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: Two studies investigated the reliability and validity
of 2 self-report instrument designed to measure the political opinion
construct. The instrument, the Measure of Political Opinion
Leadership (MOPOL), was tested against six criteria: (1) overall -
internal reliability, (2) reliability across varied populations, (3)
face validity, (4) discriminant of factorial valiiity., (5) convergent
talidity, and (6) predictive or criterion-related validity. In the
first study, the 28-item instrument was administered to 245 college
stulents, who also completed.a measure of generalized political
leadership. In the second study, it was administered to twd saamples,
475 high school students and 184 college students. The results.
‘indicated that political opinion leadership can be reliably and
validly measured, even among -high school students. The findings also.
shoved that the MOPOL had face, discriminant, convergent, and
predictive validity. (PL)
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THE MEASUREMENT OF POLTTICAL OPINION LEADERSHIP

: L

-~

An importaEt'component in the flow of communication from the mass

.
.

media and:interpersonal éourcee to individuals within a society 1ig the
oﬂinion leader. . And though the amount of influence opinion leaders
weild in society has been subject to debate (Harik, 1971}; Troldahl

& Van Dll, 1965),, a'general consensus exists in the literature indicating

opinion leaders do perform functions of information transfer and influence

(e. g Allen, 1969; Arndt, 1968 Katz, 1957; Katz & ?;;;rffeld 1955).

Be%ause of‘the significant role opinion’ leaders may p in society,

considerable research hae focused on opinion leadership. Several:

~

_ specific types of opinion 1eaders, however, have yet to be thoroughly
studieA, including the political opinion'leader. One reason for this

' lack of reeearchiinto the construct of political opinion leadership

may well be the absence of a reliablE:and valid measure for this trait.

This-study, therefore attempts to correct the deficiency by developing

and testing ‘a meaeuré of political opinion leadership.‘ -

| ) . ’ )

OPINION LEADERSHIP .

1

. The general concept of opinion leadership is defined as the "’ !
degree to which an individual is able to informally influence another
indivfdual's attitudes of Qvert behavior in a desired way with relative

frequency (Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971, Pp.35). It is'this ability to

influence others which makes opinion leaders important within a
[ -
society.’ This ability to influence another _oftten derives directly

o

from‘the interpersonal relationship between the two individuals. " Katz.

(19573 notes that in addition to- serving as networks of communication,

» -
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interpersonal relationships are also sources of pressure to conform

to the group s way of thinking and acting, as well as serving as -

P sources_of social _8uppoxrt. Rogers.(1962) notes that attitude change 'y .
: ¢
S in indgviduals may be,more effectively accomplished through inter—
/ ? personal contacts’(i.e.-opinion leaders) than by other means (e.g.-

communica;ion through the media) _ Rogers with Svenning (1969) found

“

interpersonal channels to be most effective in. chahging Specificr
technologies and procedures in Eeveral Colombian Villages, and found
. that opinion leaders were effective in" changing or dnfluencing the i

attitude(s) an individual held toward specific aspects of the modern- <

>

ization process (Rogers with,Svenning, 1969).

Opinion leaderg generally'differ from non—}e;ders in a number of

. . v, . B . . [} .
demographic and social yriables. While found throughout a society's_

» .
~ e v

, 7 economic and social status'(Lazarsfeld Berelsor, & Gaudet, 1944' ) s

M !
Katz & Lazarsfeld 1955), opinion leaders tend to be of slightly higher

. social status, levels of education, and competence than followers

(Rogers & Shoemaker," 1971,.p.213). Opinion leaders are adso mere. '

. L

likely to engage in more social participation ‘than non-leaders
(Lionberger, 1933; Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971, p.218), and similarly
. expose themselves to greater amounts of masg media than npinion seekers o

(Katz & Lazarsfeld 1955, pp. 310-312,,Lioﬁberger, 1953 Rogers & .

Shoemaker, 1971, p.218; Troldahl Van Dam, & Robeck 1965)
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POLITICAL OPINION LEADERSHIP . : / ‘ 7

.

' : Though there- has been’ considerable reseasch done in the area of
{\

) . opinion leadership, few studies havenspecifically examined the nature °- N
and'characteristics of political opinion leadetship. Political opinion
leadership may be defined -as those individuals who give_political advice
. to, or try‘to convert to their own viewpoint, other individuals(Lazarsfeld,
, : et al., 1944, p.vi). A more detailed definition is offered by Kessel .
. » . (1974), who in effect labels a political opinion leader as similar to
. the ' activist" discussed in political campaign science. Kessel's (1974) @

definition describes an individual witéia high level of interest in
3 - >
)

1
|
|
|
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|
|
1
J
|
1
politics, aware of political issues, and possessing a well-developed set ) Avi
1
4
|
|
1
|

NN of,attitudes toward pblitical candidates.

A political opinion deader, then,

. . can be defined as being a disseminator of both influence and/or informdtion

- . )
L3 ‘o

<
concerning political ‘topiys, and being‘interested in, and aware of, political

" 4 »  events. e . ~
¢ ” . " ’ . . ¢ ] '
-~ . The actuab effect political opinion leaders have in a society has

been the subject of considerable study and debate among researchers,

. B}
-

Robinson (1976) not only*prOVides evidence for: the existance of political

- Aopinion leaders in modern society, but alsofidentifies the major effect’
. political opinion leaders have influencing other individuals to change N
their attitude, opinion, or position on some subject: ‘He utilized data
gathered nationwide from 1 346 subjects after the 1968 Presidential election,
) and found that 32 percent of the respondents indicated they had attempted

to convince others to vote for a particular candidate or policy, and 39

, percent reported they had been the target of such attempts.’

~ -
]

Harik (1971) studied how political information originally disseminated -

by the mass media reached the population of a small (pop.”6,000)‘Egyptian

<
¥ .
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city, identified the mediators of this information, and assessed the

' relationship between the source of the information (whether mediz or -

LY

interpersonal) and political awareness. PoliticaI;jwareness was defined
as an individual having Heard of a particular polfcy. Harik (1971) N

found that opinion leaders in hig sample;zﬁre 'purposeful” in theiy
= . i TN

particular.Opinion toward cerdain government(policy(ies). *

As With.general opinion lea ers,*political oﬁinion 1e;ne:s dif%é%
‘from opinion seé\ifs in a number\of ways. While fod\d ‘throughout soiiety s . .
occupational and soc#al groupings (Berelson, Lazarsfeld # McPhee, 1954

p.110) Lazarsfeld et. al., 19&&, p- vi), political opinion leaders tend.

" to be of sfghtly higper soa}al and occupational status than non-leaders N

(Berelson, et al., 1954, pp. 113-114; Katz & Lazarsfeld, 1955, pp. 294~ 295)
PoliTical opinion leaders are also more’ likely to be male (Andersen &

Garrison, 1978; xatz' & Lazarsfeld, 1955, p.140; Richmond & McCroskey, 1975),
.to be moreApolitically comptent than non-leaders (Almond & Verba, 1965, p.188),
and to have higher levels of social ‘activity than opinion seekefs (Bifelson,
et. al; 195%, pp.110-112), jPolitical opinion ieaders also expose themselves
to gﬁsﬁmer amounts of mass media than non-leaders (Andersen & Garrison

1978; Cdmp@ell 1966; Lazarsfeld,‘gg_gl., 1944, pp. 121-122), .

.
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PREVIOUS MEASURES ) . : g &

~ : '

Many differnt methods of measuring opinion leadership both general '

and political - have been used in . past research Lionberger (1953)

oa -

v

simply asked subjects during an interview .to identify who they sought as

sources of farm informatmon and they divided those* identified into ‘

catagories according to how‘often they were chosen. Rogers with Svenning - |
P .
(1969) utilized four techniques to identify opinion leaders: 1) Sociometric

methods,; which involved asking,the respondent who they vould go to for.

information on a series of topics (e.g., farm credit, health); 2) a series
of self Teport questions ‘asking whéfhér7how—often the respondent gave . l
or was asked her/bis 0pinion on several subjects, 3) judge 8 rati:g,'Vhich ’

invoIved members of the community identifying those individuals they knew, ) %

‘o -

and .then’ placing those indﬁyiduahs into one of ten leve1s of opinion

e ° . -

leadership, and; 4) a self-anchoring ladderézechnique, in which the high . |

Tend of a ten-step ladder represénted those who were often asked for advice,

and the low end. represented those who were never asked for advice. The
G

subject then’indicated where on the ladder they felt they belonged Finally, |

/7 o

Witteman and Anderser’ (1976) dEveloped al2 item, 7 step'Likert*type scale
to measure polymorphic opinion 1eadership, and’ have repofted. consistently
high internal reliability for. this instrument (Witteman & Andersen, 1976)

*Witteman & Andersen, 1979).

:*, -As with general opinion leadershipj political opinitn leadership has g

also been measured using'a variety of methods and procedures. , Lazarsfeld,

»

Berelson, and Caudet (1944) usfd interviews and questionnaires in their

& »

panel study over time, and employed between two and ten . items/quesbidns:
-

‘

to gauge stuject level‘of political opinfon leadership. Berlson Lazarsfeld,
a« 1“ .

and McPhe (1954) utilized three self-report questions to measure political




e _ opinion leadership, but only one of these truly tapped the construct.
N .
. . ("Have you tried to convince anyone of your political ideas recently?"

p '#75). .Katz and Lazarsfeld (1955) used interviews, fol —up interviews,-

and a series of self-report ftems designed to discover how often individuals

. o gavé or received an opinion on a number of topics including public affairs.
Robinson (1976) used two items on tap opinion leadership related tg politics. -+~
One item was concerned with opinion giving, and one item with opinion )
receiving (Robinson,’ 1?76). Finally, Ahdersen and Garrison (1978) utilized

- . 5
a single ordinal scale, asking subjects the question: "How Often do people

v

-

© ask your opinion ‘concerning politics§ (%.44)? In discussing the limitations

e of thelr study, they note that "greater precision and predictability 6f

' ” measurement _could, be obtained through the use of an interval or ratio

level Opinion leadership scale (p. 49)" |

. : 7 . ‘
' MEASUREMENT CRITERIA - T ' -
Any instrument to be used in communication regsearch should meet
. : certain pre-established criteria for reliability and validity. In
7 o this section specific criteria for evaluating a scale will be developed. B
. &

[ 4
In.subsequent sections of this report the measure of political opinion
, "leadérship (MOPOL)will be tested against these criteria in an attempt

to establish reliabiltiy and validity indices for the measure.

* ) The first criterion for any measure should be its overall- internal
-' ~oe ® relaibility. A measure should have high intetnal reliabiltiy if the B
researcher expects to employ it in.research projects. Low internal . '
_* reliability will. lead to typé two error (failure to find significant . -
. - > - relationships among variables) and underestimates of the size of the .

~ L]

xv relationship beﬁween the instZument and other variables. Thus, the first




. test of the MOPOL will be to aaqertain its internal reliability o

-

i
A second criterion for a measure should be its reliability across
. . g

varied populations Since there is evidence that political attitudes and

/
) behaviors devglop during adolesence (Cook & Sctoli, 1972; Hess & Torney, 1976)

. it is important to determine if the MOPOL is reliable across age groups.

If it is not reliable for the early years of adolesence the salience ’

. . . P
and validity of the insturment for those age grpups would be questionable 3

Thus, the second test of the MOPOL will be to ascertain its internal ’ ) ‘
reliability‘for tenth, eleventh; and twelfth grade high school students .

. as well as college ‘students of various ages,

.. After establishing the reliability for an instrument (thdt the instrpment

is measuring something consistently), the next step is to establish the

3
.validity of the instrument in severél ways. Therefore the third criterion ',

for a measure.should be to establish face validity. This criterion requires:
. N
1) that the instrument measures the attitudes or behavior of interest to

the investigation, and 2) whether it provides an adequate sample of those

attitudes/behaviors (Selltiz, Wrightsman, & Cook, 1976). Thus the third

(test of the MOPOL will involve establishing its face validity.

\ 1
" A fourth Rerterion for an instrument should be its discriminant of factorial \

validity (Cronback 1949; Selltiz, Wrightsman & Cook‘ 1976). Items- ~

measuring,a specific. construct or variable should cluster or factor -

»

together, but should remain factorially distinct from itdms representing

other constructs. Discriminant validity is established if the construct !

£

t
can be statistically differentiated from other constructs, Thus, the MOPOL ,
(which measures political opinion leaderéhip) will be factor analyzed with

other items from both dissimilar and gimilar construd®s. The dissimilar

v

measure to be employed will be the PRCA' (a measure of communication

- , /

’ b . d -

.
. .
. * ’
. .
. . Py
. .




The similatlmeasure‘to be used will be

-

[
the POLT (a measure of genqralized ‘or polymorphic 0pinion leadership;

. hpprehension;{McCroskey, 1970)

Witteman and Andersen, 1976) - .

x
“Factorial distinctness’of the MOPOL and POLT wouldfprovide powerful

l

“evidence: for the discriminant'val ity of both instruments éince the
. 5 . 3
. i B 2,
by constructs are closely related co ceptually} ,l o
e ot
The fifth criterifn for.an instrumént is itslconvergent validity,

or the degree to which other similar measutres yield simiIar results
-~ . \
.

- ’ (Selltiz, Wrightsman & Cook, 1976). Two similar constructs, such as .-
t  generalized opinion leadership and politdcal opinion leadership should be .
' ' moderately correlaEEdi. Very high correlations betweep sdch'constructs
‘ ' -’ would threaten the discriminant validity discussed above. Abs’g&e of a - )
\L\;)\‘ ‘ ’, N significant correlation would indicate a lack .of Convergent validity.

0

By correlating the MO?OL (a measure of political opinion leadership)

- 3

with the POLT (a measure - of generalized opinion leadershfp), this <

‘- o ”
criterion can be tested. . r’ . s

- A sixth and final criterion to be used in ascertaining and instruments
worth 1is its predictive or eriterion-related validity. This type of
Validity compares "scores on the instrument of interest witﬁ_Oﬁe or more

. ' external variables believed to be associated with construct of interest

* (Kerlinger, 1973) To detérmine criterion-related validity thg’MDPOL

was correlated withlgix other variables }n a previous study,by

kg

and * .o . o ) : (1980)

7

-
.

. Political opinion leadership, as measured by the MOPOL should be

.

'related to political’ interest. political énvolvement, extroversion, media

exposure, communication apprehenkion and gender for reasons outlined by

-

¢

and

[y

- vt

.

The association of the MOPOL with these - ‘six external variables will provide a

test of the sixth, criterion.

:

.

A Y
.
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' ( the leader is requested by others to give her/his opinion) opinion leader-

. < -t * . .
. h
. METHODS o - , ) 1
’
o " ’ >

Y

The development of the. MOPOL (measurq\ of political gpinton: leader-'

ship) involved two seperate studtes. ,The %llow:mg section reviews the
methods employed in each oI' these two studies, .-, '

,“ 't . ., . .‘ ’ ' ’4
SYBJECT smmas " : '

°

In study one the 28-ttem MOPOL (See t”ablé 1) was administered to

_2h5 undergraduates in several beginning d. advanced-level cormunication
class at a large Eastern University. At/the same time these subJects

also completed the POLT a measure of genera*lized or polymorphic opirdon
leadership (Wi_.}eman and Andersen 1976). '

-

In the second study 4 battery of instruments were administered to .

‘two samples, The f'irst sample consisted of 475 students attend.ihg high
school in & small Eastem city, (pop s 1‘ 626), "The subjects ranged from 7
1 to 19eyears of age with the mdan Just under 16 years of, age. The sample o
Included 210 males and 259 females with. six sub,jects omitting this item. ,
Questionnaries were administered by their teacher during regula.r class hours
The 'second Sample in the second study consisted of 184 yndergraduates- at
a large Eastern University. They ranged in age from 18 to 30 with a mean

, age of 21. The .sarfple consisted of 93 males and 90 femalec, ' The 4
questionna.i,re was adnﬂnistered by the students Sectipn instructors. e

DESIGN OF THE D\IS'IRUMEI\PI‘ ) ' ’

o

- -

The goal in designing the MOPOL was to create a self-report
instrument capable of validly measuring the political opinion leadership
construct. The researchers generated seven types of liké'ﬁ: items tapping . T
seven concepts related to politics (1) . the goverrment; (2) political advice;

(3) current political events; .(4) political Information; (5) .elections;

(6) currertt political issues; and, (7) pOlitical opintons. TFor each v
of these concepts, four self-repor't items were generated, ywo positive

and two negative. Several researchers (Andersen and w1tteman, 1976;

Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971) indicate that opinion leadership invdlves

both active (the leader voluntarily provides her/his opinion) and passive

N
. - . s
- -,

' L

Y

. N a

ship Thus, half the {tems were active opinion leadership items and half were

. "

»
: ’
.
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passive opinion leadership items. The final instrument congisted o |
positively worded and negatively worded item for bo'gh passive and active
political: opinion leadership for each of the pblitical’ concepts, yielding

P + 28 5=step Likert items., : ) ‘

”

STATISTICAL ANALYSES . - C , a,

< [N

To determine if the MOPOL et criteria 1 and 2 alpha; Y-glialgsi,lity
coefficients (Nunnally, 1967) were computed for the entire ’éample in 7
: studies one and two and for all six seperate populations; :0th graders, -
ilth graders 12th graders college shmen, college sophmores, college PR
Juniors and college Seniors in study two. The third ¢riterion, face = N
validity, invoived no statistical tests., - ' o

The fourth: criterion the est\kishment of discrimirant or .
factorial validity was tested through the use: of factor analysis. 'Three
types of factor structures were reported. Tﬁe f‘irst involved examination

_ of the unrotated factor structure in both study one and two for evidence o
pe of the un*dimensionality of the MOPOL. 'Ihe seaond and third factor ana_IySes .
loyed an  orthogonal rotation ( varimax) and an obligue rotation (promax) and
. 1.? luded MOPOL, POLT, and PRCA items for evidence of discrimindnt validity
. These rotated analyses were employed in study two.

/

’ . ! ‘ *
» A\
e ) : The fif‘th criterdon, that of convergent- val«idity, was analyzed Dby N
correlating the POLT, a measure of generalized opinfon leadership, with the /
MOPOL, performed in study two - . f .

The sixth and final criterion, that of predigtive validity was tested ..
via correlation coefficients and one way analysis of variance. -The . v
relatienships between the MOPOL and political interest, political involve- -
ment, extroversion media exposure and commnication apprehension were

L . tested with pearson—product—rmment correlations. The relationship "’ > ' b
of. biological gender to t}le‘MOPOL was tested with simple one way analysis -
- of vapilance. |, - .- P a . < o

L} “
.

Pl < [ -




RESUL’IE"»

In both study one and study ‘two, alpha coefficients were utilized to

.determine the Anternal reliability of the IVDPOL and to ascertain whether
" the MOPOL met criterion one. The alpha coefficient obtained in

study one was 97‘,, while the alpha coefficient in study two was/ calculated
to be .95, (see table 2). When alpha coefficients wepe computed for each
grade level utilized in study two, as criteria two requires the following
figures were obtained: tenth'grade » -89; eleventh grade, 93, twelfth
grade, .963 dollegs’ freshmen, 945 college sophmore, .98; college

)

Junior, .98; and college senior, 98 (see table 2), :

Criteria three involved determining whetier the MOPOL possessed face
valldity: Face validity of the MOPOL was larpely accomplished during
original constuction of the items naking up instrument. By using a
base of seven concepts related to politits as a starting point, and
creating four iteps (2 positive 2 negative, 2 active, and 2 passive)

- for each concept 28 items were created to comprise the MOPOL. Eaclf of

‘these items possesses face validity (see Table 1). *

' The fourth criterion consisted of three parts. First the unrotated
factor structure for the- obtained in study one MOPOL clearly 1ndicated it
- to be a unidimensiona.l measure with a1l ,Joadings on the first'factor. in
" excess of .59 (see ta.ble 3). The unrotated factor structure obtained in
study two f.'or the- MOPOL,_ also indic it to be a unidimensional measure,,
with no-loading: on the first Iactor less than .44 and most above .60
(see table 4). The second and thi_rd analyses Jor criterion four involved
submitting the MOPOL the POLT, and the PRCA o factor analyses. using both
© promax and varimax rotations These two-analyses were performed only
JAnst two. The rotated analyses indicated a three—factor solution
f@t:yc\ovmmw ‘measures (see table 5 and table E)\‘dth the MOPOL
remaining a distinet factor sepa.rate from both the PRCA and, more
import;antly, from a measure of generalized opinion leadership, the POLT




o

.

" that sophomores in high school can precisely report thejr own level of '

Page-12 <

v o

The fifth criterion involved cor'r'elatir}gfthe POLT with ‘the MOPOL,
and was performed in study two.” The resulting correlation chf‘f‘icient .
« was .43 (p<¢€.0001). ) : .

The sixth and final criterion was concerned with the pr-edict‘:ive
validity of the MOPOL, and comsisted of two parts. Mrst, correlation }
coeﬂf‘icients see table 1) were cileulated between the MOPOL and political
interest (.53), political involvement (.53),' extroversion (.303,,\ media
exposure (.42), and communication apprehension (-.41). Second, a one- ,
way ana.lys;s of Variance was performed to examine the relationship between
-Sex-and political opinion leader%hib.' This analysis indic‘ated males N
(% = 78.25) to be sigiifidantly more likely than females (= 72.48) ’
to be political opinion leaders (F =12.23, af = 1/602, p.05). The
variance accounted ’f‘or-, however, was only two percent. o

, DISCUSSION ~  ° .
‘Implications Of Results . ‘ 7 - -
The primary impliqation of this study is th'%t pol;tiéal opinion' ot

leadership can be reliably and validly ‘measuréd.: Results also indicate -

G
opinion leadership (r = .89) indicating that even in the early high
school years opinion leadership can be accurately measured.

Results_also indicate that the MOPdL has face validity, discriminant.

or factorial validity, convergent validity, and .;Sr-edic'cive validity.

A few more words should be sald about the predictive validity of the -~

Instrument. The MOPOL was employed in a re¢ent study by

and : (1980), ‘They confirmed a number of hypothesas about
politieal op:'Lnionﬁ leadership using the:MOPOL. Specif‘i'cally i ;

and - ‘ (1980) hypothesized that political 7 }g;érest and
involvement, extroversion, media €xposure, and communication apprehension would
be related to political opinion leadership. As r-epor-i:ed previously, these
relationships were all significant (see table 7). Moreover, males using the
'.NDPOLg,'reporﬁed higher levels of politi“c.% opinion leadership than females,

~ which 1is consistent with'many previoussstudiies (Andersen & Gar'r'ison,~ 1978;

Katz & Lazarsfeld, 1955; Richmond & McCroskey,_l9752. The «ability

of the MOPOL to sucessfully predict to other variables and to‘i:?ep,licate. the

findings of other- studies suggests the scale is ready for.use a@%researeh
instruments B o : ‘

L4
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Limitations Of The Study

The goal of this study was to report reliapility and validity data ¢

for the MOPOL. Tﬂe greatest wealmess in the present study is the failure éo

collect data on the test-retest reliability of the instrument. While such
data is presently being collected, it was not available for this report,
Thus, the stability of the MOPOL over time ‘s not presently known.

The other limitation is the nature of the sample. Data for both
studies one and two were collected in only one state. The high school (
data was collected ét only one high school in a distiné
area. 'Future research should attempt to 'r'eplj.cate thes
metropolitan areas, and with nonstudent _samples.,

tly non-metropol_itan
e results in other

%

IMPLICATIONS ‘'FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The levi’dence provided in this .study suggests tr;at the MOPOL can be
used to reliably measure Individudl levels of opinion leadership. That
full 28~item scale has an internal reliability of .96. Since it is
.f?t*equently incovenient to use a 28-item scale é sample of items can be

used without a subgtantial loss of reilability. Since the éverage

. Inter-item correlation is .46 the _Er;eliability of various length subscales

can be computed by employing Nunnally's (1967) formula 6-18. Thus, a
20 item version of the MOPOL would have.an internal reliability of .95; a 10

item version would have an internal reliability of .90; and a 6 item

-version would have a quite acceptable internal retiability of .84. Thus,

the MOPOL can be used to reliably \neasur-eiipmo eadership without
enploying the ful? 28-item scale. ' : -

A second implication of these ;‘indingﬁ is the perceived opinion |

Ieadership exists and ean be accurately ngeaé‘ur'ed in the high” school.
Future research should employ the MOPOL.in the middle school or Junior

* high school to ascertain ‘the point at which adolesents or children

camnot accurately report on. their opinion/leadership level.

Finally, sinc#evidence indicates that both fr;tér'personal scommundcation
and the mass media have an effect on politfcal attitudes and Beklaviors
(Cook & Scioli; 1972; Harik, 1971; Hess & Torney, 1967) fultwe
research 'should employ the MOPOL in research designed to ascertain the
relative impact of opinion leaders versus#hé };assl media. oo

%
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Table 1
< . The MOPOL
# (Measure of ’Poli:,ical
. " Opinion Leadership)

The next group of questions are about youf cbnnmnicatiorl,about politics

" and government. Continue to circle the numbers as you did above by

1

11. T am often asked about current political events. . ’
12, I'seldom give my opinions about goverrment to others.

1

14, ° I frequently’ offer other people my opinion about elections.
15. I often give.my political opinion to othérs .

16. I seldom give my political opinion to others. -

17. Friends often ask me for my,political advice.

18.” My friends rarely ask me for political information.

19. I seldom provide my friends with political advice. . g
20. I seldom give my opinion to others about current political

~-

marking whether you (1). Strongly Agree, (2) Agree, (3) Undecided, (4)
Disagree, or (5) Strongly Disagree. - , '
/ .

. * - .

-

1. I seldom provide information about polities for my friends. "~
2. People often ask me my opinion about govermment.

3: I am often asked by others about current political issues.

4. I’often provide political advice to friends.

5. I frequently tell people about current political events.

6. 1 rarely tell people about current political events.

7. I generally tell people my opinions about goverrment .

8. People rarely ask my opinion about goverrment.

I seldom offer my opinions about elections to others.

0. Other people frequently ask me my opinion about elections.

\O
.

3. \ Others rarely ask me about current political issues. .

HHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHHH’b

- 1ssues. - -
21, Friends seldom ask’'me for my political advice. 1
22. Other people seldom ask my opinton about elections. 1
23. Other people rarely ask me about political cvents. 1
24, Others frequently ask my opinion about current political 1

. 1ssues. . . .
23., I frequently provide political information for ay friends. C 3
26." Frequently, my friends ask.me fop political information. 1°
27.. Other people often ask my opinion about politics. 1
28. Other people seldom réquest my political opinions. 1

- - . " ) -' ‘
Scoring Procedure - ) ,
1) Total all responses on starred items. C

2)" Total all responses on nontstarred items. ’,
3) MOPOL = 70 + unstarred - starred. . : S
4) Range of scale is 28 69 140 “With higher scores indicating

more political opinion'le%dership. ‘ : ' .
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Tablc¢ 2
Alpha Reliability of
MOPOL Scale

: . ' ' Reliabiltty
Overall reliability for study one. . 97

. Overall reliability for study ‘two. ' .95
Reldability for 10th grade. . . . .89
Reliability for 1lth grade. ) .93
Reliabil1ty for 12th grade. .96
Reliability for college Freshman. . .94
Reliability for college sophmores. ’ . .98
Rellability for college juniors. 98 . .
Reliability for college seniors. , : 98"




L ‘ Table 3
Unrotated factor analysis of the measure of Political Opinion
Leadership (MoPOL) from study one. : ;

o . Factor one Factor 2
01w : T -0.61 ) -0.25
02 , 0.66 0.05
03 0.78 0.06
04 0.76 0.16
05 0.76 ©0.07
06 -0.75 10
07 0.68 17
08 -0.73 .03
09 -0.59 11
Q10 0.71 .02
Q1 0.78 .08
QA2 . -0.70 .18
Q13 -0.78 .02
QLY Q.75 12
Q15 0.80 .15
Q6 -0.75 .28
Q7 0.79 .01
Q8 - -0.81
Q19 ' -0.69
Q20 . -0.78 -

. Q1 -0.75
Q22 -0.76"
Q23 -0.73
Q24 . 0.75
R5 0.84
Q26 0.84
Q27 0.81.
Q28 C 0.68

oooé,ooc":o
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e
Table 4

. Unrotated factor analysls of the neasure of Political Opinion
Leadership (MOPOL) from study two. | :

==

Factor 1

Q 0.56
QR : -0.68
Q3 -0.70
QY . -0.73
&5 ) -0.66
Q6 . . 0.63
© Q7 _ -0.55
Q8 0.67
Q9~=§w “0.50
Q10 -0.52
Q11 -0.74
Q2 0.58
Q13 0.60
QLY ' -0.66
Q5 -0.72
Q16 A 0.67

QL7 -0.73

QA8 - . 0.68 .
: 0.62
o 0.63
Q21 . 0.61

_Q22—— . 005

Q23 : O.Gg

-0.60

. . _0.68—’———”__'

Q6 - -0.69
Q27 -0.66
’ ¢ 0/
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Va9 ©

33

V32

V33

V3l N
V35 ! 1
V36 *
V37

V38 . ¥

V39 ’ .
vio

Vi1 e

V42 ’

V43

Vi5
V6
vu7
vi8 ¢
V9

V?O

Items 11 fhrough 22
Items 23 through 50

X

©O . Table 57 o

FACTOR 1°
-0.16
0.04
-0.23
0.16
0.10°

0 =0.13%

-0.10
0.15

—OqGE

. 0.

0Bl
-0,55
-0.67
0.63
-0.71
-0.67 .
0.61
0.61
0.62
0.57
0.67
-0.58 ?
~0.67-
~0.68

-

:—0.64

0.44

-Items 1 ‘through 10 are’ PRCA items.

e

- Factor analysis with varimax rotation of
Leadership (MOPOL), the Polymorphie Qpint. Y
Personal Report of Commnication Apprehension (PRCA) from’ study 2.

« [

"POLT items.

are MOFOL items.

. ]
the.Melisupe of Political Opinion
on [eadership Test (POLT), ‘and the

. .

I T

I
: ° 1
FACTOR 2. FACTeR 3 L |
0.29-" 1 0.57 . .
j -0.29° -0.50 . -
@13 . -0,56 . ..
-0106 . ’c‘ r.)LO%SO " . -
-0.19 - 060 . * N -
0.2h © 0239 i
030 ) ol .
~0.20 « . ~0.35 i
-0.3¢ . =0.48 :
_0.13 ~ 054 s
*0.b2, 0.22 .
"=0.63 “0.26, .- ;
0.42 ’ 0.21 "
-0.64 . -0¢15 . |
, -0.1?1 - -;o.og et |
- 047 - 0.1 . : :
0.41- “0a6 S ) s -
0.43 0.13 v ) ;
-0.41 ,=0.21 & .
-0.60 =0.10 .~ > ;
0.49 N . 3
70051 v .2 i . A | '
0. I
: C T t f
0.17 . MR
.0.20 /N%.log Z
0.4 ‘m¥- Fq 07 i
0.12 a- 097
-0.01 =-0n16 . ¢
0 . 17 {7{1. l_u'. ‘%
~0.15 ° -0.13° -
-0.14. £ 012 -
Q.26 0.08: g AP
0.20 , 0.14 ) ®
-0.05 "7 0,23, i
7 ~0\05 - =0.18- ‘ j
- 0.21 0.11, a
0.17 .0.17* i
¢ ~0.05 . . =0.20 ¥ : |
0.%7 © % 0.03 |
=0.07"" —0.12 w
-0.04 . «0.18 . 1
-0.06 N2 - |
0.01 -0219 ..o |
-0.10 -0.12 - 4
-0.10/” -0.05". ) : ;
. 0.17 © -0.00" - . - 1
s 0,20 -, -0.06 R
" 0.2} *-0.02 ’ -
D 0.14 . , 0.02. :
-0.02 -0.09. . X
[ S |
| ' \ e
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T A ) . ' , Ta.ble 6" {
: * Factor analysis with promax rotation of the Measure of PoliticXl Opinion ] o
VR Leadership (MOFOL), the Polymorphic Opinion Leadership Test ( POLT), and the: « . i
Personal Report of Commnication Apprehen®on- (PRCA) ﬁ‘omritudy a. ’ T
N ‘ - . : _ . |
‘ ' FACTOR1 ° FACTOR 2 FACTOR 3 ’
1 3 .=0.03 0.16 ' 0.55 T
W -0.08 -0.19* -0.50 ¢ ~ o
V3 -0.14 -0.01 0.57 ; . i
Vi . 0.08 0.07 T-0.52 C - 1
V5 -0,0I" *°  -0.05 ~0.63 . ’
V6 . . -0.03" 0.16- < 0.37 ~
%‘, ) 0.0§ 0.20,'/ 0.49
- - 0.0 ;- =0:12 -0.32 : |
V9 .10 0.1 7 . _0h7 . .
V1o * ~0.06 -0.00 0.55 °
V11 0.01 0.41 0.1 |
V12 -0.08 -0.63 2.0.15 . |
- V13 , =0.25 0.36 0.10- ¢ ' N
. V14 -0.08 -0.68 _  -0.02°° ./, "
. V15 -0.06 0.66 0.037 ,
V16 T -0.00 0.46 0.08
. V17 '~0.08 ©0.39 0.06
S -~ g -0.19 0.40 0.02 - |
=N V19 0.21_a -0.36 -0.10 e
V20 . 0.007% -0.63, 7 o0.02 . |
B V21 -0.10 0.49 "o ‘ .
- V22 .. =0.04 .- =0.50 -0.13 : ]
cew V23 0.59 0.12 -0.08 o . e
. Vel -0.64 0.06 , +=0.00 k , ' |
S > V25 -0,67 ° 0.09 -0.02 | oot ;
) V26 ~0.74 0,02 v -0.04 .« .
Tover -0.65 0.01 -0.02 _ ' |
. V28 0.65 0.12 ~0.08 . ' ' |
V29 -0.49. 0.07 0.05 |
. V30 0.65 -0.03 =0.02 - ‘ |
V31 "0.45 -0.05 -0.04 1
. V32 . -0.45- , © 0.19 - -0.02 . |
V33 ~0.69 - 0.08 001 “ |
V34 0.54 0.08 -0.17 . 1
V5. - 0.63 0.08 Q.10 |
V36 -0.54 0.12 0.00 & .
V37 -0.67 0.04 .06 |
V38 0.64 0.08 -0.12. :
V39 -0:74 0.06 -0.09 ;
V40 0.69 0:Q5 -0.02
Vil 0.63 0.10 -0.11
vi2 0.62 Y. 08 ~0.13
~ V43 0.64 0.16 -0.13 |
Vi '0.58 0.01 . -0.04
RLEE [ = 0.70 0.00 0.05 ,
¥vi6 -0.60 0.10 -0.13
VT - -0%70 10.13 -0.21
. Jus . -0.70 0.16 © -0.17
- Vi9 -0.67 - 0.05 "~ -0.09
V50 | . 0:46- 90.07 *  -0.04 -
Lo Items 1 through 10 are PRCA items. .
Items :11 through are POLT items. .
» Items 23 through 59 are MOPOL items. ,
\‘1 ‘e » y N 23 o i '




x
~ [ .
D& “" a -
| S |
o . Taple 7 e ) :
. ‘ . . :
: &
‘ ) A
. . Relationship of MOPOL 0
with selected criterion .
‘ Variables . S ™~
. Political Political . Media » Communication
> Interest | Involvement . Extroversion Exposure - Apprehension
e A . B A2 -4
. T Politieal . i, 5 - a . e Y ~.37 '
- " *  Interest S ;o : . ‘ )
Political o - ' R
Involvement ) ) -l .36 . -.34 .
Extroversion : - . .19 -. ?3
. . R * ’ . o,
mdia .- : . Al
Exposure ™ ) ! =27
- . Commnication ° - , ’ L,
' Apprehension . ¢ ) -

All correlations are statistically significant at p .0001 .
#  with n = 658, 1,




