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ABSTRACT 

A Validity St udy: Relationship Bet wee n the Self 

Inventory Scale, the California Psycholo g ical 

Inventory, and the Adjective Check List 

by 

David Newbold 

Utah State University, 1978 

Majo r Professor: Dr. William R. Dob so n 
Department: Psychology 

vi 

The specific objective of this research was to be gin 

assessment of construct validity of the Self Inventory 

Scale. 

Subjects were 100 Utah State University students, 

living in university dormitories, chosen at random. 

Subjects wer e admi nistered the Self I nve nt or y Scale 

and the Calif or nia Psychological Inventory. Sub jects sub-

mitted names of peers, one of whom was asked to complete an 

Adjective Check List describing the subject. 

CPI subscale scores wer e correlated with Self Inventory 

Scale subscale scores, to determine the relationship between 

underlying constructs. Sixty-four of the 126 co rre l at ions 

computed were significant at the .01 si gn ificance level. 

Similar it y of construct and confi gur ational analysis of 

s i gnificant correlations su ggest construct validity exists 

for Self Inventory Scale subscales. 



vii 

Adjective Check List "likability" ratios were corre

lated with Self Inventory Scale subscale scores. One of the 

seven correlations computed was significant at the .01 sig

nificance level. 

The difference between male and female subscale scores 

on the Self Inventory Scale was significant for two of the 

seven subscales. A need for separate male and female norms 

for the Self Inventory Scale was indicated. 

(90 pages) 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The concept of self is possibly one of the most dis

cussed of personality attributes, both in professional and 

lay circles. There has been a great deal of emphasis, placed 

by clinicians, on the vital role of a positive self-concept 

in mental health. Roeers and Dymond (1954) observe that 

persons who seek psychological help frequently acknowledg e 

tha t they suffer from feelings of inadequacy and un worthiness. 

They conceive themselves to be helpless and inferior , in

capable of improving their situation and lack ing in inner 

resource s. Fromm (1939) notes that those who doubt their 

own worthiness can nei ther gi ve or rece iv e love, fearing that 

the exposure accompanying intimacy will reveal th e ir in ade 

quac ies and cause them to be rejected. 

In contrast, people with positive self-concepts are 

desc ribed as feeling that they have favorable personalities, 

desirable traits and tend to relate with their environ ment 

in a positive manner. These persons are ge nerall y described 

as being "well-adjusted," "actualized" or rsychologically 

"healthy." 

The concept of self, ego, or self-esteem has been 

accorded a central role in a wide variety of personality 

theories. The list is long; Adler (Ansbacher and Ansbacher, 

1956); Allport (1961); Angyal (1941); Cattell (1966); 
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Erickson (1950, 1959); Fromm (1939); Horney (1937); Jung 

~rogoff, 1953); Lecky (1945); Lynd (1958); Maslow (1954); 

McClelland (1951); Mead (1934); Rogers (1951, 1959); Snygg 

a~d Combs (1949); and Sullivan (1953). Each of these 

t ~eorists, as well as others, has contributed to the defini-

tion of self-concept and to the vast amount of theory sur-

rounding the role of self-concept. 

In attempting to research self-concept theory, a 

ITI.lltitude of instruments has been developed to measure the 

C)ncept as a whole or some single aspect of it. In evalu-

a t ing the various forms of self-concept instruments, Wells 

a~d Marwell (1976) have noted a variety of criticism in the 

l Lterature. They observe that a large portion of the weak-

n~ss observed in research of self-concept is tied to incon-

s Lstencies and inadequacies in its 1 measurement. Wylie 

(L961, 1974) has also reviewed the majority of self-concept 

maasures presently in use and has found them to have 

sarious limitations. 

Ho one instrument intended to measure self-concept 
variables has been developed by the process of 
be g inning with close attention to stating rigorous 
definitions; followed by item building or item selec
tion r elevan t to the conceptual definitions; an d 
followed, finally, by the application of all appro
priate modern procedures for refining a purported 
index on a construct and establishing its construct 
validity. (Wylie, 1974, p. 325.) 

S:atement of the Problem 

A concept, no matter how salient or how logical, is 

only as useful as its measurement. The extent the concept 
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can actually contribute to psychological research and theory 

is limited by the degree to which it can be translated into 

testable terms. 

Merrill J. May, (1977) in reviewing the available self

concept measure, found them to contain two major test content 

deficiencies and designed a new measure attempting to elimi

nate these deficiencies. First, most self-concept measures 

are designed to test only one segment of self-concept or are 

based on a single or narrow theoretical base. To deal with 

this problem, May first surveyed available self-concept 

literature and designed scales to deal with different facets 

or theories of self-concept as discussed in the literature. 

Secondly, May found that many tests items were so worded 

that they became opinion questions rather than questions 

that reflect information which could be corr ob orated by 

observable data. 

Before any instrument can be servic ab le, either in 

research or clinical settings, its' reliability and validity 

must be established. This study will begin to consider the 

question of whether May's instrument, The Self Inventory 

Scale (SIS), is a valid indicator of self-concept. 

Purpose 

Specifically, this study will attempt to begin valida

tion assessment of the Self Inventory Scale by correlating 

results of this scale with results of the California Psycho

logical Inventory. Results of the Self Inventory Scale will 
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also be correlated with results of the Adjective Checklist, 

completed as a description of the subject by a student peer. 

Objectives 

1. To determine to what extent scores of university 

students on each subscale of the Self Inventory Scale cor

relate with selected subscales scores of the CPI as stated 

in the section concerning rationale for comparison of CPI 

and Self Inventory Scale subscales. 

2. To determine to what extent scores of university 

students on each subscale of the Self Inventory Scale cor

relate with descriptions of these students by a peer. This 

description will be obtained by the use of the Adjective 

Check List, completed by the peer. 

3. To determine if any difference exists between re

sponses given by males and fem a les on the Self Inventory 

Sc a le. 

Hypothesis 

1. There is no correlation between raw scores from 

each selected subscale of the Self Inventory Scale and raw 

scores from each selected sub sca le of the CPI. 

2. There is no correlation between raw sc o res from 

each subscale of the Self Inventory Scale and a ratio of 

positive vs. negative adjectives checked on the Adjective 

Check List by a student peer. 
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3. There is no significant difference for subscale 

scores on the Self Inventory Scale between male and female 

students. 

Definitions 

Construct validity. The degree to which certain 

explanatory concepts or constructs account for performance 

on the test (APA, 1966, p 13). 

Self-concept. A person's knowledge and understanding 

of himself; that which a person conceives himself to be. 

Student peer. A fellow university dorm resident 

nominated by the subject to fill out an Adjective Check 

List as a description of him. 

Subject. A Utah State University dorm resident. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Literature reviewed will consider the theoretical basis 

for the Self Inventory Scale and also the state of self-

concept measurement at present. 

Stlf-Concept Theories 

Every measure of self-concept is based upon a theore-

t i cal definition of the self, including beliefs concerning 

hew the self-concept develops and how it is manifested. Many 

tleorists have, over the years, dealt with the self-concept 

aE a central construct in their theories of personality. 

Gcrdon and Gergen (1968) noted that there are over 2,000 

ptblications concerning the self. That number has very 

bkely doubled since 1968. 

It has been argued that a strong theoretical basis is 

a necessary prerequisite for a measure of self-concept. 

W)lie (1961, 1964) reviewed 463 articles on self-concept 

ard stated, "An examination of empirical studies makes it 

awarent that ambiguities in the measuring_ instruments can 

bE traced to inadequacies in the theorists' definitions of 

tl:-eir terms." (1961, pp. 3-4). Shreve (1973) in his dis-

srrtation on self concept measures further observed, 

One of the most widespread obstacles of the measure
ment of self-concept is the lack of adequate theoreti
cal foundations. Without an adequate set of 
theoretical postulates, it is difficult to select or 
design items to measure the soundness of the construct 
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theoretical postulates, it is difficult to select or 
design items to measure the soundness of the construct 
being investigated. A theory of self-concept is 
ultimately tied to the definition of self-concept 
proposed by the theory (Shreve, 1973, p. 36). 

Because of the importance of a sound theoretical base 

as a foundation for measurement, theories underlyin g the 

development of May's test will be discussed. 

James (1890) was one of the earliest theorists to 

place a great deal of emphasis on the self. His theoretical 

position divided the self into three constituent parts; the 

material Me, the social Me, and the spiritual Me. The ma-

terial Me referred to the person's body, possessions and 

fami ly . The social Me referred to the recognition a person 

received from others. The spiritual Me referred to feelings 

and emotions perceived by the person. James asserted that 

the self was a conscious phenomenon, and felt that high 

esteem depended upon the degree to whi ch aspiration an d 

achievements converge. 

The relationship of body i mag e and self-concept, 

presented by James, has been recently investigated by t wo 

studies. Berscheid, Walster and Bohrn stedt (1973) surveyed 

2, 000 American men and women and found overall body-image 

to be strongly related to the self-esteem. Those who ex-

pressed satisfaction with their faces were more self-con-

fident than those who did not. Also, those with "above 

avera ge " b o dy images considered themselves to be more likable, 

assertive, conscientious and intelligent than "average." 
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Gunderson (1965) found that height and weight appeared to 

have a pervasive effect of self-evaluations. Short-under

weight and short-overweight males expressed the most unfavor

able self-images. 

Cooley (1902) expanded the idea of the social self. 

His "looking-glass self" postulated that the individual's 

self-concept is determined by perceptions of others' re

actions to him. Cooley also asserted that a child's self

perception begins with an awareness of the concept of "mine, 11 

or a belief that possessions are included in the self. 

Mead (1934, 1956) also described the self as being a 

product of interactions, in which the person e xpe riences 

the self as reflected in the behavior of others. 

Turner (1968) discussed specific self-situational 

images which are added, internally, to produce the self

concept. 

Maslow (1954) built his work with self-concept around 

the idea of self-actualization. He suggested a hierarchy 

of needs in which basic needs required fulfillment before 

higher-order needs could be met. A self-actualized person, 

according to Maslow, is one who is emotionally open and 

spontaneous. This openness and spontaneity opens the way 

for peak experiences to occur. 

Rogers (1951) proposed the self as the central concept 

of his theor y . The basic units of the self were termed to 

be "self regarding attitudes , " which consist of one's 

perc eptions of one's abilities, actions and relationships. 
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Rogers stressed the need for self-acceptance and felt this 

would be heightened by openness to feedback from others and 

emotional spontaneity. He also felt that it is not neces

sary to uncover unconscious motivation in order to under

stand behavior, rather, that a self-report is more useful. 

Rogers felt that an individual can best be understood by 

listening to that person's own self-explanation. 

Jourard (1957) related self feeling to the process of 

identification with an ego ideal. He postulated that self

concept develops, in part, from performing in some areas in 

a better fashion than others. 

Gergen (1971) added support to the idea that competence 

influences self-concept wi th a creative study. Job appli

cants were placed in a room to fill out job application 

forms with one of two research "plants." One group of 

applicants was joined by a "Mr. Clean," who wore a suit , 

carried an attache case and opened a statistics book and a 

philosophy text. Members of the other group were joined by 

a "Mr. Dirty ," who wore a sweatshirt, no socks and opened 

a copy of The Carpetbaggers upon entering the room. Appli

cants presented with "Mr. Dirty" evaluated themselves in a 

more favorable ligh t than those placed with "Mr. Clean." 

Gergen asserted that achievement compared with others is the 

crucial factor in competence assessment. 

A study by Luck and Heiss (1972) found, in like manner, 

that self-esteem was not related to socioeconomic status, 
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but to achievement compared with others of similar education, 

occupational mobility and occupat i onal competence. 

Gergen (1971), in proposing a theory of self-concept, 

believed that we have a multitude of selves. He theorized 

that one's self-concept is learned from others' responses, 

but that the messages received are seldom consistent and 

connected. He believed that a heal thy person is able to deal 

with these inconsistencies, but an unhealthy person becomes 

f ixed in his self-image and therefore "rigid." 

Whi te (1972) proposed th a t some people change their 

se lf-ima ge a great deal and some very little; that, at times, 

people have a global idea of t hemse lves, and at other times, 

they have a loosely-tied together grou p of ideas. 

Coo persmith (1967) theorized that self-esteem is 

affected by four factors: success, goals, the relative 

importance of these goals, and the ways one defends oneself 

agains t feelings of incompetence. He also proposed that 

success can be achieved in four areas: power (the ability 

to influence and control others); significance (acceptance, 

atten tion and affection receiv ed from others); virtue 

(adherence to mor a l standards) and competence (successful 

performance in meet in g demands for achievement). Coop er

smith states that definitions of success are made from a 

personal frame of reference and a person's evaluation of 

success achieved is the factor influencing self-concept. 

Self-concept research has also been involved in 

analyzing the dynamics of moral behavior. Kolberg (1964) 
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postulated that moral development progresses through six 

distinct stages . Higher order morality, according to 

Kolberg, consists of, making moral decisions based upon 

a social contract in which citizens agree on how laws will 

be established and how to resolve differences. In the 

highest stage, a person establishes universal, ethical 

principles by which to govern his life. These universal 

principles are principles of justice, of the reciprocity 

and equality of the human rights, and of respect for the 

dignity of human beings as individual persons (Kolberg , 

1971, pp. 86-88). 

Pia get (1965) also discusses the moral development of 

the child. He presents a stage of healthy moral develop

ment as being one of the autonomy, where rules are seen to 

be the outcome of a free decision and are worthy of respect 

in that they have enlisted mutual consent. Rules abo ut 

property, lyin g and stealing are no lon g er obe yed because 

they were disse~inated by a superior, but are seen as 

requirem en ts for gr oup relationships. 

Di ens tbier, et al. (19 75) discusses moral behavior as 

an interaction between affective aro usal and co gni tion. 

Behavior is determined by the outcome of that interaction. 

Higher level moral behavior is characterized by a person 1 s 

ability to deal with his affect within the conte x t of his 

predetermined values. 
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More recently, interest in the self has dealt with 

such questions as: Is there more than one self? How 

stable is the self? and, Can it be used to predict behavior? 

Controversy has developed between the Stanford school 

(Bandura and Walters, 1963; Mischel, 1971) and the school 

of thought represented by the work of Bowers (1973) and 

others. The Stanford school insists that self-concept is 

transitory and dependent upon easily manipulated external 

variables. I n contrast, Bowers and others have asserted 

that the self is one of the most stable concepts measured 

over a period of time. Reviewers have explained that at 

least some of the discrepancy may be explained by problems 

with the instruments, themselves (Wells, & Marwell, 1976, 

p. 12). 

Status of the Measurement of Self-Concent 

Difficulties related to the measurement of self-concept 

have been extensively described (Wylie, 1974; Wells, 1976; 

Lowe, 1961). Also, a great deal of material has been 

produced which is critical of present measurement instru-

ments available in the area of self-concept. To requote 

wylie: 

Ho one instrument intended to measu re self-concept 
variables has been develope d by the process of 
beginning with close attention to stating rigorous 
conceptual definitions: followed by item building or 
item selection relevant to the conceptual definitions; 
and followed, finally, by the application of all 
appropria te modern procedures for refining a purported 
index on a construct and establishing its construct 
va li dity (1974, p. 325). 
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Wylie further notes a need for systematic validation 

)f self-concept measures by observing that many studies 

:reate their o,m measurement instrument to investigate 

:heir own hypotheses, and these are used with little regard 

:o validity or reliability relative to their chosen sample. 

Shreve (1973) found, in a critical analysis of four 

videly used self-concept measures, that none of these 

neasures met all standards established by the APA in 

~tandards for Educational and Psychological Tests and 

rranuals (pub. 1966). Shreve used a panel of investigators 

:o evaluate the measures based on seven validity and six 

1eliability criteria esta.blishe .d by the APA. Shreve con

cluded that deficiences in existing me a sures should be 

<orrected to whatever extent possible and the effort should 

te ma de to develop future measures based on alternative 

th eoretical constructs of self-concept. Future measures 

snould also be operationalized and validated with respect 

~ constructs. The subscales on May's test were developed 

ma broad base of theoretical constructs prominent in 

S2lf-concept liter a ture. 

In a study of construct validity of self-concept 

JEasures, Drude (1973) suggests that the self-report, self

ancept measures, studied by him be used with caution. 

frude's study utilized seven scales from four standardized 

bsts and a one sentence self-rating, which was also de

~loped for the study. The scales were administered to two 
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groups to determine measurable significant differences. 

One gro up consisted of 83 college students, and the other 

group, of 39 psychiatric patients from a V. A. hospital. 

A significant difference occurred between the two groups on 

four of the eight scales. Drude recommends that validation 

be carried out between measures and some standardized be

havioral ratings. 

Simpson and Boyle (1975) concluded that global self

esteem measurements are less useful than are specific 

measures. Seventy-eight male and eighty-one female college 

students were given several global measures and several 

specific measures, deve l oped for the study . Scores on 

midterm exams were correlated with results of the self

esteem measures . Global measures correlated lower than 

specific measures with high and low midterm grades. Simpson 

and Boyle suggest that more care should be put into 

defining self-concep t, and better construct validity must 

be determined. 

As has been mentioned before, one of the most wide

spread obstacles to the measurement of self-concept is the 

lack of adequate theoretical foundations. LaBeene and 

Greene (1969) contended that there has been so little 

agreement on the definition of self-concept that the use 

of the term is about all that many studies have in common. 

Coopersmith (1959) suggested that self-concept actually 

consists of four concepts: what a person purports to have, 



what he really has, what he displays and what others 

believe he has. This makes measurement of self-concept 

a very difficult task. 
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Gordon (1968) analyzed the responses made by persons 

who were asked to make a list of 15 responses to the 

ques tion "Who am I?" He found responses tend to fall into 

two major categories: 1) formal or informal group member

ship and 2) personal descriptions, consistin g of body 

image, competence, psychological characteristics, sense 

of moral worth, sense of self determination, personal taste 

and one's perception of other's feelings. 

A study by Norem-Hebeison (1976) proposed a multi

dim ensional conceptualization of self-conce p t. Subject's 

self-reports, describing est eem -related feelings and be

haviors, were factor-analyzed. Seven item clusters were 

found to exist, including Well-Being, Be ing Known, Showing 

Feeling, Social Sources (of self-acceptance), Performance 

Sources (of self-acceptance), Real- Ideal Congruence, and 

Self-Evaluation. These categories resemble, very strongly, 

subscales of the Self Inventory Scale. 

Pheon omenolo gi cal theories of the self, especially, 

define the self-conept as individuals' conscious attitudes 

and feelings toward themselves; therefore, in testing, it 

would be lo g ical to ask the question how he feels about 

himself. 

Combs and Soper (1957) li sted five factors wh ich may 

influence an individual's self-report: (1) the clarity 



of the subject's awareness, 

quate symbols of expression, 
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(2) the availability of ade-

(3) social expectancy, (4) 

willingness of the subject to cooperate, and (5) the indi

vidual's feeling of personal adequ a cy and freedom from 

threat (pp. 138-139). 

Because of these factors, many have preferred to infer 

self-concept from samples of behavior. Murphy, Murphy and 

Newcomb (1937) have stated that actions may be no more 

va lid than words. Actions ar e often subject to social 

pressures from others present. They found th a t, when safe

gua rds for anonymity were provided, verbal behavior may be 

more valid than other behavior. 

Katz (1973) found that subjects did, in fact, have 

a valid, g lobal, affective sense of their own mental health, 

when compared with re s ults of tests, questionnaires and 

clinic a l interviews. He concluded that male coll ege stu

dents could make valid, diagnostic statements about their 

own mental health. 

Social desirability of items has often been discussed 

as an obstacle to valid, self-report testing. Wy lie (1974) 

maintains that even though a response may be predicted based 

on social desirability, it may still be valid as an indi

cator of conscious self-concept. 

Another obstacle often discussed to valid testing is 

the tendency to respond according to "response sets." 

Cronbach (1950) observes: 



"We should keep response sets from affecting the 
test score by one of the following methods : 
designing test items which prevent response sets, 
altering directions to reduce response sets, or 
correcting for res p onse sets (p . 21) . 
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One of the most significant tasks i n test construction 

js that of collecting evidence regarding the validity of 

the i nstrument . Test validity consists of the usefulness 

cf the instrument in measuring the variables that it pur-

rorts to measure. 

French and Michael (APA, 1966) differentiate between 

three types of validity coefficients: content validity, 

criterion-related validity (which is a combination of 

predictive validity and concurrent validity) and construct 

\,alidity. Construct validity is generally defined as the 

cegree to which certain explanatory concepts or constructs 

account for performance on the test (APA, 1966, p. 13). 

~y lie (1974) states: 

Problems of measuring the phenomenal field and 
self-referent attitudes may be seen as, essentially, 
those of establishing construct validity. Construct 
validity is necessary because, by definition, S ' s 
cognitions and attitudes about himself are private 
and beyond direct observation by the investigator 
(p. 38-39). 

One established method of collecting evidence regarding 

t1e validity of tests is the practice of correlating the 

IJEasure with other measures. 

Well s and Marwell (19 76, pp. 183-84) and Wylie (1974, 

p . 50) discuss the concepts of convergent and discriminant 

V3.lidity relative to the usefulness of these correlat i ons. 
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The concept of convergent validity proposes that the 

instrument may be "correlated with other measures of self

esteern which are ostensibly different in format or exact 

content" (Wells and Marwell, 1976, p. 183). The instrument 

may also be correlated with measures of other constructs or 

with other empirical events not considered to be direct 

:ndicators of the construct under consideration. Both 

kinds of correlations are evaluated by convergence, or, in 

other words, that different measurements, if supposedly 

re lated, should correl a te to some degree with each other. 

:he stronger the supposed relationship, the higher the cor

relat ion should be. 

Discrimin an t validity should also be explored in that 

an instrument should correlate negligably with measures 

neasuring allegedly different constructs (Wyl ie, 1974, p. 

: 0) . 

The converg ent - dis ci minant validation stra tegy is 

that "a meas ure should correlat e well with other measures 

tha t theory predicts should be related, but that the 

neasu re should correlate ne g li gib l y with meas ures that 

theory su gges ts should be unrelated" (Wells and Mar we ll, 

:976, p. 184). 

Wylie (1974, p. 96) reviewed cross-in s t r ument 

co~re lations between instruments of g lo bal self-concept 

constructs and found that most correlations listed for 

EX.amination we re about . 40. Wylie lists many st udi es 
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correlating self-concept measures and a variety of other 

instruments. 

One additional point that should be made regarding 

validation evidence is noted by Wells an d Marwell (1976, 

p. 196). "Construct validation is a continual and cumula

tive process, always incomplete and open to new evidence 

and analysis." 

Conclusions 

There has been a great deal of effort invested in the 

development of father complex, sophisticated self-concept 

theory. The state of self-concept measurement seems to 

have la gged b ehind considerably. Still, for any theory to 

be testable, the state of its measurement must keep pa s e 

with theory use and development. 

In short, the construction of good, objective measures 

is no easy task, but it remains important if the status of 

personality research is to be enhanced. As observed by 

Ker lin ger (1966, p. 492), "A poorly constructed instrument 

may do more harm than good, bec ause it may lead the investi

gat or to erroneous conclusions." 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

This study investigated the construct validity of the 

Self Inventory Scale, by correlating results of the scale 

with results of selected subscales of the California 

Psychological Inventory. Results of the SIS were also cor

related with results of the Adjective Check List, Response 

differences between males and females on the SIS were in 

vestigated. This chapter will present the sample, instru

ments, procedures and data treatment used. A rationale for 

comparison of specific subscales of the CPI and subscales 

of the SIS will also be discussed. 

Sample 

The population considered for this study was Utah 

State University students, residing in student dormitories. 

A random sample was selected from the East High Rise, a 

men's dorm, and the West High Rise, a women 's dorm. Names 

of each student from both dorms were placed in a container 

and 200 names were drawn at r andom. Subjects were contacted 

by mail and asked to help with the study . A copy of the 

letter sent to the students is located in Appendix A. 

This letter asked them to participate in the study and 

briefly explained the confidentiality of data, availability 

of discussing test results, if desired by the student, 
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ani to contact the tester for more information. Upon 

ag eeing to help with the study, the subjects were instruc

tei as to time and location of the testing sessions. The 

fi cst 100 students who responded were considered as subjects. 

In 3t ruments 

Self Inventory Scale (Appendix B). The 150 item Self 

Inventory Scale was developed by Merrill J. May, to measure 

seven aspects of self-concept. Each of the seven subscales 

co~sists of 30 items. 

The first scale, General Self Evaluation (GEV), is a 

brJad summary of one's positive or ne ga tive evaluation of 

neself. This is based on the belief that there is a gen -

eral opinion of self that tends to influence other areas and 

f a:tors. Thi s scale was ori g in a lly based on items from each 

of the other subscales. Then May wr o te items that he 

co~s ider ed to be very broad and to summarize the ot her s e lf 

Ecales. May has observed that there seems to be a G-factor 

in self-concept, which my, itself, account for a gr eat 

ceal of the variance obtained on s elf -concept tests. An 

tXarnple of item s used in this factor are "I am reall y a 

• II ~uperior person. 

The seco n d scale, Self as Seen by Ot hers (SEO), is 

1ased on Turner's (1968) position that the self comes 

th rou gh interaction of one ' s own percep t ion and others' 

1eactions to us. It is also based on the work of Cooley 

1902) and Mead (1934). This scale places emphasis on 
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feedback that persons perceive themselves to be receiving 

from others in the areas of moral behavior, social skills 

and other skills , emotio n al control, material possessions 

and personal appearance . Persons scoring high on this 

variable are concerned with, and are receiving positive 

feedback from others. May believes that others ' r ea ctions 

to us are initially crucial, but that this factor dwindles 

in significance as the self becomes more solidified. This 

factor also lends itself to Roger's belief that the "sick" 

self believes others' perceptions, and the he al thy self 

use s personal feelings as an evaluation of self-worth. 

An example of items included in this scale is "I frequently 

sense that others are insulted by my lack of social know

how." 

The third scale, Moral Self (MO), was developed with 

the work of Kolberg (1964), Pia g et (1965) and Dienstbier 

(1975) in mind . This scale deals with two definitions of 

a "moral" person; (1) a moral person has a set of defined 

ethics and (2) a moral person has a defined relationship 

to others . This scale was included under the assumption 

that in order to have a healthy self-concept, one must have 

a def ined relationship with others . This concept of self 

says that a person adheres to whatever is personally 

considered to be "good" behavior. May wrote questions, 

originally, which were considered to be examples of Kolberg 's 

theory and then excluded questions that did not co rrelate 
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,,,ith a self-concept . An example of statements included in 

this scale is "I often do or say things that hurt others," 

The fourth scale , Emotional Control (EC), is based on 

v,·ork by Rogers (1951) and Maslow (1954) . A low scorer on 

this scale is someone lacking in spontaneity, or afraid 

cf emotion. A high scorer can express and deal with both 

rositive and negative emotions in a constructive manner. 

This person can admit negative feelings without fear of 

them. Low scores may not be in contact with their emotions, 

er they may be exhibiting very tight control because they 

ar e afraid of them. An example of items scored on this 

sca le is "I try to hide many of my emotions from others." 

The fifth scale, Soci a l Skills (SS), deals with the 

person 's own perception of his ability to relate to others. 

A person scoring hi gh on this v a riable feels confident in 

social situations, is participative, open, g re ga rious, and 

enjoys pe op le and meeting new people. An example of items 

included in Social Skills is "In groups I try to keep my 

thou ghts and feelin g s to myself." 

The sixth scale, All Skills (SK), was based on t he 

theory, expounded by James (1 89 0 ) and Jour a rd (1964), that 

self-esteem is developed by taking the amount of success 

divided by pretensions, or that the self-concept comes from 

be ing able to do a few things better than others. The 

skills involved in questions are physical, intellectual, 

artistic , social and general skills. Questions 



artisti c , social and general skills. Questions include 

"I am very good at any athletic activity. 1 1 
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The seventh scale, Material Self (MS) , involves 

theories by Diggins (1976) and James (1890) stating that 

children begin with only a physical self and this expands 

to an awareness of their possessions. Questions included 

in this scale deal with a person's perception of their own 

physical appearance and with the socially desirable pos

sessions that the person has acquired. An example of items 

included in this subscale is 1 1 I am very careful to be sure 

that what I wear is 'in' . " 

Self Inventory Scale responses are recorded on a five 

point, Likert-type scale. An algebraic sum of item scores 

on each sc a le provide the score for each scale. Each 

person receives seven scores, one for each scale. 

An ori g inal item pool was developed, based on the 

th e ories used as a base for each subscale. Inter-item cor

relations were computed for items within each subscale. 

Items with inter-item correlation coefficients of less 

than .30 were then discarded. 

Inter-scale correlation coefficients were computed 

using scores of 154 subjects . A table of results follows 

in Table 1. 

Split-half reliability coefficients computed for this 

test at Weber State College have been in the area of . 78. 

Test - retest coefficients are presently being computed. 



Table 1 

Inter-Scale Correlation Coefficients for the 
Self Inventory Scale 
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Scale GEV SEO MO EC SS SK 

SEO .54 

MO .34 .57 

EC .53 .45 .31 

SS .32 .52 .57 

SK .47 .43 .32 .27 

MS -.26 

California Psychological Inventory CPI. The 480 

item CPI was developed as a measure of personal and 

social adjustment. ~he CPI consists of items which are 

marked true or false and yields scores on 18 subscales. 

Scores are recorded as raw scores and converted to 

standard scores with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation 

of 10. A normative sample of 6000 males and 7000 females 

distributed among varying age, socioeconomic groups and 

geographic areas was used. 

A short discussion of each subscale, reliabil it y and 

validity data follows. The reliability coefficients re-

ported include a combination of split-half, test-retest, 

and Kuder-Richardson data, as reported in Megargee (1972, 

p. 30-31). 
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The Dominan ce scale (Do) was originally developed to 

i de ntify strong, dominant, influential, and ascendant 

persons who are able to take initiative and exercise leader

s~ip (Gough, Mcclosky and Meehl, 1951). Persons scoring 

high in dominance are verbally fluent and persuasive and 

h3ve an element of persistence and sense of duty. There is 

a tendency for them to face reality even if it is distaste

fJl (Megargee , 1973, p. 40). 

The reliability reported for this subscale ranges from 

.S3 to .89. Several studies have tested concurrent validity 

f)r the Do subscale and predictive validity has also been 

e3t ablished (Megargee, 1972). Carson and Parker (1966) 

classified 356 entering college freshme n as leaders, 

average leaders and nonleaders based on their election to 

of fice in high school activities. Analysis of variance 

p ~rformed on scores for the three groups was statistically 

s Lgnifi cant. Johnson and Frandsen (1962) compared scores of 

f~fty officers of a college organization wi th a group of 

f_fty nonleaders and found the leaders to have a mean Do 

s~ore of 62, while nonleaders had a mean of only 44. Butt 

a1d Fiske (1968) co mpared dominance scales from a variety 

o: personality inventories and concluded that the CPI Do 

s:ale was the most appropriate for assessing leadership and 

p~er ratings. 

The Cap ac ity for Status (Cs) scale "attem p ts to 

a,praise those qualities of ambition and self-assur an ce that 
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underlie, and lead to status" (Gough, 1968, p. 61). Items 

reflect social poise and self-confidence; security and an 

absence of f ears or anxieties; literary and aesthetic 

interests, and an interest in belonging to groups (Megar ge e, 

1972 , p. 46). 

Reliability coefficients reported for the Cs scale 

range from .59 to .80. Gough (1957) has correlated Cs 

scale scores with scores on the Gou gh Home Index, which 

measure s socieconomic status based on objects such as 

books, phono graph s and similar things present in the indi

vidual's home. Gough reported corr e lations ranged from .38 

to . 48. 

The Sociability (Sy) scale was devised to discriminate 

p e ople with an outgoing, sociable, participative temperament 

from those who shun involve ment (Gough, 1968). Items deal 

with feelings of poise and self-assurance, enjoyment of 

social interactions and intellectual and cultural interests. 

Reliability reported for the Sy scale range from .63 

to .90. Hase and Goldberg (1967) studied a sample of 190 

freshmen women and found significant correlations between 

their Sy scores and their peer ratings of sociability (r 

.44). Vingoe (1968) reported a correlation of .68 wit h 

self-ratings on sociability. Bouchard (1969) studied the 

relationship of the CPI to effectiveness in various types 

of group problem-solving situations. Sy was the only CPI 

scale that correlated, consistently, with this criterion. 
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The Social Presence (Sp) scale was constructed to 

assess poise, self-confidence, verve, and spontaneity in 

social interaction . There is more verve, verbal aggres

sion, sarcasm, more irritibility in Sp than in Sy . The 

high Sp person is more manipulative than the high Sy per

son (Megargee, 1972, p. 50) . Sp deals with poise and 

enjoyment of social interaction and there is a strong 

element of self-assurance. Sp includes items indicating 

broadminded attitudes about social rules and prohibitions. 

Reliability coefficients for the Social Presence scale 

range from .60 to .80. In the CPI Manual, Gough (1969) 

reports that students, nominated by their principals as 

being highest in social presence, obtained Sp scores si gnif i

cantly higher than those students nominated as being 

lo west . Hase and Goldberg (1967) found a significant cor

relation be twee n Sp scores and peer ratings of sociability 

(r = .35). 

The Self-Acceptance (Sa) scale was developed to 

"identify individuals who would manifest a comf ortable and 

impe rturbable sense of personal worth, and who would be 

seen as secure and sure of themselves, whether active or 

inactive in social behavior" (Gough, 1968, p . 63). This 

scale also includes items indicating emphasis on the value 

of hard work, attention to duty and consideration of others, 

and candid acceptance of human frailties. 

Reliability reported for the Sa scale ranges from .51 

to . 71. Gough (1969) obtained a positive correlation (.35) 
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1with staff ratings of self-acceptance and a negative cor

rrelation (-.57) with staff judgement of seniors' readiness 

~c feel guilty. Vingoe (1968) found that the Sa scale 

~crrelated significantly with peer ratings (.44) and self

K2tings (.49) of self-acceptance. 

The Sense of Well-Being (Wb) scale was originally 

developed to discriminate individuals pretending neurosis 

from normals, and patients responding truthfully. High 

scores indicate health and vitality, and low scores suggest 

diminished vitality and inability to meet the demands of 

everyday life. 

Reliability reported for the Wb scale range from .71 

to .86. Corotto (1963) reported that among alcoholics com

mitted to a state hospital, those who wanted to be released 

immediately after they h ad been "dried out" had higher 'Wb 

scores (mean= 41) than those who volunteered to remain for 

further treatraent (mean= 35). "The gene ral finding from a 

number of investigations is that Wb reliably reflects dif

ferences in adjustments as defined by a number of criteria." 

(Megargee, 1972, p. 55). 

The Responsibility (Re) scale was developed to identify 

people who are conscientious, responsible, dependable, 

articulate about rules and order, and who believe that life 

should be governed by reason (Gough, 1968, 1969). Items 

also indicate a concern for social, ci vic and moral obli

gations, duty and self-discipline, and disapproval of 
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special privilege or favoritism. They also include trust 

and confidence in others. 

Reliability reported ranges from .67 to . 85. Reckless, 

Dinitz and Kay (1957) asked sixth grade teachers to 

nominate boys the.y felt to be immune to the influence of 

environmental pressures toward delinquency and boys felt to 

be potential de linqu ents. The "insulted" boys were found 

to have a mean Re score of 46 and the "potential" delin

quents a mean of 36, which was a highly significant dif

ference. Richardson and Roebuck (1965) compared delin

quents with their nondelinquent brothers and found signifi 

cantly higher Re scores among the nondelinquents. 

The Socialization (So) scale attempts to order indi

viduals along a continuum from asocial to social behavior 

a nd forecast the likelihood that they will break the rules 

established by their p arti cul a r culture (Gou gh, 1956b). So 

measures the extent to which values are internalized and 

made useful in the life of the individual (Gou gh, 1965a). 

So also deals with familial adjustment and feelings of 

opti mi sm and self -co nfidence as contrasted with feelings 

of despondency, alienation or inferiority. 

Reliability reported for the Socialization scale 

ranges from . 65 to .8 8. Many studies have compared So 

scores of delinquents and non-delinquents. The general 

design in these studies has been to compare adjudicated 

juvenile delinquents wit h a control group, matched for 
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environmental factors. These studies have found both male 

and female delinquents to have significantly lower So 

scores (Mega r gee , 1972, p. 61). A series of studies by 

Reckless (1957) has demonstrated predictive validity. 

Teachers nominated 101 6th grade boys that they felt were 

potential delinquents and 125 others, unlikely to get into 

trouble. Significantly higher So scores were found for 

the "good" than for the "bad" boys. 

The Self -control (Sc) scale was designed to assess 

self-regulation, self-control, freedom from impulsivity and 

self-centeredness (Gough, 1968). It also deals with re

straint of irrational behav ior and aggression, a reliance 

on thou ght and reason in problem situations, and shunning 

impulsive behavior. 

Reliability reported ranges for .68 to .87. Gough 

(1969) found significant differences between the Sc scores 

of extreme groups of boys and girls rated as most impulsive 

and least impulsive by their high school principals. He has 

also reported low but significant correlations (.21 to .34) 

between Sc scores and staff r ating of imulsivity. 

The Tolerance (To) scale was developed to identify 

permissive, accepting and nonju dgmen tal social beliefs and 

attitudes (Gough, 1969). It also reflects trust and con

fidence as opposed to cynicism and suspicion. Reliability 

reported ranges from .61 to .88. There have been several 

studies reporting significant correlations between the To 
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scale and other measures of nonjudgmental attitudes 

(Megargee, 1972, p. 68). Other than these correlations, 

there is little evidence to support the validity of the To 

scale. 

The Good Impression (Gi) scale was developed to 

identify dissimulated records for which the normative data 

did not apply (Gough, 1952), and also to identify people 

who are able to create favorable impressions and who are 

concerned about how others react to them (Gough, 1962). It 

may also be said that high scorersplace emphasis on the 

positive in their lives. 

Reliability reported for the Gi scale ranges from .6 5 

to .81. Most of the validational research done on the Gi 

scale has been with its ability to discriminate dissimulated 

records . For example, Gough (1969) found that 179 high 

school students, told to answer in a manner that presented 

the best possible impression, scored significantly higher 

than high school norms. 

Communality (Cm) is another validity scale and was 

designed to pick out protocols on which the respondent had 

answered in a random fashion. Re li ability reported for this 

scale range from .65 to .81. Gough (1969) devised 30 

answer sheets using a table of random numbers, with the even 

nLunbers classed as true and odd numbers as false. The mean 

Cm scale value obtained was 13.83, which was lower than any 

individual score observed under ordinary testing conditions. 
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The goal of the Achievement via Conformance (Ac) 

scale is to assess motivation and personality factors as

sociated with academic achievement in high school. The 

focus is on a need for achievement with an appreciation of 

structure and organization (Gough , 1968). High scorers also 

re gard themselves as workers who plan ahead, accept rules 

and regulations, like conforming behavior, is even-tempered 

and confident of his abilities (Megargee, 1972, p. 73) . 

Ac and Ai are among the most thoroughly researched CPI 

scales. Reliability reported ranges from .60 to .94. Gough 

(1963) and Pierce (1961) compared high and low achievers, 

all with high ability; Gough and Fink (1964) compared high 

and low achievers of average intelligence. Each study 

found significant differences on Ac subscores . Other 

studies have found a significant correlation between the 

relationship of Ai and grades in various types of courses 

(MacKinnon, 1964). 

The Achievement via Independence (Ai) scale was de

vised to predict achievement in college undergraduate 

courses where independent thought, creativity and self

actualization were valued (Gough, 1953). Reliability re

ported ranged from . 54 to . 81. Items reflect high tolerance 

for ambiguity and rejection of authoritarian attitudes, 

som e one willing to think for himself, enjoyment of intel

lectual activities) and well-developed moral values. 
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Most of the validation work on th e Ai scal e has t ake n 

place in coll ege settings . Seve ral have found significant 

assoc iations be t wee n Ai and GPA (Barn e tte, 1961; Bendi g , 

1958 ; Bendig and Klu gh, 1956 ; Gough, 1969). Helson (1967 ) 

conducted a study of a group of c r e ative coll ege seniors 

five years after gradu a tion. She found that creative, sing~ 

women, most of whom worked with sin g l e -minded determination 

at th e ir c a r e ers, had significantly hi ghe r Ai scores th an 

the other two groups. 

The Intellectual Eff i ciency (le) scale was develop e d 

to prov id e personality it ems that would corr e late si gnifi

can tl y with accep t ed meas ur es of int e lli ge nc e . The it ems 

r ef l ec t enjoym en t in intell ec tu a l pursuits, self-confidence 

and assu r ance , f r eedom fro m physical complaints, and 

ab ility to ge t alon g well with others without being overly 

susp i c ious, hostile or sensitive (Megargee , 1972, p. 81). 

Re liability r eport ed for th e l e scale ranges f r om . 68 

to . 85. Validity for the le sca le h as been thorou ghly 

studied . Gou gh (1969) r ep orts r esu lts of several studies 

in which le was corr e l a ted with various measures of int e l

li gence . Sign ific ant correlations were found 1n all of 

t hese s tu d i es . Other s tudi es have r e lat ed l e scores with 

academic achi eveme nt and cr ea tivity. 

The Psycholo g ical Mind ednes s (Py) sca l e was cr ea ted 

to "id entify individuals who are psychologically oriented 

and insightful concerning oth ers ." (Gou gh, 1968). Gough 
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(1969) also states that Py measu r es the extent to which the . 

person is int eres t ed ini and r es ponsive to, the inn er needs, 

motives and ex periences of other s . The high-Py person is 

able to conc e ntrat e on a probl em, tol e rate ambi guity and 

disorder, is not likely to change his mind easily, en joys 

work in ge nera l, is able to sacrifice immediate ne ed gratif:i:

cation to achieve long range goals, and is concern ed with 

practicality (Megargee , 1972). 

Reliability coefficients reported for the Py scale 

range from .22 to . 74 . Helson (1967) found that college 

seniors, nomin a ted by the faculty as b e ing unusually cre

a tive, were significantly hi ghe r on Py than their less 

creative classmates. Gough (19 69) has found significant 

corre lations (.40 to .44) be tween Py and the Psychologist 

scale of the Strong Vocational Int e r es t Blank. He has also 

found th at gradua te students in psychology and allied pro

fessions sc or e higher than people in other occupations. 

The Flexibility (Fx) scale was created to id en tify 

those who are flexible, adaptable and changeable in their 

thinkin g , behavior and temp e rment (Gough, 19 69). High 

score rs on Fx also t end to be impulsive, untidy and dis

organized, and have a relaxed view regardin g moral standards 

and ethical proscriptions (Megargee, 1972, p. 89). 

Reliability reported for the Flexibility scale ranges 

from .49 to .71. Studies compl e t ed on validity provide 
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some evidence that low Fx scores reflect ri gid ity, but 

litt~ e evidence that high scorers are flexible (Magargee , 

1972 1 p. 90). Gough (1951) reported significant correla

ti cns b etween the Fx scale scores and ratings of rigidity, 

and a lso significant correlations with the California F 

and E scales. Megargee (1972, p. 90) states that data pre

sent l y available indicates Fx to be one of th e l east valid 

of the CPI scales. 

The Femininity (Fe) scale was devised to differentiate 

men from women, and sexua l deviates from normals (Gough , 

1975 2). High scores indicate femininity and low scores 

indicate masculinity. Items deal with emotionality and 

int ~rpersonal s ensitivity. High scoring individuals may 

be i e scribed as restrained, modest , and as not being 

boi;terous or impulsive. 

Reliability r e ported for the Fe scale ranges from 

. 29 to .85. Validity studies have focused primarily on 

com)aring Fe scores of men and wome n . Gough (1969) com

par ed differences between 4,056 high school gir ls and 

3,5_2 boys, between 803 college women and 787 men and 

als o between 46 female psychology graduate students and 

113male psychology graduate students . Mean differences 

wer t a ll highly significant and point-biserial correlations 

ran fed from . 64 to .78. 
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Magarg e e (1972, p. 110-115) lists 20 factor analysis 

of the CPI performed from 1960 to 1964 . Studies have 

generally found five fac t ors to be operating in the CPI 

subscale scores. Factor I has high positive loadings for 

the CPI scales and Sense of Well-Being, Self-Control, Tol

erance, Good Impression and Achievement via Conformance . 

It has been variously described as "adjustment by social 

conformity" (mitchell and Pierce-Jones, 1960), "disciplined 

effectiveness" (Parloff et al. , 1968) or "mental health and 

personal efficiency'' (Leton and Walter, 1962). 

Factor II has high loadings for the scales of Domin

ance, Capacity for Status, Sociability, Social Presence, and 

Self-Acceptance. Mitchell and Pierce-Jones (1960) inter

preted this factor to be "social poise or extrav e rsion, 11 

a nd Le ton and Walter (1962) referr e d to it as "social poise 

or extraverson. 11 

Factor III is defined by high loadings on Achievement 

via Independ ence, Tolerance, Intellectual Efficiency, 

Responsibility and Psycholo g ical-mindedness. This factor 

has been t e rme d "int e llectual r e sourcefulnes s " (Mitchell, 

1963) or "capacity for indep e ndent thought and action" 

(Mitchell and Pi e rc e -Jones, 1960) . 

Factor IV has a high positive loadin g for the Femi

ninity scale . It has been call e d "emotional sensitivity 

vs. masculine tou gh-mind e dness" (Mitchell, 1963). 
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Factor V displays a high positive loading for the 

Socialization CPI subsca le, the Corrrrnunality subscale and a 

negative loading for the CPI Flexibility scale. Mitchell 

(1963) discusses this factor as being "superego strength." 

Pierce-Jones, Mitchell, and King (1962) call it "inflexible 

conformity to conventional standards." 

The Adjective Check List (ACL). The ACL consists of 

300 adjectives, arranged alphabetically. The subject 

checks all adjectives considered to be self-descriptive or 

descriptive of another person. The ACL can be scored for 

24 basic scales. Three of these are response set 

scales: total number of words marked, number of favorable 

adjectives checked, and n umber of unfavorable adjectives 

chec k ed. Other scales measure separate personality traits 

such as self-confidence, self-control , etc . The manual 

provides personality sketches of subjects scoring high 

and low on each of the scales. 

The ACL has also been used extensively to obtain 

observer's evaluations of another person in the Institute 

for Personality Assessment and Research (IPAR) research 

program, the inter-observer reliability was .61 to .75 . 

When using similar adjective clusters as the scoring system, 

the reliability was higher. Mean test-retest reliability 

for each word on the ACL was reported to be .54. 
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Research Design and Procedures 

This was a s tudy of construct validity, utilizing 

random groups , from a parent sample of college dormitory 

students , to determine if any relationships existed betwe e n 

results of the Self Inventory Scale and the California 

Psychological Inventory and the Adjective Check List. 

Subjects responding to the letter asking for partici

pation in this study were administered two instruments, 

the California Psychological Inventory and the Self Inven

tory Scale . At this time, they were asked to sign a re

lease of information form (Appendix C), giv ing their per

mission for th e ir results to be us e d in the study. The 

subjects were also asked to submit the names of two people 

in their dormitory, who they felt would know them quite 

well. The secon d name was requested in the event the other 

was unavailable or unwilling to help in the study . One of 

thos e peers was asked to complete an Adjective Check List 

describing the subject . This peer was asked to sign a 

release of information form (Appendix D). 

Rationale for Comparison of CPI and 

Self Inventory Scale Subscales 

It was proposed in this study that selected subscales 

from the CPI should show significant correlation with 

subscales of the Self Inventory Scale based on similarity 

of under l ying construct. The following is a descript i on of 

rationa l e for comparison of subscales to be correlated. 
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The Self Inventory Scale, General Self Evaluation 

(GEV) subscale was correlated with th e CPI Sense of Well

being (Wb) scale and Self-acceptance (Sa) scale. These sub

scales are concerned with a p e r s on's gene ral feelings of 

self worth, feelin gs of vitality and acceptance of their 

own human traits. 

The Self Inventory Scale, Self as Seen by Others (SBO) 

subscale was compared with the CPI Social Presence (Sp) and 

Good Impression (Gi) subscales. These subscales deal with 

the person's perceptions of how o the rs feel towards them 

and react to them. They also deal with spontaneity in 

s ocial settings and the ability to create favorable impres

sions . 

The Self Inventory Scale, Moral Self (MO) subscale 

was expected to b e correlated with th e Socialization (So), 

Self-control (Sc), and Responsibility (Re ) subscales from 

th e CPI. This group of subscales deal with the person's 

ability and desire to adhere to rules and re gu a lations es

tablished by society, concern for social and personal self

discipline, and the ability of the person to control ag

gress ion and live within a social setting. 

The Emotional Control (EC) subscale from the Self 

Inventory Scal e was expec ted to be correlated with the 

CPI Flexibility (Fx) and Femininity (Fe) subscal e s. The 

Femininity subsca l e measures characteristics usually ste r e o

typed as being fema l e persomlity tr aits such as emot ionality 
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and int erpersona l sensitivity. Emotional Control also 

deals with these character isti cs as emo tional spontaneity 

and a d es ire to r e late emotionally to others. High scorers 

on the Fe subscale may be described more as being r es trained 

and modest than as boisterous and impulsive. This deals with 

th e control factor in that a person scoring high on Emo

tional Control will deal with emotions in a constructive 

manner. Low scorers on the Flexibility subscale have been 

found to be ri g id, which may b e correlated with ~~y ' s 

description of the Low- EC person as being one who exhibits 

very tight cont rol of emot i ons because of fear of th em . 

The Self Inventory Scale, Social Skills (SS) sca le 

was expec t ed to be correlated with the CPI Sociability 

(Sy) scale, the CPI Tolerance (To) sca l e and the CPI 

Psychological-mindedness scale measures the ex t ent to 

which a person is interested in the needs of others and 1s 

responsive to others. These skills would seem to be a 

prerequisite for comfort with and enjoymen t of others. The 

Tolerance scale indicat es trust and confidence in others 

as opposed to cynicism and suspicion. This attitude would 

create a r e la xed and more open approach to r e latin g wi th 

others i n a social si tu ation. 

The Self Inventory Scale's All Skills (S K) subscale 

was expected to be correlated with the CPI Achievement 

via conformance (Ac) subscale, the Achieveme nt via Inde

pendence (Ai) subscale and the Intellectual Efficiency (Ie) 
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subscale. These CPI subscales meas ur e p ersona lity at

tribut es which underlie ach iev ement in other areas as well. 

A person scoring hi gh on these subsca l es is abl e to plan 

ahead , accept rules and r eg ulations when necessary, is con 

fident of his abi liti es and i s creative. Scor es on the 

All Skills subscale were also corr e lated with score s on the 

Intellectual efficiency subsc a l e b ecause le corr e lat es sig

nificantly with measures of int e lli ge nce. 

The SIS's Materia l Se lf (MS) subscale was ex pected to 

b e correlated with th e CPI Ca pacity for Status (Cs) sub

scale . The Material Self subscale deals with th e emphas is 

placed on socially d es irabl e p ossess ions by th e person. 

Capacity for Status d ea ls with " ex t er nal crit er ia of status, 

wh i ch are defined as r e lative l eve l of incom e , ed ucation, 

prestige and power attained" (Megargee, 1972, p. 45). 

Rat i on a l e for Comparison of th e ACL 

an d th e Se lf Inventory Scale 

The Adjective Chec k List was chosen for this study 

because an unco mp lic ated and rapidly administered in st rum e nt 

was n eeded for describing a sub j ec t by a peer. 

For us e in this study th e "lik ability " r a tio i s u se d. 

This was compared with each subsca l e of the Self Inventory 

Scale. 

When th e Adj ec tiv e Check Li s t has be e n used to sco r e 

ob serve r ev a luations, a "likability" r a tio has b een calcu -
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lated from the adjectives checked. This should correlate 

with th e social subscales, particularly, of th e Self 

Inventory Scale. The "likability" ratio is described as 

being th e number of favorable adjectives check ed divided 

by the numb e r of unfavorable adjectives checked added to 

the number of favorable adjectives checked (F/F+U). In a 

sample of 40 medical school seniors, th e likability ratio 

correlated +.66 with direct staff ratings of likability 

(Gough, 1965 ). 

Treatment of the Data 

A pearson Product Moment correlation matrix was com

puted for correlations of the subscale scores of the Self 

Inventory Scale and the CPI subscale raw scores. Correla

tions were ana lyz ed for significance at the .01 l eve l. 

Pearson Product Moment correlation coefficients were 

also computed in lik e manner for the ratio of favorable to 

unfavorable plus favorable adjectives checked, as described 

in the last section. Correlations were, also, analyzed 

for significance at the .01 level. 

Two tailed T t es ts were computed between th e scores 

of ma l es and scores of females on each of .the Self Inv entory 

Scale subscales. T-tests were tested for s i gnificance at 

the .05 l eve l. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The results of this study will be r eported in terms 

of each of the hypotheses stated in Chapte r I. 

Hypoth e sis I 

There is no correlation b e tw een raw scores from each 

subsca l e of the Self Inventory Scale and raw scores from 

each subscale of the California Psychological Inventory. 

A Pearson product-moment correlation matrix for the 

subscale scor e s of the CPI and the Self Inventory Scale 

is found in Tab l e 2 . The correlation matrix was computed 

using scores of 100 students, described in the samp l e . The 

complete correlation matrix computed , including inter-scale 

corr e lations within the two separate instruments is found 

in Append ix E. The within-test correlations obtained for 

th e CPI are quite comparable to those published in the CPI 

t e st manual. 

It can be seen by examining Table 2 and Table 3 (a 

list of significant correlations obtained between the SIS 

and the CPI) that 64 of the 126 correlations computed were 

significant at the .01 sign i ficance l eve l. Therefore, 

for these correlations, th e null hypothesis that ther e would 

be no significant cor relation between th e subscales of the 
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CPI and s ubs ca l es of the SIS was not supported. With the 

lar ge sample size of 100 us ed , a correlation of only .254 

was necessary to produce a significant correlation. The 

correlation coefficients determined to be significant will 

b e fur th er ana ly zed and discussed. 

Table 4 li s t s means and standard deviations obtained 

on the CPI and th e Self Inv en tory Scales. The CPI means, 

as reported for this samp le, closely parallel means reported 

in the CPI manue l for lar ge samples of college students (CPI) 

Manual, pp. 32-33). Means reported for th e sample on the 

Self Inventory scale are also similar to those obtained by 

May, in testing several groups of college s tud ents at Webe r 

State College. 

In the discussion of the tests to be used, contained 

in Chapter 3 , selected subscales of the CPI were proposed 

to correlate highly with selected subscales of i~the Self 

Inventory Scales because of the similarity of theory under

lying the two scales. The inter-correlations obtained for 

these selected subscales are found in Table 5. Eight of 

the projected sixteen correlat i ons were found to be signifi

cant at the .01 level of significance. 

The first subscale of the Self Inventory Scale, Gen

eral Self Evaluation was suggested to correlate with the 

CPI Well-b eing and Self-acceptance subscales. The cor

r e lation between General Self Evaluation and Well-being 

was .45, s i gnifican t at the .01 l eve l and above the .40 
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Tabl e 3 

Tab l e of Si gnificant Correlations at the .01 
Level Be twee n th e Se lf In ve ntor y Scal e 

SIS Subscale 

Gene ral Evaluation 

Self by Others 

Mor al Se lf 

and th e CPI 

CPI Subscale 

Sociability 
Well-b e in g 
Sociability 
Self-control 
Tolerance 
Good-impression 
Achi eveme nt via 

conformance 
Intellectual 

eff ici enc y 
F l ex ibility 

Dominance 
Sociability 
Self-acceptance 
Well-b e in~ 
Responsib ility 
Soc ializ a tion 
Se lf-co n trol 
Tolerance 
Good impr ess ion 
Commun a lity 
Achiev emen t via 

con formance 
Int e ll ec tual 

ef fici ency 

Soc ial Presence 
Well-being 
Resp onsibility 
Socialization 
Se lf-control 
Tolerance 
Good impr e ssion 
Communality 
Achievemen t via 

conformance 

Corr e l ation 
Coe ffici ent 

.35 

. 45;•, 

. 51 ;', 

.37 

.38 

. 29 

. 50;', 

. l,.2·'· 
-.30 

.35 

. 42 -:, 

.29 

. 44,•, 

. 28 

. 44;•, 

.27 

.32 

.31 

.28 

. 46·'· 

.36 

-.32 
. 35 
. 59;•, 
. 58;', 
. 51 ;', 
. 45;•, 
.44* 
. 51 ;', 

. 56;', 



Table 3 Continued 

SIS Subscale 

Mor al Se lf Cont. 

Emotional Control 

Soc ial Skills 

All Skills 

CPI Subscale 

Achi eveme nt via 
independence 

Flexibility 
Femininity 

Sociability 
Soci a l presence 
Self-acceptance 
Well-being 
Socialization 
Self-control 
Tolerance 
Good impression 
Achievement via 

conformance 
Achievement via 

independence 
Intellectual ef

ficiency 
Psychological 

mindedness 

Dominance 
Capacity for Status 
Sociability 
Social Presence 
Self-acceptance 
Well-being 
Good impression 
I ntellectua l 

effic i e n cy 

Dominance 
Capacity for Status 
Sociability 
Social pr ese nce 
Self-acceptance 
Well -b e in g 
Good impres sio n 
Achiev e ment via 

conformance 
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Correlation 
Coefficient 

.32 

. 34 

.46,', 

. 33 

.26 

.26 

.52* 

.37 

.4 2,', 

. 42,•, 

.44,', 

. 48,', 

.30 

.4Q ,', 

.36 

.45,', 

. 47,'· 

. 63,'· 

. 55;•, 

. 58,'· 

. 32 

.29 

.26 

. 51 ;', 

.42,', 

. 4 7,•, 

.31 

.33 

.35 

. 28 

.37 



Tabl e 3 Continued 

SIS Subscale 
SIS Subscale 

All Skills Cont . 

Material Self 

*Correlations above .40 

CPI Subscale 
CPI Subscale 

Intellectual 
efficiency 

Flexibility 

Psychological
mindedness 
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Corr e lation 
Coeff ici ent 

.37 
-. 27 

-.28 



Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations of Sample Tested 
on th e CPI and Self Inventory Scales 

Total Men Women 

so 

Scales Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

CPI 
Do 29.2 5.9 29.6 5.6 29.0 6 . 1 
cs 19.1 4.1 19.2 3.7 19.1 4.3 
Sy 25 .2 5.04 24.5 4.8 25.6 5.2 
Sp 36 .5 5.9 35.8 5.6 36 .6 6.1 
Sa 22.3 3.4 22.3 3.3 22.3 3.5 
1vb 34.6 5.5 34.1 6.9 34.9 4.5 
Re 28.7 5.3 27.8 5.95 29.3 4.9 
So 36.5 6.0 34 .6 6.7 37•. 8 5.5 
Sc 25.4 7.9 25.7 9.15 26 .3 7.0 
To 21.8 4 . 5 20.6 5 . 3 27.. 6 4 .0 
Gi 16.1 5 .7 16.2 6.4 16.1 5.2 
Cm 25 . 5 1. 9 25.1 2 .0 25.8 1. 9 
Ac 26.3 5.1 25.8 5.9 26.8 4.6 
Ai 19.5 3.5 18.8 4.0 20 .1 3 .1 
le 38 . 3 5.4 28.1 5.4 38.5 5.4 
Py 11. 9 2.8 11. 5 3.0 12.1 2.7 
Fx 10.3 4.0 9.5 4.1 10.8 3.9 
Fe 20 . 2 3 . 5 16. 7 3 . 3 22.5 3.7 

SIS 
GEV 76.3 12.l 77.0 12.3 75.9 12.0 
SBO 104.9 13.3 102.3 14.2 106.7 12.7 
NO 77.2 11. 3 74.4 13.2 79 .0 9.8 
EC 68 .8 11. 6 68 .3 11. 2 69 .2 11. 9 
SS 67 .5 11. 9 66.9 11. 8 67 .9 12.0 
SK 69 .3 10.1 70.9 9.3 66.9 10.6 
MS 57.3 9.4 56.2 9.9 58.1 9.1 



Table 5 

Corr e lation Coefficients for Subscales of th e 
Self Inventory Scale and Subscales 
Previously Selected for Correlation 

from the CPI 

51 

SIS 
Sub scale 

CPI 
Sub scale 

Correlation 
Coeff icient 

General self 
Evaluation 

Self by Others 

Moral Self 

Emotional 
Control 

Social 
Skills 

All Skills 

Mat er ial Se lf 

Well-being 
Self-acceptance 

Social presence 
Good impression 

Socialization 
Self-control 
Responsibility 

Flexibility 
Femininity 

Sociability 
Tolerance 
Psychological-

mindedness 

Achievement via 
conformance 

Ach i evement via 
independence 

Intellectual 
eff ici ency 

Capacity for 
status 

*Significant at th e .01 Level 

. 43,·. 

.22 

.21 

. 31, '· 

. 53,·. 

. 51,'· 

. 59;•, 

.18 

. 63;', 

. 22 

.22 

. 37;', 

.37* 

-.21 
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l eve l indicated by Wylie to b e the corr e lation level usu

ally selected for interpr e tation (Wylie, 197~ p. 96). The 

correlation list e d b e tw ee n General Self Evaluation and Se lf

ac cep tance was .22, not a significant corre lation. Se lf

acceptance sco r e s correlate more highly with subscales on 

th e CPI and th e SIS, which ar e more highly lo ade d with the 

social area. 

The Self Inv e ntory Scal e , Se lf by Oth e rs subscale was 

projected to correlate with the CPI Social pr ese nce and 

Good impr ess ion subscales. The correlation of .21 found 

with Social presence was not significant, but th e corr e la

tion of .31 with th e Goo d i mpress ion s ubsc a l e was signifi

cant a t the .01 si gn ificanc e l eve l. 

Th e Self Inv en tory Sca l e , Mor a l Self s ub sca l e was 

proposed to correlate with th e CPI Socialization , Se lf

contro l and Respons ibilit y subsca l es . These correlations 

we r e fou nd to b e .58, .51 and . 59, r es p ec tiv e ly. All of 

th ese correlations were significant and r e lativ e ly high. 

It was s u ggeste d that th e Self In ve ntory Sca l e, 

Emotional Control subsca l e wou ld corr e l a te with the Flexi 

bility and Femininity subscales . Ne ith e r of th ese cor

r e l a tions were found to b e significan t. 

It wa s proposed that the Se lf Inv entory Scale, Social 

Skills subscale wou l d co rr e lat e with th e CPI subscales of 

Sociability, Tolerance and Psychological - mindedness . Onl y 

on e of thes e correlations prov e d to be significant, th at 

of Social Skills and Sociability (.63). 
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Of th e proposed correlations between the Self Inven

tory Scal e , All Skills subscale, the two achievement sub

scales and the Intellectual Efficiency subscale, two were 

found to be significant. These were between the All Skills 

subsca le and the CPI Achievement via conformance and 

Int e ll ectua l eff ici ency subscales (both .37). 

The correlation proj e ct ed b e tw een the Self Inv entory 

Scale, Material Se lf subscale a nd the CPI Capacity for 

status subscale was not found to be significant. 

It wou ld seem that many of th ese correlations pre

sented predictable relationships that offer some e vid ence 

for constructs pres ent in both sets of scales . A more 

detailed analysis of the data revealed previously unpre

dicted relationships that furnish interesting food for 

thought. Many of these relationships involve the configur

ation of significant correlations b e tween th e CPI sub 

sca l es and the Self Inv en tory Scale subsca l es . These 

configurations will be analyzed in the discussion section . 

Hypothesis 2 

There i s no corre lation between raw scores from 

each subscale of th e Self Inventory Scale and a ratio 

of positive vs. n ega tive adjectives checked on the Ad

j ec tive Check List (ACL) by a student peer. 

The "likability" score computed from the results 

of the ACL was a ratio of favorable adjec tiv es checked 
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to favorable plus unfavorable adjectives checked (f/f+u) 

as described in the Adjective Check List Manual. 

Pearson product-moment correlations were computed 

between "likability" scores on the Adjective Check List 

and each of the subscales of th e Self Inventory Scale. 

Correlation coefficients computed are locat ed in Table 

6 . 

Correlation coefficients were computed using Adjec

tive Check List scores of 80 students. The fact that 80 

instead of 100 students were used was attributed to some 

subject 's unwillingness or inability to nominate peers 

who knew them well, or to the unwillingness of some peers 

nominated to complete the form. 

As indicated in Table 6, only one correlation co

efficient was found to be significant at the .01 l eve l of 

significance, the correlation between Material Self and 

"likability" (.28). Although the correlation was sta 

tistically significant, it is of little practical sig

nificance in terms of the small amount of variance ex 

plained. The hypothesis of no significant correlation 

between Adjective Check List "likability" scores and 

Self Inventory Scale subscores was supported by data for 

six of seven Self Inventory Scale subscales. Data failed 

to support the hypothesis for the }later ial Self subscale. 

The mean "likability" score for the sample was .845 

and the standard deviation was .15. This data indicates 



Table 6 

Correlation Coefficients for Subscales of th e 
Self Inv ento ry Scale and the "likability" 

Ratio from th e Adjective Check List 

SIS 
Subscale 

Genera l Self Evaluation 

Self by Others 

Mora l Self 

Emotional Control 

Social Skills 

All Skills 

Material Self 

*Significant at the .01 Level 

Corr elation 
Coefficient 

.00 

.09 

.02 

.16 

-.11 

-.05 

. 2s~·-
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the presence of a skewed distribution. 1.00 is the maxi-

mum "likability" score obtainable and scores below .50 

in dicate a l arger number of unfavorable than favorable 

adject i ves checked. A score of . 50 is more than two stan -

dard deviations below the mean for this sample, indicating 

a tendency to report persons described in a very favorable 

manner. 

Hypothesis 3 

There is no significant difference for subscale scores 

on th e Self Inv entory Scale between male and female student& 
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Two-tailed T-tests we re computed between Self Inven

tory Scale subscale scores of male and female subj ec ts. 

Table 7 contains data used to analyze this hypothesis. 

Diff e r ences compared were found to be significant for two 

of the subscales, those of the Moral Se lf and the All Skills 

subscales. Female subjects scored significantly higher 

than males on the Moral Self variable, while male subjects 

scored significantly higher than females on the All Skills 

variable. 

Table 7 

Summary of T-test Results be twee n Men and Women 
for Subscales of th e Self Inventory Scale 

sos Subscale DF T 

General Evaluation 98 .45 

Se l f by Others 98 -1. 65 

Moral Self 98 -2. 04;', 

Emotional Control 98 -. 39 

Social Skills 98 -.4 3 

All Skills 98 1. 99;•, 

Mat eria l Se lf 98 -1. 01 

')': Significant at the .05 Level 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 



Means and standard deviations for male and female 

subjects are located in Table 4. 
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The hypothesis of no significant difference be twee n 

male and f emal e subj ec ts was supported for five of th e 

seve n Se lf Inventory Scale subscales. The data failed to 

support th e null hypothesis for the Moral Self and th e All 

Skills subscales. 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this study was to begin validation of 

the Self Inventory Scale by correlating results of the SIS 

with results of the CPI, and with results of the Adjective 

Check List, completed by a peer, as a description of the 

subject. Differences between male and female subscale 

scores on the Self Inventory Scale were also reported. 

This section is devoted to discussing and drawing 

implications and conclusions about the data reported in 

the preceding chapter. To facilitate reading, the conclu

sions will be divided into th e categories represented by 

the hypothesis. 

Discussion of Re sults Related 

to Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1. This subsection wil l discuss correla

tions between the subscales of the CPI and the Self Inven

tory Scales. 

Subscal e intercorrelations discussed will genera lly 

be those above the .40 level, selected for previously pre

sented reasons. 

The first subscale of the Self Inventory Scale, 

General Self Eva lu ation (GEV), has been designed to be very 



ge n era l in natur e and taps fe e lin gs concerning a rather 

broad spectrum of self-concept variabl es . May designed 
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this subscale by takin g it ems from eac h of the other sub

scales and making them so broad in wording that they could 

no lon ge r be id ent ifi ed as belonging to the other subscales . 

An examination of the correlation coefficients between this 

subscale and the CPI subscales, also r eve als that those 

rath er highly int erco rr e lated would seem to tap a broad 

range of v ariab l es . It was predicted in Chapter 3 that 

General Se lf Eva luation would corr e late with the CPI Well

being and Self-acceptance subscales. GEV did , ind ee d, show 

corre l ation with th e Well-being subscale. This indicates 

that both subscales may manifest a genera l feeling of 

physical and psychological h ea lth. The proposed correlation 

between Genera l Self Evaluation and th e Se lf-acceptanc e sub

scale was not born out. The Self-acceptance subscale seemed 

to correlate, both on the Self Inventory Scale and within 

the CPI , it se lf, wi th subscales dealing with social vari

ab l es . 

The second su bscale of th e Self Inventor y Scal e , 

Se lf by Others (S BO), was also d es i gne d to tap a rather 

broad spectrum of variabl e s, with th e add{tion of a feedback 

dimension. May designed this subscale as an indication of 

th e feedback persons perceiv ed that they were rec e ivin g 

from others in areas delin e ated by each of th e other Self 

Inventory Scale subscal e s. Examination of th e results, 
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list e d in Tabl e 2, also d emonstrates th a t corr e lation co

e f f i c i ents obtain e d, e sp e cially those above 140, ar e a 

s amplin g of s e v e ral a r e as of th e CPI, as th e y should b e if 

th e s ubscale de finiti on is accurate. It was projected in 

Chapt e r 3 that Se lf by Oth e rs should correlat e with the 

CPI So c i a l pr e s ence and Good impr e ssion subscal e s. Th e cor

r e lation with Good impr e ssion, althou gh not hi gh, was in

d ee d si gnificant. The corr e lation obtained with Social 

p rese nce was not si gnificant. 

Sub sc al e s of th e CPI showin g hi gh e r corr e l a ti on with 

th e Se lf by Oth e rs subscal e we re Sociability, indicatin g a 

t ende n cy to b e out goin g , Sens e of Well-b e in g , i nd icatin g 

ph ys ic a l and p sy cholo g i c al h ea lth a nd vit a lity, Soci a li

za t i on , a s sess in g th e p e r s on's ac ce pt a n ce of so c ial mo r e s, 

and Achi e v eme nt via c on f orman ce , asse ssin g th e p e r s on' s 

n ee d for a ch i eve me nt and a bilit y to achi eve in a s et tin g 

r equ irin g c on fo rmity. It would fo llow lo g i ca lly that 

p e r s on s di s pla y in g th e s e traits would b e mor e pron e to re

ce iv e po s itive f ee dback fro m oth e r s . 

Th e t h ird s u bs c al e of the Se lf Inv e ntor y Sc a l e , Mor a l 

Se l f (MO), was d e si gn e d to me asur e t he ex t e nt to which a 

p e r s on has a d ef in e d s e t of v a lu e s and adhe r e s t o t he s e 

v a lu e s. From an ex amination of Ta bl e 2, it is int e r e stin g 

to no t e t h at th e Moral Se lf subscal e corr e l a t e s hi ghly, 

and a lm os t ex clusiv e ly, with s ubscale s g roup e d to ge ther 

by Gou gh b e caus e they dealt with r e sponsibility, sociali-
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socialization, maturity and intrapersonal structuring of 

values. The oth e r two subscales showing correlations above 

th e .40 level are Achievement via conformance, indicating 

ability to achieve in a structured situation, and Femininit~ 

d ea lin g with personal restraint and freedom from impulsivit~ 

These characteristics would seem to accompany a "moral" 

person as defined for the Moral Self subscale. It is also 

significant to note that this subscale seems to corr e late 

with subscales listed by Michell (1963) and Mitchell and 

Pierce-Jones (1960) to be hi ghly load e d with Factor V of 

their factor analysis of th e CPI. Factor V has been d e 

scr ib ed as being h uman itarian conscience (Parl off et al., 

1968) , s e lf- c ontrol and ability to be conscience-directed. 

Factor analysis ha s found this factor to have a high po si 

tiv e loadin g on th e So and Cm subscales and a n ega tive 

loading on th e Flexibility s ub sca le. The Moral Self su b

sca l e was found to correlate .52, .58 and -.34, r espec tive

ly, with the subscales found to b e high on Factor V. The 

CPI subscales pr e dict e d in Chapt e r 3 to corr e l a te highly 

with the Mora l Self subscale were Socialization, Se lf

control and Responsibility, all of which showed hi gh and 

sign ificant c orr ela tions. 

The fourth subscale of th e Self Inv e ntory Scale, 

Emoti ona l Control (EC), was develop e d to measure th e ex tent 

to wh ich a p e rson can express and deal with both positive 

and n eg ative emotions in a constructive manner. CPI 
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subscales found to correlate highly with the Emotional 

Control subscale are exc lusively, with the exception of 

Int e llecutal Efficiency ( . 40), CPI subscales found in many 

other studies to be hi gh ly loaded with Factor I . Factor I 

has b ee n found to have high loadings on CPI subscales of 

Sense of Well-being (r = . 52), Self-control (r = .42), 

Tolerance (r ~ . 42) , Good impression (r = . 44) and Achieve

ment via conformance (r = . 48) . This factor has b ee n 

described as adjustment by social conformity (Mitchell, 

1963), s e lf-control (Springob and Struening, 1964) and 

disciplined effectiveness (Parloff, 1968). Th ese descrip

tions of this fa c tor would seem to corroborate May's d es 

cription of th e Emotional Control subscale. 

The CPI subsca l es suggested to correlate with the 

Emoti ona l Control subscale in Chapt e r thr ee , we r e F l ex ibili

ty and Femininity. Neither of these co rr e lation coeffici

e nts were s i gnificant . There is a pos s i b ility that if the 

samp l e had included mor e p e rsons scoring low on Emotional 

Control, th e correlation with Fl exi bility may hav e b ee n 

hi ghe r, s inc e the Flexibility subsc a l e has b ee n found to be 

more valid for th e low e r e nd of the distribution . 

Th e fifth Se lf Inv e ntory Sc a l e subscale, Social 

Skills (SS), was devised to measure a p e rson ' s own per

ception of his ability to r e late to others. A person 

scoring high on this subscal e is participative, confident 

in soc ial situations, and gr eg arious. CPI subscales 
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correlat in g highly with the Social Skills subscale are 

comple t e ly those, found by many studies, to have high 

factor loadin gs on Factor II of results of factor anlays is 

of the CPI. These subscales include Dominance (r = .45), 

Capacity for Status (r = .47), Sociability (r = . 63), So

cial presence (r = .55) and Self-acceptance (r = .59). 

This factor has been named and described as being social 

poise (Mitch e ll, 1963), assertive self-assurance (Parloff, 

1968), and has also been termed interpersonal effective 

ness (Megargee, 1972, p. 112). These terms would seem to 

app ly, very aptly, to the intent of the Social Skills 

subscale . 

It was predicted, previously, that the Social Skills 

subsca l e would correlate with the CPI Sociability, Toler

ance and Psychologica l-min dedness subscales . The inter

correlation between Sociability and Social Skills was 

significant and high. The other two correlations were 

not significant. 

The sixth Self Inventory Scale subscale, All Skills 

(SK), was founded on th e th eory that the self-concept comes 

from being able to do a few things better th an other peopl~ 

Skil ls involved in questions are physical, intellectual, 

ar tistic, soc i al and general sk ills. Upon exam inati on of 

the correlation coefficients listed for the All Skills 

subscale and the CPI subscal es in Table 2, it would seem 

that the All Skills subscale deals with a social variable, 
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as well as, an intellectual and organizational variable . 

The All Skills subscale shows strong correlations with the 

Dominance (r = .51) subscale, which is an indic a tor of 

leadership characteristics, th e Capacity for Status (r = 

.42) subscale, which involves th e influenc e of literary and 

aesthetic int e rests (Megargee , 1972, p. 46), and the 

Sociability (r = .47) subscale, which id entifi es out g oing 

individuals and also tends to reflect intell ec tual and 

cultural interests (Mega r gee , 1972, p. 46), and the 

Sociability (r = .47) subscale, which id e ntifi es out go in g 

in dividua ls and also t ends to r eflec t int e ll ec tual and 

cultural interests (Megargee, 1972, p. 48). These sub 

scales would seem to b e congruent with the stated purposes 

of the All Skills subscale . 

It was formerly pr edic t e d that th e All Skills sub

scale would cor r elate with the CPI Ach i evement via con

formance subsca l e , th e Acievement v i a independence su b

sca l e and th e Intellectu a l eff ici ency subscale . The 

Achievement via conformance and th e Intellectual effic i

ency s ub sca l e correlations were found to be s i gn ific ant , 

although not above .40. The Achievement via independence 

correlation wit h the All Skills subscale was not signifi

cant. It wou ld seem that this subscale should, logically, 

corre lat e more hi ghly with th e All Skills subscale, but 

it may b e that skills involved in th e All Skills sub

scale r equi r e more social int e raction than ind e p end en t 

action . 
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There is also some question concerning why the All 

Skills subscale did not correlate more highly with CPI 

subscales found to be highly loaded with Factor III, termed 

to be intellectual resourcefulness (Mitchell, 1963). 

The last Self Inventory Scale subscale, Material Self 

(MS), was devised to test the theory that a person's physical 

image and possessions effect his self-concept. This scale 

seems to be independent of most of the CPI subscales and 

factors. The only significant correlation obtained between 

the Material Self subscale and CPI subscales was a low, 

negative correlation between Material Self and Psychological

rnindedness (r = -.28). It would seem to be logical that 

Material Self would Correlate negatively with Psychological

mindedness , since a concern for understanding the inner 

feelings of oneself and others would be antithetical to 

a high level of concern with more peripheral matters. The 

Material Self subscale was proposed to correlate with the 

Capacity for Status subscale, a proposal which was not 

substantiated by the data. 

Hypothesis 2. Correlations between the ACL "likabili

ty" score and subscale of the Self Inventory Scale will be 

disc ussed . 

The only significant correlation coefficient bet wee n 

the Self Inventory Scale and Adjective Check List data was 

between the Mater ial Self subscale and the ACL "likability" 

score. This correlation, although significant, was low 
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(r = .28). There may be some small relationship between a 

person's social image and the emphasis he places on appear

ance and possessions for this sample . 

It was observed that, when asked to nominate a person 

who knew them we ll, subjects nominated their best friends. 

The extremely high ratio of favorable to unfavorable 

adjectives calls into question the objectivity of their 

friend's observations. It would seem that the subject's 

friend tended to view the subject in an extremely favorable 

light, which would seem logical from the method of enlisting 

peers used. A much better method would have been to select 

a more impartial observer to complete the Adjective Check 

List. 

Another factor which may have influenced results in 

some way, was the fact that only 80 of 100 peers completed 

Adjective Check List forms. Some subjects were newly 

arrived at the school and, reportedly, felt that no one 

knew them well enough to fill out descriptive forms. For 

the rest of the uncompleted forms, peers were unwilling to 

participate. 

Hypothesis 3. A comparison between scores of males 

and females on the Self Inventory Scale subscales will be 

discussed. 

The difference between male and female responses on 

the Self Inventory Scale subscales was found to be signifi

cant for two of the seven subscales. Women scored 
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nificantly high e r on All Skills. 
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Men, according to these findings, tend to report that 

they are more skillful, and women to report that they adhere 

to stronger moral codes, These findings are supported by 

social stereotypes, which grant to males more freedorne to 

excell, and to females, less moral freedom. 

Conclusions 

An examination of CPI subscales, which showed signifi

cant correlations with Self Inventory Scale subscales (espe

cially those of .40 an d above a break-off point chosen based 

on Wylie, 1974), reveals predictable and logical relation

ships. This is especially true when configurations of 

correlations .40 and above are considered. Correlation 

coefficients offer evidence of construct validity for scales 

of the Self Inventory Scale. They also shed light on 

possible interpretations for some of these scales. A careful 

analysis, however, will reveal that some relationships that 

were h ypot hesized, and some relationships that might have 

been, were not confirmed by the data. 

The correlation between Self Inventory Scale subscales 

and the Adjective Check List "likability" ratio added 

little to the understanding of factors influencing varia

bility of scores on the Self Inventory Scale subscales. 

The analysis of differences in scores on the Self 

Inventory Scale subscales between males and females 
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delineated significant differences on two of the subscale 

scores. This indicates that developing norms for both males 

and females may be useful for the interpretation of this 

test. 

This study is a starting point for the accumulation of 

evidence necessary to establish construct validity for the 

Self Inventory Scale. In the words of Wells and Marwell 

(1976, p. 196), "construct validation is a continual and 

cumulative process, always incomplete and open to new 

evidence and analysis." 

Limitations 

1. Only residents of university dormitories were 

included in the sample. 

2. Only students at Utah State University were in

cluded in the sample. 

3. Subjects were asked to nominate a peer to complete 

an ACL form, themselves. Objectivity of the description 

may have been increased if more impartial observers had 

been used to describe the subjects. 

4. Only 80 of 100 peers completed Adjective Check 

List forms. 

Recommendations 

For further study of the construct validity of the 

Self Inventory Scale, it is recommended that: 
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Norms be established for male and female populations 

on the Self Inventory Scale. 

A factor analysis of the Self Inventory Scale be 

completed. 

Studies of "known 1
' group discrimination should be 

undertaken for profiles of the Self Inventory Scale and for 

subscale scores. An example of these discrimination investi

gations would be to compare score differences between 

clinical and non-clinical populations. 
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APPENDICES 



Appendix A 

Letter asking for participants 
in the study 



Dear Student; 

I am presently involved in researching the area of self
concept, in relation to completing a Master's degree in the 
Department of Psychology here at USU. 

79 

Your name was drawn at random from a list of residents living 
in this dorm. If you would be willing to help with this 
research it would require approximately two hours of your 
time, long enough to complete two psychological inventories. 
It would also require you to submit the names of two people 
that know you well, one of whom will be asked to complete a 
checklist about you. 

All of this information is used for research only and will be 
held in strict confidence. If you would be interested in 
discussing your results, this could be arranged at a later 
date. 

The following are dates, times, and place where the testing 
will take place. Please choose one time most convenient for 
you, or if you cannot come at one of these times, arrange
ments can be made for another time, by checking with me. 

Place: West High Rise -- study room in basement. 
(Room number 7004) 

Dates & Times: Jan. 16 (Monday) 6:30 P.M. 

Jan. 17 (Tuesday) 2:00 P.M. 

Jan . 19 (Thursday) 2:00 P.M. 

Jan. 21 (Saturday) 2:00 P.M. 

You do not need to bring anything with you, all materials 
will be provided. 

Your cooperation is great ly appreciated. If you have any 
questions you can reach me by asking for me at the main 
desk in the West High Rise. 

T~nk ?7ou! , , , 

J;..:/J4,c•~ { 
David Newbold 
West High Rise 
Logan, UT 84321 

752-4860 

Department of Psychology 

Graduate Committee: 

William R. Dobson, Ph.D. 
Keith T. Checketts, Ph.D. 
Michael R. Bertoch, Ph.D. 
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Appendix B 

Self Inventory Scale 

This is an experimental instrument designed to examine 

how people evaluate themselves in relationship to a number of 

items which seek to measure what some psychologists feel 

are important areas of self perception. Unlike some pscyolo

gical instruments, there is no attempt to hide the real 

meaning of any of these questions. The meaning should be 

obvious to anyone taking this inventory. Validity will 

require the honest answers of the respondent. 

Enclosed you will find a response sheet. Please fill 

in your name and other information. This information will 

be used for research purposes only. 

Please read each question and ask yourself such ques

tions as "to what degree does this apply to me," "how 

strongly do I feel about this," "how true is this statement 

in my case." If the statement is very true in your case, or 

you feel strongly about it, or it really describes you, 

you should circle 5 in the response area.· If it is seldom 

or never true about you, or if you do not have strong 

feelings about it, you should circle 1. An answer of 3 

would indicate that your reactions to it were about average, 
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not very strong one way or the other. Responses of 2 and 4 

indicate feelings between average and not at all, and 

between average and a grea t deal. 

w 
~ 
H 
~ 

H w 
> w 

H ~ w 
~ H w 
§ 0 ~ w H z s ~ ~ 

0 ~ s ~ H ~ w ~ w H 
~ w > w 
t-l (/) ~ > 

' 
11 1 2 3 4 5 

12 1 2 3 4 5 

Please respond to all items. It is usually best to 

use your first impression or thought in responding to the 

items. 



The Self Inventory Scale 

1. There are quite a few people I can think of I have 

intentionally mistreated. 
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2. Feelings of deep gloom and despair are not unknovm to me. 

3. I don't tend to notice how others look because it is 

not important to me. 

4. I need a great deal of self improvement. 

5. Very often I am told that I think clearly and have a 

lot of good ideas. 

6. Other people always seem to come up with better ideas 

than I do. 

7. In group conversations I usually keep my thoughts and 

feelings to myself. 

8. I am very g ood at any athletic activity. 

9. My emotional life is rich and full of satisfaction for 

me. 

10. I am a good person who you can honestly respect and 

trust. 

11. Others think of me as too vain about how I look. 

12. I wish I could eo to a good plastic surgeon and have 

a job done on my face. 

13. I am very good at meeting people for the first time. 

14. I usually stick to doing what I know is right. 

15. I am not easily depressed. 



16. Others can and do influence me to do things I know 

I would not do other wise. 
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17. I am not bothered by my misdeeds unless I am caught. 

18. I often wonder what people really mean when they say 

things. 

19. I think that I have terrible personality. 

20. I can carry out conversations very adeptly. 

21. I often do things which I know will hurt others. 

22. I am afr~id to show my emotions to others. 

23. It really gives me a lift when I purchase a new item 

of clothing, jewelry or other personal item. 

24. I have a g ood talent for making other people feel at 

ease. 

25. Before I do something involving another person I always 

ask myself how my actions mi ght affect him. 

26. I am affectionate and I show it. 

2 7. I can criticize others , and do when it is called for, 

rather than dodge the issue. 

28. Physically I am quite ugly. 

29. I am basically pleased about most aspects of myself. 

30. Physically I like what I see when I l .ook into a mirror. 

31. People see me as very warm and g enerous. 

32. If I notice that someone close to me has more things 

than I do I become quite upset. 

33. Those who know me well know I am very disobedient. 
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34. I have not been very successful in most of the things 

I have tried, 

35, Patience is one of my virtues, 

36. My personal rules of action are to do what seems natural 

at the time. 

37. I have been told that I am a morally week person. 

38. I seem to have to work extra hard to just be average. 

39. I don't feel that I am very popular. 

40. I don't like others to see me become emotional. 

41. If persons knew my real intentions, they would think 

much less of me. 

42. Since I can't do much about the way I look , I don't 

worry about it. 

43. Not many persons would want my "looks." 

44. I become depressed if I take a good look at myself. 

45. I often notice how many people there are who are more 

intelli g ent than I. 

46. I am very careful about my appearance in public and I 

spend a good deal of time grooming, etc. 

47. I am frequently snappy and ill tempered with people . 

48. I am often spiteful to those who wrong me. 

49. I classify myself as very socially adept. 

50. I almost never loose my temper , 

51. I think that I am pretty (handsome). 

52 . I have often been told that I am witty and intelligent. 

53. I am really a ver y superior person. 
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54 . Even if it were not in my best interest, I would try to 

do what I believe is right, 

55. I can cheer people up easily. 
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Appendix C 

Release of Information Form 

I, 
(please print name) 

hereby give my permission to 

David Newbold to use test results and scores of The Self 

Inventory Scale, the California Psychological Inventory and 

the Adjective Check List in his research. I understand that 

my results will be held in strict confidence. 

(please sign) 

(date) 

(witness) 

Please include the names of two persons that know you well, 

that can be asked to complete a short checklist about you. 

Please list someone that lives in either East or West High 

Rise or Richards Hall. 

(name--please print) (dorm & room no.) 

(name--please print) (dorm & room no.) 
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Appendix D 

Release of Information Form 

I, , hereby give my permission ~~-,-~~~--:;,---~~~-:----,:--~~~ 
(name--please print) 

to David Newbold to use test results and scores of the 

Adjective Check List in his research. I understand that 

my results will be used for research only and held in 

strict confidence. 

(please si gn) 

(date) 

(witness) 
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App end ix E 

Correl a tion Matr ix 

Californi a Psycholo g ical Inventory 
and Se lf I n ventor y Scale 
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omitt ed f ro m co rre la t ion co ef fici e nts. 
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