
The Measurement of Values for Children: 

A comparison of Ratings and Rankings 

I. Introduction 

To many social psychologists the concept of value is crucial 

to the understanding of human behavior across a wide range of 
+ * 

domains. Not only do values guide behavior, they are also as- 

sumed to be central to the cognitive organization of the in- 

dividual and to serve as a basis for the formation of attitudes, 

beliefs and opinions (see Rokeach, 1970). The International En- 
cyclopedia -- of the Social Sciences defines 'value' as a standard 

of desirability invoked in social interaction to evaluate the 

goodness or preferability of social outcomes or modes of behavior 

(~illiams, 1968). Values, then, are the guiding principles or 

standards used to evaluate alternative courses of action and to 

order choices among behavioral alternatives. 

This paper is concerned with values of a particular type-- 

parental values for childr-en--and their measurement. The most 

commonly used method in the measurement of parental values is the 

ranking of competing value preferences in order of their impor- 

tance. But other methods have been used as well, and the patent 

superiority rankings for measuring value orientations is not 

clear. In this paper we review the approaches to measurement 

that have been used in the study of parental values and discuss 

their relative advantages and disadvantages. Then, we compare 

the conventional ranking method with a rating technique that em- 

bodies content identical to that measured by the ranking ap- 



proach. We do so through the analysis of data from a randomized 

split-ballot experiment designed to assess the similarities and 

differences of rating and ranking methods in the measurement of 

parental values for children. 

2. Bac kqround 

Values for children are important social indicators because 

they reflect the orientations of the adults who are charged with 

their care and therefore represent the environmental conditions 

to which children are exposed (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). Parental 

socialization values are linked to parents' perspectives on 

childrens' rights to autonomy (Bohrnstedt'et- &., 1981), and have 

implications for a number of child advocacy issues (Feshbach and 

Feshbach, 1978). The study of parental values is important not 

only for what it reveals about the cont.exts of child-rearing over 

time and space, but also for what it may tell us regarding cul- 

ture, social stratification and inequality. 

Social psychologists studying the persistence of social ine- 

quality over generations and socio-economic differences in child- 

rearing approaches have maintained a long-standing interest in 

parental values and their measurement. As early as the 1930's 

social scientists identified parental orientations to children as 

class-based (Lynd and Lynd, 19291, and several lines of research 

have noted socio-economic differences in adult socialization 

values (Bronfenbrenner, 1958; Gecas, 1979; Morgan - et g . ,  1979; 
Alwin and Jackson, 1982b). For example, in the late 1950's Kohn 

initiated a series of empirical studies to determine the impact 

of parental social class on child-rearing values (Kohn, 1969; 



1976; 1977; 1981; Pearlin and Kohn, 1966; Kohn and Schooler, 

1969; 1973). Kohn and his colleagues used a modified ranking 

technique to order a set of child qualities according to their 

desirability.  his ranking technique has figured prominently in 

the study of parental values. 

Applying methods of exploratory factor analysis, Kohn (1969) 

identified a latent dimension of self-direction vs. conformity to 

external standards underlying this set of ranked preferences, and 

he has found such a latent variable in several other bodies of 

data (Kohn, 1977). Consistent with earlier interpretations of 

social class-value linkages (e.g., Lynd and Lynd, 1929; Duvall, 

1946; Miller and Swanson, 1958; Lenski, 1961), Kohn found 

working-class parents emphasized the importance of conformity to 

external authority in the behavior of their children (e.g., 

cleanliness, good manners, obedience), while middle-class parents 

were more likely to value self-directed'behavior (e.g., self- 

control, responsibility, an interest in why and how things hap- 

pen). In this study we focus on the measurement of this latent . 

value Kohn and others have identified--the valuation of autonomy . 

(or self -direction) versus obedience (or conformity) in 

children. 1 

The study of this latent value dimension has been based 

solely on data collected via ranking measures (e.9. Lenskl, 1961; 

Kohn, 1969). However, there are several disadvantages to this 

approach. Rankings are t ime-consuming and therefore more costly 

to administer (Munson and McIntyre, 1979). They also require 
I 

considerable cognitive sophistfx&ition and concentration on the 



part of respondents. And the statistical analysis of ranked 

preference data requires substantially more complex methods than 

other approaches (Jackson and Alwin, 1980). Therefore the con- 

sideration of non-ranking techniques in the assessment of values 

and the investigation of their relative costs and benefits is 

potentially valuable. In this paper we examine whether this 

latent dimension of self-direction versus conformity may be 

studied using a measurement method that is much easier for the 

respondent and the investigator, the rating of qualities one at a 

t ime . 
The main body of research that has compared ratings and 

rankings focuses on Rokeach's instrumental (modes of behavior) 

and terminal (end-'states of existence) values using his Value 

Survey (Rokeach, 1967). This research has shown that (a) the ag- 

gregate or average preference orders measured by ratings and 

rankings have generally been found to be quite similar (Feather, 

1973, 1975; Moore, 1975); (b) individual-level preference orders 

tend to be much less similar across ratings and rankings (Moore, 

1975; Rankin and Grube, 19801, primarily because in using ratings 

respondents can score valued qualities equally; (c) overtime 

relationships among identical measures are slightly higher for 

rankings than for ratings, although the differences tend to be 
e 

small (Munson and McIntyre, 1979; Rankin and Grube, 1980; 

Reynolds and Jolly, 1980); and (dl the predictive validity of 

ratings is somewhat higher than that of rankings (Rankin and 

Grube, 1980). It appears from this small amount of research that 

ratings and rankings produce quite similar results in terms of 



evaluating the relative importance of various qualities or end- 

states of existence in Rokeach's value scheme, but their 

covariance properties are different. 

The fact that the covariance properties of data gathered by 

rating and ranking methods are different has important implica- 

tions for the study of their latent content. There is at least 

one study that has factor-analyzed responses to rating and rank- 

ing methods and compared the results. Vinson -- et al. (1977) 

factor-analyzed rating and ranking methods for measuring 

Rokeach's terminal and instrumental values. They found three 

times as many factors were required to account for the variance 

of the ratings compared to the number of factors required for 

rankings. This suggests that ratings and rankings tap different 

latent variables and that the two methods may not be entirely 

interchangable. 

One problem with generalizing from this type of comparison 

is that the factor analysis of rankings in the Vinson et 

al. (1977) study did not take into account their ipsative proper- - 
ty. Rankings are characterized by the fact that the scores for a 

given person sum to a constant, that is, they are ipsative (see 

Horst, 1965). So, if one knows how a person ranked p - 1 

qualities, one also knows how the pth quality is ranked. This 

ipsative characteristic, then, produces a linear dependency in 

the data that results in a singular covariance matrix for a set 

of rankings (Clemans, 1966; Alwin and Jackson, 1982a). Conse- 

quently, rankings cannot be easily subjected to routine factor 



analysis, or any other statistical technique that requires a 

positive-definite covariance matrix. 

A common factor model that takes this linear dependency into 

account has been developed, and analysis methods are available 

that may be used with ranked data (,Jackson and Alwin, 1980; Alwin 

and Jackson, 1982a, 1982b). In fact, using this modified common 

factor model and the methods of confirmatory factor analysis, 

Alwin and Jackson have analyzed Kohn's measures of parental 

values with data from the 1973-1978 General Social Surveys. 

Using these more appropriate methods of factor analysis they 

verified the existence of a latent factor or continuum underlying 

the Kohn rankings that distinguishes self-direction from conform- 

ity values, and which is highly predictable from parental charac- 

teristics. 

Our comparison of ratings and rankings builds upon the Alwin 

and Jackson (1982b) analysis of Kohn's measures. In the analysis 

presented here we investigate the correspondence between results 

obtained through rating and ranking approaches within the context 

of latent variable models that are appropriate to each measure- 

ment approach. We reproduce the factor-analytic results obtained 

in these prior confirmatory factor analytic studies of Kohn's 

measures and compare them with results obtained from the ex- 

ploratory factor analysis of rating scale measures of parallel 

qualities. Then we examine the relative predictability or 

criterion validity of value ratings and rankings using a set of 

well-established predictors of self-direction/conformity values. 

.First, we review the approaches that have been used to measure 



parental orientations to children and discuss their utility for 

assessing latent standards of desirability. 

3. The Measurement of Parental Values 

Individuals commonly infer the values of others from <heir 

behavior, and considerable social psychological theory is con- 

cerned with the processes by which persons infer the attributes 

and intentions of others (and themselves) in this way (see Bem, 

1970). In survey research it is difficult to pose questions 

about the behavior or intended behavior of parents that might 

give clues regarding their underlying values, and survey resear- 

chers have tended not to rely on behavioral self-reports in the 

measurement of parental values. Instead, they often ask respond- 

ents to name their preferences within a given domain, e.g. the 

child qualities they prefer. Or, more commonly, respondents are 

asked to select their preferences from a set of alternatives 

given by the investigator. A variety of techniques has been 

used, each with its own relative advantages and disadvantages. 

The open-ended question is indispensible in sampling the 

qualities of children parents think are important. For example, 

Duvall (1946)  asked respondents to name five things a "good 

child" does. She found that mothers mention a wide variety of 

things that are desirable qualities in children (see Chart I ) ,  

but the most frequently mentioned were things like "obeys and 

respects parents" and "pleases adults." Duvall classified 

responses to this question as "traditional" (those which indicate 

conventional soccal expectations) or "developmental" (those that 

emphasize growth and development rather than behavioral conformi- 



ty) and found that lower socioeconomic (SES) groups gave rela- 

tively more traditional responses than higher SES groups, while 

the latter gave many more developmental responses. 

Insert Chart 1 about nere 

Schuman and Presser (1981:104-07) report a relevant experi- 

ment in which one question form is similar to ~uvall's.~ Despite 

differences between their questions, the Schuman-Presser results 

are strikingly similar to Duvall's when evaluated in terms of the 

content elicited from parents regarding desirable child 

qualities. Chart 1 also displays the list of categorical respon- 

ses obtained by Schuman and Presser (1981). In virtually every 

instance there are parallels in the Schuman-Presser results to 

those Duvall obtained nearly thirty-five years earlier. One 

might conclude from these findings that the kinds of desirable 

qualities mentioned by parents over the past 30 to 40 years have 

remained relatively stable, even if some may be more (or less) 

preferred at different times. This, despite the clear difference 

in the focus of the question. Unfortunately, Schuman and Presser 

did not examine the latent dimension of self-direction vs. con- 

formity; and no further examination of patterns of child-rearing 

values is presented in their report. 

While open-ended questions are useful in exploratory 

studies, data obtained in this way are difficult to analyze. 

Consequently, investigators have tended to measure values with a 

standard list of qualities, although they risk suggesting to 

respondents qualities they might not have otherwise considered 

(Schuman and Presser, 1981:110). The ranking of qualities on 



such a list is the most common method used in the study of paren- 

tal values. Respondents are generally asked to order the 

qualities in terms of how desirable or beneficial they are for a 

child to have. 

Perhaps the most common method used to measure parental 

values in recent research is Kohn's reduced-ranking approach. 

The set of questions used by Kohn (1969:257) is as follows: 

a. Which three qualities listed on this card would you 
say are the most desirable for a (boy, girl) of 
(child's) age to have? 

that he 
that he 
that he 
that he 
that he 
that he 
that he 
should. 
that he 
that he 
that he 
that he 
that he 
that he 

has good manners. 
tries hard to succeed. 
is honest. 
is neat and clean. 
has good sense and sound judgement. 
has self-control. 
acts like a boy (she acts like a girl) 

gets along well with other children. 
obeys his parents well. 
is responsible. 
is considerate of others. 
is interested in how and why things happen. 
is a good student. 

'b. Which one of these three is the most desirable of 
all? 

c. All of these may be desirable, but could you tell 
me which three you consider least important? 

d. And, which one of these three is least important of 
all? 

Kohn actually began with 17 child qualities (1969:19) drawn from 

Duvall's (1946) more extensive list (see Chart 1 )  and subsequent- 

ly narrowed this list to a more manageable list of 13 qualities, 

deleting several of the least chosen characteristics and changing 

some of the qualities to broaden the connotations involved (Kohn, 

1969:47-48). Alwin and Jackson (1982b) refer to Kohn's procedure 



as a reduced-rankinq procedure because instead of ranking these 

13 qualities from 1 to 13, the respondent is asked to sort the 

qualities into five ranked categories with a requisite number in 

each category. 

Chart 1 also presents the five qualities used in Lenski's 

(1961) ranking approach. He used the following question: 

If you had to choose, which thing on this list would 
you pick as the most important for a child to learn to 
prepare him for life? 

a. To obey. 
b. To be well-liked or popular. 
c. To think for himself. 
d. To work hard. 
e. To help others when they need help. 

Which comes next? Which comes third? Which is fourt'h? 

It has been shown that Lenski's question may also be used to 

measure the concept of parental self-direction/conformity values 

(see Alwin and Jackson, 1982a). 

Rankinqs versus ratings. While ranking methods are by far 

the most popular approach to studying parental values, they are 

not without problems.. Ranking 'can be an unwieldy and time- 

consuming task that m=y be a burden for many respondents.) And 

as indicated earlier, the statistical analysis of ranked 

preference data is difficult, although methods have been 

developed to circumvent these problems (Jackson and Alwin, 1980; 

Alwin and Jackson, 1982a, 1982b). These procedures are substan- @ 

tially more complicated than are more conventional statistical 

techniques. 

An alternative to ranking methods that is far less cumber- 

some for the respondent and for data analysis is a rating ap- 



proach. For example, Rogers and wrightsman (1978) used scales to 

assess parental orientations to the autonomy of children--giving 

children "what is good for them" versus "letting children make 

decisions for themselves." Bohrnstedt -- et al. (1981) asked adults 

to respond to a battery of hypothetical vignettes describing 

parent-child conflict situations, using a -  scale that measured. 

agreement with parents versus children. In general, researchers 

have tended to use rating scales in the measurement of attitudes 

and beliefs, while preferring ranking techniques in the measure- 

ment of values. 

Rankings may be somewhat more precise than ratings in terms 

of discriminating the relative importance of valued qualities 

(Feather, 1973:229), but they are more difficult. And the gains 

.in precision may depend entirely upon how much effort respondents 

put into the ranking task. One of the primary advantages of 

ratings is their ease of presentation. Munson and McIntyre 

(1979:49) estimate that ranking tasks take three times longer 

than similar rating tasks. They cite evidence that the saving of 

respondent time and effort occurs at little cost in measurement 

accuracy and conclude that ratings can be substituted for the 

more difficult ranking procedure. Still, since ratings require 

less effort, the quality of the data may be even lower. Feather 

(1973:229) points out that making the task easier may also reduce 

respondents' willingness to make more difficult decisions about 

the relative importance of valued qualities. 

One of the main problems with using rating methods in the 

measurement of values is that all of the qualities rated often 
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tend to be considered desirable, and as a result their distribu- 

tions are heavily skewed (Feather, 1973; Munson and McIntyre, 

1979). This is not necessarily problematic if one's primary con- 

cern is with observing the relative importance of valued 

qualities in a sampled population. In general, ratings and 

rankings tend to give similar preference orders in most data (see 

Feather, 1973, 1975; Moore, 1975). 

Ratings can be a problem in subgroup comparisons where the 

tendency to consider all qualities desirable may vary by sub- 

group, and a type of differential - bias may result.* To handle 

this problem, some researchers (e.g. Cunningham et al., 1977) 

have suggested that rating scale data be ipsatized to remove 

re'sponse biases that result from respondents (or groups of 

respondents) using rating scales differently. The ipsative 

transformation centers responses to a set of rating scales by 

deviating each rating score from the respondent's mean rating 

(see Cattell, 1944). This results in a constant mean rating of 

zero for all respondents. Applying an ipsative transformation to 

rating data does reduce some problems of bias in intergroup com- 

parisons, but it does not alter the latent variable structure of 

the model (Jackson and Alwin, 1980). 

When rating scales are used differently by respondents the 

covariance structure of the items may also be affected. Indeed, 

if some respondents rate most things as desirable and others do 

not, a positive correlation among the items is insured. The 

literature reviewed above suggests that the covariance properties 

of ratings and rankings may be quite different, and this indi- 



cates the possibility that the latent factor models for ratings 

and rankings may be predictably different. 

Despite wide use of rankings for measuring values, par- 

ti'cularly adult values for children, they have not been sys- 

tematically compared to ratings in terms of the latent standards 

they reflect. Do ratings and rankings measure the same kind of 

value phenomenon? And do they do so with the same degree of 

precision? From a procedural point of'view alone, these measure- 

ment techniques appear to get at somewhat different things. 

Ratings ask respondents to relate each alternative individually 

to absolute points on a scale of importance (the anchor points of 

which are variable over persons), whereas rankings ask respond- 

ents to compare each alternative directly with all others. And 

since there is evidence that these two kinds of measurement 

produce different covariance properties, more information is 

needed regarding their validity in the measurement of values. In 

the following analysis we examine the similarities and differen- 

ces of the latent factor models underlying ratings and rankings 

of parental preferences for qualities in children. 

4. Methods and Procedures 

The 1980 General Social Survey (see NORC, 1982)  conducted an 

experimental comparison of three forms of the Kohn parental 

values measures. Two forms were quasi-replicatons of the 

reduced-ranking method originally used by Kohn, and a third form 

used a rating scale format. The,two ranking forms differed in 

the gender references 'used in the list of qualities to be ranked. 

Kohn's original question (see above) made reference to a child of 
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the same age and sex as the respondent's (pre-selected) child, 

whereas the NORC version has never referenced a child of a 

specific age or sex. In Kohn' s format the actual gender 

reference is geared to the specific child, but in the NORC format 

the use of the generic "he" may affect the conotation of the 

question, especially if persons make distinctions in their con- 

ceptions of the desirable for boys versus girls. Thus, the 

variation used in the present experiment was to substitute "a 

childw (Form Y) for "he" (~orm X) in the usual NORC format in or- 

der to remove any gender connotation in the list of qualities 

(see Schaeffer, 1982). The forms used in the three-way split- 

ballot are as follows: 

( 1 )  Form X -- The standard reduced-ranking form using the 
"he" pronoun. 

( 2 )  Form Y -- The standard reduced-ranking form using "a 
child". - 

( 3 )  Form Z -- The use of five-point rating scales for each 
.quality separately. 6 

Schaeffer (1982) has recently demonstrated very little difference 

in the mean rankings given by respondents to the generic "he" and 

"a childw forms of Kohn's reduced-ranking question. 7 

The population sampled in the 1980 NORC survey was the total 

non-institutionalized English-speaking population of the con- 

tinental United States, 18 years of age or older. The 1980 

sample was produced by full-probability cluster sampling 

methods.8 Earlier analyses of Kohn's measures in the pre-1980 

GSS data restricted the analysis to parents (Kohn, 1976; Alwin 



and Jackson, 1982b). Consistent with this approach we present 

results for parents only. For purposes of this analysis, we 

define a parent as a respondent who reported ever having had 

children, regardless of whether they were currently living with 

them. 

In this analysis each of the 13 valued qualities measured 

using Form X and Y are scored as follows: 

5 - The trait or quality most valued of all. 
4 - One of the three most valued qualities, but not 

the most valued. 
3 - Neither one of the three most nor one of the three 

least valued qualities. 
2 - One of the three least valued, but not the least 

valued quality. 
1 - The quality least valued of all. 

In Form Z the response categories are scored as follows: 

5 - Extremely important. 
4 - Very important. 
3 - Fairly important. 
2 - Not too important. 
1 - Not at all important. 

We exclude cases for which there is not complete data on the 13 

parental value items. 

Insert Table 1 about here 

The Importance of Child Qualities. Table 1 presents infor- 

mation from parents in the 1980 survey regarding the relative im- 

portance of various child qualities (n = 973). We present mean 

.ranks and ratings for each quality studied and the percentage of 

respondents choosing a particular quality as "most important" (in 

Forms X and Y) and "extremely important" (in Form z). These 

results indicate, consistent.with earlier research (e.g. Feather, 

1973) that, in general, ratings and rankings produce very similar 

results when considered in terms of their measurement of the 



relative importance of desired qualities. Using either tech- 

nique, the quality estimated to be the most valued in the popula- 

tion is "honesty" and,the quality estimated to be the least 

valued is "acting like a child should." The rank-order of the 

remaining qualities in terms of their overall relative importance 

is very similar. The Spearman rank-order correlation between the 

mean rankings and mean ratings in Table 1 is .966. Other highly 

valued qualities represent both self-direction (good sense, 

responsible, considerate) and conformity (obeys and manners) 

domains. There is evidence here that ratings tend to be skewed, 

and on the average all qualities of children are rated to be im- 

portant. 

The question we address in the remaining sections of this 

paper is the degree to which this and other properties of ratings 

limits their utility as a measuring device 5 more common 

ranking methods. We first estimate an ipsative common factor 

model developed in previous research for the ranked data of Forms 

X and Y using the methods of confirmatory factor analysis. Then, 

we present the results of an exploratory factor analysis of the 

rating scale data (Form 2 )  and develop a conceptual basis for 

comparing these results with those for the ranked data. Finally, 

we compare the predictability or criterion validity of the latent 

values obtained with the two methods using a well-established set 

of predictor variables. 

5. The Factor Analysis of Rankinqs 

The psychometric literature is replete with warnings against 

the use of ordinary methods of exploratory factor analysis in the 



investigation of ipsative measures (e.g., Cattell, 1952; Guil- 

ford, 1954; Horst, 1965). Rankings are ipsative, and although 

the linear dependence of rankings is sometimes encountered as a 

problem when they are subjected to factor analytic procedures, it 

is generally true that these admonitions are disregarded (see 

e.g., Kohn, 1969; Rokeach, 1973, 1974;  right and Wright, 1976; 

Morgan et &., 1979). It is, however, possible to develop a fac- 

tor analysis model for ipsative data, and in a series of earlier 

papers (Jackson and Alwin, 1980; Alwin and Jackson, 1982a, 1982b) 

was established that a common factor model for rankings must 

have certain properties in order to fully take into account the 

ipsative property of the data. It can easily be demonstrated 

that a factor model for ran'kings must have the properties that 

will reproduce a singular covariance matrix. In this regard, 

Alwin and Jackson (1982a) have shown that because of the ipsative 

property, the common factor model for ranked preference data must 

have four critical properties: '(a) the columns of the factor pat- 

tern coefficient matrix must sum to zero, (b) the location 

parameters for the rankings sum to a constant, (c) the sum of the 

disturbances on the rankings must equal zero, and (dl the columns 

(and rows) of the disturbance covariance matrix must sum to zero. 

Consequently, the disturbance covariance matrix must be non- 
0 

diagonal. This final property means that the errors in the 

rankings are correlated, and in most cases negatively correlated, 

because .of the linear dependence imposed by the ranking procedure 

itself. It is clear therefore that because ordinary methods of 



factor analysis cannot take these properties into account, they 

should not be applied to ranked preference data. 

Such a model can be estimated using confirmatory factor 

analytic methods. We have applied the ipsative common factor 

model developed by Jackson and Alwin (1980) to the 1980 GSS data 

and present the results of this analysis in Table 2 for parents 

who received Form X or Form Y.' These parameter estimates were 

obtained using maximum-likelihood confirmatory factor analysis 

(~oreskog and sorbom, 198 1 1. The factor pattern coefficients 

relating the items to the common factor are shown in Table 2. 

For the purpose of estimating these parameters, we have ar- 

bitrarily constrained the variance of the latent factor to 

unity. Since the factor pattern coefficients are identified up 

to a change in sign, the direction of the latent factor is ar- 

bitrarily established by the investigator; 

Insert Table 2 about here 

The relative sizes of the loadings shown in Table 2 are con- 

sistent with the notion of a single underlying self-direction/ 

conformity factor. These numbers resemble those obtained both by 

Kohn (1976) and by Alwin and Jackson (1982b). Negative loadings 

are associated with conformity items, such as obedience, manners, 

and cleanliness. Positive loadings are associated with self- 

direction items, such as good sense and sound judgement, respon- 

sibility, and curiosity. Because of the properties of the common 

factor model for rankings, the factor pattern coefficients must 

sum to zero. Thus, the coefficients in Table 2 cannot be inter- 



preted in absolute terms; they simply reflect the relative order- 

ing of items in relation to one another. 

Table 2 also presents the sample estimate of the maximum- 

likelihood X2 value for evaluating the goodness of fit' of the 

model (see ~oreskog, 1978:447). According to the significance 

2 level of the L value for the model, it should be rejected on 

statistical grounds, but when considered relative to the degrees . 

of freedom ( ~ ~ / d f  1 ,  the fit is'judged to be marginally accepta- 

ble. The Bentler-Bonett normed fit index for this model using 

the null model suggested by Jackson and Alwin (1980:235) is .66. 

Although this is admittedly not a very good fit to the data, an 

acceptable alternative model is uncertain given the difficulty of 

modeling ipsative data (see ~lwin and Jackson, /982b:211-212). 

We also examined the possibility of substantive differences 

in the measurement models for the two forms (X and Y) by testing 

the null hypothesis of no difference in their factor patterns 

across forms (see Alwin and Jackson, 1979). The differences were 

minimal, and we conclude therefore that both of the forms are 

measuring a latent standard of desirability which corresponds to 

the contrast between values for autonomy and conformity in 

children. These results are consistent with past analyses of 

these measures (Jackson and Alwin, 1980; Alwin and Jackson, 

1982b). 

6. The Factor Analysis of Ratinqs 

The analysis of the latent variables underlying a set of 

rating scales is somewhat simpler than the corresponding analysis 

of rankings. There is no - a priori rationale for assuming sys- 



tematic correlations among disturbances, as in the case of 

rankings. Rating data can easily be examined using conventional 

factor analysis procedures. We examined the rating data obtained 

under condition Z using maximum-likelihood methods of exploratory . 
factor analysis (~oreskog and sorbom, 1976). As we expected, the 

thirteen rating scales are all positively correlated (data not 

shown). This results from a central feature of ratings, that 

respondents may tend to rate all questions positively (or nega- 

tively), whereas this is not possible with rankings. The use of 

ratings, then, can result in positive correlations among all 

qualities rated, and this is the case in the NORC data. . 

Table 3 displays the factor pattern coefficients in standard 

form for a two-factor oblique solution. l 2  Interestingly, in this 

two-factor solution the factors appear to represent two 

concepts--self-direction and conformity to external standards-- 

correlated at a moderately high level, r = .678. As in the case - 

of rankings, the rating data tend to cluster in a manner consis- 

tent with Kohn's conceptual framework. That is, the conformity- 

related characteristics of children tend to cluster together-- 

obedience, good manners, neatness and cleanliness--and self- 

direction qualities also tend to cluster--curiosity, considera- 

tion, self-control, responsibility, and good judgement. Obvious- 

ly, these clusters closely parallel those obtained from rankings, 

but instead of the clusters being opposed at polar ends of the 

same continuum as in the case of rankings, here the clusters are 

positively correlated. 



Insert Table 3 about here 

If one assumes that self-direction and conformity are con- 

trasting values, these results--that persons valuing self- 

direction - also tend to value conformity--may be somewhat puz- 

zling. If self -direction and conformity are indeed contrasting 

values, as one would expect from looking at the ranking data, 

what can account for their strong positive relationship in the 

rating data? We speculate that the tendency to rate all items 

positively is variable over individuals, that is, individuals 

differ in their use of 'regions' of the rating scale, and this 

results in positive relationships among all items regardless of 

their specific content. Thus, when using rating scales the con- 

tent of differential bias is confounded with the value standards 

one is attempting to measure. These results reinforce the view 

that rankings may be a preferable method for measuring values be- - 
cause they are not affected by this type of differential bias. 

In addition, these results present an ostensible problem in 

the comparison of rating and ranking approaches. The ranking 

data we have analyzed can be represented reasonably well with a 

single factor model, whereas the rating data require at least two 

factors to adequately represent the correlations among measures. 

How.is it possible to compare rating and ranking approaches when 

they appear to be measuring such different latent content, or at 

least measuring it in a very different way? 



7. Validation Issues--Do Ratings and 
Rankings Measure the Same Thing? 

In this section of the paper we develop a strategy for com- 

paring the latent factors underlying the ranking and rating 

measures. This strategy is based on a particular conceptualiza- 

tion of the latent variables being measured by rating scales. We 

develop a way of drawing a contrast between the latent self- 

direction and conformity factors of the rating scale factor 

model. Then, we compare the two measurement techniques in terms 

of their ability to reflect latent variables that can be 

predicted on the basis of theoretically relevant sources of 

variation. 

The latent variable underlying the set of rankings of child 

qualities is most profitably thought of as a continuum that dis- 

tinguishes between the two extremes on a standard of 

desirability, in this case the-contrast between self-direction 

and conformity. Recall that the latent variable underlying 

Kohn's (1969) 'reduced-ranking measure represents such a contrast. 

It is possible to consider the latent factors underlying the 

rating data (q2 - self-direction; q, - conformity) in terms of 
this contrast between self-direction versus conformity values by 

considering their difference, i.e. the difference between q 2  and 

. Such a conceptualization of the contrast between the latent 

factors of the rating scale data is plausible, and may prove use- 

ful if it can also address the confounding of differential bias 

with the latent concept of self -direct ion/conf ormi ty. 



The following model is one that separates the differential 

bias factor from the self-direction/conformity factor in the 

rating data: 

This model has the properties of a principal component model for 

two variables, where the variables (ql and q2) are the latent 

factors underlying the rating scale data. In this model the 

(weighted - sum of these two factors, q3, represents the differen- 

tial bias factor--the differential tendency to rate all items 

more (or less) positively. The weighted difference between the 

two latent factors, q4, represents the contrast between self- 

direction and conformity. The weights in the above equations, 

the B's, are defined by the principal component model. In such a 

model the weights are chosen such that q3 and q4 are unit length, 

orthogonal combinations of q 1  and q2 (see Harman, 1967). 13 

Now that we have defined a self-direction/conformity dimen- 

sion for both the rating and ranking data, it is possible to ex- 

amine the extent to which the latent variables underlying the two 

strategies of measurement have similar relationships with 

theoretically relevant predictors. For this purpose we predict 

parental values from a set of predictors used in previous studies 

(Kohn, 1969, 1976; Alwin and Jackson, 1982b). We examine the ef- 

fects of the following variables on parental self-direction/ 

conformity values: parental occupational prestige, education, 

income, race and religion. 



The measurement of these variables in the 1980 NORC survey 

is as follows: 

1. Respondent's occupational prestiqe -- measured in the 
metric of Hodge-Siegel-Rossi scores (Siegel, 1971) as- 

signed 1970 U.S. Census occupation codes. 

2. Respondent's educaton -- measured as the number of years 
of formal schooling completed. 

3. Family income -- measured as the total family income, 
from all sources, before taxes in the year preceding the 

survey. Our analysis assigns the midpoints of twelve 

income categories using $100 units. 

Race -- measured as a binary variable, where a score of 4 .  - 
"1" is assigned to whites and a score of " O w  is assigned 

to non-whites. 

5. Reliqion-- measured by a set of three categories: - 

Protestants, Catholics, and all others. l 4  OUT analysis 

represents these categories with two binary variables 

(coded "1" vs. "0") for Protestant and Catholic. 

Insert Table 4 about here 

We estimated the effects of these predictor variables on the 

latent self-direction/conformity factors underlying the rating 

and ranking data using linear structural equation (LISREL) models 

(~oreskog and sorbom, 1981). In the case of rankings we follow 

the same procedures outlined in Aiwin and ~ackson (1982b) in the 

estimation of the effects on a single latent factor underlying 

the Kohn-reduced-ranking measures. In the rating data we define 



both principal components defined above ( q g  and q4), but we es- 

timate the effects of the predictor variables on q4 only. 15 

Table 4 presents the standardized structural coefficients 

for the regression of the latent self-direction/conformity fac- 

tors on the set of theoreticaly relevant parental characteris- 

tics. Although the pattern of the two sets of results in Table 4 

show some similarities, there are some important differences. 

First, the effects of relevant predictors on the ranking self- 

direction/conformity factor are on the whole stronger that in the 

case of the rating factor. This is indicated, not only by the 

relative magnitudes of individual coefficients, but by the coef- 
2 ficients of determination (R ) as well. As in previous studies 

(see Alwin and Jackson, 1982b3, these socio-economic predictors 

account for a substantial percentage of the variance in parental 

values ( 4 4  percent) when rankisg methods are used. By contrast, 

they account for considerably less variance in the parental self- 

direction/conformity dimension (27 percent) underlying the rating 

scale data. 

Considering the individual coefficients in Table 4, the same 

general pattern is exhibited for the measures of education, oc- 

cupational prestige, race and income, although in the case of 

ratings these latter three variables have non-significant coeffi- 

cients. l 6  The most striking difference between the two sets of 

results involves the signs of the effects of the binary variables 

representing religion. Consistent with past studies (see Alwin 

and Jackson, 1982b) rankings indicate that Protestants and 

Catholics both value self-direction less than others. Using the 



rating data, however, these effects are in the opposite direc- 

tion, although neither of them is significantly different from 

zero; and in the case of rankings only the Protestant group is 

significantly different. 

8. Discussion and Conclusions 

We began this paper with the observation that methods of 

. ranking tend to be the generally preferred strategy in the 

measurement of parental values, but that the superiority of 

rankings over other strategies of measurement has not been es- 

tablished. We also pointed out that previous research comparing 

rating and ranking methods has not adequately focused on the 

latent structure of these methods, and that in order to examine 

issues of validity, further research using appropriate latent 

variable models is essential. Our purpose has been to address 

the question of whether ratings and rankings measure the same 

latent standards of desirability when applied to measures osten- 

sibly having the same content. 

We have examined the correspondence between results obtained 

through rating and ranking approaches within a latent variable 

framework. ,Using data on parental values for children from the 

1980 General Social Survey, we find that value ratings and 

rankings produce quite different factor analytic results. 

However, despite these differences, their measurement of the con- 

cept of parental self-direction/conf ormity values can be 

specified quite dependably using either method of measurement. 

In other words, latent variable models that capture the concepts 

of self-direction and conformity can be fit to the data reasonab- 



ly well for either rating or ranking measures. This conclusion, 

of course, depends on the assumptions involved in our latent 

variable models and on our conceptualization of the contrast be- 

tween self-direction and conformity in the rating data. 

Despite the fact that we are able to use either ratings or 

rankings to index latent self-direction/conformity standards, we 

do find some interesting differences in the predictive validity 

of the concepts assessed by the two methods. We can account for 

appreciably more variance in the latent variable underlying the 

ranked measures than in the case of rating scales. In addition, 

the rating data produce some unexplainable patterns of effects 

for religion that are inconsistent with most previous research 

based on rankings. In general, there may be somewhat more error 

engendered by the rating process than by ranking procedures. 

While ratings and rankings do order preferred qualities in 

the same way in the aggregate, the covariance structures for the - 
two types of measures are quite different, reflecting fundamental 

differences in the structure of the latent content assessed. We 

find some support for the view that ratings and rankings-are 

measuring the same type of content, but rankings appear to be su- 

perior in terms of their predictive validity. Based on these 

results and the weight of the available research literature that 

has compared ratings and rankings in value measurement, we find 

it difficult to reject ranking methods in favor of ratings. 

It is difficult to generalize from these findings to the 

measurement of other kinds of value phenomena. One's choice of 

measurement approach should depend upon theoretical considera- 



tions, as much as on knowledge of the properties of various 

measurement techniques. The problems we have addressed in this 

paper are closely tied to a well-defined set of theoretical is- 

sues, and our analysis informs the choice of measurement strategy 

only in this context. To the degree that other theoretical 

problems are similar to those studied here there may be some cor- 

respondence between the measurement issues involved. More 

generally, in the absence of - a priori theoretical knowledge about 
the content one wishes to measure, generalizations about the 

relative advantages of various measurement strategies are very 

difficult. We look forward to further research that will bring 

more theory-based evidence to bear on the relative advantages and 

d.isadvantages of these and other approaches to the measurement of 

values. 



Footnotes 

This concept, the contrast between values for autonomy ver- 
sus obedience in children, occurs in a number of different 
sources and is not unique to any one line of research. The 
sociological studies cited here generally refer to the same 
dimension of parental values, although the terms used are 
often different (see Alwin and Jackson, 1982a). In addi- 
tion, the concept of self-direction figures prominently in 
the psychological study of motivation, where it is referred 
to as 'intrinsic motivation' (see Deci and Ryan, 1980). 

Schuman and Presser asked respondents: While we're talking 
about children, would you please say what you think is the 
most important thing for children to learn to prepare them - 
for life? (1981:106). Lenski (1961) is the source of this 
question. 

In general this is not viewed as much of a problem by 
researchers interested in values. Rokeach's (1967, 1973) 
Value Survey, for example, asks respondents to rank poten- 
tial values in two lists of eighteen values each. 

By 'differential bias' we refer to the correlation among 
measures which is due to their common form of measurement. 
See Costner (1969) for a discussion of covariation among 
measures due to 'method' factors. 

This experiment was designed by the senior author in col- 
laboration with Study Directors of the General Social Sur- 
veys and in consultation with its Methodological Advisory 
Board. 

The response categories were: "Extremely important," "Very 
important," "Fairly important," "Not too important," and 
"Not at all important." 

Schaeffer's (1982) work can.be subjected to some criticism 
because she did not take into account the linear dependen- 
cies among the ranked items. Moreover, she examined 13 
separate t-tests (1982:578) when a more general test would 
be more appropriate. The Hotelling test (see Anderson, 
1958) is a generalization of the simple t-test for comparing 
means across two independent samoles. By contrast to the 
simple t-test, the ~otelling test cornparesla vector of means 
across samples. The relevant statistic, T , is distributed 
as F. since the set of rankings is ipsative, the sum of the 
means equals a constant value. This necessitates the dele- 
tion of one of the variable means to perform the Hotelling 
tests in the case of rankings. The particular variable 
deleted is arbitrary. We applied this test to the data 
Schaeffer examined and found no difference between Forms X 
and Y. 



8. The sampling details are given in NORC (1982:207-212). 

9. See Alwin and Jackson (1982a) and Jackson and Alwin (1980) 
for a detailed discussion of the common factor model for 
ranked preferences and how the model was developed. 

10. This constraint on the model is sufficient for identifica- 
tion, although there are other means to identifying the 
model (~oreskog, 1978; Alwin and Jackson, 1979). 

2 11 .  We use the notation, L , to refer2to the sample estimate of 
the population likelihood-ratio x value for the model. 

12, This model was estimated using ~oreskog's maximum-likelihood 
method carried out by the EFAP computer program (~oreskog 
aqd ~orbom,~1976). The estimate of the maximum-likelihood 
x value, L , for this model is 86.44 with 25 degrees of 
freedom. The Bentler-Bonett normed fit index is .908, com- 
paring this model to one that specifies no common factors 
underlying the measures (see Alwin and Jackson, 1979). Al- 
though this does not represent an adequate fit to the data 
using conventional standards of statistical fit, the addi- 
tion of factors beyond the two-factor solution did not im- 
prove the substantive interpretability of the model. 
Therefore we accepted the adequacay of the two-factor model 
primarily on substantive grounds. A model that incorporates 
correlations among the errors of measurement in the rating 
data would undoubtedly improve the relative fit to the data 
(relative to the model's degrees of freedom), but we can 
find no substantive basis as of yet for positing such inter- 
correlations, other than that they will improve the fit to 
the data. 

13. The weights for the latent factors in this model are as fol- 
lows: 



14. Based on previous findings (Alwin and Jackson, 1982b) 
regarding differences among religio-ethnic categories, we 
combined all categories of non-Protestants and non-Catholics 
for the present purposes. 

15. This is done within the LISREL program by defining the prin- 
cipal components model for and q in the BETA matrix and 
constraining the effects of ehe exo4enous predictor vari- 
ables on q3 to zero in the GAMMA matrix. The coefficients 
associated with the prediction of q in the G w  matrix are 
free parameters. The constraints ilhposed on the measurement - 
model for rankings in the LAMBDA matrix are discussed in 
detail by Alwin and Jackson (1982b). 

16. The significance levels of these coefficients are affected 
by sample size, and since.the methods under comparison here 
involve different sample sizes, we re-estimated the model 
for ratings using n = 655. In this model the only ad- 
ditional coefficient to reach significance is for income. 
All other non-significant coefficients remained so in this 
analysis. 
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Table 1: ~escriptive statistics for ratings and rankings of child 
qualities by experimental condition: NORC General Social Survey, 1980. 

Form 

Ranking (n=655) Rating (n=318) 

Mean Percent ranking 
Quality reduced-rank quality among Mean Percent rating 

score 3 most important rating extremely important 

Manners 2.05 24.5 3.13 29.6 
Tries hard 1.97 17.2 3.05 29.2 
Honest 3.12 66.1 3.64 66.0 
Neat & Clean 1.48 6.4 2.93 24.8 
Good sense 2.46 41.1 3.31 40.3 
Self-control 2.01 13.7 3.22 35.5 
Role .84 3.4 2.71 24.8 
Gets along 1.96 13.6 2.96 24.2 
Obeys 2.38 31.6 3.30 44.7 
Responsible 2.35 34.2 3.29 38.1 
Considerate 2.21 25.3 3.29 36.8 
Interested 1.64 16.9 3.00 27.0 
Studious 1.65 5.8 2.88 23.6 



Table 2: Parameter estimates for a single-factor model of 
rankings of child qualities by experimental condition and 

parental status: NORC General Social Survey, 1980. 

- - 

Parameter 
Form X and Y 

(n=655) 

Factor Loadings 
Manners 
Tries Hard 
Honest 
Neat & Clean 
Good Sense 
Self-control 
Role 
Gets Along 
Obeys 
Responsible 
Considerate 
Interested 
Studious 

Factor Variance 

Disturbance Variances 
Ma'nner s 
Tries Bard 
Honest 
Neat & Clean 
Good Sense 
Self-control 
Role 
Gets Along 
Obeys 
Responsible 
Considerate 
Interested 
Studious 

a ~ i x e d  parameter. 



Table 3: Promax-rotated factor loadings for a two-factor model 
of ratings of child qualities: 1980 General Social Survey 

Quality Factor 1 (q,) Factor 2 (q2) . 

Manners .602 .007 

Success 

Honest 

Clean 

Judgement 

Control 

Role 

Amicable 

Obey 

Responsible 

Considerate 

Interested 

Studious 

L~ =. 140.031, df = 53, p = .000 , ~ ~ / d !  = 2.64 

Factor correlation = .678 



Table 4: Structural coefficients in standard form for the regression of latent 
factors representing parental values on parental characteristics: 

NORC General Social Survey, 1980. 

Form X and Form Y 
Rankings (n=655) .127* .499* , .077 .132* -. 164* -0105 .442 

Form Z 
Ratings (n=318) .lo1 .374* .I18 .079 .I29 .129 .269 

Note: X -Occupational Status; X2-Education; X -Income; X -Race; 
1 3 4 x5- 

Protestant; X6-Catholic. 

*Coefficient is greater than twice its standard error. 
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