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ABSTRACT

The question was explored regarding whether measurement of self- 

concept could be made more accurate by weighting the attributes entering 

into the measurement process according to the subjective importance they 

represented to the subject. In the spring of 1974, 126 University of 

Arizona students rated themselves on two self-concept instruments, indi

cating both how they perceived themselves regarding various items and 

how important these items were to them personally.

The data analysis consisted primarily in the comparison of the 

strength of the correlation between the two self-concept instruments 

when both were unweighted and when both were weighted by the importance 

dimension. This comparison indicated there was no improvement in 

measurement accuracy resulting from weighting.

It appeared that weighting had no effect primarily because sub

jects perceived the self-concept items to be rather uniformly important 

to them, and hence the importance dimension contributed little new in

formation to the measurement process.

Two alternative methods of weighting were also attempted, using 

the same data, but these proved unfruitful. Although weighting thus did 

not appear to be a promising procedure in the measurement of the 

self-concept, it was suggested that perhaps it might have a useful role 

as an additional index of validity in the construction of self-concept 

scales.



-INTRODUCTION

In recent years a large number of instruments have, been developed 

to measure the self-concept (Buros 1972; Crandall 1973; Robinson and 

Shaver 1969; Wylie 1961, 1974). Because the self-concept is generally 

conceptualized to be a conscious phenomenon, it is not surprising that 

almost all scales or inventories rely upon some form of self-report 

method. Self-report techniques are almost universally preferred as the 

best approach to the measurement of the self-concept because they allow 

the individual to provide direct information about how he perceives 

himself. While it is possible to devise a means of measurement which 

does not rely on a self-report method, such as attempts to incorporate 

unconscious variables or to make use of judges who make assessments of 

behaviors which are inferred to be indicators of a person's self-regard, 

efforts in this direction have been uncommon and are open to various 

criticisms (Crandall 1973, Wylie 1974).

Measures of the phenomenal self-concept generally involve pre

senting a variety of personal attributes to an individual which he rates 

according to his perceptions of himself. These attributes might include, 

for example, honesty, intelligence, physical attractiveness, competency, 

self-confidence, happiness, and others, A person's over-all self-concept 

is usually defined operationally as the sum of the evaluations he gives 

himself on these attributes. A person who generally perceives himself

1



to be "high" on honesty, intelligence, physical attractiveness and (for 

the most part) other attributes is said to have a "high" self-concept; 

the opposite is inferred about an individual who evaluates himself as 

being "low" on many or most of these characteristics. Several methods 

have been employed that seek to provide a framework in which the indi

vidual can express his attitudes about himself in a way that is both 

meaningful to him and measurable by others; these include semantic dif

ferential techniques, Likert scales, sentence completion lists, Q-sorts, 

adjective checklists, self-ideal self discrepancy scores and rating 

scales (Crandall 1973, Robinson and Shaver 1969, Wylie 1961)„

Regarding self-report methods that measure attitudes about the 

self, the question arises as to how best to reflect an individual’s 

self-appraisal or self-evaluation in a way that is phenomenologically 

accurate. If conscious experience is made the basis for knowledge of 

the self-concept, the measurement of this construct should reproduce as 

nearly as possible the variables that are a part of this experience.

More specifically, one might expect that individuals would experience 

different attributes of themselves to have varying degrees of subjective 

importance to them. For example, not only might the attributes of in

telligence and comfort with others vary in their importance to different 

people, but, within one person’s own framework, these two character

istics might have different levels of importance to him. If this were 

the case, then in general one would expect that those characteristics of 

an individual which he perceives as being more personally important 

would influence his over-all self-evaluation to a greater extent than



those which he perceives as being of lesser importance. "Weighting" 

attributes by their subjective importance might then lead to a more 

meaningful representation of a person's experiencing of himself, and 

hence to a more accurate or valid measure of his self-concept.

A review of the literature indicates that very little research 

has been undertaken concerning the role of the importance dimension in 

the measurement of evaluative self-constructs. No study has directly 

looked at whether the self-concept can be measured more accurately 

through the use of a weighting procedure. A few studies, however, have 

been reported which examined the effects of weighting on other evaluative 

self-constructs, i.e., components entering into the measurement of job 

satisfaction, and a small number of studies which have looked at the 

effect of weighting on the relationship between body image and the self- 

concept. It is instructive to look at this research because it provides 

a model for the weighting procedure used in this study, as well as 

indicates the extent of success weighting has achieved in other research 

areas.

Several authors have reported the results of weighting components 

which determine job satisfaction by using models that take into account 

the subjective importance of the individual components (Blood 1971, Ewen 

1967, Friedlander 1965, Mikes and Hulin 1968). Components related to 

job satisfaction have included, for example, work done, pay level, pro

motional opportunities, supervision and co-workers (Mikes and Hulin , 

1968). Generally the model that has been used to incorporate the im

portance dimension into the measurement of over-all job satisfaction
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has been S = SI.S., where S = over-all satisfaction. I. = importance 

o J j  o j

of a particular component, and S^ = satisfaction with a particular 

component. Individuals are asked to rate their satisfaction with 

various job components, and to rate the importance of them to their 

over-all job satisfaction. The model allows an experimenter to weight 

different aspects of over-all satisfaction as to their relative impor

tance to the subject. Since the satisfaction (S^) with an aspect of 

one's job is multiplied (weighted) by its importance (I^), those aspects 

which have greater importance to the individual will contribute more 

heavily to his over-all job satisfaction score (S^), while conversely 

those with lesser importance will contribute less strongly.

For example, if two individuals each rated their satisfaction 

with "pay level" as seven on a ten-point scale, they would appear to be 

expressing identical attitudes about this component, if no weighting 

procedure were used. If one person, however, considered "pay level" to 

be very important to him (e.g., nine on a ten-point scale), while the 

other regarded this component to be unimportant to him (e.g., three), 

the weighted effect of "pay level" on over-all job satisfaction would be 

quite different for these two individuals ( 7 times 9 = 63, versus 7 

times 3 = 21).

Although this method for weighting components is intuitively 

appealing, experimental results have been disappointing. Using this 

model, Ewen (1967) correlated unweighted and weighted measures of job 

satisfaction with independent measures of the same variable and found no 

difference in degree of relationship due to weighting, chiefly because



the weighted and unweighted measures correlated ,99 with each other. 

Because of this high relationship between weighted and unweighted 

scores Ewen concluded that weighting "clearly did not add any new in

formation to that obtained from satisfaction scores alone" (Ewen 1967, 

p, 71). Mikes and Hulin (1968) found no increase in the predictability 

of job turnover during an 11-month period due to weighted job satisfac

tion scores over the use of unweighted measures alone. Blood (1971) 

sanguinely hypothesized that the component of job satisfaction which is 

rated most important by an individual should exhibit the highest rela-" 

tionship to his over-all job satisfaction; the component ranked second 

in importance should be second most related; and so on throughout the 

heirarchy of components. However, no systematic relationship of this 

sort was found, leading him to conclude that the variables entering into 

the weighting of components by their importance on a measurement instru

ment had little connection with their actual influence upon overfall 

job satisfaction. Thus the studies in this area have seriously cast 

doubt on the usefulness of a weighting procedure as a means to increase 

the accuracy of measurement of job satisfaction.

The importance dimension has also played a role in the measure

ment of the relationship between body image and the self-concept, Rosen 

and Ross (1968) asked subjects to rate their satisfaction with various 

body parts and with several self-attributes, and to indicate for each 

body part and self-attribute how important these were to them. Correla

tions of subjects1 mean satisfaction scores between body image and self- 

concept were r = .62 for items above mean importance versus r = .28 for



items below mean importance. As the authors suggest, this provided 

positive evidence that "the relationship between attitudes about the 

self and about the body is a function of the importance of aspects 

entering into the measurement of these attitudes" (Rosen and Ross 1968, 

P. 32).

Watkins and Park (1972), in a replication and extension of the 

work of Rosen and Ross (1968), point out that the earlier study merely 

dichotomized the importance variable at the mean; a model was therefore 

developed for making finer discriminations by assigning relative weights 

to each of the self-attributes and body parts. The model they used was 

El.S.
Sq = 1 , where Sq = over-all satisfaction, I^ = importance of a par

ticular attribute or body part, and S^ = satisfaction with a particular 

attribute or body part. It should be noted that this model is similar 

to that described in the above job satisfaction studies, except that a 

"correction factor" was used in the denominator in order "to make the 

score relatively independent of the level of importance a s s i g n e d . T h e  

authors again found evidence that weighting was a useful procedure; the 

correlation of the subjects’ mean unweighted body image scores with 

their unweighted self-concept scores was .26 (p < .05), while the cor

relation between these two variables, each weighted by importance

1. Personal communication from David Watkins. To provide an 
example given by him: "On a six-point (0-5) Likert scale I might assign 
each item to be of importance 5, while you might assign each to be of 
importance 4. Therefore, even (if) we were equally satisfied with each 
of these aspects of our self-concepts I would appear to have a much 
higher self-concept than you. My formula attempts to look at the rela
tive importance of the items within each subject's own system of values."



ratings for the individual items, was ,53 (p < .001). They concluded, 

that "the implication for the measurement of evaluative self-constructs 

is that a more precise estimate of the subjects8 own feelings may be 

obtained by taking into consideration the importance of each aspect of 

the construct to the individual subject" (Watkins and Park 1972, p. 210) 

The findings of both Rosen and Ross (1968) and Watkins and Park 

(1972) offer support for the notion that it is useful to weight self- 

evaluative attributes according to their subjective importance to the 

individual. However, a study by Lerner, Karabenick and Stuart (1973) 

provides contrary, evidence. They looked at several hypotheses concern

ing the relationships between physical attractiveness, self-concept and 

attitudes toward the opposite sex. As part of their study they too 

asked subjects to rate themselves on two lists of body image and 

self-concept items, and to assign importance ratings to each of the 

items. Subjects? mean unweighted self-concept scores were then correlat

ed with both their mean unweighted and mean weighted body image scores 

(note that mean weighted self-concept scores were not used). It was 

found that weighting of body image scores produced no improvement in the 

accuracy of measurement of this variable, whether males (r = .33 un

weighted versus .33 weighted) or females (r = .43 unweighted versus 

.44 weighted) were considered. This outcome is particularly interesting 

since the authors used the same lists of body parts and self-concept 

attributes as Rosen and Ross (1968) and Watkins and Park (1972), yet the 

earlier findings were not duplicated. It therefore appears that con

flicting results have been produced in studies which have examined the



effect of weighting on the relationship between body image and the 

self-concept.

All of the studies discussed thus far have been concerned with 

the effects of weighting on the measurement accuracy of self-evaluative 

constructs bearing some relation to the self-concept. So far as the ef

fects of weighting on this construct itself are concerned, practically 

no evidence exists. In studies (discussed above) investigating relation

ships between body image and self-concept, it is either impossible to 

isolate and evaluate effects of weighting on the measurement of one as 

distinct from its effects on the other (e.g., Watkins and Park 1972), or 

the self-concept score itself was not weighted (Lerner et al. 1973).

There appears to be only one study which applied a weighting procedure to 

self-concept attributes alone. Sherwood (1965) weighted attributes in 

his self-concept scale by using a model identical to that used in weight

ed job satisfaction studies discussed earlier, i.e., Based

on the weighted self-concept scores he was able to verify several predic

tions concerning self-identity changes during the course of a human re

lations training laboratory. However, a serious error in his study was 

the failure to check the predictiveness of the weighted scores with that 

of the unweighted scores. It is possible that unweighted scores (serving 

in effect as the Control condition) might also have predicted self- 

identity changes, and that no difference in fact existed between the 

weighted and unweighted measures. Since, however, Sherwood considered 

only weighted scores this issue cannot be resolved. Hence, his study 

does not shed light on whether weighting of self-concept attributes is a 

valuable procedure.



Purpose of This Study 

The possibility that the importance dimension is a salient con

sideration entering into an individual’s appraisal of various self

attributes is an intuitively appealing notion. Previous research has 

led to conflicting or unclear results concerning the value of a weight

ing procedure in the measurement of self-evaluative constructs in 

general. Because the potential benefits of weighting self-concept 

attributes has not been directly investigated, the present study attempts 

to provide evidence regarding whether such benefits do in fact exist.

The model used conforms to that developed in the majority of previous 

studies which used a multiplicative method of weighting: = EA^ ,

where = over-all self-concept score, = the rating given a particu

lar attribute, and I. = the importance rating assigned a particular 

attribute. It is hypothesized that this model will result in an im

provement in the measurement accuracy of the self-concept over that of 

unweighted scores.



METHODS

Subjects and Procedure

Subjects consisted of 126 students (123 undergraduates and 3 

graduates) at The University of Arizona, ranging in age from 18 to 37 

years. They included 65 males, 56 females and 5 subjects on whom this 

information was not obtained. The sample size of 126 represents the 

final number of subjects used in the data analysis after the elimination 

of 11 subjects whose data were incomplete or incorrectly completed.

Data were collected during the spring of 1974 from three sources: 

Graham Hall, a men's dormitory (N = 57); Coronado Hall, a women’s dormi

tory (N = 30); and an /elementary psychology class (N = 39). In both the 

women’s dormitory and the classroom, subjects completed their data 

together under the direction and observation of the experimenter; since 

no comparable gathering place existed in the men’s dormitory, these 

subjects were allowed to complete the data in their own rooms. In addi

tion, because the subjects in Graham Hall were housed in several wings 

of the building, assistance was needed in passing out the materials. 

Fortunately the dormitory head resident cooperated in this matter, after 

first being fully advised of the nature of the study and the precautions 

he should take in not revealing the purposes of the study to the subjects. 

Once distribution of the materials was completed, the experimenter then 

made individual contact with all subjects to handle any difficulties

10



11
they might be experiencing in completing the data. Students in other 

rooms who were not subjects generally cooperated by keeping noise and 

other distractions to a minimum.

All subjects were told at the outset that they would be par

ticipating in a study that was investigating certain hypotheses concern

ing "how you see yourselves." Packets were then passed out containing 

(1) the Self-Concept Inventory, a scale developed by the experimenter 

which contains both attribute and importance rating scales; (2) the 

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (Fitts 1965); (3) an instrument requiring 

ratings of five general dimensions of the self, which was later used to 

weight the scores on the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale: and (4) a one- 

item self-esteem rating scale which was not intended for use in this 

study and which was analyzed separately. The Tennessee Self-Concept 

Scale can be found in Appendix A; the instrument used to weight it can 

be located in Appendix B; and the Self-Concept Inventory can be reviewed 

in Appendix C. The reader is urged to familiarize himself with these 

instruments.

The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale together with its weighting 

scale, and the Self-Concept Inventory were randomly ordered (while the 

one-item self-esteem scale was always presented last to prevent its 

influencing the other data). All data packets were coded and passed out 

in random order. It was explained to the subjects that the packet codes 

were being used to preserve anonymity of all participants in the study.

The average time required to complete the data was somewhat less 

than one hour. As subjects in the two dormitories turned in their data.
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they were asked to return the following week if possible to complete a 

task estimated to take less than ten minutes. In order to insure con

tinued anonymity, those subjects who thought they would be able to 

return were asked to identify their data with a friend?s birthdate which

would have significance only to them and which they would remember the

following week. At their second data session, they were again admin

istered the Self-Concept Inventory and the one-item self-esteem scale to

determine the test-retest reliability for these instruments; and were
<asked to identify this data with the same birthdates they had written 

down the previous week. After all data had been collected the subjects 

were provided a mimeographed explanation of the rationale and purposes 

of the study, and were given the experimenter's telephone number to be 

used if any questions or concerns remained,

1Research Instrument: The ;
Self-Concept Inventory j

i

Description and Use

Two self-concept scales were used in this study, the Self-Concept 

Inventory (SCI) and the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS). The SCI was 

developed by the experimenter and consists of 20 self-concept attributes 

in the form of bipolar pairs of self-descriptive adjectives. Thirteen 

of the 20 attributes were taken from two other scales, Sherwood's Inven

tory of the Self-Concept (Crandall 1973), and the Personal Description 

Questionnaire (Lieberman, Yalom and Miles 1973); while the remaining
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attributes were developed by the author0 The attributes comprising the 

SCI are the following:

1, caring--uncaring

2. intelligent“-unintelligent

3. understood by others-"misunderstood by others

4, mature--immature

5« responsible--irresponsible

6. honest--dishonest

7. relaxed--tense

8. competent--incompetent 

9<, sincere--insincere

10. optimistic--pessimistic

11. physically healthy--physieally unhealthy

12. happy— unhappy

13. genuine--artificial

14. have self-confidence--lack self-confidence

15. sexually satisfied--sexually dissatisfied

16. considerate--inconsiderate

17. comfortable with others--uncomfortable with others

18. constructive--destructive

19. moral--immoral

20. physically attractive--physically unattractive

Each endpoint of these pairs of adjectives was separated by a 10-point 

scale along which subjects were asked to rate themselves. Following each
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of these adjective pairs was another 10-point scale anchored at each end 

by the phrases "extremely unimportant--extremely important." This con

stituted the importance scale for the attributes. An example of an

individual item together with its importance scale is the following:

dishonest:___ :___ :______ :_:__:_____:____:__:___:__ :_____ : honest

extremely extremely
unimportant:___:___ :______ :_:__:_____:____ :__:___ :__:_____ : important

The order of the attributes on the SCI was randomly determined, as was

the end of the scale on which the high-esteem adjective of each pair

appeared.

Subjects were asked to indicate by means of a check how they

presently saw themselves regarding each of the 20 attributes. They were

also requested to rate the importance each attribute had to them, using

the following criterion (adapted from Sherwood's Inventory of the Self-

Concept, Crandall 1973, p. 45).

If I were suddenly to see myself as being closer to the end 
of the scale which is less desirable to me--how much would 
this one characteristic lower my total evaluation of myself?
(For example, if you suddenly saw yourself as being less 
physically attractive, how much would this affect your total 
evaluation of yourself?)

Scoring Procedure

Two separate self-concept scores for the SCI were determined for 

each subject. The unweighted self-concept score was simply the sum of 

the ratings of each of the 20 self-concept attributes. The weighted 

self-concept score was determined by using the^model, S^ = EA^I^, where 

S^ = over-all self-concept score, = the rating given a particular 

attribute, and I. = the importance rating assigned a particular attribute.
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This model is analogous to that used by several authors discussed 

earlier (Ewen 1967, Lerner et al. 1973, Mikes and Hulin 1968). The 

unweighted score, then, was determined by a simple additive procedure, 

whereas the weighted score was derived by adding together the multiplied

products between the attribute ratings and their respective importance

ratings.

To visualize how the weighted self-concept score is obtained,

consider the following:

dishonest:____ :__:__ :___:___ :_______ : x ;  j  :honest

extremely extremely
unimportant:_____:__:__:____:__ _:___:____:____ : x :___ : important

In this example the subject has rated his honesty as n8n and assigned

this attribute an importance rating of "9." His weighted score for this

attribute is therefore 8 times 9, or 72. By obtaining similar weighted

scores for each of the other 19 attributes making up the SCI, and then

summing these weighted scores, one would determine his over-all weighted
1self-concept score. This method of weighting allows for the variable 

influence of different attributes upon the total weighted self-concept 

score, depending on the degree of importance assigned that attribute* 

Thus, if this individual had rated his competence also as "8,n but

1. For purposes of this example, the ?,honestn end of the scale 
is on the right hand side, although on the SCI itself it appeared on the 
left hand side. Attributes on the SCI were randomly varied as to which 
end of the scale the high esteem adjective appeared. The high esteem 
end (whether on the left or right) was always given a value of 10, while 
the low esteem end was given a value of 1. It should also be noted that 
the importance scale always appeared with the "extremely important" end 
on the right, in order to avoid confusing subjects by presenting them 
with randomly varying attribute and importance anchors.
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considered this attribute to be extremely unimportant to him (e.g,, an 

importance rating of f!llf), then the attribute of competence would con

tribute 8 times 1, or 8, toward his self-concept--considerably less than 

for the attribute of honesty, even though the unweighted attribute rat

ings for the two were equivalente

Reliability

Because the SCI was a new instrument developed for use in this 

study, it was felt that indices of its reliability were called for. 

Reliability coefficients were determined for (a) the attribute ratings 

(equivalent to the unweighted SCI self-concept score); (b) the importance 

ratings; and (c) the weighted SCI self-concept score. These coefficients 

are summarized in Table 1. It should be noted that in the computation 

of the test-retest reliability of the importance ratings, a different 

method was used than for the attribute ratings. Whereas for attributes 

it makes sense to determine test-retest coefficients based on the sum of 

the attribute ratings for each subject (that is, a subject’s over-all 

self-concept score), it is hot meaningful to look at the reliability of 

summed importance ratings (unless, for other purposes, one wished to 

know whether a subject’s over-all level of importance assigned to attri

butes was reliable). Instead, test-retest reliability for the importance 

ratings was determined by pairing each importance rating for every 

attribute with its retest rating. This yielded a coefficient of .47 

(N = 20 test-retest importance pairs times 60 subjects = 1200). It is 

difficult to interpret this figure, however, for two reasons: (a) no 

reliability information has previously been published to allow
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Table 1„ Reliability coefficients for the SCI.*

Scale Test-Retesta Split-Half^ Test-Retest: . 
Individual Items8,

Attributes .86 .85 .49 to .79

Importance . 47C - ,18 to .73

Weighted Attributes .87 - --

aPearspn product"moment correlation coefficiente 

^Includes Spearman-Brown correction.
QSee text for explanation of the derivation of this coefficient.
*For both test-retest and split-half reliability of attributes 

(including weighted), N =60; for reliability of individual items,
N = 126; for test-retest reliability of importance ratings, N = 1200.

comparisons as to an acceptable level of reliability for the importance 

dimension, (b) the method of computation of this coefficient is differ

ent from that normally used in determining test-retest reliability. For 

example, the coefficient of reliability for the attribute ratings, .86, 

is based on the over-all attribute ratings for each subject. For com

parative purposes, the test-retest reliability of the attribute ratings 

was recomputed in an identical manner to that of the importance ratings; 

i.e., individual attribute ratings for each subject were compared to 

their retest ratings. This method produced a coefficient of ,70
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(N = 1200), which is somewhat lower than the figure reported in Table 1. 

Apparently this method of computation produces lower coefficients than 

the more standard procedure. In relative terms, however, the reliability 

of the importance ratings is nevertheless lower than of the attributes. 

The explanation of this probably lies in the fact that subjects showed 

little variability in the importance they assigned attributes, leading 

to a lowered reliability coefficient due to mathematical properties of 

this index. The issue of the lack of variability of the importance 

ratings found in this study is treated more fully in the Discussion 

section.

Two importance ratings in particular demonstrated father poor 

test-retest reliability (under .20) such that their attributes should 

not be included in future uses of the weighted SCI (see Appendix D for 

a breakdown of the test-retest coefficients for each of the attribute 

and importance ratings). If the weighted SCI were to be used in future 

research, one might even wish to eliminate attributes whose importance 

ratings showed test-retest reliabilities below .40. This would result 

in an increase in both the validity and reliability of the weighted 

instrument.

Validity

Because the SCI is a new instrument, no previous validational 

information exists. Some content validity may be assumed since most of 

the attributes were taken from scales which had previously demonstrated 

the capacity to predict changes in self-concept: Sherwood?s Inventory of 

the Self-Concept (Crandall 1973) and the Personal Description
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Questionnaire (Lieberman et al. 1973). This assumption is borne out in 

this study by evidence of convergent validity between the SCI and the 

Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (.73, N = 126, p < .001). As discussed in 

the Discussion section, this would appear to be a relatively high cross

instrument correlation as compared to others that have been reported 

(Wylie 1974).

Research Instrument: The Tennessee 
Self-Concept Scale "

Description

The Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (Fitts 1965) has been frequent

ly used in the past decade as a self-concept scale. The TSCS Biblio- 

graphy (Fitts 1973) and Supplement (Fitts 1974) list over 640 citations 

for this instrument. It was because of the widespread use of the TSCS, 

which more than for other self-concept scales qualifies it as a criterion 

measure, that it was chosen for use in this study. It is also true that 

the TSCS represents a somewhat different method to the measurement of 

the self-concept than the SCI, and hence its use might be expected to 

reduce the possibility of confounded data due to the measurement of a 

construct by two instruments which use the same method (Campbell and 

Fiske 1959).

The TSCS consists of 100 items in the form of self-evaluative 

statements. Ten of the items were taken from the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory and can be used as a measure of "self-criticism" 

or denial of personal faults. The remaining 90 items collectively com

prise the Total Positive score; this score is "the most important single
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score „ 0 « It reflects the over-all level of self-esteem" (Fitts 1965? 

pe 2). The Total Positive score was therefore used in this study as 

the basis for the self-concept scores determined from the TSCSa

Directions for Use and 
Scoring; Procedure

Subjects were asked to complete the TSCS items according to the

instructions in the test booklets; that is, each item was rated on a

five-point scale ranging from "completely false" to "completely true*"

The ratings for the 90 items comprising the Total Positive score were

summed to obtain the unweighted self-concept score for each subjecte

Subjects were also asked to complete a separate instrument which

was subsequently used to weight their self-concept scores. Because of

the length of the TSCS it seemed unreasonable to require that subjects

weight each of the 90 items individually; accordingly, an alternate

method was used, based on a property of the TSCS: the scale's items are

separable into five self-dimensions, each containing 18 items, which

together form the underpinnings of the scale. These categories are the

Physical Self, Moral-Ethical Self, Personal Self, Family Self and Social

Self (Fitts 1965). The TSCS has been factor analyzed and it has been

shown that these five categories are a valid way of conceptualizing the

item content (Vacchiano and Strauss 1968). Examples of items within each

category are the following:

Physical Self: "I have a healthy body."

Moral-Ethical Self: "I am a bad person."

Personal Self: "I am a calm and easy going person."
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Family Self: l!I am a member of a happy family. *'

Social Self: "I am popular with men."

To weight the TSCS, subjects were presented with descriptions of these 

five categories, and were asked to rate their importance to themselves 

along five-point scales ranging from "very little importance" to 

"extremely important." For example9 the following is the description of 

the Family Self that was presented to subjectss together with its 

accompanying importance scale.

Family Self: This includes your sense of adequacy in your rela

tionship with your family and closest friends. How important 

to your over-all evaluation of yourself is your Family Self?

very little somewhat moderately very extremely
importance important important important important

1 2 3 4 5

To determine a subjectfs weighted self-concept score, the 18

items in each of the five self-categories were summed, and this total

was multiplied by the importance rating assigned that category. If,

for instance, a subject's summed item score for his Family Self was "67"

and he had assigned an importance rating of "4" to his Family Self, his

weighted self-concept score for this category would be 67 times 4, or

268* By summing the weighted scores for each of the five categories his

total weighted self-concept score would be obtained.



RESULTS

In the context of this study there are two ways in which one can 

conceptualize "accuracy" of measurement of the self-concept. First, if 

the measurements made by the two instruments are assumed to approximate 

some "true" level of self-concept, the question is then, "Do their 

measurements of this construct become increasingly similar when each is 

weighted by the importance dimension?" This is the approach taken by 

several authors who have investigated the effects of weighting (Ewen 

1967, Mikes and Hulin 1968, Watkins and Park 1972)„ Specifically in 

this case, evidence for or against increased accuracy is to be found by 

analyzing the strength of the weighted TSCS--weighted SCI relationship 

as compared to the unweighted TSCS--unweighted SCI relationship. I

A second way to conceptualize "accuracy" is to view the TSCS as 

the criterion measure of the self-concept against which other instru

ments are to be compared, "True" self-concept here is then operationally 

defined as the unweighted TSCS score; and the question becomes, "Does 

weighting of the SCI increase its similarity to the criterion measure 

over the unweighted SCI?" Lerner et al. (1973) took an approach com

parable to this when they compared both weighted and unweighted body 

image scores with unweighted self-concept scores to investigate the 

effect of weighting on the strength of relationship between these two 

variables. The appropriate analysis in this conceptualization is the

22



comparison between the unweighted TSCS--unweighted SCI relationship and 

the unweighted TSCS--weighted SCI relationship. Consequently, there are 

precedents for the two approaches to viewing accuracy represented in the 

following data analysis.

The first analysis involved a comparison of the unweighted TSCS 

— unweighted SCI correlation with the weighted TSCS--weighted SCI cor

relation. A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient of .73 

(N = 126, p < .001) was obtained between the unweighted instruments, as 

compared to a coefficient of .71 (N = 126, p < .001) between the weighted 

instruments. These nearly identical correlations indicate there is no 

change in accuracy of measurement of the self-concept when attributes 

are weighted.

The second analysis involved a comparison of the unweighted 

TSCS--unweighted SCI correlation with the unweighted TSCS--weighted SCI 

correlation. The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient for the 

latter condition was .64 (N = 126, p < .001). This contrasts to a 

correlation of .73 between the unweighted instruments (as reported above). 

The difference between these coefficients was analyzed by means of a 

t-test of the difference of correlation coefficients with correlated 

data.* This resulted in a t of 2.45 (df = 123, p < .02), suggesting

1. In his Psychological Statistics, McNemar (1969, p. 158) 
states, "The methods for estimating this needed correlation are none 
too satisfactory, but there is a test which is interpretable by 
way of the t table for N small and by way of the normal table for N 
large" (p. 158). The formula itself is:
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that the weighted SCI was less accurate at measuring the self-concept 

than the unweighted SCI, when the unweighted TSCS was made the criterion 

for accuracy.



DISCUSSION

The results of the data analysis argue against the usefulness of 

weighting self-concept attributes by means'of a multiplicative model. 

This conclusion supports other research which has similarly found little 

evidence for incorporating the importance variable into the measurement 

of evaluative self-constructs (Ewen 1967, Lerner et al, 1973, Mikes and 

Hulin 1968). Not only did weighting of both instruments fail to draw 

their measurement of the self-concept closer together, but weighting 

of the SCI actually decreased its accuracy as compared to the TSCS . 

criterion.

It could be argued that the lowered correlation of the SCI with 

the TSCS when the former is weighted might in fact be evidence for the 

increased accuracy of the weighted SCI, if it were demonstrated that the 

TSCS does not really measure the self-concept very accurately. If this 

were the case one would expect the correlation of the TSCS with a second 

instrument to decrease as the latter more accurately measured.the "true11 

construct. This seems unlikely in this study, however. For one thing, 

literally hundreds of studies have been performed with the TSCS, many of 

which include validational data. The TSCS Manual lists a large number 

of correlations between the TSCS and other personality measures (Fitts 

1965, p. 27) as well as considerable evidence relating to the discrimi

nant validity of the test (Fitts 1965, pp. 17-24). Because of its
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demonstrated and widespread utility it seems more reasonable to regard 

it, and not the weighted SCI, as the appropriate criterion measure. To 

establish otherwise would first require a considerable number of studies 

using the weighted SCI, and even so there is no assurance that it would 

be shown to be more valid.

A second reason for regarding the TSCS as the more accurate 

measure is that any rationale for considering the weighted SCI to be 

more accurate must maintain that the increased validity somehow derived 

from the weighting procedure itself. If, however, weighting had in fact 

increased the accuracy, of the SCI, then one would expect to have seen a 

similar rise in accuracy occur when the TSCS was weighted, which in turn 

would have led to an increased correlation between the weighted scales. 

But, as has already been suggested, weighting both instruments resulted 

in no change in their correlation over their unweighted relationship.

The over-all implication of these results would thus appear to cast 

serious doubt on the value of an importance dimension used to weight 

self-concept items.

In order to explain the lack of positive findings in this study, 

two critical variables were investigated which, it was felt, either 

singly or in conjunction could significantly have reduced the effective

ness of the weighting procedure. One of these variables is concerned 

with the nature and effect of the attribute--importance relationshipt 

the second involves the extent of the variability of the importance 

ratings.
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A determination of the relationship between attribute ratings 

and their respective importance ratings is important, because the 

greater their correlation, the less is the justification for including 

an importance dimension at all. If, for example, the importance ratings 

correlated perfectly (1.00) with their attribute ratings, the importance 

dimension could be redundant, since the correlation between the weighted 

instruments could conceivably be identical (or nearly so) to that between 

the unweighted instruments. Since in this study the correlation between 

the unweighted instruments was essentially identical to that between the 

weighted instruments (.73 versus .71), it was felt to be important to 

look at whether this similarity might be due to an elevated relationship 

between attribute and importance ratings. This possibility was therefore 

considered separately for each instrument. In the case of the SCI each 

attribute for each subject was correlated with its importance rating, 

across all subjects (i.e., N = 20 attribute--importance pairs times 126 

subjects, or 2520). A Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient of 

.29 (p < .001) was obtained. The relationship between the TSCS items 

and their corresponding importance ratings was examined by correlating 

each subjectvs score on each of his five self-categories (Physical, 

Moral-Ethical, Personal, Family and Social) with the importance rating 

he assigned that category (i.e., N = 5 times 126 subjects, or 630).

This resulted in a relationship of .20 (p < .001).

These correlations indicate a statistically significant inter

action between attribute ratings and importance ratings. There is, how

ever, a distinction between statistical significance and predictive



28
significance which seems especially relevant here. One indication of 

the predictive significance of these correlations is their coefficients 

of determination (the squares of the correlation coefficients). The 

coefficient of determination for the TSCS indicates that only four per

cent of the variance of the attribute scores is accounted for by knowing 

the importance scores; for the SCI the variance accounted for is some

what higher, nine percent. In these terms, the extent of the relation

ship between the attribute ratings and the importance ratings appears to 

be weak. The experimenter would therefore maintain that their inter

action, while statistically significant, does not satisfactorily explain 

the failure of weighting to improve the measurement of the self-concept, 

though of course any correlation between attribute ratings and importance 

ratings diminishes the justification for including the latter in the 

measurement procedure. j

Rather than resulting from an excessive relationship between 

attribute and importance ratings, it is believed that the negative find

ings in this study are largely due to another variable: the low varia

bility of importance ratings that were assigned to the items of the TSCS 

and the SCI. To understand the role that variability can play, imagine 

a hypothetical situation in which there is no variability whatsoever in 

the importance assigned the items; that is, all items are considered 

equally important by all subjects. In effect this would mean that the 

items were weighted by a constant, and the implication is that no new

information would be added over that of the items themselves. Even
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though the importance ratings might conceivably correlate on a low level 

with the items3 their inclusion would be superfluous.

It would appear that this problem of the effects of a limited 

variability of the importance ratings was a significant factor in the 

present study. It was found that the mean importance ratings of the 

five TSCS dimensions ranged from 3.7 to 4.4, with an over-all importance 

mean of 4,0 (on, of course, a five-point scale). Similarly, the mean 

importance ratings for the 20 SCI attributes were found to range from 

6,5 to 8.8, with an over-all importance mean of 7.8 (on a ten-point 

scale). This indicates that subjects tended to limit their importance 

ratings to the upper portion of the importance scales; it is apparent 

that, in terms of the above mean importance scores, every self-concept 

attribute and dimension was considered to be moderately to very im

portant by the subjects. This tendency to perceive all items as impor

tant obviously had a seriously limiting effect on the ability of the 

importance dimension to add new information about the attributes.

Standard deviations for the importance ratings of the 20 SCI and 

five TSCS dimensions were also computed; an item-by-item breakdown can 

be found in Appendices E and F. Because the mean importance ratings were 

consistently skewed toward the "extremely important" end of the scale, 

the standard deviations are not interpretable in terms of the normal 

curve, and their absolute size is therefore misleadingly large (Attri

bute 5 of the SCI, for example, had a mean importance rating of 8.0 and 

a standard deviation of 2,3; even one standard deviation above the mean 

in this case is 10.3,.which is beyond the upper limit of the scale).
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However9 there is a general pattern whereby standard deviations tend to 

decrease in size as the mean importance ratings for the various items 

increase, indicating that the tendency for subjects to agree on their 

importance ratings for a particular item increased as the perceived 

importance of that item increased. This process again restricted the 

variability of the importance ratings-.

To summarize, the subjects both (a) consistently considered the 

SCI and TSCS items to be important to them, and (b) their agreement con

cerning the importance ratings increased as the perceived importance of 

the items increased. Both of these factors appear to have led to a 

considerable reduction in the usefulness of the importance dimension due 

to the reduced variability of the ratings and their resultant inability 

to provide quantitative distinctions between items.

In order to interpret the pattern of importance ratings found in 

this study, it is felt that the importance dimension should be viewed as 

representing one index of the construct validity of the self-concept 

items. In this view, the fact that items were consistently assigned a 

high level of importance indicates that they were uniformly relevant to 

the subjects* self-concepts. To examine whether this might be the case 

one needs to have some notion of the validity of the instruments involved 

since valid instruments obviously imply the validity of the items com

prising the instruments. One can approach this issue by looking at the 

validity of the TSCS and the SCI in terms of the strength of their cor

relation (convergent validity). As previously reported, the unweighted 

TSCS correlated .73 with the unweighted SCI. In order to evaluate the



strength of this association, one needs to know how this compares to 

other cross-instrument correlations that have been reported in the 

literature. Wylie (1974, p. 96), in her most recent review of the 

self-concept, discusses the magnitude of the convergent validity she 

found between the instruments she surveyed.

Cross-instrument correlations between purported measures 
of a global self-regard construct have run between essentially 
zero and 4-/81, depending on the sample and instruments in
volved, The typical r is about ,40. Of 93 cross-instrument 
correlations we examined, only 7 were .7 or .8, (Emphasis added.)

Based on Wylie1s survey one can infer that the correlation found 

in the present study between the two unweighted self-concept measures, 

,73, was relatively high in comparison to those she reviewed. One can 

therefore conclude reasonably that the items making up the TSCS and the 

SCI were valid indices of the self-concept. Thus, the fact that sub

jects consistently considered these attributes to be important to them 

may simply mean that importance ratings are a reflection of the construct 

validity of the items.

In theoretical terms, one would expect that the attributes com

prising a valid measure of the self-concept would be important to 

subjects, regardless of how they saw themselves on the attributes them

selves. In terms of the validity of an attribute--for example, physical 

appearance--it makes no difference whether a subject sees himself as 

high or low on this characteristic; validity is, however, affected by 

the salience of this attribute to him. If physical appearance is not 

important to him, then it is a poor characteristic from which to make 

judgments about his self-concept. If, on the other hand, it is
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important to him, then we need to know how he rates himself physically 

if we want to accurately reflect one significant component of his 

self-regard. So far as multiplicatively weighting items by importance 

is concerned, we are led into a paradox: In terms of developing a valid 

instrument, one should include only those attributes that are important 

to most individuals; yet if (all or nearly all) the attributes are im

portant, it is redundant to weight attributes by importance! Doing so,

as has been shown, tends only to multiply them by a constant, thereby
1producing no new information.

If there is a role for the importance dimension in self-concept 

measurement, it might be as an additional index of the validity of 

attributes in the initial construction of the instrument itself. A 

weighting procedure would not be used; rather, the level of importance 

assigned to items would be one criterion of validity; items above a 

certain importance level would be retained, while those below this level 

would be eliminated. In this way one could develop an instrument that.

1. One can even envision developing a weighted self-concept 
scale which is demonstrably more accurate than its unweighted counter
part by deliberately including attributes that are totally unrelated 
to the construct, This would result in an unweighted scale that had 
little convergent validity with other self-concept instruments, but 
which would exhibit a stronger relationship to other instruments when 
weighted, since weighting would in effect allow subjects to "weed out" 
those attributes that were obviously irrelevant to them.

This process possibly occurred in the Rosen and Ross (1968) and 
Watkins and Park (1972) studies, since one might expect different body 
parts to exhibit a wide range of importance to subjects; when these 
body parts were weighted, those which had little to do with subjects1 
body image (and by implication self-concept) were in effect eliminated, 
thus leading to the significant advantages to weighting they obtained in 
their studies. Had the unweighted scales correlated more highly to begin 
with (.52 in the former study and .26 in the latter), their findings 
would probably have been weakened.
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in the context of other validity criteria as well, contained only items 

that were important to nearly all individuals.

If there is a way to preserve the multiplicative model of weight

ing in self-concept research, it may lie in discovering empirical modi

fications that make it a more meaningful measurement tool. The experi

menter does not believe this will be a fruitful line of inquiry, however, 

since he attempted two methods of modification which proved unproductive. 

These are briefly discussed below.

In one analysis, the difference in relationship between the 

unweighted TSCS--unweighted SCI and the weighted TSCS--weighted SCI was

21A  2examined by using Watkins and Park's (1972) model; i.e., Sq = — L .

According to these authors this formula incorporates a "correction 

factor" in the denominator "to make the score relatively independent of 

the level of importance assigned." When this model was substituted in 

the data analysis, the correlation coefficient between the weighted 

instruments was calculated to be .75 (N = 126, p < .001). This repre

sents a slight increase in the relationship between the weighted instru

ments as compared to the model, S = 21.S.--from .71 to .75. However,
o  J J

it was also found that with this model the weighted SCI correlated .99 

with the unweighted SCI, again making the use of a weighting procedure 

appear to be superfluous.

2. Note that A., or rating given a particular attribute, has 
been substituted for S .̂  or satisfaction with a particular attribute, 
since in Watkins and Park's study subjects were weighting satisfaction 
scores.
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A second modification which the experimenter attempted in order 

to improve the model of weighting used in this study was to use a differ

ent scoring system for the attribute ratings for both the TSCS and the 

SCI befdre performing the data analysis* Instead of giving items values 

ranging from one to four on the TSCS, and one to ten on the SCI, new 

values were substituted, ranging from -2 to +2 on the TSCS, and -5 to +5 

on the SCI (no zero points were used in either scoring system).

This approach seemed prima facie more valid because this par

ticular way of representing the attribute dimension made more conceptual 

sense than the traditional scoring system* To illustrate: it was felt 

that the lowest possible self-concept score for any given weighted 

attribute should occur when the individual both saw himself as deficient 

on that attribute and considered this extremely important to him* For 

example, a person who saw himself as "extremely unintelligent" and con

sidered this "extremely important" to him would, it was felt, be express

ing a lower self-concept on this attribute than a person who saw himself 

as "extremely unintelligent" but saw this as "unimportant" to him* The 

substituted scoring system for the attributes took this into account; in 

this same example, the first person8s weighted self-concept score for the 

attribute of intelligence would be -5 times 10, or -50, which is the 

lowest possible score obtainable with this scoring system. With the 

traditional scoring system, however, wherein attribute ratings fall along 

a continuum of only positive numbers, this personas weighted score would 

be 1 times 10, or 10, which is not the lowest score obtainable in this 
scoring system* If, for example, one computes the score of the second
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individual, above9 who also saw himself as "extremely unintelligent11 but

considered this "unimportant" to him, one obtains a weighted score of 
31 times 3, or 3, which is a lower weighted score than the first man*s. 

This result makes little conceptual sense, since it implies that the 

self-concept is lower for those attributes on which we see ourselves as 

being deficient and which we consider to be unimportant to us, rather 

than for attributes on which we feel ourselves deficient and which we 

consider to be important.

Using this modified scoring system, then, for both the TSCS and 

SCI attribute ratings, the correlation between the weighted SCI and the 

weighted TSCS was found to be .74 (N = 126, p < .001). This again repre

sents a slight increase in the correlation between the two weighted in

struments over the traditional method of scoring--.74 versus .71— but 

the gain is too small to result in a significant improvement over the 

unweighted TSCS--unweighted SCI correlation (.73). I

The two modifications attempted above are thus not encouraging 

as ways of improving the multiplicative model of weighting. When viewed 

together with the negative results obtained in other studies, they cast 

doubt on whether this model of weighting has any promise at all.

While the experimenter is pessimistic about the potential for 

discovering an effective method of incorporating the importance dimension 

in the measurement of the self-concept (as contrasted to the use of im

portance ratings in the construction of self-concept instruments, which

3. For purposes of this example, "unimportant" here has been 
given the value "3" on a 10-point scale.
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is urged)9 other models need to be investigated before more definite 

statements can be made. One possible way of including an importance 

dimension, for instance, might be its use in a subtractive model of the 

self-concept. One can conceptualize the importance dimension in terms 

of the strength of a need, and satisfaction with a given attribute a q  

the degree to which that need is being fulfilled. In this model a self- 

concept score for a particular attribute would be obtained by subtract

ing its satisfaction rating from its importance rating; the smaller the 

difference between the perceived need (importance) and its actual ful

fillment (satisfaction), the higher the self-concept would be assumed to 

be. There is some precedent for this model in a few studies of job 

satisfaction (e.g., Ross and Zander 1957), and it is conceptually related 

to self-concept theory which relies upon a self-ideal self discrepancy 

score. Certainly, because of the intuitive appeal of including an 

importance dimension in the measurement of self-evaluative attributes, 

further research in this area is encouraged.



APPENDIX A

TENNESSEE SELF-CONCEPT SCALE*

On the top line of the separate answer sheet, fill in your name 
and the other information except for the time information in the last 
three boxes. Write only on the answer sheet. Do not put any marks in 
this booklet.

The statements in this booklet are to help you describe yourself 
as you see yourself. Please respond to them as if you were describing 
yourself to yourself. Do not omit any item! Read each statement care
fully; then select one of the five responses listed below. On your 
answer sheet, put a circle around the response you chose. If you want 
to change an answer after you have circled it, do not erase it but put 
an X mark through the response and then circle the response you want.

As you start, be sure that your answer sheet and this booklet 
are lined up evenly so that the item numbers match each other.

Remember, put a circle around the response number you have , 
chosen for each statement.

Completely Mostly Partly false Mostly Completely
false false and partly true true

true
1 2 3 4 5

You will find these response numbers repeated at the bottom of 
each page to help you remember them.

1. I have a healthy body.

3. I am an attractive person.

5. I consider myself a sloppy person

19. I am a decent sort of person.

21. am an honest person.

23. I am a bad person.

% O T E : Permission to reproduce this test was obtained from Counselor
Recordings and Tests, Nashville, Tennessee.
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37. I am a cheerful person.

39. I am a calm and easy going person.

41. I am a nobody.

55. I. have a family that would always help me in any kind of
trouble.

57. I am a member of a happy family.

59. My friends have no confidence in me.

73. I am a friendly person.

75. I am popular with men.

77. I am not interested in what other people do.

91. I do not always tell the truth.

93. I get angry sometimes.

2. I like to look nice and neat all the time.

4. I am full of aches and pains.

6. I am a sick person. !

i
20. I am a religious person.

!

22. I dm a moral failure,

24, I am a morally weak person.

38. I have a lot of self-control.

40. I am a hateful person.

42. I am losing my mind.

56. I am an important person to my friends and family,

58. I am not loved by my family.

60. I feel that my family doesn't trust me.

74. I am popular with women.

76, I am mad at the whole world.
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7 8 . I am hard to be friendly with.

9 2 . Once in a while I think of things too bad to talk

94. Sometimes, when I am not feeling well, I am cross.

7. I am neither too fat nor too thin.

9. I like my looks just the way they are.

11. I would like to change some parts of my body.

25. I am satisfied with my moral behavior.

27. I am satisfied with my relationship to God.

29. I ought to go to church more.

43. I am satisfied to be just what I am.

45. I am just as nice as I should be.

47. I despise myself.

61. I am satisfied with my family relationships.

63. I understand my family as well as I should.

65. I
)

should trust my family more.

79. I am as sociable as I want to be.

81. I try to please others, but I don't overdo it.

83. . I am no good at all from a social standpoint.

95. I do not like everyone I know.

97. Once in a while, I laugh at a dirty joke.

8. I am neither too tall nor too short.

10. I don't feel as well as I should.

12. I should have more sex appeal.

26. I am as religious as I want to be.

28. I wish I could be more trustworthy.
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30. I shouldn’t tell so many lies.

44. I am as smart as I want to be.

46. I am not the person I would like to be,

48. I wish I didn’t give up as easily as I do.

62. I treat my parents as well as I should (use past tense if
parents not living).

64. I am too sensitive to things my family say.

66. I should love my family more.

80. I am satisfied with the way I treat other people.

82, I should be more polite to others.

84, I ought to get along better with other people.

96. I gossip a little at times.

98. At times I feel like swearing.

13. I take good care of myself physically.

15. I try to be careful about my appearance,

17. I often act like I am "all thumbs."

31. . I am true to my religion in my everyday life.

33. I try to change when I know I ’m doing things, that are wrong, 

35. I sometimes do very bad things.

49. I can always take care of myself in any situation.

51. I take the blame for things without getting mad.

53. I do things without thinking about them first.

67. I try to play fair with my friends and family.

69. I take a real interest in my family,

71. I give in to my parents (use past tense if parents not
living).
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85. I try to understand the other fellow’s point of

87. I get along well with other people.

89. I do not forgive others easily.

99. I would rather win than lose in a game.

14. I feel good most of the time.

16. I do poorly in sports and games.

18. I am a poor sleeper.

32. I do what is right most of the time.

34. I sometimes use unfair means to get ahead.

36. I have trouble doing the things that are right.

50. I solve my problems quite easily.

52. I change my mind a lot.

54. I try to run away from my problems.

68. I do my share of work at home.

70. I quarrel with my family.

72. I do not act like my family thinks I should.

86. I see good points in all the people I meet.

88. I do not feel at ease with other people.

90. I find it hard to talk with strangers.

100. Once in a while I put off until tomorrow what I ought to 
do today.



APPENDIX B

INSTRUMENT USED TO WEIGHT TENNESSEE 
SELF-CONCEPT SCALE

Below are five dimensions which have been found to be useful in 
describing an individual? s over-all view of himself or herself. Some of 
these dimensions may have differing degrees of importance to you per
sonally, in terms of the extent to which each one contributes1to your 
own over-all view of yourself. Please consider carefully how important 
each of the dimensions below is to your present total picture of your
self, and indicate this degree of importance by circling the appropriate 
number under that dimension. The criterion you are to use in determin
ing the importance of each dimension to yourself is the following:

If I were suddenly to see myself as being less, adequate 
with respect to that dimension, how much would that one 
dimension lower my total evaluation of myself? (For ex
ample, if you suddenly saw.yourself as being less adequate 
in your relationship with your family and closest friends, 
how much would this affect your over-all evaluation of 
yourself?)

The following scale is to be used in determining which number to circle:

very little somewhat moderately very extremely
importance important important important important

1 2 3 4 5

The five dimensions are the following:

Family Self: This includes your sense of adequacy in your re
lationship with your family and closest friends. How. important to your 
over-all evaluation of yourself is your Family Self?

1 2 3 4 / 5
Social Self: This includes your sense of adequacy in your rela

tionships with people- in general. How important to your over-all evalu
ation of yourself is your Social Self?

1 2 3 , 4 5
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Moral-Ethical Self; This includes your sense of moral and 

ethical worth, and your satisfaction with having or lacking a religion. 
How important to your over-all evaluation of yourself is your Moral- 
Ethical Self?

1 2 3 4 5
Physical Self; This includes your sense of adequacy with re

spect to your physical functioning., sexuality, state of health, and 
appearance. How important to your over-all evaluation of yourself is 
your Physical Self?

1 2 3 4 . 5
Personal Self; This includes your sense of personal adequacy 

as an individual, apart from considerations of your body or your re
lationships with others. How important to your over-all evaluation of 
yourself is your Personal. Self?

1 2 3 4 5



APPENDIX C

SELF-CONCEPT INVENTORY

We would like to record some of the ways you presently see your
self. The following characteristics have been found to be useful in 
enabling persons to describe themselves. Each characteristic is pre
sented below by means of two words or phrases which are at each end of 
ten-point scales. You are to indicate on these scales by a check { % / )  
where you presently see yourself with respect to each characteristic. 
Please do not be concerned if you see yourself as being different in 
different situations. You are to indicate how you picture yourself in 
general or most usually.

In addition, it is likely that each of the characteristics below 
has varying degrees of importance to different individuals. Some of 
these characteristics may be more important to your evaluation of 
yourself, whereas others may be less important. Therefore, below each 
characteristic you will find another 10-point scale, which ranges from 
"extremely unimportant" to "extremely important." On this scale indi
cate with a check how important that characteristic is to you personally. 
The criterion you are to use in determining the importance of each char
acteristic to yourself is the following:

I f  I were suddenly to see myself as being closer to the 
end of the scale^ which is less desirable to me--how much 
would this one characteristic lower my total evaluation 
of myself? (For example, if you suddenly saw yourself 
as being less physically attractive, how much would this 
affect your total evaluation of yourself?)

Complete each characteristic, both as to where you presently see 
yourself and as to its importance to you, before proceeding to the next 
characteristic.

One final word: In completing these items be as honest with 
yourself as possible. You will be describing yourself to yourself-- 
in no way will your responses be "judged" by anyone else. No one, 
including the experimenter, will know whose responses these are.

uncaring:__ : : :  : : :___:  : : s caring
extremely extremely

unimportant r :___:_______ :___ :__ : :_____  : : important
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intelligent:
extremely 

unimportant:

[unintelligent
extremely 
: important

misunderstood 
by others:
extremely

unimportant:

understood 
rby others
extremely 
: important

mature:
extremely

unimportant:

: immature
extremely 
: important

responsible:
extremely

unimportant:

:___ : irresponsible
extremely 
: important

honest:
extremely 

unimportant:

[dishonest
extremely 
: important

tense:____:___ :___ :__:__J___ =---- :-- ;------- relaxed
extremely extremely

unimportant:____:___ :___ :__:___ :___ :____ =-- :---- *--important

competent:____:___ :___ :__:--------  :---:---- •--: incompetent
extremely extremely

u n i m p o r t a n t  :___:___ :___ :--- ------------ : important

insincere:____ :___ :__ — : sincere
extremely extremely

u n i m p o r t a n t  s s important

pessimistic:
extremely

unimportant:

[optimistic
extremely 
: important
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physically physically
healthy:___ :________  : _ i ___ :___ ------------ s unhealthy

extremely extremely
unimportant:____ :__:____ :___ • ___ °___ } --°— :— :-------- : important

unhappy:____:______ :----•--- '•----5--;---- "------- : happy
extremely extremely

unimportant:____:__:_______________ _•--:---- ;---"--- 5 important

artificial:____ :___ :__ ________ °___;------  5-:----" genuine
extremely , extremely

unimportant:____ :___ :__ :___ :____ :__---------:-- =----; important

lack self- have self-
confidence :____:___ :__ :___ :____ :__:____:--- :-- :----5 confidence
extremely • extremely

unimportant::____ :___ :___ :__— *•-------------- °---:— — : important

sexually sexually
satisfied:____:___ :___ :______ :__ J____ :___•---;--- ,: dissatisfied
extremely extremely

unimportant:____:___ :___ :__:___ :___--------- :---:----: important

inconsiderate:____:___ :___________  •___ :---;--------: considerate
extremely extremely

unimportant:____:___ :------------  ‘-------------- — : important

comfortable uncomfortable
with others:____:___ :___:___ :__ :___ :____:___ others

extremely extremely
unimportant:____:___ :___:___ ;_______:_ ™ ;---5— _*----" important

constructive:____:___ :_destructive
extremely extremely

unimportant:_______________________________  :-; important
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extremely extremely
unimportant:___ :___ :___ :___ :___ :_______ :___ :___ :___ : importantfc mmmammmmm ■ n i umnn»»n fi.iBCiiaiK3iBirl MroaeAwn ee*e^” "B*

. • o 11 ,T physicallyphysically   . :unattractiveattractive:___:____ *.— _•---•----•--"— — ;—  -------
. extremelyextremely  ̂ „ . ; ;___ : importantunimportant: --- 5--- •--- •--- — ‘------'---------- -



APPENDIX D

INDIVIDUAL TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR 
SCI ATTRIBUTE AND IMPORTANCE RATINGS (N=60)

Attributes

caring--uncaring

intelligent--unintelligent

understood by others-- 
misunderstood by others

mature— immature

responsible— irresponsible

honest--dishonest

relaxed— tense

competent--incompetent

sincere--insincere

optimistic--pessimistic

physically healthy—  
physically unhealthy

happy--unhappy

genuine— artificial

have self-confidence— • 
lack self-confidence

sexually satisfied-- 
sexually dissatisfied

Test-Retest, 
Attributes .

.78

.54

.71 

.58 

.59 

. .49 

.74 

.73 

, 66 
.69

.52

.60

.76

.79

.68

Test-Retest,
Importance

.68

.43

.30 

. 19*

.21

.25

.18*

.21

.45

.50

.52

.45

,53

.73

.47
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Attributes

considerate— inconsiderate

comfortable with others-- 
uncomfortable with others

constructive--destructive

moral--immoral

physically attractive-- 
physically unattractive

* p > . 05

Test-Retest,
Attributes

oil 

o 60

o 63 
.56

.60

49
Test-Retest,
Importance

.51

.40

.57

.43

.60

!



APPENDIX E

INTER-SUBJECT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR 
IMPORTANCE RATINGS OF THE SCI ATTRIBUTES(N=126)

Attributes Mean Importance Rating Standard Deviation

caring-uncaring 8.2 1.6

intelligent— unintelligent 7,8 2.1

understood by others--
misunderstood by others 7.1 2.3

mature--immature 7.7 2.1

responsible--irresponsible 8.0 2.3

honest--dishonest 8.4 2.1

relaxed--tense 6.7 2.0

compe tent--incompetent 7.9 2.1

sincere--insincere 8.2 1.8

optimistic— pessimistic 7.2 2.0

physically healthy--
physically unhealthy 8.1 2,1

happy--unhappy 8.8 1.5

genuine--artificial 8.4 1.6

have self-confidence--
lack self-confidence 8.6 1.6

sexually satisfied--
sexually dissatisfied 7.2 2.1

considerate— inconsiderate 8.2 1.8
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Attributes Mean Importance Rating Standard Deviation

comfortable with others—
uncomfortable with others 7.6 2.0

constructive— destructive 7.4 2.1

moral--immoral 7,4 2.1

physically attractive--
physically unattractive 6,5 2.2



APPENDIX F

INTER-SUBJECT MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR IMPORTANCE 
RATINGS OF THE TSCS SELF-DIMENSIONS (N=126)

Self-dimension Mean Importance Rating Standard Deviation

Physical Self 

Moral-Ethical Self 

Personal Self 

Family Self 

Social Self

3.9 .86

3.7 1.04

4.4 .71

4.2 .87

3.8 .83
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