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ABSTRACT 

There has been a continuous increase in the number of 

studies conducted on the external variables that mitigate 

against stress. This study examined the relationship 

between self-concept, an interna l variable, and perception 

of stress among the undergraduate population. The Self­

Perception Profile for College Students (SPPC) and the 

Inventor y of College Students' Recent Life Experiences 

(IC SRLE ) instruments were completed by 125 undergraduate 

s tuden t s between t he ages of 18 and 25 . Both instruments 

assessed sub jects ' levels of s elf- concept and stress. The 

hypotheses were that s tudents with a high se lf - concep t as 

measured by the SPPC would report a low level of stress as 

measured by ICSRLE, and students with a high global se lf ­

worth would report a low level of stress . The Pearson 

produc t moment correlation was used to ana lyze the da t a. 

Results indicated a negative correlation between self­

concept and stress scores. A similar relationship was a lso 

obtained between global se lf - worth and stress. The findings 

support both hypotheses . The implications of these findings 

are discussed . 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The fast pace of modern life increases stressful event s 

in peoples' lives. Yet, in adverse situations, some people 

display a high degree of resilience. What makes some 

individuals in stressful situations more resilient than 

others who are in similar situations? Certainly, there are 

many variables within the environment that account for 

individual differences in resilience to stress. Similarly, 

it is assumed that there are variables within the individua l 

that make for these differences. This study is an attempt 

to gain more understanding of the role of self-concept, a 

variable within the individual, as it relates to resilience 

to stress. According to Zuckerman (1989), there is a strong 

indication that self-concept is associated with level of 

stress. This implies that individuals' vulnerability to 

stress may be due, in part to differences in the way they 

perceive themselves. 

A study that investigates how self-concept affects 

stress among the undergraduate population is worthwhile. 

Gaining an understanding of how self-concept relates to 

stress can be valuable information that college 

administrators can use to educate their students. This can 

increase students' awareness of some of the forces within 

them that affect their levels of stress, as well as their 



reac ions to st r ess . This has the potential f or promoting 

better ps ychological health among college students which 

inturn may aid academic excellence. 

Stress 

2 

The concept of stress is subjective. It depends on how 

an individual cognitively views, interprets, and reacts to 

certain situations. In spite of the subjective nature of 

stress, researchers have developed some instruments that 

objectively assess level of stress. Sources of stress are 

numerous and varied, and they are a part of life that we 

cannot escape (Corey & Corey, 19 89) . Numerous studies 

indicate that stress negatively influences physical and 

psychological health (Nakano, 1991; Dunkel-Schetter & Lobel, 

1990; Corey & Corey, 1989; Kessler, Price, & Worthman, 1985; 

DeLongis, Coyne, Dakof, Folkman & Lazarus, 1982; Comstock & 

Slome, 1973). There is also evidence that self-concept is 

one of the major variables that affect how people respond to 

stressful situations (Aspinwall & Taylor, 1992; Pearlin & 

Schooler, 197 8) . 

Stress and College Students 

According to the literature, stress in college students 

has increased in the 1980s. (Dunkel-Schetter & Lobel, 1990; 

Astin, Green, Korn, Schalit & Berz, 1988; Koplik & Devito, 

1986). When compared to 20 years ago, students are said to 

be exper iencing more stress. They are also said to be 
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e xperiencing different kinds of stress. While college 

students are not immune to li'fe events that cause stress, 

this population has unique school-related experiences, like 

academics, time management, relationships with roommates, 

and peer acceptance (Dunkel-Schetter & Lobel, 1990; Hamilton 

& Fagot, 1988). 

Stress among college students has been extensively 

studied. Studies have focused on stressors that relate to 

adjustment to college (Campas, Wagner, Slavin, & Vannatta, 

1986), how students cope wi th stress (D'Zuri lla & Sheedy , 

1991; Nakano, 1991; Weintraub, Carver, & Scheier, 1989; 

Folkman & Lazarus, 19 85) , the r ole of gender in stress and 

coping (Zuckerman, 19 89 ; Hamilton & Fagot, 1988 ), and 

academic stress (Kohn & Frazer, 1986 ) . 

Numerous studies and surveys have also been conducted 

on stress and psychological symptoms amo ng college students. 

Coms t ock and Slome (1973) investigated the widespread nature 

of emotional distress among college students. They found 

that 30 percent had mode rate to s eve re emo tional problems. 

In the 1980s, Kessler, Price and Worthman ( 1985 ) found that 

there was a link between stressful events and poor mental 

and physical health. In the 1990s, Nakano (1991) 

investigated coping strategies and psychological symptoms 

among college students. Using a Japanese sample, Nakano 

reported that there wa s a positive correlation between 
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scores on the Hassle Scale (Japanese version) and 

psychological symptoms. The higher scores on the Hassle 

Scale predicted psychological symptoms such as depression. 

In a 1987 study Linville investigated the role of self­

complexity in stress-related il lnesses. Linville described 

self-complexity as having different attributes or traits in 

different situations. For example, an individual may play 

the role of a student , a daughter , a friend , and a confidant 

across situations. This individua l has se lf-complexity 

because she thi nks about herself in a variety of ways. The 

basic contention of the study was that high self - complexity 

appears to make an individ a ess suscept ' ble to stress -

r elated illness and depression . 

The study which was carr · ed o t i two phases used 106 

undergraduate subjects (43 male and 68 female ) . The age 

range was not reported . Subjects were tested in small 

groups of one to five . D ring the second phase , subjects 

completed a self-complexity task and measures of stressful 

events , depression, and illness . Linvil e used a card­

sorting technique in which s bjects sorted 33 adjective 

cards into categories of traits that described them . 

Sub jects also comple ted the following instruments : The 

center for Epidemiologic Studies Depre ssion Scale (CES-D; 

Radloff, 1977 ) , The Cohen-Hoberman Inventory of Physical 

Symptoms (CHIPS; Cohen & Hoberman, 1983) , Coll ege Students 



Life Events Sca le (CSLES · L . . , ev1ne & Pe r kins , 1980) , and the 

Percei ved Stress Sca l e (PSS· Ch , o en, Kamarck, & Me rmel stein , 

1983 ) · In addi tion, subjects listed all illnesses tha t had 

occurred wi t h in the previous two weeks. There was a two 

week inte rval between the two sessions. 

5 

According to Linville, the results of the study 

i ndicated that low self-complexity was associated with more 

ex t reme reactions to stressful situations. Linville 

concluded that since self-complexity interacts with level of 

stress, individuals with higher self-complexity will not be 

as adversely affected by negative events as individuals wi th 

lower self-complexity. 

Hassle-based stress 

Hassle-based stress can be defined as a number of minor, 

unp l easant occurrences (time pressure, s ocial treatment, 

friendship problems) that happen on a dail y basis. Many 

studies have reported that these occurrences have a more 

negative impact on physical and mental health, than major 

life events (Kohn, Lafreniere, Pickering, & Macdonald, 1994; 

Ivancevich, 1986; DeLongis, Coyne, Dakof, Folkman & Lazarus, 

1 982 ; Kanner, Coyne, Schaefer, & Lazarus, 1981). Kohn, 

Laf reni ere, and Gurevich (1990), developed an instrument, 

the Inventory of College Students' Life Experiences 

(ICSRLE) , f or the appraisal of hassle-based stress i n 

Kohn e t al. claimed that the new college s tudents . 
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inst rument was an improvement over Kanner, Coyne, Schaefer, 

& Laz arus ' (1981) H 1 ass e Scale because it removed certain 

variable s like poor mental health, or distress that can 

unintentionally interact with a hassle measure. 

In l991, Kohn, Lafreniere, & Gurevich used the 

instrument (ICSRLE) to investigate the effect of anxiety and 

reactivity on the outcome of hassle-based stress. Using 211 

undergraduates as subjects, Kohn et al. reported that there 

was a significant correlation between reported daily 

hassles, physical well-being, and psychiatric symptoms. 

Specifically, scores on hassle and trait anxiety had a 

positive correlation with scores on perceived stress. 

Self-concept 

In a broad sense, self-concept refers to the picture we 

have of ourselves. It deals with how we see ourselves, the 

beliefs we have about ourselves, the qualities we have, and 

the unique ways that we behave. Harter (1989) defined 

domain as a specific area of competence such as creative, 

athletic, or intellectual, that an individual possesses. 

Self-concept can be summed up as the combination of peoples' 

cognitive views about themselves, and the way they evaluate 

their competencies when functioning in specific domains 

(Harter, 1989). The overall evaluation of our worth is 

generally referred to as self-esteem. In most of the 

literature, self-concept is synonymous with self-perception. 
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For th i s study , the term self-concept will be us ed . 

Two early theorists on self-concept, James (19 84 

(1892 )) and Cooley (1922) acknowledged that individuals have 

a global concept of themselves more than they have a 

specific domain concept. While James claimed that one's 

overall sense of worth is determined by the individual's own 

evaluation of competence, Cooley put more emphasis on the 

social nature. According to Cooley, self-concept is greatl y 

influenced by the attitudes of significant others. Some of 

the earlier theorists on self-concept proposed a one­

dimensional view (Coopersmith, 1967). In more recent times, 

some theorists have proposed a multidimensional approach t o 

assess self-concept (Harter, 19 85) . They argued that self­

concept can best be assessed by maki ng a distinction between 

how individuals evaluate their competenc i es in different 

domains and the general picture they hold of themselves. 

Harter (1985) developed instruments that combine self­

evaluation in various domains with global self-worth to 

provide a profile of the self. These instruments are based 

on developmental stages of life and have been developed for 

young children, adolescents, college students, and adults. 

Rosenberg (1979) made a gestalt-like postulat ion that 

an i ndividual's sense of worth is more than the sum of 

h . /h · f · ttributes across different domains. This i s er speci ic a 

i mp l i es that self-worth embraces the entire self and this 
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makes it greate r t han t he sum of all the domains . If thi s 

claim is accura t e i t · · , is assumed that scores on a globa l 

se lf - wor th mea s ure may provide better information about t he 

i ndividual's self-concept than would the total scores from 

the domains that produce the self-perception profile. 

Therefore, scores on global self-worth may give more 

accurate information of the relationship that exists between 

self-concept and resilience to stress. 

Some research indicates that people who do not have a 

favorable self-concept tend to have more emotion-related 

problems than people with a favorable self-concept (Wylie, 

1979) . This implies that when individuals have positive 

views of themselves, they are not likely to be overwhelmed 

when they are under stressful situations. It can therefore 

be assumed that self-concept acts as a confidence booster 

because it enables the individual to view himself/herself as 

having what it takes to cope. According to Linville (1987) 

self-concept is one of the moderators that serve as a 

"buffer" against stress. Having a good self-concept may 

reduce stress because it increases the interpersonal skills 

of the individual and taps resources that can lead to 

effective coping (Billing & Moos, 1982) • 

In a 1989 study, Zuckerman investigated the extent to 

which self-esteem, interpersonal self-confidence, and self­

concepts are associated with stress. The study also 



explored the r o le o f gender. The subjects were 804 fema l es 

and 127 ma l e s fr om seven liberal arts colleges (5 femal e , 2 

coeducational ) in the Northeast. Subjects completed the 

Rosenberg Scale (1965), On the Whole I am Satisfied with 

Myself (Silber & Tippet, 1965), the Texas Social Behavior 

Inventory Form A (TSBI; Helmreich & Stapp, 1974), The Areas 

of Stress Scale, a modified version of the Life Conditions 

Measure (Makosky, 1982), and the Habit of Nervous Tension 

Scale (Thomas, 1971, 1976). These instruments were used t o 

assess self-esteem, self-concept, areas of stress, and 

reaction to stress. 

Zuckerman found that there was a strong correlation 

between self-esteem, self-concept, and level of stress. 

Specifically, subjects who scored high on the self-concept 

scale reported less stress. Also , for both men and women, 

the study found that the strongest correlate of stress was 

global self-esteem. Although, one of the primary purposes 

of the study was to investigate gender differences, 

Zuc kerman reported that for both males and females, high 

scores on self-esteem, self-confidence, and self-concept 

sca l es were associated with lower levels of stress and 

reaction to stress. 

In 1992, Aspinwall and Taylor conducted a longitudinal 

9 

· · · on the effect of personality variables such as invest igation 

se l f - e steem, optimism, and a sense of control on the 



ps ychological well-being and adjustment of students to 

coll ege. The subjects consisted of 672 freshmen who 

completed measures of personality, social support, and 

positive and negative ff a ect during the first few days of 

entering college. Th ree months later follow-up measures 

were administered and two years later academic performance 

was assessed. The results indicated that high scores on 

self-esteem, optimism, and internal locus of control 

10 

predicted greater use of active coping. Active coping 

predicted better adjustment to college and fewer health 

symptoms. It also indicated that high self-esteem increased 

the motivation to succeed in college. 

Resilience 

In the face of adversit y some people display a high 

degree of resilience. Resilience can be defined as 

resistance to stress. According to Luthar & Zigler (1 991 ) , 

resilience is determined by the behavioral competence 

displayed by the person under stress. This implies that 

people who are resilient to stress are able to react well to 

stressful situations that weigh others down. Rutte r (1985) 

claimed that individuals who are res ilient possess certain 

qualities which include self-confidence, ability to adapt to 

changes, belief in self, and social problem-solving skills. 

These are considered protective fact ors that improve 

resilience to stress. In their review of the literature on 
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r e s i lience among child ren, Luthar & Zigler (1991) noted that 

children who showed certain characteristics were more 

resilient to stress. These included high intellectual 

ability humor inter 1 1 · ' , na ocus of control, and a supportive 

family. 

In a 1989 report of a longitudinal study that covered 

three decades, Werner reported that subjects who had faith 

that they could control their environment showed more 

resilience to stress. The subjects for the study consisted 

of 698 babies born in 1955 on the Island of Kauai, Hawaii. 

This was a multidisciplinary study that involved nurses, 

pediatricians, physicians, and social workers. Later, 

psychologists examined the children at ages two and ten. 

About one-third of the children were considered "at-risk" 

because their parents were poor, their mothers had little 

formal education, there was a lot of conf l ict in the family, 

there was divorce, alcoholism, and some degree of stress at 

birth. At age 18, follow-up interviews were done, teachers' 

reports were collected, and the California Psychological 

Inventory (CPI) was administered. At age 32, about 80 

percent of the survivors were located for a follow-up study. 

Rotter's Locus of control Scale (Rotter, 1966) and the 

Emotionality, Activity Level, Sociability, and Impulsivity 

Temperament survey for Adults (EASIT; Buss & Plomin, 1984) 

were administered. structured interviews were also 



conducted . Werner concluded that there were three 

protective factors in resilient children. These children 

were of at least average intelligence, had adequate 

communication skills, and had good family relationships. 

Purpose of study 

12 

The literature suggested that there is little 

understanding of the protective factors that make some 

people more resilient than others in stressful situations. 

While many studies have been done on factors that promote 

and minimize stress, not much has been done to investigate 

the protective factors (Lutha r & Zigler, 1991) . Such a 

study is particularly needed on college students since they 

are said to be experiencing more stress now than ever 

before. This study investigated the relat ionship between 

subjects' overall self-concept and the appraised level of 

hassle-based stress. It also examined the relationship 

between global self-worth and level of stress. The Self­

Perception Profile for College Students (SPPC; Neemann & 

Harter, 1986) , and the Inventory of College Students Recent 

Life Experiences (ICSRLE ; Kohn, Lafreniere & Gurevich, 1990) 

was used for the study. The literature justified asking how 

the different subscales relate to stress. The SPPC and the 

ICSRLE have been specifically developed to be used with 

college students. 
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The SPPC is a 54-item instrument that assesses how 

students perceive themselves. The manual reports that the 

coefficient alpha, an index of internal consistency, of the 

12 subscales ranges from .76 to .92. It also reports a 

criterion validity coefficient of . 63 and a construct 

validity coefficient of .61. 

The ICSRLE is a 49-item self-report instrument that 

appraises the impact of hassle-based experiences rather than 

major life events. Kohn, Lafreniere, & Gurevich (1 99 0) 

reported that the ICSRLE has an alpha reliability 

coefficient of .89. These psychometric figures are 

considered acceptable. For validity, the ICSRLE is reported 

to have a modest correlation of .67 (p < . 0005) , with the 

Perceived Stress Scale ( PSS; Cohen, Kamarck, & Mermelstein, 

1983) . The PSS is another measure of stress that is 

considered reliable and widely used. 

The hypotheses for the study were: 

a) that students with a high self-concept as measured 

by the SPPC would report a low level of stress as measured 

by the ICSRLE , and b) that students who had high global 

self-worth as measured by the Global Self-Worth subscale of 

the SPPC would perceive less stress (low score on the 

ICSRLE). 



CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

Subjects 

Subjects consisted of 125 d un ergraduates (89 female and 

36 male, mean age= 20.6) from General Psychology and 

Ps ychology of Adjustment classes at Austin Peay State 

University. The instrument was administered to those who 

volunteered, but only the data from traditional students 

(1 8-25 years) was analyzed. 

Materials 

The Self-Perception Profile for College Students (SPPC; 

Neemann & Harter, 1986 ) , was used to assess subjects' self­

concept. Subjects rated all the items on a scale of 1 t o 4 

in order to describe "What I am like" for 12 domains and a 

global self-worth scale. The domains are: Creativity, 

Intellectual Ability, Scholastic Competence, Job Competence, 

Athletic Competence, Appearance, Romantic Relationships, 

Social Acceptance, Close Friendships, Parent Relationships, 

Finding Humor in One's Life, and Moralit y . These domains 

are further grouped into two categories. The first five 

assesses the competence category while the last seven 

assesses the social relationship category. 

The manual contains information about administration 

and scoring. subjects were instructed to check one box per 

item. First, they decided which of the two opposite persons 
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presented they were most like. Then they r ated the degree 

t o which they were l ' k t h 1 e at person as eithe r "sor t of true " 

or "rea l l y true ." s cor es ranged from 1 to 216 . Hi ghe r 

s cores indicated a mor e pos 1·t1· ve lf s e - concept. 

The answer s heet appeared to be confus ing be cause of 

the pot enti a l for subjec t s to chec k two boxes . For thi s 

r eas on , the i ns tructions and test were gi ven t o ten students 

prior t o a dministering the ins trument to de t ermine i f ther e 

were featur e s tha t s houl d be a ltered . The findings 

i nd i cated tha t t he i nst r uc tions needed to be r e typed . Key 

words were made bolder and underlined . 

The Inventor y o f College Studen s Recent Life 

Experiences (ICS RLE ; Kohn , La freniere , & Gurevich , 1990) , 

was used t o appra is e the impact of hassle - based experiences . 

The ins t rumen t has been factor - ana l yzed i nto the following 

s even subscales: Deve lopmental Challenge , Tie Pressure , 

Academic Alienation , Romanti c Problems , Assorted Annoyances , 

General Socia l Mistreatment , and Friendship Problems . 

Subj ects eva l ua ted the impact of events that occurred during 

the previ ous month . Subj ec ts the rated the impact of each 

h The rating is from 1 = "not at item as it applied to t em. 

all part of my life ;" 2 = "on ly s lightly pa r t of my li fe ;" 

3 = "di s tinctly part of my l ife ;" and 4 = "very mu ch part o f 

my life ." s cores ranged from 1 t o 196 . Kohn e t a l . 

that the ICS RLE i s not a ra ting of occurrence of emphasized 
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str sso rs ut an appraisal of the stressors . The ICSRLE is 

a relatively new inst t rumen that has not yet been published , 

but it has been used in some studies. Written permission t o 

use the ins trument was granted by the author, Dr. P. J. 

Kohn . (Appendix B) • See Appendix D for a sample of the 

ICSRLE . 

Procedure 

The researcher sought permission from professors who 

taught General Psychology and Psychology of Adjustment to 

recruit thei r students for the study. Data was collected 

from seven classes. The instruments were administered in a 

group sess ion that took about 20 minutes. The researcher 

distributed a packet that contained: 1) the Informed Consent 

Form, 2) the SPPC, and 3) the ICSRLE. Subjects were asked 

to read, sign, and hand in the informed concept form prior 

to taking the SPPC and ICSRLE. The researcher read the 

instructions on the instrument and encouraged subjects to 

follow along. This was done to ensure standardization. 

Biographical information required was gender and age. 

Subjects were debriefed after the exercise was completed. 

pair of number-symbols (e.g. la, lb) was put on each 

student 's set of answer sheets. The SPPC was scored before 

the ICSRLE . F.ny instrument with missing data resulted in 

el imination of that subject's scores from analyses. 

A 
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Design 

Th is was a correlational study. The independent variabl e 

was self-concept while the dependent variable was the level 

of hassle-based stress. Analyses focused on the total score 

on the SPPC and the ICSRLE. High scores on the self-concept 

scale indicated a positive self-concept. Self-concept scale 

scores were compared with stress scale scores to assess the 

relationship between the two variables. Analysis also 

focused on the SPPC's global self-worth subscale and the 

overall stress scores. The SYSTAT statistics package was 

utilized in the analysis (Systat Inc., 199 0) . The level of 

significance for testing both hypotheses was set at alpha= 

. 05. 



CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS 

This study had two hypotheses. The first hypothesis 

was that students with high scores on the SPPC scale would 

report low levels of stress on the ICSRLE scale. The data 

was computed between relevant variables using the Pearson 

Correlation statistic. The analysis revealed a negative 

correlation between overall scores on the SPPC and the 

ICSRLE, such that, as self-concept increased, stress level 

decreased, r = - 0.476, p < . 001 . The second hypothesis was 

that students with high scores on the global self-worth 

subscale would perceive less stress (low scores on ICSRLE ) . 

Analysis of data revealed a negative correlation between 

global self-worth and level of stress, r = - 0 .547, p < 

.001. These results supported both hypotheses . 

Although not specifical ly hypothesized , the results 

also indicated strong relationships between overall stress 

scores (ICSRLE) and self-concept (SPPC) subtests. For 

example, scholastic competence, socia l acceptance, 

appearance, parent relationship, close friendship, 

intellectual ability, morality, (use of ) humor, and global 

Sl·gni'fi'cantly and negatively correlated with self-worth were 

stress. athlet ic competence and romantic However, 

not significantly correlated with stress. 
relationship were 

d . Similarly, all the 
Table 1 summarizes these fin ings. 



st r ess s ubtests except romantic problems showed a strong 

re l ationship with the overall SPPC score. See Table 2. 
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Table I 

Overall ICSRLE Score and SPPC Subtests. 

Self-concept Variables _r_ 

Job Competence - .218 ** 

Scholastic Competence - .409 *** 

Social Acceptance - .270 *** 

Appearance - .382 *** 

Parent Relationship - .255 *** 

Close Friendship - .303 *** 

Intellectual Ability - .355 *** 

Morality - .296 *** 

Romantic Relationship - .103 (NS) 

Humor - .236 *** 

Creativity - .216 ** 

Athletic Competence - .049 (NS) 

Global Self-Worth - .547 *** 



Table II 

Overall SPPC Score and ICSRLE Subtests 

Stress Subtests 

Developmental Challenges 

Time Pressure 

Academic Alienation 

Romantic Problems 

Assorted Annoyances 

General Social Mistreatment 

Friendship Problems 

NS Not Significant 
* .05 

** .01 
*** .001 

21 

r 

- .406 *** 

- .204 ** 

- .444 *** 

- .168 (NS) 

- .298 *** 

- .481 *** 

- .199 ** 



CHAPTER 4 

DISCUSS I ON 

Th e result s o f the study indicated an inverse 

re l ationshi p be tween self-concept and level of stress. When 

a subj ect 's self-concept was elevated, the level of stress 

t ended to be low and vice versa. High scores on the SPPC 

s c a l e indicate a positive self-concept. The results 

correspond to many literature findings. For example, 

Rosenberg (1985) and Zuckerman (1989) found that a low self­

concept was associated with less favorable feelings of 

ps ychological well-being. This is also in line with the 

assumption that low anxiety accompanies a positive self­

concept. It also agrees with Rogers (1951) claim that 

positive and accepting self-concepts are associated with a 

healthy psychological adjustment and good mental health. 

There are several explanations for this finding. One 

explanation is that students who have high opinions of 

t hemselves have the belief that even though they may not be 

ab l e to always control their situations, they can influence 

what happens to them. Such students may be motivated to 

persevere more in stressful situations. 

Another possible explanation is that students who have 

a positive self-concept may be more self-assured. Such 

t d t 1 11.kely to have self-defeating attitudes, s u ens are ess 

h . h · t 1·ntluence how they feel and react in w 1c can 1n urn, 



stressful situations. 
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They may be less anxious because the y 

are less sensitive to criticism. And since persons with a 

positive self-concept tend to be 1 se f-reliant, they may 

perceive less stress. 

Another possibility is that students who have a 

positive self-concept may be more satisfied with themselves. 

This may result from a sense that they have some influence 

over themselves and their immediate environment. When a 

person is dissatisfied with him/herself, this can have a 

damaging effect on the person's general feeling of well­

being. This is in line with Bec k 's (1967) finding that the 

majority of severely depressed people had negative attitudes 

toward themselves and they also showed low self-evaluation . 

One of the hypotheses was that students who had high 

global self-worth would perceive l ess s tre ss. The findings 

revealed that as predicted, students with high global se lf­

worth reported less stress. Th i s may be because such 

students are more accepting of their strengths and 

weaknesses, and as a result, may be better ab l e to tolerate 

distress. 

Although not specifically hypothesi zed, the data 

presented in Chapter 3 indicated a strong relationship 

between certain variables. 
For example, global self-worth 

had a strong negative correlation with all the stress 

Strongest correlates occurring with 
variables; with the 
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gene ra l social mi streatment, academic ali enation, and 

developmental challenges. A plaus i ble i nte rpretat ion of 

t h i s i s that students who have a high overall self­

evaluation may have good social skills that will encourage 

other people to like and treat them we l l. They may be more 

accepting of other people and may be more popular in social 

re l ationships. They may also have good developmental and 

academic skills that help them perceive l ess challenges in 

these areas. The relationship be t ween globa l sel f -worth and 

t i me pressure, although signi ficant , was not as s t r ong as 

with the other stress var i ab l es. Thi s s ugge s t s t hat having 

a high overall self-evaluation may not necessarily help t he 

individual in dealing with time-pressured acti vi t ies . 

The strongest corre l a t es of low s tress we re global 

self-worth, scholastic competence, int ellectual ability , and 

parental relationship. This sugges t s that students who are 

attractive, who are scholar ly , t ho s e who have high 

intellectual abilities, and those who have good 

· parents may pe rceive l ess s t ress in relationships with their 

t he ir daily activities. 

. between athl e tic competence and The correlation 

perception of stress was insignificant. A pl ausible 

t intercol legiate athletics 
explanation for this could be tha 

· t· and therefore more s t ressful. are very competi ive 

(1990) sources of stress for 
Accordi ng to Blackston ' 
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athletes i nclude long hours 

of practice, pressures from 

coache s and te am mates , and 
anxiety about performance. All 

of t hese tend to produce added stresses that self-concept 

(even when it is positive) may not be able to influence 

significantly. 

The subscale, romantic relationship also had a weak 

correlation with perceived stress. A plausible explanation 

for th is is that romantic relationships involve considerable 

emotional expenditure from this population, and this 

sometimes creates stress for students. A positive self-

concept may have little influence on students in this area. 

The results also indicated that social relationship 

skills were stronger correlates of low stress than the 

competence skills. For example, global self-worth, 

appearance, social acceptance, close friendship, and 

parental relationship fall under the social relationship 

category. A possible explanation for this is that good 

social s kills indicate good interpersonal relationships. 

Such skills can greatly help the individual to deal with 

people better, and that may in turn translate into how other 

people deal with them. This rationale may help explain why 

· themselves as having high attributes students who perceive 

· reported less problems with social in this category also 

Thi· s fi'ndi'ng does not support Harter's (1985) 
mistreatment. 

view that individuals with high competence attributes would 
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report less stress than tho s e wi th 
high soci a l r e l ationship 

attributes . 

Thi s data d ' b es cr1 es the relationship between self-

concept and stress level. 1 t does not imply a causal 

relations hip. That students who had a positive self-concept 

r epo rted a low level of stress does not mean that the degre e 

of self-concept was responsible for less stress. It is 

possible that the low level of stress influenced the way 

they felt about themselves and could be responsible for 

their positive self-concept. 

There are important implications for higher education 

from this study. College administrators can use the 

info r mation to educate students about the association 

between self-concept and psychological health. 

Specifically, that a positive self-concept may have positive 

effect on psychological well-being, while a negative self­

concept may have the opposite effect. University counseling 

and testing centers might consider conducting psychological 

wellness seminars for the students. The SPPC which takes 

about 15 minutes to complete could be administered to 

incoming students to determine their self-concept level. 

Students identified as having a low self-concept could be 

encouraged to participate in appropriate workshops. 
This 

would be a preventive program that could be beneficial to 

the individual students. 
such preventive programs might be 
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more cos t-effect i ve for • 

university administrators than 

provi di ng remedial services when students become stressed 
out . Al s o , since the d t 

a a suggeS t ed that a positive sel f -

concept had a bearing l 
on evel of stress , university 

counselors who seek to help students wi' th stress-related 

problems might be advised to attempt to enhance the 

indi vidual student's self-concept. 

There are limitations to thi·s study . There are many 

variables that were not controlled for which coul d have 

af f ected the level of stress . One such variable is t he 

indi vidual student's coping mechan i sms . A combination of 

other factors may also have been respons ible for t hi s 

relationship . There is also the potenti a l probl em of t he 

re l iability of data genera t ed t hrough self-repo r t . Subj ects 

could falsify or distort t heir responses in or der t o pr es ent 

themselves in certain ways. However, i t was assumed tha t 

as king subjects to remain anonymous mi ght make their 

responses more accurate and therefore, mo re rel i abl e. I n 

addition , it may not be valid to genera liz e the r esult s t o 

the entire college populat i on becaus e the s ampl e wa s 

restricted to traditional students. The researcher suggests 

that furthe r studies be conducted, with an extended sample, 

· h ' between self-concept 
t ha t would investigate the relations ip 

. mechani sms are control l ed 
and l evel of stress when coping 

f or. 
would provi de more precise 

Results from such a study 
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information as to the relationship between se lf - concept and 

1evel of stress among a larger col l ege population . 
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Append i x A 

I NFORMED CONSENT STATEMENT 

The purpose of this study is to in . 
r ecen t e xper iences and their t~est igate college students 

reac ion to these · your responses are confident' 1 . experiences. 
• • • la · At no time willy u b 

i dent1f 1ed nor will anyone other than the . . 0 e 
access to your responses. Th . . 1n~est1gators have 

· 1 h d • e investigator 1s not aware of any 
potent1a azar which may occur from part' • t' • 

h Th d . . 1c1pa 10n 1n the 
researc . e emograph1c information coll t d · 11 b h ses f 1 • ec e w1 e used fo r 
t e purpo O ana ysis. Your participation is completely 
voluntary, and you are free to terminate at any t · · th t 

lt 1me w1 ou any pena y. 
The scope of the project will be explained fully upon 

completion. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 

***************************************************************** 

I agree to participate in the present study being conducted 
under the supervision of a faculty member of the Department of 
Psychology at Austin Peay State University. I have been 
informed, either orally or in writing or both, about the 
procedures to be followed and about any discomforts or risks 
which may be involved. The investigator has offered to answer 
any further inquiries as I may have regarding the procedures . I 
understand that I am free to terminate my participation at any 
time without penalty or prejudice and to have all data obtained 
from me withdrawn from the study and destroyed. I have also bee n 
told of any benefits that may result from my participation. 

NAME (PLEASE PRINT ) 

SIGNATURE 

DATE 



j\ fr s. Comfort D. Asanbe 
305 Justi ce Dri ve 
Clar ks ville, TN 3 7043 
U.SA 

Dear Mrs. Asanbe, 

Appendi x B 

September 27, 1994 

Thank you for your letter of September 19 (received September 26). 

You are welcome to use the ICSRLE if you wish. I enclose several reprints, preprints, 
and questionnaire forms pertaining to it and its two sibling measures (one for adults and one 
fo r high-school students) . Also enclosed is an additional preprint, not of mine, but of Dr. 
Augustine Oskamp's which bears on the reliability and validity of the ICSRLE. (I haven't 
checked to see whether Dr. Oskamp's article has been printed yet or remains in press.) 

I hope the above and enclosed are responsive to your needs, and would appreciate 
receivi ng your offered feedback on your study and its findings. (This would help in dealing 
wi th future inquiries like your own.) 

PMK/sl 
Enclos ures 

Yours sincerely, 

Paul M. Kohn, Ph .D. 
Professor of Psychology 

. . . d" a stamped self-addressed envelope, but you 
P.S. Thank yo u for your cons1derat1on m sen mg r .1. f c,,,1ada 

· · t usable ,or ma1 ing rom UJ • 

might note fo r future reference that the stamp as no 



The elf-Perception Profile for College Students (SPPC) 

With this format, the student is first asked which kind of student he or she is most 
like; the student then d_ecides whet~er that description is "sort of true II or "really true" for 
him or her. The effect1ve?ess of this question fonnat lies in the implication that half of the 
students in the world ( or m one's reference group) view themselves in one way, whereas 
the other half view themselves in the opposite manner; either choice is legitimized. The 
statistical data provide additional evidence with regard to the effectiveness of this type of 
question. 

While a detailed scoring key is provided, the general procedure is that each item is 
scored from 1 to 4, where a score of 1 indicates low competence, and a score of 4 reflects 
high competence. A complete analysis of the reasoning behind this fonnat can be found in 
Harter ( 1982). The variability in the items and the use of the full range of responses 
justifies this choice of question format. 

For every sub scale, half of the items were worded with the negative statement -~rst 
to ensure balance within the subscale. To counter balance the entire measure, the ~os1t1ve 
and negative items were evenly distributed so that approximately every other question 
began with the negative alternative. 

Specific Scale Structure 

The primary measure is The Self-Perception Profile for College Student~, ~ 
questionnaire containing 13 subscales including global self-worth su~cal; iad ~ix items. 
The actual questionnaire is entitled WHAT I AM LIKE. S~e Appen ix :u: ~wn use 
instruments. Note that you have permission to copy these mstruments for Y . 
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IIPPLNlJl X c 

WHAT I AM LII<E 
Age ------ Hale 

The f ollowing are statements whi h 
are no right or wrong answers si~cea;~ow students to describe themsel ves . There 

------ Female --------
entir e se nt ence across. FIRST decid ~1ents differ markedly . Please read t he 
statement best describes you• THEN e w ch one of the two parts o! eac h 
wh ether that is just sort of'true f~~ to that side of the statement and chec k 
:h eck ONE of the four boxes fore h you or really true for you . You will just 
; n the college en vi ronment as y ac de t atement . Think about what you are li k 

ou rea and answer each one. e 

I. 

J 

'· 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10 

II 

Rt1 ll y Sorl ol 
Tn;e True 

For M, For M, 

□□ 
□□ 
□□ 
□□ 
□□ 
□□ 
□□ 

□□ 

□□ 
□□ 
□□ 

Soma !lud1111, Ilka 
lht kind ol p111on 
they 111 

So ma 1iud1n\9 111 
nol ,ary oro ud ol 
11'1e work lha y do on 
1111 1, /ob 

Some !lude n11 le~I 
con/Iden\ Ili a\ lll ~y 
are moletlnQ \he ir 
cour !!work 

Som e 1lud1 n1 , are 
no/ !all!lled wllh 
!he ir soc ial sk ill ! 

Some !luden11 ~•e 
nol hecpy wl\11 lhe 
"''Y ll1ey look 

Soma 9/ uden/9 lik e 
the way the y acl 
when lhey 111 around 
the ir parenl! 

Some student, gel 
kind of lonely be • 
CIUst they do11 ·1 , .. ,. 
fy have , ctou hltnd 
lo share thln9s wllh 

Some 1tud1nl1 !eel 
Ilk• they art lu!I 
u 1m111 or 1m1rt11 
than other 1tud1nt1 

Some students olttn 
oue,llon the moratlty 
ol their behavior 

Some students lul 
that 1,eopl1 lhey 11kt 
,om• nllealfy w/11 be 
1 11,,c11d to them 

When ion,, 1tud1nl1 do 
tomathlng 1011 ot 
1tu0ld that later 
1ppt1r I very lunny. 
lhtv find II hard lo 

BUT 

BUT 

BUT 

BUT 

BUT 

BUT 

BUT 

BUT 

IIVT 

IIUT 

IIUT 

Other lludenl! "'l!h 
1h11 the y "''" 
dlfl11en1, 

OIiier s/udenl! 1,1 
very proud ol Iha 
work they do on !ha ir 
lob . 

01h11 llude nl ! do nc l 
ful !o conlldenl. 

Otlt11 student! lhlni< 
their 1oc l1I !kill! 
Ill ju9t 11111 . 

01h11 Sludenl1 ire 
h1oc,y wllh the 
w1y they look. 

011111 !ludtnl! wl9 h 
lh1y IClld dllltrtnl ly 
around lhelr p111nt1 . 

01h11 1tvd1nts don ·t 
u1u1lly Qfl loo 
lonely beCIVII lh1y do 
h1v1 1 cfou lrlend to 
1h111 thing, with. 

01h11 1lud1nU wond11 
11 lhty Ill 19 1m11I. 

Other 1lud1nt1 fnl 
111111 behavior 11 
u1u11ty moral. 

Olhar 1tud1nl1 worry 
1b0ul "htlhll PIOPII 
they 11kt rom1nllc1lly · 
,.111 bl 1ttr1ct1d lo lh1m. 

, When 01h11 1tud1n11 do 
eom,thtno 1011 ol 
tlupld 1h1111111 
appurl Tiry funny, 
thn ~•n 111\lv ''"~" 

So rl ol R11 11 1 
Tr u, 1 r u, 

For M, For M1 

□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 
□ □ 

□ □ 

□□ 
□□ 
□□ 
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Ru lly So n ol 
Tru e Tru e 

FOl Me For M, 
!><iri or Re 1 111 T ru o TI,.. . 

□ □ 
Som e Stu den ts lee ! 

For Mo Fer Mo 
12. 

ll1ey Ill IUS I IS IIUT 
Other llu Cl en 1s .. ender 

□ cru 11 v, or even more i i 111 ey 111 IS 

□ 10 1111n 01111r stucients cru 11v e. 

1J 

□ □ 
So m, students lee l 

Other student, i re lhey cou ld do we ll II BUT 

□ □ Jus I lboul any new 1lr11ci tl'\ ey mr9n1 

11111tl ic IC tl vlly tl\e y not do we ll 11 111'\t e t,c 

hhe n·1 lr t10 be fore 
1c tlv1ll es tl\e y l'\ave n I 
1v1r lf ll d. 

1 A, 

□ □ 
Some students ire Otl'\er ll ude nts are 
0111n dtu0001n1eo !UT usua lly Qu 11 1 p111,ed □ □ w1t l\ tl\tmsetvu wil l'\ tnt mse tves . 

15. 

□ □ 
Som e stud~nts fee l Othe r st ude nt s worry 
11'\t y 1r1 , ary gooo BUT 

□ □ I I l1\111 job 
l bOul wl'l ar her ll'\ly 
c1 n do 111, rr joo. 

,e. 

□ □ 
Som e st ud ents do Otl'l er st ud ent s don ·1 
ve ry well 11 BUT Clo very we 1! ii □ □ ll\1 1r stud ies 111 1,r s1uo1 es . 

17 . 

□ □ 
Som e students llnd 011\ er st uo1 n1 s i re 

□ □ 
II l'llld to m1~e BUT 1011 10 mH e 
new lrl eno s new lrleno s us 1l y. 

18 

□ □ 
Scm e st ude nts are Other st ud ent, wls11 

□ □ h1 0cy will'\ 111 , ,r BUT 11'\ eir n119n1 or 
he ign t 1no we1gn1 weigh t WIS Olller ent. 

19. 

□ □ 
Som , stude nu lino 011\ er stud ent s llnd It 

□ □ ii hi ld IC ac t ni t• BUT eas y 10 1c1 natur ally 
ur all y wh en tl1e y are ar ouno th eir p1ren1 s. 
1round 111 111 pareni, 

,O 

□ □ 
Som e stud ent, are 1ole Oth er st ud ent, lino 

□ □ to mike close lrre no s BUT II r11 ro 10 make CICSI 

ll'le y can ru lly trust lr lend s th ey can 11 1lly 
lrus I. 

21. 

□ □ 
Som, sludenls do not Ot her stu de nts lee l 

□ □ lu l they ar1 v1ry BUT 1h1 1 11'\ l y Ill very 

m1n1ally 1 01 1 me nt ally aote. 

,2 . 

□ □ 
Som, atudents usua lly Other slud ents som• 

□ □ oo what II IIUT times oon 'I do w1111 

morally right 
they know la morall y 
rig ht . 

a 

□ □ 
Some 1tud1n1S find 

Other 1tud1n11 don ·1 

□ □ II hard to utao ll sh IIUT ha vt dill lcully 

romantic r1lat lon• 
u 110ll 11\ lng ro m1nlic 

ah iPI 
11111lonahips . 

2, . 

□ 
Some 1tud1nt1 don ' t 

Other 11ud1nl1 1r1 

□ □ □ 
mind being kidded IIUT bolhllld wl\1n 

by their friends 
lr ltndl kid them. 

25. Some 1tudents worry 
01h11 studen ts lu l 

□ □ □ □ 
BUT they 111 very 

1t1a1 111,y are not u cru llve and lnv,nt lv1. 
crutlv1 or lnven1lve 
u other people 

□ □ 26 . Some 1tud1nt1 don ' t 
0 11'111 1tudenll dO 

□ □ 
BUT IHI they Ill 

IHI !Illy are ath lelic. 
very 1111tet1c 
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f\,N ll y Sc~ ol 
Tru e Tru , Sor, of 

For M 1 For Mt R11 11 r 
Tn., 1 T l"\J I 

; 7 

□ □ 
Som , S1uo enI s usually 

Fo r Mo For Mo 

li ke 11'\ em se lves BUT 
Oth er Sludeni, oft en 

□ u a pers on don ·t li ke !hem• 

□ sel ves IS a pers on. 

29 

□ □ 
Som e Sluden1 s feel 

Olh er student s worry con fi dent I Coul BUT 

□ □ th eir abll l t y 10 abou t whe l l'le r l l'le y 

Cl o I new jo t) ca n do a new jotl ll'le y 
haven ·t tri ed before . 

29 . 

□ □ 
Som e S1 uoen1s have 

Oth er 1tud1 nt s rare ly trout: le ll ourlnQ ou t BUT 

□ □ hom,won,. sss fonm,nt s have troub le wltl'I the ir 
hom1wor11111 fonmen1s . 

)C 

□ □ 
Som e student s li ke 

Other students wish tl'l e wa y th ey In ter- BUT the ir Interact ions □ □ I C: t wi l l'\ Oth er pe,c ple 
with otl'ler p.op le we re 
diff erent. 

) , 

□ □ 
Som e Slu d ent s wish Other st udent s l ike 
their bod y wlS BUT !herr bod y !1'11 wa y □ □ di ll erent It 1, . 

, . 

□ □ 
Som e 9\uoen ts fH I . , . Oth er students have 

□ □ 
ccmfc~ ac le ~e ,no BUT dll ll culty be lnQ 
them H l•es arounc themse lves around 
t l'l elr .: a1en1s tl'l eir parenl s. 

lJ . 

□ □ 
Som e 9\ud ents dc n·t Oth er students do have 

□ 0 have a clo se friend BUT a friend who is c: lou 
tl'le y :a n snare l he,r enouon for th em to 
person al !hou t; 'I I ! share thouoh1 s that 
ano l ee iin gs w ,t h are rea lly persona l. 

;.I , 

□ □ 
Som e stud ent s fee l Oth er stu denl s wo nder 

□ □ th ey are just as BUT II the y 119 as 
bri i; nt or cr1i; r1 1er bright. 
tha n most peop le 

;5, 

□ □ 
Som e stu de nl s wou ld Oth er stucenl s thin~ 

□ □ l ike to c e a tie 11er BUT th ey are ou11 e mor al. 

pe1son morally 

:: . 

□ □ 
Som e stude nts have Other students do not 

□ □ the abili ty to BUT find i t us y to 

de veloo rom anti c deve lop romantic 

re lat ionsh ips re11 1ionsh ips. 

·.1. 

□ □ 
Some stude nt s have • Other studen ts find 

□ □ hard time laughing at BUT II usy to IIUQl'I 

the ridiculous or 
11 1n,msalves. 

silly things they do 

e. Som, students do 
OH,tr 1tud1nt1 feel 

□ □ □ □ 
not IHI that the y BUT that 1n,y 111 very 

art very Inventive 
tnv1ntlv1. 

,9. Som• students Itel 
Other 1tud1n11 don't 

□ □ □ □ 
BUT 1111 tn1y can p11y 

they .,. bttttr than IS we ll. 
others at spons 

□ some students ru tty 
Other students oflln 

□ :o. 

□ □ 
BUT don 't I/ k l lhl way they 

like 1n1 w1y tney are .,, tudtng 1n11r lives. 
tud lng 1n1 ir li ves 

□ □ Som• studenll are 
• Other 1tud1nt1 are ,,. 

□ □ 
BUT auilt ut lslled with 

not satisf ied wlt ti 1,,, way they do the ir 
1n, way 1ney do job, 
tne1r 1ot1 



R,, ' x,r1 JI 4) 
T ru • •u • 

F 0 ' M • F o• .,. • Sor1 of At t t' , 
TI I.J . T,u , 

□ □ 
Some !l uo , ... 1 I i om e 

F 0 1 Me f o, M, 

1,m " cc no1 , 11 BUT 0111 , , lluoe ni, u, u111 y 

□ □ 
,n1 111 1c 1u1,, , c~mo eie n1 do 1111 ,n ,111 ec 

II I ' " ll uo, 11 lu111y como e" n' a I 
lh e11 11ua ,e, 

jJ 

□ □ 
Som , 1l uo , n1 , 1,, 1 

Ol h" ll ud , n l! 1h11 !hey 111 I C· w11n 

□ □ 
BUT more 0,00 11 c ra lly i cc , 01 , 0 t y 

many 0 , 00 11 aCC! DII0 ,n , m 

u 

□ □ 
So m , ! luden 1, 11 , e 

Olh er Sl ud enl! co ln e or ony, 1c a1 ac - BUT no1 lik e lh e rr 

□ □ 
01 1r1nc 1 1n1 .. a1 ,1 ,, phy!lca/ 100,ara nce 

j ! 

□ □ 
So me Sl ud e n1, l1nd 

Olh" llu de nu Q'1 Ih a! lhe y 1 r 1 un 101e BUT 

□ □ lo 9e 1 11on 9 ., ,,n ll on9 w,1n ir, , ,r 

lh e or p1re n1 1 p1r1n1 s (lu lle we ll 

; 5 

□ □ 
Som e 1lud e n1 1 a, e 01h 11 Sl ud en, ! line, 

□ 
ao•e 10 ma,e 'H '' Y BUT ,1 t1a1d 10 ma,e 

□ CIOH lro , nc 1 
rea ll y c lo u lr1 end 1 

; 7 

□ □ 
Scm e !l ud e l'\1 5 HO UI CI Olh er s tud ent , are 

□ 
rea tly ra 1n e r Ce BUT very haopy be,n 9 

□ Olll 11 e n1 lh e way th ey are . 

4J:! 

□ □ 
Som e !l uoe n11 : ues - Olher Slud , nl! !ee l 

□ □ 
lien wn e!n , r 11'\e y BUT the y are 
a,e very ,nl !l l•Q ' "' . in 1e lli9 en1. 

J? 

□ □ 
Scm e !l ud e n1 s l,v e Olh er !l ud en1 s have 

□ □ 
u o 10 lhe ,r own BUT 1rouo1e llvin9 uo 10 
mor a l s lan ca rcs 1ri e1r mor al ,i anoa,c:1 , . 

' . 

□ □ 
Som e s lud ! nl! wo rr1 Olh er stud ent s feel 

□ □ lh a1 whe n 1r.e y like BUT lh a1 wn en lhey ar e 
som eon e rom a n1 ,call y, rom a n1 ica lly in te re!lld 
1na1 pe: ion won ·1 lik e In someon e, th a t per son 
lik e lhem oa c~ will 11k t th em back . 

~ i 

□ □ 
Som e s ludenl! can Olher s tud enl s have i 

□ □ rea ll y lau9 n a1 cer - BUT hard llm t l1u9h in9 
la in lt'l lnQ ! tt'l ey do It lh ems11ve, . 

' . 

□ □ 
Som e s tud ent , fee l Ol he r Slud enl! (l U!! · 

□ . □ -' 
lt'l t y have I lot of BUT lion wh11 her lh l lf tdllS 

o ri91n 1f ld us art vary or ig1n1 f. 
' 

53 

□ □ 
S om a s tude nts do n' I Other s tudents ar t 

□ □ do well I I I C:tlvltlts l!UT good at ac tlvill u 

rt Qufrlng pny s ,c al 11aulrlng pnys icaf 

l kill l ktll. 

!• Som e s tud 1n ls ar e 0 1h11 SIUd t nts are 

□ □ □ □ 
l!UT u1u1 lf y sa ti s fi ed 

oflan dl ss1 ll 1 fl ed wil t'\ lt'ltmsefves . 
wilt'\ lt'l 1m 11 lv l! 
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APPENDIX D 

r nventory of College students' Recent Life Experiences (ICSRLE) 

following is a list of exp · , th eriences which 

50

me time or o er. Please Indict f many students have 
it has been a part of your life 

0
a e or each experience how much 

in the space provided next to an ~~ret~e pas~ m~nth. Put a "1" 
g_g1 of your life over the past mon~hrience i~ it was n~t at all 
in 1aw - ~ 11 ) ; "2" for an experience wh{~h g · ' trouble .with mother 
of your life over that time· ")" f was only slightly part ' or an experien h ' h 
distinctly: part of your 1 i fe. and 11411 f ce. w ic was 
~ry much a part of your lif~ over th or an experience which was e past month. 

Intensity of Experience Over Past Month 

1 = not at all part of my life 
2 = only slightly part of my life 
J = distinctly part of my life 
4 = very much part of my life 

1. Conflicts with boy friend's / girlfriend 's/ spouse's family 

2. Being let down or disappointed by friends 

J . Conflict with profes sor(s) 

4. Soc ial rejection 

5. Too many things to do at once 

6. Being taken for granted 

7. Financial conflicts with famil y members 

8. Hav ing your trust betrayed by a friend 

9 . Separation from people you care about 

10 . Having your contributions overlooked 

11. Struggling to meet your academic standards 

12. Being taken advantage of 

13. Not enough leisure time 

14
· Struggling to meet the academic standards of 

0th
ers 



1I1tens ily of Expe ri e nc e over Past Month 

1 ::: not at all part of my life 
slightly 2 ::: only part of my life 

3 ::: distinctly part of my life 
4 ::: very much part of my life 

15. A lot of responsibilities 

l6, Dissatisfaction with school 

l7, Decisions about intimate relationship(s) 

18. Not enough time to meet your obligations 

19. Dissatisfaction with your mathematical ability 

20. Important decisions about your future career 

21. Financial burdens 

22. Dissatisfaction with your reading ability 

23. Important decisions about your education 

24. Loneliness 

25. Lower grades than you hoped for 

26. Conflict with teaching assistant(s) 

27. Not enough time for sleep 

28. Conflicts with your family 

29. Heavy demands from your extra-curricular activities 

30. Finding courses too demanding 

31. Conflicts with friends 

32. Hard effort to get ahead 

33. Poor health of a friend 

34. Disliking your studies 

3 off" or cheated in the purchase 5. Getting "ripped 

of serv ices 

45 



Inten s i ty of Experience over Past Month 

1 == not at all part of my life 
2 == only slightly part of my life 
J == distinctly part of my life 
4 == very much part of my life 

J6. Social conflicts over smoking 

J7. Difficulties with transportation 

JS . Disliking fellow student(s) 

J9. Conflicts with boyfriend / girlfriend/ spouse 

40 . Dissatisfaction wi th your ability at written expression 

41. Interruptions of your school work 

42. Social isolation 

43 . Long waits to get service (e.g. at banks, stores, etc.) 

44. Being ignored 

45. Dissatisfaction wi th you r physi cal appearance 

46 . Finding course(s) uninteresting 

47. Gossip concerning someone you care about 

48 . Failing to get expected job 

49. Dissatisfaction with your athletic skills 

46 


	000
	000_i
	000_ii
	000_iii
	000_iv
	000_v
	000_vi
	000_vii
	000_viii
	001
	002
	003
	004
	005
	006
	007
	008
	009
	010
	011
	012
	013
	014
	015
	016
	017
	018
	019
	020
	021
	022
	023
	024
	025
	026
	027
	028
	029
	030
	031
	032
	033
	034
	035
	036
	037
	038
	039
	040
	041
	042
	043
	044
	045
	046

