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The Factor Structure of Chinese Rosenberg’ Self —esteem Scale Affected by
Item Statement Method

Wang Mengcheng',Cai Bingguang® , Wu Yan®,Dai Xiaoyang'

(1. Department of Psychology,Shenzhen University,Shenzhen 518060;2. Lintou middle school, Maoming 525424 ;

3. Center for Studies of Psychological Application,South China Normal University,Guangzhou 510631)

self — esteem affected by item statement method. The study

compare “The Correlated Trait— Correlated Method, CTCM” with “The Correlated Trait - Correlated Uniqueness,“CTCU”

models in the framework of MTMM. The results indicated that the two factor structure of Chinese Rosenberg’

self — esteem

scale mainly caused by method effects. More attentions should be paid to method effects when establish a psychological scale.

Key words: Chinese Rosenberg’

self —esteem scale;item statement method;factor structure; method effects
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