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The Current Situation Problems and Suggestions of

Psychological Scale Development in China over the Last Ten Years

DENG Wengen' ZHANG Wenli' GUO Lei’
(1. School of Psychology Hainan Normal University Haikou Hainan 571158 China;

2. Faculty of Psychology Southwest University Chongqing 400715 China)

Abstract: The scale development process is critical to building knowledge in psychology and behavior science.

Based on 222 articles published in five psychological journals from January 1 2010 to June 30 2020 the literature

status of the scale published in these five journals in the past 10 years are systematically reviewed. Then these docu-

ments are analyzed from the three basic steps of the scale compilation that are project generation content analysis

and psychomeltric analysis and the main limitations such as sample characteristics limitations method limitations

psychometric limitations and qualitative research limitations and limitations of project preparation are pointed out in

the current literature. Through the analysis of these limitations it is helpful for future research especially in making

the most appropriate choice between different concepts and methods.

Key words: scale development; item writing; content validity; psychometrics



