Appendix 1
The following additional information may be useful for readers who want to perform a Mokken scale analysis on their own data with the MSP5 software.

a. Mokken scale analysis does not so far accept missing values in the data set (see Huisman 1999, Huisman & Molenaar 2001) for some different ways to impute missing values.

b. The scaling procedure of the program can – at the time of writing -- handle ASCII files with up to 300 polytomous items with a maximum of 10 ordered categories within a given range (900 item steps). Subjects with values outside this range are deleted. The number of subjects is restricted to 100,000. See website www.progamma.nl for the most recent information.

c. As was illustrated in the first example, Mokken scale analysis, in contrast to Rasch scale analysis, normally uses all response patterns, including those in which all items are accorded the same response. These response patterns cannot violate the perfect Guttman scale, and including such responses may unduly overestimate the homogeneity among the items. In practical applications the user can decide whether or not to discard such model-unfalsifiable response patterns. 

d. For polytomous data, different items sometimes have different numbers of response categories. There is no strict evidence either for or against the possibility that this can cause problems. But Molenaar (1997) advises users to ‘handle with care,’ and to use the same number of categories for each variable within a Mokken scale if at all possible.

e. It is much less clear for polytomous than for dichotomous data that the sum score is a good approximation of the subject parameter s. This is because the ordering of item steps for different items is indeterminate. For example, if the items in Table 12 had been dichotomous, it would have been admissible to say that persons who have confidence in the legal system also have confidence in the press, and so on. But for polytomous items – where item steps from two or more variables may be interleaved with each other -- such statements are riskier. In practice, however, the use of the sum score does not lead to serious errors when ordering the respondents along the latent trait (Molenaar & Sijtsma 2000, based on tentative simulation results). Models with more stringent assumptions about the ordering of item steps -- e.g., a nonparametric analog of.Andrich’s (1978) Rating Scale Model, in which the order of the distances between the the same item steps of all items is equal -- are currently under development (Sijtsma & Van der Ark, 2001).
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