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Two studies are reported which investigated the
construct validity and reliability of the Ghiselli Self-
Description Inventory as a measure of self-esteem.
The first study, using a multitrait-multimethod ma-
trix, found little evidence for the construct validity
of the instrument. The second study found a signifi-
cant, although low, test-retest reliability for the in-
strument. The degree and pattern of relationships
of the instrument with other psychological measures
differed for its first and second administrations.
These findings are discussed relative to the con-
tinued use of the instrument in research and the
general study of self-esteem in the context of or-
ganizational behavior.

In recent years, it has become increasingly
common for theoretical formulations of organi-
zational behavior to feature constructs based on
self-referent attitudes (cf. Lawler, 1971, 1973;
Mansfield, 1973). One of the earliest and most
noteworthy of these formulations is the cognitive
consistency-based theory of Korman (1970,
1976). Korman’s model suggests that individuals
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will engage in and find satisfying those be-
havioral roles which maximize their sense of
cognitive balance or consistency. Although he
has repeatedly found general support for the
proposition that individuals will behave in ways
which are consistent with their attitudes about
themselves, (i.e., their operating levels of self-es-
teem), Korman’s research evidence rests exclu-
sively upon the apparent measurement of self-
esteem as obtained by the Self-Assurance Scale
of the Ghiselli (1971) Self-Description Inventory
(GSDI/SA).

Recent reviews of the empirical tests of this
consistency hypothesis and its various deriva-
tives (Dipboye, 1977; Jones, 1973) indicate not
only a lack of uniform support for the theory,
but also an inability to eliminate self-enhance-
ment theory as a plausible alternative explana-
tion for the findings that have provided support.
In order to help resolve these issues, Dipboye
(1977) proposed an examination of the conver-
gent and discriminant validity of the instru-
ments purporting to measure self-esteem. He
particularly recommended a study of the
GSDI/SA.
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74 APPLIED PSYCHOLOGICAL MEASUREMENT

It is obvious that the equivocality evident in
research of this type cannot be completely re-
solved when the validity and reliability of the in-
struments used to measure the variables of in-
terest remain unknown. The purpose of the
studies reported below was, therefore, to exam-
ine the response characteristics of the GSDI/SA
and to determine if its continued use as a meas-
ure of self-esteem is warranted.

Study I

The first study was designed to investigate the
convergent and discriminant validity of the
GSDI/SA as evidence of its construct validity.
Since any two measures may correlate highly
with one another because of common method, as
well as trait variance, Campbell and Fiske (1959)
have suggested that the demonstration of con-
struct validity requires that each of at least two
traits be measured by at least two methods of as-
sessment. A multitrait-multimethod matrix of
the intercorrelations among the various meas-
ures can then be examined for possible evidence
of convergent and discriminant validity.

In the present study alternative methods were
used to measure the variables of self-esteem,
personal efficacy, and achievement motivation.
The various methods' included forced-choice
measures, true-false measures, Likert-type rat-
ing scales, and an actual-ideal discrepancy
method of assessment.

Method

Subjects.  Since the majority of Korman's re-
search rests upon data obtained from university
students, a similar population was sampled in
the present study. The subjects were 78 male un-

'Strictly speaking, these different types of measures can be
interpreted as involving only one method, i.e., self-report.
Although measurement by truly unique methods is desira-
ble, such data could not be obtained in either of the studies
reported here.

dergraduate students enrolled in an introduc-
tory psychology course at a large university in
the Western United States. All subjects received
laboratory credit for their participation in the
study.

Procedure. Students were given a packet of
instruments to which they were asked to re-
spond. The experimenter instructed each parti-
cipant in the proper procedure to be followed in
completing each of the measures. Upon comple-
tion, the experimenter discussed the study with
each student and thanked him for his coopera-
tion and participation.

Measures. The choice of instruments used
to measure a construct was, in each case, based
upon a necessary conceptual resemblance
among them in tapping the construct. In the
case of self-esteem, therefore, it was necessary to
include instruments which purported to meas-
ure the underlying construct and to which the
GSDI/SA could be compared. The instruments
chosen to perform this function and which rep-
resented alternative methods of self-esteem as-
sessment included the Coopersmith (1967) Self-
Esteem Inventory (modified?), the Rosenberg
(1965) Self-Esteem Scale, and the Sherwood
(1962) Inventory of the Self-Concept. In each in-
stance, the construct of self-esteem is inter-
preted as a generalized, global perception of
one’s self-worth.

Personal efficacy was the second variable
chosen for study. This construct has tradi-
tionally been defined as a feeling of mastery: it is
a perception of self that focuses upon control
over one's self, one’s future, and one’s physical
and social environments. Consequently, individ-
uals with low personal efficacy are more likely
than individuals with high personal efficacy to
perceive an external locus of control and to con-
form to the opinion of others in evaluating a task

*Since the Inventory was originally used to assess self-esteem
in a younger age group, certain words in some of the items
were changed to make referents more meaningful to college
age students.
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or situation, rather than relying on their own
judgment or self-perceptions. In accordance
with these conceptions, the instruments in-
cluded here were measures of personal compe-
tence (Campbell, Converse, Miller, & Stokes,
1960), locus of control (Rotter, 1966), and social
desirability (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960).

Note that such perceptions of control should
obviously contribute to more global and endur-
ing perceptions of worthiness. Given this theore-
tical relationship between personal efficacy and
self-esteem, the present study provided a power-
ful test of the validity of the GSDI/SA by
heightening the criterion levels which must be
satisfied in order to demonstrate discriminant
validity.

Achievement motivation was chosen as the
third construct in the study in order to examine
its relationship to both personal efficacy and
self-esteem. Focusing on a motivational disposi-
tion rather than an attitude toward the self, this
construct may be construed as a desire for the
status, prestige, and recognition associated with
accomplishment. Like personal efficacy,
achievement motivation is thought to be related
to perceptions of chronic self-esteem. For exam-
ple, some researchers (Raben & Klimoski, 1973;
Korman, 1968) have suggested the possibility
that high self-esteem individuals are more
achievement-oriented as a result of the value
which is attributed to success over a period of
time. In order to further explore this possibility,
alternative measures of achievement motivation
were included here: the Achievement Scale of
the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule
(EPPS: Edwards, 1959) and the Achievement
(Independence) Scale of the California Psy-
chological Inventory (CPI; Gough, 1957).

Once selected, the instruments were or-
ganized according to their respective methods of
assessment. Method I consisted of instruments
using forced-choice response alternatives. Meth-
od IT measured the various traits using a true-
false or similarly dichotomous format. Instru-
ments grouped under Method III share the com-
mon use of rating scales. Method IV consisted of

a measurement procedure in which a discrepan-
cy score is derived by obtaining the difference
between the subject’s “‘actual” standing and
some preferred or “‘ideal” standing on the varia-
ble of interest. However, since (1) no measure of
achievement motivation was available that used
a rating scale method of assessment (Method
III) and (2) Method IV was not relevant to the
measurement of personal efficacy or achieve-
ment motivation, it was not possible to complete
the entire matrix. Instead of 12 entries (three
traits measured by each of four methods), only
nine measures were included.

Results

The multitrait-multimethod matrix of inter-
correlations is presented in Table 1. The validity
coefficients are represented by the underlined
diagonal values. Solid lines surround the hetero-
trait-monomethod triangles, and the heterotrait-
heteromethod triangles are enclosed by broken

lines.
Convergent validity. Evidence for conver-

gent validity may be determined by examining
the underlined diagonal entries which represent
the correlations of different methods measuring
the same trait. These validity coefficients should
be significantly different from zero and of suf-
ficient size to encourage further examination. It
is evident from Table 1 that scores on the
Coopersmith, Rosenberg, and Sherwood meas-
ures of self-esteem were highly intercorrelated
and shared a sizable proportion of common vari-
ance. While the Ghiselli Self-Description Inven-
tory Self-Assurance Scale did correlate signifi-
cantly with the Coopersmith and Rosenberg
measures, the proportion of variance shared
with each of them was much less than that evi-
dent among the previous three. The GSDI/SA
did not correlate at all with the Sherwood instru-
ment. When the correlation of the GSDI/SA
with another measure of self-esteem was com-
pared to that respective instrument’s correlation
with the remaining measures, five of the six pos-
sible correlation comparisons were found to be
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significantly different at at least the .02 level.
These data, therefore, provide only weak sup-
port for the convergent validity of GSDI Self-As-
surance Scale as a measure of self-esteem.,

Discriminant validity. Three criteria must
be satisfied in providing evidence for discrim-
inant validity. The first is that an instrument’s
validity coefficients be higher than its correla-
tions with other variables in the heterotrait-
heteromethod (broken line) triangles. Secondly,
an instrument’s validity coefficients must also be
higher than its correlations with other traits
measured by the same method as included in the
heterotrait-monomethod (solid line) triangles.
The final criterion to be satisfied is that the
same pattern of trait interrelationships occur in
all the heterotrait triangles.

With the exception of the Ghiselli instrument,
the self-esteem measures were able to satisfy the
first criterion for discriminant validity. The
Ghiselli instrument was unable to satisfy the cri-
terion because its correlation with the Campbell
et al. measure was larger than any of its correla-
tions with other measures of self-esteem.

The GSDI/SA was also unable to satisfy the
second criterion for discriminant validity since
its correlation with the EPPS measure of
achievement motivation was higher than two of
its three validity coefficients. It is difficult to
confidently assess how well the remaining self-
esteem measures satisfied this criterion because
of missing correlations. Available data indicated
that the Coopersmith scale was able to satisfy
the criterion, whereas the Rosenberg measure
was not. A complete absence of data precludes
the possibility of determining the extent to
which the Sherwood instrument satisfied the cri-
terion.

Variable patterns of trait relationships within
each of the heterotrait-heteromethod triangles
made it impossible to absolutely satisfy the third
criterion for discriminant validity. At a more
general level, however, it is possible to examine
the consistency of these relationships, regardless
of method. In this context, the data suggest that
the direction and magnitude of the relationships

among the trait measures were indeed fairly con-
sistent, with the possible exception, once again,
of the Ghiselli instrument. The Coopersmith
and Rosenberg measures both correlated
similarly and significantly with the Rotter (—.39
and —.35), Crowne-Marlowe (.28 and .25), and
Campbell et al. (—.51 and .63) measures. Except
for a relatively weaker relationship with the Rot-
ter measure, a similar pattern of correlations
also existed for the Sherwood instrument (.13,
—.31, and —.37). The GSDI/SA was similar to
the other self-esteem measures in the direction
of its relationships to the Rotter, Crowne-Mar-
lowe, and Campbell et al. instruments; however,
its only significant relationship was with the
Campbell et al. measure. The Ghiselli instru-
ment was also unlike the other self-esteem meas-
ures in its relationship to achievement motiva-
tion. The Coopersmith and Rosenberg measures
were, again, strikingly similar in their relation-
ships to the EPPS (.20 and .22) and CPI (.44 and
.46). The Sherwood instrument, too, correlated
significantly with the CPI (—.37), despite the
lower absolute size of the relationship. The cor-
relation between the Sherwood and EPPS meas-
ures revealed the absence of any relationship. In
contrast to these observations, the data indi-
cated that the Ghiselli instrument was more
strongly related to the EPPS than any of the
other self-esteem measures and had practically
no relationship to the CPIL.

Study I

As part of a larger research project, the
second study examined the test-retest reliability
of the Ghiselli Self-Description Inventory Self-
Assurance Scale and further investigated both
the nature and reliability of its empirical rela-
tionships to measures of other conceptually re-
lated variables. A determination of reliability for
the GSDI/SA is of obvious importance in fully
appreciating any possible theoretical relation-
ship between the GSDI/SA as a measure of self-
esteem and any other variables to which self-es-
teem may be related. Hypothesized relationships

Downloaded from the Digital Conservancy at the University of Minnesota,
May be reproduced with no cost by students and faculty for academic use. Non-academic reproducnon
requires payment of royalties through the Copyright Clearance Center, http://www.copyright.com/



78 APPLIED PSYCHOLOGICAL MEASUREMENT

between self-esteem and other variables cannot
be sufficiently determined when such relation-
ships are examined with instruments of un-
known or, perhaps, questionable response char-
acteristics. The growing popularity of self-es-
teem and personal competence as moderating
variables in research strengthens these concerns.

Although not a purely ipsative measure, the
Ghiselli Self-Description Inventory does possess
ipsative properties. Since there is a problem es-
timating the internal consistency of such meas-
ures because of a structural interdependence
among the scales (cf. Hicks, 1970), no attempt
will be made to determine this type of reliability
for the GSDI. Rather, the present study will fo-
cus on the test-retest reliability of a single scale
(Self-Assurance) and thus avoid the problems
associated with ipsative measures. Moreover,
since Korman used only the Self-Assurance
Scale of the GSDI and subsequently treated it as
an independent, normative measure of self-es-
teem, it is more appropriate to examine its test-
retest reliability than to examine its relationship
to other unused scales of the GSDI.

Method

Subjects. As in the previous research, uni-
versity students were again chosen to setve as
participants in the study. Subjects were as many
as 80 undergraduates enrolled in an industrial
psychology course at a large university in the
Eastern United States. All subjects participated
voluntarily and received no formal credit for
their participation in the study.

Procedure. The experimenter, during a
regularly scheduled class meeting, asked for
volunteers to participate in a study intended to
examine the relationships among various per-
sonality inventories. Students were told that the
study consisted of two phases approximately six
weeks apart. Students who volunteered were
then administered the Ghiselli Self-Description
Inventory, The Rotter Internal-External Control
Scale, and the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale
(Fitts, 1965). The same class was administered

the Ghiselli instrument again and the Campbell
et al. Personal Competence Scale six weeks later.
Besides deriving a self-esteem score with the
Self-Assurance Scale of the GSDI, the Need
Achievement Scale of that instrument was also
scored to derive a measure of achievement moti-
vation. The relationship of these two scales to
one another introduces the problem discussed
earlier concerning a structural interdependence
among scales of an ipsative measure. Scale inter-
correlations are likely to reflect this structural
arrangement and imply conceptual relationships
which may not actually exist. Consequently, the
present study only examined the relationships
among discrete instruments and the respective
underlying traits being measured by each.

Results

The intercorrelations among the various
measures are presented in Table 2. The data in-
dicated a statistically significant, although low,
test-retest reliability for both the Self-Assurance
and Need Achievement Scales of the GSDI. It
was also evident that the relationship of the
GSDI/SA to each of the other instruments dif-
fered in each of its two administrations, with the
higher correlations occurring when the instru-
ments were administered at the same time. The
GSDI/SA was significantly related to the Inter-
nal-External Control Scale in the first adminis-
tration, but not in the second, and the respective
correlations differed substantially; similar re-
sults were obtained between the GSDI/SA and
the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale. Whereas the
correlations of the GSDI/SA and the Personal
Competence Scale remained significant across
administrations, there was, again, a shift in the
magnitude of the relationship.

Looking only at the relationship between the
GSDI/SA and the Tennessee Self-Concept
Scale, it was clear that neither correlation from
either administration was as high as one would
expect between two measures of self-esteem. The
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale was not similarly
correlated with either administration of the
Need Achievement Scale of the GSDI.
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80 APPLIED PSYCHOLOGICAL MEASUREMENT

Discussion

The two studies reported here appear to raise
some doubts and to suggest qualifications about
the Self-Assurance Scale of the Ghiselli Self-De-
scription Inventory as a measure of self-esteem.
While the data are not overwhelming in suggest-
ing that the instrument be abandoned, the data
do suggest that researchers at least complement
its use with other measures of known and ac-
ceptable response characteristics. Only in this
way can the actual moderating effects of self-es-
teem and the power of the self-consistency
model be established. Furthermore, the addition
of other measures will help clarify what the
GSDI/SA actually is measuring and thus enable
researchers to better understand the research
evidence presented by Korman.

In the first study reported, marginal validity
coefficients made it difficult for the GSDI/SA to
satisfy established criteria for both convergent
and discriminant validity. Additional data from
the second study further weakened the case for
the construct validity of the instrument. It is
worth noting that this analysis of the GSDI/SA
rests on the apparent assumption that the other
self-esteem measures are, indeed, converging on
trait variance and not on method variance.
While it is certainly possible that these methods
share some degree of common non-trait vari-
ance, the fact remains that the Ghiselli instru-
ment is not among them. These differences in
response characteristics between the GSDI/SA
and the remaining self-esteem measures may
well be responsible for the equivocality Dipboye
(1977) found among studies examining Kor-
man’s consistency hypotheses, where ditferent
instruments were used to measure self-esteem.

The second study provided important data
concerning the reliability of GSDI/SA. Not only
was the test-retest reliability coefficient lower
than might be expected for such a variable, but
the GSDI/SA was also unable to correlate con-
sistently with other measures included in the
study. These shifts in correlation, which in some
cases meant the difference between the signifi-

cance or nonsignificance of the relationship, are
of obvious and critical importance to re-
searchers. This is particularly true of studies
that attempt to manipulate and assess the ef-
fects of factors influencing self-esteem.

These results raise doubts about some of the
research findings derived from studies in which
the GSDI/SA was used as the sole measure of
self-esteem. It is certainly possible that some
other construct may actually have been responsi-
ble for findings fallaciously attributed to self-es-
teem. Furthermore, it is equally important that
researchers also reconsider those areas of study
that eliminated self-esteem as a relevant expana-
tory variable.

Many of the comments made thus far about
the GSDI/SA, particularly those surrounding its
construct validity, have been made relative to
other self-esteem measures and their respective
characteristics as measurement instruments.
Part of the difficulty in investigating the
GSDI/SA as an illustrative and representative
measure of self-esteem has been the conceptual
distinction of the construct itself as measured by
any of the instruments. The data reported in
each of the two studies strongly suggest that self-
esteem shares sizeable proportions of common
variance with locus of control, personal compe-
tence, and achievement motivation. Clearly the
construct of self-esteem needs to be further un-
derstood if the characteristics of the instruments
designed to measure it are to be truly appre-
ciated.

Despite the empirical difficulties associated
with its measurement, self-esteem remains logi-
cally important to both the theory of organiza-
tional behavior and its practice. Individual per-
ceptions of self are important to determinations
of work motivation and performance. Moreover,
organizational task requirements, and the per-
formance opportunities they represent, are likely
contributors to personal perceptions of compe-
tence and ability. Clearly, a need exists for the
systematic study of self-esteem in the context of
work behavior. A delineation of these dynamics,
derived through research, is critical to a more
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complete appreciation of the interaction that oc-
curs between the individual and the organiza-
tion.
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