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Throughout the scientific literature, researchers have referred to self-respect and self-

esteem as being the same construct.  However, the present study advocated that they exist as two 

distinct constructs.  In this quantitative study, an instrument was developed to measure self-

respect as a construct, and subsequently distinguish that self-respect is distinct from the construct 

of self-esteem.  Exploratory factor analyses (EFA) indicated 32.60% of the variance was 

accounted for by the 11-item Jefferson Self-Respect instrument (JSR), which measured self-

respect as a unidimensional construct.  The reliability estimate of the scores from the JSR 

reached an acceptable α = .82.  Fit indices (RMSEA = .031, SRMR = .037, CFI = .982, and TLI 

= .977) from the confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) signified a well-fitted hypothesized model 

of self-respect that existed as a unidimensional construct.  Additionally, the CFA revealed that 

the construct of self-respect, and self-esteem was generally distinct, and the strength of the 

correlation between the two constructs was moderately positive (r = .62). 
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DEVELOPING A SELF-RESPECT INSTRUMENT 

TO DISTINGUISH SELF-RESPECT FROM SELF-ESTEEM 

Introduction 

Individuals often endeavor to prove that they are valuable because they desire to be 

perceived favorably by their peers (Crocker & Park, 2004).  For example, Cooper, Agocha, and 

Sheldon (2000) reported that individuals participated in unprotected sexual activity as a means to 

prove that they were valuable, thereby being perceived favorably by their peers.  Crocker and 

Park (2004) suggested the impetus behind the individual’s endeavor was to pacify his/her self-

esteem.  However, a dearth of research addresses the impact of individuals endeavoring to prove 

their value on their self-respect. 

Self-Esteem versus Self-Respect 

Self-esteem (James, 1890; Rosenberg, 1965) exists as a construct in which personal 

experiences drive an individual’s emotional-feelings about himself/herself.  Case in point, James 

(1890) argued that no two individuals, not even twins, would have an identical experience 

because the interpretation of the experience is unique to their perception.  To this end, self-

esteem exists as a subjective construct, and is currently conceptualized as an individual’s 

emotional-feelings about himself/herself (Brown, 2014).  Moreover, it is operationally defined as 

“How do my experiences make me feel?” 

In contrast, self-respect exists as a construct based on an individual’s “capacity for 

rationality and leads to behaviors that promote autonomy” (Roland & Foxx, 2003, p. 247).  

Additionally, because behavior is objective, Roland and Foxx (2003), in addition to other various 

researchers, (e.g., Dillion, 1995; Kristjánsson, 2007) advocated that self-respect exists as an 

objective construct.  To this end, the present study conceptualized self-respect as a construct in 
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which internal validation, rather than external validation, drives an individual’s behavior.  

Moreover, it is operationally defined as “What did I do? And, why did I do it?”  Succinctly, self-

esteem represents an individual’s affective-behavioral processes, whereas self-respect represents 

an individual’s cognitive-behavioral processes. 

Purpose 

In the present study, an instrument was developed to measure self-respect as a construct, 

and subsequently distinguish that self-respect is distinct from the construct of self-esteem.  The 

impetus behind distinguishing these two constructs is to demonstrate that referring to them 

interchangeably implies that individuals who exhibit the same behavior will feel the same way 

regarding the experience associated with their behavior.  Furthermore, this instrument is 

expected to serve as a tool for future studies to examine the impact of adverse experiences, in 

addition to the impact of individuals endeavoring to prove their value on their self-respect. 

Self-Respect as a Construct 

Self-respect is regarded as a complex construct that is lacking a scientific or 

psychological theoretical framework (Roland & Foxx, 2003).  Consequently, there is not a 

consensus regarding an explicit definition for self-respect as a construct.  Potentially, this may be 

a result of scholars (e.g., Aristotle, Shakespeare) not directly referencing the term self-respect.  

For example, philosophers, playwrights, and social scientists have made unique inferences to 

self-respect as a construct (Roland & Foxx). 

Aristotle (trans. 2005) allegedly made implications regarding what is referred to as self-

respect (Roland & Foxx, 2003).  For example, arranged within Nicomachean ethics, Aristotle 

suggested an individual’s value did not depend on the perceptions of other people.   
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“This above all: To thine own self be true” (Line 565) is one of the hallmark 

Shakespearean (1600) quotes.  Positioned within Hamlet, the quote introduces an image of 

Polonius encouraging his son to have the fortitude to stand for his own desires, rather than 

simply forfeiting them to placate the desires of his peers. 

Social scientists, such as Rawls (1971), Dillion (1995), and Roland and Foxx (2003) 

addressed self-respect as a construct.  Rawls stated self-respect is an individual’s ability to 

proficiently utilize his/her talents without the need to be validated by other people.  Dillon 

considered self-respect to be in the same conceptual family, in addition to being synonymous 

with honor, regard, and esteem.  He posited they are related due to their common concern for 

worth.  Roland and Foxx regarded self-respect as the moral quality that promotes autonomy.  

They also advocated that the construct of self-respect was “neglected” (p. 247), and is referred to 

being the same construct as self-esteem.  However, due to the appearance of no scientific studies 

of self-respect, they also suggested there is no evidence to indicate that self-respect is a global 

trait.  Furthermore, Roland and Foxx noted that focusing on enhancing self-esteem, rather than 

self-respect, may encourage narcissism.  To that end, they endorsed the work of Herrnstein and 

Murrary (1994), through addressing that the American educational system focused on enhancing 

students’ self-esteem, “as evidenced by the subordinating of its standards” (p. 248), rather than 

students’ self-respect, by solely focusing on performance. 

Given that there appears to be a preference for self-esteem over self-respect, there also 

appears to be an inverse relationship between the two constructs.  This is evidenced by the 

encouragement of narcissism, which is a direct result of focusing on enhancing self-esteem 

(Hepper, Gramzow, & Sedikides, 2010).  If fostering of self-esteem occurs when it is 

unwarranted, such as in the case of a student receiving a perfect score that he/she did not earn, it 
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may promote a sense of entitlement.  As a result, the student may believe that he/she does not 

need to perform (i.e., behave) at the appropriate level to earn the perfect score (Roland & Foxx, 

2003). 

Internal validation and objectivity appear to exist as common themes regarding the 

context in which self-respect has been addressed by philosophers, playwrights, and social 

scientists.  Likewise, the present study conceptualized self-respect as being reflective of an 

individual’s internal validation, which subsequently lead to a behavior.  The behavioral aspect 

establishes self-respect as an objective construct because it can be observed, and it can be 

measured.  The objectivity of self-respect is polar to self-esteem, which is a measure of an 

individual’s emotional-feelings about himself/herself.  However, emotional-feelings are not 

observable, nor are they directly measurable.  Thus, self-esteem is subjective, rather than 

objective. 

Here are two scenarios to demonstrate where self-respect and self-esteem differ.  

Scenario A: A man purchases a luxurious car because he is a luxurious car collector.  Scenario B: 

A man purchases a luxurious car merely to be perceived favorably by his peers. 

With regards to self-respect, the man in Scenario A reflects high(er) self-respect because  

his impetus was to add a car to his collection (i.e., internal validation).  However, the man in 

Scenario B reflects low(er) self-respect because his impetus was to be perceived favorably by his 

peers (i.e., external validation). 

With regards to self-esteem, the purchased car may, or may not make the man in Scenario 

A feel as he expected.  Because he is a luxurious car collector, it is likely that he will feel good 

about the purchased car.  However, because self-esteem is subjective, there is potential that his 

interpretation of the experience might not be perceived in a manner that he feels good about.  In 
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contrast, the man in Scenario B is subject to the same conditions as the man in Scenario A, but 

he must also receive the external validation to feel good about the purchased car.  Therefore, the 

man in Scenario B is more vulnerable to feeling bad about his experience, because unlike the 

man in Scenario A, his reward is contingent upon how he is perceived by his peers, which he 

explicitly has no control over. 

It is possible to imagine scenarios wherein self-respect and self-esteem can co-exist.  For 

instance, if the man in Scenario A purchased the car because he wanted to collect the luxurious 

car and this experience made him feel good, the result will be high self-respect and high self-

esteem.  Further, if the man in Scenario A purchased the car because he wanted to collect the 

luxurious car and this experience did not make him feel good, the result will be high self-respect 

and low self-esteem.  Moreover, if the man in Scenario B purchased the car because he wanted to 

be perceived favorably by his peers, and this experience made him feel good, the result will be 

low self-respect and high self-esteem.  Finally, if the man in Scenario B purchased the car 

because he wanted to be perceived favorably by his peers, and this experience did not make him 

feel good, the result will be low self-respect and low self-esteem.   

Individuals whose behavior is self-respect driven (i.e., “What did I do? And, why did I do 

it?”) may have tendencies for overall better emotional health rather than individuals whose 

behavior is self-esteem driven (i.e.,“How did what I do make me feel?”).  To this end, emerging 

adults are potentially vulnerable to behavior that is self-esteem driven, rather than self-respect 

driven. 

Arnett (2015) theorized that emerging adulthood is a transitional stage in the lifespan that 

occurs during the ages of 18-25 years.  He advocated that emerging adults typically experience 

processes that are unique to any other developmental period.  These processes included 
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experiencing self-discovery, through exploring salient options such as love and work; instability, 

through continuously revising their life-plans; self-focus, through learning to function as an 

independent person; feeling in-between, through gradually shifting out of adolescence into 

adulthood; and possibilities, through having access to virtually unlimited opportunities. 

Potentially, emerging adulthood is a stage when individuals are most vulnerable to their 

self-respect depreciating.  This depreciation might be triggered by adverse experiences, which 

may have influenced individuals to endeavor to prove their value; thereby, participating in 

behavior is that is self-esteem driven.  However, due to a dearth of research, there is no evidence 

to support the contention that emerging adults are most vulnerable to their self-respect 

depreciating, or that individuals in a different developmental period might be vulnerable as well. 

Measurement of Self-Respect 

Roland and Foxx’s (2003) exploration for scientific studies regarding self-respect was 

unsuccessful as they noted no studies were found.  Likewise, in the present study, an 

examination of Academic Search Complete, Psych INFO, Google, and Google Scholar yielded 

no results for the terms: self-respect instrument, self-respect measurement, or self-respect scale.  

However, one article, Measuring Self-Respect, was located, in which Kristjánsson (2007) 

discussed how a self-respect instrument should be developed. 

Kristjánsson (2007) advocated self-respect is a moral construct and that an Aristotelian 

framework “should” (p. 235) be used to measure it.  He posited self-respect contained the 

following four factors that need to be examined interdependently: pridefulness, impeccable 

command of all the moral virtues, stability of character, and strength of character. 

While Kristjánsson (2007) provided a solid proposal for developing a self-respect 

instrument, his theoretical perspective does not align with the present study.  Three points 
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evidenced this claim.  First, Kristjánsson advocated for an Aristotelian self-respect construct, but 

he posited that Aristotle’s (trans. 2005) corpus did not directly use the term self-respect.  

Consequently, it should not be ruled out that Aristotle was referring to a construct other than 

self-respect.  For example, he might have been referring to honor, regard, or esteem, which 

Dillon (1995) considered to be in the same conceptual family, and synonymous with self-respect.  

Second, the conceptualization of self-respect, in the present study, does not pertain to morality.  

In no way, am I proclaiming individuals are acting wrong, should repent, and then act right, nor 

am I suggesting some people are good, and others are not.  Those matters, which are arbitrarily 

subjective, are well beyond the scope of the present study and are well beyond the extent of my 

realm.  Third, I strongly disagreed that Kristjánsson’s four components collectively measure self-

respect.  Moreover, only one of his factors, strength of character, properly aligned with the 

present study’s conceptualization of self-respect. 

Kristjánsson (2007) expressed that strength of character represents individuals’ 

unwillingness to compromise, simply to placate the desires of their peers, in addition to having 

the fortitude to defend their convictions, even if it threatened their physical safety.  Considering 

that, strength of character is homogenous with the common themes regarding the context in 

which philosophers, playwrights, and social scientists have addressed self-respect; I disregarded 

Kristjánsson’s recommendations for developing a self-respect instrument.  In short, utilizing the 

processes that emerging adults typically experience as a theoretical framework, the present 

study’s definition of self-respect was utilized to develop the proposed self-respect instrument to 

measure the self-respect of emerging adults. 
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Methods 

Instrument Development 

Item development for the JSR.  The Jefferson Self-Respect Instrument (JSR; Appendix 

A) was designed to measure the self-respect of emerging adults as a unidimensional objective 

construct.  Twenty-three items were developed to reflect the operational definition of self-respect 

as a construct.  Further, each item addressed issues that are expected to be associated with 

individuals endeavoring to prove their value.  For example, Item 7, “Within the past 90 days, I 

had sex with my partner to keep him/her from getting angry at me?” contextualized participating 

in sexual activity (Cooper, Agocha, & Sheldon, 2000).  Likewise, Item 10 “Within the past 90 

days, I let my grades slip because I thought I was obligated to spend time with my friends?” 

contextualized academic achievement (Di Giunta et al., 2013). 

Items are written in past tense (simple past tense, and past perfect tense) to measure a 

behavior that has already occurred, which solidified the objectivity of the issue.  Each item is 

also prefaced with “Within the past 90 days.” This timeframe was selected because it 

symbolically represents the span of a calendar season marked by various changes (e.g., weather, 

ecology, daylight), analogous to the various changes that are experienced during life-span 

development.  For instance, Levinson (1978) posited “there are seasons, too, within a single 

day—daybreak, noon, dusk, the quiet dark of night—each having its diurnal, atmospheric and 

psychological character.  There are seasons in a love relationship, in war, politics, artistic 

creation and illness” (p. 7).  In short, 90 days represents a recent timeframe to allow for some 

adversity.  Finally, the JSR was structured on a 7-point Likert-type scale that ranged from -3 

(strongly disagree) to 3 (strongly agree) to avoid existing as an ordered categorical scale (Bollen 

& Barb, 1981). 
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Face validity assessment.  Data was collected from two samples to examine the face 

validity of the JSR.  The first sample consisted of four professors in the Department of Child and 

Family Studies at a West South Central university (see U.S. Census Bureau, 2016), in addition to 

the founder of a West South Central educational academy.  This sample evaluated how well each 

item represented the present study’s operational definition of self-respect on a 7-point Likert-

type scale that ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  Higher scores 

represented more relevance to the construct.  Sixteen items averaged a score ranging from 5.0 to 

7.0; six items averaged a score ranging from 4.0 to 4.9; and one item averaged a score of 3.0. 

Likewise, the second sample consisted of five undergraduate students, ages 18-25 years, 

in the Department of Child and Family Studies at a West South Central university.  This sample 

evaluated how well each item represented issues that are relative to their demographic of 

emerging adults.  Twenty-two items averaged a score ranging from 6.0 to 7.0, and one item 

averaged a score of 5.8.  The item mentioned in the first sample, which averaged a score of 3.0, 

remained in the JSR because it averaged a score of 6.8 in the student sample.  In short, all 23 

items were retained and administered to the targeted audience because the ratings in both 

samples were sufficiently high. 

Participants 

Sampling.  Participants (n = 777) in the data set were split into three samples to allow for 

different analyses (which are discussed below; see Table 1).  Sample A was created by randomly 

selecting 300 of the 777 cases in the data file.  Sample B was created by randomly selecting 300 

of the remaining 477 cases in the data file.  The remaining 177 cases was Sample C. 

Demographics.  The majority of the participants (94.1%) were from a large university in 

the West South Central division (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016) of the United States.  Primarily 
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two-thirds (66.5%) of the participants self-identified as White, and one-fourth (22.7%) self-

identified as Black.  Furthermore, the mean age was 20.58 years (SD = 1.80).  Approximately 

one-third of the participants reported being men (33.9%), and seniors (32.6%).  Moreover, one-

half (49.8%) of the participants reported their GPA ranged from 2.00 – 2.99 (see Table 1).   

Table 1 

 

Demographic Characteristics (n = 777) 
 

 Data Set  Sample A  Sample B  Sample C 

Variable n %  n %  n %  n % 

Age            

18 Years 91 11.7  37 12.3  36 12.0  18 10.2 

19 Years 159 20.5  68 22.7  52 17.3  38 21.5 

20 Years 155 19.9  63 21.0  58 19.3  34 19.2 

21 Years 146 18.8  49 16.3  59 19.7  38 21.5 

22 Years 110 14.2  40 13.3  42 14.0  28 15.8 

23 Years 58 7.5  21 7.0  25 8.3  12 6.8 

24 Years 35 4.5  15 5.0  14 4.7  6 3.4 

25 Years 23 3.0  7 2.3  14 4.4  3 1.7 

Data Set: M = 20.58 SD = 1.80 

Sample A: M = 20.48 SD = 1.79 

Sample B: M = 20.73 SD = 1.88 

Sample C: M = 20.54 SD = 1.67 

           

Sex            

Men 258 33.9  91 31.0  117 39.7  50 29.1 

Women 503 66.1  203 69.0  178 60.3  122 70.9 

Race            

American Indian or Alaska Native 4 .5  3 1.0  1 .3    

Asian 16 2.1  8 2.7  5 1.7  3 1.7 

Black 176 22.7  64 21.3  65 21.7  47 26.6 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 2 .3     2 .7    

White 516 66.5  195   207 69.2  114 64.4 

Hispanic 16 2.1  7 2.3  4 1.3  5 2.8 

Other 36 4.6  17 5.6  13 4.4  6 3.5 

Undisclosed 10 1.3  6 2  2 .7  2 1.1 

Year in College            

Freshman 133 17.1  52 17.3  48 16.1  33 18.6 

Sophomore 185 23.8  82 27.3  65 21.7  37 20.9 

Junior  199 25.6  72 24.0  81 27.1  47 26.6 

Senior 253 32.6  91 30.3  104 34.8  58 32.8 

Graduate Student 6 .8  3 1.0  1 .3  2 1.1 

GPA            

1.99 or Lower 16 2.1  7 2.4  5 1.7  4 2.4 

2.00 – 2.99 379 49.8  136 46.3  152 51.2  91 53.5 

3.00 – 4.00 313 41.1  128 43.5  121 40.7  64 37.6 

I do not know  53 7.0  23 7.8  19 6.4  11 6.5 

University            

West South Central (#1) 731 94.1  281 93.7  287 95.7  163 92.1 

West South Central (#2) 44 5.7  18 6.0  13 4.3  13 7.3 

South Atlantic Region 2 .3  1 .3     1 .6 
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Instruments 

Jefferson Self-respect Instrument.  The JSR is a 23-item instrument that is designed to 

measure self-respect as a global construct.  Items addressed issues that are expected to be 

associated with individuals endeavoring to prove their value.  Initial inspection of the internal 

consistency reliability estimate (i.e., coefficient alpha, α; Cronbach, 1951) of scores from the 

JSR in the present study yielded a α = .85. 

Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale (RSE; Rosenberg, 1965).  The RSE is generally accepted as 

a measure of self-esteem.  Initially, it was developed for junior and senior high school students.  

However, it is consistently used with adults.  Specifically, it is a 10-item global measure of an 

individual’s emotional-feelings about himself/herself.  Items are examined on a 4-point Likert-

type scale that ranges from 0 (strongly agree) to 3 (strongly disagree).  Scores are summed for 

all 10 items, after first reverse scoring five items.  Low scores are indicative of poor-self-esteem, 

and high scores, of a healthy self-esteem (Rosenberg).  Scores from the instrument are typically 

reported to have a coefficient alpha between .77 and .88 (Blascovich & Tomaka, 1991).  

Likewise, using an item response theory analysis on the RSE as a unidimensional solution, Gray-

Little, Williams, and Hancock (1997) reported the factor pattern coefficients ranged from .61 to 

.78.  Gray-Little et al. also noted the scores of the 10 items yielded a α = .88.  Initial inspection 

of scores from the RSE in the present study yielded a α = .89. 

Social Desirability Scale (SDS; Stöber, 2001).  The SDS is a 16-item instrument that is 

designed to measure individuals’(adults ages 18-80 years) tendency to respond in a socially 

desirable manner.  Items are scored on a dichotomous scale (1 = true, 2 = false).  Scores are 

summed for all 16 items, after first reverse scoring six items.  Stöber suggested low scores 

indicated that individuals did not attempt to respond in a socially desirable manner.  Thus, he 
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presumed these individuals might be more likely to be carefree, and not endeavor to conform as 

a means to be socially desirable.  In contrast, Stöber suggested high scores indicated that 

individuals attempted to respond in a socially desirable manner, and that these individuals might 

also have high scores on other similar constructs, such as agreeableness and conscientiousness.  

Moreover, scores from the instrument are typically reported to have a coefficient alpha between 

.72 and .75 (Roth, 2003).  Initial inspection of scores from the SDS in the present study yielded a 

α = .64. 

Survey Development 

The JSR, the RSE, and the SDS, in addition to demographic questions were collectively 

integrated into a survey.  The JSR provided a means to (a) test the hypothesis that self-respect 

exists as a unidimensional construct and (b) test the hypothesis that self-respect exists as a 

distinct construct from self-esteem.  Observed scores from the JSR were discriminated against 

observed scores from the RSE.  Considering that the present study’s definition of self-esteem 

aligns with Rosenberg’s (1965), the RSE was an optimal self-esteem instrument for assessing 

discriminant validity with the JSR.  The JSR was also used to (c) test the hypothesis that an 

inverse relationship exists between the construct of self-respect and self-esteem.  Additionally, 

observed scores from the JSR were discriminated against observed scores from the SDS to detect 

if participants responded in a socially desirable manner.   

Procedures  

Instructors at four universities; two in the West South Central region, one in the South 

Atlantic region, and one in the Middle Atlantic region (see U.S. Census Bureau, 2016), granted 

permission for access to their classes to recruit students for participation.  Students were greeted, 

and informed about the purpose of the present study.  Completing the surveys took participants 

approximately 15 minutes.  Participation was voluntary; informed consent was obtained from 
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each participant, and the appropriate Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved this study.  All 

analyses in the present study were conducted with IBM SPSS Statistics 23 (SPSS), and SPSS 

Amos 24. 

Data Analysis 

Sample A was used for conducting an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for the JSR.  The 

extraction method was principal axis factoring (PAF), and the correlation matrix was selected as 

the matrix of association (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).  Sample B was used for conducting 

confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) for two proposed models.  The first model tested (a) the 

hypothesis that the JSR exists as a unidimensional instrument.  The second model tested (b) the 

hypothesis that the JSR is distinct from the RSE, and the SDS, and (c) the hypothesis that an 

inverse relationship exists between the JSR and the RSE.  Maximum likelihood estimation 

(MLE) was used to examine the parameters in each of the models (see Byrne, 2010).  Sample C 

was used to replicate and verify the generalizability of the two models in Sample B. 

Results 

Data Screening 

Responses were collected from 972 participants across four universities.  Deletion of 

participants (n = 95) not meeting the age requirement, and listwise deletion of cases (n = 66) 

with missing data resulted in a useable sample of 811 participants. 

Next, scores were standardized to locate extreme values (i.e., outliers).  Initial inspection 

of this assumption indicated 181 univariate outliers (z scores that had an absolute value greater 

than 3.29; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007) were associated with 121 participants.  To minimize the 

extent to which the outliers might distort subsequent analyses, 34 participants were eliminated 

due to being associated with multiple outliers.  The rationale for retaining the 87 participants 



14 

associated with only one outlier was centered upon Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007) assertion that 

it is reasonable to have some extreme values in excess of 3.29 with large sample sizes.  

Furthermore, inspection of Cook’s distance, as recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell, 

indicated the assumption of multivariate outliers was not violated. 

Examination of the Shapiro-Wilks test indicated that the items from the JSR, the RSE, 

and the SDS, were not perfectly normal.  However, Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) noted “it is a 

good idea to look at the shape of the distribution instead of using formal inference tests [e.g., 

Shapiro-Wilks test]” (p. 80).  In short, the assumption of normality was not violated as a visual 

inspection of histograms indicated that the items were reasonably normal. 

Finally, consistency of slope change between variables was examined.  Inspection of 

bivariate scatterplots indicated the assumption of linearity was not violated.  To this end, the data 

set consisted of 777 participants after data screening procedures were completed. 

Sample A: Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 

JSR.  Initial inspection of the eigenvalues indicated the JSR had seven factors.  After 

conducting several factor retention techniques the JSR was constrained to one factor.  A parallel 

analysis indicated the presence of nine factors, but only Factor 1 substantially exceeded the 

percentile of the distributions of random data eigenvalues, and the cut off score (> 1.00).  O’ 

Connor (2000) noted that parallel analysis tends to over extract factors when principle axis 

factoring is used.  Thus, the minimum average partial (MAP) test was inspected, which indicated 

the presence of one dominate factor.  Similarly, a scree plot indicated the presence of one 

dominate factor. 

Factor pattern coefficients were examined to determine items that were contributing to 

the factor solution (coefficients ≥ |.40|; Henson, Capraro, & Capraro, 2004).  Items were 
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eliminated one at a time if they did not meet the ≥ |.40| threshold, and the analysis was rerun.  

Item 12 was eliminated first, followed by item 7, item 21, item 17, item 19, item 2, item 23, item 

4, item 1, and item 8.  The next item that had a factor pattern coefficient ≥|.40| was item 9.  That 

item was not deleted because it was essential to understanding the “self-discovery” process 

discussed by Arnett (2015).  Furthermore, item 11, and item 5 were deleted, which resulted in an 

11-item solution. 

The initial extraction of components indicated that the 11-item, one-factor solution for 

the JSR accounted for approximately one-third (32.60%) of the variance of the original items.  

Factor pattern coefficients ranged from .41 to .66, excluding item 9, which was .32.  

Additionally, the communalities are reported in Table 2. 

Table 2 

 

Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for the JSR 
 

  Factor Pattern 

Coefficients Communalities 

Item Summary of Item Factor 1 Initial Extraction 

JSR16 I did not share my problems with my friends… .66 .38 .44 

JSR20 I filtered what I said when talking to someone new…  .60 .29 .36 

JSR06 I did not ask for help… .59 .31 .34 

JSR03 I lied to my friends… .57 .28 .32 

JSR18 I stopped doing something that I enjoy… .52 .25 .27 

JSR15 I used a filter on social media… .51 .22 .26 

JSR13 I tolerated my friends… .48 .21 .24 

JSR22 I did not go to lunch by myself…  .44 .18 .19 

JSR10 I let my grades slip… .43 .22 .18 

JSR14 I considered killing myself .41 .18 .17 

JSR09 I apologized for something that was not my fault… .32 .14 .10 

     

α  .82   

% of variance  32.60   

Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring. 

Sample B: Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 

Model 1 tested the hypothesis that the JSR exists as a unidimensional instrument.  

Inspection of the fit statistics reported in Table 3 reveals an excellent fit between the 

hypothesized model and the data.  Browne and Cudeck (1993) suggested a RMSEA value less 
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than .05 was indicative of a well-fitted model.  The RMSEA value for the JSR was .031.  

Further, Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested a value greater than .95 for the CFI and TLI were 

indicative of a well-fitted model.  The JSR had a CFI value of .982, and a TLI value of .977.  

Additionally, Hu and Bentler suggested a value less than .08 for the SRMR was indicative of an 

appropriately fitted model.  The SRMR for the JSR was .037. 

Table 3 

Fit Statistics 

Model χ2 df p χ2/df SRMR RMSEA CFI TLI 
Sample B         

JSR 56.38 44 >.05 1.28 .037 .031 .982 .977 

JSR, RSE, and SDS 974.57 626 <.001 1.56 .061 .043 861 .852 

Sample C         

JSR 92.46 44 <.001 2.10 .064 .079 .875 .844 

JSR, RSE, and SDS 937.51 626 <.001 1.50 .074 .053 .802 .789 

Note. χ2 = chi-square, df = degrees of freedom, p = p value, SRMR = standardized root mean square residual; RMSEA = root 

mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index. 

 

Modification indices were examined for possible model improvement.  The only 

modification resulting in notable improvement in fit was a possible covariance between the error 

terms for items 5 and 8.  This modification was not implemented because (a) the hypothesized 

model already fits the data well, and (b) there was not a theoretical reason to suggest that those 

parameters should covary.  Furthermore, the amount of variance in each item that was accounted 

for by the latent JSR construct is reported in Figure 1. 

Model 2 tested the hypothesis that the JSR is distinct from the RSE, and the SDS.  

Inspection of the fit statistics reported in Table 3 reveals varying degrees of fit between the 

hypothesized model and the data.  The SRMR value of .061, and the RMSEA value of .043, were 

indicative of a well-fitted model.  However, the CFI, and TFI value for the JSR were below .900, 

which Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested was indicative of a misspecified model. 
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Figure 1. Standardized path coefficients for the hypothesized JSR model (n = 300). 
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Modification indices were examined for possible model improvement.  The only 

modification resulting in notable improvement in fit was a possible covariance between the error 

terms for items 3 and 4 of the RSE.  However, this modification was not implemented because 

there was not a theoretical reason to suggest that those parameters should covary.  Furthermore, 

the amount of variance in each item that was accounted for by the latent constructs is reported in 

Figure 2. 

Discriminant validity.  Inspection of the correlations between the latent constructs 

revealed a statistically significant (p < .001) correlation (r = .62) between the JSR and the RSE.  

Furthermore, the correlation (r = .39) between the JSR and the SDS accounted for approximately 

15% of the variance in how the participants responded.  Similarly, the correlation (r = .36) 

between the RSE and the SDS accounted for approximately 13% of the variance in how the 

participants responded.  It should be noted that the “-.62” and “-.36” presented in Figure 2 

actually represent a positive correlation between the respective two constructs.  This is simply 

due to how the items were scored.  For example, higher scores on the JSR, and the SDS 

represented “strongly agree, whereas lower scores on the RSE represented “strongly agree.” 

Sample C: Replication 

Model 1 retested the hypothesis that the JSR exists as a unidimensional instrument.  

Inspection of the fit statistics reported in Table 3 reveals varying degrees of fit between the 

hypothesized model and the data.  The SRMR value of .064, and the RMSEA value of .079 were 

indicative of an appropriately fitted model (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  However, the CFI, and TFI 

value for the JSR were below .900, which Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested was indicative of a 

misspecified model. Modification indices were examined for possible model improvement.  

However, no modifications were implemented. 
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Figure 2. Standardized path coefficients for the hypothesized JSR, RSE, and SDS model (n = 

300). 
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Model 2 retested the hypothesis that the JSR is distinct from the RSE, and the SDS.  

Inspection of the fit statistics reported in Table 3 reveals varying degrees of fit between the 

hypothesized model and the data.  The SRMR value of .074, and the RMSEA value of .079 were 

indicative of an appropriately fitted model (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  However, the CFI, and TFI 

value for the JSR were below .900, which Hu and Bentler (1999) suggested was indicative of a 

misspecified model.  Modification indices were examined for possible model improvement.  

However, no modifications were implemented. 

Discriminant validity.  Inspection of the correlations between the latent constructs 

revealed a statistically significant (p < .001) correlation (r = .57) between the JSR and the RSE.  

Further, the correlation (r = .57) between the JSR and the SDS accounted for approximately 33% 

of the variance in how the participants responded.  The correlation (r = .34) between the RSE 

and the SDS accounted for approximately 12% of the variance in how the participants 

responded. 

Discussion 

Throughout the scientific literature, researchers have referred to self-respect and self-

esteem as being the same construct (Roland & Foxx, 2003).  Utilizing emerging adults as the 

targeted audience, the present study provided evidence that self-respect and self-esteem exist as 

two distinct constructs.  Below I present each of the major findings, discuss the implications, 

address the limitations of the present study, and offer recommendations for future research. 

Major Findings 

The CFA revealed that the proposed model permitting the JSR, with α = .82, to exist as a 

unidimensional instrument had an excellent fit to the data (see Table 3).  The CFA model that 

included all three instruments revealed that the proposed tool (i.e., JSR) for measuring self-



21 

respect as a construct was distinct from the RSE, which is generally accepted as a tool for 

measuring self-esteem as a construct.  Additionally, the CFA revealed a moderate relationship (r 

= .62) between the JSR and the RSE. 

It should be noted that the items from the RSE performed as expected.  With regards to 

the EFA, the RSE, as a unidimensional solution, accounted for approximately one-half (50.24%) 

of the variance of the original items, and the factor pattern coefficients ranged from .44 to .75.  

Additionally, the scores yielded a α = .89.  However, it was not expected that the CFA would 

suggest the hypothesized model for the RSE would yield a varying degrees of fit (SRMR = .059, 

RMSEA = .103, CFI = .913, TLI = .888) to the data.   

Potentially, the RSE may have had a more appropriate fit to the data if it was examined as 

a two-factor structure.  For instance, several factor retention techniques suggested the RSE might 

exist as a two-factor solution.  Additionally, when constrained to two factors, the factor 

transformation matrix produced during the EFA indicated that Factor 1 and Factor 2 shared a 

correlation of .67.  However, because the factor structure of the RSE was not a foci of the present 

study, an alternative model for the RSE was not examined. 

Implications 

Applying an educational psychology perspective coupled with a developmental 

psychology perspective to describe, predict, and explain how an individual’s emotional, social, 

and cognitive processes influence his/her behavior throughout the lifespan has the potential to 

establish a foundation that shifts practitioners, professionals, and parents to stress the importance 

of prioritizing enhancing self-respect over self-esteem (see Roland & Foxx, 2003).  Individuals, 

especially those who are younger, might be more vulnerable to making decisions based upon the 

desires of their peers, rather than upon their own desires (Lashbrook, 2000).  If they are 
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endeavoring to prove their value, because they desire to be perceived favorably by their peers, 

they might be at a greater risk of being exploited (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs, 

2003). 

Here is an example where the nature of the relationship between the variables described 

above (whether positive or negative) might have a substantial impact on the interpretation of 

self-respect, and self-esteem.  If it is true that individuals “actively pursue self-esteem” by 

endeavoring to prove their value (Crocker & Park, 2004, p. 393), then it is plausible that it is at 

the expense of their self-respect.  One area in which this can be studied is among teenage 

parents.  Considering that younger individuals typically make decisions based upon the desires of 

their peers, rather than upon their own desires (Lashbrook, 2000), coupled with Previti and 

Amato’s (2004) finding that women seek to achieve a meaningful emotional connection through 

sexual activity, there is potential that younger women might have a greater likelihood of being 

sexually exploited. 

Raising awareness about the fallacy of interpreting self-respect to be the same as self-

esteem, and demonstrating that the pursuit of self-esteem may be costly has the potential to 

enhance individual functioning.  It may also facilitate practitioners to help their clients process 

the experiences that have shaped their feelings about themselves, and develop a cognitive 

behavioral therapeutic treatment plan with measurable objectives, which address the client’s 

limitations (Roland & Foxx, 2003).  Furthermore, it may facilitate educators to develop 

curricula, which teaches young students how to be autonomous, and facilitate parents to 

reinforce exercises that teach their children how to protect themselves from intolerable treatment 

and disrespect (Roland & Foxx). 
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Limitations and Recommendations 

Although the findings of the present study have helped demonstrate that self-respect 

exists as a distinct construct from self-esteem, several limitations need to be addressed.  First, the 

present study relied on self-reports.  Consequently, it is possible that some participants (a) did 

not provide accurate and honest answers, (b) interpreted the items differently than their peers, 

and/or (c) may not be fully aware of their responses due to boredom.  The SDS was used in the 

present study to detect the extent to which those issues occurred.  In regards to sample B, the 

correlation (r = .39) between the JSR and the SDS accounted for approximately 15% of the 

variance in how the participants responded.  However, the correlation (r = .57) between the JSR 

and the SDS in sample C accounted for approximately 33% of the variance in how the 

participants responded.  Thus, the use of a one-time self-reported survey using collegiate 

students provides a snapshot perspective capturing one-point in time.  A longitudinal approach 

involving multiple surveys, or interviews may provide a more holistic exploration of the events 

and individual processes that affect individuals’ self-respect. 

Second, the variance (32.60%) accounted for by the JSR was less than the average 

variance (45%) reported in educational psychology journals as noted by Henson, Capraro, and 

Capraro (2004).  However, Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2014) posited there is not a 

consensus regarding the amount of variance that should be accounted for in factor analysis.  

They also stated “in the social sciences, where information is often less precise, it is not 

uncommon to consider a solution that accounts for 60 percent of the total variance (and in some 

instances even less) as satisfactory” (p.107).  Thus, it is essential to contextualize the amount of 

variance that is common for one’s field.  As noted by Rosenthal (1990), small amounts of 

variance explained can have a large practical effect. 
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Although the variance accounted for by the JSR was small, it was larger than almost one-

third of the variances observed by Henson et al. (2004).  Considering that, no other instrument 

has examined self-respect as a construct, especially as it relates to emerging adults, the findings 

from the present study may cautiously encourage future studies to further explore the complexity 

of this construct.  Future studies may contribute to empirical literature regarding self-respect by 

comparing and contrasting the JSR against other potentially similar constructs, such as honor, 

regard, and self-worth. 

Future studies may also benefit by juxtaposing groups that might be considered to have a 

lower level of self-respect (e.g., individuals of incarcerated parents living in a single-parent 

home) to groups that might be considered to have a higher level of self-respect (e.g., individuals 

of non-incarcerated parents living in a dual-parent home).  Considering that children of 

incarcerated parents have an increased risk of depression, anxiety, and substance abuse (Eddy & 

Poehlmann, 2010) coupled with children raised in single parent homes having an increased risk 

of cognitive, social, and emotional problems as reported by Amato (2005), there might be a 

prevailing difference in the level of self-respect between the two groups.  

Conclusion 

The findings from the present study provide evidence for researchers to contemplate no 

longer referring to self-respect and self-esteem as being the same construct throughout the 

scientific literature.  Considering that self-respect and self-esteem exist as distinct constructs, 

coupled with Crocker and Park’s (2004) suggestion that individuals often endeavor to prove that 

they are valuable as a means to pacify their self-esteem, there is justification for championing 

individuals to prioritize enhancing their self-respect over their self-esteem.  Finally, considering 

that it is possible for high self-respect and high self-esteem to coexist, as the present study has 
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theoretically demonstrated, and empirically supported (r = .62), future researchers are invited to 

examine if individuals whose behavior is self-respect driven, rather than self-esteem driven, have 

tendencies for overall better emotional health. 
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ECLIPSING SELF-ESTEEM WITH SELF-RESPECT: 

THE NEED FOR A SELF-RESPECT INSTRUMENT 

Introduction 

Psychological and educational researchers (e.g., Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & 

Vohs, 2003; Crocker & Park, 2004; Hepper, Gramzow, & Sedikides, 2010) have studied how 

social groups impact individuals’ behavior.  The results of these studies are homogenous with 

Cooley’s (1902) seminal social interactionist framework, which addressed how individuals 

construct their reality based upon the groups of people with whom they interact.  Individuals 

often identify and strive to behave in a manner that reflects the ideals of those groups.  To that 

extent, individuals who closely reflect the ideals of the groups that they associate with, increase 

their chances of being perceived favorably by their peers (Crocker & Park, 2004). 

The desire to be perceived favorably by one’s peers might be an impetus that influences 

individuals to reluctantly conform, or endeavor to prove that they are valuable.  For instance, 

Baumeister et al. (2003) reported that individuals participated in activities that are generally 

considered socially unacceptable (e.g., assault, stealing, vandalism) as a means to prove that they 

were valuable.  As a result of participating in these activities, the individuals were perceived 

favorably by their peers, which preserved their self-esteem (Crocker & Park, 2004; Hebert, 

Fales, Nangle, Papadakis, & Grover, 2013).  However, the result that these activities had on the 

individuals’ self-respect is unknown. 

Self-Esteem versus Self-Respect 

Typically, practitioners, professionals, and parents implement practices that focus on 

building self-esteem, rather than self-respect.  Self-esteem is often conceptualized as a construct, 

in which personal experiences influence an individual’s emotional-feelings about himself/herself, 
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juxtaposed to self-respect, which exists a construct that is based on an individual’s “capacity for 

rationality and leads to behaviors that promote autonomy” (Roland & Foxx, 2003, p. 247).  

Further, self-esteem exists as a subjective construct because it is contingent upon one’s feelings, 

whereas self-respect exists as an objective construct because it is contingent upon one’s 

behavior.  In short, self-esteem is about how one feels, whereas self-respect is about what one 

did. 

I believe it is imperative to distinguish self-respect from self-esteem based on the premise 

that self-esteem is subjective, and therefore, individuals who participate in the same behavior 

will not have the same feelings about their behavior (James, 1890).  This premise, coupled with 

the argument presented by Roland and Foxx (2003), is indicative that there is sufficient evidence 

to discern self-respect from self-esteem, as individuals whose behavior is self-respect driven, 

rather than self-esteem driven, might have tendencies for overall better emotional health (Roland 

& Foxx, 2003). 

Purpose 

Roland and Foxx (2003) reported that there were not any empirical studies regarding self-

respect, as a construct, which appears to be consistent with the empirical research today.  Several 

researchers have reported conducting a study of self-respect; however, after an examination of 

their research methods, there appears to be several limitations that are indicative of those studies 

not being one of self-respect.  Further, Kristjánsson (2007) provided a proposal for developing a 

self-respect instrument, but, there appears to be noticeable gaps between his interpretation of 

self-respect, and his proposal for developing a self-respect instrument.  To that end, the present 

paper (a) theoretically contextualized self-esteem, as a construct; (b) discussed the extent to 

which there is a dearth of research on self-respect; and (c) addressed the need for the 
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development of a psychometric instrument to measure self-respect as a construct, and 

subsequently distinguish self-respect as a distinct construct from self-esteem. 

Theoretical Conceptualization 

Self-Esteem as a Construct 

The concept of self-esteem, which William James (1890) also referred to as self-feeling, 

emerged in the late 1800’s and was introduced in his seminal work The Principles of Psychology.  

James described this concept as an affective (i.e., emotional) trait, which is the sum of an 

individual’s feelings of success divided by the sum of his/her feelings of pretension.  Thus, he 

rationalized that an individual could save face and avoid humiliation through not participating in 

social events, as failure might lead to shame and descend his/her self-esteem. 

Group Unity. Over the past 125 years researchers have transcended James’s (1890) 

seminal work through extensively examining the concept of self-esteem.  During the mid-20th 

century, Zander, Stotland, and Wolfe (1960) investigated how group unity and personal 

identification with a group influenced self-esteem.  Their results indicated that individuals were 

more likely to evaluate themselves in relationship to the status of a group if the group had a high 

level of unity. 

Personal identification to a group can fulfill an individual’s desire to be perceived 

favorably by his/her peers, which may in turn ascend his/her self-esteem (Crocker & Park, 2004; 

Pyszczynski, Greenberg, Solomon, Arndt, & Schimel, 2004).  However, losing status within the 

group can make an individual fear becoming socially rejected and in turn may descend his/her 

self-esteem.  Because an individual’s desires strongly influence his/her behavior (Crocker & 

Park; Pyszczynski et al.) and social groups pressure their own members to conform to their ideals 
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(Bowen, 1978), the interactive effect of these two elements might influence an individual to 

participate in high-risk activities. 

The hypothesis that social groups might play a role in individuals participating in high-

risk activities is based on the premise that individuals engage in high-risk activities as a means to 

increase their self-esteem, by seeking external validation through being perceived favorably by 

their peers.  As previously stated, individuals seeking to ascend their self-esteem might succumb 

to the pressure exerted by the group and conform to meet the group’s ideals.  Consequently, 

individuals who conformed to the group’s ideals, are likely to be perceived favorably by their 

peers, which is believed to ascend their self-esteem (Deci, Eghrari, Patrick, & Leone, 1994; 

Maslow, 1970; Rank, 1959; Rogers, 1959). 

Each time an individual successfully ascends his/her self-esteem, serotonin is released in 

the brain which produces an “emotional high.” Crocker and Wolfe (2001) suggested that this 

emotional high can become addictive.  To that end, an individual will have to achieve 

exponential success to obtain an emotional high, which suggests that the increase in self-esteem 

might have a short-term effect.  Failure to achieve exponential is likely to lead to an individual’s 

self-esteem descending and produce a sense of shame and worthlessness (Crocker & Wolfe, 

2001). 

Self-worth. In addition to Zander et al. (1960), Rosenberg (1965) also advanced James’s 

(1890) seminal work during the mid-20th century.  Rosenberg developed the Rosenberg Self-

Esteem Scale (RSE), which is designed to assess how an individual’s social environment 

impacted his/her level of self-esteem.  Results from the original study, which consisted of juniors 

and seniors from 10 high schools in New York, and subsequent studies (see Rosenberg, 1983; 

Rosenberg, Schooler, & Schoenbach, 1989) have consistently reported that low self-esteem is 
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associated with a host of constructs (e.g., irritability, impulsiveness, aggression, anomie, low 

life-satisfaction), particularly self-worth (i.e., an individual’s sense of his/her value as a person). 

Moreover, not only has self-worth been associated with self-esteem, but it has also been 

used synonymously with self-esteem (Crocker & Knight, 2005).  This utility of self-worth 

further distorts the concept of self-esteem, and self-respect.  For example, if self-worth is 

equivalent to self-esteem, and self-esteem is equivalent to self-respect, then self-worth is 

equivalent to self-respect.   

Social withdrawal. Many individuals cognitively process unrealistic positive self-

evaluations as a means of satisfying their self-esteem (Heine & Buchtel, 2009; Hepper et al., 

2010; Hoorens, Pandelaere, Oldersma, & Sedikides, 2012; Neckar, 2013).  This type of coping is 

maladaptive which often leads to defensiveness, denial, and narcissism.  For instance, individuals 

who scored high on the defensiveness trait habitually utilized cognitive and behavioral strategies, 

such as withdrawing from socially appropriate events, and engaging in socially inappropriate 

events, as a means to protect their self-esteem (Hepper et al.). 

These cognitive and behavioral strategies might be utilized by individuals when they 

perceive that they have not meet expectations (a) at home, by their parents; (b) in the classroom, 

by their teachers; (c) in the workforce, by their supervisors; and (d) in relationships, by their 

peers.  As a result of engaging in socially inappropriate events to ascend one’s self-esteem, 

individuals might be more likely to be objectified (see Gruenfeld, Inesi, Magee, & Galinsky, 

2008), and abused by succumbing to early (i.e., adolescent) sexual activity (Baumeister et al., 

2003), or unprotected sexual activity (Emler, 2001). 

Body-image. It is not uncommon for individuals to use their physical body as a tool to 

ascend their self-esteem (Baumeister et al., 2003; Goldenberg, McCoy, Pyszczynski, Greenberg, 
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& Solomon, 2000).  However, this process is maladaptive if an individual negatively compares 

himself/herself to another person (Festinger, 1954), or if he/she perceives that his/her body is 

negatively appraised by other people.  Individuals with a negative perception of their body-image 

might have a high-risk of developing body dysmorphic disorder (BDD; Rosen & Reiter, 1996), 

which is a chronic mental illness in which an individual becomes obsessed with a perceived flaw 

in his/her physical appearance (APA; 2013).  For example, women with an eating disorder were 

convinced that their ability to acqurie a job was dependent upon their physical appearance.  

However, women without an eating order did not believe that their ability to acquire a job was 

contingent upon their physical appearance (Mendelson, McLaren, Gauvin, & Steiger, 2002). 

Eclipsing Self-Esteem with Self-Respect 

Rather than seeking self-esteem through external validation, which appears to yield 

ineffective results, individuals could more greatly benefit from seeking self-respect.  Individuals 

who allow their self-esteem to be based on external factors rather than internal factors may likely 

have more negative consequences.  For individuals who are inclined to prove that they are 

successful and valuable, mistakes and failures are likely to threaten their self-esteem, rather than 

serve as opportunities to learn and improve (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001).  By further exploring the 

complexities associated with self-respect, and examining notable limitations of researchers who 

have endeavored to measure self-respect, those pitfalls can be avoided, which may result in the 

development of an appropriate self-respect instrument.  The impact of this instrument may lead 

to ameliorating some of the adversities that are associated with seeking to pacify one’s self-

esteem through advocating for individuals to prioritize their enhancing their self-respect over 

their self-esteem. 
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A Lack of Self-Respect Research 

Self-respect is regarded as a complex construct that is lacking a scientific or 

psychological theoretical framework (Roland & Foxx, 2003).  Consequently, there is not a 

consensus regarding an explicit definition for self-respect as a construct.  Potentially, this is due 

to a dearth of research regarding self-respect, as a construct.  For instance, Roland and Foxx 

(2003) reported that researchers have neglected self-respect, as a construct.  An examination of 

Psych INFO, covering years 1984 through 2001, yielded approximately 14,000 results for the 

term self-esteem.  In contrast, approximately 150 results were yielded for the term self-respect. 

Limitations Conceptualizing Self-Respect 

Roland and Foxx also noted that researchers have been using the construct of self-respect 

interchangeably with self-esteem.  However, to presume that the two constructs are synonymous 

implies that individuals performing an identical behavior will feel the same way about their 

experiences.  Additionally, the lack of specificity adds ambiguity, and detracts from the 

implications of both constructs.  For instance, Avsaroglu, Unuvar, and Uslu (2013) argued that 

self-respect is an individual’s worth, value, respect, and love for themselves, but they also 

believed this definition applied to self-esteem.  Moreover, Rosenberg (1965) posited that self-

esteem is a unidimensional construct.  However, Mendelson, Mendelson, and White (2001) 

posited that self-esteem is a multidimensional construct, which is composed of body-esteem and 

intellectual esteem. 

Limitations Measuring Self-Respect 

Luchies, Finkel, McNulty, and Kumashiro (2010) posited that their study was one of self-

respect.  However, their measurement of self-respect is questionable.  Luchies et al. only used 

one-item to assess the concept of self-respect.  Henson (2001) posited that an appropriate 
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reliability is questionable with only a single item.  Cook, Hepworth, Wall, and Warr (1981) 

recommended that an appropriate reliability—internal consistency—can be achieved with a 

minimum of three items.  Additionally, Costello and Osborne (2005) posited that a construct 

(i.e., factor) that has less than three items is weak and unstable. 

Kristjánsson (2007) advocated self-respect is a moral construct and that an Aristotelian 

framework “should” (p. 235) be used to measure it.  He posited self-respect contained the 

following four factors that need to be examined interdependently: pridefulness, impeccable 

command of all the moral virtues, stability of character, and strength of character.  However, as 

evidenced by three claims, Kristjánsson’s theoretical perspective does not align with that of the 

present paper.  First, there appears to be no record of Aristotle, who is a moral philosopher, 

addressing or advocating for self-respect.  If he did, he most certainly did not use the term “self-

respect.” Kristjánsson admits this.  Second, self-respect, as I have previously conceptualized and 

defined, is about behavior that is motivated by internal validation.  I did not state that it is about 

morality.  In no way, am I proclaiming individuals are acting wrong, should repent, and then act 

right.  Similarly, I am not suggesting some people are good, and others are not.  Those matters, 

which are arbitrarily subjective, are well beyond the scope of this study and well beyond the 

extent of my realm.  Third, I disagreed that the four components collectively measure self-

respect. 

Pridefulness.  My first reservation with pridefulness is that Kristjánsson (2007) suggested 

self-respectful persons expect recognition (i.e., external validation) from their peers.  I oppose 

his statement because I am advocating that self-respectful persons do not expect recognition 

from their peers, rather they seek it from themselves (i.e., internal validation).  Similarly, Rawls 
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(1971), a distinguished philosopher, stated individuals’ self-respect is supported by their ability 

to proficiently utilize their talents without the need to be validated by other people. 

Second, Kristjánsson (2007) also stated self-respectful persons experience shame if they 

“feel” (i.e., an emotional feeling, which is what I have defined as self-esteem) that they do not 

meet other people’s standards (i.e., external validation).  Again, I oppose his statement and will 

assert that self-respectful persons do not experience shame if they fail to meet other people’s 

standards because self-respect is about internal validation. 

Finally, Kristjánsson’s (2007) definition of pridefulness also appears to be ambigious.  

He initially advocates that “measures of self-esteem rely on self-reported subjective feelings that 

are likely to contain substantial biases” (p. 238), in addition to, “the potential advantage of 

objectivity” (p. 238) “makes self-respect an attractive alternative research option [to self-

esteem]” (p. 238).  However, he also stated pridefulness involves feelings: 

 

They [people with pridefuless] are also liable to shame not only if they fail to live up to 

their own standards but also if they feel [emphasis added] that the external recognition they 

deserve is not forthcoming. (p. 237) 

 

To this end, pridefulness does not appear to be an essential component for needed to 

measure self-respect. 

Virtues.  My first reservation with impeccable command of all the moral virtues is that 

Kristjánsson (2007) stated command of “all” the moral virtues is a prerequisite for self-respect, 

but then stated individuals simply need “overall mastery” (p. 237) of the greatest virtues.  I found 

this to be ambiguous because “all” and “overall” are not synonymous.  The former implies 
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individuals must literally command each virtue, while the latter implies individuals do not 

necessarily need to command each virtue.  Thus, it appears individuals can favor poorly on 

numerous virtues and still qualify as having impeccable command of all the moral virtues. 

Second, is that the term impeccable is used to describe this component.  To be 

impeccable implies to be flawless.  Aristotle (trans. 2005) attested individuals of full virtue are 

fallible, which can result in them succumbing to pressure and acting out of character.  Thus, 

regarding this component as impeccable does not appear to be pragmatic. 

Finally, this component is based on morality, and as previously discussed; the 

conceptualization of self-respect in the present paper is not.   To this end, impeccable command 

of all the moral virtues does not appear to be an essential component for needed to measure self-

respect. 

Stability of character.  My reservation with stability of character is that it is it appears to 

be inherently redundant to strength of character.  Kristjánsson (2007) stated individuals’ stability 

of character will waiver based on the consistency of their experiences.  That is, given dissimilar 

conditions, the higher individuals’ stability of character level, the higher the likelihood that they 

will act on their convictions analogous to when in similar conditions.  At the same time, he 

claimed strength of character is not only the individuals’ unwillingness to compromise, in 

addition to fortitude to defend their convictions (even if it means placing themselves in a perilous 

situation), but also the extent to which their convictions waiver.  Hence, strength of character 

encompasses stability of character, and therefore, is not essential to the measurement of self-

respect. 

Strength of character.  This component appears to dovetail with the conceptualization of 

self-respect in the present paper.  Kristjánsson (2007) indicated strength of character is not only 
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the individuals’ unwillingness to compromise, in addition to their fortitude to defend their 

convictions (even if it means placing themselves in a perilous situation), but also the extent to 

which their convictions waiver.  I firmly agree with those claims.  However, I believe he does 

not fully comprehend the essence of strength of character based on his proposition for how not to 

measure self-respect.   

Kristjánsson (2007) stated one should avoid experiments in which other people are 

enlisted to persuade a participant to do something that is antagonistic to the participant’s 

convictions (e.g., Milgram type experiments; 1974).  However, based on his definition of this 

component, I propose that a Milgram type experiment would be an appropriate means to measure 

self-respect.  I will explain how Kristjánsson does not fully comprehend the essence of strength 

of character by utilizing his definition within the following “if-then” logical sequence:  

(a) If Person X and Person Y have behavior that is motivated by internal validation, 

rather than external validation, which is a consequence of the magnitude of their 

commitment to their convictions, then they will have not only an unwillingness to 

compromise, in addition to fortitude to defend their convictions (even if it means 

placing themselves in a perilous situation; i.e., a Milgram type experiment, 1974), but 

also unwavering convictions. 

(b) If Person X and Person Y have not only an unwillingness to compromise, in addition 

to fortitude to defend their convictions (even if it means placing themselves in a 

perilous situation), but also unwavering convictions, then they will have a high 

strength of character level. 
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(c) If Person X and Person Y have a high strength of character level, then they will not 

comply if they are asked to do something that is antagonistic to their convictions, 

regardless if it was made by a person of authority. 

Individuals who have a higher strength of character level will be more likely to do 

whatever it takes to defend their convictions (Aristotle, trans. 2005; Kristjánsson, 2007).  For 

instance, two men believe social injustice is inappropriate and decide to peacefully protest by 

taking a knee during the national anthem.  As a result of their actions, they are publicly vilified, 

receive death threats, and lose endorsements.  However, all will be “forgiven” if they end their 

protest, which was peaceful, and stand during the national anthem.  In this scenario, the man who 

believes social injustice is inappropriate, but has a lower strength of character level will be more 

likely to end his peaceful protest because his desire to end the public vilification, death threats, 

and loss of endorsements supersedes his conviction towards social injustice.  In contrast, the man 

who believes social injustice is inappropriate, and has a higher strength of character level will be 

less likely to end his peaceful protest even if it will cost him his life.  He is that committed.  

Thus, his desire to end the public vilification, death threats, and loss of endorsements does not 

supersede his conviction towards social injustice.  In short, this component dovetails with the 

conceptualization of self-respect in the present paper as it demonstrates individuals’ behavior 

that is motivated by internal validation, rather than external validation, which is a consequence of 

the magnitude of their commitment to their convictions. 

The Need for a Self-Respect Instrument 

Self-respect, as a construct, cannot be currently measured because there is not an 

instrument to do so.  Considering that there is ambiguity regarding self-esteem and self-respect, 

as a construct, it appears that it may be beneficial to develop an instrument and assess the 
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reliability and validity of it scores so that psychological and educational researchers can begin to 

examine the dynamics of self-respect.   

One area in which researchers can begin to examine the dynamics of self-respect is 

regarding emerging adults, individuals ages 18-25 years.  Arnett (2015) suggested that emerging 

adults typically experience processes that are unique to any other developmental period.  

Potentially, these processes may influence individuals to endeavor to prove their value; thereby, 

participating in behavior is that self-esteem driven.  To this end, emerging adults might be 

vulnerable to their self-respect depreciating.  Nevertheless, there is no evidence to support that 

assumption due to a dearth of research regarding self-respect.   

Through the development of a self-respect instrument, observed scores from that 

instrument can be compared to observed scores from the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE; 

Rosenberg, 1965) to assess discriminant validity between the constructs of self-respect and self-

esteem.   One benefit of doing so may lead to practitioners, professionals, and parents 

implementing practices that focus on building self-respect, prior to self-esteem. 
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