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Abstract 

Self-esteem (SE) contingency refers to the extent to which one’s level of self-esteem 

depends on meeting certain internal or external criteria and has been identified as a 

psychological risk factor. Addressing limitations of existing SE contingency questionnaires, 

we developed a domain-specific situation-response questionnaire for adolescents that (1) 

measures SE contingency in domains which are considered important for adolescents, based 

on multidimensional self-concept models, and (2) includes balanced numbers of positive and 

negative items per domain, allowing to distinguish between upward and downward 

contingencies. The current findings support the reliability and validity of the new 24-item 

questionnaire in a sample of high school students (N=599, age range 15-22). Confirmatory 

factor analyses supported the 4 (domains) x 2 (valence) structure of our questionnaire and its 

convergent and discriminant validity was established. Finally, external validity was supported 

by finding the expected associations with psychological control and depressive symptoms. 

Key-words: self-esteem contingency, self-esteem level, adolescence, questionnaire.  

  



Running Head: SELF-ESTEEM CONTINGENCY QUESTIONNAIRE 3 
 

 

Development and Validation of a Self-esteem Contingency Questionnaire for Adolescents 

1. Introduction 

Self-esteem (SE) is considered a heterogeneous construct consisting of multiple 

aspects beyond its level (Heppner & Kernis, 2011). One such other aspect is SE contingency 

which refers to the degree to which one’s SE depends on attaining external or internal 

standards. Adolescents higher on SE contingency feel they have to meet certain criteria to be 

able to perceive themselves as good and worthy. Research and theorizing (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 

1995; Wouters, Doumen et al., 2013) suggest that this need to incessantly prove oneself may, 

at least to some extent, be explained by the level of psychological control exerted by the 

parents. Individuals lower on SE contingency, on the other hand, have SE that is less 

dependent on being successful or is less threatened by failure. Several studies have already 

demonstrated that higher levels of SE contingency are positively associated with several 

negative outcomes, sometimes even above and beyond any effect of SE level (e.g., Bos et al., 

2010; Burwell & Shirk, 2006; Wouters, Duriez et al., 2013).  

Although several instruments have been developed to measure SE contingency, they 

all share one or more limitations we aim to address by developing a new instrument for 

measuring adolescents’ SE contingency.  

1.1. Measuring Self-esteem Contingency  

In the current study, we focus explicitly on developing a new domain-specific SE 

contingency questionnaire for adolescents, thereby accounting for the possibility that 

adolescents’ level of SE contingency differs across various domains. Additionally, these 

domains may each have their own correlates and consequences. The Contingencies of Self-

Worth Scale (CSWS; Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, & Bouvrette, 2003) is an example of a 

domain-specific questionnaire in which multiple factors are expected to emerge (see Table 1 

for an overview of existing domain-specific questionnaires). Although there are also 
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questionnaires which measure SE contingency as a general tendency (e.g., the Contingent 

Self-Esteem Scale; Paradise & Kernis, 1999) and they may supplement domain-specific 

questionnaires, we will not consider them in the current study. 

A first limitation of domain-specific SE contingency questionnaires is that there seems 

little consistency in the specificity (e.g., appearance vs. body weight) and the number of 

domains (one domain vs. seven domains), which may be at least partly due to the lack of a 

clear theoretical rationale. Also, some of these measures may not be ideally suited for use in 

adolescent samples as they were originally developed for older students or adults.  

A second limitation concerns the valence of the items. As individuals high on self-

esteem contingency are expected to experience both self-esteem boosts and sharp self-esteem 

drops depending on whether they reach their self-related standards or not, items may be 

upward or downward (e.g., ‘My self-esteem strengthens considerably when others seek my 

company’, upward item Relation Based Self-Esteem Scale; ‘I feel bad about myself whenever 

my academic performance is lacking’, downward CSWS-item). Additionally, items may be 

valence-free or neutral, not referring to positive or negative events (e.g., ‘If other people’s 

feelings about me change, my feelings of self-worth change as well’, Self-Worth Contingency 

Questionnaire). Some SE contingency questionnaires only contain neutral items, whereas 

others comprise an unbalanced mix of upward and downward items and some have both. As 

an exception, Vonk and Smit (2012) developed a SE contingency questionnaire using 

balanced numbers of upward and downward items in three extrinsic contingency domains  

(i.e., performance, social approval, and appearance). Results supported the distinction 

between upward and downward contingencies in these three extrinsic domains. Moreover, 

their findings suggested that having downward contingencies may be more detrimental for 

one’s well-being than having upward contingencies. Nevertheless, this questionnaire was not 

specifically designed for adolescents and validated in an older sample (Mage = 38.6). 
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1.2. Research Aims 

To address the two main limitations of existing measures, we developed a new brief 

domain-specific SE contingency questionnaire for adolescents tapping different self-concept 

domains deemed important for adolescents. We specifically targeted adolescents because their 

SE may be particularly vulnerable and contingent (Burwell & Shirk, 2006; Harter, 2006). 

Responding to the need for a more clear theoretical rationale for identifying important 

contingency domains for adolescents, we used information from multidimensional self-

concept models (Harter, 1999; Marsh & Shavelson, 1985; Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 

1976) and two well-established and validated measures of adolescent self-concept, the Self-

Perception Profile for Adolescents (SPPA; Harter, 1988) and the Self-Description 

Questionnaire-II (SDQ-II; Marsh, 1992) (see Table 2). Despite an obvious link between SE 

level and SE contingency, surprisingly few connections have been made at the measurement 

level. Therefore, we chose to include items referring to specific and tangible events in six self-

relevant domains (i.e., academic competence, physical appearance, physical competence, 

social acceptance, close friendships, and romantic attractiveness) based on a comparison of 

the SPPA and SDQ-II items.  Additionally, we used a balanced number of negative and 

positive items per contingency domain, allowing us to examine differential correlates of 

downward versus upward contingencies.  

In addition to developing this questionnaire, we aimed to investigate its reliability and 

validity. In line with the findings of Vonk and Smit (2012), we expected to find support for a 

6 x 2 factor structure capturing the aforementioned six domains and two valences (i.e., 

upward/positive and downward/negative items). Additionally, as an indication of convergent 

validity, we expected strong correlations between corresponding domains of the new 

questionnaire and the CSWS (i.e., Social acceptance/Others’ approval, Academic 

competence, and Physical appearance/Appearance). As an indication of discriminant validity 
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and based on previous research, we expected small to moderate (negative) correlations 

between corresponding SE contingency and SE level subscales (e.g., Bos et al., 2010; 

Wouters, Doumen et al., 2013; Wouters, Duriez et al., 2013). Finally, as support for external 

validity  and based on previous research (e.g., Burwell & Shirk, 2006; Wouters, Doumen et 

al., 2013) and theorizing (e.g., Deci & Ryan, 1995), we expected positive associations 

between perceived parental psychological control and SE contingency and between SE 

contingency and self-reported depressive symptoms. Based on the results of Vonk and Smit 

(2012), we further hypothesized that relations between SE contingency and depressive 

symptoms would be stronger for downward contingencies than for upward contingencies.  

2. Method 

2.1. Participants 

 In total, 599 high-school students participated (49% male; mean age = 17.7 years, SD 

= 1.1 year), who were recruited by 292 undergraduate psychology students from a large 

university in Flanders, the Dutch-speaking part of Belgium. Each student was given a profile 

of two high-school students he or she had to contact specifying the gender and the educational 

track of the student to guarantee a good cross-section of the population. In the Flemish 

educational system, four main tracks are distinguished: an academic, technical, artistic, and 

vocational track. The student was free to choose a high-school student from Grades 10 till 13. 

Most students (96%)  in our sample spoke Dutch at home, 63% of the participants had at least 

one parent with a college or university degree, and 24% had parents with only a degree of 

high school or elementary school (13% of the parental educational level data were missing for 

one or both parents).  

2.1. Main questionnaires 

Students were informed to act as research assistants providing instructions to the 

respondents who filled out all questionnaires online.  
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2.1.1. Self-esteem (SE) Contingency. To measure SE contingency, we used two 

instruments: our newly developed Self-esteem Contingency Questionnaire for Adolescents 

(SCQA) and the Contingencies of Self-Worth Scale (CSWS). The SCQA was constructed as a 

situation-response (SR) questionnaire, in order to maximize the content validity of the scale. 

The situations refer to three positive (e.g., when I’m invited to a party…) and three negative 

(e.g., when my hair looks bad …) events in six different domains deemed important for 

adolescents, based on multidimensional self-concept models and questionnaires (see Table 2). 

Three domains were present in both Harter’s SPPA and Marsh’ SDQ-II (i.e., academic 

competence, physical competence, and physical appearance). For the social domain, however, 

the SDQ-II only mentions two broad Relationship subscales (opposite-sex and same-sex), 

whereas the SPPA mentions three specific subscales (i.e., Social acceptance, Close 

friendships and Romantic attractiveness). We decided to create separate subscales for the 

social domain, in line with the SPPA, allowing us to examine whether adolescents actually 

differentiate between SE contingency in these domains or not. In line with SE definitions, 

items directly referred to changes in SE or described changes in adolescents’ thoughts and 

feelings about the self. A 6-point rating scale ranging from 1 (does not apply to me at all) to 6 

(completely applies to me) was used.  

The CSWS of Crocker and colleagues (2003) contains seven scales measuring SE 

contingency in seven different domains (see Table 1). In contrast to the SCQA, the CSWS 

was developed in samples of older (undergraduate) students, does not have balanced numbers 

of positive and negative items and does not refer to specific situations. Respondents answered 

items using a 7-point rating scale going from 1 (strongly disagree) over 4 (neutral) to 7 

(strongly agree). We translated the CSWS into Dutch and had it back-translated into English 

by a professional translator. Cronbach’s alphas of the subscales ranged from .73 to .95. 
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2.1.2. Level of self-esteem. To measure SE level, three subscales were selected from 

the short version of the SDQ-II (Marsh, Ellis, Parada, Richards & Heubeck, 2005; translated 

by Simons and Vangenechten, 2002): academic competence, physical abilities, and physical 

appearance (each 4 items). One scale (romantic appeal; 5 items) was taken from the Self-

Perception Profile for Adolescents (SPPA; Harter, 1988) and translated into Dutch for the 

present study and two final scales (close friendship and social acceptance; 5 items each) were 

taken from the Dutch version of the SPPA (CBSA; Treffers, Goedhart, Veerman, Van den 

Bergh, & de Rycke, 2002). For all items, the response format of the SDQ-II (Marsh et al., 

2005) was used. The respondents rated items using a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (false) to 6 

(true). After deleting one item from the subscale Close Friendships (e.g., ‘I don’t have a close 

friend with whom I can share a secret’), all subscales were internally consistent (α ≥ .64). 

2.1.3. Depressive symptoms. The 12-item version of the Center for Epidemiologic 

Studies Depression scale (CES-D) of Roberts and Sobhan (1992; Dutch version by Hooge, 

Decaluwé, & Goossens, 2000) was used to measure depressive symptoms. The respondents 

answered items on a 4-point scale ranging from 0 (seldom or never) to 3 (most of the time or 

always). Internal consistency was good ( = .81). 

 2.1.4. Psychological control. Perceived parental psychological control was measured 

using the Dependency-oriented and Achievement-oriented Psychological Control Scales 

(DAPCS; Soenens, Vansteenkiste, & Luyten, 2010). This questionnaire distinguishes between 

two types of psychological control: Dependency-oriented psychological control refers to 

psychological control exerted by parents to make their children dependent on their emotional 

bond, whereas achievement-oriented psychological control refers to psychological control 

exerted by parents to make their child comply to their performance standards. Respondents 

answered items on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely false) to 5 (completely 
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true). In the current study, both scales were internally consistent (alphas were .81 and .92 for 

dependency and achievement-oriented psychological control respectively). 

3. Results 

3.1. Factorial Validity 

 First, several alternative models were estimated and compared using Confirmatory 

Factor Analyses (CFAs) performed with Mplus Version 6.1 (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2010). 

The chi square was adjusted for possible non-normality by using MLR. Results, as shown in 

Table 3, clearly favored a model which accounted for the 6 (6 domains) x 2 (upward versus 

downward) structure of the SCQA.  

The fit of the 12-factor model was good, but because some factors were strongly 

interrelated, this model was further adjusted. First, we noticed a correlation larger than 1 (r = 

1.04) between the latent factors downward social acceptance and downward close friendship. 

Consequently, we decided to let the items of both factors load on one single factor and then 

we selected the three highest loading items to continue with. For reasons of symmetry, we did 

the same for upward social acceptance and upward close friendship (r = .70) (see Table 4). 

We labeled both new factors as downward and upward  ‘peer relations’ because both social 

acceptance and close friendships refer to peer relations. After making these adjustments, 

results suggested a linear dependency involving downward romantic attractiveness. As such, 

we decided to delete the items loading on this factor and its upward counterpart (for reasons 

of symmetry). This resulted in the final 8-factor model with four remaining domains, as 

shown in Table 4. The fit of this model was good and all standardized factor loadings were 

higher than .56. 

We cross-validated this final model in a second sample of 604 high-school students 

(49% male; mean age = 17.6 years, SD = 1.1 year), which was collected one year later using 

the same procedures as for our main sample. The fit of the final 8-factor model was also good 
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in this second sample (scaled χ² (224) = 487.811 , p < .001, RMSEA = .044, 90%CI = [.039-

.049], CFI = .927, SRMR = .043) and all standardized loadings were higher than .55.1  

3.2. Internal consistency and Descriptive Statistics 

Using the IBM Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Version 23 (IBM, 

2015), we showed that the final eight SCQA subscales were internally consistent (see Table 

4). Correlations between observed scale scores as well as means and standard deviations are 

reported in Table 5. All subscales were positively and significantly related to each other with 

correlations varying between .20 and .66. 

3.3. Convergent and Divergent Validity 

 Convergent validity of the SCQA was established by finding significant correlations 

from .36 to .66 between the corresponding subscales of the SCQA and the CSWS (Crocker et 

al., 2003; academic, appearance, and social domains). Discriminant validity was established 

because both self-esteem aspects (i.e., contingency and level) were only modestly correlated 

with each other within and across domains. Both negative and positive correlations were 

observed between SE level and SE contingency (see Table 5).  

3.4. External Validity 

As shown in Table 6, regressing SE contingencies on both forms of psychological 

control (controlling for sex and track) resulted in positive associations between psychological 

control and SE contingency. In general, dependency-oriented psychological control was 

associated with higher levels of SE contingency in the sports domain, whereas achievement-

oriented psychological control was mainly related to higher levels of SE contingency in the 

academic, appearance, and peer relations domains. Nevertheless, positive associations were 

also found between dependency-oriented psychological control and downward SE 

contingency in the academic and peer relations domains. Additionally, girls and students in 
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more academically oriented tracks generally had higher levels of SE contingency than boys 

and students in less academically oriented tracks. 

Furthermore, regressing depressive symptoms on upward and downward SE 

contingency (controlling for sex and track) showed that all downward contingencies were 

positively and uniquely related to depressive symptoms, beyond the negative effect of SE 

level (see Table 7). Results further indicated that upward contingencies were not significantly 

related to depressive symptoms, except for a negative association between upward sports 

contingencies and depressive symptoms. Additionally, girls and students in less academically 

oriented tracks experienced higher levels of depressive symptoms than boys and students in 

more academically oriented tracks. 

Finally, we repeated all regression analyses with the corresponding subscales of the 

CSWS to compare with the SCQA results. Results (see Table 8) showed that the CSWS 

subscales had weaker relations with both psychological control and depressive symptoms as 

compared to the SCQA downward contingencies and acted differently from the upward 

contingencies towards depressive symptoms. Furthermore, when adding corresponding 

downward and upward contingencies to regressions, as mentioned in Table 8, downward 

contingencies were always significantly related to depressive symptoms (βacademic = .32, p < 

.001;  βsocial = .10, p < .05;  βappearance = .22, p < .001), above and beyond any effects of the 

CSWS subscales. Relatedly, explained variance increased up to 1 to 7%.  These findings thus 

highlight the importance of developing a new SE contingency questionnaire. 

4. Discussion 

 The present findings provide clear support for the reliability and validity of the SCQA, 

a new SE contingency questionnaire for adolescents overcoming limitations of existing 

questionnaires. Confirmatory factor analyses favored a 6 x 2 solution capturing the expected 

six contingency domains (i.e., academic competence, physical competence, physical 
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appearance, social acceptance, close friendships, and romantic attractiveness) and two 

valences (i.e., upward/positive and downward/negative items), as would be expected from 

previous research (e.g., Vonk & Smit, 2012). However, due to some overlap between the 

social and the close friendship domain and a linear dependency concerning romantic 

attractiveness, we decided to trim the twelve-factor model. This resulted in a well-fitting final 

model including the following eight dimensions of adolescent SE contingency that were 

found to be internally consistent: upward academic, downward academic, upward appearance, 

downward appearance, upward sports, downward sports, upward peer relations, downward 

peer relations. Additionally, this factor structure was cross-validated in another sample. Our 

findings thus confirm that adolescents also hinge their self-esteem upon successes or failures 

in domains identified as important in multidimensional self-concept models and related 

measures. Interestingly, adolescents do not seem to differentiate between their contingencies 

in the three social domains as identified within the SPPA.  

 Furthermore, convergent and discriminant validity were established by finding strong 

interrelations between corresponding subscales from the SCQA and the CSWS and only 

moderate associations between SE contingency and SE level in corresponding domains. This 

confirms that one’s level and contingency of SE are two different aspects of SE, even in 

specific domains. Although we found several significant negative correlations between SE 

level and contingency, as expected (e.g., Bos et al., 2010; Wouters, Doumen et al., 2013; 

Wouters, Duriez et al., 2013), we also found significant positive correlations. These positive 

correlations most clearly emerged for  upward contingencies. This is in line with findings 

from Vonk and Smit (2012) who reported a significant, positive correlation between upward 

performance contingencies and global SE level. Taken together, these findings suggest that 

making your SE dependent on positive events may actually be beneficial, for instance for 

one’s SE level. However, it is unclear to date whether it is possible to have more upward 
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contingencies without also raising one’s level of  downward contingencies. Hence, future 

research should focus on person-centered analyses to find out more about the co-occurrence 

of these two kinds of contingencies in adolescents. 

Additionally, we found evidence supporting the external validity of the SCQA. 

Consistent with previous research (e.g., Wouters, Doumen et al., 2013) and theorizing (e.g., 

Deci & Ryan, 1995), results yielded that parents who were perceived to control their 

children’s thoughts and emotions made their children’s self-esteem particularly contingent. 

Furthermore, students who let their self-esteem depend more on negative events in the 

contingency domains under consideration, also experienced more depressive symptoms than 

students who had less downward contingencies – even when controlling for domain-specific 

SE level. These results further strengthen the hypothesis that downward contingencies are 

particularly detrimental for adolescents’ well-being (Vonk & Smit, 2012) and they also 

qualify previous findings showing that (global) SE contingency did not have a unique 

(longitudinal) main effect on depressive symptoms beyond global SE level (Bos et al., 2010; 

Sowislo, Orth, & Meier, 2014; Wouters, Duriez et al., 2013). Indeed, the use of a global 

measure of SE contingency and/or an unbalanced mix of upward and downward contingency 

items in previous studies may have obscured interesting differences.  

Finally, there were some additional findings. First, we were able to show that the 

SCQA provides extra information beyond the CSWS (Crocket et al., 2003), which does not 

distinguish between downward and upward contingencies. For instance, whereas the 

downward contingencies generally had stronger positive relations with depressive symptoms 

than corresponding CSWS subscales, the upward contingencies were not (or negatively) 

related to depressive symptoms. Second, our results showed that girls’ SE was more 

contingent than that of boys and they also reported more depressive symptoms than boys, 

which is in line with previous research (e.g., Crocker et al., 2003; Petersen et al., 1993; 
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Wouters, Duriez et al., 2013). Additionally, we showed that students in more academically 

oriented tracks reported both higher levels of SE contingency and less depressive symptoms 

than students in less academically oriented tracks. Thus, other factors besides SE contingency 

seem needed to explain these differences in depressive symptoms between different tracks. 

Students in more academically oriented tracks may have higher levels of SE contingency 

because the demands and expectations for these students are often higher (Salmela-Aro & 

Tynkkynen, 2012) and they may have internalized them. Nevertheless, these results need to 

be replicated before making any strong conclusions. 

The present study has some limitations. First of all, we only used self-report 

questionnaires. Although we were mainly interested in adolescents’ self-esteem and their own 

view on their world, it may have been interesting to add information from parents or peers. 

Second, we collected all data at one point in time which limits us in making conclusions 

regarding the direction of the observed effects. Even though we may hypothesize, for 

instance, that parents who are perceived to exert higher levels of psychological control make 

their children’s SE more vulnerable, it is also possible that children with higher levels of SE 

contingency elicit higher levels of psychological control in their parents. Future studies should 

thus focus on examining our hypotheses longitudinally. Third, we did not consider explicitly 

whether our items refer to more internal or external standards of success or failure. It may be 

interesting to further examine this in future research. However, distinguishing between 

external and internal items may be complex. For instance, the item “I feel worthwhile when I 

perform well in a sports game” may be considered more internal as compared to, for example, 

an item referring more explicitly to praise by peers or teachers. On the other hand, it may also 

be regarded as external, because students will also look to external sources of information to 

know whether they (as an individual within their team) played well or not (i.e., effects of 

social comparison). Finally, we specifically examined a group of Flemish adolescents in the 
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final years of high school. Hence, more research is needed in other countries and with 

younger adolescents, before generalizing our results to the entire population of adolescents.  

Despite these limitations, the current findings show that we were successful in 

developing a reliable and valid situation-response SE contingency questionnaire, which 

measures adolescents’ SE contingency in domains identified as important within 

multidimensional self-concept models and which allows to distinguish between upward and 

downward contingencies. Additionally, our questionnaire includes specific and tangible 

events which may impact adolescents’ self-esteem. Results clearly illustrate the need to 

distinguish between these upward and downward contingencies. Specifically, our findings 

suggest that SE contingency is a double-edged sword for adolescents’ well-being: Although 

upward contingencies may be beneficial, downward contingencies appear unmistakably 

detrimental.   
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Footnotes 

1 Results from the cross-validation sample suggested a linear dependency involving 

downward peer relations. However, because this was not a consistent finding across both 

samples and the fit of the model was good in both samples, we continued analyses with the 8-

factor model.
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Table 1 

Overview Existing Domain-Specific Self-esteem Contingency Questionnaires 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Questionnaire Authors Target group Dimensions Number 
of items 

Contingencies of Self-Worth Scale (CSWS) 
  

Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper, 
and Bouvrette 
(2003)  

College students Family support, Competition, Approval 
from generalized others, Competencies, 
Appearance, God’s love, Virtue 

35 

Self-Worth Contingency Questionnaire (SWCQ) 
  
  

Burwell and Shirk 
(2003)  

Adolescents Social acceptance and approval, 
academic performance, activity 
performance, Physical appearance + 
Total score 

32 

Competence based SE and Relation 
based SE scales 
  

Johnson and Blom (2007) College students Competence based self-esteem, 
Relation based self-esteem 

26 

Relationship-Contingent Self-Esteem 
  

Knee, Canevello, Bush, and 
Cook (2008)  

College students Total score 11 

Academic contingencies of self-worth 
  

Lawrence and Crocker 
(2009)  

College students Total score 6 

Extrinsic Contingency Focus Scale (ECFS) 
  

Williams, Schimel, Hayes, 
and Martens 
(2010)  

College students Total score  
  
  

20 

Self-Esteem Conditions Scale for French-Speaking 
Adolescents 
  

Dupras and Bouffard 
(2011)  

Adolescents Social acceptance, Physical 
appearance, Sportive & athletic 
performance, Body weight, Academic 
achievement + Total score 

30 

Domain-specific Contingency of Self-esteem Vonk and Smit (2012)  All ages (≥16 years) Appearance, Social approval, 
Performance, Intrinsic 

29 
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Table 2 

Overview of Corresponding Domains in Several Self-Esteem (Contingency) Questionnaires  

SCQA SPPA SDQ-II 

Physical appearance Physical appearance Physical appearance 

Academic competence Scholastic competence General school  

(and math & verbal) 

  
Sports competence Athletic competence Physical abilities 

Close friendship 

  

Close friendship 

Relationships 

(same & opposite sex) 

  
Romantic attractiveness Romantic appeal 

Social acceptance Social acceptance 

Note. SCQA = Self-esteem Contingency Questionnaire for Adolescents, SPPA = Self-

Perception Profile for Adolescents (Harter), SDQ = Self-Description Questionnaire – II 

(Marsh).  

  



Running Head: SELF-ESTEEM CONTINGENCY QUESTIONNAIRE 23 
 

 

Table 3 

Model Fit Indices Based on CFAs 

 

  Scaled χ² df CFI RMSEA 90%CI 

RMSEA 

SRMR 

1-factor model 3048.951* 594 .659 .083 [.080-.086] .083 

2-factor model 2358.448* 593 .755 .070 [.068-.073] .070 

6-factor model 2129.041* 579 .785 .067 [.064-.070] .068 

12-factor model 1051.236* 528 .927 .041 [.037-.044] .040 

 

Note. * p < .001.
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Table 4 

Standardized Factor Loadings and Fit Indices of the Final Model 

Items  A priori label Final label λ α 

When I’m invited to a party, this has a positive effect on my self-esteem. Upward social 

Upward peer relations 

.67 

.67 When I get lots of birthday wishes on my birthday, this has a positive effect on how I think about myself. Upward social .64 

When I have a close friend to do all sorts of stuff with, I feel more worthwhile. Upward friendship .61 

If others stop talking when I join them, it has a negative effect on my self-esteem. Downward social 

Downward peer relations 

.63  

I view myself negatively if I’m chosen last when groups are created. Downward social .76 .69 

If my closest friend chooses somebody else to go out with, I feel bad about myself. Downward friendship .59  

I experience an increase in self-esteem when people compliment me about my appearance. Upward appearance 

Upward appearance 

.77 

.79 When my new hairstyle looks good, I feel more worthwhile. Upward appearance .70 

When someone says I’m good-looking, my self-esteem increases. Upward appearance .81 

When I have zits, my self-esteem decreases. Downward appearance 

Downward appearance 

.65 

.70 
When someone gives a negative remark about my appearance, it has a negative effect on how I think about 

myself. 

Downward appearance .76 

I feel bad when my hair looks bad. Downward appearance .57 

When a teacher praises me about a good test result, I feel better about myself. Upward academic 

Upward academic 

.60  

When I get good grades for a course, this has a positive effect on how I think about myself. Upward academic .84 .76 

I feel more worthwhile when my grades on my report card are higher than I expected. Upward academic .72  

I think bad about myself when I make lots of mistakes in my schoolwork. Downward academic 

Downward academic 

.75  

I think I am less worthy when I fail a course. Downward academic .71 .76 

When I can’t answer a question of the teacher, I feel less worthy.  Downward academic .69  

When I can demonstrate an exercise during physical education, I feel more worthy. Upward sports 

Upward sports 

.57  

When I get good grades in physical education, it has a positive effect on my self-esteem.  Upward sports .74 .75 

I feel worthwhile when I perform well in a sports game.  Upward sports .81  

When I give a bad pass during a sports game, I feel worse about myself.  Downward sports 

Downward sports 

.73  

I think bad about myself when I miss an open chance during a sports game.  Downward sports .76 .78 

When I can’t keep up during physical education, this has a negative effect on my self- 

esteem.  

Downward sports .71  

scaled χ² (224) = 503.251, p < .001, RMSEA = .046, 90%CI [.040 - .051], CFI = .937, SRMR = .039 

Note. All factor loadings were significant at p < .001. 
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Table 5 

Descriptive Statistics and Correlations  

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

1. Upward academic --                  

2. Downward academic .53*** --                

3. Upward appearance .55*** .32*** --              

4. Downward appearance .36*** .46*** .55*** --            

5. Upward sports .43*** .34*** .34*** .20*** --          

6. Downward sports .30*** .52*** .23*** .41*** .59*** --        

7. Upward peer relations .59*** .42*** .66*** .44*** .38*** .29*** --      

8. Downward peer relations .45*** .60*** .45*** .62*** .38*** .56*** .48*** --    

9. CSWS – Academic .66*** .53*** .39*** .37*** .29*** .26*** .45*** .41*** --   

10. CSWS – Appearance .30*** .32*** .56*** .62*** .12** .23*** .41*** .42*** .39*** --  

11. CSWS – Social acceptance .29*** .42*** .32*** .57*** .14*** .35*** .36*** .55*** .39*** .54*** -- 

Academic self-concept .16*** .06 .15*** .10* .17*** .08* .15*** .11** .30*** .09* .04 

Appearance self-concept .12** -.10* .23*** -.12** .17*** -.05 .11* -.07 .05 .01 -.17*** 

Sports self-concept .01 -.05 .03 -.08 .49*** .24*** .00 -.02 -.01 -.09* -.10* 

Close friendship self-concept .05 -.10* .10* -.02 .12** -.02 .16*** -.03 .04 .04 -.06 

Social self-concept -.10* -.32*** -.05 -.26*** -.00 -.19*** -.13** -.30*** -.12** -.13** -.23*** 

Depressive symptoms .07 .27*** .03 .25*** -.07 .13** .04 .22*** .06 .17*** .19*** 

Dependency oriented PC .11** .27*** .07 .18*** .13*** .23*** .12** .24*** .07 .06 .14*** 

Achievement oriented PC .14*** .28*** .11** .21*** .06 .19*** .14*** .23*** .10* .09* .13** 

M 4.51 3.30 4.51 3.70 3.75 3.41 4.48 3.88 4.75 4.64 4.28 

SD 0.90 1.06 0.87 1.12 1.09 1.16 0.86 1.04 1.06 0.96 1.39 

Note. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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Table  6 

Multiple Regression Analyses of SE Contingencies on Psychological Control 

  Academic Appearance Sports Peer relations 

     B β    B β    B β    B β 

Upward       

Sex .29 .16*** .25 .15*** -.08 -.04 .25 .15*** 

Track .09 .08* .15 .13*** .02 .02 .14 .12** 

Dependency oriented PC .04 .03 -.02 -.01 .30 .18** .08 .06 

Achievement oriented PC .16 .15** .14 .13* -.09 -.07 .12 .11* 

R² .05 .05 .02 .06 

    

Downward   

Sex .32 .15*** .89 .40*** .05 .02 .46 .22*** 

Track .18 .13*** .16 .11** .23 .16*** .25 .19*** 

Dependency oriented PC .22 .13* .14 .08 .36 .20*** .26 .16** 

Achievement oriented PC .27 .21*** .29 .21*** .06 .04 .18 .14** 

R² .13 .22 .08 .15 

Note. Sex was coded 1 for girls and 0 for boys, Track was coded 1 for the vocational track, 2 for the technical/arts track, and 3 for the academic track. PC = 

Psychological Control. *p<.05. **p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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Table 7 

Multiple Regression Analyses of Depressive Symptoms on SE Contingencies and SE Level 

 Academic Appearance Sports Peer relations 

 B β B β B β B β 

Sex .09 .10** -.02 -.02 .07 .08* .06 .06 

Track -.07 -.12** -.07 -.11** -.08 -.13*** -.08 -.13*** 

Upward contingency -.03 -.06 -.02 -.03 -.05 -.11* -.04 -.07 

Downward contingency .14 .33*** .11 .26*** .11 .27*** .07 .15*** 

SE level -.11 -.26*** -.14 -.28*** -.09 -.24*** -.21 -.38*** 

R² .17 .16 .12 .20 

Note. Sex was coded 1 for girls and 0 for boys, Track was coded 1 for the vocational track, 2 for the technical/arts track, and 3 for the academic track. Results 

for peer relations were mentioned controlling for social self-concept, but controlling for friendship self-concept similar results were found: βupward contingency = -

.02, ns; βdownward contingency = .23, p < .001, βSElevel = -.25, p < .001. SE = Self-Esteem. *p<.05.**p<.01.***p<.001. 
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Table 8 

Multiple Regression Analyses with CSWS Subscales 

  Academic Appearance Social 

     B β    B β    B β 

SE contingency as DV       

Sex .46 .22*** .54 .28*** .75 .27*** 

Track .22 .16*** .20 .17*** .56 .32*** 

Dependency oriented PC -.02 -.01 -.00 -.00 .23 .11* 

Achievement oriented PC .18 .13* .14 .12* .14 .08 

R² .09 .12 .21 

   

Depressive Symptoms as DV    

Sex .10 .11** .02 .02 .04 .04 

Track -.06 -.10* -.07 -.11** -.09 -.16*** 

SE contingency .06 .14*** .09 .19*** .05 .15*** 

SE level -.13 -.29*** -.16 -.32*** -.21 -.38*** 

R² .10 .14 .20 

Note. Sex was coded 1 for girls and 0 for boys, Track was coded 1 for the vocational track, 2 for the technical/arts track, and 3 for the academic track. DV = 

Dependent Variable. *p<.05.**p<.01.***p<.001. 


