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ABSTRACT 

Since the early l 960s, many researchers have pointed out weaknesses in self-concept 

measures, and have called for continued validation efforts. Due to the inconclusiveness of past 

efforts, it has been suggested that newer methods of analysis be employed. One method which has 

not been used in this area of study is the unfolding model. Though not as well know as factor 

analysis, unfolding may be the better choice when developing and analyzing measures of bipolar 

concepts, since factor analysis often will find an additional factor when there is none. In addition, 

the unfo lding method assigns a numerical position to each of the items and to each of the 

participants responding to the items. This provides valuable information regarding the 

completeness, or incompleteness, of the scale in question. This study analyzed the popular 

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory using a Graded Unfo lding Model. Problems with the scale 

were di scovered, particularly in regards to items related to high self-esteem. 
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

In 1961, Wylie published a comprehensive review of the literature regarding self

concept research. Among many of the studies, she discovered "a good deal of ambiguity" 

and "considerable ... contradiction" (p. 317). She suggested that this was due to the lack 

of clear theory, the lack of uniform definitions, and the lack of good instrumentation. She 

reported that, despite the many and varied types of measures available, most instruments 

had little, if any, psychometric support. In light of this, she suggested that researchers 

begin to focus on establishing the reliability and construct validity of their instruments 

before continuing their investigations into the various issues of self-concept. During the 

same time period, Crowne and Stephens (1961) echoed Wylie's concerns. They suggested 

that the problems found among the self-concept research stemmed largely from the 

"neglect of several crucial psychometric and methodological principles," and like Wylie, 

they called for an intensive focus on validating the various self measures (p. 119). 

However, years would pass with little progress in this area. 

In 1974, Wylie again published a review of the literature. Once again, she criticized 

the quality of the instruments. Concerning measures of self-esteem, she concluded that 

either there existed "no such measurable dimension as overall self-esteem," or the scales 

designed to measure it were doing a "poor job of it" (p. 101 ). In 1979, she again 

emphasized that there continued to exist considerable problems with the theories, 

methods, and measurements being applied to the study of self-concept issues. Shavelson, 
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Hubner, and Stanton (1976) concluded that little had changed in the twelve years since 

issues of self-concept measurement were first criticized (Crowne & Stephens, 1961; 

Wylie, 1961 ), and they suggested that "interpretations" based on many measures may be 

invalid (p. 408). Others have echoed these concerns, while noting the general lack of 

attention to the problem (Byrne, 1983; Demo, 1985; Gecas, 1982). Shavelson, Hubner, 

and Stanton (1976) suggested making use of "advances in construct validation 

methodology" to help resolve these issues (p. 410). 

One method of scale construction, validation, and analysis that may prove useful 

but which has not been used in this area of study is the unfolding model. This is a method 

that, similar to factor analysis, can be used to determine the number of factors, or 

dimensions, represented by the items of a scale (Coombs & Kao, 1960). In addition, this 

method assigns a numerical position to each of the items and to each of the participants 

who respond to the items (Roberts & Laughlin, 1996a, 1996b; Roberts, 1998). On the one 

hand, this allows the items to be rank ordered, and reveals the distance "between their 

positions" along the theoretical continuum (Andrich, 1988, p. 34). This, in turn, allows the 

researcher to see how well the dimension is being represented by the items and to discover 

any pronounced gaps that might exist between scale items, which would indicate an 

inadequate, or at least an incomplete, representation of the construct in question (Andrich 

& Styles, 1998; Roberts & Laughlin, 1996a). On the other hand, this allows researchers to 

discover where each individual respondent is located along the dimension in question 

relative to the items, rather than merely determining how each individual ranks in relation 

to the other participants. Both of these aspects make the unfolding model a useful and a 
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Yaluable method for analyzing data. 

This unfolding methodology has been available for many years (Coombs, 1954; 

Coombs, 1964; Coombs & Kao, 1960), but due to complicated calculations, and the fact 

that it has not been included in computer-based statistical packages, it has never gained 

popularity (van Schuur & Kiers, 1994). However, the present widespread availability and 

use of computers, coupled with the ease of program development, has revitalized interest 

in this method as a means of scale development and analysis, especially for scales which 

attempt to measure bipolar attitudes (van Schuur & Kiers, 1994). 

Often, when factor analysis is used to analyze data collected by scales designed to 

assess a bipolar attitude, an additional factor is found when it is not expected (Coombs & 

Kao, 1960; van Schuur & Kiers, 1994). This "extra factor phenomenon" results from the 

factor analysis treating the two opposing halves of a bipolar dimension, often represented 

by positively and negatively worded items, as independent factors (Andrich & Styles, 

1998; van Schuur & Kiers, 1994, p. 107). This, then, leads to some confusion, leaving 

researchers to guess as to whether the results truly indicate the presence of two factors, or 

if the results merely reflect the positive and negative aspects of the scale. In light of this, 

van Schuur and Kiers, (1994) have determined that it is not appropriate to use factor 

analysis in situations where bipolar attitudes are being assessed, and that the appropriate 

form of analysis in these situations is an unfolding model. And, since self-esteem is 

typically treated as a bipolar concept (viewed as ranging from low self-esteem to high self

esteem), the unfolding model appears to be an appropriate choice for analyzing self

esteem instruments in an attempt to provide additional psychometric information as called 
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for in the literature. 

The purpose of this study is to analyze the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory 

(SEI) using Robert's Graded Unfolding Model (GUM) (Coopersmith, 1959, 1967, 1989; 

Roberts & Laughlin, 1996a, 19966; Roberts, 1998). The SEI has been, by far, one of the 

more popular and most widely used measures of self-esteem (Johnson, Redfield, Miller, & 

Simpson, 1983 ; Lawton, Fergusson, & Horwood, 1989; Myhill & Lorr, 1978; Roberson 

& Miller, 1986). 1l1e confidence placed upon it and the volume of research outcomes that 

have depended upon it necessitates that it does what it purports to do. Therefore, this is a 

particularly good scale to examine. It is a long accepted measure of global self-esteem, 

originally designed to be used with school aged children and later modified to produce a 

shortened Adult Fonn (Cooper mith. 1959. 1967, 1989). For this tudy, the Adult Fonn 

will be used. 

Factor ana lyses have revealed the EI' complexit and it bipolar nature (Ahmed, 

Valliant. & Swindle. 1985: Kokene . 1978: Robin on & ha\ er. 1973) uggesting the 

unfolding model as an appropriate analy is to u e for in e tigating this cale. The original 

scale was designed by gathering together a pool of po ible items and then a king fi ve 

psychologists to separate them into two different group . item representing high self

esteem and items representing low self-esteem (Coopersmith, 1959, 1967, 1989). Those 

items for which there was the greate t amount of agreement were selected for use in the 

final scale. Therefore, one would expect the items to be arranged in such a way as to fonn 

two different ends of the scale, making the results of the factor analyses not too surprising. 

With this in mind, however, it is easy to imagine that this scale might be lacking in items 
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necessary to adequately represent positions between the two extremes of high and low 

self-esteem. If this is true, then individuals who should be placed midway between the two 

extremes are most likely receiving scores that represent a lower level of self-esteem than 

they truly possess. This, then, could result in making erroneous conclusions about the 

relationship of self-esteem to other variables. 
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Chapter II 

Literature Review 

Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory 

The Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (SEI) was created by Stanley 

Coopersmith (l 959) to fill the need for a measure that was able to distinguish individuals 

with high self-esteem from those with low self-esteem. At the time, there was interest in 

issues related to self-esteem, and it was believed that self-esteem was a key factor in the 

development and maintenance of behavior. However, little research had been undertaken 

to determine how significant self-esteem really was and what dynamics were involved. 

Coopersmith felt this was largely due to the "absence of an adequate method" for 

measuring this construct, and therefore set out to create one (p. 87). Coopersmith (1967) 

used the SEI in a series of studies over a period of six years examining both the 

antecedents that influence the development of self-esteem, and the consequences related to 

various levels of self-esteem. For his studies, and for the purpose of designing the SEI, 

Coopersmith defined self-esteem as an evaluative attitude toward oneself that an individual 

develops and typically sustains over time. This attitude toward oneself is one of "approval 

or disapproval ," and is detem1ined by the subjective evaluation of how "capable, 

significant, successful, and worthy" an individual believes him- or herself to be (p. 5). 

Coopersmith also believed that an individual's level of self-esteem may not be consistent 

across the many conditions that define one's role such as life experiences, gender, and age. 

Therefore he included items on the SEI which related not only to self but also to family 
' 
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experiences, peer relationships, and social activities. 

In a review of measures related to self-esteem and similar constructs the SEI has 
' 

been by far one of the more popular and most widely used measures of self-esteem 

(Johnson, Redfield, Miller, & Simpson, 1983; Lawton, Fergusson, & Horwood, 1989; 

Myhill & Lorr, 1978). Crandall (1973) listed the SEI fifth in "perceived overall quality" (p. 

57). Kokenes (1978) suggested it was the best available at that time. Blascovich and 

Tomaka (1991) reported that in the literature concerning self-esteem and self-concept, the 

SEI was the second most frequently cited measure. Although it is over forty years old, the 

SEI continues to be a popular instrument and continues to be used in current research 

(Bracken, Bunch, Keith, & Keith, 2000; Brown, Reedy, Fountain, Johnson, & Dichiser, 

2000; Chapman & Mullis, 2000; Herz & Gullone, 1999; Sotelo, 2000). The SEI has been 

used to evaluate and validate many other instruments including, the Lawrence Self-Esteem 

Questionnaire (LA WSEQ; Hart, 1985), the Hopelessness Scale for Children (Kazdin, 

Rodgers, & Colbus, 1986), the Self-Esteem Rating Scale for Children - Revised (SERSC; 

Chiu, 1987), the Children's Reports of Parental Behavior Inventory (CRPBI; Kawash & 

Clewes, 1988), the Internal Control Index (ICI ; Meyers & Wong, 1988), and the 

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory-2 (MMPI-2; McCurdy & Kelly, 1997; 

Strassberg, Clutton, & Korboot, 1991). 

Format & Administration 

For the original version of the SEI, Coopersmith (1959) gathered together a 

collection of items related to self-esteem. Though Coopersmith wrote several original 

items, most of these items were obtained from a scale developed by Rogers and Dymond 
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( 1954), which were rewritten for children between the ages of 8 and 1 0 (Coopersmith, 

1959; Coopersmith, 1967). These items were then sorted by five psychologists into two 

groups: items related to high self-esteem and items related to low self-esteem. Any items 

that were deemed ambiguous or repetitious were excluded, as well as those over which 

there was disagreement. The remaining items were evaluated for comprehension by 

administering them to a group of 30 children. The final fonn of the original inventory was 

made up of 50 items related to attitudes in four different realms: personal interests, one's 

peers, one's parents, and school (Coopersmith, 1959, 1967). At some point, 8 additional 

items were included as a lie scale, so that the original scale now contains 58 items (Adair, 

1984; Coopersmith, 1989). It is a pencil and paper test and individuals respond to each 

item statement by checking one of two choices, "like me" or "unlike me" (Coppersmith, 

1959, 1967, 1989). 

There now exist three forms of the SEI: the original version known as the School 

Form or Fonn A. a School Short Fonn or Fonn B, and an Adult Fonn or Fonn C (Adair, 

1984; Coopersmith, 1989). The School Fonn is used much more than either the School 

Short fonn or the Adult Fonn (Adair, 1984). It is intended for use with children between 

the ages of eight and fifteen. This fonn contains the original 50 items pertaining to self

esteem and the g Lie Scale items for a total of 58 items. Also provided are six different 

scores: General Self Subscale Score, Social Self-Peers Subscale Score, Home-Parents 

Subscale Score School-Academic Subscale Score, Total Self Score, and a Lie Scale 
' 

Score. The School Short Form was created by performing an item analysis of the School 

F (B d 
. T & z d 1977· Coopersmith 1989). The twenty-five School onn e e1an, eague, mu , , ' 
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Fo1111 items with the "highest item-total correlations" were selected for this fo1111 (p. 7). 

These twenty-five items are identical to the first twenty-five items on the current School 

Fo1111 (Adair, 1984). The School Short Form provides only a "Total Self' score 

(Coopersmith, 1989; p. 9). A correlation coefficient of .86 was obtained between the total 

scores of the School Form and the School Short Form. Like the School Form, the School 

Short Form is intended for use with children between the ages of eight and fifteen. The 

Adult Fonn is a modified version of the School Short Form. It is intended of use with 

individuals older than fifteen years of age (Coopersmith, 1989). The language of the items 

and the situations presented in them were altered "to make them more meaningful" to 

individuals who are less connected to school and parents (Coopersmith, 1989, p. 7; Myhill 

& Lorr, 1978). The items were written at an eighth grade reading le el (Adair, 1984). As 

with the School Short Form, the Adult Form pro ides only a "Total Self' score 

(Coopersmith, 1989; p.9). A correlation coefficient of .80 \ a obtained between the total 

scores of the School Short Form and the total scores of the Adult Form. 

Each of these forms can be administered both to indi iduals and in groups 

(Coopersmith, 1989). The manual suggests that "explanatory remarks . .. be kept to a 

minimum" and provides a sample introduction (p. 8). It is also suggested that reference 

not be made to either self-esteem, self-concept, or self-e aluation. The term self-esteem 

does not appear on any of the three forms, they are merely labeled as Coopersmith 

Inventory. For both the School Form and the School Short Form, it is suggested that the 

· · · b d loud while having children follow along. 
directions printed on the mventones e rea a 

Then the children should be asked to respond to the practice item provided on the form. If 



it appears that they understand, then they may be instructed to proceed with the rest of the 

items. The Adult Form is designed to be self-administered; however, the manual suggests 

that if any question exists concerning the individual's ability to understand the directions, 

then the above procedure should be followed for this form as well. Adair (1984) suggests 

that the directions be read to all populations. No information is given concerning how long 

the it should take to complete the inventories. However, the author enlisted members of 

his family to respond to the inventories. They were able to complete the School Form in 5 

to 6 minutes and were able to complete both the School Short Form and the Adult Form 

in 2-1/2 to 3 minutes. Adair ( 1984) suggests that completion time for the School Form 

will vary by age of the participant, but that it rarely exceeds 10 minutes. 

The Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventories are published by Consulting 

Psychologists Press, Inc. (2000). Only the School Fom1 and the Adult form are presently 

offered in the on-line catalog. The School Form Item Booklets cost $16.00 per package of 

25 and the Adult Form Item Booklets cost $14.40 per package of 25. Scoring Keys are 
' 

available for both forms and cost 12.60 each. The SEI Manual, which covers both forms, 

costs $20.1 o per copy. Preview kits are also a\ ailable which include 25 Item Booklets (for 

the appropriate form), scoring keys, and SEI manual for the cost of $31.50. 

Scoring 

S . . . 1 d straightforward procedure. Regardless of the form of the conng 1s a s1mp e an 

. 1 d d ·th ach package of forms (Adair, 1984; 
SEI used, there is a scoring key me u e wi e 

. d k h · tern marked in the appropriate 
Coopersmith, 1989). Using the associate ey, eac 1 

l Short Form and the Adult Form, the total 
direction receives 1 point. On both the Schoo 
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points (25 possible) is multiplied by 4 to obtain the Total Scale score. This permits a 

possible total self-esteem scale score of 100. On the School Form the total points related 

to self-esteem (50 possible) is multiplied by 2 (the 8 lie scale items are not included in this 

process). This, too, permits a possible total self-esteem scale score of 100. This allows the 

total self-esteem scale scores from the three different forms to be compared (Coopersmith, 

1989, p. 9). Those points for items belonging to each of the 4 subscales of the School 

Form (General Self, Social Self-Peers, Home-Parents, and School-Academic) and the Lie 

Scale are added up separately to get each of those scale scores. These scores are not 

multiplied by a constant. The School Form can be hand-scored and a total score calculated 

within 2 minutes (Adair, 1984). The Short Form and the Adult Form can be scored in less 

than a minute. The manual indicates that machine scoring is available (Coopersmith, 

1989). 

"There are no exact criteria for high, medium, and low levels of self-esteem" 

(Coopersmith, 1989, p. 9), which makes "interpretation . . . difficult' (Adair, 1984, p. 

230). The manual states that scores "should and wi ll vary" depending upon the sample (p. 

9). It therefore provides two general guidelines : I) use the SEI in conjunction with other 

measures and develop local norms, and 2) consider the upper quartile to represent those 

with high self-esteem, the lower quartile to represent those with low self-esteem, and the 

. h " d·um self-esteem" (p. 9). On the School inter-quartile range to represent those wit me i 

. . 1 (8 is the highest) indicate either a Form, it is suggested that high Lie Sea e scores 

.f vel to each item and may invalidate the defensive response or an attempt to answer posi i Y 

. 89) No criteria or suggestions were given as to inventory (Adair, 1984; Coopersmith, 19 · 
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how one should interpret the individual subscales Jt b · d h ·f . may e conJecture t at, 1 the total 

self-esteem score is low, one might look at the subscal t d · h e scores o etermme w at areas 

seem most effected. 

Nom1ative Sample 

Coopersmith's final form of the inventory, consisting of 50 items, was first 

administered to 83 "middle-middle- to upper-middle-class" 5th and 6th grade children, 

consisting of 40 boys and 43 girls (Coopersmith, 1959, p. 87). These initial scores ranged 

from 40-100 resulting in a mean of 82.3, a standard deviation of 11.6, and a distribution 

"skewed in the direction of high self-esteem" (p. 87). The mean score for the females was 

not significantly different from the mean score for the males. A five-week test-retest 

reliability of .88 was obtained utilizing 30 of the original 5th grade students. 

In his study regarding the antecedents of self-esteem, Coopersmith (1967) 

administered the inventory to 1,748 children attending public school in central 

Connecticut. Though his work reported that this second sample was "more diverse in 

ability, interest, and social background" than the first sample, more specific detail was not 

provided. However, another portion of his study suggests that they were "middle class, .. 

. white, and normal" (Coopersmith, 1967, p. 8). Normal was defined as possessing no 

"serious symptoms of stress or emotional disorder" (p. 8). The range of scores obtained by 

this sample was not reported, nor was the total mean and standard deviation. However, 

the females had a mean score of 72.2 with standard deviation of 12.8, and the males had a 

mean score of70.1 with a standard deviation of 13 .8. No significant difference was found 

between these scores. Again, the distribution was skewed in the direction of high self-
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esteem. A three-year test-retest reliability of .70 was obtained utilizing 56 children from 

this sample. Although there exists some literature providing psychometric data for both 

the School Short Fonn and the Adult Fonn of the SEI (Adair, 1984; Bedian, et al, 1977; 

Chiu, 1985; Coopersmith, 1989; Gibbs & Norwich, 1985; Lall, Jain, & Johnson, 1996; 

Ryden, 1978), no documentation regarding nonnative data and sample characteristics was 

discovered. 

Originally designed for and used with middle-class white students in the U.S. , the 

SEI has been since used with a variety of other populations including African American, 

Asian, Australian, Canadian, English, Filipino, Indian, Native American, New Zealand, 

Puerto Rican, Spanish, & Vietnamese individuals (Bracken & Howell, 1991; Byrne, 1983; 

Chapman & Mullis, 2000; Francis, 1997; Francis & Wilcox, 1995; Herz & Gullone, 1999; 

Kokenes, 1978; Kozeluk & Kawa.sh, 1990; Lawton, Fergusson, & Horwood, 1989; 

McCurdy & Kelly, 1997; Prewitt Diaz, 1984; Scruggs & Mastropieri, 1983; Sethi & 

Calhoun, 1986; Sotelo, 2000; Spatz & Johnston, 1973; Watkins & Astilla, 1980; Zirkel & 

Gable, 1977). 

Reliability 

Test-Retest 

For the School Fonn, Byrne (1983) reported an initial test-retest coefficient of .63 , 

.64 at 1 year, and two scores of .31 and .55 at 3 years. Coopersmith (1967, 1989) 

reported coefficients of .88 at 5 weeks and .70 at 3 years. Watkins and AStilla O 980) 

h • th · tudy of female Filipino students. reported a coefficient of .61 at 9 mont s m eir s 

d 
. t 1 ( 1977) reports test-retest coefficients of .80 for 

On the Short F onn, Be e1an, e a , 
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males and .82 for females . Chiu (1985) reported coefficients by grade level: 4th grade .85 , 

5
th 

grade .73 , 6
th 

grade .76, and 7
th 

grade .80. Split-Half coefficients were reported for the 

School Form only. Byrne (1983) reported a coefficient range of .87-.90 and Crandall 

( 1973) reported a .90 coefficient. 

Internal Consistency 

For the School Form, Ahmed, et al. (1985) reported a .75 Cronbach-Alpha 

coefficient. Bryne ( 1983) cites studies, including two dissertations reporting Alpha 

coefficients .80-.92 in the ranging. Johnson, et al. (1983) reported Coefficient Alphas for 

the general scale and each subscale: General Self-Esteem .86, General Self .71 , Home

Parents .61 , School-Academic .61 , Social Self-Peers .61 , and .63 for the Lie Scale. Spatz 

and Johnston (1973) reported KR-20 coefficients by grade level: 5th grade .81 , 9th grade 

.86, 1th grade .80. Prewtitt Diaz ( 1984) a Coefficient Alpha of .85 for a Puerto Rican 

Spanish translation. 

For the Short Forni, Bedeian, et al , (1977) reported KR-20 coefficients of .73 and 

. 71. Crandall (1973) reported a . 13 Inter-item correlation. 

Validity 

Content Validity 

The SEI appears to have Face Validity. The original pool of items were given to 5 

psychologists who then sorted them as to low or high self-esteem (Coopersmith, 1967, 

l 989; Robinson & Shaver, 1973). Items that were either redundant or ambiguous were 

. . 1 1- t as to the item content being 
thrown out. There was no ment10n m t 1e 1tera ure 
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questioned. 

Convergent Validity 

For the School Form, correlation coefficients were reported for the following 

measures: 1f.1e Self-Perception Inventory .63 , the Derived Picture Test .60. the 

Acceptance Scale of the California Psychological ln entory .45, the Ros nberg's elf

Esteem Scale (SES) .58 & .60 (Byrne, 1983) the ultidimen ional elf-C ncept cale 

.73. Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept cale .83 (Bracken & H w II. 1991), th Piers

Harris Self-Concept Scale .63 (John on. t al.. 19 . th Bani ulture-Fre If- · t em 

In ventory .86 (Kozeluk & Kav,·a h. 1990 . th riv d Pi tur T t 

.60 (Crandall. 1973). Ro cnb rg .6 7 .R en rg . for 

For the hort F rm. randall ( 1 7 re 

Ro enberg E . Correlation with the ri inal 

(Robinson & haver. 1973 and . 

h r 

tilla. I 0 . 

rrclati n f . 

rm yield d 

Lin f If-

and . with th 

f. 

Ilubncr. and tan ton ( 1976) r p rted f th ir finding that .. in thi ' a pan-, h 

correlation. it is spuriou ly high·· p. -L ~) . 

a1 idir,• 

for the School Form, hm d. t al. (I 9 rep rt d th81 ,. ubj 1 ore 

I \,,; th guilt 8 measur d b Bu s-Durkee cale of correlated negatively and significant ,,., 

1 alidity"' ( p. 1 40). Howe er no Guilt .. (p.1239), --providing support to con true 

coefficient was provided. 
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For the School Form, correlation coeffici·ents w ·d d .- h .- II · ere prov1 e 1or t e 10 owing 

measures. The Brookover Self-Concept of Ability Scale .35 & .34 (Bryne, 1983). The 

Behavioral Academic Assessment Scale .4 7 and Children's Social Desirability Scale .17 

(Johnson, et al. , 1983). The Edwards Social Desirability Scale .75, the Marlowe-Crowne 

Social Desirability Scale, and the CPI Self-Acceptance Scale .45 (Crandall, 1973). 

Factorial Validity 

For the School Forn1, various studies produced differing outcomes. Ahmed, et al. 

(1985) found four factors which suggest the SEI "is not a homogenous scale" (p. 1239). 

However acknowledging that the SEI is made up of four subscales intended to measure 

self in four areas, they added this may account for the four factors which may actually 

indicate that it is a homogenous scale (Ahmed, 1985). Using two college samples, 

Robinson and Shaver (1973) reported that "four factors emerged" (p. 84). Roberson and 

Miller ( 1986) performed a principal components factor analysis and ten factors emerged 

with an "eight factor solution" being the "most meaningful" (p. 271). Kokenes (1978) 

found "bipolar factors" and referred to the SEI as "a factorially complex instrument" (p. 

154). Roberson and Miller (1986), too, reported the SEI as a "complex" instrument (p. 

271). 

Discussion 

Although many of the psychometric properties reported in the literature appear to 

. . bl t·c First there is the question of be supportive, usmg the SEI appears pro ema 1 · 

d. . 1· I l . " lex" instrument measuring one construct called self-esteem, 1mens1ona 1ty. s t 11s comp 

1978 154· Roberson & Miller, 1986, p. 271)? 
or several similar constructs (Kokenes, , P· ' 
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In many cases, when bipolar attitudes such as self-est 

1 
d . 

eem are ana yze usmg factor 

analysis, 2 factors are found when it is not expected (Coombs & Kao, 1960; van Schuur & 

Kiers, 1994). It is therefore considered "inappropriate" to u c t I · · · · 
se 1ac or ana ys1s m situations 

where bipolar attitudes are being assessed, and that the appropriate form of analysis in 

these situations is an unfolding model (van Schuur & Kiers, 1994, p. 99). Why the 

different studies cited previously found I 0, 4, and 2 factors is uncertain (Ahmed, et 

al,.1985; Kokenes, 1978; Roberson & Miller, 1986; Robinson & Shaver, 1973); however, 

it does suggest the need for determining if Coopersmith's Inventories are uni- or multi

dimensional. It is beyond the scope of this study to explore the larger School Form with its 

subscales. Yet, it is within the scope of this study to explore the dimensionality of the 

shorter Adult Form, which is supposed to represent the one construct of General Self

Esteem. 

A second issue is that "there are no exact criteria for high, medium, and low levels 

of self-esteem" (Coopersmith, 1989, p. 9), which as Adair (1984) pointed out makes 

"interpretation ... difficult"(p. 230). Assigning the top quartile as high self-esteem and the 

bottom quartile as low self-esteem is ambiguous at best. Truly with this system, one 

hi h I If teem The only thing that can be said is cannot say that one person has g or ow se -es • 

that they possess higher or lower self-esteem in relation to other study participants. As to 

· d · d edium those at the lowest point of those in the inter-quartile range bemg es1gnate as m , 

h h. h t po'nt of those two inter-quartiles are those two inter-quartiles and those at t e 1g es 1 

. f If t em This problem of criteria is, too, assessed as equal relative to their level o se -es e · 

1 d issue that is within its scope may shed beyond the scope of this study. However, a re ate 
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some light on thi s problem. 

When items are chosen for a measure such a th SEI (C . , s e oopersm1th, 1967, 1989), 

by focusing on the two poles of the construct (i e low self estee hi h lf ) · · · - m vs. g se -esteem , 1t 

can be expected that those items are located at the "extremes of th t· · h e con muum wit a gap 

in the middle" (Andrich & Styles, 1998, p. 467). That is, there is a portion of the 

continuum unrepresented, or at least under represented, by items related to "medium self

esteem" (Coopersmith, 1989, p. 9). This poses a couple of problematic possibilities. One, 

the selected items may be so closely located to each other at the two extremes, that they 

do not adequately discriminate individuals who are located in those areas. Two, there will 

certainly be those individuals who are located in this unrepresented area of the continuum. 

Depending on how large a distance is unrepresented, it is possible to imagine individuals 

located in significantly different locations in this portion of the continuum yet have very 

similar scale scores. This is something the unfolding model can help us determine. 

The Coopersmith SEI (Coopersmith, 1967, 1989) is a well respected and widely 

used instrument. Much research in the area of self-esteem has been performed using this 

instrument and much of our understanding of self-esteem is due to the use of this 

instrument. Because of its wide acceptance, ease of use, and the fact that it is to some 

degree a standard by which other instruments are measured, its continued use must be 

· h · h a of self-esteem It seems, then, that it considered whenever performmg researc m t e are · 

. th ds of measure validation, as they become available, 
would be important to use new me o 

to continue assessing the SEl' s validity and accuracy. 
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The Unfolding Model 

The unfolding model , existing for almost 4 decades, is not a new concept. This 

method was thoroughly described, explained, and demonstrated in Coombs' Theory of 

Data back inl 964. Similar to factor analysis, the unfolding method is capable of 

determining what items share characteristics and most likely represent the same construct 

(Coombs, 1954; Coombs, 1964; Coombs and Kao, 1960; Roberts, 1996). However, 

unfolding goes a step beyond by identifying those items that more closely represent linear 

constructs (Andrich, 1988, Coombs, 1964; Roberts, 1995). It is capable of not only 

determining which items are similar, for example those representing self-esteem, but also 

how items relate to each other along the construct continuum by degree. The process 

assigns a numerical value to each item allowing the researcher to see how they are located 

along the continuum in relation to each other. In addition, the unfolding method assigns a 

numerical value to each participant's position along the theoretical continuum, giving a 

more accurate picture of how individuals relate to each other, and to the items, along the 

construct (Coombs 1964, Roberts, 1996; van Schuur & Keys, 1994). Coombs (1964) 

stated that while some data methods are best used as a "scaling criterion" for item 

evaluation and others as a "scaling method" for measure construction, the unfolding model 

proves to be equally useful in both areas. 

When constructing a scale, the desire is to locate items on a linear continuum so 

· · ·ty but also the distance between that they "reflect not only the order of their mtensi · · · 

h. • ti what an unfolding model does, 
thei r positions" (Andrich, 1988). Because t 1s 1s exac Y 
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Roberts. Laughlin, and Wedell (1997) recommend th t h . 

a researc ers use an unfoldmg model 

when constructing attitude measures made up of agr d' . 
ee- 1sagree responses. As a scalmg 

criterion, the unfolding model allows the researcher to d t · h' h · fr e ermme w 1c items, om a 

sample pool of items, lie along the proposed continuum and how they relate to each other 

in degree (Andrich, 1988; Coombs, 1964). As a scaling method, the ability to assign a 

numerical position to items allows the researcher to process a large pool of items, 

determine which ones appear to lie along the same continuum, and then pick the smallest 

number of evenly spaced items to represent the continuum on a scale (Roberts 1996; 

Roberts 1998; Roberts & Laughlin, 1996a, 1996b ). With this method it is possible to 

design an accurate measure, with optimal error characteristics, made up of as few as 15-

20 items. This of course allows the construction of a scale that can obtain the desired 

information, while also being time efficient. This in tum avoids participants growing weary 

of responding to many items and not giving their full attention to the task of responding 

accurately. Finally, the assignment of a numerical value to individual location allows 

researchers to conduct more accurate attitude studies. 

When it comes to assigning values for individual locations, it is important that the 

scale in question was constructed using the unfolding method or at least follows the 

unfolding model (Roberts, 1996; Roberts 1998; Roberts & Laughlin, 1996a, 1996b; 

R b IC · t· January 1 2001). The unfolding model can accurately o erts, Persona ommun1ca ion, , 

· · d t follow the unfolding model. However, locate items even if the scale m question oes no 
' 

. . . 1 order to evaluate a particular scale' s 
it cannot accurately locate individual pos1t10ns. n 

. . . . t le scores to the participant unfolded individual 
sconng system by companng part1c1pan sea 
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locations. the scale must follow the unfoldin d I R 

g mo e ( oberts, Personal Communication 
' 

January 1, 200 1 ). Otherwise the scale scores ar d . d .c. 
e enve 1rom another model and are not 

compatible to the unfolded ideal point values If h h . . 
· ' owever, t e scale m question follows 

the unfolding model , scale scores can be correlated "th ·d I · • . 
WI 1 ea pomt values. This may give 

some insight into the precision of the scale scoring system It · d b d · . 1s expecte , ase on item 

choice and scale type, that the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (SEI; Coopersmith, 

I 959, 1967, 1989) will fit the unfolding model allowing the evaluation of its scoring 

system. 

Assumptions 

The unfolding model follows the Item Response Theory of preferential choice data 

resulting in an ideal point process (Coombs, 1964; Roberts, 1996; Roberts, 1998; Roberts 

& Laughlin, 1996a, 1996b; Roberts, Donoghue, & Laughlin, 2000). The assumption is 

that both individuals and attitudes, represented by scale items, exist in a psychological 

space. Some attitudes lie along a linear continuum and an individual has an ideal point on 

that attitude continuum. The individual then responds to each item to the degree that it is 

close to her ideal point, preferring those items closest to his or her location. The data is 

made up of pairs, or dyads, corresponding to the individual and to a stimulus item. Both 

the individual and the stimulus item are located on a continuum in the psychological space 

(Coombs, 1964). By responding positively to an item, the individual indicates that his or 

her ideal point is in someway close to the stimulus point. Additionally, the individual may 

• • • .c. • h b e a stimulus point or from below it respond pos1t1vely, or negatively, 1rom e1t er a ov 

(Roberts, 1996). 



Recent Progress 

Although unfolding methodology has been available for many years (Coombs, 

1954; Coombs, 1964; Coombs & Kao, 1960), it has never gained popularity due to 

complicated algorithm calculations, and to the fact that it has not been included in 

computer-based statistical packages, (Andrich & Styles, 1998; van Schuur, & Kiers, 
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I 994). However, the present widespread availability and use of computers, coupled with 

the ease of program development, has revitalized interest in this method as a means of 

scale development and analysis, especially for scales which attempt to measure bipolar 

attitudes such as self-esteem "that spans the two poles of negative and positive affect" 

(Roberts, Donoghue, & Laughlin, 2000, p. 3; van Schuur, & Kiers, 1994). This renewed 

interest has led to the development of many types of unfolding models. There exist several 

models that unfold agree-disagree responses. Some are designed for use with binary 

responses (Andrich, 1988; Andrich & Luo, 1993, Hoitjink, 1990, 1991 ), and some are 

designed for use with both graded responses and binary responses (Andrich, 1996; 

Roberts & Laughlin, 1996a, 1996b ). Some of these models are parametric models, while 

others are non-parametric models (Roberts, Donoghue, & Laughlin, 2000). The 

Generalized Graded Unfolding Model (GGUM; Roberts, 1996; Roberts, 2000; Roberts, 

Donoghue, & Laughlin, 2000) is a parametric model suitable for use with botb binary and 

graded responses. 
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Generalized Graded Unfolding Model (GGUM) 

In 1996, Roberts investigated the underlying th . f Th . 
eones o urstone and Likert scale 

methodology and the relative precision of instruments constructed by those methods. He 

found that the Thurstone method followed the ideal point process and produced more 

valid results, while the Likert method followed a dominance process and produced more 

precise results. He also found that the Likert method provided better discrimination at the 

extremes of a scale while tending to overlook mid-range responses which the Thurstone 

method accounts for. He then developed the Graded Unfolding Model (GUM) that 

combines the best of both methods, yielding both valid and precise results across the 

length of the scale in question. The GUM is particularly useful in designing attitude scales, 

but is also quite valuable for evaluating existing scales. The GUM can be used with binary 

or graded data and can simultaneously estimate the locations of both the item stimulus 

points (8) and the individual ideal points (8) using a single set of agree-disagree data 

(Roberts, 1996; Roberts & Laughlin, 1996a, 1996b ). 

The Generalized Graded Unfolding Model (GGUM) in its most recent form is 

available in a free downloadable system software package, the GGUM2000 ( Roberts 

2000; Roberts, Donoghue, & Laughlin, 2000), and is the result of continued work in this 

area. The GGUM2000 provides 8 unfolding models for the processing of various types of 

. f h GGUM · suitable for use \\~th either data. As in the past, the newest vers10n o t e IS 

. d d F th purpose of this present study, the Thurstone or Likert data sets, bmary or gra e · or e 

.11 be used It can be used with as little 
8th configuration, the generalized model, GGUM, WI · 



24 

as 15-20 items and 100 participants. It simultaneously locates both items and individuals 

along the attitude continuum under investigation, it provides data for determining if the 

scale in question fits the unfolding model , and it provides fit statistic for both the stimulus 

items and the individuals. For the purpose of this stud. , the progran1 command file 

configuration will be executed using recommended and d fau lt value pr vided in the 

software manual (Robert , 2000). 



Chapter III 

Purpose and Format 

Purpose 
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ince the early 1960s, many researchers have pointed out weaknesses in self

concept measures, and have called for continued validation efforts. Due to the 

inconclusiveness of past efforts, it has been suggested that newer methods of analysis be 

employed. One method which has not been used in this area of study is the unfolding 

model. The purpose of this study is to analyze the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory 

(SEI) using the Generalized Graded Unfolding Method (GGUM; Roberts, 2000; Roberts, 

Donoghue, & Laughlin, 2000). Unfolding methods provide valuable information regarding 

the completeness, or incompleteness, of the scale in question. Infom1ation is provided as 

to a scale's ability to successfully discriminate between individuals. In order to continue 

improving the quality of self-esteem research, the instruments used in that research must 

continually be re-evaluated. An unfolding analysis may provide additional insight into how 

well the SEI is measuring the construct of self-esteem. 
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Hypotheses 

1) Since the ori ginal items for Coopersmith S If E t In 
e - s eem ventory (SEI) were 

chosen based on their placement into the two distinct groups of h" h d 
1 

If 
1g an ow se -esteem, 

it is hypothesized that the items will be found to be located in two d" 
1
-

1 1s me groups, one at 

either end of the dimension. 

2) It is hypothesized that this arrangement of items along the continuum will result 

in a gap in the scale; that is, there will be a lack of items representing the area between the 

two_groups. 

3) It is hypothesized that the results will identify respondents who are positioned 

along the dimension in that area, between the two groups of items, for which there are no 

representative items. 

4) It is hypothesized that individuals with significantly different GGUM values will 

share SEI scale values. 

5 a) It is hypothesized that the SEI corresponds to the unfolding model. As such, 

they should be highly correlated, if the SEI scale scores accurately represent individuals 

along the represented continuum. 

b) It is hypothesized that a low correlation exists, r < .80, between the SEI scale 

scores and the GGUM values for individuals. 
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Data 
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Data was obtained from a previously approv d tud (B 1 . . . 
e s y ut er, 1993), which utilized 

the Adult Form of the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (SEI c · h ; oopersm1t , 1989). The 

use of data was submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) fA · p s o ustm eay tate 

University and approved (Appendix A). The SEI Adult Form presents 25 statements to 

which participants respond by indicating whether or not the statements are "Like Me," or 

"Not Like Me" . To receive a total score, each response made in the appropriate direction 

is awarded 4 points. The scale is hand scored with the help of a scoring key. 

The archival data was obtained from 678 adult students attending "two 

southeastern four-year universities." For this present study, only 125-150 individual 

inventories were required. Therefore, a graduate student randomly pulled out data sets 

from the stored data. The second side of the SEI was then copied and provided for this 

study. This second side of the inventory provides the participant responses but no 

identifying data. Demographic information was collected and provided in summary form 

by the same student. The researcher received data from 152 participants. Four of the 

participants had not responded to all the items and were therefore discarded. Data was 

entered into the unfolding program and analyzed. 

Of the remaining 148 participants, the program identified 12 ill-fitting participants. 

. 1 1 f 136 articipants· 83 female, 45 male, and These were discarded resulting m a fina poo O P · 

h. s follows· 11 0 Caucasian (70 
8 of unknown gender. The resulting demograp ics are a · 
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female , 35 male, 

5 
unknown gender), 8 African American (4 female, 3 male. 1 unknown 

gender), 6 Asian (
4 

female, 2 male), 4 Hispanic (2 female, 1 male, I unknown gender), 2 

Native American (1 female , 1 male), 1 female Phillipino. and 4 of unknown ethnicity (I 

fem ale, 3 male). 

Unfolding Model 

The unfolding model u ed in thi stud \ as the n ralized rad d nfi !ding 

Model (GGUM) provided in the GG 2000 y tern 
ns. 000: 

Roberts, Donoghue, & Laughlin, 2000 . The 

free of charge as a downloadable flwarc pa kagc fr m th 

Thi s particular un fo lding m d l i able t un fi Id ithcr inary r 

therefore. u cd in thi tudy that r ult fr m thi 

results obtained in a pr d f uturc tudy inv lvin with nn 

Procedure 

!kr the data had been t in d. the " \\ Cf'C and th in i, i u I 

item respon cs were unfi ldl:d u ing th mm. Fr ram mman fil 

confil!.uration. recommended and default va lu fl \\ m nu I 

were u cd (pr vid d a part f the d \\11 1 . 111-fittin in ividuaJ , 

a- dctcnnined by tJ1e di pr gram. wer 1: and th remaining d t re-run. Thi 

rc ·ulted in four run f th m d l fi rc 11 m in ivi ual w re id nti fi ill-fittin 

Item and indi, idual I cation were pl tt d. in th I fit th unfi !din m I. th 

. 1 \\·er rrelat d t the unfolded indiYidual lo at1on rn u It tal 
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Results 
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Jtem location values (8) were generated and can b c d · T bl • 
e 1oun m a e 1 (Appendix B). 

These values were then plotted on a number line to demonstrat h th · 
1 e ow e items re ate to 

one another along the theoretical continuum (Figure 1, Appendix C). Supporting 

Hypothesis l , items are found to be located into two groups, positive and negative. The 

negative items are more closely grouped than the positive items. There are approximately 

twice as many negative items as there are positive items with 17 negative items ranging in 

positions from -6.185 to -1.724 and only 8 positive items in positions ranging from .378 to 

4.088. There is a portion of the continuum unrepresented in the midst of the positive 

items. Supporting Hypothesis 2, there is a portion of the continuum unrepresented 

between the groupings of positive and negative items. 

Individual location values (8) were generated and are listed in Table 2 (Appendix 

D). These values are arranged by participant, by Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory 

Score (SEI; 1957, 1967, 1998), and by location (8). The range of individual locations 

extends from -2.306 to 2.513 . This range is indicated in Figure 1 (Appendix C) showing 

how individual scores were located relative to item locations. The range of the continuum 

in which individuals were located was under represented, containing only 3 items. 

. •ty f articipants were located where Hypothesis 3 was therefore supported as the maJon ° P 

no items were found. 
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There were not enough individuals sharing a comm SEI -" 

on score to per1 orm a test 

of significance, 
th

erefore Hypothesis 4 is could not be supported. However when looking 

at the third column in Table 2 (Ordered by location, Appendix D), some weaknesses of the 

SEI become obvious. Most noticeably, the three individuals wi th SEI scores of J 00 were 

located lower on the continuum than several individuals with EI core of 92 and 96. The 

correlation between SEI scores and individual location i r = .9 . ince there i not a one 

to one relationship. it would be expected that grouping of · I core would erlap each 

other by item locati on as i een. Yet, ome of thi o erlap appears t 

example. at item location -0.9 I 8 we find an individual with a 

e, iv . F r 

re f 0. Thcr are 

14 ind ivid uals located along the continuum abo\· thi individual wh hav w r re . 

one being as low as 40. Additionall y. there an: t\\' indi\·idual with a -·1 

(locations -0. 149 and 0.320) \ ith · I ore twcl:n th m that run I w 7 and 

high as 84. 

Graphs of item expected and b r.· d re n rated and an.: rd d 

by item location (Figure · 2a-2y. pp ndix · . Th 

expected scores is also provided with each graph. Th n n-m not 01 Ul"\'C 

rcpre cntati\·e of an un foldi ng model an i. _k, _J. - . _q_ and 

2y. It can also be seen that the curv d change dir th y m eaJ 

and actually fo ld oYer at it 5 (Figur r . Hvpothe i -a wa upport d. th · Id 

fo llow the unfolding model. HO\ e er. Hypolhe i a c rr lation 

EI and indi\·idua1 lo ation ore . · d bet veen cor coeflicient of r = .95 was obtame \ 

d Core th better the b r. ed and expecte The hi oher the correlation between ° se ::, 
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particular item is at discriminating between individuals. Items 16. 17. and 2 are the poorest 

discriminators with correlation coefficients of r = .70 . . 78. and .79 (Figures 2c. 2g. and 2h: 

Appendix E). The rest of the items produced correlation coefficient of r = .80 and higher 

with 8 of the items having coefficients equal to or greater than r = .9 . 
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Chapter V 

Discussion 

Since the early I 960s, many researchers have . t d . 
pom e out weaknesses m self-

concept measures, and have called for continued validation ef+'.ort (B 198 11 s ryne, 3; Crowne 

& Stephens, 1961 ; Demo, 1985; Gecas, 1982; Shavelson, Hubner, & Stanton, 1976; 

Wylie, 1961 , 1974, 1979). Due to the inconclusiveness of past efforts, it has been 

suggested that newer methods of analysis be employed. One method which has not been 

used in this area of study is the unfolding model. This study has used such a model, the 

GGUM 2000 (Roberts 2000; Roberts, Donoghue, & Laughlin, 2000), to evaluate the 

adult version of the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory (SEI; Coopersmith, 1959, 1967, 

1989), one of the most popular and most used self-esteem measures (Johnson, Redfield, 

Miller, & Simpson, 1983; Lawton, Fergusson, & Horwood, 1989; Myhill & Lorr, 1978; 

Roberson & Miller, 1986). 

The SEI was found to conform to the unfolding model and the correlation between 

SEI scores and individual locations was high, r = .95 (supporting Hypothesis 5a but not 

supporting Hypothesis 5b ). The high correlation suggests that the SEI scale scores are a 

good indicator of how individuals relate to each other in regard to self-esteem. However, 

Roberts (Personal Communication, January 12, 2001) suggested that a high correlation 

. . .1 1 d th t "systematic discrepancies" can 
only indicates that the two scales funct10n s1m1 ar Yan a 

. • " Indeed problems were found, 
still exist at "the extreme portions of the latent continuum. ' 

h t th SEI may not be accurately 
particularly at the high end of the scale, that suggeSt t a e 



representing individual location. 

Consistent with Hypothesis 1 items were fi d . 
' oun grouped into two di tinct gr up 

(Figure I, Appendix C), those representing high and IO\ lf-e t m. Thi ,vas x 

since the original items were selected based on fitting int 
up 

(Coopersmith 1959, 1967) . It al o ugg 
lhat ,,·h n in fa t r analy i ,,i th th i 

measure. at least two factor hould be fi und. 

portion of the continuum, h r individual I 

th i - an . lh 

gro uping of p iti,·e and negati v it m . i I 1iv ly un.rep1n:scnt with m 

resp ndcnt located wh r n item arc lhi 

nature ( /\ n<l ri ult in aJ 

repn: ·cnt the onti nuum b · in , a r. th 

i. key and the l ell r th1.:y di rim in le. th' I 

(Roher1 ·. Pcr:onal mmunt ati n. Janu . 

~000) . The best ca ·c . en ri ,, ul be ii ~m , ith 

spa eJ al ng the onti nuum R rt I • I :R 

In this tud · we fi un 

items -· 16. and 17 (Fi gure _h , - . 

correla ti n · cfft i nt wcr than r = . . all th in 

o ·tli icnt of r = .9: r greater. Thi w 

good .i b of di ri minating 

s ore h uld hare imilar I ti n . H) th 

.,., 

.) .) 

EI ore \\' uld ha\'e ienifi antly di fli nt i ti aJ th ntinuum. "-
i ularly in 
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the portion under represented by items. Unfortuna 1 te Y, there were not enough individuals 

with the same SET score to perform a test of sign"fi . 
I rcance on their locations and this 

hypothesis could not be supported. However as ind· t d. h 
rca e m t e results, some interesting 

discrepancies are found when SEI scores and individ l l • . 
ua ocatrons are exammed. In 

Particular, the three individuals with SEI scores of 100 1 d were ocate lower on the 

continuum than individuals with scores of 92 and 96 (Table 2, Appendix D). 

If the items are good discriminators, then why should we find these results? 

Perhaps the answer lies in how closely located many of the items are to each other and in 

the fact that the higher end of the scale is not well represented, not only in number but in 

range. Notice that there are twice as many negative items as positive items and that the 

negative items range down to -6.185 while the positive items only range up to 4.088 

(Figure I, Appendix C). This results in an unbalanced scale. Item Response Theory 

suggests that an individual ' s actual location, or ideal point, along a theoretical continuum 

is determined by how much he or she agrees with an item (Coombs, 1964, Roberts, 1996, 

1998; Roberts & Laughlin 1996a, 1996b). And with bipolar scales such as the SEI it is 

the choice between pairs of items (based on level of agreement or disagreement with each 

item) that determine a person's ideal point location. Since the SEI does not provide an 

even distribution of items on either side of the continuum's midpoint, both in number and 

. . . t 1 d terminino an individual 's level of m range, the scale should have difficulty m accura e Y e o 

1 It· this researcher's opinion that if 
self-esteem, particularly at the high end of the sea e. rs 

. . . anoing up to around location 6.00, 
there had been a more equal number of positive items r 0 

. ulled out from among the other 
the mdividuals with scores of I 00 would have been P 
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_ s to a hi gher position or assigned a lower scale score. In addition this would likely sco1c. , 

pull all individual locations out toward the positive end of the scale to some extent (the 

e to which any location would be made more positive would vary depending upon 
degre 

I f agreement with negative items), providing better discrimination among all 
leve o 

. d. ·d als and making the SEI scores more meaningful. 
ID \VI U 



36 

Conclusion 

The Adult Version of the Coopersmith S If E 
e - steem Inventory (SEI; Coopersmith, 

I 959, 1967, 1989) fits the unfolding method, making th h . 
e met od an ideal way to evaluate 

it. Although a high correlation exists between SEI scores and · d" .d . 
m 1v1 ual locations on the 

continuum, some problems were found. The items on the SEI d 
o not appear to do a good 

job of representing the continuum addressed by the scale. A large portion of the 

theoretical continuum, the portion wherein individual locations were assigned, was under 

represented by the SEI items. Many of the negative items were located closely together, 

and although individual items were found to do a good job of discriminating between 

individuals, their usefulness in discriminating between individuals must be questioned. 

There were twice as many negative items (those representing low self-esteem) as there 

were positive items (those representing high self-esteem) and negative items covered a 

greater range than positive items, questioning the ability of the scale to accurately locate 

individuals, particularly those found at the high end of the continuum. Individuals with 

SEI scores of I 00 were located on the continuum lower than individuals with scores of 92 

and 96. As such studies involving the SEI may have drawn erroneous conclusions, 

particularly those focusing on high self-esteem. However before drawing conclusions, 

some limitations of this study must be noted. 

. • "bl to determine how invested One, the SEI is a self-report measure. It 1s 1mposs1 e 

. . t what extent they may have faked the participants were when respondmg to items or 0 

fi Id" method has been around for 
good in their responses. Two, although the un ° mg 



approximately four decades, the programs that now make ·t bl 
1 a usea e method are 
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"relatively new technology" (Roberts, Personal Communication, April 18, 2000). As such, 

any conclusions drawn from their use must be taken as tentative. Three, although the 

GGUM2000 (Roberts 2000, Roberts, Donoghue, & Laughlin 2000) has been determined 

to provide accurate results with as few as 100 participants it would ha e been better to 

have had a larger participant pool. This would have allo ed te ting for ignificant 

differences in individual locations associated with identical I ore pro iding 

additional insight into how well the SEI scores di criminat d tw n participant . nd 

for a better demographic representation would have b n d irable th sampl , 

largely Caucasian females. 

With these caveats in mind, it do appear that th r 

widely accepted SEI and, perhap , with ther \J idel a 

that have been created in imilar fashion u h th 

(Rosenberg, 1965). Based on thi tud ', n an n t d t m1in th 

of the SEI , but one can ju tiftabl qu lion it. Thi then rin 

m th 

validity f 

r ear h ~ u d n hi h If t m. It w uld pa t self-esteem research, particular! 

interesting to use the unfolding meth d to d ign 8 n w lf-e 1 mm ure. Thi w uld 

all ow the selection of items that better repr ent th ntinuum in qu u n and 

. . b ure It would then theoret1cally provide a etter mea · 
ibl to repli t past tudi 

th finding . and, using the individual location values, reas e 
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APPENDIX B 

Table 1 

Item locations by item and by location (8). 

Ordered by Item Ordered by Location 

Item _8_ Item _8_ 

1 4.088 25 -6.185 

2 -4.085 22 -6.036 

3 -2.311 16 -5.871 

4 0.892 10 -5.357 

5 0.378 24 -5 .126 

6 -4.075 11 -4.276 

7 -3.201 17 -4.113 

8 2.680 2 -4.085 

9 3.319 6 -4.075 

10 -5.357 15 -3.953 

11 -4.276 23 -3.455 

12 -3.391 12 -3.391 

13 -1.724 7 -3.201 

14 1.089 18 -3.110 

-3.953 
21 -2.877 

15 -2.311 
-5.871 

3 
16 -1.724 

-4.113 
13 

17 0.378 
-3.110 

5 
18 4 0.892 
19 2.716 14 1.089 
20 2.908 8 2.680 

21 -2.877 19 2.716 

22 -6.036 20 2.908 

23 -3.455 9 3.319 

24 -5 .126 1 4.088 

25 -6.185 



#6 
#22 #24 #17#15 #12 # 18 #14 #19 

#25 t l 6 #10 #11 #2 #23 # 7#21 # 3 # 13 #5 #4, #8 #20 #9 
I • • I ••• - ••• • • . ' 1 • I I • 1 
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-2 .306 Ra nge o f Participant Locottons (Theta) 2.513 

Figure 1. Item locations a.l ong the theoreti cal conti nuum underl y ing the Coopersmith Self-Es teem Inventory. The range of 
the conti nuum over which participant locatj ons were located is a.l so ind icated . For the numerical location for each of the 
item s above see Table 1, page 48 . 
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APPENDIX D 

Table 2 

Individual locations by Participant (P), SEI score, and GGUM values (0). 

Ordered b SEI Score Ordered b Location 

L SEI 0 L SEI -L L SEI _JL_ 76 0.017 40 8 -2.306 40 8 -2.306 2 92 1.005 93 16 -2.103 79 24 -2.254 
3 84 0.412 125 24 -1.689 93 16 -2.103 
5 52 -0.825 7 24 -1.738 7 24 -1.738 
6 76 -0.030 79 24 -2.254 125 24 -1.689 
7 24 -1.738 129 28 -1.460 81 36 -1.516 
8 68 -0.240 147 36 -1.516 23 40 -1.509 
9 76 -0.063 81 36 -1.504 147 36 -1.504 

10 72 -0.421 119 36 -1.312 129 28 -1.460 
11 76 0.015 15 40 -1.509 92 44 -1.369 
12 96 1.058 23 40 -1.254 119 36 -1.312 
13 92 1.124 14 40 -1.248 15 40 -1 .254 
14 40 -1 .248 59 40 -0.985 14 40 -1 .248 
15 40 -1.254 70 44 -1.369 70 44 -1.131 
16 76 -0.136 91 44 -1.131 17 48 -1 .079 
17 48 -1.079 92 44 -0.884 105 52 -1.016 

18 84 0.349 17 48 -1.079 131 48 -0.991 

19 100 1.315 131 48 -0.991 59 40 -0.985 

20 92 0.837 103 48 -0.983 132 48 -0.983 

21 80 0.115 33 48 -0.896 138 52 -0.934 
-0.918 111 48 -0.892 72 60 22 92 0.893 
-0.896 132 48 -0.821 111 48 23 40 -1.509 

-1.016 103 48 -0.892 
24 76 0.116 5 52 

-0.884 -0.934 91 44 25 96 1.164 105 52 
-0.825 -0.825 5 52 

26 52 -0.751 26 52 
-0.821 33 48 

27 96 2.289 61 52 -0.804 
52 -0.804 -0.773 61 29 96 1.495 138 52 
52 -0.773 63 

30 64 -0.678 63 52 -0.751 
56 -0.765 -0.765 113 

31 72 -0.353 49 56 
52 -0.751 

-0.746 26 
32 0.964 58 56 

56 -0.746 92 
-0.714 66 

33 48 -0.821 107 56 
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Ordered b SEI Score 
Ordered bv Location 

L SEI _8_ L SEI _JL_ L SEI _J)_ 34 84 0.484 115 56 -0.668 99 60 -0.727 35 80 -0 .149 66 56 -0.648 58 56 -0.7 14 36 64 -0.488 113 56 -0.618 30 64 -0.678 37 72 -0.245 99 60 -0.918 107 56 -0.668 38 92 0.886 86 60 -0.727 120 60 -0.648 39 84 0.430 72 60 -0.648 49 6 -0.648 40 8 -2 .306 116 60 -0.627 116 60 -0.6_ 7 
41 64 -0.358 120 60 -0.458 115 6 -0.618 
42 64 -0.559 41 64 -0.678 64 -0. 9 
43 68 -0.243 30 64 -0.559 -0. 
44 76 0.079 42 64 -0.515 -0. 
45 76 -0.194 36 64 -0.488 -0. 
46 96 2.289 127 64 -0.469 -0. 
47 76 -0.038 67 64 -0.4_9 -0 
49 56 -0.648 136 64 -0. 8 -0 
50 72 -0.157 77 64 -0 . 10 -
51 92 0.700 143 64 -0. 7 -
53 84 0.310 8 68 -0.327 41 -
54 92 0.730 43 68 -0.243 77 
56 72 -0.082 101 68 -0.240 I 7_ -0. 

57 84 0.599 56 72 -0.4 I IOI -0. _7 

58 56 -0.7 14 6 72 -0.41 7 114 -0. 0 

59 40 -0.985 108 72 -0. 7 -0. 4 

60 76 -0.075 10 72 -0. 4 -0. 4 
- . 40 61 52 -0.804 31 72 -0. 
-0. -62 92 2.5 13 50 7 -0. l 7 
-0. 1 4 -0.0 7 63 52 -0.773 123 
-0. I 7 0.0 7 7 

65 72 0.027 37 
80 -0.149 

66 56 -0.746 16 76 -0.306 
76 -0. I 6 16 67 64 -0.383 24 76 -0.194 
76 -0.104 -0.136 14 

68 100 1.3 15 60 76 
7 -0.0 2 -0.104 6 

69 0.683 47 76 
76 -0.075 88 

-0.075 60 
70 44 -1.131 144 76 

9 76 -0.063 
0.126 96 76 -0.063 

76 -0 .038 71 80 47 
-0.9 18 45 76 -0.038 

6 76 -0.030 72 60 
-0.030 73 76 0.020 73 76 

117 80 0.010 
44 76 0.015 74 84 0.507 



APPENDIX D (continued) 
52 

Ordered bv Partici ant Ordered b SEI Score 
Ordered b Location 

L SEI _ 8 _ L SEI _JL_ _f_ SEI 75 80 0.162 148 76 _JL_ 0.017 11 76 0.015 76 80 0.169 114 76 0.020 1 76 0.017 77 64 -0.356 112 76 0.036 73 76 0.020 78 80 0.175 6 76 0.039 65 72 0.027 79 24 -2.254 11 76 0.079 112 76 0.036 80 96 1.121 1 76 0.116 144 76 0.039 81 36 -1.516 9 76 0.129 110 80 0.059 
82 100 1.315 78 80 -0.149 44 76 0.079 
83 84 0.424 126 80 0.010 126 80 0. 109 
84 96 1.164 76 80 0.059 21 80 0. 11 
85 96 1.495 117 80 0.109 24 76 0.1 16 
86 60 -0.458 35 80 0.115 71 80 0. 126 
87 88 0.725 110 80 0.1 26 96 76 0.1 9 
88 96 1.121 109 80 0. 162 75 0 0.162 
89 88 0.464 21 80 0.169 76 80 0. 16 
90 92 0.822 71 80 0.175 7 0 0. 
91 44 -0.884 75 80 0.320 106 4 0. 
92 44 - I .369 83 84 0.240 4 0. 
93 16 -2.103 3 84 0.310 109 80 0 
94 92 1.124 34 84 0.349 18 0. 

95 88 0.479 39 84 0.412 0. 

96 76 0.129 18 84 0.420 0 

97 92 0.830 57 84 0.424 0 

99 60 -0.727 53 84 0.430 0 
0.464 100 92 0.737 74 84 0.484 
0.479 IOI 68 -0.327 128 84 0.507 
0.48 84 0.599 84 103 48 -0.892 106 
0. 07 

89 88 0.464 74 84 104 92 0.795 
0.479 57 84 0.599 

105 52 -1.016 95 88 
88 0.683 69 106 84 0.240 87 88 0.683 
92 0.694 1''9 107 56 -0.668 118 88 0. 725 
92 0.700 51 108 72 -0.417 69 88 0.733 
88 0.725 

0.694 87 
109 80 0.320 104 92 

92 0.730 
0.700 54 

110 80 0.059 94 92 
118 88 0. 733 

111 48 -0 .896 90 92 0.730 
92 0.737 100 

112 76 0.036 97 92 0.737 
92 0.793 I,.,,., 

0.793 
_,_, 

113 56 -0.765 2 92 
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Ordered b SEI Score 
Ordered b Location 

L SEI _0_ L SEI -L 
114 76 -0.306 54 92 0.795 

_£_ SEI _JL_ 

115 56 -0.618 100 92 
104 92 0.795 0.822 90 92 1 I 6 60 -0.627 139 92 0.830 

0.822 

I 17 80 0.010 145 
97 92 0.830 92 0.837 20 92 

1 I 8 88 0.733 141 0.837 92 0.859 141 
119 36 -1.312 62 

92 0.859 92 0.886 38 92 0.886 
120 60 -0.648 32 92 0.893 22 92 0.893 
123 72 -0.226 51 92 0.964 140 96 0.942 
124 96 1.164 13 92 1.005 32 92 0.964 
125 24 -1.689 22 92 1.005 145 92 1.005 
126 80 0.109 38 92 1.124 2 92 1.005 
127 64 -0.429 20 92 1.124 137 96 1.056 
128 84 0.420 134 92 1.669 12 96 1.058 
129 28 -1.460 133 92 2.513 80 96 1.121 
130 96 1.164 46 96 0.942 88 96 1.121 
131 48 -0.991 85 96 1.056 94 92 1.124 
132 48 -0.983 25 96 1.058 13 92 1.124 
133 92 0.793 27 96 1.121 135 96 1.156 
134 92 1.669 80 96 1.121 25 96 1.164 
135 96 1.156 135 96 1.156 130 96 1.164 

136 64 -0.515 84 96 1.164 84 96 1.164 

137 96 1.056 137 96 1.164 124 96 1.164 

138 52 -0.934 130 96 1.164 82 100 1.315 

139 92 0.694 88 96 1.164 19 100 1.315 

140 96 0.942 140 96 1.495 68 100 1.315 

141 92 0.859 29 96 1.495 29 96 1.495 

143 64 -0.469 124 96 2.289 85 96 1.495 

144 76 0.039 12 96 2.289 134 92 1.669 

145 92 1.005 19 100 1.315 27 96 2.289 

147 68 100 1.315 46 96 2.289 
36 -1.504 2.513 

148 76 -0.104 82 100 1.315 62 92 
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Appendix E 

Figures 2a - 2f 

Observed Item Responses (dots) and Average Expected Item Responses 
Average . d 0 ~ . 

1 
) as a Function of Mean Estimate i - ui. Arranged by Item Location. 
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Appendix E ( continued) 

Figures 2g - 21 

Observed Item Responses (dots) and Average Expected Item Re pones 
Average . . . 

1 
s) as a f unction of Mean Estimated ei -~\ Arranged b Item Location. 
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Appendix E (continued) 

figures 2m - 2r 

Observed Item Responses (dots) and Average Expected Item Responses 
A ~eragle ) as a Function of Mean Estimated 0i - ?\. Arranged by Item Location. 
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Figures 2s - 2x 

O
bserved Item Responses (dots) and Average Expected Item Responses 

M~~ . 0 ~ . 
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) as a f unction of Mean Estimated i - ui. Arranged by Item Location. 
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Figure 2 y 

Average Observed Item Responses (dots) and Average Expected Item Responses 
(triangles) as a Function of Mean Estimated 0j - oj. Arranged by Item Location. 
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