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21 tables, references, 79 titles. 

The purpose of this study was to examine the reliability 

and validity of the Child Life Style Scale (CLSS) and clarify 

the underlying dimensions of the scale. Dr. Kathleen Stiles 

designed the 90 item CLSS to quantitatively identify life 

style typologies for children between eight and twelve. 

This questionnaire consisted of 6 scales based on Adlerian 

constructs of personality. They are pleasing, getting, 

controlling, rebelling, inadequacy, and socially useful. 

Ten items were deleted after an inter-judge 

reliability/validity study. The 80 item CLSS was 

administered to 314 third, fourth, and fifth graders in 

public and private schools in Dallas, Texas. Internal 

consistency coefficients for the six subscales ranged from 

.72 to .76 and test-retest reliability coefficients ranged 

from .70 to .80 (p < .001). 

Results from a factor analysis confirmed the original 

six scales but factors five and six were not strong. 

Exploratory factor analysis found four clear factors with 

internal consistency coefficients ranging from .76 to .84 and 

test-retest reliability coefficients ranging from .73 to .83 



(p < .001). Underlying dimensions of the factors, which 

reflect Alfred Adler's four typologies exactly, were: 

Factor 1: Rebelliousness 

Factor 2: Social Usefulness 

Factor 3: Control 

Factor 4: Fear of Failure. 

Results of analysis of variance indicated that age and 

socioeconomics made significant differences while gender and 

place in the family were not as significant. 

This study showed the revised 64 item version of the 

CLSS reflects Adler's tenets exactly, and has a more concise 

format with better reliability and validity. The CLSS is a 

solid questionnaire worth being further investigated for use 

in schools and therapy. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Individual Psychology is based upon the belief that all 

individuals are social, creative, and responsible human 

beings whose actions and thought processes have purpose and 

forward movement (Dinkmeyer, Pew, & Dinkmeyer, 1979; Mosak, 

1984). Individuals are unique and holistic; and all their 

thoughts, feelings, and actions are based on movement toward 

their fictional goal. These goals are contingent on their 

view of themselves and the world. This dynamic concept,that 

Adler later called the individual's "law of movement", is 

what comprises the life style (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 

1956/1964). 

Every person uses the surrounding environment from the 

early years to formulate convictions of how to experience, 

understand, predict, and control life (Mosak, 1984) . The 

convictions each person holds become the basis for "the 

consistent movement toward the goal" or a plan of life, later 

called a style of life (Adler, 1956/1964, p. 173). Children 

develop a style of life that appears to them to accomplish 

the goal of becoming personally significant in their own 

minds, moving from a felt minus to a felt plus, and thereby 

developing power over their environment (Adler, 1956/1964). 

It is the child's perceptions and interpretations of what is 



happening in the environment rather than any reality that 

might be encountered that becomes the important motivating 

force in developing the life style (Adler, 1956/1964; 

Dreikurs, 1950/1989). 

Adlerian theory holds that a child's basic personality 

will be formed by the time the child is 4 or 5 years of age. 

The underlying structure of the basic life style convictions 

is in place by this age and will remain so unless challenged 

by a major life experience or therapy which reveals 

discrepancies in the individual's approach to life regarding 

the demands of social problems (Adler, 1929, 1956/1964; 

Dreikurs, 1950/1989, 1954; Dinkmeyer, Pew, Dinkmeyer, 1979). 

As a child experiences others and the surrounding world, 

opinions are formulated as to the child's own strengths and 

weaknesses in dealing with that world. Future experiences 

are filtered through those opinions and the child stores a 

subjective image of the experiences rather than an objective 

image (Ansbacher & Ansbacher, 1956/1964). According to Mosak 

(1984) the child's behavior becomes based on those subjective 

opinions was if" they were true. Using this cognitive map 

the child unconsciously believes the way to find significance 

and cope with life tasks is self-evident. Adler (1956/1964) 

believed that social interest is the individual's useful 

response to reality, which is primarily the social situation. 

To be successful in life depends on the degree of social 

interest the individual incorporates into the goal of finding 



significance (Adler, 1929). 

Adler (1964/1979) believed that one of the main tasks of 

Individual Psychology is to prove the unity, we call the 

'life style,' of an individual's thoughts, feelings, and 

actions, (p. 69) While every person has a unique and 

individual life style there are some similarities in the way 

we view life and these can be grouped for the purpose of 

study and understanding (Adler 1929). Adler discussed four 

types of life style for heuristic reasons (Adler, 1956/1964). 

Three of the life style types are based on a lack of social 

interest. The first type or "ruling attitude" is one of 

dominance over others in all relationships. The "getting 

type" describes people who expect others to take care of them 

and who lean on others. The "avoiding type" describes people 

who seek to avoid the solutions of problems in order to avoid 

defeat in dealing with the problem. The "socially useful 

type" is prepared to cooperate and contribute and extend a 

fair amount of activity for the benefit of others and has 

sufficient social interest. This last type reflects a 

responsible and committed attitude. 

Other theorists have sought to characterize typologies 

in an effort to simplify describing life style. Mosak (1971) 

described 14 types that were based on Adler's original four. 

The types are: getter, driver, controller, needs to be 

right, needs to be superior, needs to be liked, needs to be 

good, opposes everything, victim, martyr, baby, inadequate, 



avoids feelings, excitement seeker, and social interest type. 

Kefir and Corsini (1974) portrayed personality types in terms 

of accord, conflict, evasion, and neutral. 

Gushurst (1971) also described life style was a very 

concrete formulation made by a therapist using a particular 

individual's answers to a standardized set of questions" (p. 

30). The typologies of Adler, Mosak, Kefir and Corsini were 

derived after extensive interviews with the individual and/or 

members of the family. The life style interview covers family 

data, sibling comparisons, client attributes, and early 

recollections. The therapist records impressions of the 

client. Later the therapist discusses the major life style 

theme with the client and how that life style might help or 

hinder the person in dealing with the tasks of life 

(Eckstein, Baruth, & Mahrer, 1978). 

Each interview takes an inordinate amount of time to 

give, interpret, and is difficult to quantify (Gushurst, 

1971) . Therefore research using this technique has not been 

forthcoming. Several have called for research to examine the 

validity of using the life style interview or of developing a 

less time consuming and empirically validated quantitative 

form (Cline, 1977; Davis, 1978; Kyser, 1978; O'Phelan, 1977; 

West and Bubenzer, 1978). In recent years researchers and 

practitioners have begun to develop paper and pencil 

questionnaires based on different theorists in order to try 

to define Adlerian types effectively and precisely. Until 



recently all the life style questionnaires and instruments 

have been designed for adults. 

Dinkmeyer & Dinkmeyer (1977) developed an assessment to 

help counselors with the process of finding a way to know the 

child's perceptions. The Children's Life-Style Guide (CLG) 

is a standardized questionnaire form that serves as a basis 

for a structured interview. 

Stiles developed the Child Life Style Scale (CLSS) to 

assess life style typologies (Stiles & Wilborn, 1992). The 

CLSS is constructed on six Individual Psychology themes 

derived from Adler and Mosak. The themes are: Pleasing, 

Getting, Controlling, Rebelling, Inadequacy, and Socially 

Useful. Stiles' (1990/1991) initial research determined six 

underlying dimensions, but they were not clearly defined by 

factor analysis, nor completely homogeneous. There has been 

a need to further investigate the existence of clear 

dimensions for each theme and, therefore, to assist in the 

validation process if the CLSS is to become a valid and 

reliable instrument that can be used in the public domain. 

Statement of the Problem 

The research on life style has been scarce and most of 

it has centered on adult life styles. Yet a cornerstone of 

Adlerian theory is the belief that life style is created 

during childhood (Adler, 1929; Dreikurs, 1950/1989; Mosak, 

1984). Based on this belief, Stiles (1990/1991) developed 



the Child Life Style Scale (CLSS) to quantitatively identify 

life style typologies for children. No further research had 

been completed on children's life style types. There was a 

need for the existing instrument by Stiles (1990/1991) to be 

further examined for reliability and validity. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to further the 

development and extend the empirical research of the Child 

Life Style Scale (CLSS) designed by Stiles in 1990 to measure 

life style themes of children. A concomitant purpose was to 

clarify the previously defined themes of Pleasing, Getting, 

Controlling, Rebelling, Inadequacy, and Socially Useful 

posited in the CLSS. 

Importance of the Study 

Research on life style typologies gathers information 

concerning the common features of the human personality as 

well as adds heuristically to the body of empirical research 

concerning Adlerian theory. A short instrument which 

measures a child's Adlerian life style allows for more time 

efficient data gathering and a quick view of a child's 

perspective. 

Children often have academic and behavioral problems in 

school. School professionals who do not have much available 

time to spend with individual children need this type of 

practical means of conceptualizing the way a child views 

life. School counselors would find such an instrument 



helpful for screening or short term counseling. 

Private practitioners in family therapy often need to be 

able to clarify parent child relationships in a quick and 

efficient manner. Life style scales for children as well as 

adults would facilitate the process of the life style 

interviews necessary to determine the family's perspective of 

themselves, each other, and the world. 

Further, an instrument of this sort would be easy to 

administer and score, and, therefore, encourage further 

research. It would be useful to combine a children's life 

style instrument with other adult life style instruments in a 

longitudinal study in order to research Adler's theory that 

an individual's life style is set by the time the child is 

four or five years old (Adler, 1929, 1956/1964). The ability 

to show a distinct relationship between the child's life 

style view and the adult's life style view would have a 

profound effect on further validation of the constructs of 

child life style themes. 

Finally, an empirically reliable and valid instrument 

would be used to research predictive issues such as school 

achievement, child behavior problems, and family issues. 

Information gathered from such an instrument would give 

important concrete information that would enable more 

effective prevention and treatment strategies. 

Review of the Literature 

Because of the scarcity of research on children's life 
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styles, this literature review concentrated on a description 

and discussion of Adlerian typologies, a discussion of the 

studies relating life style typologies that are clinically 

oriented or research based, and a description of Adlerian 

factor analytic studies for empirical validation. 

Adlerian Life Stvle 

To Adler (1927/1957) all individuals have heredity and 

environment in common. However, it is the interpretation 

each individual makes of their own combination of the two 

that determines how that individual will relate to the world 

(Powers & Griffith, 1987). The creative way an individual 

views self, others, and the world is that individual's life 

style (Adler, 1935). As a child an individual is prepared to 

solve the problems of life. Life style influences the way an 

individual behaves toward the problems of others, occupation, 

and love. 

Children grow up within the context of a family and 

their life style evolves as a result of the atmosphere and 

constellation of that family. Family atmosphere is a 

dimension of influence on life style. The characteristic 

patterns, established and presented to children by their 

parents as a standard for living in the family and in 

society, are known as the family atmosphere or climate 

(Dewey, 1971). 

Adler (1931/1980) believed there are three family 

atmospheres that can ultimately produce discouraged and fear 



driven children. In the first atmosphere, children are born 

with physical disabilities and disease which characterize the 

feeling of failure. Children could interpret those feelings 

in one of two ways (Adler 1964/1979). Either the organic 

dysfunction is an obstacle that cannot be overcome leaving 

the child feeling inadequate or it will empower the child to 

feel capable of solving other problems. 

In a pampering atmosphere the child builds a mistaken 

goal to be first and recognized as the most important and so 

does not possess sufficient social interest for a useful 

life. This child may perceive that the parents assume 

responsibilities because the child is entitled to special 

treatment and does not need to consider the interests of 

other people. The discouraged way children interpret their 

parents' over-responsibility is that it means the child is 

incapable of self-responsibility (Adler, 1964/1979). 

A neglected child has not known love and cooperation 

and therefore is forced to make up interpretations for life 

experiences which do not include trust and encouragement to 

do useful work. As this child strives for superiority 

without having experienced trust from another person he/she 

will find it very difficult to cultivate trust and belonging 

with others (Adler, 1956/1964). These children may have 

difficulty developing and maintaining relationships or they 

might decide the way to attain significance is through 

achievement and affecting others' lives in a positive way. 
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Social interest, which has to do with identification 

with others, empathy, and an ability for give and take, is 

not cultivated in these three atmospheres (Adler, 1956/1964). 

The implication is that social problems which individuals 

face cannot be solved unless the individual is prepared for 

social cooperation (Manaster & Corsini, 1982). 

Shulman and Nikelly (1971) used the term family 

constellation to describe the influence of the socio-

psychological configuration of a family. A family 

constellation would include the child's placement in the 

family due to birth, the family of origin and other people 

living in the household because they represent the relational 

system in which a child's self-awareness develops (Power & 

Griffith, 1987). 

All aspects of the atmosphere, climate, and family a 

child grows up in are important to that child's unique view 

of the world. Within the family a child first experiences 

how to belong and gain significance which impacts the style 

of life that child adopts as his/her basic structure of 

personality (Dreikurs, 1950/1989). Dinkmeyer and Dreikurs 

(1963) wrote that knowing how a child feels about an 

experience or about life is more important than knowing the 

experience objectively. In a study by Chandler (Chandler & 

Willingham, 1986) the Perceived Early Childhood Family 

Influence Scale (PECFIS) was developed to measure perceived 

early childhood family influence. A significant relationship 



11 

between an individual's perceptions of early childhood family 

influence and the established life-style was empirically 

validated by comparing scores on the PECFIS with a life style 

instrument by Thorne (1975), Life Style Analysis. 

Life style Typologies 

Adler cautioned against the use of types, unless it was 

for the purpose of study and understanding (Adler 1929). 

Adler believed the psychologist can only help the client when 

the therapist is willing to "see with their eyes and listen 

with their ears" (Adler, 1931/1980, p. 72). Adler used two 

principles to develop the idea of individual similarities: 

an individual's approach to social integration, and also the 

amount of active movement used to maintain that approach in 

life (Adler, 1956/1964). He went on to describe and define a 

four part typology in order to create a simpler system by 

which he could understand how individuals create the answers 

to their problems in life (Adler, 1935). 

First, the "ruling type", attempts to dominate others 

and get his own way. This person wants to be boss and shows 

a lack of social interest by demonstrating a ruling attitude 

in relationships with others. The more active ruling type 

directly attacks others and often becomes delinquent or 

tyrannical. The less active of this type will attempt to 

hurt themselves in order to indirectly hurt others. They 

often turn to addiction and suicide. 

The "getting type" expects everything from others and 
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leans on others rather than attempt actively helping 

themselves or others (Adler, 1935). 

The third, or "avoiding type", strives to gain 

significance by avoiding being responsible for the solutions 

to problems. The effect is that they withdraw from 

responsibilities and others in an effort to avoid risk, 

failure, and thus reach their goal of superiority. This type 

possesses little social interest and seems to withdraw from 

social problems in an effort to get others to take care of 

them or avoid the pain of working through the solution. 

The "socially useful type" attempts to solve the 

problems in life in a way that is useful to others. This 

person is actively prepared for cooperation and contribution 

for the benefit of others. "This activity ... is useful, 

normal, rightly embedded in the stream of evolution of 

mankind" (Adler, 1956/1964). 

Dreikurs described life style, or personality, as "... 

the result of training which is less stimulated by heredity 

and environmental influences than by the child's own 

interpretations, conclusions, and decisions" (Dreikurs, 1967, 

p.6). He introduced a way of looking at discouraged children 

based on Adlerian life styles. According to Dreikurs (1974), 

a mistaken belief that he or she will be able to find 

belonging and recognition through provocative behavior leads 

a child to four mistaken goals that can be observed in young 

children. Those mistaken goals are: to gain undue 
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attention, seek power, seek revenge or to get even, and to 

display inadequacy (real or assumed). Some Adlerians have 

posited that these mistaken goals are the same as life style 

types (Bullard, 1975; Kelly & Sweeney, 1979; Mullis, Kern, & 

Curlette, 1987; Pepper, 1980). Dreikurs, however, called 

them children's mistaken goals of behavior rather than 

children's life styles (Dreikurs, Grunwald, & Pepper, 

1971/1982) . Although Dreikurs' theory is insightful 

concerning children's misbehavior it was not intended to 

encompass the whole of children's life styles. Croake (1983) 

and Mosak and Mosak (1975) clarified the difference and 

relationship between life style goals and the four goals of 

misbehavior. The four goals apply only to children up to the 

age of 10 and are immediate and situational. A child's life 

style is in place by the time he/she is around five or six 

years old and from that point on it is constant unless the 

individual chooses to reorient to life. 

Kefir and Corsini (1974) attempted to combine the 

typologies of Hippocrates, Adler, Horney, Dreikurs, Lewin, 

Sheldon, Kefir, and Borgatta. They derived three clear cut 

patterns of interaction and a fourth they based on logic. 

The type that describes a person who moves along with people 

in an agreeable and friendly way is "accord." The type 

pattern that wants to be superior, autocratic, and ruling is 

referred to as "conflict." "Evasion" refers to a person who 

avoids, moves away from people, and wants privacy. The 
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fourth type represents a balance point or the self-controlled 

person called "neutral." 

Mosak expanded on Adler's typologies with 14 commonly 

observed life styles. He cautioned that specific behaviors 

cannot be predicted that correspond with each life style, but 

one can discuss probable selections of behavior (Mosak, 

1979) . The following life style types can be both 

constructive and nonconstructive (Mosak, 1971, p. 78-80). 

The "getter" exploits and manipulates life and others by 

actively or passively putting others into his service. He 

tends to view life as unfair for denying him that to which he 

feels entitled. He may use temper, intimidation, charm, or 

shyness to manipulate others. 

The "driver" is the man in motion in an attempt to 

accomplish overambitious goals, and by doing this overcome a 

fear that underneath he is nothing. 

The "controller" is a person who wishes to control life 

or one who wishes to ensure that life will not control him or 

her. This person is more comfortable with orderliness, 

neatness, intellectualization, and rightness than with 

surprises, spontaneity, and feelings. With godlike striving 

for perfection, this person will depreciate others. . 

The person who "needs to be right" seeks to elevate 

himself over others whom he arranges to perceive as being 

wrong. This person prefers strict guidelines and avoids 

ambiguity and error. 
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The person who "needs to be superior" may refuse to 

enter a life arena where he will not be seen as the best or 

the center. Superiority may be attained through being first 

or best, or by settling for being last and worst. 

The person who has a "need to be liked" feels required 

to please everyone all the time. The evaluations of others 

may determine this person's feelings of self-worth and thus 

leave them appearing tentative and indecisive while they wait 

for the approval of others. 

The person who "needs to be good" displays a desire to 

live by higher moral standards than his contemporaries. This 

moral superiority can be used to elevate oneself over others, 

but it may also discourage the other, supposedly inferior, 

person. 

The person who "opposes everything" in life either 

actively or passively goes against the wishes or policies of 

others. 

The "victim" is often called the "disaster chaser" and 

everything befalls them. This person often has feelings of 

self-pity, resignation, nobility, or being prone to accident 

and may seek the sympathy of others. 

The "martyr" and victim both suffer but the martyr is 

pursuing nobility for a principle or cause. Martyrs may 

suffer in silence or air their attitude of injustice 

collector. 

The "baby" finds his place in life through charm, 
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cuteness, and the exploitation of others. 

The "inadequate" person acts as if he cannot do anything 

right. The goetl of avoiding responsibility is achieved by 

putting other people into service through assumed 

incompetence or limiting activities to those areas in which 

success is guaranteed. 

The person who "avoids feelings" is more comfortable 

with logic, rational problem solving, and reason. He may 

fear his own spontaneity because he has not planned ahead. 

The "excitement seeker" despises routine and repetitive 

activities. He/she pursues new and turbulent experiences 

which may be provoked if they are not spontaneously 

forthcoming. 

Mosak (1979) added the "social interest type". He 

suggested this type as a construct and heuristic device and 

not a real person. The amount of social interest a person 

displays is an index of his/her normality. As an Adlerian, 

Mosak was committed to the psychology of use and so noted 

that all the other types might engage in constructive or 

nonconstructive behavior. 

Kopp (1986) suggested styles of striving for 

significance that describe both maladaptive (destructive) and 

adaptive (constructive) activity within the same type. These 

styles, based on Mosak's types, are: getter/harvester, 

moralizer/conscientious, victim-martyr/advocate, 

opposer/individualist, know-it-all/ resource, 
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driver/achiever, controller/organizer, pleaser/diplomat, and 

critic-judge/sounding board. 

Wheeler (1979) conceptualized eight general life style 

themes based on studies by Davis (1978) and Kyser (1978) and 

her research of the literature. The "conforming" person 

needs to be liked, while the "achiever" is in constant motion 

in an attempt to accomplish overambitious goals. The 

"superiority" theme portrays a person who needs to be good as 

well as superior, and will suffer for a principle or cause. 

The "getting" person puts others into service for self. The 

"controlling" person often intellectualizes, needs to be 

right, or in control of others and self, and often uses 

childlike charm and cuteness to manipulate others. The 

person using the style "resisting control" is an excitement 

seeker and opposes everything while seeking active power. 

The "exploiting" person is one who has feelings of self-pity 

and resignation and is directly related to Dreikurs' goal of 

revenge. The person with the theme of "discouragement" is 

related to Dreikurs1 goal of displaying inadequacy. 

Stiles (1990/1991) developed the Child Life Style Scale 

(CLSS) which reflected six themes based on a combination of 

Adler's initial four types and Mosak's expansion of those. 

The themes reflected in the instrument were: pleasing, 

rebelling, getting, controlling, inadequacy, and socially 

useful. Six factors were indicated in the study whose 

underlying dimensions were: disregard for people, rules, and 
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order; inadequacy; social interest; compliance; feelings 

accompanying compliance and noncompliance; and positive 

feelings about oneself in general. 

Life Stvle Interviews and Questionnaires 

For practitioners to determine the life style of an 

individual information must be gathered during counseling. 

The interview can be done informally as counseling progresses 

but many Adlerian therapists prefer to elicit a client's life 

style in a more organized fashion. 

An organized interview for adults was developed to allow 

the clinician to gather pertinent life style data in about an 

hour's time (Dreikurs, 1954). Important aspects of the 

interview or clinician-administered questionnaire would be: 

client attributes and objective information, sibling 

characteristics, sibling interrelationships, family 

atmosphere and constellation, early recollections, and 

dreams. Revised versions of the Dreikurs' interview 

administered by the clinician during a session have been 

produced by Dinkmeyer, Pew, and Dinkmeyer (1979), Eckstein, 

Baruth, and Mahrer (1978), Mosak and Shulman (1971), Powers 

and Griffith (1987), Shulman (1962), and Shulman and Mosak 

(1988). 

Watkins (1982) and West and Bubenzer (1978) chose to 

develop self-administered questionnaires to gather life style 

data from adults outside counseling sessions. Questionnaires 

allow clinicians to use session time for interpretation, 
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reflection, and education of the client. 

Life style is such an important element of Adlerian 

theory and provides the guide for therapists as they attempt 

to lead the client to be able to interpret the meaning of 

their choices and then reorient them to choosing a more 

socially useful style of life. In an effort to continue to 

simplify and condense the life style gathering process paper-

and-pen inventories for adults have been developed (Kern, 

1982; Langenfeld, 1981; Thorne, 1975; Wheeler, 1979). 

Adler's way of learning about a child's life style was 

to interview the parents and other significant adults. The 

interview was more of a history rather than a personal view. 

It included developmental milestones, past and present 

physical anomalies, social development, home circumstances, 

family constellation, current interests, activities and 

functioning at school, areas where the child was discouraged, 

and areas and activities where the child was successful 

(Adler, 1930) . 

Dinkmeyer and Dinkmeyer (1977) developed the Children's 

Life-Style Guide to use directly with children. This guide 

is patterned after adult interviews, with the clinician 

asking the child questions about his/her life. It was 

designed as a diagnostic tool to create a basis for 

understanding children's perceptions about life but there are 

no normative data for this guide. 
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Empirical Validation of Life stvle 

Although validation of the construct has been scant, 

research on the concept of life style has been attempted 

through the use of factor analysis. The defense for 

attempting to validate a Child Life Style Scale through the 

method of factor analysis can be justified from the history 

of factor analysis studies done on adult scales. 

Thorne (1975) hypothesized 10 scales intended to measure 

characteristic Adlerian life styles in relation to Murray's 

needs system. The Life Style Analysis (LSA), a 200-item 

objective questionnaire, was designed with items reflecting 

present day behavior such as: normal coping, exploiting, 

individualistic, pampered-spoiled, defiant-resistive, 

domineering-authoritative, conforming, escapist, one-up-man-

ship, and evasive-ignoring instead of recollections of 

childhood behavior. Thorne and Pishkin (1975) did a study of 

the LSA with a sample of 1,396 divided into three normal and 

four clinical groups. After factor analysis there were few 

clusters that could approximate his original theoretical 

factors. However, five factors did stand out. Factor I, 

"Aggressive-Domineering Life Style", reflects power and is 

going against; other people in a competitive way. Factor II, 

"Conforming Life Style", reflects going along with people. 

Factor III, "Defensive Withdrawal", appeared to measure the 

use of denial, rationalization, and withdrawal. Factor IV, 

"Amoral Sociopathy", was characteristic of egocentric self-
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interest, wanting to get one's own way, and going against 

authority. Factor V, "Resistive-Defiant Life Style", 

appeared to reflect going against people in a hostile, 

defiant-resistive way. These factors were interpreted as 

supporting Adlerian life style themes and the Horneyan theory 

of "going against people", "going along with people", and 

"going away from people". 

Pishkin and Thorne (1975) did a follow-up study to 

elaborate on patterns of life styles among clinical groups 

by analyzing the same data. The sample used was 1,205 

divided over seven clinical groups. Although the factors 

emerged in a different order, the general factorial pattern 

which resulted from the overall factor analysis was 

confirmed. The central hypothesis that psychological state 

factors are being measured was validated. 

O'Phelan (1977) explored Mosak and Shulman's (1971) 

hypothesis that the sibling attributes section of the life 

style inventory could be reduced from 37 attributes to six 

factors: achievement, social proprieties, gender, right-

wrong, personal mechanics, and posture. With a sample of 144 

subjects O'Phelan found support for the six distinct 

categories. 

O'Phelan had further hypothesized that males' and 

females' scores would reflect traditional gender 

socialization differences. The data showed that females 

scored consistently higher than males on the attributes 
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identified as reflective of traditional male socialization 

and the hypothesis was not supported. 

Birth order was also examined and subjects in the three 

birth order groups (only child, first child, and second child 

groups) did tend to view themselves differently or respond 

differently to self-ratings, as hypothesized. On the 

attributes such as openly rebelling, selfish, complaining, 

demanding, and mischievousness the only child group scored 

higher than groups consisting of first and second children. 

On attributes such as conforming and trying to please others 

the only child group scored lower than groups of first and 

second children. 

O'Phelan €;xamined one life style in particular. The 

victim and control group of other Adlerian typologies were 

compared and the results indicated that the victim scored 

higher in areas of being sensitive and easily hurt and lower 

in areas of humor and number of friends. 

West and Bubenzer (1978) ran a factor analysis on the 

responses of 400 undergraduates to the Self-Administering 

Life Style Inventory (SALSI). The purpose was to determine 

the factors contributing to significant variance of life 

style data. Factors 1, 5, and 7 (Family Atmosphere as 

presented by the Parents, the Mother, and the Father) 

supported the Adlerian emphasis on the parents' relationship 

and describes family atmosphere. Factors 2, 3, and 4 

(Excitement Seeking, Involvement, Conformity in School) 
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related subjects' perceptions of how they found their places 

in a group and indicate life styles. Factor 6 (Gender) was 

first hypothesized by Mosak and Dreikurs and was empirically 

supported by O'Phelan's gender category. 

Wheeler (1979) developed the Life Style Personality 

research questionnaire to measure life style themes based on 

the more complex Adlerian typologies of Mosak (1971) and 

Mosak & Shulman (1971). Wheeler administered the 

questionnaire to 715 undergraduate and graduate students. 

Ten factors were produced as follows: "Rebelling", 

"Discouraged-Withdrawn", "Controlling", "Discouraged-

Exploiting", "Achieving", "Conforming", "Resisting Control", 

"Superiority", "Getting", and "Perfectionist". Marker scales 

for self-confidence helped identify life style themes related 

to a positive self-image. 

Several studies have followed using Wheeler's initial 

research questionnaire to develop the Life Style Personality 

Inventory. Wheeler, Kern and Curlette (1986) did a study of 

the data on the childhood items found on Wheeler's (1979) 

questionnaire. The results of this study suggested the 

possibility of measuring basic life style themes. Four 

factors based on Adler (1935), Dreikurs (1954), and Kefir and 

Corsini (1974) were produced. The "Conforming" factor was 

related to pleasing adults, having high standards and 

perfectionistic qualities. The "Exploiting" factor described 

a person who often feels hurt, exploited, and unlikable and 
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may seek to get even with others. Persons with the third 

factor, "Controlling", often lacked self-reliance and faith 

in themselves and wanted to be served in order to avoid 

responsibility. The fourth factor suggested a feeling of 

being inadequate and inferior. The person who "Displays 

Inadequacy" saw himself or herself as unable to compete 

successfully with others. 

A sample of 1,010 subjects were used in a factor 

analysis study of the Life Style Personality Inventory to 

extract ten factors that did confirm the life style themes 

hypothesis (Mullis, 1984; Mullis, Kern, & Curlette, 1987) . 

The following seven factors reflect life style themes and a 

social interest index extracted in the study. 

(1) The "Conforming" theme (active) reflects seeking 

approval and acceptance from others by active efforts to 

succeed and behave constructively. 

(2) The "Conforming" theme (passive) reflects passive 

obedience or cooperative behaviors that pleases others. 

(3) The "Controlling" theme (active) reflects a need to 

control others and get one's way. 

(4) The "Controlling" theme (passive) relates to being 

dependent on others with an expectation of getting what one 

wants and being pampered or the center of attention. 

(5) The "Exploiting" theme (active) reflects the degree 

one feels hurt and wants to get even with others. 

(6) The "Exploiting" theme (passive) describes the 
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extent a person feels hurt by others with feelings of 

helplessness and having a negative relationship with parents. 

(7) The "Displaying Inadequacy" theme reflects feelings 

of worthlessness and helplessness and the inability to 

compete successfully with others. This appears to reflect 

discouragement. 

The importance of social interest was validated in that 

the index measuring social interest on the Life Style 

Personality Inventory (LSPI) was the most salient factor in 

explaining the data. This study also provided some 

justification for using a paper and pencil measure of life 

style. 

Langenfeld and Main (1983) identified five significant 

factors, or personality priorities, using the Langenfeld 

Inventory of Personality Priorities (LIPP). A sample of 801 

graduate and undergraduate students was given the instrument 

whose items reflect current perceptions of situations or 

persons one wanted to avoid and/or approach, and the price 

one paid for those strivings. The Pleasing factor describes 

a person who wants to make others happy and who moves toward 

acceptance rather than away from rejection. The "Achieving" 

factor stresses work and accomplishment. "Outdoing" appears 

to be a combination of superiority and control, especially of 

others and the situation. "Detachment" indicates more self-

control by avoiding others and suppressing emotions. 

"Avoiding" resembles the theoretical description of avoiding 
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pain, both physical and emotional, more than moving toward 

comfort. The evidence provided by this study suggests that 

Adler's (1956/1964) fundamental law of movement from felt 

minus toward felt plus may be enhanced with a nuance of 

interpretation. 

Wheeler (1989) reviewed three- and four-part systems of 

Adlerian and non-Adlerian typologies. Six common themes 

identified were conforming to the expectations of others, 

needing to control others, withdrawing from others, seeking 

comfort from others, going against others, and needing to be 

superior to others. Three of Adler's (1956) original four 

typologies were confirmed by these themes. Adler's ruling 

type is similar to the themes of needing to control others, 

rebelling against others, and needing to be superior, and 

Adler's getting type is reflected in the themes of depending 

on /conforming to others' expectations. In addition, 

Adler's avoiding type is similar to the theme of withdrawing 

from/avoiding interaction with others. 

Stiles Life Stvle for Children 

The Child Life Style Scale (CLSS) developed by Stiles 

(1990/1991) is made up of 90 statements reflecting six life 

style themes. These themes are based on constructs presented 

by Adler (1935) and Mosak (1971) and are consistent with the 

qualitative and quantitative typologies Wheeler (1989) 

examined. There are six themes posited in the Child Life 

Style Scale (Stiles, 1990/1991). 
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The "Pleasing" theme describes children who procure 

affection, acceptance, and approval by pleasing or conforming 

to the expectations of others. This is a combination of 

Adler's getting type and Mosak's pleasing type. 

The "Getting" theme depicts children who depend on 

others to provide comfort and pleasure. This is based on 

both Adler and Mosak's getter types. 

The "Controlling" theme characterizes children who rule 

over other people by controlling them through domination, 

either direct or indirect, or through their own demands for 

perfection. This is found in the theory of Adler's ruling 

type and Mosak's controller. 

The "Rebelling" theme describes children who rule other 

people by opposing or rebelling against the demands and 

expectations placed on them by others. This theme is a 

reflection of Adler's ruling and Mosak's rebelling types. 

The "Inadequacy" theme portrays children who avoid both 

useful interaction with other people and the useful solution 

of their own problems. The basis for this theme can be found 

in Adler's avoiding type and Mosak's inadequate type. 

The "Socially Useful" theme characterizes children who 

responsibly cope with and solve problems and engage in 

activity which benefits other people. This last theme is 

based on Adler's concept of the socially useful type and 

Mosak's suggestion that the amount of social interest 

displayed measures normality. 
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Each theme or subscale has fifteen items written at a 

second grade reading level. The questionnaire was designed 

to be administered to children in the third, fourth, and 

fifth grades. 

A panel of five experts reviewed the original pool of 

150 items and agreed on 123 items which were then 

administered to a sample of 158 students. An item analysis 

reduced the number of items to 90 which were retained for the 

final version of the CLSS. Over a two week period the final 

version of the CLSS was administered twice to a sample of 278 

students in the North Texas area to establish test-retest 

reliability and study the psychometric properties of the 

instrument. 

A principle factor analysis with varimax rotation was 

used to explore the underlying dimensions of the data 

obtained. These dimensions produced six factors. Three of 

the factors were fairly clearly defined by the variance and 

factor loadings; however, the last three factors are not as 

clear and precise and seem to reflect attributes based on 

several types. 

Factor 1 is of self-centeredness and disregard for other 

people as well as rules and order and is similar to .Adler's 

Getting and Ruling types. 

Factor 2 is described as real or anticipated sense of 

failure or inability. This factor reflects Adler's avoiding 

type. 
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Factor 3 describes a child who shows connectedness with 

other people, getting along with others, and displaying 

helpfulness and friendliness. This is a direct reflection of 

Adler's socially useful type. 

Factor 4 is a person who likes to comply with requests 

and predetermined rules. This factor has some of the 

attributes of Adler's getting type and his avoiding type. 

Factor 5 also has attributes from Adler's getting and 

avoiding types and seems to represent children with feelings 

toward self and others that accompany compliance or 

noncompliance. 

Factor 6 is the least clear and loaded on all of Adler's 

types. This child has feelings of worth and feels good about 

himself/herself no matter what life style choice. Stiles 

(1990/1991) posits the theory that some children are happy 

with themselves and the situation as long as they believe 

their needs are being met and this factor represents that 

child. 

Stiles also did a MANOVA to examine the differences 

between age and gender and the combination of the two. She 

found that girls scored significantly higher than boys on the 

pleasing subscale. She also found boys scored significantly 

higher than girls on the getting, controlling and rebelling 

subscales. However, she found that as age increased both 

boys' and girls' scores increased on the controlling and 

rebelling subscales. There was an inverse relationship 
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between age and the socially useful subscale for both girls 

and boys. The scores for both went down with increased age. 

There was no substantial variance due to age or gender on the 

inadequacy subscale indicating that children who see 

themselves as unable to deal with problems of their own or 

others have a belief that remains fairly constant over time 

and is not related to gender socialization. 

Summary 

A theme running through all of the life style literature 

is the uniqueness and purposeful forward movement of the 

individual. Life style studies attempt to facilitate the 

understanding of both the individual's uniqueness and 

similarities for heuristic purposes. Various life style 

typologies have been theorized. Interviews and 

questionnaires have sought to define life style in a 

qualitative manner. Life style instruments have been 

analyzed and measured in an effort to quantify data for 

empirical proof that life style types exist. 

There has been a fair amount of research done on adult 

life style instruments, and the Life Style Personality 

Inventory by Wheeler (1979) has been more thoroughly 

developed than other adult instruments. However, there had 

been no further research on Stiles' instrument for children. 

Follow-up research was needed to test for reliability or 

validity of the Child Life Style Scale and add to the body of 

knowledge on child life style themes. 



CHAPTER II 

PROCEDURES 

This chapter describes the research focus, definitions 

of terms, design and methodology of the study, collection of 

data, and procedures for the analysis of data. 

Research Focus 

Due to the developmental and exploratory nature of this 

study, no hypotheses or research questions were stated. The 

focus of this study was to contribute to the development of 

an instrument to measure children's life style themes through 

the psychometric study and validation of the Child Life Style 

Scale (CLSS) developed by Stiles (1990/1991). 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms have restricted meanings and were 

defined for this study as they were in Dr. Stiles' study 

(1990/1991). 

Children -- individuals enrolled in grades three, four, and 

•five of the ages eight, nine, ten, eleven, and twelve years. 

Life Stvle — the characteristic pattern of an individual's 

thinking, feeling, and behaving in relation to self, others, 

and the world. For the purpose of this study, life style was 

31 
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operationally defined as the score a child obtains on the 

Child Life Style Scale. 

Design and Methodology 

This study was conducted in two parts. First, an inter-

judge reliability/validity study was conducted. The second 

part of this study consisted of a factor analysis of the 

items to determine the validity of the six previously defined 

life style themes Stiles ( 1 9 9 0 / 1 9 9 1 ) described in her study. 

An item analysis was transacted to see how items contributed 

to each subscale through distribution and correlation. 

Inter-Judcre Reliabilitv/Validitv Section 

The purpose of this section was designed to study the 

reliability and content validity of the questionnaire's items 

by assessing whether the items sufficiently represented a 

construct of specific interest. This was done with a panel 

of independent experts, on that construct's specific domain, 

who judged whether the items were an adequate sample of the 

domain of interest. (Crocker & Algina, 1986) Reliability was 

assessed by the extent of agreement between the experts and 

between the experts and the author of the CLSS as to 

placement of the items in the life style themes. 

Selection of Judges 

The panel of judges selected were acknowledged experts 

on Individual Psychology theory and its practice, as 

evidenced by their professional experience, publications, 

and/or presentations pertaining to Adlerian theory and 
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practice. All the judges use the Adlerian theory in their 

professional field. A list of potential panel members was 

created and then contacted by telephone until five agreed to 

participate. Different experts were used as judges on this 

panel than were used by Stiles in the original study. 

The panel of experts for this study was comprised of the 

following: 

Terry Kottman, Ph.D. Associate Professor at the University 

of Northern Iowa. Dr. Kottman developed Adlerian play 

therapy and authored Partners in Plav. 

Mary Ann Lingg, Ph.D. Assistant Professor in the Department 

of Behavioral Studies at the University of Missouri -

St. Louis. Dr. Lingg's research interests include the 

development, assessment, and consequences of adolescent 

discouragement. 

Frank Main, Ph.D. - Professor of Counseling and Director of 

Counseling and Family Therapy Center at the University 

of South Dakota in Vermillion. Dr. Main is the author 

of Perfect Parenting and Other Mvths and has research 

interests that include adult life style scales. 

Michael S. Nystul, Ph.D. - Associate Professor in Counseling 

and Educational Psychology at New Mexico State 

University. Dr. Nystul has worked as an elementary 

school counselor and school psychologist. 

JoAnna White, Ph.D. - Associate professor in Department of 

Counseling and Psychological Services at Georgia State 
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University. Dr. White's areas of interest include 

school counseling, play therapy and birth order. 

Procedures 

A letter was sent to Dr. Stiles asking permission to use 

the CLSS for research purposes (Appendix A). Dr. Stiles also 

granted permission for editing of the CLSS. 

The CLSS was submitted to the expert panel of judges for 

review. Packets were mailed to each judge, consisting of: a 

description of each of the six life style themes and their 

theoretical basis (Appendix B), a copy of directions for the 

CLSS, a copy of the items contained in the CLSS and 

instructions for placing them in a life style theme and 

ranking that placement, a page on which to give comments, and 

a form granting permission to identify that person as a judge 

in this study (Appendix C). 

The judges first charge was to place each item in a 

theme they believed it most represented, based on the given 

descriptions. No instructions were given to the judges 

regarding the correct number of items belonging to each theme 

or the placement assigned the item in the original or present 

studies. The judges did not have the option of declining to 

place an item in a theme. Next the judges ranked each item 

on a Likert scale of 1 to 5 to determine the item's 

representation of the life style theme chosen by that judge. 

A score of 1 indicated a low degree of representativeness, 

and a score of 5 indicated a high degree of representation. 
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The judges were asked to complete the task and return 

the materials to the researcher within the time period agreed 

on by phone interview. When the judges returned the 

completed materials the items were marked as being 

categorized in the author's original theme or in a different 

theme. 

Methods Qf Analysis 

When all packets were returned, the range and mean 

score for each item in the questionnaire were calculated 

based on the ratings of all the judges. Two judges failed to 

rate their item choices. An arbitrary decision was made to 

adopt the author's procedure of deleting those items with a 

mean score below 3 which represented 60% of all possible 

rating points from the participating judges. 

The percentage of inter-judge agreement was computed 

for each item. The formula used for calculating this 

percentage was: 

number of agreements 

number of agreement + number of disagreements x 100 

(Cooper, Thomson, and Baer, 1970). The percentage of 

agreement between judges and between the author and the 

majority of judges was compared. Items were deleted that had 

a congruency below 60% between judges in combination with a 

congruency below 40% between the majority of judges and the 

author. 

A percentage of items matched to scale objectives was 
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calculated. The index of item-objective congruence (Crocker 

& Algina, 1986) used to assess the degree to which a given 

item had content validity for a set of objectives can be 

computed two different ways. First, the mean and range of 

each theme scale were calculated. An examination of the 

range provided an indication of the extent of agreement among 

the experts. The second method was to compute the percentage 

of the matches for each test item within the scale. This 

percentage revealed the amount of agreement among the 

specialists and the type and location of disagreements. 

These data collection procedures reflect the assumption that 

the items should clearly match one and only one objective in 

the set (Hambleton, 1980). 

The percentage of inter-judge agreement was computed for 

each of the six life style themes and for any combined themes 

using the formula by Cooper, Thomson, and Baer (1970). 

The Cochran Q test (Siegel, 1956) was used in this 

section as an overall test of inter-judge agreement to 

determine whether the five qualified Adlerian judges' sets of 

responses differed among themselves. According to Siegel 

(1956) this test for k related samples provides a method for 

testing whether three or more matched sets of frequencies 

differ significantly among themselves. For this portion, the 

matching was based on the fact that the same items were 

categorized under different conditions; i.e., different 

judges used the same procedure. 
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Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 

used to correlate the judges agreement between themselves and 

with the author regarding the belonging of items with the 

original scale. 

Factor Analytic Section 

This portion of the study attempted to contribute to 

construct validity of the CLSS. Factor analysis contributes 

to the construct validity of psychological instruments 

(Nunnally, 1970). Therefore, a maximum likelihood factor 

analytic study conducted with a large sample that accurately 

represented the child population of third, fourth, and fifth 

graders sought to confirm the existence of the previously 

defined factors, or themes in the sample. 

Next, several factor analyses of the items of the 

instrument were performed to explore if different factors or 

life style themes emerged as underlying dimensions of the 

instrument. 

The test-retest interval was kept to two weeks as it was 

in the original study in order to test the reliability of the 

instrument without adding another variable. 

Item Analysis 

According to Crocker and Algina (1986) item analysis is 

the examination and computation of any statistical property 

of an item response distribution. An analysis of the item 

responses from the field testing of the current study of the 

CLSS explored the item distribution for each theme designated 
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by the current panel of judges. Another analysis of the 

responses also determined how well items fit in the theme 

determined by the factor analysis findings. The raw score 

range, mean, and variance of subscales and factors indicated 

some of these relationships. The Pearson product-moment 

correlation coefficient was used to measure the degree of 

linear relationship between any two variables within the CLSS 

scales and factors (Crocker & Algina, 1986). 

Instrument 

The instrument used in this research study is a revised 

version of Stiles' Child Life Style Scale (CLSS) (1990/1991), 

which was described in the review of the literature. A copy 

of the instrument is in Appendix D. The original CLSS is a 

questionnaire, consisting of 80 items, representing six 

thematic constructs of pleasing, getting, controlling, 

rebelling, inadequacy, and socially useful. The revised 

version contains 80 items. 

The instructions asked the child to respond to each item 

by circling *really like me", "sometimes like me", or "don't 

know", "mostly not like me", or "really not like me". The 

child could respond to the wording or the accompanying 

pictures below, which illustrated the words. The pictures 

were of a smiling face, a neutral face, a question mark, a 

sad looking face, and an angry looking face. The responses 

were arranged like a 5 point Likert-type scale with really 

like me (smiling face) having the most weight and really not 



39 

like me (angry face) having the least weight. The items 

reflected how the child believes he/she thinks, feels, or 

acts and were distributed evenly among the six life style 

themes. 

Sub-iects 

The Child Life Style Scale (CLSS) was designed to be 

used by children enrolled in grades third through fifth, ages 

8 though 11, with a second grade reading ability according to 

Stiles (1990/1991). For this study children that were age 

twelve and in the fifth grade were included. Several testing 

sites in the North Texas area were chosen so the diversity 

and quantity of students in the sample would be addressed. 

Final selection of elementary schools used was based on the 

cooperation and permission of the school districts and site 

principals. 

According to Comrey (1992) and Tabachnick and Fidell 

(1989) a sample size of 300 can be considered sufficient in 

order to apply the statistical procedures to the data 

generated by the CLSS. Three hundred and forty children 

participated in this study. Sixteen students completed only 

one questionnaire due to absence during the second 

administration, and ten students had incomplete 

questionnaires because of skipped items and pages, leaving a 

sample size of 314 participants (92%) who completed the CLSS 

twice. 

In the study an attempt was made to balance the sample 
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in regard to grade level and gender. The sample had a 

distribution of approximately 42 percent boys and 58 percent 

girls with each grade level having approximately 100 

students. Ethnic distribution and socioeconomic status were 

dependent on the agreement of participation of the 

representative schools and parental permission for a child's 

participation. Approximately 25% of the sample were minority 

students; 70% of the sample attended coed private schools and 

30% attended public elementary schools. Information about 

the child's placement in the family was also recorded. One 

hundred ten (35%) were the oldest in their family, 57 (18%) 

were middle children, 93 (30%) were the youngest, and 50 

(16%) were only children. Table 1 illustrates the 

composition of this sample. 

Two schools would allow the questionnaire to be given 

only if the faces were deleted. The school psychologists 

stated that the faces were sometimes contradictory to the 

response the child might feel comfortable giving. An example 

would be if a child answered 'really like me' to the 

statement, "I do not turn my homework in on time", the 

accompanying face would be smiling. If this statement was 

'really not like me' the accompanying face would be frowning 

and this might be a contradiction of feelings the child might 

have and therefore confusing to answer. After administering 

the questionnaire the researcher polled children in the 

schools whose forms had the faces and noted the students who 
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had asked questions about reading the questionnaire or had 

difficulty understanding the vocabulary also had difficulty 

knowing how to respond based on the accompanying faces. 

Questionnaires with faces were administered to two schools 

and three schools had forms without faces. Table 1 notes the 

percentage of students who responded to questionnaires with 

and without faces. 

Table 1 

Composition of Sample Completing Final Version of the CLSS 

Grade 
3 4 5 8 9 

Age 
10 11 12 

Gender 
M F 

a = 104 100 110 20 100 87 95 12 132 182 

% = 33% 32% 35% 6% 32% 28% 30% 4% 42% 58% 

AA 
Race 

A H W 0 
School Type 

Public Private 

a = 29 20 23 235 7 94 220 

% = 9% 6% 7% 75% 2% 30% 70% 

Placement in Family 
Oldest Middle Youngest Only 

Format of 
Faces 

Questionnaire 
No Faces 

n = 110 57 94 50 179 135 

% = 35% 18% 30% 16% 57% 43% 

Procedures 

The researcher contacted school district administrations 

and private school headmasters for potential test sites. 

After being given permission by a headmaster or school 
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district, principals of schools willing to participate were 

taken complete packets of information and given an 

explanation of the procedures. The packets (Appendix E) 

contained a teacher information letter, a parent permission 

form, a child's agreement to participate form, a description 

of each of the six life style themes and their theoretical 

basis (Appendix B), and a sample of the CLSS with 

instructions (Appendix D). 

Four of the five schools did not allow time for a pre-

arranged meeting with the teachers. However, the information 

letter to the teachers explained the process of testing, gave 

a schedule for the consent forms and testing, noted the time 

it would take from class activities, and gave teacher 

responsibilities. The researcher included her name, address, 

and phone number to allow for teacher questions or comments. 

The University of North Texas approved an investigation 

involving the use of human subjects and required a letter 

stating permission to the researcher be on file from each 

school (Appendix F). 

Parent Permission Forms were given to each teacher to be 

distributed to students at a designated time before the 

testing administration. A date was stamped on each . 

permission form noting when the form was due. In an effort 

to get a high return four of the schools included the 

permission forms in a regular student packet. All students 

had to have a Parent Permission to Test Form on file with the 
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teacher in order to complete the CLSS. The ratio of consent 

forms sent home/permission granted ranged from 20.8% to 

63.3%. There was a total of 37.4% participation out of the 

total possible population of the five participating schools. 

The researcher administered the instruments to groups of 

students at prearranged times and places in each school. 

Four of the schools allowed large group administration. This 

reduced errors in administration and allowed for researcher 

observation. The researcher distributed and collected the 

instruments and helped focus the students' attention to 

answer all the items. A second time in approximately two 

weeks was prearranged for the retest, which was administered 

by the researcher again. 

To enlist cooperation each child was asked to sign a 

Permission to Participate form at the time of the 

questionnaire's administration. Respondent's questions were 

answered and reading help was given when necessary. The 

researcher noted which items elicited questions about 

vocabulary, meaning, or correctness of a response. Students 

took about 20 to 30 minutes to answer the first 

administration of the questionnaire and 15 to 20 minutes to 

respond to the second administration. Public school children 

took longer on an average to respond to all the questions 

than did private school children. However, the public schools 

asked for larger group administrations toward the end of the 

day, and the private schools encouraged smaller group 
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administration of the questionnaire. 

Method of Analysis 

The range of raw scores, mean score, and standard 

deviation for each subscale of the CLSS was determined from 

both administrations of the instrument of the field testing 

sample. 

In Nunnally (1970) reliability refers to how 

consistently an instrument measures whatever it purports to 

measure. Coefficient alpha was used to measure subscale 

homogeneity or internal consistency of the instrument's 

subscales, and establish reliability of the instrument 

(Cronbach, 1951). 

If an instrument yields the same or similar scores each 

time it is administered to the same subjects it is considered 

reliable (Crocker & Algina, 1986). To measure the extent 

which scores for a single individual remain stable over time 

the Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 

calculated for each subscale of the CLSS. This method 

correlated each item score with its subscale score to test 

reliability over time and was considered acceptable for 

personality inventories if r > .70 when £ < .001 (Kline, 

1983) . 

Because there was no other quantifiable child life 

style inventory to which to compare the CLSS, a confirmatory 

maximum likelihood factor analysis was used to determine if 
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the previously defined themes were identified as factors in 

the present study of the CLSS (Stiles, 1990/1991) and compare 

the findings to the original study's data. 

A common factor analysis model was used to explore the 

underlying dimensions of the data obtained in the present 

study. There are few studies in the social sciences that are 

free from error and this model produced inferred factors and 

provided a reduced number of variables to explain the data 

(Gorsuch, 1983) . 

A principal components factor analysis on the data 

obtained from the common factor analysis was computed to 

further define where the factors come into communality and 

separate into well defined scales. This model attempts to 

account for all the variance of each variable to explain the 

data and component factors result (Gorsuch, 1983) . A 

truncated component solution was sought as this model 

generally finds as many factors as variables. To correct for 

error in this method smaller factors with loadings of 

variables with poorer reliabilities are reduced (e.g., those 

with a sum of squared loadings less than 3.00) (Gorsuch, 

1983) . 

This factor analytic study was designed to further 

investigate the life style themes previously presented 

through the development and research on the CLSS. The initial 

study on the CLSS found six factors as underlying dimensions 

and it was expected that the factors extracted from the new 
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data would be similar to those dimensions. 

Swimarv 

In summary, this study examined reliability/validity 

issues associated with the use of the CLSS. It also employed 

factor analysis to confirm the existence of life style themes 

for children. 

The factors extracted were related to the following 

previously designed dimensions: 

(1) Pleasing Theme 

(2) Getting Theme 

(3) Controlling Theme 

(4) Rebelling Theme 

(5) Inadequacy Theme 

(6) Socially Useful Theme 



CHAPTER III 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents the results of the data analysis 

and includes the discussion of the findings. Also presented 

are recommendations based upon the findings. Computed 

statistical work was done using the Statistical Package for 

Social Sciences (SPSS, 1993). 

Analysis of Data 

Inter-Judcre Reliabilitv/Validitv Section 

Five expert judges placed each inventory item into what 

they believed to be the appropriate scale based on a written 

description of the theme of the scale. As shown in Appendix G 

the range and mean score for each item were calculated 

indicating the item's rank of effectiveness. Eight items 

were deleted for having a mean below 3. The items and their 

scale are: 

34G I have been called a showoff. 

42R I daydream a lot. 

46R My handwriting is hard to read. 

7OR Spelling is hard for me. 

77P My feelings are easy to hurt. 

851 I have a lot of bad luck. 

47 
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88C If others don't let me do what I want, then they 

don't like me. 

89G I want to keep everything for myself. 

The percentage of inter-judge agreement for each item 

and the percentage of agreement between judges and the author 

was computed using a formula by Cooper, Thomson, and Baer 

(1970) . The results are included in Appendix G. Table 2 

shows the percentage of items that were matched at 100%, 80%, 

60%, 40%, 20%, and not at all for each subscale. 

Table 2 

% of Items Matched with Author's Placement in Scales 

% % of Items Matched Per Scale Total % 

Match P G C R I SU Items 
100% 27 13 14 20 60 50 31% 
80% 40 0 29 27 13 31 23% 
60% 13 7 14 20 13 13 13% 
40% 7 20 7 7 7 0 8% 
20% 13 40 21 13 7 6 17% 
0 0 20 14 13 0 0 8% 

Items that had an agreement below 60% between judges in 

combination with an agreement below 40% between the majority 

of judges and the author were deleted. The two items deleted 

for not exhibiting the quality of the subscales are: 

9G I do not like waiting my turn. 

66G When I want something, I don't take "no" for an 

answer. 

The experts participating in this study returned written 

comments about 8 of these 10 items indicating the items were 
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hard to categorize. 

To find the percentage of item-objective congruence 

the mean and range for each scale were calculated (Crocker & 

Algina, 1986}. The results show the extent of agreement 

among the experts for each scale as shown in Appendix H. 

The range for each scale and the percentage of matches for 

each item within the scale can be found in Appendix H. 

Table 3 shows the percentage of agreement between the 

panel of experts and the author's placement of items for each 

subscale. The percentage of inter-judge agreement was 

computed according to a formula by Cooper, Thomson, and Baer 

(1970) . Agreement on subscales ranged from 35% on the 

getting scale to 85% on the socially useful scale and was 65% 

across all scales. The table also shows the number of items 

in each subscale that were agreed on 100% and 80% between the 

experts and in agreement with the author. 

Table 3 

% Agreement of Item Placement in Themes bv Experts and Author 

Theme %Agree # @ 100% # 3 80% 

Pleasing 72% 4 6 
Getting 35% 2 -

Controlling 53% 2 4 
Rebelling 60% 3 4 
Inadequacy 84% 9 2 
Socially Useful 85% 8 5 
Across all scales 65% 28 21 

The panel of experts individually agreed with the 

author's placement of items in subscales from 57% to 73% and 
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had an overall agreement of 65%. 

The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient as 

seen in Table 4 indicates there is not a statistically high 

agreement between the experts overall. There is high 

agreement between Judge 1 and 5 and between the author and 

Judges 1 and 5. Other correlations of agreement between the 

judges were moderate. 

Table 4 

Correlation Coefficients between Judges and the Author 

Judge 1 Judge 2 Judge 3 Judge 4 Judge 5 Author 

Judge 1 TTOOO 
Judge 2 .608 1.000 
Judge 3 .566 .305 1.000 
Judge 4 .580 .57 5 .314 1.000 
Judge 5 .781 .539 .393 .424 1.000 
Author .770 .657 .408 .592 .758 1.000 
_____ 

The Cochran Q test (Siegel, 1956) was calculated to 

determine if the five experts' sets of responses differed 

among themselves. As Cochran Q is statistically high it 

follows there is disagreement across all the items. Table 5 

shows Cochran Q for the observed proportions of agreement on 

the choice of life style themes for items written for each 

scale and across the questionnaire. Cochran Q shows there is 

moderate agreement among the experts for the Socially Useful 

Scale and significant disagreement for the Pleasing, Getting, 

Controlling, Rebelling and Inadequacy Scales. 
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Table 5 

Cochran O Test of Inter-Judae Difference of Proportions of 

Correct Life. Stvle Theme 

Scales Observed Q df P 

Pleasing 26.0971 14 < .0252 
Getting 31.9646 14 < .0041 
Controlling 31.9191 13 < .0025 
Rebelling 34.4262 14 < .0018 
Inadequacy 27.6000 14 < .0161 
Socially Useful 21.6667 15 < .1168 
Across all scales 214.2147 89 < .0000 

New item numbers were assigned after the ten deletions 

were made. These are included on the chart in Appendix G. 

Reverse items were also changed to a forward option scoring 

format in an effort to make the questionnaire straight 

forward and clear. The panel of experts expressed trouble 

understanding how to think about and categorize the reverse 

scored items. Those same reverse order items were negatively 

loaded on the author's factor analysis. No reverse scoring 

items were deleted. 

Factor Analytic Section 

The range of raw scores, mean score, standard deviation, 

and variance for each subscale of the CLSS were determined 

for both administrations of the instrument to the sample 

population. This analysis of item distribution illustrates 

how the subjects responded across the subscales as shown in 

Tables 6 and 7. The subjects responded in a consistent 

manner on both administrations of the questionnaire 

indicating the population was very homogeneous in their 
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responses. All subscale variances were moderate and uniform 

as well. 

Table 6 

Range of Raw Scores, Mean. Standard Deviation, and Variance 

Per Subscale — First Testing of 80 Item Questionnaire 

Scale Variables Raw Score Range Mean Variance SD 

P 14 21-65 51.32 52.40 7 .24 
G 11 9-54 20.82 44.35 6.66 
C 13 16-60 32.34 56.71 7.53 
R 12 11-47 23.26 54.20 7.36 
I 14 11-45 20.68 44.84 6.70 
su 16 24-70 58.62 51.21 7 .16 

Table 7 

Range of Raw Scores. Mean. Standard Deviation, and Variance 

Per Subscale — Retest of 80 Item Questionnaire 

Scale Variable Raw Score Range Mean Variance . SD 

P 14 14-65 52.05 55.69 7 .98 
G 11 9-43 19.97 46.66 6.83 
C 13 12-58 30.91 61.01 7.81 
R 12 11-50 22.07 56.05 7.49 
I 14 11-42 20.64 47.64 6.90 
SU 16 22-70 58.72 55.63 7.46 

A Pearson product moment correlation of the items and 

their subscales found that few items had more than a low 

medium correlation. The following correlations from the 

Pleasing scale showed some moderate strength if p < .005: 

Item 22 and 3 8 r = .51 

Item 22 and 67 r = .57 

Item 38 and 67 r = .60 

Item 8 and 47 r = .51 



53 

A correlation coefficients matrix across the scales 

found the socially useful and pleasing scales were highly-

correlated and both had an inverse correlation with the 

rebelling, controlling, and getting scales. The scales 

rebelling, controlling, and getting are also correlated. 

Inadequacy has a low correlation with the controlling scale. 

There is a low inverse correlation between the inadequacy 

scale and the pleasing and socially useful scales. Table 8 

illustrates this matrix information. 

Table 8 

Correlation Coefficients between Subscales 

p G C R I SU 

Pleasing 1.000 
Getting -.398 1.000 
Controlling -.313 .667 1.000 
Rebelling -.525 .618 .509 1.000 
Inadequacy -.199 .325 .198 .374 1.000 
Socially Useful .737 -.481 -.425 -.511 -.253 1.000 
_ _ _ _ _ _ 

Reliability of the CLSS was determined in two ways. 

First, coefficient alpha (Cronbach, 1951) was used to measure 

internal consistency. The measure of coefficient alpha 

represents the mean intercorrelation between subscale item 

scores and subscale total scores and is an index of both item 

content homogeneity and item quality (Crocker & Algina, 

1986). The strengths of the alpha coefficients are in the 

medium range and represent good homogeneity or internal 

consistency at this stage of development. Table 9 
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illustrates the alpha coefficients used to measure internal 

consistency for each subscale of the 80 item CLSS and for the 

combined scales. 

Table 9 

Internal Consistency and Test-Retest Reliability of the 80 

Jtem CLSS 

Internal Internal 
Consistency a Consistency & Test 

Scale 1st Test Retest Retest £ 

P .76 .81 .79* 
G .74 .79 .77* 
C .72 .76 .79* 
R .73 .78 .77* 
I .76 .72 .70* 
su .73 .77 .80* 
Combined .73 .78 .72* 

* E> < .001 

Table 9 also illustrates test-retest reliability, 

calculated with the Pearson r, for each subscale, and the 

combination of all subscales, for the CLSS. Test-retest 

reliability measures the extent to which scores for a single 

individual remain stable over time. All test-retest 

correlations signify that the CLSS is a temporally stable 

instrument. 

A maximum likelihood factor analysis was run with 

varimax rotation in an effort to confirm the previous factor 

findings in the original study and examine the construct 

validity of the CLSS (Stiles, 1990/1991). The item 

eigenvalue was set at greater than one to determine the 

number of factors. An initial varimax rotation failed to 
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converge. Six factors were extracted and an eigenvalue > 1 

yielded 25 factors that explained a variance of 64.1%. When 

the eigenvalue was set at greater than 2.2 six factors 

explained 32.8% of the variance. The criterion for examining 

if salient factor loadings contributed meaningfully to each 

factor was a minimum absolute value of .3 (Gorsuch, 1983). 

The theme and percentage of variance explained by each factor 

are as follows: 

factor 1 - behavior and attitude of rebellion combined 

with the inverse of compliant behavior (15.4%), 

factor 2 - care and concern for others (4.9%), 

factor 3 - getting one's own way or being the center of 

attention (4.7)%, 

factor 4 - fear of failure, feeling inadequate (3.1)%, 

factor 5 - feelings of being a good person (2.4)%, 

factor 6 - desire to control or boss (2.3)%. 

A table of the factors extracted and the items that made up 

those factors can be found in Appendix I. There were sixteen 

non-significant factors. 

A common factor analysis model was run over the 80 item 

questionnaire to determine the underlying dimensions of the 

data obtained in the present study. When there is error in 

the variables Gorsuch (1990) stated that common factor 

analysis should be routinely applied because it gives 

unbiased instead of inflated loadings. This principal axis 

factor analysis yielded 25 factors at an Eigenvalue of 1, 
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communality of .37, and accounted for a variance of 641%. 

The factors failed to converge in 25 iterations. Varimax 

rotation was applied and six factors were extracted with an 

eigenvalue of 1.1 and a variance of 27.5%. A factor scree 

plot suggested there were four clear factors. Twenty items 

did not load significantly. Factors five and six had only 

one significant loading. Appendix I shows the results of the 

factor breakout. 

A second principal axis factor analysis with varimax 

rotation was run extracting five factors with an eigenvalue 

of 1.9, communality of .33, and a variance of 30.5%. There 

were sixteen nonsignificantly loaded items and three factors 

had significant positive and negative loadings. The fifth 

factor was a combination of items that did not have a clear 

underlying theme. 

A third principal axis factor analysis with varimax 

rotation was run on the 80 items to explore extracting four 

factors with an eigenvalue of 2.47, communality of .27, and 

accounting for a variance of 28.1%. Sixteen items did not 

load on a factor significantly. Eleven of those items had 

not significantly loaded on the 80-5 factor analysis. Factor 

one contained significant positive and negative loadings. 

Appendix I includes an overview of this analysis. The four 

factors contained strong thematic content in keeping with 

Adlerian theory and the original constructs of the CLSS. 

The sixteen nonsignificant items were deleted and a 
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principal components factor analyses were run on the 64 items 

in an effort to determine how many factors were legitimate 

and to refine the questionnaire by deleting nonsignificant 

items. According to Gorsuch (1983) principal factors are 

extracted under the principal component model because it is 

assumed that all variance is relevant. Four factors were 

extracted and varimax rotation was applied. This orthogonal 

method of rotation resulted in uncorrelated factors (Gorsuch, 

1983). The four resulting factors accounted for a variance 

of 32.5% at an eigenvalue of 2.18. All items significantly 

loaded. Appendix I shows the items belonging to this factor 

analysis. Appendix J contains the factor loadings of the 

principal components analysis with varimax rotation of 64 

items of the questionnaire from the first administration. 

An exploratory principal components factor analysis was 

run on the 80 item pool from the field testing. When four 

factors were extracted with a variance of 28.1% and an 

eigenvalue of 2.5 there were ten nonsignificant items. When 

these ten items were deleted the 70 remaining items converged 

into four factors with only one nonsignificant item. The 

nonsignificant item is number 78, which was deleted in the 64 

item factor analysis. 

Snook and Gorsuch (1989) agree that component analysis 

resembles common factor analysis when there are large numbers 

of variables and high loadings. In this study both the 

common factor/principal components model and the strict 
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principal components model basically resulted in the same 

four factors containing the same items. The first model of 

analysis produces a 64 item questionnaire and the second 

model of analysis results in a 70 item questionnaire. 

Table 10 is a chart of the reliability of the first and 

second administrations of the questionnaire for the different 

factor analyses and extractions. Pearson product moment is 

also included for comparison. 

Table 10 

Test-Retest Reliability and Internal Consistency of Several 

Different Lengths of the CLSS 

Factor Analysis Internal Internal Test 
Consistency a, Consistency a Retest £ 
1st Test Retest 

80 Items 780 783 .78* 
70 Items .80 .83 .79* 
64 Items .79 .83 .80* 
_____ 

Because there was no other quantifiable child life style 

inventory to which to compare the CLSS, underlying dimensions 

of the data obtained from the sample of the present study of 

the CLSS (Stiles, 1990/1991) were compared to the original 

study's data as well as to the different factors extracted. 

The underlying dimensions of the four factors and the 

variance explained by each of them were: 

Factor 1 - rebellion and noncompliant behavior coupled 

with a compliance to authority loaded 

negatively on the same factor (17.9%) 
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Factor 2 - caring, being inclusive of others, concern, 

and trying to be a good member of society 

(5.8%), 

Factor 3 - wanting one's own way, working to get people 

to give in, self-centeredness, and being the 

center of attention (5.3%) 

Factor 4 - inadequacy and failure (3.4%). 

Appendix K is a list of items composing each factor. 

Because factor one contains eight positively loaded 

items and seven negatively loaded items it was necessary to 

recode the negative items in order to be able to calculate 

reliability and other statistical information (SPSS, 1993). 

The items (noted in Appendix K) were therefore treated as if 

they were reverse order scoring items. In order to do this 

there must be an inverse thematic relationship between the 

positively and negatively loaded items and all items must 

represent the same domain. According to Rummel (1970) a 

factor's interpretability has to do with the configuration of 

its loadings, the proportional factor variance, and the body 

of knowledge about the subject's domain the researcher uses 

to look at the subjective probability of significance or 

generalizability. Recoding gave much more accurate 

information about the strength and underlying dimensions of 

factor one. 

Tables 11 and 12 show the range, mean, variance, and 

standard deviation for each of the four factors over the 
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first and second administrations of the CLSS. These 

statistical methods provide a look at the distribution of the 

items across the factors and the consistency of that 

distribution. 

Table 11 

Variance Per Factor — Initial Testina of 64 Items 

Factor Raw Score Range Mean Variance Std Dev 

1 16-71 33.23 102.64 10.13 
2 27-85 70.05 85.53 9.25 
3 24-94 50.28 143.86 11.99 
4 13-52 23.63 59.11 7.69 

Table 12 

Range of Raw Score. Mean Score. Standard Deviation, and 

Variance Per Factor -- Retest <?f 64 Ttemg 

Factor Raw Score Range Mean Variance Std Dev 

1 15-73 31.50 103.01 10.15 
2 21-85 70.42 99.67 9.98 
3 22-85 47.81 158.90 12.61 
4 13-45 23.40 58.70 7.66 

A correlation of items with their factor is another way 

of analyzing item distribution and strength. The following 

correlations of factors and items are moderately strong with 

an £ of > .50 and a e of < .005. 

Factor 1: Items 28,46,49,63,72,76,9,67,38,22 

Factor 2: Items 14,27,39,40,47,58,68,77,8 

Factor 3: Items 3,4,31,37,44,56,60,62,65,75,79 
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Factor 4: Items 17,23,30,43,52,64,66,71 

Items 67,22,38 all correlate with each other 

Item 8: 47 

These correlations indicate that while the factors have 

internal consistency the items were not strongly correlated 

with other items. This is additional confirmation that the 

principal components factor model was appropriate to use for 

the final analysis as it was designed for uncorrelated 

factors and variables. 

A correlation coefficients matrix of the four factors 

indicates factors one, three, and four were highly correlated 

with the instrument as a whole. Factor one had a high 

correlation with factor three, a high inverse correlation 

with factor two, and a moderate correlation with factor four. 

Factor three also had an inverse correlation with factor two. 

Factor two was poorly correlated with the combined factors. 

Table 13 illustrates this matrix. 

Table 13 

Correlation coefficients between Factors 

1 2 3 4 Combined 

Factor 1 1.000 
Factor 2 -.585 1.000 
Factor 3 .550 -.400 1.000 
Factor 4 .336 -.237 .272 1.000 

Combined .707 -.165 .798 .623 1.000 

p < .005 

Table 14 shows the reliability of each factor and its 

consistency over time. Internal consistency as shown by 
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Cronbach 3. was strong and the strength of the Pearson r 

indicates a temporally stable instrument. 

Table 14 

Test-Retest Reliability and Internal Consistency of the CL5S 

Factor Internal Internal 
Consistency £ Consistency a. Test 
1st Test 2nd Test Retest r 

1 784 785 .83* 
2 .82 .86 .82* 
3 .84 .87 .83* 
4 .76 .78 .73* 

Total .79 .83 .80* 
_____ 

Items that were significant as well as negatively loaded 

on factor one came from the pleasing and socially useful 

subscales originally. Recoding affected factor one and the 

two subscales in an inverse fashion. After recoding, the 

internal consistency increased for factor one from £ = .23 to 

a = .84. The pleasing subscale decreased from £ = .76 to 

3. = .20 and the socially useful subscale reflecting fewer 

items recoded decreased from an SL = -75 to a = -54. After 

recoding, coefficient alpha also increased across the 

combined factors from £ = .71 to a = .79. 

An analysis of variance (ANOVA) and the t-test for 

Independent Samples were used to examine affects of some of 

the biographical information on the data from the first 

administration of the CLSS. The Student-Newman-Keuls and the 

Least Squares Deviation post hoc tests with significance 

levels of .05 were used in order to determine which groups 
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were statistically significant. 

Both boys and girls age 12 scored significantly higher 

than all other age groups of both genders on factor one. 

Factor 2 had no significant differences due to age. Children 

age ten scored higher than children age nine on factor three 

but not significantly. Participants age eleven were found to 

score lower than those ages nine and ten on factor four. No 

significant interaction was present between gender and age. 

The participant's gender had no significant effect on 

factors one and four. However, girls scored significantly 

higher than boys on factor two. Boys scored significantly 

higher than girls on factor three. 

Tables 15, 16, 17, and 18 show the results of the 

factorial ANOVA of age and gender on participant's factor 

scores. 

Table 15 

Analysis of Variance of Effects of Acre x Gender on Scores 

Obtained on Factor One 

Source Mean Significance 

Age 
Grp 8 32.10 
Grp 9 31.64 
Grp 10 32.85 
Grp 11 34.53 
Grp 12 41.20 

Gender 
Male 34.25 
Female 32.52 

Age x Gender 

F (4,306) = 2.70, p 
11 > 9 
12 > 8,9,10,11 

= .03 

none 

none 
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Table 16 

Analysis of Variance of Effects of Age x Gender on Scores 

Obtained on Factor Two 

Source Mean Significance 

Age none 
Grp 8 66.60 
Grp 9 70.63 
Grp 10 70.78 
Grp 11 69.60 
Grp 12 67.70 

Gender F(1,312) = 8.64, p = .00 
Male 68.23 girls > boys 
Female 71.31 

Age x Gender none 

Table 17 

Analysis of Variance of Effects of Acre x Gender on Scores 

Obtained on Factor Three 

Source Mean Significance 

Age 
Grp 8 49.20 
Grp 9 48.12 
Grp 10 52.43 
Grp 11 50.53 
Grp 12 53.70 

Gender 
Male 52.46 
Female 48.7 6 

Age x Gender 

none 

F(1,312) = 7.38, p 
boys > girls 

= .01 

none 
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Table 18 

Analysis of Variance nf effects nf Age X Pender nn Smrpa 

Obtained on Fartor Four 

Source Mean Significance 

Age F (4,304) = 2.56, p = .04 
Grp 8 23.00 11 < 9,10 
Grp 9 24.30 

11 < 9,10 

Grp 10 24.78 
Grp 11 21.59 
Grp 12 25.20 

Gender none 
Male 23.00 
Female 24.07 

Age x Gender none 

Place in the family held no significance over the 

factors although on factor 4 the middle placed child scored 

higher than the only child. Table 19 shows the means for 

factor four and place in the family. 

Table 19 

Analysis of Variance of effects of Place in the Family nn 

Scores Obtained on Factor Fnnr 

Source Mean Significance 

Place none 
Oldest 23.15 
Middle 25.42 
Youngest 23.19 
Only 22.13 

For this study it was assumed that in general private 

schools represent higher socioeconomic groups and public 

schools represent more varied socioeconomic groups. When an 

analysis of the variance compared these two school types 
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there was a difference on every factor. Table 20 illustrates 

this difference. 

Table 20 

Test of Difference ft-test) of Effects of School Type on 

Scores Obtained on the Factors 

Factor Source Mean Significance 

School Type t(312) = 2.32, p = .02 
1 Private 32.37 Public > Private 

Public 35.24 
School Type t(312) = 5.53, p = .01 

2 Private 71.85 Private > Public 
Public 65.83 

School Type t(312) = 3.15, p = .01 
3 Private 48.90 Public > Private 

Public 53.49 
School Type t(312) = 2.43, p = .01 

4 Private 22.95 Public > Private 
Public 25.23 

Three schools were provided questionnaires without faces 

for both administrations. Two schools answered forms with 

the faces. Table 21 illustrates the results of those 

findings. Children who took questionnaires with no faces 

scored higher on factors one, three, and four than those who 

had the faces on their questionnaires. Children who took 

questionnaires with faces scored higher on factor two than 

those who had no faces on their questionnaires. An analysis 

of the interactions of age and the use of faces was computed 

and there were no significant differences. The faces/no 

faces are not the same groups of schools as the school types 

and are not correlated for the different analyses. 
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Table 21 

Test of Difference ft-test) of Effects of Questionnaires With 

and Without Faces on Scores Obtained on the Factors 

Factor Source Mean Significance 

Test Style t(312) = 2.89, p = 

O
 
O
 

1 Faces 31.81 No Faces > Faces 
No Faces 35.11 

Test Style t(312) = 5.87, p = .00 
2 Faces 72.58 Faces > No Faces 

No Faces 66.70 
Test Style t(312) = 3.91, p = 

o
 
O
 

3 Faces 48.03 No Faces > Faces 
No Faces 53.26 

Test Style t (312) = 3.60, p = 

o
 
o
 

4 Faces 22.30 No Faces > Faces 
No Faces 25.40 

Summary of Results 

Results of this study indicate that Stiles' Child Life 

Style Scale (1990/1991) merits continued research and 

exploration and has potential as a useful instrument. The 

purpose of the inter-judge reliability/validity section was 

to assess if the items of the CLSS sufficiently represented 

the construct of the specific interest they were designed to 

represent. 

The experts exhibited a moderate to high percentage 

agreement among themselves and with the author as to the 

construct of the items as shown by placement of items in 

different subscales. There was high agreement on the 

pleasing, inadequacy, and socially useful subscales, moderate 

agreement on the controlling and rebelling subscales, and low 

agreement on the getting subscale. 
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Reliability was assessed by the extent of that 

agreement. A correlation coefficient matrix indicates this 

panel of experts had a varied amount of agreement from 

moderate to high between themselves and between themselves 

and the author. The Cochran Q, designed to determine how 

sets of responses differ among themselves, indicates 

statistical differences across the interpretation of the 

scales. 

Ten items were deleted from the original CLSS due to low 

means or for having low agreement among the experts 

concerning the item's theoretical construct. All reverse 

items were changed to a forward option scoring format. 

The second section of the study was designed to 

contribute to the construct validity of the CLSS through 

factor analysis. The range and variance of the subscale 

scores were moderate indicating each subscale had a fairly 

narrow band allowing for individual differences. The 

internal consistency of the 80-item instrument was in the 

medium range, which is good internal consistency at this 

stage of development. The test-retest reliability 

coefficients were in the medium range and indicate the CLSS 

provided a temporally stable estimate of the identified 

constructs. The Correlation matrix across the scales showed 

low to high correlation of the scales. The scales, which are 

highly correlated, share theoretical dimensions. 

To confirm the previously defined factors and themes a 
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maximum likelihood factor analysis of the 80 item 

questionnaire was run. The factor analysis yielded six 

factors which corresponded with the original subscales of the 

CLSS but did not correspond with the factors or item 

placement yielded in the original study. 

Exploratory common factor analyses were performed using 

the principal axis model. Varimax rotation extracting five 

and six factors yielded non-significant fifth and sixth 

factors. Four factors extracted using a principal axis 

factor analysis with varimax rotation had strong thematic 

content but contained sixteen non-significant factors. 

Results of the principal components factor analysis with 

varimax rotation yielded four uncorrelated factors which 

strongly corresponded to the thematic content of some of the 

original constructs or a combination of those constructs. 

The dimensions underlying Factor 1 centered on attitudes and 

behaviors of rebelling and going against the rules combined 

with the inverse attitudes and behaviors of compliance to 

authority. Factor 2 focused on caring for others and 

attempting to be a responsible member of society. Factor 3 

centered on concern for winning and getting one's own way, 

an attitude of self-centeredness and bossing others around. 

Finally, Factor 4 represented a sense of failure or feelings 

of inadequacy. 

Internal consistency for each factor as well as the 

combined factors was high and test-retest reliability was 
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strong indicating this particular version of the CLSS was 

temporally stable. The correlation coefficient matrix 

between factors demonstrated correlations indicative of 

thematic content. Factor one (rebelling against authority) 

correlated strongly with factor three {getting own way) and 

moderately with factor four (inadequacy). Factor two (being 

a caring member of society) had inverse correlations with 

factors one, two, and three. Factor four did not correlate 

strongly with any of the other three factors and yet it had a 

high correlation with the combined factors. 

Results of the analysis of variance indicated age did 

make a difference on factors one, three, and four. Children 

ages 11 and 12 scored significantly higher than children ages 

8, 9, and 10 on factor one. Children, age 11, scored 

significantly higher than 9 and 10 year olds on factor four 

while children age ten scored somewhat higher age nine. 

Gender affected factors two and three with boys scoring 

higher than girls on factor three and girls scoring higher 

than boys on factor two. The age x gender interaction was 

not significant across these subjects. 

Place in the family was not of particular import but 

socioeconomics as represented by public and private-school 

played a major role in attitudes and beliefs. The 

differences in questionnaires with and without faces was 

significant for all factors. Children who had questionnaires 

with no faces scored higher on factors one, two, and four. 
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Children who had questionnaires with faces scored higher on 

factor two. 

Discussion 

The purpose of this study was to further the development 

and extend the empirical research of the Child Life Style 

Scale (CLSS) (Stiles, 1990/1991). In order to explore the 

reliability and validity of the instrument several methods of 

analysis were employed. 

A panel of experts in the field of Individual Psychology 

was asked to match items on the CLSS with constructs posited 

by the author. The subject matter was subjective both from 

the point of view of the material concerned as well as each 

individual's own frame of reference and understanding of the 

material, which would be in accordance with Adlerian theory 

(Adler, 1964). Although the experts were in moderate 

agreement overall and could agree with each other and the 

author on slightly over half of the items, there were many 

items on which they could reach no agreement or were in total 

agreement among themselves but not with the author. Some of 

those difficult items were deleted during the factor analysis 

process. If adults view the meanings of questions so 

differently then the validity of the items from a child's 

perspective is brought into question. 

An example is item 12. ("I can't swim.") From an 

Adlerian viewpoint this might be an admission of fear of 

being inadequate and of failure. The panel was 100% in 
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agreement with the author that this question represented the 

inadequacy construct. Practically, if the child has no 

access to bodies of water then they may not know how to swim 

due to lack of experience. The item then becomes a fact 

rather than an attitude about life. Until the child 

experiences a real reason to know how to swim he/she will not 

feel inadequate from lack of knowing or see this as failure. 

Item 12 did not significantly load on any of the factor 

analyses. 

Item 25 ("I have a lot of trouble with reading.") is 

another example of the difference of viewing life from an 

adult perspective or from a child's perspective. The 

original study constructed this question to represent the 

rebelling construct. According to Dreikurs (1974) children 

who have reading problems often have some emotional 

maladjustment and feel discouraged and antagonistic against 

school. Thus failure to read was thought to reflect the 

child's resistance to society's demands (Mosak & Schneider, 

1975) . Adults who teach reading to children who have 

difficulties learning find there are often emotional and 

behavioral difficulties that can be troubling in the 

classroom (Bond, Tinker, Wasson, & Wasson, 1989) . Adults 

might view those difficulties as rebellious behaviors and 

attitudes but from a child's perspective the behaviors may 

have more to do with a fear of being inadequate. In recent 

years much has been learned about reading problems and 
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learning disorders. Reading problems can be the result of 

emotional problems, poor instructions, low motivation, 

environmental disadvantages as well as cognitive disabilities 

that are frequently of constitutional origin (Achenbach, 

1982) . Many new styles of teaching have been developed to 

accommodate different learning styles. However, until the 

child begins to believe learning is possible the appearance 

of rebellious behavior might persist as a matter of bravado 

and fear of seeming to fail. Item 25 loaded on the factor 

with the theme of inadequacy or failure. This study's 

experts agreed 100% this item fit the construct of inadequacy 

rather than rebelling. 

It could be adults have an understanding of the 

importance of the inferences of certain questions but 

children take them at face value. According to Piaget's 

theory of development, children ages eight to twelve are in 

the concrete operational stage of cognitive development 

(Hall, 1982). During this stage children do attain logical 

thought but they apply it to solid, concrete objects in the 

world around them and have not developed the ability to use 

abstract reasoning. While taking the questionnaire, some 

children asked about the meaning of several questions and 

seemed to find the wording confusing. They had particular 

problems with items 3, 5, 7, 12, 13, 16, 17, 24, 25, 26, 29, 

33, 36, 41, 44, 61, 65, 73, 80. Six of these items were 

nonsignificant on the principal axis factor analysis and were 
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deleted from the final factor analysis. In order to correct 

for error continued research needs to take place on the 

remaining items and their wording to ensure the items are 

valid for the constructs they represent. 

Several factor analysis models were conducted in an 

effort to examine the dimensions of the CLSS and clarify the 

factor structure. Deleting ten items, found less effective 

by the panel of experts, made considerable difference in the 

way the factor loadings fell. Stiles' six factors across 90 

items do not come into agreement as succinctly as the maximum 

likelihood analysis run over 80 items. The original study's 

findings concerning factors two and three are similar to this 

study's factors four and two, respectively. 

Using the 80 item questionnaire, the maximum likelihood 

factor model did provide evidence to support Stile's six life 

style themes. Factor one represented rebellious behavior, 

factor two focused on attitudes and behaviors of care and 

concern for others, factor three represented a desire to get 

one's own wciy and be the center of attention, factor four 

centered on fear of failure and inadequacy, factor five 

represented feelings of being a good and pleasing person, and 

factor six focused on being bossy and controlling. However, 

these six factors did not correspond with the factors yielded 

in the original study. In addition, the first, fifth, and 

sixth factors had both positively and negatively loaded 

items, and factors five and six are not strong in terms of 
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item representation. 

Using a maximum likelihood factor analysis was an effort 

to confirm Stiles' findings and not exploratory research, 

therefore this researcher did not pursue refining the CL'SS 

based on this factor analysis. Further research would be 

merited to determine how the significant negative loadings 

affect all the factors, and what difference would be made if 

the sixteen nonsignificant items were deleted. Twelve of the 

sixteen nonsignificant items on the maximum likelihood factor 

analysis were the same as on the common factor analysis. 

A common factor analysis model was chosen to explore the 

underlying dimensions of the CLSS in part because of evidence 

of the scree test that four factors were adequate. Further, 

in 1990, Stiles' research indicated that clarification of 

factors and their underlying dimensions was merited. Factor 

one appeared to be composed of items from three constructs, 

getting, controlling, and rebelling. Certainly factors two 

and three represented the constructs of inadequacy and social 

interest but without clearcut subscale representation. 

Results of Stiles' field testing showed the Pearson r was 

adequate and the alpha coefficients were not particularly 

high across the scales. This indicated a need to improve 

internal consistency. 

The principal axis model failed to produce significant 

loadings for five or six clear factors. When four factors 

were extracted the loadings were clear and unidirectional 
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with the exception of factor one, which consistently-

contained the same positively and negatively significant item 

loadings. The alpha coefficient across 80 items and the 

test-retest Pearson £, were both high and confirmed the 

reliability of this version. 

A principle components factor model was conducted after 

deleting the sixteen nonsignificant items from the 80 item 4 

factor principal axis model. The items were deleted in order 

to condense the instrument to the lowest number of items 

possible and still retain a high degree of reliability and 

validity. The 64 item instrument., as a whole, had strong 

internal consistency and was stable over time. This analysis 

produced four clear factors which were strong and stable over 

time, had high consistency, had clear thematic dimensions, 

and had moderately high variances and standard deviations. 

This version's higher variance accounted for identification 

of more individual differences through behaviors, attitudes, 

and emotions which is appropriate for a norm-referenced 

instrument. Norm-referencing allows instruments to identify 

constructs on which individual differences exist (Crocker & 

Algina, 1986, Sattler, 1988). 

Standard deviation also accounts for individual 

differences such as one might find on a personality inventory 

(Crocker & Algina, 1986). The standard deviation was 

moderate to moderately high and indicated more research needs 

to be conducted in order to determine the size and number of 
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standard deviations necessary to determine life style 

predominance. 

Test-rejtest reliability and internal consistency go hand 

in hand with standard deviation and variance. Few clear 

standards exist for interpreting the value of test-retest 

reliability coefficients (Crocker & Algina, 1986). Test-

retest reliabilities should yield at least .70 on personality 

instruments to be considered providers of useful information 

about individuals according to Kline (1983). Pearson r 

coefficients are dependent on the nature of the instrument, 

ages of the subjects, and the amount of time elapsed between 

administrations of the instrument. 

When considering time elapsed between administrations 

all care was tSLken to administer the questionnaire at the 

same time of the day with the same configuration of children 

over a reasonable time period. Dreikurs (1967) allowed .that 

a child's life style was fully developed by the age of six, 

therefore, the constructs of the CLSS should be stable and 

not affected by maturation due to time. Events, atmosphere, 

and physicality might affect a child's perspective on any 

given day, but the child's basic view of life would remain 

constant. Test-retest reliability across the factors and the 

instrument as a whole was high and indicated the instrument 

can be used as a provider of information about a child's view 

of life. 

Internal consistency within a factor is calculated on 



78 

the consistency of the subject's answers across that factor 

and helps determine if the factor is homogeneous (Crocker & 

Algina, 1986) . Care was given to ensure administration and 

environment were as consistent as possible. Coefficient 

alpha, calculated on the factors individually and across the 

combined factors of the 64 item version of the CLSS, had high 

consistency. Factor four was more moderate in consistency as 

well as reliability. One possible explanation might be the 

fourth factor was the last factor loaded and therefore not as 

strong. Errors contributing to this might have to do with 

the consistency of quality of the items, or the possibility 

that these items did not represent the universe of items that 

theoretically exist for that subscale (Crocker & Algina, 

1986) . 

This particular factor model loaded cleanly with no non-

significant factors. A reduction in the number of items on 

the instrument was desired to reduce fatigue and irritability 

at having to take such a long instrument (Henerson, Morris, & 

Fitz-Gibbon, 197 8) . The children in this study required the 

full amount of time allotted and at least 15% required extra 

time to finish. This appeared due to problems with reading 

comprehension, indecision how to answer, fatigue, 

inattention, and social behavior. An attempt was made to 

administer the CLSS at the beginning of the day and in a 

quiet environment with small groups of children. This was 

not possible in every setting and the environment did make a 
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noticeable difference at the time of administration. 

Children often have trouble sustaining attention on lengthy 

tests, according to Henerson, Morris, and Fitz-Gibbon (1978), 

and a shorter version of the CLSS requiring less time would 

allow the child to stay focused and possibly be more 

cooperative. This would enhance the possibility of a more 

accurate picture of the child's life style perspective. 

Factor analysis is also a study of construct validity 

{Gorsuch, 1983). Results of the principal components factor 

analysis with varimax rotation indicated four clear 

dimensions underlying the items of the 64 item version of the 

CLSS. 

Fifteen, items loaded on factor one with a variance of 

17.9%. The items that loaded positively represented 

attitudes of rebellion, going against authority, and 

noncompliant behavior. About half the items loaded 

negatively and they represented feelings of going along with 

the rules and compliance to authority. Since all items 

represent the dimension of attitudes about authority and 

compliance to rules and authority, or lack thereof, it can be 

said that the items are within the same construct. When 

significant items of the same construct are loaded positively 

and negatively then the researcher must recode some of the 

items to get all significant loadings in the same direction 

(SPSS, 1993). The original constructs of this factor were 

rebelling, socially useful, and pleasing which present as 



80 

opposite dimensions of the same domain. 

When the significant negative loadings were recoded the 

recalculated alpha increased across the factors and across 

the entire instrument. Significantly, the-alphas of the 

pleasing and socially useful subscales decreased. Further, 

the items within factor one were highly correlated with the 

factor as a whole but not between items. It is recommended 

that the items 6, 22, 35, 38, 45, 53, and 67 become reverse 

option scoring items in order to accommodate scoring of CLSS. 

Factor one was clearly comprised of attitudes, feelings, 

and behaviors that Adler (1935) found characteristic of a 

person wanting to be the boss and showing a lack of social 

interest by demonstrating a ruling attitude in relationships 

with others. Factor one also demonstrates an attitude of 

going against authority and the rules in order to do as one 

pleases. Factor one had fifteen items (eight positive and 

seven negative items) with a variance of 17.9%. 

Factor two had seventeen items loaded significantly with 

a variance of 5.8%. The items reflect attitudes of caring 

and concern for others, being inclusive of others, and trying 

to be a good member of society. Items of this factor 

originally were from the constructs pleasing and socially 

useful. This factor reflects Adler's socially useful type who 

attempts to solve problems in life in a way that is useful to 

others and is actively prepared for cooperation and 

contribution for the benefit of others (Adler, 1935). 
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Factor 3 had nineteen items and a variance of 5.3%. 

This factor centers on attitudes that have to do with 

winning, getting one's own way, and being bossy. Being the 

center of attention or a sense of self-centeredness were also 

reflected in this attitude. Items on this factor originally 

were of the controlling and getting constructs and share the 

same dimensions. At the heart of this factor seems to be the 

life style of the getter and controller which are a 

combination of two life styles postulated by Mosak (1971). 

These represent attitudes of manipulating life and putting 

others into service to get one's way or a desire to control 

life and those around in order not: to be controlled by 

others. These life styles relate to Adler's getting theme in 

that the person attempts to get from others rather than 

actively doing for him/herself or others (Adler, 1935). 

Factor four reflected attitudes of feeling inadequate 

and a sense of failure. This factor was comprised of 

thirteen items with a variance of 3.4% and was made up almost 

entirely of items from the inadequacy construct. This life 

style was identified by Adler (1935) as the avoiding type 

that strives to gain significance by avoiding being 

responsible for the solutions to problems. This type 

withdraws in order to avoid the pain of working through the 

solution or in hope of getting others to take care of them. 

One reason this factor might have had less consistency is 

that children of the ages 8 through 12 are still fairly 
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literal and when they are asked if they are scared to try 

they want to answer in the absolute (Hall, 1982). Although 

all the basic emotions are established children's thought 

process is more concrete than abstract (McCandless & Evans, 

1973) . 

The correlation of the factors bear out the underlying 

dimensions and themes. Factor 1 (rebellion) was highly 

correlated with factor 3 (control) and moderately correlated 

with factor 4 (fear of failure). Factors one and three had a 

negative correlation with factor 2 (social usefulness). 

Factors one, three, and four were strongly correlated to the 

instrument as a whole and factor two had a negative 

correlation to the combined factors. The instrument seems to 

be weighted with three factors that do not have much social 

usefulness. 

The analysis of variance did not offer as many 

significant differences as one might have anticipated. Age 

was significant as children matured toward puberty and had 

more significance with attitudes of rebellion and acting out. 

This is consistent with what we know about child development 

theory (Dinkmeyer & Dreikurs, 1963; McCandless & Evans, 

1973). In American society both boys and girls increase 

rebellious behavior and begin to test limits and question 

authority outright as they approach adolescence. The goal of 

an adolescent is to prove he or she is no longer a child 

(Adler 1931/1980). Other major concerns are achieving 
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intimacy and overcoming loneliness (Dinkmeyer, Dinkmeyer, & 

Sperry, 1987) and this often leads an adolescent to rely on 

peers rather than parents and other figures of authority. 

Parents and teachers then interpret this withdrawal as 

rebellion. 

According to Adler (1931/1980) adolescence does not 

change character but provides new situations and tests that 

may reveal mistakes in the style of life that had gone 

unnoticed before. Talking with children eleven and twelve 

may not give as accurate a view of basic life style beliefs 

because the child's developmental stage is one of separating 

from authority.. Therefore, having an accurate measure of 

life style would be appropriate as well as facilitative to 

therapy. 

Gender seemed to have some implications for boys as they 

scored higher on factor three (control). This reflected the 

traditional attitude, of men's need to be in control, make 

things happen, and a desire among young boys to be thought of 

as "macho", that goes along with being successful and gaining 

recognition (Dewey, 1978; McCandless & Evans, 1973). Girls, 

however, scored higher on factor two (social usefulness) 

which is also consistent with the traditional point of view 

that women should be in charge of taking care of others and 

relationships (Crandall & Kytonen, 1980; McCandless & Evans, 

1973). As society continues to have more women in the work 

force this attitude of responsibility for others may shift to 
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one similar to the attitude of men seeking recognition and 

achievement. 

Age and gender did not have significant interactions in 

this study as one would anticipate which would suggest that 

further research is needed to clarify the norm for the 

general population of how subjects score across the factors. 

The school types corresponded to socioeconomic factors 

in that those who attended private schools were thought to 

have more financial resources available to them. Those 

attending public schools come from more heterogeneous socio-

economic backgrounds. The study found that public school 

children scored higher on factor one (rebellion), three 

(control), cind four (fear of failure). Private school 

children scored higher on factor two (social usefulness). If 

those attending private school have more financial resources 

available to them as a general rule then it can be inferred 

that they would also have more opportunities for travel, 

educational and leisure activities, material goods, and 

professional support when needed. Living a life with 

economic privileges would give a certain sense of control and 

the ability to be in charge of one's own self. This might 

account for the differences in attitude of wanting to control 

and rule over others that seemed significant in the public 

schools of more varied economic resources. A certain concern 

for fear of failure goes hand in hand with loss of economic 

control and could account for the higher scores in the public 
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schools on the fourth factor. Crandall and Kytonen (1980) 

found an inverse relationship between attitudes of rebelling 

and controlling and attitudes of social usefulness. This 

might account for the difference of scores on factor two. 

The questionnaires with and without faces poses a more 

difficult problem. There were definite significant 

differences between the two forms of the CLSS. The break 

down of schools did not follow the public/private format. 

One observation, made by the researcher during administering 

the CLSS, was children who appeared to have had problems 

reading and comprehending the instruments' content were also 

confused by the faces under the words. These students, who 

were slow to finish and asked a lot of questions, stated they 

would rather have had a form with no faces. They were 

particularly confused by having a happy face represent an 

answer which they found unhappy. The faces were used as 

clues rather than a Likert scale. Students, who finished 

quickly and said they thought the questionnaire was easy, 

often stated they did not look at the faces. Children did 

like the looks of the faces and it made the instrument seem 

more user friendly but it is this researcher's recommendation 

that further research be carefully done in order to determine 

how helpful the;y are. 

The ANOVA and t-test findings are not as strong as one 

would expect but they do provide information corroborating 

the author's original findings that there are differences due 
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to age and gender. Further research will be needed in this 

area over a varied population to develop norms and a baseline 

and to continue to confirm the constructs of this instrument. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Based on the results of this study and the fact that 

internal consistency was increased, reliability over time was 

increased, and the questionnaire was shortened it is 

reasonable to conclude that the Child Life Style Scale by 

Stiles (1990/1991) is a strong instrument and further 

exploration and research of the dimensions of its 

capabilities would be appropriate. 

First, further testing is recommended to review each 

item as it is loaded on the individual factors in order to 

ensure they are clear and representative of a child's point 

of view as well as representative of Adlerian constructs. 

This would also lend statistical support to the consistency 

of the factors and their constructs. 

Second, while this researcher believes this study showed 

there are four unique and discreet factors there is a need 

for further research to compare the different versions of the 

CLSS both for item count and for factor loadings. Several 

reasons the 64 item 4 factor instrument is useful are higher 

consistency and reliability, strong underlying constructs, 

and it is a shorter version for children to negotiate. 

Continued research needs to be conducted to confirm that this 

version gives an accurate picture of a child's life style but 
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does not sacrifice information concerning the child that is 

essential in understanding the results as a whole. 

Further studies need to be made concerning the nature of 

factor one. Although recoding seems to satisfy the 

statistical analysis, attention should be paid to the way the 

items are written. If a forward option scoring instrument is 

desired for more straight forward analysis then some of the 

questions would have to be rewritten or replaced. Reverse 

scoring for the negatively loaded items is also an option. 

The variance of the CLSS was never higher than 33.4% for 

the field testing in the original study or in this study. 

Therefore, future research implications would include using 

the questionnaire with a clinical population in order to see 

if the variance explained by the scales would be higher. 

Other testing needs to be conducted with large samples that 

represent the population as accurately as possible. 

Another possibility for research would be to use a 

forced choice answer format to see if the scales would be 

more discriminative across populations. 

Finally, studies need to be conducted to determine what 

impact and difference the faces make on results of the 

questionnaire. This was not an anticipated part of the study 

but it has provided questions about the legitimacy of having 

visual aids on a personality questionnaire when the aids 

might be used or misused for prompting answers. 
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August 7, 1995 

Dr. Kathleen E. Stiles 
904 Smokerise 
Denton, Texas 76205 

Dear Dr. Stiles, 

I am a doctoral student at the University of North Texas. I 
am very interested in doing some continued research on the 
Child Life Style Scale which you developed in 1990. 

I would like your permission to use this instrument in my 
doctoral research. I am currently working at a private 
school in the Dallas area and believe that such an instrument 
would make the counselor's job much easier. Determining a 
child's life style in an efficient manner along with a short 
interview session would enable counselors to suggest 
interventions to teachers and parents without doing actual 
therapy. 

I will be using another panel of judges to rank the items in 
themes to test the reliability/validity of the items. 
However, I am not going to label the themes, but instead give 
the judges a blind copy of the inventory. I will also do a 
factor analysis on data collected from a sample of third, 
fourth, and fifth graders in the North Texas region. 

I am most interested in doing this research and would 
appreciate any thoughts or questions you might have in regard 
to this project. If you are willing to allow me to use the 
CLSS for my doctoral research please sign the attached letter 
and return it to me in the self-addressed envelope. 

I look forward to talking with you. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Janet S. Arnold, M. S. 
4716 Heatherbrook 
Dallas, Texas 75244 
214-702-8801 
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I, , give Janet Arnold 

permission to use the Child Life Style Scale in her doctoral 

research. She has informed me about the study and I support 

her efforts to continue to develop the CLSS through validity 

and reliability studies. 

Kathleen Ellis Stiles, PhD Date 
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SIX LIFE STYLE THEMES 
FOUND IN THE CHILD LIFE STYLE SCALE 

1. PLEASING TYPE - children who procure affection, 

acceptance, and approval by pleasing or conforming to the 

expectations of others. This is a combination of Adler's 

getting type and Mosak's pleasing type. 

2. GETTING TYPE - children who depend on others to provide 

comfort and pleasure. This is based on both Adler and 

Mosak's getter types. 

3. CONTROLLING TYPE - children who rule over other people by 

controlling them through domination, either direct or 

indirect, or through their own demands for perfection. This 

is found in the theory of Adler's ruling type and Mosak's 

controller. 

4. REBELLING TYPE - children who rule other people by 

opposing or rebelling against the demands and expectations 

placed on them by others. This theme is a reflection of 

Adler's ruling and Mosak's rebelling types. 

5. INADEQUACY TYPE - children who avoid both useful 

interaction with other people and the useful solution of 

their own problems. The basis for the theme can be found in 

Adler's avoiding type and Mosak's inadequate type. 

6. SOCIALLY USEFUL TYPE - children who responsibly cope with 

and solve problems and engage in activity which benefits 

other people. This last theme is based entirely on Adler's 

concept of the socially useful type. 
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Name Grade _Age_ 

Directions: Here are some sentences that describe how some 

kids think, feel, and act. Please read each sentence. Then 

decide if it fits how you think, feel, or act. Put an X on 

the answer that describes you. 

IF THE SENTENCE IS MARK 

true of you all or most of the time. . . . really like me 

sometimes true of you sometimes like me 

not often true of you mostly not like me 

not true of you at all really not like me 

if you don't know or can't decide don't know 

This is not a test, so there are no right or wrong answers. 

Just answer the way you believe the sentences describe you. 

Answer every sentence -- don't skip anv. and answer only once 

for each sentence. Some may be hard to decide, but remember 

to mark just one answer for each sentence. 

SAMPLES: 

A. I like ice cream. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

B. I ride my bike to school. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really no 
like me 
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INSTRUCTIONS TO PANEL OF EXPERTS 
Please read the descriptions of the six life style 

themes. 

First, indicate under each item which of the six life 
style types being examined in this study is most represented 
by this item. The life style types being considered are: 
Pleasing, Rebelling, Getting, Controlling, Inadequacy, and 
Socially Useful. 

An R is placed after the number on some of the items. 
The £ stands for reversed item and means that the scoring is 
reversed for that item. In order to determine the theme in 
which each item belongs, it is necessary to take the reversed 
items into account. For example, if someone marked really 
like me on the item, "If my closet gets too full of clothes, 
I give some away," that item would be scored really not like 
me on the Getting Scale, because agreeing with this item 
indicates that the person can deny feelings of inferiority 
and behave as if adequate. This is the opposite end of the 
spectrum from those who withdraw because of feelings of 
inadequacy. There are two ways which might be helpful in 
thinking about reversed items before indicating a life style: 

a. Add the word not to the item. (Example: If my 
closet gets too full of clothes, I do not give some 
away.) 

b. In the case of an item containing the not, remove 
the word not from the item. 

Second, rate each of the following statements for how 
well it represents the scale you've chosen. A score of 1 
indicates a low degree of representativeness, and a score of 
5 indicates a high degree of representativeness. 

Your comments about any part of the Child Life Style 
Scale are welcomed on the extra sheet provided. 

If you agree to let me publish your name as a member of 
this panel please sign and return the consent form provided. 

Please return your ratings to me within two weeks of the 
time you received the material. A return envelope has been 
provided. Thank you for your support and cooperation! 

Janet Arnold, M.S. 
4716 Heatherbrook 
Dallas, Texas 75244 
214-702-8801 or 214-661-1211 (work) 
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low high 

1. I am sad when I find out someone does not like me. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Most of the time, I feel good about how I act. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

3. If someone gets in my way, I make them get out of my way. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

4. I like to tell others that they are wrong. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

5. I do not like to be told what to do. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

6. I help my mom and dad with chores at home. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

7. I belong to clubs. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

8. I am easy to get along with. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

9. I do not like waiting my turn. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

10. I argue a lot with my parents. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 .5 

11. In class, I like to work as part of a team. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

12. It is very hard for me to say "no" when someone asks me 
for a favor. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 
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low high 
13. I can't swim. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

14. <R) If my closet gets too full of clothes, I give some 
away. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

15. I learn from my mistakes. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

16. I need a lot of help with math. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

17. I am stubborn. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

18. I am afraid that if I try, I will fail. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

19. I get sent to the principal's office a lot. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

20. I can be trusted. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

21. When other kids ask me to play or go somewhere with 
them, 

I often say "no." 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

22. (R) I never win. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

23. I do what I am told to do. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

24. (R) I am not scared to try. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 
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low high 

25. I am a good person. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

26. I have a lot of trouble with reading. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

27. (R) I can do a lot of things without help. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

28. I do all I can to keep people from arguing. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

29. I do not like doing what grown-ups tell me to do. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

30. (R) I turn my homework in on time. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

31. I'm really no good. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

32. If I do something wrong, I blame it on someone else. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 
33. If a new kid came to my class, I would go up and say 
"hi." 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

34. I have been called a show-off. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

35. I am often the last one to come in from recess .or lunch. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

36. I like to be the best in everything I do. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 
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low high 
37. I hardly ever get into trouble. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

38. I often forget and leave my lunch or lunch money at 
home. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

39. For my birthday, I want lots of presents that cost a lot 
of money. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

40. When grown-ups tell me to do something, I do it. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

41. If I see a kid I like, I ask that kid to play with me. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

42. I day-dream a lot. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

43. If I do something wrong, I feel sorry. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

44. I am often late for school. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

45. It's OK with me if things don't go my way all the time. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

46. My handwriting is hard to read. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

47. Nobody likes me. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

48. I feel best when I am the center of attention. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 
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low high 

49. (R) I can't keep a secret. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

50. I get into a lot of fights. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

51. I am very nice to other people. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

52. I am always right. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

53. (R) I always follow the rules. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

54. I try not to say things that could hurt a friend's 
feelings. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

55. (R) It's OK with me if I do not get my way. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

56. I just don't feel like trying. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

57. It's OK with me if my parents tell me "no." 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

58. I want everyone to like me. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

59. I do not like it when members of my family argue. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

60. I would tell a person anything, to get my way. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 
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low high 

61. I feel best when people leave me alone. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

62. I try hard to make others happy. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

63. (R) When I learn something new, I don't have to get it 
right the first time. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

64. If I don't like the way a game is going, I change the 
rules. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

65. (R) I hate school. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

66. When I want something, I don't take "no" for an answer. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

67. When someone argues with me, I win. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

68. When grown-ups tell me not to do something, I do it 
anyway. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

69. I just can't do anything right. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

70. Spelling is hard for me. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

71. I will do anything to get others to notice me. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

72. I am the worst at everything. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 
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low high 

73. I do as my parents say. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

74. (R) I don't care if I hurt someone's feelings. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

75. I am stupid. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

76. I like to boss other people around. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

77. My feelings are easy to hurt. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

78. (R) I am good at a lot of things. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

79. I get sent to my room a lot. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

80. When I cry, my parents give in to me. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

81. If I am losing a game, I drop out before the game is 
over. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

82. <R) I like to share my things with other people. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

83. When my mother calls me, I pretend I do not hear her. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

84. I like doing things for others. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 
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low high 

85. I have a lot of bad luck. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

86. (R) It's OK to make mistakes. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

87. If I get really mad at someone, they let me have my way. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 
88. If others don't let me do what I want, then they don't 

like me. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

89. I want to keep everything for myself. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 

90. I am an important member of my family. 

Belongs to: 1 2 3 4 5 
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COMMENTS 

Numbers of the items which were difficult to categorize: 

Additional comments: 

Signature 
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IDENTIFICATION OF JUDGES 

Please check one of the following statements and sign your 

name. 

_You have my permission to identify me as a judge in this 

study. 

_You do not have my permission to identify me as a judge 

in this study. 

Signature 
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Name .Grade. _Age_ 

Directions: Here are some sentences that describe how some 

kids think, feel, and act. Please read each sentence. Then 

decide if it fits how you think, feel, or act. Put an X on 

the answer that describes you. 

IF THE SENTENCE IS MARK 

true of you all or most of the time. . . . really like me 

sometimes true of you sometimes like me 

not often true of you mostly not like me 

not true of you at all really not like me 

if you don't know or can't decide don't know 

This is not a test, so there are no right or wrong answers. 

Just answer the way you believe the sentences describe you. 

Answer every sentence -- don't skip anv. and answer only once 

for each sentence. Some may be hard to decide, but remember 

to mark just one answer for each sentence. 

SAMPLES: 

A. I like ice cream. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

B. I ride my bike to school. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 
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1. I am sad when I find out someone does not like me. 

really-
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 9 © 
2. Most of the time, I feel good about how I act. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © © 
3. If someone gets in my way, I make them get out of my way. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © © 
4. I like to tell others that they are wrong. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © 
5. I do not like to be told what to do, 

really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
6. I help my mom and dad with chores at home. 

really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

(§) © 
I belong to clubs. 

don't 
know 
tT 

mostly not 
like me 

© 
really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© © ? 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 



8. I am easy to get along with. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© © ? 
9. I do not like waiting my turn." 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

10. I argue a lot with my parents. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© © ? 

mostly not 
like me 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
mostly not 
like me 

11. In class, I like to work as part of a team. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© © 
don't 
know 

9 
mostly not 
like me 
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really not 
like me 

? 

really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
really not 
like me 

© © 
12. It is very hard for me to say "no" when someone asks me 

for a favor. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© 
13. I can't swim. 

don't 
know 

9 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© © ? 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
14. If my closet gets too full of clothes, I give some away. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
really not 
like me 
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15. I learn from my mistakes. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
16. I need a lot of help with math. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© © 
17. I am stubborn. 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© ? 
mostly not 
like me 

18. I am afraid that if I try, I will fail. 

really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© © 
don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

s» 

19. I get sent to the principal's office a lot. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

20. I can be trusted, 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© ? 

really not 
like me 

© © 
really not 
like me 

© © 
really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© © ? 
mostly not 
like me 

© 
really not 
like me 

21. When other kids ask me to play or go somewhere with 
them, I often say "no." 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© © 
don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

9 © ® 
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22. I never win. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© © ? 
23. I do what I am told to do. 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© © 
don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

9 
24 I am not scared to try. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

25. I am a good person. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
26. I have a lot of trouble with reading. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© © 
don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

9 © 
27. I can do a lot of things without help. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© 9 
28. I do all I can to keep people from arguing, 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© © 
don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
really not 
like me 

© © ? © ® 
really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© ® 
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29. I do not like doing what grown-ups tell me to do. 

really 
like_me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© © ? 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

30, I turn my homework in on time. 
© © 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? 
31. I'm really no good. 

© © 
really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © © 
32. If I do something wrong, I blame it on someone else. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © © 
33. If a new kid came to my class, I would go up and say "hi." 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© © ? 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

34. I have been called a show-off. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © © 
35, I am often the last one to come in from recess.or lunch. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © © 



36. I like to be the best in everything I do. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
37. I hardly ever get into trouble. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© © 
don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

9 
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really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
38. I often forget and leave my lunch or lunch money at 

home. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
really not 
like me 

39. For my birthday, I want lots of presents that cost a lot 
of money. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© 
don't 
know 

9 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
40. When grown-ups tell me to do something, I do it. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © 
really not 
like me 

© © 
41. If I see a kid I like, I ask that kid to play with me. 

really sometimes 
like me like me 

© 
42. I day-dream a lot. 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

9 
don't 
know 

© 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © © 
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43. If I do something wrong, I feel sorry. 

really 
like, me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

44, I am often late for school. 

mostly not 
like me 

© ? © 
really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© © 7 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
45. It's OK with me if things don't go my way all the time. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
46. My handwriting is hard to read. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© 
47. Nobody likes me. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
really not 
like me 

© © ? © © 
48. I feel best when I am the center of attention. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© 9 
49. I can't keep a secret. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© © ? 

mostly not 
like me 

© 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
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50 I get into a lot of fights. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © © © 
51. I am very nice to other people, 
really sometimes don't 
like me like me 

© © 
52. I am always right. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

know 

9 
don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 9 
53. I always follow the rules, 

© © 
really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? 
54. I try not to say things that could hurt a friend's 

feelings. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© ? © 
55. It's OK with me if I do not get my way. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © © 
56. I just don't feel like trying. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 7 © © 
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57. It's OK with me if my parents tell me "no. 

really-
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

58. I want everyone to like me. 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © 
59. I do not like it when members of my family argue. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © © © 
60. I would tell a person anything, to get my way. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
61. I feel best when people leave me alone. 

really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
really not 
like me 

62. I try hard to make others happy. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © 
63. When I learn something new, I don't have to get it 

right the first time. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © © ® 
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64. If I don't like the way a game is going, I change the 
rules. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

65, I hate school. 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © 
66. When I want something, I don't take "no" for an answer. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© © 
don't 
know 

9 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
67. When someone argues with me, I win. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © 
68. When grown-ups tell me not to do something, I do it 

anyway. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
69. I just can't do anything right. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © 
70. Spelling is hard for me. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
really not 
like me 



118 

71. I will do anything to get others to notice me. 

really-
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
72. I am the worst at everything. 

really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

73. I do as my parents say. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
74. I don't care if I hurt someone's feelings, 

really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

75. I am stupid. 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© ? © 
76. I like to boss other people around. 

really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
77. My feelings are easy to hurt. 

really not 
like me 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© 

don't 
know 

9 
mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 
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78. I am good at a lot of things 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

79. I get sent to my room a lot. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

© 9 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
mostly not 
like me 

80 When I cry, my parents give in to me. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © 9 
0 

© 

really not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
really not 
like me 

81. If I am losing a game, I drop out before the game is 
over. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © © © 
82. I like to share my things with other people. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 1 
83. When my mother calls me, I pretend I do not hear her. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © © © 
84. I like doing things for others. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © 
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85 I have a lot of bad luck. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? 
86. It's OK to make mistakes. 

© 
really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

© © ? © 
really not 
like me 

87 If I get really mad at someone, they let me have my way. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © 
88. If others don't let me do what I want, then they don't 

like me. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

© © 
don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © 
89. I want to keep everything for myself. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © 
90. I am an important member of my family. 

really 
like me 

sometimes 
like me 

don't 
know 

mostly not 
like me 

really not 
like me 

© © ? © 
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Dear Teacher: 

I am a doctoral student at the University of North Texas, 
conducting research on children in the third, fourth, and 
fifth grades. I am interested in identifying the patterns in 
their thinking, feeling, and behaving with other children and 
with adults. 

In order to conduct my research, I need a large sample of 
children, and I need your help in obtaining participants. 
Attached are parent consent forms for the children in your 
classroom to take home to their parents, whose permission is 
required in order for any child to participate. To gain a 
spirit of cooperation I've also provided a consent form for 
each child to sign at school before taking the inventory. 
The actual research, which has been approved by the school 
district, will involve very little interruption of class time 
— two sessions, on separate days, of 20 minutes each, where 
the children who participate will respond to written 
statements about their thoughts, feelings, and behavior. To 
respond, participants simply circle the response they believe 
best describes themselves. 

Please send these consent forms home with your students on 
They are due back on 

I will come to your classroom on and 
again on to conduct my research, 
which will take 20 minutes each visit. Please keep the 
returned consent forms (those granting permission to 
participate) and the children's consent forms in your 
classroom so that when I arrive, I will know who can and 
cannot participate. 

Please call me at 214/702-8801 (home) or 214/661-1211 (work) 
if you have questions or concerns. 

Many thanks for your help! 

Janet Arnold 
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Dear Parents: 
You and I may have never met each other, but we have something 
very important in common: we both want to understand why children 
behave as they do. 

I am a doctoral student at the University of North Texas. For my 
dissertation, I am conducting research with normal children from 
different age groups and backgrounds. I request permission for 
your child to participate in this project. 

Each child who participates will respond to some written 
statements about how children behave, think of, and feel about 
themselves and other people. Every care will be taken to keep 
your child's responses private, and when I report the results of 
my research , I will discuss the pattern of results and not how 
individual children responded. No names will be used in the 
report of the results and your child's participation will not 
affect his or her standing in class/school. The child may withdraw 
at anytime without penalty, prejudice or loss of benefits. 

If you grant permission for your child to participate, please sign 
your name and fill in the requested information. If you have any 
questions or would like further information, please call me at 
214/661-1211 (work) or 214/702-8801 (home). Thank you in advance 
for your support and cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
Janet Arnold, M.S., L.P.C. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

THIS PROJECT HAS BEEN APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF NORTH 
TEXAS COMMITTEE FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS. 

I do grant permission for my child, 
to participate in this project. (child's full name) 

Parent/Legal Guardian's signature Date 

Child's Age Grade Sex (circle one) M or F . 

Ethnic background (check one) : Black Hispanic 

Caucasian Asian Other: 

How many biological brothers? Ages: 
How many biological sisters? Ages: 
How many step- or half-brothers? Ages:. 
How many step- or half-sisters? Ages:. 

THANK YOU. PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO YOUR CHILD'S TEACHER BY 
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Dear Student, 

You and I may have never met each other, but we have 

something in common - we are both students. I am a doctoral 

student at the University of North Texas in Denton, Texas. 

For my final paper I am doing a study about how children 

behave, think of, and feel about themselves and other people. 

This will not be a test and there are no right or wrong 

answers. You cire a very important person and I will be very 

careful to keep your answers private so no one will know how 

you answered the questions. But your answers are very 

important to me. The questions will be very easy to answer 

and will not take much of your class time. 

I would like your help. If you are willing to spend a 

few minutes filling out a list of questions about yourself 

and the way you think, behave, and feel about yourself and 

others please sign your name on the line. 

I am going to be glad to meet you when I come to your 

school to give you this short list of questions. 

Thank you! 

Janet Arnold 

_l will be glad to take part in this study. 

_I do not wish to take part in this study. 

Name Age 

Date Grade 
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APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF INVESTIGATION INVOLVING THE USE 
OF HUMAN SUBJECTS -- University of North Texas 

Janet Arnold, Department of Education, Counseling 

8. I have not talked with any schools so I do not have any 
letters of approval, 

9. The potential subjects for this study will be students, 
ages 8 to 11, in the third, fourth, and fifth grades. 
Approximately 50 percent of the sample in each grade level 
will be boys and 50 percent will be girls. Ethnic 
distribution, socioeconomic status, and location will be 
considered through the choice of schools. The students must 
have at least a second grade reading ability and parental 
permission forms on file. Each child will complete a 
permission form, that will also be kept on file. Several 
testing sites in the North Texas area will be chosen on the 
basis of the cooperation and permission of the school 
districts and site principals. 

10. This study is to research the Child Life Style Scale 
(CLSS) designed by Dr. Kathleen Stiles at the University of 
North Texas in 1990. Each child will complete a 90 item 
inventory about the way he or she thinks, feels about, or 
acts in regard to themselves or others. The inventory will 
be given in school groups in a test-retest format with a two 
week interval. There are no hypotheses but the research 
focus is to contribute to the development of an instrument to 
measure children's life style themes through the validation 
of the CLSS. There will be two basic methods of analysis. A 
inter-judge reliability/validity study will be done to 
clarify the content of the subscales and increase the 
instrument's internal reliability. A factor analysis of the 
data gathered from the inventory will be analyzed for factors 
underlying the six theoretical themes and compared with data 
from the original study. 

11. Superintendents of school districts will be contacted 
for permission to contact school principals. After school 
principals have given permission then teachers will be 
solicited to help distribute the Parent Permission forms and 
help with children's questions and anxiety the day the 
inventory is given. The researcher will administer the 
inventories for the test-retest procedure. Parents' consent 
for their child to be tested will be solicited with a written 
form sent home from school and kept at school throughout the 
testing. A child's written consent will be solicited the day 
of the first test. Consent forms ask for name, grade, age, 
ethnic background, and if there are any siblings. 
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12. Students' inventories will be assigned a number for data 
analysis and the original copies of the life style scale will 
be kept in a locked file cabinet. No student or family names 
will be included in the study and parents and children will 
not receive any information on the scores of the life style 
scale because it is still in the developmental stages. 

13. Subjects gain from the benefit of helping another 
student. It will be positive for them to know that adults 
continue to learn and are prepared to work hard in school. 
They will also have an opportunity to think about themselves 
and the way they think about, act toward, and feel about 
themselves and others. At a time when most children are in 
the active mode this time of reflection might prove positive. 
A children's life style scale will be of great benefit to 
counselors and teachers alike. School systems are busy 
places and a quick way to assess a child's personality could 
prove helpful when dealing with academic and behavioral 
problems. Clinicians will also find the scale helpful in 
understanding the dynamics of families and parent-child 
relationships. 

14. The only risk I can see is that a child might not have 
permission to test and feel left out when the rest of the 
class goes to take the inventory. Also, some children want 
to please so much that taking any type of paper and pencil 
inventory makes them nervous that they might not do well. 
Teachers will be asked to spot children that might worry 
excessively and the researcher will be aware of these 
potential concerns and address them as needed. 
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Mean Item Ratings bv Panel nf Experts 
Scales: P = Pleasing R = Rebelling G = Getting 
C = Controlling I = Inadequacy S = Socially Useful 
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Judges' % Agreement % Agreement 
Item Mean of Judges between New 
No. Scale Range Rating with Author Judges No. 

1 P 2 4.33 80% 20%-G 1 
2 SU 3 4.0 100% 2 
3 C 1 4.0 80% 20%-R 3 
4 C 2 4.33 80% 20%-R 4 
5 C 2 4.33 0 100%-R 5 
6 SU 2 4.5 100% 6 
7 SU 2 4.33 100% 7 
8 p 2 4.33 40% 60%-SU 8 
9 G 1 4.0 20% 40%-R,G 
10 R 1 4.0 100% 9 
11 SU 2 4.67 100% 10 
12 p 2 4.67 100% 11 
13 I 5 3.33 100% 12 
14-R G 4 4.0 40% 20%-C/I/SU 13 
15 SU 3 4.33 100% 14 
16 I 3 4.0 60% 40%-G 15 
17 c 3 4.0 20% 80%-R 16 
18 I 2 4.67 100% 17 
19 R 4 3.67 100% 18 
20 SU 3 4.0 80% 20%-P 19 
21 I 3 4.0 60% 20%-C/R 20 
22-R c 4 4.0 0 60%-I,G/SU 21 
23 p 2 4.67 80% 20%-SU 22 
24-R I 2 4.67 40% 60%-SU 23 
25 SU 3 4.0 100% 24 
26 R 5 3.33 0 100%-I 25 
27-R I 2 4.67 40% 40%-SU,20%-G 26 
28 P 3 4.33 80% 20%-SU 27 
29 R 2 4.67 100% 28 
30-R R 2 3.33 80% 20%-SU 29 
31 I 1 4.0 100% 30 
32 G 4 3.33 40% 40%-C,20%-R 31 
33 SU 3 4.33 60% 40%-P 32 
34 G 2 2.67 0 100%-C 
35 R 4 3.33 40% 60%-C 33 
36 C 3 3.0 60% 20%-G,SU 34 
37 P 1 4.0 20% 80%-SU 35 
38 G 3 4.0 60% 40%-I 36 
39 G 3 4.0 100% 37 
40 P 2 4.33 100% 38 
41 SU 3 4.33 80% 20%-P 39 
42 R 2 2.33 0 60%-I,40%-C 
43 SU 2 3.33 80% 20%-P 40 
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Judges' % Agreement % Agreement 
Item Mean of Judges between New 
NO. Scale Range Rating with Author Judges NO. 

44 R 3 3.33 60% G,C 41 
45 SU 3 4.33 100% 42 
46 R 2 2.33 40% 40%-1,20%-C 
47 I 2 4.67 100% 43 
48 G 2 3.67 20% 60%-C,20%-P 44 
49-R SU 3 4.0 80% 20%-P 45 
50 R 2 4.33 80% 20%-C 46 
51 P 2 4.33 80% 20%-SU 47 
52 C 3 4.33 100% 48 
53-R R 2 4.67 60% 40%-P 49 
54 P 1 4.0 80% 20%-SU 50 
55-R G 2 4.67 20% 80%-C 51 
56 I 1 4.0 80% 20%-P 52 
57 P 3 4.0 20% 60%-SU,20%R- 53 
58 P 2 4.67 100% 54 
59 P 4 3.67 60% G, SU 55 
60 G 3 4.33 20% 60%-C,P 56 
61 I 2 4.67 100% 57 
62 P 2 4.67 100% 58 
63-R C 3 4.33 80% 20%-SU 59 
64 C 1 4.0 60% 40%-R 60 
65-R SU 2 3.67 60% C,I 61 
66 G 2 3.33 20% 40%-C,40%-R 
67 c 1 4.0 80% 20%-G 62 
68 R 2 4.67 80% 20%-C 63 
69 I 2 4.67 100% 64 
70 R 4 2.33 20% 80%-I 
71 G 3 3.0 20% 60%-C,20%-P 65 
72 I 2 4.67 100% 66 
73 P 2 4.33 60% 20%-R,SU 67 
74-R SU 1 4.0 40% 60%-P 68 
75 I 2 4.67 100% 69 
76 c 2 4.5 100% 70 
77 p 2 2.33 80% 20%-G 
78 I 2 4.33 100% 71 
79 R 3 3.33 80% 20%-I 72 
80 G 3 3 .67 40% 60%-C 73 
81 C 1 3.0 20% 60%-I,20%-G 74 
82-R G 3 4.33 40% 20%-C,I,SU 75 
83 R 3 3 .67 60% 40%-C 76 
84 SU 3 4.0 80% 20%-P 77 
85 I 2 2 . 67 80% 20%-G 
86-R C 3 4.0 40% 20%-P,I,SU 78 
87 G 2 4.33 0 100%-C 79 
88 C 1 2.0 20% 80%-G 
89 G 5 2.67 100% 
90 SU 2 4.33 100% 80 
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index of Ttern-Objective Congruence 
Scale Range Mean 
Pleasing 15-42 29.83 

Getting 30-48 40.83 

Control 39-54 46.83 

Item Experts ' Placement 
1 80%-P 20%-G 
8 40%-P 60%-SU 

12 100%-P 
23 80%-P 20%-SU 
28 80%-P 20%-SU 
37 20%-P 80%-SU 
40 100%-P 
51 80%-P 20%-SU 
54 80%-P 20%-SU 
57 20%-P 60%-SU 20% 
58 100%-P 
59 60%-P 20%-G 20% 
62 100%-P 
73 60%-P 20%-R 20% 
77 80%-P 20%-G 

9 29%-G 40%-R 40% 
14--R 40%-G 20%-C 20% 
32 40%-G 40%-C 20% 
34 0 100%-C 
38 60%-G 40%-I 
39 100%-G 
48 20%-G 60%-C 20% 
55--R 20%-G 80%-C 
60 20%-G 60%-C 20% 
66 20%-G 40%-C 40% 
71 20%-G 60%-C 20% 
80 40%-G 60%-C 
82--R 40%-G 20%-C 20% 
87 0 100%-C 
89 100%-G 

3 80%-C 20%-R 
4 80%-C 20%-R 
5 0 100%-R 

17 20%-C 80%-R 
22--R 0 60%-I 20% 
36 60%-C 20%-G 20% 
52 100%-C 
63--R 80%-C 20%-SU 
64 60%-C 40%-R 
67 80%-C 20%-G 
76 100% 
81 20%-C 60%-I 20% 
se--R 40%-C 20%-P 20% 
es 20%-C 80%-G 

OUT 

OUT 
-I 20%-SU 

OUT 

-P 
-R OUT 

20%-SU 

OUT 

20%-SU 

20%-SU 
OUT 
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index of Item-Objective Congruence cont. 

Rebelling 54-63 59.67 

Inadequacy 61-72 68.67 

Social Use 66-96 87.00 

10 100%-R 
19 100%-R 
26 0 100%-I 
29 100%-R 
30-•R 80%-R 20%-SU 
35 40%-R 60%-C 
42 0 60%-I 40%--C 
44 60%-R 20%-G 20%--C 
46 40%-R 40%-I 20%--C 
50 80%-R 20%-C 
53--R 60%-R 40%-P 
68 80%-R 20%-C 
70 20%-R 80%-I 
79 80%-R 20%-I 
83 60%-R 40%-C 

13 100%-I 
16 60%-I 40%-G 
18 100%-I 
21 60%-I 20%-C 20%--R 
24--R 40%-I 60%-SU 
27--R 40%-I 40%-SU 20%--G 
31 100%-I 
47 100%-I 
56 80%-I 20%-P 
61 100%-I 
69 100%-I 
72 100%-I 
75 100%-I 
78 100%-I 
85 80%-I 20%-G 

2 100%-SU 
6 100%-SU 
7 100%-SU 
11 100%-SU 
15 100%-SU 
20 80%-SU 20%-P 
25 100%-SU 
33 60%-SU 40%-P 
41 80%-SU 20%-P 
43 80%-SU 20%-P 
45 100%-SU 
49 80%-SU 20%-P 
65--R 60%-SU 20%-C 20% -I 
74--R 40%-SU 60%-P 
84 80%-SU 20%-P 
90 100%-SU 

OUT 

OUT 

OUT 

OUT 



APPENDIX I 

COMPARISON OF THE FACTOR ANALYSES 

134 



135 

RESULTS OF FACTOR ANALYSES 
fOMPARTSON OF TTEM PLACKMFT3T TN FACTORS 

Author's Maximum principal principal principal 
Results Likelihood Axis Axis Components 
90-6 80-6 80-6 80-4 64-4 

E=1.8 E=1.1 E=2.5 E=2.2 
v=33.4% v=32.8% v=27.5% v=28.1% v=32.5% 

Factor 
1 

37 -67 -67 -67 -67 
66 OUT -38 -38 -38 -38 
56 -22 -22 -22 -22 
65 9 76 76 9 
60 28 9 9 76 
89 OUT 76 72 72 72 
3 72 28 46 46 
76 49 46 49 49 
9 OUT -53 49 28 28 
28 63 63 -35 - 6 
62 - 6 16 -53 63 
44 46 -53 63 -53 
70 16 - 6 - 6 -35 
31 -42 -42 16 16 
46 NS 33 NS 33 -45 -45 
34 NS -45 NS 18 OUT 
74 NS - 2 NS 33 OUT 
61 NS - 2 OUT 
79 NS 5 OUT 
63 
88 OUT 
73 
4 

NS 33 
NS 9 
NS 52 
NS 34 OUT 
NS 42 OUT 
NS 54 
NS -45 
NS 41 
NS 3 6 



136 

Factor Analysis Results cont. 
Author's Maximum principal 
Results Likelihood Axis 
90-6 80-6 80-6 

principal 
Axis 
80-4 

Principal 
Components 
64-4 

Factor 
2 

66 58 58 58 58 
69 77 77 77 77 
30 68 68 68 68 
64 50 47 47 40 
43 40 8 40 47 
85 OUT 32 39 8 32 
71 27 32 27 27 
-21 39 14 32 8 
70 OUT 1 40 24 1 
25 61 27 14 39 
17 14 35 1 14 
72 11 24 50 50 
20 NS 10 61 39 61 

NS 46 OUT NS 55 50 42 24 
NS 12 NS -31 1 61 42 
NS 15 NS 45 19 11 11 
NS 48 NS 80 NS 11 80 80 

NS -18 NS 10 OUT 
NS 10 NS 19 OUT 
NS 80 NS -57 OUT 
NS -57 NS 55 OUT 

NS 15 OUT 

77 65 65 60 44 
32 44 44 65 65 
-75 37 37 44 62 
58 54 60 70 59 
47 62 59 56 60 
68 21 48 37 37 
14 59 62 59 48 
39 48 21 79 34 
-78 34 54 62 56 
10 60 34 4 54 
-51 79 79 75 70 
80 56 56 48 79 
42 4 70 54 4 
27 NS 73 4 34 21 

NS -13 NS 78 75 21 75 
NS 11 NS 51 NS 73 3 74 

NS 13 NS 31 31 73 
NS 5 NS 3 74 3 

NS 78 73 31 
NS 13 NS 78 OUT 
NS 51 NS 13 OUT 
NS 12 NS 51 OUT 

NS 12 OUT 
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Factor Analysis Results cont. 
Author's Maximum Principal Principal Principal 
Results Likelihood Axis Axis Components 
90--6 80-6 80-6 80-•4 64-4 

Factor 38 66 66 66 66 
4 22 64 64 64 64 

67 30 30 30 30 
-49 43 71 71 43 
6 71 43 43 71 

-29 69 23 23 69 
53 23 69 17 23 
19 17 17 69 17 

NS -26 52 52 52 52 
NS -23 25 25 25 25 

29 36 26 26 
36 26 29 36 
26 20 36 29 

NS 20 NS 29 NS 20 OUT 
NS 41 NS 74 NS - 7 OUT 
NS - 7 NS 7 NS 41 OUT 

Factor -59 47 15 
5 35 8 NS -41 

40 24 
77 OUT 35 
1 19 

NS -18 2 
NS 50 -18 
NS 5 
NS 55 

Factor 2 70 55 
6 8 75 NS 5 

24 -15 
-16 74 

NS -57 3 
NS - 7 NS 57 

NS 12 
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I t em 1 

F a c t o r Load ings 

2 3 4 

67 - . 7 3 7 .250 - . 0 2 3 - . 0 4 9 
38 - . 6 5 9 .231 - . 0 4 0 - . 0 3 3 
22 - . 6 4 2 .265 .007 - . 1 4 0 
9 .624 .053 .128 - . 0 3 5 
76 .554 - . 1 1 8 .261 .000 
72 .519 - . 0 6 3 .104 .203 
46 .492 - . 1 8 4 .093 .215 
49 .486 - . 1 3 4 .245 .136 
28 .462 - . 0 8 6 .248 .094 
6 - . 4 2 8 .187 - . 1 0 3 - . 0 3 5 
63 .424 - . 1 8 7 .331 .180 
53 - . 4 2 1 .202 - . 1 3 0 - . 0 3 2 
35 - . 4 0 0 .398 .107 - . 0 2 7 
16 .390 - . 2 3 0 .104 .061 
45 - . 3 2 6 .268 - . 0 6 9 - . 0 7 9 

58 - . 2 0 4 .657 - . 0 2 0 - . 0 9 7 
77 - . 2 1 8 .607 - . 1 6 5 - . 0 3 8 
68 - . 2 1 1 .585 - . 1 5 6 .057 
40 - . 0 6 9 .538 - . 0 9 9 .015 
47 - . 2 9 7 .509 .008 - . 1 8 6 
32 .062 .507 - . 1 6 1 - . 1 5 3 
27 - . 2 5 2 .494 - . 0 4 8 - . 0 0 5 
8 - . 2 6 3 .492 .089 - . 2 8 3 
1 .102 .471 .050 .244 
39 - . 1 4 2 .457 - . 0 5 1 - . 0 1 6 
14 - . 3 6 2 .442 - . 0 5 0 - . 0 8 6 
50 - . 1 5 0 .439 - . 0 9 0 - . 0 3 4 
61 - . 1 2 5 .428 - . 0 7 9 - . 0 5 0 
24 - . 2 5 1 .418 .127 - . 3 4 8 
42 - . 3 0 1 .377 - . 2 1 1 .095 
11 - . 0 6 7 .364 - . 0 4 7 .035 
80 - . 0 2 4 .342 . 149 - . 2 5 8 

44 .232 .070 . 543 .027 
65 .345 - . 0 5 7 .510 .233 
62 .094 - . 1 4 5 .508 - . 1 2 4 
59 - . 0 4 5 .024 .508 .089 
60 .331 - . 1 4 9 .507 .210 
37 .172 - . 2 1 7 .503 - . 0 0 9 
48 - . 1 5 0 - . 0 4 9 .502 - . 2 0 4 
34 .060 .051 .466 - . 0 9 1 
56 .328 - . 2 6 0 .465 .104 
54 .088 .252 .465 - . 0 3 8 
70 .270 - . 2 3 3 .459 .210 
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F a c t o r Load ings c o n t . 

I t em 1 

F a c t o r 

2 

Load ings 

3 4 

79 .324 - . 2 3 1 .455 .199 
4 .170 - . 2 4 5 .454 .161 
21 - . 0 1 3 .074 .444 - . 3 3 1 
75 .116 - . 3 3 7 .400 .128 
74 .078 - . 2 0 0 .372 .329 
73 .040 - . 0 1 3 .370 .142 
3 .198 .339 .355 - . 1 0 3 
31 .257 - . 3 0 8 .331 .215 

66 .098 - . 0 0 8 - . 0 1 3 .721 
64 .050 - . 0 5 7 .150 .684 
30 .008 - . 1 6 0 .094 .586 
43 - . 1 1 1 - . 1 5 0 .032 .529 
71 - . 0 4 5 .150 - . 0 2 7 .514 
69 .242 - . 2 2 3 - . 0 3 5 .493 
23 .123 .043 - . 0 7 1 .486 
17 .283 .163 .001 .470 
52 .178 - . 1 2 6 .350 .428 
25 .056 - . 0 7 8 .034 .396 
26 .021 .064 .008 .359 
36 .306 - . 0 9 6 .168 .356 
29 .254 - . 0 4 0 .117 .343 
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FACTOR 1 

Note: The subscale to which each item originally belonged 
and the direction of the loading appears after each number. 
Negative items on Factor 1 were recoded. 

67P- I do as my parents say. 

38P- When grown-ups tell me to do something, I do it. 

22P- I do what I am told to do. 

9R I argue a lot with my parents. 

76R When my mother calls me, I pretend I do not hear her, 

72R I get se;nt to my room a lot. 

46R I get into a lot of fights. 

49R I do not; always follow the rules. 

28R I do not: like doing what grown-ups tell me to do. 

6SU- I help my mom and dad with chores at home. 

63R When grown-ups tell me not to do something, I do it 

anyway. 

53P- It's OK with me if my parents tell me "no." 

3 5P- I hardly ever get into trouble. 

16C I am stubborn. 

45SU- I can keep a secret. 

FACTOR 2 

58P I try hard to make others happy. 

77SU I like doing things for others. 

68SU I care if I hurt someone's feelings. 

40SU If I do something wrong, I feel sorry. 

47P I am very nice to other people. 

32SU If a new kid came to my class, I would go up and say 

"hi. " 

27P I do all I can to keep people from arguing. 

8P I am easy to get along with. 

IP I am sad when I find out someone does not like me. 

39SU If I see a kid I like, I ask that kid to play with me. 
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Items Composing Each Factor cont. 

14SU I learn from my mistakes. 

50P I try not to say things that could hurt a friend's 

feelings. 

61SU I do not hate school. 

24SU I am a good person. 

42SU It's OK with me if things don't go my way all the time. 

IIP It is very hard for me to say Mno" when someone asks me 

for a favor. 

80SU I am an important member of my family. 

FACTOR 3 

44G I feel best when I am the center of attention. 

65G I will do anything to get others to notice me. 

62C When someone argues with me, I win. 

59C When I learn something new, I have to get it right the 

first time. 

60C If I don't like the way a game is going, I change the 

rules. 

37G For my birthday, I want lots of presents that cost a 

lot of money. 

48C I am always right. 

34C I like to be the best in everything I do. 

56G I would tell a person anything, to get my way. 

54P I want everyone to like me. 

70C I like to boss other people around. 

79G If I get really mad at someone, they let me have my 

way. 

4C I like to tell others that they are wrong. 

21C I always win. 

75G I do not like to share my things with other people. 
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Items Composing Each Factor cont. 

74C If I am losing a game, I drop out before the game is 

over. 

73G When I cry, my parents give in to me. 

3C If someone gets in my way, I make them get out of my 

way. 

31G If I do something wrong, I blame it on someone else. 

FACTOR 4 

661 I am the worst at everything. 

641 I just can't do anything right. 

301 I'm really no good. 

431 Nobody likes me. 

711 I am not good at a lot of things. 

691 I am stupid. 

231 I am scared to try. 

171 I am afraid that if I try, I will fail. 

521 I just don't feel like trying. 

25R I have a lot of trouble with reading. 

261 I can not do a lot of things without help. 

3 6G I often forget and leave my lunch or lunch money at 

home. 

29R I do not turn my homework in on time. 
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