"REVIEW OF H.M. BLALOCK {(ed) MEASUREMENT IN THE SOCIAL SCIENCES

Yet another book tumbles from the careful editorship of that "“hardest" of
" the guantitative hcnvie~, Hubert M, Blzlock,., The topic this time is
measurement and the problems involved in getting at concepts and scales
indirectly through the medium of ths guestionnaire, Immediately, let me say to
all those of you who are now leaning back, silently running through Chapter I
of Cicourel's Method and Feasurement and feeling thoroughly sure that ycu know
all the pitfalls and criticisms, that it's time you got your heads down and
read how the quantitstive heavies themselves are tackling this, perhaps the
thorniest of the sccisl scientists' problems.

The book is a collection of articles which address themselves to diffw
iculties in three major areas of measurement theory, and, more importantly,
attempt some sciutions, instead of sitting on the sidelines, carping. The
first section deals with new ways of collecting ang interpreting mors
accurately responses from people, rancing from prnblems of scaling to those of
meaaurement "error®. Long and Wilson introduce a method known as a non-metric
unfolding technique which converts an ordinal scale of items which have been
ranked by individusals into an interval scale to which stronger statistical
tests may be applied. The article cencentrates on an expositien of the pro-
cedure rather than any justificatiorn for it; it only manages to sgueeze out of
the data more than has gone in by the rejection of any "errors" where
intransitivity occurs (the Escher Steps situation where a respondent may, for
guite valid reascns, prefer A to B, B te C and C to A). In this section also,
D'Andrade shows that memory "error™ is not randem, and that systematic dis—
tertion occurs when observsrs try to recall the traits asscciated with
different subjects. FRe-—analysing existing data, hs ciscovered that the
correlations found batween the traits afterwerds proved to be due more to the
obsarver's conception of Ywhat trait is like what™ than to covariation in the
behaviour of the subjects, especially after s period of time has elapsed.

The second section is entitled ™Multiple Indicstor Approaches®, which
contains a series of rather staid articles on some of the technical problems
cencerned with reliance on several Yindicators" of a trait or concept whers na
sne single "indicator" is found te be adeguate. Throughout the entire
section, although there is much discussicn of measurement "error™, measuring
it, randomising it, there is no fundamental guestioning of what is aectually is;
it seems to me that the bakl has te be throun baczk into the cour: of the
measurement thecrists — there is nothing here in substance that Coembs didn't
say. fAn article by Sullivan, for example, deals specifically with “criteria
for the selection of ‘-dicators, given several from which to choose"; (he
concludes that you prefer multiple indicators which groduce the most random
(unparrelated) measurement errorm and whirh relate to only one censtruct).
But why have we got several indicators frem which ts choose - surely this
indicates sleppy theorising?

The final section = -*zwith the statistics of ordinal measurement,; a very
important topic in a subject area where it is doubtful if any real interval
scales exist at all, Wilscn reviews the behaviour of different measures of
assoclation and concludes that Goodman and Kruskzl's , Scemers' dyx and a
new measure, e, are uniquely appropriate for testing 3 different types of
erdinal hypothesis, hypotheses of no reversals (if x increases y does not
fecrease), assymmetric relations (if x increases, y incresses) and strict
relations (if x increases, y increases, and if x does not vary, y does not
vary) respectively, Properly formulcted rules for tho use of appropriate
measures af associatlon are a vital counter attack to the meore umual practice
of running a "STATISTICS ALL"™ instruction on a computer package and then
picking the measure producing the most drematic result tc report.
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Itts all careful stuff, and certainly contains technical advances upon
already existing body of methodological theory (if I may be permittee such an
excruciating term), But on reading it, it is doubtful whether our doubting
eth-meth will feel inspired that zafter all there may be something in
guantitative social science.

‘The book has tumbled, but into whose hands widl it fall? Blaléck
asserts in his introduction that the "chapters in this book are not highly
technical™ and guite correctly says that the problem of communication betwesn
the technican and the social scientist will only really be resolved when thay
are one and the same person. {Wwhen this occurs, I feel certain that we will
see much more exciting advances  than those documented in this vnlume.) But
the fact of the matter is that, on this side of the Atlantic at least, there
are very few statistico-scciological hands for this beook to fall into. Neuw
ideas in both theory and methods are noit usually communicated by text-books,
but arise through the introduction of individuals te actual practical examples

of their usage and by the enthusiastic proaclytising of thea in
their departments or units., I am wecrried that the mathematlcian/
will fail to recognise some of the important issues that are in this

book, and that the socinlogists will simply not understand it.

Cathie Marsh
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