who had left
care some years previously. The longitudinal study aims to prospectively verify and deepen the
Care-Leaving Theory (developed in the previous study) and to identify central variables that
forecast the successful transitioning of care-leavers into independent living over at least a
three-year period. The longitudinal study was approved by the Faculty of Humanities Academic
Ethics Committee on 20 September 2012.

The longitudinal study requires the collection of baseline data from which to predict adjustment
of youth as they journey out of care. In the second half of 2012, a scale was designed by the
research team to that end, drawing on items from existing scales, many of which were revised
to meet our purposes or discarded, as well as newly developed items. The resultant scale
comprises 206 items, grouped into 29 themes or constructs. This measure has already been
used in 2012 and 2013 to collect baseline data from the first cohorts of care-leavers.

Because the scale comprises items that were constructed specifically for this project or drawn
from other scales developed mostly in the USA and have in some cases been substantially
revised, we do not have data on the measurement properties of the scale in our context. In
the discipline of social work, the development and validation of scales is called ‘ecometrics’,
meaning the measurement of person-in-environment (i.e. ecological) constructs, and is
regulated by the South African Council for Social Service Professionals. The scientific rigour of
our study (particularly the quantitative component) depends, in part, on the sound
measurement properties of our data collection tools.

Thus, this study aims to evaluate the ecometric properties of the ‘GBT Questionnaire for Care-
Leavers’.

Methodology

The ecometric validation method was based on my doctoral thesis (Van Breda, 2004) which
was on the topic of multicultural scale development in social work, which in turn drew on the
seminal work of ecometrists Walter Hudson (1982, 1985, 1997) and Annatjie Faul (1995), as
well as key psychometric writers (e.g. De Vellis, 1991; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Although
my work has given considerable attention to multicultural scale development, this study did
not specifically attend to cross-cultural validity.

Population and Sampling. Ecometric validation studies do not aim to establish population
norms, thus sample representivity is not a requirement. However, the sample must be
heterogeneous (diverse) to ensure sufficient variance among participants. Convenience
sampling that strives to ensure a diverse group of participants is indicated. Orme and Hudson
(1995) recommend a sample of 450 to 550 participants for an ecometric validation, and this is
borne out by my own experience.

The population for this validation was defined as South Africa young people in the age range of
14 to 21 years (the age range that the scale is intended for). From this population, the bulk of
which constitutes children (people under the age of 18), a sample of approximately 500
participants was drawn. The reason for the larger sample was to ensure as diverse a sample as
possible and to allow sufficient participants for comparisons across demographic groups. Data
were collected in groups from seven sites to increase the heterogeneity of the sample,
including high schools and Child and Youth Care Centres in three provinces, covering the full
age range and ensuring racial and cultural diversity and good representation of those in the
lower socioeconomic brackets.

Participants were recruited as follows:
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1. Several sites that met the sampling criteria and for which one of the research team
members had a point of access were approached. Several could not assist, but seven
were able to do so in the last four months of 2013. The attached site information letter
(Appendix A) was provided to prospective sites. Sites that agreed to participate signed
an Organisational Consent Form (Appendix B).

2. The site was asked to recruit participants into the study (according to the guidelines in
Appendix C) to protect the privacy of potential participants, using the attached
participant information letter (Appendix D). This letter served to inform both the
children and their parents or guardians.

3. Those who agreed to participate were asked to sign the informed consent form
(Appendix E). Both the child and her/his parents/guardians were requested to sign the
same form, unless the participants were 18 or older, in which case the participants
signed for themselves.

4. Sites then administered the questionnaire to the participants anonymously, returning
the completed questionnaires separately from the consent forms to me.

Data Collection Tool. The ‘GBT Questionnaire for Care-Leavers’ that has been validated
includes the full questionnaire that is being used in the longitudinal care-leaving study, except
for four sections that are specific to GBT care-leavers and that would not make sense to other
people, viz: Relationships with GBT staff; Experiences of being in GBT; Feelings about leaving
GBT; and Feelings about contacting GBT staff after | leave GBT. The GBT Questionnaire for
Care-Leavers comprised 187 items. Incorporated into the GBT Questionnaire is the Impression
Management Index (Van Breda & Potgieter, 2007), a scale that measures social desirability
and that has been validated in South Africa.

In addition to our own scale, two other scales were incorporated to assess convergent validity,
comprising 22 items, bringing the total scale to 209 items:

1. Connor-Davidson Resilience Scale (Connor & Davidson, 2003; Windle, Bennett, &
Noyes, 2011). This scale, developed ten years ago and one of the more robust
resilience measures available, will be utilised. (Permission from the scale developers is
awaited.) The short version (10 items) of scale (usually 25 items), demonstrates good
psychometric properties and has been meaningfully used in a South African study
(Bruwer, Emsley, Kidd, Lochner, & Seedat, 2008). The scale has been purchased from
the developers for use in this validation study.

2. Multidimensional Scale of Perceived Social Support (Bruwer et al., 2008). This
scale, developed in the 1980s, has recently been validated with a sample of over 500
high school students in Cape Town. The scale comprises 12 items, grouped in three
constructs (support from friends, family and significant others).

The questionnaire was paired with a separate answer sheet and a demographic information
sheet. The complete data collection package is attached (Appendixes F and G).

Data Analysis. Data were captured and analysed in SPSS, using the following statistics (Van
Breda, 2004):
1. Item analysis (including item variance, item means, item omissions and item-total
correlations)
Internal consistency (reliability)
Standard error of measurement
Multiple group confirmatory analysis at item level
Convergent and discriminant analysis at subscale level

A wN

This validation was combined with a scale development exercise, designed to weed out the
weakest items from the current scale with a view to enhancing the measurement properties of
the remaining items. Thus, the above statistics were performed iteratively, in four rounds of
analysis, with each round prompting the removal of a handful of items (usually not more than
one per subscale) followed by a repeat of the analysis to see the ripple effect not only on the
individual subscale but also on all the other scales.
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Ethical Considerations

The ethical risks of this study were relatively low because the participants were not involved in
an intervention that could potentially cause harm, and the questions in the questionnaire focus
towards the positive aspects of life and do not obviously dig into painful life experiences.
Nevertheless, any research with children has risks.

Within the broader ethical undertaking presented in the parent project to this study, the risks
associated with the current study were minimised through the following mechanisms:

1.

2.

3.

Permission to conduct the study was obtained from the head of each data collection
site.

The privacy of the population was protected by contracting someone who works at the
site to send out the invitations to participate.

Both parent (or guardian in the case of children who are in care) and child were
requested to sign the consent form before participating.

The consent form included information about the study and their right to choose
whether or not to participate, ensuring that the sample was voluntary and not coerced.
No identifying information (name, etc) was recorded on the data collection tools and the
consent forms were kept separate from the data collection tools, so that there was no
way of pairing data with names, thereby protecting the confidentiality of participants
and the anonymity of the data.

Each site was requested before agreeing to take part in the study to have a referral
mechanism in place for participants who experienced emotional or social distress as a
result of this study.

The University of Johannesburg’s Faculty of Humanities Ethics Committee gave ethical
approval to the study (Appendix H).
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Preparation of Dataset

Complete corrections to the Access Database. n=592
Export to Text. Import to SPSS. SPSS 01.

SPSS 02. Delete questionnaires with 164 or fewer items completed, i.e 78% or less completed
= 21 respondents or 3.5% of the sample.

New n=571

Run Syntax 01 for labels, reverse scoring and creation of scales.

Check IMI (acceptable limit is 58%)

Mean = 11.9%, SD = 12.8

38.2% scored 0

A further 31.7% scored 11.1% => 69.9% answered one or none of the 9 IMI in a socially
desirable way.

Two people scored above 58% - delete both:

Allen Glen #178

Overport #54

Final n=569

4| Page



Round 1 of Validation

SPSS 03. Run Syntax 02 for Round 1 of the validation.
Copy and paste to Excel
(Export big correlation matrixes to Excel, then copy and paste, because SPSS hangs)

Excel 01. Item analysis
% Means
Should be close to the centre of the possible range

(8 is the midpoint of a 1-5 point scale)

Range from 2.15 (-.85 of 3) to 4.70 (+ 1.7 of 3)

Mean of the means is 3.62 — the responses are all positively skewed
= 1.5-2.5 = 11 participants

= 2.51-3.5 =49
= 3.51-4.5= 139

YV VYV

>

>

» Range from 0.36 to 2.22

= 451-50=1

Flag (orange) the highest 14%, ie 29 items, ie 4.15-4.70
% Variance

Should be high

» Mean variance = 1.11
» Flag the lowest 14%, ie 30 items, ie 0.36-.070

< Impression management

>

Items should have low correlations with Ml
» Range from -.134 to .287
» Mean = .115 for positive correlations
» Flag the highest 14%, ie 29 items, ie .287 to .175
% Corrected Item-Total Correlations

Flag the lowest 14%, ie 30 items, ie under .30

Should have low levels of item omission (standard: under 5%)

» Should be high (standard: above .45)
» Range from -.329 to .872
» Mean = .496 (of positive correlations)
» 75 items (35.9% of them) are below .45!
>
» Light flag those in the .3s, ie 17 items
% Omissions
>
» High rates of omissions for:

=  Work Relationships ~ 89% (most participants don’t work)

= Love Relationships ~ 43% (many participants not in a love relationship)

= CD-RISC = 4-9% (last section of scale — fatigue?)

= Social Support = 3-4% (second last section of scale — fatigue?). But the third last
section (generosity) had very low omissions (~0.4%), so it's puzzling

» Next highest rates of omissions for a few items in Community Relationships: 2.8% and
lower
» Nothing flagged
Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
Family Rel 0.818 5 % Very good reliability. Cannot be improved by removing items.
% Few items
% Item 1 has a high mean
% Item 6 has a high mean, also low variance
% IT Correlations all above .45 (lowest is .569), and all higher than
with other scales (highest is .500). Highest for Social Supports, as
expected.
< Accept Scale without Changes.
Friends Rel 0.749 7 % Good reliability. Can be improved by removing item 10 (friends

get into trouble) which makes sense as this is not about the
quality of the friendship.

Item 7 has high mean.

Iltems 11 & 12 have low variance.

Item 10 has very low IT Cor (.234).

Item 13 has borderline IT Cor (.394).
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Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis

< All items, except 10, correlate moderately with Soc Sup as
expected.

% Al IT Correlations higher than with other scales (highest is .397).

% Remove ltem 10.

School Rel 0.829 6 % Very good reliability. Cannot be improved by removing items.

% Item 18 has high mean and low variance

% Item 19 has high mean

% IT Correlations all above .45 (lowest is .527), and all higher than
with other scales (highest is .473). Highest for Social Supports
though not as high as for previous variables, as expected. Also a
bit higher for self-expectations and learning orientation, social
activities and role models.

% Accept Scale without Changes.

Work Rel 0.920 6 « Excellent reliability. Cannot be improved by removing items.

« Small response due to most not working. Query relevance of the
scale as a baseline measure — only 11% of participants are
involved.

« Five of the six items correlate highly with IMI.

% IT Correlations all above .45 (lowest is .668), and all higher than
with other scales (highest is .568).

« Scale performs well, but not relevant.

% Remove Scale entirely.

Community 0.828 6 % Very good reliability. Can be improved (.834) be removing Item
Rel 29.

< Item 29 has high mean and low variance (also highest correlation
with IMI, though not flagged).

% IT Cor all above .40 (lowest is .405 for Item 29, and all higher
than with other scales (highest is .428, not for item 29).

% Remove item 29.

Role Model 0.908 6 « Excellent reliability, cannot be improved.
Rel % Items 33, 37 & 38 have high means.

% IT Cor all above .45 (lowest is .691), all higher than with other
scales (highest is .451).

< Accept Scale without Changes.

Love Rel 0.579 6 « Very poor reliability, but can be radically improved (to .810) by
removing ltem 40.

« Nearly half participants left this out — query relevance.

% ltems 43 and 44 have high means.

% IT Cor all above .45 (lowest is .475) except for [tem 40 (-.329).
The negative value of this correlation is very problematic and is
the cause of the low reliability.

% Meaning and directionality of Item 40 is dubious.

« Al IT Cor are higher than with other scales (highest is .268).

% Remove item 40.

Community 0.752 4 « Good reliability, can be improved (.776) if item 47 is removed.
Safety % IT Cor all above .40 (lowest is .405 for item 47, and all higher
than with other scales (highest is .471, not for item 47).

% Although removing item 47 seems appropriate, this would result
in a three-item scale, which is not desirable.

< Accept Scale without Changes.

Financial 0.718 4 % Good reliability, cannot be improved by removing any item.
Security % IT Cor all above .40 (lowest is .440 for item 52, and all higher
than with other scales (highest is .274).

% Accept Scale without Changes.

Social 0.716 8 % Good reliability, but can be improved by removing item 60, and
Activities perhaps item 55.

% IT Cor all above .40 (lowest is .400 for item 56), except for items
55 (.231) and 60 (.150).

% Al IT Cor are higher than with other scales, except for Item 55
which correlates more highly with Spirituality than Social Activities
(.481).

% Item 60 was added to an existing scale by the GBT team. Does
not appear to be conceptually relevant to the construct.

< Remove item 60. Then perhaps also 55.

Learning 0.658 9 < Poor reliability, can be slightly improved by removing item 64
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Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
Orientation (.669).

% Items 61 and 64 have high means.

% IT Cor are mostly low — 3 flagged and 3 more lightly flagged. Only
2 exceed .45. Points to the lack of internal coherence among the
items and raises questions about validity.

« Three items (61, 64 & 67) have higher correlations with other
scales than own scale, mostly with self-expectations, but also
social support, generosity, self-esteem, hopefulness, school
relationships. Item 64 in particular correlated more highly with
most other scales than with its own scale — also empathy, conflict
resolution, team work, spirituality, delayed gratification, self-
efficacy, locus of control, problem solving, social activities, role
models, community relationships, work relationships.

% Overall performance of the scale is poor. May need to drop it.

% Remove items 61 and 64.

Self 0.746 7 % Good reliability, can be slightly improved (.760) be removing item
Expectations 72.

% Item 72 has high mean, low variance.

% Item 74 has high mean.

% IT Cor are above .45 for 4 items, flagged for 1 (item 72 = .188)
and light flag for 73 and 74.

% IT Cor are higher for own than other scales, except for item 72 —
higher for local of control. Highest correlations with Learning
Orientation, as expected.

« These two constructs clearly overlap (scale level correlation is
.48) and may be measuring the same construct. Will be best to
delete one of them. LO is a standardised scale, while SE is our
own creation! SE is performing much better than LO.

% Remove item 72.

Bounce- 0.679 6 « Poor reliability, can be significantly improved (.749) be removing
backability item 81.

% IT Cor all above .40 (lowest is .421), except for item 81 (.006!).
Item 81 correlates more highly with self-efficacy, locus of control
and resourcefulness.

% Remove item 81.

Problem 0.659 7 « Poor reliability, can be significantly improved (.733) by removing
Solving item 89.

% Item 83 has high mean, low variance.

% Item 89 correlates highly with IMI.

% |IT Cor all above .40, except items 83 (.283) and 89 (-.120!).

% Item 89 was written by GBT — rest come from a standardised
scale — and does measures neither independent nor
interdependent problem solving. Correlates highly with other
resilience measures, especially resourcefulness.

% Cor with other variables higher for item 83 than with own
construct — empathy.

% Remove item 89.

Locus of 0.592 6 « Very poor reliability, but can be improved (.649) by removing
Control item 93.

% Three items have high mean and low variance.

% One item correlates highly with IMI.

< All but one IT Cor below .45, two flagged, but all higher than with
other scales, except for item 93.

% Overall coherence of the scale is not looking good. May need to
drop it.

% Remove item 93.

Self-Efficacy 0.785 9 % Good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing items.

Item 97 has high mean and low variance.

Items 101 & 104 have low variance.

Iltems 99, 100 & 103 correlate highly with IMI. Maybe these items
tap into a cavalier “I can handle anything” attitude?

IT Cor above .45 except for items 98 (.376) and 102 (.379).

IT Cor higher than with other scales, except for item 102 (.403 -
Resourcefulness).

Tricky, because most items have problems on one of the criteria,
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Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
but no clearly poorly performing items. May need to tinker and
drop a few items in the end.

% Remove item 102.

Hopefulness 0.586 6 « Very poor reliability, but can be significantly imrpvoed (.661) by
dropping item 107.

% Items 108 and 110 have high means.

% Item 108 correlates highly with IMI.

« Three of the six items have very low IT Cor, particularly item 107
(.040). IT Cor are higher than for other scales, except for items
107 and 109 (both with self-esteem). These two constructs are
highly correlated at scale level (.543) raising questions about the
conceptual distinction. May need to drop Hopefulness.

% Remove item 107.

Self-Esteem 0.794 10 % Good reliability, which can be improved (.803) by dropping item
122.

« Four items correlate highly with IMI (not item 122).

% Item 116 has low variance.

% IT Cor above .40, except for 122 (.250) and two other flagged
items (117 & 121).

% Three items (113, 117 & 121) correlate with other scales more
than own scale (self-efficacy and resourcefulness).

« This one also tricky.

% Remove item 122.

Resource- 0.786 8 % Good reliability, which will not be improved by removing an item.
fulness « Four of the 8 items have low variance

« Six items correlate highly with IMI. This construct, more than any
other, appears to be influenced by IM. At scale level, has the
highest correlation with IMI (.351 — next highest is .277 for self-
efficacy, which is quite a big gap).

% IT Cor are all above .40, except for item 129 (.374). This is one of
the two items that do not correlate with IMI. All IT Cor are larger
than with other scales.

« This may require quite a bit of tinkering.

+ Remove item 129.

Stress 0.700 7 % Good reliability, which can be increased slightly by removing item
Tolerance 141.

« IT Cor all above .40, except for items 140 and 141, all higher than
with other scales, except for item 141.

% Remove item 141.

Delayed 0.524 10 « Very poor reliability, but can be improved a bit by removing item
Gratification 144.

% Only two IT Cor exceed .40 and none meets the .45 standard.
Four items correlate more highly with other scales than own scale.

% The coherence of this scale is poor. May want to drop it.

% Remove item 144.

Spirituality 0.861 6 % Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.

% IT Cor all above .45 (lowest is .610), with no cor with other scales
being higher (highest is .342).

< Accept Scale without Changes.

Team Work 0.814 5 % Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.

% Items 159 & 163 have high means and low variance.

s Items 161 & 163 correlate highly with IMI.

< IT Cor all above .45 (lowest is .522), with no cor with other scales
being higher (highest is .476).

% Accept Scale without Changes.

Conflict 0.585 6 % Very poor reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
Resolution items.

®,
o

X3

o

®,
o

Item 165 has high mean and low variance.

Iltems 165, 168 & 169 correlate highly with IMI.

Only one item meets IT Cor of .40, and three are below .30.
Three items correlate more highly with other scales than own
(Team Work and Empathy).

Conceptual coherence of this scale is poor. Probably drop this
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Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
scale. But Items 164 and especially 165 were written by GBT and
don’t appear to fit the construct.
< Remove item 165.
Empathy 0.883 8 « Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.
“ Item 176 has high mean.
% Four items have low variance.
% IT Cor all exceed .45 (lowest .581) and exceed correlations with
other scales (highest .564).
% Accept Scale without Changes.
Generosity 0.718 10 % Good reliability, which can be markedly improved by removing
item 183.
% Items 178 & 179 have high mean and low variance and correlate
highly with IMI.
% Items 182 & 185 have low variance.
« Seven IT Cor exceed .40, but two are lightly flagged and one is a
zero correlation (-.004!) — fits better with delayed gratification.
« Three items correlate more highly with other scales than own
(work and community relations).
< Remove item 183.
Social 0.883 12 « Standardised scale, so this is just for comparison with our scales.
Supports % Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.
% Item 193 has low variance.
< Al IT Cor exceed .45 (lowest is .509), but three items correlate
more highly with other scales (all with Family Relationships). At
scale level, the correlation is .576, which is very high, suggesting
these two scales measure much the same construct.
CD RISC 0.828 10 « Standardised scale, so this is just for comparison with our scales.

Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.

Item 205 has high mean.

All IT Cor exceed .40 (lowest is .427), all of which exceed cor with
other scales (highest is .441). Highest scale level correlation is
with self-efficacy.

9| Page




Round 2 of Validation
SPSS 04. Run Syntax 03 for Round 2 of the validation.
Copy and paste to Excel

Excel 02. Item analysis
% Corrected Item-Total Correlations

» Should be high (standard: above .45)
» Range from .121 to .798
» Mean = .516 (up from .496)
» 49 items (28% of them) are below .45, a good improvement from 75 items (35.9%).
» Items under .40 flagged, and items in low 40s lightly flagged.
Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
Family Rel .818 5 % Very good reliability. Cannot be improved by removing items.

% Few items

% Item 1 has a high mean

“ Item 6 has a high mean, also low variance

% IT Correlations all above .45 (lowest is .569), and all higher than
with other scales (highest is .500). Highest for Social Supports, as
expected.

% Items 1 to 3 correlate strongly (above .45) with Social Supports.
This is acceptable, as the two scales measure a very similar
construct.

< Accept Scale without Changes.

Friends Rel 49 7 « Removed Item 10.
.779 6 % Good reliability — improved by 5% . Cannot be further improved by
removing items.

% Item 7 has high mean.

% Items 11 & 12 have low variance.

s Three ITC are good, two are in the low 40, one under 40 (item
11).

% Removal of item 11 drops the alpha by only .1%, but removes an
item with an unacceptably low ITC.

% Remove ltem 11.

School Rel .829 6 % Very good reliability. Cannot be improved by removing items.

« Item 18 has high mean and low variance

% Item 19 has high mean

% |IT Correlations all above .45 (lowest is .527), and all higher than
with other scales (highest is .473). Highest for Social Supports,
though not as high as for previous variables, as expected. Also a
bit higher for self-expectations and learning orientation, social
activities and role models.

< Accept Scale without Changes.

Community 328 6 < Removed item 29.
Rel .834 5 % Very good reliability. Cannot be further improved by removing
items.

« Al ITC very good and far higher than other scales.

% Item 32 correlates very highly (above .45) with Generosity. This
is a concern. However, the ITC is extremely high, making this
probably fine.

< Accept Scale.

Role Model 0.908 6 % Excellent reliability, cannot be improved.
Rel % Items 33, 37 & 38 have high means.

% IT Cor all above .45 (lowest is .691), all higher than with other
scales (highest is .451).

% Item 36 correlates strongly (above .45) with Social Supports. This
is acceptable, as the two scales measure a very similar construct.
In addition, the ITC is extremely high, making this probably fine.

% Accept Scale without Changes.

Love Rel 579 6 % Removed item 40.
.810 5 “ Very good reliability — a 23% improvement! Cannot be further

X3

®,
o

improved by removing items.
Nearly half participants left this out — query relevance.
Items 43 and 44 have high means.
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Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
% Al ITC good and far higher than other scales.
< Accept Scale.
Community 0.752 4 % Good reliability, can be improved (.776) if item 47 is removed.
Safety % IT Cor all above .40 (lowest is .405 for item 47, and all higher
than with other scales (highest is .277).
< Although removing item 47 seems appropriate, this would result
in a three-item scale, which is not desirable.
% Accept Scale without Changes.
Financial 0.718 4 « Good reliability, cannot be improved by removing any item.
Security % IT Cor all above .40 (lowest is .440 for item 52, and all higher
than with other scales (highest is .265).
< Accept Scale without Changes.
Social +16 8 % Removed item 60.
Activities .743 7 % Good reliability, improved by 3%, but can go up more by
removing item 55.
% All but one ITCs okay (two in the low 40s) and higher than other
scales.
% Item 55 correlates very highly (above .45) with Spirituality and
has a very low ITC.
% Remove Item 55.
Learning 658 9 % Removed items 61 and 64.
Orientation .687 7 « Poor reliability, slightly improved. Can be pushed over .7 by
removing item 68.
% Three ITCs are flagged, plus one lightly. ITCs higher than other
scales, except for items 67 and 68.
% Remove Items 67 & 68.
Self- 46 7 % Remove item 72.
Expectations | ,759 6 « Good reliability. Can be further improved by removing item 74.
% Item 74 has high mean.
% Four ITCs are good, and all but item 74 are higher than other
scales.
< Odd to remove item 74, as it is the only item specifically
mentioning ‘expectations for myself’!
% Remove ltem 74.
Bounce- 679 6 % Removed item 81.
backability 749 5 % Good reliability. Cannot be further improved by removing items.
% Al ITC fine, except for item 77 (just under .40) and higher than
other scales.
< Accept Scale.
Problem 659 7 % Removed item 89.
Solving .733 6 % Good reliability, but can be further improved by removing item
83.
% Item 83 has high mean, low variance.
% All ITCs, except item 83, above .40 and higher than other scales.
% Remove Item 83.
Locus of 592 6 % Removed item 93.
Control .646 5 « Poor reliability, but 5% improved on before. Cannot be further
improved by removing items.
% Three items have high mean and low variance.
% One item correlates highly with IMI.
% Three ITCs under .45, two of which under .40. Highest ITC is
477.
% Scale lacks internal coherence and separation from other scales.
% Remove Scale entirely.
Self-Efficacy 785 9 % Removed item 102.
.778 8 « Good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing items.

K3
o

K2
o

K3
o

Item 97 has high mean and low variance.

Iltems 101 & 104 have low variance.

Items 99, 100 & 103 correlate highly with IMI. Maybe these items
tap into a cavalier “I can handle anything” attitude?

All but one ITC are good and higher than other scales.

Item 98 has ITC under .40. Its removal will drop the reliability
very slightly but increase validity.

Items 100 and 105 correlate strongly (above .45) with CD-RISC.
This is acceptable, as the two scales measure a very similar
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Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
construct.
% Remove item 98.
Hopefulness 586 6 % Removed item 107.
.659 5 « Poor reliability, but improved by 7% . Can be improved to above
.7 by removing item 109.

« Item 97 has high mean and low variance.

% Items 108 and 110 have high means.

« Item 108 correlates highly with IMI.

% Three ITCs are good and higher than other scales, but item 109
has very low ITC and that correlates more strongly with self-
esteem.

% Item 112 correlates strongly (above .45) with self-esteem. This is
a concern because the ITC for this item is not very convincing.

% Remove item 109.

Self-Esteem 94 10 % Removed item 122.
.804 9 « Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.

« Four items correlate highly with [MI.

% Item 116 has low variance.

% Four ITC are of concern (especially 117 and 121) and one is lower
than for other scales (117). Item 113 has almost identical ITC and
correlation with self-efficacy.

% ltem 124 correlates very highly (above .45) with Resourcefulness.
This is a concern. However, the ITC is okay, making this probably
fine.

% Remove item 117.

Resource- +86 8 % Removed item 129.
fulness 778 7 « Good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing items.

% Four of the 8 items have low variance

% Six items correlate highly with IMI. This construct, more than any
other, appears to be influenced by IM. At scale level, has the
highest correlation with IMI (.350 — next highest is .272 for self-
efficacy, which is quite a big gap).

« Al ITC above .40 and higher than other scales.

% ltem 126 correlates highly (above .45) with CD-RISC, which is a
bit of a concern. But given that they measure similar constructs,
and the ITC is very high, it’s probably fine.

% Item 131 correlates very highly (above .45) with Self-Efficacy.
This is a concern. However, the ITC is good, making this probably
fine.

% Accept Scale.

Stress #0800 7 % Removed item 141.
Tolerance 714 6 « Good reliability, which can be slightly improved by removing item
140.

% Al ITC, other than item 140, are good and higher than other
scales.

% Remove item 140.

Delayed 524 10 < Removed item 144.
Gratification .603 9 « Poor reliability, which cannot be significantly improved by
removing items.

% All but one ITC are below .45 and most below .40 and few are
lower than other scales.

% The low alpha is a real big problem and undermines the overall
quality of the measure.

< Remove Scale entirely.

Spirituality .861 6 “ Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.

% IT Cor all above .45 (lowest is .610), with no cor with other scales
being higher (highest is .303).

< Accept Scale without Changes.

Team Work .814 5 “ Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing

items.

Items 159 & 163 have high means and low variance.

Iltems 161 & 163 correlate highly with IMI.

IT Cor all above .45 (lowest is .522), with no cor with other scales
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Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
being higher (highest is .476).
% Items 159 and 163 correlate very highly (above .45) with
Generosity and Empathy respectively. This is a concern,
particularly given that the ITCs are not very convincing. It raises
some questions about the coherence of this construct.
% Accept Scale without Changes.
Conflict 585 6 % Removed item 165.
Resolution .568 5 % Very poor reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.
s Items 168 & 169 correlate highly with IMI.
% ITC are all below .45, only 1 above .40, and two are lower than
other scales.
« The low alpha is a real problem. Pity, because this is an important
construct for the study.
% Remove Scale entirely.
Empathy 0.883 8 « Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.
“ Item 176 has high mean.
% Four items have low variance.
% IT Cor all exceed .45 (lowest .581) and exceed correlations with
other scales (highest .559).
% Items 173 and 175-177 correlate very highly (above .45) with
Generosity. This is a concern, though for two of the items the ITC
is very high, making this probably fine. But the overlap between
Empathy and Generosity must be explored theoretically.
< Accept Scale without Changes.
Generosity 18 10 % Removed item 183.
775 9 « Good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing items.
% Items 178 & 179 have high mean and low variance and correlate
highly with IMI.
% Items 182 & 185 have low variance.
« Five ITCs exceed .45, but one (item 178) is below .40. Two ITCs
are lower than other scales (items 180 and 182).
« Items 180, 182 and 185 correlate very highly (above .45) with
Empathy (for the second two) and Community Relations (the first
item). This is a concern, though for all three items the ITC is very
high, making this probably fine. But the overlap between Empathy
and Generosity must be explored theoretically.
% Remove item 178.
Social 0.883 12 « Standardised scale, so this is just for comparison with our scales.
Supports < Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.
% Item 193 has low variance.
< Al IT Cor exceed .45 (lowest is .509), but three items correlate
more highly with other scales (all with Family Relationships). At
scale level, the correlation is .576, which is very high, suggesting
these two scales measure much the same construct.
CD RISC 0.828 10 « Standardised scale, so this is just for comparison with our scales.

Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.

Item 205 has high mean.

All IT Cor exceed .40 (lowest is .427), all of which exceed cor with
other scales (highest is .441). Highest scale level correlation is
with self-efficacy.
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Round 3 of Validation
SPSS 05. Run Syntax 04 for Round 3 of the validation.
Copy and paste to Excel

Excel 03. Item analysis
% Corrected Item-Total Correlations

YVVVY

Should be high (standard: above .45)

Range from .339 to .798

Mean = .559 (up from .516, up from .496)

25 items (17%) are below .45, a good improvement from 49 items (28% of them),

improved from 75 items (35.9%).
» The four items under .40 flagged, and the 21 items in low 40s lightly flagged.

Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
Family Rel .818 5 « Very good reliability. Cannot be improved by removing items.

% Few items

% Item 1 has a high mean

% Item 6 has a high mean, also low variance

“ |IT Correlations all above .45 (lowest is .569), and all higher than
with other scales (highest is .500). Highest for Social Supports, as
expected.

% Items 1 to 3 correlate strongly (above .45) with Social Supports.
This is acceptable, as the two scales measure a very similar
construct.

% Accept Scale without Changes.

Friends Rel 49 7 % Removed item 11.
779 6 % Removed Item 10.
I77 5 % Good reliability — dropped slightly after removal of item 11. Can
be further improved by removing item 12.

« Item 7 has high mean.

% Items 11 & 12 have low variance.

% Three ITC are good, one is in the low 40s, one under 40 (item
12). Item 12’s ITC has dropped from .409 to .354, as a result of
deleting item 11 which had an ITC of .381. Thus, the removal of
item 11 has resulted in a shorter but less robust scale.

% It weremoved item 12, we’'d have the highest alpha and ITC, but
a narrower construct. There are really two aspects to the 6-item
version, viz goodness of friends and supportiveness of friendship.
Items 11 and 12 measure the former. Either we drop both,
leading to a 4-item construct about supportiveness of friendships,
or we reinstate item 11 so we capture both aspects. Ideally,
though, a scale should be unidimensional, so removing item 12 is
indicated.

% However, if we do that, item 13’s ITC drops to under .40. So
every removal of an item impacts on others, which is a slippery
slide to single-item scales. If item 13 was then dropped, alpha
would jump to .827, suggesting that items 7-9 form a coherent
but very narrow ‘supportive friendships’ construct. The other
three items (11-13) do intercorrelate, but their alpha is only .539.

< Overall, the best solution seems to be to reinstate item 11 and
have a slightly broader construct about supportive and positive
friendships. Factorial validity is fine either way.

< Reinstate item 11, then accept scale.

School Rel .829 6 % Very good reliability. Cannot be improved by removing items.

% Item 18 has high mean and low variance

% Item 19 has high mean

« |IT Correlations all above .45 (lowest is .527), and all higher than
with other scales (highest is .473). Highest for Social Supports,
though not as high as for previous variables, as expected. Also a
bit higher for self-expectations and learning orientation, social
activities and role models.

< Accept Scale without Changes.

Community 828 6 % Removed item 29.
Rel .834 5 % Very good reliability. Cannot be further improved by removing
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Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
items.

« Al ITC very good and far higher than other scales.

% Item 32 correlates very highly (above .45) with Generosity. This
is a concern. However, the ITC is extremely high, making this
probably fine.

< Accept Scale.

Role Model 0.908 6 % Excellent reliability, cannot be improved.
Rel « Items 33, 37 & 38 have high means.

% |IT Cor all above .45 (lowest is .691), all higher than with other
scales (highest is .451).

% Item 36 correlates strongly (above .45) with Social Supports. This
is acceptable, as the two scales measure a very similar construct.
In addition, the ITC is extremely high, making this probably fine.

< Accept Scale without Changes.

Love Rel 579 (3 % Removed item 40.
.810 5 “ Very good reliability — a 23% improvement! Cannot be further
improved by removing items.

% Nearly half participants left this out — query relevance.

% Items 43 and 44 have high means.

% Al ITC good and far higher than other scales.

< Accept Scale.

Community 0.752 4 % Good reliability, can be improved (.776) if item 47 is removed.
Safety % IT Cor all above .40 (lowest is .405 for item 47, and all higher
than with other scales (highest is .277).

< Although removing item 47 seems appropriate, this would result
in a three-item scale, which is not desirable.

% Accept Scale without Changes.

Financial 0.718 4 « Good reliability, cannot be improved by removing any item.

Security % IT Cor all above .40 (lowest is .440 for item 52, and all higher
than with other scales (highest is .265).

< Accept Scale without Changes.
Social +16 8 % Removed item 55.
Activities 243 ] % Removed item 60.
762 6 % Good reliability, improved by another 2%, and cannot be further

improved.

« All but one ITCs okay (item 56 is .393) and all higher than other
scales. So factorial validity is good.

< Accept Scale.

Learning 658 9 % Removed items 67 & 68.
Orientation 687 z < Removed items 61 and 64.
719 5 % Good reliability, improved by 6% on original version. Cannot be
further improved by removing items.

% Two ITCs are lightly flagged, and all higher than with other scales.
Good factorial validity.

< Accept Scale.

Self- 46 7 % Removed Item 74.
Expectations | .z59 6 % Remove item 72.
766 5 % Good reliability, 2% improved on original version. Cannot be
further improved by removing items.

% One ITCs lightly flagged, and all higher than with other scales.
Good factorial validity.

< Accept Scale.

Bounce- 679 6 % Removed item 81.
backability 749 5 % Good reliability. Cannot be further improved by removing items.

% Al ITC fine, except for item 77 (just under .40) and higher than
other scales.

< Accept Scale.

Problem 659 7 % Removed Item 883.
Solving 733 6 % Removed item 89.
742 5 % Good reliability, 9% improved on original version. Cannot be

K3
o
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further improved by removing items.

All ITCs above .40 and higher than other scales. Good factorial
validity.

Accept Scale.
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Scale Alpha | Items | Analysis
Self-Efficacy | 785 9 % Removed item 98.

778 8 < Removed item 102.

770 7 « Good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing items. It
has dropped by 1.5% since the original, but to the benefit of
validity.

« Item 97 has high mean and low variance.

% Items 101 & 104 have low variance.

% Items 99, 100 & 103 correlate highly with IMI. Maybe these items
tap into a cavalier “I can handle anything” attitude?

% Al ITC are good and higher than other scales.

% Items 100 and 105 correlate strongly (above .45) with CD-RISC.
This is acceptable, as the two scales measure a very similar
construct.

< Accept Scale.

Hopefulness | 586 6 % Removed item 109.

659 5 < Removed item 107.

713 4 « Good reliability, improved by 13% from original. Cannot be
further improved by removing items

“ Item 97 has high mean and low variance.

% Items 108 and 110 have high means.

% Item 108 correlates highly with IMI.

« All ITCs above .40, one lightly flagged, all above other scales

s Item 112 correlates strongly (above .45) with self-esteem. This is
a concern because the ITC for this item is not very convincing.
However, this item speaks directly to the future, which is central
to this construct.

< Accept Scale.

Self-Esteem 94 10 % Removed item 117.

-804 9 < Removed item 122.

.802 8 « Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items, though removing item 121 will not reduce reliability.

« Four items correlate highly with [MI.

% Item 116 has low variance

« Three ITCs are of concern (particularly item 121 is .339) and one
is lower than for other scales (item 113). Item 113 has almost
identical ITC and correlation with self-efficacy.

% Item 124 correlates very highly (.509) with Resourcefulness. This
is a concern, especially as the ITC is not very high (.591).

% The most coherent scale (alpha = .813 and lowest ITC .582)
comes with four items (115, 119, 120, 123), but all of these are
negatively worded, thus do not really measure self-esteem (rather
the absence of a negative self-esteem). So, although the numbers
look nice, the content validity is problematic.

% Ifitem 121 isremoved, item 116’s ITC drops from .410 to .370,
so either way, we will have one item with an ITC under .40. The
notion of being “a person of worth” is important to self-esteem,
thus recommend not dropping item 121.

s Accept Scale.

Resource- +86 8 % Removed item 129.
fulness 778 7 « Good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing items.

% Four of the 8 items have low variance

« Six items correlate highly with IMI. This construct, more than any
other, appears to be influenced by IM. At scale level, has the
highest correlation with IMI (.350 — next highest is .272 for self-
efficacy, which is quite a big gap).

« Al ITC above .40 and higher than other scales.

% Item 126 correlates highly (above .45) with CD-RISC, which is a
bit of a concern. But given that they measure similar constructs,
and the ITC is very high, it’s probably fine.

« Item 131 correlates very highly (above .45) with Self-Efficacy.
This is a concern. However, the ITC is good, making this probably
fine.

< Accept Scale.

Stress 00 7 % Removed item 140.
Tolerance 214 6 < Removed item 141.
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.716 5 % Good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing items.
% All ITCs above .40, though one lightly flagged, and all higher than
other scales. Good factorial validity.
< Accept Scale.
Spirituality .861 6 % Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.
% IT Cor all above .45 (lowest is .610), with no cor with other scales
being higher (highest is .303).
< Accept Scale without Changes.
Team Work .814 5 % Very good reliability, which cannot be improved by removing
items.
% Items 159 & 163 have high means and low variance.
s Items 161 & 163 correlate highly with IMI.
< IT Cor all above .45 (lowest is .522), with no cor with other scales
being higher (highest is .476).
«