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Abstract

This study aims to investigate test—retest reliability or reproducibility of the paper—pencil test for
investigating stereotypes of seven principal controls of passenger cars. The controls include wiper, head
light, high beam, door window, ignition key, door key and door lock. Sixty two college—aged students
participated in the paper—pencil tests and the tests were conducted twice with an in—between period of
4 weeks. The results showed that the stereotypes of motion—directions for the seven controls by the
two paper—pencil tests were the same, and that the percentage agreements between two tests by
subjects were ranged from 60.0% to 80.6%. There was a weak linear relationship between averaged
rates of responses for the stereotypes of motion—directions for the seven controls and percentage
agreements by subjects. Based on these results, it is concluded that the paper—pencil test collects
reliable or reproducible data on the stereotypes of motion—directions for passenger cars  controls
within four weeks.
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[Figure 1] Response rates for stereotypes
between weeks 1 and 4
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<Table 1> Controls investigated in this study
. direction of direction of
control image . control )
motion motion
. — pull
— clockwise P
door upward
— counter .
. window — push
—clockwise
downward
. — clockwise
— upward ignition
— counter
— downward key .
—clockwise
— rotate — press
inward door upper part
— rotate lock — press
outward lower part
— push
— pull
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<Table 2> Results of two paper—pencil tests

direction of | week 1 | week 4
control .
motion (%) (%)
wier upward 53.3 64.5
P downward | 46.7 355
clockwise 19.4 20.0
head counterclock
light . 80.7 80.0
—wise
high push 41.9 40.0
beam pull 58.1 60.0
pull upward 6.4 40.0
door push
window 93.6 60.0
downward
. clockwise 90.3 77.4
ignition counterclock
key . 9.7 22.6
—wise
clockwise 77.4 61.3
d k terclock
oor key | coun e%”c oc 996 8.7
—wise
Press ubpel g5 | 67.7
door part
1
lock | press fower a5 5 | 393
part

<Table 3> Results of chi—square test

control p—value control p—value
P
wiper 0060 | N 0167
key
head light 0.949 door key 0.168
high beam 0.878 door lock 0.788
d
coor 0.002%
window

= significant at a=0.01

<Table 4> Percentage agreement between weeks

1 and 4

control % agreement
wiper 67.7
head light 80.0
high beam 63.0
door window 60.0
ignition key 80.6
door key 64.5
door lock 64.5
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[Figure 2] Relationship between % agreement
and averaged rate of response
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