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Self concept along with achievement is currentiy viewed as an

expected output of educational programs. T6 evaluate self concept

12 states currently use self concept tests as part of their state-

wide assessment programse. Selr concept tests have also been used in

4
]
a number of educatlonal rescqrch studles(e.g. ‘Bachman, 1969,

]

Rosenberg, 1965 and Lekarczyk and hlll, 1968).

oyt .
=G More than 200 self concept measures have been reported in the

{ . -
) . .
2«  literature (Buros, 1972; and Robinson and® Shaver, 1969). For the

| Yoxw) . .
most part these measures have not been validated against independent:

b
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2 measures on theoretlcal constructs of self concept, (Wylie, 1961;

m /¢ )
At 1east three such constructs-of self’

Crowne and Stephens, ;961).
concept have been treated. ,These are: 1) the actugﬁized or idealiﬁﬁd

: N " il
2) the empathic or looking glésf

self (Maslow, 954, Rogers, 1951);

self (Cooley, 1922; Mead, 1934); and 3) attitudes toward the self.j

self worth {(e.g. Coopersmlth 1967; Rosenberg, 1965). Before basjing

educational and research pollc1es on measures made w1th these se%f
o

-
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theoretlcal constructs of self concept these tests measure. /

There were two purposes in the present study. The first %gs
< !
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<:> concept tests it is importarit to see which 1f any of the general, ‘;
=

to see if items on two self concept tests for children in gradeés
\ : <
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4-6, Lthe Picrs ol (PID 20T conceept and Bhe Caope toemibh Setf
Bostenm (C5E) tests had construck validity.  Asgsossments on bhese
two #psts and independent mhasuras of three theoretical constructs,

the idealized eo]f,,thc empathic self and sclf worth were obtadincesd
from a sampling of children in grades 4-6. These werce subjected to
factor analysis to see which itews, if any, were correlated with

thesé three .construct criteria. The second purpose was to see if

items selected on thelbaeis of the factor analysis results would

.have predictive'validity. Multiple regression analysis were made
wlth selected 1tems agalnst the three criteria and J-hese estimations

were used to provide evidence on predlctlve valld;ty for 1tems

selected from the"two tests. - . .

»

Background ) ,
’ One of the earliest wiew$§ of self concept was that the self 1s
a dlscrlmlnatlon between concepts of me or not me. WYlle (1961) in

rev1ew1ng the self concept 11terature definéd self concept as the

individual who is known to himself. Three major constructs of self’

~ concept have been presented in the literature: 1) the idealized self

(Rogers, 1951; Maslow, . 1954); 2) fhe empathic self (Cooley, 1922;

Mead, 1934); and 3) self worth (e.g. Ceopersmith, 1967; Rosenberg,

1965). Two terms, self esteem and self concept have beenused some-

L N

what interchangeably in the literature. In this paper we will refer
to self"esﬁeem as the self worth aspect of self concept.

Some writers have proposed a® tendency to self actualize é}“to
%§e§iize the self which represents one construct of self conceptw -
Rogers (1951) statéd that the self is "an organized configuration

.

of self percepﬁions" about an actualized or idealized self "of which

" the individual is aware."' Maslow (1954) proposed that an individual

K
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organized his needs in a heirarchy (Wll&g\ Lasis of greater or

lesser priorilty for the purpose of satisfying his idealized or

“actualized self: image.

C e,

Other writers have proposed a ‘human 1nLeractlon cencept, the
1ooking glass or empathlc self which provides a second construct
of self concept. Cooley (1922) proposed that the self concept is

a "looking glass self," a. group of ideas drawn from social inter-

ourse about how another individual views that person such that

" ;N

he mind cherishes it as its own." Mead (1934) described this

160king glass self asti"a generalized other in wﬁich the unity of-

the self is achieved." ' .

A third construct of self concepé‘which has emerged in the
measurement literature is that self concept is an individdal's self
evaluation. Coopersﬁith (1967) developed a measure of self esteem
for ohildren in grades 4-6 which was based on the notion that self
concept was an evaluatlve attitude towards ones self as an object.
According | £0 Coopersmith, the child acquires throogh self evaluatlon‘
a general estlmate ©of his self worth which holds true for years.
Robsenberg (1965) descrlbed self concept as the feellng of self

worth in which positive or negative attitudes toward the self are

‘involved. According to Rosenberg, the individual may consider

himselfesuperior to others or respect himself for what he is as
worthwhile. '

While these three constructs have existed in the literature, for
S?me time, measurement,efforﬁs ﬁitﬁfthe possible exceptions of

. 2
ﬁogersAand Dymond (195%), Codpersmith (1967), and Rosénberg (1965),

have seemingly paid little attention to their ekistence. For the

L2
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most part, these measures 1nclud1ng those we have mentioned have

N

not been subjected to substantive construct or predlctlve Vallda- %&éﬁz

Posi

=

tion but have been widely applied to gather data on individual

. ~
.

-self concepte

One measure of self concept in children is the Plers Harrls _-
* (PH) self concept; test (Piers and Harris, 1961%). ‘The PH test is an
~80 1tem.scale comprlsed of items c'ﬂlected from an item pool based

on Jersild's categories of statements children make about what’ they

=

'llke or d1s11ke about themselves. .Piers and Harrig obtained ratinés.

on a- two p01nt scale, W1th like me or unlike me for responsé’”’

'ch01ces, from 457, 6th graders. These ratlngs were subjected to
principal components factor analysls, a questionable procedure glven
the dlchotomous scale andsthe use of Pearson correlatlon coeff:s.clents,;i
and 10 facters, € 1dent1f1able, were extracted. The six 1dent1fiable
factors and thelr designative items leave one with the uncomfortable 'é
feeling that these items have little to do w1th the three §eneral

constructs of selr concept, the idealized self, empathic self, and'

T

self worth. These factors were: general and academic status,'
: o

.behavior, anxiety, popularity, physlcai,appearance, and happlness.
and‘satisfaction.

Piers and Harris (1964) reported a sonewhat quasi effort to g
valldate their scale in which they showed that a small sampllng of |
institutionaglized retardates scored lower on their self concept test

” ¢ -

than did a non institutionalizgd sample -of public school children.

such anEitutionalizcd samples as these retarded children as opposed

£ non ingtitutionalized groups of children will likely differ on
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5alszt any attribute one selects to measure and hence, this study

-

-shows 1itt}e about the wvalidity of the‘PH\test. Parenthetically,

fone might question whether the retarded s;;gle of children fully
understood what the task they were asked to do Was, and Piers and
Harris. provide no‘evidence on this matter, éven thxough it seems ]
critical to their use of this group foé purposes. of a\validity test.wj

A secOnd[meaSure of self concept in children is th COopersmithj//

Self Esteem (CSE) test (Coopersmith, 1967). The*éSB is a 50 item /-

)Q}e with an. additional 8 lie scale items. tCoopensmith pro
substantlal ev1dence that. hls measure dlsCrlmlnated in. expected

between 1nd*v1duals who were quiet or outspoken, sensltlve or
'\“,X

_insensitive, self conscious oz not self consc1ouslaﬁd~ reative or

non creative. He also provided evidence that his'meagure discrimi-

- -

-nated between social classes, religious groupings and parents of

differiné characteristics. While such evidence is indicative of face,i

- - !

validity, other attributes such as anomie, béhavioral maladjustment e
and leadership may accounEgequally as well as self concept for thef—;f
discfimihations feuhd. ‘ ' |
Cooper;mith_did not subject his items to factor analysis but . .
'Richmdqa and Wnite (1971) did. “They obtained responsés on tﬁe‘ .

dichotomous scale used by Coopersmith, like me ys. unlike me, from  ,

204 children in grades 5 and 6. This factor analysis like that on
the PH scale was questionable due to the uSe of Pearson correlations
‘with dichotomous response data. Five facters, one of which was a
lie scale factor, were exfra ted whlch did nok s$cem indicative’ of

any of -the three gencral theorctical constructs, of sclf concepte.

“iphe four non lie scale factors were: parental approval, rejention }{




by authority, self reJectlon, and social and se1f acceptance.
Subsequently, the present author subjected responses\on the' !

Coopersmith items from 300 6th graders to a factor analysls using-
e .

>

joint probab111t1es as input rather than correlations. Only one
factor was foqnd, a generalized self worth factor. Thus, there is
soﬁe disagreement on what the CSE does measure and substantial
questlon on its construct validity. e

Rlchmond and White (1971) also gathered responses from their
sample of 204 children on a 12 1tem semantic differential. Using
cannonical correlation the authors'apparently hoped to validate the
CSE factors aéainst semantic differentialifaCtors on self concept
ratings. The semantic differential iteﬁs were not particnlarly’
well chosen, some items were not'rateable‘in‘terms of degree, others
were.not ‘true opposltes, and some likely resulted in phys i¢al rather
than affectlve Judgments. Richmond and White isolated three semantlc
dlrferentnal factors, evaluation, potency and act1v1ty and attempted
to predict these from the five CS; factors w1th cannonical"

correiation. The results of this analysis showed that the CSE -

factors correlated more highly with the semantic differential

k3 )

actxv1ty factor tnan with the other factorse. This"was a surpr;slng
finding since the CSE was designedfﬁbfméasure individual self evalu-
"ations, and also in-the light of theuadthor's‘own findings of a
geneéral self)worth factor. This result may be explained in part by
the fact that the lie scale factor explained almost as much‘of the
variance in the semantic differential factors as did the other four
fackors OLVOn the poor velec ion of semantic differential items,
_and the predlictive offxcary of the lie scale factor, it is likely
_Ehat Lhe somantic differential raktings wece more indicative of .

randomivzed responding than of meaningful responscse

= . e meTET T ww T
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The important point of the Richmond and White study is not so
much their failure to properly use the semantic differential, as it
'was.thét they had a géod idea in using the semantic differentiai as
a_ériterion measure. About the same time as Richmond and White were
carrying out.ﬁheir'sﬁudy, Lyrich, Cochrane and Schacter (1972) were
completing work on a Children's form of the Semantic Differential,
in which items were ;elected which children use in -giving connotaéive
judgments. In a second papef on the D statistic, Lynch (1972) showed
how the chiléren's semantic differential may be applied with the use

; of the D statistic® to obtain measures of the idealized and empathic.
s;lf, and how the sum score on items belongihg tp'the evaluative | ‘
diménsion of meaning wili provide a méasure of attitudes towafd the
.self or self worth. Thus, the children's semantic-differential

rovided a methodélogiqal means of ob?ainiﬁg independent measures on
_thé’three tiveoretical constructs 'of self concept presented in the
literature. The presént study was made to determine the relationships

_if any between items on.éhe‘PH and CSE tests and semantic differential

measures on the three constructs of self concept.

Methods and Procedures

’ The testing materials in this study included 50 items from the

CSE and 80 items from the PH self cocncept measures. Eight lie scale

items from the CSE were not included in this testing: For purposes

of the present study ratings were obtained on a five point rather
than a two point scale as that used by Coopersmith and Piers and

[}

. HMarris. It seemed that children would not have a ceiling cffect with’
: t

the [ive polnk scale and the results would bLE more amenable to

parametric corrclabkion and factor ana1ytic:prUCndurn¢. The reaspongsoe |
. - |

Q . ) q 8




choices.were Very true of me, only a bit true f me, inbetween, ,only

a bit false of me, very false of me. ’
Ratings were .also obtained on 18 items of the-Children'é

Semantic Differential (Lynch, Cécgfane a;d Schachter, 1972), on a

five point scale. Ratings were obtained on three concepts. Thése

were: 1) "How I feel aboﬁt mysel?“;.z) "How I would like to be'';

3) "How other childfen feel about me." Ratings obtained on the

concept "How I feel about myself" were subjécted to a Principal

Components factor analysis with Varimax Ratation and six items

comprising the evaluative factor were summed to féfm a measu:é of
self worth. The D statistic (Mahalanobis, 1936 and Lynch, 1972)
was used tocompute two of the. construct measurese. The D between
"How I feel abohE myself" and "How I would like to be" provided the
criterioﬂ fgr the ideéiized~se1f. The D between "How I feel_ about
myséif" and "How other children feel about me" provided the criterion
for the empathic/;elf. |

Ratinés onn all measures were obéained from 381 children
selected as a quota sampling from 9 urban aﬁd‘suburban Boston schools
in graaes 4-6. They were distributed by grade and sex as follows:
160 in grade 4, 115 in grade 5, and 106 .in grade 6; 190 males and
191 females. An estimate;was made on socio-economic-status (SES)
from individuallf reported occupations of the majgr family income

producer, and the frequencies for SES levels were: 103 upper, 233

middle, and 45 lower SES children.

o v

Tcstlng was administered in ‘classroom seLtlngs on a group bhasis

WLLh testing time ranglng from 20 te 50 minutes for each chlld. Five

children’ did not complete their testing and their data was not included’

|
?
|
|
|
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in this analysis. Testing was administered by 30 graduate students
in a research design course at Northeastern University.

Ratings on all measures were scored 1-5 with scorings reversed
for items worded in a negative manner. Ratings on the semantic
differéntial’ were subjected to a preliminary analysis yielding the
two D statistiF anqﬁfelf worth measures for each subject. The
ratings on the 50 CEE and 80 PH items were subjected to separate
factoL analyses*using_the Principal Coqponents ch%or analysis and
Varimax Rotation. .The three criteria were inc%ﬁded in each factor

analysis. The factor analyses were made for two reasons: 1) to see

which items of the PH and CSE tests will load substantially with

the three criteria, thus providing some evidence on thé contruct‘
validity of these two measureé; 2) to select items from the 130
total items on the QSB and PH ;easureé for'multiple regqegsion
‘analysis.. By means of regres;ion analyses we hoped to obtain ah
indication 6f the predictive valiqity of selected items from these .

measurcse.

A
Results and Discussion

Six identifiable factors were isolated in.gach of the two
factor analysis. The items designative of each factor, these with
factor loadings greater than .40, and their factor loadings on the
factors designated are shown for the PH test in Table 1 and the CSE

in Table 2. ’ : - i o .

The factor analysis of the Piers Harris items and the three

criteria yVielded six identifiable factors. These were labeled:
anxiety, ieadership, discipline, general self concept, soclal self
acceptance and phyiscal appearance. Aside from the general self

3

¥ -
concept factor, these factors and their designative items were
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essentially similar to those found, by Pier and Harris (1964) lendlng
support‘%o the credence of the Plers and Harris study, but not to
the construct validity of their test.

: --Table 1 About Here—-.

The factor a;alyéis of the Coopersmith Self Esteem itéms‘and
"the three criteria yieléed six iaentifﬁable»factbrs. ‘These were
labeled: pqrenﬁal aCceétance, stability, social self acceptanée,
,meahingfulness? personal dissaéisfcafiqn and general self coggé;t.
These factors differed coﬁsiderably from\the factors'isolated\by‘
Richmond—and Whiﬁe‘(l9?l) and'thg single self worth fac¥or fo;;d by
this author. The items designative of factors in those two stddiesv
vere split,amongst.different factors in the present study. This
difference géégeen present and previous research,may be attributed
in part to the use  of a five point scalé in the present stpdy as
compared to the use of a two point scale in prior research. The five
g pd;Pt scale may have resultéd in a more differentiated set of fa;torst
As was’' the case for the factors isolatedrfor the Pﬁ,scaler aside from
the general seif concept factor, these factors do not provide evidence-
on: the construct \Ara"l\idity of the CSE tjgt_-,.

) ' --Table 2 Aboué Hére*— ¥ . -

In both factor analyses, the three criteria loaded on one single

‘factof, that which‘wé; labeled general éelf concept. Of the 130 PH

/’
and CSE items studied, only one, showed a factor loading greater thaft

.40 on the gerferal self concept factor, aqg'tbis is certainly no more

than one should expect by chance. The remaining factors: with the

possible. exception of the socilal self acceptance factor seem
bl -
‘tangential at best to self. concept. That is, they seem Lo represent

~.

\
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more the consequences than the constructs of self concept. Many of
‘Tthe test items on the C§E and PH tests seem somewhat reminiscent of

_ifems one might expect to find on anomie, levels of aspirétion,

-

1eadersh1p and behav1ora@ maladjustment: scales and the 1nrluslon of

R -
» ~ B

such items may be attributable to the test constpuctors famlllarlty
w1tP such,SCalQSf Inasmuch as only one of tne CSE and PH items
loads yreater than .40 with the criteria ahd since&thevother factors
look more 1lke con;eqﬁencés tnan constructs of self concept, the

findings of this "study ralse substantial doubt about the validity of .

theﬁPHAahd CSE tests as'measufes of 'self concept. Whatever these

- » o
‘scales are measuring, it is certainly not in the mainstream <t whal

isZconsidered to be self concept, 5
3
Thirty-seven items from the CSE and PH measures were ‘selected’
R \ : B 14 ' * . .
- *for purposes of predictive validational study-with multiple

regression.. These 37 items incluAed‘items which showed: factor .
loadings of .20 or greater withsthe general self concept and those

with;corgglations with the construct measures of r =.20 or above.
, A - hat .

‘Separate miltiple regressions were made against each criterion with

the 37 items. A‘ter the first set of chre551on analyses, those
@

items with beta welghtlng whose £ test values were less than 1 were

dropped, ” and those items with beta weightingswhose t test values were "
i . -

greater than one on each criteria were retained for subsequent

-
-

analysis. By means of this procedure 7 items were selected for

~

regrcsq;on on the measure of the empathic self, 7 for re r0051on on
! g

. »

the measure of 1dea11zcd self and 1laggr regres51on on the measuret of

-

self worth.’ Plve of these items were used in more than one regresslon

’

Aanhlysls. Scparate rcgresslon analyses were made uslng this selection

Ay 12
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of'items on the three criteria. Table 3 shows the results of tneSe
. - :
_analysess. .

* ==TablEe 3 }\bout Here--

Seven predictor items showed a multiple -correlation R = .54 ~
o ’ ! s . - - - . R o
" with the idealized self measurey accounting for 25 percent of the

construct measure variance.: Seven predictor ltems showad a multlple

. correlation R = .49 with the/geasure.of the empathlc self accounting

for’ 24 Percent of the.cons?ruct measure variance. Eleven predlctor :

1tems showed a multiple cofrelatlon ‘R.= .60 with the measure of self'_

worth accountlng for 36 percent of the construct measure variance.

Thenltems used 1n the flnal regresslon analysis represent a

,

bestrset of predlctOr 1tems:u1terms ‘of the selectlon made in the
/
N y
factor analysls and thetflrst multlple regres51on analysese. GiVen‘

the relatlvely small explanation of varlahce w1th the large number
. of predlctors, there seems to be llttle %uppoﬁ% for the‘predlctive
Valldlt¥ of these ltems. For instance, itltook as many as 11 items

. to account for a low percentage, 36 percent of the Varlance*ln selF
worth, ‘and Z 1tems each to explain 25 percent and 24:perce t -of the ;"

'7 variance in idealized and enpathic self. If ghesé teSts are

- measuring self concept at .all, 4t would seem that at least some of

the best items would. be better predictors of one or more of the

theoretlcal constructs of self concept. X

~y * * - «
. J'In addltlon, the 1tems which were the best predlctors of éhe

.

- three constructs in SOme instances were ambigouous.in their con ent

A
¢

descrxptlon of the constructs. Items 1ndlcat1ve of physlcal
appearance,'succe' and hav1ng mahy frlends were the best estl ators

. of ‘the 1dea11zed self, but it ls unclear why they should be from the- -

£,
- . - 1
- ”~
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itéms themselves. ZItems which indicated that family and friends
liked the c¢hild fall in the realm of empathy but an item such as. not

thinking bad thoughts which is a good predictor -of empathy seems
cléarly‘not-fitting on this.construct. T

The set of items isolated in the regression analysis seem to
prov1de a good starting polnt for the development of a better self

concept scale, one in whlch we kndw what the items measure and that
7 .

the 1tems measure general constructs of self concept. The items

resultlng in the final regression analvs1s need to bé rewritten and

redefined to sharpén thelir definitions of each -0f the constructs in.

a way that will show clearly from the itemsfwhy they are prédictors

of one wof these three theoretlcai conscructs.

Conclus1ons and Implicatlons

Trie results of the_faqtor analyses and multiple regression

‘analyses in the present study raise substantial doubt about both

Lhe\construct and predictive validity of the PH and CSE measures of

-

se%f concepte. Only one out of the 130 items on thése two test loadedh:
suhstantially with the construct measurese. Further the best set‘of :
item predlctors accounted for a relatlvely small proportlon of the
varlance ;n the construct measures. Thus, th&s ev1dence prov1des e
substantial support for crlthues of these measures made by wfllé

- (1961) and by*Crowne and Stephens (1961).- )

We were somewhat mOrriedlthat children,inrthe‘present study - ' -
:mayihave Become fatigued in the lengthy task, in that thereggere
184 1tems in all to complete. However, we discussed this with the
’chlldren, who said they enJoyed completing. the tests and that it

‘was a good'break from.the;r usual classroom experlence.

¢




The results of the regres51on analyses provides a useful v

starting point for the development of a self dbnccpt test whlch w1ll
have construct validitye. We have just completed an exploratory study
in Whlch we have attempted to sharpen these items and relate them' |

d1rectly to the three general self concept cénstructs in a language

v’\"l

that children use. We obtained ratlngs from lSO chlldren in grades

1-6 on 40 new items and the 20 used in the f&naL}regresslon atialysis

shown 1n Table 3. A factor analysls on these new items yrelded

. -"i:

three factors, one for each of the crlterla, and 1tems deslgnatlve

of each factor. Subsequent regres31on analyses made agalnst the
1.

three cr1ter1a showed multlple correlations of R = .63 w1th 8 1tems ;f

on ‘the 1deallzed self; R.= .82 w:th 8 1tems -on self worth and R = 53

-

w1th 8 1tems on the empathlc self. These results are promlslng in

that they show a dramatic improvement on predlctlons from the study
reoorted in this papere. ‘ v

3 - ©

One may question the fact that the three crlterla clustered““

together on one factor in each of the two factorranalyses in the

- présent, study. However, the results of the more recently completed
stddy;show that.given a sufficiently Wﬂll defined set of 1tems, ‘the
three criteria will emerge on,seoarate factors, with items designa-
tiye_gf each. In the present study, thére.ﬁere 1ikely so féew items
-fﬁhich{correlated sufficiently high with these~three criteria that l
the. er*terla were independent in large part of the PH and CSEvitems.
In effect the items correlated more hlghly w1th each other than” wlth::f
the criteria, and “this LS>th a satils facLory state of affairs for a

measure's validilky. ﬂr.il better sél” conceptb meavureﬂ are dQVelopedyz

both rescarchicrs and policy makers will do well Lo avold ma?Jng pollc/

docis ions on 1L 10asL the two self concepthmoasuros we have studied

<
i -

as well, ns,pexhapu uLher avallable self concept measurcse.
* . - .
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: Table 1

- ~ A4

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF PIERS HARRIS ITEMS AND THREE CRETERTA

F -

.~ PFactor I, Anxiety

© I get nervous when the ceachér calls’on me ' - .69
~.I am nerwvous. ! © = .68
I get worried when we have tests in- school - .58
"I worry a lot , , X ‘ ~— 48
I am Shy . ) - 046
Percent of commonh variance . 6.01

-ackor»II,.L%édershiQ

- I am a léader ‘in games and sports . ) . =~ .68 .
I am popular wWith boys ] i - .63
? T am an important -member of my class : - .48
' Whenn I grow up, I. will be an impértant person - 41
* Percent of -common - varlance - . 5.56

Factor IIT, Dlsc1p11ne

) T behave badly at homewe t* T - o = .68
;;do many bad things P ’ o - +63
. I cause trouble +o my famlly, SR A . - .58
‘ I-often get'into trouble L . ) . =~ .45
’ Percent of common varianee B 6427
“Factor IV, Géneral SelfLConcent», . ~ /
) - — = > , o .
DI - . . . t - ) .73
/ b. oy . - . «65
/ E 5’: \,: N .
Sw e - ' - .68
=/ . In games and sports I watch lnstead of. play ’ -~ 44
‘ Percent of common variance , - 6.12
Pactor V, Soc1a1 Self Acceptance
) "
I like being the way I am . ' .65
T :am cheerful - ) . ~ ~ «63
I amunhappy __ 63
.I am lucky : . S 55
T sleep well at night E v o «45
I-have many friends - ‘ N . 45,
Percent of common variance . | . 1.74
. Factor y;, Pnisical Appcarance 2 ¥
- ' € T ~ ’ ' :
. . - n - . i
I have hice hair, . va o * ' . RO 75
I have pretty eyes - ’ : S .69 -
€ am good looking - ‘ 69 7.
:  have .a pleasant face . : « 59, |
Parcent of comgon variance ) . 6e3

. . - 18

-




Table 2 -

.

FACTOR ANALYSIS OF COOPERSMITH SELF ESTEEM AND THREE CRITERIA -

. + Factor 3 Parentél Acceptance

I usually feel as if my parents are pushing me - «72
My parents expect too much of me .~ 63
% There are many times when I'd like to* leave home L= .62
’ No one pays much attention to me at home - .61
Things are all mixed up in my life = - o : - .47
My parénts,understand me - 47
I don't care what happens to e . - «42
Percentﬂef common Varlance : . 11.25 ..
= PacLor ;5 Stability _g
I can make up my mind and stick to it' ' . .77
I can make up my .mind without too much trouble o .61
R I'm proud of my schoolwork . - ¥ .42
I have a low opinion of myself . . .40
Percent of common variance 4,96
L PaCtor IIT, Soclal Self Acceptance - _ .
I'm pretty sure’ of myself o ' T = W51
| I'm easy to like : ~ 46
I ‘Pércent of common variance ‘ 4415
" | Pactor IV, Meaningfulness : Lo o
' I'm often sorry for the things I ,do = 469 .
My parents usually consider my féelings ~ +38
My parents and I have a lot of zfun together = W31
‘ Percent of .common variance . 4.17 v
Factor V, Personal: Disatisfaction . )
: I wish I were younger " 7 . ~ 77
I find it hard to talk in front of.the class - «31.
. I would rather play with children younger ‘than me - .28
s Percent.of common variance , 4428,
Factor VI, General Self Concept ’
Dp ~ . ‘ .73
e et L G e - i IR e Tl

Percent. of common variance : 5.90

el
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P e . : Table..3 1
. > ' " 3;
MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSES oF SDLECTED ITEMS ON. THE THRE% CRITERIA_
‘- Beta
Test“item Source Correlation Weight Value
Idealized S&Lf ‘
I am Strong BN o - PH . - 030 et 035 §"'3087“‘
I am good loockihg: . . PH - .33 - .27 §-2.99“‘
I'm'a failure* . . CSE - .18 - + 23 2.33**
I have pretty eyes - PH- - 224 -1.17  § -2.12**
I am good in my schoolwork PH - .22 " - .18  }.=2.00*%
I have many friends < PH , - .28 - .14 ? -1.73
I don't care what happens to ‘me* CSE - .20 - .13 -1.68
< Empathlc Self . > ’ - 5 7 .
My classmates ‘make fun of me‘ - PH: — .35 - .31 §“~4.13“‘
I think bad +houghts‘ - PH .= 04 + 18 §  2.,50es
Kids usumtty follow my ideas CSE - .17 - .16 ! -2.21°*
My family is disappointed S -4
with me®* ‘ PH_ © = .20 s = +18 | —2.05%¢
Kids pick on -me' very often®* CSE. - . = &30 f - «16- | =2,05% .
T am Often Sad‘ ﬁ’ PH - 024 3, - 014 ! ‘;2000“
I would rather play with - . - oo % . :
! - children younger than me* CSE o= 19 - .15 -1.92
y . . LI
- Self Worth = - ’
I am a happy person . . PH «34 10 T 3,19%e
- I usually feel as if my parents: ‘ N )
are pushing me?® CSE T 433 .07 .2491%**
I am strong . PH 27 . .08 - 269080
It is usualdy my fault when : "
something goes wrong®* PH 5o 26 08 2.86%%.
My family is disappointed- with -
me‘ . PH 029 N . 008 . 2“0767“!
I have many f;lends - PH «36 07 . 2463%s
In games and sports I watchy . o
"7 instedd of play* A ‘PH. .29 . <06 . 2.62%
.I am often sad* ) \ PH : 27 7 7 .06 2434+
I am good looking. PH .23 .06 2.13%*
I'm not as nice looking as ) o
o most people* - - CSE’ 1 .14 .05 2.02%
Kids pick on me very often‘ °f CSE +30 .05 1.80
A These iteps weré rcversed in scoring

. p < .05 - : . .J
R p < 001 . - 3 - “ R - 1




