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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM 

Interest in self-concept has gained momentum, particularly in 

the last 20 years since Ruth Wylie published her monumental review 

and critique of self-concept research, The Self Concept (1961). 

Since 1961, self-concept has received an impressive portion of 

research energies within the areas of psychology, education, and 

sociology. The majority of self-concept research has focused on 

three areas: correlations between a measure of self-concept and mea

sures of other psychological constructs, differences in mean self-

concept scores among different populations, and changes in self-

concept after a treatment program (Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton, 

1976). 

The results of self-concept studies in the three major research 

areas have provided some interesting, although questionable informa

tion. Unfortunately, research in the important area of validation of 

self-concept instruments has been generally neglected. Theoretical 

issues, definitional and measurement problems have contributed to the 

general avoidance of such a significant area of research (Coopersmith, 

1967; Shavelson, et al, 1976). 

Because so little validity research has been conducted, the 

empirical study of self-concept is, as Bums (1979) sees it, "in a 

state of chaos." Studies of self-concept are confronted with 



methodological problems, making the results of self-concept research 

nearly impossible to interpret, synthesize, or apply with any sense 

of confidence (Crowne, Stephens, and Kelly, 1961; Burns, 1979). 

Therefore, taken as a body of research, self-concept studies tend to 

be ambiguous and have limited generalizability. 

The state of self-concept research is, as Wylie (1961) describes 

it, "a bewildering array of hypotheses, measuring instruments, and 

research designs" (p. 2). The current proliferation of instruments 

for measuring self-concept is due to the large number of researchers 

who develop their own instruments. More often than not, these in

struments have little evidence of reliability and validity, are in

adequately described, and are very hard to locate in order to repli

cate studies (Drummond and Mclntire, 1977). As Burns (1979, p. 72) 

summarizes the situation, "Sometimes the only similarity found in the 

literature between one study and another, is the use of the term 

self-concept". 

Wylie's thorough reviews of self-concept research has lead her 

to suggest two alternatives for dealing with self-concept methodology, 

"either abandon theorizing and research involving self-referent con

structs, or make whatever theoretical and methodological improvements 

that are necessary in order to put such work on a more respectable 

scientific base" (1979, p. 686). 

Major critics of self-concept research (Wylie, 1961, 1968, 1974, 

1979; Crowne and Stephens, 1961; and Shavelson, et al, 1976) focus on 

the lack of an agreed upon definition of self-concept, the lack of 



adequate construct validation of self-concept measurement instruments, 

and the lack of empirical evidence on the equivalence of interpreta

tion of self-concept measures. Therefore, self-concept research is 

questionable because it is inadequate in the areas of: 1) defini

tion, 2) measurements, and 3) generalization of interpretation. 

Shavelson et al. (1976) contend that some degree of standardization 

of definition, instrumentation, and interpretation must be achieved 

before the determiners, consequences, and correlates of self-concept 

can be investigated confidently and systematically. The problem that 

this study addressed was in response to the call made by Wylie 

(1961, 1968, 1974, 1979) and Shavelson, et al. (1976) for more validity 

studies of self-concept instruments. The present study focuses on 

convergent construct validity in self-concept measures of children as 

it relates to equivalence and generalization of interpretation within 

and between measurement methods. 

Statement Of The Problem 

Several difficulties exist in the interpretation of self-concept 

measures, particularly self-concept measures in children. No stan

dardized definition of self-concept exists in the literature, nor is 

reliable data readily available on the equivalence of various self-

concept measurement instruments. The lack of empirically demonstra

ted equivalence among self-concept measurements makes it unreliable 

to generalize across studies using different instruments. 

The nature of the self-concept construct compounds the diffi

culties in measuring self-concept. Self-concept is an abstract 
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quality that presently can be measured only by indirect means. 

Currently, self-concept has to be inferred from diverse means of 

measurement. The major means of measurement for self-concept are 

self-report, observation of behavior, and projective techniques 

(Gordon, 1966). The majority of self-concept research studies 

utilizes the self-report method because of the ease in administration, 

scoring, and interpretation. Whereas, observation of behavior and 

projective techniques tend to be more time consuming to administer, 

score, and interpret. There are numerous theories and arguments as 

to the superiority or inferiority of self-report, behavior rating, 

and projective methods, but very little empirical data to support the 

conflicting claims (Samuels, 1977). Accordingly, the presently de

vised measuring methods have questionable validity and reliability 

due to the nature of self-concept. 

The construct validity problem that this study addressed is: 

1) the measurement of self-concept through the medium of three max

imally different modes, and 2) the generalizability of interpretation 

of results obtained by different methods. The problem of the study 

might be further clarified by asking the following questions: 

1. How do two self-report instruments of self-concept corre

late with each other(inter-mode comparison)? 

2. How do two behavior-inferred instruments of self-concept 

correlate with each other (inter-mode comparison)? 

3. How do two projective-inferred instruments of self-concept 

correlate with each other (inter-mode comparison)? 



4. How do self-report, behavior-inferred, and projective-

inferred instruments of self-concept correlate with each other 

(between-mode comparison)? 

5. Is there equivalence of measurement among the instruments? 

The problem this study examines is important for the following 

reasons. First, the study will contribute to the sparse literature 

in the area of convergent construct validation of self-concept 

measures of children. Second, it will be one of the first studies to 

address the between mode comparison of the three major modes (self-

report, behavior-inferred, and projective-inferred) in the measure

ment of self-concept in children. Third, the study will contribute 

to the understanding of inter-mode comparison between two tests from 

each of the three major modes. Finally, the study will provide data 

on which to base conclusions about the equivalence of generaliza

bility of six self-concept instruments. 

Purpose And Objectives Of The Study 

The purpose of this study was to gather data on self-concept 

measures in children using six different instruments representing 

three maximally different modes of measurement. The data collected 

provided a basis for examining the relationships between instruments 

from the same mode and for examining the relationships among three 

different modes. Convergent correlations of moderate or greater 

levels could allow a degree of generalization or equivalence of inter

pretation. This study also examined the different modes of measuring 



the self-concept in children to assess whether one mode of measure

ment is adequate to measure the self-concept. 

The objectives of this study are: 

1. To demonstrate there is convergent construct validity 

between two measures of self-concept within the same mode of measure

ment. 

2. To demonstrate there is convergent construct validity among 

the three different modes of measuring self-concept. 

3. To demonstrate that intra-mode correlations are greater 

than inter-mode correlations. 

4. To demonstrate that the most direct mode of assessment 

(self-report) will have higher convergent correlation coefficient 

than the more indirect modes of assessment (behavior-inferred and 

projective-inferred). 

Rationale Of The Study 

Wylie's (1968) review of self-concept research revealed that 

one standard for construct validity in self-concept measures has 

rarely been applied^intercorrelations among measures presumed to 

measure the same construct,convergent validation. Fiske (1971) 

charged that convergent validation is a modest requirement, but it 

is a requirement that is often not met. Convergent validity is a 

specific procedure for evaluating validity, most specifically con

struct validity (APA, 1974). The nature of construct validity sug

gests that if different self-concept scales are measuring the 



self-concept, they should all produce similar results and inter-

correlate highly, because they are based in the same hypothetical 

construct (Burns, 1979). 

The purpose of this study is based on the need for construct 

validity research of self-concept instruments. The rationale of this 

study is based on the fact that convergent coefficients will contri

bute to the construct validity of self-concept measurement, and will 

also provide some reliable correlational coefficients to aid in the 

determination of equivalence of measures or generalizability levels 

of interpretation between instruments. 

Rationale will be presented in support of each of the four speci

fic objectives. The first objective, to find if there is convergent 

validity between two measures of self-concept within the same mode, 

is regarded by Wylie (1974) as a useful method to examine validity, 

particularly in instruments which claim to measure global self-

concept as does the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale 

(PHSC), the Gordon How I See Myself Scale (GSCS), the Inferred Self-

Concept Scale (ISCS), and the Behavior Rating Form (BRF). Low inter-

correlations can be an indicator of little or no construct validity 

in the non-correlating scale. On the other hand, high intercorrela-

tions do not prove, but only suggest that there is construct validity, 

because irrelevant factors could be the source for high correlations 

(Wylie, 1974). 

From an exhaustive review of self-concept research, Wylie 

(1974) reported that cross-instrument correlations between purported 
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measures of a global self-concept construct have run between nearly 

zero and +.81, depending on the sample and instruments involved. 

Wylie reported the typical correlational coefficient is approximately 

.40. Of a total of 93 cross-instrument correlations reviewed, only 

seven were at the .7 or .8 level. Wylie concluded that the picture 

is not encouraging regarding the construct validities of most of the 

scores correlated. 

After evaluating self-concept instruments, Wylie (1974) concluded 

that the PHSC "seems worthy of further research and development", a 

high recommendation by Wylie's standards. But Wylie noted that vir

tually no information or research has been conducted to establish the 

convergent validity of the total self-concept score (the global 

measure) from the PHSC. The first objective, to evaluate the monotrait-

monomethod correlations of six instruments (of which the PHSC is one), 

is in response to Wylie's criticism of the research literature. 

Convergent validity research has been done with some personality 

constructs related to self-concept. Fiske (1971) reported that corre

lations between tests that claim to measure the same construct are 

typically moderately low, usually between .30 and .35 for measures of 

personality. An important study by Crowne, Stephens, and Kelly 

(1961), compared six measures of self-acceptance from three different 

modes, using an approximation of Campbell and Fiske's (1959) multitrait-

multimethod matrix for correlational validation to assess construct 

validity. The results established substantial relationships among 

all the self-acceptance tests. The convergence correlations 
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among self-acceptance tests from the same mode were .60 and .68 for 

males and females respectively, a substantial intercorrelation. 

Wylie (1974) contended that correlations between instruments from 

the same mode, measuring the same construct (monotrait-monomethod 

correlation) should yield the highest correlations, because they are 

influenced by both construct and mode variance. 

In this study, it is predicted that a substantial correlation 

will be found between the two self-report instruments, the PHSC and 

the GSCS. Both purport to measure the global self-concept, and both 

rely, on information given directly from the subject. But each uses 

a different response format (dichotomous vs Likert-type) which may 

lower convergence. 

The intercorrelation between the behavior inferred tests, the 

ISCS and BRF, and the intercorrelation between the projective inferred 

tests, the PPM and PSE, are predicted to be substantial. The behavior 

inferred tests both purport to measure the global self-concept. Both 

are completed by the same observer of behavior, the home room teacher; 

and both use the same Likert-type response format. The projective-

inferred tests may have comparatively lesser intercorrelation with 

each other. Both extract information from the subject, but on an 

indirect basis. Neither measure claims to measure the global self-

concept, nor a specific aspect of self-concept. As with most projec

tive instruments, major emphasis is placed on the subjective inter

pretation of the data. Both measures utilize a similar free response 

format. 



In reference to the second objective, which is to find if there 

is convergent validity among the three different modes of measuring 

self-concept, there are some supporting studies in the literature. 

Crowne et al. (1961) found that different methods of assessing self-

acceptance were moderately correlated. In their study comparing 

instruments thought to measure self-acceptance, the intercorrelations 

between tests from different modes of measurement were .50 and .45 

for males and females, respectively. 

Wylie (1974) reasoned that instruments claiming to measure the 

same construct from different modes theoretically should have signi

ficant correlations between the scores, otherwise known as monotrait-

heteromethod correlation. But in reality there may be marked dis

similarities in the patterns of correlations. Fiske (1971) reported 

that in tests utilizing different modes of observation, a low corre

lation or no correlation is commonly found. 

A study by Cowan, Altmann, and Pysh (1978), comparing some self-

concept instruments of the self-report mode and the BRF of the be

havior-inferred mode, found that the BRF did not correlate with any of 

the other instruments that were self-report measures. The authors 

concluded that convergent validity was not established and that the 

self-report instruments used were measuring something different from 

the trait measured by the BRF. 

A study similar in format to Cowan et al. (1978), is the Piers 

(1969) study which compared the PHSC (self-report) to teacher and 

peer ratings (behavior-inferred). Piers found positive, low to 
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moderate correlations between the tests representing different 

modes. 

Gordon (1968) predicts that a measure of self-concept by a 

self-report means would have a low, but significant relationship 

with other measures of self-concept using an inference approach. 

Gordon does not interpret low correlations between instruments, par

ticularly instruments from different modes, as solely being caused 

by lack of construct validity. The low correlation, lack of conver

gent validity, may be due to different tests from different modes 

tapping various aspects of a complex construct. Gordon contends that 

just as high convergent validity does not guarantee the existence of 

construct validity, then likewise low convergent validity does not 

rule out the existence of construct validity. See Figure 1 for a 

visual explanation (Gordon, 1968, p. 53). 

If evidence of validity can be found in the convergency of dif

ferent modes of assessing self-concept, then comparing tests from 

different modes appears to be a worthwhile endeavor. There is no 

other research evident in the literature comparing instruments which 

measure self-concept from three different modes. If this study finds 

moderate to high correlation between two or all three of the modes, 

the convergent validity would point to indications of construct var

iance above and beyond mode variance. The construct variance could 

be interpreted as representing the convergence of different measuring 

instruments on a generalized construct of self-concept (Crowne et al., 

1961). 
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Figure 1. 3 Modes of Self-Concept 

SC = self-concept, the highly organized, central core of the self 
U = part of the self unavailable to public study 

Gordon, 1966, p. 53 
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The third objective, which predicts that intra-mode correlations 

will be greater than inter-mode correlations, is based on Crowne 

et al.'s (1961) finding that instruments from the same mode tend to 

correlate higher with each other than with any test from another 

mode. This finding is supported theoretically by Fiske (1971). 

Fiske said the mode has impact on the measurement, which results in 

mode variance. The mode variance generally causes instruments from 

the same mode to correlate at a higher level than they would with 

instruments from another mode. 

A study by Zuckerman, Levitt, and Lubin (1961) used six instru

ments from three modes to measure dependency. They found that the 

three self-report instruments used in the study yielded the highest 

intercorrelation among the six measuring devices. They noted that 

two of the three self-report instruments, using the same response 

formats had the highest correlation. So not only were intra-mode 

correlations higher than inter-mode, but intra-mode instruments us

ing the same response format had higher correlations than with instru

ments from the same mode. 

In light of the Zuckerman et al. (1961) results, it is predicted 

that the PHSC and GSCS will correlate higher with each other than 

with any of the other four tests; the ISCS and BRF will correlate 

higher with each other than with any of the other four tests; and the 

PPM and PSE will correlate higher with each other than with any of 

the other four tests. Of the six instruments used in this study, the 

ISCS and BRF have the most similar response format, five-point Likert 
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format with observer as rater. It is predicted that the ISCS and 

BRF will have the highest correlation over all the other possible 

pairs of correlations. 

The fourth and final objective, to show that tests from the 

most direct mode of assessment (self-report) will have higher corre

lation than tests from the more indirect modes of assessment 

(behavior-inferred and projective-inferred), also finds its base of 

support in Zuckerman et al.'s (1961) research. The fourth objective 

is in opposition with part of the third objective which predicts the 

ISCS and BRF (behavior-inferred mode) will have the highest correla

tion because of their similar response format. 

The Zuckerman, et al. (1961) research found that, in the assess

ment of dependency, the more direct techniques of assessment (self-

report instruments) yielded the highest correlation. They noted that 

the convergent validity coefficient tended to fall off as a function 

of the indirectness of the tests, with projective tests yielding the 

lowest correlation. In the light of these findings, it is predicted 

that the self-report instruments will have the highest correlation, 

followed by the behavior-inferred instruments, then followed by the 

projective-inferred instruments. 

In summary, the rationale of this study is based on ascertaining 

the convergent construct validity of six self-concept instruments 

representing three diverse measurement modes. If there is significant 

intercorrelation between the instruments and/or modes, it can be 
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inferred that they do indeed measure the same construct, self-

concept. The power of generalizability across studies using dif

ferent instruments will be greatly increased, because the data 

collected with one instrument can be related to data collected with 

another instrument. The implications within the study of self-

concept could be generalized from the standardization of instrumen

tation to the interpretation of previous, current, and future re

search of self-concept in children. With empirical data to prove 

or improve the construct validity of these six measurements, research 

in the area of self-concept will be considered more reliable and will 

be regarded with increased respect. 

Definition Of Terms 

To facilitate a clear understanding of this study, selected 

abbreviations and terms will be defined as follows: 

Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (PHSC): A self-

report instrument which assesses the general construct of self-

concept in children. 

Gordon How I See Myself Scale (GSCS): A self-report instrument which 

assesses the general construct of self-concept in children. 

Inferred Self-Concept Scale (ISCS): A behavior-inferred instrument 

which assesses the general construct of self-concept in children. 

Behavior Rating Form (BRF): A behavior-inferred instrument which 

assesses the general construct of self-concept in children. 
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Perceived Popularity Measure (PPM): A projective-inferred 

instrument which assesses the self-concept in children. 

Perceived Sources of Esteem (PSE): A projective-inferred 

instrument which assesses the self-concept in children. 

Self-Report; An assessment technique in which the subject 

voluntarily gives information by answering questions about the sub

ject from an inventory. 

Behavior-Inferred: An assessment technique in which the subject 

is observed in a predetermined manner. The observer judges or infers 

information from the observed behavior. 

Projective-inferred: An assessment technique in which the sub

ject's responses to an ambiguous stimulous are interpreted as uncon

scious personal attitudes or conceptions. 

Mode: A class of procedures for measuring personality traits. 

Method: Technique for measuring, or a test procedure. 

Self-Concept: A person's organized perceptions of her/himself 

which are formed through the individual's experience with the en

vironment and can affect the individual's behavior. 

Validity: The ability of a test to measure what it claims to 

measure. 

Construct Validity: The implication that a test supports the 

theoretical relationships it purports to measure. 

Convergent Validity: The extent of positive correlation between 

two or more measures of the same construct using separate means of 

measurement. 



Delimitations Of The Study 

The following is a description of the ways in which the scope 

and focus of this study have been delimited by design. 

The six instruments utilized in this study were chosen for 

several reasons. All six instruments could easily be group admin

istered to third grade level subjects. Only two tests per mode were 

chosen. The most popular instruments in the literature were chosen 

for the self-report and behavior-inferred modes. Very few projective-

inferred instruments exist for third grade children that can be easily 

administered and scored. The PPM and PSE were chosen for the pre

viously mentioned reasons and because they were fairly recently devel

oped and were readily accessible. All six instruments were easily 

administered and scored. Three of the instruments (PHSC, GSCS, and 

ISCS) have published test manuals that are readily accessible. All 

six instruments have been successfully used with children as young 

as eight years old. 

The subject pool was limited to third grade level. This would 

rule out any age variations or developmental aspects that might con

found the correlations. Shavelson et al. (1976) addressed the devel

opmental aspects of self-concept. They suggest that the younger the 

child is, the more undifferentiated, global, and general the self-

concept is. The instruments in this study purport to measure the 

general, global self-concept. By testing children at the lowest age 

limit suggested by the tests' developers, it was hoped a general, 
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global self-concept would be measured with as little interference 

from the interplay of sub-constructs and more differentiated self-

concepts. 

Tests yielding total or general self-concept scores were 

chosen. The PHSC, GSCS, and ISCS have been factor analyzed to pro

duce various facets or sub-constructs, but they are best known for 

their general scores. Shavelson et al.'s (1976) review of the 

literature supports the theory that measures of the general self-

concept are more stable than measures of the facets. As yet, re

search on facets of self-concept are inconclusive and controversial. 

This study is limited to assessing the convergent validity of 

the instruments, and not the discriminant validity of the instruments, 

due to the limitations of time and resources. 

Limitations Of The Study 

The following restrictions were imposed on this study beyond the 

control of the investigator. 

The voluntary nature of the subjects was a restriction. In com

pliance with the requirements of the Human Subjects Committee of 

Texas Tech University, each subject had to have written, parental 

permission to participate in the study (see Appendices A and B). This 

requirement limited the number of subjects and may have affected the 

subject pool. 

There were some management limits imposed by the cooperating 

school district administration. The number of subjects was limited 

to avoid imposing too much on the teacher-observers who completed the 
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ISCS and BRF. Each teacher-observer completed the two instruments 

for 10 to 13 subjects. 

School administrators wanted to take away as little classroom 

time as possible to administer the tests. To facilitate this, the 

elementary guidance counselor administered the PHSC and the GSCS, 

instead of the investigator, during the guidance counselor's regu

larly scheduled times with the students. The investigator must 

assume the PHSC and GSCS were properly administered according to the 

test administration instructions. 

Summary 

Chapter 1 of this study has provided background information for 

this study. The problem of the study addressed the lack of adequate 

construct validity research in the area of self-concept measures of 

children. The research purpose and objectives are the comparison of 

six self-concept instruments from three different measuring modes. 

There is a need for this study due to the sparse research literature 

available on convergent construct validity of self-concept instru

ments. The terms used frequently in this study are defined, and the 

delimitations and limitations are discussed. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The review of related literature will be presented in three sections 

that relate to the major problems associated with self-concept research: 

1. definition, 2. measurement, and 3. interpretation. The first 

section. Definition, presents definitional, theoretical, and construct 

perspectives. The second section. Measurement, identifies modes of mea

surement and the problems inherent in measurement of self-concept. The 

third section. Interpretation, is a discussion of validity assessment, 

construct and convergent, of self-concept instruments. 

Definition 

Wylie (1974,p.325) alledged that one of the "noteworthy short

comings" in the study of self-concept is the "lack of clarity in the 

establishment of basic construct definitions". Self-concept instruments 

measure a multitude of personality dimensions based on a variety of defi

nitions of the construct (Stanwyck & Felker, 1971). 

To a major extent, self-concept has been suggested to be a complex 

construct which defies definition. There appears to be no widely accepted 

interpretation of the exact meaning of self-concept. Self-concept was 

described as a nebulous construct that evades empirical verification be

cause of its metaphysical nature (Samuels, 1977). Coopersmith (1967) 

viewed self-concept as being a personal judgment of worthiness that is 

20 
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expressed in the attitudes the individual holds toward him/herself as 

capable, significant, worthy, or successful. Purkey (1970) emphasized 

that the self-concept is not a static entity, but a dynamic, constantly 

evolving internal state. The self has been seen as instinctive, but 

developing as a process of experience, possessing infinite capacity for 

growth and change. The self is seen as both object and process, with 

behavior being dependent upon perceptions. Self-concept is viewed as 

a determining element in behavior. A basic assumption has been postu

lated that behavior is a function of perception; and perception is a 

function of self-concept (Gordon, 1968). 

Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton (1976) conducted a major literature 

review of self-concept. From 17 different definitions of self-concept 

in the literature, they culled a broad definition of self-concept— 

"Self-concept is a person's perceptions of himself". They went on to 

explain that these perceptions are formed through the individual's 

experience with the environment, especially those which are influenced by 

environmental reinforcements and significant others. 

Shavelson et al. (1976) compiled seven features which were considered 

critical to the construct definition of self-concept. The first feature 

of self-concept is its organized or structured categorization given to 

experiences and the experiences' perceived meaning. Secondly, the self-

concept is multifaceted in that the self-concept's category system has 

different areas such that the general construct of self-concept can be 

divided into academic, social, emotional, and physical spheres. Self-

concept is hierarchical in that facets of general self-concept are built 



22 

upon particular situations from specific individual experiences. The 

fourth feature of self-concept is that the general self-concept is 

stable. Situational self-concept appears more unstable as it has 

greater dependency on and more direct relation to situation-specific 

experiences. This is a case in which the whole is greater than the sum 

of the parts. The fifth feature of self-concept is its developmental 

nature. As the infant matures and learns to differentiate self from 

environment, the self-concept begins to develop. The child's self-

concept is global, undifferentiated and situation-specific, but with age 

and increased experiences, the self-concept develops into a more specific, 

differentiated, individual construct. The sixth feature involves the 

evaluative character of self-concept. Self-evaluation can be a compari

son against absolute standards (an ideal), relative standards (peers), 

or the perceived evaluation of significant others. The final feature in 

Shavelson et al.'s construct definition is that self-concept is differ-

entiable from other constructs to which it is theoretically related. 

The lack of an accepted, standarized definition of self-concept in 

the literature is due to a large extent on the lack of an accepted, 

standardized self theory. Wylie (1968) pointed out that constructs con

cerning the self play some role in all personality theories. Each 

personality theory described a different perspective of self. All of the 

major theorists (Adler, Allport, Angyal, Cattell, Erickson, Fromm, 

Homey, James, Jung, Lecky, Maslow, McClelland, Mead, Rogers, Snygg and 

Combs, and Sullivan—to name a few) have their own view of the self— 

what it is and what it does. Viewed from the vantage point of each 
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personality theory, it is explainable that the definition of self-

concept is in a state of confusion. 

To add to the confusion, the term "self-concept" is used 

interchangeably in the literature with such terms as self-esteem, self-

image, self-perception, and self-report. The use of such overlapping 

terms contributes to the ambiguities within the definition of self-

concept. 

It is difficult to derive a definition for self-concept because 

the parameters of the self-concept construct are open to debate. The 

American Psychological Association defines a psychological construct as 

"an idea developed or 'constructed' as a work of informed, scientific 

imagination; that is, it is a theoretical idea developed to explain and 

to organize some aspects of existing knowledge (APA, 1974, p. 29). 

Currently, the "theoretical ideas" contributing to the psychological 

construct of self-concept are many, varied, and often conflicting. 

Lynch and Chaves (1975) have found evidence of three major constructs 

of self-concept in the literature. From the historical perspective 

outlined by Ljnich and Chaves, the construct of the empathic self is 

presented by Cooley in the 1920's and Mead in the 1930's. The empathic 

self emphasized social interaction and was best characterized by the 

term "looking-glass self" (Cooley, 1922) which referred to one's percep

tion of the reflection of others' evaluations of one's self. The 1950's 

brought to prominance Rogers and Maslow's construct of the idealized 

self—the self-actualized individual,which is a more philosophic approach 

to self-concept. The 1960's saw a return to a more realistic. 
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evaluative aspect of the construct. Coopersmith and Rosenburg were 

the forerunners of the self-concept construct that is currently pre

dominant. Coopersmith (1967) conducted one of the first major self-

worth studies of self-concept. The current perspective of self-concept 

is also from an evaluative emphasis. Most current self-concept 

research is presented from an evaluative, empirical base instead of a 

theoretical, experiential base. The current emphasis is on measurement, 

evaluation, and treatment. 

Because of the increased research activity involving self-concept, 

the parameters of the construct are becoming more distinct. But one 

major controversial aspect of the construct remains undetermined. The 

question of whether self-concept is a unidimensional or multidimensional 

construct remains, as yet, unanswered. 

The literature appears to be fairly evenly divided on the issue; 

theoretically, there seems to be more support for a multidimensional 

construct, but empirically, there is more support for a unidimensional 

construct. Supporters of the multidimensional construct claim that 

current measuring instruments are not sophisticated enough to detect the 

sub-constructs and reliably measure them. 

Most early self-concept scales were designed to measure a general 

or global self-concept, and therefore treat self-concept as a unitary 

construct. The majority of instruments receiving the most empirical 

attention are the ones that try to measure the global self-concept 

(Wylie, 1974). 

Coopersmith (1967) concluded that children make little distinction 

between specific areas of experience in evaluating themselves. He 
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supported the theory that a good self-concept appears to have an all-

pervasive importance in the child's perception of the world and the 

self. As a result, Coopersmith's two instruments, the Self-Esteem 

Inventory (SEI) and the Behavior Rating Form (BRF), were designed to 

produce a total, global measure of the child's self-concept, based on 

an unidimensional construct. Dyer (1964) and Kokenes (1974) did factor 

analysis of measures taken with Coopersmith's SEI. In both studies, 

the results failed to show conclusive construct validity for sub-

constructs as measured by the SEI. Shoemaker (1980) concluded that if 

children do distinguish between areas of experience, as Coopersmith 

theorized, the popularly used instruments are inadequate to measure 

such distinctions. 

Many developers of self-concept instruments infer the existence of 

sub-constructs by separating and naming subscales by means of factor 

analysis. Very few instrument developers go beyond the initial factor 

analysis to test the validity of their labeled subscales. In research 

conducted by Marx and Winne (1978), little evidence for the existence of 

significantly different subscales of self-concept in the PHSC, GSCS, 

and Sears Self-Concept Scale was found. 

In a similar study, Winne, Marx and Taylor (1977) obtained measures 

of self-concept from the PHSC, GSCS, and Sears Self-Concept Inventory. 

The results supported the theory that self-concept is a unitary construct 

rather than a collection of distinct sub-constructs or facets. The 

authors drew the analogy of self-concept being like a daisy. Much of 
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the construct is shared and relatively undifferentiable, but the 

individual petals (facets) may have greater or lesser relevance when 

self-concept is related to other constructs such as achievement. 

In Shavelson et al.'s (1976) review of self-concept research, the 

authors concluded there is only tentative evidence for construct validity 

of sub-concepts in self-concept. In Winne et al.'s (1977) study, the 

results showed that similarly labeled subscales of self-concept consis

tently indicate both monomethod and multimethod convergent validity for 

three subscales—physical, social, and academic. The existence of con

vergent validity in this study supported the existence of construct 

validity of the subscales, but discriminant validity was consistantly 

lacking among the subscales. As a result the authors suggest that no 

conclusive judgments can be drawn about the multidimensionality of self-

concept. 

Wylie (1974) supported the multidimensional view of self-concept. 

She suggested that it is too difficult to try to conceptualize and 

measure such a broad construct as "global" self-concept and then try 

to relate the global construct to behavior. Wylie believed the broad 

construct approach may be too inclusive for empirical definition and 

measurement. She contended that limited self-evaluative aspects may be 

more theoretically appropriate and easier to define verbally and opera

tionally than the global approach. 

Wylie (1974) claimed that self-concept instruments are critized 

because self-concept is too elusive a construct to be susceptible to 

reliable measurement. The most commonly used self-concept instruments 
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measure some aspect of a global self-concept. They tend to cover too 

many personality traits to allow for meaningful predictions of human 

behavior. 

Shavelson et al. (1976) and Wylie (1974) agreed that self-concept 

is a multifaceted construct which can best be utilized at more 

"molecular" levels. Wylie predicted that molecular and carefully con

ceptualized sub-constructs might have more scientific utility in mea

suring self-concept and predicting behavior than a general or molar 

construct approach. 

In discussing how to measure any personality construct in general, 

Fiske (1971) supports Shavelson et al.'s (1976) and Wylie's (1974) 

suggestion for "molecular" testing. Fiske described a typical investiga

tor as one who selects a concept for study and then seeks a procedure 

for measuring that general concept. If an investigator tries to use 

two quite different procedures, the research will be plagued by disagree

ments between measurements obtained by different modes or even the same 

mode. A better system would exist if the measurement conceptualizer 

would consider how the general construct will appear from a variety of 

perspectives. This would allow the conceptualizer to analyze and 

delineate a subconstruct for each relevant perspective. 

One such sub-construct instrument has been designed for use with 

children. The SCAMIN (Self-Concept and Motivation Inventory) is designed 

to assess a child's self-concept in the specific area of self-concept as 

a student (Barber, 1976). Barber conducted a study comparing the total 

scores from the Barber Scales of Self-Regard (BSSR), the Minnesota 
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Personality Profile II (MPPII) and the SCAMIN. The BSSR and MPPII are 

observer ratings by mothers; SCAMIN is a self-report by the child. 

The product moment correlations for score totals indicated the BSSR and 

MPPII were general measures which assess something that is not measured 

by the SCAMIN. Barber interpreted the results as showing that the 

SCAMIN measures only the specific area of self-concept as a student. 

An alternative interpretation would be that the lack of correlation 

between the SCAMIN and the two observer ratings was due to mode variance 

instead of construct variance. 

Results of recent studies support the theory that self-concept is 

a multidimensional construct. Results of a Boersma and Chapman (1978) 

study comparing PHSC (a general self-concept measure) and Perception 

of Ability Scale (an academic self-concept measure) support the idea 

that academic self-concept is a distinguishable sub-construct that has 

moderate predictive validity for school success. 

Another study lending support to the multidimensional view is one 

by McDaniel and Leddick (1978) which used a downward revision of PHSC 

for grades 1-4 called the Young Children's Self-Concept Scale (YCSCS). 

Factor analysis found three sub-constructs (school, peer and physical) 

that were consistent between sexes and in all four grade levels. 

The results of a study by Shoemaker (1980) provided empirical 

support for sub-constructs of self-concept. A factor analysis of the 

Hare Self-Esteem Scale yielded three factors that Shoemaker labeled as 

home, peer, and school self-esteem. The study supported the theory that 

children do make distinctions between areas of experience. Shoemaker 
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asserts that the use of general self-concept measures may be losing 

valuable information. He encouraged the construction and use of area-

specific self-concept measures to allow easier investigation of the 

nature of variables contributing to self-concept. 

The preceding studies are samples of research which support the 

multidimensional construct. Most of the conclusions were drawn from 

results obtained from a factor analysis of instrument items. Claiming 

to establish construct validity for sub-constructs with only factor 

analysis as support is questionable. These studies need to be replica

ted; covergent and discriminant validity of sub-constructs must be 

established before the existance of sub-constructs can be fully sub

stantiated. The controversy involving unidimensional vs 

multidimensional construct of self-concept continues to emerge. With 

better understanding of the construct will come both a more precise 

definition and more accurate measuring instruments. The next section 

will relate issues in measurement research. 

Measurement 

The review will now focus upon issues in the literature associated 

with measurement of self-concept. 

The development of self-concept in children continues to be of 

interest to researchers and educators. This increased interest has led 

to the development of numerous instruments and a variety of techniques 

for measuring self-concept (Mclntire & Drummond, 1976). 
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There are several ways of classifying the techniques for measuring 

self-concept or any other psychological construct. D. T. Campbell 

(Fiske, 1971) used a classification of three dichotomies for tests: 

1. Objective (when there is a right answer) vs. Voluntary (when 

subject is told any answer is right). 

2. Direct (purpose is known to subject) vs. Indirect (purpose is 

hidden from subject). 

3. Free Response (number or form of response is unrestricted) vs. 

Structured (as in multiple choice format). 

Another form of classification is Leary's (Fiske, 1971) levels of 

categories: 

1. Public - behavior as rated by others 

2. Conscious - as rated by self 

3. Private - as rated from projective tests 

4. Unexpressed unconscious 

5. Values 

Fiske (1971) detailed a classification system, Modes of Measuring 

Personality. Fiske defined a mode as being a class of procedures for 

measuring personality. According to Fiske, all measurements are obtained 

by some means of observation—the mode. The mode has impact on the 

resulting measurement. This impact was termed the mode variance. 

Fiske defined six classes of procedure described in his Modes of 

Measuring Personality, including: 

Mode 1. self description 

Mode 2. current experiencing 
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Mode 3. capabilities 

Mode 4. prior behavior 

Mode 5. observation of behavior 

Mode 6. psychophysiology 

Because Modes 1, 2, and 4 are the modes most commonly used in 

self-concept measurement, they will be described in more detail below. 

Mode 1 

Mode 1 contains the class of procedures which rely on self-

description. The data are produced by the subject and indexed by the 

experimentor. Subject is aware of being measured. The task given to 

the data producer is to report a picture of self. Major subclasses 

of Mode 1 include rating of trait, report on interests or values, and 

report on attitudes or usual feelings. The methods typically classified 

as Mode 1 are questionnaires, self-ratings, biographical inventories, 

and attitude scales. Mode 1 instruments are usually group administered. 

The major portion of self-concept instruments fall under the Mode 

1 category because most self-concept measurements rely on self-report as 

the source of information. Every mode has problems or weaknesses in 

making accurate measures. Mode 1 instruments are most susceptible to 

1) social desirability—making favorable responses, 2) acquiescence— 

agreeing with statements or always marking the positive alternative, 

3) extremity—marking extreme alternatives, and 4) evasiveness or 

cautiousness—unwillingness to commit to an answer. 

Strong arguments have been made that self-concept studies which 

use self-report instruments to measure the self-concept are not studies 
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of the self-concept, but of self-report (Park, 1966; Combs et al., 

1963). It is said that self-concept is how the individual sees him

self, while self-report is what the subject is willing to say about self 

to an outsider. 

Ziller et al. (1969) suggested that self-report measures of self-

concept may really be measuring 1) a socially desirable self-concept, 

2) an evaluation of the self the subject is willing to reveal, 3) an 

evaluation the subject wishes the tester to accept, or 4) an ideal self-

concept, one the subject wishes to possess. 

Burns (1979) supported the value of using self-report instrumenta

tion. He reasoned that at least the limitations of self-report instru

ments were known and attempts can be made to adjust for them. Bums 

claimed that self-report inventories were a very valuable means of 

assessing self-concept. Self-report instruments were able to probe 

aspects of personality that were beyond the inferred judgments of ob

servers. 

Mode 2 

Mode 2 is the class of procedures which rely on current experienc

ing. As in Mode 1 the subject is the data producer. The experimentor 

is the index producer. The subject, aware of being measured, is given 

the task to report immediate experience. Major subclasses of Mode 2 

include perception, judgement, preference, and production of interpre

tation or story. Typical methods of assessment are tests of perceived 

movement, category width, figure preference, and projective measures. 

There are no "correct" answers when the subject reports immediate exper

ience (Fiske, 1971). 
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One of the problems with Mode 2 instruments is the unreliable 

interpretation of the data produced. Projective test interpretations 

are notoriously subjective. They are usually very time consuming and 

difficult to score without special training. Some of the response 

problems that plague Mode 2 instruments are 1) carelessness—making 

inconsistent judgments, 2) deviance—making many unusual reponses, 

or 3) productivity—making many or long responses to a free-response 

test (Fiske, 1971). For children, projective tests usually take the 

form of drawing an object (i.e. a person, house, or face), completing 

a story, or relating on early memory. Mode 2 techniques for assessing 

self-concept in children are not utilized to the great extent that Mode 

1 techniques are. 

Mode 4 

Mode 4 encompasses the class of procedures which uses prior be

havior as its base. The data producer is the observer, and index pro

ducer is the experimentor or the observer. In this mode, the subject is 

unaware of being measured. The task given to the data producer is to 

extract an impression of the subject from judgments of the subject's 

prior behavior. Major subclasses of Mode 4 are identifying designated 

behaviors, or giving an impression of the subject. Typical methods of 

assessment include ratings by associates or ratings based on records. 

Such methods use products of the subject's previous actions, taking place 

under circumstances over which the experimentor had no control (Fiske, 

1971). 
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Some of the weaknesses encountered in Mode 4 assessment include 

1) halo effects—allowing one's general impression of the subject to 

affect the ratings of specific characteristics, 2) leniency—tending to 

rate all subjects as above average, 3) position set—tendency to mark 

an item in the same general position as the preceding item, 4) selective 

perception or forgetting, and 5) variability of rater's ability to 

know and understand the child (Fiske, 1971). 

The results of a study by Bell, Manke, & Lampke (1980) reported 

that children rated high in self-concept by teachers were those who are 

perceived as being assertive, active, and athletic—traits that are 

stereotypically associated with masculinity. The question could be 

asked whether the teachers were rating masculine behavior or self-

concept. 

A study by Khan (1978) suggested that teacher ratings of pupil 

attitudes were not interchangeable with self-report measures. In con

trast, findings from Cox and Geoffray's (1977) study support Coopersmith's 

(1967) contention that observable behavior is an external manifestation 

of one's level of self-concept. 

Fiske (1971) related that differentiation of mode is important since 

subjects in general react differently to different tasks and stimuli. 

Different modes produce different kinds of information, which are not 

usually interchangeable. Each mode measures a given variable in a 

distinctive way, yielding measures rather independent of measures de

rived from other modes. Therefore mode variance must be considered when 

attempting to measure construct variance. 
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Another variance must be considered in addition to mode and con

struct variance. What Fiske (1971) terms systematic variance from irrele-

sources, Wylie (1968, 1974) calls irrelevant response determiners (IRD's). 

IRD's can have a distorting influence in the accurate measurement of self-

concept, can reduce the magnitude of intercorrelation in tests measuring 

self-concept, and as a result diminish the construct validity. Several 

IRD's, such as social desirability, acquiescence, evasiveness, halo ef

fect and carelessness, have been discussed above in the sections covering 

weaknesses of Modes 1, 2, and 4. Additional IRD's cited by Wylie in

cluded lack of rapport between subject and experimentor, expectations in

duced by instructions, scoring or statistical procedures which mask com

plicated and psychologically varying responses, test wiseness, demographic 

characteristics of the subject, and lack of verbal fluency by subject. 

Wylie warned that adequate precautions cannot be taken to control or 

eliminate all IRD's. 

Drummond and Mclntire (1977) suggested that two particularly impor

tant IRD's were response format and response set. Different instru

ments, using different response formats (i.e. Likert-type behavior-

inferred and dichotomous self-report) tend to measure different dimen

sions of self-concept. Response format is likely to bias effects, even 

among tests within the same mode. For example, a study by Winne, Marx, 

& Taylor (1977) comparing three self-report instruments, the PHSC, GSCS 

and Sears Self-Concept Inventory, found that the PHSC always had the 

highest mean. Because of its "yes-no" dichotomous format, the PHSC en

couraged social desirability more than the Likert-type formats of the 

GSCS and Sears tests. It was theorized that children with responses 
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that were neutral, near the psychological midpoint or slightly below, 

tend to choose the more favorable response because of social acquiescence 

The authors concluded that the representation of the self-concept con

struct was strongly influenced by the method of measurement. They con

tended that research results may vary significantly according to the 

method chosen for measuring. 

Using different response formats can alter response set factors 

which might cause different patterns of results on different scales. 

Response sets are consistent styles of responding to measurement instru

ments which causes distortion of scores. Individuals tend to use the 

same reponse style on any battery of tests. This creates false positive 

correlations between tests, rather than a true correlational relationship 

between the variables in the tests. Therefore, correlations between 

tests do not stem solely from construct-relevant sources, rather they 

also stem from irrelevant sources such as response set. (Burns, 1979; 

Fiske, 1971). 

Interpretation 

The past two sections discussed definition and methods of measure

ment. This section will focus on issues in the area of interpretation 

of self-concept measures as they relate to validity. 

Interpretations of test results are of little value unless it can 

be demonstrated that the test is measuring something more general than 

itself. A major issue facing the interpretation of self-concept instru

ments is the question of validity. In the words of Shavelson et al. 

(1976, p. 410), "The importance of the construct [self-concept] and the 
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paucity of studies that examine self-concept interpretations of their 

measurements, make construct validation research vitally needed." 

"Construct validity is implied when a test or other 

set of operations are evaluated in the light of the specified 

construct. Evidence of construct validity is not found in a 

single study; rather, judgments of construct validity are 

based upon an accumulation of research results" (APA, 1974, pp. 

29-30). 

Validity is inferred, not measured. Validity is inferred from 

validity coefficients. Validity is a judgment call, either as being ade

quate, or marginal, or unsatisfactory (APA, 1974). Fiske (1971) con

tended that the principle methods for inferring validity was to obtain 

a test's correlations with three types of measures. These correlations 

should be measures of the same construct, or related constructs, and of 

unrelated constructs. Fiske noted that correlations with measures of 

the same construct are usually low in personality tests. If tests of 

a personality construct have the same format, the correlation may be 

fairly high, but the correlation will never be as high as the limit 

set by the internal consistencies of the two tests. This is due in 

some extent to the phenomena that scores from each test are determined 

in part by something specific to that test (Fiske, 1971). 

Two methods are recognized for use in the systematic investigation 

of the construct validity of an instrument: the multitrait-multimethod 

matrix technique (Campbell & Fiske, 1959) and factor analysis (Kerlinger, 

1964). Studies researching the validity of facets of sub-constructs of 

self-concept have used factor analysis. The multitrait-multimethod matrix 
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is used to study validity of sub-scales and it is also used to investi

gate the construct validity of entire instruments. 

Instruments which purport to measure the same construct are theo

retically related. If the instruments show strong positive correlations, 

their measurements are inferred to be convergently valid. If instru

ments which purport to measure unrelated construct show near-zero correla

tions, the measuring devices are considered to have discriminant valid

ity (Winne et al., 1977). 

The multitrait-multimethod procedure looks for evidence of both 

convergent and discriminant validity. To show convergent validity, an 

instrument must highly correlate with other instruments measuring the 

same construct and with behavioral measures associated with the trait. 

To show discriminant validity, the instrument must have low correlations 

with instruments measuring other constructs (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). 

Of the few multitrait-multimethod studies of self-concept that have 

been conducted, nearly all have been consistent in finding substantial 

convergent validity among subscales of self-concept. But the studies 

have been consistent in finding little or no evidence of discriminant 

validity among subscales of self-concept (Marx & Winne), 1978). Such 

was the case in a multitrait-multimethod study of self-concept measure

ment conducted by Marx & Winne (1978). The subscales from measures taken 

with the PHSC, GSCS, and Sears Self-Concept Inventory were clustered into 

facets representing physical, social, and academic self-concept. All 

three of the facets demonstrated some degree of convergent validity, 

but discriminant validity was not established. The authors suggested 

that lack of discriminant validity may have been a result of differing 
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response formats in the three instruments. 

Another multitrait-multimethod study of self-concept instruments 

was conducted by Cowan, Altmann and Pysh (1978). They obtained measures 

from four self-report instruments (Bledsoe Self-Concept Scale, Purdue 

Self-Concept Scale, Self-Esteem Inventory and Piers-Harris Children's 

Self-Concept Scale) and one behavior-inferred instrument (Behavior 

Rating Form). The researchers predicted convergent validity would be 

established among the five measures. They used the Children's Form 

of the Manifest Anxiety Scale and the Children's Social Desirability 

Questionnaire (both self-report instruments) to try to establish dis

criminant validity. Not only did the data reveal a lack of discriminant 

validity between the self-concept instruments and anxiety or social 

desirability instruments, but also no convergent validity was established 

between the self-report instruments and the behavior-inferred instrument. 

The question arises as to whether mode variance, instead of construct 

variance, is making the major contribution to the correlation among the 

self-report instruments in this study. 

Campbell and Fiske (1959) suggested that intercorrelations among 

measures presumed to measure the same construct should be the minimum 

requirement for assuring that construct variance, not mode variance, 

is making the major contribution to variance in the scores. Fiske 

(1971) continued to support his earlier position by claiming that some 

positive correlation between tests is a basic, minimal requirement for the 

validity of tests which purport to measure the same construct. Fiske 

declared that "Convergent validation is a modest requirement, and yet one 

that is often not met" (1971), p. 164). 
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Wylie's (1974) position on convergent validity is supportive of 

Campbell and Fiske's position. She stated that if intercorrelations 

among measures presumed to measure self-concept are significantly high, 

then the instruments warrant further consideration as worthwhile instru

ments for investigation. 

The present study attempted to investigate the convergent validity 

of six self-concept instruments representing three modes of measurement. 

The study was constructed and conducted in light of the three major areas 

discussed in this review: definition, measurement, and interpretation. 

The section on definition involved the discussion of confusing defini

tional parameters in the literature, the lack of a standardized theory of 

self, and the issue of a multidimensional vs. unidimensional self-

concept construct. The section addressing measurement issues reviewed 

different classifications of measuring methods, modes involved in measur

ing self-concept, and irrelevant response determiners. The interpre

tation section covered the relationship of validity, construct validity, 

and convergent and discriminant validity in self-concept instrumentation 

research. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

Chapter III presents the methods and procedures of the study. For 

the purpose of presentation, this chapter has been divided into four 

sections. The sections will be presented in the following order: 

description of the null hypotheses, description of the subjects, descrip

tion of the research instrumentation, and description of the procedures. 

Statement Of The Null Hypotheses 

Following are the null hypotheses tested in this study: 

NH-1. There will be no significant correlation between scores from 

instruments within the same mode. 

A. PHSC/GSCS 

B. ISCS/BRF 

C. PPM/PSE 

NH-2. There will be no significant correlation between scores from 

instruments from different modes. 

A. PHSC/ISCS 

B. PHSC/BRF 

C. PHSC/PPM 

D. PHSC/PSE 

E. GSCS/ISCS 

F. GSCS/BRF 
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G. GSCS/PPM 

H. GSCS/PSE 

I. ISCS/PPM 

J. ISCS/PSE 

K. BRF/PPM 

L. BRF/PSE 

NH-3. There will be no significant correlation between different 

modes. 

A. Self-Report/Behavior-Inferred 

B. Self-Report/Projective-inferred 

C. Behavior-Inferred/Proj ective-inferred 

NH-4. There will be no significant difference between the correla

tion coefficients of the different modes. 

A. Self-Report 

B. Behavior-Inferred 

C. Projective-inferred 

Description Of The Subjects 

Data were obtained from 138 third grade children from the two ele

mentary schools in the College Station Independent School District in 

College Station, Texas. All subjects were in the 8-9 year old age range. 

The subjects were primarily from the city with the majority being from 

middle and lower middle socio-economic level environments. 

Of the 138 students tested, 115 completed the six-test battery. 

There were 23 incomplete test files due to absence, lack of identifica

tion, or subject non-compliance with testing instructions. The final 
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count of 115 subjects involved 57 males and 58 females. Racially there 

was a mix of 87 Caucasians, 14 Blacks, and 14 Spanish subjects. 

The subjects were self-selected in that they represent the children 

whose parents agreed to have their child tested. The subject pool could 

be interpreted as being different from the students whose parents did 

not agree to the proposed testing. 

Description Of The Research Instrumentation 

Six measuring instruments, representing three different modes of 

measurement, were administered to all the subjects. Each instrument is 

described according to the mode to which it is classified. Each instru

ment is presented in the Appendix. 

Mode: Self-Report 

The Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale and the Gordon How 

I See Myself Scale are self-report scales for measuring self-concepts 

of children. Both claim to measure the physical, social, and academic 

facets of self-concept. Both instruments are widely used in the 

literature. Both are developed from a theoretically and methodologically 

similar perspective (Marx and Winne, 1978). 

The Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale (PHSC) 

The PHSC is considered to be the most promising research tool avail

able for measuring self-concept (Wylie, 1974). The PHSC items were 

initially developed from Jersild's (1952) collection of children's 

statements in which descriptions of what was liked and disliked defined 
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self-concept. The PHSC was developed to measure general self-concept 

and intended for use as a diagnostic tool in clinical settings or a 

psychological referral tool in educational contexts (Marx and Winne, 

1978). 

The instrument format consists of 80 declarative statements with a 

dichotomous "yes" or "no" response format. There are 36 items repre

senting a positive self-attitude and 44 items which indicate a negative 

self-attitude (Piers, 1969). The scores can range from 0 to 80. 

Although no specific cut-off points are defined, high scores represent 

a positive self-concept and low scores are interpreted as a negative 

self-concept (Piers, 1969). 

The PHSC is an appropriate instrument for measuring self-concept in 

children as early as third grade and as late as twelfth grade. The test 

can be administered to both individuals and groups. Oral instructions 

and reading aloud to younger children control for reading level. 

The PHSC was standarized on over 1,000 fourth to twelfth grade 

students. No consistent sex or grade differences were found. Internal 

consistancy ranged from .78 to .93. Test-retest reliability ranged 

from .71 to .77 over 4 months (Piers, 1969). 

The test items were factor analyzed and grouped into the following 

six factors: general and academic status, behavior, anxiety, physical 

appearance, popularity, and happiness and satisfaction (Marx and 

Winne, 1978; Piers, 1972). For the purposes of this study, the 

unidimensional, total test score which represents the general self-

concept was used, rather than the cluster scores from the six factors. 
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Buros's (1972) evaluation of the PHSC rates it as a more unidimensional 

than multidimensional measure. 

Gordon How I See Mvself Scale (GSCS) 

This study utilized the Elementary Form of the GSCS developed 

for use with third to sixth grade children. The GSCS is comprised of 40 

simple, self-evaluative statements arranged on five-point, bipolar 

scales. The test can be group administered, but each item should be 

read aloud by the examiner. The instrument is designed to measure 

self-concept with regard to body, peers, teachers, school, and emotional 

control. Like the PHSC, the items for the GSCS were developed from 

the material in Jersild's In Search of Self (1952). 

The GSCS is also similar to the PHSC in that both are two of the 

few self-concept inventories that have a manual and a rationale 

(Burns, 1979). The basic assumption underlying the GSCS is the theory 

that self-concept is not a unitary trait. The child is believed to have 

several concepts of himself that are interrelated. These sub-concepts 

have been grouped into subscales through factor analysis (Marx and 

Winne, 1978). These subscales are labeled as follows: teacher-school, 

physical appearance, interpersonal adequacy, autonomy, and academic 

adequacy (Gordon, 1968). 

Test-retest reliability for third graders is reported to be .78. 

No internal consistency scores have been reported for children 

(Shavelson, et al., 1976). The scale is recommended for use in either 
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descriptive or research study or groups, rather than for individual 

diagnosis (Gordon, 1968). Scores can range from 40 to 200. 

Mode: Behavior-Inferred 

The Behavior Rating Form and Inferred Self-Concept Scale are 

behavior report instruments. Both utilize reports of observed behavior 

to draw an inference about the subject's self-concept. In this study, 

the elementary school teacher was the observer for both instruments. 

The Behavior Rating Form (BRF) 

Coopersmith (1967) developed the BRF to complement his self-report 

instrioment, the Self-Esteem Inventory. The behavior-inferred BRF was 

designed to obtain a measure of self-concept through the inferred rating 

of overt behavior (Zirkel and Gable, 1977). The format consists of 13 

questions about external manifestations of the student's self-appraisal. 

The items are rated on a five-point, Likert-type scale. The observer 

(teacher) rates the student on the behavior continuum of "never-always", 

with assigned values of one to five points (Coopersmith, 1967). 

The BRF appears to give a global picture of the child's self-concept 

as it is expressed behaviorally (Cox and Geoffroy, 1977). There is one 

global item (item #13) in the BRF on which the teacher-observer rates 

student's overall level of self-concept on a five-point Likert-type 

scale of weak to very strong. Scores can range from 10 to 100. 

Coopersmith (1967) reports a mean of 68.4 and standard deviation of 

15.4. The test-retest reliability is reported to be .96 over a 2 month 
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interval. The inter-rater reliability is reported to be .73 on a 

sample size of seventy-one children. There is no published test manual 

available for the BRF. 

Inferred Self-Concept Scale (ISCS) 

The development of the ISCS was based on the assumption that self-

concept can be inferred from behavior. The ISCS is designed for self-

administration to teachers and counselors. It is composed of 30 

descriptive statements rated on a five-point, Likert-type scale. Scores 

can range from 30 to 150. 

The ISCS does have a published manual available. The scale 

has two principle uses: individual evaluation and research. Normative 

data is reported in the test manual. The test- retest correlation is 

.73 for third graders over a six month interval. The scale has demon

strated reliability with children in pre-school through sixth grade 

(McDaniel, 1968). 

Mode: Projective-inferred 

The Perceived Popularity Measure and Perceived Sources of Esteem 

measurements are little known tests that have been used to infer self-

concepts of young children. These tests were chosen because they could 

be group administered and had been developed for use with young 

children. Both tests are dependent upon the child's perception of the 

regard of significant others. A key factor in many theoretical views 

of the development of self-concept is the regard or esteem perceived 
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from others. These two tests attempt to measure a child's projected 

perceptions of regard from others and to make inferances about the 

child's self-concept. 

Perceived Popularity Measure (PPM) 

The PPM was first used in a study by Simon (1972) which measured 

the degree to which a child perceives liking by other children; 

perceived popularity. The study found that elementary children mea

sured as having high self-concepts perceived themselves as being popular 

to a significantly greater extent than did elementary children measured 

as having low self-concepts. 

The test is simple to administer. Subjects are asked to write 

down the names of all the children whom they think would list them as 

someone with whom they would like to be in class in the next grade. The 

test is scored by counting the number of names the child has written. 

Simon (1972) does not report any normative data. The mean score 

on the PPM for high self-concept children is reported as 6.41, and for 

low self-concept children as 5.30. 

Perceived Sources of Esteem (PSE) 

The PSE was initially used in a study by Kirchner and Vondracek 

(1975) which examined the number and identity of pre-school children's 

sources of esteem. The test was originally administered individually 

to pre-school children because of their limited verbal and writing 
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abilities. The test was group administered in this study, since 

third graders have sufficient verbal and writing skills to complete 

the PSE. 

The subjects are asked to tell who they think "likes them, really 

likes them". When they identify a person who likes them, they are 

asked who that person is in relationship to the subject—school friend, 

neighbor, sibling, parent, etc. The number of esteem sources men

tioned determines the test score. 

Kirchner and Vondracek (1975) report that age comparisons were 

non-significant. But in sex comparisons, females reported significantly 

more esteem-sources (mean of 4.78, SD of 2.6) than did males (mean of 

3.84, SD of 2.3). No other normative data was reported. 

These instruments were chosen because they are currently being 

used in educational research—and/or evaluation. All six instruments 

have previously been used with young children. These instruments are 

representative of the most popular measurement tools in the literature. 

A large amount of previous research in child self-concept studies has 

been conducted using at least one of these six instruments as the basis 

for measuring self-concept. All six measurements could be group 

administered and easily scored. Each test is easily accessible in the 

literature, and three (PHSC, GSCS and ISCS) have published test manuals 

available for purchase. 
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Description Of Procedures 

Each child had to meet two criteria before being selected as a 

subject: written parental permission for testing and having been a 

student for a minimum of four months with the homeroom teacher. 

The Self-Report instruments (PHSC and GSCS) were administered 

by one elementary guidance counselor who works in both elementary 

schools. Testing sessions were during regularly scheduled develop

mental time in a regular classroom. The two tests were administered 

approximately two weeks apart in small groups. Before administering 

each scale, the elementary guidance counselor-examiner followed the 

specific administration instructions presented in the test manuals. 

Both test manuals recommend the examiner talk with the subjects about 

the value of finding out how boys and girls really feel about them

selves. Subjects were asked to answer the items as they really feel 

they are, not the way they think they ought to be. Subjects were told 

there were no right or wrong answers, the results would not affect 

their school grades, and the results would be kept confidential and 

anonjrmous. 

The examiner read aloud each item, separately, clearly, and slowly 

to insure that reading ability would not affect responses. The examiner 

was instructed to paraphrase statements which were not understood by 

the subjects, but questions from the subjects were discouraged. 

During the two week testing period for the self-report instruments, 

the homeroom teachers of the subjects completed the behavior-inferred 

instruments (ISCS and BRF). To control for adequate observation time 

by the teacher, the subject had to have been under the supervision 
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of the homeroom teacher for a minimum of four months. Because the 

testing was conducted in the month of March, most subjects had been 

observed for eight months by the homeroom teacher. Six teachers 

from each school, for a total of twelve teachers, participated in the 

study. Each teacher rated 10 to 13 students in her classroom who 

met the criteria established for subject selection. 

For ease in administration, the behavior-inferred instruments 

were both completed at the same time on each subject. Each instrument 

has instructions for the test printed at the beginning of the items. 

The longer ISCS was completed first, immediately followed by the 

shorter BRF. 

The projective-inferred instruments were administered by the 

experimentor with the help of two proctors. The testing was conducted 

with two large groups, one at each elementary school, after the self-

report and behavior-inferred instruments had been completed. Each 

testing session was composed of two parts. During the first part, the 

PPM and PSE were administered to all subjects. The second part was for 

make-up testing of subjects who were absent during administration of 

the self-report instruments. Subjects were told they were going to do 

some exercises that were not for a grade or for anyone else to see. 

The PSE was administered first. The original PSE administration 

format was changed slightly to allow for group administration. The 

instructions were altered to accomodate writing the responses. The 

instructions used were: "Write down who likes you. Write down as many 
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people as you can who really like you. Do not worry about correct 

spelling". 

The subjects were allowed to write for four to five minutes, 

until everyone looked as if they were finished writing. The subjects 

were asked if they were finished. When all subjects indicated they 

were finished, they were instructed to draw a line under the last 

name on their list. This procedure was to control for additional 

listing during the last procedure. 

The last procedure consisted of identifying the names on the 

list. The subjects were told: "Now go back and write down beside each 

name on your list, how you know that person. For example, is the 

person a school friend, a neighbor, a sister or brother, or some other 

relative". 

Scoring the PSE consisted of counting the names above the drawn 

line that were descriptions of real people. Descriptions of pets, 

imaginary people (i.e. Easter bunny), or non-descript references 

(i.e. everybody), were not included in the count. 

Administration of the PPM followed the PSE. Subjects were told, 

"Write down the names of all the students you think would list you as 

someone they would like to be in the fourth grade with next year. Do 

not worry about correct spelling". The instructions were repeated 

three times. Subjects were given 4 to 5 minutes to complete the task. 

All the instruments were scored and double-checked by the 

experimentor and two Ph.D. psychologists. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 

This chapter will present the methods used and results of the data 

analysis. This chapter has been divided into six sections. The data 

were analyzed with available statistical procedures from the Statistical 

Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), 1975 edition, with 1981 software 

revisions. Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations for 

measures taken with all six instruments for the total sample, for females 

and for males. 

Correlation coefficients with a N = 115 yield statistical signifi

cance (p .05) of a coefficient of r = .185. However such a coefficient 

accounts for only 3 to 4% of the variance. The issue of practical sig

nificance for hypothesis testing warrants the use of intervals of signi

ficance. Garrett (1949) suggested the use of the following intervals for 

practical significance levels: 

.0 - .20 slight or negligible 

.20 - .40 moderate 

.40 - .70 substantial or marked 

.70 - 1.0 very significant 

Correlations +.40 are considered significant for hypothesis testing in 

this study. 

The correlation matrix for total group, females, and males is pre

sented in Table 2. Subjects' raw scores from the six instruments mea-

53 
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Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations for Instruments 

Instrument 

Piers-Harris Children's Self-

Concept Scale 

Possible Score Range: 0-80 

Group* 

Total 

Female 

Males 

Mean 

59.1 

58.6 

59.6 

S.D. 

11.4 

12.4 

10.2 

Gordon How I See Myself Scale 

Possible Score Range: 40-200 

Total 

Females 

Males 

149.9 

152.5 

147.3 

33.3 

42.1 

20.8 

Inferred Self-Concept Scale 

Possible Score Range: 30-150 

Total 

Females 

Males 

114.7 

117.8 

111.5 

17.8 

17.8 

17.3 

Behavior Rating Form 

Possible Score Range: 0-100 

Perceived Popularity Measure 

Possible Score Range: 0-N 

Perceived Sources of Esteem 

Possible Score Range: 0-N 

*Total sample N = 115 

Females N = 58 

Total 

Females 

Males 

Total 

Females 

Males 

Total 

Females 

Males 

72.3 

73.3 

71.4 

10.2 

11.0 

9.4 

11.0 

12.2 

9.7 

13.5 

13.5 

13.6 

3.4 

5.8 

4.9 

4.5 

4.4 

4.2 

Males N = 57 
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Instrument 

SELF-REPORl 

1. PHSC 

2. GSCS 

BEHAVIOR-B 

3. ISCS 

4. BRF 

PROJECTIVE-

5. PPM 

6. PSE 

***p<^.001 

**p^.01 

*p<.05 

Correlation Matrix 

1 

IFERRED 

Group 

Total 

Female 

Male 

Total 

Female 

Male 

Total 

Female 

Male 

Total 

Female 

Male 

-INFERRED 

Total 

Female 

Male 

Total 

Female 

Male 

for 

Table 

Total 

Self-

Report 

1 2 

.38*** 

.35** 

.50*** 

2 

Group, Females anc 

Behavior-

Inferred 

3 

.28*** 

.24* 

.36** 

.28*** 

.28* 

.30* 

4 

.24** 

.24* 

.26* 

.25** 

.27* 

.24* 

.83*** 

.83*** 

.83*** 

, Males 

Projective-

inf erred 

5 

.09 

-.01 

.26* 

-.05 

-.08 

-.02 

.09 

.27* 

-.18 

.12 

.27* 

-.06 

6 

.21** 

.30* 

.16 

.09 

.10 

-.00 

,28*** 

.51*** 

-.06 

.24** 

.41*** 

.02 

,58*** 

.53*** 

.60*** 

I 
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sured were analyzed between instruments using Pearson Product Moment 

correlation coefficients. This table provides an approximation of the 

multitrait-multimethod matrix proposed by Campbell and Fiske (1959) 

for assessing convergent validity. Instead of a convergent validity 

analysis of several methods of measuring several variables (multitrait-

multimethod) , the present data afford an assessment of the convergent 

validity of six instruments, grouped according to mode of measurement, 

of the same variable, self-concept (Crowne et al., 1961). Table 2 is, 

in a sense, a multimethod-multimode matrix. 

Table 3 presents the practical significance levels on intertest 

correlation for all possible combinations of intertest comparisons ac

cording to total group, female, or male correlations. 

Hypotheses Testing 

NHl 

Null hypothesis one stated that there will be no significant 

correlation between scores from instruments within the same mode. 

The correlation matrix for all instruments is presented in Table 

2. Practical significance levels are illustrated in Table 3. 

A. The PHSC and GSCS (self-report instruments) achieved a correla

tion of .38, with corresponding correlations of .35 for females and .50 

for males. Total and female correlations have moderate levels of corre

lations; male correlation is within the substantial level. 

B. The ISCS and BRF (behavior-inferred instruments) achieved a 

correlation of .83, with corresponding correlations of .83 for both 

females and males. Total, female, and male correlations are within the 

very significant level of correlation. 
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Ĉ J 

• 
1 

4-> 
X 
00 

• H 
r H 

cn 

0) 
> 

• H 
4-i 
Cd 
00 
0) 

z 

* 
a 
3 
O 
V̂  

o 

r H 
Cd 
4-1 

o 
H 

0) 
f-i 
Cd 

E 
cu 
fa 

(U 
r H 
Cd 

s 

r H 
Cd 
• u 

o 
H 

CU 
T-{ 

cd 
E 
0) 
fa 

(U 
r H 
Cd 
S 

r H 
Cd 
4-1 

o 
H 

D 
r-{ 
Cd 
E 
(U 
fa 

cu 
f-i 
Cd 
S 

(U 
rH 
Cd 
E 
cu 
fa 

OJ 
Cd 
•u 

o 
H 

cd 
E 
(U 

fa 

(U 
r-A 
Cd 
S 

(U 
rH 
Cd 

E 
(U 

fa 

cd 
4H 

o 

4-1 
4= 
00 

• H 
r H 

en 

r H 
Cd 
• U 

o 
H 

(U 

cd 
S 

(U 
iH 
Cd 

s 

CO 
4J 
3 
(U 
E 
3 
M 
4J 
CO 

c 
M 

s fa 
fa 
fa 
ai 
PQ 

cn 
T-{ 

fa 
en 
fa 
fa 
cm 

en 
fa 

"s 
fa 
fa 

m 

i n 

t^n 

II 

Z 

/—\ 

Cd 
4-1 
0 

H 

CO 
i n 

II 

z 
^ — V 

fa 

0) 
r H 
03 
E 
<U 
fa 

r-̂  
i n 

II 

z 

(U 
rH 
Cd 
S 



60 

C. The PPM and PSE (projective-inferred instruments) achieved a 

correlation of .58, with corresponding correlations of .53 for females 

and .60 for males. Total, female, and male correlations fall within 

the substantial level of correlation. 

The first null hypothesis was rejected on all points for the con

ditions of significant statistical correlation between instruments with

in the same mode. The first null hypothesis was rejected only on points 

B and C for the conditions of significant practical correlation. Point 

A correlations for total group and female were slightly below the .40 

mark for significant practical correlation. Therefore null hypothesis 

one was not rejected on point A. 

NH2 

Null hypothesis two stated that there will be no significant corre

lation between scores of instruments from different modes. 

Results for statistical significance are shown in Table 2; results 

for practical significance are shown in Table 3. 

A. The PHSC and ISCS achieved a correlation of .28, with corre

lations of .24 for females and .36 for males. Total, female, and male 

correlations fall within the moderate level of practical significance. 

B. The PHSC and BRF achieved a correlation of .24, with correla

tions of .24 for females and .26 for males. Total, female, and male 

correlations fall within the moderate level of practical significance. 

D. The PHSC and PSE achieved a correlation of .21, with correla

tions of .30 for females and .16 for males. The total and female cor

relations fall within the moderate level of practical significance; the 
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male correlation falls within the slight level. 

E. The GSCS and ISCS achieved a correlation of .28, with .28 for 

females and .30 for males. Total, female, and male correlations fall 

within the moderate level of practical significance. 

F. The GSCS and BRF achieved a correlation of .25, with .27 for 

females and .24 for males. The total, female, and male correlations 

fall within the moderate level of practical significance. 

G. The GSCS and PPM achieved a correlation of -.05 , with -.08 

for females and -.02 for males. Total, female, and male correlations 

fall within the slight (negative) level of practical significance. 

H. The GSCS and PSE achieved a correlation of .09, with .10 for 

females and .00 for males. Total, female, and male correlations fall 

within the slight level of practical significance. 

I. The ISCS and PPM achieved a correlation of .09, with .27 for 

females and -.18 for males. The total correlation falls within the 

slight level, female in the moderate level, and male in the slight 

(negative) level. 

J. The ISCS and PSE achieved a correlation of .28, with .51 for 

females and -.06 for males. The total correlation falls within the mod

erate level, female in the substantial level, and male in the slight 

(negative) level. 

K. The BRF and PPM achieved a correlation of .12, with .27 for 

females and -.06 for males. The total correlation falls within the 

slight level, female in the moderate level, and male in the slight 

(negative)level. 

L. The BRF and PSE achieve a correlation of .24, with .41 for 
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females and .02 for males. The total correlation falls within the mod

erate level, with female in the substantial level, and male in the 

slight level. 

For statistical significance, based on the correlations obtained 

between instruments from different modes, the second null hypothesis 

was rejected on all conditions for points A, B, E, and F. It was re

jected for the total and female conditions for points D, J, and L. 

It was rejected for the female condition for points I and K. It was 

rejected for the male condition for point C. Null hypothesis two was 

not rejected for points G and H. 

For practical significance, null hypothesis two was rejected only 

on points J and L, for only the female condition. Null hypothesis two 

was not rejected on all the other points. 

NH3 

In analyzing the data for testing null hypothesis three, the scores 

on each instrument were standardized using: 

Z = X - X . 
SD 

For computing correlation coefficients for mode, the modes were con

structed by summing the standard scores for subjects, e.g.: 

Self-Report = PHSC - X -H GSCS - X ; 
SD SD 

Behavior-Inferred = ISCS -_J_+ BRF - X ; 
SD SD 

Projective-inferred = PPM - X + PSE - X . 
SD SD 
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The means and the standard deviations of the three modes are 

presented in Table 4 for the total, female, and male sample. F val

ues were computed to determine if significant difference existed be

tween female and male scores. 

Null hypothesis three stated that there will be no significant 

correlation between different modes. 

Results for statistical significance are shoTvn in Table 5; re

sults for practical significance are shown in Table 6. 

A. The Self-Report and Behavior-Inferred modes achieved a cor

relation of .32, with correlations of .32 for females and .33 for males. 

Total, female, and male correlations fall within the moderate level of 

practical significance. 

B. The Self-Report and Projective-inferred modes achieved a 

correlation of .10, with correlations of .07 for females and .12 for 

males. Total, female, and male correlations fall within the slight 

level of practical significance. 

C. The Behavior-Inferred and Projective-inferred modes achieved 

a correlation of .21, with correlations of .42 for females and-.07 for 

males. The total correlation falls within the moderate level of prac

tical significance, with male in the slight (negative) level, and fe

male in the substantial level of practical significance. 

For statistical significance, based on the correlations obtained 

between modes, null hypothesis three was rejected on points A and C. 

It was not rejected on point B. 

For practical significance, null hypothesis three was rejected only 

for the female condition on point C. 
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Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations for Modes 

Mode Group* 

Female 

Male 

2. Behavior-

Inferred 

Total 

Female 

Male 

Mean 

1. Self-Report Total .107 

.182 

.030 

2.934 

3.218 

2.644 

S.D. 

2.097 

2.506 

1.596 

2.494 

2.498 

2.480 

F** Significance 

Not 

.148 Significant 

1.527 

3. Projective- Total 

Inferred Female 

Male 

.001 

.419 

•0.424 

1.774 

1.806 

1.651 

Not 

Signif icant 

6.834 p < . 0 1 

* (T) Total N = 115 

(F) Female N = 58 

(M) Male N = 57 

**F is analysis of variance of mode by sex. 
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Correlation Matrix for Inter-Mode Correlation 
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Mode 

1. Self-Report Total 

Female 

Male 

.32*** 

.32 

.33* 

.10 

.07 

.12 

2. Behavior-Inferred Total 

Female 

Male 

.21* 

.42*** 

•.07 

3. Projective-inferred Total 

Female 

Male 

***P'«î 001 

**P'̂ .01 

*p^.05 
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Table 6 

Practical Significance Levels of Intermode Correlations 

-.20-.0 .0-.20 .20-.40 .40-.70 .70-1.0 

Slight Very 

Modes Group* (Negative) Slight Moderate Substantial Significant 

1. SR/.BI Total 

Female 

Total 

Female 

Male Male 

2. SR/PI Total Total 

Female Female 

Male Male 

3. BI/PI Total Total 

Female 

Male 

Male 

Female 

* Total (T) N = 115 

Female (F) N = 58 

Male (M) N = 57 
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NH4 

Null hypothesis four stated there will be no significant difference 

between the correlation coefficients of the different modes. 

Correlation coefficients of instruments in the same mode are pre

sented in framed blocks on Table 2. Refer to points //I, 10, and 15 on 

Table 3 for practical significance placement levels of the intramode 

instrument correlations. 

The Behavior-Inferred instrimients achieved the highest significant 

correlation, .83 for total, as well as for female and male. These 

correlations place the Behavior-Inferred instruments in the very sig

nificant level of practical significance. 

The Projective-inferred instruments achieved the next highest cor

relation of .58, with a correlation of .53 for females and .60 for males. 

These correlations are within the substantial level significance. 

The Self-Report instruments had the lowest intercorrelation of the 

three modes. The correlation was .38, with correlations of .35 for fe

males and .50 for males; all within the moderate level of significance. 

Factor Analysis 

A factor analysis of data from the six instruments was computed to 

identify their relationships. A varimax factor rotation yielded three 

distinct factors. Factor loadings are presented in Table 7. 

As can be seen from the data, the Behavior-Inferred instruments 

load on Factor 1 with a factor loading greater than .93. The Projec

tive-inf erred instruments load on Factor 2 with a factor loading greater 

than .85. The Self-Report instruments load on Factor 3 with a factor 
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Table 7 

Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix 

Instrument Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 

ISCS 

BRF 

PHSC 

GSCS 

PPM 

PSE 

.932 

.941 

.106 

.170 

.015 

.178 

.100 

-099 

.172 

- . 089 

.898 

.855 

.185 

.126 

.815 

.816 

- . 047 

.136 
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loading greater than .81. 

Canonical Analysis 

The results of canonical analysis are presented in Table 8. Noted 

on that table are the coefficients for the variables of the first set and 

second set. As can be seen for Canonical Correlation 1, the ISCS and 

BRF (Behavior-Inferred instruments) have the highest relationship (.938 

and .892), with the other instruments adding only slightly to the corre

lation; eigenvalue is .719 For Canonical Correlation 2, the PPM and 

PSE (Projective-inferred instruments) have the highest relationship 

(.985 and 1.013); eigenvalue is .297. For Canonical Correlation 3, the 

GSCS and PHSC (Self-Report instruments) have the highest relationship 

(-1.043 and -1.037); eigenvalue .102. 

As can be seen from these data, the instruments within the various 

modes have demonstrated convergent validity, shown by the values between 

the sets of canonical correlations. 

In summary, the results of Pearson Product Moment correlation tend 

to support the convergent validity of instruments in the same mode. The 

tendencies are mixed when comparing instruments from different modes. 

The intermode correlations were only slight, except for self-report and 

behavior-inferred correlation which was moderate. Pearson Product Mo

ment correlation, factor analysis, and canonical analysis reported the 

same pattern of relationship for the modes. Behavior-Inferred instru

ments had the highest relationship, followed by Projective-inferred, 

with Self-Report instruments having the lowest interrelationship. 



Table 8 

Coefficients for Canonical Variables of the 

First and Second Sets 

First Set 

ISCS 

GSCS 

PPM 

Second Set 

Canvar 1 

.938 

.070 

.208 

Canvar 2 

-.307 

.038 

.985 

70 

Canvar 3 

.357 

-1.043 

-.030 

BRF 

PHSC 

PSE 

891 

098 

222 

-.445 

-.081 

1.013 

.332 

-1.037 

.117 

Eigenvalue 

Canonical Correlation 

719 

848 

.298 

.546 

.102 

.320 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, INTERPRETATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, 

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between 

six children's self-concept instruments from the same mode, from dif

ferent modes of measurement, and the relationships among different modes 

of measurement. The specific objectives of the study were as follows: 

1. To determine if there is convergent validity between two measures 

of self-concept within the same mode of measurement and from different 

modes. 

2. To determine if there is convergent validity among the three dif

ferent modes of measuring self-concept. 

3. To determine if intra-mode convergence is greater than inter

mode convergence. 

4. To determine if the most direct mode of assessment (self-report) 

has higher convergent validity than the more indirect modes of assessment 

(behavior-inferred and projective-inferred). 

The review of the literature focused on the three major issues con

fronting self-concept research. The first issue, definition, involves 

the lack of an accepted definition of the self-concept construct, histori

cal and theoretical perspectives of the construct called self-concept, 

limiting the parameters of the construct, and the controversy over the 

71 
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unidimensional, global construct vs the multidimentional, sub-construct 

nature of the self-concept. The second issue, measurement, dealt with 

classifications of measuring systems, the Modes of Measuring Personality 

which pertain to self-concept measuring, the characteristics and weak

nesses of the modes, and the effects of irrelevant response determiners 

on the measurement of self-concept. The third and final issue, inter

pretation, addressed the issues of validity, construct validity in self-

concept instrumentation, the use of convergent and discriminant validity 

to determine construct validity, and statistical procedures for deter

mining validity. 

The methods and procedures of the study involved the testing of 

115 third grade students from a central Texas city. The subjects were 

administered two self-report instruments, the Piers-Harris Children's 

Self-Concept Scale and the Gordon How I See Myself Scale, by the elemen

tary guidance counselor over a two-week interval. During the same time 

span, twelve elementary school teachers completed two behavior-inferred 

instruments, the Inferred Self-Concept Scale and the Behavior Rating 

form, on subjects in the teacher's home room. The subjects completed 

two projective-inferred measures, the Perceived Popularity Measure and 

the Perceived Sources of Esteem, which were admininstered by the investi

gator four weeks after the other instruments had been completed. The 

instruments were each scored according to the prescribed manner. 

Results: Discussion and Interpretation 

The discussion and interpretation of the results will be pre

sented in conjunction with the appropriate null hypothesis. 
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The first null hypothesis dealt with the correlations between 

scores from instruments within the same mode. Significant statistical 

correlations were found between instruments within the same mode. 

Significant practical correlations of .40-1- were found only between the 

ISCS/BRF (.83) and the PPM/PSE (.58) pairs. The correlation of the 

PHSC/GSCS (.38) approached the .40 cutoff point for practical signifi

cance. 

It appears that because the ISCS/BRF and PPM/PSE produced similar 

results and intercorrelate highly, their convergent validity suggests 

the existence of construct validity of the instruments. High intercorrela

tions do not prove, but only suggest that there is construct validity 

(Wylie, 1974). 

Wylie (1974) reported that the typical correlational coefficient for 

self-concept instruments is approximately .40. Fiske (1971) reported that 

correlations between tests measuring the same personality construct 

usually fall between .30 and .35. It appears that the correlation co

efficient of the PHSC/GSCS is in line with Wylie and Fiske's reports, 

but the correlation coefficients of the ISCS/BRF and PPM/PSE are much 

higher than would be normally expected. 

Wylie (1974) reported that cross-instruments correlations between 

measures of global self-concept have run as low as .0 to as high as 

.81. In this study the correlation between the global self-concept 

measures of the ISCS/BRF were slightly higher (.83) than the highest 

correlation reported by Wylie. She reported a total of only seven 

cases where the cross-instrument correlations were established at the 

.70 or .80 level. 
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Wylie (1974) predicted that correlations between instruments 

from the same mode, measuring the same construct (monotrait-monomethod), 

should yield the highest correlations, because they are influenced by 

both construct and mode variance. Wylie's prediction is appropriately 

applied to the results of this study. Instruments from the same mode 

yielded a higher intercorrelation than did correlations between tests 

from differing modes. It appears that the construct variance and 

mode variance combine their influence to make instruments measuring 

self-concept, and belonging to the same mode, more convergent than tests 

measuring the self-concept belonging to different modes. This result 

is similar to the one found by Crowne et al. (1961) in which instru

ments from the same mode tended to correlate higher with each other 

than with any test from another mode. 

The second null hypothesis dealt with correlations between scores 

from instruments from different modes. The resulting tendencies were 

mixed for both statistical significance and practical significance. 

Because the standards for practical significance are more stringent 

than are the standards for statistical significance with a large sample 

N, the comparative results rarely match very closely. But in this in

stance, seven out of the twelve possible instrument combinations (ex

cluding the three combinations of same mode instruments) were at least 

moderately correlated or significant at the -05 level for both the practi

cal standards and the statistical standards of significance. 

These results tend to support Wylie's (1974) theory that raonotrait-

heteromethod correlations should be significant. Wylie noted that un-



75 

fortunately the theory did not match the results of self-concept re

search she had reviewed. Fiske (1971) reported similar findings to 

Wylie's. Results from personality tests utilizing different modes of 

measurement showed a low correlation or no correlation. It appears that 

results from this study support a trend that is in line with theory, 

but in opposition to previous research findings. 

It is interesting to note that of the 5 instrument combinations 

that did not achieve significance of at least the moderate (.20 - .40) 

level or p<. 05, all five have a projective-inferred instrument in com

bination with a self-report or behavior-inferred instrument. In fact, 

four of the five have the PPM as part of the combination. The PPM 

shows no practical or statistical significance with any instrument ex

cept the PSE, which is from the same mode. The PSE, in contrast, is 

statistically significant at the p<̂ .01 level and has moderate practical 

significance with all the different mode instruments except the GSCS. 

Apparently the PPM is measuring some different aspect of self-concept 

that the Self-Report and Behavior-Inferred instruments are not, or the 

PPM is not measuring self-concept at all. The fact that the PPM and PSE 

have a high correlation (.58) with p<.001, makes this result difficult 

to interpret. The PSE appears to be a typical measure of self-concept 

because it correlates on a moderate level with three of the four other 

instruments. The PSE correlates highly with the PPM, but the PPM 

shows little or no correlation with the instruments with which the PSE 

shows moderate correlation. 

The high correlation between tha PPM and PSE could be due in part 

to the effects of mode variance and similar response format, although the 
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effects rarely could account for most of the .58 correlation between 

the two instruments. Both the PPM and PSE are projective-inferred 

measures; both are grounded in the theory that an early basis for self-

concept is based on one's perceptions of the evaluations or regard ex

pressed by others. Both use the free-response format, and were adminis

tered under similar conditions. With all of the similarities between 

the PPM and PSE, it would be logical to assume that part of the conver

gence is not solely a result of construct convergency. 

The results of the PPM and PSE correlations are interesting when 

compared to Gordon's (1968) prediction that a measure of self-concept 

taken with a self-report instrument (such as the Gordon How I See Myself 

Scale) should have a low, but significant relationship with a measure of 

self-concept taken with an inferred instrument. Neither the PPM nor the 

PSE (projective-inferred) correlate significantly, either statistically 

or practically, with the Gordon How I See Myself Scale. But both of 

the behavior-inferred instruments correlate at a moderate level of at 

least p<!.01 with both of the self-report instruments. Their convergence 

is greater than Gordon predicted. 

An interesting sideline is that the GSCS (self-report) has a 

similar 5-point, Likert-type response format like the behavior-

inferred ISCS and BRF. Theoretically the similarity in response format 

would elevate the convergence between the GSCS/ISCS and GSCS/BRF com

parisons even though the modes are different. But this is not the case 

with these results. The GSCS/ISCS and GSCS/BRF correlations are very 

similar to the PHSC/ISCS and PHSC/BRF correlations, in which the PHSC 

has a different response format and different mode. There appears to be 
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no format variance artificially elevating the GSCS/ISCS and GSCS/BRF 

correlations. 

The correlations between the BRF and the self-report instruments 

are in direct opposition to the results reported by Cowan, Altmann, and 

Pysh (1978). They correlated the BRF with four self-report self-concept 

instruments, of which the PHSC was one. The BRF did not correlate 

significantly with any of the four self-report instruments, whereas 

in this study, the BRF correlated in the moderate practical level 

(.24 and .25) and the p<.01 level with the PHSC and GSCS, respectively. 

Thus, the results from this study can be considered evidence to refute 

the conclusion drawn by Cowan et al. that the construct validity of 

the four self-report instruments they used is questionable due to lack of 

convergence with a behavioral measure. 

Countering the Cowan et al. (1978) findings will create more support 

for the construct validity of the PHSC. The results of this study sup

port the findings of Piers (1969) in which she compared the PHSC to 

teacher and peer ratings (behavior-inferred). Low to moderate correla

tions were found. Correlations of .28 and .24 were found between the 

PHSC and behavior-inferred ISCS and BRF, respectively, in this study, 

which are higher than the correlations Piers found between the PHSC 

and teacher-peer ratings. 

The PHSC received one of the few recommendations from Wylie (1974) 

for further research and development. Wylie viewed the PHSC as having 

better promise as a valid self-concept instrument than most other self-

concept instruments. Wylie noted that very little research had been con

ducted to establish the convergent validity of the PHSC's total self-
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concept score. Using only the total self-concept score, this study 

found the PHSC to have significant (p<.01) relationships with four of the 

five other instruments. 

Correlations were computed for sex differences. The nearly equal 

samples by sex (58 females, 57 males) yielded some interesting differ

ences. The means for females are almost always higher than males on 

every measure. The standard deviations for females is usually greater 

than males, with females showing greater variability. The difference in 

means and standard deviations could be due to differentiation of the 

self-concept. Shavelson et al. (1976) presented the theory that the 

older or more mature a person becomes, the less global and more diverse 

the self-concept becomes. As a result of this developmental diversifi

cation, the self-concept is more variable and harder to measure. Be

cause girls generally mature faster emotionally, intellectually, and 

physically than boys, their self-concepts may differentiate earlier than 

do boys' self-concepts. The greater variability of the female means and 

standard deviations may be a reflection of this phenomena. 

Another apparent sex difference evident from this study's results 

is the major disparity of female and male correlations between the 

behavior-inferred instruments and projective-inferred instruments. For 

females, scores between the ISCS/PPM, ISCS/PSE, BRF/PPM, and BRF/PSE 

range from correlations of .27 to .51. For males on the same tests, 

correlations range from -.18 to .02. It appears the PPM and PSE may be 

more appropriate measurement instruments for girls than for boys. This may 

be due to the girls being more socialized to be people oriented or having 

perceptions that they should be well liked. Girls at chis age may be 
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responding to the instruments from a perspective of social desir

ability; that one's self-worth is based on how many people care about 

you. 

The third null hypothesis addresses the correlation between modes 

of measurement. The resulting tendencies of intermode relationships 

were mixed. The intercorrelation of modes showed two of the three 

possible combinations (self-report/behavior-inferred, behavior-inferred/ 

projective-inferred) as having practical significance at the moderate 

level, with one combination (self-report/projective-inferred) having 

only slight practical significance. 

The self-report mode and behavior-inferred mode achieved the highest 

correlation, .32, which was statistically significant at the p^.OOl 

level. This level of correlation between the modes may be due in part 

to similarities in response format between each mode's instruments. 

As noted earlier, the ISCS, BRF and GSCS have 5-point, Likert-type 

scales. Other similarities exist between the 4 instruments in these 

two modes. All four instruments are objective, structured, and direct; 

meaning there is a right answer to the items, the subject must respond 

in a specified manner, and the purpose of the testing is known to the 

data supplier (Fiske, 1971). Thus these two modes have similarities be

tween them that are not found between the other two mode combinations. 

The correlation may be elevated to some extent, due to similar response 

formats. 

The convergence of these two modes supports the evidence of the con

struct validity of the four instruments in the modes. The convergent 

validity points to indications of construct variance above and beyond 
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mode variance. Therefore, the construct variance could be interpreted 

as representing the convergence of different measuring instruments on a 

generalized construct of self-concept. 

The other pair of modes which yielded a significant relationship 

is the behavior-inferred and projective-inferred modes. Both instru

ments in each mode have dissimilar response formats. The correlation 

coefficient is likely to be a purer measure of construct variance be

cause the effects of mode variance and response format are controlled. 

An interesting sex difference noted between the behavior-inferred 

and projective-inferred modes, is that the correlation coefficient for 

females is much higher than the males (.42 to -.07). The disparity 

between female and male scores on projective-inferred instruments has 

been discussed above. It appears the disparity is just as marked in 

mode comparisons. One interpretation of the disparity is that females 

viewed as having high self-concepts by their teacher, perceive themselves 

as being liked, as well thought of, and as having several esteem sources. 

Females viewed as having low self-concepts by their teacher, perceive 

themselves as not being liked or as not having very many esteem sources. 

Because of the slightly negative correlation coefficient for the males, 

no conclusive interpretation can be ventured. However it does appear 

that the teachers in the study have a better perception of the girls' 

self-concepts than they do of the boys'. All the teachers in this 

sample were female. The perceptions of female teachers may be more ac

curate for same sex children than for different sex children. 

The correlation between the self-report and projective-inferred 

mode is .10, which is in the slight level of practical significance. 
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Either the two modes are measuring different aspects of self-concept, 

or one of them is not measuring self-concept. There is no similarity 

of response format between the two modes; these two modes are at the 

opposite ends of the measuring continuum. Self-report is objective, 

direct and structured; projective-inferred is voluntary, indirect, and 

free-response (Fiske, 1971). 

The fourth null hypothesis addresses the differences among the 

correlation coefficients of the intramode instruments. A consistent 

pattern was found throughout three types of statistical analysis. The 

Pearson Product Moment correlations, factor analysis, and canonical analy

sis found the behavior-inferred measures to have the greatest relation

ship, followed by the projective-inferred measures, with the self-

report measures having the smallest relationship among the three groups. 

These results are the opposite of those found by Zuckerman et al. 

(1961) when they compared dependency measures from three different modes. 

The self-report instruments yielded the highest intramode correlation. 

They noted that convergent validity coefficients tended to fall off as 

a function of the indirectness of the test, with projective tests yielding 

the lowest correlation and behavior ratings having the second lowest cor

relation. 

It is interesting to note that in the Zuckerman et al. (1961) 

study, the self-report instruments had the most similar response format. 

In this study the behavior-inferred instruments have the most similar 

response formats. The BRF and ISCS have a 5-point, Likert-type scale 

with the same observer as data producer and rater. The projective-

inferred instruments have the next most similar response format. Of 
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the three modes, the self-report instruments have the most dissimilar 

response formats. The PHSC is a dichotomous, "yes-no" format; the GSCS 

is a 5-point, Likert-type format. The behavior-inferred and projective-

inferred instruments may have higher convergence because similar 

response formats contribute to mode variance which can elevate the con

vergent validity. If so, the self-report instruments may be making a 

more accurate measure of the construct variance. 

It is interesting to note that the simple Pearson Product Moment 

correlations so closely matched the more complex canonical correlations. 

They were respectively .83, .85 (behavior-inferred); .58, .55 (projective-

inf erred) ; and .38, .32 (self-report). 

Conclusions 

In conclusion, the various results from this study tend to support 

the existence of construct validity in certain instruments. There appears 

to be significant levels of convergent validity between instruments from 

the same mode. Convergent validity was demonstrated to a moderate ex

tent among instruments in the self-report and behavior-inferred modes, 

and to a lesser extent among the behavior-inferred and projective-inferred 

modes. It appears that the degree of convergence is affected to some 

extent by mode variance and response format. The convergence between 

instruments from different modes showed mixed results, but the tendency 

was toward moderate levels of convergence. The results seem to indicate 

that the Perceived Popularity Measure has questionable value as a useful 

tool for measuring self-concept in children. 
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Equivalence of measurement between instruments appears doubtful. 

The only two instruments demonstrating a high level of convergence was 

the BRF and ISCS (behavior-inferred instruments) with a correlation of 

.83. Of the six instruments investigated, only the BRF and ISCS could 

be used interchangeably with any degree of confidence. If an equivalent 

or higher convergence between the BRF and ISCS was replicated in future 

research, the likelihood of generalizing results across studies using 

the BRF or ISCS would be plausible. Generalizing results across studies 

using any combination of the other four instruments investigated in 

this study would be unsubstantiated and hazardous. 

Recommendations 

Fiske (1971) has been a strong advocate of multiple or battery 

testing of personality constructs. Fiske contended that no one measure 

should be expected to represent a heterogeneous collection of subcon-

structs. He used the example of vocabulary scores being relevant for a 

specific part of intelligence, but not being an adequate measure for 

the total complex construct of intelligence. The logic follows that 

just as the most recognized forms of measuring intelligence (i.e. 

Stanford-Binet, WAIS) involve a battery of small tests to measure 

the different dimensions of intelligence, so then should self-concept 

be measured with a battery of small tests to determine its different 

dimensions. The scores from the different dimensions would then be 

combined to obtain the general total score. 

The use of multiple measurements has been advocated by several re

searchers (Campbell and Fiske, 1959; Cook and Selltiz, 1964; Cox and 
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Geoffroy, 1977; and Zirkel and Gable, 1977). They advised the avoidance 

of reliance on a single indicator to measure the complex construct of 

self-concept. Cox and Geoffroy (1977) advocated the employment of more 

than one instrument from more than one mode to more effectively measure 

self-concept. 

Fiske (1971, p. 248) argued that, "In many cases, it will be de

sirable to have 3 or 4 measures of the construct, each of which can be 

defended as having some validity even though the intercorrelations are 

only moderate." Fiske reasoned that low or moderate correlations be

tween tests of one construct could be due to the tests measuring differ

ent parts of sub-constructs of the complex construct. Making a composite 

score of tests which measure parts of a construct would be a reasonable 

consideration, because each test taps a different aspect of the trait 

being measured. 

Fiske (1971) pointed out that there are some drawbacks to using 

composite scores from multiple measures. Most instruments are designed 

by different researchers who have varying notions of the construct. As 

a result, the composite score would represent a questionable combination 

of conceptual cores. There would be questions of which tests should be 

combined, and how many tests should be included in the battery to cover 

the construct adequately, evenly, and systematically. 

Fiske (1971) predicted that simultaneous use of multiple instruments 

and modes of observation will become more prevalent, that the construct 

will be analyzed into sub-constructs, and both the construct and the sub-

constructs will be more explicitly delineated. But Fiske noted that 

much more work needs to be done on specific sub-constructs before 

researchers can proceed to combine a battery of tests for a composite score 
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Wylie (1979) concurred with Fiske's ideas. She believed the applica

bility of self-concept theory might be enhanced by more research on 

specific aspects of self-conceptions. She advocated the development 

of carefully conceptualized "molecular" instruments to gather more ac

curate assessment of sub-constructs of self-concept. 

Wylie (1974) urged researchers to focus on the development of a 

small number of self-concept instruments, instead of scattering research 

energies too widely and thinly across the large number of available self-

concept instruments. Stanwyck and Felker (1971) believed that extensive 

work on one self-concept instrument (like Wylie, they suggest the PHSC) 

could provide a criterion measure that can be used to develop measuring 

scales in different formats. 

Wylie (1974) concluded that it was doubtful whether any present in

strument should continue to be used in exactly its present form. One 

case in point would be Burns' (1979) suggestion of changing the PHSC 

from a dichotomous "yes-no" format to a 5-point, Likert-type format. 

Considering the results from this study, it would be interesting to 

administer a converted PHSC and GSCS, which has a 5-point, Likert-type 

format, to see if the convergence would increase. The change in response 

format might affect the mode variance and increase convergence. A PHSC 

with a Likert-type response format might control for the social desira

bility interference that the dichotomous format encourages. With a con

verted response format, the PHSC (self-report) might have increased 

convergence with the Likert-type format instruments, the BRF and ISCS, 

which are behavior-inferred measures. A study comparing the converted 

PHSC and GSCS with the BRF and ISCS would yield seme interesting impli

cations about mode variance and response format variance. 
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Wylie (1974) urged that instruments that have received the majority 

of empirical attention can best be used as "springboards" for the creation 

of new instruments or the basis of revision of current ones. She sug

gested that little-used instruments should be "mined" for useful ideas 

in this process. 

Fiske's and Wylie's suggestions appear to be the best direction in 

which self-concept research should move. Obtaining composite scores of 

self-concept from carefully constructed and validated molecular sub

tests, similar to intelligence testing, appears to be the best way to 

overcome the confusion and lack of cohesion so prevalent in self-concept 

research. 

As a result of conducting this research project, this investigator 

has concluded that the six instruments used to measure global self-

concept are inadeqaute to properly do what they intend to do. Convergent 

validity does exist between most of the instruments, but not at a high 

enough level to allow generalizability between studies. The low to 

moderate convergence of the modes is difficult to interpret at this 

time. Either the modes are tapping different aspects of the self-

concept or they are measuring different constructs. Before self-concept 

can be adequately measured, more research needs to be conducted in the 

areas of convergent validity, discriminant validity, sub-constructs, 

and molecular instrumentation. 

This investigation has uncovered some of the heretofore unknown 

psychometric properties of six children's self-concept instruments and 

explored the construct validity of these instruments and their modes 

of measurement through the means of convergent validity. Hopefully 
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this study has highlighted some of the problems inherent in self-

concept research and may be suggestive to further study of the issues 

facing research in this important and complex area-the self concept. 



88 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

American Psychological Association. Standards for educational and 

psychological tests and manuals. Washington, D.C.: American 

Psychological Assn., 1974. 

Anastasi, A. Psychological testing, (3rd Ed). New York: MacMillan 

Publishing Co., Inc., 1968. 

Barber, L. W. Assessing preschoolers' self-concept: validation re

visited. Washington, D. C : U. S. Department of Health, Education, 

and Welfare, National Institute of Education, 1976. (ERIC Document 

Reproduction Service No. ED135817). 

Bell, N., Menke, P., & Lamke, L. Teachers' definitions of self-esteem 

when rating preschool children. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1980, 

5_1, 292. 

Boersma, F. J., & Chapman, J. W. Comparison of Students' Perception of 

Ability Scale with the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale. 

Perceptual and Motor Skills, 1978,_47, 827-832. 

Burns, R. B. The self-concept. New York: Longman, 1979. 

Buros, 0. K. The seventh mental measurements yearbook. Highland, New 

Jersey: Gryphon Press, 1972. 

Campbell, D. T., & Fiske, D. Convergent and discriminant validation by 

the multitrait-multimethod matrix. Psychological Bulletin, 1959, 

5e_, 81-105. 

Coller, A. R., & Guthrie, P. D. Self-concept measures: An annotated 

bibliography. Washington, D. C : Office of Education, 1971. 

(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED051305). 



89 

Combs, A. W., Soper, D. W., & Courson, C. C. The measurement of self-

concept and self-report. Educational Psychological Measurement. 

1963, 23, 493-500. 

Cook, S. W., & Selltiz, C. A multiple-indicator approach to attitude 

measurement. Psychological Bulletin, 1964, 62^, 36-55. 

Cooley, C. H. Human nature and social order. New York: Scribner, 1921 

Coopersmith, C. The Antecedents of Self-Esteem. San Francisco: W. H. 

Freeman & Co., 1967. 

Cornett, J. D., & Beckner, W. Introductory statistics for the behavior

al sciences. Columbia, Ohio: Merrill Publishing, 1975. 

Cowan, R., Altmann, H., & Pysh, F. A validity study of selected self-

concept instruments. Measurement and Evaluation in Guidance, 1978, 

10., 211-220. 

Cox, E. and Geoffroy, K. Using the Becker Behavioral Coding Record and 

the Coopersmith Behavioral Rating Form in an alternative school. 

Measurement and Evaluation in Guidance, 1977, ̂ 0, 179-180. 

Cronbach, L. J. Essentials of psychological testing, (3rd Ed.). New 

York: Harper & Row, 1970. 

Crowne, D. P., & Stephens, M. W. Self-acceptance and self-evaluating 

behavior: a critque of methodology. Psychological Bulletin, 

1961, IS, 104-121. 

Crowne, D. P., Stephens, M. W., & Kelly, R. The validity and equiva

lence of tests of self-acceptance. Journal of Psychology, 1961, 

51, 101-112. 



90 

Drummond, R. J. & Mclntire, W. G. Evaluating the factor structure of 

"Self-Concept" in children: A cautionary note. Measurement and 

Evaulation in Guidance, 1977, ̂ 0, 172-176. 

Felker, D. W. Building positive self-concepts. Minneapolis, Minn.: 

Burgess Publishing Co., 1974. 

Fiske, D. Measuring the concepts of personality. Chicago: Aldine 

Publishing Co., 1971. 

Garrett, H. E. Statistics in psychology and education (3rd Ed.). 

New York: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1949. 

Gordon, I. J. Studying the child in school. New York: John Wiley & 

Sons, Inc., 1966. 

Gordon, I. J. A test manual for the How I See Myself Scale. 

Gainesville, Florida: Florida Educational Research and Develop

ment Council, 1968. 

Jersild, A. T. In search of self. New York: Columbia University 

Press, 1952. 

Kerlinger, F. N. Foundations of behavioral research. Dallas: Holt, 

Rinehart & Winston, Inc., 1973. 

Khan, S. B. A comparative study of assessing children's school-related 

attitudes. Journal of Educational Measurement. 1978, j^, 59-66. 

Kirchner, E. P. & Vondracek, S. I. Perceived sources of esteem in early 

childhood. The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 1975, 126, 169-176. 

Kokenes, 3. Grade level differences in factors of self-esteem. 

Development Psychology, 1974, J^, 954-958. 

Lord, M. M. Activity and affect in early memories of adolescent boys. 

Journal of Personality Assessment. 1971, ̂ , 448-456. 



91 

Lynch, M. D., & Chaves, J. Do self-concept tests test self-concept? 

An evaluation of the validity of items on the Piers-Harris and 

Coopersmith measures. Paper presented at the annual meeting of 

the American Educational Research Assoications, Washington, D. C , 

April, 1975. 

Marx, R. W., & Winne, P. H. Construct interpretations of three self-

concept inventories. American Educational Research Journal, 1978, 

15, 99-109. 

Marx, R., & Winne, P. Self-Concept validation research: Some current 

complexities. Measurement & Evaluation in Guidance, 1980, 13, 

72-83. 

McDaniel, E. D. & Leddick, G. R. Elementary children's self-concepts, 

factor structures, and teacher ratings. Paper presented at the 

annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, Toronto, 

Ontario, Canada, August 25, 1978. 

McDaniel, E. L. Inferred Self-Concept Manual. Los Angeles, California: 

Western Psychological Services, 1968. 

McDaniel, E. L. Relationships between self-concept and specific vari

ables in a low-income culturally different population. Disserta

tions Abstracts International, 1968, 2^: 4005A. 

Mclntire, W. G., Drummond, R. J. The structure of self-concept in 

second and fourth grade children. Educational and Psychological 

Measurement, 1976, _36, 529-536. 

Mead, G. H. Mind, Self, & Society. Chicago: U. of Chicago Press, 1934. 



92 

Park, J. The relationship of self-report to inferred self-concept. 

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1966, ̂ , 691-700. 

Piers, E. V. Manual for the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale. 

Nashville, Tennessee: Counselor Recording and Tests, 1969. 

Piers, E. V. Parent prediction of children's self-concepts. Journal 

of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1972, 38̂ , 428-433. 

Purkey, W. W. Self-concept and school achievement. New Jersey: 

Prentice-Hall, 1970. 

Samuels, S. C. Enhancing self-concept in early childhood. New York: 

Human Sciences Press, 1977. 

Shavelson, R. Personal letter of correspondence. May 21, 1980. 

Shavelson, R., Hubner, J., Stanton, G. Self-concept: Validation of 

construct interpretations. Review of Educational Research, 1976, 

4^, 407-441. 

Shoemaker, A. L. Construct validity of area specific self-esteem: The 

Hare Self-Esteem Scale. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 

1980, ,40, 495-501. 

Simon, W. E. Some sociometric evidence for validity of Coopersmith's 

Self-Esteem Inventory. Perceptual & Motor Skills, 1972, 34, 93-94. 

Smith, M. D., & Rogers, C. M. Item instability on the Piers-Harris 

Children's Self-Concept Scale for academic underachievers with high, 

middle, and low self-concepts: Implications for construct validity. 

Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1977, y]_, 553-558. 

Stanwyck, D. J., & Felker, D. W. Measuring the self-concept; A factor 

analytic study. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Nat

ional Council on Measurement in Education, New York, February, 1971. 



93 

Weedman, C. A guide for the preparation and evaluation of the dis

sertation or thesis. San Diego, California: Omega Printing, 

1975. 

Winne, P. H., Marx, R. W., & Taylor. T. D. A multitrait-multimethod 

study of three self-concept inventories. Child Development, 1977, 

48̂ , 893-901. 

Wylie, R. C. The present status of self theory. In E. F. Borgatta 

& W. W. Lambert (Eds.), Handbook of personality theory research. 

Chicago: Rand McNally & Co., 1968. 

Wylie, R. The self-concept (Vol. I., and Rev. Ed., Vol. I.) Lincoln, 

Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press, 1961, 1974. 

Wylie, R. C. The self-concept (Rev. ed.. Vol. II). Lincoln, Nebraska: 

University of Nebraska Press, 1979. 

Ziller, R. C , Hagey, J., & Smith, M. D. Self-esteem: A social-self 

construct. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology. 1969, 

^ , 84-95. 

Zirkel, P. A. Self-concept and the "disadvantage" of ethnic group 

membership and mixture. Review of Educational Research, 1971, 41, 

211-225. 

Zirkel, P., & Gable, R. K. The reliability and validity of various mea

sures of self-concept among ethnically different adolescents. 

Measurement and Evaluation in Guidance, 1977, 12, 48-54. 

Zuckerman, M., Levitt, E. S., & Lubin, E. Concurrent and construct va

lidity of direct and indirect measures of dependency. Journal of 

Consulting Psychology, 1961, ̂ , 316-323. 



94 

APPENDIX A: LETTER TO PARENTS OF SUBJECTS 

College Station Independent School District 
100 Anderson 

College Station, Texas 77840 
(713) »•"»••< ( fO 

Dear Parents: 

This year our school district is evaluating the guidance 
and counseling services for students. One of the goals 
is to evaluate the instruments used to measure self-concep1 
of elementary students. 

We would like for your child to participate in this study. 
All information regarding your child will be available 
to you through my office. Please sign and return the 
attached form. 

Thank you for your interest and support. 

Sincerely, 

^ '''. '-- _^^ .̂ -i ^ 

Darlene Cumings 
Guidance Counselor 

DC/jor 

J 
a . R . BURNETT 

Asse. Superintendent, 
Instructional Services 

BRUCE a . .ANDERSON 
Sap^rintandent of Sc.'iools MHALD ? STY 

Asst. Saparincgndent. 
Administrative Services 
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A P P E N D I X B: P E R M I S S I O N FORM 

COLLEGE STATION I.S.D. 

Date 

Name Date of Birth_ 

School Teacher 

College Station I.S.D. has my permission to give 

a series of self-concept development inventories. The purpose of this 

assessment is to research the usefulness of such measuring instruments. I 

understand this information is confidential and will have no infljenca on 

the student's grades or academic progress. 

Signature: (One is sufficient) 

Parent or Guardian 
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APPENDIX C: PIERS-HARRIS CHILDREN'S SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 

PHSC 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

/ES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

1̂0 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27-

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

My classmates make fun of xe. 

I am a happy person. 

t is hard for me to make friends. 

am often sad. 

am smart. 

am shy. 

get nervous when the teacher calls on ne. 

My looks bother me. 

When I grow up, I will be an important person. 

get worried when we have tests in school. 

am unpopular. 

am well behaved in school, 

t is usually my fault when something goes wrong. 

cause trouble to my family. 

am strong. 

have good ideas. 

am an important member of my family. 

usually want my own way. 

am good at making things with my hands. 

give up easily. 

am good in my school work. 

do many bad things. 

can draw wel1. 

am good in music. 

behave badly at home. 

am slow in finishing my school work. 

am an important member of my class. 

am nervous. 

have pretty eyes. 

can give a good report in front of the class. 

n school I am a dreamer. 

I pick on my brother(s) and sister(s). 

My friends like my ideas. 

often get into trouble. 

am obedient at home. 

am lucky. 

worry a lot. 

My parents expect too T̂ uch of me. 

I like the way I am. 
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PHSC 
YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

YES 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

NO 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45. 

46. 

47-

48. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

54. 

55. 

56. 

57. 

58. 

59. 

60. 

61. 

62. 

63. 

64. 

65. 

66. 

67. 

68. 

69. 

70. 

71. 

72. 

73. 

74. 

75. 

75. 

77. 

73. 

79. 

30. 

I feel left out of things. 

I have nice hair. 

I often volunteer in school. 

I wish I were different. 

I sleep well at night. 

I hate school. 

I am among the last to be chosen for games. 

I am sick a lot. 

I am often mean to other people. 

My classmates in school thiriK I nave good ideas. 

am unhappy. 

have many friends. 

am cheerful. 

am dumb about most things. 

am good looking. 

have lots of energy. 

get into a lot of fights. 

am popular with boys. 

People pick on me. 

My family is disappointed in me. 

have a pleasant face. 

When I try to make something, everything seems to go wrong. 

am picked on at home. 

am a leader in games and sports. 

am clumsy, 

n games and sports, I watch instead of Dlay. 

forget what I learn. 

am easy to get along with, 

lose my temper easily. 

am popular with girls. 

am a good reader. 

would rather work alone than with a group. 

like my brother (sister). 

have a good figure. 

am often afraid. 

am always dropping or breaking things. 

can be trusted. 

am different from other people. 

think bad thoughts. 

cry easily. 

am a good oerson. 
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APPENDIX D: GORDON HOW I SEE MYSELF SCALE 

GSCS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

n. 
12. 

Nothing gets me too mad 

I don't stay with things and 
finish them 

I'm very good at drawing 

I don't like to work on 
committees, projects 

I wish I were smaller (taller) 

I worry a lot 

I wish I could do something 
with my hair 

Teachers like me 

I've lots of energy 

I don't play games very well 

I'm just the right weight 

The girls don't like me, leave 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 
me out 

13. I'm very good at speaking 
before a group 

14. My face is pretty (good looking) 

15. I'm very good in music 

16. I get along well with teachers 

17. I don't like teachers 

18. I don't feel at ease, 
comfortable inside 

19. I don't like to try new things 

20. I have trouble controlling 
my feelings 

21. I do well in school work 

22. I want the boys to like me 

23. I don't like the way I look 

24. I don't want the girls to 
like me 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

I get mad easily and explode 

I stay with something till I finish 

I'm not much good in drawing 

I like to work with others 

I'm just the right height 

I don't worry much 

My hair is nice looking 

Teachers don't like me 

I haven't much energy 

I play games very well 

I wish I were heavier, lighter 

The girls like me a lot, choose me 

I'm not much good at speaking 
before a group 

I wish I were prettier (good looking) 

I'm not much good in music 

I don't get along with teachers 

I like teachers very much 

I feel very at ease, comfortable inside 

I like to try new things 

I can handle my feelings 

I don't do well in school 

I don't want the boys to like me 

I like the way I look 

I want the girls tc like me 

25. I'm very healthy 1 2 3 4 5 I get sick a lot 
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GSCS 

26. I don't dance well 

27. I write well 

23. I like to work alone 

29. I use my time well 

30. I'm not much good at making 
things with my hands 

31. I wish I could do something 
about my skin 

32. School isn't interesting to me 

33. I don't do arithmetic well 

34. I'm not as smart as the others 

35. The boys like me a lot, 
choose me 

36. My clothes are not as I'd like 

37. I like school 

38. I wish I were built like the 
others 

39. I don't read well 

40. I don't learn new things easily 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 

I'm a very good dancer 

I don't wr i te ---el 1 

I don't like to work alone 

I don't know how to plan rny time 

I'm very good at naking things '.ith 
my hands 

2 3 4 5 My skin is nice looking 

2 3 4 5 School is very interesting 

2 3 4 5 I'm real good in arithmetic 

2 3 4 5 I'm smarter than most of the other's 

2 3 4 5 The boys don't like me, leave me out 

2 3 4 5 My clothes are nice 

2 3 4 5 I don't like school 

2 3 4 5 I'm happy with the way I am 

2 3 4 5 I read very well 

2 3 4 5 I learn new things easily 
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APPENDIX E: INFERRED SELF-CONCEPT SCALE 

ISCS 

STUDENT NAME O^^j^ 

TEACHER NAiME 

I n V l ^ i n l / T P\^"°^^'°" °^ ^^'^ child's seH-concept by circling one i f the numbers at v.ne ngnt OT each item. 

1 cn-inwc .̂.u- -.^ ... r- '^^''^^ ^̂ '-̂ Of' SOMETIMES USUALLY ALWAYS 
I- Enjoys working with others. For example, 

student may smile, laugh, or look pleased 
when engaged in productive group activity. 1 2 3 d =: 

2. Exhibits self-confidence. EX: student 
initiates activities, goes ahead in work 
and play without direction. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Plays with smaller or younger children. 
EX: student seeks simple play activities 
in order to excel or dominate peers. 5 4 3 2 i 

4. Evidences strong pleasure in good work. 
EX: student voluntarily redoes poor or 
sloopy constructions, paper/vork, coloring, 
etc. unless he is satisfied (may smile, sigh, 
look pleased) with his product, 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Is antagonistic to adults. EX: student talks 
back, refuses to obey, balks in the 
presence of adults. 5 4 3 2 1 

6. Has unrealistic expectations for himself. 
EX: student sets minor and/or major goals, 
academically and/or physically, which he is 
incapable of attaining. 5 4 3 2 1 

7. Is easily discouraged. EX: student ceases 
activity when minor failure or mishap occurs. 5 4 3 2 1 

8. Appears unsociable. EX: student plays and 
works alone. He may leave setting or activity 
when others join him. 5 ^ 3 2 1 

9. Cries easily. EX: "puckers up" or tears come 
to his eyes when he has a mishap, failure, 
or difficulty with activity (work or play) 
or with interpersonal relationships, 5 4 3 2 1 

10. Is unfriendly to classmates. EX: works and 
plays alone, leaves activity when others 
appear and refuses (with words or gestures 
or looks)friendly overtures. 5 4 3 2 1 

11. Tries to dominate or bully. EX: attempts to 
lead activities even though this is counter 
to desires of group, attempts to force his 
wishes, verbally and/or physically on others. 5 4 3 2 1 

12. Fights. 5 4 3 2 1 

13. Talks compulsively. EX: student does not 
await his turn, nor stop talking when his 
turn is over, has to "have his say" to peers 
and adults. 5 4 3 2 1 
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NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES USUALLY ALWAYS 

ISCS 2 

14. Seems afraid of teacher. EX: never disagrees 
with teacher, does not voluntarily speak up or 
perform and seems to withdraw physically from 
any contact with teacher. 5 4 3 2 

15. Feels he is "picked on" by classmates, EX:claims 
others treat him "unfairly," claims they make him 
do more "work" (and have less "fun"). 5 4 3 2 

16. Gives up easily. EX: meets difficulty or mishap 
with work or play by ceasing activity. 5 4 3 2 

17. Is defiant. EX: rejects criticism, may do so 
verbally (sass) and/or nonverbally (tear up work, 
destroy game, disrupt group activity, fight). 5 4 3 2 

18. Thinks he is right. EX: does not seek verifi
cation of his procedures in work or play, pro
ceeds when his own goal is satisfied. 1 2 3 4 

19. Is ready to accept blame when at fault. EX: 
does not try to shift accusations or rebukes 
to others for his actions. 1 2 3 4 

20. Is trusting, EX: has unquestioning reliance in 
statements, actions, and justice of others, is 
not suspicious of their motives. 1 2 3 4 

21. Seems to have a "chip" on his shoulder. EX: 
misinterprets expressed thoughts, motives, and 
actions of peers in both work and play as being 
opposed to his best interests. 5 4 3 2 

22. Is quarrel son or argumentative. EX: may taunt 
others and/or disagree with the statements of 
others, 5 4 3 2 

23. Is oversensitive, EX: may cry or withdraw or 
become silent when his statements or actions 
are questioned, 5 4 3 2 

24. Provokes Hostility from classmates. EX: may 
tease others and/or disagree with statements 
by others, may do these things verbally or 
nonverbally. 5 4 3 2 

25. Thinks his teacher likes him, EX: acts happy 
when in the presence of teacher. 1 2 3 4 

26. Tattles. EX: tells teacher of statements and 
actions which were not intended for teacher 
to know about. 5 4 3 2 

27. Is withdrawing, EX: does not play/work with peers 5 4 3 2 

28. Is fearful.EX: backs away or withdraws from 
routine activities where he could be hurt, under
go stress, or be embarrassed. 5 

29. Seems satisfied with level of performance. 1 2 3 4 

30. Appears worried, EX: may have anxious look, 
(furrowed brow, "cowed" expression), 5 4 3 2 

? 
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A P P E N D I X F: B E H A V I O R R A T I N G F O R M 

BRF 

4. 

NEVER SELDOM SOMETIMES USUALLY ALWAYS 

Does this child adapt easily to new situations, 
feel comfortable in new settings, enter easily 
into new activities? 

Does this child hesitate to express his opinions, 
as evidenced by extreme caution, failure to con
tribute, or a subdued manner in speaking situations? 

Does this child become upset by failures or other 
strong stresses as evidenced by such behaviors as 
pouting, whinning, or withdrawing? 

How often is this child chosen for activities by 
his classmates? Is his companionship sought for 
and valued? 1 

5, Does this child become alarmed or frigntened easily? 
Does he become very restless or jittery when proce
dures are changed, exams are scheduled or strange 
individuals are in the room? 5 

6, Does this child seek much support and reassurance 
from his peers or the teacher, as evidence by 
seeking their nearness or frequent inquiries as to 
whether he is doing well? 5 

7, When this child is scolded or criticized, does he 
become either very aggressive or very sullen and 
withdrawn? 5 

8, Does this child deprecate his school work, grades, 
activities, and work products? Does he indicate 
he is not doing as well as expected? 5 

9, Does this child show confidence and assurance in 

his actions toward his teachers and classmates? 1 

10, Does this child publicly brag about his exploits? 5 

11, Does this child attempt to dominate or bully 
other children? 5 

12, Does this child continually seek attention, as 
evidenced by such behaviors as speaking out of 
turn and making unnecessary noises? 5 

13. To what extent does this child show a sense of 
self-esteem, relf-respect, and appreciation of 
his own worthiness? very 

strong strona medium mild weak 



^ • ^ 

103 

APPENDIX G: PERCEIVED POPULARITY MEASURE 

PPM Date 

Name Teacher 
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APPENDIX H: PERCEIVED SOURCES OF ESTEEM 

PSE 

Name Teacher 

Date 


