The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE; Rosenberg 1965) is an attempt to achieve
a unidimensional measure of global self-esteem. It was designed to be a Gutman scale, which
means that the RSE items were to represent a continuum of self-worth statements ranging
from statements that are endorsed even by individuals with low self-esteem to statements that
are endorsed only by persons with high self-esteem. Rosenberg (1965) scored his 10question scale that was presented with four response choices, ranging from Astrongly agree@
to strongly disagree,@ as a six-item Guttman scale. The first item included questions 1 through
3 and received a positive score if two or three of its questions were answered positively.
Questions 4 and 5 and questions 9 and 10 were aggregated into two other items that were
scored positively, if both questions in the item had positive answers. Questions 6 through 8
counted individually formed the final three items. For the negatively worded RSE questions,
responses that expressed disagreement and, hence, were consistent with high self-esteem,
were considered positive or Aendorsed.@ Rosenberg (1965) demonstrated that his scale was
a Guttman scale by obtaining high enough reproducibility and scalability coefficients.
Multiple studies have been conducted to investigate the validity and reliability of the
RSE. Their results are summarized in table 3. Whereas some studies have shown that the
scale is a valid and reliable unidimensional measure of self-esteem, others have found that
the RSE is comprised of two factors. Goldsmith (1986) suggested that the RSE factor
structure depends on age and other characteristics of the sample. Accordingly, table 3
includes age and occupation of the subjects. It is notable that the studies presented in the table
match Goldsmith=s hypothesis. Investigations that used high school or college students
supported the scale=s unidimensionality (Silbert and Tippett 1965; Crandal 1973; McCarthy
and Hoge 1982), or obtained factors that were interdependent and had similar patterns of
correlates (Rosenberg 1979; Hagborg 1993). In contrast, analyses completed with adults
identified two meaningful and, sometimes, independent dimensions of personality (Kaplan and
Pokorny 1969; Shahani et al 1990). The identified dimensions were mostly defined by
negatively worded vs. Positively worded RSE items and were called self-derogation and selfenhancement (Shahani et al. 1990).

Not all studies that employed the RSE have used Guttman scaling to obtain a selfesteem score. Many researchers have preferred to calculate the scale=s total score by
summing subjects= responses across all ten TSE questions (Kaplan and Pokormy 1969;
McCarthy and Hose 1982; Shahani et al 1990; Hagborg 1993). Further, the investigators have
differed in the number of points that they have included in the response scale for each
questions. For example, McCarthy and Hoge (1982), similarly to Rosenberg, used a 4-point
scale, whereas Shahani et al. (1990) employed a 6-point scale. Empirical evidence has been
provided for the reliability of all these later versions of the RSE (table 3).
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