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PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPLORATION

M Rasch BA% 5% Hr Rosenberg | Bl 3

= S IO &
(FACITRE A2 0 H2BE, K3 130024)

@ . F Rosenberg B %34 (RSES) 5425 4 Ak Kk A R4THR, B AR D ALEELN
Rasch B8 3457 B 3478475 W& DIF %%, 2R &K% ,Rosenberg B EZT X LA H M, F4H
N 0.84; 3 B 8 wlsh, L AeTR B B4R BRI, BER AR S T FRARIK G BT hAE,
TEAREFBRBENEAD N FAES LEEDF, A AA L2 AEKRPFEE FLA, AAxTTF
% E i, B Rasch FH 547 Rosenberg § FFRAARY , AR - S ZERERAZAS

FRBRSE

X : B ¥ ;Rasch B2 ;51 B A B2t DIF Ak

HE 55 :B841.2 SCERARIRAG A
1 5|5

HE, B MEEFRDNEATE, 2 MEARBN
BOERZ . BEEHMEEMZN RS
(Self — concept) 514 73 B i R, H ¥ RERIXF
B ECE VAL B R EE T, RISz B
F& (Leary & Baumeister,2000) , HE AU ME A
T80 B %470, ik B B e sE 54208 AR B4R
PNV 0 B FT S ARAT AR R 5 IR R AT 1 4
FA W, 54 i 0 2R % UM %
( Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs, 2003;
Baumeister,2010 ; Sowislo & Orth, 2013 ; & 3%, K [
2 IRIEAR,2015) o X T HEIMHFE, — B LRI
ZRWRENTWENL, A X8 ERINEIN 2P
& RVE IR Z — , {5 PR ey o 0 5 L B A8 T A A
MEEESLH) B K MR E TR REAEFH
T2 S, 3 SR 2 S W W 5 2 A H 4RI 5T
HERVERTE S WM. AXBERIE, B
&) Z T EZ M Rosenberg - 1965 £ 4 i) H %
R (fFFF RSES) , AT Z AR M (Schmitt &
Allik,2005) , Rosenberg 2 H Z BRI E KT B
iR —4ERE, B BTE T E A KR A& § & (Rosen-
berg,1995) , DI — 238 %} Rosenberg H BB
FRFEEE R MBELS L P R MR TR
WEFFRH T H SR ILEE , 40 Roth 55 (2008 ) Ak RS-
ES Z Jir LA gl 5t B H P9 A 4E B, 58 202 AR i B
H—iX A R 3 7 5N 1 22 57, (H 2 B R B IR
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RSES Hill & - E(BRABE) WAKTA
( Chao, Vidacovich,& Green, 2016 ; Quilty, Oakman, &
Risko,2006)

I B [ b B8 (Ttem Response Theory, f&f 7
IRT) ) & Fe 15 25 T 1% 4 £ #11ll & #2 18 ( Classical
Test Theory, i #% CTT) KA B 5 RKR, L HARIE
U : — 259 B S 8Ea s B AR HIBHE,
FETHEROE THEAS , IF B R4S 68 1 A Rl T A
ks 72 CTT RYHTRIR B BT A HE A B A R 4 I
RiRE, XSBUEALERS ENMEER , FBUE
AT (BB, UgE, TR R ,2002) . AHXT
Z UL RO, I B S B BB R SO E #R
FrBUKE (0 52 55,2008 ) o 4T, I H O
W (IRT) 72 5 iR £ 4L I £ 78 (CTT) A 2 i Eal B
RIEMFTRINE T, I M TEARS 2UF B
F1%E B . Rasch #EE] (Rasch Model ) A% 51
RYRIHIE JRTER , XA R B AR H Sk BT X
Bt , FNT — S5 B 1R 220 R A T R 1 e E A
ARy, St R 5 15 AT DA S IR A% Ge & ik
el A A 0 46 P A ( Wreight, 2000 5 X1 5%, X1 B 4,
1558 ,2013) , Rasch 1AL HAj IRT 53 P & 1]
LHIRES (reduced model ) , TFEAL TS HR D,
MSHATH TR E M R B L B AR (%
FILEIW AT AAE 5 GCUM HERIZE ) B (Al
— Owidha 2007 ; 2&F,2010) , B 124 T 45 2 SR
MESEAGIT 45 R EF Rasch BRI BEEL R Z—,
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sh, 5 H B IRT # AR IL (40 2PLM, 3PLM &%
GGUM) , Rasch B H 5 S (1005, i B w
EZH b 5 ER (interval scale) . 4K, BA
Ok B Z B 5 E ¥4 Rasch BRI B HITE A S0, A%
1 ZE (2013 ) % F Rasch #E #1443 HT Rosenberg B
HERXWNZERBOEMN T % A EKFRH0L,
Chao(2016) 3% A Rasch BN L% 26 B KA E K H
B E#H TR, ZERAARENIENT
BEKFEEMEAMINE. HEj, ENZHIFR%
FAZ LI B I8 1) 77 0% Rosenberg 5 B 8 R 1T
TSRS, HRAHE(2006) HFFE &I, Rosenberg H
HREEEABERNGERE, Bgx 58 8 A
H5WHFEEZESR, BUCK I EOY IE T s ER
LT HR IRT FRyRAh 2 S 23S 7RI & E AR 2
HRRHE, % B3] Rasch B8 iy 4F &5 LR AE Likert
RENA LR ZFEHE R A Rasch B EIX) RSES
BEAT AT, RO I B R T B R AR NS A A
WAL, BT ERX A R SS9 A
PR, CAEIRET T RAR TR T BEE
F W ZE R84 (Song, Cai, Brown, & Grimm,
2011) fBA[RPE HI 2 B 45K AE Rosenberg | 8 53K
R ER IR B A KBS AR R D, B A
HE EATHAFTFHEMARIRE RS
BRSBTS BN G B

g b U B B M BEE X Rosenberg
HEBERHTIE SHAM DL R 22 500 5 k4
BT, HRL G PP 4R 5 5 M35 H Sk, LU
HE—2P e g A R R AR KR
2 HARAE
2.1 BRA%R

FEAEI B & 8 — BT R =M — e G
PER 2R BT, 3E 440 A FHATHEI , 5104 7] 5
435 173, IR 4 W4y 98. 9% 5 B o B R 4 425
By A EE RN 97.7% ., Pk BB AER N
21.76 + 2.31 %, H4 191 A, 5 44.9% ; 44k 234
N, 555.1%,
2.2 HRILAE

Rosenberg H & & 2% 1 Rosenberg T 1965 445
IR, A B DR A E R ARIRENET
H, O ZHWHEM RSP AR) ZW LE, &
BROE 10 MEH, KP A 5 NH N IEm 3
B, B 7AW, X B SRR E; A
5 AN HE AT, W H 10 REA RSB S

—ToRAL . TR FEN Likert PUAIESY, SR 1 -4 3F
ST R, B BGEE 2 10 ~40 73, 30 R, =3
AR B BRI

2.3 #itmEk

Rasch B2 —f A S H M EEL, 7£
Likert &R /3 #rh B A B W FE R E (X R4,
2013) , *% B3| Rosenberg H 24 H N Likert 7\ H.4E
FERR, IPAEEHE o p il o 4R B0 IR A IESE , R
i Rasch BE%U%} Rosenberg 5 EBR #7047, LIt
TEAEIE B R R M RA B AR
WHME SR, #—PHTHEYRERER
( Differential Item Functioning, f&#f DIF) , DL B
BERGNI A LS DIF,

SR T SPSS21. 0 47 $U40 B0 Al 1 2 3 K% B 4
Ko, M A Conquest2. O B4R HEAT B 1L & 1O B3R
AEFE, KA R 3.0 1 844w 1 Lordif” 72 77 (0. 24T
DIF 4347 o
3 MRER
3.1 REMAE

R F Rasch BEIXS SR IEAT i FAB LTI —
AR = £ B A H4E 1 (Roth, Decker, Herzberg,
Brihler,2008) , %5 — N FHRHMER 55 Z N FHHE
A AR R T 3, Wi B R A A R4tk
( Hambleton & Swamniathan,1985) , X} Rosenberg H
BERMEEREHT ERG T RR(AER L), 56—
HFWRER S8 —NEFRMERELER
3. 426, LHABUR S A 0 i B4R 20K, I IE &

Rasch #EH 4347,
F1 RYEMERLE
. F—EF H-AF PIFFHE
FHAEAR FHIFAR R
Iéoggg%g 4.294 1.253 3.426
3.2 A

Rasch #1318 44 {5 B ( Person separation re-
liability ) S48 HMAFT =4 “HEL" AR 5 AR K
o, BMAETHRZAE AT BHITE Ll EiE
FREE (X R5E,2013) , 7EEENIER 7K b5E &S
T S8 5 B, R U 36 5 8, oR 45, DU 36
158 PRECHEJE T 3 B & 30 H W15 B R 80y B
(Bond & Fox,2015) . Rasch #2 R & B8 ARK(=FE
AR E E R A BUETE £ 0 ~ 1
ZiE. —MmE (FEEREO0.7 UL ERA#EZN,
=T 0.8 44y (Bond & Fox,2006) . &iTH KM,
AR5 BEE K 0. 84,
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3.3 %EE

MF 2 W35 B AT E R, & T E R4y
MHTE -1.006 5 1.497 Z [ CF¥EERERO) , K
1 Rl B B/KF 50 HEE X R R R, 45
AR 1 MEFEAGTHE, B8 1 A] A, Rosenberg H & &
RIGT BT & M ARIKOT B & MR it
BERX,HAEN TR E B EKFRE R
i
3.4 BAMSE

£ Rasch 158 o, fAY 58 22 24 77 (Infit MNSQ)
IR )7 (Outfit MNSQ) # HIA -4 35 H ) x*
GIabR, Horp Infit MNSQ W2 AR ( LA Jy 22 9 A
RO G ER 2 ¥77, Outfit MNSQ 2522 I35 .
i# 1 Rasch fEEIS M7 & B, Rosenberg H B 3 11
%3 8 il Infit MNSQ & Outfit MNSQ {4351 1. 51
I 1.55, 439 Wright 1 Linacre (1994) By#EEI . NL22&
MNSQ > 1.4 5 <0.6 B, B ] LA KB 630
REE, AL, BREE 8 AiAh, e I H LG RCR Y
Bar, BARE 2,
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Infit Outfit
H %%E{E PR S0 cl T MNSQ CI T
1 Z1.006  0.064 0.85 0.87 1.13 -2.4 0.8 0.87 1.13 2.4
2 ~0.405  0.064 0.90 0.8 1.14 -1.4 0.9 0.87 1.13 1.4
3 ~0.531  0.064 0.85 0.8 1.14 -2.2 0.8 0.87 113 2.1
4 ~0.616 0.064 0.82 0.8 1.14 -2.7 0.8 0.87 1.13 -2.2
5 ~0.272  0.063 1.05 0.8 1.14 0.8 1.05 0.87 113 0.7
6 _0.472 0.064 0.62 0.8 1.14 -6.3 0.6 0.87 1.13 6.4
7 0.196  0.063 0.8 0.8 1.14 -2.7 0.82 0.87 113 -2.7
8 1.357  0.061 1.51 0.87 1.13 6.6 155 0.8 1.13 6.9
9 1.497  0.061 1.04 0.87 1.13 07 110 0.87 113 1.4
10 0.251*  0.189  1.37 0.8 1.14 4.8  1.38 0.87 1.13 4.9

AN, B 2 R BE &R FTA T H 4R S
B BHZ, xR e 2 A EERFAMEE
R— BT B A AR R KOT- I B T SR RS
TG RERE . H AP AR AR T B X, XN E
POAR R A, B — A2 EARER A logit 47,
PAPRFR 5 B E KD, B Fisher {5 8 PR 41 ( Bond
& Fox,2015) , #&MFUL, A BGMETHETEE A0 ~ -
2 Z[A], Iy RBARAEL R RO B A = L YT KPR
o AR g AT IR LM E R ER K.
3.5 AR B AR EFKR

AR -, B — 25 AT I B DhE =
Sk, B H e Sk R 248 ok B AN [ F K
HLC B S K ST AH A5 A ZE BRI H [R]— 32 I ) 48

Test Information

Information
N,

Latent Trait {logits)

B2 WBER%
B (AU, B 37,2007 ), BV B XA JR] M
HRRARAANFRKIENEE, Eid Lod RITKK
HEIE I H S HER RN BHZE H 2T B
WHTIREZE S, R R 040 7 42° Lordif” 4T
DIF 7347, XA [P 51 B O TE 250 H L i 2= 5
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73 H o) 5t & 7 # 5% ( Choi, Gibbons, & Crane,
2011) ,xis 4 & DIF #3545, /N T 0. 05 774
DIF, HrhIi B 10 & A, — A 778 (Choi,
Gibbons, & Crane,2011), RIELEE, HFE3 0/ H,

TiH 1 f15 f74E DIF, (73X - B b, 5022 5
TEAKTAR AREEHRAE A Sk L
B AR I 3. B 3 R B, A RPERI POAR B
IKFSH 6 EI N ATEL -4,4 1o

®3 WEAMEERSHRR

A H no. cat Xiz Xz Xis
1 RN BCRIMENENAN, ZPE5HATHET . 3 0. 009 0.457 0.025
2 BRIEBRETZMA 3 0. 697 0.021 0. 064
3 RIS, Bmm T A _—RME . 3 0.020 0.919 0. 066
4 RAUSETT LM FI R BB —HE T, 3 0.112 0.876 0.280
5 REBBCHEMTAHEBARENH, 3 0.010 0. 046 0.005
6 B ACOFHE—MEEWEE, 3 0. 664 0.968 0.909
7 BAEmME, /X A CREHE. 3 0.083 0.475 0.172
8 REERFERELCHITT . 4 0.616 0. 495 0.698
9 A EHER TR H CARE 4 0.045 0.842 0.132
10 REMMNIEC — TR, 4 0.244 0.028 0.046
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4 it
4.1 AraF i A-FRAF ARG IR B 89 07

FFH Rasch A%} Rosenberg H B & %K M IF1E
AT 40T, RIS s bn R 8L, Wi B 8 (RE
AEEEFEGE T MG T ) # Infit MNSQ % Outfit
MNSQ {43510 1. 51 F1 1. 55, IG5 B 25, %W B
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BN R TR E SO E R E SR, Hihe
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KB REAV. BIEHSE A (2013 ) £ X Rosenberg
HEERHATEITH ZIMH 8 #l& A, 7EM
BRIH 8 5, R EH R 9 N E EYEBERFH
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FERSLE IR FE T H AR — R T AN 5
1A% ( Lehman , Chiu, & Schaller,2004 ) , B I 7 41,
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IR, XERI AR R (BRER, 16, B,
2011) , #4455 (2007) fE— X S 7 B BT
WEMHRT R, P EAEBENERS S LS
A AHEL, 72 BB S AERA MR 0 LB ST AN
Ko XTI, B SO RN A E L,
A5 SCAss A R 3 S, BRI S ¥ BE N SUPE
FRSR, NS EEEERMH 8 LRAL=E
o PRI, LSRRI e SR A 8 #H171E
S E AR, ARSI B B E SR
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X} Rosenberg B 55 2K 115515 B #h 2 47 45
BRI, ZEFRX B B8 R AR B K o il s
PEHEEEHEM 4L, Halama 1 Biescad (2006) /)
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2006) , @ H M E K& fE Bl 2 & & 3L, Rosen-
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A, X A AR B TR B SRR R 28,1
P AR5 B EIKFEAH 7 . Deci Fil Ry-
an(1995) % B X 4 MAHA = B EMEIER &
HE, MBI A OBk AR T
FEE T T R SR 3 R B 2 A B a9 0 1
B, mELA L AR R B ESN RSN A S
SPECEA AR TT BEE, 40 B FREKGR  ER g L K B
AR R BB ERESE, Hm TX E A
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2002) . %F ik, W LU A iz ER W RS, E
BEHBWH 1 55 E 5 M5 L ReER, DU
TEI) & PR 2 WL o
5 %Kik

% Ji] Rasch #8737 Rosenberg B H B3R, 45 5H
RI:UH Q(HRERBEEREHCHE T) KR
RN R DE TR AP A - B R EME
FHE MRS, FES—LXE AR R
MEFATEN 5T & ;I8N Z R0, W H 1(R
INHHEERNEMEMA, ZP5HAAREET)
M E 5 (A A CBA - AER HEEMNHT) T
TEPREE , LI Nk B B KT ) B 5 AL B R
EII AL

S35 3k

BEARS , FAh, RBERE. (2011). Z M A MR E AT H
NI DS O B AL B ,19(1) ,1 - 8.

IR KT  ARBEAR. (2015) . R2p4: #4550 BRI TG
ST —— AR E RS A O B A AR ,23(9)
1499 - 1507.

R A, B ER. (2013). i rasch BRI M 3B

ILE AR RS LOBRIF ,36(2) ,484 - 488.

BHE, BRgR, TR R. (1998) AAHEF 50BN H#ER
B .ME TR EE R

H SR #. (2006 ) . Rosenberg(1965) B B #3 FH3UREI K A
J. DBEFHRT ,26(2) ,88 —91.

FI SR, Sk 2. (2006). & A %89 7 R BT 7R PF. O 22 R
2R ,14(5) , 704 - 709.

WAL, R (2007). T A S EE T likert BUEF R dif
K TTEERNR . LTI FF 1 ( ARPIFERR) ,31(3),
311 -315.

ARV BSEE , E DBR. (2013). “ Rosenberg A8 B3R 2
PO S - PP B RAR B R B A W 32 T ,60(2) ,263 —
290.

ThAKSE B2 Ae4G. (2006) . X A B B HER 2 57 09 TT 247 -
RSO B AR 2 2006 SFEARBHT SIB IR

7. (2010) . LEERLA SR N 59 WL Bt —asch A
P IR RS O BER R ,18(8) ,1298 - 1305.

I BT R, EEe, B A%, FhEs, BEEE. (2008). 1A
Ui B R B R b E S AR 1) B E 4. O B2
23R ,40(5) ,611 -617.

Al — Owidha, A. A. (2007) . A comparisonof the Rasch model and
the three — parameter logistic model applied io the quantitative
subtest of the General Aptitude Test, Saudi Arabia ( Unpub-
lished Doctoral dissertation) . University of Denver, Colorado,
USA.

Baumeister,R. F. (2010). The self. In R. F. Baumeister & E. J.
Finkel( Eds. ) , Advanced social psychology: The state of sci-
ence( pp. 139 —175). New York: Oxford University Press.

Baumeister,R. F. , Campbell, J. D. , Krueger, J. I. , & Vohs, K.
D. (2003 ). Does high self — esteem cause better perform-

ance , interpersonal success, happiness,or healthier lifestyles?
Psychological Science in the Public Interest ,4(1) ,1 —44.

Bond,T. G. ,& Fox,C. M. (2015). Applying the Rasch model;
Fundamental measurement in the human sciences (3rd ed. ).
New York,NY :Routledge.

Cai,H.J. ,Brown,J. D. ,Deng,C. ,& Oakes,M. A. (2007 ). Self
- esteem and culture ; Differences in cognitive self — evalua-
tions or affective self — regard? Asian Journal of Social Psy-
chology ,10(3) ,162 - 170.

Chao,C. L. , Vidacovich, C. , & Green, K. E. (2016). Rasch a-
nalysis of the rosenberg self — esteem scale with african ameri-
cans. Psychological Assessment,29(3) ,329 —342.

Choi,S. W. ,Gibbons,L. E. ,& Crane,P. K. (2011). Lordif: An
r package for detecting differential item functioning using iter-
ative hybrid ordinal logistic regression/item response theory
and monte carlo simulations. Journal of Statistical Sofiware ,39
(8),1-30.

Crane,P. K. , & Belle,G. V. (2006). Differential item functio-
ning analysis with ordinal logistic regression techniques. dif-
detect and difwithpar. Medical Care ,44(44),115 -123.

Deci,E. L. ,& Ryan,R. M. (1995) . Human autonomy ; The basis



450 i BEE R

2018 4E

for true self — esteem. In M. Kemis( Ed. ) , Efficacy ,Agency , &
Self — Esteem(pp. 31 —49). Plenum Press.

Gray — Little,B. , Williams, V. S. L. ,& Hancock,T. D. (1997).
An item response theory analysis of the rosenberg sell — es-
teem scale. Personality & Social Psychology Bulletin,23(5),
443 —451.

Hambleton, R. K. , & Swaminathan, H. (1985). Item response
theory ; Principles and applications. Boston, MA ; Kluwer — Ni-
jhoff.

Kling,K. C. , Hyde, J. S., Showers, C. J. , & Buswell, B. N.
(1999). Gender differences in self — esteem: A meta — analy-
sis. Psychological Bulletin ,125(4) ,470 —500.

Leary ,M. R. , & Baumeister,R. F. (2000) . The nature and func-
tion of self — esteem: Sociometer theory. Advances in Experi-
mental Social Psychology,32(00),1 -62.

Lehman,D. R. ,Chiu,C. Y. ,& Schaller, M. (2004 ). Psychology
and culture. Annual Review of Psychology,55,689 —714.

Quilty, L. C. ,Oakman,J. M. ,& Risko, E. (2006 ). Correlates of
the rosenberg sell — esteem scale method effects. Structural E-
quation Modeling A Multidisciplinary Journal,13(1),99 —
117.

Rosenberg,M. , Schooler, C. , Schoenbach, C. , & Rosenberg, F.
(1995). Global self — esteem and specific self — esteem ; Dif-
ferent concepts,different outcomes. American Sociological Re-
view,60(1) ,141 - 156.

Roth,M. , Decker, O. , Herzberg, P. Y. , & Brihler, E. (2008).
Dimensionality and norms of the rosenberg self — esteem scale

in a german general population sample. European Journal of

Psychological Assessment,24(3),190 —197.

Schmitt,D. P. , & Allik,J. (2005). Simultaneous administration
of the rosenberg self — esteem scale in 53 nations; Exploring
the universal and culture — specific features of global self —
esteem. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology,89(4),
623 —42.

Song,H. ,Cai,H. ,Brown,]J. D. ,& Grimm,K. J. (2011) . Differ-
ential item functioning of the rosenberg self — esteem scale in
the us and china ; Measurement bias matters. Asian Journal of
Social Psychology,14(3) ,176 —188.

Sowislo,J. F. , & Orth,U. (2013). Does low self — esteem pre-
dict depression and anxiety? A meta — analysis of longitudinal
studies. Psychological Bulletin,139(1) ,213 -240.

Tomas,J. M. ,& Oliver, A. (1999). Rosenberg’ s Self — Esteem
Scale : Two factors or method effects. Structural Equation Mod-
eling ,6(1) ,84 —98.

Wang, W. C. (2004 ). Effects of anchor item methods on the de-
tection of differential item functioning within the family of ra-
sch models. Journal of Experimental Education,72(3) ,221 -
261.

Wood,W. ,& Eagly,A. H. (2002). A cross — cultural analysis of
the behavior of women and men ; Implications for the origins of
sex differences. Psychological Bulletin,128(5) ,699 —727.

Wright,B. D. , & Linacre, J. M. (1994 ). Reasonable mean —
square fit value. Rasch Measurement Transactions,8 ,370.

Wright,B. D. , & Mok, M. M. C. (2000 ). Rasch models over-
view. Journal of Applied Measurement,1(1) ,83 —106.

Use Rasch Model to Analyze the Rosenberg Self — Esteem Scale

Gao Shuang Zhang Xiangkui
( Department of Psychology , Northeast Normal University , Changchun 130024 )

Abstract ; The study aimed to use the Rasch Model in analyzing the Rosenberg Self — Esteem Scale( RSES) to explain its model fitness
of each item, explored the subjects individual differences of DIF ,and it provided a basis for effectiveness and usage in RSES. 425 under-
graduates ( mean age =21.71 years old,191 males) were sampled from Northeast China, they were measured by the Rosenberg Self — Es-
teem Scale( RSES) which containing 10 items. The data was collected by SPSS and analyzed through the software Conquest2.0 and R
package. The results showed the Rosenberg Self — Esteem Scale’ s reliability was. 84 ,its item difficulty distribution was from — 1. 006 to
1.497 ,more items difficulty levels indicated that the test is relatively easy for participants,the RSES can discriminated the examines
with moderate and lower self — esteem rather than the upper. All except item 8 have acceptable model fit indices,the mean square of
both Infit and Outfit MNSQ of item 8 in RSES were 1. 51 and 1. 55. Differential item functioning in gender was item 1 and 5, it showed
that the male had higher self - esteem than female. All of these findings may provide implications of using Rasch Model for the Rosen-
berg Self — esteem Scale development and evaluation, it also support discussions and suggestions for future research.

Key words: self — esteem ; Rasch model;item response theory; differential item functioning



