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Abstract

Self-esteem is an extremely important core issue in the field of psychological research as it
has a great impact on human development, health, well-being, and life outcomes. The
measurement of self-esteem is a long-standing issue in psychology. Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-
Esteem Scale is the most frequently and widely used self-esteem scale all over the world. This
paper, through CNKI search, finds that 43 or 45 papers (with journal names containing the
word “psychology” and key words including “self-esteem”) used Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
to measure self-esteem, among which, 42 papers used Chinese versions of the Rosenberg
Self-Esteem Scale and most used the classic version (Ji & Yu, 1993; Wang, et al., 1999) with
Item 8 translated in a positive tone and scored reversely. Through literature review, this paper
finds that there are two Chinese versions of the whole scale; there is a dispute about the
treatment of Item 8; there are four versions of the translation of Item 8; and there are five
ways to deal with Item 8. Based on the previous study, this study proposed a new negative
translation of Item 8 which is faithful to the original, consistent with the Chinese culture, and
clear to understand. The reverse scoring of this translation of Item 8 is consistent with the
original design of the scale by Rosenberg (1965). It is hoped that this study can provide
insights into the future choice and use of Chinese versions of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale,
the future study of self-esteem, and the future study of self-esteem scales.
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Introduction
Theoretical Foundation

Self-esteem, the self-evaluation and self-acceptance of self-competence and worth and
value, is influenced by family Mao et al (2023); Krauss et al (2020); Wei (1999), school Wei
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(1998) and life experiences Seaton & Carter (2020) and has a great impact on human health
(Nguyen, 2019; Park & Yang, 2017), development Yu et al (2022); Huang (2022), well-being
Zell & Johansson (2024); Wei et al (2010); Zhang (2007) and life outcomes (Orth et al., 2012).

The dictionary definition of self-esteem is “To esteem a thing is to prize it, to set a high
mental valuation upon it; when applied to persons, esteem carries also the warmer interest
of approval, cordiality, and affection” (Williams, 1979). The definition of self-esteem from the
Cambridge Advanced Learner's Dictionary & Thesaurus Online is “belief and confidence in
your own ability and value” and Cambridge Academic Content Dictionary Online defines it as
“respect for yourself”. Encyclopedia Britannica Online says “Self-esteem (psychology), Sense
of personal worth and ability that is fundamental to an individual’s identity. Family
relationships during childhood are believed to play a crucial role in its development. Parents
may foster self-esteem by expressing affection and support for the child as well as by helping
the child set realistic goals for achievement instead of imposing unreachably high standards.”

It can be seen that self-esteem refers to whether one appreciates and values oneself.
One’s self-esteem is greatly influenced by parents and develops and changes as a result of life
experiences and interactions with other people.

In the academic field, James (1890) was the first to identify self-esteem as a distinct
psychological construct. He proposed that self-esteem is the degree to which an individual
realizes his ambition, that is, self-esteem = success/pretension. According to Steffenhagen
and Steffenhagen (1985), self-esteem includes self-concept (psychological), self-image
(physical) and social concept (cultural). Tafarodi et al (1999) and Tafarodi and Swann (2001)
believe that there are two dimensions of overall self-esteem: self-competence and self-liking.
It is believed by many scholars Coopersmith (1967); Rosenberg (1965); Dutton et al (1997),
etc.) that self-esteem refers to the self-evaluation and experience of self-worth obtained by
individuals in the process of social comparison. Rosenberg (1965) defined self-esteem as a
person’s set of attitudes and beliefs with which he or she interacts with the world. Shavelson
et al (1976) proposed the hypothesis that self-esteem/self-concept is a multidimensional
construct, which was tested and proved by (Fleming and Watts, 1980).

Self-esteem is the result of an individual’s self-evaluation of his or her social role. Self-
esteem is formed through social comparison and is the result of an individual’s self-evaluation
of his or her social role. Self-esteem first manifests itself in self-respect and self-love. Self-
esteem also includes the expectation of respect from others and society.

Individuals who have insufficient self-esteem will be unable to appropriately deal with
their own and others’ evaluations, respond rationally and promptly to the demands or
occurrences of their social environment, and relieve basic anxieties in life. To put it simply,
these kinds of people are unable to carry out social life normally. Consequently, individuals
who have inadequate self-esteem (i.e., low self-esteem) usually present a bad self-image to
society, which specifically manifests two types of behaviours or attitudes: one is self-harming
behaviours or attitudes, which are primarily self-directed. It manifests itself in the form of
self-deprecation, self-pity, self-contempt, and even suicide; an alternative form consists of
narcissistic or self-centred behaviours and attitudes, mainly directed towards others and the
environment. Irresponsibility, apathy, egocentrism, animosity, aggression towards others,
retaliation against society, and other extreme and sinful conduct may ensue, potentially
culminating in crimes.

To sum up, self-esteem is how one feels about oneself and is greatly influenced by
parents and life experiences. It is uni-dimensional or multi-dimensional. It has a great
influence on human development and well-being.
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The Measurement of Self-Esteem

Measuring self-esteem is a long-standing topic in psychology. Historically, people have
adopted or developed many methods and tools for measuring self-esteem, such as the
"experience sampling method", "Q sorting method", "peer evaluation method", "reaction
time method", etc. In fact, most psychologists still rely on traditional self-report methods.

Zheng and Cai (2019) mentioned that the measurement of self-esteem mainly adopts
the self-report method, and there are more than 200 self-esteem scales. Among them, the
commonly used ones abroad are: Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-Esteem Scale (SES), Coopersmith’s
(1967) Self-Esteem Inventory (CSEI), Feelings of Inadequacy Scale (FIS) Janis & Field (1959),
Texas Social Behavior Inventory (TSBI) Helmreich & Stapp (1974), Two-Dimensional Self-
Esteem Scale (SLCS-R) Tafarodi & Swann (2001) and Body Esteem Scale (BES) Franzoi & Shields
(1984), etc. The commonly used ones in China are the Self-Worth Scale (SWS) Huang & Yang
(1998); Wei's (1997) Children's Self-Esteem Scale, etc. They are all self-description
questionnaires.

By searching the “self-esteem scale”, “measure self-esteem”, “self-esteem
guestionnaire”, and “self-esteem instrument”, in the subject column and abstract column
separately in the Chinese largest academic database CNKI (China National Knowledge
Infrastructure), the outcome is 445 when searching “self-esteem scale” in the subject, and is
5059 when searching it in the abstract. For “measure self-esteem” as the subject, 312
outcomes and as the abstract, 92 outcomes. For “self-esteem questionnaire” as the subject,
44 outcomes and as the abstract, 209 outcomes. For “self-esteem instrument” as the subject,
five outcomes and as the abstract, two outcomes. “Rosenberg self-esteem scale” as subject,
785 outcomes and as abstract, 1296 outcomes. “self-esteem inventory” as subject, two
outcomes and as abstract, 54 outcomes. “Feelings of Inadequacy Scale” as subject, two
outcomes and as abstract, 75 outcomes. “Texas Social Behavior Inventory” as subject, zero
outcomes and as abstract, 34 outcomes. “Two-Dimensional Self-Esteem Scale” as subject,
three outcomes and as abstract, 37 outcomes. “Body Esteem Scale” as subject, 38 outcomes
and as abstract, 316 outcomes.

Some scholars e.g. Rosenberg (1965) think that global self-evaluation has the greatest
potential for prediction whereas others e.g. Janis & Field (1959) contend that the more
specific measures, which are derived from aspects of the individual, are the optimal. We do
not take positions on specific issues. Instead, we recommend that researchers choose a
theoretically sound and empirically sensitive measure based on the level of specificity.

Typically, the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale and the Texas Social Behaviour Scale assess
general or global self-esteem; the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale, the Janis and Field Feelings
of Inadequacy Scale, and The Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory investigate particular
dimensions of self-esteem; the Pierce-Harris Children’s Self-Concept Scale, and the Self-
Perception Profile for Children are designed specifically for children. According to Schmitt and
Allik (2005), the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale has been translated into 28 languages and is
widely used in 53 countries around the world. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale is the most
popular and widely-used scale to measure self-esteem all over the world. During its use in
China, the most controversial aspect is undoubtedly the handling of item 8. Some Chinese
scholars Han et al (2005); Tian (2006); Shen & Cai (2008); Lin & Huang (2010) have conducted
research and discussions on this matter, but in the end, no consensus has been reached. Given
the high usage rate and wide application of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale in China, there
is an urgent need to have a unified treatment method for item 8 to make the research results
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comparable. To this end, this study explores several treatment methods to select a more
appropriate one.

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
Original Version of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale

Rosenberg (1965) defines self-esteem as a favorable or unfavorable attitude toward
oneself. Rosenberg's (1965) Self-esteem Scale is the most widely used measure of global self-
esteem all over the world. Indeed, apart from using it to measure self-esteem, scholars also
frequently use it as the standard to seek convergence when developing other measures. As
can be seen in CNKI, Chinese scholars also like to use it to measure global self-esteem or to
seek convergence. It contains 10 items to measure both positive and negative feelings about
the self. The responses to each item are provided on a four-point Likert scale that spans from
"strongly agree" to "strongly disagree." Give “Strongly Disagree” 1 point, “Disagree” 2 points,
“Agree” 3 points, and “Strongly Agree” 4 points. Five items are reversely scored. Sum scores
for all ten items. Keep scores on a continuous scale. Higher scores indicate higher self-esteem.

Although some researchers (Hensley & Roberts, 1976; Dobson et al.,, 1979) have
identified two highly correlated factors, one of which corresponds to negatively worded items,
it is believed that the scale is unidimensional (Hensley, 1977; Simpson & Boyal, 1967).
Greenberg et al. (2003) find that the original version (consists of five positively worded and
five negatively worded items) fits a two-factor model while the reworded version (comprised
of 10 positively worded or 10 negatively worded items) fits a one-factor model, which
indicates that the two dimensions (positive and negative) are merely an artifact of item
wording. The Chinese scholars Wang et al (2010) have the same finding: the dimension of the
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale is influenced by the item statement method.

Chinese Versions of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
Classical Chinese Version of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale was introduced by Ji and Yu (1993) to China in the
1990s. And Wang et al (1999) include the translation of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale by Ji and
Yu (1993) in their handbook: Rating Scales for Mental Health, which has been cited by most
of the published papers since the publication of it.

The translation of Item 8 “I wish | could have more respect for myself” to Chinese is in a
positive tone: “FRATEIREEN H LIS E L ZLE” [“I wish | could earn more respect for
myself”]. Wang et al (1998) test the validity and reliability of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale
and get good results, but they suggest revising the translation of Item 8 because it is
translated in a positive tone with reverse scoring.

The Version of Yang et al. (1997)

Yang et al (1997) translated the book of Robinson et al. (1991/1997). In it, Item 8 is
translated to a negative tone “IRE R BEE S H UL 77 [“If only | could think more
highly of myself”]. This implies the negative meaning that “I look down on myself”, which is
consistent with reverse scoring. Wang et al (2010) mentioned that the translation of Item 8
in Ji and Yu (1993); Wang et al (1999) is not so appropriate so that for Item 8, they use the
version of (Yang et al.,, 1997). The whole scale of Yang et al (1997) is used in Tsinghua
University Questionnaire System. However, the usage rate of it is not as high as that of (Ji and
Yu, 1993; Wang et al., 1999).
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The Version of Han et al (2005)

The classical translation of Item 8 is: “A LA N H CwmfFFE L B E” [“1 wish |
could earn more respect for myself”] (Ji & Yu, 1993; Wang et al., 1999). Han et al (2005)
mentioned that most Chinese people normally understand it as: "l already have self-esteem,
but it is not enough. | hope to get more." Obviously, this is a positive tone, but the original
designer of the questionnaire listed this item as a reverse item. This is mainly caused by the
cultural differences between China and the West. In view of the contradiction between the
Chinese description of this item and the design direction of the original questionnaire, the
following three solutions were proposed.

The first way is to delete Item 8 as done by (Shen et al., 2003). They thought the Chinese
translation of Item 8 had the opposite direction of the original design so that they deleted
Iltem 8, and the Cronbach a of the scale was 0.80. The second is to modify the Chinese
expression of the item. That is, according to the original English version, it is translated as a
euphemistic tone “HAEHEH 2 — S BB WA 77 [l wish | could have a little more self-
esteem"]. This statement contains the meaning of "l don't have enough self-esteem now and
need more self-esteem"”, which may eliminate the contradiction between the classical
Chinese translation and the original questionnaire design. The third is to change the item to
positive scoring. For example, Qian (1995) did this in his doctoral thesis "Research on the Goal
Level and Self-Evaluation of Depressed People". After a comparison of positive scoring and
reverse scoring, Han et al (2005) suggested changing Item 8 from reverse scoring to positive
scoring.

The Version of Tian (2006)
Tian (2006) points out that our country’s cultural tradition focuses on “humility is a

n u

virtue”, “pride makes people fall behind, and humility makes people progress”, and the spirit
of continuous improvement: “the sea of learning has no limits”, “there is no end to learning”,
etc., which makes it possible for even those who already have high self-esteem to show
modesty in the hope of continuing to earn respect for themselves. It is entirely possible that,
in our culture, the formulation of Item 8 is positive and active, rather than reverse and
negative, as it is perceived in the West. If this is the case, then Item 8 should not be reversely
scored in the Chinese version of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. Shen et al. (2003) also
explicitly mentioned the problem, arguing that Item 8 was the opposite of the original scale
design in terms of directionality, and therefore removed the question from the subsequent
statistics. Tian (2006) informally interviewed some subjects about the item and found that
they basically understood the item in accordance with the positive item and believed that the
item reflected a positive tendency.

According to the data analysis of Tian (2006), if ltem 8 was scored positively, the 10 items
of the scale had good discriminatory power; the reliability was improved; and the criterion-
related validity and structural validity were not much affected. However, if ltem 8 was deleted,
the reliability of the scale would be further improved, and the criterion validity of the scale
would not be much affected, but the structural validity would be optimised significantly.
Therefore, Tian (2006) suggested that it is best to remove Item 8 when using the Chinese
version of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, which will improve the reliability and validity of
the scale; if it is scored as a positive item, the reliability of the scale can also be improved;
however, it is not suitable to be treated as a reverse item in any case, otherwise, it will not
only affect the reliability and validity of the scale but also affect the research results and
conclusions, and it will also go against the rigorous academic attitude and research philosophy.
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Yan et al (2021) adopted Tian’s (2006) suggestion to use positive scoring of Item 8. Yan
et al (2021) tested the self-esteem levels of 47887 students (20323 junior high school students,
15671 senior high school or technical secondary school students, and 14410 college or
university students) between 13 and 22 years old from 31 provinces of China. Item analysis
showed that the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale had satisfactory item discrimination (r=0.40—
0.76). The confirmative factor analysis indicated good fit of the scale. The Cronbach a
coefficients of the junior high school students, senior high school students, and college
students were 0.87, 0.87, and 0.88 respectively, and the test-retest reliability (ICC) was 0.80,
0.74, and 0.72 respectively.

The Version of Shen and Cai (2008)

Shen and Cai (2008) compared three ways of translation of Item 8: a. a positive tone: “F&
RN E O E L BE”[“l wish | could earn more respect for myself”’] (Ji & Yu,
1993; Wang et al., 1999); b. a euphemistic tone “FR A LAEFHZ — s H BT T ["1 wish |
could have a little more self-esteem"] Han et al (2005); c. a negative tone “F i 15 55 K HE
DLIRTS B Z R4 " [“I think it will be difficult for me to gain more respect in the future”]
(Shen & Cai, 2008). It was found that the internal consistency reliability of the scales consisting
of positive, euphemistic, and negative expressions were 0-82, 0-83, and 0-88, respectively.
Shen and Cai (2008) looked up the word “wish” in the Oxford English Grammar Dictionary and
found it leads to a clause that is in the subjunctive mood, indicating "the opposite of what is
true, or a wish that is unlikely to be fulfilled in the future". In Item 8 of the English original
version, the verb form in the “wish” cause is “could have”, which expresses a wish that is
unlikely to be fulfilled in the future. From this point of view, there is no problem in doing
reverse scoring for Item 8 from the perspective of the English cultural background, because
every respondent will interpret it as "a wish that is unlikely to be fulfilled in the future”.
However, Chinese grammar does not have the subjunctive mood, and the Chinese-speaking
respondents would not think so when they are faced with the sentence "l wish | could earn
more respect for myself". In addition, as a wish, respondents with both high and low self-
esteem may make consistent (tend to "conform") choices when confronted with this
expression, thus reducing its discriminant validity. Thus, Shen and Cai (2008) suggested using
a negative tone to translate Item 8, which was supported by Lin and Huang (2010).

The Version of Wang et al (2010); Dai et al (2023)

Wang et al (2010); Dai et al (2023) are the same. They revise the version of (Ji and Yu,
1993; Wang et al., 1999). For Items 1 to 7 and 9 to 10, the version of Wang et al (2010) Dai et
al (2023) is almost the same as (Ji and Yu, 1993; Wang et al., 1999). However, for Item 8, they
use the version of Yang et al (1997) because the negative tone matches the reverse scoring.
The usage of this version is not as much as the previous ones.

Summary of Versions

First, altogether, there are two Chinese versions of the whole scale: a. (Ji and Yu, 1993;
Wang et al., 1999; Yang et al., 1997). Second, there are four versions of the translation of Item
8: a. a positive tone: “F A BILAE N H C AT 5 2 B E”[“ wish | could earn more respect
for myself”] Ji & Yu (1993); Wang et al (1999); b. a negative tone “FRE /& Ae & 15t H St i
7" [“If only | could think more highly of myself”] Yang et al (1997); c. a euphemistic tone “FX
HEEBEHZ — S BB 7 'l wish | could have a little more self-esteem"] Han et al
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(2005); d. a negative tone “F& L 15 FAG KM DASRAT B 2 B E” [“] think it will be difficult
for me to gain more respect in the future”] (Shen & Cai, 2008). Third, there are five ways to
deal with Item 8: a. to delete it Tian (2006); b. to use a positive tone to express it and do
positive scoring Tian (2006); c. to use a positive tone and do reverse scoring (Ji & Yu, 1993;
Wang et al., 1999); d. to use a negative tone and do reverse scoring Shen & Cai (2008); Lin &
Huang (2010); e. to use a euphemistic tone and do reverse scoring (Han et al., 2005). The
following part of the paper will discuss the usage of the scale in China in the recent three
years (2022-2024) to see which version is used most frequently.

The Use of Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale in China in the Recent Three Years

Through searching CNKI for published papers with the keyword “self-esteem”, it has
been found that there are a total of 5658 papers, the earliest of which was published in 1992.
And the quadratic search with the Chinese word “psychology” in the names of the journals
generates 1372 articles. Among them, there are 469 research papers (including 245 academic
journal papers and 224 conference abstracts). Among the 245 journal papers, there were 45
CSSCI (Chinese Social Sciences Citation Index) papers during the last three years from 2022 to
2024.

Among the 45 CSSCI papers, 43 of which used the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, with a
usage rate of about 95.56% of the total. It indicates that the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale is
still the most frequently used scale to test self-esteem levels in China. Among these 45 papers,
excluding two papers that used the Harter Self-Perception Profile for Children and one paper
that used the original English version of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale to test 209 Indians,
the remaining 42 papers used the Chinese versions of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale.

Among these 42 papers, 32 papers used the Likert 4-point scale, accounting for about
76.19% of the total; 8 papers used the Likert 5-point scale, accounting for about 19.05% of
the total; 1 paper used the 6-point scale, accounting for about 2.38% of the total; and one
paper used the Likert 7-point scale, accounting for about 2.38% of the total. It shows that
most papers used the Likert-4 point scale.

For the number of items used, 36 of the 42 papers used 10 items, accounting for about
85.714% of the total; 5 papers used 9 items with deletion of Item 8, accounting for about
11.905% of the total; 1 paper only used 5 positive items, accounting for about 2.381% of the
total. It shows that most papers used 10 items.

For the handling of Item 8, five papers, about 11.905% of the total, deleted Item 8; five
papers, about 11.905% of the total, used a positive tone and did positive scoring; 31 papers,
about 73.809% of the total used a positive tone and did reverse scoring; one paper, about
2.381% of the total, used a negative tone and did reverse scoring; no paper used a
euphemistic tone and did reverse scoring. It shows that most papers used the positive tone
and did reverse scoring as the classic Chinese version (Ji & Yu, 1993; Wang et al., 1999) did.

For the Chinese versions of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale used, 19 of the 42 papers
used the version of Ji and Yu (1993); Wang et al (1999), accounting for about 45.238% of the
total; 10 papers used Tian’s (2006) version, accounting for about 23.810% of the total; 1 paper
used Shen and Cai’s (2008) version, accounting for 2.381% of the total; and 12 papers
(accounting for about 28.571% of the total) did not specify which version was used, but all of
them used 10 items, and Item 8 was reverse scored, so they presumably used the classic
Chinese version of (Ji and Yu, 1993; Wang et al., 1999). It can be seen that most of the papers
use the version of Ji and Yu (1993); Wang et al (1999) and some take Tian’s (2006) suggestion
to delete Item 8 or positively score it. Only one paper used the version of (Shen and Cai, 2008).
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The versions of Yang et al (1997); Wang et al (2010); Dai et al (2023) were not used in CSSCI
papers (with journal names containing the word “psychology” and key words including “self-
esteem”) in the recent three years. Therefore, the classical one is still popular.

Among the 42 papers, the Cronbach a of the scale was from 0.67 to 0.94; only one was
0.67, 11 were below 0.8; 30 were no less than 0.80; one was not reported. The five papers
that deleted Item 8 reported the Cronbach a of the scale: 0.86, 0.78, 0.87, 0.84, 0.88. The five
papers that positively scored Item 8 reported the Cronbach a of the scale: 0.81, 0.83, 0.91,
0.74, 0.889. The one paper that used the version of Shen and Cai (2008) reported the
Cronbach a of the scale: 0.895. The one paper that used only five positive items of the version
of Ji and Yu (1993); Wang et al (1999) reported the Cronbach a of the scale: 0.88. It can be
seen that no matter what versions are used and how to deal with Item 8, the Cronbach a
seems acceptable.

Implications for Handling Item 8

As can be seen from the above discussion, there are four versions of the translation of
Item 8: a. a positive tone: “FAT EHKEE N H CifF 5 2 B E”[“] wish | could earn more
respect for myself”] (Ji & Yu, 1993; Wang et al., 1999); b. a negative tone “FKE /& BEFH 15t
H 2 tif 7 [“If only | could think more highly of myself”] (Yang et al., 1997); c. a euphemistic
tone “FRAHEAETHZ — S EHZE L 7 [ wish | could have a little more self-esteem"] Han
et al (2005); d. a negative tone “FR I3 TR KA LIRS B 2 U EE” [ think it will be
difficult for me to gain more respect in the future”] (Shen & Cai, 2008). Besides, there are five
ways to deal with Item 8: a. to delete it Tian (2006); b. to use a positive tone to express it and
do positive scoring Tian (2006); c. to use a positive tone and do reverse scoring Ji & Yu (1993);
Wang et al (1999); d. to use a negative tone and do reverse scoring Shen & Cai (2008); Lin &
Huang (2010); e. to use a euphemistic tone and do reverse scoring (Han et al., 2005).

Through the data analysis of the 42 CSSCI papers (with journal names containing the
word “psychology” and key words including “self-esteem”) in China in recent three years
(2022-2024), it is found that five papers, about 11.905% of the total, deleted Item 8; five
papers, about 11.905% of the total, used a positive tone and did positive scoring; 31 papers,
about 73.809% of the total used a positive tone and did reverse scoring; one paper, about
2.381% of the total, used a negative tone and did reverse scoring; no paper used a
euphemistic tone and did reverse scoring. It shows that most papers used the positive tone
and did reverse scoring.

Although it can be seen in the previous section of this paper that most papers used
positive tone and did reverse scoring as the classic Chinese version Ji & Yu (1993); Wang et al
(1999) did and no matter what versions are used and how to deal with the Item 8, the
Cronbach a seems acceptable, the current study suggests using a negative tone and reverse
scoring because this is consistent with the original design of the scale. This idea coincides with
(Lin and Huang, 2010). And there is an urgent need to harmonise the treatment of Item 8 to
make the study results comparable. On the basis of the previous translations, this paper
proposes a negative translation: “ A AL, (H & FRBE PR R ME LIRS E 2 11 5 &
[Although | wish, | feel that it will be difficult for me to gain more self-esteem in the future”].
This connotes the meaning that | feel | do not have enough self-esteem now and | wish to
have more self-esteem but | know that it is difficult for me to gain more respect for myself in
the future. It implies the judgement of the current self-esteem level, the hope for higher self-
esteem, and the unconfidence to gain more respect for oneself in the future. This translation
is faithful to the original and expresses the meaning clearly so that it will not mislead the
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Chinese respondents. This translation of a negative tone should be scored reversely. The
future study can use the classic Chinese version (Ji & Yu, 1993; Wang et al., 1999) and change
Item 8 to this translation and check the validity and reliability of the scale. It is hoped that this
can benefit the study of self-esteem and self-esteem scale.

Significance and Summary

Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-Esteem Scale, as an instrument for measuring self-esteem level,
is the most frequently used instrument in the current psychological field of China due to its
high reliability and validity, concision and convenience. However, there is a dispute about how
to deal with Item 8. Up to now, there is no harmonised solution. There is an urgent need to
harmonise the treatment of Item 8 to make study results comparable.

Through literature review, this study finds that there are two Chinese versions of the
whole scale: a. Ji and Yu (1993); Wang et al (1999); Yang et al (1997), and there are four
versions of the translation of Item 8: a positive tone Ji & Yu (1993); Wang et al (1999), a
negative tone Yang et al (1997), a euphemistic tone Han et al (2005), a negative tone (Shen &
Cai, 2008). Besides, there are five ways to deal with Item 8: a. to delete it Tian (2006); b. to
use a positive tone to express it and do positive scoring Tian (2006); c. to use a positive tone
and do reverse scoring Ji & Yu (1993); Wang et al (1999); d. to use a negative tone and do
reverse scoring Shen & Cai (2008); Lin & Huang (2010); e. to use a euphemistic tone and do
reverse scoring (Han et al., 2005).

This study, through CNKI search, finds that most of the 42 CSSCI papers (with journal
names containing the word “psychology” and key words including “self-esteem”) in China in
recent three years (2022-2024) used classic Chinese version of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem
Scale Ji & Yu (1993); Wang et al (1999), in which Item 8 is translated in a positive tone and
scored reversely. Although the Cronbach a of the scale in all the papers seems acceptable, it
is suggested that the translation of Item 8 should use a negative tone and reverse scoring
because this is consistent with the original design of the scale. Based on the previous
translations, this paper proposes a negative translation: “E AR, [H 2B B K
3k DASRAS 55 £ 1Y) H B [Although | wish, | feel that it will be difficult for me to gain more
self-esteem in the future”]. This implies the judgement of the current self-esteem level, the
hope for higher self-esteem, and the lack of confidence to gain more self-esteem in the future.
This translation of a negative tone should be scored reversely.

This study provides a new translation of Item 8 of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale,
which is faithful to the original, consistent with the Chinese culture, and clear to understand.
The reverse scoring of this translation of Item 8 is consistent with the original design of the
scale by (Rosenberg, 1965). The future study can use the classic Chinese version Ji & Yu (1993);
Wang et al (1999) and change Item 8 to this translation and check the validity and reliability
of the scale. It is hoped that this study can provide insights into the future choice and use of
Chinese versions of the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, the future study of self-esteem, and the
future study of self-esteem scales.
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