
DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF 

A SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 

By 

F ARID A RIF AI 

,~~-"'::::/.I " 0-<? ,-\, 
'/ ~ . '\ 'i Q, .• :. ' .' ,L o.W I . 
~!". f ;OI",~r')\ l y 

A thesis 

submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements 

for the degree 

of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

in the 

Dr, Muhammad Ajma! 
National Institute of Psychology 

Centre of Excellence 

Quaid-I-Azam University 

Islamabad - Pakistan 

1999 



CERTIFICA TE 

Certified that Ph.D . Dissertation "Development and Validation of a Self- Esteem 

Scale" prepared by Farida Rifai has been approved for submission to Quaid-I-Azam 

University, Islamabad. 



"-----

DEVELOPMENT AND VALIDATION OF 

A SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 

By 

F ARID A RlF AI 

Approved by 

. ~-External Exammers 

Director 

National Institute of Psychology 

( 

'--' .. 
/ - .f ~ J'~ .,;. 



To Uniqueness and Oneness of 'Allah', 

Whose reflection is in each 'Self' 



.,v. 
~ 

(
Q Q ,. ii -i."' 1. * 

UIlI"er~ilY 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

.:~ .. 
Praise be to Allah, who blessed me with this opportunity to learn and work. -I' ~,-,. 

f'r ~t.'" 

My thanks are to all those who participated in the research. 
~r~.ce ";:J 

First and foremost, I would like to acknowledge the valuable guidance of my 

supervisor, Dr. Naeem Tariq who has always been very helpful to me. His constructive 

criticism on the work inspired me bring improvements in it at different stages and his 

thoughtful suggestions have refined the manuscript in its present form. I am grateful to Dr. 

Naeem for his contributions as well as for being a very kind and supportive teacher that 1 

have ever found . 

lowe a great deal to my parents for creating an urge in me to seek and understand. 

It was their love and encouragement that I was able to learn and improve my own self 

with the help of knowledge that grew while doing this work. 

I am thankful to Dr. Shavelson for being generous to have access to all of his 

articles which helped me appraise the current research literature in an effective manner. 

I would also like to thank my friends who facilitated my work on many 

dimensions. Nasreen, Sobia, Seemaba and Anila helped me in collection of data. Shazia 

Ashraf and Shazia Khalid, besides being a source of emotional support, provided a lot of 

practical help in collection of data and references. Tayyiba, Khalid, Salma, Iffat and 

Nilofer kept alive in me the spirit to work and complete it. 

I must acknowledge the help provided by library and computer staff of NIP. They 

were very cooperative and quick in their service. Usman helped me in statistical analysis of 

the data. I thank all of them for their valuable assistance. 

My brothers and sisters were constant source of encouragement and motivation. I 

would like to thank all of them, especially, Qasim, Salahuddin and Naveed who provided 

books and additional computer facilities I required. 

Finally, I would like to thank Shakeel who has shared each and every bit of the 

work with me. I am fully appreciative and deeply grateful to him as he extended help in 

every possible way he could. Besides being a wonderful companion who provided a loving 



II 

and supportive climate which was very much needed, he edited the manuscript and helped 

me many a times in dealing with the hardware of computer. 

I am thankful to my children Sunny and Yusuf who sacrificed the time in which 

they deserved my attention. Whenever I felt the stress of the work, they were there as a 

source oflove and joy which relieved me from stress and strengthened the meaning I have 

in life. 

Farida Rifai 



Acknowledgements 

Abstract 

List of Tables 

List of Appendices 

Chapter I Introduction 

CONTENTS 

Chapter II Theoretical Formulations and Relevant Research 

Measurement of Self-Esteem 

Self-Esteem and Gender 

Self-Esteem and Psychopathology 

Self-Esteem and Anxiety 

Self-Esteem and Delinquency 

Self-Esteem and Depression 

Self-Esteem Research in Pakistan 

Rationale and Scope of the present research 

Chapter III Development of the Self-Esteem Scale 

Pilot Studies 

Main Study 

Sample 

Instrument 

Procedure 

Results 

Discussion 

II I 

VI 

VIII 

1 

6 

22 

33 

36 

37 

38 

41 

43 

46 

52 

52 

55 

56 

56 

57 

57 

79 



Chapter IV Validation of a Self-Esteem Scale 

Study 1 - Convergent Validity of Self-Esteem Scale 

Study II - Convergent and Discriminant Validity of 

Self-Esteem Subscales 

Study III - Relationship between Self-Esteem and Anxiety 

Study IV - Relationship between Self-Esteem (lnd 

Delinquency 

Study V-Relationship between Self-Esteem (Ind Depression 

Chapter 'V General Discussion and Conclusion 

References 

Appendices 

88 

89 

93 

98 

106 

115 

123 

128 

158 



III 

ABSTRACT 

The construct of Self-esteem has been explicated within the indigenous social 

context through development and validation of a Self-esteem Scale. Firstly, the 

dimensionality of the Self-esteem construct and internal consistency/reliability of the self­

esteem scale were ascertained For that, an item pool was developed from qualitative 

data obtained from two pilot studies and the translations of foul' existing Self-esteem 

Scales. After an extensive scrutiny and evaluation of the items, 72 items, most relevant to 

the construct and expressing evaluations of a global self and its various aspects, were 

phrased in self-reported statements with a five-point scale. This scale was given to a 

sample of 300 participants (150 boys and 150 girls). The Principal Componellt Factor 

Analysis revealed that most of the items of Self-esteem Scale were positively loaded on 

first four factors that explained 22.5% of the total variance. The eigenvalues for these 

factors were 7.4, 4.0, 2.5 and 2.2, respectively. The factor solution was rotated to get 

clear and intelpretable dimensions of the self-esteem. The contents of the items with >.30 

factor loadings on the four factors in rotated solution were examined in detail. The 

rotated factor solution was found to be more meaningful in terms of the theoretical 

interpretation of its factors. Following the criteria of Kline (1986), only those items were 

selectedfor further examination which had >. 30 factor loading. All examination of the 

contents of these items yielded four factors which were labelled as Self-Acceptance, Self­

Competence, SOCial, and Physical Self-Acceptance and, Academic oS'ef[-Competence. 

There were 11 items with >.30 factor loading on first factor, i.e., Self-Acceptance. On 

secondfactor of Self-Competence 6 items were having >.30 factor loadings and on third 

factor, Social and Physical Self- Acceptance, 7 items were found to be haVing >.30 factor 

loading, whereas on fourth factor of Academic Self-Competence, there were five items 

which were having >.30 factor loadings. The Self-Esteem Scale was reduced to only 

those 29 items which received high factor loadings on four dimensions of self-esteem. 

These constituted the four subscales of the Self-Esteem Scale. These selected 29 items 

were positively correlated with the total score with an average correlation of. 42. The 

Self-Esteem Scale (29 items) was found to be internally consistent and reliable as 

indicated by the alpha coefficient value .83 (p<.00). The split-half reliability wasfound 
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to be . 72 (p<.00) with Spearman Brown correction. Boys scored higher on the Self­

Esteem Scale as compared to girls supporting the hypotheses formulated in this regard. 

The difference of scores between boys and girls was found to be nonsignificant on the 

dimension of Academic Self-Competence. 

In the second phase of the research, five validation studies were carried 01lt to 

test the validity of Self-Esteem Scale. Study I conducted 011 a sample oj 60 participants 

tested the concurrent!convergent validity of Self-Esteem Scale hy finding its correlation 

with Rosenherg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale (r=. 62 p <. 00) . The scores of the four suhscales 

were also positively related with scores oj Rosenberg Scale. Study II was conducted on 

sample oj 60 participants to test the convergent validity of the suhscale oj Academic Self­

Competence by finding its correlation with scores obtained through Academic Self­

Concept Scale developed by Ahmed (1986) and achievement scores obtained ill school 

examination. The results showed that the scores on the Academic Self-Concept Scale 

were positively related with scores of the subscale Academic Self-Competence (r =.46, 

p <.OO) , whereas the positive correlations with the other three subscales were less in 

magnitude and non-significant. The highly positive correlation coefficient provided the 

evidence of convergent validity of Academic Self-Competence scale and, non-significant 

and less positive correlation oj Academic Self-Concept Scale with other suhsea/es 

indicated the discriminant validity oj these subscales. The correlation hetween the 

Academic Self-Competence and achievement scores indicated the concurrent validity oj 

this subscale (r = .29, p <.05). 

The other three studies were carried out jor construct validation of Self-esteem hy 

examining its relationship with Anxiety, Delinquency and Depressioll. Study III was 

conducted on a sample oj 150 participants to explore the relationship between self­

esteem and anxiety. High self-esteem and anxiety were found to be negatively related to 

each other (r=-. 48, p <. 00) and the hypotheses that low self-esteem individuals score high 

on Anxiety scale (t-value =4.55, dj90, p<.OO) was supported. Study IV was conducted on 

a sample oj 100 participants to explore the relationship between self-esteem and self 

reported delinquency. The results showed that there was significant negative correlation 

hetween high self-esteem and delinquency (I' =-.23,p<.01) and the participants with high 
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self-esteem scored low all delinquency scale (t-value=2.53 p <. 01), thus indicating that 

the self-esteem and delinquency are negatively related to each other. The relationship 

of delinquency with subscales of Self-Competence and Academic Self-Competence was 

found to be negligible and non-significant. Study V, conducted on a sample of 145 

participants, examined the relationship between depression and self-esteem. The analysis 

of data revealed the negative relationship between high self-esteem and depression (r =­

.53, p <.OO). The low self-esteem individuals scored high on SSDS and significantly 

differed from individuals scoring high on Self-esteem Scale (t-value = 7. 50, df=86,p<.00). 

The findings of the present research have revealed a theoretically intefpretable 

multidimesiollal structure of self-esteem within an indigenous context. The Self-Esteem 

Scale, was found to be a valid and reliable measure. The implicationsforfuture research 

have been discussed with reference to further validation and improvement ill 

methodology. 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

Self-esteem is a personality construct which refers to the individual's feelings 

about the self, and is indicative of the value placed over one's self. Self-esteem is the 

individual's private feelings towards self that are derived from one 's perceptions and 

appraisals of different attributes of the self. These are the general feelings of worth and 

competence associated with one's own self. These evaluations and feelings about the self 

affect the responses and shape one's behavior towards different aspects oflife. 

Self-esteem is a very personal experience for an individual. It is an important 

judgement that is passed by the person himself or herself. This judgement reflects the 

degree of self-respect and self-confidence that a person can have. The person whose 

self-esteem is high, feels worthy and important, and views himself or herself as a 

competent person who can live appropriately and happily in one' s life. He or she fee ls 

capable, adequate and effective to deal with the demands of life and thinks himself or 

herself a likable person who can enjoy healthy relationships with other people. An 

individual of high self-esteem shows more resilience in times of despair or failure. On the 

contrary, the person whose self-esteem is low, feels less regard for self, lacks confidence 

and decisiveness . The person with low self-esteem is vulnerable to feel shattered and may 

become easily frustrated in difficult life situations. He or she tends to lose courage while 

facing the adversities of life. 

Self-esteem is a sense of personal value and efficacy. These feelings may be 

derived from the appraisals and evaluations that one receives from significant others. The 

development of the individual's self-esteem is affected by the opinions and perceptions of 
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the significant others. The way a person is judged by others, it affects the opinion and 

perception that one may form about one's own self. The person, valued by others as 

worthy and competent, is more likely to have a positive view of one's set! The favorable 

opinions of parents, peers and others who are significant for the person may provide a 

fundamental base for the positive evaluation of the self. Later, throughout the life, that 

person keeps verifying these judgements in the light of the information that one may 

receive from the people in social environment. 

The numerous researches on self-esteem indicate that the construct self-esteem is 

central to Personality Psychology (see, for example, reviews by Wylie, 1974, 1979). 

Psychologists have since long been interested in understanding and formulating a theory 

of self. A large number of self-referent constructs e.g. self-acceptance and self-regard 

(Rogers, 1959), self-concept (Wylie, 1974) and self-esteem (Coopersmith, 1967; James, 

1890; Rosenberg, 1979) were introduced to theorize about self. Of these, the most 

important and quite frequently used constructs are self-concept and self-esteem. Self­

concept, broadly defined, is a person's perceptions of him or her self (Rogers, 1959), 

whereas self-esteem is his or her evaluation of these perceived characteristics of self 

(Campbell, 1990). Self-esteem is considered a single most significant key factor in 

understanding human behavior. It is the important aspect of ind ividual's overall 

psychological functioning that affects his attitude toward others and life (Branden, 

1987). 

Wide difference in definitions and theoretical orientations of the investigators of 

self-esteem have led to variation in the procedures for assessment and measurement of 

self-esteem and self-concept (Crandall, 1973; Wylie, 1979). In line with the suggestions 

given by Wylie (1979) and Crandall (1973) for improvement in measurement of self-
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esteem and related constructs, a model for construct validation was proposed by 

Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton (1976) . This multidimensional model has been 

extensively tested for its validity in the last two decades, (i .e., in 80s and 90s) and, to a 

large extent, has helped in removing the conceptual and methodological ambiguities 

associated with the construct (see, for example, Byrne & Shavelson, 1996; Byrne & 

Shavelson, 1986; Marsh & Byrne, 1988; Marsh & Shavelson, 1985; Shavelson & Bolus, 

1982). 

However, in Pakistan no effort has been directed towards construct explication 

and development of a self-esteem measure so far. The problem of defining terms and 

achieving appropriate observable indices is still apparent from the interchangeable use of 

the terms i.e., self-concept and self-esteem (see, for example, Khalid, 1990; Rani, 1983). 

These psychometric problems can be avoided only by a systematic work aimed at 

theoretical explication and construct validation which could improve conceptualization 

and theoretical status of the construct and moreover, it could provide a base for 

development of a valid and reliable method of measurement for self-esteem. The present 

theoretical and methodological status of research on self-esteem essentially requires 

improvement on its theoretical as well as in methodological aspects . Therefore, the 

present research has been designed to explicate the construct, namely, self-esteem by 

developing and validating an indigenous measure. 

As mentioned above, the present research is an attempt to develop and validate 

an indigenous measure of self-esteem. The important role of society and culture in 

development of self has been emphasized by earliest self theorists like James (1890), 

Cooley (1902) and Mead (1934). Several researches have demonstrated that people 

raised in different cultures and subcultures differ not only with reference to their 
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behaviors but also in their subjective experience, its description and expression (see, for 

example, Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Therefore, in the light of the theory and research, 

it appeared relevant to study the construct of self-esteem in an indigenous context. In 

present research, the emphasis has been placed on the salient dimensions of self-esteem 

that are specific and relevant to the culture and on the peculiar expression of an 

individual's self-esteem. The gender difference with regard to self-esteem has also been 

explored in the present research. 

For the validation of the instrument, the research also purports to examine the 

relationship of self-esteem with anxiety, delinquency and depression. In fact , the growing 

interest of the various researchers in the self-esteem construct is apparent from the 

studies which have found a relationship of self-esteem with many personality variables 

(e.g., Coopersmith, 1967; Rosenberg, 1965) and educational outcome (Bachman & 0' 

Malley, 1977; 0' Malley & Bachman, 1979; Purkey, 1970; Yamamoto, 1972). High 

self-esteem has been found to be associated with psychological and physical health 

(Brennan & 0' Loidean, 1980; Rosenberg, 1965), whereas inverse correlations of self­

esteem have been found with depression (Brockener & Guare, 1983) and anxiety 

(Rosenberg, 1965). Similarly studies by Kaplan (1974,1975), Rosenberg and Rosenberg 

(1978) and Bynner, 0' Malley and Bachman (1981) have shown that there exists an 

association between self-esteem and delinquency. Though, it is true that no 

comprehensive theory of self-esteem has been formulated so far, especially to theorize 

about its role in development of psychopathology, yet this variable does occupy an 

important place in understanding of psychopathology. This is reflected from the fact that 

low self-esteem and worthlessness have been mentioned in DSM IV (American 
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Psychiatric Association, 1994) as an associated feature of many psychological disorders 

(for example see pages, 327,345, 723 ). 

In pages to follow, a review of the theory and empirical literature has been 

presented. First of all, basic theoretical formulations about self-esteem construct have 

been discussed . Then, various methods used to measure the self-esteem have also been 

examined with reference to psychometric and methodological aspects. Gender 

differences found with regard to self-esteem have also been discussed in a separate 

section. In the next section, a brief review of the findings of various studies has been 

given. These studies were aimed at testing the relationship between self-esteem with 

anxiety, delinquency and depression. Towards the end of the second chapter, a review of 

various self-esteem studies conducted in Pakistan has been presented. These researches 

have been discussed with particular reference to the conceptualizations and the methods 

that have been used to assess the construct of self-esteem. In the last section, rationale 

and scope of the present research have been mentioned. 

The work has been accomplished in two phases. The main study, in the first 

phase was aimed at development of the Self-Esteem Scale. In the third chapter, method 

of the main study followed by results and discussion, have been mentioned . The work in 

the second phase was aimed at validation of Self-Esteem Scale. The details of the five 

validation studies conducted during phase II have been given in fourth chapter. In the 

fifth and last chapter, the general discussion of the results along with the implication for 

future research can be found . 



THEORETICAL FORMULATIONS AND 

RELEVANT RESEARCH 

6 

Chapter n 

One of the most distinct characteristics of human beings is the ability of being aware 

of one' s unique existence, the self. Like the origin of most of the important subjects 

pertaining to human beings, discussions about selfwere started by Greek philosophers within 

the fields of Philosophy. The early definitions were imprecise and vague, and "usually equated 

with such metaphysical concepts as 'soul', 'will' and 'spirit" (Bums, 1979, p.5). Discussions 

about selfin pre-twentieth century era remained in the context of Philosophy and Christianity. 

Towards the beginning of the twentieth century, the focused interest in self increased to the 

extent that Psychology emerged as a separate discipline for scientific study of consciousness 

and human behavior; and the scientific approach and character of Psychology made it distinct 

from Philosophy. 

During the first four decades of the twentieth century, the emergence of behaviorism 

as a dominant school of thought influenced the status of the concept of self greatly because 

the self was not something that could be investigated easily under rigidly controlled 

laboratory conditions. According to Behaviorism, the self as a subject for study was not 

appropriate for a scientific pursuit. Nonetheless, it was a topic of great interest during the 

early part of twentieth century for theorists like James (1890), Cooley (1902) and Mead 

(1934). 

James (1890) discussed the topic of self in detail and presented his distinct views 

about self thus bringing a change in the older ways of thinking about it. He categorized two 

aspects of the global self. (a) the selfas 'known' or 'me', the empirical ego, and (b) the selfas 
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'knower' or the '1' or the 'pure ego'. James considered the global self as simultaneously 'me' 

and'!,. In James '(1892) words: 

a man's' me' is the sum total of all that he can call his" and 'J' is that which at 

any moment is conscious, where as the 'me' is the only one of the things which 

it is conscious of; 1 is the thinker (p.176). 

He viewed pure experience '1 " and the contents of that experience 'me' as two 

discriminated aspects of the same entity '. This difference is quite apparent in the linguistic 

sense, emphasizing the obvious that humans have the characteristic of consciousness which 

permits the awareness of their own experience and of other environmental elements. 

Although, the distinction between 1 and me may appear to common sense but it seems 

difficult to differentiate at psychological level, since 1 the experience of the act which is 

involved in identifYing the me and at the same time, integrating the 'knower' and the 'h1Own', 

is the same one. Each cannot exist without the other. The selfis simultaneously me and 1 so it 

is impossible to imagine either consciousness in an abstract form, lacking any context or 

content, and existing apart from the consciousness that pennits awareness of it. James, 

himself was aware of thjs criticism and has noted that while language allows us to categorize 

in terms of the 'knower' and the 'known'; they are only discriminated aspects of the 

singularity of the process of experience, a global self which is no less than the person himself 

In the broadest sense, the self as 'knower' or 'me' is every thing that a person 

associates with one's self James claimed that the constituents of the' me' can be divided 

into three classes: the material me, the social me, and the spiritual me. The body is the 

innermost part of the ' material me' in each of us. Bodily self is the image of the body, 

one has about one's own body. Material self also includes one's clothing and material 

possessions which are viewed as part of the self A man's 'social me' is the recognition 
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which one gets from the persons one interacts with. A person has as many different 

social selves as there are many individuals and groups about whose opinion one cares. 

By 'spiritual self. James meant thinking and feelings, i.e. entire collection of states of 

consciousness. All selves combined in unique ways to constitute each person's view of 

oneself and in many respects cannot be neatly split up. For instance, clothing, so much a 

part of material self, enhances bodily self and satisfies social ends by gaining other's 

attention. Besides this comprehensive theorizing about selj and its various dimensions, 

James also noticed the evaluative nature of self. He believed that evaluation of each 

component of self could arouse feelings and emotions. James elaborated on the 

determinants of the person's self-evaluation using 'selj- feeling' and 'selj- regard' as 

synonyms to it. He argued that it was the position a person held in the world contingent 

on his success or failure that determined the self-esteem. These feelings of the individual 

depend entirely on what one aspires to achieve for oneself 

James considered the spiritual self, social self and material self in descending 

order of implications for self-esteem. In his view, people may differ in the significance 

that they assign to different component of self, and the individual has the capacity to 

choose between several goals related with each component of selj and to evaluate the 

success at them. The individual's self-esteem is determined by the performance outcome 

of an important task which is salient according to his or her preference. Success or 

failure at some task that is meaningful and significant for an individual, will greatly affect 

the self-esteem. The expectations and aspirations determine the salience of different 

aspects, and what condition is considered success or an enhancing experience for one 

can be a failure or deflating experience for another. In other words, succeeding on a 

particular task may have different meaning and salience for different people. There can 
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be individual differences when success is assessed either within or between component of 

self For instance, one person may derive a sense of competence and high self-esteem 

from being intellectually capable; another, from being good athletically, and still another 

from being in positions of leadership and authority thus depending on the importance, 

they assign to spiritual, material and social components of setf 

James (1890) produced a comprehensive formulation of the objective 'me' that 

provided the foundation for theory and research in later years. He detected the integrative 

aspect of the self-concept that included feelings, evaluations and attitudes as well as 

descriptive categories. This view later helped in understanding the evaluative aspect of self, 

namely 'self-esteem' which is a very significant component of self-concept. James' (1890) 

conceptualization of self in terms of material, social and spiritual, laid the foundations of the 

multidimensional and hierarchical structure of the construct (Shavelson, Hubner & Stanton, 

1976). James' views that the feeling of self-worth and self-esteem is derived partially from 

one's perceptions about one's competence at important tasks in relation to others having 

similar skills and abilities existed in current theory and research. His views have also 

supported the importance of self-other comparison in self-esteeqt. Individual evaluates the 

worth in comparison to peers and how one feels depends heavily on how one perceives while 

comparing one's se(fwith others whose skills, abilities, and talents are similar to one's own 

(Mettee & Riskin, 1974; Tesser & Palhaus, 1983). 

Like James, who considered social factor important in development of self, Cooley 

(1902) and Mead (1934) emphasized the role of 'significant others' in development of self. 

Introducing symbolic interaction theory, they provided the basic ideas that linked the 

emergence and development of individual's self as a result of interaction with others. For 

example, Cooley (1902) viewed that individual's behavior and social pressures mutually 
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modify each other and defined the self as 'that which is designated in common speech by the 

pronouns of the first person singular "1' 'me' 'mine" and "myself' (p.136). He pointed out 

the importance of subjectively interpreted feedback from others as a main source of data 

about the self by introducing the theory of the "looking glass self', reasoning that one's self­

concept is significantly influenced by what the individual believes that the others think about 

her or him. The looking glass reflects the imagined evaluations of others about one's self The 

looking glass self arises out of symbolic interaction between an individual and hjs various 

primary groups that are characterized by face to face associations. 

Cooley (1902) also provides an account of how self-feeling is developed in relation to 

the individual's interpretation of physical and social reality. The objects within this reality 

include the physical body, opinion, purposes, possessions, ambitions and, in fact , 'any idea or 

system of ideas drawn from the communicative life that the mind cherishes as its own' 

(Cooley, 1902, p.68). He considers the objects of self-feelings as social in nature because the 

meanings are furnjshed by the common language and culture; and secondly, self-conception 

and associated evaluations are derived from the person's subjective construction of the 

judgment that significant others held regarding actions and attributes of the individual. Self 

and society, thus, mutually define each other acting as point of reference for the other. 

Mead (1934) elaborated on James' social self and developed the Cooley's theory 

further. He produced a more extensive theory of self and maintained that individual's self 

develops as the result of one's relations to the processes of social activity and experience with 

other individuals. The individual learns to interpret the environment as others do. The 

judgment and estimates about the individual's behavior by significant others influence one's 

behavior and provide the major origin of internal regulation that eventually comes to guide 

and maintain behavior even if external forces are no longer present. In this way, the 
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community exercises control over the behavior of each individual and it remains within the 

person in the form of "generalized others". 

Mead (1934), thus, believed that self is a social structure ansmg out of social 

experience. Once formed, it can provide social experience for itself Mead saw language as 

the connection between self and society. The individual learns to respond to one's self in a 

manner that one finds in congruence with others, and develops attitude toward self that is 

consistent with those expressed by others in the world. If others value the person, he or she 

values the self and if others reject or ignore, he or she demeans one's self. Mead (1934) 

~oncluded what Cooley had already argued in a very similar theory, that the individual will 

conceive of oneself as having the characteristics and the values that others attribute to him. 

Mead suggested that selfis composed of numerous elementary selves which mirror aspects of 

the structure of the social process. A reflection of the entire social process is contained in the 

structure ofa complete self It is the elementary self that enables the person to adjust with the 

social order and each person has many social identities that provide a major link between the 

self and the society. 

The theory of symbolic interactionism (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934) has pointed out 

the important role of 'others' in development of self. The theory has discussed the formation 

and construction of self in detail, in context of primary and secondary social groups. These 

views have received support from several researches that indicated the importance of 

reflected appraisal by showing that how one feels about one's self in term of self-worth and 

self-esteem is related to reflected appraisals one gets in the social world (Baumgardner & 

Arkin, 1987; Schlenker, 1980). The symbolic interaction theory also provided the rationale for 

the understanding of self-referent constructs especially self-concept and self-esteem from an 

indigenous perspective. The cultures and societies may differ in desirability and value that is 
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assigned to vanous attributes and characteristics of self. Markus and Kiatyama (1991) 

conducted a study to investigate implications of culture on cognition, emotion and motivation 

and illustrated a contrast between self-concepts of Americans as independent self and 

Japanese as interdependent self. They found out that one major difference that occurred in 

individuals' conceptions of self was the interdependent view of self in eastern culture as 

compared to independent construal of self in individuals from western culture. Markus and 

Kitayama (1991) also mentioned the substantial within-culture variations in the construal of 

self on the basis of gender, ethnicity, religion, region of country, and according to the 

historical and generational cohort. They maintained that the bases of self-esteem vary cross­

culturally which have an implication for various metal processes. They concluded their 

discussion by saying: 

the most significant difference between these two construals is in the 

functional role of other individuals in self-definition. Others and surroundings 

are important in both construals, but for the interdependent self, others are 

directly involved in the self-definition because it is relations with others in 

specific contexts that are defining features of self (p.40). 

The findings of the study by Markus and Kitayama (1991) have suggested the 

importance of a theoretical element about the self-referent variables that result from the 

culturally specific self-conception. It also has its implications for understanding of the self­

esteem construct because self-esteem is derived from culturally valued aspects of self 

The concept of self-esteem has also received attention in another very important 

context of human motivation when mentioned by Maslow (1954) in his theory of motivation. 

Maslow (1954) has regarded self-esteem as an important need in the hierarchy of the needs 

that motivates the person towards self-growth. Though, he did not present any definition of 
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the concept 'self-esteem', still he seems to be the one who, for the first time, considered the 

positive self-esteem as the essential characteristic of a mentally healthy and nonnally 

functioning person. His thinking, thus, led to the development of the current view that 

considers self-esteem as a significant component of mental health (see, for example, Witmer 

& Sweeny, 1992). Raimy (1948) has also considered the implications of the self-concept from 

a clinical point of view. He defined the self-concept as " a learned perceptual system which 

functions as an object in the perceptual field" (p.154). He studied his clinical patients and 

classified their self-referent statements into different categories related to approval of the self, 

disapproval of the self and ambivalence towards self He considered the change in the self­

concept as an important factor to assess the process of counseling and psychotherapy because 

he believed that successful counseling involved a change in patient's attitude towards more 

approval of self. Raimy (1948) emphasized that a person's notion of one's self is a complex 

and significant factor that affects the behavior and social comprehension. 

Rogers' (195 1) theory of self and ideas about fu lly functioning person represent a 

synthesis of the views by theorists like Combs and Snygg (1976), Mead (1934), Cooley 

(1902), and Sullivan (1953) . Rogers (1951) incorporated the concepts of self, ideal self and 

self-regard in his theory of psychopathology. He viewed the organism as ' the total person in 

phenomenal field' which is the totality of experience. The self is a differentiated portion of the 

phenomenal field. It consists of conscious perceptions and values of the "I" or "me". The self 

that is the nuclear concept in Rogers' theory, has numerous features. He viewed the two 

features of self as significant in development of self. Firstly, the self strives for consistency, 

which means that a person behaves in ways that are consistent with the self and those 

experiences that are not consistent with the self are perceived as threats and they are either 
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distorted or denied by the person. Secondly, the self may change as a result of maturation and 

learning, i.e., the selfis capable of growth. 

Rogers (1959) defined the self-concept as: 

the organized, consistent conceptual gestalt composed of characteristics of 

the "I" or "me" and the perceptions of the relationships of the "I" or "me" to 

others and to various aspects oflife, together with the value attached to these 

perceptions (p .200). 

The ideal self is introduced in his theory as the self-concept which the individual 

would most like to possess, and upon which he or she places the highest value and 

importance. Rogers thus viewed self-concept as most significant determinant of responses to 

the environment as it governs the perception of meanings attributed to the environment. A 

need for positive self-regard or self-esteem, according to him, develops and emerges with the 

self-concept. Furthermore, it is learned through internalization of experience of positive 

regard by others. He viewed self-concept as a configuration in which the alteration in one 

aspect can completely alter the nature of the whole. Rogers used the term ' self-concept' to 

refer to the way a person sees and feels about himself He viewed the perception of self as 

following the general rules of perception. It represents an organized and conceptual gestalt, a 

pattern of related perceptions, rather than aggregate of related parts. Despite its fluid and 

changing character, it retains its coherent and organized qualities. Most ways of behaving 

adopted by the normal individuals are those which are consistent with their concept of self. 

Therefore, Rogers suggested that personality disturbances are characterized by an unrealistic 

ideal self, and/or incongruence between the self-concept and the ideal self. This 

incongruence results in conflict and anxiety thus consequently leads to development of 

psychopathology. 
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Summing up Rogers' theory of self, it may be observed that he has incorporated 

almost all the previously existing ideas about self into his theory and also has highlighted the 

significance of self-concept with reference to the development of psychopathology. However, 

in terms of conceptualization and assessment of the self-concept, his attempt remained 

incomplete because he did not produce the empirical evidence to support his theoretical 

views. One of the early theoretical and empirical efforts to bridge up the gaps between 

theory and research, was made by Coopersmith (1967) who defined the term operationally, 

developed an instrument as well as an extensive method to study the self-esteem and its 

correlates. According to Coopersmith (1959,1960,1967), self-esteem could be defined as the 

evaluation a person makes ofherselflhimself. To him, self-esteem implies the maintenance of 

self-evaluation, expresses an attitude of approval or disapproval, and indicates whether or not 

the person believes her/himself to be capable, significant, successful, and worthy. Personal 

judgment of worthiness is expressed in the attitudes the individual hold toward one's self, as 

well as through the verbal reports and other overt expressive behavior. Coopersmith (1967) 

suggested four major factors that are important in development of self-esteem. These are: (a) 

the treatment and acceptance received from significant others in life; (b) a person's past 

successes; ( c) the values and aspirations which modifY or/and interpret a person's experiences, 

and (d) how a person responds to devaluation. Self-esteem has been defined by Coopersmith 

as a process integration, where the individual becomes a member of the group and 

internalizes their ideas and attitudes. The feedback of significant others provided through 

attitude and behavior affects the self-feelings. Coopersmith views self-esteem a fonn of self­

protection since any loss of self-esteem can bring feelings of distress and the presence of 

anxiety can further minimize the self-esteem. In his views, the events and people that 
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surround the individual, have a direct relationship with the development and maintenance of 

sel f-esteem. 

Branden (1969) and Brissett (1972) also conceptualized the self-esteem as an 

evaluation that a person makes about the self. Their views were similar to the ideas given by 

Coopersmith (1979). Branden (1969) viewed self-esteem as a standard by which a person 

judges her/himself, an estimate accompanied with the feelings and emotions. The self­

evaluation is the single most significant factor that affects the thinking processes, emotions, 

desires, values and goals. Branden believes that to understand a person psychologically, it is 

vital to understand the nature and degree of self-esteem. Similarly, according to Brissett 

(1972), the self-esteem encompasses two basic psychological processes: (a) the process of 

self-evaluation and (b) the process of self worth, each complementary to the other. Brisset 

argues that self-worth is more fundamental to the human being than is the self-evaluation, as 

the former is related with the worth that a person considers of his existence and self-

evaluation can be of any aspect of the self at any given moment. Both aspects were 

considered elements of self-esteem. These views appear to have an influence over the 

conceptualization proposed later on and two different conceptions of self-esteem seem to 

exist in theory and research. Some theorist conceptualize self-esteem as 'trait' and other view 

and study it as a particular 'state' within a situational context (for more detail , see Epstein, 

1983; Heatherton & Polivy, 1991 ; Markus & Wurf, 1987; Rosenberg, 1979; Schlenker, 

1985; Tesser, 1988). 

Dissatisfied with the imprecision of terminology and conceptualization of self-referent 

tenns, Bums (1979) has offered a theoretical structure of the self He made an attempt to 

clarify it in a hierarchical manner with a set of terms already used in most psychological 

writings. According to him, 'self-esteem' in terms of self-evaluation refers to the making of 
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conscious judgment regarding the significance and importance of oneself or of facets of 

oneself Anything related to the person is liable for such evaluation on the basis and criteria 

set by individual and society at large. Bums (1979) mentioned three reference points pertinent 

to self-evaluation. Firstly, the comparison of self-image with the ideal self-image or the 

picture of the kind of person one would wish to be. The second reference point involves the 

internalization of society's judgment. This assumes that self-evaluation is determined by the 

individual's belief as to how others evaluate the person. The third reference point indicates 

person evaluating oneself as a relative success or failure in doing what one's identity entails. It 

does not involve the judgment of the success at the task rather the success of the person who 

is doing that particular task is judged. Bums' (1979) views suggested the importance of the 

individual' s aspirations and goals, perception of social appraisal and the relative comparison 

of the individual with others as all these factors affect self-esteem of an individual. 

During the last two decades of the twentieth century, research in the areas of self­

concept and self-esteem have taken a shift as a consequence of the analytic reviews of 

Crandall (1973) and Wylie (1974). The emphasis is now placed more on theoretical as well as 

methodological aspects of the research. For example, Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton (1976) 

and Shavelson and' Bolus (1982) reviewed theoretical and empirical research in the field of 

self-concept and made advancement in self-concept theory by testing some of its critical 

assumptions. They presented methodological advancement integrating measUling approaches 

and theory into one conceptual framework. Shavelson et al. (1976) gave the definition of self­

concept as a person's perceptions of him or herself These perceptions, Shavelson et al. 

observe, are formed through one's experience with and interpretations of one's environment, 

which are influenced especially by reinforcement evaluations by significant others and one's 

attributions for one's own behavior (Shavelson, Hubner & Stanton, 1976). The construct, 
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self-concept is defined by him as hierarchical, stable and becoming increasingly multifaceted 

as the individual develops from infancy to adulthood. It has both descriptive and evaluative 

dimensions and can be differentiated from other constructs such as academic achievement, 

etc .. Focusing on the self-concept of Junior-high students, Byrne and Shavelson (1986) 

studied the structure of general self-concept and its components, namely, academic and 

nonacademic self-concepts, and supported the model given earlier by Shavelson, Hubner, 

Stanton (1976). Byrne and Shavelson (1986) concluded that self-concept is a multifaceted 

construct, general self-concept interpreted as distinct but also correlated with academic self­

concept. Self-concept, they demonstrated, is a hierarchical construct with general self­

concept at the apex and situation specific self-concepts at the base. 

Byrne and Shavelson (I996) have tested the non-academic aspect i.e., social self­

concept of the model by Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton (1976). They have tested and 

validated the structure of social self-concept for three groups of adolescents. The study 

revealed a multidimensional social self-concept structure that becomes increasingly 

differentiated and a hierarchical ordering that becomes better defined with age. These findings 

supported the conceptualization of self-concept structure as proposed in the model by 

Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton (1976). 

Drawing from analysis of theoretical advancements in the study of self-esteem, it 

appears that three issues prevail in the current literature pertaining to the 

conceptualization of the construct. First of these is in relation to the differentiation of 

cognitive and evaluative components of self. For example, Fleming and Watts (1980) 

Addeo, Greene and Geisser (1994) have particularly noted the differentiation between 

descriptive and evaluative aspects . They have observed that this distinction is still unclear 

because research has not shown any conclusive support. Earlier, in a deliberate effort to 
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disentangle evaluative from non-evaluative aspects, Shepard (1979) has reported modest, 

though favorable resul ts. He measured three constructs, namely, self-acceptance, self­

description and acceptance of others by employing seven methods . He has reported 

average convergent validity values of .55 for self-acceptance, A2 for self-description and 

Al for acceptance of others, whereas, the discriminant validity coeffi cient was AI , 

which could be interpreted as slightly discriminated from self-description as compared to 

the convergent validity coefficient of .55 for self-acceptance as the difference between 

the coefficients of discriminant validity and convergent validity is smaller. This positive 

correlation of Al between the self-acceptance and self-description was considered as 

parallel to the theoretical conceptualization of the constructs . Theoretically, both the 

constructs are expected to relate with each other. One of the plausible explanation of this 

positive relation between the two constructs may be that the essence of social judgement 

and norms is embedded already in self-descriptions that they may also predict the self­

acceptance (Shepard, 1979). 

In spite of moderately positive empirical results, Fleming and Courtney (1984) 

have preferred the term self-esteem to self-concept. They have noted that though it is not 

empirically demonstrated but appraisal of theoretical literature shows that self-concept is 

more general a term that subsumes the self-esteem. They argued that self-concept 

includes pure self-descriptions, which are distinguishable from self-esteem, because such 

descriptions do not imply judgments. Theoretically, the two terms may appear to differ in 

their semantics but the reasons for not being able to show the clear difference in 

empirical terms between self-concept and self-esteem are perhaps that they are not 

discriminant aspects of self rather they are close and overlapping in their theoretical 

meanings, sharing the same reference i.e. , self. Theorizing about the self suggests that 
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conceptually, the self can be viewed as having both cognitive and evaluative components 

(Campbell , Chew & Scratchley, 1991 ; Hamachek, 1992). The cognitive component 

termed as self-concept is an organized schema that contains concrete and semantic 

memories about the self and controls the processing of self relevant information 

(Kihlstorm & Cantor, 1983 ; Kihlstorm, Cantor, Albright, Chew, Kli en & Neidenthal, 

1988). The evaluative component termed as self-esteem is the positivity of our resultant 

attitude when we evaluate our self as an object (Campbell, Chew & Scratchley, 1991). 

Rosenberg (1981) has viewed 'self-concept' as encompassing all of the individual's 

cognitions and emotions relating to self and evidently a great deal broader than self­

esteem with which it is usually equated. 

In a theoretical analysis of both the constructs, Demo (1985) has clearly 

mentioned that self-esteem is a specific component of self-concept. Zukerman (1985) has 

employed two independent scales to measure self-concept and self-esteem, namely the 

Personality Traits Checklist and Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) 

respectively. Pope, McHale and Craighead (1988) have differentiated self-esteem from 

self-concept, as the latter refers to the constellation of a things a person uses to describe 

himself whereas self-esteem is an evaluation of the information contained in the self­

concept, and it is derived from a child's perceptions and feelings. Setterland and 

Niedenthal (1993) have used two different measures for assessment of self-concept and 

self-esteem, i.e. Self-concept Questionnaire and Self-esteem Scale by Rosenberg (1965) . 

Considering that the self as a cognitive structure has yielded many new and provocative 

insights (Kihlstorm, Cantor, Albright, Chew, Klien & Neidenthal, 1988), theorists have 

also recognized that affect or evaluation (self-esteem) may play a critical role both 
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in structure of the self-concept and its interface with external information (see, for 

example, Rogers, 1981 ; Tesser & Campbell, 1983). 

The second issue that has received much attention by the researchers is with 

reference to the nature of the construct itself. The review of the literature on self-esteem 

shows that there are two views about the nature of the construct: self-esteem as trait and 

self-esteem as slate. In the first case, self-esteem is viewed as a global personal judgment 

of worthiness, that appears to form relatively early during development, remains fairly 

constant over time, and is resistant to change. 7i'ail self-esteem is an enduring 

personality disposition characterized by temporal consistency in its behavioral 

manifestations (Branden, 1969; Coopersmith, 1967; Epstein, 1983 ; James, 1890; Rogers, 

1959; Rosenberg, 1979, 1981) The stale self-esteem, on the other hand, is 

conceptualized as a variable state of self-evaluation regulated by environmental events. 

In this way it is viewed as a temporary feelings of the self-regard that vary over 

situations, roles, feedback, events and reflected appraisals of others (Heatherton & 

Polivy, 1991; Markus & Wurf, 1987; Schlenker, 1985; Tesser, 1988). 

The third issue related to the conceptualization of the construct self-esteem has 

occurred about its structure. The controversy construct revolves around it being 

undimensional or multidimesional, and has generated a lot of interest among self-esteem 

researchers. Earlier theorists considered self-esteem to be a unidimensional construct but 

later many theorists demonstrated it to be a multidimensional and multifactorial 

structure. Most of the studies yielded two or more than two factors of self-esteem 

(Bailey, 1970; Berger, 1968; Fleming & Watt, 1980;Franks & Marolla, 1976; Shavelson, 

Hubner & Stanton, 1976). For example, Stake (1985) empirically differentiated between 

Social Self-Esteem and 'Performance Self-Esteem, whereas Lorr and Wunderlich (1986) 
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have identified two factors of self-esteem by employing the factor analysis to items of 

two measures of self-esteem, and named the factors as Confidence and Popularity. 

We will see later in the chapter that the present study has employed the term 

' self-esteem', as referring to the evaluative component of the ' self-concept' , viewed as a 

trait that appears to be somewhat stable over time, and assumed to be having a 

multidimensional structure. 

Measurement of Self-Esteem 

Review of the literature reveals that self-report method has been employed to 

measure the self-concept of individuals in most of the researches (see, for example, Bums, 

1979; Wylie, 1974). These self-report methods have mostly employed rating scales including 

the questionnaires, inventories and scales on 'Attitudes towards Self . The rating scale 

teclmique, a most frequently used approach to measure the self-concepti self-esteem, is based 

upon the Likert model of scaling. Tennessee Self- Concept Scale by Fitts (1964) and Revised 

Janis-Field Scale by Eagly (1967) are two examples of Likel1 type of rating scales in self­

concepti self-esteem measurement. 

Wylie (1961 , 1968) has provided a thorough survey of published research on the self­

concept utilizing rating scales and has indicated that most of the these studies have been 

inconclusive because of the flaws in the research designs. She has described about 80 such 

instruments of the rating scale and questionnaire type, most of which were used only once, 

and published reliability infonnation is available for only one-third of them. Many studies have 

been conducted with samples from clinical population containing very small numbers of cases, 

and have been one-shot efforts without replication or cross-validation of instruments. 
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One of the limitations of self-report method that has been pointed out by Bums 

(1979), is that the rating scale produces a total score which is usually obtained by summing 

the rating assigned to each item. This summation process tends to obliterate the uniqueness of 

individual item responses and, thus, obscures important clues to certain important elements of 

self- perception. In a rating scale, it is inherently assumed that all the items on the 

questionnaire are equal in importance. Moreover, this technique is also considered more 

contaminated than others by response set such as acquiescence and social desirability. The 

' halo' effect or the carryover effect from one item to the other is also prevalent (see Bums, 

1979 for detail) . 

In a Checklist" on the other hand, an individual merely checks the appropriate 

adjectives or statements that best describe him or her. Only those items are checked that 

apply to the individual. It is essentially a yes/no or like me/unlike me response scale. The all or 

none checking prevents any determining of the degree of involvement that the items have for 

the individual. Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory by Coopersmith (1967) and the Piers­

Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale by Piers (1969) are examples of the checklists used to 

measure the self-concept and self-esteem. Comparatively less structured is the method called 

Q sorts, a sorting technique developed by Stevenson (1953). The most extensively used set of 

Q-sort items for indexing the self-concept is the group of 100 self-referent items derived from 

the therapeutic protocols and later, were used by Butler and Haigh (1954). These personality 

descriptive items that tend to be very general assertions and not situation specific, (e.g. ' I am 

shy') are sorted by the individual into nine piles that are arranged on a continuum according to 

the degree to which the individual claims they are characteristic of himself (see, for details, 

Stevenson, 1953). An individual may do several sorts under different instructions, e.g. self­

concept, ideal-self, mother's self-concept, etc. Rapid calculation of correlation coefficients is 
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possible between several sortings of one individual or between one sorting each by several 

individuals. If correlation between subjects are close to + 1.0 then they have highly similar self­

concepts; a low or negative correlation identifies differences in self-concept that can be 

considered in detail by inspecting the distribution of the cards. The problem with this 

technique is that many sets of Q sorts have been used once only. For 20 out of 22 sets 

described by Wylie (1961), no information regarding validity is available and for 16 of the sets 

no published reliability data are available. Moreover, as an individual technique, it is lengthy 

and time consuming. 

Semantic Differential, an extremely flexible technique, originally developed to 

measure the connotative aspect of meaning , has been used in many studies to assess the 

individual's attitude toward self (Bums, 1975; Hard s taffe , 1973; Oles, 1973 ; Osgood , 

Suci , & Tennenbaum , 1957). Although , Osgood , Suci and Tennenbaum , (1957) have 

viewed the semantic differential an appropriate method to assess indi vid ual' s attitude 

toward self, Wylie (1974) has criticized the use of Semantic Differential as it has failed to 

provide any evidence for the construct validity of the self-concept. One reason of this 

failure could be that the studies using the Semantic Differential chose different scales of 

Semantic Differential to measure the self-concept. This lack of uniformity in selection of 

scales represents the absence of theoretical and logical ground for its use in measurement 

of self-concept as Wylie (1974) says " the most basic trouble lies in the attempt to apply 

the instrument which is based on rationale and procedures not ideally applicable to self­

concept measurement" (p.226). 

Several researches have employed the unstructured alld free re.)poflse method to 

assess the self-concept. It requires an individual to provide informative material about oneself, 

usually by generating a list of adjectives that best describe him or by completing sentences or 



25 

writing an essay. Allen and Potkay (1973) employed an adjective generation technique to 

study the favourabi li ty of self-descriptions. This technique allows the individual to produce 

one's own self- descriptive traits and in this way the individual gives the phenomenological 

perspective of the self. These adjectives, then, are compared with a set of 555 adjectives 

previously judged in terms of their favourability on a seven point scale (Anderson, 1968). 

Allen and Potkay (1973) provided another list of 1,700 adjectives. The ratings of these 

adjectives act as weights for the adjectives generated by the individual. A mean score is 

calculated which provides a measure of the favourability of the individual's description. Allen 

and Potkay report test-retest reliabilities of 0.41 over a two weeks interval and 0.74 over a 

longer period. In terms of construct validity a correlation of 0.40 was produced with the Self­

Regard sub-scale of Shostrum's (1966) Personal Orientation Inventory. 

Another technique to measure self-esteem is the sentence completion test in which 

the individual is presented with a number of incomplete statements that he is asked to 

complete. Two examples are ' Who Are You'? by Bugental and Zelen (1948) and one of its 

variation, i.e., ' Who Am I'? in which individual is asked to write twenty statements about 

himself, and these statements are then classified in various categories according to the content 

of the statements given by individuals. 

Another variation of unstructured method is the one in which the person is asked to 

write an essay on ' Myself' . Jersild (1952) and Strang (1957) have both based their major 

researches on this essay writing method. The value of free response and unstructured 

technique lies in the removal of the restriction imposed by the rating scale technique where 

the individual is forced to choose among limited alternatives to circumscribe questions 

causing the individual to provide a response that does not accurately reflect his feelings . But 

the freedom to respond brings with it the difficulty of classification of responses. The 
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projective quality of the obtained responses means that the scoring procedure rests for the 

most part on the subjective judgment of the scorer himself despite the application of pre­

selected categories. The scorer must still decide if a response fits into one category or the 

other. Moreover, the validity is difficult to ascertain and face validity is often the only form 

that can be found in this method. 

The issues of reliability and validity of the vanous self-concept and self-esteem 

measures were discussed by Wylie (1974), Crandall (1973) and Burns (1979). Burns (1979) 

has mentioned that usually the reliability of self-concept rating scale is calculated with split­

half method because it is assumed that test-retest method would not avoid the errors that are 

time associated. Burns (1979) has reported the reliability estimates of only two longitudinal 

studies. Engel (1959) re-tested a group of adolescents, two years after the original test and 

the correlation between these two occasions was 0.78. Constantinople (1969), in her attempt 

to measure status and change in the self-concept, categorized according to Erikson's psycho­

social adolescent stage characteristics, found a six week test-retest correlation as high as 0.81 

for intimacy with a median correlation of 0.70 for all the various measures. Burns (1979) has 

regarded these levels of reliability fairly high for personality measures. Silber and Tippett 

(1965) have obtained a two week test-retest reliability of 0.85 for Rosenberg Self-esteem 

Scale, and a test-retest reliability for Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory has been reported as 

0.88 over five weeks with ten year old children and with a different sample of 55 students as 

0.70 over three years (Coopersmith, 1967, p.l 0), which can be considered fairly satisfactory. 

Burns (1979) has viewed the split- half method as a preferable method to calculate reliability 

of self-esteem measures because test-retest method is affected by memory of specific items, 

loss of motivation, individuals missing the retest and by actual changes in the individuals over 

the time interval. 
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The question of validity with reference to self-concept and self-esteem measurement 

is critically important because the field is encountering the problems of construct definition 

and operationalization (Crandall, 1973; Wylie, 1974). As far as the content validity of self­

concept/self-esteem measures is concerned this is almost equivalent to face validity of the 

items that they should contain self-evaluative content. Strong and Feder (1961) claim that 

every evaluative statement made by a person about one's self can be considered a sample of 

one's self-concept. If we agree with this definition then this criterion of content and face 

validity appears to be met easily in self-concept scales. Concurrent validity has been 

demonstrated by Calvin, Wayne and Holtzman (1953) who studied the relationship of self­

concept scores and individual's level of adjustment in life. Tuinen and Ramanaiah (1979) 

explored the convergent and discriminant validity of six selected measures of global self­

esteem and found statistically significant coefficients indicating the convergent and 

discriminant validity of these measures. Construct validity of self-concepti self-esteem has 

suffered the most because no thorough efforts for construct definitionloperationalization and 

theoretical development were made till the 1970s ( see, for example, a review by 

Bums, 1979). The researchers focused their interest to construct validation when Crandall 

(1973), Wylie (1979) and Shavelson, Hubner, Stanton (1976), in their critical and extensive 

reviews of the field, clearly pointed out the need for development of theory and method in 

correspondence to each other. The earliest effort in this regard was advanced by Shavelson 

et. al. (1976), who presented a theoretical model of hierarchical structure of self-concept and 

developed a method to test that model. Later, Marsh and Shavelson (1985) tested this 

multifaceted, hierarchical structure model of self-concept. In other studies, Fleming and Watts 

(1980) and Fleming and Courteny (1984) tested the dimensionality of the construct self­

esteem. They determined the convergent and discriminant validity of self-esteem by MTMM 



(Multitrait-MuItimethod) matrices and the correlation between self-rating scale and 

Rosenberg's Scale was found to be .82 (p< .001). 

The review of research literature revealed that a lot of variation existed in methods 

for assessment and measurement of self-conceptlself-esteem. Wylie (1961) has maintained 

that like all psychologists, who deal with inferred variab'les, personality theorists face many 

problems in defining terms and achieving appropriate observable indices for their constructs. 

Researchers, who are studying hypothetical personality variables e.g. self-esteem, encounter 

the problem of conceptual confusion and it consequently results in problem of psychometric 

nature. Brookover, Erikson and Joiner (1967) have made an important note that sometimes 

the only similarity found in the literature between one study and another is the use of the term 

self-concept. Wylie (1979) has reasoned that lack of formal theories has resulted in 

methodological problems to measure these self-referent constructs and that has led to the 

development of instruments that are not checked for reliability and validity. Moreover, these 

methods are often inadequately described and impossible to locate, preventing the 

opportunities for replication. Many of the instruments applied in self-concept studies have 

been used only once. The current theories of self-referent constructs lack a single operational 

definition and it appears that studies applying such terms self-concept, self-acceptance, the 

self, or self-esteem, mayor may not be investigating the same phenomena. Wylie (1974), 

viewing the inadequate methodological situation as a result of unrefined and less elaborated 

theorizing of self-referent constructs, suggested that methodological adequacy and 

appropriate measurement design can only be developed on the basis of clear theoretical 

conceptualization and operational definition of the construct. Improvement in theorizing 

about the self-referent construct has important implications for measurement of the construct. 
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Moreover, the theoretical explication of the construct would make it possible to remove 

methodological and practical difficulties of the measurement. 

Coming back to the methodological problems of measurement through self-report 

method, we may now particularly discuss the rating scales. Wylie, (1961) and Bums, (1979) 

have pointed out that measurement of self-concept or self-esteem has encountered a problem 

derived from the basic assumption of the phenomenological approach. The phenomenological 

approach holds that each individual has its own perspective. The approach in the field of self­

concept, operates without the advantage of external criterion unlike all other typical 

psychological experiments in which a stimulus is provided to individual for interpretation and 

then the interpretation is compared with the external criterion, set by consensus of many 

independent observers. 

In self-concept research, the interest is located simply in the stimulus as the individual 

perceives and interprets it. The stimulus is inferred from the individual's report of it. The 

researcher is unable to check the report independently since there is no immediate stimulus, 

and no body can ever claim to pronounce on what the individual should presumably have 

experienced. Thus, the phenomenal approach towards measurement of self-referent construct 

reflects the assumption that self-reports are valuable in the assessment of self-concept and 

self-esteem. The self-concept must necessarily be inferred from the behavior of the individual, 

and what the individual says about oneself is based on his private and subjectively interpreted 

expenences. 

Contrary to phenomenological approach towards measurement of self-concept, 

Combs, Soper and Courson (1963) have argued that most of the studies purporting to 

measure the self-concept are not studies of the self-concept at all; they are studies of self­

report and these two terms are not synonymous. Combs and Soper (1957) differentiate them 
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clearly by emphasizing that the self-concept is how the individual perceives oneself, while the 

self-report is what the individual is willing to say about himself to an outsider. Various 

attempts have been made to remove the difficulties of the self-report by methods of forced 

choice or makjng individuals categorize statements about themselves. Stevenson (1953) 

introduced the method, Q technjque that requires the individual to sort out a large number of 

self-referent statements into a series of piles to form a normal distribution. Despite the 

limitations of self-report, the self-report technique is considered a useful method to assess 

various personality variables, including self-concept. Freeman (1950) has regarded the self­

reports as important and valuable instrument to assess various aspects of personality. 

The second important aspect of self-reported technique IS about the 

representativeness of the items in the measure that is used to assess the self-concept and self­

esteem. Thjs presents a possibility of such items for not being able to consider the unique and 

individual aspect of many persons for whom this unique dimension may be the main source of 

self-esteem. The question arises whether the items in self-esteem measure are representative 

of all the self-esteem dimensions. Snygg and Comb (1949) have suggested that different 

people derive esteem from widely different sources; in such cases the score obtained would 

not be a true reflection of individual's self-esteem. According to Crandall (1973), one possible 

solution to this problem can be the inclusion of large number and broad range of items with 

reference to their content. Secondly, one can do this by letting people define their own 

dimensions, and thirdly, a gain in precision of measuring overall self-esteem can be 

accomplished by weighing various components of self areas according to their significance 

and salience to different people rather than by just combining them additively. Though these 

points seem worth considering but so far little efforts have been made to empirically validate 

them. ShelWood (1962» has allowed the individuals in his scale to define some rating scales 
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for themselves, but no gain of such effort has been reported by the authors with reference to 

an increase in the validity of the measurement. 

Third problem faced in the measurement of self-esteem with self-report method or 

rating scale seems to result from the response biases that may occur in individual ' s responses 

due to the social influences. Psychological research is mostly a social interaction situation and 

it represents an interpersonal situation between the researcher and the research participants. 

Self-esteem research is faced with this problem of response set. Response set were defined by 

Cronbach (1946) as stylistic consistencies, stimulated by the form of response of personality 

inventory item. Though these dimensions are usually difficult to assess but they are of vital 

importance because they can affect the validity of the measurement. In self-esteem research, 

two response set variables are specifically considered to be operative. These are 

"acquiescence" and "social desirability". Acquiescence is defined as the tendency to agree 

with an item regardless of the content (see, Messick, 1962). Studies on acquiescence 

response set have shown that upto 25 percent of the variance, a sizeable component in other 

words, of test scores of scales whose statements are worded in single direction is due to 

acquiescence (Couch & Kenniston, 1960; Jackson & Messick, 1957). One possible way to 

avoid this problem can be to include the positive and negatively worded items in the scale to 

prevent the individual to respond the items in the same column (Bums, 1979). Guilford 

(1959) has also suggested that items that are clear, unambiguous and referring to specific 

behavior are least likely to face the problem of acquiescence. 

Social desirability, as Edwards (1955, 1957) has described, is the tendency among 

individuals to respond in a manner that would be expected of well adjusted people, thereby 

presenting themselves in a socially accepted light. Self-presentation variables can create 

various distortions that can affect the individual's report about the self Dicken (1959) 
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suggests that this may operate to bias the test scores not only by deliberate ' faking' by 

individuals intending to deceive the researcher but also by individuals responding in terms of 

an ideal self-concept or an 'honest' but inaccurate self appraisal. This potentially invalidating 

influence has received an enormous amount of conceptual and empirical attention (e.g., 

Block, 1965; Crown & Marlow, 1964; Crown, Stephan & Kelly, 1961 ; Edwards, 1957, 

1967a, 1967b, 1970; Jackson, 1967). 

Wylie (1974) has argued about the possible effects of social desirability on self­

reporting of individuals about their self-concept. She has viewed that even if the social 

desirability has an effect on individual's self-reporting, this does not invalidate the report and 

assessment of self-concept as the report itself indicates the phenomenal ' self . As Wylie 

(1961) admits, "no way has been worked out to determine in what cases and under what 

circumstances, the social desirability variable distorts individual self-reports away from 

validity in reflecting S' s phenomenal field" (p.28). Bums (1979) viewed that in tenns of 

phenomenological approach towards self-concept, the factor of social desirability can be 

considered a part of the one's attitude towards one's self 

After the survey of the self-report methods, both structured or unstructured, which 

have been used by various researches to assess the self-concept and self-esteem, it may be 

observed that each of these methods has its own merits and deficiencies in relation to the 

psychometric issues of validity and reliability. It may also be assumed that the Likert format 

of rating scale guided from a clear conceptualization and precise operational definition of the 

construct seems an appropriate method that could render a valid assessment of self-esteem. 

Some other researchers have also observed that employing the rating scale method, self­

esteem can be measured by means of structured multiple choice evaluative questions about 

the self (Baumeister, Tic & Hutton, 1989). 
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Gender and Self-Esteem 

The theorists like Freud (1927, 1932) and Homey (1967) have suggested that men 

and women tend to feel differently about their self This difference is because of the 

differences in their bodily characteristics and functions that boys and girls perceive as they 

pass through the stages of the psychosexual development. In girls, a sense of inferiority 

originates when they realize the anatomical difference of genitals and interpret this difference 

as some deficiency in their self According to Freud (1927), she "develops, like a scar, a sense 

of inferiority" (p. 138). On the contrary, the little boy's feeling of superiority originate when 

he discovers that he possesses a body that is different from girls. Later, the maternity provides 

an opportunity to women for satisfaction and pride and she tries to restore her self-wOIth 

through the experience of maternity. Although, Freud's theorizing suggests that these initial 

feelings of inferiority and superiority are carried to the adulthood by boys and girls but these 

theoretical fonnulations do not clarifY that whether these views about the self operate on 

conscious or unconscious level. These also do not answer many other questions that may 

arise with reference to the differing degrees of inferiority and superiority feelings. Freud also 

has ignored the role of social and cultural factors in development of these inferiority or 

superiority feelings. 

Homey (1967) has argued about the importance of the social context which promotes 

the women subordination. From a very early age the girl is reminded of her inferiOIity, and 

when she reaches adulthood, her opportunities for achieving a fulfilling role in life are limited 

by the society which discourages women from undertaking meaningful work outside the 

home. This attitude of the society restricts the women to realize their potentials and makes 

them more vulnerable to feel inadequate and low in self-esteem. In fact, biological difference 

of men and women are not the only source for the self-esteem and self-regard rather it is the 
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interpretation of these difference by the society and culture that affect the self-esteem of men 

and women. 

Thompson (1943) has mentioned that in the industrialized societies, the devaluation 

of the women's unique biological contribution-the bearing of the children and the women ' s 

social and economic dependency result in less empowered status of women in social order 

and this position consequently causes a woman to feel less worthy and competent. 

Adler (1973) has also stated that the western sex-role ideology, namely the 

complementary beliefs in inferiority of women and superiority of men, affects the feelings of 

women and men which they develop towards their own selves. Smith (1975) assessed self­

concept of 171 upper primary children and found that sex differences occurred in most 

aspects of the self-concept. Boys consistently rated themselves more favorably than girls on 

seven out of nine subscales (physical ability, appearance, convergent mental ability, divergent 

mental ability, social relations, social virtues, school performance). On the remaining two 

scales (work habits and happy qualities) the boys were slightly but not significantly ahead. 

These findings indicate that as early as middle childhood girls were beginning to evaluate 

themselves less favorably than boys. 

Bardwick (1980) has viewed sex-roles important in development of self-esteem of 

women. Bardwick believed that women may differ in the roles which they idealize for 

themselves and therefore, there is no single route for self-esteem. Some may derive esteem 

and worth from an entirely feminine role and others may feel worthy and esteemed by being 

successful in both traditionally feminine and masculine roles. The girls suffer low self-esteem 

when fulfillment of both roles becomes difficult. Research has indicated that the girls who try 

to pursue both affiliation and achievement motives, may experience role conflict and 

consequently may have lower self-esteem than boys (Fein, O'Neill, Frank & Velit, 1975). 
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Bardwick (1980) has also explained the bases of the self-regard for men and women in tenns 

of achievement and affiliation motives, respectively. Beginning in adolescence, boys and girls 

diverge in their paths towards self-esteem. For boys, achievement is the paramount source of 

self-esteem in childhood and remains so in adolescence. Girls when they reach adolescence, 

derive self-regard from satisfaction of the affiliation motive. Thus, in adulthood the se1f­

esteem of men is rooted primarily in achievement and secondarily in affiliation, whereas the 

situation is reversed for women. Earlier, Carlson (1965) had similar views about the different 

source of self-esteem for men and women, proposed the possibility of no difference in degree 

of self-esteem despite the differences across genders in the content of the self-esteem 

Piers and Harris (1964) found no consistent significant differences in samples of third 

graders (56 girls, 63 boys), sixth graders (56 girls, 71 boys) and tenth graders (53 girls, 64 

boys) . Similarly, several other studies that used Coopersmith Self-esteem lnventory to 

measure the self-esteem of boys and girls revealed no significant difference of self-esteem 

among the two groups (primavera, Simon & Primavera, 1974; Reschley & Mittman, 1973 ; 

Simon & Bernstein, 1971). Tennessee Self-Concept Scale was used to assess the self-concept 

of girls and boys in the study conducted by Healey and Blassie (1974) and the findings 

revealed no significant sex differences on the variable of self-concept. Hulbary (1975) found 

small and statistically nonsignificant difference between girls and boys' self-esteem as 

measured by the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1965). 

The brief review of the empirical literature reveals mixed results about the 

relationship of gender and self-esteem and this inconclusive situation suggests that this 

area needs further exploration. 
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Self-Esteem and Psychopathology 

Many researches tend to show that self-esteem is one of the most important factors 

that affect individual's growth and behavior (see, for example, Frey & Carlock, 1989; 

Witmer, 1985). Among these, a few researches have been carried out to investigate the 

relationship between psychopathology and self-esteem. For example, self-esteem was found 

significantly related to physical and mental health in a large survey conducted by California 

Department of Mental Health (1979). The survey indicates that those who have high se1f­

esteem report having better mental and physical health and low self-esteem goes along with 

self-reported physical illness and with disturbances such as insomnia, anxiety, and depression . 

Similarly, low self-esteem has also been related to higher frequencies of marital, financial , 

emotional problems and problems experienced within self A study, commissioned by the 

California State legislature revealed that self-esteem was the likeliest candidate for a social 

vaccine to empower an individual live responsibly and inoculate against the personal and 

social problems which are prevalent in the society (California State Department of Education, 

1990). 

Other investigations have reported that emotionally disturbed adolescents show self­

image deficits and low self-esteem (Offer & Marohn, 1979; Offer, Ostrov & Howard, 1981). 

Using Offer Self-image Questionnaire, Koeing, Howard, Offer and Cremerius (1984) studied 

self-image of three groups of adolescents who were diagnosed earlier as having depression, 

conduct-disorders and eating disorders. Depressed adolescents displayed self-image deficits in 

five areas of functioning: impulse control, emotional tone, social self, familial self and mastery 

of external world. Adolescents with conduct disorders were characterized by severely 

disturbed family interactions and adolescents with eating disorders displayed the most deviant 

profile on Offer Self-image Questionnaire, both in terms of the number of deviant scales and 
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of the magnitude of deviation on these scales. These adolescents were found disturbed in all 

the areas of the psychological self. They reported feeling depressed and anxious, and they 

were distressed by their lack of control over their mood states. They also indicated that they 

had low tolerance for frustration and they often acted impulsively. 

The evidence, cited above, tend to establish the possibility of a relationship between 

self-esteem and psychopathology. Apparently the researchers have generally focused their 

interest in examining the relationship between three manifestations of psychopathology, i.e., 

anxiety, delinquency and depression. In relevance to these three indictors of psychopathology, 

a brief overview of the relevant literature has been presented in the following pages. 

Self-Esteem and Anxiety 

Wylie (1979) reports the studies that have shown that neurotic patients with high 

anxiety have lower score on measures of self-esteem than the comparable normal individuals. 

For example, in a study involving a comparison between high and low self-esteem 

individuals, Lamp (1968) observed that the low self-esteem individuals were higher in 

anxiety than the high self-esteem individuals. Similarly, studies by Wittrock and Husek 

(1962), Coopersmith (1967), Imbler (1967) and Ausubel and Robinson (1969) have provided 

evidence that a negative relationship between levels of anxiety and favorableness of self­

concept or self-esteem appears to exist. 

Many and Many (1975) examined the relationship between a measure of self-esteem 

and two measures of anxiety in a large sample of students. They assessed the self-esteem with 

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory. For generalized anxiety and test anxiety, the Sarason's 

General Anxiety Scale for Children, and Test Anxiety Scale for Children were used 

respectively. 
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The findings of the study showed that there were statistically significant negative 

correlations (-.24 to -.42) between a measure of self-esteem and measures of general and test 

anxiety when scores of the group were analyzed by grade and sex. Such findings are 

consistent in suggesting a negative relationship between a measurable construct of self-esteem 

with general anxiety and test anxiety (Many & Many 1975). 

The relationship between high anxiety and low self esteem has also been observed 

among adolescents by Rosenberg (1965), Long, Ziller & Banks (\ 970) and Orne (1970) . 

Rosenberg (1965) has found that low self-esteem individuals were more likely to report 

experiencing various indicators of anxiety such as hand trembling, sick headaches, heart 

pounding, etc. Rosenberg (1965) has argued that the anxiety tends to generate low self­

esteem. He has also subscribed to the view that for some individuals low self-esteem 

produces anxiety through different psychological processes. In people with low self-esteem, 

the unstable and fluctuating self-image can create anxiety. The low self-esteem persons 

usually present a false front to the world and this can create strain and tension, thus resulting 

in anxiety. Similarly, the low self-esteem person is very sensitive to the evidence that confinns 

the inadequacy and this vulnerability may increase the anxiety. Feelings of worthlessness and 

inadequacy can create social isolation and a person with low self-esteem usually does not 

share his problems with others. He or she tries to face them alone and, therefore, this remains 

a source of anxiety for him/her. 

Self-Esteem and Delinquency 

Arbuthnot, Gorden and Jurkovic (1987) have discussed the important role of self­

concept in various explanatory models of delinquency in the light of the findings of various 

researches, and have also reviewed many cross-sectional studies. Their review shows that 

most of the studies have used 'Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (TSCS) (Fitts, 1964). Fitts and 
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Hammer (1969) have reported that delinquents scored lower on various scales of TSCS as 

compared to non-delinquents. Subsequent research with the TSCS has confi rmed the earlier 

findings (Eyo-Isidore, 1981; Lund & Salary, 1980). Research with other standard or ad hoc 

scales produced less consistent results. For example, Dietz (1969), using a semantic 

differential format, compared self-concept of institutionalized delinquents males with non­

delinquent high school males, and found no difference in the self evaluations of the two 

groups (Hughes & Dodder, 1980; Long, Ziller and Bauber, 1970; Teichman, 1971 ; 

Thompson, 1974). Research providing generally consistent results with various scales other 

than the TSCS include Burke, Zilberg, Amini, Salasnek, and Forkin (1978), Oom (1968), 

and Jensen (1972). 

Arbuthnot, Gorden and Jurkovic (1987) have mentioned that 

Among the more consistent findings which emerge from the cross-sectional 

studies comparing nondelinquents with delinquents are, with respect to 

delinquents : a negative self-concept, with little liking, valuing, or respect of 

the self; an uncertain and unclear picture of the self; a confusing and 

contradictory self-concept; difficulty in coping with extemal pressure, 

frustration, and stress due to lack of personality integration or inner strength; 

considerable tension, dissonance, and discomfort; and a pervasive 

discrepancy between the self-view and the beliefs about how they are seen 

by their parents or teachers ( with the latter generally being more negative) 

(p.152). 

One of the interpretations of the self-concept/delinquency relationship is the "esteem 

enhancement" model (Kaplan, 1975, 1980; Wells, 1978). This model assumes that low self­

esteem acts as a "drive mechanism" which propels individual toward behavior choices that 
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would lead to an increased regard for the self. Delinquency is seen as an adaptive or defensive 

response to self-devaluation (see, for example, Gold, 1978; Gold and Mann, 1972; Kaplan, 

1975, 1980). The empirical support for this model is yet inadequate and non-conclusive as the 

model is developmental, whereas most of the studies that support the "self enhancement 

model" (Fitts and Hamner, 1969; Gold, 1978; Kaplan, 1975) are limited to apprehended 

delinquents and are cross-sectional in nature. Among the longitudinal studies, Rosenberg and 

Rosenberg (1978) explored the causal relationship between delinquency and self-esteem. 

Using cross-lagged correlations to examine whether self-esteem has a greater effect on 

delinquency than delinquency has on self-esteem, they found that self-esteem was a more 

potent causal determinant and contributed more to delinquency than vice versa. Bynner, 0' 

Malley, and Bachman (1981), extended the Rosenberg and Rosenberg 's analysis, by 

employing a "causal modeling approach", using the total sample as well as two subsamples, 

the highest and lowest quartiles in initial self-esteem that was measured in the beginning of 

the study. The analyses suggested that self-esteem play little part in influencing the teenage 

behaviors and orientations that follow in time. They reported a negative correlation between 

self-esteem and delinquency and a positive effect of delinquency on self-esteem, thus 

consistent with Kaplan's prediction that for the young men, who enter high school with low 

self-esteem, the effect of delinquent behavior may tend primarily to be self-enhancing. Kaplan 

(1980) has also summarized a series of his own studies and presented mixed findings that 

negative social experiences are related to lowered self-esteem, self-derogation is associated 

with subsequent delinquency, and such behavior is related to increased self-esteem among 

self derogatory youth. 
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Self-Esteem and Depression 

Many studies have documented a strong negative correlation between self-esteem and 

depression (see, for example, Battle, 1987; Brockner & Guare, 1983; Harrow, Fox, Markus, 

Stillman & Hallowell, 1973; Tennen & Herzberger, 1987). Researchers have suggested that 

there can be considerable overlap in the processes that underlie low self-esteem and 

depression (see, for example, Watson & Clark, 1984). Similarly, Kernis, Brockner, and 

Frankel (1989) and Carver & Ganellen (1983) reported that like depressed people, the 

individuals with low self-esteem are also especially prone to over-generalize the negative 

implications of specific failures to other aspects of their identities. Other researchers have 

suggested that it is the negative self-evaluative component of depression that mediates 

depressives' reactions to positive and negative outcomes (Tennen & Herzberger, 1987). 

The relation between low self-esteem and depression has also been emphasized by 

Beck (1967) who holds that negative self-evaluation is an important component (perhaps as a 

causal detenninant) of depressive episodes. Beck's model of depression directly has 

addressed to the depressed person's view of himself Beck, Rush, Shaw and Emery (1979) 

wrote that 

(the depressed individual) sees himself as defective, inadequate, diseased, 

or deprived. He tends to attribute his unpleasant experiences to a 

psychological and moral, or physical defect in himself In his view, the 

patient believes that because of his presumed defects he is undesirable and 

worthless. Finally, he believes he lacks the attributes he considers essential to 

attain happiness and contentment (p.ll). 

Abramson, Seligman, and Teasdale (1978) have concluded that lowered self-esteem 

is actually one of the outcomes of depression and feelings of helplessness whereas other 
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theoretical formulations and empirical studies view self-esteem as an intervening process in 

causation and reversal of both depression and helplessness. 

In short, the centrality of impaired self-esteem 111 some types of depression is 

emphasized by many other theorists like Bibring (1953), Blatt, 0' Affi itti , and Quinlan 

(1976), Cohen, Baker, Cohen, Fromm-Reichman, and Weigert(1954), Jacobson(197I ), 

Melges and Bowlby (1969), and Sullivan (1956). Pluthik, Platman, and Fieve (1970), for 

example, found that feelings of depression are experienced as the " least liked" me. Cameron 

(1963) states that some of the factors which lead to depression are the loss of love, status, 

and prestige. Such factors are known as components of self-esteem (Sullivan, 1956). 

Harter and Marold (1991) have repeatedly found the correlation between global self­

worth and depressed affect to be quite high (r =.80), consistent with the results reported by 

other investigations (Battle, 1987; Beck, 1975 and Kaslow, Rehn & Siegal, 1984). Moreover, 

the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders IV lists negative self-feelings as 

one of the diagnostic criteria for depression (American Psychiatric Association, 1994). 

Harter and Marold (1991) have shown that there appeared two different patterns of 

responses when they tried to find out directionality of link between low self-worth and 

depression. Individuals who reported that depressed affect precede low self-worth, described 

those events which they considered, were performed against their self The individuals who 

reported that low self worth preceded depressed affect, cited examples in which they were 

dissatisfied with self attributes classified in three clusters: physical appearance, competence 

and social behavior. 

The review of the researches examining the relationship between self-esteem and 

psychopathology suggests the importance and relevance of the construct i.e., self-esteem with 

various aspects of psychopathology. Therefore, exploration of the relationship of self-esteem 



43 

with the anxiety, delinquency and depression may not only provide an insight into the 

psychopathology but may also help validate the construct, namely, self-esteem. 

Self-Esteem Research in Pakistan 

Several researches (for example, Ahmed, 1986; Durrani, 1989; Khalid, 1988, 

1990; Rafiq 1991; Rani, 1983) have been conducted in Pakistan to study various aspects 

of self-concept and self-esteem, employing different measurement approaches. 

Among the earlier attempts to explore the self-concept in Pakistan's context, one 

made by Rani (1983) assessed the self-concept of primary school chi ld ren with an 

instrument consisting of 24 items on a five-point scale. The items of the scale were 

related to three broad areas: physical appearance, social relations and academic 

performance. It was probably the first systematic attempt to study the construct and it 

lacked a precise and operational definition. Moreover, it was not based on any particular 

theory and the rationale to select the three dimensions and particular set of 

characteristics was also not made clear. Except an item-total correlations, no other 

psychometric properties of the scale were reported (Rani, 1983). Later, Durrani (1989) 

tested the scale for its factorial structure and discarded three items as they were found to 

be having less than .3 0 factor load ing on the first factor. 

In 1986, Ahmed conducted a study to develop and validate a scale of academic 

self-concept, a component of self-concept, for high school students. The academic self­

concept scale, consisting of 40 self-reported statements in Likert type format, is reported 

to have satisfactory psychometric quality (Ahmed, 1986). The alpha coefficient reported 

was .89 (p<.OOI) and the concurrent validity demonstrated by the correlation coefficient 

of academic self-concept scale scores with school achievement scores is .37 (p< .O I) . 
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The predictive validity of the scale with the academic achievement (matriculation, lOul 

grade examinations result) was found to be .36 (p<. O 1) . The di scriminant validity was 

examined by correlating its scores with that of Students Problems Checklist (SPCL) and 

a significant negative correlation between academic self-concept and the probl em areas 

of SPCL was considered a strong evidence of the discriminant validity of the academic 

self-concept. 

Other studies have investigated self-concept of some specific samples. For 

example, Shafiq (1987) conducted a study to assess the self-concept of heroin addicts 

and non-addicts by using Urdu Adjective Checklist developed by Ansari, Farooqi, 

Yasmin, Khan and Farooqi (1982) . Shafiq (1987) found that heroin addicts had an 

unfavorable body image and expressed a poor ability to form social relationship. Tariq 

(1992) used the abbreviated version of Urdu Adjectives checklist (UACL) developed by 

Ansari, et a\. (1982) to assess the self-esteem of professional and nonprofessional 

criminals. The findings indicated that the self-esteem was significantly low among 

professional criminals as compared to non-professional criminals (Tariq , 1982). Hassan 

(1982) also used the Urdu Adjective Checklist to measure the self-concept of rural 

women employing those 65 adjectives which had yielded highly positive and negative 

values (for details, see Ansari et a\., 1982). 

Khalid conducted a few studies on self-esteem and its various correlates in cross­

cultural context, comparing Pakistani children' self-esteem with that of English children. 

The main purpose of these studies was to investigate the difference of self-esteem in 

relation to gender, achievement and ethnic background . The measures used to assess the 

self-esteem were Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale (1964) and 10 bipolar adjectives of 

Semantic Differential Scale (Osgood, Suci & Tennenbaum, 1957). The first study 
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conducted by Khalid (1 988) explored the consequences of minority status for Pakistani 

children's self-esteem with that of Scottish children. The results indicated that the 

minority status of the Pakistani community in Scotland did not have any negative effect 

on the children's self-esteem. There was similar level of self-esteem among children of 

Pakistani minority and Scottish nationality. The second study by Khalid (1990) examined 

the relationship between children's self-esteem and academic performance as a function 

of ethnic or sex differences. The results showed significant correlation between self­

esteem and the academic performance of children (p<.05) but no significant ethnic and 

sex differences were observed. 

Khalid (1991) conducted another research that was aimed at testing the 

relationship between the perceived maternal behavior and masculinity of self-concept 

among two groups i.e., early father-absent and late father-absent boys. The measure of 

the self-concept consisted of a checkli st of 56 adjectives, which were selected from a li st 

of adjectives generated by the high school children. There were 28 adjectives associated 

with masculinity (e.g., adventuresome, competitive, forceful, independent) and 28 

adjectives were associated with femininity (e.g., charming, gentle, graceful, sensitive) . 

The study found significant positive relationship between perceived maternal 

encouragement of masculinity of self-concept in early father-absent boys. 

In 1991, Rafiq conducted an investigation to explore the spontaneous self­

concept of Pakistani male and female adolescents, by employing the unstructured 

technique "Who are you" . The study revealed that there are significant differences 

between two genders. Differences were also observed across the individuals belonging to 

four different educational levels from 10th grade to 14th grade. A review of the measures 

used to study self-concept and self-esteem in studies by Pakistani researches showed that 
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most of the studies have used Urdu Adjective Checklist (UACL), Semantic Differential 

(semi-structured methods) and unstructured measures li ke 'Who are you' (Rafiq, 1991). 

Academic Self-concept Scale by Ahmed (1986) may be regarded the only specifically 

designed measure of the academic self-concept which has been tested for its validity and 

reliability. Academic Self-Concept Scale has been used by many researchers in their 

studies. For example, Aziz (1991) used this scale to assess the academic self-concept of 

addict and non-addict university students . 

Rationale and Scope of the Present Research 

As observed earlier, Self-esteem research has been lacking in conceptualization 

and theoretical explication (Wylie, 1979). Crandall (1973) has also observed that despite 

the considerable attention given to the construct of self-esteem, no standard theoretical 

and operational definition existed. We have also noticed that the empirical studies on 

self-referent constructs, have much variations among hypotheses, research designs and 

measuring instruments. This led Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton (1976) to the observation 

that the field of research is faced with theoretical and conceptual confusions which may 

have caused the problems of psychometric nature. 

In Pakistan, research on self-esteem has been sparse. Therefore, the present 

theoretical and methodological status of research on self-esteem warrants the need to 

advance work on its theoretical as well as in methodological aspects so that valid and 

reliable measurement of the construct could be possible. This reasoning is in consonance 

with the suggestions of Crandall (1973), Wylie (1974) and Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton 

(1976), who have recommended that methodological adequacy and appropriate 

measurement design can only be developed on the basis of clear theoretical 
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conceptualizations and operational definition of the construct. The theoretical explication 

is essentially required to remove methodological and practical difficu lties of the 

measurement. With these arguments in focus, the present research has been designed to 

explicate the personality construct of self-esteem through development of an indigenous 

measure. 

In fact, the inadequate situation of self-esteem theory and measurement may be 

attributed to two problems which are encountered in self-esteem research . The first problem 

is of formulating an operational definition of the construct "self-esteem" and, second is the 

difficulty in obtaining its observable properties and behavioral indicators. The present study 

addresses to these two issues by making an effort to develop a measure of self-esteem that 

emphasizes the selection of relevant and culturally appropriate indicators related to different 

salient aspects of self-esteem. 

Generally, some theoretical conceptions of a specific construct guide the development 

of the instrument that could measure it. However, in absence of the theoretical 

conceptualization about self-esteem, one can proceed the construct validation from an 

informal and a priori definition of the construct self-esteem as it has been suggested by 

Nunnally (1967), Cronbach (1970), Kifer (1977), Peterson and Kellam ( 1977), Shavelson, 

Hubner and Stanton (1976), Shavelson and Stanton (1975) and Shave1son, Burestein and 

Keesling (1977). 

The present research conceptualized the construct of self-esteem as suggested by the 

definitions of Rosenberg (1965), Coopersmith (1967) and Burns (1979) . Rosenberg (1965) 

defines self-esteem as «a positive or negative attitude towards a particular object, namely, the 

Self' (p.30). By self-esteem, Coopersmith (1967) refers to 



the evaluation that the individual makes and customarily maintains with 

regards to himself; it expresses an attitude of approval or disapproval and 

indicates the extent to which the individual believes himself to be capable, 

significant, successful and worthy. In short, self-esteem is a personal 

judgement of worthiness that is expressed in the attitude the individual holds 

toward himself (p . 4). 
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According to Burns (1979), "self-esteem in terms of self-evaluation refers to the 

making of a conscious judgement regarding the significance, and importance of oneself or of 

facets of oneself' (p . 5 5). 

For this study the construct of self-esteem is defined as 

" individual'sfeelings about his or her worth as a persall, derivedfl'Om the 

evaluation of various salient dimension of the self, lIamely, psycholOgical, 

social, physical and academic or any other ". 

The present research aims at developing an indigenous measure and the work has 

been guided by the aforementioned theoretical considerations about the importance of society 

and cultural background in formation and development of self-esteem (see also Cooley, 1902; 

Markus & Kitayama.1991 ; Mead, 1934). We learnt that researchers like Markus and 

Kitayama (1991) have clearly demonstrated that the cultural differences existing between 

western and eastern world are extended to affective aspects of the self. These researchers 

also observe that culture has a definite impact over the intrapersonal phenomena of self­

esteem. The self-concept of the individual develops in the context of "significant others" 

who themselves are a part of the society and culture, whereas self-esteem is derived from 

those evaluations which society maintains towards the self. 
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Therefore, it has been considered more important to expli cate and study the 

indigenous structure of the construct in our socio-cultural context. Pakistan's culture 

being predominantly eastern and Islamic in its philosophy, have a peculiar structure and 

social mechanism. To illustrate, the family is a very strong social unit and seems to have 

powerful influence on the self-conceptions of the individual. Consequently, the basis or 

salient dimensions of self-concept emerge from the individual's perceptions of the well­

integrated social environment. Similarly, the social and cultural values determine those 

aspects, traits and characteristics of the personality which are to be valued and liked by 

individuals . This suggests that the construct of self-esteem can only be studied and 

interpreted within the context of peculiar social values and cultural norms of a society. 

Moreover, only an indigenously developed measure of self-esteem could render the valid 

assessment of the socially relevant and sali ent dimensions of self-esteem and that too 

through a measure which is in the native language. The present research is an attempt to 

expli cate the construct of self-esteem by developing and validating such an instrument. 

The present work on self-esteem has also been inspired by the suggestions of Marsh, 

Smith, Barnes and Butler (1983) that the measurement and research in the area of self-esteem 

can only be improved by carrying out the within network and between network studies. 

Within network studies are essential for advancement of the conceptual understanding of the 

construct and between network studies can clarify the theoretical status of this construct in 

understanding of other psychological variables by examining its relation with other variables. 

They observe 

within network studies explore the multidimensionality of the self-concept 

and attempt to show that it has consistent, distinct components (e.g ., 

physical, social, academic). These studies typically employ factor analysis or 



multitrait-multimethod analysis. Between network studies attempt to 

demonstrate a theoretically consistent (or at least logical) patterns of 

relationships between measures of self-concept and other constructs (e.g., 

performance, anxiety, socio-economic status etc.) (p .773). 
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The present research, therefore, has adopted within network as well as a between 

network approach. To accomplish these twin-fold objectives, studies have been designed and 

accomplished in two phases. These studies aim at explication of the construct, validation of 

the scale by relating its scores with other measures of self-esteem, and achieving its construct 

validation by investigating its relationship with anxiety, delinquency and depression. 

The Self-esteem Scale has been tested for factorial structure, concurrent/convergent, 

discriminant and construct validity. In fact, earlier researchers like Nunnally (1978) have also 

suggested that factor analysis can play an important role in cleaning up the psychometric and 

conceptual confusion that is caused by the proliferation of the personality scales within a 

particular content area. During the last two decades, the technique of factor analysis has been 

employed in a great deal of self-esteem research for explicating the construct of self-esteem 

(for example, Franks & Marolla, 1976; Fleming & Courtney, 1984; Fleming & Watts, 1980; 

Marsh & Shavelson, 1985; Shavelson, Hubner, Stanton, 1976) and has demonstrated its 

usefulness in the explication of the construct of self-esteem. 

In the present research, certain assumptions about the dimensionality of self-esteem 

have been tested through factor analysis. This has been done in the light of the findings of a 

number of previous studies (see, for example, Briggs & Cheek, 1986) and on the basis of a 

priori definition and conceptualization about the structure of self-esteem. First assumption is 

that the factor analysis of the items of indigenous self-esteem scale may yield a 

multidimensional structure of the construct self-esteem. Secondly, the factor analysis may 
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extract the factors that can be related to psychological, social, physical and academic 

dimensions of self-esteem or any other dimension may emerge from the indigenous data. The 

split-half reliability of the scale and internal consistency of the items have also been tested. 

The present study also purports to examine the gender differences as regard to 

the self-esteem and its various dimension . As the present investigation has adopted an 

approach to explicate the self-esteem construct within an indigenous context, therefore it 

appears appropriate to explore the gender differences in self-esteem which may be 

existing in our social and cultural context. 

The present research also undertakes to provide construct validity of the construct, 

self-esteem. We have seen that progress in the development of self-esteem theory based on 

empirical research has been hampered by lack of construct validation research. A review of a 

few studies conducted on self-concepti self-esteem in Pakistan has shown that no effort has 

been made for construct validation of self-esteem, especially through systematic network 

studies. Therefore, the present research also attempts to validate the construct by 

investigating its relationship with two measures of the self-esteem and also with anxiety, 

delinquency and depression. 
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Chapter III 

PHASE I 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 

The objectives of first phase of the present research are as the following: 

1. To develop an Item Pool for the Self-Esteem Scale: This has been achieved 

through two pilot studies and from translations of some of the existing self­

esteem measures. 

2. To test the Dimensionality and Reliability of the Self-Esteem Scale developed: 

This has been achieved in the Main Study through a factor analysis expected to 

yield a multidimensional structure of self-esteem, related to such dimensions as 

psychological, social, physical and academic. For Reliability, measures of 

internal consistency and spli t-half reliability have been used. 

3. To explore the gender differences in level of self-esteem: This has been done 

by comparing the self-esteem scores of boys and girls who participated in the 

Main Study. 

Pilot Studies 

Two pilot studies were conducted for empirical exploration of the self-esteem. 

More specifically, the purpose was to explore the descriptions and evaluations of the self 

and its various dimensions that are maintained by the people living in Pakistani cu lture. A 

brief description of these two pilot studies has been given below. 
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Pilot Study 1 

In the first pilot study, the concept of self was explored with the help of an open 

ended questionnaire (appendix I) . The questionnaire was given to 50 participants (age 

between 15 to 22) from schools and colleges of Rawalpindi and Islamabad. The purpose 

was to obtain the perceptions and evaluations of themselves and also to find out the 

dimensions underlying those perceptions and evaluations. Participants were asked to 

describe their feelings and thoughts about themselves . The responses were content 

analyzed. Only those items that reflected evaluative content about the self were extracted 

from the data. The items were also analyzed for their relevance to different domains and it 

was observed that participants expressed their evaluations related to psychological, social, 

physical and academic aspects of the self. However, most of the evaluative statements 

were related to the psychological and social aspect of self-esteem and the statements 

related to physical and academic self-esteem were comparatively less in number. Thus, the 

content analysis of the items revealed the salience of four dimensions of self-esteem, 

which were psychological, social, physical and academic. 

Pilot Study 11 

The second pilot study was carried out to obtain the self-evaluative descriptors 

specific to those four dimensions the salience of which were revealed during the first 

study. The purpose was to obtain the items that are related to four dimensions namely, 

psychological, social, physical and academic. There were 20 participants, (age 15 to 2 1) 

from schools and colleges of Rawalpindi and Islamabad. These participants were to 

respond to an open ended question that asked them to describe their feelings and 
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perceptions which they had with reference to the psychological, social, physical and 

academic dimensions of the self (see appendix II for details). From the responses of 

participants, the evaluative statements about the various dimensions of the self were 

extracted and were combined with the list developed previously through first pilot study, 

which finally resulted in a list of 73 items (see appendix III). 

Translation of the four Self-Esteem Scales 

To develop the item pool further and to make it more exhaustive, the items of four 

Self-Esteem Scales were translated in Urdu. These scales were based on the similar 

definition of the construct that was followed in the present study. The scales are: 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965), Coopersmith Self-esteem Inventory 

(Coopersmith, 1967), Revised Janis-Field Self-Esteem Scale (1967) and Self-Rating Scale 

(Fleming & Courteny, 1984). Three of these scales were chosen because they have been 

rated among the best ten self-esteem measures in terms of the overall quality (Crandall , 

1973). 

The items of these four scales were evaluated for their appropriate Urdu 

translation. A list of73 items (equal to the items generated through two pilot studies) was 

obtained. A questionnaire consisting of 73 items was given to seven judges (three of these 

judges had conducted research in the area of the self-concept, see for detail, Aziz, 1991 ; 

Durrani, 1989; Rafiq, 1991). These judges were asked to evaluate and rate the relevance of 

each item according to the definition of the construct 'self-esteem' on a three-point scale 

(see appendix IV). Only those items were selected which were judged as highly relevant 

by at least four judges. In this way, only 10 items were dropped, (No. 28,35,4 1,43,47, 
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50, 51, 54, 56 and 61 in appendix IV) as they were considered less relevant to the construct 

'sel f-esteem' . 

Both the lists, one containing the 63 translated items and the items obtained from 

the pilot studies, were merged to have an item pool of 136 items. These 136 items were 

content analyzed and classified into four dimensions of self-esteem (see appendix V). 

These items were evaluated for overlapping and repetitive content. The redundant items 

were dropped and remaining items were checked for their appropriate wording and were 

improved through rephrasing. Finally, excluding sixty-four items, 72 items were selected 

on the basis of face validity to form the Self-Esteem Scale (see appendix VI). Among these 

72 items, 40 were negatively phrased and 32 were positively phrased. The negative and 

positive items were enlisted in random sequence. These items were written in self­

reporting statements with five response categories to form the Self-Esteem Scale to be 

tested further for its dimensionality, internal consistency and reliab ili ty as well as to 

explore the gender differences in level of self-esteem. This work was carried out in the 

Main Study. 

Main Study 

The objectives of the 'Main Study' as mentioned earlier, were to test the 

dimensionality, internal consistency and reliability of the Self-Esteem Scale. The research 

also aimed at studying the gender differences in self-esteem. 
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Sample 

The size of the sample was decided keeping in view the requirement of the sample 

size for factor analytic study. Gorsuch's (1974) rule of thumb states that the minimum 

adequate sample size for factor analysis is five individuals per variable. He viewed a 

sample ofless than 100 inappropriate for any type of factor analytic study. Guilford (1956) 

suggests the proportion of 2: 1 whereas Kline (1986) has mentioned that a ratio of 3: I gave 

loadings essentially identical to those with a ratio of 10: 1. Taking a moderate stance in this 

regard, a sample of 300 respondents was taken for the present study. It consisted of 100 

students each from secondary, higher secondary and graduate or postgraduate classes. 

From each category, equal number of boys and girls were included in the sample. The age 

of the participants ranged from 16 to 22 years (M= 18 .56, SD=2.35). The schools and 

colleges from where the sample was selected were situated in Rawalpindi, whereas the 

post graduate students were studying at Quaid-e-Azam University, Islamabad. These 

students belonged to the families of middle socio-economic class. 

Instrument 

The initial form of the Self-Esteem Scale (appendix VI) was used to assess the self­

esteem of the respondents. There were 72 Self-reported statements with five response 

categories, reflecting how much the individual considers the statement true or false about 

his or her self. The five categories were' extremely true', 'somewhat true',' neither true nor 

false', 'somewhat false' and 'extremely false'. These response categories were to be 

scored as 4, 3, 2, 1 and 0 for positively phrased items and this scoring was reversed for 

negative items thus a high score on the scale reflect a high self-esteem. A separate 
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questionnaire was given to participants to obtain some personal information (see appendix 

XVI). 

Procedure 

The participants were approached through the educational institutions and after 

having their consent for participation, they were given the Self-Esteem Scale in small 

groups. They were told that the present research is an academic activity and it aimed at 

studying the personality in general. The real nature of the scale was not told deliberately to 

avoid the possible effect of social desirability. They were asked to read each statement and 

to indicate the response by selecting the appropriate response category, which they 

considered in their opinion appropriate and applicable about their own self. The 

participants completed the scale in about half an hour. The participants were 

acknowledged for their cooperation and participation. 

Results 

This section describes the findings on the dimensionality, reliability and internal 

consistency of the Self-Esteem Scale and also about gender differences with regard to self­

esteem. 

Dimensionality 

For testing the dimensionality of the self-esteem, the 72 items of the Self-Esteem 

Scale were factor analyzed through Principal Component Factor Analysis. The first five 

factors in the solution were examined in detail. The content of items whose factor loadings 

on these five factors are greater than .30 have been considered relevant for detail 
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examination in terms of their content. This criterion of .30 factor loading has been chosen 

in accordance with Kline' s (1986) notion that item inclusion in the scale requires 

consideration of the magnitude of their loadings. Table 1 shows the factor matrix obtained 

through Principal Component Analysis. 

Table 1 

Factor Matrix of the 72 items of the Self-Esteem Scale obtained through Principal 

Component A nalysis (N=300) 

Factor loadings 

Item no. F1 F2 F3 F 4 F 5 

.04 .07 .05 -.07 .19 

2 .14 .12 -.00 -. 22 -.27 

3 .21 -.38 .01 .26 .17 

4 .37 -.25 .25 .20 -.09 

5 .37 -.13 -.25 -.12 .26 

6 .36 -.29 .34 .07 -.04 

7 .2 1 -. 34 -.14 dl :.i! 

8 .10 .08 .24 -. 10 .10 

9 .~ -.06 -.17 -.40 .20 

10 .09 -.01 -.21 -.13 -.17 

11 -.0 I -.34 -.08 .24 .30 

12 .37 -. 26 .23 .19 -.19 

13 .Il . 12 . 13 -.31 .19 

14 .25 -.18 -.02 -.16 -.30 

IS .08 .32 .16 -.05 -.00 

16 .10 .15 .31 -.11 .17 

17 .49 -.20 -.11 -.21 .14 

18 .16 .19 .10 -.16 .17 Continued .. . 
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19 .26 -.15 .04 .03 .00 

20 .20 .25 .18 .25 -.03 

2 1 .36 .20 -.01 -.22 -.05 

22 .06 .31 .16 . 13 -.06 

23 -. 14 .01 .06 . 19 .07 

24 .22 .32 .09 -.17 .01 

25 .27 -.12 .07 -.09 .00 

26 .48 .23 -.02 .17 -.20 

27 .60 -. 12 -.08 -.29 .03 

28 .44 -.28 .42 .03 -.2 1 

29 .17 .24 -. 05 .08 .07 

30 .44 -. 15 -.11 -. 35 .20 

3 1 .37 -.33 -.03 .28 .44 

32 .43 .19 -.18 -.03 -. 11 

33 .34 .37 . 17 -. 03 .29 

34 .39 .16 .10 .26 .04 

35 .08 .32 -.02 -.07 -.00 

36 .25 -.20 .06 .02 -.02 

37 .09 .28 -.07 .06 . 15 

38 .29 -.25 .36 -. 00 -.17 

39 .17 .24 .06 -.12 .28 

40 .45 -.11 -.08 -.18 .00 

4 1 .38 -.37 -.03 .18 .30 

42 .01 .39 . 19 .00 .09 

43 .53 -.25 .11 .05 -. 12 

44 .39 -.16 -.10 .01 .08 

45 .39 .30 .08 .02 -.09 

46 .04 .26 .22 .28 . 12 Continued ... 
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47 .34 -. 1 .30 .01 -.00 

48 .20 -. 10 -.24 .23 .25 

49 .32 . 17 -.25 .15 . 13 

50 .41 .13 -.26 .19 -.15 

5 1 .22 .36 .07 -. 11 .27 

52 ,46 .25 -.06 .19 -.06 

53 .17 .01 .2 1 -.1 4 .15 

54 -.00 .23 .13 .14 .08 

55 .03 .22 .11 .03 .12 

56 .49 -.07 -. 13 -.32 -.00 

57 .2 1 .39 .10 . 11 .04 

58 -. 07 -.1 2 .53 -.18 -.05 

59 .52 .06 -.38 .02 -.15 

60 .23 .35 .27 .02 .22 

61 ,44 . 15 -. 15 .16 -.28 

62 . 16 .31 -.04 .31 -.03 

63 .45 .21 -.26 -.03 -.14 

64 .10 .16 -.05 -.04 .17 

65 ,41 -.3 1 .08 -.02 -.08 

66 ,47 -.09 .06 -.05 -.07 

67 .22 .36 -.04 -.01 .08 

68 .36 .26 -.05 .10 -.09 

69 .59 -.08 .07 -.08 -. 10 

70 .12 -.12 ,41 -.06 .05 

71 .43 .18 -.06 .25 -. 20 

72 .37 -.07 -.04 .11 -. 12 

Note: Factor loading >. 30 have been underlined and boldfaced. 
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It is evident from the Table 1 that there are 34 items on the first factor, lOon the 

second, 6 on the third, 2 on the fourth and 3 on fifth factor which have a factor loading 

greater than .30. A detailed examination of the contents of highly loaded items on each of 

these five factors reveals the low interpretability of each of these factors in terms of 

various dimensions of self-esteem construct. Therefore, a varimax rotated factor solution is 

obtained for clarification of underlying dimensions of Self-Esteem Scale items. 

'The varimax rotation of the factor matrix resulted in theoretically meaningful 

and more interpretable factor solution (see appendix VII, VIII & IX). Table 2 shows the 

factor matrix obtained through varimax rotation of factor matrix and Table 3 shows the 

eigenvalues and percentages of variances for the four factors. 

Table 2 

Factor Matrix of the 72 items of the Self-Esteem Scale obtained through Varimax 

rotation (N=300) 

Item no. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Fl 

.01 

.05 

.05 

.1 4 

.10 

.00 

-.00 

-.08 

.01 

.03 

Factor loadings 

F2 F3 

.06 -.01 

.08 .04 

.09 .22 

.07 .53 

.67 -.00 

.09 .64 

. 12 .04 

-.06 .00 

.56 -.03 

.05 .04 

F4 " 
.04 .0 1 

-. 18 .08 

.35 .26 

.09 .3 1 

. 17 .24 

. 11 .34 

.56 .28 

-.03 .09 

.07 .33 

-.03 .07 Continued ... 
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11 -.07 -.01 .01 .19 . 18 

12 .1 2 -. 01 .56 -.0 I .29 

13 -. 10 .03 -.00 .03 .14 

14 .06 .04 .10 .02 .12 

15 .06 .00 -.03 -.03 . 14 

16 .00 .03 .13 .01 .1 4 

17 -.04 .47 .14 .19 .34 

18 .07 .05 .00 .00 .10 

19 .07 .03 .18 .17 .09 

20 .05 -.10 .00 .06 .20 

21 .01 .18 .07 .03 .23 

22 .24 -. 13 -. 12 .02 . 14 

23 -.11 -.07 .03 .01 .06 

24 .06 .14 .08 -. 10 .1 9 

25 .08 .08 .07 .08 .10 

26 .60 .09 .18 -.08 .32 

27 .13 .57 .21 .14 .47 

28 .05 .05 :1l .06 .46 

29 .06 .04 -.08 .06 .10 

30 .14 .70 .10 .04 .35 

31 .01 .08 .09 .78 .33 

32 .35 .07 -.00 .09 .26 

33 .1 4 .10 .01 .00 .29 

34 .39 -.08 .09 .25 .26 

35 .03 -.05 -.06 -.15 . 12 

36 .04 .12 .13 .12 .10 

37 .12 -.02 -.08 .03 .09 

38 .09 .01 .57 .13 .28 Continued ... 
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39 .02 .14 -.0 1 .0 1 .10 

40 .14 .18 .08 .08 .26 

41 .04 .12 .17 J.! .32 

42 .03 01 -.04 -.07 .19 

43 .09 .31 .57 .16 .36 

44 .13 .12 .03 .22 .19 

45 .40 -06 .1 2 -.05 .25 

46 .04 -.00 .02 -. 12 .20 

47 -.00 .07 .30 .03 .22 

48 .20 .13 -.08 .30 .16 

49 .19 .21 .05 .06 .22 

50 .63 .04 .01 .11 .29 

51 .14 .12 -.04 -. 11 .19 

52 .61 .08 .06 .08 .33 

53 .07 .12 -.09 -.00 .09 

54 .04 -.03 .03 -.02 .09 

55 -.06 -.02 .07 -.12 .06 

56 .04 .52 . 11 -. 13 .37 

57 .1 6 -.8 .01 .04 .22 

58 -.12 -.00 .2 1 -.04 .34 

59 .37 .28 -.09 .06 .43 

60 .09 -.01 .03 .09 .25 

61 .42 .06 .04 -. 13 .27 

62 .17 .-.25 .03 -.02 .22 

63 .52 .23 -. 10 .02 .33 

64 .03 .07 -.07 .05 .04 

65 -. 02 .17 .22 .06 .28 

66 .27 .23 .24 .08 .23 Continued . . . 
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67 .03 .0 -.05 -.02 .1 8 

68 .43 . 11 .02 -.09 .22 

69 .14 .19 .20 .13 .37 

70 -.01 -.06 .13 .02 .21 

71 .58 .06 .12 .00 .2 1 

72 .18 .04 .07 .11 .28 

Note: factor loading ~.30 have been underlined and boldfaced. 

An analysis of Table 2 reveals that on the first factor, there are II items which 

are loaded > .30 and on second and third factor, there are 6 and 7 items respectively, 

whereas on fourth factor, 5 items are having factor loading 2: .30 . 

For identification of the dimensions and labelling of the factors , the content of 

items with a factor loading equal to or greater than .30 have been examined in detail. It 

is revealed that those items which are having 2:.30 factor loading on each of these 

factors are showing a consistent pattern in their content and could be interpreted in 

terms of different dimensions of self-esteem. For example, the items which have 2:.3 0 

loadings on first factor are related to general evaluation and acceptance of the self. The 

items on second factor are expressing a sense of confidence in and efficacy of the self. 

The items which loaded high on third factor are reflecting two intermingled themes of 

social acceptance of self and approval of physical appearance from other' s as well as 

from one's own perspective. The items relevant to fourth factor are related to academic 

performance and competence. 

On the bases of the content of these highly loaded items, these four factors have 

been, therefore, labelled as "Self-Acceptance", "Self-Competence", "Social and 

Physical Self-Acceptance" and "Academic Self-Competence". It may be noted that as 
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only those 29 items having ~ .30 factor loadings on the four factors have been selected 

to fo rm the Self-Esteem Scale. These 29 items related to four dimensions may constitute 

the four subscales of the Self-Esteem Scale, consisting of 11 items in first subscale 

(assessing the level of Self-Acceptance), 6 items in the second subscale, (assessing the 

Self-Competence), 7 items in third subscale, (assessing the Social and Physical Self­

Acceptance), and 5 items in the fourth subscale, (assessing Academic Self-Competence) 

(see appendix VII &VIII). 

Table 3 

Eigenvalues and Variance explained by Four Factors (N=300) 

Faclor 

2 

3 

4 

Eigenvalue 

7.46 

4.01 

2.5 

2.2 

Percentage of 

Variance 

10.4 

5.6 

3.5 

3.1 

Cumulative 

Percentage 

10.4 

15.9 

19.4 

22.5 

Cattell's (1966) scree test supported the determination and selection of four 

factors as indicated by the high eigenvalues of these factors. Table 3 shows that tirst 

factor explains 10.4 % of the total variance, second factor explains 5.6 % , third and 

fourth factor explain 3.5% and 3.1 %, respectively. The eigenvalues of these four factors 

ranged from 7.1 to 3.1. Table 4 shows factor loadings of 29 items on the four factors as 

well as commonality of these items. 
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Table 4 

Factor Loadings of the selected 29 items of the Self-Esteem Scale OIl the four factors 

(N=300) 

Factor loadings 

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 

Item Self- Self- Social & Academic 
Sno no in Acceptance Competence Physical Self- Self- h2 

scale Acceetance Comeetence 
50 .63 .04 .01 . 11 .29 

2 52 .61 .08 .06 .08 .33 

3 26 .60 .09 .18 -08 .32 

4 71 .58 .06 .1 2 .00 .21 

5 63 .52 .23 .10 .02 .33 

6 68 .43 .11 .02 -09 .34 

7 61 .42 .06 .04 -13 .28 

8 45 .40 -.06 .12 .05 .25 

9 34 .39 -.08 .09 .25 .26 

10 59 .37 .28 -09 .06 .43 

11 32 .35 .07 .00 .09 .26 

12 30 .14 .70 .10 .04 .35 

13 05 .10 .67 .00 .1 7 .24 

14 27 . 13 .57 .21 . 14 .47 

IS 09 .01 .56 .03 .07 .33 

16 56 .04 .52 .11 .13 .14 

17 17 -.04 .47 .14 .19 .34 

18 28 .05 .05 .71 .06 .46 

19 06 .00 .09 .64 .11 .34 

20 38 .09 .01 .57 . 13 .28 

Continued . . . 
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21 43 .09 .3 1 .57 . 16 .36 

22 12 .1 2 -.01 .56 .01 .14 

23 04 .14 .07 .53 .09 .3 1 

24 47 -.00 .07 .30 .03 .22 

25 31 .01 .08 .09 .78 .33 

26 41 .04 .12 .17 .71 .32 

27 07 -.00 .12 .04 .56 .28 

28 03 .05 .09 .22 .35 .26 

29 48 .20 . 13 -08 .30 . 16 

Note: factor loading ~.30 have been underlined and boldfaced. 

Table 5 shows the correlation of the four subscales of Self-Esteem Scale 

computed with each other and with total composite score of the Self-Esteem Scale. 

Table 5 

Intercorrelation oftlte Self-Esteem Scale and Subscales (N=3 ()O) 

2 3 4 Self-Esteem Scale 

Subscales 

1 Self-Acceptance .34**** .27**** .17*** .76**** 

2 Self-Competence .32**** .29**** .71 **** 

3 Social &Physical Self- .3 1 **** .64** ** 

Acceptance 

4 Academic Self- .56**** 

Competence 

**** p<.OOO, *** p<.OO 1 

It is evident from the matrix of intercorrelations that the correlation coefficients 

between four subscales and Self-esteem are highly positive and significant. Among 

these the highest correlat ions of Self-esteem i.e., r=.76 (P<.OOO) and r= .71 (P<. OOO) 
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are with Self-Acceptance and Self-Competence, respectively. The correlation 

coefficient between Self-esteem and Social and Physical Self-Acceptance is .64 

(P<.OOO) whereas it is .56 (P< .OOO) with Academic Self-Competence. This indicates 

that the facet of Academic Self-Competence make less contribution towards the overall 

self-esteem of the individual. It is also observed that the magnitude of the 

intercorrelations among subscales (with an average correlation of .28) is relatively small 

as compared to the average correlation of .66 that is obtained between the scores of 

Self-Esteem Scale and the scores of its subscales. On the basis of these correlations, it 

can be assumed that the Self-Esteem Scale measures an overall, general construct of 

self-esteem and its subscales which are modestly related to each other, assess four 

different dimensions of the self-esteem. 

For achieving a more stringent index of relationship between Self-Esteem Scale 

and its four subscales, the correlation of four subscales of self-esteem with the total 

score subtracting the relevant subscale score were computed. These have been shown in 

Table 6. 

Table 6 

Tlte Correlation between Self-Esteem Score (corrected by subtracting the score of the 

respective subscale) and four Subscales 

Total Scorc on Sclf-Estccm Scalc by subtracting thc 
Subscalcs score of the respective Subscale 

1 Scif-Acccptance .44**** 

2 Sclf-Compctcncc .44**** 

3 Social & Physical Sclf- .44**** 
Acccptancc 

4 Academic Sclf-Compctcncc .3 1 **** 

**** P< .000 
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Reliability 

The statistical analyses for estimation of the reli abi lity of the Self-Esteem Scale 

has been conducted using full 72 items Scale as well as with reduced version of 29 

items. As regards the internal consistency of the 72 items of Self-Esteem Scale, the 

correlation of these items with total score have been computed. The item analysis 

shown in Table 7 reveals that there are 51 items which are positively correlated with the 

total and the correlations range from .21 to .52 (p< .000). However, among them, there 

are only 36 items which have correlation with the total equal or greater than .3 0. The 

rest of the items also have positive correlation with the total but that is below .30 with 

the exception of the item 23 that is negatively related with the total. This item analysis 

seems to support the decision made earlier of selecting only those 29 items from the 72 

items of the Self-Esteem Scale that are highly correlated with the four factors. The item 

analysis further demonstrates that the same 29 items are found highly correlated with 

the total. 

Table 7 

Internal Consistency of the Self-Esteem Scale (72 items, N=300) 

Item No Correlation with Item No. Correlation with 

total score total score 

.12 37 .19*** 

2 .17 38 .26**** 

3 .16 39 .26**** 

4 .32**** 40 .38**** 

5 .32**** 41 .33**** 

6 .32**** 42 .15 Continued .. . 
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7 .19*** 43 .45**** 

8 .18 44 .32**** 

9 .33**** 45 .4 1**** 

10 .12 46 .15 

11 .00 47 .32**** 

12 .31**** 48 .2 1 **** 

13 .18*** 49 .31 **** 

14 .22**** 50 .37**** 

15 .19*** 51 .30**** 

16 .18*** 52 .46**** 

17 .40**** 53 .22**** 

18 .24**** 54 .10 

19 .24**** 55 .15 

20 .27**** 56 .44**** 

21 .37**** 57 .29**** 

22 . 17 58 .01 

23 -.04 59 .43**** 

24 .27**** 60 .33**** 

25 .24**** 61 .37**** 

26 .47**** 62 .22**** 

27 .52**** 63 .41**** 

28 .38**** 64 .16 

29 .26**** 65 .34**** 

30 .39**** 66 .40**** 

31 .33**** 67 .29**** 

32 .41**** 68 .38**** 

33 .40**** 69 .51 **** 

34 .41**** 70 .1 5 

35 .17 71 .40**** 

36 .24**** 72 .31 **** 

Correlation coefficient > .30 have been boldfaced. ***p < .001 ; **** P< .000 . 
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The item-total correlations computed with the selected items of the scale reveal 

that the magnitude of the correlation of items with the total score increased (average 

correlation = .42). This provides a verification of enhanced internal consistency of the 

selected items of the Self-Esteem Scale. This can be seen in table 8 which shows the 

item-total score correlation of 29 items of the Self-Esteem Scale, all positively related 

with total score (p<. 000) . 

Table 8 

Internal Consistency of the Self-Esteem Scale (29 items) 

Sno Item No. in scale Item-Total Score Correlation 

3 .33**** 

2 4 .42**** 

3 5 .43**** 

4 6 .39**** 

5 7 .30**** 

6 9 .3 9**** 

7 12 .40**** 

8 17 .48**** 

9 26 .48**** 

10 27 .56**** 

11 28 .43**** 

12 30 .48**** 

13 31 .43**** 

14 32 .42**** 

15 34 .40**** 

16 38 . 30**** Continued ... 
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17 41 .45**** 

18 43 .54**** 

19 45 .35**** 

20 47 .32**** 

21 48 .29**** 

22 50 .43**** 

23 52 .48**** 

24 56 .48**** 

25 59 .59**** 

26 61 .41**** 

27 63 .44**** 

28 68 .36**** 

29 7 1 .45**** 

**** (p < .000) 

For the estimation of reliability of the Self-Esteem Scale, alpha coefficient, an 

indicator of internal consistency of the scale (Cronbach, 1971) and split-half reliability 

have also been computed. Tables 9 to 11 show the results of these indices of reliability. 

The high values of correlation coefficient indicate the internal consistency of the Self­

Esteem Scale. Table 9 indicates the internal consistency of the Self-Esteem Scale. 

Table 9 

Alplta Reliability of tlte Self-Esteem Scale. 

**** (p < .000) 

No. of Items 

72 

29 

Alpha Coefficient 

.82 **** 

.83 **** 



73 

The estimates of internal consistency have also been obtained for four Subscales 

of the Self-Esteem Scale. The first three Subscales, namely Self-Acceptance scale, Self-

Competence scale, and Social and Physical Self-Acceptance scale are highly internally 

consistent as indicated by the coefficient alpha for these scales, with an average of .75 

(as shown in table 10). However, the fourth scale, namely the Academic Self-

Competence scale is found to be quite satisfactory in terms of internal consistency as 

reflected by coefficient alpha .64 (p< .000) . 

Table 10 

A lpha Reliability of four Subscales of the Self-Esteem Scale. 

Factor 

2 

3 

4 

****(p < .000) 

Su hscale 

Self Acceptance 

Self-Competence 

Social and Physical Self-

Acceptance 

Academic Self-Competence 

Total no. 

of items 

11 

6 

7 

5 

Coefficient 

Alpha 

.78**** 

.73**** 

.73**** 

.64**** 

For testing the reliability of the Self-Esteem Scale, the split-half correlation has 

also been computed by dividing the scale into two equal halves, 36 items in each, and 

for selected 29 items of Self-Esteem Scale, the items are divided into two unequal 

halves, first half with 15 items and second consisting of 14 items. Table 11 shows the 

positive correlation between two halves, r =. 79 for 72 item scale and r =. 72 for 29 items 

scale. This indicates a high split-half reliability of the Self-Esteem Scale. 



Table 11 

Split-half Reliability of Self-Esteem S cale. 

Self-Esteem Scale 

**** P<.OOO 

72 items 

29 items 

Split-half Correlation 

0.79**** 

0.72**** 
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Table 12 presents the mean and standard deviation of the scores on the Self­

Esteem Scale. The mean score on Self-Esteem Scale has been found 80.2 and standard 

deviation is 16.3. The score on the Self-Esteem Scale can range from 0 to 116 and the 

higher the score, the greater is the self-esteem. 

T able 12 

Mean Score and Standard deviation for the Self-Esteem Scale and its four Subscales 

(N=3 00) 

ScalC/Su bscales Total items M Sf) SE 

Self-Esteem 29 80 .2 16.3 .94 

Self-Acccptancc 11 30.6 9.5 .55 

Sclf-COml)ctcnce 6 16.6 4.9 .28 

Social and Physical Sclf-Acccptance 7 19.9 4.2 .24 

Academic Self-Competence 5 13 . 1 3.9 .23 

The score on the Self-Acceptance scale can range from 0 to 44 whereas the 

score on Self-Competence scale can range from 0 to 24. The score on Social and 

Physical Self-Acceptance can range from 0 to 28 and for Academic Self-Competence 
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it can range form 0 to 20. The higher score reflects the greater degree of the variable. 

The mean and standard deviations for the four subscales can be seen in the table 12. 

Table 13 presents the percentile scores calculated from scores of the whole 

sample including both girls and boys. Table 14 shows the percenti le scores calculated 

from scores obtained by girls and boys, separately . The present study did not intend to 

develop norms of the Self-Esteem Scale but these percenti le scores can be used 

tentatively as substitute for norms. The percentile scores calculated for the whole 

sample showed that the individual who obtains a score of 81 on the Self-Esteem Scale 

may be experiencing the self-esteem greater than the 50% of the sample which was 

taken in the present study. 

Table 13 

Percentile Scores lor Self Esteem. Scale (N=300) 
Percentiles Scores 

10 60 

20 67 

30 73 

40 76 

50 81 

60 85 

70 90 

80 94 

90 100 

95 104 
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Table 14 shows separate percentile scores for each of the subsamples that is, 

g irls and boys. These percentile scores were computed from the scores of girls and boys 

that were included in the sample. A review of the percentile scores showed that the 

scores for girls in all the categories of percentiles are lower than the percentile scores of 

boys. This difference of percentile scores among girls and boys imply that the a girl and 

a boy with the same self-esteem score may be placed in two different percentile 

categories and though they appear to be experiencing the same level of self-esteem yet 

their score would be interpreted differently if they are compared with their own gender 

group. 

Table 14 

Percentile Scores 0/ Self-Esteem Scale/or Boys (/1=150) and Girls (/1=150) 

PC"ccntilcs Boys Girls 

10 66 56 

20 72 64 

30 75 68 

40 80 72 

50 84 75 

60 87 79 

70 90 83 

80 95 89 

90 101 94 

95 103 96 
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Differences of Self-Esteem among Boys and Girls 

The data were analysed to explore the gender differences with regard to self-

esteem. Following hypothesis were formulated: 

I . The boys will have higher self-esteem as compared to girls. 

2. The boys will have higher self-acceptance as compared to girls. 

3. The boys will have higher self-competence as compared to girls. 

4. The boys will have higher social and physical self-acceptance as compared 

to girls. 

5. The boys will have higher academic self-competence as compared to girls. 

The results presented in table IS show that the first hypothesis namely, the boys 

wi ll have higher self-esteem as compared to the girls, is accepted. The mean score 

obtained by the boys (M= 84.68, SD= 15.3) is higher than the mean scores obtained by 

girls (M= 76, SD= 16.1) and I-test analysis showed that the difference between these 

two groups is significant (t = 4.72,p<. OOO, df = 298). 

The second hypothesis that the boys will have higher Self-acceptance as 

compared to the girls, is also accepted as boys obtained higher mean score (M= 32.73, 

SD=8.8 ) than the mean score obtained by girls (M= 28.44, SD= 9.7) and I-test analysis 

indicated that the difference between the Self-Acceptance mean scores is significant (t = 

3.93,p<.OOO, df= 298). 

The third hypothesis that the boys will have higher self-competence as 

compared to girls, was also approved as the mean score on Self-Co mpetence scale was 

higher (M=18.39, SD=3.7) than the mean score obtained by girls (M=14.91, SD=5.2). 
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The resu lts of {-test showed that the difference of scores between the two groups IS 

significant ({=6.56, p<.OOO , df=298) . 

Table 15 

Difference of Mean Scores between Boys and Girls on Self-Esteem Scale and four 

Subscales 

ScalclSubscales 

Self-Esteem 

Self-Acceptance 

Self-Competence 

Social and Physical 

Self-Acceptance 

Academic Self-Competence 

df= 298. **** P<.OOO **P<.02. 

Boys 

(,,=150) 

M SD 

84.68 15.3 

32.73 8.8 

18.39 3.7 

20.47 4.6 

12.98 3.9 

Girls 

(,,=150) 

M SD 

76 .00 16.1 4.72 **** 

28.48 9.7 3.93 **** 

14.91 5.2 6.56**** 

19.36 3.6 2.29** 

13.24 4 -.5411S 

It is evident from the table 15 that the mean score of boys on Social and 

Physical Self-Acceptance (M=20.47, SD=4.6) is higher than the mean scores obtained 

by girls (M=19.36, SD=3.6) and the difference between the two mean scores is 

significant (t=2.29, p <.02, df=298). This result supported the fourth hypothesis that the 

boys will have higher social and physical self-acceptance as compared to girls. 
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The fifth hypothesis that the boys wi ll have higher academ ic self-competence as 

compared to girls, was not accepted as the mean score of boys on Academic Self­

Competence (M=12.98, SD=3.9) was slightly lower than the mean score (M=13.2, 

SD=4) obtained by girls. However, this difference between the mean scores was found 

to be nonsignificant as indicated by the results (t=-.54, IlS, df=298). 

Discussion 

The work accompli shed in the first phase was aimed at the construct explication 

of self-esteem by determining the dimensionality of the self-esteem. The findings of the 

study in Phase I demonstrate that self-esteem is a multidimensional construct with four 

facets, which have been labeled as "Self-Acceptance ', 'Self-Competence', 'Social and 

Physical Self-Acceptance' and 'Academic Self-Competence. The Self-Esteem Scale 

constructed is found to be internally consistent and reliable. Thus, these findings are 

consistent with the findings of the previous researches which identified specific 

dimensions of self-esteem. In the previous literature on structure and dimensionality of 

the self-esteem, many researchers had found the multidimensional structure of self-esteem 

(for a review, see Briggs & Cheek, 1986). Similarly, in the present research, the 

expectation of obtaining a multidimensional structure received support ITom the results of 

factor solution through varimax rotation which revealed the four underlying dimensions 

of self-esteem. Although the number and type of the factors have varied across studies 

(see, for example, Franks & Marolla, 1976), most investigations have yielded the 

factors associated first ly with fee lings of acceptance or 'Self liking'; and secondly, with 

the feelings of adequacy and competence, 'Self-Competence' (Tafrodi & Swann, Jr. , 

1995). Similar to these two dimensions, the first factor that has emerged from our data 
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is reflecting the dimension of "Self-Acceptance" and second factor indicates the 'Self­

Competence' aspect of self-esteem . 

In the first factor, items that loaded high reflect the evaluation of the worth of 

indiv idual, feelings of di sli king and disappointment with the overall self, and a sense of 

inferiority about self. On the second factor, there are six items that are highly loaded 

and these items reflect an individual 's adequacy to face life situations, sense of 

confidence over one's abi lities, decisiveness and self-satisfaction. 

The third factor in the factor solution reflected intermingled themes of social and 

physical self-acceptance as shown by item 28 that had the highest loading on this factor 

(.71) . This factor reflected acceptance of the physical appearance from social point of 

view and other items reflected the social acceptance of one's general self. The third 

dimension of 'Social and Physical Self-Acceptance' closely resembles with the 

dimension of social appraisal and approval, identified by other researchers . For 

example, Franks and Marolla (1976) have identified two dimensions, labelli ng them as 

' Inner self-esteem' (or feelings of Self-Competence) and 'Outer self-esteem' (or 

feelings of being accepted and valued by other people) . Lorr and Wunderlich (I 986) 

have obtained similar findings when they named the dimensions they discovered as 

'Sense of Self Confidence' and' Sense of Positive Appraisal/Approval from Significant 

Others' . 

The notable feature of the dimensionality of self-esteem obtained in present 

research is the emergence of the factor that reflected the social as well as physical Self­

Acceptance. In the qualitative data obtained through pilot studies, a close examination 

of the items reveals that physical competence and ability aspect of physical self­

acceptance is not very relevant for people of our culture as no item related to these 
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aspects were judged as relevant in reflecting the self-esteem. Though, a few descriptors 

reflecting evaluation of physical aspect of self were mentioned by subjects (see 

appendix V) and some of these items were included in 72 items of Self-Esteem Scale 

but in results obtained from factor analysis of these items, the physical self aspect failed 

to emerge as independent dimension of self-esteem and it appeared in conjunction with 

social self-acceptance. This might be indicative of the important role of physical 

appearance and pleasing looks which help an individual gain social acceptance and 

approval. This particularly seems true in our culture that places much importance on 

looks and appearance of the individual for social approval. Thus, we may say that an 

individual derives the feelings of acceptance and approval of physica l self from the 

reflected appraisals of the social group. An individual usually feels and views one ' s 

appearance as one perceives others viewing it and opinion of others have a very strong 

impact on the opinions about physical self. 

This important finding has provided an insight into the indigenous structure of 

self-esteem and also revealed the salience of this dimension in our socio-cultural 

context. One may, therefore, say that obtaining a peculiar characteristic of the 

dimensionality of self-esteem, that is Social and Physical Self-Acceptance, has provided 

support to our rationale of an indigenous approach towards understanding self-esteem in 

the context of our socio-cultural milieu. 

The fourth factor, Academic Self-Competence indicates the dimension of self­

esteem that has also been found earlier by many researchers . For example, Fleming and 

Watts (1980) , Marsh and Shavelson (1985) and Piers and Harris (1966) have found a 

factor which is associated with domains of academics and achievement. In the present 

work, the items of the Self-Esteem Scale that are found to be highly loaded on the 



82 

fourth factor i.e ., the dimension of Academic Self-Competence, were related to the 

perception of academic abi lities, fee lings about academic act ivities and the evaluations 

associated with individual ' s academic performance. 

On the basis of the intercorrelations of subscales and the correlat ions of Self­

Esteem Scale with these subscales, it may be observed that the Self-Esteem Scale 

constructed in present research measures a general construct of sel f-esteem and the four 

subscales measure its four dimensions . The correlation among subscales ranged from 

. 17 to .34 with an average correlation of .28. The magnitude of average correlations (r 

=.28) among the subscales is less than the magnitude of the average correlation(r=.66) 

between Self-esteem and its four subscales. 

These results have an important bearing on both the convergent and discriminant 

validity of multidimensional conceptuali zation of self-esteem. Therefore, it can be 

observed that the small correlation among subscales is indicative of somewhat 

independent and distinct nature of different dimensions of the self-esteem. On the other 

hand, the correlation of the Self-Esteem Scale with its subscal es, is indicative of a 

general, overall and superordinate construct of Self-esteem. 

The reliability estimates have revealed the homogeneity of the Self-Esteem 

Scale. The positive and significant correlation coefficient between items and the total 

score have indicated that items are measuring the same underlying construct. (Nunnaly, 

1978). The average correlation (1' =.42) between items and the total score of the Self­

Esteem Scale has indicated that all the items were moderately positively related with the 

total score. 

The other indices of the reliability have also provided an evidence about the 

reliability of Self-Esteem Scale. A significantly high coefficient alpha showed that the 
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items of the Self-Esteem Scale are internall y consistent and measure the same construct. 

The sp li t- half correlat ion (r = .72, p<.OOO) between the two halves of the Self-Esteem 

Scale showed that the items of the scale are internally consistent . 

Although, the Sel f-Esteem Scale, on the bases of its above mentioned 

psychometric characteristics, can be regarded a valid and reliabl e instrument to assess 

the self-esteem, there are few limitations observed which need to be discussed . Firstly, 

the mean score of Self-Esteem Scale obtained from the present sample was a bit high 

and the distribution of scores obtained was positively skewed (M=80.2, ,(.,'J)= 16.3) . The 

score on Self-Esteem Scale may range from 0 to 116 and the above mentioned mean 

score indicates the quite high level of the self-esteem among participants. The positive 

skew shows that the rating on items of the Self-Esteem Scale clustered on the upper end 

of the five-point scale and this might have reduced the variance in scores as well . This 

posit ive skew in distribution of scores may be the result of the fact that the sample for 

the present research was homogenous . This homogeneity of the sample may have other 

unknown implications for dimensionality and reli ability of the Scale. Jones and 

Crandall (1986) have also encountered this problem in validation of a Short Index of 

Self-Actualization. They studied the effect of the restrictions imposed by the skew on 

coefficient alpha and have found an increase in the values of the variance and alpha, 

when only top and bottom quarters of the sample were utilized for analysis . Any such 

possible weakness of the Self-Esteem Scale needs to be explored. One of the ways to 

address this problem is getting this scale tested against heterogeneous samp les, 

especially the clinical samples, who may have low scores on the Scale as the theory 

assumes that the self-esteem will be low among patients of depression and anxiety . 
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Future research, focusing on this aspect, can devise a method to remove this possible 

limitation of the Self-Esteem Scale. 

Second limitation of the Self-Esteem Scale can be observed with reference to the 

possible effect of the response set, i.e., social desirability on the Self-Esteem Scale. 

Self-esteem research has been found contaminated with social desirability effect 

(Crandall, 1973 ; Burns, 1979). The relationship of social desirability with Self-Esteem 

Scale has not been studied as it was not in the scope of the present research. The reason 

for not including this aspect of validation in present research was that it focused on 

studying the indigenous construct of self-esteem and, apparently the relationship of the 

indigenous construct can not be appropriately tested with some scale of social 

desirability, which is not validated for the Pakistani population. Therefore, this 

relationship remained unexplored . Another argument, against including this aspect in 

the present research was that of phenomenal approach towards the study of the 

construct self-esteem. Wylie (1974) and Burns (1979) have regarded the social 

desirability inherent in self-esteem and have advocated the phenomenal approach of 

measuring 'the phenomenal self.' To conclude, it can be said that this unknown aspect 

of Self-Esteem Scale presents a possible shortcoming that needs attention in future 

research for the validation of the Self-Esteem Scale. 

The findings related to gender differences in self-esteem are consistent with the 

findings of previous studies (Connel, Strootbant, Sinclair, Connel, & Rogers, 1975 ; 

Freiberg, 1991 ; Skaalvik, 1986; Smith, 1975, 1978) which have shown large gender 

differences with boys showing higher self-concept than girls . However, the gender 

differences that were found with regard to the level of self-esteem and its four 

dimensions is quite an important finding of the present study which may be interpreted 
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within our particular social and cultural context. According to the fi ndi ngs of the 

present study, the g irl s had lower self-esteem than boys. The low self-esteem among 

girls may be attributed to the socially subservient role and status, given to a girl in our 

society. However, the finding is consistent with the theoreti cal formul ation that women 

are found globally to be having an unfavourable view of the self as compared to men 

(Freud, 1932; Horney, 1967). Although, Wylie (1974) who reviewed numerous studies 

has concluded that there is no establi shed evidence of sex differences in overall self­

regard and this appears consistent across the studies that employed psychometrically 

sound and idiosyncratic measures, she did considered the possibility of sex differences 

in specific components of self-concept. 

In the context of Pakistani culture, the findings which deserve further comment 

are the two dimensions of the self-esteem on which there is reasonably large significant 

difference between girls and boys namely, Self-Acceptance and Self-Competence. The 

findings show that the girl s have less acceptance of the self as compared to boys. Girl 

child, in our society is not cherished by most of the parents and relatively less attention 

is paid to her needs as she grows up. Boys are considered more valued because they 

carry the name of the family in next generation whereas girls remain economical ly 

dependent on the male family member and are considered as a burden and an 

obligation. This attitude of the parents and society towards the girl s make them fee l less 

important and inadequate. From the appraisal that she receives from parents and society, 

she can hardly derive any feelings of worth and value and may adopt a submissive, 

dependant and subservient role which may help her win the approval of significant 

others. She is usually devalued for being a girl and considered incapable of taking care 

of her own self. Independence and autonomy are not associated with a girl in Pakistani 
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cu lture and she is not allowed to have freedom to take decisions related to her own life. 

She internalises these negative evaluat ions from significant others and experiences the 

feelings of low worth as a person. These findings consistent with the theory of symboli c 

interactionism by Cooley (1902) and Mead (1934) who emphasise the role of significant 

others in development of the feelings toward one's self. 

On the dimension of Self-Competence too, boys have obtained significantly 

higher score than girls. The largest difference that occurred between the two groups was 

on the dimension of Self-Competence. This observation is consistent with the social 

position and value which are attached to boys. They are generally viewed as more 

confident, adequate and competent and they are given more freedom and independence 

in different matters of life as compared to girls . They are not watched over by the 

parents and elders, whereas girls always have a chaperone. Girls are consid ered fragile 

and vulnerable to get into some problematic situations and they are not perceived as 

capable to handle these situations alone whereas the boys are perceived as efficacious in 

dealing with different situations. These perceptions and differential treatment towards 

girls by significant others inculcate a feeling in them that they lack competence to deal 

with life. The finding that boys perceive themselves as more self-competent, is in 

agreement to what Cooley's theory (1902) of " looking glass self' predicts that one's 

self-concept is significantly influenced by what the individual believes that the others think 

about him. 

The differences between girls and boys on the dimension of Social and Physical 

Self-Acceptance were small but significant. Boys were found having high social and 

physical self-acceptance, that reflected that boys receive more approval and positive 

evaluations from others and this finding is in agreement with those of Marsh, Relich, & 
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Smith (1983) and Marsh, Smith, Barnes and Butler (1983) who found that Boys had higher 

concept of physical ab ili ties. Boys usually are more encouraged to participate in activities 

that can enhance their physical ability. Boys are also more confident about their 

evaluat ion of physical and social self as they receive a lot of attention by significant others. 

This finding also verified the observation that boys receive more importance from 

significant others in our society as much as elsewhere. 

The only finding contrary to the expectations is with reference to the dimension of 

Academic Self-Competence. The scores obtained by the boys on this subscale were lower 

than the scores obtained by the girls. Though the difference was negligible one, but this 

seems interesting to note that girls have higher self-esteem as far as the academic 

competence is concerned. This may be attributed to the efforts that the g irl s are believed to 

make to get approval and acceptance from others. Academics may be the only field in 

which they are allowed to excel. Moreover, through the expression of the academic interest 

and academic achievements, girls try to get acknowledgement and validation of their self 

which otherwise is overshadowed by the status given to boys by the society . This may also 

help them get social approval because in most of the situations, good academic 

achievements of the girls are appreciated and are also regarded non-threatening as long as 

it does not bring independence and autonomy in them . At least it does not seem probable 

that girls with higher academic achievement also become independent and autonomous. 
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Chapter IV 

PHASE II 

VALIDATION OF THE SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 

In the second phase of the present research, five validation studies were conducted 

to establish the construct validity of self-esteem. Study I and II were aimed at exploring the 

convergent and discriminant validity of the Self-Esteem Scale whereas Study III, IV and V 

were conducted to test the construct validity by examining the relationship of self-esteem 

with anxiety, delinquency and depression. 

Campbell and Fisk (1959) have suggested that assessment of convergent and 

discriminant validity is essential for construct validation. Correlational techniques have 

been mentioned as an appropriate method to test the convergent and discriminant validity 

(Shavelson, Burstein and Keesling 1977). 

Shavelson, Burstein and Keesling (1977) discussed the methodological 

consideration in interpretation of self-concept research in detail and have remarked; 

Construct validation refers to the procedures and evidence used in support 

of a construct interpretation of a measurement. As with all science, 

construct validation works by disconfirmation: a construct is set forth and 

validation studies pose and attempt to disconfirm counterinterpretations to 

the proposed construct interpretations. If these challenges are disconfirmed, 

support is gained for the proposed interpretation (p. 296). 

Convergent validity can be established by obtaining high positive 

correlation between different measures that are based on different methods, of the 

same trait (Campbell & Fisk, 1959). Discriminant validity, more difficult to 

achieve, can be ascertained when a particular measure has a very low correlation 



with the measure of some other trait or construct which is pred icted to be a distinct 

and unrelated to the construct being studied. In line with these suggestions, five 

studies were designed in the phase Ii to validate the Self-Esteem Scale 

STUDY I : CONVERGENT VALIDITY OF SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 

89 

As mentioned above, the objective of the study I was to test the convergent validity 

of the Self-Esteem Scale. The convergent validity of the scale was explored by finding out 

the relationship between the scores of Self-Esteem Scale and the scores on Rosenberg Self­

Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965). Among the many available measures, the Rosenberg 

Self-Esteem Scale was selected because the evidence for its validity is more extensive than 

for the most other measures. 

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, \965) was developed as a 

unidimensional measure of global self-esteem. However, Barber (1990), Owens (1993) 

and Tafrodi and Swann, Jr (1995) have identified two other distinct but moderately 

correlated factors namely 'Self-Liking' and 'Self-Competence', underlying the Rosenberg 

Self-Esteem Scale. Therefore, the Rosenberg's scale may also be used to test the 

convergent validity of 'Self-Acceptance' and 'Self-Competence' scales and to test the 

discriminant validity of the other two subscales, namely 'Social and Physical Self­

Acceptance' and' Academic Self-Competence'. The convergent and discriminant validity 

of these four subscales of the Self-Esteem Scale was tested by finding the correlation with 

the Rosenberg's Scale. It was assumed that the Rosenberg' s scale will positively relate 

with Self-Esteem Scale and also with its four subscales. It was also speculated that the 

correlation of Rosenberg's Scale will be higher with two subscales, namely, Self­

Acceptance and Self-Competence as compared to its correlations with the other two 

subscales, i.e., Social and Physical Self-Acceptance and Academic Self-Competence. 
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Sample 

The sample employed in Study I consisted of 60 participants, 30 girls and 30 boys, 

aged between 15 to 17 years (M= 18.64 and SD=. 69). These participants were students of 

secondary and higher secondary classes of different schools and co ll eges of Rawalpindi 

and Islamabad. They belonged to families of middle socio-economic class. 

Instruments 

Two instruments, the Self-Esteem Scale developed in the first phase of the present 

research (see appendix X) and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965) were 

used to assess the self-esteem of the respondents. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 

(Rosenberg, 1965) is based on Guttman model, and has a reproducibility index of 0.93 and 

an item scalability of 0.73. The Rosenberg ' s Scale consists of ten statements, 5 of which 

are phrased in positive direction with the other five in a negative direction to control for 

acquiescence. These statements are rated on a four-point scale ranging from strongly 

agree, to strongly disagree. The positive statements are scored if they are disagreed with 

and negative ones are scored when agreed with by the respondent in such a way that a 

high score reflects low self-esteem. However, this scoring procedure may cause confusion 

(Burns, 1979). Therefore, to make the scoril1g process more convenient in the present 

study, an agreement with the positive items is scored in such a way that a high score is 

indicative of high self-esteem. 

The alpha coefficient of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale computed for the present 

sample was 0.69 and all the items of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale correlated with total at 

an average correlation of 0.50 (p<. 00). A questionnaire to obtain some personal 

information was also given to the participants (see appendix XlV). 
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Procedure 

The participants for the study, who were students of various schools and colleges 

were contacted through the educational institutions. They were given these instruments 

i. e., Self-Esteem Scale and Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (1 965) in the form of a booklet, 

in a group setting. They were asked to read each item and to give rating to the response 

categories applicable to them. They completed these questionnaires in about 20 minutes 

time. They were acknowledged and appreciated for their participation in the study. 

Results and Discussion 

Table 16 presents the correlational matrix showing the correlations of Rosenberg 

Self-Esteem Scale with the Self-Esteem Scale and its subscales. The coefficients of 

correlation in the first row are the convergent validity coefficients for the Self-Esteem 

Scale and its subscales. The correlation (r =.70;p<. OOO) indicated a highly positive relation 

between the scores on both the scales and provided the evidence of the convergent 

valid ity of the Self-Esteem Scale. 

Table 16 

Convergent Validity Coefficients o/tlte Self-Esteem Scale ami/our Suhscales (N=60) 

RSES SA SC SPSA ASC SES 

RSES .64**** .58**** .40*** .39*** .70**** 

SA .50**** .36*** .37** * .81 **** 

SC .43*** .41*** .79**** 

SPSA .52**** .70**** 

ASC .68**** 

Note. Tn tile first row, tile values in boldface are convergent validity coefficients. Abbreviations mean the 

following: RSES ;: Rosenberg Self·Esleem Scale; SA = Self-Acceptance scale; SC = Self-Competence scale; 

SPSA = Social and Physical Self-Acceptance scale; ASC = Academic Self-Competence scale; SES= Self­

Esteem Scale. *** p<.OO 1 **** p<.OOO. 
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The correlations between the four subscales and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale 

were also computed. The correlation of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale with scores on Self­

Acceptance scale (1'=.64, p<.OOO) indicated the convergent validity of the Self-Acceptance 

scale. The correlation between scores on Rosenberg Scale and the scores on Self­

Competence scale (1'=.58, p<.OOO) indicated that the scores on both scales are reasonably 

positively related with each other. The correlation of scores on Rosenberg Scale with the 

Social and Physical Self-Acceptance scale (1'=.40, p <.OOI), is indicative of moderately 

positive relation between the scores on two scales. Similarly, the correlation between 

scores on Rosenberg scale and scores on Academic Self-Competence (r = .39, p<. OO I) 

show less than moderate positive relationship between the two. The appraisal of the 

magnitude of the correlations between the score on Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale and the 

scores on the four subscales of the Self-Esteem Scale shows that the positive correlations 

between the scores on Rosenberg' s Scale and Self-Acceptance scale was higher (1' =.64, 

p<.OOO) than its correlations with Social and Physical Self-Acceptance and Academic Self­

Competence (1'=.40 and 1'=. 39; p <.OOI, respectively). This observation provided the 

evidence of convergent validity for Self-Acceptance scale. 

The positive correlations between the scores on Rosenberg ' s Scale and Self­

Competence scale was also higher (1'=. 58, p<.OOO) than its correlations with Social and 

Physical Self-Acceptance and Academic Self-Competence (r=.40 and r=.3 9; p<. 00 I, 

respectively) . This observation provided the evidence of convergent validity for Self­

Competence scale. On the other hand, the positive correlations of Rosenberg's Self­

Esteem Scale with the third subscale namely, Social and Physical Self-Acceptance (I' =.40; 

p <. OOl)and with the fourth subscale i.e., Academic Self-Competence (r=.39; p <.OOI) are 

comparatively less positive in their magnitude as compared to the correlations with Self­

Acceptance and Self-Competence. The comparatively low correlation with these two 
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components were according to the expectations as Rosenberg's Scale is a measure of 

global self-esteem whereas Social and Physical Self-Acceptance and Academic Self­

Competence are considered two specific components of self-esteem. This observation may 

also provide an evidence of the discriminant validity of third and fourth subscales I.e. 

Social and Physical Self-Acceptance and Academic Self-Competence. 

STUDY II : CONVERGENT AND DISCRJMINANT VALIDITY OF 

SELF-ESTEEM SUBSCALES 

The objective of the study II was to test the convergent validity of the Academic 

Self-Competence, and discriminant validity of the three subscales namely, Self­

Acceptance, Self-Competence and Social and Physical Self-Acceptance of Self-Esteem 

Scale, constructed in the first phase of the present research. 

Academic self-concept in particular appears to be a potentially valuable construct 

for educators to understand individual students' level of achievement (Haque & Khan, 

1998). The multidimensional construct model of Shavelson, Hubner and Stanton (1976) 

proposes that 'Academic Self-Concept' is a distinct dimension and can emp irically be 

separated from 'Social Self-Concept'. Later, Marx and Winne (1980) have argued about 

the multidimensional model of self-esteem by questioning the discriminant validity of a 

separate academic self-confidence factor. Several studies have demonstrated that self­

reported grade average scores correlate significantly with Academic Self-confidence 

dimension (Fleming & Courtney, 1984; Fleming & Watts, 1980; Mamrus, 0 ' Conner & 

Cheek, 1983). However, it was considered important to test further the convergent validity 

of Academic Self-Competence scale in addition to obtaining its correlation with 

achievement scores. Therefore, the Study II was designed to test the convergent validity of 

Academic Self-Competence scale by finding its correlation with the scores obtained 
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through Academic Self-Concept Scale (ASCS) developed by Ahmed (1986) and w ith the 

achievement scores obtained in school examinatio ns. It was assumed that the sores on 

ACSC and Academic Self-Competence will positively relate with each other. The 

discriminant validity of the rest of three subscales were assessed by finding the correlations 

of Academic Self-Concept Scale's scores with three subscales namely, Self-Acceptance, 

Self-Competence and Social and Physical Self-Acceptance. It was also assumed that the 

scores on the Academic Self-Competence may positively correlate with self-reported 

Achievement Scores obtained in School examination. 

Sample 

The sample included 60 participants. There were 30 boys and 30 girls whose age 

ranged between 15 to 17 years (M= 15.44 and SD=. 70). These participants were the 

students of secondary class at three different schools of Rawalpindi . 

Instruments 

The two measures i.e., Self-Esteem Scale constructed in the present research and 

the Academic Self-Concept Scale of Ahmed, (1986) (see appendix XII) along with a 

questionnaire on some personal information, were given to participants (see appendix 

XVI). Academic Self-Concept Scale (ASCS), (Ahmed, 1986; Haque & Khan, 1998) 

consists of 40 self-reported statements with five point rating scale. ASCS has been 

reported to be a reliable and valid instrument to assess the specific facet of self-concept of 

high school students. The concurrent validity of the ASCS has been ascertained by 

correlating the scores of the scale with achievement scores, ,. = .3 7 (p< 0 1) . The predictive 

validity of the scale was assessed by obtaining the correlation between academic self­

concept of the participants and their matriculation result (r = .39, p< .01). The discriminant 

validity was demonstrated by the significant negative correlation between academic self­

concept and the scores on Students Problem Checkli st (SPCL) (Ahmed, 1986). For the 
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present sample, the alpha coefficient for ASCS is .87 and the item-total score correlations 

ranged from .28 to .64 with an average correlation of .45. 

Procedure 

The participants were given both the scales i.e., Self-Esteem Scale and Academic 

Self-Concept Scale in a form of booklet, in small groups. They were asked to read each 

statement carefully and rate the response category, which seemed applicable to them . 

Results and Discussion 

The correlations of the scores of Academic Self-Concept Scale CASCS) with the 

scores on Self-Esteem Scale and its four subscales have been computed . Table 17 

presents the results of correlational analysis. The coefficient correlat ion between ASCS 

and Self-Esteem Scale shows less than moderate positive correlation between two 

measures (r= .3 5; p<.OO). However the correlation of the scores on ASCS with the scores 

on subscale i.e., Academic Self-C ompetence is relat ively high w hich indicated the 

convergent validity of the subscale (r=. 46; p <. OO). 

Table l 7 

Convergent Validity Coefficients of the Academic Self-Competence scale and 

Discriminant Validity Coefficients of tlte Self-Acceptance, Self-Competence and Social 

and Physical Self -Acceptance scales (N=60) 

ASCS 

SA 

SC 

SPSA 

ASC 

ASCS SA 

.1511s 

SC 

. 11 I1S 

. 13 ns 

SPSA 

.1611s 

.0 I IlS 

.24** 

ASC SES 

.46*** .35*** 

. 14 ns .69**** 

. 13 IlS .61 **** 

.52**** .5 1 **** 

.50**** 

Note. In the first row, the values in boldface are convergent validity coef1icicnts of Academic Sclf­

Competence and the italicized values are discriminant validity coefficients of three subscales. Abbreviations 
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mean the following: AS = Acadcmic elf-Conccpt calc; A = Self-Acceptancc scale: S = Self­

Compctcncc; SPSA = Social and Physical Self-Acccptance; ASC = Acadcmic Sclf-Competcncc: SES= Self­

Estccm Scalc 

*** J><.OO I **** P <.OOO. 

Table 17 presents the correlation between ASCS and four subscale of Self­

Esteem Scale. The appraisal of magnitude of these correlations between ASCS and 

subscales of the Self-Esteem Scale indicated the convergent validity of Academic Self­

Competence scale. It is evident from the comparison that the correlat ion of ASCS with 

Academic Self-Competence scale (r=.46; p<. OO) is sign ificantly higher than the 

correlation coefficient of ASCS with Self-Acceptance (r=. 15). The correlation of 

ASCS with Academic Self-Competence (I' =.46; p<.OO) is greater in magnitude as 

compared to its correlation with Self-Competence (r =. 1 1) and the correlation of ASCS 

with Academic Self-Competence (r =.46) is reasonably higher than its correlation with 

the Social and Physical Self-Acceptance (r =.16) .The correlations with three subscales 

namely, Self-Acceptance, Self-Competence and Social and Physical Self-Acceptance 

were negligible and nonsignificant as speculated (/=. 15, 1'=. 11 and /= .1 6 respectively). 

These observations indicated the convergent valid ity of Academic Self-Competence 

scale. On the other hand , it also indicated the evidence for discriminant validity of the 

other three subscales. In Table 17, discriminant validity of three subscales, other than 

Academic Self-Competence may be ascertained by comparing the bold faced 

convergent validity coefficient (r =.46) with the italicized discriminant validity 

coefficients in the same row (r =. 15, r =.11 and r =. 16 respectively). The positive 

correlation of ASCS with Academic Self-Competence (r =.46) is higher than the 

average of its correlations (r =. 14) with the other three subscales. Substantial ly lower 

correlations of ASCS with Self-Acceptance, Self-C ompetence and Social and Physical 
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Self-Acceptance (r = .15, r = .11 and r = .16 respectively, thus are providing evi dence of 

discriminant validiti es of these three subscales, namely, Self-Acceptance, Self­

Competence and Social and Physical Self-Acceptance. 

Table 18 

Correlation of A cademic Self-Competence scale with self-reported Achievement 

Scores in School examination (N=6()) . 

Achievement Scores obtained in 

School Examinations 

* p<.05 

Academic Self-Competence scale 

.29 * 

Table 18 indicates that the Academic Self-Competence and self-reported 

Achievement Scores are found to be positively related (r = .29; p <.05) . This finding is 

simil ar to the findin gs obtained by Fleming and Courtney, (\983) who have reported the 

correlation of .32 between self-reported grade point average and School Ab iliti es, a 

factor in the multifaceted self-esteem model. 

In the present research, the magnitude of the correlation between Achievement 

Scores obtained in school examinations and the Academic Self-Competence is found 

moderately low (r =.29; p<.05), therefore this finding may be taken as a less strong 

indication of concurrent validity of the Academic Self-Competence scale. Earlier, 

Ahmed (1986) reported a positive correlation between Academic Self-Concept Scale 

and Academic Achievement scores (r =.25; p<.05) . A slightly higher correlation (r =.29; 

p <.05) was observed between Academic Self-Competence and Achievement Scores. 

However, one can say that both the researches found a low positive correlation. One of 



98 

the possible reasons for these low correlations for both the measures may be the fact 

that the achievement scores in both the studies were obtained from the students 

themselves and no cross examination of the validity of these scores was conducted. 

One may conclude that the findings of the present study have provided a modest 

indication of the convergent and concurrent validity of the Academic Self-Competence 

scale and, which suggested that this subscale should be investigated further for its 

convergent and discriminant validity especially if this subscale is to be used 

independently. 

STUDY nI : RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SELF-ESTEEM 

AND ANXIETY 

The study III was designed to explore the relationship between self-esteem and 

anxiety. It has been earlier seen that the review of relevant research literature indicated a 

negative relationship of high self-esteem with anxiety (Coopersmith, 1967; Fleming & 

Courteny, 1984; Many & Many, 1975; Wylie, 1979). Therefore, in the present study, 

following hypotheses were formulated: 

1. Self-esteem and anxiety will be negatively related with each other. 

2. Self-Acceptance and anxiety will be negatively related with each other. 

3. Self-Competence and anxiety will be negatively related with each other. 

4. Social and Physical Self-Acceptance and anxiety will be negatively related 

with each other. 

5. Academic Self-Competence and anxiety will be negatively related with each 

other. 



99 

Sample 

The sample consisted of 150 participants. There were 75 boys and 75 g irl s whose 

age ranged between 15 to 17 (M= 15.44 and Sf) = . 70). These partici pants were the students 

of graduate classes at various colleges of Rawalpindi and Islamabad . 

Instruments 

Self-Esteem Scale constructed by the present researcher and Anxiety Scale 

developed by Siddiqui and Hasnain, (1993) were given to assess the self-esteem and the 

anxiety level of participants. Anxiety Scale consisted of25 items with four-point scale (see 

appendix XIII) . These four respo nse categories are labeled as ' never ' 'somet imes ' 'often' 

and 'all the time'. It has been developed to assess the anxiety in clin ica l as wel l as in non­

clinical settings. The scale has been found to be a reliable and valid instrument to assess 

the anxiety in student sample and clinical sample of patients with diagnosed anxiety 

(Siddiqui & Hasnain, 1993). The alpha reliability of the Anxiety Scale is .9 1 for the 

present sample. The average item- total score correlation for the items of the Anxiety Scale 

is .60 (p <.00). Along with these scales, a questionnaire was also given to participants to 

obtain some demographic information. 

Procedure 

The participants were given both the scales, namely, the Self-Esteem Scale and the 

Anxiety Scale in small groups. They were asked to read the statements carefull y and rate 

the response category, which seemed applicable to them. The participants completed the 

questionnaires in about thirty minute times. They were acknowledged for their 

participation. 

Results and Discussion 

The data were analysed to examine the relationship of self-esteem and anxiety. 

Table 19 shows the correlation coefficient between the scores on the Self-Esteem Scale 
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and Anxiety Scale. The resu lts show that self-esteem is negatively related with anxiety 

(r = -.48; p <.OOO), thus supporting the first hypothesis that self-esteem and anxiety will 

be negatively related with each other. 

Table 19 

Correlation Coefficients of Anxiety with the Self-Esteem lind its four dimensions 

(N=150) 

ScalclSuhscales 

Self-Esteem Scale 

Self-Acceptance 

Self-Competence 

Social & Physical Self-Acceptance 

Academic Self-ComJletence 

*** p<.OOO * p<.05 

Anxiety 

-.48*** 

-.55*** 

-.32*** 

-.1 6* 

-.1 6* 

The correlations between four dimensions of the Self-Esteem Scale and Anxiety 

Scale were also obtained. Table 19 shows these correlations between anxiety and the 

four dimensions of self-esteem measured through the four subscales. The correlation 

between Self-Acceptance and anxiety indicates a negative relation between the two 

variables (r =-.55; p <.OOO), thus, supported the second hypothesis. It is also observed as 

the highest negative correlation found among all the correlations that were obtained 

between anxiety and four dimensions of self-esteem. The correlat ion of Self­

Competence was also found to be negative with anxiety (r = -.32; p <.OOO) thus 

providing support to the third hypothesis that Academic Self-Competence and anxiety 

will be negatively related with each other. 

The negative correlations were found to be smaller but significant with the two 

dimensions, namely, Social and Physical Self-Acceptance (I' =-. 16; p<.05) and 
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Academic Self-Competence (r = - .1 6; p <.05). These results supported the fourth 

hypotheses that Social and Physical Self-Acceptance w ill be negat ively re lated with 

anxiety and fift h hypothes is that Academi c Self-Competence will be negati ve ly related 

with anxiety. 

The findings of the present study were consistent with those found earlier by 

Fleming and Courteny (1984) who have reported negative correlation (r = -.62) of self­

esteem with anxiety scores. They also found negative correlation between different 

components of self-esteem and anxiety, for example the magnitude of the correlation 

between Self-Regard and anxiety was largest one i.e. , -. 63 and similarly, the result s of our 

study indicate the correlation of -.55 between Self-Acceptance and Anxiety . 

In addition to correlational analysis, a more specific index of relationship 

between self-esteem and anxiety was obtained through further stati sti cal analys is aimed 

at comparing the level of anxiety between two subsamples, scoring low and high on the 

variab le of self-esteem . With this objective, a comparison of mean anxiety scores was 

made between the two subsampl es, namely, Low Self-Esteem and Hig h Self-Esteem. 

Similar comparisons were made between the groups scoring low and high on each of 

the four dimensions of self-esteem. The percentile scores obtained for the present 

sample (N=1 50) were used as a criterion to select an individual for inclusion in any of 

the two groups. These two groups were formed in such way that all the individual who 

obtained the score equal or below 30th percentile were included in the Low Self-Esteem 

group and the individuals who obtained scores equal or greater than the 70th percentile 

were included in the High Self-Esteem group. In this way, the individuals who scored 

equal or less than 76 (30th percentile) formed the Low Self-Esteem group and those 

individuals who scored equal or greater than 91 (70th percentil e) form ed the Hig h Self­

Esteem group. 
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Following hypotheses were formulated to test the difference of anxiety between 

Low and High Self-Esteem groups. 

6. Low Self-Esteem group will have higher level of anxiety as compared to 

High Self-Esteem group . 

7. Low Self-Acceptance group will have higher level of anxiety as compared to 

High Self-Acceptance group. 

8. Low Self-Competence group will have higher level of anxiety as compared 

to High Self-Competence group. 

9. Low Social and Physical Self-Acceptance group will have higher level of 

anxiety as compared to High Social and Physical Self-Acceptance group. 

10. Low Academic Self-Competence group will have higher level of anxiety as 

compared to High Academic Self-Competence group. 

The Low Self-Esteem group and High Self-Esteem group were compared on the 

variable of anxiety. The t-test was emp loyed to see the difference in degree of anxiety 

between High and Low Se(f-Esteem groups. The results show (see table 20) that both 

groups differed significantly from each other on the variable of anxiety and Low Self­

Esteem group scored high on Anxiety scale (t = 4.55, p <. OOO, c(f =90), thus supported 

the sixth hypothesis that low Self-Esteem group will have higher level of anxiety than 

high Self-Esteem group. The Low Self-Esteem group have high score on Anxiety Scale 

(M=49.15, SD= 11.98) as compared to the score of high Self-Esteem group (M=39.19, 

SD =8.72) as shown in table 20. 
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Table 20 

D({ference of Anxiety level between Low Self-Esteem group and High ,\'e(f-Esteem 

group 

Group 

Low Self-Esteem 

High Self-Esteem 

11 

46 

46 

M 

49. 15 

39.19 

No te. The higher the score on Anxiety Sca le, the greater is the anxiety . 

**** P<. OOO 

SD 

II. 98 

8.72 

t 

4.55**** 

tlf 

90 

Similar criterion that was followed earlier to form low and high self-esteem 

groups, namely the 30U1 and 70U1 percentiles, were taken to form the low and high 

groups for each of the four dimensions. For instance, Low Se(fAcceprance group 

included those individuals who scored equal or less than 29 (30U1 percentile) on the 

Self-Acceptance scale and High Self-Acceptance group included those individuals who 

scored equal or greater than 36 (70th percentile) on the Self-Acceptance scale. Table 2 1 

presents the results of the analysis indicating differences of mean anx iety scores between 

the low and high scorer on these four subscales. 

The difference of the mean scores on the Anxiety Scale was obtained between Low 

and High Self-Acceptance groups. The results of I-test analysis show that the high and low 

Self-Acceptance groups differed significantly on the mean anxiety score (t =4.14, P <.000, 

df= 1 00) . This fi nding provided the support to the seventh hypothesis that the Low Se(f­

Acceplance group will have high scores on Anxiety Scale than the High Se(f-Acceptallce 

group. It may be seen in Table 2 1 that the Low Se(f-Acceptallce group (M=48 .86, 

SD= 11 .85) has scored high on Anxiety Scale as compared to High Self-Acceptallce woup 

(M=40. 14, SD=9.22) . 
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Table 21 

Difference (?f Anxiety /evel between Low and High Scorer on the four Subsca/e,\' (?fSe(f­

Esteem .S'ca/es 

Groups N M 81) 

Low Self-Acceptance 52 48.86 11.85 4.14**** 

High Self-Acceptance 50 40.14 9.22 

Low Self-Competence 51 48 .50 12. 56 2.81 *** 

High Self-Competence 52 42.05 10.7 1 

Low Social and Physical Self-Acceptance 46 46.36 11.68 I Al liS 

High Social and Physical Self-Acceptance 45 42.88 II. 93 

Low Academic Self-Competence 55 46 .9(, 12 .33 2.0 I * 

High Academic Self-Competence 52 42.51 10.35 

No te. The higher the score on Anxiety Scale, the greater is the anxiety. 

**** p<.OOO *** p<.OOI * P<.05 

Low ,)'e(/,-Competellce Kro1lp included the respondents whose score was equal or 

less than IS (301h percentile) on the Self-Competence scale and High Self-Competellce 

group include those individual whose score was equal or greater than 20 (701h 

percentile) on the Self-Competence scale. The difference of anxiety score was also found 

significant on Self-Competence scale (t = 2.8 p <OOI, dj'=IOI), thus the eighth hypothesis 

was accepted that the anxiety level of Low Self-Competellce group will be higher than the 

High Self-Competence group. As shown in Table 2 1, the mean anxiety score obtained by 

Low Self-Competence group was higher (M=48.S0, SD= 12.56) than the score obtained by 

High Self-Competence group (M=42.0S, SD= 1 0.71). 

Low Social and Physical Self-Acceptance group included those respondents 

whose scores were equal or less than 17 (301h percentile) on the Social and Physical 

tlf 

100 
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Self-Acceptance scale. High 5'ocial and Physical Self-Acceptance gl'Oup included those 

respondents whose scores were equal or greater than 23 (70th percentil e) on the Social 

and Physical Self-Acceptance scale. The ninth hypothesis that the low Social and 

Physical Self-Acceptance group wi ll have high anxiety level than the Hif{h Social and 

Physical Self-Acceptance group, was not accepted. As shown in Table 2 1, the mean 

anxiety scores obtained by Low Social and Physical .)'e(f-A cceptance f{I'OUp (M=46.3 6, 

,)'j) = 11.68) and High Social and Physical Self-Acceptance woup (M=42.88, SJ) c~ 11. 93) 

indicated the smallest and non sign ificant difference of anxiety scores that was observed 

between the Low and High Social and Physica l Self-Acceptance groups (t IAI, ns, df 

=89). 

Low Academic Self-Competence grollp consisted of the respondents whose 

scores were equal or less than 13 (30 th percentile) on the Academic Self-Competence 

scale and High Academic Self-Competence group consisted of the respondents whose 

scores whose scores were 16 (70th percentile) score on the Academic Self-Competence 

scale. With regard to the tenth hypothesis, the difference of mean score of anxiety was 

sign ificant between low Academic Self-Competence group and high Academ ic Self­

Competence group (M=46.96, SD = 12.33 and M =42.5 1, SJ)= 1 0.35 for Low and High 

groups respectively). On the basis of the result, the tenth hypothesis that Low Academic 

Self-Competence group will have higher level of anxiety than the High Academic Self­

Competence group, was accepted (t =2.01, p<.05, df=105). 

The findings of the present research support the theoretical assumptions 

that individuals with low self-esteem are more anxious than high self-esteem 

individuals (Coopersmith, 1967; Lamp, 1968; Rosenberg, 1965). The high self­

esteem individuals are generally more confident of their abilities and competence. 

They are more decisive and clear in their thoughts, whereas the individ uals with low 
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self-esteem are vulnerable to mood variability and a e not su e abo ut their own self. 

Low self-esteem individuals lack self-confidence and , generally , when they are faced 

with demanding situations in life, they tend to get anxious as they assume themselves 

deficient in capability to cope with the challenges of the situation. 

ST UDY IV: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SELF-ESTE EM 

AND DELINQUENCY 

The objective of the study IV was to explore the relationship between self-esteem 

and delinquency. The literature review has shown that the findings of most of the studies, 

aimed at studying the relationship of self-esteem with delinquency tend to show 

inconsistent results and a complex relationship between the two variables (Arbuthnot, 

Gorden & lurkovic, 1987; Lund & Salary, 1980). For the present study, the following 

hypotheses were formulated : 

1. Self-Esteem and delinquency will be negatively related w ith each other. 

2. Self-Acceptance and delinquency will be negatively related with each other. 

3. Self-Competence and delinquency will be negatively related with each other. 

4. Social and Physical Self-Acceptance and delinquency will be negatively 

related with each other. 

5. Academic Self-Competence and delinquency will be negatively related with 

each other. 

Sample 

The sample consisted of 100 participants. Only boys were taken in the sample as 

delinquent behavior is considered to be more relevant to boys in Pakistani socio-cultural 

context. The age ranged form 17 to 19 (M= 18.07 and SD = 1.44). These participants were 

students of higher secondary class at two colleges of Rawalpindi and Islamabad. 
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Instruments 

An instrument for the assessment of delinquency was developed specificall y for 

this study, as there existed no scale which could be used to assess the delinquency in 

Pakistani population. For this purpose, the items of Self-reported delinquency scale 

developed by Gibson (I 971) were translated into Urdu by three judges. As the content of 

many items was not relevant to Pakistani culture, therefore, most of the items were 

changed and rephrased to represent the delinquent behavior as perceived and defi ned in 

our society. To cover the whole range of delinquent behavior which is manifested in our 

population, interviews were conducted with teachers and with a researcher, who had 

conducted research in the field of delinquency and crime (see for example, Tariq, 1986; 

Tariq, 1989; Tariq, 1992 and Tariq & DUlTani, 1983) From the informat ion obtained from 

the interviews, more items were added to the list. Finally, in Self-reported Delinquency 

Checkli st, a total of 37 items were written in statement with dichotomous response mode 

i.e., yes and no. (see appendix XIV). The Checkli st was given to 100 participants. The data 

were analyzed to test the psychometric properties of the Checki li st. The ana lys is indicated 

the alpha reli abi li ty of .90 for Self-reported Delinquency Scale (SRDC). The item-total 

cOlTelations ranged from .32 to .64 with an average of .43, thus indicating a high internal 

consistency among items of the scale. Factor analysis of the scale's items revealed one 

major factor that explained 26% of the total variance. The 37 items were having >. 30 

factor loadings on the factor. This provided the evidence of the factorial validity of Self­

reported Delinquency Checklist. A questionnaire was also g iven to participants to obtain 

some demographic information (see appendix XVI). 

Procedure 

T he participants were given Self-reported Delinquency Checkli st (SRDC) and 

the Self-Esteem Scale. They were instructed to read the statements of SRDC and to 
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respond to these statements in the light of their experience. If they ever had indu lged in 

any act ivity li sted in the check li st they were to mark" yes" and if they had never 

participated in any such behavior then they had to mark the " no" category. 

Results and Discussion 

The correlational analysis was performed to test the hypotheses . The result s 

presented in Table 22 indicates the negative correlation coefficient between self-esteem 

and delinquency (,. =- .23 , p <. O I) . This proves the first hypothesis that self-esteem and 

delinquency will be negatively related with each other. Table 22 also shows the 

correlation coefficients between four dimensions of self-esteem measured through four 

subscales and the scores on SRDC. The second hypothesis was also accepted as the 

Self-Acceptance was found to be negatively correlated with delinquency (r =-.22, 

p <.05). 

As regards the thi rd hypothesis, the scores on SRDC were non-significantl y 

related w ith the Self-C ompetence scale (f' =-. 06, ns), thus reject ing the hypothes is that 

Self-Competence will be negatively related with each other. The scores on SRDC was 

found to minimally and nonsignificantly related with the Social and Physical Self­

Acceptance scale (r =. 01, ns) which rejected the fourth hypothesis that the Social and 

Physical Self-Acceptance will be negatively related with each other. 

The fifth hypothesis that Academic Self-Competence will be negatively related 

to delinquency was approved as the correlation of Academic Self-Competence with 

delinquency was found to be negative (r =-.36;p<.001). 

It can be observed that the correlations of SRDC with Self-Acceptance and 

Academic Self-Competence were found to be negative and less than moderate in their 

mag nitude (r =-.23; p <.Ol and r =-. 36; p<. OO respectively). 
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Table 22 

Correlation oj,\'e/f-reporteti Delinquency Checkli ... t with ,\'e(t'-Esteelll Scale amljour 

su bscale.\· (N= lOO) 

Scalc/suhscalcs 

Self-Esteem Scale 

Self-Acceptance 

Self-Competence 

Social & Physical Self-Acceptance 

Academic Self-Competence 

*** p<.OO ** I'<.Ol *J><.02 

Sclf-l'epor1cd Delinquency Checklist 

-. 23 ** 

-.22 * 

-.06 ns 

.01 ns 

-.36*** 

In addition to correlational analysis, a more specific index of relationship 

between self-esteem and delinquency was obtained through further anal ys is aimed at 

comparing the level of delinquency between two subsampl es sco ring low and high on 

the variable of self-esteem. With this objective, a comparison of mean delinquency 

scores was made between the two subsamples, namely, Low Self-Esteem and High 

Self-Esteem. Similar compari sons were made between the groups scoring low and high 

on each of the four dimensions of self-esteem. As in Study III, the percentile scores 

obtained for the present sample (N= 1 00), were used as a criterion to select an individual 

for inclusion in any of the two groups. These two groups were formed in such way that 

all the individual who obtained the score equal or below 30th percentil e were included in 

the Low Se(f-Esteem group and the individuals who obtained scores equal or greater 

than the 70th percentile were included in the High Self-Esteem group. In this way, the 

individuals who scored equal or less than 80 (30th percentil e) form ed the Low Se(f­

Esteem group and those individuals who scored equal or greater than 93 (70th 

percentil e) formed the High Self-Esteem group. 



110 

Following hypotheses were formulated to test the difference of delinquency 

between Low and High Self-Esteem groups. 

6 . Low Self-Esteem group will have higher level of delinquency as compared 

to High Self-Esteem group . 

7. Low Self-Acceptance group will have hi g her level of delinquency as 

compared to High Self-Acceptance group. 

8. Low Self-Competence group will have higher level of delinquency as 

compared to High Self-Competence group. 

9. Low Social and Physical Self-Acceptance group will have higher level of 

delinquency as compared to High Social and Physical Self-Acceptance 

group. 

10. Low Academic Self-Competence group wi ll have higher level of 

delinquency as compared to High Academic Self-Competence group. 

The Low Serf-Esteem group and High Serf-Esteem f,{I'OUjJ were compared on the 

variable of de linquency. The I-test was employed to see the difference in degree of 

delinquency between High alld Low Se(f-Esteem groups. The resu lts show (see table 23) 

that both groups differed significantly from each other on the variable of delinquency 

and Low Self-Esteem group scored high on SRDC (t = 2.53, p <.O 1, cfl =70), thus 

supported the sixth hypothesis that the Low Self-Esteem group will have higher level of 

delinquency than the High ,)'e(f-}..,:\'teem group. the Low Self-Esteem W'Oup have high score 

on SRDC (M=9.07, SD= 7. 50) as compare to the score of High Self-Esteem group 

(M=5.23, SD=4.97) as shown in Table 23 . 
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Table 23 

D~fference of Delinquency level hetween Low Se/f-E.\·teem group and High SelJ:esteem 

group 

Group 

Low Self-esteem 

High Self-esteem 

1/ 

38 

34 

M 

9.07 

5.23 

Note. The higher the score on SRDC, the greater is the delinquency . 

* *P < .OI 

,\'j) 

7.50 

4 .97 

tlf 

2.53** 70 

Low and High groups on the four dimensions were formed on the bases of 30th 

and 70th percentile scores, respectively, which were obtained for this samp le on each of 

the subscales of the Self-Esteem Scale. For instance, Low ,')'e (j'-AcceptClllce grollp 

included those individuals who scored equal or less than 30 (30th percentile) on the Self­

Acceptance scale and High Self-Acceptallce grollp included those individuals who 

scored equal or greater than 39 (70th percentile) on the Self-Acceptance scale. Table 24 

presents the results of the analysis indicating differences of mean SRDC scores between 

the low and high scorer on these four dimensions of self-esteem. 

The difference of the mean scores on the SRDC was obtained between low and 

high Self-Acceptance groups. The results of t-test analysis show that the high and low 

Self-Acceptance groups differed nonsignificantly on the mean delinquency score (t = 1.61, 

ns, df=70). This finding rejected the seventh hypothesis that the Low Se(f-A cceptallce 

f,froup will have high scores on SRDC than the High Self-Acceptallce f,frollp . It may be 

seen in table 24 that the Low Setf-Acceptallce group (M=8.97, ,')'0=7.46) has not scored 

significantly high on SRDC as compared to High Self-Acceptance group (M=5.B-I, 

SD=5.62). 

Low Self-Competence group included the respondents whose score was equal or 

less than 17 (30th percentile) on the Self-Competence scale and High Se(f-Compelellce 
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group included those individual whose score was equal or greater than 2 1 (70th 

percentile) on the Self-Competence scale. The difference of delinquency score was found 

nonsignificant on Self-Competence scale (t = 1.17, ns, df=68), thus the eighth hypothesis 

was rejected that the delinquency level of Low Self-Competellce KrouP wi ll be higher than 

the High Self-Competel/ce group. As shown in Table.24, the mean delinquency score 

obtained by Low Self-Competel/ce group was not significantly higher (M=8.32, S/J =7.1 2) 

than the score obtained by High Serf-Competel/ce group (M=6.S8, S/J =S.22). 

Table 24 

Difference of Delinquency level between Low and High Scorer on thefour Subscale.\· of 

Self-Esteem Scales 

Groups II M 

Low Self-Acceptance 38 8.97 

High Self-Acceptance 34 5.76 

Low Sel f-Competence 3 I !U2 

High Self-Competence 39 6.58 

Low Social and Physical Self-Accep tance 33 7.42 

High Socia l and Physical Self-Acceptance 37 6.43 

Low Academic Self-Competence 31 8.90 

High Academic Self-Co mpetence 45 5. 11 

Note. The higher the score on SRDC, the greater is the delinquency. 

df= 98, *** P <.00 I * P < .04 

SJ) t tlf 

7.46 1.6 I llS 70 

4.8 1 

7. 12 1.17 IlS (i8 

5.22 

5.67 .66 ns 68 

6.78 

6.43 3.03 *** 74 

4.49 

Low Social al/d Physical Self-Acceptance group included the respondents w hose 

scores were equal or less than 19 (30 th percentile) on the Social and Physical Self­

Acceptance scale. High Social a fld Physical Selj-Acceptal/(:e group included the 

respondents whose scores were equal or greater than 24 (70 th percenti le) on the Social 
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and Phys ical Self-Accep tance scale. The ninth hypothesis that th low 5;ocial and 

Physical Self-Acceptance KI"OIIP will have high delinquency level than the hiKh ,')'ocial and 

Physical Self-Acceptance Krollp, was not accepted . As shown in Table 24, the mean 

delinquency scores obtained by Low Social and Physical Self-Acceptallce K'W II' (M ''' 7 .42, 

SD=S.67) and High Social and Physical Self-Acceptance group (M=6.43 , SD=6.78) 

indicated the smallest and nonsignificant difference of delinquency scores that was 

observed between the Low and High Social and Physical Self-Acceptance groups (t ~ .66 , 

ns, df=68). 

Low Academic Self-Competence group consisted of the respondents whose 

scores were equal or less than 10 (3 Olh percentile) on the Academic Sel f-Competence 

scal e and High Academic Serf-Competence group consisted of the respondents whose 

scores were 15 (701
h percentile) on the Academic Self-Competence scal e . With regard 

to the tenth hypothesis, the di fference of mean score of delinquency was significant 

he/ween low Academic Self-Competence group and high Academic Serf-Competence KJ"OUP 

(M=8.90, S/) =6.43 and M '=S.II, S/) =4.49 for Low and High groups respectively) . On the 

basis of the result, the tenth hypothesis that low Academic Serf-Competence KJ"OIiP wi ll 

have high scores on SRDC than high Academic Self-Competence group, was accepted (t 

=3.03, p <.OO I, df=74). A comparatively larger and more significant difference has been 

observed between low and high Academic Self-Competence group. 

The findings of the study that self-esteem and delinquency are negatively related 

to each other, support the theoret ical assumption that low self-esteem individuals may 

exhibit delinquent behavior. This finding is in agreement with the findings obtained by 

Altaf (I988), who has found that nondelinquent group had a significantly greater sense 

of worth and self-acceptance than delinquents. 
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These findings may be explained by the "self-esteem en l ancement" model by 

Kaplan (1975) and Well s (1978) . This model assumes that the low self-esteem acts as a 

"drive mechanism" which propels individuals towards behavior cho ices that would lead to 

an increased regard for the self. Delinquency is viewed as an adaptive or defensive 

response to self-devaluation. 

Comparison between the low and high Self-Competence groups indicates no 

significant difference between the two groups on delinquency. Similarly, low and high 

Social and Physical Self-Acceptance groups did not differ on their scores on SRDC. This 

may lead to the conclusion that there is no significant relationship between delinquency 

and the two component of self-esteem, namely ' Self-Competence' and Social and Physical 

S el f-Acceptance. 

The low and high Academic Self-Competence groups differed significantly on the 

scores on SRDC, indicating that delinquency may be related to low Academic Self­

Competence. This also may imply that students who manifest delinquent behavior have 

low academic self-competence. Perhaps they try to get the enhancement of their self 

through delinquent activities as they may feel that they can not prove their worth in 

academics. The findings show that students of high academic self-competence do not 

indulge in delinquent behavior and they have academic channels to prove their worth and 

competence. 

On the basis of the overall findings, it is difficult to say anything conclusive about 

the relationship of self-esteem and delinquency, but one may agree with Jensen (1972) 

who observes that relation between the two can appropriately be viewed as interdependent 

one. 



STUDY V: RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SELF-ESTEEM 

AND DEPRESSION 

li S 

The purpose of the study V was to explore the relationship between sel f-esteem and 

depression . Review of theory and relevant research suggests a negative relationship between 

self-esteem and depression (Beck, 1967; Carver & Ganellen, 1983 ; Kernis, Brockner & 

Frankel, 1989). For the present study, the following hypotheses were formulated: 

1. Self-esteem and depression will be negatively related with each other. 

2. Self-Acceptance and depression will be negatively related with each other. 

3. Self-Competence and depression will be negatively related with each other. 

4 . Social and Physical Self-Acceptance and depression will be negatively related 

with each other. 

5. Academic Self-Competence and depression will be negatively related with 

each other. 

Sample 

The sample consisted of 145 participants. There were 70 boys and 75 girls . The 

age ranged between 19 to 2 1 (M=20.01 and SD=2 .06) . These participants were the 

students of graduate and postgraduate classes at Quaid-e-Azam University. 

Instruments 

The Self-Esteem Scale and Siddiqui-Shah Depression Scale (Siddiqui & Shah, 

1997) were used to assess the self-esteem and depression respectively. 

Siddiqui-Shah Depression Scale (SSDS), an indigenous measure of depression 

(Siddiqui & Shah, 1997) consists of 36 items with four rating points scale. (see appendix 

XV). The SSDS includes the items related to normal sadness, mild depression and severe 

depression, thus tapping various degrees and levels of depression. The SSDS has been 
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reported to be a valid and reliabl instrument to assess the depression in clinical and non­

clinical Pakistani population (Siddiqui & Shah, 1997). The split-half reli abilities of the 

scale with Spearman-Brown correction were,. = .79 and,. = .84 for the clinical and," = .80 

and,. = .89 for non-clinical samples, respectively. The alpha coefficients for the clinical 

and non-clinical samples were .90 and .89, respectively. The SSDS correlated significantly 

with Zung's depression scale, r= .55;p<.001) and psychiatrists' rating of depression ,. = 

.40; p <.05). The SSDS has also shown a signifi cant correlation with subjective mood 

ratings for the clinical group (r = .64; p<.OO I) . Along with the Self-Esteem Scale and 

SSDS, the questionnaire of demographic information was also g iven to the pal1icipants. 

(appendix XY1) . 

Procedure 

The participants were given the Self-Esteem Scale and SSDS in small groups. 

They were asked to read each statement carefully and to respond to the rating category that 

seemed applicable to them . 

Results (Ind Discussion 

The data were analysed to see the relationship between self-esteem and 

depression. The results as shown in Table 25, indicate that self-esteem and depression 

were negatively related with each other (1= -.59; p<.OOO). This finding supported the 

first hypothesis that self-esteem and depression will be negatively related with each 

other. Table 25 also shows that the correlation coefficients between score of SSDS and 

the four dimensions of self-esteem measured through the four subscales of the Self-Esteem 

Scale. The second hypothesis also received support from results; the highest negative 

correlation among the four correlation coefficients, was found between scores on SSDS 

and the score on Self-Acceptance scale (/= -.66; p <.OOO). The relationship between SSDS 

and the Sel f~Competence scale was also found to be negative (/=.30; p<.OOO) and this 
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supported the third hypothesis that Self-Competence and depression wi II be negatively 

related with each other. The SSDS was also found to be negatively re lated with Social and 

Physical Self-Acceptance and Academic Self-Acceptance (/= -. 19; 1)<.02 and 1=-. 22; 

p <. OOO respectively), thus supporting the foulth hypothesis that Social and Phys ica l Self-

Acceptance and depression wi ll be negatively related with each other and also the fifth 

hypothesis that Academic Self-Competence and depression wi ll be negat ively related with 

each other. 

T able 25 

Correlation o/Siddiqui-Slwh Depression Scale with Self-E.,·teem ,~'cllle lIndfour 

Subscale.\' (N= 145) 

Scalclsubscales SiddilJui-Shah Depression Scale 

Self-Esteem Scale -.5 9**** 

Self-Acceptance -JiG **** 

Self-Competence -.30 **** 

Social & Physical Self-Acccptancc -. I !) ** 

Acadcmic Sclf-Compctcncc -.22 **** 

**** p <. OOO, ** p <.02 

The relationship between self-estee m and depression was further explored and in 

addition to correlational analysis, a more specific index of relation ship was obtained by 

comparing the level of depression between two subsamples, scoring low and high on the 

variable of self-esteem. With this objective, a comparison of mean dep ress ion scores 

was made between the two subsamples, namely, Low Self-Esteem and High Self-

Esteem. Similar comparisons were made between the groups scoring low and high on 

each of the four dimensions of self-esteem. Like the previous studies, the percentile 

scores obtained for the present sample (N= 145), were lI sed as a criterion to select an 
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ind ividual for inclusion in any of the two groups. These two groups were fo rmed in 

such way that all the indi vidual who obtained the score equal or below 30 lh percentil e 

were included in the Low Self-Esteem group and the indiv iduals who obtained scores 

equal or greater than the 70lh percentile were included in the High Self-Esteem g roup . In 

thi s way, the individuals who scored equal or less than 76 (301h percentil e) form ed the 

Low Self-Esteem group and those individuals who scored equal or greater than 9 1 

(701h percentile) formed the High Self-Esteem group. 

Following hypotheses were formulated to test the difference of depression 

between Low and H igh Self-Esteem groups. 

6. Low Self-Esteem group wi ll have higher level of depress ion as compared to 

High Self-Esteem group. 

7. Low Self-Acceptance group will have higher level of depression as 

compared to High Self-Acceptance group . 

8. Low Self-Competence group will have higher level of depression as 

compared to High Self-Competence group . 

9. Low Social and Physical Self-Acceptance group will have higher level of 

depression as compared to High Social and Physical Self-Acceptance group . 

10. Low Academic Self-Competence group will have higher level of depression 

as compared to High Academ ic Self-Competence group . 

The Low Se((-Esteem group and High Self-Esteem f.{I'OUp were compared on the 

variable of depression . The t-test was employed to see the difference in degree of 

depression between High and Low Se(f-Esteem groups. The results show (see table 26) 

that both groups differed signifi cantly from each other on the variable of depress ion and 

Low Self-Esteem group scored high on SSDS (t=7.50 , p <.OOO, df =86) , thus supported 

the sixth hypothesis that low Se(f-Esteem group will have higher level of depression than 
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hiKh Self-Esteem J{roup. the Low Se(!-E\"{eem J{f"(JllP have higher score on SSDS 

(M~37. 1 5, S/) = 152) as compared to the score of hiJ{h Se(l-I'..~\·teell1 KIWlfJ (M 17.59, 

Sf) 8.25) as shown in table 26. 

T able 26 

Difference of Depression level between Low Self-Esteem group lIml High Se((-esteem 

groups 

Groups 

Low Self-Esteem 

High Self-Esteem 

II 

44 

44 

M 

37.IS 

17.S9 

Note. The higher the score on SSDS. the greater the depression. 

**** I ' < .()()() 

SD 

IS .2 

S.2S 

7.50**** 

With reference to four dimensions the low and high groups were formed and 

compared on the variable of depression. Table 27 presents the result s of the analysis 

indicating differences of mean depression scores between the low and high scorer on 

these four subscales. I,ow Self-Acceptance group included those individuals who scored 

equal or less than 28 (301h percentile) on the Self-Acceptance scale and HiKh ,<"'e(f­

Acceptance WOllp included those individuals who scored equal or greater than 38 (701h 

percentile) on the Self-Acceptance scale. The difference of the mean scores on the SSDS 

was obtained between Low and High Self-Acceptance groups. The resu lts of t-test analysis 

show that the high and low Self-Acceptance groups differed significantly on the mean 

depression score (t = 7. 72, P <.000, df=91). This finding provided the suppOJ1 to the 

seventh hypothesis that the Low Se(f-Acceptallce grollp will have hig her leve l of 

depression than the High Self-Acceptance group. It may be seen in Table 27 that the LOlli 

Self-Acceptance group (M=38.52, SD= 16.65) has scored high on SSDS as compared to 

High Self-Acceptance group (M=.17.61, SD=8.12). 
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Table 27 

Difference of Depression level between Low and High Scorer on tlte f our .\'ubscales (~f 

Self-Esteem .\'cales 

G roups 11 

Low Self-Acceptance 46 

High Self-Acceptllnce 47 

Low Self-Competence 40 

High Self-Competence 42 

Low Social and Physical Self-Acceptance 42 

High Social and Ph)'sical Self-Acceptance 37 

Low Academic Self Com petence 36 

High Academic Self-Competence 37 

Note. The higher the score on SSDS, the greater the depression. 

*** p <.OOI * * p <.OI 

M Sf) f (If 

38.52 10.05 7.72 *** 9 1 

17.61 8. 12 

31.20 14.78 3.0() ** * 80 

2 1. 40 14.79 

30 .0 I 19.06 2.07** 77 

22.78 13 .80 

30. 11 15. 12 l.]Ons 7 1 

25 .5() 14 .75 

Low Self-Competence group included the respondents whose score was equal or 

less than 14 (30th percentil e) on the Self-Co mpetence scale and HiRh Se(l-('ompelellce 

RI'O IIP include those individual whose score was equal or greater than 20 (70th 

percentile) on the Self-Co mpetence scale. The difference of depression score was also 

found significant on Self-Competence scale (t = 3.55 p <OOI, df =80), thus the eighth 

hypothesis was accepted that Low Sell-Competence group wi ll have higher level of 

depression than the High Self-Competence group. As shown in Table .27, the mean SSDS 

core obtained by Low Self-Competence group was higher (M=3 1.20, .\''j)= 14.78) than the 

score obtained by High Self-Competence group (M=2 IAO, S/)= 14.79). 

Low Social and Physical Se(f-Acceptallce group included the respondents whose 

scores were equal or less than 17 (30th percentile) on the Social and Physical Self­

Acceptance scale. High Social and Physical Se(l-AccepIClllce [{roup included the 
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respondents whose scores w r equal or greater than 23 (70 th percentile) on the Socia l 

and Physical Self-Acceptance scale. The ninth hypothesis that the low Social ami 

jJhysical Se(f-Acceptallce KrollI' wi ll have higher level of depression than the hiKh Social 

alld Physical Se(f-Acceptallce grollp, was also accepted . As shown in Table 27, the mean 

SSDS scores obtained by Low Social and Physical Se(f-Acceptallce Kmllp (M~30.61, 

SD= 19.06) and High Social and Physical Se(f-Acceptallce WOllp (M=22.78, ,)']) c~ 13.80) 

indicated significant difference of depression scores that was observed between the Low 

and High Social and Physical Self-Acceptance groups (t =.2.07, p <.OI, df=71). 

Low Academic Self-Competence grollp consisted of the respondents whose 

scores were equal or less than 9 (30th percentile) on the Academic Self-Competence 

scale and HiKh Academic ,,,)'e(f-Competellce grollp consisted of the respondents whose 

scores whose scores were 16 (70th percentile) score on the Academic Self-Competence 

scale. With regard to the tenth hypothesis, the difference of mean score of depression was 

non-significant between low Academic Self-Competence group and high Academic Self­

Competence group (M=30.11, SD= 15.1 2 and M =25.56, Sf) 14.75 for Low and High 

groups respectively). On the basis of the result, the tenth hypothesis that Low Academic 

Self-Competence group will have higher scores on depression than the high Academic 

Sel f-Competence group, was rejected (t = 1.3 0, ns, df=71). 

The findings of the present study were consistent with the theory of Beck (1967), 

Bibring (1953), Blatt, D' Afflitti, and Quinlan (1976), Jacobson (1971), Melges and 

Bowlby (1969), and Sullivan (1956) and with findings of several other studies that have 

clearly demonstrated a negative relation between high self-esteem and depression 

(Brockner & Guare, 1983; Tennen & Herzberger, 1987). 

The low self-esteem individuals lack the confidence on their abilities and usually 

are not sure of the outcome of their effort. They tend to feel pessimistic and rarely expect a 
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succ ssfu l outcome in tasks they perform, and their mood remall1S depreciated and 

dejected. The high self-esteem individuals feel competent and efficacious to deal with the 

demands of li fe. They usually develop high aspirations, work hard to achieve them and 

remain optimistic about the consequences. They, generall y, do not lose hope even the 

situation go wrong and try to find new channels and ways to express themselves . 

The findings of the present study are consistent with the findings of the study 

conducted by Fleming and Courtney (1984), who found the correlation of depression with 

self-esteem and its components. They observed a correlation of -.48 between self-esteem 

and depression . The highest negative correlation, observed in present study is with Self­

Acceptance component which is similar to their finding of -.53 with Self-Regard, and 

relatively small and equal correlations of depression were found with School abilities and 

Physical Abilities (r = -.37). This again is consistent with the pattern of correlat ions w hi ch 

were found in the present study (/' = - .1 9 with Social and Physical Self-Acceptance and r 

=-.22 with Academic Self-Competence). 
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C apter V 

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

In Pakistan, the construct validation research with regards to self-esteem seems to be 

nonexistent and the present research, designed with the objective to expli cate the construct 

by developing and validating a Self-Esteem Scale, appears to be the pioneering effort 

towards construct validation. 

On initial stages of scale construction while developing the item pool for Self­

Esteem Scale, a systematic process of empirical generation and careful selection of items 

was employed. The reason to carry out this elaborated process comes from the emphasis that 

has been placed on careful writing and selection of the items by researchers and theorists 

like Wylie (1974) for development of an instrument. Shavelson, Burstein and Keesling 

(1977) have also considered the link of the construct with operational and behavioral 

manifestations very critical and important in development of a valid instrument. Therefore, 

in present research, only those items were included which were judged to be the 

representative indicators of the self-esteem among indigenous population. 

In the present research, a systematic approach was adopted by conducting both 

within network and between network studies. In phase I, through a factor analytic study the 

dimensions of the construct were identified and items with known factorial structure were 

extracted for the Self-Esteem Scale. Based on the four dimensions were formed the four 

subscales of the Self-Esteem Scale, namely, Self-Acceptance, Self-Competence, Social and 

Physical Self-Acceptance and Academic Self-Competence. The Self-Esteem Scale with its 

four subscales can be thus used as a measuring instrument in future research and also for 

assessment of self-esteem for any practical purpose. The limitations of size and 

homogeneity of sample taken in factor analytic study, may pose a problem of 
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generalizabi lity of results, and, therefore, it may be suggested that the findings of this study 

should be interpreted with caution. It is also recommended that the Self-Esteem Scale 

should be further tested for its factorial structure and reliability on heterogeneous samples. 

Byrne and Shavelson (1987) have observed invariance across gender in number of self­

concept factors, pattern of factor loadings and hierarchical structure. In present research, the 

invariance of structure of self-esteem was not tested and the differences in factorial structure 

of the construct, namely self-esteem were not exp lored in two genders. However, the 

findings of the study have indicated the gender differences in overall level of self-esteem 

and also with regard to its four dimensions Therefore, future research may be designed to 

test the assumption of equivalent structure of self-esteem across genders. 

Although, the sample for present research included participants whose age ranged 

from 18 years to 22 years but exploration of the difference of self-esteem structure among 

various age groups was not included in its objectives. Byrne and Shavelson (\996) have 

suggested the importance of developmental factors in interpretation and generizability of the 

findings of self-concept research. The present research did not address to developmental 

factors, therefore, the future research may be conducted to test the equivalence of factorial 

structure of self-esteem across various age groups. 

The findings of Study I and Study II conducted to examine the convergent and 

discriminant validity of the Self-Esteem Scale with two other measures, namely, Rosenberg 

Self-Esteem Scale (1965) and Academic Self-Concept Scale (ASCS) (Ahmed, 1986) 

indicated that the Self-Esteem Scale is significantly positively related with Rosenberg's 

Scale. The two subscales, namely, Self-Acceptance and Self-Competence were found highly 

positively related with Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. This finding provided the ev idence of 

convergent validity of the Self-Esteem Scale as Tafarodi & Swann, Jr, ( \995) have 
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identified the two factors, namely, Self- iking and Self-Comp t n e, und r1yin the 

Rosenberg Sel f-Esteem Scale (1965). 

The findings of the Study II indicate that Academic Self-Concept Scale is minimally 

positively related with three dimensions which are non-academic in their content and ASCS 

was found significantly positively related with the fourth subscale, namely, Academic Self­

Competence. These findings indicated the discriminant validity of three non-academic 

subscales, namely, Self-Acceptance, Self-Competence and Social and Physical Self­

Acceptance, whereas, the significant positive correlation between Academic Self Concept 

Scale (Ahmed, 1986) and the Academic Self-Competence scale provided the ev idence of the 

convergent validity for the subscale, i.e., Academic Self-Competence. However, the 

correlation between Academic Self-Competence scale and academic achievement (self­

reported results in school examinations) was not found to be high . Therefore, on the basis of 

these finding the independent use of the subscale, i.e., Academic Self-Competence can not 

be recommended. However, the future research may be designed to look into the issue of its 

convergent validity . 

In the present research, the construct validation was accomplished by undertaking 

three studies in Phase II. Study III has explored the relationship of self-esteem with the 

variable of anxiety. The findings of the study indicated a highly negative relationship 

between self-esteem and anxiety. The four dimensions of self-esteem were also negatively 

related to anxiety. These findings are supported by theoretical formulations (Rosenberg, 

1967) and previous empirical findings (Coopersmith, 1965). For the assessment of anxiety, 

an Anxiety Scale developed by Siddiqui and Hasnain (1992) was used in the present study. 

This anxiety scale was chosen because, besides being an indigenous measure, this scale has 

been developed for assessment of anxiety in clinical as well as in normal population. 

However, the Anxiety Scale by Siddiqui and Hasnain (1992) is still in process of validation, 
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th refor , this study should be replicated with some other more valid and reliable anxiety 

measure for verification of the findings of the present study. 

Study IV has investigated the relationship between self-esteem and delinquency. 

The findings revealed a negative relationship of self-esteem with delinquency . Furthermore, 

the relationship of delinquency with four dimensions of self-esteem was obtained. Although, 

the Self-reported Delinquency Checklist (a measure specifically developed in this research) 

was looked into for its psychometric properties and was found satisfactory but, the 

relationship between self-esteem and delinquency should be verified by conducting a 

criterion group study. For that, a comparison in level of self-esteem can be made between 

the groups of delinquents and non-delinquents by assessing their level of self-esteem 

through the Self-Esteem Scale. 

The Study V examined the relationship of self-esteem with depression. The 

Siddiqui-Shah Depression Scale (SSDS) used for measuring depression in the present 

research is a valid, reliable and an indigenous measure (Siddiqui & Shah, 1997). The 

findings of the study revealed that self-esteem is negat ively related with depression. 

Simi larly, negative correlations of depression were found with four dimension of self­

esteem. Although, these findings can be taken as an evidence of construct validity, further 

validation may be obtained through a criterion group study, and the level of self-esteem of 

clinically depressed patients may be compared with a sample from normal population. 

Although, the findings of above mentioned studies provide a favorable evidence 

of construct validation of the Self-Esteem Scale, but before considering it conc lusive, 

these studies need to be replicated. Construct validation is an ongoing and dynamic 

process of revising the definition and measurement of the construct and, it is hard to 

achieve construct validation in a single research . As there exists much diversity 111 
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situations and populations, therefore, before we draw any conclusion, the multifaceted 

model of self-esteem presented in this research requires rep lication and verification. 
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.. ~~ "- I .... •· .-"" ; " I ... ~ rr _-:-.7 . ....,;"""· ~- .. f - ' -""';"""'"--

_c( It r; v:: ...Ji~ .:.,....:;.....J' ,~"!-r- .r r 

_ r; L!t(';ii ;.-VI..:-.:.....Jl_ r-' _<o.r· V.: .,. 

_,JYot' flj/l;;L.-b"'?' V-(;,yJ.IY .:;.....::.. IL\.>· ~-;\,I:.r ~ 

_celt IV:: ~\,I:":-':;"::"~';;"'~" "~'\,I:.r 1 
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APPENDIX -IV - QUESTIONNAIRE CONSISTING OF TRANSLATED ITEM OF FOUR 

SELF-ESTEEM SCALES, GIVEN TO JUDGES 

J,I-7-..-V ...flb"'L /JI MIL::J! ..... l:Jly ::'--7-t)(Develop) J!? ..;sif>· (Scale)L L J-\;.0 Self- esteem~;' 'OJ! ,)r: r' 

~ , I r' / ( 
..:;... Ij~ Iwj J,1¥ f?-7- J I.? I"v: .:...... .I~<:;- 'b)j Self-esteem "--7- t) ,":",,1f· I ti'..:;...t~.J,jy' )lIt ?J-'!;U Self-esteem....v-- b"'",,'1 

f..:;...b~(;)IL-;-' -J!'i'-.I}~f..:;...lA?Ii..L'.:-~L..:;...Ij~IL J )..:;...b~l.~) v:Jj';>JP "--7-cf.l..::.....!.... lr L-=-l,j ) J 

...r-::-j}JflS~ -::;f-;-' .I,IJ!'i'-.I}jI'U,· Afl?IL..,.) '.I.E~..:;...Ij~ 
'
0) )..:;... ~h--'- l:.if ... 'r- ~.//.,'-L l y L~~ /iJ:-? j...;.J Self-esteem 

~j"{ ~ ~'.I.E0J) LtJYL-;-' ~y.-ur-::-.I}~f~,'~S))LltSJl?'L~,.I..uJ .:......J~ L..:;... ' \.t'J)j..:;...t~"'-J r 
~y.-J.. )Ji1...rM~,)d-L JIJ{'Lhjr/LtJiS-;-' 0:-y,.I,IJ..)Ji1...rM~;j ArLv.!Ld~_f\::~_ l.·L~'\.I~ I '(~.I)~Ll'-=- <:. )L.h ; ~· 

Not Less Highly 

Relevan Relevant Relevant 

-J. .f. f b' J I2..LJ'H ... hj~ }J\JJ~>L'";" i /- ~.k: -

-v! Lv J1p/ L L.)'( Y J ,IV - ~ ... fyv= f '7-'\;1.1 t!.'J 'J,/L--> '=d.- I 

...f J fo' ... ./,1_ /".f -7- J~-" Id.-r - (" /~;- f. -1A~ ) .::;..obJ t,;,j': ..:;...n"', - -
-V'lv! ......... ~/J I.J·1 -'. rM..-: (, .... . "I ,',:,-:_r 

Y' """ .V---=---'"7"'"""", ~ • ....,,~-

-v ,1r;i';/J"J.:;..f' tL-ojLr-~ f v: 4-~ L J /,1 / 
~v! ~1Jv:~,JLnJ~0}Jn' 

• y 

I ~J' ~ ~ V-\) __ 1,.-: -' -7-' ,; ....... L--> ' .:::.;.-~ 

v!J-/";.J f' rMl -V'1 _ u_-::-..-v a>{a>:t.\.I_"" y' b J- f \.I:: f -::- r ,: .... :L--> I,;{ -, 

VJ1r;/(j.l)~ f ,JLLf)..}!~-', V1 -7- jof, /9_ I .. ,.. I 1" f oM ,..-
....... y..::....~ ..::::.\.I~"""!:'\J \.I- / I-~ 

..::....J: IJJIP~:I /..;;;,,:;/ :/';' . ~ 

-r,:Jj" J/I.; o::f .. )';r) /j / .J:IJ~= .?-'I .... :: - .\ 

-..::....~ ? ~tf ..:;...~2.. V.:::.. ... ; /" .~-:-q 

)v=)lfV1J~~ IJ' ":;'--::\,.IO::.z<-: -I. 

f f~Jf ;?-L ..... : , I ;"'~; \,.1::- 11 

"..;J)~J)? y' ..... : fo' L L .... ', j"n-Ir 

-V,J/ J.. -i v! I ~.),c. 

-J,:cC/ 

-7- J,;v ~b'" 

J,.:t'~,:..;Jl2~~..:..-:-:V:: 1\.10:: - Ir 

-vJ1rJlj f ../'? ;r V:4-~':::" "",f ,I/ .... ; ~ I"';: -I r' 

- .),; J),,,ti't_Ov:: J ~ ..... -V " ;:.· - I ~ - . 
IA - f . ' 1- (" - .!~, ..:;...J' J' i::!;. J .::;..o~ 0.1) d. _.~ ~ J' ~ ).~. I .~-: -I , 

fl.),; ",,-"~j) .... -,..::...._; 2..... '",,::- 1 ~ V'II.1J~Y/J1 J~yV: ':""" J~L-=-l 'J)~ I )) j,Jf .. ": .., 

-.),;t' ! /j / ....:-::d _;2..... ' .... ::-
1.\ . ": ~ 

_ ...,1, 

-rf./f fv! ..::....L} 

vI- .{j.6:I ..:;...~L,j - f -- - -.-'.1 -" J ... I , , : . ..li .~-. - r 1 
-v Y-/~\wI'''-"",:"",,""VI ''-
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Relevan Relevant Relevant 
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-V"'lt"n/Jn.:)l2~ =-~~,J, 
-Vt1f-J.i ~..::-h.t. .. ,;:;rJ,'Vt1Ci:.::....~ JJvL.?v t1t"1 /tjl /. 

- vn'V;)/,j':) 
.::....L~ {,~~~/ -:. '",:,-rr 

c; .... ..:::;J /~/_h ..... '\..I:: -r(" 
'7 . ,,-: 

-((t~v.r.::£ ";"'l:'D' .i5.. J,J ~/'Jl/ .Jv,,:'V;J/J: J.:.'I2 -;\..-:: -r ~ 

jl2 {, ... -: ..;..Ib-' JJ£ .... ' /~-r1 

. .:JJJj 'j l.:,.......::..... .;:}I-r :.. 

-v,.fP/0?yJ.::- (;.! 1 .J~jn 
~ I 

-f-U< )Jp ;,J.JI.J f J.;;-.') ,uj / 

-~J.tt-'!"" ~· . . ~ 

. r:. . ",:L _ ,f ',"; ""-: - r ,\ I$";v~-- ....... :y __ 

-r,j': )~,JJJ:.Y.:t~JJ:.y':,Ju! 

-.:;:-j H? -=-r:-

-0 L.f....i' ;.:.;;.i5..~J.JnJk> lfo' v.. ~)~L d-.:;:-J ,:(5 jl2 ~ 

. 

-v.r2;-yl/ V=~A~..r..· ~ /'J.J: 

-vn t"I/tJI/ ~v..; nt/, .. (~i;J'~.:J/ v.. 

-f-Jnjl2,,~~;~~t.f(;.!h,.si ;i~')Jb~?J.d-L.L.IY~ 

-'f-J m.9YJv.. £ IU JZ1.5-=-r:-'£Ln ~ 

-v..VJ /lJ.J,j: 'f-~ij"\5',j 1v.. rf.,JL ~"((J,c. .Jl.h:t" / Ij /,,':.J =, .... ::-n 

_~L.-:J: If ~JI..>I..r..· -r:.. -.:;:-l/~Ji'UV(J'J.f)(u" Lv.. v..ll '':)If'I~V=((~ j .. . ~ 

J~j.f?' If .£d..LL.f.y .... lir;·4(;.! ,v=~~L..) Y'17./. <::.- If .;:.. JI..>I ;::-r .\ 1-., • ... 

. 
~ -" I:#. n ~ 

I .. h: ,j.J= • .::.......::.r.ij" ,~J I~ -r q 
T 

-t" ,:...r J J' IJ~.i 
.:;:-oJ..:::; J.::--i v.. L"iJJIo(GJ"'!",~- ... -: -(" I 

-,,)'1 Jt? ..t'...J/,J j t';- I .... ::-n 
.-- ~ ~ -v.r ~)..;:..l..JhJ~j 

Ifi~'" J '( - .:~) ~ ..;:..v\.? 

-..)" 't=.J/J..JJ~..::,...r.>, ..::-:-: .... -= -f'" ~ 

. "':-.;:.J:' _ i<::.-I " - n ,-,' , ·v- \.,I -"";"'" ":' \"I" 

~ (~ v.r L / . 

-~~I./ tI~: .... ::S":;J..r..·-(" :.. 

~-=-llk>~..r..· ~~y_ j"' , .• -f"' .\ 

~/ · i ( I, ~ ';I( i ·. I "-f"''' 
i,) / .... !" ' -;- ";- I"r " 

-..),;t. ) 

- ~ l; ..... j -:-- . ": 
..f~'-:;r"-~ f;:: -,j,..::-:-:-~. 

-,)'I'V;)/,j': ).:J12 {, }'I ..t'_J~L ' I •• '1- ,I"'/ .~ ,; ... t. "to.' r' .. _ 'I 
'-" '-" # . "'.; V " \..0' \ • #·v" -

h~ 
. , ,L,: .... ,..,!· I J) ~ 
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Relevant Relevant Relevant 

\.hl ~)/J> 
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[ . " 
_!~;-J<t/ ""..£:.) I -~ r 

£ <'O-:.!...- I, I_;-..·_~r' -0-

-0 L'I )~k;») ~j .. ::-·,:-\5;-..· _J ,J ll-~ ~ 
_ r': .. ..:\..? I =~,J L-~ , -v.2... lj,l)/.:zj'-:L I, /.;..../,O. f~ - . ~ . 

-J n~J/J.y~J.:. i'v.. 1./ lyI ,. ( J- ("" / .... ~ , .. 
"" " ~ / / -". ~ 1'. v- - - -

,..; .;!D/LV r '.J_~" -Jn~ jL?~V .£~j/;J f -\.1- _ ~ V_ /..., 

-~ ~J?Ju -.;:-~" 

,.h:~ /;Jf,./r> . ; ' , ~b r J t- 2..... I ... - , • 
~ I _ i ~ ~-

-~Jv-; . 

v:- -;J ~ .' - .! -:- . ..;" 

-J'lv~ J~ .:;..._i 
T 

2..... 1-';: f~ .... IL> I;-..'_' r ... . -
-Jy.:.... /'Jf..jkr,Jnr;J;~ ,;~(jJIJ) ;Yfv.. fl.).> .... [ / 1 /- "..; ... -,,.. 

. " J \w''- oJ \00.1-

-v:- r,JL.h5 .::-( v.. ",,-: f _ _ . 
·/,'v:ft (j( -r,JtTi;J I,...JI (lI t~ I _ ,.h:~ -" / /..., 

.-( ",,( J: ( -J1'lo,.;;/-..; ;.::.;;'LI,.1 .:....../.~ 

-~ JJ;)J~Jfv..';'f 
.-( / rf -Jno,.;; u ):::' 

t?A - ... .h: . ..;;.... 
~ . 

_1~ 1\..I-:J,),rJ~: - ,£.. . .,... ':" 

-~ 1'1 /j':.;:..:lJ~ )J~;v:: f -t '\,.l:: .... ':b"- ~ I 

I ;';':r i · Il;"' ... - . r 'v ~ 7- ;:"- \,.1- --J1'I ~ ftJ fJ?,,'O't .;:..~ 

-Jy.;.... -c (/ l' . - ... ,,£ ~r,J ,:CC: r U / .~ b";;",,,,:~'S.j I""_- ,,r 
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APPENDIX - V - ITEMS - OBTAINED FROM PILOT STUDIES AND FROM TRANS A­

TIONS OF FOUR SELF-ESTEEM SCALES, CLASSIFIED IN TO FOUR DIMENSIONS OF 

SELF-ESTEEM ON THE BASIS OF CONTENT ANALYSIS 

Psychological Self-esteem 

( Items from Pilot Studies) 

- LJ J1t'~ /J~ ~ po A../-.:.- u.lrL~ L.r"; ..1-- 1 

-v,,;t'~ /J~ I/ ..J:>~~..I--r 
-r,.; I J"I~ ;;':: 1)) ).;Jbt 1.Ir:. - r 

- 'n~ ',~L~"bJftf/.~-: -I" 
-'7-"!:1.1I,.Il/.' I\.i: .;I j':.·-:' 

-V"; 0' ut~~",r:.- ~ 

-'7-"J?\j ,.?,Ij':.·- ~ 

-vn~ Jir L~,,r,,,r:. - I\ 
~ -: ... / . . . -t 

-,.),.IV- vyb4-n .... ,.;;:;. -q 

-cf-If I~ '::- J-\'Jlj,».;, I<;- I~-I. 

-VJ1? ~_iL '~-1I 
": -: 

<<' " - . .. ( '. .. -v.! ?(~~ I V-\.i';: j~ I .:....",_- l r 

- l . .hlcf-If.f~ fJL\;.Jf.))V ~))~;f",;",i<;-,,,,r:.- ' r 

-tfU~I/'.I,Iv.!tfU~~I~",~- I (" 
•• 5 J-" ~. . -U"It'~ ... I ~ ... ~:.;u ;;.-")t~ I~- I :' 

-..:... t'''IJl.? ')Jl.i~(.L )/ k...:- /if'-I~ 
I ..... • 

-UJ1t'~1 j~l/ ..J:>~:",O:- I ~ 
-Un t'.f I J/J~Sp;{V~I;;J.. I~_ 1 1\ 

-U,I ~ )L:· I .;~ - I q 

-UJ11.11 I J'i.l.lr?LJ,.IPL.:.-vL>Lc.,,) ,7",o::-r . 

-'7-" /0,, '1 1.;:.,} ",0: ~-rl 

-U"I\::. ) I J..); . .:!;111')IJ {.J,4!<;-I~ -rr 

-'7-"J;f ,,/l.? I./- .,f.-rr 

-~rl>i ....;-~L I.I..J~C>I L - rl" . . 



--;:-1:" JlJl?Ib'L ,:(I/-'£ -n 

-0YlI:")/ j/l;.-vo-f V-GyJ: IJI,V ..:;.....:- I~L> ' j"\,.I~-r. 
~ 

;.1"" //,. 
- ..) ':\,.1 .... '.I~ -!: '\,.I_-r I 

-~-=-';~YJlI, .N'~ -C\>..:- I\ .. : fi." -r r . -
-.)rlJL b'/,JJ'.I,j~-r r 

-.)YlL:!G I~? IJI v- ,?,~ L,""':.·G-rr' 
y - ' 

-~,J.:;;..! iuh..:-ljJ r.: ,61,y!. f ~I:",: ,./l?1 ""-: -r ~ . / -.... 

--7 v.: ...... .f.1i,J0y"b','~j\,.l-=~-n 
-1J.!v.: t 1,(1,/ ~ J -: j- r ~ 

--;:-l:1hl~\:f; .;1/0: ; , ,~j-r 1\ 

--;:-I:"~ Yl..!-~ ' J,..:;... :&/it.f-.j~ fi."-n 

-0.rl t"~ 1 j~lJl5i/GY.f ~ t"iJL>b'L/ L,,:-r'. 
•• I" 

Psychological Self-esteem 

(Translated Items) 

- I:" .rl /jYl /' JJIJf V- f.),:1:" / i j/if- I,\:,j"\,.I-=-1 

-0Yl!.1f/J'ft/ J. -i v.: 'V- f 1J.!~\s.\) ......... :..;:../.-r 
_r'" .£ ( , ,' , ; ( • 

-0'1(..'v 11.,) / ___ .! ,?-.!....\,;J ly "'~;\,.I~-r 

-0,: t"l;>/j~':";)L?",.J:>.::-.:",~ / ",::-r' 

-0,: ,) ,Jb't...['",o: ..r -7,,/I..? IL-~ 
.",,'1': .. / "LJ..)\,.I .. ,.:;...._iL I "",~_~ .. ": ": 

- 0 1'uLj: I/V- ';"" J~.c. .)Y=>'l(..>j 1";:'-1\ 
?' ~ 

-CC 1 cf /v.: ..:;...4-)[ tf ~-t~V-..r-;:-l:1.1,/I..? I.£-q 
-L!.rl!.1Xi\.?1 ~J~\.?"::':;J/.f_iL I ",::-I . ". . ,. ... 

--;:-~)Jp ;0JI...f! J.;:, .. /i ,uj / . .: .. /.70j,; J4-.:;......,--:/I- 1I 
• j(':.~ ( .. 

-~JYl~ ......... :..:;...->J \.,,:,:~ ;L 1..::"::.-1 r . . ..... ... 

-i.h:'V., ,I J:.J.I~.::.A.J:> ...... ,,: ",0: - I r 

-..) ",v.: ? ..:;..._iL I~-Ir' 
or 7 

. ~ ... 
-IJ.! L1'i,-:"';';,,~j...:...-o;'Jfo"-· ... 1,7-' I- I t.. 

-0,:'V.,) 1 J:)JLj..>y";:',/I.),:r / 1 j/.r: i\.,::- I" . , 

-j ,:v.: jl:2 .. ; .,: .... -: -I. 
-v.: .; ~ Ji \,.I~1i "",0: - r • 

IG6 



-VJ1J,~ .::.... __ 1 L 1V-.J ~Jl.> I .r-· - r I 
't '": .-

-Ji~ /JJ.J ~ vnr:£1 t?J.::-l J);'l5'J" '») J ,ljlv- .Jv,:t" .I I j / .... -.J I.,.:.:-rr 

-v.rv~.hJ -=-.f.V- at. J..) ,;t" .II j/, .. :.J I ... :=-r r 

-vm;)() '('bt_f\tJvrrt" }/JJj,.-f =v-<Jh,J".-: -r(" 

-vnclJ I ,:IJ'::"::' iJ..;J L .I('b (., )J..J f,1 jJ 1 '..1-: -r ~ 
. . " ('" -v: JJ;) Ju JI V- Ii. f..J ,;t" -' I J.I .... -.-> ~-:-r1 

-v nclJ I J""J=JJ';:"? V- .;.... J~';-''..I-: -r " 

Social Self-esteem 

(Items from Pilot Studies) 

-LV-!:ytf V--+;. .... .r-."J ~ 1,{J .. )l /lJL-r 

-v J1 J> 'b.::.-.! J,I ~;; J ,) f,J.::......:-.: , ... :.: - r 

-cClf~ ifY'..I-:"""/,' 1,./-:-(" 

-cCII ,:~ ~ 4-'::""v'l /)J\,;-: -~ 

-v.rL/(u ~t"~ IV-';""J~_fi.'_/,J -~ 

-cC II .1....;:.:- .x. V- .::.;;;.:;, ~-=-- .) /,1 v-: - I.. 

-v nt"l.:; /Jl.:;I):>,.;.. ~ J£... V) /lJ\,;-:-A 

-~ fv;;£' I,;i' ILJi JUnC::.YIU;Y _}.flv-:-q 
- y .-

-v mAl,; ( IJ.:;..! Jl1-?;; '::"" ..) l / l,' \,;-: - I . 

-v,i t"l.:;1 J':":~l/#,..:;...f. -=--"",Il/lJ- 1I 

-vnt"IJ'/JIJ-=-.f..::....L /.:;, ~ v-JJi'.,..J..)f!,)~j'..l-:- l r 

(Translated Items) 

-V"i"f-J/.::.;;;.:;,~v-.foIJl IJ"Ie- .::....~JA)~U,.: L- I/J jl J .;;.....L':',;..k~ _ / -~ 1"';:-1 

-('bth ... a.:£ -:-,y'bLJ,J":"'-/lJ'/ J "",I ' :'.:;.11 YJ.:)l:';:,;v-: -1.. 
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-.:;:-J' ) ?JJJ:.~IS..J/,J .;..... /Ji"./~ _ J~<;.-,.:,{.-q 

-..:::..j.r1~ ~v-J.?J::' .::......J!,J.::........:>,0..;,:,:::" :. 2.....
'
6-'. , . . - ' -: 

-v.r L/J! ~.:f".J.r1JI:> 'fi:v-.;.....) ~Ld-;:-j ti.;!!2 ~..::-.:~..:!:...::.........,I/,J.;,".::!:._ J' 

-V,7~y'1f V- .;..... )~ .;..... fo';"'" / Ji .JJ nL'1)/ W- ) .;!L? ~)f\/-_ I r 

-JnJ,?v..J/,J /(<;'- '",-:-1..-

-V,7 L/ oJ' {.;:..Vl:>.;.....fo· ... ./"- /l)-Ir' 

Physical Self-esteem 

(Items from Pilot Studies) 

(Translated Items) 

. ,. -.1 '.:.~ l"- , .. 1 <' .:.rj 
-",,! -s-~.;.;:.. .v ... .:;-- ~/ '_/Ji- J ~ 
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Academic Self-esteem 

(Items from Pilot Studies) 
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APPENDIX - VI - SELF - ESTEEM SCALE (INITIAL FORM) 
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APPENDIX - VII - 29 ITEMS OF SELF-ESTEEM SCALE WITH RESPECTIVE FACT R 

LOADINGS ON FOUR FACTORS 

Statements Factor Loadings 

F1 F2 F3 F4 

-v:! ~J/0.::- ljLS;:;· f ~C" ~;Jl?I ... .£-1 .63 .04 .01 .11 
I -

-t,./! J.!' ~') ~h/- .,/. - r .61 .OS .06 .OS 

-\,..I 11r;J;tL!'J\,..Il:J'f v!.!;:...lPLL,h /,)v! J .:;:-Jk>I/,.:-r .60 .09 .1S -.08 

-v:! JJ;) JIiJ/~.;: fv~t~ JI J.f J,? \,.ir::-r' .58 .06 .12 .00 

-r$1 f.fv:! .::....2!-)6 if L~~f~CtJJl?I ... d-.:> .52 .23 -.1 0 .02 .. .., ... 

-V.t1I:"'f I J'f(j.,.;~b"J '..zLv/,J.:..../,)}'Iv!- , .43 .11 .02 -.09 

-\,..I,.tC" .f/J.f ~tf_iLIv!-.:. .42 .06 .04 -.13 .. ., 
-\,..IJ1C"'/f I J'/f .::....2-.::....\,..I'/'J?'v! f .:;:-t/.. I& C:., ,J/-:-I\ .40 -.06 .12 -.05 

-')Yit,./! ";"'k~f ~~ 11Jl?ld-q .39 -.08 .09 .25 
I 

-V11V J'~.::...._..i LI";'-I. .37 .28 -.09 .06 
.. ., *: 

-.:;:-J;fVl? 'V-tD.!,-" .35 .07 -.00 .09 

-\,..111 CtJ lJi J Jr ?LL.fJ,lPb".::- uI.> L v) /.v!-Ir .14 .70 .10 .04 

-t'J~ I JJ~v:! ..:.Aif.{Jb"t~-1 r .10 .67 -.00 .17 

-\,..I~i )~j;I/v!':""j~LIv! - Ir' .13 .57 .21 .14 .. . .. 
_'11v:!',~Jfif.L~"b"Jfd -'~ .01 .56 -.03 .07 

-\,..111 cC:: If .I J..t2 J4LJ j 'y mVv!-I' .04 .52 .11 -.13 

?--\,..IJ'I' .::...._IL Iv!-U. -.04 .47 .14 .19 .. ., 
-0 L.f ~ I '::-jJ~ ,,..f J /-: J,J.:,.... /'JJ .:;:- J~I/-:-I 1\ .05 .05 .71 .06 

-\,..I11,f J J;~ f .:;:-J~ lfo· -I q .00 .09 .64 .11 

-VlJJ'I;,,tI...;;,J.::....JfLSfiJ,J.:.... I"'JfV11 I:" J1J.f v,? ~-r. .09 .01 .57 .13 

-Vl' L.f.::- 'j' jJlVl';£) .::.... c~0J;J.:!:.J,J J ...:... )~j; I.£-r I .09 .31 .57 .16 - - - . 
-0 L.f(1i ./I:"~ '~.:....A.:.../'.:J,J f .:;:-J~ lfo·-rr .12 -.01 .56 -.01 

-\,..I,..d>b".;:..f jJl-?i0\,..1/,J.::.....::.-<v! f .:;:-J~ lfo·-r r .1 4 .07 .53 .09 

-VJ'I(j()VI JIJ?'lL\J.t"~\,.ir.:-r r' ., - . .. -.00 .07 .30 .03 

-\,..1111:" .I IJ'/'/.~b"J)./;b"IA~ ~(jLf· ljJIJlIz.~~ f ~JL.>lfo·-r ~ .01 .08 .09 .78 
"t . " 

-\JJ'lI:".f IJ .f J,? ) .;J)./;b"c..i? ~ Iv!-n .04 .12 .17 .71 

-1...),.1 (-..;u,~ -flv! -r ~ -.00 .12 .04 .56 

-VJ1l:L1.- I cf- (..;u,Juf-;-i';- '\,.ir::-rl\ .05 .09 .22 .35 

-cffv:! JJv!JlIz.~ l fo·-r:; .20 .13 -.08 .30 



APPENDIX - VIII - ITEMS RELATED TO FOUR DIMENSIONS OF SELF-ESTEEM 

FACTOR I - SELF- ACCEPTANCE 
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... ': 

FACTOR III - SOCIAL & PHYSICAL SELF-ACCEPTANCE 

·0 L/ .v.,f":".IJ'~l,.f Jfo·Jy.:..... /lJ.J -:-Jk>I;:.·_1 

.JJ1,f <,.;';.}; v...J .:;:-Jh>I;:.' .r 

·0 LtlJJ.t I-W.:;...J'fJfo·Jy.:_ /lJ.J011C" jfj}j.J v-_r 

·0 L/..:..'j .I,'...;: -;{J.::.... ,.(j0J~ cf J,J.J .::.....Jr~ lcfJ . . 
·0 L/(~ ./C"l.!Iv.. .:..... J~ .:..... fo' J,J.J -:-Jh>lfo' .~ 

.0J1J/(..:../ J" ,.:;;00f,J.:;...~v-.J .:;:-Jh>lfo·. i 

. 0m;)lJ l l.! ' ...f'J?l~LJ~(.;v-.'­

FACTOR IV - ACADEMIC SELF-COMPETENCE 

.0 J1t" JiJ~JiU;,-(J'J/;('-4" v..cll1' IJlIJlP>{V-.J -:-Jk>lfo' . 1 

.0"tt" JiJ/ J . .J ) ~JJ/;(u? ~ Iv...r 
.0.tt('* ..;u,J:f ...flv...r 

.0nif.1 J"f. ('* ..;u,Juf":;,,i,;- 'v-J 

.c/:;f-JJv..JlP>~lfo·.~ 
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APPENDIX -IX - CORRELATIONAL MATRIX OF ITEMS OF FOUR DIMENSIONS. 

SE26 SE32 SE34 SE45 SE50 SE52 SE59 SE61 SE63 
SE26 

SE32 .2627 
p=.OOO 

SE34 .2923 .1955 
p=.OOO p=.OOI 

SE45 .2067 .1806 .2341 
p=.OOO p=.OO2 p=.OOO 

SE50 .2695 .2008 .2100 .2875 
p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOO 

SE52 .4085 .2250 .2810 .2601 .2365 
p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOO 

SE59 .2474 .2869 .1669 .1063 .3463 .2444 
p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OO4 p=.066 p=.OOO p=.OOO 

SE61 .3238 .2416 .2196 .1555 .3068 .1940 .4391 
p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OO7 p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOO 

SE63 .2543 .1886 .1773 .1848 .2949 .3656 .2932 .2361 
p=.OOO p=.OO I p=.OO2 p=.OOI p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOO 

SE68 .2069 .2320 .1308 .2822 .2356 .2643 .1859 .2329 .2185 
p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.023 p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOO p=.OOI p=.OOO p=.OOO 

SE7 1 .2854 .2450 .2455 .1737 .2769 .3114 .2456 .2647 .3059 
p=.OOO ~O()O p=.OOO p=.OO3 p==.OOO ~.OOO p=.OOO JC.OOO p=.OOO 

SE68 SE71 

.2183 
~=.OOO 



'-D 
r-..... 

SE5 SE9 SE17 SE27 SE30 
SE5 
SE9 .2392 p=.OOO 
SE17 .2939 p=.OOO .2958 p=.OOO 
SE27 .2896 p=.OOO .3353 p=.OOO .4324 p=.OOO 
SE30 .3684 p=.OOO .3092 p=.OOO .2682 p=.OOO .4375 p=.OOO 
SE56 .3386 p=.OOO .2803 p=.OOO .3030 p=.OOO .2958 p=.OOO .3503 p=.OOO 

SE4 SE6 SE1 2 SE28 SE38 SE43 
SE4 
SE6 .2753 p=.OOO 
SE12 .3468 p=.OOO .272 1 p=.OOO 
SE28 .2986 p=.OOO .4591 p=.OOO .29 10 p=.OOO 
SE38 .2564 p=.OOO .2475 p=.OOO .2212 p=.OOO .3613 p=.OOO 
SE43 .3490 p=.OOO .2456 p=.OOO .4394 p=.OOO .4107 p=.OOO .3182 p=.OOO 
SE47 .1416p=.014 . 1995£",.O<!L__ .2574 p=.OOO .2379 p=.OOO .1836p=.OO I .l916p=.OOO 

SE3 SE7 SE3 1 SE41 
SE3 
SE7 .3140 p=.OOO 

SE31 .2995 p=.OOO .4067 p=.OOO 
SE-t I .2529 p=.OOO .2805 p=.OOO .5226 p=.OOO 
SE-t8 .0576 p=.320 .2358 p=.OOO .235 1 p=.OOO .1710 p=.OOO 

SE56 

SE47 

SE48 
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APPENDIX. X - SELF - ES EEM SCALE (FINAL VERSION) 

~..:-vl? l~ V- .:.... )~<:;- 'L J/f.-::-Y {..:- t~'4- I -- \;J ly :'-f-~j~~JI .. ;...i __ l,;.l ly :'~~ LC;?:-< .{I JL,"::' L..:--;;} 
-- r. L . . (' t' ' • 1- f' J (,t.:". 

J- .... ", '1",':= .;....)~<:;-I "';'" I-.:J!:- /.' jJlV:-~.::.....) t ,.. -.:J~./.' -' -::- ..::::..-- 11' j J'::""'",;",I -0 ! ..:-~I? o:-~':::'" v - c'~,.I.' -0 '7'-) / )\,.¥'I~..:-!!!:> 

b""":",, I?';- IJL;::> .::.......:--t~(1i A .J.: :.~..;JI;c'~Jf Ji.)j~/ -v.: J~c'~( ( ){ .{Iu" V=..:-~I?L,,; ~ J'::"v0'iJ"o L"""'7'-";:"'--)J 

__ P '(,,: /(J ,),v-C/! c',L>;b" _i .J.. f ).? ivi-I - - -
~J!~ ~.....f .... u" ~(,iY [ .....f .... u" [ J! ~ 

, / fJ. . -v::' ..:--_~J ..:-1.'L.l/-· .J '7'- t' ,; "",'l? 1:,.6 _1 

_L)"r!;;)/(f )j~LLLf -\-(;.b"..:-uL:.LG) .I.'"",-:' J 

-0 Lf ~f":-)J~J,y J/-· J i.;.... /JJ.J .::-J~ I /-. J 

_L)"rt' Jljf.l.'u;"'b"JJ/;b"~ .. /V=c'li· '.ll'JV.;'-V=.J .::-JL.> I;:.' J 
":' ," 

. - - ( ...f -0 v::' ~ L~"~;V=tf.v,,;t' f /J / J V--~ 

_t' .Il/j.ll~ ..::.A...(./(jb"tV= - ~ 
~, ':" 

U 'I.P ~, ,. ( JL.>I . / - t. 'W/' ! v'" -.:;- _ /-- --

-u,.; r;J')/J"jv,-=,!' (V=?-(;. L Vl /"V=.J '7'-",I~I ;:.'_" 
-u ,; JL:· I/V= .:....)l<.:......lLi- - q 

';" '"t 

~ JJ;}JUJ/V-iD-:.JU,it' Jlj /"",'...f "",-:'_ 1. 

cr:-,t I~ .::.....L ) [ Jf .. {~~v-..r~l:::j"',l? I --L_1I - .-
- -v.J LY.jl"'IJ.I.::...JfJ/-Jh_/lJf.,) ~jt' .ftJ.f..,' ''''; ",::_Ir 

_u,.;t'~ /J~~..;~(J, .... Lu/,J.;.... /JJ/-,'IV- _I'" 

_ I ,,;~ Jr> I Jt;n;~Jf...(. Lf,~b"Jf LY' 
_utlt'Jljl """ .... ...L) {J,/ )b"if.!' ~ IV=_ I ~ 

-Uy.t' Jlj fk-!. t!_i <.:...... 1 Li-_ I~ 
• T -: 

UJ1t'{f'/J {f' .::.....2....::....., .. h /JJ J\t...r '7'-t,J!. I;J' t/ ~J /-' _I " 

t./i Lf..:-'j )Jlif.?f', .::..... , '{jJ)~6J,I..r '::-JL:·IL_I" .. ... ... . 
_UJ1~ ..;...kv-.J'7'-t',,:Jl? 16_IQ 

-u,.;~ ~u,J~ -{IV-.J '7'-J~ I ;:.' J. 

-V,.;"",' /L.::..... __ i <.:...... I ""'~ _r 1 
- or ":' 

_Lhrcr:-JIll f;;: }iL L.l)I; ,'Vv-..r '7'-J~ I ;:.' Jr 

-0 Lf(u ;t'~ Iv- ':"" .I~.;..../-· Ji..r '7'-J~ I ;:.' J r 

-u,.;I:£/1/' ~ ~u,Li!Jf",;",i<:;- I V=Jr' 
'7'-J.;:1 Jl--~ IV- .z'!'_r ~ 

u ,.;:J>b".:;..! Jl'-?iJvh.::.....,,;;:..~v-.f .::-JL.>I;:.' J~ . -
/ h • _;.),:? ~_I <.:...... I Li-J" 

't ":' 

C§~ J)v-Jv.~ I ;:.. J" 

-u J'lc'l,..i ll.o- II J I'?llL ....,Iy~ _J~ .. -
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APPENDIX - XI- ENGLISH TRANSLATION OF THE ITEMS OF 

SELF-ESTEEM SCALE 

1. I feel that my 'self' is not that important. 

2. ! am prepared to face all types of circumstances 

3. I think that people like my appearance / looks 

4. I feel that I perform well in my education and exams 

5. I feel that I am not that capable 

6. ! never give up when! fail 

7. I think that! am good looking 

8. ! think that! posses less capabilities than others 

9. I am confident about myself 

10. I feel that I do not have any qualities that I can be proud of 

11. I have afeeling that I can not do anything properly 

12. ! feel that people enjoy my company 

13. ! am often ridiculed by others 

14. ! never f eel sorry for my actions 

15. I f eel proud of my academic performance 

16. I dislike myself 

17. ! am reluctant to meet people because of my looks 

18. ! am confident that people re~pect and value me 

19. ! feel that! am not smart 

20. I think that I am a hard working student 

21. ! am hopeless about myself 

22. I think that! make my decisions without much difficulty 

23. I think that people form a good impression about me 

24. ! consider myself a capable student 

25. ! have an inferiority complex 

26. ! think that! am center of attention and lovefor many people 

27. I am satisfied with myself 

28. I do notfeellike studying 

29. With all my shortcomings, ! am still a good person 
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APPENDIX - XII - ACADEMIC SELF-CONCEPT SCALE (AHMED, 1986) 

~ (JL ~..f »..; 
( 

v.:,~,lv 
~ ( 

t~L 1".1, t ..f »...J 
-Vl ~~.:tl,.V(V ':£'_1 

v J1 ( ..; uu0 ,': -f\t J 

~ Jly ,L.:..-,r..·(.d/. C IV-.;Jlf'U· 

cff v.: J I • ,... J(p. ' r' - - , /-1".1- :-;-

'T-~\;F~L'JV~'-"Y(.:..- /'J_~ 

oJ} L/~':£' ,i"lr-I_ ~ 

_vJ1cf.lf I ~iP ... !,L / .J:L;-V-.;JLf' IV-_'-

~ J;(c:..~L-" , , 
v.: J-flA ~;l..v If.:t;/ L 1\,..1': _ q - ~ 

'7J;1 JJ,.L;-,,:"",); V- J(p.~ I,r..' ti lr-L..)r JJp" _I. 

_VlJi "'.;- .::;....,p- J!':dJ:CJ 0,'; J_" 
V Yic.(. ,,f iY' ?-~'(,,.Jvti..t f v ~ J~ ~j~ I,J I ..t _Ir 

JJ1t''f /J'fJ~JrI ''I (p.~}/iv-_ 1 r 

(IJv/- fJJJ~~ ..f~(v-..r v.: ~..£_Ir' 
VJ1? '::;""J~~';-I\,..I':_ I~ 

_( hrCc:. If trU ,-,_,; V- _I ~ 

J y.t'i,..-<:/ji..-i:.::... d .... )I,,; ".i ... Y "'....;:.:)L;· I....,-= _1-
'r' .... -

hr~~/cr~~J ~;V-_I " 
--T-t''fJ1 jl,.;. l v-jl:i:~J,r..'v-..); JL..)N'u q 

J. "'i .. -~ ):I5...;:...J'~v(p.~':::'J· , , 

VJ1Jl! v-JlP-~V-J I 

_VJ1~~/cr ~.::...J -"G' ~~ .. fv- Jr 

• '~4" • -T-"';:"'Jl/.::5 d ~.:6_rr 

cd -' 4 (; " VJ1-_ IJ:.t,J;~ J v-J(p.~JJr' 

VJ1( ";IJ,~ _; V-_r~ 

<f-i.fo.JuJ! ~lh)1li-f1>.f~ 'J r-....;:...., .. lfj~ 

_VJ1CC-l(j IJ ... v-J(p.~0~~lbt J_r '-

~/J' ("; U. -::..---.-f\fV-VYl1,~~ J_r" 

_(6)'/..:;.A!; -'::!" f/iL.:..-/-·\;F ~..r '7-J~ I ,r..._n 
v.: ~. J» -_ - tJ~'.::;.... J J~J,r..' ,j.lr-I.:..-/-· _r. 

( " -:r Ib 4 _V"r ";U.":""'~'~Jl I(j ~JV'::;""f~ r':!!v--r-I 
N 4..t / • vi ; t::..tj'Ji,J:;> , "V"'~~/,,'::::'d; .. .::...JlP-/_rr .' ..,. 

.. ~ - ,), - ."-_LYi _ ,.,y'~ l) :,j.l,rl- I_rr 



JJ' ~L '-'. JJ'...f~~ vi (,Lv C ...f~~ C ,j~ 
-(/Jv,)'~1", 

-~e"}JL) YI,;,J:.jY . ~ 

v,.;I;:-~r 

J~L.i":" .:)t$' IL --.: )",' 1_ r ~ 

~ r "';IJ,:./U/.!~,-,":._n 
_.::... t""1",,.; JlJ:" ):>..:;.,;-: 

I ... • 

r. , ,,,1. IIJ, .•• _~-: r ' UV.T '-:'"""' _/"u ____ -

_cC:-/cf 

-v 
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APPENDIX - XIII - ANXIETY SCALE (SIDDIQUI & HASNAIN, 1993) 

\.,::.,:...~I? ~ ,: L,2...'vL~j !.'J:I!v.,C.I,.I'Iv. L':i~"c-.,:...uf~,IIJ ..... .J: __ i_v.J J(;}~.,:...L.if",':;v= ,-,'r !,.>i.v ... - ": .. " ": - ...... .. . 
_,.,Pb"(;}JL>jL __ i_\./.>~1 ( ).:.Jc:J /, .. 1\,'.:;,... 

_ 0:'" ":' .. 

JJZJ\ ~J ..... ~ v:!(}p fJ ..... ~ f .Y~ 
-'f- j 'I..:..;I/ ~J, _ ' 

_~ 'i:-ri u1 vi~,J . . ~ 

'f- jt1i./ ~ \);1; ,~Ly_r" 
! . ~ _-v.:'cJ~J 

-'f-U- iJY "-~ ~ -~ 

-'f- j~ 'i i diP" 0' J,{ ;; IJ~.,:...~0" J,.r-' -~ 
- ., • cJ' 

JIv.:'C k_ t. 

, l; t" • ...J ; ~ )~ tf" , _~ i) ,..~ . _! _-?' C,_A 

-'7-Jt1V ~ jJ / '::':' 1 '~jJli~!- q 

-\J.! ~iLi":"'lJ~V=(;f U· 

,. / .. .. /--'7-J 'i(;n i)I..:..)!!?_" 

l-/v:! J.h_;;~b"_ 'r 

_'f-'i:-ri~ ~~..!-::", jJl~~ vi_I r" 

_~'i:-ri;t;:jJIJJJ~()~ L(;},J_,f" 
> 

-'7-I:"~,;t.:f(. _I~ 

-'7- j 'lv . .J\,.,I;IY ,~~J'v.I~ 
IA" i ~ _ .!L " .. _' t. 

-'7- 'i:-r i ,JJJ:. /' _I i\ 

-'f-'i:-r il;-; I { {.J...,:....~ _I q 

-'7-'i:-ri....t3 .,.:-J. 

_~'i:-riJJJJ:.I,.II~JI . . 

-'7-l- 'iJi JV- ? J r 
* , J. ;~ 

_~l-I..:.:-; I ..4:mC---?1 .,:..;Ij: Jr-
.. ( . 

-I:"VJ~/v.:' c---?i(b"_rr' 

-~U-il5IJljJljD /.r~ 
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APPENDIX - XIV - SELF-REPORTE E INQUENCY CHECKLIST 

(RIFAI & TARIQ, 1997) 

)i-t,J.7~ ~J.,:.,t~?.::.... )J/J,\-.....i>' V= __ l;J ly\.lI-t,J.7Lh;;u;,.() J/J,l-.....i>'V: J;;j,.f,/j,))I)I..;JI?i"';"--...;v"_k 

)i)J If- t~(;)(;.i { (up ":",, l? L. Jl~ J2:..("L.,:.,t~(;) IL •• ..Jji .rr0;;Ui--b1)IJJ.' [;} JI,,~j .::....J '~ --? /tf -fl"';" J;: ;..t 1':""" ",,1 

.::....u) ;;L.! 'IYUvL4-i ~ 1";"'i..ff- J~ J'e jinl .::/ IJ~ j) .::....";"'i L ~.{~(;) L0 2:..("L (,f-') ";"'1,Aji\f v.: ~ ljl-L",,1 
L";"'L LuJu'6J.A.2-LcJ! ....;/)" LJ·i:'L. v,f-' v:! L .:..../ ""f'/;"Lt,J.7)J; j! { )jy .,:.,~ I? !:.. ""I -L ..,c).,:.,y? 

- C! / -
- ::.r ti..:h L>' 

J! - tlJ:)(;.Y ~ _ (" ,ilL..;;v v: .:.../- ;: 1£".,:., lr l 

", J! . (~ ' )~ -t~jij/",~ _ (,, / .Y v ~ T .::..../JJv l)l.d '-
r 

....." J.-, I!:.. .. ) ! ,J-r ~./ ., .. .. ,," ~ -.rr t 1 .;:t ,J I)I A~inl -r ' /)y( ij ~ d tJi .::.... . -
".J\ -~ lPf ~t 11 }L> .l.::....~ bj/-r' 

~.LI} ,illol·o.:do.r-CI -V 'YLf.,J },- ) ~(~LI 

~; ,.»'·L~ <' ~.. " ~~/uj~v 1 /V..J y-~ 

-.::.....:.;;,.f L )..; ~1 ,Cd l.d I c:...::.... /-" 
- ~ 

tlIL{j (j ,2-.Lt;,./ u;f~J! (";",, J:vJ_ / lJ ./-A 
-t/;~ lji J'u'ZJ .rrJ{";"'~,J ~d..;,J? --...t),V::-, • .. ! .... /'ALP .,:.,~(; • ....i--q - . ,:" 

t;J:t 4- ,.f(;) I~tji?~ J lj'~ ~.::.... .Jf,J 

-cJ .::....':';; J un; v: I ). , )- ... <' ..f 
V I L __ ~ )! J"'- ,,) - II -. 

- .rr LI ~..;Jf i..::..... IP I;J .::!:.,JJ 
.. • i -: ,. ... 

~)t" I~CdJ~v.:Z.::...."';"..Ji ; 

.£i (b"J-"::'-Jr'0,-7: ~j l j J b :£J .. h~ o)'~0,-y',~J1f,;~~ zv 
/. . ~.(. ;' - t ).7 L )v. J!{ ,J L";"' ,) J~~ I/ 't;.J. -I ~ 

't -: ' .-: 

-t;ji2d- L Jf' ;iJJ' IJI,;- I ~ 
m L.;... f~ 0':) -I" 
,I .,;:.: / J f £.. f - I A 

- /. iJ;-JIVI,AII'J,;i , l\-. J1I, ;~f 4t/JL~I)v.b"? u"01 

- t /JL~ I(f \? ') 
~ 

-ti:' V:.J} .rI--"' ~ 

-~() Iv.:z/ltfl.::.... d!;Y.: .::.... n :.-.. ~t,;jJ l .. ) ;b"J)J ~:-r. 

i:....::.... ..JN~) J . .-\-r l ~1{..,c Z.::.... ., ., 
- tlji fiJ'r L.:.... l!nlLJij L\.I ?"UliJ2d- { • .f /' n lri L..0, )ljL/,,;' 1'.;,'I,.- r r 

'1 ••• 

Cd/J'!~.? ~ CdJ.Y1)2... 

t L;\..'J~-=..!.:..li~ /. 
- tilL£' d ~ ?Jl I~l:>v ,.f..:./ 



v! v~ 

-t/.J" IJ;!2GUll4::~ \ .. :d~ .... !L 

-~1 1 '::"'1.I( 1)llt / ..:;J; 1",1ot' ",,'I;; ,:~) 

J;;l-iLL>j;.u..(J '­

-hf~/f.::.l.I.d ~-r" 

zJ/~ibjf -rq 

~)llJ;<,ji2- , - r . 

cdl? ' 
~ ': 

-Cdv 'Z J/J J~L",;, ~ 
-tie .J1 1)V~t~~;V'I I Ji(;;~ ;"J,(IJ,/ u.;.... J!) 

-liJ ( 
-~~ - '"' 

- ~ 

;, ~. ,.]; • .,..' "" 1- --, 
IY ...,y-. vr .,)_ ' 

) 4) ...;::J J.J-rr 

t' /It'j, )~~?-rr 

-t.l J i..:..<,}- -r r' 

edL,.,i' led ' Ill j It ' - _" ,,)l ~l.D ~ \ .. hZ J.rIJ~{ ,·lP~-r ~ 

Ji..J;;-lJl,;I: ..J I,-r, edJb1 ~ - j v.. .. /, t , J - _ f~ IU- ~~ '::'" -i .. h;;,-,: __ 

- k ...... 1 ",I / /,L..J;:'-,)Iot',j':.. -r:.. -' , 
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APPENDIX XV - SIDDIQUI - SHAH DEPRESSION SCALE (SIDDIQUI & SHAH, 1997) 

-=-",;",i.u.! L./;;U, f .J?) )...f{;.( L .::.- v!"? Inl(z, .Y\,:.iI?u.! '£ ~J!ll') ~2.. v L l.:! ~, ;; _-::- L- .ll.:!~J .::.-v!"? 1 ) ~I (;;,.Y...f{;. ... ,J)) _ . \;oll y ::: 

/ 1) "v.: ~"/ _i ..:JL, ... (t)i[r.",- ./ -="'-J",.J.J?JJ.£ L J)o,.$lll'l.:!IV: LJ'l Iv/ ... ;I..£ "",J. ')l)IVf',/.;;...j f .;)L'1i f.::... .;:...._ I .'~ J) 
';"":' .... - .. - -: ,. ';" -, 

f r ))1 r ), (ll'G) (J 1 .V:" o\:,'l;:.~ ll' ( )..:;./ )J,J.:!ll' J jii 'f- l-i J)~ ""::::; )Ii"l.:!~)in l ~.{~l.:!~ ll'( )..:;./ JJ ,J.:(ll' ~ i -::-l- ~: 

"::::;)f; .::.-li!l?I Jt/. j. u:-:? 
_. 

.~ IJ~';"I 

_\.h1J11Ir.J 11 'I,,; ~It -=-<,J.:. I 

~ lf_i~ ' L.t_r r.J 11 J.ltr.J 11 t' ./ J ~ I,,; 
~ 't 

r.J11 

'f-J?11( l;..;iJ~Jfl.'J 

JJ J.''w;)Jfl.'.~ J-,,;v! 
'f-\:11..jt,C.;1 -=-1.;[ ..J 1,,;- ",..r..· -~ 

- ( -!J.! L/ _ -.- AJ' ~ t 1 
~ .--:;,<.~ ..... ~. ~ 

.::...\:1iPJJL 
• 't 

f / leC-./ v! .::- ..pl(ll'Jfu::. q 

/.JL,;-'L_,e -'f-()i1JI 

'f- jl.:> 11;i' (' ,.f . djP'J.JJ) .:.....fl.· .11 

~:./\NtjJ'Jvll'.lr 

.;(5 ,J.,: j\..' fl.'.1 r 

. 'f- J-!ll' -

'f-J I)L. , 

-'f-L;J,! d IJ .J!,.? I 
/ ,{" ,- ~ 
Ii~ J~<""-:~_Ir' 

."-J .J Z, u< . .1- 111-: . 1 ;:, 

U t1j)/..J t1L-.f V yf ..:..l ~ 
Ifi 2:.. 10')iP / ¢-: 

... I ':' 
x.J,J.:...../',)_ I ~ 

L? ~ >. -=-<,J.: . 1 " 

-=-0": ;J,. 'L.' q 

Li f_i~I,J.:J. 

_\.)ylJ~ 11 /U"It'~ Y.'.,;) 

.' 
--::-.::.-7 
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APPENDIX -XVI- DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SHEET 

AGE 

MALE _______ _ FEMALE 

EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTION 


