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Introduction

Self-esteem has received considerable attention in recent decades. Judging by the number of
studies published the interest in this phenomenon is still high. Many studies of the topic led
researchers to think about self-esteem as being an important psychological resource, affecting the
efficiency of learning and professional success: interpersonal status and communication style; the
formation of personality traits; and the choice of behavior in a particular situation. The level and the
type of self-esteem, as well as the peculiarities of its functioning are reflected in the individual being
of a person, which has been confirmed in. At the same time the methodological inventory for
studying self-esteem in Russian psychology is limited. The most recent updates to test
questionnaires were carried out in the 1980s [3, 12] and, in addition, they are mainly focused on
measuring only the level of self-esteem and its individual components. This situation does not
correspond to the current state of the self-esteem theory. The level of self-esteem per se does not
reflect its essence, which is understood as the value, importance or significance of the "self"
judgment expressing "my relatedness to exactly my personality” [1, p. 44]. Self-esteem is always the
process and the result of the correlation between certain ideas about us and internal criteria, personal
standards, and an idealized model. However, a comparison is not enough to put the vision of
ourselves on a good-bad scale, that is ascribing values to the personality or its particular aspects. In
this case, we can only speak about rational self-esteem, describing self-esteem only in terms of its
level, often ignoring its significance for a person. Self-esteem as a judgment about the value, the
importance or significance of the whole "self" and its individual aspects is an axiological assessment
including such clines as good-bad and positive-negative. The formation of axiological self-esteem
happens, in our view, through evaluating the relevance of a person’s particular vision of themselves,
that is, the assessment of the significance of the assessed area, determining its relation to personal
interests, meanings and values, and assessing congruency, that is, assessing the correspondence
between the conception of the self, and personal standards and goals [10]. This dependence of self-
esteem upon personal motives, goals, and meanings means that self-esteem is "an assessment from
the viewpoint of a certain system of values” [5, p. 99], and for that very reason, it is determined by
the relations in life and the real life activity of the subject.

The grounds on which a person’s self-esteem is based, its relationship with personal
interests, meanings and values, may be more important than self-esteem itself. They represent a
system of personal significance and determine the features of self-adjustment, often specifying the

type of self-esteem and providing a significant impact on the functioning of the individual and a



sense of well-being. Crocker came to this conclusion, exploring basic contingencies of self-esteem
and developing a questionnaire designed to study them [8].

Although self-esteem occupies a privileged position in psychological discourse, there is not
perfect agreement about the meaning and nature of self-esteem. Self-esteem is a term that has many
meanings: self-worth, self-respect, self-acceptance, self-appraisal, domain-specific evaluations of
aspects of the self [15]. Furthermore, it can be manifest either as trait self-esteem or as state self-
esteem. According to [9], the most significant division is between the view that self-esteem is a
generalized feeling about the self, and the view that it is the sum of a set of judgments about one's
value, worthiness, and competence in various domains.

Crocker uses the term self-esteem to refer to global judgments of self-worth [8]. According
to her, the model of global self-esteem is conceived as both a trait and a state: “people have a
typical, average, or trait level of self-esteem, but their momentary or state judgments of self-esteem
can fluctuate around this typical level” [8, p. 594]. Crocker proposes that both a person’s trait self-
esteem, and fluctuations of state self-esteem around this typical level, can be understood in terms of
contingencies of self-worth. It proceeds from James’s idea that self-esteem rises and falls in
response to successes and failures in domains on which one has staked self-worth. Crocker
describes these domains as “contingencies of self-esteem”. Central to her model is the contention
that the impact of events and circumstances on self-esteem depends on the perceived relevance of
those events to one's contingencies of self-worth [7, 8]. Crocker proposes that contingencies of self-
worth may be more important aspects for understanding the link between self-esteem and behavior.
People differ in the contingencies of self-worth: for some people, self-esteem may depend on being
attractive, loved, or competent, for others being virtuous, powerful, or in a romantic relationship [7,
8].

Crocker and her colleagues hypothesize that distinct contingencies of self-worth have distinct
correlates and distinct consequences. They have argued that people are likely to function better and
have higher levels of psychological well-being, when their self-esteem is based on more internal
contingencies of self-worth than when self-esteem is based on more external and unstable
contingencies such as academic achievements or conditional approval from others [7]. Self-esteem
based on external domains has been found to be significantly more fragile and unstable. Crocker
hypothesized seven important internal and external domains as sources of self-esteem in college
students: others’ approval, competition, academic competence, family support, being a virtuous or
moral person, and God’s love. Crocker developed a scale measuring contingencies of self-worth in

college students.



During the creation of the questionnaire, the theoretical understanding of the self-worth
phenomenon was expanded, a factor analysis and construct validity analysis was conducted, and the
test-retest reliability and internal consistency of the questionnaire were defined. Crocker’s study
involved 1418 students. In 2001, she published an article devoted to the development and theoretical
basis of the original version of the questionnaire [8], and in 2003 an article describing the
psychometric characteristics of Contingencies of Self-Worth Scale (CSWS) was published [7].

The original English version of the questionnaire contains 35 statements. Responses to each
item were made on a scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7 (Strongly agree). The questionnaire
contains seven scales, each of which consists of five statements and reflects the basis of self-worth:

Academic competence:

“My self-esteem is influenced by my academic performance”;

“I feel better about myself when I know I’'m doing well academically”;

Other's approval:

“My self-esteem depends on the opinions others hold of me”

“I can’t respect myself if others don’t respect me”;

Competition:

“Knowing that I am better than others on a task raises my self-esteem”

“My self-worth is affected by how well | do when | am competing with others”;

Family support:

“It is important to my self-respect that [ have a family that cares about me”

“Knowing that my family members love me makes me feel good about myself”;

Appearance:

“My self-esteem does not depend on whether | look attractive or not”

“When I think I look attractive, I feel good about myself”;

God's love:

“My self-esteem goes up when I feel that God loves me”

“My self-worth is based on God’s love”;

Virtue:

“My self-esteem depends on whether or not | follow my moral/ethical principles”

“My self-esteem would suffer if I did something unethical”.

The questionnaire has acceptable internal consistency (Cronbach's Alpha from 0.82 to 0.96),
high levels of test-retest reliability (correlation coefficients between the first and re-testing

conducted after 3 months, from 0.68 to 0.92), and construct validity.



The original version of the technique has been tested in a number of studies which revealed
the relationship between the basis of self-worth and a variety of personal characteristics. In
particular, they show that such sources of self-esteem as God, family and virtue are associated with
greater independence of self-worth, while relying on other people's assessments, approval or
disapproval, social acceptance or rejection, leads to dependent self-worth. In addition, these studies
showed that the intrinsic value of the external conditions, such as physical attractiveness and
academic performance, correlated with a sense of well-being negatively, contributed to the
development of depression, and led to eating disorders. Those respondents who base their own value
on these specific domains are more vulnerable when their self-esteem is threatened by negative
events or assessments affecting such basis. For example, Crocker found that students whose sense of
self-worth was based on academic success had lower levels of self-worth, experienced more
negative emotions when getting bad grades, or suffered some other failures in the academic field,
than students with other basis of self-worth [6]. The study by Crocker and her colleagues also shows
connection between the contingency of self-worth and kinds of leisure activity. For example, those
students, whose self-worth is based on visual appeal, spent more time on partying, shopping, and
establishing new contacts in the first semester. Students whose underlying basis of self-worth was
God's love devoted more time to their studies, participated in religious and sports activities [7].
Thus, Crocker’s method, revealing a variety of basis of self-worth, has been successfully used in
psychological research, opening new perspectives for the study of self-worth.

The original English version of the questionnaire has been adapted for the Japanese, German,
French, Turkish and Spanish languages. However, questionnaire versions have different number of
the contingencies of self-worth, for example, the French version did not have the God's love scale,
and the Japanese version had the Harmonious relations scale, which were more in line with social
and cultural characteristics of these countries. Since 2011 with the permission of Crocker, we have
working on the development of a Russian-language version of the CSWS.

We adapt Crocker’s scale to identify the underlying basis of self-worth in the Russian-
speaking population. The following objectives were formulated: to translate the original version of
the Crocker’s questionnaire into Russian, to conduct item discrimination, internal consistency, test-
retest reliability, and the validity of the questionnaire, and to ensure its re-factorization. These tasks
were implemented in three stages. Studies 1 and 2 developed the Russian version of CSWS [7, 8].
Study 3 adapted the final version and analyzed its psychometric characteristics. Students completed

the measures voluntarily during class.



Method

Participants

In the adaptation of the Russian-language version of the CSWS 791 students took part,
including 309 men and 482 women; with a mean age of 20.5. included 172 students (58 men, 114
women, mean age of 20.2). Study 2 included 197 students, who took part in testing of the new
CSWS version (75 men, 122 women, mean age of 20.6 years). Study 3 included 422 people, 176
men and 246 women, mean age of 20.5 years. Participants of the study were students from different
faculties of the following schools in Moscow: The National Research University Higher School of
Economics (HSE), Kosygin Moscow State Textile University (MSTU), Sholokhov Moscow State
University for the Humanities (SMSUH).

Procedure

Study 1 was carried out using a translation of the original questionnaire into Russian (direct
and reverse translation of the questionnaire items from the Spanish and French versions of the
questionnaire), and a test version of the questionnaire was created which was evaluated by a Ph.D.
in psychology, an associate professor at The National Research University Higher School of
Economics (HSE) and a Ph.D. in philological sciences, professor of Chernyshevsky Saratov State
University (SSU). This version of the questionnaire contains the same 35 statements (7 scales, each
of which consist of five statements) as the original English version. Responses to each item were
made on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 7 (Strongly Agree).

During Study 2, after a theoretical analysis of youth values and interviews with respondents,
the God's love scale was excluded from the original CSWS, and the three following additional
subscales were added: Prestige/Status, Friend support, and Relationship with my partner. This
version contains 45 statements (9 scales, each of which consist of five statements).

During Study 3 participants (N = 422) completed the final Russian-language version of the
questionnaire, which was called “Basic foundations of Self-Esteem” (Appendix 2). The final version
of the questionnaire consists of 35 statements which represent 7 subscales:

Approval of others: “I don’t care what other people think of me”;

Appearance: “I feel confidence and good about myself when | look attractive™);

Defeating others in competition: “My self-esteem rises when | surpass others in
competition”;

Academic competence: “My self-esteem is influenced by my academic performance”;

Family love and support: “Family support is very important to my self-respect”);



Virtue: “My self-esteem would suffer if | did something unethical”;

Relationship with my partner: “Support of my partner is very important for my self-worth”.

As in the original questionnaire, our version of CSWS included three types of items: (a) “up”
items indicating that self-esteem increases in response to positive outcomes; (b) “down” items
indicating that self-esteem decreases in response to negative outcomes; and (c) “depends” items
indicating that self-esteem depends on outcomes in the domain without specifying whether the
outcomes are positive or negative [7].

Instruments

The construct validity check was particularly difficult because Russian psychology has no
adequate diagnostic tools for the identification of the contingencies of self-worth. For this purpose
we used the following techniques which distinguish people with different self-worth basis,
according to the results of Western psychologists: The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale [13] was used
to measure global self-esteem with 10 items. Self-efficacy was measured using the Generalized Self-
Efficacy Scale [14]: participants reported their agreement with 10 statements such as: “If I try hard, |
will always find the solution even to complex problems”; “I am usually able to keep a situation
under control” (from 1 — strongly disagree to 4 — strongly agree). The techniques of Dembo-
Rubinstein [4] were used for studying the level of self-esteem in various domains. The subject put
two marks on each of the scales which were vertical lines of 10 cm length, one mark reflecting: a)
the actual position, b) the desired position. For this research the following scales were used:
“intellegence”, “self-confidence”, “overall assessment of oneself”, “competence in learning
activities”, “self-worth”, “self-love”, “appearance”.

For an assessment of construct validity we also asked respondents to rate the importance of
the following areas of life on a scale from 1 to 7: Family support, Success in competition with others
(in a competitive environment), My appearance, Academic competence, My respect for moral and
ethical norms, Obtaining approval from others, and Relationship with my partner.

The following were used as data processing and statistical analysis methods, descriptive
statistics, correlation analysis, comparing means, exploratory factor analysis using the principal
component method and Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization rotation. Data processing was done in
SPSS for Windows v. 19.



Results and discussion

Development of the Russian-language version

For Study 1 our results show low scale consistency: Cronbach's Alpha between 0.47 and
0.63. The lowest consistency results were shown by the God's love scale. Item discrimination also
showed low results at this scale.

For Study 2 Cronbach's Alpha was between 0.68 and 0.84. Most of the questions have good
item discrimination (from 0.52 to 0.83; p < 0.01), except for the three that are attributed to the
Prestige/Status and Friend support subscales. Factor analysis followed by Varimax rotation
identified seven factors. Qualitative analysis of the factor solution identifies the following factors:
Academic competence; Other's approval, Competition; Family support; Appearance; Virtue and
Relationship with my partner. Questions of the Prestige/Status scale are included in the Academic
competence factor, and the questions of the Friend support scale are included in the Others’
approval factor. Thus, of the three scales introduced by us: Prestige/Status, Friend support,
Relationship with my partner, only the latter forms an independent factor and, therefore, can serve

as an independent basis of self-worth.

Analysis of the final version of the questionnaire
The final version was presented to respondents at the third stage of the study.

In order to estimate the test's internal structure, an exploratory factor analysis using the principal
component method and Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization rotation was used (that the data are
submitted in ordinal scale and the possibility of scale correlation is theoretically supported). The
possibility of factor analysis application was checked using Bartlett’s test and the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin Measure (KMO) (see Table 1).

Table 1. KMO and Bartlett’s Test

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 0.859
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 8,180.816
df 595

Sig. 0.000




Based on theoretical assumptions (the original version of the questionnaire contains 7 factors),
Thurstoun and Kaiser criteria 7 factors were revealed, two of which are small which shows the need
of further questionnaire completion (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Scree Plot
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Seven factors explaining 58% of the variance were identified in the factor analysis. Three
factors (1%, 2" and 3") contain all the five items, one factor (6™) contains three of the five items of
the Family support (Appendix 1). The two factors (5" and 7™) contain one of the other scales, and
one factor (4™) contains two of the other scales. These items describe the interpersonal relations
which could explain the differences between theoretical expectations and factor analyses results.
Factor structure indicates a similarity between selected factors and contingencies of self-worth
recovered by theoretical analyses. In general, the factor structure of the Russian-language version of
the technique corresponds to the original version of CSWS scale [7].

Checking the item discrimination of questions showed good results. The item discrimination
index (the correlation coefficient of the response to a question from the adjusted total score on the
scale) for the Academic competence scale was from 0.63 to 0.83 (p < 0.01); Others’ approval 0.60 to
0.81 (p < 0.01); Competition 0.79 to 0.86 (p < 0.01); Family support 0.60 to 0.79 (p < 0.01);
Appearance 0.53 to 0.81 (p < 0.01); Virtue 0.59 to 0.82 (p < 0.01); The relationship with partner
0.55 to 0.78 (p < 0.01). These figures indicate good differentiating ability of the questionnaire
scales. Internal consistency, estimated by Cronbach's Alpha, was 0.67 to 0.84 (see Table 2) in

different scales.



96 people from the testing sample (43 men, 53 women) filled out the questionnaire again
three weeks later, in order to check the retest reliability. Retest reliability indicators, determined by
Spearman’s correlation coefficient, ranged from 0.54 to 0.79 (Table 2). In our sample the highest
stability is shown in the Appearance scale, and the least stability in the Academic competence and
Family support scales. Thus, the psychometric reliability indicators of the Russian version of CSWC

show sufficient stability over time and internal consistency of its scales.

Table 2. Spearman’s correlation matrix of the Russian version of CSWS subscales

Subscale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1.Academic competence -

2.0thers’ approval 0.33** -

3.Competition 0.50** 0.15** -

4.Family support 0.30** 0.29** 0.14**

5.Appearance 0.34** 0.44** 0.26** 0.16** -

6.Virtue 0.23** 0.12** 0.55 0.25** 0.90** -
7.Relationship with my partner 0.26** 0.34** 0.23** 0.42** 0.30** 0.14**

M 5.06 4.18 5.55 5.13 5.20 491 5.03
SD 1.01 0.94 1.02 0.86 0.99 1.08 0.97
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.77 0.79 0.87 0.69 0.78 0.81 0.67
Test-retest reliabilities (N = 96) 0.54 0.74 0.67 0.55 0.79 0.71 0.74

Note. For all test-retest reliabilities p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, N =422

Construct validity was tested in three ways. First, by comparing scales score with the
assessments of significance spheres of life (Family support, Success in competition with others, My
appearance, Academic competence, My respect for moral and ethical norms, Obtaining approval
from others, and Relationship with my partner). All scales show significant correlation (Spearman'’s
correlation, p <0.01) with assessments of the significance of the respective spheres of life by the
respondents, the correlation coefficients for the respective scales (Table 3).

Second, construct validity was tested by identifying the relationship (Spearman's correlation
coefficient) of self-worth contingency with the level of general self-worth determined by the
Rosenberg self-worth scale, with the level of self-worth in various specific fields (the Dembo —
Rubinstein method) and with the parameters of Generalized Self-Efficacy scale [14]. Results show
that self-worth (Rosenberg scale) positively correlate with all kinds of self-worth sources, and
significant correlate with Academic competence, Approval from others and Appearance (Table 3).

The results may be explained by academic competence and appearance being areas which are



primarily valued by others in the student sample. Therefore the evaluation of these areas and,
approval received from others accordingly, has become an important basis of self-worth. We assume
that those who receive positive feedback, and are successful in learning activities, attractive and
receive approval from others, base their self-esteem on these grounds as these sources give them the
opportunity to assess themselves highly.

Comparing this data with ongoing research in the United States, such sources as appearance,
approval from others and competition showed significant negative correlations with Rosenberg self-
esteem scale in U.S. students (it should be noted that unlike our sample the academic competence
scale was not related to the level of self-worth). In general, the problem of different interpretations
of the links between the level of self-worth and its sources in the Russian and U.S. samples can be
explained by cross-cultural differences. Should we come to conclusion that student self-esteem in
our sample, despite its high level, is more dependent compared to a sample of U.S. students?
According to Crocker, those who base their own value according to appearance and others approval,
are more vulnerable because these sources are unstable, and therefore self-worth is more likely to be
threatened with daily successes and failures, positive or negative evaluations [8]. However, the
conclusion on more fragile self-worth of Russian respondents seems somewhat premature due to the
fact that the studies, conducted under the direction of Crocker [7], showed a certain inconsistency in
terms of linking the level of self-esteem and its sources. For example, in one of her studies there was
no positive correlation between the level of self-worth (Rosenberg scale) and inner sources such as
God's love and Virtue , and negative with the Academic competence scale; in another study there
was no significant correlation with the Family support scale [8]. In addition, the relationship
between levels of self-worth and their sources showed dependence on the ethnicity of the
respondents. In any case, further studies examining the ratio of different parameters of self-worth
are needed.

There is a widely held view that self-worth is not a standalone, one-dimensional variable but
a certain kind of relationship of private self-worth indicators [12, 2], and the level of self-worth may
be quite different in different areas of life. In addition, the complex structure of emotional and value
relationships to themselves can lead to different combinations of level, characteristics of self-worth,
and self sympathy [3]. Therefore, in the present study we used Dembo-Rubinstein’s method to
establish the links between sources of self-worth and its height in a variety of important areas. To
determine the actual the desired level of quality improvement and the difference between them the
following scales were used: intelligence, self-confidence, overall assessment of oneself, competence

in learning activities, self-worth, self-love, and appearance.



A significant correlation between the sources of self-worth and the assessment of the
actual/desired level of expression of a certain quality, and the difference between these levels was
found (Table 3). Appearance is positively associated with the desired and the actual levels of
appearance assessment. Academic competence, has a positive correlation with the desired level of
confidence and academic competence, as well as with the actual level of competence in learning.
This data can be interpreted as the result of the bilateral cooperation of the size of self-worth and the
basis for self-assessment: the more important visual appearance or academic performance for self-
worth, the higher a person estimates the desired and the actual level in these areas, and, conversely,
the higher a person evaluates their quality in some particular area (in our case appearance and/or
academic achievements), the more often they use them as self-worth sources.

Evidence of success in competition with others has positive correlations with the actual level
of competence, and self-love, with the desired level of confidence, visual appearance and academic
competence, and is negatively correlated with the difference between the desired and the actual
levels of self-love. Thus, social comparison would be used by such people who expect that they can
win competitions and are ready to take a risk by entering then, because of a high level of self
satisfaction and self sympathy.

The more important Family support is for self-worth, the higher the assessment of the actual
level of Academic competence and the smaller the gap between the actual and the desired level of
competence. This data is largely explained by the fact that all of the respondents are students.
Focusing on family support creates a desire to meet family expectations that are often associated
with educational achievement, a measure of which is Academic competence.

The importance of getting approval from others is negatively correlated with the actual level
of confidence and self-worth and positively with the desired level of visual appearance, as well as
with the difference between the actual and desired levels of confidence, the overall assessment of
themselves, self-worth, self-love and visual appearance. Orientation to external reinforcement and
approval from others are connected with the desire to be more in line with social norms and
standards in the various spheres of life and this is associated with a large gap between the actual and
desired levels and a number of personal characteristics which may create a certain inner discomfort
and dissatisfaction. On the other hand, low self-confidence and low self-worth for those with very
high standards lead to the fact that people will be looking for support and approval from others,
trying to strengthen their fragile self-worth. This result is consistent with the theoretical position that
external contingency forms dependent self-worth, and generally contributes to lower psychological

well-being. Generalized self-efficacy [14], according to our data, shows significant correlations with



the following scales: Competition with others and the Approval obtained from others (Table 3). The
positive correlation of perceived self-efficacy and the importance of being successful in a
competitive environment do not contradict the theoretical ideas about the necessity of faith in
themselves, in their potential, their ability to achieve the best result in competitive environment. If a
person evaluates themselves in terms of the possibility of winning in comparison with others, if they
want to excel, to be more successful, be able to cope with a certain kinds of problems better, etc.,
then it is natural that such a view of their abilities will be associated with high self-efficacy. The
negative correlation of subjective assessment of the importance of the approval of others and the
general self-efficacy is also quite understandable. If during self-assessment a person does not rely on
their internal sources, skills, or personality, but on others’ approval or disapproval, then such a
sensitive position makes them less confident in their own abilities, reducing the perception of self-

efficacy.



Table 3. Current Spearman’s correlations between Russian version of CSWS subscales and

Other Measures

Measure Academic Others’ Competition Family  Appearance Virtue Relationship
competence  Approval support with my
partner
1.Assessment of 0.47** 0.40**  0.51** 0.49** 0.41** 0.55** (0.53**
significance spheres of life
2.Rosenberg Self-Esteem 0.23** 0.29** 0.10 0.10 0.15* 0.11 0.53
3.Generalize self-efficacy 0.05 -0.26** 0.14* 0.01 -0.09 0.11 0.04
4.Dembo-Rubinstein
method
Actual 0.11 -0.01 0.15 0.02 0.00 -0.11  0.01
Intelligence Desired 0.19* -0.01 0.16* 0.04 -0.01 -0.07 -0.01
Difference  0.05 -0.02 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 0.02 0.01
Self- Actual 0.06 -0.33** 0.13 0.19 -0.15 0.05 -0.11
confidence Desired 0.18* -0.07 0.23** 0.03 -0.05 0.04 -0.04
Difference  0.07 0.27** 0.02 -0.14 0.13 -0.06  0.09
Overall Actual 0.01 -0.15 0.07 0.05 0.02 0.05 -0.06
assessment of  Desired 0.15 0.04 0.09 0.08 0.05 0.00 -0.08
oneself Difference  0.11 0.20* -0.03 0.23 0.02 -0.02  0.03
Competence  Actual 0.28** -0.01 0.18* 0.24** 0.03 0.03 0.02
in learning Desired 0.39** 0.04 0.20* 0.09 0.03 -0.04 0.0
activities Difference  -0.30 0.05 -0.04 -0.18* -0.04 -0.04  0.02
Self- Actual 0.06 -0.20*  0.06 0.11 -0.11 0.05 -0.08
worth Desired 0.09 0.04 0.11 0.06 0.03 -0.04  0.03
Difference  0.05 0.22** 0.03 -0.10 0.14 -0.08 0.12
Self- Actual 0.12 -0.13 0.18* 0.10 -0.20 -0.10 -0.03
love Desired 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.50 0.00 -0.09 0.02
Difference  -0.12 0.16* -0.18* -0.51 0.02 -0.03  0.03
Appearance Actual 0.12 -0.14 0.13 0.09 -0.03 -0.02  -0.02
Desired 0.21** 0.19*  0.20* 0.13 0.22** -0.09 0.04
Difference  0.03 0.30** 0.01 -0.01  0.23** -0.10 0.08

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01



In general, the Russian version of the CSWS differentiates college-age people with different
contingencies of self-worth in terms of self-worth and in terms of self-efficacy. With the exception
of two scales: Virtue and Relationship with my partner, which show no correlation with any of the
studied parameters. It seems that further studies are needed, in particular of the predictive validity of
the questionnaire. As pointed out above, for example, Crocker and her colleagues checked whether
contingencies of self-worth serve as predictors of first-year student activity: predicting whether they
participate in any student organizations, clubs or societies, the focus of these organizations, as well

as the amount of time they spend on different activities [7].

The standardization results are shown in Table 2. Since the original version of the
questionnaire and the version that we develop aim to study the basis of self-assessment in students,
the age differences have not been studied. With probability of error less than 1% there is no

significant differences for all scales according gender (Mann-Whitney U-test).
Conclusion

This paper describes the results of the development and testing of a Russian-language
version of Crocker’s CSWS questionnaire. The results of its psychometric characteristics indicate
that the questions regarding the scales are compatible with each other; have good item
discrimination; and measure the constructive results which are stable over time. Factor structure of

the technique confirms the seven sources of self-esteem.

The Russian version of the questionnaire can be used in personality psychology as a research
method. We believe that this version of Crocker’s questionnaire holds promise for studies aimed at

understanding the basic self-esteem sources.

Further steps in the development of the questionnaire are checking the social appropriacy of
the questionnaire; finding the dependence on gender, education and region of residence; the creation
of a version suitable for other age groups; a more detailed study of the relationships between self-
assessment sources identified through the questionnaire and other self-esteem parameters (level,

independence, stability, etc.), and personal qualities.
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Appendix 1. Pattern Matrix (factor loadings and communalities of the Russian version of

CSWS)

Number Component Communalities

of (1)Academic | (2)Competition | (3)Virtue | (4)Relationship | (5)Appearance | (6)Family | (7)Others’
question/ | Competence with the loved support approval
Subscale one
1 (5 .655 531
2 (2 -.767 .632
3 (4 -.484 404
4 (5) 576 485
5 (3) 620 530
6 (7 132 .552
7 (6) -.849 706
8 (4) -.562 400
9 (2 -.822 .686
10 (7) -.425 .664
11 (6) -.730 547
12 (3) 716 485
13 (1) .528 .667
14 (3) .804 707
15 (5) 778 .653
16 (7) .826 .564
17 (6) 458 27
18 (1) 723 568
19 (2) -.802 .672
20 (4) 440 .709
21 (6) -.444 575
22 (5) .685 .685
23 (1) .605 .612
24 (7) .814 573
25 (2) -.738 .633
26 (1) 701 .675
27 (3) 762 636
28 (4) -.736 579
29 (6) -.623 682
30 (5) A71 456
31 (2) -.784 .655
32 (1) 554 470
33 (3 .825 .393
34 (7 573 443
35 (4 -.769 .394

Note. Factor loadings of points from its own scales are marked with bold font.




Appendix 2. Russian version of the Contingencies of Self-Worth Scale

WHcTpykums: Moxanyncta, OTBETbTE Ha Kaxaoe u3 criefyowmx yreepxaeHun (obsegnte oteeT
KPY>KKOM), Ucnonb3aysi wkany ot «1 — abcontoTHO He cornaceH» 4o «7 — MOMIHOCTbIO cornaceH». Ecnu
Bbl HMKOrga He cTankuMBanuCb C KakomM-nnMbo M3 ONUCaHHLIX B YTBEPXKOEHUSX CUTyauun, NoXxanymcra,
oTBETbTE, Kak Bam kaxeTcs, Bbl O6bl yyBcTBOBaNu cebsa B nogobHom cutyaumm.

AG6contoTH He Ckopee He mory Ckopee MonHocTb
O He cornace He CKa3aTb, cornaceH | Cornace 1o]
cornaceH H cornaceH cornaceH H cornaceH
Unun HeT
1. | A yyBcTBYIO Ce0s1 XOPOLLO U YBEPEHHO, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Korga BbIrMshKy npusnekaTensHo
2. | A HaumHato bonblle yBaxaTb cebs, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Korga nydile gpyrux cnpabBnsitoch C
3aaHneM Unu Nposiensio donblue
cnocobHocTen
3. | Korga mon nobumbln YenoBek ropamTcs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
MHOWN, MOE CaMOoyBaXeHMeE MOBbILLAETCA
4. | Moe npeacTtaBneHne o COGCTBEHHOM 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
BHELLIHOCTW HE BNUSIET HA MOIO
CaMOOLEHKY
5. | A yBaxato ceba 6onblue, korga 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
nocTynar B COOTBETCTBUM CO CBOUMMU
MOpasbHbIMWU NPUHLMNAMK
6. | Korga y gpyrux cknagbiBaeTtcs 060 MHe 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
HeraTMBHOE MHEHUE, MEHS! 3TO He
TporaeTt
7. | Korga 4 3Hato, 4TO MOSt CEMbSI MEHSI 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
nobuT, 9 owyuiato BHyTpeHHee
CMOKOWNCTBUE
8. | A 6onbLue LeHo cebs, korga y MeHs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
€CTb NobUMbIN YenoBek
9. | Oco3HaHue Toro, YTo A Nny4Lle apyrux 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
CnpaBnsACh C kakor-nubo paboton,
NnoBbILLIaeT MOK CaMOOLLEHKY
10. | A nepecTato cebs yBaxaTtb, €Crnv MeHs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
He yBaXkaloT Apyrue
11. | Korga mosi cembsi MHOW ropauTcs, s 1 2 3 4 5 6 7




YyBCTBYH cebs JOCTOMHBLIM YENOBEKOM

12.

A nepectato cebs yBaxartb, eClin genak
TO, YTO CHUTAIO HENpPaBUIibHbIM

13.

Moe MHeHue o cebe He CBSA3aHO C
ycnexamu B ydebe

14.

A He Mory cebs yBaxaTb, ecrnv HapyLiato
cobCcTBEHHbIE MOparbHbIe U
HPaBCTBEHHbIE NPUHLMNMbI

15.

YBEPEHHOCTb B CBOEW BHELLHEN
npvBreKaTenbHOCTN BRMSIET Ha MOKO
CaMOOLIeHKY

16.

MeHs He BOMHyeT, 4To AymatoT 060 MHe
apyrve nogm

17.

BHyTp1CeMENHbIE OTHOLLEHMUS HE
BMNUSIOT HA MO CaMOOLLEHKY

18.

A HepoBomneH cobol BCAKUA pas, koraa
He JocTuUral [OoCTaTOYHO BbICOKUX
ycnexoB B y4yebe

19.

A HauymHato 6ornblue LeHUTb cebs, ecnu
CNpaBnsoCh C 3agaHusAMK nydLue
ocTanbHbIX

20.

XapaKTep MOWX OTHOLLIEHUIA C NLLAMU
NPOTUBOMOJNIOXKXHOIO MNMona He BITNAeT Ha
MOIO CaMOOLIEHKY

21.

A nepecTtato k cebe XxopoLo OTHOCUTLCA,
Koraa He 4yBCTBYHO NMt0OBU CBOEWN CEMbM

22.

Koraa mHe kaxeTcs, 4To 4 BbIMMAXY
HeaoCTaTO4YHO XOpOoLLo, MoA
CaMoOOLUEeHKa CHWXXaeTcA

23.

Moe npeactaeneHue o cebe
ynydwaetcs, korga 8 gobusarocb
ycnexos B y4yebe

24.

To, yTo gymatoT 060 MHe Apyrue, HUKaK
He BnMsieT Ha Moe MHeHue o cebe

25.

Mos camooLeHka pacTeT, korgaa sl
NMPEBOCXOXY APYTMX B CUTyaLMsIX
conepHn4ecTBa




26.

Ha Mmoo camMooLieHKy BrngaeT
yCneLwHocTb B yyebe

27.

A cTtan bbl MeHbLUe LeHUTb cebs, ecnu
Obl 8 caenan YTo-nMobo
Ge3HpaBCTBEHHOE

28.

Mosi camooLeHKa CHUXKaeTCs, koraa s He
YyBCTBYHO, YTO MOW NHOOMMbIV YeroBek
NOOUT N LEHUT MEHS

29.

[na moero camoyBaXkeHUs1 OYeHb
3Hauynma 3aboTta cembin

30.

Mosi camooLieHKa He 3aBUCUT OT TOro,
BbIMMAXY A nNpuBnekatesribHbIM UM HET

31.

A yBaxato cebsi bonblue, ecnu genato
YTO-TO Ny4LLe ApYruX

32.

Xopoluas ycnesaemMocTb MOBbILLAET MOe
caMoyBaXeHwue

33.

A HenpuaTeH cam cebe, Korga He
crneayto CBOMM MoparbHbIM U 3TUYECKUM
npyHUMNam

34.

MHeHue apyrmx o60 MHe BNUSIET Ha Moe
MHeHue o cebe

35.

[Ons owyuieHns cobCTBEHHOM LIEHHOCTU
MHE O4YeHb BakHa noadep>kka Moero
ntobumoro Yyenoseka

Note. The point numbers of “Relationship with my partner” scale of the Russian version of CSWS

are marked in bold.

O6paboTka pe3ynbTaToB:

MNopnepxka cembun: Bonpocs! 7, 11, 17*, 21, 29.

CopeBHoBaHue ¢ gpyrumu: 2, 9, 19, 25, 31.

BHewHocTb: 1, 4, 15, 22, 30'.

Akagemuyeckas ycrneBaemocCTb: 13", 18, 23, 26, 32.

HpascTtBeHHOCTb: 5, 12, 14, 27, 33.

Opobpexue apyrux: 6, 10, 16, 24", 34,

NMo6oseb: 3, 8,207, 28, 35.

Bannbl 3a BONPOCHI, OTMEYeHHble ~ HeoBX0AMMO CUMTaTh Mo crieaytoLen cxeme: 7=1, 6=2, 5=3,
4=4, 3=5, 2=6, 1=7.

Bannbl No kaXxgon wkane CyMMUpyoTca U AenaTcs Ha 5.
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