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dimensions. The pattern of small ccrrelations among the student .
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student and reading achievement, .thus ‘offaring. further =upp rt for
the.construct validity of the SDQ. '(Author) - h

- '

~ ‘ . -
+ . B .

.

**#*&Q#*******************************%***#7@*****######*#**##*********

est that can be made . *

* AN . from the original document. . *
*********************************#********#********####**#**##*********

2

. [
1] ‘o
‘ 4

P



E‘Dle58.l

.

A ]

Tm 5097 f

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N : y 1 Sepi.:ember , 1981 - . .

o U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION "
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
. . . EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
CENTER (ERIC) t
;§ This document has been reproduced as .
. received from the person or organitation
. ] onginaung it .
o [J Mnor changes have been made to improve

. reproduction quahty ) !

o 4 ® Points of view or opinions stated in this docu-
ment do not necessanly represent officlal NIE

¢ position or pohcy
‘ - ’ » . o

. Multitrait—multimethod' Analyses of the self Description ‘Questionnaire:

Student—'!‘e‘acher Agreement on Multidimensional Rating; of Student Self-concept

e N Pemn

)

. N
A

Y

Herbert W. Marsh, Ian D. Smith & Jennifer Barnes o

* -

-" ¢ The University of Sydney, Australia =~ . - " L, )
[

4 . . . .
- o

.

.
[ N ‘ ~
- - R !

. » I8

]
: “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
. MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY .

, . . H. . Mersh

v .
1] ] .

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
* INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC).”

’ B

S/
i - v
Running Head: Self-concept .
< .- ' > .
s, , 3
. * : ) 3 P
“w .
e i ) . )




N

-

o MultJ.traJ.t—Multimethod Analyses of the Self Description Questlonnalre.

T Student—Teacher Agreement -on Multidimensional Rat:mgs of Student Self—Concept

! o -

.
J ~
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C e The Self Description Questionnaire '(SDQ) is a multidimensional

ingtrument designed to measure seven facets of self-concept hypothesized in

o

v B EL e e s

‘'SHavelson's hierarchical model. Fifth and sixth’ grade students, (N = 654)

mpleted the SDQ and several other instruments. " Factor analysis of their®

~

responses clearlymed the seven factors that the SDQ was designed
) - t . :

to measure. Teachers were also asked to evaluate each student“s self-concept .

ESaRC L Tl X S

along the- same sevenu_dimensions, and.a multitrait-multzi.method analysis

»

. offered support for, both the convergent and divergent validity of the self-

A

\'\concept dimgns’ioris. Not only was there substantial s#udent-teacher agreement .
- 4 . \:..

O on the seven dimensions, but agreement on any one dimension was re’lat;i\.vely ~
Al

1

ix'lciependerTﬁ, of:agreement on other dimensions. The pattern of small corx

' relations -among the .student self‘?-“édnbept dimensions “was generally consistent
. N . - ¢ - - . +
\ wa.th those observed for the, teacher rat:x.ngs and those predicted by the ;

h:.erarchlcal model upon wh:.ch the mstrument was based. Student and teacher

' ratings;of students’' self-concept both showed similar and predictable cor-

- N - ., ‘
-

¢ relatiqné with attributions for academic achiévement, sex of student and
L ‘ ~ ., . . X
reading achievement, thus offering further support for the eonktruct
i‘, 7 - A . ) .
validity of the SDQ." - R o . "

- -
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Multitrait-multimethod Analyses of the Self Destription Quest;hnnaire:

2 A

Student~Teacher Agreement on Multidimensional Ratings of Stﬁgent Self-Concept .

) -

! . Researchers have given increased attention to self-concept as an

important educational variable during the last.20 yedrs (Burns, 1979; Wylie, 1974;
.1979). The interest in self-concept stems not only from recognitioh of the impryye-

ment oﬁ self-concept as a valued educational outcome,‘but also from the assumption
that self-concept enhancement may se e as a veh;cle for the 1mprovement of other
Qutbomes such ae'academicfachievement (Calsyn” & Kenny, 1977; Shavelson & Bolus,
1981} ﬂylie, l§79; but aiso éee Rogoe 7 1980)l Nevertheless; definitions ef self—

’ ' . 1
concept are imprecise, few of the‘yore commonly used instruments have been édequately

v

* validated and the empirical search for.self-concept factors has been unproductive -

(Crowne & Stephens, 1961; Marx & Winne, 1978; Shezelson, Hubner & Stanton, 1976;
shavelson & Bolus, 1981; Wylie, 1974; 1979). . '

» « .

Investigations of the censtruct validity of self-concept measures can
be classified as within or between network studies (Marsh & Smith,'see Note 1;
. Marx & Wlnne, 1978; Shavelson et al., 1976) . Between network studies attempt to

show that self—concept is dlStlnCt from other varlables, such as academ;c achleve—

v

ment, that are hypotheszzed\to be separate constructs. For examp}e, §hepard

(1979) demonstrated that self-acceptance and self-description were distinct from,

acceptance by o%hers,_bdt oniy-marginally separate from each other. Within snét- .
work studies attempt to show that there are consistent, distinct components, of

i

: ] , .
self-concept (e.g., physicdl, social, and academic self-concepts). Logically,

[ -

the clarification of within network issues is a prewequisite to meaningful study

s

of between network inferences (Marx & Winne,,1978), -/ - . -

) i . . ot
s N An implicit assumption of most theorists is that seff-concept is

o multifacetedl This agsumption s the foundation of the definition i)resented by 7
. . - ) oL ; :
'4 .Shavelson (Shavelson, et al.,-1976; Shavelson & Bolus, 19812 that was used ;n ' y
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. thefgezvasiveness of the assumption of a multi¥aceted self-cohcept, empirical

multidimensionality of self-concept have felied upon factor analysis or multi-

-géﬁeially find evidence for more than one factor (see Marsh &°'Smith, see Note

f
.

. e Self-concept 3,

.
- t

-

the design of the SbQ (Self Debcription Questionnaire). Self-concept is an

individual's perception of self, and is formed through experience with the

environment, interactions with significant others, and attributions of his/-

~N

her own behavior. Self-concept is both descrip:ixg‘and evaluative. Selfs
concept is multifacetea and'hierarchically’organized, with perceptiohs moving
from inferences about iglf in_subareas (e.g., acédemic -~ reading and math),

to 5roader areas (e.g., academic and nonacademic), and finally to general self-

concept. The.organization of self-concept becomes increasinglx;multifaceted

-

as an individual approaches adulthood, éhd will depend upon ;he particular .

category system developed by an indiyidual'and shared by 'a group. In spite of

.

support for the assumption has been moaesé. Most attempts .to demonstrate the

~

trait-multimethod (MTIMM) analysis. °

Factor analytic studies. typically combine exploratory and confirmatory

.

modes of the app;Oach. In the exploratory mode, thé researcper simp%? factorg
analyses responses and tries to identify tﬁe factors that‘gmerge. In the
‘EoﬂEIEhaEPry qode, the attempt is to demonstrate empirical support for the set
of'dime;sioné that the insf;ument was designed‘to me;sure. If the match
between the-hypstheéized and obtained factoré is reasonably,géod, then there
is suéport for hoth the construct validity of the particular instrument and

the multidimensionality df'self—qoncept.- iypically there is not a cigar“ .

i
'

mafEh and then the interéretation is ambig#ous. This ambiguity is particularly
i {

likely when factor anaiysis has not been u%ed in the deve;épment of -the instru- -

°
-
~

ment. ) oo . ) . .

Numerous studies:have factar analyzéd self-concept instruments, and Voo

.

i; shavelson, et al., 1976; Wylie, 1974; 1979 for reviews ). However, takén’
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together, these studies have not led to -a clear understandim;of the dimensions

L Y . .
of self-concept. Derlved factors tend to be difficult,to interpret, 1nconslst-
ent across different samples, unable to be repllcated, or not clearly related

to the scales that the imstrument-was designed to measure.

Multitrait-multimethod analyses (Cempbell & Fiske, 1959; Marsh & Smith,

. - see Note 1; Shavelson, et al., 1976; Wylie,'l974; 1979) has also been used in

attempts to demonstrate.the multidimensiqnelity of self-concept.+ With this
' ) ’
progcedure, different self-concept traits (e.g., social, physihal and academic
-~ W ‘
self-concepts) are each assessed by different methods (e.g., sélf-ratings,

peer-ratlngs, and teacher—ratlngs) Conivergent valldlty refers to agreement
- ]

between two methods of assessing the same trait (e.g., student—peacher agree-

ment on students' academic self-concept). Discriminant (or divergent) validity

1 4

refers to the distinctiveness of the various traits and is inferred from the

i3

relative lack of correlation between different traits. . v

N

Campbell and Fiske (1959)° proposed four criteria for inferring'conver-
- N ! -
. \ ' .
gent and g¢ivergent validity. Those authors and others (e.g., Marsh & Hocevar,

1980) have discussed the criteria in general terms.; .In the present application,

- both gtudents and teachers are asked to judge students'’ self-concepts for seven

¢

different dimensions. Consequently, the Campbell-Flske crlterla w111 be dis-

- " .

cussed in terms of this particular appllcatlon. The four guldelines'are.

Conve;gent-Validiti

.

1) Convergent validities (student-teacher agreement on the same

dimensions of ‘self-concept) should be substantial, Failure of this

' test indicates that students and teachers are judging different

& - N : - -

characteristics, that at least one of these indicators of self-

. concept lacks validi%y, and precludes the demonstration ef

. aiscriminant validity. .



o A X Self-concept §'

Discriminant Validity , .

2) Student-teacher agreement on the same trait (convergent

test implies
‘ of ag;eement
dimension of
existence of

. satisfaction

' of agreement

validities) should be higher than corresponding correlations between
¢ 'student and teacher ratings of different traits. Failifejﬁ?ﬁjﬁéLb

that agreemenﬁ on a-particﬁlar'traié is not independent
— . I ) ‘ B

\

on other traits, perhaps suggesting a more generail

self-concept that encompasses other dimensions. The
a generalized self-concept does not preclude the

of this criterion, but doés require that the extent

—_— . -

on a specific component is higher than could be ~ .

expected on the basis of the generalized agreemefit alone.$

3) Student—teacher agreement on the same trait’§hou1d be higher
—_——
. than correlations between: 1) student rafings of that trait and . e
other student ratings and 2)- teacher ratings of that trait and .

Fallure of this test, partlcularly if

correlations, among traits approach ‘the rellablllty of the tralts,

other teacher ratings.
suggests a method/halo effect.” Alternatlvely (or in addition)
.
3

the high correlations may mean that fhe different traits actually

«

e

are correlated (see criterion 4).
/

The pattern of correlations should be similar for both. the -,

student and teacher ratings.*~Satisfaction of this criterion

4)

implles that the self—concept dimensions are truly correlated.

/

order- <

(independent of method), and mlght suggest a hlerarchlcal

¢ -

.- ing of the dimensions such as those‘proposed by Shavelson.

¢ Convergence in MTMM studies‘is inferred from the maghitude of agreement .

\‘r between different methods of assessing the same traits. Divergence is inferred

[y

- from the relative lack of correlations among the different traits compared to

- -
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the convergence coefficients. Hdwever, a critical issue is how different the'different’

. . Q . - N N
methods actually are:. Logically; the more similar the various methods, the
higher the_convergent coefficients are 1liRely to be. Yet, evidence for

divergent validity is also based upon the size of the convergent coefficients
' . .
g _ and thus depends upon the choice of different methods. MIMM studies based

upon 'different' methods that are really dquite Similar will be more likely to / ]
. .

_demonstrate both.convergent and divergent validity. For example, researchers
] * .

have employed MTMM analysis in situations where the 'different! methods are

, #
- really quite similar (ratings of the same manuscript by'different-reviewers - ) -
Marsh' & Ball, in press; .scores on diffgrent random halves of the same selfig .

.

1] -

concept instrument -- Shavelson & Bolus, 198l; scores on the same self-

.

concept instrument administered at two different times -- Marsh & Smith, in

< . -
press). In these examples, the convergence coefficients refer to reliability -

¢ or stability rather than!‘to validity. The examination of Campbell-Fiske
criteria is stilllmeaningful, but support for aiscriminant validity really

.oniﬁ implies that the correlations among different factors do not exceed the
. A Y

reliabilities of those factors. While this demondtration is important, it

provides only weai support for the construct validity of students' ratings
of self-concept.\x e |
. S More'frequehiiy, reseerchers edminister more than one seif-cOncebt
) instrument to the sage group of students as the basis of' MTMM analyses (e.g. "
Marsh & Smith, see Nocé 1{ Marx & Winne, 1978; also see Wylie, i974;'1979)

N

HOWever; if the two 'different' instruments are both self-report measures
hY

that have-been constructedxalong similar principles (e.g., Shavelson &

[ -
L < ——

! . Bolus, 1981 considered alternative forms of the same instrument), the

convergence coefficients are r ally more like reliability'coefficients. .

When the instruments are. 1ndepen‘ ntly constructed. and may even involve:
‘\ & b
somewha; different modes of respon-' 9 convergence coefficients may be test-
A\ . .
[KC ;Lnda level of generality beyond th which&f normally cons:Ldered to be V

A Text provided b e
; \
, r - 3
- + . ~ v g
\ . '

-
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an indication of reliability -- but not much. Ean here the 'different'

o
v

methods both involve two self-report surveys that are completed by the same |

person'and are subject to many of the same biases that will tend to inflate

‘

the obsérved convergence coefficients. There is still no basis for assuming

" the generality of the seif-concept construct beyond the student's own personal,
. . - - . ‘
private reality. .
To provxde stronger support for the construct validity and generallty

. 24

of self-concept instruments, MTMM studles need to use 'different methods' that
are more radically dlfterent than those that have been employed.. Perhaps the .+
reluctance to do this stems from the contention that self—concept is such a o
hlghly personal, compllcated, and prlvate construct that there are no sultable

crlterla other than a person s own reports. ThlS argument, however, denles

a. °  the lodlc (o34 qpnstruct valldatlon. Construct validation requires the explorat—

-

ion of a wide variety of different 1nd1cators that are loglcally related to a
(
AN
hypothetical construct. By its very‘g?ture as a construct, there is no pergect:
indicator of self:concept let alone a-perfect criterion against which to vali- -

. hd Ay
»

date it. There are, however numerous varlables Whlch should be logically i .

[ 4

related to dimensions of self—concept. Perhaps the most readily available are

the impressions of dlfferent people who have a sufflclently intimate relation-

0 .

ship with a subject be able to infer 1s/her different self-concepts. These
Yo :

PR

might include parents, siblings, peers, teachers, therapists, or spouses.
Other posslble variables include the systematic observations by trained observers,

the frequency'or intensity of ‘specific behaviors, or the results of a skill

inventory designed'to parallel the dimensions of self-concept (e.g., phfsical,

social, and acadertic skills).

E
The purpose of the present investigation is to demonstrate the construct

validity of the Self Descriptlon Questionaire (SDQ) through the appllcatlon of

‘
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both' factor. analysis” and multitrait-multimethod analyses. The SDQ iﬁ,ﬂﬁadxﬂﬁirh'

?

. to measure seven, dimensions of self—concept; In the first  stage of the study,

empirical confirmatlon ‘of these scales is sought through the application of

factor analysis. As part of the same study, teachers were asked' to judge
student self—concepts on ‘each of the seven dim;nsions that are measured by the .
® )
SDQ. In the second stage othhe analysis, multitrait-multimethod analyses are
N, , .
used to study student-teacher agreement.” In the third stage of the analysis,

predictable relatiohships between self-concept dimens10ns and other constructs
are explored to provide further evidence for the construct vaiidity of the sDQ.

Method

*

-Sample ' - © -

.The sample contained 65Q students (354 females, 300 males) attending one’

" of six coeducational public schools in the inner city area of Sydney, Austrglia.

The sample consisted of all the 5th grade (l6fclasses) or 6th grade (14 classes)

: 4
in these schools. Age of these students ranged fromll{tn 158 months (Mean age =

T

,132.5,standard deviation = 8.3 months). 'Children in these schools tehded to come

. fqom families in the lower-middle and lower social classes, and to be below average

in academié performance. ) ’ :
: " ¢ ( : .
~\. . Students were asked to completevtwo self-report.surveys and a standardized

“ -

reading achievement test. The self-report surveys were read aloud to students to

-~

reduce complicatlons related to reading abiIity,although this precaution was un—

»
) J v 3

necessary for most of the students. All three instruments were administered by
- ) .
the same research assistant in order "to standardize the testing conditions.

During the, time that -students were combleting the three instruments, the
. ] .
classroom, teachers were asked to provide judgments about each student's self-
A

concept. Specifically, teachers were \nstructed-

vt v

elf-concept or self-esteem is based upon a pupil S own perceptions . -

and feelings about him/herself. - These qould include feelings of
self-confidence, self-worth, self-acceptance, and ability. Please
evaluate the pupil's self-concept, using your perceptions™of the
pupil s own feelings in each of the-areas listed below. ‘ 10

-

-
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Teachers were then presented with a list of seven dimensions of student

_ self-concept corresppndind to those being. 'measuréd in the student sample.
) . .7 . v

Teacher ratings were made along a nine-point response scale that varied fyom .

*

"®1 - Very Low Selfhconcept" "9 - Very High Self-concept" Teacher ratings

of students' self-concept were obtained for 623 of the 654 students. Approx-
- "‘

imately one~-third of the missing values were from a single classroom where the

‘teACher indicated that he was unable to comply with the request, while -the

-

others were widely spread across different classes.

Instruments / ~ * T .
’ [ “ .
° . Py j
SDQ. The Self Description Questionnaire (SDQ) was specifically designed
. [} ‘ . ~

«

as part of this study. An eaxlier version of the instrument, containing 100

- items, had been designed to measure dimensions of self-concept proposedkin the
H

s

theoretical framework presented by Shavelson (Shavelsbn,*et. al;, 1976; shavelson

. - N . ,

et et al., 1981). On the basis of factor analysis, 66 items were selected, revised

or rewritten for incluSion in the present instrument (see Tablé 1 for the actual -
7 .

\hording of the items): Each of the four non-academic scales (PhYSlcal Abilities,

3

+

_ Appearance, RElations With Peers, ahd Relations With Parents) were measured by

eight positively worded items (e.g., I am good looking) and one negatively worded

et « . -

item (e.g., Most kids have more friends than I @o), Three academic scales *(Read~ -

ing, Mathenatics, and All-School Subjects) were each measured by 10 parallel A
. - > P €

"items. Within each of these three scales the’e were five cognitive items and .

/ ~ . N » - ' . N .

five affective items. The  actual items, with the five affective i;ems appearing L

d ’

first, are presented in Tahle 1. Four of the five cognitive 1tems w%re positively .

worded (e.g., I'm good at,..) -and one was negatively worded (I.am dumb at...).

"<+ similarly, four affective items were positively worded (e.g., I am interested in..) 7

. . . o . P4
and one was negatively worded (e.g., I'hate...). After first being given instruct-

lons and congidering several examples, students rebponded'to each item with a

.
’ M » . - .
<

. .
. P2 .
S TR i .
. .
' Lt . . .
. .

N/ . - \

»
.
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. of the IAR items speclficaily imply ‘either ablllty or effort. Consequentli?i%

.ency of each of the.scales and searching for poor items§acxefficient alphd™s

. .
> °

4

. .
[ - H s - LT .

five~-pbint response scale ("True", "Mostly True", “Sometimes False, Sometimes

True"%, "Mostly False", and "False"). Responses were made by putting an "X" in ' .

LY
N .. N

one.of five spakces. . : .

- . . .

Qreliminary {nvestigation consisted of determining the internal consist- ' '
. & - - @
(see Hull & Nie, 1981) were consistently high, but each of the four non-academlc

L 2 L4 {

scales contained one item that ‘failed,to ‘correlate’ thh other items in the same .

.scale. QOnsequently, these four items (out of “a total of 66) were dropped from

furthef consideration. Three of these items were negatively worded items, and- p
. .

even the remaining seven items that were’ negatively worded/ tended to contribute

less to the internal consistency of ‘their scales than didc<other items. After

- . e

@ . “ ” . - 4 .
the exclusion of tpe four bad items, coefficient alphas for the seven dimensions .

ranged from .80 to .92. ) ’ N . —
< AN .
« ", IAR. The Intellectual Achievement ﬁespons{bility (IAR) scale was develop-
. Y 5 \ v
ed _for "assessing children's beliefs that they, rather than other people, are

3

' ) v
responsiblt for their ihtellectual-academic successes and failures" (Crandall, -\

Katovsky & Crandall, 1965, ‘p. 91). g . . i

- ’ -

Children whp lnternallze responslblllty for academic successes may
attribute responsibility to either high abllity or high effort. Similarly,

internallzatlon of respocglblllty for failure mdy indlcate some combination of oo
lack of ability_or effort. Although not orlglnally desrgned to do so, many
4 .« . 1{

) K . , :

Dweck (1975; Dweck & Reppucll, 1973) has suggested four separate subscales. i
|

i

|

success due to ability, success ahe to effort, failure due ‘to lack of ab;llty,

—

and failure due “to lack of effort. Each of these ‘four subscales and various- *
. - . \

comblnations of the four were correlated with self-concegt measures in the present

. I
hd \

study. o - , ‘ ‘ :'

]




- ing comprehensipn section of the PrOgressive Achievement Tests developed and

‘report%d in earlier research involving many of the same schools (Turney, inglis;

-correct responSe was about 30%, ‘and was only marginally higher than a chance

- o¢ccagions. Furthermore, the difficulty of. the test - relative to the ability ‘ .

- geparately for the fifth and sixth grade samples. After standardization, each

e - v

Self-cbncept.'ll

—
~

. ] .
PAE.\iThe measuxe of reading achievement used in this study is the read-

normed by,the Australian cohncii of Educational Researc?\(ACER, 1973): The c y;
items actualfy administered'to studentsavary according to grade level. Approx-, ' ’\'
imately 2/3 of the ttems administered to fifth and sixth grade students are .
actually identical, but the additional 1/3 administered to fifth grade students 1
are somewhat easier while those administered to sixth graders are more difficult.
Students are allowed 40 minutes to complete tﬁe test.

The average scores of students in this study (12.0 for grade 5 and 13.5
for grade 6) are far below the national averages, but'are4similar to those :
Sinclair & Straton, 1978) . Coefficient alphas (Hull & Nie, 1981) were reasonably
high for both groups (.82 & . 83), but several factors suggest that these%values

may be substantially inflated. Por both samples the average percentage of

7

4 . N
guessing level. PFurthermore,, the pattern of responses indicates that many of the ’ .

more difficult items Lthose appearing near the end of each test) were not even

attémpted by a majorigy of the students. and that the percentage of correct-responses
4
for theSe items was significantly below chance. COnsequently, the coefficient

alphas~are’likely to be substantially larger than might be expected if reliability -

had been estimated from alternative forms of the same test administered on two
<l '

level of the students in thig,particular study -- also dictate caution -in the
: A
interpretation of the test Scores. - . \

For purposes. of this study, total reading scores were standardized ,
- .

group had total scores with a mean of 0.0 and a standard deviation of 1.0.

« AY
. . .. .
. . : ) |
,
. - - 7 |
) %r(‘- . . - . ¢ |

-, I3 <. ¥
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Teacler Ratings ‘} A
‘ When té'achers (oxr any othej judges) are asked to make 4;judgtzﬂ'ks there -

A afe several sources of error. N6t only is there error in the relativegranking

.
of each student, but ‘teacmers will also differ in terms of the average and

variability of their responses. For example, one teacher may only use the top
b \

categories, a°' second nu.ght use all the different categories, end a third may use

_only 'the bottom categories. When the ratings of many different teachers are
L]

combinéd and no two teachers make judgments of t};e. same student, these response

biases can produce 'serious distortions. However accurately teachers can rank

o K] ,

students in terms of student self—concept& response biases in the way different N
teachers use the reSPOnSe scale will atténuate the observed re1ationship with the

corresponding student ratings. The op?ration df these response biases may also

- ~

tend to increase the correlations between the te&er ratings of the different

.
-

self-concept dimensions, and friake them appsar to 'be less distji.nct.

Insbec;i’on of the teachier ratjngs and the high correlations among the

different dimensions suggest¥ that Ithere are probably response biases due to the

+

'way teachers uséd‘their re:sbonse scale. A one-way ANOVA in which the 30 groups

. e . . . ‘
consisted of ratings, of ‘stiudents, in ong classroom made. by the same teacher
) . - ' o
revealed that more than one-quarter of the variance in teacher.ratings was due
J
Qto the particular teacher making the rating. In contrast, a similar ANOVA

.

performed on- st\;dent ratings indicated that only aBOut 5% of the variance could

pe e:m;l.ained While some of the differences in teacher ratings may reflect rleal"

< differences 4in self-concept, it seems likely .that much of thi°’s variance reflects.

response biases. Several alternative approaches as ’to how to remove this response’

i bias are exp],ored. N :

- H

5 - 'me first, more conservative, approach is to assume ‘that teachers are onty *

+  capable of making relative judgments about the self-cOncepts of students within
' ? ' ‘ ‘ ) ’ Ao

-

AP o , . " ,.  self-concept 12 -

~
>
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' theif own classroom, and” that differences in the distributions of responses made

~

f? by various teachers reflects only a response bias. If this assumption is true, .
o l * P .

¢ mhen the response bids can be eliminated by standardizing the ratings wmade by

each teacher to have the same mean and standard deviation: This was accomplished

. by standardizing the teacher ratings within each class to have a mean of 0.0 and

. . . . . ,
,a g;anaard deviatidn of 1.0 for &ach self-concept dimension. For purposes of .

+

this study, these will be ralled Standardized Teacher Ratings. Analyses hased

A ., ¢
upon these Standardized Teacher Ratings, when compared to unstandardized ratings, .
~ -

revealed somewhat better student-teacher agreement and_lewer correlations ﬁhong

the teacher‘ratingslof different self-concept dimensions.

The use of Standardized Teacher Ratings assumes that there are no real ’

.

' differences in‘self-concepts for students in different classrooms, or at least
that teacher ratings of self-concept are not capable'of'reflecting these differ-
ences. This assumption appears to be overly conservative, particularly in light

of the analyses that'suggest that there are significant differences among

. - Y e .. . .
classes in student ratings of their own self-concept. An alternative, less

’

-.conservative solution, is to find a criterion of student\self-concept'that is
- © , L ' ' .
' separate from the teacher ratings and to use this to scale the ratings of each
- ‘
_teacher. 'In the present investigation the best estimate of student self-concepts

is the actual ratirgs made by. the’ students. Consequemtly, the student responses

V

< were used to_scale the teacher ratings. This was accomplished by setting the

'mean and standard deviation of the ratings of each of the 30 teachers equal to

the mean and standard deviation of the responses made by their students (Student
4';?a.ct:or Scores) For example, if students in a particular classroom indicated '
that their Reading self-concept was half a standard deviation above the mean of

A of all students, then the corresponding mean of their teacher's ratings of
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Reading self-concept was also set at half a standard devration above the Rean

" of all teacher ratings. Since the same linear transformation was applied to all

responses ‘made by. a glVen teacher to any, partlcular self-concept dimenslon, +the
relative ranking of students within the classroom was. not altered. This scdling

approach uses some of the information from student ratings to scale teacher'
' A}
ratiggs. However, since the ratio of students to teachers is hlgh {more than

S —_

20 tg 1), the amount of information actually used is rather small' For purpqses

of this study, these will be called Adjusted Teacher Ratings. The(é;t;nt.of
student-teacher agreement based upon both the Standardized'and Adjuéted Teacher
ratings will .be compared in findings to be discussed later.

N . ' Results . ;: . |

- Factor Analysis .

Factor analysls of the student self—concept ratings (see Table 1) clearly

" identifies the seven factors the instrument is designed to measure, and an addit-

qu@ ional factor that is defined by~-affective 1tems from all three academic scales.

A variety of other factor solutions was also explored. ‘Solutions that considered

only seven factqrs tybically contained four academic factors and only three of
the four nonacademic factors. Solutions that contained nine factors’tyPically
included the eight that are presented in Table 1. and an additional factor com-

prised prlmarily of negatively worded items. When more than nine factors were

: . he

rotated, the additional factors had few if any substantial loadings and-were |
not readily interpretable;‘ However, when eight factors are considered the seven

factors the instrument was designed to'measure are clearly evident and the '

eighth factor is also easily-interpretable. .

=
- &

{ Insert Table’l About Here .. L W

..
4

~
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Factor'score‘coefficients were generated from the factor analysis

presented.in Table 1 and used to construct factor scores (see Nie, et al., 1975).

- v P

.= e ’ e - N r
Correlations among the seven factors the instrument was designed to measure ‘and

[

the,reliability of'these scales are shown in Table 2. These correlations vary

Y !

from close to zero to .42 (Mn ¢ = .24), while the reliabilities of the scales
are in’ thé .80's and .90°'s. This, along with the clarity of the factor solut-

ion, argues for the distinctiveness of the various dimensions. Nevertheless,

. v
P

’\A .o , - * ’
the pattern of correlations among the factors is generally consistent with

.

Shavelson's hierarchical model. His model predicts substantial correlations

. among the three academic factors, betyween thé‘t&o sdcial factors (Peers and

Parents), and between the two physical factors (Abilities and Appearance).

13

With one exception, each of .these correlations is higher than the average of
. /

all the correlations. The one exception is' the near zerd correlation between
) ‘ N N N - .

Math cs and Reading self-concepts. Also, the hi#h correlations between -the
‘Peers factor and the two physical'factors was somewhat nnexpected. It is not
clear whether these unexpectedly high correlations represent a problem,with the

instrument, a problem with Shavelson s model, or .just an inclination for young

children to select friends on the basis of physical attributes.
, ’

~

In summary, the factor analysis provides strong support for the dimens-
.ions. that the instrument is designed to measure and the theoretical model upon -
which the instrument was based. Items load substantially on the factor they
. . N

are designed to measure-.and not other factors; correlations among the vdrious
tana thgse correlations that are observed tend to béi.
consistent with the Shavelson model upon which the instrument is based.,

¢ e -

factors: tend to be small;

¢

-

Student-Teacher Agreement on Sélf-Concept , ; .

Construct valjidity is typically demonstrated by showing that-multiple
. o . -,

- : . : lSeLf—concept 15 ~
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.

indicators of the same construct are substantially correlateds Howeder,

'Campebll & Fiske argue that two agpects of construct. validity sn?uld be ‘.

‘\
tongidered. Not only should multiple indicators of the same construct be

[y

substantially correlated (convergent'validity), but indicators of different
constructs should.ggg_be substantially correlated (divergent validity). In
the present in&estiéation,—both students and teachers werxe agked to judge
studentiself-concepts on the seven dimensions measured by the Self Description

Questionnaire (sDQ) . This is not to say that teacher ratings should be consider-

Al

ed ‘as a criterion measure for the Student ratings. Rather, it was felt that

-

teachers who spend the entire day with the ‘'same group of students should be
1 ] .

able t;pprovide one inddcator of student self-concept. ' '

R ' TWo ‘different mul trait-multimethod' (MIMM) matrices are summarized in

Tabie 2.1 Factor scores derived from the stﬁdent ratings were correlated with

both the standardized Teacher Ratings (correlations above the ma1n diagonal) and

Adjusted Teacher Ratings (correlations below the main diagonai\\\‘Convergent

validities are the underlined values in the lcwer-left and upper-right sub-

matrices. These convergent validities?demonstrate good student-teacher agreement

on the different dimensions of self-concept. Agreement is best in the areas of

Mathematics, Physical Abilities, and All School Sub%ects, while agreement is

N
- ¢

weakest ¥or Relations With Parents.

2 ) Ve

'_ Insert Table 2 About Here L
| . A
Application of the Campbell-Fiske guideiines to the two MTMM matrices

reveals that:
1) there is good evidence for convergent validity (criterion 1);

’
2) convergent validities'are virtually always higher than other

1, N .

correlations in the same row or column of the same

(criterion 2);

L ,8 | A

A
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°

3) convergent validities are "generally higher than the corre: ponding

correlations among the student ratings (criterion 3);
7 4) convergent validities are generally not higher than the corre3Pond-
iqg correlations among -the same teacher ratings (criterion 3);

) p
5) the pattern of correlations among the student rating dimensions

J

Taken together, these findings offer strong S\Tport for both convergent and

‘. )
is simi!\ar to that observed among teacher ratings (criterion 4).

discriminant validity of the student ratings of self-concept. There is at least
podera.te student-teacher agreement on all the self-concept' dimens.ions with- the
possible exception of Relationship W-ith Parents. This is the one area where
teachexs are least likely to observe students, and the one about which they
-expressed the most hesitancy in making ju'dgn:ents. Student-teacher agreement on
:my one ciimension appear_s t9 be reaso;rably independent.'pf their agreement on
other dimensions. The relati\\rely modest.correlations that ‘do exiz'st bétw'een the
variouf‘- student rating dimen;sions are similar to those predicted by the Shavelson
u‘\'odel and thc;se o'bserved among the teacher ratings. While’there'is' ‘evidence for
a mf:athod/halo effect in the t;eacher’ ratin;é: there is little suggestion of this ‘,
effect Wit-h t:he student rating's. ) ¢

Multityit—-multimethc;gl matrices can.also be hummarized with an ANOVA

]

| model.. The model has shorﬁgomings_, and there is not a clear eguivalance between

it and the Campbell-Fiske criteria (Marsh, in press; Marsh & Hocevar, 1980;

Schmidt, Colie & Sarr, 1979).. Nevertheless, it offers( a convenient summary of

~ the magnitude and statistical significance of three effects; convergent validity,

divergent wvalidity, and method/h'alo bias: Application of this model (see Table

- . - <
2) indicates that eagch of the three.effects are statistically significant. The

principal difference between.the two™ analyses is that for Adjusted Teacher Ratings,

P
.

. ) ! . .y .
the divergent validity eff‘ectkis the largest of the three effects and larger |

14
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than the divergent effect found in the analysis of standardized Teacher Ratings.

. These findings support the interpretations based upon application of the Campbell-
. )

Fiske criteria.

Further investigation of the multitrait-multimethod matrictes reveals

.

additional supPort for She\hierarchical model posited by Shavelson. For both

¥

*  student and teacher ratings, the highest correlations exist for the three academic

-

factors, the two physical factors, and to a lesser extent the two social factors. '
~

3
between .the two physical factors and the Peer factor that was discussed earlier.

Correlations among the teacher ratings also corroborate the high re1ationsﬁ¥p

Particularly since the teacher ratlngs were based upon the factor labels represent-
ing the SDQ dimensions rather than the actual SDQ items, the relationship between
the Peer factor and the-two social factors does not seem to be a function of the

SDQ instrument. The major difference in the pattern of\ccrrelations among student

.

ratings and the pattern among teacher ratings occurs for the correlation between

Reading and Mathematics self-concepts. The high correlation between teacher

-~

ratings of\these two dimensions, unlike tﬁé near. zero corre;ation found with
d ;

student ratings, supports the Shave son model.

(\}ﬁd '%\
The lack of correlation Qetween student ratings of se1f-concept in Reading

and Mathematics runs counter to intuition, the Shavelson model and the teacher

< “

~ ratings of student self-concept. A partial explanation might lie in the design
of these factors to contain’both cognitive and affective comapnents. For example,

the two cognitive components (i.e., cognitive ability in Math and Reading) could

be positively correlated while the two affective components are negatively

correlated. The exploration of these separate components did indicate that the’
o [}
'cognitive components of the student self-concept ratings are more highly correlated
»> A
with teacher ratings than are affective components. However, correlations between

the two cognitive components of student self-concept (i.e., in Reading and Math-

\\ ematics) and the two affective-components are both quite small. Thus it appears

L4

L W

.

I
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’

that student ratings of self-cdncept in Reading and Mathematics are relatively
independent of each other, and that this. relative independence is consistent

for both cognitive and affective components of the ratings.

L4

Results summarized in this section demonstrate that.student ratings of .
self-concept show both convergent and discriminant validity. Not only is there

. ’ . s
student-teacher agreement on ratings of self-concept, but agreement on any ’

-

, particular dimension of self-concept is relatively independent of agreement on .

’S;,

other dimensions. 'Furthermore)i the relatively smaill correlations that are

observed among ‘the different self-concept dimensions are generally consistent

with the hierarchical ‘model upon which the instrument was based. - + These

\d 3

findings demonstrate the multidmen‘imnality of self-concept, and also dictate

-

o
extreme caution in the interpretatiox\ of any global measure of self-concept that
. » d;_ . '
. is not derived from an'instrument with a known factor ‘structure.

Attrjbutions fer Acadefc Achievement ’ : : . . )

The attribution of causes for academic suctess and failure'have important
,ﬁ

‘implications for acadeniic-settin Zs (see—Dweck, 1975 Weiner, 1980) The most

commonly attrihut;ed causes a ility and effort, but pqgceived causes may also

include luck, task difficulty, and a host of Qthér idiosyncratic,,factors. These
[ ¥ . y , 's 4 . . IR
perceived cauff can be classified along dimensions of locus (internal or external

dauses) and control (causes under control of the student or no\t77’as well as others

~
N .

(see’ Weiner, 1980). For example, students can internalize responsibility for .-

~

academic outcomes by att.r'ibuting_them to ability and effort, or they can external-

ize responsibility l:;y attributing outcomes to such environmental factors as “luck Y .

L
. -

or task difficulty.

Students in the present study completed the IAR Scale (Crandall,'et ‘al., " %
1965; Dveck & Reppucci, 1973). The,IAR consists of 34 forced-choice items asking
V'l BN - ; . - - ‘ >

°

- .
l ‘ 2—' .
- . - -
[ .
. .
: RO ' »
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students to attribute success or failure for academic outcomes (e.g., succ'ges
] w T

or failure on an exam) to e'ither' intgrnal (e.g.y high ability or effort) or ~
external (e.g., lucl; or ‘test dif‘ficulty)‘; cause°s. The, number of internal responses
is, a measure of academic locus of attributiox?; that v¥¥ies from external to in-
ternal. Crandall (Crandall, gt al., "1965) origin;.lly co}mputed separate scores”'.
for success and failure items. Dweck‘(Dweck & Reppucci, 1975) further divided
the IAR items into those reflecting ability -and effort, thus forming four scales.
High scores on these scales“represent attribution§ of : 1) ability (vs. . ..
external causes) in success situations; 2y effprt:in._success situationsi 3) tack
of ability in _failure situations; ’and 4) lac}f of effort in' failure situations..
Self-cqncepthas generally been linked with the tendency to_ internalize .
respons:.bil:.ty (*Burns, 1979; Chandler,"1976' Smith, 197&)". ‘This’ generalization
" is reasonable for successful outcomes, but xnot for failure outcomes (see Smith,
1978) A high self-concept is c0nsistent with attributions of ability and‘
effort, but not with attributions of ‘@ lack.of effort and p(rticularly not with
attributions of a lack of ability. Persons with a high self-concept may be will-
ing to a \:tribute failure to their own lack of .effo‘rt, since a more favourable out-
come that is consistent with their; positive self;conéptt might be expected with )
n:or‘e effort. However, ability cannot be so easily controlled, and so it is less
likely that a person would attribute failure t¥o & lack of ability. These suggest‘
ions imply that Self—concept will be most positively correlated with ability and
effort attributions ‘in success situations and negatively correlated (or least '
positively corxelated) with abilit‘y. attributions ;.n failu:r:er situations. Attribut-
ions of effort in failure conditions are expected ‘to be somewhat more pos-itively

4
correlated (or less negatiyely correlated) with self-concept than are attribut-‘

ions of ability in failure situations. . T (

.

¢

A




."3 ratings -- is positively related to attributions of ability, and effort'fn

éelf-concept

Various subdivisions of the IAR are correlated with both student and

teacher ratings of students' self-concept (sge Table 3). In general, the pattern .

of predicted relationships is supported for both student and teachér ratings of

self-concept. The IAR is specifically limited to academic sitwations, and the

¢ <@

pattern of relationships is most clear for the ad®demic dimensions of self-

« . :
concept’ --particularly the Total Academic self-concept that is the sum of the '

three acaégmic scales. Academic self-concept -- in both gtudent ana teacher

-

syccess situations, somewhat négativelﬁ\rerated to attributions of ability in
. . ’ L e e

v

failure conditions, and almost unrelated to attr %tions of effort in:failure

tbys, . .
conditions. Separate analyses demonstrated similar patterﬁé existed for both

males and_ females. The disappointingly low magnitude of the relationspips can

f .
be attributed to the unacceptably low reliabilities of the IAR scale. .The size'
of these correlations would be considerably larger-if they were corrected for .
L] . l
. % o , -
- attentuation. ; .
r * B R ) - N
- )
Insert Table 3 About Here
7 Predictably, all the various combinations of the four subscales except

. -

.

the TPetal Sgccess score, show less relationship with sgafjcbncept than dé either”
the ﬁuccess-ability-or the success-effort scaled. It is‘aléo interesting'to node
that a total IAR score where the failure-ig}lity items are reflected (X Total in
Table 3) correlaées more pbsitive}y with self-concept than does the normal total

- 8core. ' T ) .

. In summarly, attributions for responsibility for academic success and

A .
failure deinonstrated a predictable pattern of relationships to student self-

concept. Attributions of ability and effort in success situations were most
. . . ‘

" Q . l 3 ’
-

’ . T
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highly correlated to academic self-concept, followed by effort attributions in
failure situations, and finally ability. attrmbutions inrfailure situations. This
. -
pattern was eVident in both student and teacher ratings of self-concept, was )

A

evident for both male and female self-concepts and was particularly evident for*"

’\‘

-

academic self-concept. In spite’ of the clarity of this demonstration} further

research needs .to replicate this finding with an‘adgdemic_attribution measure S
that more clearly differentiates between ab{lity and effort, and that achievés

f N M . s . 1
A more acceptable level of reliability. T . .

Relationshipfto Other Variables ° ) .

\

. -

Sex Differences. Wylie (1968) concluded thdt most American research has .

¥
found that girls between the ages of eight and thirteen have more positive self-

conéepts than do .boys. In contrast, Burns (1979), emphasizing several Australian

) studies, reported that boys hawe increasingly moxre pOSltlve self-concepts start-

‘ LN
ing in the late primary grades. Australian boys reported—slightly more favourable

self-concepts at ages 1l and 12, but the size of the difference grew increasingly
larger through age 18 (Conhell, Stfoobant, Sinclair, Connell & hogers, 1975).
Smith (1975,11975) also reported'that Australian boys generally had better self-
concepts on eagh bf the dimensions of the Sears (1964) Self-Concept Inventory.

Across two studies Smith found large and consistent differences in the physical

scales ‘and gever®l academic scales, but smaller or nonsignificant differences

"ﬂmmMMm.MMLMMﬁﬂsmuM%mmammed

sex differences in scores. for the Coopersmith (1999) Self-Esteem Invehtory.

'Burns (1979) also cautioned that sex_differences on any particular self-concept

»

scale might be an artifact of unintentional sexual biases in the wording of

-syitems In summary, the relationship between sex and self~concept may depend .

\‘l

ERIC

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

upon age, nationality, the sel&—concept instrument being used, the wording of

. {tems, and the particular aspects of self-concept that are being emphasized.
N . i 4 7 »

In spite of thése ambiguous findings, several sex differences on the SDQ can be
predicted on the basis of sekual.stereptypes. Boys should have better :self-

concepts in Fhysical Abilities and Mathematics, while girls should have better’.éll#

-
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' clearly demonstrate, at lgpast in this study, that sex differences in self-
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self-concepts in Reading. . \ ) i

The relationship between sex and both student and’ teacher ratings of

gtudents' self-concept‘is shown in Table 4. Boys rate their self-concept to - '
be Eubstantially higher in the areas of Physical Ahilities{ Mathematios, and

to a lesser extent in Appearance. Girfs rate their self-concepts to®be higher
<

in Reading, and to lesser extents in All School Subjects and Parental Relations.

This pattern £ findings is closely paralleIed by sexual differences in teacher
&

ratings of students' self-concept, though only four of the relationships reached

RS

statistical significance. The similar paQ§ern of relationships of student and

teacher responses ‘is particularly ‘important. Sinde students responded to .
1] \V .
individual items while teacher Judged-overall ‘dimensions, it is. unlikely that

>,

the findings are due to particular wording of sPQ items. _J?@se f£indings

”n

concept depend upon the particular dimension being considered and that the

most dramatic differences (eig.; Physical Ability, Reading, and Mathematics) are

-

.

consistent'wﬁth weli established sexual stereotypes. .
b P )

Insert Table 4 About Here

3

¢ Age & Yeéar -In School,nfhe relationships between age and year i% school,

and the various‘self-concept dimensidns-are smaldl and generally fail to reach

?

statistiqal significance (see Table 4). +However, given the limiafd age range

that'was included in this study, this finding may have little relevance to

establishing any general relationship between self-concept and age. In further °

analysds of these variables, linear and nonlinear relationships between age and
7

’
self-conqept were determined separately. in Fifth and gixth gradesl It.was

reasoned that children who are older or younger than their classmates may also

¢ L] -

‘differ in self-concept. However, polynomial regression analyses resulted in

little or no evidence for linear or nonlinear relationships in either grade.

.2;'5‘ ~_ -~.
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.+ Reading ‘Achievement. Acadenic achievement is generally correlated

with self-concept, and even more highly correlated with measures of academic 7L

Y

|

" .lself-concept (Shavelson, et,al., ¥976;. Shavelson, et al., 1981; Wylie, 1979)

t N2
This relationship is particularly strong when students' self-concept is’

/ determined by asking them to rank® themselves against their classmates (or

»

- some other’ compaxison group) in terms of the academic achievement béing

mwuﬁ(emBm&wu,MPu&HMMMhEd&mmNmethmumlwm
- &4‘6[ R w
Such_correlations are expected and contribute to th¥ construct walidity'of self-

(3 . Kl

concept. However, Shavelson & Bolus (l981) caution that the pattern of relat-

A} -

ionships must not be so strong that academic self-concepts cannot be distinguished

from ag;demic aEhievement and" school grades.
L]
- Y 2

The relationships between reading achievement and both teacher and

student ratings of self;concept are shown in Table 4,” As predicted by Shavelson's

model, reading achievement is most highly correlated with self-concept in Reading,
followed by All School Subjects, then Mathematics, and then the four non-academic -

self-concepts. The same pattern is evident, in both student and teacher ratings

I

.t - of self—concept, though teacher ratings are consistently more positivelvqsprrelat-
ed with reading achievement. This’suggests that teacher ratings of students'

self-concept are more heavily influenced by actual reading ability than are

L
. - 2
student ratings of their own self-concept.

<«

The pattern of relationships between reading achievement,K and self-concept

-

scales adds further support to the construct validity of the SDQ. However,’the
B N .

modest size of the correlations was somewhat unexpected. While certainly\

S .

" satisfying Shavelson'§ concern that the correlation might be so high that the .
‘constructs of achievement and self-concept cannot be distinguished, it was .

expected that the obServedvrelationship would be higher. A possible explanation

+

*

*
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for this low correlation lies in the combination of the test difficulty, the

time limits on the test, and the low reading ability of the students. The.

r °

reliability (coefficient alpha) of the test was high, but the estimate may\have *

been inflated by the fact that man;\y’\ldren completed only a small portion of

* o

the items. ] .

] c A

Summary. The relationship between dimensions of self-éoncept and several
; other'variables has been explored in this section, and these'findings offer
\-e\ further support for the construct validity of the sDQ. Male-female differences ?

on the SDQ dimensions closely paralleled both .the differences observed in

‘A

‘teacher‘ratings and tradidjonal sexual stereotypes. The relationship between, .

L4

the SDQ dinensions/and reading achievement also corresponded'to both those

" * ° _ observed with teacher ratings and predictions based. upon Shavelson‘s hiérarchicel

)

! model. The similarity of the pattern oflresults based .upon student and teacher :

ratings ‘of self-concept strengthens the findings.- This is particularly important .
e ' since the two groups responded to quite different surveys, thus arguing against

) ithé contentionvthat the relationships were a function of the wording of SDQ items.” .

Qiscussion : iy .

“
. »

- - 'me Self Description Questionaire was designed t% méasure‘,seven facets..
- v
of self-concept that were hypothesized in Shavelson s hierarchical mgdel. The

-

‘ purpose of this study, was to demonstrate the construct validity of the sDQ. - This
L} . 1

. was accomplished by a factor analysis of the student ratings of self-concept,
[ A

multitrait-multimethod analysis of student and, teacher ratings of studenkg self-

concept, and an investigation of .the pattern of correlations among the self-

' c0ncept dimensions and other variables, The factor analysis 'of the student .

¢4

. k!

ratings clearly demonstrated th ‘seven dimensions of self-concept that the SDQ

[ 4 -
. ’ . . .
- - < . ’
‘ .

. ’ .
-~ . . Y v »
.




>

Se.l,f-conce}_it 26

-~

L4

w\as designed to measure. 'I'he mulyftrait-multimethod analysis supported both o
the convergent and divergent validity o.f the self-concept dimensions:. Stu‘dent-
teacher agreement on the self-concept .dimensions was significant, and agree- -
" ment on each dimension w;s relatively independent of agreement on other dimens-
‘ ions. Finally, student and teacher ratings of the seven dimensions of self-
concept both demenstrated &.milar and predictable correlaa.ons with ‘attributions g .
of acadenuc achievement, student sex, and reading achievement. Taken together,
these findings provide strong support for the muﬁtidimensionality‘ of self- AR ,

oconcept and the econstruct validity of the' S°DQ.' IR B N

©

An interesting decision in the design of this study involved the form

D)
-

used to collect teacher ratings of the students self-concept. Originally, it
was felt that- asking teachers. to respopd to the same 66-item survey that was
completed by each student would be best.’ However, completing ‘such’a long
survey for each" student in the class would be an unrealistic request.’ Conseqg-
uently, each teacher was only asked to judge student self-jconcepts on .s’ummary r
descriptions represexfting the seven SDQ dimensions. 'I‘he nece§sity of this .
..altemative solution had the undesirable effects of.probably: 1) reduq,ing the
degree of convergent ‘validity that might otherwise have been expected if
¢t.eachers had actually xesponded to the same sbimulus materials as did their _—
students; and 2) increasing the likely correlations among teacher ratings of
‘the severn. dimensions. Howev'er, _the compromise solution also resulted in’

’ 'several advantages. girst, since teacher ratings were based upon such a
different type of surve;(., 'the generality of the convergent validities is even
greater than if they had been based on the same form with the same wording of

co

items. - Second, the similarity of the pattern of rela'tionships between both

N
«

student and teacher- ratings and other variables 'E:onside_red in the study is

b

. 4 N
| 8 ’
. . . .
. ’ . .
. . X » ’
*
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U

. W
, unlikely to be a function of the’ specific wording of SDQ items. Consequently,
'while the alternative solution probably weakened support for the convergent
: and divergent validity, it also iné&reased the generality of the findings. .

. . In spite of continued pleas for the need of MTMM analyses in self-

N

) concept researdh‘(e.g., Shavelson, et al., 1976; Wylie, 1974; 1979) relatively

few such studies hdve been conducted. Furthérmore, the 'different methods'

i

that are: typically considered by the studies that have’ been conducted are often
o

8o similar that the convergence coefficients are actually assessing reliability

) B .

R rather than validity. This means that the Campbell-Fiske criteria of*discrimin-
. ant validity are comparing the size of correlationslamong different traits with
. ‘ the reliability of the traits. Thé Successful demonstration of convergent and
divergent yalidity under these circumstances is a necessary and 1mportant issue,
but it provideé/only weak support for the cons;ruct validity of the 'self-concept

dimensf@nsz/ In constrast to most previous research, the MTMM analyses described

.
N

in this“study employed truly different methods of assessing the self-concept
¢ ‘dimensions. In addition to the theoretical constributions, it is encouraging

. that classroom teachers demonstrated modest ability to infer student self-concept.
Hopefully other researchers will design MIMM studies that also emplby/'@ifferent'

a . . aa ‘ ) \ -
methods that are more différent than two self-report surveys completed by the .

same student.

. The ‘findings of this study, as well as Supporting the. construct validity

of the SDQ. also provide Support for the Shavelson model upon which®the instrument ’
is based. Shavelson hypothesized that self~concept is multifaceted "and proposed

what many of .the most important facets might be. The success of the sSDQ provides

’

strong support for the multidimensionality of self—concept and seven of the facets

» ‘that Shavelson proposed. Shavelson also argued that the different self-concept

+ = - -

facets were hierarchically arranged,. and provided clear predictions about the

M v

\) pattarn of correlations that might be expected between the various ‘factors.

‘!;EC” s oo | 29 ‘ S " )
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‘

Genexally, the prédicted paf.:tern of correlations was Ep.{ite consistent with

those that we:r;e observed amg;ng both the student and teacher ratings o:f the

“various sglg-concc;pt dimensions. ) . . - E
Although not strongiy emphasized, the design of the academic self-

concept. :Ltems in the SDQ lsqu:Lte gifferent from that of most Dother instruments.

Other instruxnents {(e.g., Brookover, 1965 Nicholls, 1976) ‘typically ask .

students to rank their academc ability a.gamst that of their, classmates or *

other hypothetical co'mparis_ésn groups.- This led Shavelson (Shavelson & Bolus,

1981) to voice the concern that such academic self—concépts /migﬁt be nothing

more than students' reports’of thelir grades or academic achievement. In

. contrast, the academic self-concepts on the ‘°SDQ. consist of a wider variety

of items including those specifically designed to mea;ure affective (i.e.,
interest in and liking for. a subject area) as well as cognitive components.
This cogn:.t:x.ve-affectz.ve dist.mcta.on has not been :r:ecogm.zed in shavelson s
model, nor has it been emphasized by other researchers. However, the ident-
ification of an additional éighth factor in the SDQ that consists of affective
items frém each of the three:academic scales suggests that this ..fact;ar may
prove to be important in f‘;ﬂ::ure research. Having raised this issue, it is the

‘role of future research to decide how broadly academic self-concept should be

defined and whether or not it should include an“affec'tive component. - '
~ < ° ° ‘

«

”»%
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Footnotes

v
&

d. Two MTMM analyses besides those reported in study were also conducted:
Student-teacher agreement was determined f%;it by correlating unweighted
student ratings (i.e., the mean response to items(dn each scale rather

than factor scores) and unstandardized teacher ratings, and second\by

: correlating studengifacssf sgbtes with unstandardized teacher ratings.

.

summarizing these two analyses, the meag\::::ergent validities were
thod

- .25 and .25; mean heterotrait-meterome xcluding convergen

validitiesf coefficients were .07 and .05; the mean correlations between

)

*  student rating dimensions we¥e .25 and .16; the mean correlations between

! -

teacher rating dimensions were .49 and .49.

29
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TABL!!.

!’actox Analysis of Pupil's Rasponaes (N=655) to-the Selt Descript!on Questionnaire

4 .
Self-concept Items (paraphrased)

I PHYSICAL ABILITIES I |
381 good at sports ’
52 I aja good athlete .

10 I 1ike to’ run and play hard .
24 I enjoy sports and games

3 I can run fast.
59 I'm good at throwing a ball ,
45 I'm°'good at aiming at targets .
31 My body is-strong and powerful

APPEARKNCE

1 I am goed looking
43 I havewa>good looking bedy
15 I have a pleasant looking fate
22 I afh an attractive person

36 Other kids think I am
8 I like the way I look
57 I have nice features ({(for example, nose & eyes)

"*4

RELATIONSRIPS WITH PZERS
14 I make friends easily
28 I get along with other kids easily

7 I have lots of friends
42 Other kids want me to be their triend
63 Most other kids like me
56 I am popular with kids my own age
35 I am easy to like
*21 Most kids have more £riends than I do

2

IV RELATIONSRIP WITH PARENTS

54°1I get along well with my parents
61 My parents and I have & lot of fun together

47 My parents are eagy to talk to

26 My parents like me

40 My parents and I spend a lot of time together
33 I want g0 raise my children like my parents Aid
S5 My parents understand me
19 I like my parents

v Egégiﬁg_ B

18 I look forward to reading -03
11 I like readiﬂ g - -08
25 I am interest&d in reading 01
39 I enjoy doingd work for readinq ' -05
*60 I hate reading - T T 210
53 I'm good at reading 00
65 I learn things quickly in reading 06
* 46 Work in reading is easy for me 10
4 I get gocd marks in reading 02
#32.1 am dumb in reading - -01

N A Y ~

V1 MATHEMATICS

34 I am interested in maths 08
13 I enjoy doing work for maths -03
20 I look forward to maths 11
48 I like maths — 05
* 6. I hate maths ~ -06
53 I Am good at maths 10
7 I get good marks in maths R 00
1 I_learn things quickly in maths 15
62 Wik in maths is easy for me 10
%66 I am dumb at-maths 05

VII SCHOOL SUBJECTS [ .
64 I like all school subjects, T 02
51 I am interested in all school subjects . 00
3 58 I look forward to all school subjects 02
. 9 I enjoy doing work for all school subjects -04
®44 I hate all school subjects T -04
30 I learn things quickly in a1l school suhjects 08
Z. . 16 I get goad marks in all school subjects — -02
~&™ 37 work in all school subjects is easy for me Ol
= 2 I'm good’ at all school subjects 06
#23 I am dumb in all school subjects C 04

‘*Negatively worded items have been seflected .

Irr v’

06 (00 02
12 06 -06
00 07 00
-15 03 13
l6 02 -06
00 16 08
05 09 01
26 16 -01

,03
-02

-02
04
-Q2
08
14

06
09
09
04

08.|5%

05 02 01
00 05 14
0l -02 07
06 10
-01 -05 Q6
08 04 Go°
02 04 02
01 08 00
10 -02 04
00 04

02 703 -01
08 08 -05
08 05 -03
06 00 03
=02 -03 -02
01 01 00
10 . 04 -02
01 00 02
02 08 -01
01' 02 07

00 06 07
01 02 06
-0k =02 05
00 01 05
-04 00 05
-03 12 07
04 04'-+07
¥2 10 -05
os 12 -08
10 06

03 02

TG

P

Oblique ‘Factor Pattern Loadings

1
v Y; VII IIX

-06 =10 05 06
-03 -13 10 04
03 08 -08 02
08 05 -05 03
04 -01 -04 00
02 00 02 -03
-03 12 ‘03 ~05
-01 06 -04 -05

03 00 -05 00
-01 06 00 01
02 . 04 ~02

04 06 01 00
-01 03 03 =06
-01 -05 06 06

07. 06 01 02

04 -05/ %45 02

s

02 05 -1q 700
-02 =02 07 00
04 -01 -01 00
02 -13 07 -06
-07,-07 13 01
-02° ¢o° 05 -01
01 -03 10 04
-04 ;06 01 02

T

-07 00
-07 -01 04 -03
-05 07 09 -03
15 12 -08_-03
03 00-00 02
03 05 -03 07
01 ~01 02 02

13 -01

09 17 -06 -G4_

(66]-12 03
65|,03 -07 ,
65|-14 -01
61{-14 04
48) 00 00

69| 09 ‘05 -05
s8]l 00 21 01
56| 03 10 o1
s4] 04 13 -09
[43] 15 07 o0

42, 00 |64
42| -06 |67
39/ 01 |59
-19 |39 06 le4
-07 |{37]-05 {37
-07 |64 25 10
-08 [59] 29 04
-05 |54 25 09
-15 (53] 33 06

o1 .|e6| 12 -07

t

-15
2y
-14

06 -15 [65] [41]
06 -12 |61} |33
04 00 |58} |43
o8 05 |45} {31
19 07 |23] |24
13 19 |45
16 28 |43]-17
19 23 |41|-06
14 19 |40|-04
“11 23 |24)

Note: All loadings are prennted without decimal points. Factor loadings in boxes
 are loadings for items designed to measure each factor. The factor analysis con-
~ +‘gisted of a pxincipal-components .analysis, Kaiser nomalization, and rotation to a

. et &

R T - T PO S

-

%



igns seney

S 2 et e

T,

| /

Ovn self-concept 1 Sz S3 S4 S5 Sg s, Ty T T3 Ty Ty T,

§) Physical Ability (83) 29 42 10 -02. 713 40 "18 20 00 -07 09 06

S, Appearance 29 (90) 42 09 p4-c15. 16 27 18 17 05 07 ‘09 06

S3 Peer Relations 42 42 (81) 25 07 14 21 20 12 725 07 00 12 13 N
S, Parent Relations 10 09 25 (80) 17 01 09 01 00 00 07 04 07 13 . ;
Sg Reading *© ° -02 .04 07 17 (89)-06 29 ~09 =07 <03 07 24 19 30

S Mathematics ! 17 o? 14 ‘01 -06 (92) 38 ° 0% -06 -01 -01 00 41 30

S, School Subjfc.:ts 13 16 21 0929 38 (85) 03 -04 -01 07 12,30 33 ’
§§3§2§§ ﬁfﬁfginiﬁpt 51 52 83 S S5 5, 5 ' '?1."'2"1'3%1'4 Ts Tg T3 L.

' il Physical Ability .47 20 20 00 -07 07 28 ( ) 59 isé 24 19 "29 . 33-

T, .Appearance 2731 19 04 05 08 06 54 ( )56 45 28 3r 43

T, Peer Relations 20 16 31 09 02 13 18 . §5 53°( ) 44 33 )36 46_

Ty Parent Relations 00 00 00 16 ©7 04 15 16 37 38 ( ) 31/33 45

Tg Reading =07 -08 00 10 31 19 11 17" 23 33 29 ¢ ) 55 75_

Tg Mathematics 08 -06 -0l -03 0 47 32 27 27 35 27 51( )76

Ty School Subjects 04 -01 03 06 14°32 42 ° 30 40 45 38 71 72 ( )
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Two Multitrait-multimechod Analyses: Correlations Relating Student Responses,

to the SDQ (factor scores) to Adjusted Teacher Ratings (values below the main
diagonal) and Standardized Teacher Ratings (values ab%ve the main diagonal)

-

Multitrait-Multimethod Matrices
Student Ratings of ' ) '

NOTE: All correlations are presented without decimal points. Values in parentheses
are reliability coefficients (coeﬁficfent.alpha's‘-— Sée Nie, et'al., 1981) for
student responses. Reliability estimates were not.available for teacher ratings.
Underlined values are convergent validities relatting student responses to adjusted
teather ratings (lower left square) and standarized .teacher ratings (upper left
sauare). ' Correlations greater than .Q? are statisticglly significant ( p .05).

L3

ANOVA .Summary Tables

Adjusted Teacher Ratings Standardized Teacher Ratings
© and Student Respofises . and Student Responses
Source af ss° Ms., _F- Var 8s , Ms F-  Var
: ratio Compt - . rattio Compt ,
. Convergence 613  1899.7 3.10 7.99%* 194 1934.1 .3.16 6.92%* ,193

Divefgence 3678 3902.6 1.06 2174** «337  ~3515.8 0.956 2.10%* 250
Method/Halo 613 _ 1366.8 2.23 5.75%# «263, 1469.9 2.40 5,26%* 277
Error 3678 1426.9 0.39 - . 388 1676.2 0.46 +456
baded P .001 T | '

»
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+ TABLE 3 -

Correlations Relating Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Scales to Students' Self Concept and to
J : Teacher Ratings of Students' Self-Concept (values in parentheses)
" . .
™ R <
" : Intellectual Achievement Responsibility (IAR) Scales
§' Self-Concept Success Success Success Failure Failure Failure Total Total Total XTotal
g Dimensions Ability Effort Total Ability Effort Total Ability Effort (SA+SE (SA+SE
(.J (sA) (SE) (SA+SE) - (FA) (FE) (FA-%-FE{ (SA+FA) (SE+FE) +FA+FE) +FE-FA) .
w ..
- '
t?) 1 Physical Ability .04 .06 .06 -.11 .02 -.05 -.06 .05 .00 " .10 ¢
( .09) (..08) ( .10) {-.04) ( .08) ( .03) ( .03) ( .10) ( .08) ( .12) .
¢ R ,
2 Appearance -.01 .03 .02 -.11 -.07 -.10 -.08 - .03  =.06 .03 .
C ( .07) ( .06) ( .08) (-.06) ﬂ-.01) (-.04) ( :00) ( .03) ( .02) ( ..07)
3 Peer Relations .12 .13 16 - -.09 .01 >.04 .02 .09 .07 .15
(":12) ( .11) ( .13) (.00). ( .09) ( .06) ( .07) ( .12) ( .12) ( .13)
4 Parent Relations .11 .16 17 .09 .05 .09 14 .13 .16 .13
“( .07) ( .05) ( .07 ( .04) ( .08) ( .08) (.08) (.10 ( .10) f .07)
5 Readin§ A7 .18 .21 -.03 .03 .00~ .08 .13 .13 .17 .
~ ( .24) ( .249) ( .29) ( .02) ( .09) ( .07 ’}’.16) { .20) ( .22) ( .24)
& Mathematics .23 .17 .24 -.06 .02 -.02 st A1 013 .17
(.24) °( .16) ( .24) (-.06) ( .06) { .01) 1 .11) (.14) "~ (.15) . ( .18)
"7 7 school Subjects .21 . ,24 .28 -.15  -.04 -.11 .03 =~ .10 .09 .23
. (.28) (-.21) ( .27) (-.04) ( .05) ( .02) ( .13) ( .16) ( .17) ( .21)
. ‘ . . - : - . »
Total Academic / 030 . 029 036 . --12 .00 : -00§ o]:l 017 017 028
(5.+6+7) ( .28) (f .23) ( .31) (-.03) ( .08) ( .04) ( .15) ( .19) .( .21) ( .24) .
IAR Scale Reliabilities .32 .46 .54 .39 .54 .62 .37 .55 .63 .40
(number of items) L :)) ( 9 ( 17 ( 7 ( 10) ( 17) ( 15) ( 19) ( 34) ( 34)

e

NOTE: Correlations are based upon factor scores derived from student ratings of self-concept and the adjusted teacher
ratings of students' self concept.
bilities of therIAR scale are coefficient alphas ( See Nie, et al., /1981 ).

37

Correlations greater than .08 are statistically significant (p

.05) .

s

The relia~
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TABLE 4, N =

. e - ) :
Correlations Relating Student Background Characteristics to Students' Self
Concept and to Teacher Ratings of Students' Self Concept (values.' in parentheses) _

\ .
L}

Self-Concept Sex ] Age School ) Objective .
Dimensions {1=Female, Year Reading

' 2=Male) _ ’ . . Score

1 Physical Ability * -.34 ,05 '=.03 -.08
. 9‘ (-024) . (-002) ° (-OD3) . ( 010)

2 Appearance -.12 .08 - -.01 -.14
' (-005) . (-004) Yo (-002) ( 002)

3 Peer Relations -.07 .06 ~05 -.06
(=.07) +(=.02) { .05) C(.17)

4 Parent I}elations .08. , \' -.07 ~.08) ' -:04"
> N ( 008) (-oll) (-009) . ( 013)
5 Reading o .26 -.07 © -.03 .22
( 021) (-013) . (-0032 ( 043)
6 Mﬂthematics :-017 000 ) ' -003 ‘ . 015
) {-.10) h (-‘. 04 (-.03). ( .34)

7 School Subjects’ - .10 . -.07 -.03 .18

(08 N\ (=.08) (-.03)~ ( .41)

NOTE: Correlations are based upon factor scores derived f}'om student ratings
of self-concept and adjusted ‘teacher'ratings of student self-concept. Corx-
relatiops greatyr than .08 are statistically signigcant (p .05).
. I, - 7 R
j




RPPENDIX I -- the Original Version Of ¥he SDQ Used In This Study "
; .

SELF DESCRIPTION QUEST‘IONNAIRE . @
S , ' )
Pupil’s Name . : Boy Girl . Grade
School .~ . . _m_‘_,: . Teacher
i
» ‘ )
L + - ’ R

- .

This 1s a chance for you to look at yourself and decide what are some of your strong points and weah
points. This is not a test and everyone will have different answers — so be sure that your answers show
how you think about yourself. '

3

a

Please do NOT talk about your answers with anyone else. We will keep your answers private and not
., show them to anyone else. )

oy
’ ?

‘
had ¢

Read each of the sentences (or read alormg with me if they are read aloud) and decide the best answer
_ for each one. Find the answer at the top that fits best and put an X in the space under that answer.
Before you start, look at the examples that are below. .

, ¥ ‘ - SOME-
: // TIMES
‘ v MOSTLY FALSE MOSTLY
: FALSE FALSE ~ SOME- TRUE  TRUE
. . TIMES .
TRUE .

EXAMPLES

| ke to read comic books. {First you must decide .
whethe? this statement is true or false or smewhere

in between. Suppose, for e\?amplc, that you really

like to‘read comic books. You should mark “TRUE” . .
by putting an X in the last space) ¢ . . X

| watch a lot of T.V. (First you must decide

whether this statement is true or false or .
somewhere in between. For example, if you only
watch a little bit of T.V. you should mark “MOSTLY
FALSE" by putting an X in the second space) X

| am neat and tidy. (Suppose you are not neat and

tidy, but you are not very messy either. You should
mark the response “SOMETIMES FALSE SOMETIMES
TRUE" by putting an X in the middle space)

. -

. ’
- - v N
» Y . ~

- _
If you want to change an answer cross out the X and put an X in another space on the same line. ~

. . N
« If you have‘any questions,‘hold uq your hand. Otherw'rse,f'plea‘se turn the page and begin.

. 4 . "
»

T vt - -




o

&

.. T

ot s

* MOSTLY
{FALSE FALSE

.

1. Jamgood looking ....% ... ...l el

SOME-
TIMES -
FALSE
SOME-
TIMES

» TRUE

MOSTLY
TRUE

¢

TRUE -

2. I'mgood at ALL SCHOOL SUBJECTS

3. lcanfunfast. . ......+ ... e P

4. Iget good marksin READING

- 5. My parentsunderstandme ...................

6. | hate MATHS ....... . .

7. lhavelots of friends . . ... e . o

| like the way | look

9. lepjoy doing work for ALL SCHOOL SUBJECTS .

»,

I like to run and play hard
. - . ] S ,

11. 11ike READING . :..+....... e

o ™
- t

. My parents push me too much

13\. " | enjoy doing work for MATHS. . ..............

14, Ima}sé frfnﬁ;g_seasily.......‘ ............... L. X

'15. Thavea pleasant looking face ..........0...... o

.1{

. 161 get good marks in ALL SCHOOL SUBJECTS .. ..

17.

| try to avoid sportsandgames ................

| look forward to READING _............. a

19.ﬁ~|'likemypar.ents"~::.: ............ :

| ook forward to MATHS .. ... .......... ..

¢ . ;
Mdst kids have miore friends.than | do

22. 'Iam af attractive person

»

s - - .




- - SOME-*
, = - TIMES
‘ ~ MOSTLY ~ FALSE MOSTLY
: _ FALSE FALSE  SOME- TRUE
) ) N K TIMES
' ’ TRUE

23. 1am dumb in ALL SCHOOL SUBJECTS ........ ‘
s - - ‘ \
24. I'enjoy sports and games ............ e

., .

25. ldminterested in READING ........... PR ,

26 My pa?ents likeme .o..:c.onna.. e .
a . ) . . ~ -

27. Igetgood marksin MATHS ............ e .

28, | get'along with other kids easily ............. .

. |
. 29, lamtoo fatortopskinny ......... ... . ] [
: - A

30. |dearn things quuckly in ALL SCHOOL SUB] ECTS

31. My body is strong and poyerful e ’

"32. lamdumbat READING .. ......cccquvnnnnn.

33, If | have children of my own I want to,bring them l g
. uphkemyparentsralsedme

34. |aminterestedin\MATHS ......... .

35% lam easy to BKE © e e e .
o 36/ Other kids thlnk | am good Iooknng ........ e ,
* 39, Workin ALL SCHOOL SUBJECTS is easy for me . L
: - : - {

.38 | amgood at sports . . . . . e e

*39. | énjoy doing work for READING ... ..........

40. My parents and | spend a lot of time together . ...

“41. | learn thi squuckly in MATHS . S -t e

+42. Other kids vyant me to be thelr frlend S '

-

o 43. [ have a good looking body e s ' %

- ' . . (3] ‘ . -
' \ﬁfj | hate ALL SCHOOL SUBJECTS .............. : :




45,
46.
47.
48.

T 49,

50,
51.

.52.

55.

v s6.
58.

59,

60.

62.,

64.

- 66.

: [
~ERIC .,
JAFuitext provid: c “ ‘

53.

. 57.

lhate READING ................ ~ e

63.

65.

H]

MOSTLY

FALSE FALSE

TIMES
FALSE
SOME.-

TIMES -

TRUE

.

"SOME. .

MOSTLY
TRUE TRUE

I'm good ataiming at targets . ...cl...........

Work in READING is easy forme .............

My parents are easy to talk to

.................
>

Ilike MATHS 5 ..o e S

| want to have lots of friends .......... S,

I’'m better looking than most of my friends ......

I'mgoodat READING ............. g e

| get along well with my parents . ...... e
. $

I'mgoodat MATHS ..., .t... . .... e

| am popular with kids of my ownage......... ..

| have nice features (for example, nose and eyes) . .

| ook forward to’ ALL SCHOOL SUBJECTS .. ..

L

My parents and | have a lot of fun together ......

Work in MATHS is easy for me

Most other kids likeme ............ e

| like ALL SCHOOL SUBJECTS ..... DT

| learn things quickly in READING ..... e

A

am dumb at MATHS .o ... 25 oo

*
e

) ‘ @
-

COPYRIGHT
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. "APPENDIX II -~ The Revised Version Of Yhe SDQ (revsions based upon this stu@

° , ] . SELF DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE
- . Grade/
N .M., etttrteteseetee bt eee b haaereatenteteeettasnnntipaitens s Boy.f..... Girl.......... Year “
W ) »
Age....cevienierieneicinnreene SChOO0 ... et e cennees TRACKE ....ccicreeeeicrviteretree e s eessenseteenssenn s

This. is a chance to look at yourself. It is not a test. There are no Tight answers and everyyone will have
different answers. Be sure that your answers show how you feel about yourself. PLEASE DO NOT TALK
ABOUT YOUR ANSWERS WITH ANYONE ELSE. We will Keep your answers private and not show them
to anyone.

When you are ready to begin, pIease read each sentence and decide your answer. {you may read quietly to
yourself as | read aloud.) Theve are five possible answers for each question — — “True”, "False’”, and
three answers in between. There are five boxes next to each sentence, one for each of the answers. The
answers are written at the top of the boxes. Choose yqur answers to a sentence and put a tick {V)in the
_box under the answer you choose. DO NOT say your‘answer out loud or talk about it W|th anyone esle.

Before you start there are three examples below Somebody named Bob has already answered two of these
sentences to show you how to do it. In the third one you must choose your own answer and put in your
own tick ( /).

k4
»

TIMES
MOSTLY FALSE, MOSTLY o
FALSE FALSE SOME- TRUE TRUE
, - . . TIMES
- TRUE

A . s

EXAMPLES . . /

1. | like to read comic books ......... orerseeemernsessssenernaes 1L | ) Vv |1

{Bob put a tick |n the box under the answer “TRUE"”. This means that he really likes to read comic
books. |f Bob did not like to read comic books very much, he would have answered ‘FALSE” or
“MOSTLY FALSE".) v .

. % - .' . - .
2. Ingeneral, | am neat and tidy....ccooveriencinucinnnnnnne. 2 J [_ l | v | [ ] 2

(Bob answered “SOMETIMES FALSE, SOMETIMES TRUE” because he is not very neat, but he is
not very messy either.) a .

3. IhketoWatchTV ............. et saens st JL 1 , 3

(For this sentence you have to choose the answer that is best for you. First you must decide if the

sentence is “TRUE" or “EALSE” or somewhere in between. |f you really like to watch T.V. a lot

you would answer,”"TRUE" by puttlng a tick in the last box. If you hate watching T.V. you would

answer “FALSE"” by putting a tick in the first box. If your answer is somewhere in between then you
O would choose one of the other three boxes.) :

RIC : ' '
‘
JArur Provide Ic ’ l

! S SOME- -




SOME-
- TIMES
MOSTLY FALSE, MOSTLY
. FALSE FALSE SOME- TRUE ' TRUE
. . TIMES
TRUE

®

EXAMPLES -/
1. llike tQ read comic bOOKS......coumerriiciiriiiviiiennn 1 I ]r l J v |1

{(Bob put a tick in the box under the answer 'TRUE. This means that he really likes to read comic’
. books. |f Bob did not like to read comic books very much, he would have answered “FALSE" or
A “"MOSTLY FALSE".)

9

2. In general, | am neat and tidy..... ......................... 2 l [ I v | [— l i 2,

{Bob answered “"SOMETIMES FALSE, SOMETIMES TRUE" because he is not very neat, but he is
not very messy either.) .- y

'3, " 1like to watch T.V. wveierecnns Verereriereeeesinbabeae 3 r ) J J 3

(For this sentence you have to choose the answer that is best for you. Wirst you must decide if the
sentence is "TRUE’y'\q\‘;E’ALSE” or somewhere in between. |f you really like to watch T.V. a'lot
/ you would answer “TRUE' by putting a tick in the last box. If you hate watching T.\. you would
answer "‘FALSE" by putting a tick in the first box. |f your answer is somewhere in between then you
> “would choose one of the other three boxes.)

i

If you want to change an answer you have marked you should cross out the tick and put a new tick in
another box on the same line. For all the sentences be sure that your tick is on the same line as the sentence”
you are answering. You should have one answer and only one answer for each sentence. Do not leave out)
any of the sentences. )

If you have any questions put up your hand. Turn over the page and begin. Once you have started, PLEASE
DO NOT TALK. . : .

-

© H.W.March and 1. D. Smith, ) =
The University of Sydney . .
1981 '
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- < " SOME- .
TIMES :
/ 46 MOSTLY FALSE, MOSTLY -
, FALSE FALSE  SOME- TRUE TRUE
TIMES
. . TRUE
1. 1 am good 100KiNG ...iveeeesensnricrunessnnnnnees Trereeereennns 1’ 1
2. I'm good at all SCHOOL SUBJECTS. .................... 2 “ 12
3. lcanrunfast ...cuccermreeene eerersenesesanees SR "3 3
- -~
4, |getgood marksin READING ....... deessennens Trereeens 4 4
5. My parey{s understand me 5 5
. .
6. |Hate MATHEMATICS .......... g e 6 6
7. 1 have Iots O FHENDS ..v..umeeereeversveessssmnesense apeemneenns 7 7
8. | like the Way | 100K ....cuoemsiommsrsesiussnsiasensssssseseenns 8 ] 8
- . - . N
9. | enjoy doing work in all SCHOOL SUBJECTS.... 9 9
o ’ -
- 10. 1like to runand play hard .....%............... reeeguessens 10 , 10
1. 1 1K@ READING ..oocveeevveasseessiossnesssnessssesssnseees 11 11
- ) . Q/ ‘ .
' 12. My parents are usually unhappy or dis_appoi%ted .
with What | do .e.eceiiinreneennecnicneiiiececnae, evegenne 12 12
o ' ¢
13. Work m MATHEMATICS is easy for me............... 13 * 13
14. | make friends easily ........ vremreresessres errenend L O 14 14
- 16. | have a pleasant looking face ........cceceveveverene. I 1 15
. N %
- R . ‘. .
16. | get good marks in all SCHOOL SUBJECTS vasaze 16 16
17. 1 hate SpOrts and GAMES ....ceuuevremeenrossreenns f@ ........ 17 - 17
: 1 . ’
. I'mgood at READING ...........cccevuuueeees ® eenres goeese 18 18
o : - —
| like My Parents ......coe.eeesen. Feerseseerssssserias. T 19 | \ 19

a3




R s — 8 1 s
— . ) / . .
9. 1 enjoy doing work in all SCHOOL S{BJECTS .... 9 9
10. 1 like to run and play hard ..........c.roeeeveeereeerernnn. 10 1 4 10 \
: 4
11. | like READING .......... et saet s srs s 1 1 * Jn
12. My parents are usually unhappy or disappointed' . \ - ~' \
With WAEL | dO a.eeveneereeseeetroniennnnniereessioensenssssnnne 12 T [ 12
[} } T - - 4 .
13. Work in MATHEMATICS is easy for me............... *13 13 !
Tt ’ ’ S ’ . f‘
. 14. | make friends easily .....cc...ccevverenrnnnen. peeseenenessenes 14 14 ‘
' 15. | have a pleasant looking face .......ccceevvveeevernvevennnn. 15 15
‘ =/ :
16. | getgood marks in all SCHOOL SUBJECTS ........ 16] » . |
‘ g
_17. | hate sports and games ............. e 17 : 17
18. I'mgood at READING ..........cooovurevrvenreeenneennnnn. 18} . ’ 18 4
4 ! '. \‘\
19. .| like my_parents .......c...iveevevererersecenrcseesevernennn o 19 1 | 19 o
\ e / * /
20. | look forward to MATHEMATICS ......c......voe.... 20 . 20
P ’ g ‘A
21. Most kids have more friends than | do ........., y 21 | 21

- ~22. I ama nice looking person .................. Tarrneeennes 22[ j [ ] [ N 1 [ J l 122

23. | hate all SCHOOL SUBJECTS .oooooooooooooo 23 23

Q 4. | enjoy sports and games \ ....... ,24 o . 24

ERIC It ‘ - -




]

P SOME:-
. TIMES
. MOSTLY FALSE, MOSTLY
» 4 8 FALSE . FALSE ?’?nT;s TRUE TRUE
' / . . TRUE ,
25. 1 am interested in READING .......c....lcevmimennnee v 25 25
26. My parents [TKe ME ...ccicvvivvieeieeeniennereersinsrriosssnnnees 26 26
) .
27. | get good marks in MATHEMATI(}S ................... 27 N 27
“~ * ‘

28. | get along with other Kids €asily ..........oooooceereee 28 ] 1 L ]2

29. 1| do lots of important thfnés.................: ............... 29 29

3001 8T UGHY ceerererreerreessnerseenensesseseneses 30 L 30

2 - )
\ © *

3 | learn things quickly inall SCHOOL SUBJECTS .31 1 31 .

32. | have OO MUSCIES ....c.c.vvurenrunsniniunessssssssnnensrnes 32 | |32

33. | am dumb at READING .....ccccovemmmrrrrnnisresssnnsnnes 33 ] | ]33

34. If | have children of my own | want to'briné them

up like my parents raised Me .....c.ccecvcrecrsrncnsrenens 34 | 11 |34

35. | am interested in MATHEMATICS ..........occo.coo. 35 35

36. 1 am asy 10 lIKE vovviiieererirererersriseeseeesrnsnesensns 36 | |36

37. Overall | am né-good ............................................ 37 "“] I J 37

i \ . . . . ' '

' - 38. Other kids think | am'good looking .........ccccen...e. 38 38

+ 39. | am interested in all SCHOOL SUBJECTS .......... 39 K | |39

b + M. )

40. 1 aM OO AL SPOTES wovvvrvvvssvssssans s ssssssssssss 40 11 140

41. .1 enjoy doing work in READING .....c.eeeeeeeeerrereens ar[ 41

42. My parents afid | spend a lot of time together ...... 42| ] ‘ 142,

| learn things quickly in MATHEMATICS ............ 43" ] | 143

SRR, Other kids want me to be their friend evreesmessseenee B8 44




.34. If | have children of my own | want to bring them i -
© P up like my parents raisetl Me vo.e.veeceereceveeenecnenenes 341 . 134
- . ' . ' n‘ . . i
35.: | am interested in-MATHEMATICS ..........cccccuue.. 35 ‘ D | 35
36. | am asy t0 liKe .iuereeeemereereerreenns e 36 - o r‘ 136
37. _Oyerill | am NO-GOOM - ecvreeetoucnencnse esecsssrssssrnnens .. 37 37
- N .’ M
38. Other kids think | am good I00KING .......ecceere..e 38" ‘ ' 38
39. | am interested in all SCHOOL SUBJECTS .......... 39 | [ 11! |39
N - -
40. | am gOOMd At SPOITS ..eeveveeerrrrreresescsronsersarnneasrensronn 40 . 40
4%. | enjoy doing work in READING ......cccceeveneeeee. 4717 . 41 -
42. My parents and | spend a lot of time together ...... 42 | 11 ‘ . 42
’ ' | i \ ~ ‘ ‘ -
43. 1 learn things quickly in MATHEMATICS ............ 43| - BB l Il I3
44. the_r kids want me to be their friend .................. 44 r J ) I ]44
, ; g .

+

. - ’ ‘ .
. 45. Ingeneral | like being the way | am ........cceeuvecee : 45 j J I ' I | - [ |45

46, | have a good 100KINg bOGY ....ervvcrr e 38 A A I 1 o™

" 47.".1 am dumb in all SCHOOL SUBJECTS ................. a7l - 7. a7
O .. lcanruna long way without stopping .......... e 48] ” 48

L an




)
-~

TS i
1
o B N MOSTLY FAII'.ESE, MOSTLY
, FALSE FALSE  SOME- TRUE TRUE
: : TIMES
7 TRUE _ }
49. Work in READING is easy for me .........oo........ . 49 | .1 49 . .
50. My parents are easy to talk 10 ..c.ooueeieinnnnnne Y ] I - _J 50
51. | like MATHEMATICS ......... B et 51 51
52. | have more friends than most other kids ........ 52 [ . I ' 52
" 53. Overall | have a lot to be proud of ......... wreeren ¥ =53, .-| . # . _ |53
| 4 . . - . . 4 w
54. |'m better looking than most of my friends".......... 54 ] J 54
'
55. | look forward to all SCHOOL SUBJECTS .......... 55 55
f . o )
56. | ama good athlete ... prcssneeniioe Leneecrniauenns 56 J [ [ 56
e . ~e & ’ ~ 4 o
57 g 100k forward'to. READING-.......c.cc..o S 57 ] 57
e 4 . .Afi'_i;;};‘;; 3 . ’
58. | getalong well withifty parents ..., 5. 2. ‘58] L= ] 158
. ' ’ a\. e, ‘.;>§. ;“;_: ‘j{‘;ac g ) ‘az‘ i ]
59. 1'm good at MATHEMATICS ...0.5siy trric 59 I 59
z :x: s ;9 . < > ! .
60. | am popular with kids of my 6\;vn agg 6b{ 1 J [ ) L 60
61. 1hate MmySelf ..ouvecereceerenienenereeie A e, B I & I i 1 61"
’ s ¢ -
62. | have nice features like nose, and'eyes, and hair ..-62 | ]62
E > - - o j .
63. Work in all SCHOOL SuBJECTS iseasy forme .. 63 < 1T [~ 10" ][ Jes
64. 1'm good at throwing @ ball ...ceeeeeereeerrsncn oo 64 : ’ 17 64
K .
: . = _
65. | hate READING .......ccoeemrrvrcrnsesessssstrerssessoggusssinss 65 11 11 |65
, ) . ) t i
66. My parentsand | héve a lot of fun together .......... 66[ [ J [ E - 166
67. 1 enjoy doing work in MATHEMATICS ............... 67{ . | 1] | — |67
. ? G

. Most other Kids like me wnrennen. rerreenereneaneaes o B8]

r




#»

B8. | getalong well withgy PATENTS .eeveerererrrerereeasanens '58r ] ] [ J l |58 *
. . . R
59. 1'm good at MATHEi\ZI’ICS cevbeee et 5o _ ] |59
60. | am popular with kids of my own age ......ce....... 60 I 1 ]e0
61..‘3 hate myself ....oeevvvennenne. feerereeeetessanrostenttberraesreas 6143 ] J 61
62. | have nice features like nose, and eyes, and hair.. 62 ) 62
. ;‘ ) .
63.. Work in all SCHOOL SUBJECTS is easy for me ... 63| 1 63
64. 1’mgood at throwing @ ball ......ccceeevremrirerreerinnnnne. 64 64
-
65. | hate READING ......ovvvviuuprnnidivnsnnsienssssssnsassessses 65 |65
66. My parents and | have a Ion of fun together ......... 66} | | ~ |66
. L]
67. | enjoy doing work in MATHEMATICS ............... 7] || 11| I G
. ¢ ‘ . )
68. Most other Kids K ME ..uuvernrerinreerresmecisereosennes 8] Il .|l 68
69. Overall | am good at things I like to do ................ 69 J J r [ J 69
70. 1 like all SCHOOL SUBJECTS c...lsvoeverrrsneene w70 1 1 Jmn
~‘ . . g 1
© 71. 1 learn things quickly in READING ......ccccccccccres 7 __|n
. il . /
72. 1'am dumb at MATHEMATICS .........cccueuuee. ferenenen 12 72
- N ~A ~
<




