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ABSTRACT

Self/other agreement between self-concept ratings by
the individuai and self-concepts inferred by significant others is of
theoretical and practical importance, ut the review by J. S.
Shrauger and T. J. Schoeneman (1979) found no ~vidence for such
agreement. In the present investigation, the Self Description
Questionnaire III (SDQIII) was completed by 151 Australian and 941
Canadian university students and by significant others selected by
students as the psrson in the world who knew them best. Self/other
agreement on each of the 13 SDRIII scales was very high for
Australians and Canadians. Guidelines for evaluating
multitrait-multimethod (MTMM) data and a confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) approach strongly support convergent and discriminant validity.
An inportant new extension of the MTMM CFA approach to multistudy
data showed that all parameter estimates were reasonably invariant
(i.e., equal) for Australians and Canadians. This self/other
agreement is much higher than found elsewhere and its replication
across two continents dramatically refutes the Shrauge: and
Schoeneman conclusion. Critical features leading to this high
self/other agreement appear to be the use of older subjects, multiple
dimensions of self-concept based on instruments with strong
psychometric properties, and significant others who know the subject
very well. A 47-item list of references is included. Seven data
tables and a list of means, standard deviations, 2.4 correlations
among 26 study variables are provided. (TJH)
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Salf-other agreamant betwean self-concept ratings and sslf-concepts
inferrad by significant othars is of thearetical and practical importarce,
but the Shraugev and Schoaneman (1979) review found o avidance for such
agresmant. In the pressnt investigation the Belf Description Questionnaire
II1 (8DQI1) was completed by Australian (n=151) and Canadian (n=941)
university students, and by the significant otherg selected by students as
the person in the world who knaw them baat. Self-other agreemant on each of
the 13 BDQIII scales was very high for Australians (mean re = .3558) and
Canadiane (mean r =.50). Guidelines for evaluating multitrait-multimethod
{(MTMM) data and a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) epproach both provided
strong eupport for convergent and discriminant validity. An important new
axtarsion of the MMM CFA approach to multistudy data showed that all
parameter estimates were reasonably invariant (i.e., egual) for Australians
and Canadiane. This self—other agreement is much higher than found alsawhere
and its replication across two continents dramatically refutes the Shraugsr
and Bchoeneman (1979) conclusion. Critical features leading to this high
galf—other agreement appear to be the use of: older subjects; multiple
dimensions of self-concept based on inatruments with strong psychomstric
proparties; and significant others wno know the subject very well.

ABSTRACT




Self-other Agreement 1

The study of agresement bstween self—concept ratings and eelfconcept
inferrad by othars has a long and controversial hlstory (e.g., Baldwin,

18973 Ben & Allen, 1974; Burns, 19793 Soolay, 19023 Duval & Wicklund, 1972;
James, 1890; Kinch, 19633 Mead, 19343 Marsh, Barnes & Hocavar, 1985
Shrauger & Schosneman, 1979; Wells & Marwaell, 19763 Wylie, 19743 1979).
Symbolic interactionists argue that: (a) self-concept emsrges from eocial
interaction with others, (b; self—concept is basad on the ways others
rcspé’nd to the parson, and (c) percsptions of how cne is percaived by othars
raflect, in part, actual percepticns by others (Kinch, 19633 Marsh, Barras &
Hocavar, 19685; Ehrauger & Schoenaman, 1979). Coombs, Sopar, and Courson
(1963) arguad that ratings by external cbservers provide a bettsr indicator
of self-con-spt than self-report measures because they are not affected by
salf-report biases. In contrast, most ressarcters ie.g., Crandall, 1973
Marsh, Barres & Hocavar, 1985; Marsh, Smith, Barnes & Butlaer, 1533
BShavelson, Hubnar & Stanton, 1976) argus for the theoretical separation of
salf-concept that is based on self-report from inferred self-concept that is
based on the report of others. Shavelson et al., posited that sslf-concept
is irnflienced by the evaluations of significant others anc that sslf-other
agreemant should bs etronger for dimensions p\f salf-concept near the base of
thair hierarchical model that are more closely associated with actual
behavior. Shavelson et dl., also argued, however, that self-concept measured
by self-report is a separate construct from sslf~concept inferred by
external observers and that there nead ot be any strong relation betwesn
the two constructs. “randall suggested that ratings by othara are usaful in
validating sslf-report mesasuras, though Mareh, Barmnaes and Hocevar arguad
that selfothar agresment will be substantial only if the extarnal obsarver
knows the subject well, ohsarves a wide range of bshavior, and makes
Jjudgments of the same spacific charactaristics as thae subject.

8hraugar and Schoereman (1979) reviewed studies that corralated self-
reports with Jjudgments by otharas, and concludad that '"there is no corsistent
agreement betwesn people’s salf-perceptions and how they are actually viewed
by otherg" (p. 549). This far reaching conclusion calls into quastion the
construcy validity of esli~responsas in general and sslf-concept resporses
in particular, but methodological chairracteristice of their study reguire
further consideration.

1) Imsufficient datail was given to charactaristics of different
studies that might influence sslf-other agresment; the contant of the aslf-
reports was cuite varied, littla concern was givan to tha psychomstric
properties of the rasponees, and no attempt was made to determine if some
extarnal obasrvare provided more accurate assessmant® than othara.
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2) They did not coneider the distinctiveness of diffarent componsnts
when f;ultiplo characteristics wars judged. In the tarmirology of multitrait-
multimsthod (MTMM) analyses they consider only convergent validity but not
discriminant validity.

3) Thay did not distinguish studies that asked external obsarvers to
record their own perceptions from those where observers inferred the
subjscts’ salf-concept ratings. That is, external observers can ba asked
what they “objectively" think or fael about a person, or to uses their
observations to infer what that person thinks abcut him/harself (i.e.,
inferred self-concept). The first approach might be appropriate to determine
how accurately a person views him/herself compared to the perceptions of
others. However, self-concept is based upon self-perceptions, whethar
accurate or mot, and so the second approach is used in most self-concept
research (see Wells & Marwell, 1974, p. 136-142, for further discussion).

4) They failed to distinguish batwesn self—other agreement bagsed on
cc-relations and agreement inferred from mean level comparisons. Self-othar
correlations were statistically significant in more than S0% of the
correlation studies whereas thsre were significant differences in mean
ratings by self and other for a majority of these studies.

In sumary, there is need for further ressarch on self-other agreement in
better cantrolied studies. .

8alf-other discrepancies are sometimes used to test tha freguently
hypothesized self-favorability bias — that salf-ratings are systematically
higher than they "should" ba. In such studies the focus is on m=an
differences batwsan self-responses and responses by others rathar than
correlations bestween responses. Such a eslf-favorability effect on salf-
concept may reprasent the influence of salective perception, memory, and
interpretations, the parhaps unrealistic feedback often given particularly
to young children, and frame of reference effecte (i.e., differant standards
of comperieon), or, altarnatively, intantional dietcrtions in aalf-reports
that do not accurately reflect true salf-parceptions. In a review of this
resaarch, Wylie (1979, p. &81) concludad thats: “"thare appears to be a
coneidarable consistency among the mathadologically more adsquate studies in
sfowing trends toward salf~favorability biases regarding evaluative
characteristics." Wylie, however, spaecifically excluded studies baged on
“private-sslf-concept responsss™ (i.e., tha subject is instructad to renport
hos ha or she privately sees him or haereal ¥, whather or not thig agirees with
axternal criteria) and only coneidered studies in which subjects mads
"social-self-concept respansas" (i.e., regardless o his or har own private
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view of him or herself, the subject is to tsll how he or she thinks
generalized or particular others wuld characts<ize him or har) or made
salf-ratings relative to some objective standard such as school grades. Tha
social~self-concept that she used to evaluata self~favorability biases is
not. the self-concept corsidered hare, is not the self—concept typically
considered in other sslf—concept research, and is not the self-concept
consicerad by Wylie in other sections of her 1974 and 1979 books. Hance
there is need for further research on selfother discrepancies for responees
in the form that they are typically used in salf-concept ressarch.
Sel-~other agreement gn multidimensional salf-concept ratings

Historically, seliconcapt rasearch has emphasized a ganaral, global or
“otal salf—concspt, but more recently there has bteen growing support for the
muitidimensionality of salf-concept. There is particularly good support for
the Shavesleon modal of salf-concept (Shavelson, et al., 19763 Marsh, Byrrme &
Shavelson, 19883 Marsh & Shavelson, 1985) and the Salf Description
uestionnaire (8DQ) imstruments based on this madel.- According to the
Shawislson model, self-concept is a multifaceted, hierarchical conatruct;
general self-concept at the apex of the hierarchy is divided into academic
and nonacademic sslf-concepts which are further dividad into mora content
specific comonents of ‘s§I~F. In her review of selfconcept models Byrne
(1984, p. 449) concludad that: "Althaugh no cne model to date has besn
sufficiently supported empirically eo as to lay sole claim to the within-
network structure of the construct, many recent studies, in particular those
by Marsh and his colleagues, are providing increasingly strongar support for
the hierarchical model." Subssguent raviews of research prompted by thiz modsl
(Marsgh & Shavelson, 1985; Marsh, in presa-b) provide further support for the
multifaceted structure of self-concspt and demonstrate that self—concept
cannot be adequately understood if this multidimensionality is ignored.

When multiple dimensions of eslf-concept are rapresented by both sslf-
ratings and inferrad-ratings, multitrait-multimsthod (MTMM) analysis providss
an important analytical tool for testing the comstruct validity of tha sslf-
concept facets (see Marsh, 1989; Marsh, Barnss & Hocavar, 1985; Shavelson,
at al., 1976 for more gercral discussions of MTMM analyses). Convergant
validity, the traditional focus of eslf-other agreemant studies, is inferred
from substantial correlations batween self-ratings and inferred-ratings on
matching selfconcept traits. Discriminant validity provides a test of the
I distinctiveress of sslf—othar agreemant and of the multidimansionality of the
|
|

salf—concept facetesy it is inferred from the lack of correlation batwesn
nonmatching traite. MM atudies using the 8DQI for preadolescents and the
TCBDQIII for late-adoleacents are briefly raviewad below.
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Preadolescent Studies. Eight MMM studies using the SDQI (me= Marsh,
19688) darnomtratsa significant agreament batween multiple self-concepts
inferrad by primary school teachars and student responses to the SDQI.
Across all 8 studies the average of the S5& convergent validities (sslf—-other
agreament on matching scales) wae 0.30. Student-teacher agreement was highar
in those aresas in which relsvant behaviors were most obsarvable (math, .37;
reading, .37; general school, .33; physical ability, .38; and, pser
relatione .29), but was lower on Relations With Parents (.17) and somewhat
surprisingly Physical Appearance (.16). These studies demonstrata that
extarnal observers can infer salf-concepts in many areas with at least
modest accuracy, thus countering Shrauger and Schoeneman’s 1979 claim to the
contrary. Whereas support for convergent and discrimirant was evident when
evaluated by the treditional Campbell-Fiske critaria, the level of self~
other agreement was only modest. There are saveral likely explanations for
why self-othar agreement is only modest: (a) preadolescents may be more
likaly than older subjects to basa their salf—concepts on idicsyrcratic
criteria that are unobsaervable or not considered by external observers; (b)
teachers may not have an appropriate basis for inferring self—concepts in
sona areas; and (c) bsgause teachers made ratings of all students in their
class, they were only aakéd to respond to psychometrically wsaker single-
item scales instead of the multi-item scales completed by students. These
sugpestions ware examined in part in subsequent vesearch basad on late—
adoleascsnt responses to the 8DAIII.

Late-adolescent/young adult studies, A particularly important mm
study (Margh, Barngs & Hocevar, 1985) was conducted with S8DAIII responses by
a small sample 151 of Australian university students. Btudents ware asked to
complete the S8DAIII and to ask the paraon in the world who knew them best to
completa the S8DAIII as if they were the person who had given them the
survaey. The significant others wers typically family members ~- rost
frequently a parent. Separate factor analyses of both eelf-ratings and
responees by significant others identified the 13 dimensions of sa.f-concept
which the SDAIIIl was designed to measwe. Slf—-other agreemant was very high
(mean r = 0.57), and fouwr of the scales had salf-othar correlations over .75
(Physical ability, Religion/spiritual values, Parent relations, anu
Mathematics). An application of the traditional Campbazll and Fiske (1959)
guidelines for evaluating MMM mzatricea provided strong support: for the
convargent and the diecriminant validity of the 8DQIII respomges. The self—
other agreement reported in this study was much higher than previously
reported and dramatically refuted the 8hrauger and Bchoeneman (1979) claim

7
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that there is no systematic seifother agresemsnt. Particularly on the four
scales with tha highsst self~other agresment the results may be the
strongest relation between self-reports and an external validity criterion
found in pesrsonality rasearch.

Marsh, Barnéa and Hocavar (1985) also comparad the mean responsas by
subjects and by significant others; there was little systematic difference,
or a slight tendency for higher responsea by significant others. Although
not emphasized in the study, these findinge may call into question Wylie’'s
1979 claim for self—favorability biases. As part of the same study, eL: ‘ects
and significant others also responded to single-item summary ratings like
those used in many other studies. Whersas there was still support for the
convergent and discriminant validity of these single—-item responzes, salf-
other agreement was substantially lower than found on the multi-item scales.

Marsh and Richards (in press) further examined self-other agreament on
SDAIII responses for 2080 participants in an Outward Bound program.
Participants in this 26-day residential program worked primarily in small
groups and observed the other members of their group in many different
situations. Each subject chose two group members who knew him or har the
best, and thess extarnal observers were asked to complete singla—item
summary ratings as the eubject "would" complete them and as the subject
"should" complete them. MTMM analyses of agresment betwesn the two external
obsarvers indicated modest agreement (mean r = .32) and support for
convargant and discriminant validity of their responses. Similarly,
agreamant batween responses by the two external obsarverg and self-responses
by the subject (mean r = .37) was moderate. Although the results provided
support for convergant and divergent validity, correlations among ratings by
extarnal obssrvers to different areas of salf-concept ware subatan.ially
higher than among eelf-rasponee ratings, suggesting a method/halo effect in
external observer responses. External obsarvers were apparantly unable to
differentiate between "would" and * hould" responces; "would" responses by
diffaren: obsarvers were no more highly corrc. sted than ware the "would" and
"should" responsss by differer . observers. Although selfother agreamant in
this study was higher than reported by Shrauger & Schoeneman (1979) it was
substantially lower than reported by Marsh, Barnes and Hocsvar (1985). The
findings should, howsver, bs avaluated in relation to two restrictions;
extarnal observers respondad to single-item summary scales instsad of multi-
item scales and had contact, albeit intensive contact, with subjects for
only 26 days. Particularly in relation to these limitatioro, support for the
conv” rgant and discriminant va idity of the responses was surprisingly good.
Self—concept responsss in :he Marsh and Richards (in press) study were

8
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consistently lowsr than those of external cbasrvers, sugpesting & sglf-
modesty effect inetsad of a self—favorability bias. This modesty effect was
also corsistent with the finding that obmerver "would" ratings were
marginally lower than observer "sho:ld" ratings. That is, observers said
that subjects "would" giva themsslves lower self-ratings than thay “should".
In evaluating thie modesty effect it is important to note that self-
responses and observer responses were actually made by the same individuals.
That is, each participant judged him or hersalf (salf-responses) and also
made judgmonts of two other participants (obsarver responses). On average
than, participants indicatad that other participants "would" and "should"
give themselves higher ratings than participants gave themselves —— again
suggesting a modesty effect in the salf-responees. Because the stimulus
materiale and individuals making the judgmants were the same for the salf-
rating and abserver tasks, many influsncas that might differentially affact
self and othar ratings (e.g., differences in resporse biases, the constructs
being evaluated, frame of reference effects) are less plausible. In
evaluating these results, Marsh and Richards sugpested the possibility that
modesty effects may be more likely in Australian studies than North American
studies whare salf-favorability effects are typically found (Wylie, 1979).
Sunmary The MTMM studies summarized here clearly refute the Shrauger
and Schoeneman (1979) claim that there 18 no evidence for self-other
agreenent and may call into question Wylie’s (1979) suggestion of a sglf—
favarability bias in self-concept research. Whereas self-other agreamaent was
consistently sigrificant across each of the different studies, thie
agreement was substantially higher in the Marsh, Barnes and Hocevar (1585)
study. Not only was sel+fother agreemant .n this study substantially higher
than previously found, correlations batween self-responses and an external
criterion (i.a., responses by significant othars) may be among the highest
reported in any area of personality ressarch. The authors suggested that
self-other agreement was so high because: (a) subjects ware older,
presumably knowing themsalves batter and having more realistic gslé-
perceptions, than was the case in preadolescant studiea; (b) ratings by
significant others were baesd on responees by a person specifically selected
by the subject as knowing them the hest rather than respunses by a
convenient external observer (e.g., teachers or suparvisors) usad in most
research; (c) significant othars, respondad to the same multi~item response
ascales as complatad by the subjects; (d) the traits being evaluated were
wall-defined and inferred on the basis of instruments with strong
paychomatric propartieu. Thare is indirect support for these suggestions in
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that studies that do not have these characteristics coneistantly show much
lowar self-othar agresmant than the Marsh, Barnes and Hocevar study.
8trongar Iu;;port, howaver, would caonsist of showing that other ressarch
having these characteristics was able to replicate the substantial levels of
sal f-other agresment found by Marsh, Barnes and Hocevar.

Self—reports and ratings in the assesament of parscnality.

Deaxpite the historical importance of self-other agreement to self-
concept ressarch, racently theres appsars to be more systematic research on
this issue in othar areas of personality research (e.g., Cheek, 1982j
Fundar, 1987; Karny & Albright, 1987; Kanrick & Funder, 1988). MCrae and
Costa (1988; also ses Conlay, 19853 Costa & McCrae, 1988) raeviewad
theoretical implicatiors and empirical findings in studies correlating
parsonality traits derived from sslf-responses and from responses by others
in research particularly relevant to the present investigation. As in ealf-
concept studies considered here, their ressarch examined zelfother
agreemant on multiple traite to test the comstruct validity of self-reports
and used factor analysis and MTMM analysis as the principal analytic tools.
Their research was designed to counter previous claims that correlations
batween self-reports and ratings by others cannot break the so-called .3
barrier and the fﬂidaly-hald beliefs that personality traits based on self-
report reflect primarily solf-presentation or response biases. Despite these
gimilarities betwean the personality a;'\d the self~concept studies, thare are
important differences: (a) persorality research, self-responsas are designed
to provide objective indicators of personality traits and thus are more like
what Wylie (1979) referrad to & public self-concept rather than the privatn
salf-concept that is the focus o7 most self—concspt research; (b) observer
ratings in the personality ressarch are designad to provide an accurate
appraisal of the subject whether or mot they reflact the subject’s eelf—
parceptions; that is, they are more like tha "should" ratings in the Marsh
and Richards (in press) study than the inferred self-concept rating (i.e.,
"would" ratings) used in self-concspt resaarchy (c) even though personality
studies often consider multiple traits, tha major focus is convergent
validity rather than divergent validity. Nevertheless, mathodological
advances in either area are likely to contribute to other area.

McCrae and Costa (1988) sumarized 10 recent studies in which there was
substantial agreement between eglf-reports anc pear ratings. Whereas ealf-
other agreement was consistantly less than that reported by Marsh, Barnes
and Hocevar (1985), some studias approached this level of aQreement by
aggregating responses from as many as 10 different observars. Wnen external

 observers were spouses, howsver, self-othsr corralations on five personality

10
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domaine varied batween .5 and .6, though corralations basad on subscales
within each domain ware somewhat lowar (Costa & McCrae, 1988). In tha same
study, correlations bestwezn self-ratinge and peer ratings, and batweer
spouse ratings and pear ratings were lower (median r = 0.42), suggesting
that spouses knew the subjacts bettar than pears. The McCrae and Costa study
based on spouse ratings and the Marsh, Barnws and Hocevar study based on
responsss by parsons salectaed by subjacts as knowirng them the best both
sugoest that knowledge of the subject i a critical variable. McCras and
Costa (1988) concludad their raview of self—othar agreemant by noting that:
‘When reliable and valid measures are used, the correlations considarably
excead the .3 barriar; they are better characterized as facing a .4 barrier"
(p. S). However, whereas none of the correlations reported by Costa and
MCrae was larger than .46, Marash, et al. reported salf-oth)r corrslations in
excess of .75 for 4 of 13 saliconcept scalss.

Bummarizing characteristice that seem to enhance selfother agreement,
McCras and Costa (1988) noted the use of: (a) multi-item scales inatsad of
single-item ratings, (b) instruments with superior psychometric properties,
(c) factor analytically derived factor scores that maximally distinguish
batween the multiple dimensions being considered, and (d) responses from
obsarvars who know the' r:a'taa better in a variety of differant contexts. In a
proposal similar to th.at of Shavelson et. al. (1976), they also suggested
that agreament may be batter on traits that are more closely linked to
observable behavior. Hanca, characteristics that enhancs -worrelations
batween salf-responses and extaernal obsarver ratings of perscnality traits
appsar to be similar to those that lead to higher correlations between seif-
voncept ratings and infarred self-corcept ratings.

The Present Investigation

Thae presant investigation has both sut.tantive and methodological
orientations. The substantive orientation is to deamonstrate that whan critical
features of the Mareh, Barnes and Hocavar (1985) study are replicated, ezlé-
othar agresment on multiple dimensions of self-concept will be higher than
found in other research. This study has important implications for the study
of self-othar agreement in particular and for the construct validity of self—
concept responses in general. For these reasons, the critical fsatures of the
Australian study were replicated in a large sample of Canadian university
students and the results of the‘two studies are compared here.

The methodological orientation is to extend and refine the application
of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to MMM data. Whereas thers have bean
numerous applications of this approsch to results of a single MMM study, an
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important extansion of this approach is to test the equality of resuits from
two diferent studies using the same MIMY design. For multigroup compariscna,
CFA pravides tasts of ..a equality of any one, any sat, or all tha paramater
estimates from two or more groups. Although no nraviously published
application of this analytic procedurs to teat the replicabilit, of MMM
results in different studies is known to the authors, this approach provides
much more powerfiil tests of the equality of results across two different
studies than conventional procaduras. Hence, an important contribution will
te tha demonstration of this multigroup CFA procadurs for comparing results
from the previously published Pustralian study (Marsh, Barnes & Hocevar,
1985) with those from a new study of Canadian university students.

Methods
Sample and Procsdures.

Australian study. This study is described in detail by Marsh, Barnes and
Hocavar (198%) and is summarizad hare only briefly. The sample consisted of
151 Augtralian university students from psychology and education classes who
voluntearad to participate in the study. Stuocents completed the S8DGIII and
then asked the person in the world who knew them best to complets the
companion survey using the same instructions as were subsequently used in the
Canadian study. Bacause students in this st'udy often lived at home, the
significant others were typically family =mbars and over half were parents.

Canadian study. Subjects were 941 .introd.xctory psychology studants in a
large Canadian university who voluntmersd to participate as partial
fulfillment of a course requirement. Ae in the Australian study, students
complatad the 8DAIII and then were asked to chosa the person in the world who
knew tham best to also complete the SDRIII. On the cowpanion survey, the
significant othare were asked to imagine that they wers the parson who had
given them the survey and to complate the same SDRIII items as i they were
that parson. Students were explicitly instructad not to discuss the survey
with their eelected gsignificant other. A pre-addressed envelopa was included
with the survey that was given to the significant othar and they were
explicitly instructed to raturn the survey without discussing their responses
with the subject. Although the ralation betwsan students and the significant
other was not obtainad, informal qusries suggested that slightly more thvin
half of the significant others wore intimate partners (epouse, live—in
partners, or boy friand/girl friend) and that most of the remaining
significant others were an immediate family member — most frequently a
parant. A total of 1081 students comgletad the SDAIII and 941 pairs of
instruments complated by the subject and by the significant other were

ocbtained. Analyses dascribed here are basad on the 941 pairs of response where
o .
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both salf-responses and resporses by the significant other were completad.
Pgychometric properties of the SDQITI.

Each of tha 13 SDRIII ecales (Marsh, in press-c; Marsh, Barnes &
Hocevar, 1985; Marsh & O0’Niell, 1934; Marsh, Richerds & Barnes, 1986a;
1984b) is reprasentad by 10 or 12 items, half of which are negatively worded
(so@ Marsh & O’Niell, 1984, for the wording of the items). In tha Canadian
study the cosfficient alpha estimates of reliability for each scale were
high for both self-rasponses (madian = .69) and responsas by significant
otharse (medicn = .689), and similar to those found in the Australian study
(madians of .88 and .70 respactiveiy). Separate exploratory factor analyses
were conductad for salf-responses and responses by significant others in the
Canadian study and the results ware compared to the corresponding two factor
analyses in the Australian study (Table 1). In all four factor analyses (sea
Marsh, darnes & Hocevar, 1985 for a more detailed description of the
analysis), factor loadirgs for each variable designed to measure a factor
(target loadings) were high (medians of .67 to .72), all other factor
loadings (rontarget loading3) were consistently low (medians of .02 in all
four analysas), and correlations among the factors were low (mediens of .07
to .09). Results of these four factor analyses are also very similar to one
conducted on the entiré sample of 2436 subjects in the normative sample of
BDQIII responses described in the test marual (Marsh, in press—c). Thesa
psychometric properties of 8DQIIl responses — internal consistency and
factor structure — are not emphasized here because they have been
praviously identified in many difforent studies (Mareh, in press—c). These
properties are, howsver, an important pre-requisita to subseguant
comparisons between self-responses and responses by others that is
frequantly lacking in olher self-concept research.

Insart Table 1 About Here

For purposes of the present invastigation, salf-responses and responses
by others are each reprasented by 13 factor scores. The use of factor scores
instead of simple summated scale scores was recommandad by Mareh, Barnes and
Hocevar (1985) and aleo ba McCrae and Costa (1988) in their review of
related ressarch. The factor scures were derived from the factor analysis of
results basad on the normaetive archivae of responzses by 2436 responsas
summarized by Mareh (in press—c). Factor scores are a weighted averags of
regponses to the standardized redporses to each measurad variable in which
the weights correspond to factor scors cosfficients. Measured variables were
standardizad in relation to results from tha normative archive and factor
score coefficients were derived from tha factor analysmis of rasults from the
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rormative archive. This is one uf the procedures recommended in the test
marual (Marsh, in press—-c) whers all the relesvant information resded to
compute theoe scor=s is presanted. Particularly for purposas of the presant
investigation, th. procadure has the important advantage of providing
Ysctor scores that are comparabls for sslf-responses and responses by
others, and that are comparable In the Canadian and Australian samples. The
use ©of normative results to construct factor ecores is justifiable and
generally preferable to factor scores basaed on results from one
idiesyncratic sample (Marsh, in press—c). It is interesting to nots,
howevzr, that the 13x4=72 factor scores representing the 13 8DAIII scales
from the four ssparate factor analyses (i.e., €slf-reepons2s and responses
by others in the two studies) all correlatec at least .97 (median .99) with
the corresponding 72 faculr scores based on the normativ- results that are
usad hara. This very high agreement between factor scu. <8 derived From
diffsrent factor analyses provides further support of ths replicablility of
tha 8DAII1 factor structure across the differsnt analyses. (Because results
previously reported by Marsh, Barmes and Hocevar were based on a factor
analysis idiosyncratic to that particular study, some results presented hera
vary slightly from those previcusly presented.)

Rasults: Belf-other Aqreenant on Multiple Dimensions of Sslf-concept.
Traditional approaches to MMM data.

The major focus of thig investigation is on sslf—other agresmant basad
on the Canadian students and the comparison of thsse results with thoss
basad on the Australian study. For each study, a 26x256 correlation matrix
(see appendix) represents correlations bstwean the 13 SDQIII ecales basad on
self-responses and the 13 SDAIII scales based on responses by significant
othars, Of particular relevance are the 13 correlations batween salf—
responses and responses by others on matching 8DAIII scales (i.e., ths
convergant validities, seas Table 2). In the Canadian study thesa vary from
0.400 to 0.749 (mean = .5&0) and are very similar to those from the
Australian study that vary from .311 to .800 (mean = .548). By visual
inspection, the pattern of convergent validities for the different SDRIII
scales appears to ba similar in the two studies. In order to provide a mors
objective index of this obsarvation, the two sats of convargent validities
wire correlated with ®ach other. The large correlation (.91, p < .00i, df =

11) indicated that the rslative size of correlatione for different scales
was very similar in the two studias. The four 8DAIII scales on which salf-
other agreement was excsptionally high in the Australian study (rs of .74 to
0.80 in Table 2) also had the highest sel{-othar agreament in the Canadian

study, although sali~other agresmant on Parent Ralations was smaller in the
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Canadian study. In summary, self-other agreement summarized herse is
ramarkably high — muclhi highar than found in other sslf-concept ressarch.
Furthermore, the results for the two different studies are remarkably
similar, particularly given tie amall gample size (and consequently large
sampling variability) of the Australian study.
Inaert Table 2 About Hare

MMM matrices (see appandix) have traditionally been evaluated with the
Campbell and Fiske (19593 ses Marsh, 1989) guicelines. Despits imgortant
limitaticns, these guidulines are stiil ussful and recommanded as a
preliminary analysis even when more sophisticatad approaches using CFA are
subsequantly used (see Marsh, 1989; Mareh, in press—a; Margh, Barrmes &
Hocevar, 1985; Marsh & Hocavar, 1983). Applying thesa guidelines to the
MMM matrix of correlations betwean self responses and responses by others
in the Canadian and Australian studies respectively indicated that:

1) All 13 convargent validities in each study wera statistical ly
significant (mean rs8 of .560 [Canadian] and .5¢8 [Australianl) and
substantial,

2) For svery one of the 312 possible comparisons between a convergant
validity and another correlation in the same row or column of ths square
(heterotrait-hetermﬂl'ud) block of coefficients, ths validity coefficient
(means of .540 and 56:8)r was higher than the comparison cosfficient (means of

comparisons) .

3) For the 312 possible comparisons batween a convergent validity
coaefficient and othsr correlations in the same row or column of the two
triangular (heterotrait-monomethod) blecks, the validity coefficient (means of

(Canadian] and .108 [Australianl: for 311 comparisons in each studies.

4) For both studies, correlations amorgy ratings by others (means of .112
(Canadian] and .130 C[Australianl) and correlations among self-ratings (means
of .101 [Canadianl and 0.087 [Auscralianl) were aiightly higher than
heterctrait-heteromethod correlations (means of .047 and .039), suggesting a
small method/halo effect.

These MTMM findings provide strikingly strong suppart for both the
comvargent and divergent validity of responses by the Canadian students to
the 8DQIII, and the similarity of results in the Canadian and Australian
studies. Results described in thé next ssction provide a stronger basis of
comparing results from the two studies.
The CFA approach to MIMM data.

Introcuction. MTMM matrices can be factor analyzad to infar the

15




Self-other Agreement 13

underlying dirzneions. Factors definad by different measures of the sama
trait suggest trait effects, whareas factors definad by masasures vith the
sane msthod smugpest mathod/halo effects. With CFA the ressarcher can define
altarnative modala that posit e priori trait and/or method effacte and test
the ability of such models to fit the data. Although problems exist in
assumptions underlying the modsl, tachnical difficulties in estimating
parametar estimates, and asssssing goodrmess v fit, this approach to MTMM
analysis has beeon frequantly applied and is bacoming increasingly popular
(swe Maren, in press-a; 196893 Marsh & Hocavar, 1983; Widaman, 1985). For
present purpcses two general models are ex~minad: onme positing only 13 trait .
factors corresponding to the 13 8DRIXI scales and one positing 13 trait
factors and two method factors corresnonding to :he two methods of
meagsurement (self-ratings and ratings by otheras). In the model with trait
and mathod factors; sach measured variable is relatsd to just the one trait
factor and the one method factor that it represants; si-ror/uniqusnesses for
the measured variables are assuned to be uncorrelcted; the 13 trait factors
are assumed to be correlated whereas the correlations between trait end
mathod factors and bstween the mathad factors are assumed to be zeroj factor
variarcss are fixed at 1.0 (sea Marah, in prese-aj 19687 for further
discuscion of defining the CFA modsls uzed in MMM studies); and tha CFA
models were fit with the LISREL V program_(Joreakog & Sorbom, 1981).

Goodness of fit ie avaluated by: (a) determining that the iterative
procedure converges to a proper solution that is well-defined; (b)
establishing that parameter estimates ars substantively reasonable in |
ralation to the a priori model; and (c) evaluating the X2 test statistic and
various fit indices (e.g., the Tucker-Lewis indax (TLI) and ths Bentler-
Bonstt index (BBl); see Mareh, Balla & McDonald, 1988) in relation to rules
of thumb and comparing these valuss for alternative models. In an evaluation
of goodness-of—fit indices typically uead in CFA, Marsh, Balla and McDonald
(1988) and Marsh, McDanald and Balla (1988) datermined that the TLI was the
only widaly used indax that was relativaly indspandant of sample size end
relatively unaffectad by capitalizetion by chanca whan additional parameters
were added. Becauss of thae large sample size and wide variation in the
runber of parametsrs in altarnative maodele in tha present investigation, the
T.1 will be emphasgizad.

The CFA approach to MTM data is well known and is rot reviewed here
(see Marsh, in press-a; 1989; Widaman, 1985). An important extension of this
approach, howaver, ig to use the CFA approach to test the equality of
parameter estimates (trait and method factor loadings, factor covariances,
land unigusneases) darivad from different studiec. The major emphasis hers is
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on thess bstween-study equality constraints in which the equality of
Parametar estimates from the Canadian and Australian studies is tested. It

is &lso relevant, howaver, to consider within—atudy equality congtraints in
which the sgquality of parameter estimates for eelf-ratings and ratings by
significant others is tested. When either betweenstudy or within-study
eouality constraints are imposed, it is important that anmalysss are conducted
on covariance matrices instead of the correlation matrices typically used in
MIMM studies and that all measured variables ara agsessed according to a
common metric (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1988) as in the present investigation.

A very large number of different models that impose various between—
study and within-study equality constraints;re possible and so only a small .
proportion of these models would actually b’e'testad in any particular study.
Whereas the particular sat of models to be tested will depend on the
substantive issues and comparisons of preliminary models, some general
guidelines are appropriate. Im the present investigation 13-trait models and
13-trait/2-method models were corsidered. In preliminary evaluations of thesz
models, alternative models were considered in which: (a) no equality
constraints ware imposed, (b) all paramsters estimates for selfratings ware
constrained to be equal to the corresponding paramster estimates for
responses by significant others (i.e., total within-study invariance), (c)
all parametar estimates in one study were constrained to be equal the matching
parameter estimates in the other study (i.e., total betwsen—study invariance),
and (d) there was total between-study and within-study invariance.

Comparizon of fit indices in alternative models. Whereas the four 13-
trait models (modele la-1d in Table 3) provide a reasonable fit to the data
(TLIs of .793 to .830), the corresponding 13-trait/2-method modsls (models
2a-2d) fit the data substantially bstter (TLIs of .933 to .558). This
suggests that the measured variables raflect primarily the effects of traits
but also are influanced to a small extent by method effects. Consistent with
thie interpretation, trait factors account for 8 to 10 times as much
variance as the method factors for both sslf-responses and responzes by
significant others (g2 variance components in Table 4). These conclusions
are also consietent with earlier evaluations of the MMM matrices. Basad on
these preliminary findings, the focus of eubsequent discussion will bs on
the evaluation of the 13-trait/2-msthod modale.

Inzert Table 3 About Hare

A comparison of the first Fo‘ur 13~trait/2-mathod models (modsls 2a-2d)
provides a clear pattern of results. All four models provide reasonable fits
to the data according to traditional guidelinss (8.g.y all TLIs are greatar
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than .90 and X2/df ratios are less than 2.0). Tha imposition of betwsar~
study eguality constraints appeara to have little effect on goodness ot fit,
independent of m'c;ther within-study equality constraints are imposad. In
fact, based on the TLI and the X2/df ratios, models imposing total batwesn—
study invariance (models 2c and 2d) fit the data slightly better than the
corresponding modale imposing no betwean-study invariance constraints
(modals 23 and 2b). On the othar hand, within-study equality constraints
result in a poorer goadness of it indepandant of whether betwesn—study
equality constraints are imposad. Basad on the focus of thigs investigation
on between-study constraints and tha results of these preliminary modsls, a
more datailed evaluatior of models imposing between—study constraints but ro
within-study constraints is considered.
Insart Tables 4 and 5 About Here

Solutions for the Canadian and Australian studies each consist of 156
parameter estimates (factor loadings, factor covariances, uniguenesses; ses
Tables 4 cnd S5). The global test of invariance in which all 156 paramatar
estimates were constrained to bs egual in the two studies (model 2c)
provided a reasonable fit and one that did not differ substantially from the
corresponding model in which no equality constraints were imposed (model
2a). Because such a large number of parameter estimates were constrained to
be equal, however, it is possible that invariance constraints for a few
paramsters made a substantial differcnce but that this difference was lost
when averagad across all 1546 constraints. Mareh and Hocevar (1985) describe
a systematic approach to testing invariance in confirmatory factor analysis.
Basad on this approach, alternative models were formulated in which varicus
combimations of trait~factor loadings, method—factor loadings, factor
covariances, and uniquaness were constrained to be squal (modsls 3a-3d in
Table 2). Fit indices for thess alternative models, howsver, are all very
similar, and the TLI8S and X2/df ratios for rone of these models is
any bstter than modsl 2c that imposes total betwsen-study invarianca.
Altarnatively, it is possible that betwesn-study invariance constraints have
substantially different effacts on paremeter estimates associated with eslf-
respanses and responeas by othars (modsls 4a and 4b). The fit indicss
associated with thess two modelws, however, are similar and the TLle and X2/df
ratios are slightly poorer than in modal 2¢ that imposes total batwssn-study
invariance. In summary, these additional modsls provide strong support +or
the total invariance of results in the Canadian and fustralian studies.

Preliminary analyses indicated that the imposition of within-study
invariance constrainte resulted in substantially poorer fits. That is,

~ raquiring parameter estimates based on self-resporses to be the same as
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those based on responses by others was not supported. There aras, howsvar,
three logically distinct sets of within-study invariance constraints: trait-
factor loadings, method-factor loadings, and uniquenesses. Various
combinations of these comstraints were tested in models Sa-3c. All thres
models, however, resulted in poorer fit indices than did the corresponding
madel (2c) in which no within-study equality constraints were imposed. It
should be noted, howevar, that even the modal imposing total within-study and
total batwesn-study invariance (model 2d) provides a raasonable fit (TLI =.940
and chi-square/df ratio oF 1.874) when evaluated by traditional guidsiines.

Paramatar egtimates for tha selected model. Rezults summarized in the
last esction asuggested that modsl 2c (total between-study invariance and no
within-study invariance) provided the best fit to the data. Because of the
between-atudy invariance constraints, paramster estimates (ses Tables 3 and
4) ara necessarily the sama for the Canadian and Australian studies. For
both self-responses and responses by others, the variance components for
trait-factors (.530 and .637) are substantially higher than the variancs
comporents for method-—factors (.085 and 0637 and the variance components
for uniquenessess (.157 and .555). Interestingly, trait-variance in the
responses by others is slightly higher than trait-variance in self-
responees, even though trait-variance accounts for a higher proportion of
the total variance in s=2lf-respanses than in response by others. The
explanation of this apparent armomaly is that the variance in the responsss
by otherse is somewhat higher (see appendix).
Regults: 8Belf—other Discrepancies on Multiple Dimensions of 8Salf-concspt.

Mean diFferances in responsss by students and by the significant others
were tested in both the Canadian and Australian studies. For presant
purposes, a 2 (Country — Canada va. Augtralia) x 2 (mathods — eelf—
response ve. ratings by othare) x 13 (traits — the 13 SDAIII scales) ANOVA
was conducted in which country was a between-subjects factor and traits anc
mathods were within-subject factors (Tskle 6). Mean responses and
supplemental aralyses for each separate trait are presented in Table 7.
Acrose all 13 SORIIY scales there wera no significant differences betwesn
Canadian and Australian responses. The effect of country did, howevar, vary
somewhat with the particular trait. In separate snalyses of each trait
(Table 7) Canadian responses were significantly higher for 2 traits,
significantly lower for 1 trait, and did not differ significantly from
fustralian responses for the remaining 10 traits.

Insart Tables 6 and 7 About Here
Across all 13 8DAIII traits, responses by significant others were higher

1.0 ) , _
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thar self~responses, though this main effect varied somswhat depending on the
trait and the country. In separate analyses of each trait, responses by othars
wera significantly higher for 9 traits, eigniﬂcantly. lower for 2 traits, and
did rot differ significantly frcm self-responses on 2 traits. Whereas
reaponses by significant othars wera higher for both the Canadian and the
Australian studies, this differencs was somewhat larger in the Australian
study. In the separate analysses of each trait, however, this interaction was
gignificant for only 1 of 13 traits.

In sumary, the comparisons of mean raesponsaes in the two studies revealed
very emall differences. Whersas some differances wers statistically
significant due to the vary large sample size, none of the effects involving ’
country, mathod, or their interactions with other variables accounted for s
much as 1/2 of 1% of the variance. Wharsas respanses by significant others
wera higher than self-responses on most of the S8DAIII scales in both studies,
these differences ware not large. Because sslf—other discrepancies are in the
direction of higher responses by significant others in both studies, these
results argus against a sslf—favorability bias in the self-responses and
suggest a modesty effect. Becauss the modesty effect is slightly larger in the
Canadian study than in the Australian study, the results offar no support ‘or
the Marsh and Richards (in press) suggestion that such an effect may be
idiosyncratic to responses by Australiane.

Discussion and-Implications.
Substantive Issues

The results summarized here have important implications for furthar
theoretical work in sel¥-concept. The most obvicus implication is for the
study of ratings-by-othars. Howevar, interprating the salf-other agreement
found here in terms of theory and previous research ie difficult bacsuse of
the ambiguous use of ratings—by-others and ambiguities in the theory
underlying this research. The prezent findings appareritly are consistent with
tha Shavelson et al. (1976) modsl, but Shavelson et al. intentionally de-
emphasized the use of irnferrad sslf—concept responsas and arpgued that thay
should not necessarily have any closs correspondance with the preferred self-
report measures of sslf-concapt. Crandall {1973) suggested the pragmatic usa
of ratings-by-othars as a mesans of validating self—concept measures, though
the suggestions were apparently not based upon any specific theoretical
position. Tha present fino..gs do offer support for this application of
inferred self—-concepts. The results apparently eupport the symbolic
intesractionist perspective, but several qualifications are neceasary. Filrst,
the prediction of self-other agreement in the symbolic interactionist theory
ie not clear-cut (ses Kinch, 19633 Marsh, Barnss & Hocevar, 1985; 8hibutani,
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19613 Wells & Marwell, 1976). In particular, subject’s perceptions of how ha
or she is viewad by others, and how these are ralated to salf-perceptions were
not examined here. The symbolic interactionist parspective posits that
parceptions of others "causae" self-concspt, but the direction of causality was
not testad hare. Results summarized hera do, however, unambiguously
demonstrate that significant othsrs are able to accurately infer multiple
self—concepts of a person who they know well, and this empirical relationship
hag practical and theoretical implications.

MM studies based on the 8DAI found significant self-other agreement
between salf—concept ratings by school children and sal-F—concept':S inferrad by
their teachers. Student-tsacher agreement tended to be stronger in areas where
teachers ware able to make relevant abservations (academic facets, physical
ability, and peer relations), but was poorer for Parent Relations and Physical
Appearance. The poor agresmant on Parent Relations was not surprising, since
this is the area where teachers and peers are least likely to have an adequate
basis for accurately inferring self-concepts. In the present investigation
whare many of the significant othars ware parents — particularly in the
Australian study — self-other agreement on the Parents scales was very
high. The lack of agreament on Physical Appearance found in the
preadolescaent research. :uas unexpected. . Perhaps, the standards usad by
teachers to infer Physical Appearance are differaent from those used by
students, but even student-peer agreamant on this factor was poor (Marsh,
Smith & Barnes, 1984). This suggests that studsnts may be using '
idiosyncratic gtandards in forming their own sslf-concepts of Physical
Appearance and that thess standards may not generalize to thoss that they
employ in making ratings about ome of their classmates. Fur responses by
university students considered hare, self-other agreament on Physical
appeararce was much batter, but still below the average for all scales.
Parhaps, by this age, respondents are using intaernal standards that are more
similar to those used by significant others, but this is clearly an area
where further research is needed.

Bhaveleon, et al. (1976) predicted that self-other agresment would be
lower on ganeral dimensions of self-concept near the apay. of their hierarchy
than dimensions closer to the base of their hierarchy chat are more directly
roelated to obsarvable behavior. Based on their review of self-other agreement
in paersonality ressarch, McCrae and Costa (1988) also suggestsd that
agreament would be higher on traits that are more observable. 15 terms of the
ghuvelson, et al. predictions, the two most gensral S8DRIII scales are the

Genaral-8elf and General-Academic scales. Avaraged across the Australian and
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Canadian studies (Table 2) sslf-othar agreemsnt is lower for these two scales
than any other 8DAIII scale. Only two other scales have sslf—other )
corralations nearly as low as the two general acaics, but they are also less
reliable than other 8DRIII scales. Hance, particularly after correction for
unrcliability, self-other agreament is clearly lowest for tha two general
scalal. Because the Ganeral-self scale was addad to the 8DQAI in its last
revision, self-other correlations are available for only two studies (Marah,
1988, Table 14). Based on these two studies, howsvar, salf-other agresmant on
the Genaral-self scale is the lowest of all the 8DAI scales. Becauss seif—
othar studiec using the S8DAI are basad on agre wmeit batween students and ]
tesachers, it is not surprising the that salf-cther agreemant is higher on the
general academic scale than some of the nomacadamnic gcales, but galf-other
agreamant on the gensral academic scale is lows- than for the either the
Mathematics or the Verbal scale. Thus, this prediction from the Shavelson
model is supported by results of the present invastigation.

The poor self-othar agreemant on the Eeneral-Self and General-Acsdamic
scales supports theoretical predictions, out the practical implications of
thesa results may bs even more important. Higtorically, self-concept
researchers relied almost solely on general or global scales and this practicse
is still prevalent. Marsh and Shavelson (1985), temaver, argued that self~
concept cannot be adequ.at;.e‘ly understond if its multidimensionality is
igrored. In support of .thia contantion the present investigation found an
average correlation of only .094 amang the 13 3DAIII scales (ses Appendix),
80 that a single global dimension canmot adequataeiy account for the specific
scales. Marsh and S8havelecn argued if the role of self-concept ig to 5étter
undaratand the comnlexity of salf in different contaxts, to pradict a
variety of behaviors, to provide outcome mzasures for diverss intarventions,
and to relate self-concept to othar comstructs, then multiple gpecific
dimensions of salf-concept are more useful than than a single gensral scala.
In support of these contentions Marsh (in prese-b) damonstrated that general
self-concept tends to be less stable over time than othor self facets, is
less related to other external constructs than the gpecific dimensions most
logically related to the construct, and is less sansitive to interventions
designad to enhance salf-concept than the specific dimensiors that most
clossly match the intendad outcomes of the intervention. More racently,
focusing spacifically on academic salf-concept, Marsh, Byrme, and SBhavelson
(1988) made a similar distinction' batween genaral general academic self-
concept and more content spacific dimensions such as Verbal and Math salf-
concapt. In support of this contention, the two studics presanted hare found

J.hat Math and Verbal scales were negatively correlatad for salf-resporsas (-
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CFA model (~.28, Table 5) that was basad on both studias. If Math and Verbal
sslf—concert are uncorrelatzd, or even negatively correlatsd, than thay
cannot be adequatgly explained by a single dimension of academic self-
concent (r?areh, 1986). Thus, research on self-other agreemeint contributes
to a growi'ng body of ressarch calling into question the usafulness of the
Gerneral-Salf ard Ganeral-Acacamic scales.

8elf-other agreesmant found here is substantially higher than found in
other salf-concept research, and go it is informative to evaluate why. The
apparent reasons are that: a) subjects were older (=.g., subjects knew
themselves batter or based their self-responses on more objective,
observable criteria); b) both subjects and significant others made cheir
responses on the same well developed instrument consisting of multi-item
scales; c) ealf-other agreemant was for specific charactmristics rather than
for broad, ambiguous characteristics or an overall salf-concept; and d) the
significant others knew the subjects better and in a wider range of contexts
than the cobhservers in most research. Margh, Barnes and Hocevar (1985)
demonstrated support for "b" by showing the sslf—other agresment and support
for divergent validity were weaker when based on single~item ratings than on
multi-item scales. Results from both the Australian and Canadian studies
support “c" in that self—other agreement is weaker for General Self and
Genaral Academic scales. Suppcrt for "d" comes from the comparison of the
present results and Mar'sll'\, Barmes and Hocevar with Marsh and Richards where
the othars did not know the subjects as well. Limited support for "a" comes
from the comparison of the present results with those of the preadolescent
(8DQAI) studies, though there are so many differences that this comparison
must be viewed cautiously. In related personality research, Funder (1997),
Kenrick and Funder (1988), and particularly McCrae and Costa (1988)
suggasted that a similar gat of characteristics would enhance selfother
agreamant on parsonality traits.

Whereas there is at least reasonable support for the suggestions az to
why self-othar agreement on self-concept is better here than found alsewhere
— axcept, perhaps, for age differences in self—other agreemant — thera is
also reed for further research. Because the significant others in both
otudies were eslectad as the person who krnew subjects the best, it might be
arguad that the nature of the relatiomship (e.g., romantic partners,
siblings, parent—child) was of secondary importance. Neverthelees, it would
be relevant determine if there weve systematic differences in self-othar
agreement depending on the nature of the relationship. Alternatively, asking
each subject to select two others who differed in tarms of how well they
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knew the subject would provide a2 more direct test of the prediction that
knowing the subject better leads to better salf—-other agreement. There are
substantial and comsistent differences in the level of self-other agreemant
in differant SDAIII scales. The poorar agreement for the genaral scales is
consistant with predictions, but it would be useful to ask subjects and
othar:s to rate tre scales in tarms of specificity/gererality, publicly
obsarvable/private, the concistancy/variability of the subject on the trait
being considered, and their confidance in their ratings.

Though not a focus of the present investigation, the distinction
batween personality and self-concept needz further consideration.
Parscnality characteristics are 3pparently a subsat of the characteristics
that individuals use in forming their self—-concepts. 8elf—concept ratings,
howesver, are designad to reflect (private) self-parceptions wheraas
personality traits are designed to reflect (public) objective traits. From
this distinction it follows that axternal observers should evaluate how
subjecte fesl about themsalves in order to validate self-concept ratings but
should avaluate objective characteristics in order to validate perconality
ratings. There is, hoawever, apparently no empirical evidsnce that observe z
can distinguish between how subjects feel about themselves vs. their
ocbjective characteristics. It also follows from this distinction that some
influences that blas pérlsonality ratinges may represent a valid influence on
salf-concept ratings. Nevertheless, personality and self-concept instruments
both ask people to describe themselves and may be operationally
indistinguishable. Thus, it may be that these distinctions are an artifact
of the distinct historical developments of these two constructs.
Methwdological Implications

The major focus of the present !nvestigation was on substantive issues in
the study of self-concept, but the research also extendad previous
applications of the the CFA approach to MTMY data. Whereas the CFA approach is
apparently becoming increasingly popular, this appears to be the first
application in which formal tests of factorial invariar-e were used to test
simultanacusly the equivalence of results basad on different methods within
the same study and across two parallel MTMM studies. This new multigroup CFA
approach offers a substantially stronger basis for testing the gererality of
findirgs across different studies — particularly when, as in the present
investigation, there is reasonablie support for the equality all parameter
estdnates in the different studies. In this respect, the present investigation
provides an important demons:ration of & new analytic tool that may have broad
applicability {n personality and social psychological research.
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Table 1

Summary of Factor Analyses of S8DAIII Responses For the Total Normative Archive

(Norm Group; Marsh, in press-c), Australian self-responses, Australian
responses by others, Canadian self-resporses, and Canadian responses by
othars.

Noarm fust Aust Canadian Canadian
Group Self Others Salf Othars
(r=2836) (n=151) (r=1S1) (n=941) (r=941)

Target Loadings

No. of Coafficiants &8 &8 &8 &8 68
Higmst 194 192 u91 193 l92
Lowest 44 23 40 .40 .43
Meadian 71 67 72 &9 .69
% > .30 100.07% 96.0%4 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Non-Target (oadings

No. of Coefficients 716 716 716 716 716
Highest 25 e 35 I3 « 30
Lowast -.17 -.28 -.21 -.11 ~-.11
Madian 02 .02 02 02 02
% > .30 0.0% 3.0% Q1% 0.1% 0.0%
Factor Correlations

No. of Cefficients 78 78 78 78 78
Highest 36 32 33 3D 3b
LOAESt -u06 ™ 19 ™ 14 . 11 -106
Madian .10 07 -08 02 .08
% > .30 S.1% 1.2% 1.2% 3.6% 2.6%

Note: As described in the test manual (Marsh, in prese~c) the 136 SDAIIl
items are used to form 68 itam pairs (the first two items within each scale
form one pair, the naxt two items within each scale a sacond item-pair, and
s0 forth) that are the basis of factor analyses. Target loadings are the
factor loadings of the 68 item~pairs on the factor each is designed to
measura; while all othar factor loadings are Nontargst loadings.  Factor
Correlations are the <factor pattern correlations among the 13 oblique
correlations idantified in each analysis. The norm group includes the
Australian sslf-responses but rnot any of the other responses considered
hare. Factor scores considered in eubsequent analyses ware darived from the
factor analysis of the norm group as described in the test manual.




Tabla 2
Internal Consistency and Belfother Agreement in studies on Australian
University Students (N=151) and Canadian Australian Studante N=941).

Internal Consistency S8alf-other Correlatiors
8DAII1 Scales Balr oGthn, M8l  Auetralian Canadian
1) Physical fbility .96 .97 .96 .96 . 7680 754
2) Appearance B85 .89 .50 .90 .461 .454
3) Opposite Sex Pears .50 .90 .91 .90 .520 .587
4) Same Sox Peers 8 .50 .5 .84 .457 473
S) Parents .21 93 89 .89 799 659
&8) Honesty 76 .81 .80 .82 .394 437
7) Religion S5 .3 .94 .94 .800 745
8 Emotional S1 .93 .89 .89 .624 AE2
9) Ganeral .98 .93 .94 .92 .403 422
10) Mathematics S5 .5 .95 .95 .741 769
11) Verbal .84 .86 .86 .86 .638 .614
12) Acadamic .85 .88 .87 .89 311 .440
13) Problem Solving 79 .2 .80 .81 .450 .400
Mean 88 .90 .89 .9 568 .560

NOTE: Internal consistency refers to coefficient alpha estimates of
reliability. Sel-f-'—othér agreement in both studlies is based on factor scores
(eea Table 1). All m;félations in both gtudies are statistically
significant. When the set of 13 ealf-other agreemsnt coefficients ong study
ware correlated with those in the other study, the correlation was r = %08
(p < .001, df = 11).




Table 3
Goodress of Fit for CFA Madels of MTMM Data From the Australian and Canadian

Studies
Within Batween 2
Model &t%sdzraints g;dr':sdz»'ainte X2 df éai{.?g TLI B8l
Null Model
0 10135 351 15,893 —— —
13~Traita/O-Methods Total Invariance
laa Nona Nona 1778 442 4,022 .793 .825
2b All (T, Nore 1922 494 3.892 .802 .810
ic Nona All (T,C,W 1989 572 3.478 .830 .804
1d All (T,U) A1l (T,C,W0 2079 598 3.476 .830 795
13-Traits/2-Mathods Total Invariance
Zaa None Nora 632 30 1.620 .958 .938
2b All (T,M,U) None Q26 448 1.979 .933 .909
2c None All (T,M,C,WD 870 546 1.593 .959 .B&2
2d All (T,M,U» All (T,M,C,) 1096 S85 1.874 .940 .892
. 13~Traits/2-Mathods Between—8tudy Invariance
3a . Nona T 688 416 1.654 .955 .932
3b Nana T,M 725 442 1.641 956 .928
2 Nona T,M,U 748 468 1.598 .959 .926
3d None T,M,C 846 520 1.626 .557 .917
4a None . All Belf 818 507 1.614 ,958 .919
4bb Nora All Othaer . 827 S07 1.632 .957 .918
13~Trai ta/2-Mathods Within- and Betwsan—Btudy Invariance
Sa T All (T,M,C,W) 942 S59 1.686 ST 907
Sb M All (T,M,C,U) 1011 559 1.809 .945 .500
Sc Nane T,M,U 1042 572 1.823 .944 .B97
2. The rull madel (Model O) is of ro substantive inter ig usad in

ast, but

dafinition of the Bentler Bonett Index (BBI) and the Tucker Lewis Indax
(TL1). Madele la-1d posit only trait factors whereas models 2a-Sc posit trait
and method factors. For within-study constraints, total invariance consists of
coratraining trait-factor loadings (T), method-factor loadings (M) and
erraor/uniquenessaes (U) to be the same for salf responses and the corresponding
reeponses by cthers. For totween—-study constraints, total invariance consists
of constraining trait—factor loadings (T) methad—factor loadingas (M), factor
covariances (C) and error/unicusnesses (U} to ba the same in the Canadian and
Australian studies.

a — For just these two models, the solutions were improper in that
uniquenesses in the Australian data were slightly (ncnsi?niﬂcantl )
rnegative. In order to obtain proper solutions the offending parameters were
fixed to a small positive value and the remaining parametsrs wers re-

esti .ted. Boluticns for the Canadian data with modele and solutions
for botn Canadian and Australian data for all other models were proper.

b — For thesa two models, total between—study invariance was imposed on
only the entire set of parameter estimates based on salf-responses (model
4a) or on only those based on responses by significant others (model 4b).
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Table 4
Trait-factor loadings, Mathod-factor loadings, and Error/Uniqusnesses for

Modal 2c (Total Batween—study invariance, No Withir—study invariance).

Self-responses Responses by others
8DQIII Bcales Trait Msthod Error Trait Method Error
1) Physical Ability 1.083 0.111 0.502 1.219 0.221 0.873
2) Appearance 0.589 0.354 0.384 0.647 0.122 0.549
3) Opposite Sex Peers 0.580 0.358 0.451 0.849 0.135 0.921
4) Sama Sex Pesrs 0.571 0.328 0.463 0.748 0.224 0.793 -
S) Parents 0.755 0.215 0.445 0.953 0.140 0.908
4) Honesty 0.572 0.235 0.529 0.746 0.307 0.638
7) Religion 0.797 0.009 0.281 0.843 0.030 0.849
8) Emotional 0.633 0.354 0.333 0.800 0.071 0.712
9) Genaral 0.529 0.5%7 0.367 0.683 0.172 0.638
10) Mathematics 1.081 0.021 0.227 0.942 0.205 0.732
11) Verbal 0.805 0.159 0.199 0.642 0.425 0.744
12) Academic 0.861 0.221 0.243 0.466 0.344 0.482
13) Problem Solving 0.605 0.142 0,362 0.547 0.437 0.689
Variance Comporent 0.530 0.085 0.157 0.6837 0.063 0.555

Note: The variance ccmpcngnt is the mean of the squared coefficients in each
column of tha table.
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Table S

Trait-factor Variances and Covariances r

SDAIII Scales 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1) Physical Ability 1.00

2) Appsarance .38 1.00

3) Opposite SBex Peers .16 .38 1.00

4) Bame Bex Peers 19 .12 .28 1.00

S) Parents .03 .01 -.04 .23 1.00

6) Honesty -.14 -,07 -.15 .03 .22 1.00

7) Religion 00 .04 -,07 .08 .25 .22 1.0

8) Emctional 22 JA3 22 365 24 .02 .04 1.00

?) Ganeral .13 .45 3B .37 .17 .10 .12 .56 1.00

10) Mathematics 06 =09 -.12 -,07 .03 -.09 -.03 .04 -.02 1.00

11) Verbal -.16 .02 .11 .06 -.04 .24 -.08 .05 .17 -.28 1.00
12) Academic -.07 .0t .01 -.04 -.01 .29 .06-,01 .22 .16 .561

13) Problem Solving 09 .15 .14 -.08 -.17 =03 -,03 .12 .29 .19 .35

NOTE: Becausz factor covariances were all fixed to have variances equal to 1.0

13

.00
36 1.00

in order

to fix the scale of the solution, factor covariances presented here are the same as

factor correlations.
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Table 6
ANGVA Comparing Responses to the 13 SDAIII scalds (traits) in the Canadian
and Australian Studies i
Variande
Bource 83 df F-Ratio p Explairmad
Country (Canada va. Australia) 0.1 1 "0.02 .893 0.00%
Subjscts (ervor) 3431.2 1090 — — 11.73%
Method (self vs. other ratings) 69.4 1 69.44 .C00 0.234
Country x method 4,1 1 3.95 .047 0.01%
Subjects x methods (errar) 1135.7 1090 —_— — 3.68%
Traits (13 8DQIII scales) 1700.0 12 101.75 .000 S.81%
Country x traits 8.4 12 4,09 000 0.23%
Subjects x traits (error) 18210.3 130680 — e 462,267
Mathod x traits 100.2 12 24.12 .000 0.34%
Country » method x traits 3.5 12 0.85 .617 0.01%
Subjects x method x traits (error)  4527.82 13032 - — 15.48%
Total 29250.7 2831 - 100.00%

Nota. Variance explained is the ratio of the sums of squares (8S) dus to
sach effect over the Total 88 multiplied by 100%.




Table 7

Msan responeas and the effects of Maethod (self vs. other), Country
(Australia vs. Canada} and their interaction on responses to each of ths 13

EDQIII mcales (traits)

Self—other Agreement 31

Salt-ratings Othar ra
Ecore Aur.. Canada Aust Canada
Physical -.41 -.28 -.45 =35
Appearance -01 .11 b W32
Opposite 8ex .31 .15 31 28
8ame Bax 03 .15 SOF 29
Parents =27 -.04 -.49 =-.17
Honesty -.01 -.16 02 .02
Religion Jd6 =11 .11 -,10
Emotion =31 -.51 - -4
Genaral A2 22 A5 .29
Math -.38 -.57 -.37 -.38
Verbal - 21 .08 44 .35
Academic 24 .12 21 W14
Problem Solve -.25 -.24 -.05 .03
Mean -.04 -,08 -.01 .03

tings

Cauntry Method Interaction

ng
ns
ns
X
kX

= B

2 8 3 3 3 3

RX
Xkxk
XX
k¥
XKk
kX
ns
Kok X
X
XKk
Xk
ng
Kokxk

8 X3 2323332 R 3

2

2

Nota. Btandard deviations corresponding to each of the mean responses is

presented in the appandix.

X p <.05, %k p < .01, x¥k p < .001.
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fppendix

Meins, tandard Deviations, and Corralations Amang the 26 Variables (13 SD0I1I
fctors for salf-responses and responses by others) from the Australisn and
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