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The Ecological Q-Sort was developed specifically for

the measurement of self-concept in older adults. Self-

concept is defined as individuals' perceptions of

themselves in relationship to their environment.

Consequently, self-concept is contextual, multidimensional

and varies with the situation. The Ecological Q-Sort was

subjected to convergent and discriminant validational

procedures in the present study. Correlational analyses

provided support for both convergent and discriminant

validity, suggesting that this instrument measures

ecological, domain specific self-concept in older persons.

However, multivariate analysis of variance did not yield

significant main effects or interactions for sex, marital

status, and health as observed on the sets of ecological

and nonecological self-concept measures.

Results suggested further research with this

assessment measure is warranted, particularly with

different populations of elderly persons. In light of this

study's findings, the practical uses of the Ecological



Q-Sort by the therapist might include using it for

determining an individual's baseline functioning, and as a

means of planning psychotherapeutic interventions.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Self

The injunction by Greek philosophers to "know thyself"

has been carried out for centuries by individuals and groups

from many different perspectives, for many different

reasons, and has produced varied results.

In the seventeenth century Descartes, like Plato,

advocated a high view of human reason and man's ability to

attain knowledge. He expressed his belief in man as a self-

conscious thinking being in the well known "Cogito, ergo

sum": I think, therefore I am (Leahey, 1980). Nearly a

century later, Hume's skepticism led him to question the

reality of mind or self, saying that these are collections

of impressions and nothing more (Watson, 1979). William

James, writing in the late nineteenth and early twentieth

centuries, accepted the existence of self, and conceived of

it as the Me, which he divided into the material me, the

social me, and the spiritual me (Sahakian, 1981). More

recently, Freud, Jung, and Adler, while interpreting the

self differently, gave it a primary role in their respective

personality theories (Corsini, 1984; Rychlak, 1981). The

phenomenological tradition in philosophy and psychology

dates back to the mid-nineteenth century with Brentano and

1
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Husserl. It focuses on the immediate, unbiased knowing of

what is going on in phenomenological (sensory knowledge)

experience (Rychlak, 1981). Carl Rogers advocated a view of

the self within the phenomenological perspective which saw

the self as a fluid process, rather than a fixed construct.

In the present study, the self concept is operationally

defined as an individual's perception of his or her self in

terms of one's relationship to the environment. The

development of a self-concept (a conscious self definition

we attribute to ourselves) is therefore greatly dependent on

the person's perception of experiences in the environment

(Rogers, 1951). Lewis (1979) has argued that the self must

be studied as a developmental concept if we are to

understand the active, constructionist view of the self

which includes both the action experienced by the organism

and the task of making sense of the action. Similarly,

Hayslip (1984-1985) argues for the complex, highly

changeable, evolutionary nature of the self, suggesting that

the self is something that is being constructed, not static

or unitary. Bandura (1977, 1986) from a social cognitive

theory perspective, has emphasized the "self as the

interpreter of the self", suggesting that the self is

cognitive structures which mediate between stimulus and

response. In Bandura's view the self is not innate, but is

formed by external stimulus events. A "sense of self" comes

from mediated inputs acquired through observational
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learnings in the past. Bandura suggests that the most

important aspect of self-knowledge is an individual's

conception of personal efficacy--expectations of one's

ability to successfully carry out required actions in a

situation.

Historically the view of the self construct and its

various associated constructs has been characterized by

change. Markus and Wurf (1987) identify as the unifying

premise of research on the self during the last decade the

idea that the self-concept is dynamic, active, and capable

of change. They define the self- concept as an important

aspect of the self, reminiscent of Rogers's (1951) view.

Representations of the self-concept may vary in terms of

whether central or peripheral (Gergen, 1968), actual or

ideal (Markus & Nurius, 1986) a past, present, or future

view of the self (Markus & Nurius, 1986), and whether

positive or negative in focus (Sullivan, 1953; Beck, 1967).

Rosenberg (1979) construes the self-concept as having both

thoughts and feelings, although others (Bengtson et al.,

1985) have made a distinction between cognitive dimensions

of the self (self-concept) and an affective dimension (self-

esteem). Kihlstrom and Cantor (1987) suggest many self-

concepts organized as a family of selves, representing a

more context-oriented view. The following review will

examine issues in aging (self-concept, self-esteem, marital

status, control, daily events, self-efficacy, and
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assessment) as they relate to the primary and secondary

purposes of the study.

Aging and Self

As the American population is growing older and life

expectancy increases for males and females, there is a great

deal of speculation regarding how older adults may differ

with respect to psychological functioning (Atchley, 1976).

Of particular interest in this body of research is the area

of psychological well-being (Larson, 1978) as it is

expressed through life satisfaction (Neugarten, et al.,

1961), morale (Lawton, 1972, 1975), subjective well-being

(Liang, 1984; Stock et al., 1986) self-esteem (Dobson et

al., 1979; Rodin, 1980), locus of control (Rodin & Langer,

1980; Krause, 1987; Holahan, Holahan, & Belk, 1984),

depression (Gatz & Hurwicz, 1990), retirement satisfaction

(Atchley, 1976; Larson, 1978; Hooker & Ventis, 1984), self-

concept (Pierce & Chiriboga, 1979 Atchley, 1976; Breytspraak

& George, 1979; Hayslip, 1984-1985), health (Lawton, 1983,

Kozma & Stones, 1983; Larson, 1978), and marital status

(Chappell & Badger, 1989; Markides et al., 1980; Stones,

1989).

Within gerontological research, the self and related

constructs, such as self-concept and self-esteem, have been

frequently examined (Breytspraak & George, 1979, 1982;

Breytspraak, 1984). With regard to specific variables as

related to self-concept and self-esteem, results of studies
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dealing with age are inconsistent (Breytspraak, 1984;

Bengtson et al., 1985) with studies showing either a

positive relationship between age and self-esteem or no age

differences. Gender differences in self-concept and self-

esteem have been investigated with regard to consistency

across the life span (Atchley, 1976, 1989; Neugarten, 1977;

Ryff & Baltes, 1976), the social status differences of men

and women (Broverman et al., 1970), self criticism (Gurin et

al., 1960; Ortega & Grove, 1981), and the basis of self-

concept (Gurin et al., 1960; Stimson et al., 1981).

Generally, these findings support the view that while men

and women may base their personal feelings of self-concept

and self-esteem on different factors, there is no clear

evidence that these differences become greater with age.

Turner (1979) suggests that females have lower self-esteem

than males, on the average, regardless of age. Education

and income appear to be more important to self-esteem for

males, while the current situational context and age-related

losses appear more important to females (Ward, 1977). Among

older adults, high levels of self-esteem are positively

related to increased life satisfaction (Larson, 1978) less

anxiety (Lawton, 1983), and more personal control over their

lives (Rodin & Langer, 1980). Generally, it seems that

self-esteem may be increased as individuals age, although

certain situational variables may have an effect.
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Numerous researchers have investigated variables which

are related to life satisfaction in older adults. Palmore

et al. (1979), Thompson (1973), Atchley (1980) and Holahan

(1981) have discussed the importance of retirement status

and life satisfaction of older persons. While they all tend

to suggest that retirement is related to decreased life

satisfaction, it is possible that factors other than

retirement may help to explain the rather negative results;

they imply that health may be one contributing factor.

Larson (1978) reviewed thirty years of research on

subjective well-being in older persons, and concluded that

health is the variable most strongly related to reported

well being. Perlmutter and Nyquist (1990) state that to the

extent that health factors which affect intelligence can be

identified and modified, older adults' intellectual

functioning could be improved. They investigated possible

relationships within these factors and found that older

adults reported more physical and mental health problems

than younger adults, and that self reported health was

correlated with intelligence performance. Further, they

found that health probably is responsible for a larger part

of individual differences in older adults' intelligence

performance than it is in younger adults. Conversely,

Salthouse,.Kausler, and Saults (1990) found health factors

relatively unimportant in relations between age and

cognition.
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The results of investigations of male-female

differences with regard to life satisfaction have been mixed

(Atchley, 1976, 1980; Lawrence & Liang, 1988; Palmore, 1979)

suggesting that some variables may affect men and women

differentially within this broad construct of life

satisfaction. Bearon (1989) found that older women (age 65-

75) and middle-aged women (40-50) differed significantly

regarding life satisfaction. Health was more salient for

older women, as were maintaining the status quo and

preventing fears from being realized. Middle aged women

rated future achievements and acquisitions as more

important. Material well-being was important to both

groups, but particularly so to the middle aged group. Rice

(1989) investigated differences between single, older

childless women with regard to being never-married or

widowed, in relation to life satisfaction. Findings suggest

that role consistency and social support are factors

important to these two groups. While widows have had less

role consistency in one area (loss of spouse), the never-

married group have had consistently reported higher life

satisfaction, possibly due to the absence of making change

in self-identity as in the case of those who were widowed.

Marital Status

Marital status as it relates to self concept as a part

of life satisfaction and subjective well-being in older

adults has been investigated from a variety of perspectives
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with results which are somewhat inconsistent. George (1980)

writing from the perspective of role changes, suggests that

role transitions in later life, such as widowhood,

retirement, and residential relocation are perceived by

individuals in terms of the influences of other variables

(stress, personal resources, social status, coping skills)

on the events. To the extent that marital status is a role

change for an individual, response to the change is multi-

faceted. From the perspective of physical health, loss of a

spouse by death has been found to be potentially related to

psychological and physical health. Gallagher et al. (1983)

found that widows and wodowers reported worsened health or

recently occurring illness within two months of the death of

a spouse. Gove et al. (1983) suggest that marriage

contributes positively to mental and physical health.

Fenwick and Barresi (1981) found that widowhood and marital

separation are related to increased rates of suicide in

elderly persons, especially males. Additionally, they

suggest that widowhood is associated with a decrease in

perceived health status. In a study of United Kingdom

residents, Krause (1990) found that marital status in older

adults is a potentially important correlate of social

support use in later life, particularly as associated with

experiencing less psychological distress. Older married

people received more social support than nonmarried older

persons received. In a review of subjective well-being,
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Diener (1984) suggests that marriage has a positive effect

on well-being. However, Chappell and Badger (1989), in a

study of social isolation and subjective well-being, found

marital status was not related to subjective well-being, but

companionship and having confidants were related to well-

being.

The relationship between marital status and health in

older adults has been widely investigated. Markides et al.

(1990) found marital status was not a significant predictor

of activity, health, self-rated health, psychological

distress, or life satisfaction in a study of older Mexican

Americans and Anglos. Similarly, Stones et al. (1989)

suggest that marital status does not significantly predict

mortality in elderly institutional residents. Although

living alone, and/or having no family are often assumed to

be suggestive of emotional isolation, loneliness, or poor

health, Chappell and Badger (1989) point out that an

individual may be physically isolated, but not experience a

decrease in feelings of psychological well-being. Likewise,

an individual may not feel lonely, despite little contact

with others (Hughes & Gove, 1981).

The relationship between use of health services and

marital status in older adults has been widely investigated

(Verbrugge, 1979). Specifically, use of health services is

higher among those who are divorced, separated, widowed, and

never married than among those who are married. Conversely,
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Fenwick and Barressi (1981) suggest that marriage does not

have a unique effect on health when measured by days in bed

or in institutions. Cafferata (1989) found that marital

status was not related to hospital use or physician visits,

but living arrangement had an effect such that home care

substituted for the care which would presumably be given by

a spouse. This suggests a social support factor in marital

status and health.

Although Krause (1988) indicates that the findings are

inconsistent regarding the role of supportive social

relations as a buffer against the negative effects of

stress, others take a different view. Okun (1990) suggests

that the enjoyment of interpersonal relationships may serve

to derail the impact of daily hassles on psychological

distress, and Antonucci and Jackson (1987) suggest that

marital status as an agent of social support can be a

helpful influence on effective functioning in older adults.

In summary, the findings regarding the role of marital

status and well-being, particularly health, as it relates to

older adults, are somewhat inconsistent. However, when

assessed in a domain specific fashion (married, no children,

living with others versus living alone, etc.) the

relationship of marital status to psychological well-being

(self concept, self esteem) may be more significant. The

present study provides an opportunity for examining the

relationships among these constructs.
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Locus of Control

Lifespan development research has shown that while

older adults are characterized by plasticity in their

responses to change, and by more variability, as a group,

than younger persons (Baltes & Danish, 1980), they may

experience emotional, physical, psychological, and social

losses as conditions of normal aging (Kuypers & Bengtson,

1973). For instance, Holahan and Holahan (1987) point out

that the changes experienced in later life may deprive the

older adult of daily feedback regarding his or her

competence. As older adults experience these losses through

the death of member of the family, friends, or a spouse they

may be particularly vulnerable to negative perceptions of

competence and loss of control. The notion of locus of

control is related to self-efficacy, though not analogous to

it. Locus of control (Rotter, 1966) refers to an

individual's expectancies about the source of reinforcements

in his or her life. A belief in external control is one in

which reinforcements come about because of chance, fate,

luck, or powerful others. An internal control belief is one

that says reinforcements come about as a result of one's own

behaviors or characteristics. Recent studies (Blanchard-

Fields & Irion, 1988; Krause, 1986, 1987; Hayslip & Stewart-

Bussey, 1986-1987) have suggested that feelings of control

or mastery may be helpful as a coping response in elderly

adults in a variety of situations.
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Numerous investigations have looked at the importance

of control as a variable in self-esteem (Rodin & Langer,

1980; Hunter, Linn, & Harris, 1981), stress (Krause, 1986,

1987), depression and anxiety (Molinari & Niederehe, 1984-

1985), and well-being (Reich & Zautra, 1990). Of particular

significance has been the role of locus of control in health

in terms of ability to function (Baltes, Wahl, & Schmid-

Furstoss, 1990; Hunter, Linn, Harris, & Pratt, 1980),

beliefs about one's own health and depression (Marks et al.,

1986), and as it relates to patients in health care settings

(Smith, et al. 1988; Cicirelli, 1987), and in decision

making for discharge planning for posthospital care (Coulton

et al., 1989). Rodin (1986) in a review of studies of aging

and control reported that locus of control is an important

health concern for older adults, and further suggested that

changes in the immune system with aging and the possible

relation between lack of control and suppression of

immunologic function are survival issues for older persons.

The multidimensional nature of locus of control

beliefs, with specific attention to health locus of control,

has been investigated by Lau (1982) and Cicirelli (1987).

In the latter case findings suggest that control is context-

specific, so that in a hospital an older patient could hold

external beliefs about the role of powerful others (doctors,

nurses) in terms of survival, while continuing to hold

internal beliefs about health in general. Lachmann and Leff
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(1989) investigated possible relationships between control

beliefs and individual differences in intellectual aging.

They found no significant average change in intellectual

functioning, generalized control beliefs, or perceived

internal control over intelligence in older persons over a

five year period. Internal control beliefs were stable,

while beliefs in powerful others' control over intelligence

increased significantly. There was no significant increase

in chance control over the five year span.

Generally, these studies tend to support the importance

of internality as a positive quality and tend to point out

the debilitating effects of loss of control stemming from an

external locus of control belief.

Daily Hassles

Researchers in psychology have long been interested in

the relationship between stress and well-being. In this

light, extensive research has demonstrated a relationship

between significant life changes (loss of work role,

declining income, changes in physical functioning, death of

a friend, illness or death of a spouse) and a wide variety

of psychological and psychosomatic problems (Danish, Smyer,

& Nowak, 1980; Dohrenwend & Dohrenwend, 1981), in an elderly

population. Older persons are called upon to negotiate

daily events which may produce chronic stress (El-Shiekh,

Klaczynski, & Valaik, 1989; Holahan, Holahan, & Belk, 1984).

These daily stresses, called "daily hassles" (Lazarus, 1980)
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are an important source of information about the day-to-day

functioning of older adults (Okun et al., 1990).

With regard to prediction of psychological symptoms,

daily hassles have been found to be better predictors than

major life events (Kanner et al., 1981; Monroe, 1983;

Holahan & Holahan, 1987). Hassles are more strongly related

to distress than are major life events (Holahan et al.,

1984) and the hassles most frequently of particular concern

for older adults are economic issues (rising prices, taxes,

investments), environmental concerns (traffic, crime),

independence (problems with yardwork or home maintenance or

being dependent on others), and illness of a family member

(Holahan & Holahan, 1987). Clear age differences in hassles

and coping processes were found by Folkman et al. (1987)

where younger men and women had more hassles with finances

and work, and older men and women were more concerned with

environmental and social issues, home maintenance, and

health. Lazarus and DeLongis (1983) suggest that this focus

on daily hassles offers an alternative to the traditional

life events conceptualization and measurement of stress.

Further, DeLongis et al., (1982) argue that hassles make a

unique contribution to adaptational consequences, such as

health status. Okun et al. (1990) found that positive

social ties influenced psychological distress by moderating

the impact of negative daily events.
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In summary, these studies support the relationship

between daily hassles and predicting psychological distress

in older adults, and suggest that competence in daily living

contributes to well-being.

Self-efficacy

One determinant of competence may be self efficacy.

Indeed, within gerontological research, the mechanism of

self efficacy is an increasingly important focus of

investigation as it relates to the understanding of the self

in later life. Self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977, 1986)

suggests that individuals possess a sense of self-efficacy,

which is a personal evaluation of one's own ability to deal

with complex, ambiguous, and difficult situations. Stronger

perceptions of self-efficacy lead to increased self-esteem

and increased perceived control of outcomes. Weaker

perceptions of self-efficacy (the belief that one is

unlikely to succeed at a task) are associated with higher

levels of anxiety, decreased effort, poor performance, and

can result in avoidance of previously accomplished tasks.

Success at tasks important to an individual strengthens

self-efficacy, while continuous failure weakens it.

Knowing what to do when interacting with one's

environment is not enough. Self-efficacy involves

organizing one's cognitive, behavioral, and social skills

into a course of action and carrying it out. The mechanism
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of self-efficacy is the bridge between knowledge and action

(Bandura, 1986).

Bandura (1977) has postulated four primary sources of

self-efficacy information: 1) past and present performance

accomplishments, 2) vicarious experience of observing

others, 3) verbal persuasion and other kinds of social

influence, and 4) states of physiological arousal. As Abler

and Fretz (1988) point out, self-efficacy in the oldest old

persons may be particularly important because of

environmental factors (losses, isolation, etc.) that affect

all four of these sources of self-efficacy information.

Self-efficacy problems with older adults often have to do

with the reappraisal and misappraisal of their capabilities

(Bandura, 1986). Older adults have often been stereotyped

in our society as persons who have deteriorated in every

human function, and while advancing age does bring change,

decline is not necessarily automatic. As Bandura (1986)

suggests, changes in performance over time may be due to

social factors, but they are often misattributed to aging,

even by older persons themselves.

Numerous studies have investigated the role of self-

efficacy in older adults as it relates to a variety of

behaviors (Sherer et al., 1982; Maddux & Rogers, 1983),

adult education (Rebok & Offermann, 1983), health (Abler &

Fretz, 1988; Woodward and Wallston, 1587), and depression

(Davis-Berman, 1988; Holahan & Holahan, 1987). In sum,
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there is general consensus that self-efficacy is useful in

studying psychological functioning in older persons, and is

an important dimension of the self. Bandura (1989) has

suggested that self efficacy beliefs (self-beliefs about

efficacy) in older adults can improve memory performance and

protect against depression and the effects of stress.

Assessment

Adequate conceptualization of the self in part depends

on its accurate assessment. Although the necessity for the

assessment of psychological functioning in the aged is

widely accepted, recent research in aging has suggested that

there are important issues to consider regarding how the

self is measured in older adults (Hayslip, 1984-1985).

Assessment issues in aging research are both conceptual and

methodological with regard to constructs and instruments.

Bandura (1986) suggests that while psychological functioning

is affected by self-beliefs in diverse ways, measurement is

usually too global, thus giving inaccurate or incomplete

views of the relationships among variables. George (1979)

suggests four issues to consider, for example, when studying

life satisfaction in older adults: 1) making distinctions

among life satisfaction related constructs such as life

satisfaction, morale, and happiness; 2) developing and using

domain-specific measures of satisfaction-related concepts;

3) giving attention to the measure's sensitivity to change,

and whether that is beneficial; and 4) increasing the
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understanding of the nature of satisfaction-related concepts

by asking whether they exhibit consistently identifiable

changes over time.

While life satisfaction and these related constructs

have been widely investigated in the study of aging, some

researchers have begun to raise questions about the

appropriateness of definitions and the use of appropriate

measures that adequately tap the self in later life

(Hayslip, 1984-1985; George, 1979; Lawton, 1983;

Breytspraak, 1984; Lawrence & Liang, 1988). For example,

Redus (1983) in a review of previous research on self-

concept in older adults, argues that one cannot make

statements of certainty when discussing this construct in

the older adult population. Reasons for this conclusion by

Redus include inconsistent findings and the lack of a sound

empirical base. Liang and Bollen (1983) in a similar vein

suggest that the issue of dimensionality of existing

measures of subjective well-being may be often ignored,

resulting in problems for empirical research and theory

construction.

Levenson (1974) and Paulhus (1983) argue for multi-

dimensional and domain-specific assessment of psychological

functioning. With regard to locus of control, for example,

a multidimensional instrument recognizes multiple sources of

control (self, others, chance) which may operate across all

domains (generalized) or within particular domains of
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behavior. Lachman (1986) argues that domain-specific

measures may be particularly appropriate for aging research

since generalized scales would tap changes in some domains

but not in others, and it is possible that some changes

related to aging may occur within particular domains. Gurin

and Brim (1984) suggest, in a similar vein, that

multidimensional measurement is particularly useful for

research in aging since it allows for differential change

across dimensions.

As George (1979) has suggested, domain-specific

measures are those in which the referent is specified (self-

concept, self-esteem, health, self-efficacy, intellectual

functioning, etc.), rather than worded in more general terms

such as life, worth, control, etc. Once a construct has

been more clearly defined, as in the case of self-concept

and self-esteem, domain-specific measures of these concepts

are needed to investigate the interrelationships which may

exist within several overlapping domains.

More specifically, several authors have taken a domain-

specific approach to self-efficacy in older adults. Lachman

(1986) has argued that identifying links between

personality, social, and cognitive factors may be helpful in

understanding intellectual aging from an efficacy

perspective. Intellectual self-efficacy has been

investigated by Lachman (1983), Lachman and Jelalian (1984),

Cornelius and Caspi (1986), Rebok et al. (1986), and Hayslip
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(1988). Results support the existence of a relationship

between cognitive strategies and efficacy, and suggest that

locus of control plays a role in intellectual self-efficacy.

Further support for multidimensional, domain-specific

assessment with elderly adults is offered by studies looking

at the factor structure of measures (Liang et al., 1988),

personality-ability relationships (Lachman et al., 1982),

age differences and well-being (Carp & Carp, 1982), age

differences in causal attributions across domains (Lachman &

McArthur, 1986), age differences in locus of control

(Lachman, 1986), and age and personality traits in self-

concept and self-esteem (McCrae & Costa, 1988). These

findings support the view expressed by Lachman (1986) that

multidimensional and domain-specific assessments are

advantageous in research with older adults.

Of particular importance as an issue in assessment of

older persons is that of ecological validity of measures

(Hayslip, 1984-1985). Ecological validity in research

refers to aspects of external validity and generalizability

of results (Scheidt, 1981) as well as issues of

meaningfulness or relevance of variables being studied and

instruments used. As Scheidt and Schaie (1978) argue,

person-environment interactions and the situational context

of the individual should be emphasized. The application of

such an approach requires that this "ecology" be derived

from real-life situations and demands, not from the
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researcher's assumptions about an individual's responses.

Therefore, measures used with older persons should be

developed by asking ecologically relevant questions at the

outset (Hayslip, 1984-1985) and data should be interpreted

with a view towards functional utility, looking at the

naturally occurring situations and population of focus.

Ecological validity is seen as going beyond external

validity because it sees behavior through a context-specific

lens.

As Schaie (1978) has noted, the relevance of any given

task may change as the individual's situational context

changes. The older adult may face events which could alter

the situational ecological context (i.e., loss of support

systems, sensory-motor changes, illness). Of particular

importance to the present study, the person-situation

interactions which may affect self-concept and self-esteem

should be identified and utilized.in assessment in order to

provide an ecologically valid picture of functioning.

It is the absence of ecologically valid measures for

use with older adults which is responsible for much of the

difficulty in assessment of personality constructs such as

self-concept and self-esteem (Hayslip, 1984-1985). For

example, self-concept instruments are often stereotypic and

not valid for older adults. Test formats may make

unreasonable demands on subjects' cognitive and sensory-

motor abilities. Administration procedures may penalize
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less psychologically astute persons. Often there is a lack

of age appropriate norms and of reliability and validity

data for existing self-concept instruments. Not least

important is the fact that situational factors which may

affect the elderly person's functioning are often ignored

(Redus, 1983).

Ecologically valid measures are those with functional

utility (Scheidt, 1981), focusing on the environment and the

ecological (situationally anchored) context of the

individual. Schaie (1978) argues for the development of

assessment tasks which are not only relevant and meaningful

for the group being investigated, but also for criterion

situations within which a given construct is expressed. For

example, Scheidt and Schaie (1978) suggest that many tests

of intelligence may be of no practical importance because

they are based on tasks which elderly persons rarely face.

Ecological measures on the other hand, provide a means by

which to examine individual differences within life

situation contexts (Hayslip, 1984-1985).

Hayslip and Redus (1985) have developed an ecologically

valid Q-sort instrument for use with older adults in the

measurement of self-concept and self-esteem. Hayslip (1984-

1985) has noted that ecologically valid measures will be

more behaviorally and situationally fixed, thus giving more

weight to the interactions of the person with the

environment. Further, the measurement of self-concept and
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self-esteem in older persons must, therefore, be linked to a

given population's own definition of these constructs. They

must be, as Hayslip has argued, situationally and

behaviorally anchored.

The Ecological Q-sort (Hayslip & Redus, 1985) was

developed within a phenomenological approach to defining

self-concept so that the interaction between the person

characteristics and environmental demands could be

emphasized. Investigation of several aspects of

psychological functioning as they relate to self-concept and

self-esteem across several domains can best be done through

examining the person-environment context.

Items developed for the Ecological Q-sort were chosen

from descriptions of situations given by older adults

(Hayslip & Mullins, 1986) who were asked to identify and

describe events in their everyday lives. As Redus (1983)

emphasizes, many self-concept instruments may focus on

events which are not a part of the older adult's daily life

and as a result they are not ecologically valid for older

persons. The items from Hayslip and Mullins were rated by

the participants in terms of their relevance and importance

to feelings about self. Subsequently, 70 situations were

chosen for the Q-sort.

The 70 situations were portrayed in both pictorial and

written formats, giving special attention to maintaining

ecological validity and to maximizing the appropriateness of
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the format for older persons (Redus, 1983). For example,

characters were portrayed in a nonstereotypic manner (not

using a walking cane).

With regard to the Q-sort methodology, Hayslip (1984-

1985) argues that since the elderly as a group are a more

heterogeneous population more idiographic approaches to

measurement should be used. The Q-sort methodology allows

for measurement of greater within person variability (Redus,

1983) and provides the additional advantages of less complex

instructions and tasks. As Hayslip concluded, the Q-sort is

an approach which offers older persons a less difficult

experience with regard to the completion of assessment

instruments.

Redus (1983) in the original development of the

Ecological Q-sort found several sources of support for

construct validity for this instrument. Specifically,

correlations between ecological measures of self-concept

were greater than correlations between ecological measures

and measures of depression, anxiety, and life satisfaction.

These findings are a positive indication of convergent

validity. Ecological Picture Word Self and Ecological Word

Self scores were not highly correlated with anxiety and life

satisfaction, thus giving evidence of discriminant validity.

Redus suggests that ecological self-concept scores may be

measuring a self-concept construct which is distinct from

that measured by nonecological instruments. Ratliff (1988)
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found that ecological and nonecological measures of self-

esteem in older adults were not strongly correlated, thus

providing additional support for the importance of using

appropriate measures.

Summary

In summary, the prior review suggests that assessment of

well-being in the elderly population may not be so

straightforward a matter as previously assumed. Earlier

results suggesting a unidimensional view of the self may

have been premature in light of more recent findings from

studies which used an ecological, multidimensional, domain-

specific approach.

Moreover, evidence suggests that the contextual

appropriateness of assessment instruments should provide a

more accurate view of psychological functioning, since the

importance of a task may differ as the situation changes.

The impact of significant life events and/or daily

hassles on self-concept and self-esteem is another area

which should be examined within the framework of ecological

validity and multidimensionality. Additionally, gender

differences, health status, and marital status have been

found to be variables which differentiate older persons with

regard to aspects of well-being.

In conclusion, an ecologically valid assessment of the

relationships among these variables and the daily

functioning of older adults is entirely appropriate, as it
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enables us to more fully understand the self in light of the

everyday experiences that are critical determinants of well-

being (Hayslip & Mullins, 1986).

Rationale for the Present Study

The purposes of the present study are twofold. First,

the study attempts to specifically validate the Ecological

Q-sort (Redus, 1983) through convergent and discriminant

validational procedures. Hayslip (1984-1985) has cited the

need for further work in this area using ecologically

relevant criterion groups whose self-concept and self-esteem

is likely to be affected with respect :o the quality of

life. The current investigation will focus on validating

the Ecological Q-sort (Redus, 1983) against several more

traditional measures of self-concept and self-esteem. The

presence of significant intercorrelations among measures

presumed to measure the same construct would help establish

the convergent validity of the Ecological Q-sort. The

absence of intercorrelations between instruments which are

intended to measure different constructs would help

establish discriminant validity of the Ecological Q-sort

(Campbell & Fiske, 1959).

Second, the present study attempts to examine the

interrelationships between self-efficacy, self-concept and

self-esteem, locus of control, and coping and stress.

Stronger perceptions of self-efficacy lead to increased self

esteem and increased perceived control of outcomes.
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Individuals establish specific efficacies to enhance self

esteem (Bandura, 1986) as they evaluate their progress.

The Ecological Q-sort (Hayslip and Redus, 1985) is

uniquely appropriate to assess the relationships of self-

concept and self-esteem to self-efficacy in older adults

since it is comprised of the daily situations which elderly

people chose as most representative of their daily lives as

relating to feelings of self esteem. Daily hassles have

been found, as reported above, to be more predictive of

psychological functioning in older adults than have life

events. Thus, self-efficacy ratings by older persons of

their own abilities to perform required behaviors in

situations which they have designated as important to their

self esteem should be strongly related to other measures

which are domain-specific, thereby reflecting a more

ecologically valid view of psychological functioning in

later life.

The specific hypotheses were as follows:

1. Scores on the Ecological Q-sort will be more

strongly related to each other than to scores on nondomain-

specific nonecological measures of self concept and self

esteem.

2. Scores on the Ecological Q-Sort will be more

strongly related to scores on domain specific measures of

self efficacy and locus of control than to scores on
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nondomain specific measures of self efficacy and locus of

control.

3. Scores on domain specific measures of self

efficacy, locus of control, coping, and stress will be more

highly related to one another than to scores on nondomain

specific measures of self efficacy, locus of control,

coping, and stress.

4. Scores on measures of domain specific stress,

coping, self efficacy, and locus of control will be more

highly related to Ecological Q-Sort scores than they will be

to scores on nondomain specific measures of self concept.

5. Main effects for sex, marital status, and health

will be observed on the set of scores obtained on the

Ecological Q-Sort whereas no such effects will be observed

for nonecological measures of self concept. Moreover,

interactions between the above variables are expected.

Specifically, married men in good health will have higher

ecological domain specific self concept scores than

nonmarried men in poor health. Married females in good

health will not have higher Ecological Q-Sort scores than

nonmarried females in poor health. For nondomain specific

measures of self concept the above main effects and

interactions will be less powerful.
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METHOD

Subjects

The subjects in the present study were 110 community

residing adults over the age of 60 years who volunteered to

participate in the study. They were contacted through

senior centers, church organizations, older adult social

organizations, and friendship networks.

There were 55 males and 55 females in this

investigation, all of whom were Caucasian, who lived in a

metropolitan area of the southwest United States. Age

ranged from 60 years to 96 years, the mean age being 73

years. Fifty percent of the subjects were from 60-72 years

of age. The majority of the subjects (51.8%) were married,

living with their spouse, while 6% were divorced, 37% were

widowed (males and females), and 6% were single.

Years of education within this sample ranged from 4 to

20 years, with 3% having completed the eighth grade or less,

13% having completed high school, 49% having attended

college, 27% having graduated from college, 25% having

attended graduate school, and 7% having earned a 4 year

graduate degree. The average number of years of education

was 14.9. Ninety-three percent of the subjects were not

employed full-time, while 20% were employed part time.

29
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With respect to yearly income, 13% of the subjects

reported 10,000 dollars or less, 23% reported 10,000 to

20,000 dollars, 21% reported 20,000 to 30,000 dollars, 17%

reported 30,000 to 40,000 dollars, 6% reported 40,000 to

50,000 dollars, and 12% reported more than 50,000 dollars.

Mean income level was in the range of 20,000 to 30,000

dollars. Fifty-six percent of the subjects reported their

income was enough for their needs, while 20% reported their

income was not nearly enough for their needs and 24%

reported their income was more than enough. With regard to

their satisfaction with their annual income, 19% reported

being unsatisfied, 40% reported neutrality, and 41% reported

being satisfied. With regard to being satisfied with their

housing, 9% reported being unsatisfied, 50% reported

neutrality, and 41% reported being satisfied.

The majority of the subjects (72%) perceived themselves

to be in "good to very good" health, while 28% perceived

their health to be "fair" (25%) or less (3%). When

comparing their own health to the health of their age peers,

19% of the subjects perceived their health to be "fair" or

"worse," while 81% perceived their health to be "good to

very good." With regard to their own energy and vitality,

subjects' self ratings included 4% who perceived themselves

to be "vigorous, with great endurance," 25% who perceived

themselves to have energy and vitality "more than adequate

for activities," 51% who perceived themselves with energy
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and vitality "adequate for most activities," and 20% whose

energy and vitality necessitated some degree of limitation.

Eighty-seven percent of the subjects have children; 31%

of those with children reported they see their children

every week, while 5% reported they see their children once a

year. The average frequency of visits reported was 6 to 11

times a year. Seventy eight percent of the subjects have at

least one grandchild. One participant dropped out of the

project at the first meeting with the examiner, citing

health and stress as reasons for being unable to continue.

Design

To establish convergent and discriminant validity of

the Ecological Q-sort, intercorrelations and tests of

significance between nonindependent correlations were

computed (Campbell & Fiske, 1959; Steiger, 1980; Williams,

1959). To examine the impact of sex, marital status, and

health status a 2 X 2 X 2 multivariate analysis of variance

was employed and subsequent univariate tests were carried

out. Sex (male/female), health (at least good/fair or

worse), and marital status (married/single, divorced,

widowed) are variables which have been shown to

differentiate older persons with regard to self-concept and

self-esteem. Sex and marital status were selected a priori,

while health was selected post hoc.
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Instruments

Ecological Measures 1) The Ecological Picture Word Q-

sort (Redus, 1983) consists of 70 11" X 14" cards with

pictorial representations and written descriptions of older

people in every day situations. The Q-sort is a self

administered, self report instrument designed to measure the

older person's self-concept in ecological, phenomenological

terms. The cards are sorted into five categories ranging

from "most characteristic of me" to "most uncharacteristic

of me". Fourteen cards are sorted into each category.

2) The Ecological Word Q-sort consists of 70 5" X 7"

cards with one sentence descriptions of older people in

everyday situations. The same 70 situations are used in

both Pictorial and Word Q-sorts.

Results of the Q-sorts give four scores: the Self-

Ideal Self discrepancy coefficient (SIr), the Real Self

Concept score, the Ideal Self Concept score, and the Self-

Ideal Self difference score. The SIr is computed according

to the standard procedure developed by Block (1955).

Individual item placements for each Q-sort are recorded by

category and the category number is recorded as the item's Q

value. If, for example, a given item is placed in category

4, it is given a Q value of 4. The two sorts are then

compared item by item. The squared difference in the

corresponding Q values is then recorded. The correlation

between the two sorts is computed using Block's formula:
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SIr = 1- dip 2

560

2
where dip is the squared discrepancies between items.

Self-concept scores are computed by summing weighted

values for all items from among the 70 Q-sort items. The

items were selected by a team of ten judges who were asked

simply to go through the Q-sort and identify the "positive"

and "negative" cards. The judges were psychologists ranging

in age from 30 to 58, and older adults as described by

Hayslip and Mullins (1986). A criterion of 80% agreement

was used to select the items.

Self-concept scores are computed by "scoring" or

weighting the positive items according to their category

placement in the subject's Q-sort. Because category 1

("most characteristic of me") is the most salient, it is

given a value of 5. Category 2 is given a value of 4,

category 3 a value of 3, category 4 a value of 2, and

category 5 a value of 1. The value of the 70 items is then

summed to yield the self-concept score for each subject.

The Self-Ideal Self difference score was computed by

subtracting the self-concept score from the Ideal Self-

Concept score. This difference score was included primarily

to allow for comparison with the Self-Ideal Self discrepancy

coefficient.

The overall real self/ideal self scores are the sum

across all 70 cards of the product of the weight (salience)
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for a given card and its placement in the deck. Such scores

are computed by selecting the items which were negative,

those which were positive, and those which were neutral,

summing their placement in the deck, and dividing by the

number of items.

Nonecological Nondomain Specific Measures 1) The

Block California Q-sort for Use with Nonprofessional Sorters

(Block & Thomas, 1955) is an adjective Q-set consisting of

70 items which are sorted into five categories with 14 items

in each category. The Block is self administering and is

appropriate for use with individuals of high school

educational level. The results are utilized in the same

manner as the results from the Ecological Q-sort. A Block

Self-concept score is computed in the same manner as the

Ecological Q-sort scores. No age appropriate norms are

reported.

2) The Sherer Self-Efficacy Scale (Sherer et al.,

1982) was constructed from items designed to cover the range

of behavioral implications of self-efficacy in order to

assure content validity. Sherer et al. (1982) reported that

the 2 subscales are reliable: General Self-efficacy

subscales, Cronbach alpha .86, and Social Self-efficacy

subscales, Cronbach alpha .71. As Sherer et al. (1982)

predicted in the original development of the scale, high

scorers on the self-efficacy scale are more likely to be

employed, to have fewer jobs, and to have been fired fewer
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times than low scorers, while individuals who have problems

holding jobs have lower self-efficacy scores. Additionally,

the authors accurately predicted that scores on the self-

efficacy scale would be appropriately correlated with

measures of several other personality characteristics:

internal-external control, social desirability, ego

strength, interpersonal competency, and self-esteem. The

measure is designed with Likert response categories. Low

scores suggest low levels of perceived self-efficacy.

3) The Tennessee Self Concept Scale (Fitts, 1964) is a

90 item self report instrument designed to measure self-

concept. Subjects rate each item statement on a five point

scale ranging from "completely true of me" to "completely

false of me". The scale yields several scores including:

(1) a total positive score which indicates overall level of

self regard; (2) a self criticism score; (3) a self

satisfaction score; (4) scores on physical self, moral-

ethical self, personal worth, family and social self. The

scale is often used with older persons, but no age-

appropriate norms or reliability and validity date have been

reported. The Personal Worth subscale was used in the

present study since it correlates most highly with the total

self concept score obtained on the Tennessee Self Concept

Scale. Higher scores indicate positive self concept.

4) The Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965)

is a ten-item scale designed to measure global self-esteem.
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Responses are scored from "strongly agree" to "strongly

disagree". Items are written in the first person, singular.

High self-esteem is defined by agreement with self-affirming

statements. The scale was developed and normed on a young

adult population; no norms are reported for older persons,

but Hirsch and Rapkin (1987) suggest it has high reliability

and support for construct validity. Higher scores indicate

higher self-esteem.

5) The Levenson Locus of Control Scale (Levenson,

1973, 1981) is a multidimensional, generalized measure of

locus of control and includes three scales: Internal

(personal efficacy), Chance (luck, fate), and Powerful

Others. Each scale contains eight items rated on a 6-point

scale (strongly agree to strongly disagree) with a scoring

range of 0-40. As a generalized assessment of control

beliefs, each scale includes items which do not specify any

particular context. Higher scores suggest more internal

locus of control.

6) The Social Readjustment Rating Scale (Holmes &

Rahe, 1967) is a 43 item measure in which each item

represents a life event. As defined by the authors, social

readjustment includes both the amount and duration of change

in one's accustomed pattern of life resulting from various

life events. The instrument measures the intensity and

length of time necessary to accommodate to a life event,

regardless of the desirability of the event. Subjects are
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asked to rate a series of life events as to their relative

degrees of necesary readjustment. In the present study,

individuals were asked to itemize those events which they

had experienced in the past six months. Higher scores

indicate more stress.

7) The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale

(Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) is a measure which is designed to

determine whether individuals being assessed are responding

as they think they should, even if the response is at odds

with the way they actually think or feel. Higher scores

suggest more social desirability.

Nonecological, domain-specific measures 1) The

Multidimensional Health Locus of Control Scale (Wallston &

Wallston, 1981) reflects beliefs about sources of control

over the prevention and cure of illness. It is a

multidimensional, domain-specific measure containing

Internal, Chance, and Powerful Others scales. Each scale

contains six items rated on a 6-point continuum from

"strongly agree" to "strongly disagree" with a possible

scoring range of 0-30. Cronbach's alpha coefficient of

reliability has been reported by Winfield (1982) as .49 for

Chance scales, .58 for Powerful Others scales, and .70 for

Internal Control scales. Higher scores suggest internal

control beliefs.

2) The Everyday Problem Solving Inventory (Cornelius &

Caspi, 1987) is a domain-specific measure in which social
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situations are briefly outlined and a number of alternative

actions are listed--various ways an individual could respond

to the situation. Subjects are asked to imagine they are in

these situations and to rate how effective they think the

different alternative actions would be for solving the

problem. Scores are obtained by computing a correlation

(Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient) between

judges' ratings of response efficacy and each subject's

ratings of his or her response tendencies. The correlation

indicates the degree of similarity between the two kinds of

profiles. The domains in the inventory include friend,

home, consumer, work, information, and family. The

inventory was designed to assess practical and social

competence components of intelligence, where competence is

seen as the effective response of an individual to a

specific life situation.

3) The Personality in Intellectual Aging Contexts

Inventory (Lachman et al., 1982) is a multidimensional,

domain-specific measure of self efficacy for use with older

persons. The assessment framework is a set of established

personality dimensions (locus of control, achievement

motivations, anxiety, and morale). The PIC was designed to

deal with both self assessment of intellectual competence

and beliefs and attributions about intellectual functioning

associated with everyday situations or laboratory tasks.

Selection of situations was accomplished through
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unstructured interviews with older persons aimed at

identifying the scope of situations in which older person

experience intelligence related demands. The measure

contains items which are presented in a 6-point Likert

response format. Three scales (Internal, Chance, and

Powerful Others) yield separate scores; higher scores

indicate stronger self efficacy beliefs.

4) The Daily Hassles measure as used by Holahan and

Holahan (1987) was taken from an index by Lazarus and others

(Kanner et al., 1981). The Daily Hassles measure is

comprised of 25 items. Subjects are told that hassles can be

minor annoyances or irritations or major daily pressures, and

are asked whether during the past month each item had been a

hassle in their life. The occurrence or nonoccurrence of

each even is coded, and the total number of hassles is

computed. Higher scores suggest more daily stress.

In summary, the instruments to be used in the present

study are shown below.

Ecological Measures

1. The Ecological Pictorial Q-sort

2. The Ecological Word Q-sort

Nonecological Nondomain-Specific Measures

1. The Block California Q-sort

2. The Sherer Self-Efficacy Scale

3. The Tennessee Self Concept Scale

4. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
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5. The Levenson Locus of Control Scale

6. The Social Readjustment Rating Scale

7. The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale

Nonecological Domain-Specific Measures

1. The Multidimensional Health Locus of Control Scale

2. The Everyday Problem Solving Inventory

3. The Personality in Intellectual Aging Contexts

Inventory

4. The Daily Hassles Index

Procedure

The researcher trained two graduate students in the

Counseling Psychology program at a large university in the

southwestern United States to administer the Ecological Q-

Sort and the nonecological Block Q-Sort, to record data, and

to explain the questionnaire to participants. Ten

participants were tested by one assistant, 70 by the other

assistant, and the remainder were tested by the author.

After meeting with the researcher, participants were given

written and oral descriptions of the experimental

procedures and were informed that participation was to be

voluntary and confidential. Consent forms were presented to

each participant. The battery of instruments was

administered on an individual basis for all participants.

The experimenter answered questions until the participant

clearly understood how to complete the instruments. There

were no time limits placed on completion of the instruments.
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The Q-Sort measures were administered in the following

fixed order:

1) Ecological Picture Word Q-sort (Real Self)

2) Ecological Picture Word Q-sort (Ideal Self)

3) Block Q-sort (Real Self)

4) Block Q-Sort (Ideal Self)

5) Ecological Word Q-Sort (Real Self)

6) Ecological Word Q-Sort (Ideal Self)

The questionnaire containing the remaining self report

scales was handed to each participant at the conclusion of

the Q-Sort tasks, and the examiner explained carefully how

each section should be answered. The participants were

given adequate time for questions regarding any aspect of

the questionnaire. Participants were encouraged to complete

the questionnaire without help from others. When the

participant indicated he or she understood the tasks, the

examiner asked the participant to complete the items and

either mail the questionnaire to the examiner, or call the

examiner to pick it up.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

The data were analyzed by several methods. Pearson

product moment correlations were computed between all

variables and tests of significance of difference between

selected correlations were computed. Multivariate analyses

of variance were performed for all measures of self concept

to examine the effects of gender, health, marital status,

education, age and satisfaction with income.

Results of Pearson product moment correlations and

tests of significance are reported in Tables 1 through 5.

The intercorrelations among all measures of self concept

are shown in Table 1. As Table 1 illustrates, a number of

significant correlations were obtained, particularly among

Ecological Q-Sort measures. Correlations among Ecological

Q-Sort measures ranged from .01 to .75 with the average

being .33. Correlations among nonecological measures of

self concept and self esteem ranged from .03 to .80, with

the average being .47.

Tests for the equality of two dependent correlations

(Williams,. 1959; Steiger, 1980) were performed in order to

determine whether correlations among ecological measures

were significantly greater than the correlations between

42
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ecological and nonecological measures, and to determine

whether correlations between the Ecological Q-Sort and

other measures of self concept were significantly different

from the correlations between Ecological Q-Sort measures

and measures of other constructs.

Hypothesis 1 stated that scores on the Ecological Q-

Sort would be more strongly related to each other than to

scores on nonecological, nondomain specific measures of

self concept and self esteem. Pearson Product moment

correlations were computed between Ecological Q-Sort

measures and between these measures and nonecological

nondomain specific measures of self concept and self

esteem. The correlations between all Ecological Q-Sort

measures averaged .38, while those between Ecological Q-

Sort measures and nondomain specific measures averaged .20.

Pairwise comparisons of correlations among ecological and

nonecological measures of self concept and self esteem are

shown in Table 2. For the 24 comparisons made, data

indicated that 15 were significantly different (p < .05),

and two were nearly significant (p < .06). Specifically,

the correlations between Ecological Picture Word Real Self

(QPWREAL) and Ecological Picture Word Ideal Self (QPWIDEAL)

were significantly greater than their respective

correlations with the Block Real Self (BR), the Block Ideal

Self (BI), the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TENSELF), and

the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (RBERG). The correlations
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between the QPWREAL and the Ecological Word Real Self

(QWORDREAL) were significantly greater than their

respective correlations with the Block Real Self and the

Block Ideal Self. The QPWIDEAL self and the QWORDREAL were

more strongly related to each other than either was to the

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale and the Tennessee Self Concept

Scale. The correlations between the QPWIDEAL Self and the

QWORDIDEAL Self were significantly different from their

respective correlations with the Block Real Self, the Block

Ideal Self, the Tennessee Self Concept Scale and the

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale. The QPWREAL Self was more

highly related to the QWORDIDEAL than to the Block Ideal

Self. The QWORDREAL Self and QWORDIDEAL Self correlation

was significantly different from their respective

correlations with the Tennessee Self Concept Scale and the

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale. Two combinations of

Ecological Q-Sort measures were more frequently

significantly different than other combinations: the

QPWREAL Self with QPWIDEAL Self, and the QPWIDEAL Self with

the QWORDIDEAL Self. The data reported here indicated

support for this hypothesis.

Hypothesis 2 stated that scores on the Ecological Q-

Sort measures would be more strongly related to scores on

domain specific measures of self efficacy and locus of

control than to scores on nondomain specific measures of

these constructs. Correlations between Ecological Q-Sort
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measures and nondomain specific measures ranged from .00

to .21, with the average being .10. Correlations between

Ecological Q-Sort measures and nondomain specific measures

of self efficacy and locus of control ranged from .00 to .24

with the average being .08. Pairwise comparisons of

selected correlations are shown in Table 3. Of the eight

comparisons made, data indicated none of the correlations

between Ecological Q-Sort measures and domain specific

measures of self efficacy and locus of control was

significantly greater than correlations between Ecological

Q-Sort measures and nondomain specific measures of these

constructs. This hypothesis was not supported by data

analysis.

Hypothesis 3 stated that scores on domain specific

measures of self efficacy, locus of control, coping, and

stress would be more highly related to one another than to

scores on nondomain specific measures of these constructs.

Correlations between domain specific measures, the

Personality in Intellectual Aging Contexts Inventory (PIC),

the Multidimensional Health Locus of Control Scale (MHLOC),

and the Daily Hassles Index (HASSLES), ranged from -.02

to .38, with the average being -.15. Correlations between

nondomain specific measures, the Levenson Locus of control

Scale (LOCUS), Sherer Self Efficacy Scale (SELF), and the

Social Readjustment Raging Scale (READJUST) ranged from .01

to .39, with the average being -.19. Pairwise comparisons
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Table 3

Pairwise Comparisons of Ecological 0-Sort Measures. Domain Specific

Measures, and Nondomain Specific Measures of Self Efficacy and Locus

of Control

Domain Ecological Q-Sort Nondomain
Specific r Measure r Specific t
Measure Measure

PIC* -.20 Ecological Picture .07 Levenson Locus -1.00
Word Real Self of Control

PIC -.20 Ecological Picture -.24 Sherer Self - .34
Word Real Self Efficacy

MHLOC* -.14 Ecological Picture -.07 Levenson Locus .57
Word Real Self of Control

MHLOC -.14 Ecological Picture -.24 Sherer Self .89
Word Real Self Efficacy

PIC -.03 Ecological Word -.07 Levenson Locus .76
Real Self of Control

PIC -.03 Ecological Word -. 04 Sherer Self .08
Real Self Efficacy

MHLOC -.08 Ecological Word -.07 Levenson Locus - .08
Real Self of Control

MHLOC -. 08 Ecological Word -. 04 Sherer Self 1.04
Real Self Efficacy

Personality in Aging Contexts Inventory (PLC)

**Multidimensional Health Locus of Control (MHLOC)
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of correlations among domain specific and nondomain

specific measures of self efficacy, locus of control,

coping, and stress are shown in Table 4. For the nine

comparisons made, data indicated that three were

significant (p < .05) and one was nearly significant (p

< .10). Specifically, the correlation between domain

specific measures Personality in Intellectual Aging

Contexts Inventory and Multidimensional Health Locus of

Control Scale was significantly greater than correlations

between these measures and the nondomain specific Levenson

Locus of Control Scale and Social Readjustment Rating

Scale. The comparison between Multidimensional Health

Locus of Control Scale and Daily Hassles Index and Sherer

Self Efficacy Scale was significant, but in a direction

counter to the hypothesis. The correlation between the

Personality in Intellectual Aging Contexts Inventory and

Daily Hassles Index, when compared to the correlations of

these measures with the Social Readjustment Rating Scale,

approached significance, although in a direction contrary

to the hypothesis. The data analysis provided partial

support for this hypothesis.

Hypothesis 4 stated that scores on measures of domain

specific stress, coping, self efficacy and locus of control

[Personality in Intellectual Aging Contexts Inventory

(PIC), the Multidimensional Health Locus of Control Scale

(MHLOC), the Daily Hassles Index (HASSLES)] would be more
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Table 4

Pairwise Comparisons of Domain Specific Measures and Nondomain Specific

Measures of Self Efficacy, Locus of Control, Stress and Coping

Domain Specific Domain Specific Nondomain Specific
Measures Measures Measures t Q

PIC vs MHLOC vs Levenson Locus
r = .38 r = .07 of Control 3.19 < .05

PIC vs MHLOC vs Sherer Self
r = .38 r = .22 Efficacy Scale 1.49

PIC vs MHLOC vs Social Readjustment
r = .38 r = .11 Scale 3.89 < .05

PIC vs HASSLES vs Levenson Locus
r = .05 Index r = .07 of Control - .13

PIC vs HASSLES vs Sherer Self
r = .05 Index r = .22 Efficacy -1.18

PIC vs HASSLES vs Social Readjustment
r = .05 Index r = -.11 Scale 1.55 < .10

MHLOC vs HASSLES vs Levenson Locus
r = -.02 Index r = .17 of Control 1.21

MHLOC vs HASSLES vs Sherer Self
r = -.02 Index r = .28 Efficacy -2.11 < .05

MHLOC vs HASSLES vs Social Readjustment
r = -.02 Index r = .01 Scale .29

Note. PIC = Personality in Intellectual Aging Contexts; MHLOC =

Multidimensional Health Locus of Control.
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highly related to Ecological Q-Sort scores than they would

be to scores on nondomain specific measures of self concept

and self esteem [the Block Real Self (BR), Block Ideal Self

(BI), the Tennessee Self Concept Scale (TENSELF), and the

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (RBERG)J. Correlations between

domain specific measures and Ecological Q-SOrt scores

ranged from .00 to -.20, with the average being .06.

Correlations between domain specific measures and nondomain

specific measures ranged from .03 to .48, with the average

being .14. Pairwise comparisons of correlations are shown

in Table 5. Of the 48 comparisons made, data indicated

that 14 of the correlations between domain specific

measures of stress, coping, self efficacy, and locus of

control and the Ecological Q-Sort scores were significantly

different from correlations between these same domain

specific measures and nondomain specific measures of self

concept and self esteem (e.g., the Block Q-Sort, the

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale, the Tennessee Self Concept

Scale). However, 12 of the 14 significant differences were

in the direction contrary to prediction. Thus, the data

analysis does not support this hypothesis.

Hypothesis 5 stated that main effects for sex, marital

status, and health would be observed on the set of scores

obtained on the Ecological Q-Sort whereas no such effects

would be observed for nonecological measures of self

concept. Moreover, interactions between the above
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Table 5

Pairwise Comparisons of Ecological, Domain Specific Measures of Self

Concept and Self Esteem, Nonecological, Nondomain Specific Measures of

Self Concept and Self Esteem, and Domain Specific Measures of Locus of

Control, Self Efficacy and Stress and Coping

Ecological
Measures

QPWR
r

QPWR
r

Q PWR
r

QPWR
r

QPWIDEAL
r

QPWIDEAL
r

QPWIDEAL
r

QPWIDEAL
r

QWDREAL
r

QWDREAL
r

QWDREAL
r

QWDREAL
r

Domain Specific Nondomain Specific
Measures Measures t Q

vs
= -. 20

vs
= -. 20

vs
= -. 20

vs
= -. 20

vs
= -. 04

vs
= -. 04

vs
= -. 04

vs
- -. 04

vs
= -. 03

vs
= -. 03

vs
= -. 03

vs
= -. 03

PIC

PIC

PIC

PIC

PIC

PIC

PIC

PIC

PIC

PIC

PIC

PIC

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

vs
= -. 05

vs
= -. 07

vs
.24

vs
= .03

vs
= -. 05

vs
= .07

vs
= .24

vs
.01

vs
= .05

vs
= .07

vs
= .24

vs
.03

Block Real
Self

Block Ideal
Self

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

Rosenberg Self
Esteem Scale

Block Real
Self

Block Ideal
Self

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

Rosenberg Self
Esteem Scale

Block Real
Self

Block Ideal
Self

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

Rosenberg Self
Esteem Scale

-2.07

-2.11

-3.05

1.55

- .88

-1.09

-2.05

- .50

.81

.41

-1.94

- .45

< .05

< .05

< .05

< .06

< .05

< .05



Ecological
Measures

Domain Specific
Measures

Nondomain Specific
Measures

QWDIDEAL
r

QWDIDEAL
r

QWDIDEAL
r

QWDIDEAL
r

QPWREAL
r

QPWREAL
r

QPWREAL
r

QPWREAL
r

QPWIDEAL
r

QPWIDEAL
r

QPWIDEAL
r

QPWIDEAL
r

QWDREAL
r =

QWDREAL
r:

QWDREAL
r:

QWDREAL

r

vs
= .08

vs
= .08

vs
- .08

vs
= .08

vs
= -.14

vs
= -.14

vs
= -.14

vs
= -.14

vs
= .06

vs
= .06

vs
= .06

vs
.06

vs
= -. 08

vs
= -.08

vs
= -. 08

vs
= -. 08

PIC

PIC

PIC

PIC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

vs
r = .05

vs
r = .07

vs
r = .24

vs
r = .03

vs
r = -.17

vs
r = -. 03

vs
r = .32

vs
r = .14

vs
r = -. 17

vs
r = -.03

vs
r = .32

vs
r = .14

vs
r = -. 17

vs
r = -. 03

vs
r= .32

vs
r = .14
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Block Real
Self

Block Ideal
Self

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

Rosenberg Self
Esteem Scale

Block Real
Self

Block Ideal
Self

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

Rosenberg Self
Esteem Scale

Block Real
Self

Block Ideal
Self

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

Rosenberg Self
Esteem Scale

Block Real
Self

Block Ideal
Self

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

Rosenberg Self
Esteem Scale

.33

.14

1.16

.35

.25

- .84

-3.41

-1.89

2.29

- .90

-1.94

- .57

.92

- .51

-2.93

-1.66

< .05

< .05

< .05

< .05

< .05

< .05



Ecological
Measures

Domain Specific
Measures

Nondomain Specific
Measures

QWDIDEAL vs
r = .00

QWDIDEAL vs
r = .00

QWDIDEAL vs
r = .00

QWDIDEAL vs
r = .00

QPWREAL vs
r = .01

QPWREAL vs
r = .01

QPWREAL vs
r = .01

QPWREAL vs
r = .01

QPWIDEAL vs
r = .04

QPWIDEAL vs
r = .04

QPWIDEAL vs
r = .04

QPWIDEAL vs
r = .04

QWDREAL vs
r = .05

QWDREAL vs
r = .05

QWDREAL vs
r = .05

QWDREAL vs
r = .05

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

MHLOC

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

r

vs
= -.17

vs
= -. 03

vs
= -.32

vs
.14

vs
.08

vs
.07

vs
= -. 17

vs
= - .20

vs
.08

vs
.07

vs
= -.17

vs
.20

vs
.08

vs
.07

vs
= -.17

Block Real
Sel f

Block Ideal
Self

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

Rosenberg Self
Esteem Scale

Block Real
Self

Block Ideal
Sel f

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

Rosenberg Self
Esteem Scale

Block Real
Self

Block Ideal
Self

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

Rosenberg Self
Esteem Scale

Block Real
Sel f

Block Ideal
Self

Tennessee Self
Concept Scale

HASSLES vs Rosenberg Self
Index r = -.20 Esteem Scale

-1.91

- .41

-2.35

- .98

- .57

- .46

1.20

1.41

.39

- .30

1.53

-1.14

- .31

- .20

1.56

< .05

< .05

< .06

< .06
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1.90 < .05



Ecological
Measures

Domain Specific
Measures

Nondomain Specific
Measures

QWDIDEAL vs
r = .01

QWDIDEAL vs
r = .01

QWDIDEAL vs
r = .01

QWDIDEAL vs
r = .01

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

HASSLES
Index

vs Block Real
r = .08 Self

vs Block Ideal
r = .07 Self

vs Tennessee Self
r = -.17 Concept Scale

vs Rosenberg Self
r = -.21 Esteem Scale

- .77

- .81

1.28

1.47 < .07

Note. QPWR = Ecological Picture Word Real; QPWIDEAL = Ecological

Picture Word Ideal; QWDREAL = Ecological Word Real; QWDIDEAL =

Ecological Word Ideal; QPWREAL = Ecological Picture Word Real; PIC =

Personality in Intellectual Aging Contexts; MHLOC = Multidimensional

Health Locus of Control Scale; HASSLES = Daily Hassles Index.
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variables were expected. Specifically, married men in good

health were expected to have higher ecological domain

specific self concepts scores than nonmarried men in poor

health. It was expected that married females in good

health would not have higher Ecological Q-Sort scores than

nonmarried females in poor health. For nondomain specific

measures of self concept the above main effects and

interactions were expected to be less powerful. A 2 X 2 X

2 MANOVA was employed to examine the impact of sex (male

vs. female), marital status (married vs. single, divorced,

widowed), and health (at least good or excellent vs. fair

or worse) on self concept scores. Cell sizes ranged from 5

to 26, and only in cases of males in good health, across

all marital status categories, and married females in good

health were they smaller than 10. Multivariate analysis

for measures of self concept as a set revealed no

significant findings at the p < .05 level.

A post hoc univariate analysis revealed a main effect

for marital status. An inspection of cell means indicated

that married persons had higher Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale

scores, F(l, 101) = 5.68, p < .02, and higher Tennessee

Self Concept Scale scores, f(1,101) = 6.00, p < .02, than

did persons who were not married. However, these findings

may be due to chance given that the multivariate tests were

not significant. In addition, a main effect for health,

F(11,91) = 1.73, p < .08, was nearly significant. An
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inspection of cell means revealed that individuals in

poorer health had lower Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale scores,

univariate F(1,101) = 10.06, p < .01, lower Tennessee Self

Concept Scale scores, F(1,101) = 9.16, p < .01, and higher

Block Discrepancy Coefficient scores, F(1,101) = 3.89, p

< .05, than did persons in better health (see Table 6).

Exploratory MANOVAs involving combinations of the

variables sex (male vs. female), marital status (married

vs. single, divorced, widowed), health (at least good or

excellent vs. fair or worse), education (first grade

through 14 years of school vs. 15 years of school or more),

age (60 years through 72 years vs. 73 years or more), and

satisfaction with income (neutral or unsatisfied vs.

satisfied or very satisfied) yielded several significant

findings (see Table 7). There was a significant

multivariate interaction of health by age controlling for

sex, F(11, 91) = 2.04, p < .03). An inspection of cell

means revealed that for younger persons in good (M =

68.4) vs. poor (M = 67.08) health had similar Tennessee

Self Concept Scale scores, while for older persons, those

in good health (M = 70.7) had Tennessee Self Concept Scale

scores which were significantly greater than those for older

persons in poor health (M = 63.7), univariate F(l, 101) =

4.35, p < .04 (see Figure 1). Further inspection of cell

means revealed that for younger persons in good health, the

Ecological Picture Word Discrepancy Coefficient, f(l, 101)
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Table 6

Cell Means and Standard Deviations

M

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale

Male Good Health Married
Not Married

Poorer Health Married
Not Married

Female Good Health Married
Not Married

Poorer Health Married
Not Married

Tennessee Self Concept Scale

Male Good Health Married
Not Married

Poorer Health Married
Not Married

Female Good Health Married
Not Married

Poorer Health Married
Not Married

Block Discrepancy Coefficient

Male Good Health Married
Not Married

Poorer Health Married
Not Married

Female Good Health Married
Not Married

Poorer Health Married
Not Married

42.9
39.0

42.8
42.6

41.0
35.7

46.4
43.3

69.6
65.0

69.8
68.0

66.2
61.6

70.4
69.3

.19

.19

.17

.20

.25

.29

.18

.21

SD

4.9
5.9

7.0
5.1

7.8
6.9

3.9
5.7

3.7
5.7

6.5
5.7

4.1
7.1

5.4
4.7

.12

.08

.07

.10

.03

.14

.10

.10
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God health

Poor health
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Figure 1. Tennessee Self Concept Scale Scores by Health
and Age.
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= 4.55, p < .04, was significantly higher (M - .37) than

for younger persons in poorer health (M = .30), whereas the

reverse was true for older persons (M = .29, poorer health,

M = .25, good health) (see Figure 2). Multivariate analysis

also revealed a main effect for age, F(11, 91) = 2.36, p

< .01. An inspection of cell means revealed older persons

had higher scores on the Ecological Word Real Self (M

= 25) than younger persons (M = 19), univariate F(l, 101) =

5.30, p < .02, and older individuals had lower Ecological

Picture Word Discrepancy Coefficients (M = .27) than

younger persons (M = .33), univariate F(1, 101) = 6.06, p

< .02.

Additional significant findings within exploratory

MANOVAs include a multivariate two-way interaction of age

by satisfaction with income controlling for sex, f(ll, 91)

= 2.26, p < .02). A univariate interaction of age by

satisfaction with income was found for the Block

Discrepancy Coefficient, F(l, 101 = 4.07, p < .05, where

for younger individuals, Block Discrepancy Coefficients

were greater (M = .22) for persons who were less satisfied

with income than for persons who were more satisfied with

income (M = .15). For older persons, regardless of their

degree of satisfaction with income, Block Discrepancy

Coefficients were similar (M = .20 vs. M = .19) (see Figure

3). Results also yielded a multivariate main effect for

satisfaction with income, F(11, 91) = 2.53, p < .01.
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Figure 3. Block Discrepancy Coefficients by Satisfaction
with Income and Age.



66

Inspection of cell means revealed that persons who had more

satisfaction with their income had higher scores on the

Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale (M = 45), univariate F(1,101) =

6.74, p < .01, and higher scores on the Ecological Word

Ideal Self (M = 16), univariate F(1, 101 = 4.80, p < .03,

while persons who were less satisfied with their income had

higher scores on the Block Ideal Self (M = 61), univariate

E(1, 101 = 4.49, p < .04, and higher Ecological Word

Discrepancy Coefficients (M = .25), univariate F (1, 101) =

7.33, p < .01. An inspection of cell means also revealed a

main effect for age, where older individuals had higher

scores on the Ecological Word Real Self (M = 25),

univariate F(1, 101) = 7.68, p < .01 (see Table 8). The

main effects of age, satisfaction with income or their

interaction remained when controlling for health, sex,

education, and marital status.
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Table 8

Cell Means and Standard Deviations for Selected Exploratory MANOVAs

M SD

Tennessee Self Concept Scale

Good Health

Poorer Health

Female Good Health

Poorer Health

Younger
Older

Younger
Older

Younger
Older

Younger
Older

67.0
67.4

68.1
70.9

4.55
5.60

5.23
7.40

67.17 3.13
60.44 6.93

69.05 5.29
70.53 4.65

Ecological Picture Word Discrepancy

Good Health

Poorer Health

Female Good Health

Poorer Health

Ecologilcal Word

Mal e Good Health

Poorer Health

Female Good Health

Poorer Health

Younger
Older

Younger
Older

Younger
Older

Younger
Older

19.5 11.82
24.8 10.28

18.6 13.31
25.9 11.9

19.7
26.3

12.7
8.4

17.5 10.6
22.7 12.5

Mal e

Mal e Younger
Older

Younger
Older

Younger
Older

Younger
Older

.43

.24

.28

.28

.30

.26

.31

.29

.06

.10

.12

.11

.10
.09

.13

.10

Real Self
1 YIT 1 1 I _



Block Discrepancy Coefficient

Mal e Younger

Older

Female Younger

Older

Mal e Younger

Older

Female Younger

Older

Mal e Younger

Older

Female Younger

Older

Less satisfied with
More

Less
More

Less
More

Less
More

Rosenberg

Less
More

Less
More

Less
More

Less
More

Ecol ogica

Less
More

Less
More

Less
More

Less
More

income
satisfied with income

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

Self Esteem Scale

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

il Word Ideal Self

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

satisfied with income
satisfied with income

68

M SD

.21

.15

.18

.18

.25

.16

.22

.22

40.2
45.0

42.1
42.9

41.8
46.8

40.9
43.2

1.9
25.2

12.1
15.5

8.17
9.8

10.0
11.8

.11

.07

.05

.09

.12

.07

.10

.12

6.3
4.4

6.2
7.0

6.4
3.2

7.9
6.3

9.8
34.3

18.3
14.5

12.5
16.1

13.1
19.5

Is I IU M ill pipiME



Mal e Younger

Older

Female Younger

Older

Mal e

Ec

Younger

Older

Female Younger

Older

Mal e Younger

Older

Female Younger

Older

Block Ideal Self

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

ecological Word Discrepancy Coefficient

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

Ecological Word Real Self

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

Less satisfied with income
More satisfied with income

69

M SD

-61.6
-39.4

-57.9
-58.1

-56.9
-55.1

-65.8
-46.5

9.6
57.3

17.4
22.4

16.7
27.0

7.6
35.4

.23

.20

.24

.17

.23

.16

.31

.19

.09

.24

.12

.10

.10

.07

.16

.10

16.8
21.9

23.9
27.3

19.2
15.4

24.8
22.8

9.4
17.5

11.5
10.6

10.1
12.6

11.1
11.9



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The purposes of the present study were two-fold. The

first purpose was to provide support for convergent and

discriminant validity of the Ecological Q-sort and the

second purpose was to examine the relationships between

self concept, self efficacy, self esteem, locus of control

and coping and stress in older adults by generalization to

non self-concept related domains.

A framework for discussing the results of data

analysis with respect to individual hypotheses is suggested

by Campbell and Fiske (1959) in their multitrait-

multimethod approach. Four combinations of a trait by

method configuration are offered: (1) common trait, common

method; (2) similar trait, different method; (3) different

trait, similar method; and (4) different trait, different

method. Within the Campbell and Fiske (1959) framework,

correlational relationships would be expected to go from a

higher magnitude to a lower magnitude, depending on which

of the four combinations of trait and method were employed.

Specifically, one would expect higher correlations between

variables which measured a common trait by a common method,

less high correlations between variables measuring similar

traits by different methods, lower correlations between

70



71

variables measuring different traits by similar methods,

and the lowest correlations (within the four

configurations) between variables measuring different

traits by different methods.

In light of the Campbell and Fiske (1959)

expectations, Hypothesis 1 stated that scores on the

Ecological Q-Sort would be more strongly related to each

other than to scores on nonecological, nondomain specific

measures of self concept and self esteem. This hypothesis

was supported by data analysis. Correlations among

ecological scores were significantly greater than

correlations between ecological and nonecological measures.

For example, the correlation between the Ecological Picture

Word Real score and the Ecological Picture Word Ideal score

(.47) was significantly greater than the correlation

between the Ecological Picture Word Real score and the

Block Ideal score (.09). Moreover, the ecological

measures' correlation was significantly greater than the

correlations between Picture Word Real and the Block Q-

Sort, the Tennessee Self Concept Scale and the Rosenberg

Self Esteem Scale which are nonecological measures.

Similarly, the correlation between the Ecological Picture

Word Real Self and the Ecological Word Real Self (.41) was

significantly greater than correlations between the

Ecological Picture Word Real Self and the nonecological

Block Q-Sort, Tennessee Self Concept Scale, and the
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Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale. The correlation between the

Ecological Picture Word Ideal and the Ecological Word Real

Self (.43) was significantly greater than correlations

between these measures and the nonecological Tennessee Self

Concept Scale and the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale. The

correlation between the Ecological Picture Word Ideal Self

and the Ecological Word Ideal Self (.57) was significantly

greater than correlations between these measures and the

Block Ideal score. The correlation between the Ecological

Picture Word Real Self and the Ecological Word Ideal Self

(.29) was significantly greater than the correlation

between these measures and the nonecological Block Ideal

Self. The correlation between the Ecological Picture Word

Discrepancy Coefficient and the Ecological Word Discrepancy

Coefficient was not significantly gerater than the

correlation between the Ecological Picture Word Discrepancy

Coefficient and the Block Discrepancy Coefficient.

Likewise, the correlation between the Ecological Picture

Word Discrepancy Coefficient and the Ecological Word

Discrepancy Coefficient was not significantly greater than

the correlation between the Ecological Word Discrepancy

Coefficient and the Block Discrepancy Coefficient.

However, the correlation between the Ecological Picture

Word Difference score and the Ecological Word Difference

score was significantly greater than the correlations

between these measures, respectively, and the Block
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Difference Score. This later result suggests further

partial support for Hypothesis 1. That Hypothesis 1 was

supported by data analysis is consistent with the

prediction that common traits assessed by common method

should have higher intercorrelations than common traits

assessed by different methods. Moreover, similar methods

assessing different traits would be expected to produce

higher correlations than different methods measuring

different traits. In this present case, the common trait

of real self was measured by the Q-Sort and by

questionnaire, which constitutes a common trait, different

methods assessment (Picture Word vs. Word, ecological vs.

nonecological). In this light, with regard to response

bias and method difference, Lawton et al. (1980) and Darbes

(1978) have suggested that older adults may experience

traditional written instruments as threatening and

anxiety-producing and may, therefore, respond in ways which

produce a distorted outcome. Moreover, Hayslip (1984-1985)

notes that a Q-Sort methodology is more appropriate for

older persons because it is less threatening, less

difficult to complete, and less complex.

The results of the present study in addition to those

of Redus, 1983) provide further evidence of convergent and

discriminant validity for the Ecological Q-Sort in the

manner suggested by Campbell and Fiske (1959). Redus

(1983) found with respect to convergent validity
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requirements, that measures of similar constructs correlate

sufficiently highly with each other was met by Picture Word

Self and Word Self concept scores (r = .68). Regarding the

criterion for discriminant validity, that measures of

different constructs should not be correlated too highly

with each other, was met by the correlations between

Picture Word Self and depression (r = -.39), state anxiety

(r = -.22), trait anxiety (r = -.25), and life satisfaction

(r = .13). The correlations between Word Self concept

scores and these same variables also contributed to

discriminant validity (depression, r = -.28; state anxiety,

r = -.30; trait anxiety, r = -.30; and life satisfaction, r

= .25).

With regard to the present study, it was expected that

correlations between Ecological Q-Sort scores of self

concept would correlate sufficiently highly with each other

to satisfy the requirement for establishing convergent

validity. For example, the convergent validity

requirements that measures of similar constructs correlate

sufficiently highly with each other was met by correlations

between Picture Word Real and Picture Word Ideal (r = .47),

Picture Word Real and Word Real (r = .41), Picture Word

Ideal and Word Ideal (r = .57), and Word Ideal and Picture

Word Real (r = .29).

Correlations between nonecological measures of self

concept such as the Block Q-Sort, the Tennessee Self
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Concept Scale, and the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale, and

Ecological Q-Sort scores offer further support for

convergent validity (common trait variance). For example,

the Block Real Self and the Ecological Picture Word Ideal

Self (r = .44), Block Real Self and Ecological Word Real

Self (r = .48), Block Real Self and Ecological Word Ideal

Self (r = .56), Block Ideal Self and Ecological Picture

Word Ideal (r = .46), Block Ideal Self and Ecological Word

Real Self (r = .49), and Block Ideal Self and Ecological

Word Ideal Self (r = .71) correlations are supportive of

convergent validity. Other correlations between the Block

Q-Sort and the Ecological Q-Sort were not supportive of

convergent validity, however. For example, the correlation

between the Block Real Self and the Ecological Picture Word

Real Self (r = .19), the Block Ideal Self and the

Ecological Picture Word Real Self (r = .09) are both low,

when one would expect higher r's.

Although the Block Q-Sort and the Ecological Q-Sort

differ with regard to ecological characteristics, the

moderately high correlations between them is perhaps due to

both shared method variance (Q-Sort) and shared trait

variance (self concept). Tennessee Self Concept Scale

scores and Ecological Q-Sort scores were not sufficiently

correlated to meet requirements for convergent validity of

the Ecological Q-Sort (see Table 1). A possible

explanation for the absence of appropriately high
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correlations may be the lack of shared method variance

since the Tennessee Self Concept Scale is a traditional

paper and pencil instrument. Similarly, the Rosenberg Self

Esteem Scale and the Ecological Q-Sort scores were not

sufficiently highly correlated to meet requirements for

convergent validity, perhaps due to a lack of shared trait

and method variance. Thus, although there is strong

support for convergent validity of the Ecological Q-Sort

within its own scores and across nonecological measures of

self concept, the support is not unanimous.

With regard to discriminant validity, the requirement

that measures of different constructs should not correlate

too highly with each other was met by correlations between

the Ecological Q-Sort and measures of generalized self

efficacy (the Sherer Self Efficacy Scale), locus of control

(the Levenson Locus of Control Scale), and coping (the

Social Readjustment Scale). Specifically, correlations

between the Ecological Picture Word Real Self and the

Sherer Self Efficacy Scale (r = -.24), the Levenson Locus

of Control Scale (r = -.07), and the Social Readjustment

Scale (r = .17) support the requirement for discriminant

validity. Further support is evidenced by correlations

between Ecological Picture Word Ideal Self and the Sherer

Self Efficacy Scale (r = .08), the Levenson Locus of

Control Scale (r = .06), and the Social Readjustment Scale

(r = .21). Likewise, correlations between the Ecological
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Word Real Self and the Sherer Self Efficacy Scale (r = -.04),

the Levenson Locus of Control Scale (r = .10), as well as

the correlations between Ecological Word Ideal Self and

these generalized measures are each sufficiently low to

provide support for discriminant validity (Sherer Self

Efficacy Scale, r = -.09; Levenson Locus of Control Scale,

r = -.03; and Social Readjustment Scale, r = .01).

Correlations between the Block Q-Sort Real Self scores

and the generalized measures of self efficacy, locus of

control, and coping were -.18, .01, and .06, respectively.

Block Ideal Self scores were correlated with these

generalized measures on the order of .03, .03, and .01,

suggesting that the Block Q-Sort and the generalized

measures of self efficacy, locus of control, and coping do

not share either trait or method variance.

Correlations between the Tennessee Self Concept Scale

and the Sherer Self Efficacy Scale (r = .55), the Levenson

Locus of Control Scale (r = .23), and the Social

Readjustment Scale (r = -.14) in part support limited

differential relationships. Similarly, the Rosenberg Self

Esteem Scale was correlated moderately with the Sherer Self

Efficacy Scale (r = .67), but less strongly with the

Levenson Locus of Control Scale (r = .18, and the Social

Readjustment Scale (r = -.11).

As in the case for convergent validity, there is

strong although not unanimous support for discriminant
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validity with regard to the Ecological Q-Sort measures.

Correlations between Ecological Q-Sort self concept scores

and scores on nonecological, traditionally administered

written measures of self efficacy, locus of control, and

coping suggest little shared trait or method variance.

Secondarily, other measures of self concept (the Block Q-

Sort, the Tennessee Self Concept Scale, and the Rosenberg

Self Esteem Scale) are generally not strongly correlated

with these measures of self efficacy, locus of control, and

coping, suggesting again, low common method and trait

variance. Taken together these results suggest support for

discriminant validity with respect to the Ecological Q-Sort

measures.

Hypothesis 2 stated that scores on the Ecological Q-

Sort would be more strongly related to scores on domain

specific measures of self efficacy and locus of control

than to scores on nondomain specific measures of these

constructs. This hypothesis was not supported by data

analysis. Correlations between Ecological Q-Sort scores

and measures of domain specific measures of self efficacy

and locus of control were not significantly greater than

their correlations with nondomain specific measures.

Underlying the prediction that Q-Sort measures would

be more highly related to domain specific measures were two

assumptions (1) that the constructs of self efficacy and

locus of control shared commonality with self concept, and
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(2) that since the Q-Sort measure is domain specific, it

would be more highly related to other domain specific

measures. However, within the multitrait-multimethod

criteria, there is neither a common trait nor a common

method in this particular hypothesis, which suggests that

correlations would be low and possibly nonsignificant among

these measures.

Hypothesis 3 stated that scores on domain specific

measures of self efficacy, locus of control, coping and

stress would be more highly related to one another than to

scores on nondomain specific measures of these constructs.

This hypothesis was partially supported by data analysis.

The correlation between the domain specific Personality in

Intellectual Aging Contexts Inventory and the

Multidimensional Health Locus of Control Scale (.38) was

significantly greater than the correlations between the

Multidimensional Health Locus of Control measure and the

nondomain specific Social Readjustment Scale (r = .01) and

the Levenson Locus of Control Scale (r = .17). These

results are consistent with the prediction that measures of

different traits by a common method would be more highly

related than measures of different traits by different

methods. Perhaps domain specific self efficacy, locus of

control, and coping and stress are uniquely different from

their more global counterparts. It is interesting to note

that the significant correlation (r = .38) between the
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domain specific Personality in Intellectual Aging Contexts

Inventory and the domain specific Multidimensional Health

Locus of Control Scale supports the work of Lachman (1983),

Lachman and Jelalian (1984), Cornelius and Caspi (1986),

Rebok et al. (1986), and Hayslip (1988), who suggest that

locus of control is an important aspect of intellectual

self-efficacy.

With regard to the relationships among self efficacy,

locus of control, self esteem, coping, and self concept,

the findings of the present study (see Hypotheses 2 and 3)

suggest there are differences between domain specific and

nondomain specific constructs and measurement of them. For

example, nondomain specific self efficacy (the Sherer Self

Efficacy Scale) is moderately related (r = .39) to

nondomain specific locus of control (the Levenson Locus of

Control Scale), and self concept (r = .55, the Tennessee

Self Concept Scale), and the Block Q-Sort Real Self score,

r = .18). Alternatively, domain specific self efficacy as

measured by the Personality in Intellectual Aging Contexts

Inventory is not strongly related (r = .22) to nondomain

specific self efficacy (Sherer Self Efficacy Scale), nor is

domain specific locus of control (Multidimensional Health

Locus of Control Scale) strongly related (r = .17) to

nondomain specific locus of control (the Levenson Locus of

Control Scale). Overall, these findings suggest that while

these constructs are differentially related to each other,
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it is possible that the domain specific constructs are

somehow different from the nondomain specific constructs in

this older adult sample.

Hypothesis 4 stated that scores on measures of domain

specific stress and coping, self efficacy, and locus of

control would be more highly related to Ecological Q-Sort

scores than they would be to scores on nondomain specific

measures of self concept and self esteem. This hypothesis

was not supported by data analysis. Fourteen correlations

between domain specific measures and the Ecological Q-Sort

were significantly different from correlations between

nondomain specific measures and Ecological Q-Sort measure,

but 12 of these were in a direction counter to the

hypothesis.

That most of the t test results were significant in

the wrong direction may be explained by the divergent

nature of constructs and methods contained in this

hypothesis. The Ecological Q-Sort as a domain specific

measure of self concept, was expected to correlate highly

with other domain specific measures of different

constructs. The Block Q-SOrt, the Tennessee Self Concept

Scale, and the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale, as nondomain

specific measures, were expected to correlate less highly

with the domain specific measures. However, the results

suggest that the domain specific-nondomain specific factor

was less influential than was expected. The construct of
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self concept measured by the Ecological Q-Sort, the

nonecological Block Q-Sort, the Tennessee Self Concept

Scale, and the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale, was more

influential and more powerful than was expected. However,

within the multitrait-multimethod framework, these results

are consistent with a prediction that common traits

assessed by different methods would have relatively high

interrelationships.

Another explanation for the t test results being

significant in the wrong direction is the importance given

by some older persons to maintaining control in the face of

changing reality. Attempting to maintain control of one's

life across several dimensions may be an advantage for

younger persons whose personal and environmental resources

are somewhat stable and adequate. However, this behavior

(and mind set) may, in fact, work to the detriment of older

persons whose personal (cognitive, physical, emotional,

social) resources may be declining, and who, therefore,

need assistance in dealing with change. Negative

correlations may be a result of these individuals'

unwillingness to acknowledge their lack of personal

control in specific contexts that may be domain specific,

relative to a more generalized reference point regarding

control.

Hypothesis 5 stated that main effects for sex, marital

status, and health would be observed on the set of scores
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obtained on the Ecological Q-Sort whereas no such effects

would be observed for nonecological measures of self

concept. Moreover, interactions between the above

variables were expected. Specifically, married men in good

health were expected to have higher ecological domain

specific self concept scores than nonmarried men in poor

health, and married females in good health were not

expected to have higher Ecological Q-Sort scores than

nonmarried females in poor health. For nondomain specific

measures of self concept the above main effects and

interactions were expected to be less powerful. The data

analysis provided no support for this hypothesis.

A priori analysis of data found no significant

multivariate main effects for sex, marital status, and

health on the set of Ecological Q-Sort scores, nor for the

set of nonecological measures of self concept (the Block Q-

Sort, the Tennessee Self Concept, and the Rosenberg Self

Esteem Scale). Nor were significant multivariate

interactions found among sex, marital status, and health.

With regard to the hypothesized findings, married men in

good health and nonmarried men in poor health had virtually

similar scores on the Ecological Picture Word Real Self

measure. Married men in good health had lower scores on

the Ecological Picture Word Ideal Self measure and on the

Ecological Word Only Ideal Self measure, but were slightly

higher on the Ecological Word Real Self measure. These
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differences could be due to a smaller cell size of married

men in good health. Further, it was expected that married

females in good health would have lower Ecological Q-Sort

scores than nonmarried females in poor health. It was

found that married females in good health did in fact have

lower self concept scores on each measure, but the findings

are probably influenced by small cell size. With regard to

males and females, these results could mean that the

interaction of these variables are not significantly

important to the measurement of ecological self concept.

An alternative approach is to use regression analysis where

each demographic variable is regressed on the ecological

and nonecological self concept scores in order to

capitalize on individual differences as in Ratliff (1988).

The results of data analysis regarding Hypothesis 5

were contrary to expectations with respect to the

Ecological Q-Sort scores. Several alternative explanations

exist for these findings. Specifically, Morgan (1989)

found that the Ecological Q-Sort picture cards represented

various "contextual selves" as follow: social, productive,

physical, play, active, assertive, and nurturing. Further,

these selves can be measured by two dimensional factors:

Loneliness/Sociability, Productive/Relaxation, Vitality/

Instability, Initiative/Inefficacy, Confidence/Uncertainty,

and Nurturing/Loss categories. Morgan's (1989) results

further support the multiplicity and contextual nature of
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self concept in older persons and suggest an even finer

grain of analysis in this respect. Within this framework,

another explanation suggests that the combination of sex,

marital status, and health was not appropriate for

examining differences in self concept. Other combinations

of variables might have elicited different results.

Alternatively, it may be that variables like sex, age,

marital status and health transcend situations as depicted

in the Ecological Q-Sort pictures, so that significant

effects and interactions are not able to be observed. The

gerontological literature is replete with evidence for

variability and plasticity with regard to the functioning

of older adults (Baltes & Willis, 1977; Botwinick, 1978).

Therefore, measurement of individual differences in older

adults may be more idiosyncratic than the present MANOVA

findings allowed. Individuals whose ages range from 60-96

years have so many varied life experiences from which to

draw that the Ecological Q-Sort cards may be inadequate to

assess their views on a generalized basis by age.

At an exploratory level, however, main effects for

health, age, and satisfaction with income or their

interaction when controlling for sex, marital status, and

education were frequently observed. Although both sets of

self concept measures (ecological and nonecological) were

able to discriminate between the persons more or less

satisfied with income and to a lesser degree between
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younger and older and those in good versus those in poorer

health, the nonecological measures were slightly more

sensitive to those factors as they related to self concept.

This result runs counter to what would be expected from

domain specific, ecologically valid measures, especially

since the Ecological Q-Sort contains several items which

deal directly with situations involving financial issues

("you are worrying about your ability to pay a bill," "You

are going to collect social security," and "You are

offering money to one of your children"), while the

nonecological measures do not contain such items. Similar

differences in items exist with the domain of health, where

the Ecological Q-Sort deals directly with issues of health

and the nonecological measures do not. A possible

explanation is that participants may have felt

uncomfortable acknowledging issues which they construe as

private or sensitive in the presence of the examiner as

required by the Ecological Q-Sort, versus responding to a

written questionnaire in private.

In this light, general comments regarding response

bias seem important to a discussion of these results.

Participants' comments while performing the Q-Sort tasks

tended to focus on the time period of life during which

activities took place or characteristics were present. For

example, it was not uncommon (though not universal) for an

older person to say, "I used to (activity) when I was
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younger, but not now," or "I was (competitive) when I was

younger, but not anymore."

Morgan's (1989) results which yielded six factors

within the Ecological Q-Sort cards suggests a framework

within which to speculate regarding the contextual, past-

present, real-ideal discriminations. Past functioning vis

a vis age, health, or satisfaction with income may be the

ideal against which the present is being measured in a

real-ideal discrimination with the cards. For example,

within the Loneliness/Sociability factor Card 3 ("You are

thinking about your health.") is a picture of a man with

several bottles of pills, opening one bottle. An

individual's response to this picture might reasonably be

influenced by each of the three variables, age, health, and

satisfaction with income. Increased medical problems, loss

of functioning, and inadequate financial resources which

may accompany aging may provide the real self scenario

against which an individual evaluates the ideal. On the

other hand, some older adults may evaluate Card 3 in

another context, one in which health is a positive

experience. Other cards in the Loneliness/Sociability

cluster which may involve health, age, and satisfaction

with income are Card 12 ("You are going for a walk by

yourself.") which features a man walking through a deserted

park, and Card 15 ("You are looking for a new place to

live.") which is a picture of several men and women
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standing facing a younger son, in a suit, who is pointing

to a row of apartments. Within the Productivity/Relaxation

factor, Card 2 ("You are worrying about your ability to pay

a bill.") is a picture of a woman with a frown on her face,

holding a bill with a checkbook open on the table.

Although satisfaction with income might be an immediate

concern, the interrelatedness of age and health with

financial issues is certainly apparent. Similar responses

might accompany Card 35 ("You are going to collect Social

Security.") where a woman is sitting in the Social Security

office at a desk with a male clerk, and Card 40 ("You are

on vacation.") where two men and two women are standing

with others listening to a guide in a ranger's uniform.

Perhaps limitations of health and satisfaction with income

have limited an older individual in the present so that

vacations are no longer possible, thus the past becomes the

"ideal." On the other hand, retirement income, fewer

constraints with immediate family, and collecting Social

Security may allow older adults the freedom to take

vacations in the present, whereas the past was less than

ideal, with respect to Cards 35 and 40. When individuals

are making these discriminations with regard to real-ideal

self, their unique characteristics and situations are

exerting influence. These comments about one's present

functioning may be indicative of the reminiscence and

reconstruction activities of older persons as discussed by
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Breytspraak (1984). Such an approach may be

psychologically healthy and adaptive for those individuals,

given that the self evolves throughout the life span

(Hayslip, 1984-1985). These attempts to make sense of

one's self toward the end of life may also serve as an

attempt to impose control on circumstances which are

otherwise somewhat out of the realm of one's control (i.e.,

health, achievement, losses, past successes and failures).

Perception of internality with regard to locus of control

has been cited as a helpful coping response in older adults

(Krause, 1986, 1987; Hayslip & Steward-Bussey, 1986-1987),

and as a potential survival issue with regard to

immunologic function of older adults (Rodin, 1986).

Examiner-participant interaction as a factor in

response bias has been addressed earlier and is an area for

future study with regard to the Ecological Q-Sort. In the

present study, correlations between Q-Sort measures and a

measure of social desirability (the Marlowe-Crowne Social

Desirability Scale) ranged from .02 to -.21 and between

Block Q-Sort measures and the social desirability measure

from .09 to .16, suggesting that participants were not

responding with a view toward appearing more socially

acceptable to the examiner. Although observation of

participant behavior suggested some form of response bias

factor, an alternative explanation is that social
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desirability is not an appropriate measure of response bias

(Kosma & Stones, 1987).

Overall, the results of the present study argue for a

self concept which is anchored in everyday activities

(Hayslip & Mullins, 1985-1986) from a perspective of

functional utility (Scheidt, 1980). Differences in scores

on ecological versus nonecological measures suggest that

these measures may be assessing different constructs. For

example, with regard to self concept, the Ecological Q-Sort

may be measuring a self concept which is different from the

self concept measured by nonecological instruments (Block

Q-Sort and Tennessee Self Concept Scale).

Contextualization, the person-in-context, is a

theoretical underpinning of the Ecological Q-Sort. In this

view an individual is embedded in the context of the

environment, which implies an interaction. Successful

negotiation of the everyday demands of life requires that

individuals match their abilities to the environment

(Hayslip & Panek, 1989). Therefore, ecological self

concept is situation specific, while nonecological self

concept may be seen as transcontextual or nonsituation

specific.

The situations depicted in the Ecological Q-Sort cards

allow an individual to respond from his or her embeddedness

in their own everyday context. For example, Card 6 ("You

are doing volunteer work.") is a picture of a woman in a
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candy striper outfit, behind the counter in a hospital gift

shop. An older adult who is asked to respond to this

picture from the perspective of real self may focus on the

activity, the setting, the past, the present, the future,

or any number of aspects of his or her own life context

when making a discrimination. By contrast, a generic

nonecological, nonsituation specific measure such as the

Tennessee Self Concept Scale (particularly the Personal

Worth Subscale used in the present study) contains items

which allow the individual limited specificity with regard

to contextual discriminations. For example, the item "I am

just as nice as I should be" might evoke a response based

on altruism, such as in doing volunteer work, but every

respondent is not likely to be focusing on that setting.

Similarly, the Rosenberg Self Esteem Scale contains the

item "I am able to do things as well as most other people,"

to which an older individual must respond in a generalized

way. Likewise, the Block Q-Sort contains a card on which

is written the word "friendly" and another with

"sympathetic," to which participants must respond regarding

the extent to which these words are always characteristic

or uncharacteristic of themselves. Friendliness and

sympathy may be aspects of doing volunteer work, but

responses to these cards will tend to be generalizations

about oneself across situations. As a matter of fact, it

seems reasonable to assume that individuals scan their
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recent daily activities in an attempt to begin to make

discriminations about themselves with regard to personal

characteristics when responding to global statements. They

may perform some kind of mental calculation and arrive at a

"total" on which to base their decision. However, the

process of "scanning" is closely akin to the "contextual

selves" view which the Ecological Q-Sort presupposes. The

advantage of ecological measures is that the researcher can

be more confident that while there are common traits that

allow comparisons between persons, their salience varies

with the specific context of situations in daily life.

As mentioned above, the self has been characterized as

being dynamic and changing (Markus & Wurf, 1987), context-

oriented (Kihlstrom & Cantor, 1987), and evolutionary in

nature (Hayslip, 1984-1985). This perspective suggests

that instruments which attempt to measure a less static

construct (such as self) should themselves be less static

and more sensitive to change.

In this light, ecological validity, according to

Scheidt (1981) and Shaie (1978) allows for sensitivity to

change by addressing the importance of the person-situation

interaction and the meaningfulness of variables being

studied. Ecologically valid instruments are less

stereotypic than nonecological measures in terms of

defining a particular construct, since they afford a more

behaviorally oriented, contextual definition. However,
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this does not suggest that it is not the self which is being

measured by nonecological instruments, but that the

ecological and nonecological aspects of the self concept

are somehow different, although they may share common

characteristics (Redus, 1983). Specifically, ecological

self concept, by definition, is situationally, behaviorally

anchored in the daily activities of life while

nonecological self concept is perhaps a broader and less

behaviorally self-descriptive aspect of one's situational

behaviors that support the self in later life.

The Ecological Q-Sort provides the respondent with

flexibility within a contextual framework which

characterizes idiographic assessment. Both situations and

persons change, and the expectation from an ecological

validity perspective is that one's responses to stimulus

items in an assessment should reflect the change in a more

specific, less global fashion.

The results of the present study further argue for

domain specific assessment of self concept as suggested by

George (1979). Domain specific measures are more similar

to person-situation interactions than are global measures,

and therefore are more likely to provide meaningful results

with regard to older persons' daily functioning.

Several limitations of the present investigation

should be noted. With regard to the sample, there are

limitations on the generalizability of the results of the
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study due to the homogeneous nature of the participants'

race (Caucasian), moderately high educational level, and

moderately high income level. In terms of assessing

health, a different way of assessing this variable which

would account for current illness or limitations would give

the investigator a more in-depth rating. Positive bias in

health ratings affected cell size, which influenced the

MANOVA results in some cases. With respect to the ratio of

males to females in the study, since current demographics

indicate that there are more women than men in the older

adult age group, females are under-represented in the

present study while males are over-represented, although

there were equal numbers of men and women.

With regard to issues of administration, the time

required to complete an interview with the examiner may

have been too long, given the somewhat tedious nature of

the tasks required of the participants, despite the fact

that breaks were taken as needed. Secondarily, the written

questionnaires were left with the participants for

completion on their own time, so there is no way to verify

that the responses were their own. The accuracy of self-

report data is often questioned, in any case.

The Q-Sort method of sorting cards along a five-point

scale occasionally produced a comment from a participant

regarding the difficulty of making fine discriminations ("I

felt like I was not telling the truth by having to put it
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into a category just to fill the category."). However, it

is necessary within the Q-Sort methodology to counter

response bias such as defensive sorting by requiring equal

numbers of cards in each category thereby producing

descriptions which are comparable (Block, 1961).

Examiner observations suggest that some participants

may have forgotten to maintain an "ideal self" perspective

when sorting the Ecological Q-Sort cards and the Block Q-

Sort, despite intermittent verbal reminders. Perhaps

varying the Real-Ideal order of sorting the cards by

interspersing a different task between the Real-Ideal sorts

would allow the individual to focus more consistently on

the appropriate perspective. For example, a participant

might sort the cards according to the Real Self

perspective, answer several written items, and then return

to the Ideal Self perspective for sorting the cards.

Future investigations of the Ecological Q-Sort as a

self concept measure with older adults could incorporate

Morgan's (1989) results with regard to the dimensionality

of the picture cards. Perhaps the results of the present

investigation could be analyzed from a dimension-specific

perspective. The versatility of the Ecological Q-Sort and

the richness of the cards lend themselves to future

investigations in which the participants would be asked to

respond to a pictorial version without written descriptions

as well as to the alternative written form (Ecological Word
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Real and Ideal) used in the present study. Additionally,

future studies should involve populations which are

different from those in the present study. For example,

institutionalized or disabled older adults would be

appropriate.

Incorporating life events (major illness, retirement,

death of a spouse) versus the everyday focus of the

Ecological Q-Sort would provide new perspectives for

comparison of results. Similarly, the impact of negative

daily events in the lives of older adults as investigated

by Okun et al. (1990) is another possible approach for

future research. A longitudinal framework would provide

information regarding changes in self concept over time,

potentially adding to the utility of the Ecological Q-Sort.

The importance of health and social support in

determining the well-being of older adults has been

discussed above (see Antonucci & Jackson, 1987). Future

research linking these variables with interpersonal self-

efficacy is warranted by the contextual, multidimensional

nature of the self concept as measured by the Ecological Q-

Sort. Social support, if defined in a variety of ways

(marital status, number of contacts with family members

and/or friends, etc.), may be an influence in the

individual's placement of Q-Sort cards.

Results of the present study provide additional

support for convergent and discriminant validity of the
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Ecological Q-Sort as a measure of self concept in older

adults. From a procedural perspective, it is easily

administered to older persons, taking into account the

potential decline in cognitive and sensory-motor abilities

which may accompany aging. The Ecological Q-Sort does not

require psychological sophistication in respondents, thus

providing individuals with a less threatening situation in

which assessment can occur. Perhaps most importantly,

results indicate that ecological, domain specific self

concept in older adults is isomorphic with nonecological,

acontextual, global self concept. From a practical

viewpoint, the instrument itself is useful in establishing

a baseline of functioning. Practitioners may use it as a

means of identifying specific contexts in which an older

person is experiencing particularly competent feelings

versus those situations in which the individual may be

having difficulty.
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UNIVERSITY OF NORTH TEXAS
STUDY OF OLDER ADULTS

INFORMED CONSENT

NAME OF SUBJECT:

1. 1 hereby consent to complete a questionnaire for Lynnora
Ratliff to help in her research of older adults. The entire
study will take approximately three hours to complete and at
no cost to me. There are no physical, psychological or
social risks involved in this procedure. I understand that
benefits to me will be indirect to the extent that this
research furthers understanding of older adults as a group.

2. I understand that all information I provide is confidential.
Neither I nor any other person can be identified from the
information I provide. Data reported in professional
publications will be given in group form so individuals
cannot be identified. I also understand that I am under no
obligation to participate and may refuse without prejudice.

3. 1 have heard or read a clear explanation and understand the
nature of the questionnaire and the benefits to be expected.
I understand the information is to be used strictly for
research and no other purpose. I can refuse to answer any
question and I may withdraw my consent at any time.

4. If I have any questions regarding the procedures or results I
may contact Lynnora Ratliff at the University of North Texas
(817-267-3731, toll free or 214-321-6847), or her faculty
sponsor, Bert Hayslip, Jr., Ph.D. (817-267-3731, toll free or
817-565-2675).

Witness Signature of participant

Date Date
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OLDER ADULTS QUESTIONNAIRE #

INSTRUCTIONS: IN THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS WE WILL BE ASKING FOR
INFORMATION ABOUT YOU. PLEASE RESPOND AS HONESTLY AND COMPLETELY
AS YOU CAN. YOUR ANSWERS ARE ENTIRELY CONFIDENTIAL.

MOST ANSWERS WILL HAVE A NUMBER FOR YOU TO CIRCLE TO INDICATE YOUR
RESPONSE. FOR EXAMPLE:

Are you male or female? Male 1

Female 2

OTHER ANSWERS WILL REQUIRE YOU TO WRITE IN THE SPACES PROVIDED.

1. Are you male or female? Male 1

Female 2

2. How old were you on your last birthday?

ENTER NUMBER OF YEARS

3. What is your race? White 1

Black 2

Hispanic 3

Oriental 4

Other 5

4. Are you married, divorced, separated, widowed or single?

Married 1

Divorced 2

Separated 3'

Widowed 4

Single 5

5. How long in years have you been married, divorced, separated,
widowed or single?

ENTER NUMBER OF YEARS
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6. How many years of school did you complete:

CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF YEARS.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Grade School

9 10 11 12
High School

13 14 15 16
College

17 18 19 20
Graduate School

7. Are you currently employed full-time?

8. Are you currently employed part-time?

9. Are you retired?

Yes 1

No 2

Yes 1

No 2

Yes I

No 2

10. Prior to your retirement, please list your last job, the two
before that one, and how long you had these jobs.

A. Past Job_

B. Job before A.,

C. Job before B.

Years

Years

Years

11. What is your annual income? Include the
members of your household.

LESS THAN
$10,001 -
$20,001 -
$30,001 -
$40,001 -
$50,001 -
MORE THAN

$10,000
$20,000
$30,000
$40,000
$50,000
$60,000
$60,000

combined income of all

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

12. Is your annual income enough for your needs?

Not Nearly Much More
Enough Enough I Need

1 2 3 4

Than

5
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13. Are you satisfied with your annual income?

Very Very
Unsatisfied Neutral Satisfied

1 2 3 4 5

14. How satisfied are you with your housing?

Very Very

Unsatisfied Neutral Satisfied
1 2 3 4 5

15. How is your general health most of the time?

Very Poor Fair Very Good

1 2 3 4 5

16. How is your health relative to your age peers?

Very Poor Fair Very Good
1 2 3 4 5

17. How would you rate your energy and vitality?

LACK OF ENERGY VERY MUCH LIMITS ME 1
HAVE TO LIMIT MYSELF SOMEWHAT 2
ADEQUATE FOR MOST ACTIVITIES 3
MORE THAN ADEQUATE FOR ACTIVITIES 4
VIGOROUS, HAVE GREAT ENDURANCE 5

18. On the average, how often do you see your children?

NEVER (OR HAVE NO CHILDREN) 0
ONCE A YEAR 1
ABOUT 2 TO 5 TIMES A YEAR 2
ABOUT 6 TO 11 TIMES A YEAR 3
ONCE OR TWICE A MONTH 4
EVERY WEEK 5
EVERY DAY 6

19. How many children do you have?

20. How many grandchildren do you have?
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INDICATE TO WHAT EXTENT EACH STATEMENT DESCRIBES YOU. CIRCLE THE
USING HE FOLLOWING SCALE.

STRONGLY MODERATELY NEITHER AGREE MODERATELY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NOR DISAGREE AGREE

2 3 41

APPROPRIATE CHOICE,

STRONGLY
AGREE
5

1

1

1. When I make plans, I am certain I can make them work.

2. One of my problems is that I cannot get down to work

when I should.

3. If I can't do a job the first time, I keep trying until

I can.

4. When I set important goals for myself, I rarely achieve
them.

5. I give up on things before completing them.

6. I avoid facing difficulties.

7. If something looks too complicated, I will not even
bother to try it.

8. When I have something unpleasant to do, I stick to it

until I finish it.

9. When I decide to do something, I go right to work on it.

10. When trying to learn something new, I soon give up if I
am not initially successful.

11. When unexpected problems occur, I don't handle them well.

12. I avoid trying to learn new things when they look too
difficult for me.

13. Failure just makes me try harder.

14. 1 feel insecure about my ability to do things.

15. 1 am a self-reliant person.

16. 1 give up easily.

17. 1 do not seem capable of dealing with most problems that
come up in life.

18. It is difficult for me to make new friends.

19. If I see someone I would like to meet, I go to that
person instead of waiting for him or her to come to me.

20. If I meet- someone interesting who is hard to make friends
with, I'll soon stop trying to make friends with that
person.

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

I

1

1

2

2

2

3

3

3

4

4

4

5

5

5

1 2 3 4 5

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

3

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

1 2 3 4 5



NEITHER AGREE
NOR DISAGREE

3

MODERATELY STRONGLY
AGREE
4

AGREE
5

21. When I'm trying to become friends with someone who seems
uninterested at first, I don't give up easily.

22. 1 do not handle myself well in social gatherings.

23. I have acquired my friends through my personal abilities
at making friends.

24. Whether or not I get to be a leader depends mostly on my
ability.

25. To a great extent my life is controlled by accidental
happenings.

26. feel like what happens in my life is mostly determined
by powerful people.

27. My behavior will determine when I am ready to leave the
hospital.

28. When I make plans, I am almost certain to make them work.

29. Often there is no chance of protecting my personal interests
from bad luck happenings.

30. When I get what I want, it's usually because I'm lucky.

31. Even if I were a good leader, I would not be made a leader
unless I play up to those in positions of power.

32. How many friends I have depends on how nice a person I am.

33. I have often found that what is going to happen will happen.

34. My life is chiefly controlled by powerful others.

35. It is impossible for anyone to say how long I'll be in the
hospital.

36. People like myself have very little chance of protecting our
personal interests when they conflict with those of powerful
other people.

37. It's not always wise for me to plan too far ahead because
many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune.

38. Getting what I want means I have to please those people
above me.

39. Whether or not I get to be a leader depends on whether I'm
lucky enough to be in the right place at the right time.

1 2 3 4 5

I

I

2

2

3

3

4

4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

STRONGLY
DISAGREE

1

105

MODERATELY
DISAGREE

2



STRONGLY MODERATELY
DISAGREE DISAGREE

1 2

NEITHER AGREE
NOR DISAGREE

3

MODERATELY STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE
4 5

40. If important people were to decide they didn't like me, I
probably wouldn't make many friends.

41. I can pretty much determine what will happen in my life.

42. 1 am usually able to protect my personal interests.

43. How soon I leave the hospital depends on other people who
have power over me.

44. When I get what I want, it's usually because I worked hard
for it.

45. In order to have my plans work, I make sure that they fit
in with the desires of people who have power over me.

46. My life is determined by my own actions.

47. It's chiefly a matter of fate whether or not I have a few
friends or many friends.

48. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.

49. At times I think I am no good at all.

50. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.

51. I am able to do things as well as most other people.

52. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.

53. 1 certainly feel useless at times.

54. 1 feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal
plane with others.

55. I wish I could have more respect for myself.

56. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.

57. 1 take a positive attitude toward myself.
58. If I take the right actions I can stay healthy.

59. If I take care of myself I can avoid illness.

60. The main.thing which affects my health is what I myself do.

61. Whenever I don't feel well I should consult a medically
trained professional.

62. Health professionals control my health.

1 2 3 4 5

1

1

I

2

2

2

3

3

3

4

4

4

r

5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

1 2 3 4 5
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STRONGLY MODERATELY NEITHER AGREE MODERATELY STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE NOR DISAGREE AGREE AGREE

1 2 3 4 5

63. Having regular contact with my physician is the best way for 1 2 3 4 5
me to avoid illness.

64. Regarding my health, I can only do what my doctor tells me 1 2 3 4 5
to do.

65. My family has a lot to do with my becoming sick or staying 1 2 3 4 5
healthy.

66. If I get sick, it is my own behavior which determines how 1 2 3 4 5

soon I get well again.

67. When I get sick I am to blame. 1 2 3 4 5

68. Ilam in control of my health. 1 2 3 4 5

69. My good health is largely a matter of good fortune. 1 2 3 4 5

70. Luck plays a big part in determining how soon I will 1 2 3 4 5
recover from an illness.

THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ARE TO HELP YOU DESCRIBE YOURSELF AS YOU SEE YOURSELF.
PLEASE RESPOND TO THEM AS IF YOU WERE DESCRIBING YOURSELF TO YOURSELF. DO NOT OMIT
ANY ITEM! READ EACH STATEMENT CAREFULLY, THEN CIRCLE THE APPROPRIATE CHOICE USING THE
FOLLOWING SCALE.

COMPLETELY MOSTLY PARTLY FALSE AND MOSTLY COMPLETELY
FALSE FALSE PARTLY TRUE TRUE TRUE

1 2 3 4 5

71. I1am a cheerful person. 1 2 3 4 5

72. l am a calm and easy going person. 1 2 3 4 5

73. Itam a nobody. 1 2 3 4 5

74. I have a lot of self-control. 1 2 3 4 5

75. Ilam a hateful person. 1 2 3 4 5

76. 1 am losing my mind. 1 2 3 4 5

77. I1am satisfied to be just what I1am. 1 2 3 4 5

78. Ilam just as nice as I should be. 1 2 3 4 5

79. 1 despise myself. 1 2 3 4 5

80. 1 am as smart as I want to be. 1 2 3 4 5



PARTLY FALSE AND
PARTLY TRUE

3

am not the person I would like to be.

wish I didn't give up as easily as I do.

can always take care of myself in any situation.

take the blame for things without getting mad.

do things without thinking about them first.

solve my problems quite easily.

change my mind a lot.

try to run away from my problems.

CIRCLE YOUR CHOICE BY USING THE FOLLOWING SCALE.

STRONGLY SLIGHTLY SLIGHTLY
AGREE AGREE AGREE DISAGREE I

1 2 3 4

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

STRONGLY
DISAGREE DISAGREE

5 6

89. When paying in a restaurant for meals or in a store for
clothes, I am able to understand the bill.

90. If I studied a map carefully I could figure out how to
get around in a strange place.

91. My problem solving ability depends on how healthy I am.

92. I would have to ask a salesperson to figure out how much
I'd save with a 20% discount.

93. I'd call the T.V. network for the program schedule rather
than try to read it on my own.

94. My crossword puzzle skills will go downhill even if I
keep doing puzzles.

95. It's up to me to keep my mental faculties from
deteriorating.

96. I'd prefer an instructor to show me how to solve problems
that involve numbers rather than work them out myself.

97. 1 know if I keep using my memory I will never lose it.

98. As long as I exercise my mind I will always be on top
of things.

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1

I

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

6

6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

1 2 3 4 5 6

I

I

2

2

3

3

4

4

5

5

6

6
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COMPLETELY
FALSE
1

MOSTLY
FALSE
2

MOSTLY
TRUE
4

COMPLETELY
TRUE
5

81. I

82. I

83. I

84. I

85. 1

86. I

87. 1
88. 1

PLEASE

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5



STRONGLY SLIGHTLY SLIGHTLY
AGREE AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGE

1 2 3 4 5

99. After studying the answers to sample word puzzles or
alphabet letter problems such as scrambled words
(anagrams), I could solve similar ones on my own.

100. What I can learn now is determined by what I was taught
when I was younger.

101. I can only understand instructions after someone explains
them to me.

102. There would be ways for me to learn how to fill out a tax
form if I really wanted to.

103. When it comes to reimbursements from or claims to an
insurance company, I need an expert's advice.

104. There's no doubt it will become harder and harder for me
to add and subtract numbers.

105. If at first glance I couldn't make sense of a train
timetable, I'd be able to figure it out by studying it
carefully.

106. In order for me to have a nutritional diet a specialist
would have to plan my meals.

107. I have little control over my mental state.

108. I need someone to help me when it comes to solving
difficult puzzles or games.

109. It's inevitable that my letter writing ability will
deteriorate.

110. I can't expect to be good at remembering zip codes at

my age.

111. If I want to and work at it, I'm able to figure out quite
a few puzzles and similar problems.

112. If I had a postal scale and instructions from the post
office, I could not figure out postal rates for a
package without the postman's help.

113. I can't figure out sale prices of items unless someone
helps me.

114. There's nothing I can do to preserve my mental clarity.

115. I couldn't learn to solve word puzzles or alphabet letter
problems such as scrambled words (anagrams) without a
teacher's help.

STRONGLY
REE DISAGREE

6

1 2 3

1

1

I

I

1

I

1

I

1

1

1

I

1

1

1

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3
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4 5 6

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

5

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6

6
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STRONGLY SLIGHTLY SLIGHTLY STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE AGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE DISAGREE

1 2 3 4 5 6

116. 1 could remember important telephone numbers if I 1 2 3 4 5 6
practiced them.

117. I couldn't fill out my own tax forms without an 1 2 3 4 5 6
accountant's assistance.

118. If I forget a friend's zip code I'd be able to learn it 1 2 3 4 5 6
again.

119. I'd be able to keep an accurate record of my expenses so 1 2 3 4 5 6
as to avoid financial problems.

120. My mental acuity (sharpness) is bound to decline. 1 2 3 4 5 6

121. How much I can remember these days is related to the 1 2 3 4 5 6
memory training I had in school.

122. It's inevitable that my intellectual functioning will 1 2 3 4 5 6
decline as I get older.

123. I have no chance to improve my thinking abilities at 1 2 3 4 5 6
my age.

124. The public authorities would have to help me make sense 1 2 3 4 5 6
of a bus schedule.
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INDICATE WHETHER EACH EVENT HAS BEEN A HASSLE IN YOUR LIFE
DURING THE PAST MONTH BY CIRCLING ANY WHICH APPLY TO YOU.
CIRCLE YES OR NO.

YES NO 1. Illness of family member.

YES NO 2. Concerns about money for emergencies.

YES NO 3. Problems with upkeep of inside of home.

YES NO 4. Concerned about money for basic necessities.

YES NO 5. Too much time on your hands.

YES NO 6. Concerns about accidents.

YES NO 7. Going shopping a problem.

YES NO 8. Not seeing enough people.

YES NO 9. Concerns about friends or relatives too far
away.

YES NO 10. Bothered by noise.

YES NO 11. Concerns about neighborhood deterioration.

YES NO 12. Bothered by rising prices of common goods.

YES NO 13. Problems of aging parents.

YES NO 14. Problems with your children.

YES NO 15. Traffic hassles.

YES NO 16. Problems with persons younger than yourself.

YES NO 17. Too many things to do.

YES NO 18. Problems with troublesome neighbors.

YES NO 19. Transportation problems.

YES NO 20. Too little money for entertainment and
recreation.

YES NO 21. Problems with property, investment, or taxes.

YES NO 22. Problems with yardwork or outside home
maintenance.

YES NO 23. Concerns about crime.
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24. Misplaced or lost things.

25. Concerns about being dependent on other people.

YES NO

YES NO
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WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING SITUATIONS HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED IN
THE LAST 6 MONTHS? CHECK THOSE THAT APPLY TO YOU.

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Death of a spouse.

Divorce.

Marital separation.

Jail term.

Death of close family member.

Personal injury or illness.

Marriage.

Fired at work.

Marital reconciliation.

Retirement.

Change in health of family member.

Change in personal income.

Sex difficulties.

Gain of new family member.

Business readjustment.

Change in financial state.

Death of close friend.

Change to different line of work.

Change in number of arguments with spouse.

Mortgage over $10,000.

Foreclosure of mortgage or loan.

Change in responsibilities at work.

Son or daughter moving away.

Trouble with in-laws.

Outstanding personal achievement.

Wife or husband begins or stops work.
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Begin or end school.

Change in living conditions.

Revision of personal habits (for example, self care).

Trouble with boss.

Change in work hours or conditions.

Change in residence.

Change in schools.

Change in recreation.

Change in church activities.

Change in social activities.

Mortgage or loan less than $10,000.

Change in sleeping habits.

Change in number of family get-togethers.

40. Change in eating habits.

41. Vacation.

42. Christmas.

43. Minor violations of the law.

44. Outstanding medical bills.

45. Additional care giving responsibilities (spouse,
child, grandchild, sibling, others).

46. Son or daughter returning home.

47. Birth of a grandchild.

48. Your birthday.

49. Loss of drivers license or restrictions in ability to
drive.

50. Impending institutionalization of a family member.

51. Other
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LISTED BELOW ARE A NUMBER OF STATEMENTS CONCERNING PERSONAL
ATTITUDES AND TRAITS. INDICATE WHETHER OR NOT EACH
STATEMENT DESCRIBES YOU BY CIRCLING EITHER TRUE OR FALSE.

TRUE FALSE 1. I'm always willing to admit it when I made a
mistake.

TRUE FALSE 2. I always try to practice what I preach.

TRUE FALSE 3. I never resent being asked to return a favor.

TRUE FALSE 4. 1 have never been irked when people expressed
ideas very different from my own.

TRUE FALSE 5. 1 have never deliberately said something that
hurt someone's feelings.

TRUE FALSE 6. I like to gossip at times.

TRUE FALSE 7. There have been occasions when I took
advantage of someone.

TRUE FALSE 8. I sometimes try to get even rather than
forgive and forget.

TRUE FALSE 9. At times I have really insisted on having
things my own way.

TRUE FALSE 10. There have been occasions when I felt like
smashing things.
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In this questionnaire, some social situations are briefly
outlined. After each situation is described, there are a
number of alternative actions listed--various ways an
individual could respond to the situation. Imagining
yourself in these situations, please rate how effective you
think the different alternative actions would be for solving
the problem.

There are no "right" or "wrong" answers. The actions, however,
may differ in how effective they would be as responses in the
situations. We are interested in how effective you think each
action would be in solving the situation. In making your
judgments consider such factors as:

a) the likelihood that a particular response would solve
the immediate problem;

b) that it would prevent or minimize future problems; and
c) that it would enhance or raise the individual's well-

being.

For each response, circle the number on the right of the response
that corresponds in your judgment to how effective each response
would be in solving the situation. Use the following 5-point
scale to make your ratings:

1 = extremely ineffective or poor situation
2 = somewhat ineffective solution
3 = neither ineffective nor effective solution
4 = somewhat effective solution
5 = extremely effective or good solution

Here is an example:

1. After inviting a friend to lunch, you discover when you are
ready to pay the bill that you have forgotten your billfold.

A. Excuse yourself and make a phone call to 1 2 3 4 5
someone to bring you some money.

B. Leave your watch or other valuable 1 2 3 4 5
property as security and return to pay
the bill later.

C. Ask the restaurant manager to give you 1 2 3 4 5
credit.

D. Ask your friend to pay the check, 1 2 3 4 5
explaining your predicament.
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Circle the number of the answer choice for each of the responses
A to D that indicates how effective you think it would be in
solving the situation. For example, if you think calling to have
someone bring you money (Response A) is a somewhat ineffective
solution, circle the number 2. If you think that leaving
something valuable so that you could pay later (Response B) is a
somewhat effective solution, circle the number 4. If you think
asking the restaurant manager for credit (Response C) is an
extremely ineffective solution, circle the number 1. If you
think that asking the friend to pay the check (Response D) is an
extremely effective solution, circle the number 5.

Please circle for each of the Responses A to D how effective each
would be. Each of the responses should be considered
independently, and it is okay to circle the same answer choice
for two different responses.

When you are certain you understand, please turn the page and
answer the items as explained.
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1.= extremely ineffective or poor situation

2 = somewhat ineffective solution
3 = neither ineffective nor effective solution

4 = somewhat effective solution
5 = extremely effective or good solution

1. You lost or broke an expensive item you borrowed from

someone.

A. Blame someone else for the situation. 1 2 3 4 5

B. Tell the person and offer to replace it. 1 2 3 4 5

C. Realize it was an accident and not 1 2 3 4 5

intentional.

D. Ask someone to help you try to find 1 2 3 4 5

or fix the item.

2. You would like to leave your home at night to attend a

meetiner or concert but you are unsure whether it is safe for

you to be out alone.

A. Ask someone to accompany you. 1 2 3 4 5

B. Take precautions to insure your safety. 1 2 3 4 5

C. Re-evaluate how important it is to attend. 1 2 3 4 5

D. Avoid worrying about it. 1 2 3 4 5

3. AfterZ waiting or several weeks to et a pair of shoes

repaired. you o to nick them up. The store man er tells

youtat an esoyee a.iecently o that they still are not

fixed.

A. Complain to others about the poor service 1 2 3 4 5

you received.

B. Accept the delay and continue waiting. 1 2 3 4 5

C. Pick up the shoes and take them elsewhere 1 2 3 4 5

to be fixed.

D. Be sympathetic with the store manager's 1 2 3 4 5

predicament.
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1 = extremely ineffective or poor situation
2 = somewhat ineffective solution
3 = neither ineffective nor effective solution
4 = somewhat effective solution
5 = extremely effective or good solution

You have a landlord who refuses to make some expensive
repairs you want done because he or she thinks the are too
costly.

A. Try to make the repairs yourself. 1 2 3 4 5

B. Try to understand your landlord's view and 1 2 3 4 5
decide whether they are necessary repairs.

C. Accept the situation and don't dwell on it. 1 2 3 4 5

D. Try to get someone to settle the dispute 1 2 3 4 5
between you and your landlord.

You have done something that offended one of your friends.

A. Try to understand why your friend was 1 2 3 4 5
offended and think of ways to make amends.

B. Do not say anything to your friend and 1 2 3 4 5
let it go at that.

C. Ignore your friend's reaction and do 1 2 3 4 5
not dwell on it.

D. Apologize to your friend by explaining 1 2 3 4 5
that you had not intended to offend him
or her.

You are shoppin for an item for your home. A salesman at
the store is trying to sell you a better auaity product. but
it is more expensive than you would like to _ay.

A. Let another family member or friend who
would use the product make the decision.

B. Ignore the sales pitch and leave without
the item.

C. Buy the product you originally were
interested in telling the salesman you
are not interested in the better
quality product.

D. Try to weigh whether the better quality
product is really worth the extra money.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

5.

6.
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1
2
3
4
5

extremely ineffective or poor situation
somewhat ineffective solution
neither ineffective nor effective solution
somewhat effective solution
extremely effective or good solution

You have let your home become too cluttered with items you
use infreouently but which have much sentimental value for
you.

A. Enjoy the items and do not worry about
the clutter.

B. Discard the items by giving them to a
charity or friends who could use them.

C. Keep the items in a storage area.

D. Decide it is foolish to be so
sentimental.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

8. You continually receive mail advertisements from a firm for
products you do not want and have no desire of purchasing.

A. Write the firm sending the advertisements
and request that your name be removed
from the mailing list.

B. Continue receiving the advertisements.

C. Try to figure out how the firm obtained
your name.

D. Discard the advertisements without
opening them.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

9. You are trying to find an item of clothing in a style you
like, but you are unable to find it after shopping for
several hours.

A. Convince yourself that the style is not 1 2 3 4 5
really that important to you.

B. Consider several alternatives such as 1 2 3 4 5
sewing. the item yourself, trying to order
the item through a store, think about stores
that probably would have the style you want.

C. Give up looking and go home.

D. Continue looking until you find it.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

7.
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I
2
3
4
5

extremely ineffective or poor situation
somewhat ineffective solution
neither ineffective nor effective solution
somewhat effective solution
extremely effective or good solution

10. You see a friend several times with a person who is not
his/her spouse and suspect that the friend may be having an
affair.

A. Mention to your friend's spouse your 1 2 3 4 5
suspicions.

B. Avoid the friend and mind your own 1 2 3 4 5
business.

C. Try to figure out other reasons why your 1 2 3 4 5
friend and this person are often together.

D. Confront your friend with your suspicion. 1 2 3 4 5

11. You would like to buy a birthday gift for a friend but
cannot afford it at the time.

A. Ask a family member to give you the money 1 2
to buy the gift.

3 4 5

B. Decide it's not important whether you 1 2 3 4 5
give a gift.

C. Make a homemade gift out of materials you 1 2 3 4 5
have on hand.

D. Ignore the friend's birthday. 1 2 3 4 5

12. You are with a group of people who begin gossiping about one
of your friends.

A. Realize that the gossip reflects poorly
on the people and less on your friend's
character.

B. Daydream until the conversation turns
to another topic.

C. Just sit and listen.

D. Speak up on behalf of your friend.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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1
2
3
4
5

extremely ineffective or poor situation
somewhat ineffective solution
neither ineffective nor effective solution
somewhat effective solution
extremely effective or good solution

3 You are tryingt iii.O1T.A. .0%AA6 i te: t=wcL. Q =W _L eH arsP 1 1 anIce. When you
reassemble it the alliance still is not workin rocergv.

A. Wait until someone can help you. 1 2 3 4 5

B. Get the owner's manual and search for 1 2 3 4 5
possible reasons that the appliance is
still not operating.

C. Lose your patience and do something else. 1 2 3 4 5

D. Start over in the steps you have followed 1 2 3 4 5
and see where you may have made a mistake.

In grocery shopping, you find that many items (e.g., s-ices.
fruits. etc.) are packaged in quantities that are much
larger than your needs.

A. Try to figure out how much waste will be 1 2 3 4 5
involved if you purchase the packaged
items.

B. Buy the items and give the excess 1 2 3 4 5
quantity to someone else.

C. Go to another store where you can select 1 2 3 4 5
the exact amount you want.

D. Buy the items and do not worry about 1 2 3 4 5
throwing away the excess when it spoils.

You wish to spend more time socializing with certain friends
but are unable to fnd a mutually convenient time when you
and they are both free.

A. Accept the situation and just hope that
you will have a chance sometime in the
future to get together.

B. Wait for them to make time in their
schedules that is good for you.

C. .Try to figure out various ways you
could alter your schedule to make time.

D. Change your schedule to accommodate
to their free time.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

15.

.6



123

1
2
3
4
5

extremely ineffective or poor situation
somewhat ineffective solution
neither ineffective nor effective solution
somewhat effective solution
extremely effective or good solution

16. A friend criticizes you for an important decision you made
about one of your children or parents.

A. Ignore the criticism. 1 2 3 4 5

B. Accept the criticism and re-evaluate your 1 2 3 4
decision.

5

C. Tell the friend it is none of his or her 1 2 3 4 5
business.

D. Explain your decision and try to change 1 2 3 4 5
your friend's opinion.

17. Because of a lack of time you have let household chores
begin piling up.

A. Try to cut down on your other activities
until you have completed the chores.

B. Decide what is most important to do and
consider different ways of spending your
time.

C. Let someone else do the chores for you.

D. Tell yourself that it is not worth being
upset about.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

18. You have some neighbors with a net or children who make so
much noise that it bothers you.

A. Speak to the neighbors about it and
try to get them to keep their pet or
children to be more quiet.

B. Keep your feelings to yourself.

C. Ask a family member or another neighbor
who also feels bothered to talk to the
neighbor about the noise.

D. Consider various ways to handle the
problem.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5
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1
2
3
4
5

extremely ineffective or poor situation
somewhat ineffective solution
neither ineffective nor effective solution
somewhat effective solution
extremely effective or good solution

You would like to get some friends to come visit you more
often.

A. Try to figure out why they do not 1 2 3 4
seem to make an effort to visit you.

B. Invite them to your home. 1 2 3 4

C. Do not be overly concerned about it 1 2 3 4
and turn your attention to other things.

D. Accept the situation and do nothing. 1 2 3 4

There have been a number of burglaries near your home in
recent months.

5

5

5

5

A. Think how lucky you are that nothing has
happened to your home and do not be
overly concerned.

B. Consider several ways you might try to
increase your own safety.

C. Buy security devices (e.g., extra locks,
home burglary systems) to protect your
home or join a neighborhood crime watch.

D. Let law enforcement officials try to
do something about the situation.

21. You are confronted by a salesman who
something you are not interested in.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

tries to sell you

A. Listen patiently to the sales pitch.

B. Imagine yourself in his type of job.

C. Think about other things until he has
finished talking.

D. Tell the salesman immediately you are
not interested.

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 5

19.

20.

5

5

5
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1
2
3
4
5

extremely ineffective or poor situation
somewhat ineffective solution
neither ineffective nor effective solution
somewhat effective solution
extremely effective or good solution

22. A small electrical appliance (e.g., a lamo, clock, iron) vou
bought at a garage sale a ears to have a short in the wire.

A. Buy the supplies and rewire the appliance 1 2 3 4 5
yourself.

B. Complain to someone that you were 1 2 3 4 5
tricked since you thought it worked when
you bought it.

C. Try to analyze whether it's worth the 1 2 3 4 5
effort to fix or return.

D. Take the appliance to a repairman and 1 2 3 4 5
have it fixed for you.

You feel lonely because one of your best friends has moved
away or died.

A. Try to step back from the situation and 1 2 3 4 5
be more objective.

B. Try to make some new friends. 1 2 3 4 5

C. Wait for someone to cheer you up. 1 2 3 4 5

D. Avoid thinking about your friend. 1 2 3 4 5

You need to buy a number of things before leaving on a two-
week vacation but do not feel like spending most of the day
before leaving doing the shopping.

A. Delay your trip until you can begin
it relaxed and rested.

1 2 3 4 5

B. Let someone else shop for you or help you. 1 2 3 4 5

C. Avoid letting the hassles of last-minute
shopping interfere with the enjoyment
of beginning your vacation.

D. Determine what is absolutely necessary
to purchase.

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

23.

24.
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Table C-1

Cell Sizes

Factor Code N

Sex 1

Health 1

MS 1 8

MS 2 8

Health 2

MS 1 26

MS 2 12

Sex 2

Health 1

MS 1 5

MS 2 10

Health 2

MS 1 17

MS 2 23

109

Sex: 1 = Male; 2 = Female

Health: 1 = Fair or Worse; 2 = Good or Better

Marital Status (MS): 1 = Married; 2 = not married (single,
divorced, widowed)
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