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ABSTRACT

In two previous studies Bennett, et. al.,
reported the development of a measure of seif-
esteem for use in the correctional setting. This
measure was tested to determine the effects of
social desirability and machiavellianism on self-
esteem scores. The measure was found to be
heavily contaminated by both forms of artifact,
and it was recommended that extreme caution be
used in interpreting the findings of the previous
studies.




PROBLEMS IN A MEASURE/QF SELF-ESTEEM IN A CORRECTIONAL SETTING
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Background: Thé"Ca?ffornéa Scale

In 1971 Bennett, Sorensen and Forshay.reported the
development of & measure of self-esteem for use in a correc-
tional setting. This measure consisted of Tifty items with
a.dichotomous response format (see Appendix 1 for a copy of
the original scale). The authd}s tested the measure on a

~group of 337 male felons entering the Californta Départment

of Correction's Recepticn Guidance Center.

Contrary to expectations, the distribution of scores
in the California study was negatively skewed, with large
numbers of subjects receiving high self-esteem scores. On

this basis, the authors stated that:

The distribution of scores suggests that the impact

of instituticnalization is not the same for all in-
mates, and/or that inmates have Tevels of self-esteem
of different strengths at the time of entering -upon
this rew experience. The small group who score at the
lower end of the scale may be seen as being closer to
“the picture outlined by prediction based upon clinical
impressions, {(p. 6) :

In a later study using the same scale, Bennett (1874)

‘examined changes in self-esteem scores during the period




of incarceration. Again contrary to expectations, he found

that:

"the curve over phases of institutional stay did not
resemble the hypothesized inverted U but rather
presented a picture of an upward slope with the
positive acceleration diminishing between the mid-
phase and exit point. (p. 13) ‘

Possible Contamination of the Scale

in a criticue of the first study, Lelos (1873, p. 102)
questioned the reliabitity of the measure:

Reliability is not a characteristic of the test

per se, but of the test in given situation. The

direction of motivational influences is particularly

relevant to self-report type data, especially 1in

a prison population. It is conceivable that a

conscious distortion might enter into a self-report

measure if the testee has reason to belijeve that

it is to his advantage to present a "normal" or

even "“hypernormal" facade, especially if he sus-

pects that the test results may be introduced into

his record and might hinder an otherwise faverable

parcle board decision.

© Such a defensiveness factor might be advanced as a

possibie explanation for the surprisingly high seif-esteem
scores in the first study, and for the upward slope of
scores over time in the second study, both of which were
reported by the authors as contrary to their oredictions.
While a substantial number of inmates might be expected to
resort to deliberate misrepresentation at intake, the per-
centage could increase over time as others become encul-~

turated to the exigencies of prison Tife.




A Test of Two Contaminating Factors

- During the spring of 1972 the author, aided by a con-
sulting speciatist in attitude méasurémént, Dr. Herbert J.
Greenwald, and Rései?ch Assistant John Christopher, con-
‘ducted é studyqéf the influence of social desirability
(the desire to look good) and machiavellianism {the tendency
to manipulate others for one’'s own ends) on responseé to
the California self-esteem mea§ure, An instrument contain-
ing a twenty-item socig? desirability scé]e (Greenwald and
Satow,'1970), a twenty—item maéﬁiave]?ianism scale (Christie
and Geis, 1969} énd the self-esteem measure was admini-
stered to a group of inmates, and correlation coe%ficients
of the self-esteem scores {and of each of the self-esteem

items individually) with the two measures of artifact were

computed,

:Items éf the machiavellianism and social desirability
scaies‘@ere interspersed randomly. However, since these
two scales used a fTive-point Like}t response format, and
“the self-esteem measure‘§a11ed for é dichotomous format,

the latter remained separate. A copy of the instrument is

inciuded as Appendix 1 of this report.

The three inventories were administered to Tifty




inmates of Massachusetts‘CorrgctionaT Institution~Concord
unde; circumstances similar to those in the first California
test -- i.e., the men were new arrivals in the correctional
setting, segregated from the_gehera? population, and the
instrument was presented as part pf the norma1-jntake pro-

cedure.

Since at the time of this study Massachusetts had no
central receiving faciiity, the "New Line" reception section
of this singte institution was used as the c¢losest available
equivalent to California's Recéption Guidance Center. ATl
men arriving at Concord during a six-week period were tested;
in groups ranging from five to fourteen. (No significant
correlation was found between "date of administration”™ and
any other variable.) Two inmates refused, and two Spanish-
speaking inmates were excused from testing because fhey'were
unabie to read.EngEish. This ieft a total of fifty com-
pleted instruments at the time it.waé.necessary to terminate

testing due to personnel changes at M.C.I.-Concord.

Results

Correlation coefficients for total self-esteem score
with total social desirability score and total machiavel-
lTianism score are reported in Table 1. Both of these

coefficients were-guite high, indicating that self-esteem




" PABLE 1
self-esteem/
machiavellianism r = ~-.41, p £.01
self-esteem/ . -
social desirability _r = .58, p L.001

A

scores were likely to be contaminated by both kinds of

artifact.

The individual items of the self-esteem scale were then
examined to screen out items that were primarily responsibie
for the high correlation of the total seif-esteem score with
social desirability and.machiave?1ianism. A relatively low
critericn (r = .21) was used fof e]iminétjng items to take
into account the possibility that the total score of the
scale may correlate with sccial desirability and machiavel~
Tianism at a higher tevel-than with individual items, due
to the cumulative effect of the relationship. (Greenwald,

1968, p. 12)

" Twenty of the original fifty self-esteem items were
found to meet this retention criterion. A complete table
of correlations of self-esteem items with social desirability

and machiavellianism may be found in Appendix 2.

The self-esteem scales were rescored using only the

above twenty items. The measure was then screened for




internal consistency by computing the correlation coeffi-
cient of each item to the total score. The twenty-item
scores were used since the écores for the fiftyuitemi

scale were known to be contaminated. For. this step, a
self-esteem item was discarded if it did not correlate
significantiy w%th the total self-esteem score at the

.05 1eve1.(i.e., £ = .28). Eleven items met this criterion.

Item-total correlations for all twenty items are shown in

Appendix 3.

Finally, the scales were again rescored, this time
using only the eleven items found to be relatively indepen-
dent of social desirability and machiavei]ianism,?and able
.to meet the internal consistency c¢criterion. The total
seif-esteem score were 5150 found to be relatively inde-
pendent of the two artifacts (see Table 2), a marked im-
provement o#er the condition observed in the original

fifty~-item scale.

TABLE 2

Correlation of Self-Esteem with
Sccial Desirability and Machiliavellianism,

Secial
Desirability Machiasvellianisnm
Original
50 items .58 -.41
Selrf-
Esteem Revised

11 Jdtems .12 07




The eleven-item scale also exhibited good internal
consistency, with an average {tem-total r of .48 (p <.001).

Individual item correlations are,shown in Appendix &.
/V.’ -

/ -
) AN . . .
The freguency distribution of scores shown 1in Table

3 indicates a marked clustering of high scores (mean score =

7.98), as was also true of the original fifty-item scale.

TABLE 3

Freguency oif Scores
on Eleven-item Self-esteem Scale

" score  freguency

1 ¢ .
2 0 '

3 2

4 . 4

5. 3

6 2

7 7

8 g

. g 7

10 10

11 6

Additiaﬁa1 faﬁtors, uncontrelled in this test, whicn may
have contributed to the pattern of high scores are the
preponderance of p051t1ve1y»keyed items (seven to Iour)

and the dichotomous response format, which may have inflated
the scores by forcing genuinely neutratl subjects into

extreme responses. MWith a short scale this prob7em would




be especially noticeable, since each inaccuracy would carry

a high wedight.

Discussion

’

The resuits'c?ear1y-suppo}ted the suspicions of contami-
nation gxpresséﬁ by Lelas. In this administration of the
California self-esteem measure, both sccial desirability
and machiavellijanism were major contributors to the scores
obtained. While a shorter, eleven~item vérsion of the‘scaTe.
seemed re]ative?y free of these forms of artifacts, it appeared
to be too short, and too weighfed toward high scorés, to be

of practical use.

This study has illustrated the extreme difficulty of
'adapting measures deve]bped on non-prisen popufations for
use in the correctional setting. In any environment, social
desirabi1it& is probably the most pervasive artifact in
Cattitudinal research; inside the walls of a prison, the
pressufés that produce this tendency are multiplied manyfold.
Serious guestions must be asked concerning the reliability-
of any attitudina] measure employed in correctional research
ihat has not been originally developed from; or tﬁéroughiy
tested on, an inmafe popu]ation? Certain1y the findings
reportéd by Bennett, et. al., in the two studies quoted must

be interpreted with extreme caution.
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APPENDIX 1

The Resgesrch Instrument




PIEASE MARK TACH STATEMENT IN THE FOLLOWING WAY:

If the statement describes bow ybﬁ usually feel, put a circle around the
UL® in the column, "Like Me.V i '

If the statement doss not describe how yon usually feel, put a circle
arownd the "M in the celumn, '"Unlike Me.t. -~ _

There are no "right' or "wrong" answers tc these guestions. Just state
honestly what is true about jou. :

. LTKE  UNLIKE
- - ME ME

1. T spend a ot of time daydreaming. hooeaerrenssaosensabiesnn
2. I'm pretty sﬁrs 0 MYSELE: tiersosscontonacersoncoaracosacns
3, I often wish I wére SOM20NE E1S€4 sosesscusconeraossacsoasse
L. I'm easy.to like. 7,.....,«...m..,..l.,,.;..;...,......,.,e.
. g, I never worry aboutl anytﬁiﬁg. sbtecesosrearecsesernsceseones
&. - ¥y parents 2nd I used to have.a 1ot of fun 10SetheT. .eveees
7. I wish I were younger. R R e L R R E R R
8. There are lois of things about myself I'd change if I could;

U

'+

9., I can make up my mind without too much troubla. c.iveceosnoe

]

= A S = = = =
3
—

10, T'm 2 lot of fun t0 B2 With. seieeveorsovwcroossssncroossacess

11. I get upset easily when dealing with others, especlally
‘\Tith those Close to n}e, 9 ¢ 3P o bk e d e b s sPp e b I ERS ST TSRS ED

=
[as]

l2° I always dO the right thing- G 4404t RSB T PO T EOP BEFEEED D EEER DO
13. Someone zlways has to tell me what £0 do. cveivsvoevsasessss

iy, - I% takes me a lonmg time to gzet used to anything new. c..eses

15, I'm often sorry £or the things I G0 cvvviveonrseoasanssanse
16, I'm po?ular with people Gy OWI @5Ce sevsvsessvesversvosssnce
17. I'm never unhappy; .....e....,.,.n.........:...E...¢......,.
18, I'm doing the best work that I can. ceveveeveosersrenensnens

19, Igive in \’E}T_Y'BE.'S'SE.:. IDI-DIGI&((.‘.PQQ"QO‘llol’ll‘ia"ldlle.ﬂ.\

[ S B wn E o S o I v R o R
s

e
[

200 I can UShally tak%‘CaTB Of my581f. FOE AP RDE ALt ELI O ESArEGa D




' _— LIKE UALIKE

Ly Famy)
ME Mz

2 . I'm pretly RapPYe srovcersovsorancosrovocoreococcsonasossa

-

22. I'm usually proud of what I am doing. tecavevevsncecacnosns
23, My pzrents expected 100 MLCHh Of MBe vievrreocrsassoassanes

2h. T 1ike everyone I KNOW. eeeeevsocsosossesssooncoccossessss

25, I undersiand mFSElL. teveiiieicerioccosnevancnconuoescenan

L
L
L
L
L

26. It's pretiy tough to be me. C e eeaenatienseaniseancranenas L U
27. Things are all mixed up in my life. ceesresseanaciiiiassen L
28, Younger fellows usually follow my idees. REEIE PR PR PR PR L
29. I never got scelded. ,,.,....,.,.a,s.,..n..,,,.,,.,.;....e L
3J. iy parents understood me preity well, e reneetrioeions L
31, I can make up my mind and stick to it, ...,.,...,4.}0.,;.. L
L

32o I I‘eally don‘t like being 2 male- L R O NN Y RN

- <e=33, ol have .a low opinion of myself. ceeveren.vecurcrsonrocsons L . U
e 3. I don't like to be with OLher PEOPLE. sevesesorevreenssona L U

35. Tﬁefe-’"e many timzs when IAd like T0 leave hOmE: scocasss
36, TN DEVET SII¥e tovececrsosoensecssensasnaoesceceensncacantos
37. I often'feellupset in SCH00L: tevenavsacrcssconsassesacsns
38, I often feel ashamed 0f MYSE1E. L ivevscccnccooconcnoooessa

3%. I'm not as nic

o

looking as m0OSt DEOPlE. siveesccoeasaconan
hO;' If I have something to say, T usually Say it. eeecansovsss
hl,_ The Staff makes me feel I'm not 2000 ENOUZN. s.esvcesvorns
Lhe.” I always tell the truth. R PP

L3. I don't care what haDDENS B0 MBe setcesvoroosessoroseceres

[a I e N N R S o A o N e B o
Lo}

}J.}_I.a Itmaf&ilure.; LR R I R I A I I NI S A S R Y

L5. Most people are petter 1iked than I @M. vevevvvrovenensono L U
6, T usuzlly felt as if my parents wWare pusihing mME. s.eesses L U
J P 2
) J—l?v I 8.1‘.1"5}"5 ]’:}’.‘33\7 ‘;1"!"17:-.{]\3 'b'O'SE"y' tﬁpeopt.hﬁ. N R R R R R L U




. LIK= UNLIEE
Mg ME

L8. I get upset easily when I'm called down adbout something., L U
LY. Things wsually don's bDother me. .evecvarecsssvosssssese L U~
SOo ICE:I]‘tbedependEd OTl. ooon--a'oolsusoo--or-cr;oc‘oooooa L U

-~

7

4
T




- . INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE REHAINING ITEMS

FPlease read each of the stziemsznis starting on the next page, and then -
indicate how much you agree or disagree with each one. To do this, enter
the number from the scale below thai shows how you feel, in the blank to
the left of the statement. -

1 ' 2 3 ‘,7~'h | 5

Agree Agree , 7 Neither . ' Disagrees . Disagree
very much a little ‘Y agree nor a litvie . very much
' ” disagree

For instance, if the siatement was: 2. 41, I wish everyone could be happy.
and you agreed a litbtle with this statement, you would gnter a "2" in the blank,
as shown., If you disasreed with the siatement very much, you would enter a
5N insiead. o

Again, there are no "righi" or "wron:z" a-swers. Ve zre inverested only in
3 o S o
your personel cpinion.




A - . .
3

1 2 3 -k 5

hgree Agree . Neither Disagree Disagree
very much a little agree nor a little very much
disagree : ,

1. I am always willing to 2dmit when I make a mistake.

2. On a few occasions, I have given up doing something because I thought too
little of my ability. .

3. Mest peoples won't work hard unless you meke Them QO iﬂﬁ

. I have never intensely disliked anyone.

5, it is betier to be ordinary and honest than famous and dishonest.
5]

4L criminal is just like other people except that he is stupid enough to
get caught.

Te .I'always try %o practice what I preach.
8; I am quick to admit,making a mistake.
9. Successful psople are mostly honest and good.
10. A% timesI heve wished that something bad would happen to someone I disliked.
. ll.. t is smart to be nice to important people even if you don't really like them.
12, I am alw Feys courteous,.even Lo pecple who are disagfeeable.
13. It is possitle to be good in every way.
;. Sometimes you 'have to cheat a little to get what you want.

15, dt's better to tﬂll somzone why you want him to help you than to make up
a2 good story to get him o do it,

16. I am someiimes irritated by people who ask favors of me
'17. No matter who I'm talking to, Itm a2lways & good listener.

18, I am always attsntive to the person I am with. - .

i9. ‘IAhave never deliberately sald something that hurt scmecne's feelings.

3'

20. I would never uhlnk of letting someone else be Dunlshed for myv wrongdoings,

2l. Host pecple are good and kind.
22. Never+iell anyons why you did somsthing unless it will help you.
23. I sometimes fesel resentful when I don'i get mv own wav. L

24. You should do something only when you are sure it is right.

L -~




1

Agree
VETY mu

25.
26.

27.
28.

29.

Lo.

——rn s —— —_—

_ Asree Neither Disagree Disajree
ch a-little egree nor a little very much
disagree

You should always be honest, no matter what.

There have been times when I was cuite jealous of the good fortune of
others.

It hurts more to lose money that. to lose a friend.
It is smertest to believe that all pecple will be mzan if they have a chance.
p i ,

The best way to get along with pecple is to tell them things that meake
them happy.

I have always faced up to the bad as well as the good comseguences of
the things I have done. '

Fosi people are brave.

On occasiou I have had doubts about my ability to succeed in life.
Most people can not be easily fooled.

I sometimes take unfair adventage of another person. .
Sometimzs you have to hurt other people to get what you want,.
It is never right to tell & lie.

I sometimes try to get even, rather than forgive and forget.
There have been occasions when I took advantage of somesone.

Anyone who completely trusts znycne else is asking for trouble.

There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority

even though I kmew they were right.




LAPPENDIX 2

Item correlations to social desirability and machiavellianism
-- fifty-item scale

item social ' machia-

no. - desirability  ~velllanism
1 26 © .32
*2 . Ok .18
3 .26 ik
¥ .06 - .19
*5. S 070 ' Ok
*6 .19 .03
Sl .02 .13
8 .32 2
9 .20 .25
10 .23 .08
11 43 .39
12 .29 5
*13 J5 A5
1l 35 w23
15 .29 - Sk
*16 .03 .15
*17 .08 .02
18 .36 .23
*19 09 .09
*20 . 20 .09
27 « 27 .21
22 23 - .03
*23 .05 W17
*24 cTh : No
*25 13 .08
26 .25 .29
27 46 .29
*28 .02 .16
#29 .01 ' .03
30 27 . .08
*31 « 20 07
*32 .01 .00
33 < 34 .38
3k o 2k © a6
35 16 13

*items retained for twentyv-item scale




Appendix 2 ~- continued

- item social machia-
nc., desirability vellianism
36. .19 .28
37 .37 .27
38 « 30 I

*39 .12 . .02

*L0 . 00 .16
)‘1“3 . - e 30 ’ C e 3}"}‘ N
L2 50 .17
L3 .37 .24
Ly .23 .36

wl g . 20 .08
Lg R I I « 31
L7 e .07
L8 .36 .28
kg .32 Ak
50 “l"‘} 9 .21

*items reteined for Ttwenty-item scale




_APPEIDIX 3

Item~-total Correlations --
Twenty-item Self-esteem Scale

—

Ve
Aten
1no. T
Lo . 61
316 %1
1 [ 3
retained 2 .
for scale <i: 23 JRTaEs
2 ) L3
20 .38
L 37
39 «33
17 28
125 . 2k
6.. 121 -
19 . 20
: 32 .18
discarded = < 24 - ._1&
, 13 .
15 : <11
17 .00




APPENDIX Y4

Item-total Correlations --
. Eleven-item Self-e5teem Secale

Lditenm

YN0, I B
31 . .68 <. 001
Lo , 62 <, 001
16 . 59 <, 001
45 . B <. 007
28 . 48 <<, 001

- L L3 << 01
2 T k3 <<, 01
23 3 <01
3G « 36 < 01
7 W35 <05
20 .32 < 05




